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Bush Justice Report 

SECOND IN A SERIES 

The first objective study of criminal 
justice operations in the rural, largely 
Native villages of Alaska was commis
sioned by the Criminal Justice Planning 
Agency last year and was conducted by 
Dr. John E. Angell of the Criminal Justice 
Center of the University of Alaska, 
Anchorage. 

In the resulting report submitted to 
the Governor's Commission on the Ad
minis t ration of Justice Dr. Angell 
concluded: 

1. Residents of the Bush village face a
greater risk of accidental death or injury, 
fire, homicide, suicide, rape or aggravated 
assault than residents of urban areas. 

2. The state has failed to provide
equal protection to Bush village residents 
regarding public safety and justice ser
vices. 

3. The Bush remains largely invisible
as little meaningful data is collected from 
the Bush villages to adequately identify 
and assess the problems faced by Bush 
village residents; and what data that is 
collected is often "submerged" with oth
er data and becomes indistinguishable. 

Dr. Angell detailed his findings and 
submitted a series of recommendations of 
actions to be taken to address the con
ditions he reported in his study. (See 
Alaska Justice Forum, April 1979.) 

Most of what Dr. Angell reported was 
not new to those familiar with the Bush 
villages of Alaska, nor did it fill the void 

created by the absence of adequate data 
collection from these villages. 

But, as a result of the study Dr. Angell 
said, "It is very clear that the state must 
undertake a systematic collection of in
formation and data concerning the Native 
villages before the state can adequately 
address the problems which exist in the 
villages." 

The report was based on a survey of 
56 villages throughout the state, including 
interviews with village officials and village 
residents. The study was intended to in
clude a greater number of villages, but 
was hampered by transportation and 
communication problems which are in
dicative of the problems faced by the 
state and illustrative of the isolation of 
the villages. 

Within the limitations of the study Dr. 
Angell ,provided the following Infor
mation on the villages studied and Bush 
Justice activities: Community Profile; 
Custom, Law and Crime; A Perspective 
on Justice Services; Police Services; Legal 
and Judicial Services; Prisoner Detention 
and Corrections; Observations and Pos
sible Actions. (The latter was summarized 
In the Alaska Justice Forum, April 1979.) 

COMMUNITY PROFILE 

. 
The Native villages are small, ranging 

in population from less than 100 to over 
1,500. They are isolated from each other 
and from larger commercial centers by 
distances of 100 to 300 miles. 

Dr. Angell distinguishes these villages 

from the larger commercial centers such 
as Dillingham, Bethel, Nome, Kotzebue, 
Barrow and Ft. Yukon which do receive a 
measure of justice services under the rub
rick of "Bush Justice," which are not 
available in the Native villages. 

Most of these villages have come into 
existence only during the past 50 years, 
usually to take advantages of a good 
location for subsistence hunting and 
fishing. 

There are virtually no road connec
tions between the villages and the only 
means of transportation is by riverboat, 
aircraft, or snowmachine in the winter. 

Available Services 
Most of the villages do have electricity, 

but no sewage or garbage disposal system 
Many of the villages have at least one 
telephone, but Jt ls often inoperative and 
emergency communications is accom
plished by radio or a scheduled weekly 
mail plane. 

Most do not have any organized means 
of fighting fire, or even a fire ex
tinguisher. 

Most villages do have an elementary 
school teacher and a health aide. Twenty
five per cent of the villages do not have 
even one village police officer. Where 
officers are, they range from one or two 
part-time or volunteer officers to four or 
five full-time officers. One village had 12. 

Less than half of the officers had 
received anv traininf! under the proqram 

(Continued on Page 4) 
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State v. Sundberg: Defendant's 
In a reply to the Petition for Review 

filed by the Department of Las in State v. 
Sundberg, the Alaska Public Defender 
Agency argued that the Alaska Supreme 
Court should uphold the ruling of An
chorage Superior Court Judge Victor D. 
Carlson in the shooting of a fleeing bur, 
glary suspect by a police officer. (See 
Alaska Justice Forum, January and Feb
ruary 1979.) 

The judge ruled that excessive force 
was used in the shooting of the suspect 
and applied the exclusionary rule to sup
press the fruits of the shooting-the arrest 
and identification of the suspect. 

It was the judge's ruling that in his 
interpretation of the supreme court's 
opinion in Gray v. State, 463 P.2d 897 
(Alaska 1970), the use of deadly force 
required a showing of necessity and that a 
mere showing that a felony had been 
committed was not sufficient to support 
a showing of necessity unless there was a 
showing of danger to the life of a victim, 
police officer or others. 

Under this interpretation, the judge 
ruled that AS 12.25.080 prohibited the 
use of deadly force unless a dangerous 
situation existed. But, if the statute did 
not prohibit the use of deadly force, it 
was unconstitutional as a denial of due 
process and protection against unreason
able search and seizure. 

The arguments in the defense reply to 
the Petition for Review can be summar
ized as follows: 
I. Alaska Statutes Do Not Permit the Use
of Deadly Force to Stop a Property
Offender.

. • The supreme court has yet to de
fine "necessary" and "lawful," and these 
should not be read to permit the shooting 
of a property offender. 

• Deadly force should be used only
to preclude harm to people. It was not 
necessary under the facts of this case. 

• Construing "necessary" to mean
threat of violence would further. construe 
Alaska's statute in a m_anner consistent 
with the revised criminal code. 

• The superior court did not enter a
broad ruling significantly prohibiting the 
use of deadly force. To uphold the ruling 
prohibits force where the superior court 
rules there is no danger, a decision which 
should be entrusted to the discretion of 
the trial courts. 

A. Deadly Force Shocks the Con- ·
science. 

• In Rochin v. California, 342 U.S.
165 ( 1965). the use of a stomach pump 
to obtain evidence was considered so 
brutal that it "shocked the conscience" in 
violation of due process and required the 
use of the exclusionary rule to suppress 
the evidence. 

• The shooting of a citizen carries a
greater risk to the suspect as well as 
innocent bystanders and therefore due 
process mandates that the evidence be 
suppressed. 

• This concept was· used by the
Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals to inval
idate a statute permitting the shooting of 
property offenders in Mattis v. Schnarr, 
547 F.2d 1007 (Eighth Cir. 1976). 

• Even the death penalty for killing is
permitted only after substantive and pro
cedural due process rights have been 
effectuated. 

• Because of the fundamental right to
life, a statute that deprives life should be 
sustained only if the state's interests is 
compelling and only if the statute is nar
rowly drawn to express only the legiti
mate interests at stake. 

B. lrrebuttable Presumption.
• Due process of law if offended by

the creation of an impermissible irrebut
table presumption which assumes all fel
ons present sufficient danger to justify 
deadly force. 

• It is arbitrary and irrational to per
mit police to shoot all felons, but not 
misdemeanants. 

C. Procedural Due Process .
• Due process is denied if police may

shoot property offenders without prior 
hearings, right to counsel or other proce
dural safeguards. ,Unlike an illegal search, 
a reviewing court cannot undo a summary 
punishment of death. 

• Probable cause would permit if
probable cause of violence exists, even if 
mistaken. The risk would be justified by a 
good faith attempt to preserve human 
life. 

D. Void for Vagueness.
• Due process is offended if state

statutes permit use of deadly force to 
shoot property offenders since tl:,e stat
ute's vagueness invites uneven application 
of the law. 

"Necessary" is not defined by statute. 
• The line between felony and mis

demeanor is impossible to evenly ascer
tain by the officer on the street-whether 
the amounts stolen was $249 or $250. 
11. Unreasonable Search and Seizure.

A. General Law of Alaska.
• Alaska law establishes that Art 1,

Sec. 14, of the Alaska Constitution pro
vides greater protection than its federal 
counterpart as the Alaska Constitution 
places stronger emphasis on individual 
liberty. 

• Preservation of human life is more
important to society than the apprehen
sion of a property offender. 

B. Entry into the Body is a Search.
• Other jurisdictions and legal schol

ars apply search and seizure law to pre
clude the fruits of excessive police force. 

• In Layland v. State, 535 P.2d 1043
(Alaska 1975), involving the extraction of 
blood, the supreme court recognized that 
possible injury to a person may outweigh 
the state's desire to collect evidence. 
Ill. Equal Protection of the Law. 

• This is analytically similar to due
process' rebuttable presumption claims. 

A. Definition of Classes.
• There is unequal treatment between

violent misdemeanants who are not shot, 
and peaceful felons who are shot. 

• This creates two classes of property
offenders. 

B. No Compelling or Substantial State
Interest. 

• The intent to stop a property offen
der does not outbalance the risk to others 
without a showing of potential violence. 

• There is little sense to kill some
property offenders and not others based 
upon the dollar value of the items believ
ed stolen. 

• A compelling or substantial justifi
cation must exist if the legislature is to 
decree that one class may live and anoth
er may die. 

• The only classification appropriate
for deadly force is the class of offenders 
who threaten serious bodily harm. 

• Deadly force to stop nonviolent
felons violates equal protection. 
IV, Cruel and Unusual Punishment. 

• Deadly force to ensure property
convictions is grossly disproportiante to 
the crime. 

May 1979 
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Reply 
• Deadly force to detain nonviolent

property felons is pretrial punishment 
which is both cruel and unusual. 

• The police officer has excessive dis
cretion to shoot or not if violence does 
not mark the line. 

• Deadly force offends cruel and un
usual punishment because of its potential 
for arbitrary application. 
V. The Exclusionary Rule.

A. The Exclusionary Rule Applies.

• The exclusionary rule should be 
invoked whether the supreme court finds 
violation of state statutes, due process, 
equal protection or cruel and unusual 
punishment. 

• The exclusionary rule is mandated
by Criminal Rule 26(g) of the Alaska 
Rules of Criminal Procedure which pro
vides that illegally obtained evidence may 
not be used. 

• Permitting the government to act
unlawfully by sanctioning such activity 
dilutes the integrity of government. The 
judiciary appears to be an accessory after 
the fact when it permits police to benefit 
from lawlessness. 

B. Identification Was a Fruit of the
Shooting. 

• Substantial law prohibits the use of
identification evidence resulting from a 
bad search. 

National TASC Evaluation 

A recently completed nationwide 
evaluation of 12 Treatment Alternatives 
to Street Crime (T ASC) projects suggests 
that the projects are cost effective. 

TASC projects (AJF, Vol. 2, No. 7, 

Aug. '78) do not serve as treatment pro
grams, but as a linking agency between 
criminal justice agencies and community 
treatment programs, primarily for drug 
abusing offenders. The projects function 
by identifying the drug abuser, diagnosing 
the drug problem, referring the individual 
to a community based treatment pro
gram, and then monitoring the offender's 
progress in treatment. 

The national evaluation of such proj
ects was conducted for the LEAA by 
System Sciences, Inc. 

The evaluators made the following 
findings: 

• That T ASC project screening meth
ods effectively identify potential clients; 
and the diagnosis and referral functions 
fill a previously existing void and are 
valued by judicial officers. 

• Of all clients discharged, the pro
portion of successful or neutral discharges 
ranged from 33 to 70 per cent which was 
seen as encouraging considering the popu
lation being served. 

• The median annual cost per client is
$637 and median annual cost per pro
gram is $888. When cost of treatment is 

added the figures rise to $2,662 for out
patients and $6,212 for residential pa
tients. 

This is considerably less than the cost 
of incarceration, but assumes that T ASC 
::lients would be incarcerated if not in a 
TASC program. 

One of the original intents of the 
TASC programs when first established 
Nas to serve as a diversion program for 
)ffenders entering the criminal justice 
;ystem. 

' But the evaluators found that only 8.6 
per cent of the caseload nationally in
volved true diversion-dismissal of charges 
for those successfully completing the pro
gram. Instead the evaluators found that 
TASC clients were about equally divided 
between those on pretrial release and 
sentenced offenders. 

The evaluators reported that justice 
system officials were generally reluctant 
to divert most hard drug offenders. 
Nevertheless, the evaluators recommend
ed that T ASC projects revive their early 
efforts and promote diversion as one of 
its functions. 

Accepting the assumption that TASC 
projects keep their clients drug free, the 
evaluators estimated that the average 
project might save as much as $1 million 
a year in stolen property. 

• The evidence that the suspect may
have escaped supports the trial court's 
ruling. 

C. Inevitable Discovery.

• This should not apply to this case.
• The issue was not properly raised.
• The record does not support inevi

table discovery. 
• The inevitable discovery rule should

not be adopted in this state. 
• The doctrine should not be applied

to a situation of excessive force. 

ORAL APPELLATE 

DECISIONS 

Division Four of the First Appellate 
District, of the California Court of 
Appeal in San Francisco has announced 
that it is conducting an experiment with 
rendering oral decisions in simpler cases 
brought before the court. 

The experiment is modeled on British 
appellate practice and is designed to a 
more searching, less formal hearing can 
lead to immediate decision in uncompli
cated cases. This would reduce the pres
ent load of paperwork experienced by the 
court. 

In the experiment, staff work before 
the hearing will be limited to prep&ration 
of a short orientation memorandum. Oral 
argument will then be held, but more 
extensive and probing than normal, at the 
conclusion of which a judge will orally 
announce the court's reasoning and con
clusion. A brief written opinion will be 
filed within a few days after the hearing. 

Cases which will be processed in this 
manner will be selected randomly from 
those being filed with the appellate court. 

Further information can be obtained 
by contacting: 

Alexander Aikman, or 
Larry Sipes 
National Center for State Courts 
Western Regional Office 
Suite 1550 
235 Montgomery St. 
San Francisco, Calif. 94104 
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Alaska Bush Justice: 
(Continued from Page 1)

conducted by the Alaska State Troopers. 
(See Alaska Justice Forum, February 
1979.) 

Most were poorly paid, some as little 
as $65 a month and the average was $837 
a month. As a consequence the turnover 
rate is extremely high, as much as 120 per 
cent in a year. 

Sources of village income for these and 
any other type of services are prirm rily 
revenue sharing and GET A, and the aver
age per capita annual expenditure by the 
villages was about $100. 

Economic Opportunity 
Dr. Angell reported that only about 18 

per cent of the village residents have 
income producing _ jobs as a primary 
means of support, and that was nearly 
always some type of government employ
ment. 

It is not surprising, therefore, that 
about 50 per cent of the village residents 
are dependent upon subsistence hunting 
and fishing, a decline of only 15 per cent 
in the past 10 years. 

Village residents also say they believe 
that more people are now dependent 
upon welfare or their relatives for support 

- than 10 years ago.
Population Imbalance 

One of the most significant findings 
Dr. Angell made concerning the commun
ity profile is the population imbalance of 
the Bush villages. It is a situation which 
has serious implications for the future of 
the villages, the village residents and the 
criminal justice system. 

Dr. Angell reported that 53 per cent of 
the village residents are under 19 years 
old, and about 40 per cent are 14 or 
under. 

There are, therefore, disproportion
ately fewer adults between 30 and 60 to 
provide guidance and supervision for the 
children-about 16 per cent between 30 
and 49 and 8 per cent between 50 and 
64. 

The village residents interviewed re
ported that family and community ties 
are breaking down, that the young people 
are learning neither the traditional subsis
tence skills of their parents nor "white 
man's ways," and that alcohol and drug 
use is increasing, particularly among the 
young people. 

Dr. Angell said this could result in 
increasing conflict between the young 
and the old in the villages, and that an 
increasingly heavy burden will be placed 
on the older residents to support them by 
subsistence means. He also said the juve
nile delinquency is likely to be an increas
ing problem in the villages with conse
quences for the villages and the criminal 
justice system. 

CUSTOM, LAW AND CRIIVE 

In spite of the long-established govern
mental policy to replace traditional law 
ways and social control practices of Alas
kan Natives with the Anglo-American jus
tice system, Dr. Angell reports this has 
not occurred. 

He reports that not only have the 
traditional law ways and ·social control 
practices persisted, a hybrid system has 
been developed in which the Anglo
-American system has been utilized to 
accomplish the purposes of the tradition
al law ways. 

An example is banishment. 
This is a serious action undertaken by 

some Native groups only if a person has 
committed a serious offense, or whose 
continued disruptive conduct creates a 
threat to the village. 

Since the turn of the century the 
Revenue Cutter Service, the Ma�shal's 
Service and the Alaska State Troopers 
have been utilized as agents of banish
ment. In one Yupik dialect the word for 
state trooper describes him as "the man 

who takes away." 
But, this is no longer working for the 

satisfaction of the villages. 
Troopers frequently report they are 

called to a village,,_ to remove an offender 
and are told of a list of offenses which 
have occurred over a period of months or 
even years-and there is nothing the 
troopers can do. 

Dr. Angell believes this is also a source 
of criticism of the Alaska Court System 
frequently voiced during the course of 
the study. 

He explains that frequently a person is 
taken from a village for a particular of
fense, but returns on the next scheduled 
flight after being released by the court on 
his own recognizance. 

The village thought the man was being 
removed as the end of a process of ban
ishment, usually because of repeated mis
behavior, but for the court system it was 
the beginning of the process of adjudicat
ing a single event. 

This is but one example of the con
flicts that arise from the juxtaposition of 
the Anglo-American justice system and 
the various Native law ways. A problem 
that was better perceived by Native vil
lagers than representatives of the various 
state criminal justice agencies. 

Dr. Angell stated that village residents 
believe agents of state justice systems do 
not understand the traditional customs, 
mores and law-ways of Native Alaskans 
and these agents are at a disadvantage in 
understanding Native behavior and in co
operating with local Native communities. 

He said that since Bush Justice is 
partially the result of the influence of 
traditional Native ways, it is logical that 
non-Native criminal justice personnel 
should thoroughly understand and appre
ciate the traditional ways of their clien
tele. This would help justice agents to 
better understand behavior, which might 
otherwise appear irrational, and the 
agents would be in a better position to 
avoid conflicts that arise from cultural 
differences. Dr. Angell said justice agents 
would then be in a better position to 
encourage the use of traditional social 
control methods in conjunction with or 
as alternatives to Anglo - American 
methods. 

He reported that nearly all village 
officials interviewed said that non-Native 
criminal justice personnel assigned to rur
al areas should have a thorough under
standing of the traditional customs of the 
people and of their contemporary 
problems. 

The village officials believed that the 
only criminal justice representatives who 
understood Native culture and contempo
rary problems were the village police 
officers and the magistrates-people who 
resided in the Native villages. 

The area of greatest conflict between 
Native villagers and the state or the feder
al government was in the area of fish and 
game regulation. 

This was understandable, Dr. Angell 
said, because of the continued depen-
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An Exploratory Report 
dence on subsistence hunting and fishing 
by Alaskan Natives. 

Dr. Angell said it is the belief of 
Alaskan Natives that they are not given 
appropriate consideration in the promul
gation of laws, policies and regulations. 

He said the changes they advocate 
would require changes in the philosophy 
of fish and wildlife policy making. 

Regulations tailored to the biological 
and environmental characteristics of the 
species rarely reflect the biological and 
environmental characteristics of Alaskan 
Natives for whom survival is also at stake, 
Dr. Angell commented. 

A mong the comments of village 
officials he recorded were: 

"People have a lot harder time now 
that there are fish and game laws. They 
look at food stamps, public assistance and 
other sources of food. This has hurt the 
Native pride of living. 

"Families run short of food toward 
the end of winter. Fish and game laws do 
not permit people in dire need to hunt 
waterfowl. 

"Emphasis is on trophy hunting and 
thrill sports instead of subsistence hunt
ing and fishing. Fish and wildlife should 
not sacrifice subsistence hunting for bene
fit of trophy hunting. 

"State does not understand subsis
tence way of life. 

"Most of the older people have no 
taste for white folk's meat. The prices are 
too high on meats. Large families have 
small chance to get wild meat. Give local 
people at least some permits to hunt. 

" ... families are starving who need 
the food these laws prevent them from 
receiving." 

Most village officials believed the local 
villages should be involved in the estab
lishment and enforcement of fish and 
game regulations. 

Those interviewed living on the upper 
Yukon said the quotas are not respected 
by the people downstream and that the 
quotas should be lower at the Yukon 
mouth so more fish would be available 
for subsistence people upstream. 

Most of the people interviewed said 
regulations would ensure the livelihood of 
people who have relied on wildlife for 
survival and who have few other options 
for survival. 

Dr. Angell reported that the people 
interviewed during the course of the 
study were nearly unanimous on this 
subject and that they seemed to be mak
ing a plea as much as a demand. 

Crime and Public Safety 

Although it appeared that village- resi
dents suffered a high rate of crimes of 
violence and juvenile delinquency, based 
upon the self reports of the people inter
viewed; Dr. Angell reported most of the 
people interviewed said unemployment 
and economic problems, alcohol and drug 
problems were the most serious problems 
in the villages. 

These far outstripped problems of 
crime and delinquency, lack of communi
ty services and social, health and popula
tion problems. 

But, Dr. Angell said there is a good 
possibility that all of these problems are 
so closely interrelated that they must be 
addressed together, rather than inde
pendently. He said the village officials 
viewed the solution of the economic and 
alcohol problems as being directly related 
to the solution of the crime and delin
quency problems. 

He said the village crime rates for some 
violent crimes are several times those of 
Alaska as a whole, but that a true picture 
cannot be drawn because present crime 
data processing makes Bush villages indis
tinguishable from the urban suburbs of 
the state. 

Based on the self reports of the people 
interviewed, he said it appears that the 
rates of homicide, rape, robbery and 
aggravated assault are greater than in 
Anchorage. 

But, these and events of community 
terror go unreported and unnoticed. 

PERSPECTIVE ON 

JUSTICE SERVICES 

Dr. Angell said there is no absolute 
standard for evaluating justice services in 
the Bush; and even under the best of 
circumstances it is difficult to draw con
clusions about the quality or effectiveness 
of justice operations. 

"The problem," he said, "stems from 
the fact that the two systems are not 
equally viewed nor v_iewed as equal ... 

Based on the information available in 
official reports and records it is impracti
cal, if not impossible, to compare the 
justice situations in rural Native commu
nities with those in non-Native commer
cial centers of the state. Information 
about the Native communities is either 
not reported or is obscured by its sub
mergence within data from other areas. 

"The problems of rural Native commu
nities cannot be recognized, much less 
solved, until systematic approaches for 
the collecting and processing of informa
tion are instituted. This study is no sub
stitute for such a system. But if the crime 
and justice situations in Native communi
ties are to be sufficiently illuminated for 
problem identification, planning and 
policy development, continuous data re
porting and processing arrangements will 
have to be established. 

He concluded that, "Alaska has two 
separate and unequal justice systems. The 
system which exists in the commercial 
population centers of the state is highly 
articulated, readily identified, staffed, 
funded, and extensively managed. Its 
problems are reasonably well document
ed, although not completely solved. 

"The system in the rural Native com
munities of the state is invisible. It is 
invisible because data concerning its op
erations are infrequently accumulated 
and it has not been the subject of the 
kind of scrutiny given the urban system. 

"Due to the dearth of information 
about the Bush justice system, its prob
lems are difficult to identify and compari
sons of its efficiency and effectiveness 
with other justice operations have not 
been previously done. All people of the 
state cannot be assured of even relatively 
equal protection and services unless this 
situation is changed." 

Services 

The communities studied during the 
course of the survey were not able to 
receive emergency assistance within a rea
sonable time. Means of communications 
were primitive if not lacking. Telephones 
in the villages which'had such, were often 
inoperative. Village police officers and 
other officials reported they have spent 
hours attempting to summon help from 
outside the village by radio and on some 

(Continued on next page) 
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occasions had to wait for the weekly mail 
plane. 

Even then response would be delayed, 
on occasions for days and even weeks. 
Sometimes there was no response at all. 

The problem was one of both distance 
and available means of communications 
which Dr. Angell said must be upgraded 
substantially.· 

He reported that response time to 
emergency communications ranged from 
one-half hour (seven per cent of the calls) 
to more than a week (10 per cent), and 
47 per cent of responses were made with
in one to three days. 

The village officials interviewed ex
pressed considerable desire for frequent 
visits by representatives of the criminal 
justice agencies of the state, primarily for 
the educational value for the village coun
cils and village residents. 

Several commented that the village 
residents do not understand the law, nor 
the operation of the criminal justice 
system. Many believed the district attor
neys, public defenders, judges and state 
troopers should travel to the villages and 
discuss the law with the people. 

Many believed the criminal justice rep
resentatives do not understand the prob
lems of the villages or the methods of the 
villages for handling crime and deviancy 
problems. They believed more frequent 
visits would also improve the understand
ing of the criminal justice personnel and 
temper their exercise of discretion. 

Few village residents reported seeing 
either a district attorney or public de
fender in their villages, although troopers 
reportedly visited the villages on the aver
age of once a month. Fish and Wildlife 
Protection Officers were seen only when 
they came to a village to arrest someone. 

Village residents also reported the lack 
of fire protection services, although it is 
believed that the villages suffer the high
est per capita fire loss in the country. 

They also reported a lack of recrea
tional and other services for young peo
ple. 

POLICE SERVICES 

Dr. Angell reported there is a con
ceptual distinction within the Native vil
lages between the Alaska State Troopers 
and the village police officers, with the 
village officers viewed as supplemental to 

the troopers. 
In most villages the village police of

ficers provide a wide variety of services 
ranging from carrying water for the vil
lage elderly and ill, to eliminating roving 
_dogs and supervising people performing 
work assigned by the village council for · 
some misconduct. 

They also handle emergency situations 
such as missing children, suicides, acci
dental injury and disorderly behavior. 

But, while village police officers han
dle initial procedures following serious 
criminal incidents, the prisoners and the 
investigation are turned over to the Alas
ka State Troopers who continue the in
vestigation. It is a situation which does 
not occur anywhere else in the state or in 
the nation. 

Seventy-three per cent of the reported 
activities of village police officers is non
criminal, Dr. Angell reports, and only one 
per cent of the total activities of the 
village officers involve felonies. 

But Dr. Angell rep.orts that in the Bush 
villages the priority was expressed as: 1) 
patrol the community, 2) prevent crime, 
3) protect the public, 4) keep the peace,
and 5) respond to emergencies.

In about half of the villages studied, 
the village police officer did not carry a 
handgun. A badge was respected as the 
symbol of authority. 

The village officer was expected to 
handle most problems with a minimum 
exercise of authority and force. If an 
individual committed an offense, the vil
lage police officer was expected to 
proceed through a series of steps. In most 
cases the offender was warned. If the 
offense was repeated the warning was 
followed by an appearance before the 
village council or the entire village. 

Only after fepeated efforts by the 
community to get a person to correct his 
behavior, or after serious offense, was a·· 
trooper called to remove the person for 
prosecution within the court system. 

Village Police Profile 

About 75 per cent of the villages 
studied had at least one part-time village 
pol ice officer. 

About 79 per cent of those with a 
local police officer had one or more 
full-time officers, and 21 per cent had 
part-time or volunteer officers. 

Salaries ranged from $2,200 a month 
for the North Slope Borough Public Safe
ty Officer to $65. The average was $837 a 
month. 

Frequently even these salaries were 
not paid, and most are presently in jeo
pardy as most are paid by CET A pro
gram. 

About 30 per cent have other part
time jobs, and most depend on subsist
ence hunting and fishing along with the 
other village residents. 

About 51 per cent of the village police 
officers have no training or advanced 
education. 

Only about 20 per cent of the village 
police officers have held their position for 
more than a year and the turnover rate is 
reported to be as high as 120 per cent a 
year. Dr. Angell reported that the villages 
with _a relatively stable source of revenue 
seem to have more stable employment of 
village officers. 

In over half of the villages the officers 
were expected to operate from their 
homes which also means that on occasion 
the officers must house drunks, and dis
orderly people, dangerous people, in their 
homes subjecting their families to abuse, 
obscene language and threats. 

Some villages did not even have paper 
on· which to record police activities. 

Village police officers were expected 
to provide emergency medical assistance 
in most villages, but only about 10 per 
cent of the communities studied had any 
type of first aid supplies. 

Village Police Needs 

The village police officers listed their 
needs as handcuffs, reporting materials, 
ammunition, an office, a holding cell for 
offenders, emergency communications 
equipment, salary and training. 

Several village officers reported having 
to use adhesive tape to hold violent and 
disruptive persons-something that ap
pears to have been suggested as an alter
native in a village police training program 
some time in the past. 

The magistrates and others interviewed 
during the study believed the needs of 
village police officers included training in 
the laws, report preparation, and arrest 
procedures. 



The health aides said the village police 
officers should receive training in emer
gency medical procedures as the officers 
share responsibility with the health aids 
for emergency treatment and evacuation 
of injured people. This is especially im
portant, Dr. Angell said, because of the 
high accident and attempted suicide rates. 

LEGAL AND 

JUDICIAL SERVICES 

Dr. Angell reported that the legal and 
judicial services of the state are the least 
understood component of the criminal 
justice system. 

The village police officers said the 
district attorneys seem to have a prefer
ence for working with the Alaska State 
Troopers; and neither prosecutors nor 
public defenders visit any of the villages 
except for trials. 

The magistrates were generally held in 
high regard and they appear to play a 
major role in the judicial processes of the 
villages where they are located. 

While the village councils play the 
primary role in handling routine, less 
serious offenses, such as violations of 
village codes of conduct, the magistrates 
handle violations of state statutes. 

The magistrates, like the village police 
officer, are called on to provide a wide 
variety of services. It is not uncommon 
for them to serve as law enforcement 
officers when called on to respond to 
disturbances or disputes within the com
munity. 

In describing her duties one magistrate 
wrote: 

Magistrates are expected to be on 
call twenty.four hours a day for 
any problem that might arise; in
cluding being called out in the 
middle of the night for a homicide, 
suicide, breaking up brawls and see
ing that drunks are taken home 
because they are annoying some
one. This includes sitting up and 
babysitting him, making coffee and 
otherwise trying to get him sober 
enough so you will know he will 
not go back into the village again. 
People expect you to make out all 
types of forms ... I can't think of 
anything a magistrate is not expect
ed to do. 
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About the only major criticism of the 
magistrates was lack of accessibility, and 
the magistrates themselves complained of 
the lack of funds to travel to other 
villages besides where they live. 

The magistrates were described by vil
lage officials as being knowledgeable in 
the law, c�msiderate of people and re
spected by the people. 

But of the court system itself, prob
lems were reported in language and cul
tural differences, district court cases were 
slow, and prisoners were released without 
any explanation to the villages. 

Legal Operations 

Most community officials could not 
recall seeing a state attorney in their 
village except when working on a specific 
assignment. 

Most villages did not seek legal advise 
from a district attorney regarding a 
criminal matter but turned to the Alaska 
State Troopers or a magistrate. 

Dr. Angell said it was apparent that it 
is the troopers who have been most influ
ential in improving village understanding 
of the state's justice system, and in ad
vising the villages to replace their infor
mal rules with ordinances. This was a 
service not being provided by state
employed attorneys. 

Nevertheless, village officials said they 
would like to see regular visits by district 
attorneys, public defenders and others to 
explain the law and its enforcement. 

Both prosecutors and defense attor
neys were criticized for not being ade
quately prepared in advance of trial. One 
commented: 

There is something wrong with a 
system which allows a defendant to 
come into court for trial and meet 
his counsel for the first time. 
A number of _Jflag_istr.�t�s commented 

that the public defenders ·in· particular 
were overloaded. 

The magistrates also expressed caution 
in integrating the Anglo-American system 
with the traditional methods and cus
tomary practices of the Native com
munities. They urged more training in 
legal areas for village police officers, and 
expressed disappointment that village 
police officers were not more aggressive 
in enforcing laws. 

They were critical of attorneys and 
higher court judges for not being more 
familiar with the Native people and their 
customs, for not visiting the villages more 
often, and for not handling trials in the 
rural communities better. 

Dr. Angell observed that while many 
of the people interviewed indicated a lack 
of information about the operation of the 
state criminal justice system, they ex
pressed a desire to have more contact 
with criminal justice officials and for 
more support from them. 

In particular, they were interested in 
cooperating with state agencies in dealing 
with community problems. They also 
want information about the laws of Alas
ka and how the laws and criminal justice 
procedures might be used to improve the 
quality of life in the villages. 

PRISONER DETENTION 

AND CORRECTIONS 

The primary problems expressed by 
village officials in this area were: 1) the 
inadequacy of available detention facil
ities, and 2) the lack of parole and proba
tion support following a convict's release 
and return to the village. 

Detention 

About 48 per cent of the villages 
studied did not have any type of deten
tion facility. Where detention facilities 
did exist, they were mostly reported to 
be in fair to poor condition, usually 
without heat, toilet facilities, or orga
nized means to feed the prisoners. 

Often relatives or the police officer are 
responsible for feeding prisoners, or the 
prisoner is " ... released twice a day to 
go home for meals." 

As previously reported, prisoners were 
often held in the home of the village 
police officer. 

The most common reasons for placing 
a person in jail were: 1) drunk and dis
ruptive, 2) protective custody, 3) assault 
and battery, and 4) criminal offense. 

Even in the villages with some type of 
detention facility, there was no means of 
segregating juveniles from adults, or male 
from female prisoners. 

Probation 'and Parole 

The area of state correctional opera: 
tions which was of the most pressing 
interest to village officials was the state's 
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probation and parole operations. 

The village officials reported that con
victed offenders were returned to the 
villages without any information given to 
the community regarding the person's 
status with the Division of Corrections. 

Many of these people were viewed as a 
continuing source of crime. 

The village officials said that if infor
mation was provided by state probation 

and parole officers, this would help in 
dealing with repeat offenders, 

The village officials also expressed 
criticism of the infrequency with which 
probation and parole officers contact the 
villages. This was viewed as a significant 
problem throughout the state and was the 
second most frequently mentioned meth
od of improving corrections in the vil
lages. 

Dr. Angell said in his conclusions on 
this subject that there is support for local 
control and operations of correctional 
facilities and activities, particularly in 
regard to minor offenders. At the same 
time there are indications that local cor
rections are beyond the means of many 
communities, and there is a feeling that 
the state should provide support for at 
least the construction of detention facil
ities and the hiring of local personnel to 
serve as detention officers. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Dr. Angell said in the conclusion of 
the report: 

"The information accumulated during 
this study leaves little room for doubt
the state government and particularly 
state-level justice officials need to take a 
more active role in working directly and 
closely with rural Native communities to 
define and address rural problems related 
to public safety ... 

"The level of support services cur
rently being provided for these com
munities and their residents are neither 
equal to those performed by the state in 
urban areas of the state, nor ... sufficient 
to meet the standards which citizens of 
American society have a right to expect. 

"In spite of the fact that the people 
living in the rural communities chose to 
reside there and may feel more secure 
than they do in the unfamiliar environ
ment of a large city, the hazards to their 
lives and limbs are greater than are the 
dangers in urban areas of the state. The 
injury and death rate for accidents are 
higher, the homicide rate is higher, the 
rape rate is higher, the assault rate is 
higher and the suicide rate is higher. 

"Because of general inattention to 
these facts, there is little appreciation of 
the serious differences in danger to citi
zens that exist between urban and rural 
communities of the state. 

"Despite the difficulties and in some 
instances costs involved in providing 
adequate emergency services and justice 
support in the rural areas, the current 
discrepancies between the levels of 
government protection and services in 
urban centers and some aspects of social 
control in rural communities must be 
changed, for humanitarian reasons. The 
concept of equal protection of law should 
be observed at least to the point of 
providing some minimum level of service. 

"The need for changes in rural com
munities should not, however, be viewed 
as providing a license for trampling the 
existing social order of Native com
munities. These citizens have a right to 
their beliefs, and in so far as humanly 
possible, to maintain traditional lifestyles 
which are integrated with a social order
ing system. They have worked at develop
ing hybrid social control systems from 
their traditional methods and the Anglo
American methods of the state, in part to 
ensure the preservation of their lifestyles. 
Future changes must continue to reflect 
respect for their rights and preferences." 

A majority of village officials indicated 
a preference for decentralization of state 
institutions where serious offenders are 
housed to perm it closer contact between 
the offenders and their friends and rela
tives. This was to help keep institu
tionalized people in touch with their 
community and working to reintegrate 
them back into the community at the end 
of their sentence. 

Criminal Justice Center 

Program Honored 

The second most frequent criticism of 
Alaska correctional operations was the 
inactivity of probation and parole officers 
in relation to the Native villages. There 
was strong feeling that the people return
ing to the communities were continuing 
to create problems, and it was believed 
that the villages should be provided infor
mation about the returning offenders 
which would help the villages in dealing 
with these people. 

It was also believed that probation and 
parole officers should visit the villages on 
a regular basis, at l�ast �onth ly. 

A TV campaign produced by the Crim
inal Justice Center aimed at deterring 
drunk driving won top honors in the 23rd 
annual Alaska Pr'ass Club Awards Compe
tition. 

The award to the Criminal Justice 
Center, University of Alaska, Anchorage 
was the first time in the history of the 
Alaska Press Club that an educational 
institution has been awarded the prestig
ious public service prize, 

Appearing in the TV productions or 
-providing editorial assistance were Colo
nel Tom Anderson and Sgt. Bill Farber of
the Alaska State Troopers. Sergeant Russ
Boatwright and other members of the
Anchorage Police Department; District

Court Judges Beverly Cutler and Laurel 
Peterson; correctional officers at the state 
jail annex; Superior Court Judge Victor 
Carlson; Craig Cormish, assistant public 
defender; Monica Janicek, assistant dis
trict attorney; and Alan Bailey, municipal 
prosecutor for the City of Anchorage. 

The Justice Center also took first prize 
in the Public Affairs Television category 
for two programs about important court 
cases concerning The Beirne Homestead 
Initiative and The Challenge to the Guber
natorial Election Last November. 

Doug Barry, Director of Community 
Education accepted the awards on behalf 
of the Justice Center. 
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Points on Appeal 
Albert Dowd 

v. 
State of Alaska 
File No. 4450 

Filed December 29, 1978 by Richard G. 
Lindsley, assistant public defender, 
Juneau. 

The appellant raises the following 
points on appeal: 

• The trial court erred in denying
defendant's motion to suppress evidence 
of contraband purchased with funds in 
excess of $3,000 as specified in 
AS 17 .10.190 inasmuch as it was the fruit 
of illegal police activity pursuant to 
Criminal Rule 26(g) and further denied 
the requirement to furnish evidence of all 
money spent during the fiscal year when 
this alleged sale took place. 

• The trial court erred in denying
defendant's motion to suppress all evi
dence seized as a result of undercover 
agent's alleged purchases based on the 
grounds that they were seized in violation 
of AS17.10.170(a) (1), (3) and (4) 
through use of misrepresentation, false 
name and false address, pursuant to 
Criminal Rule 26(g). 

• The trial court erred in denying
defendant's motion to dismiss based on 
defendant being exempted as a temporary 
and incidental possessor and an agent to a 
person lawfully entitled to possess (the 
undercover off icer) pursuant to 
AS 17.10.120 and AS 17.12.080. 

In the Matter Of: S.B. a minor. 
File No. 4445 

Filed December 29, 1978 by Peter F. 
Mysing, assistant public defender, Kenai. 

Appellant raises the following point on 
appeal: 

• The superior court erred in denying
defendant's motion to suppress the evi
dence of his confession obtained by the 
use of promises in violation of his con
stitutional rights. 

Joseph Paul Tuckfield 
v. 

State of Alaska 
File No. 4569 

Filed Feb. 9, 1979, by David C. Stewart, 
assistant public defender, Fairbanks. 

The appellant raises the following 
points on appeal: 

• The trial court erred in failing to
suppress the identification of defendant 
by photographs. 

• The sentence was excessive.

Nicky Zaukar 
v. 

State of Alaska 
Filed March 6, 1979 by Allan Beiswenger, 
assistant public defender, Bethel. 

The appellant raises the following 
points on appeal: 

• The trial court erred in excluding
testimony by Peter Gregory regarding a 
statement made by Jackie lgnaty. 

• The trial court erred in permitting
the district attorney to argue alternative 
theories of the crime of rape to the jury, 
and in giving the jury instruction with the 
alternative theories. 

•· The trial court erred in giving the
jury instruction dealing with criminal in
tent for the crime of rape. 

Javier Carranza 
v. 

State of Alaska 
File No. 4588 

Filed Jan. 31, 1979, by James D. Oswald, 
assistant public defender, Anchorage. 

The appellant raises the following 
points on appeal: 

• The trial court erred by permitting
Charles Palmer to testify on rebuttal re
garding defendant's mental and physical 
condition some two weeks before the 
alleged crime. 

• The court erred by denying the
defendant's request for an instruction di
recting the jury's attention to various 
evidence supporting the defendant's 
theory of the case .. (Sears instruction) 

• The court committed plain error by
giving the standard instruction regarding 
the credibility of witnesses with conflict
ing testimony. 

• The court erred by interrupting the
closing argument of defense counsel for 
some two hours. 

Daniel J. Henry 
v. 

State of Alaska 
File No. 4563 

Filed Feb. 22, 1979 by Joseph W. Evans, 
attorney, Anchorage. 

The appellant raises the following 
points on appeal: 

• The appellant was illegally detain
ed/arrested, because the detention/arrest 
occurred without probable cause before 
his fingerprints were taken. Therefore, 
the fruits of that illegal detention/arrest 
(the fingerprints taken and compared) 
should have been suppressed. 

• Assuming arguendo that the finger
prints were taken before an arrest/ 
detention occurred, such a taking con
stituted an illegal search and seizure and 
therefore the results should have been 
suppressed. 

Edward Smith 
v. 

State of Alaska 
File Nos. 4559 and 4560 

The appellant raises identical points on 
appeal in separate cases: 

• The court erred in denying defen
dant's motion for a new trial. 

• The motion to suppress the infor
mant's tape recording was erroneously 
denied. 

• The court erroneously denied de
,fendant's motion to sever his trial from 
that of his co-defendant. 

Peter Castillo 
v. 

State of Alaska 
Filed Feb. 13, 1979 by Richard G. Linds
ley, assistant public defender, Juneau. 

The appellant raises the following 
points on appeal: 

. • The trial court erred in denying 
defendant's motion to dismiss the grand 
jury indictment on the ground that the 
prosecutor introduced inadmissible hear
say before the grand jury without suffi
cient compelling justification, and that 
without the inadmissible hearsay evidence 
there was insufficient evidence, even if 
explained or uncontradicted, to warrant a 
conviction of the defendant. 

Page 9 
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f Opinions of Note 
MENS REA 

Robert Dale Wright 
v. 

Municipality of Anchorage 
Opinion No. 1793 

Appeal from the Superior Court, Third 
Judicial District, Anchorage, Judge Peter 
J. Kalamarides.

The appellant in this case had entered
a store wearing a gun in a holster and 
bought a coat which covered the gun 
when he left the store. 

He was subsequently arrested and con
victed for carrying a concealed weapon. 
The conviction was affirmed on appeal to 
the superior court, and was affirmed by 
the supreme court. 

He had argued on appeal to the su
preme court that the trial court should 
have given a jury instruction which would 
have required the jury to find that Wright 
intended to conceal the weapon before it 
could convict him on the charge. 

The instructions which were given 
were: 

"The elements of carrying a concealed 
weapon are as follows: 

"1) The defendant had a weapon on 
his person or under his immediate con
trol; and 2) that the weapon was conceal
ed from view. 

"In the crime charged on the com
plaint, there must exist a union or joint 
operation of act or conduct and criminal 
intent. To constitute criminal intent it is 
not necessary that there should exist an 
intent to violate the law. Where a person 
intentionally does that which the law 
declares to be a crime, he is acting with 
criminal intent, even though he may not 
know that his act or conduct is unlaw
ful." 

The supreme court said this did not 
differ from the instruction proposed by .. 
the appellant, that the jury was properly 
instructed and was consistent with cases 
decided under similar statutes, and was in 
accord with the supreme court's opinions 
regarding "mens rea." 

The supreme court cited its previous 
opinion in Alex v. State, 484 P .2d 677, 
681-82 (Alaska 1971):

What is essential is not an aware
ness that a given conduct it a 
'wrongdoing' in the sense that is is 

proscribed by law, but rather, an 
awareness that one is committing 
the specific acts which are defined 
by law as a 'wrongdoing.' It is, 
however, no defense that one was 
not aware his acts were wrong in 
the sense that they were proscribed 
by law. So long as one acts inten
tionally, with cognizance of his be
havior, he acts with the requisite 
awareness of wrongdoing. In the 
words of Justice Holmes: 

'If a man intentionally adopts 
certain conduct in certain circum
stances known to him, and that 
conduct is forbidden by the law 
under those circumstances, he in
tentionally breaks the law in the 
only sense which the law ever con
siders intent.' Ellis v. United States, 
206 U.S. 246, 257, 27 S.Ct. 600, 
602, 51 L.Ed. 1047, 1053 (1907). 
While affirming the conviction, the 

supreme court remanded the case back to 
the lower court for resentencing in light 
of the court's opinion in City of Kodiak 
v. Jackson, 584 P.2d 1130 (Alaska 1978)
(See Alaska Justice Forum, February
1979) which held that mandatory mini
mum sentences created by city ordi
nances are invalid when in conflict with
state law.

PREJUDICIAL TESTIMONY 

Warren G. Price 
v. 

State of Alaska 
Opinion No. 1794 

Appeal from the Superior Court, Fourth 
Judicial District, Fairbanks, Judge Warren 
W. Taylor.

The Alaska Supreme Court held that
in a nonjury trial on charges of assault 

. .with. a dangerous weapon the admission 
of testimony regarding possession of 
small amounts of marijuana was harmless 
error. 

The court said the possession of small 
amounts of marijuana is not a major 
offense and the fact that the case was 
tried before the court, rather than a jury, 
minimized any prejudicial effect. 

Citing Post v. State, 580 P .2d 304, 308 
(Alaska 1978). the court said the admis
sion of conduct involving a relatively 

minor crime was at most harmless error 
because it was unlikely to prejudice the 
trier of fact in evaluating the conduct of 
the defendant. 

SENTENCE APPEALS 

Victor L. Wharton 
v. 

State of Alaska 
Opinion No. 1797 

Appeal from the Superior Court, Third 
Judicial District, Anchorage, Judge J. Jus
tin Ripley. 

The supreme court held that under the 
circumstances of this case the imposition 
of a one-year sentence for the sale of 
cocaine was clearly mistaken and exces
sive. 

As the result of actions of an inter
mediary (see below) Wharton sold less 
than a gram of cocaine to Alaska State . 
Troopers and he subsequently pied guilty 
to the charge. 

At the time of the offense he was 18, 
working at his first job after graduation 
from high school. He had no prior crimi
nal offenses. According to the pre
sentence report he had used cocaine three 
or four times and had never sold drugs 
before. The intermediary who arranged 
the sale also advised he did not believe 
Wharton had ever sold any drugs. 

The presentence investigator had rec
ommended full probation and both the 
state and Wharton's attorney had recom
mended a suspended imposition of sen
tence. 

The supreme court said the defendant 
in this case was one of the least serious 
offenders and that the sentencing court 
failed to give adequate consideration to 
the reformation of this youthful, first
time offender. 

The court said, "We agree that Whar
ton should receive a suspended imposi-
tion of sentence. Under the suspended 
imposition of sentence, the sentencing 
court retains control of Wharton's activ
ities during the full term of the proba
tion. Such a sentence by its supervision 
and restrictions on Wharton's activities, 
will be a sufficient deterrent to Wharton 
himself, as well as other like members of 
the community. The sentence will remain 
on his record as felony unless the convic
tion is set aside under AS 12.55.085(e). 
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Brief digests of Alaska Supreme Court Opinions 
and the criminal justice issues involved 

This sentence will balance the deterrence 
goals against the rehabilitation goals." 

Appellate Review 

In this opinion the court also discussed 
its jurisdiction in reviewing sentences of 
one year or less. 

In Bear v. State, 439 P.2d 432 (Alaska 
1968) the supreme court then held that 
the court had no jurisdiction to review 
c riminal sentences without statutory 
authorization. 

Present Chief Justice Jay A. Rabino
witz dissented from the opinion arguing 
that the constitutional grant to the court 
of final appellate jurisdiction included the 
power to review criminal sentences and 
that sentencing is a discretionary judicial 
function and that the judiciary should 
have the power to correct abuses of dis
cretion. 

The state legislature, following the 
Bear decision enacted legislation confer
ring on defendants a limited right to 
appeal sentences of imprisonment exceed
ing one year (AS 12.55.120(a) ) • and 
recognizing the jurisdiction of the court 
to  entertain sentence appeals (AS 
22.05.010(b) ). 

· The court said the latter provision did
not place any limits on the court's juris
diction to hear sentence appeals and in 
1976 the court promulgated Appellate 
Rule 21 (a) which provides: 

At the time of imposition of any 
sentence of imprisonment of 45 
days or more, the judge shall in
form the defendant ... that the 
sentence may be appealed to the 
supreme court on the ground that it 
is excessive. (Emphasis supplied) 

·In this the court accepted the position
of Justice Rabinowitz in Bear that review 
of criminal sentences is inherent in the 
final appellate· jurisdiction of the court. 

The court said there was no conflict in 
this with the statute as the legislature 
recognized in AS· 22.05.010(b) that the 
court has the jurisdiction to hear appeals 
of sentences without qualification, while 
giving convicted defendants a limited 
right of appeal of sehtences. 

The court explained that in the exer
cise of its inherent and statutory jurisdic
tion to entertain appeals it has expanded 
them by means of Appellate Rule 21. 

Senate Bill 104 introduced in the legis
lature this year to establish an inter
mediate court of appeals also contains 
provisions which would give convicted 
defendants the right to appeal sentences 
of 45 days or more. (Alaska Justice 
Forum, March 1979) 

Winthrop Elliott 
v. 

State of Alaska 
Opinion No. 1798 

Appeal from the Superior Court, Third 
Judicial District, Anchorage, Judge J. Jus
tin Ripley. 

In this companion case to the Wharton 
case above, the supreme court affirmed 
the three-year conviction for the sale of 
cocaine. 

This may have been Elliott's first at
tempt at sale of drugs, but according to 
the presentence report he had purchased 
a quantity of cocaine for the purpose of 
sale, and had previously experimented 
with a host of drugs. The· author of the 
presentence report recommended against 
probation saying: "It .appears as if his 
continual use was not done in ignorance 
. . . . It is evident that Mr. Elliott was 

well aware of the laws and cognizant of 
the penalties prior to his attempts at 
selling this drug." 

He also had a prior conviction for 
shoplifting in 1975 in which he received 
probation. 

According to a classification of drug 
offenses in descending order of impor
tance established by the court in Davis v. 
State, 577 P.2d 690, 693 (Alaska 1978). 
the supreme court said Elliott fits within 
category two in that he both sold small 
quantities of cocaine and possessed small 
quantities for sale. 

The court said it could not conclude, 
under the clearly mistaken standard for 
review of sentences, that the sentence was 
excessive. 

But In a footnote, the supreme court 
said: "Although anyone convicted of un
lawful sale of a drug may be subjected to 
a jail sentence, we do not agree with the 
sentencing court's generalized statement 
that 'it's necessary that jail time be im
posed upon people who sell cocaine.' 
Such a statement is overbroad and fails to 
gi ve adequate consideration to the 

specific characteristics of individual of
fenders and offenses." 

PROBABLE CAUSE 

SEARCH AND SEIZURE 

Mitchell Joseph Pistro 
v. 

State of Alaska 
Opinion No. 1799 

Appeal from the Superior Court, Third 
Judicial District, Anchorage, Judge C. J. 
Occhipinti. 

Pistro appealed his conviction for re
ceiving and concealing stolen property
parts from a stolen truck-and he ques
tioned the validity of his arrest and the 
search and seizure of the evidence. 

Based on the information of a boy to 
whom the truck had been given, Alaska 
State Troopers went to the home of 
Pistro's companion where Pistro and the 
companion were observed inside a garage 
with a truck motor and other parts, an 
observation made from the driveway as 
the troopers walked to the garage. The 
evidence was seized after the companion 
waived his rights after they were read to 
him 

Probable Cause 
In affirming the conviction, the su

preme court said probable cause for arrest 
did exist in this case. The court explained 
that probable cause may rest on reason
ably trustworthy information from an 
informant, but some of the details must 
be verified before an arrest. There was 
such verification in this' case as the 
troopers could see a truck engine similar 
to that which had been in the stolen. 
truck and the two men inside the garage 
fit the description given by the boy. 

The court said a definition of probable 
cause was given in Brinegar v. United 
States,· 338 U.S. 160, 93 L.Ed. 1879 
(1949): 

Probable cause exists where "the 
facts and circumstances within their 
(the officer's) knowledge, and of 
which they had reasonably trust
worthy information, (are) sufficient 
in themselves to warrant a man of 
reasonable caution in the belief that 
an offense had been or is being 
committed. 
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This was adopted by the Alaska Su

preme Court in McCoy v. State, 491 P.2d. 
127, 129 (Alaska 1971 ). 

Trespass 
Pistro also argued that the troopers 

were trespassing and searching when they 
walked up the driveway toward the 
garage. 

The supreme court said there is a 
distinction involving observations by an 
officer who, without a warrant, is stand
ing upon a part of surrounding property 
that has been expressly or impliedly 
opened to the public. 

In Lorenzana v. Superior Court, 511 
P.2d 33, 37 (California 1973) it was held
that who leaves a driveway and crosses a
portion of a yard which was not a normal
access route to any door unlawfully in
truded on the rights of privacy of the
occupants.

But, in People v. Willard, 47 Cal. Rptr. 
734, 744 (Cal. App. 1965). the court 
upheld the observations of a police of
ficer through a screen door as he went by 
on a normal means of access to the house. 

In this case, the supreme court said the 
driveway was a normal means of ingress 
and egress impliedly open to public use 
by anyone desiring to speak to the occu
pants of the garage. 

Pistro aiso argued that after interview
ing the occupants of the garage, the 
officers had no right to go back into the 
garage to seize the evidence. 

But the court said it was the testimony 
that Pistro's companion had consented to 
the release of the stolen property. This 
was given during an interview outside the 
garage. 

The supreme court said the require
ments for effective consent were first 
stated in Sleziak v. State, 454 P.2d 252, 
258 (Alaska 1969) in which the court 
adopted the reasoning in Gorman v. Unit
ed States, 380 F .2d 158 (1st Cir. 1967): 

When the accused is directly asked 
whether he objects to the search, 
there must be at least some sugges
tion that his objection is significant 
or that the search waits upon his 
consent. This then is combined 
with a warning of his right to be 
silent, and his right to counsel, 

which would seem in the circum
stances to put him on notice that 
he can refuse to cooperate, we 
think it fair to infer that his pur
ported consent is in fact voluntary. 

But in Sleziak the Alaska Supreme 
Court also developed its own test for 
consent, under which a defendant will be 
held to have consented voluntarily, un
equivocally, and intelligently to a search 
if, under the circumstances, it is reason
able to conclude that he was "put on 
notice that he could refuse to cooperate 
with law enforcement authorities." 

In this case, the companion was in
formed of his rights to remain silent and 
to have the assistance of counsel prior to 
his consent. In this context, the supreme 
court believed that effective consent had 
been given for a second entry into the 
garage and the warrantless seizure was 
valid. 

SENTENCE APPEAL 

Frances D. Ripley 
v. 

State of Alaska 
Opinion No. 1789 

Appeal from the Superior Court, Third 
Judicial District, Anchorage, Judge C. J. 
Occhipinti. 

The Alaska Supreme Court affirmed 
the conviction of Mrs. Ripley for man
slaughter; but, under the circumstances of 
this particular case, the supreme court 
found the three-year sentence followed 
by four years probation was excessive. 

The case was remanded back to the 
superior court for resentencing with the 
supreme court saying that a one-year 
sentence followed by four years of proba
tion would be appropriate. 

Mrs. Ripley, the mother of three chil
dren, was convicted of shooting a man 
with whom she had lived briefly. The 
man had repeatedly threatened her life 
and the lives of her children, claiming he 
had already had another man killed. 

On the night of the shooting he had 
gone to Mrs. Ripley's home, again threat
ened her and said he was going to his car 
to get a gun. 

He was then shot as he walked toward 
his· vehicle. 

During the trial there was testimony 
and a psychiatric report that she was a 
good mother who cares for her children, a 
good worker and with no criminal or 
antisocial behavior, and that she was in 
real fear of the man she ultimately killed. 

The su'preme court reviewed the sen
tencing goals enunciated in State v. 
Chaney, 477 P.2d 441, 443-44 (Alaska 
1970), and found that goals of rehabilita
tion, isolation of the offender from socie
ty, deterrence of others and of the offen
der did not apply in the circumstances of 
this case. 

But, of the goal of community con
demnation or the affirmation of societal 
norms, the supreme court said: "This goal 
is the only goal .. .' persuasively applica
ble to the case at bar. While society 
cannot tolerate a person who actively 
terrifies another with death threats, 
neither can society tolerate the killing of 
another person out of perceived self
protection, under circumstances less im
minently harmful that those constituting 
legal self-defense ... " 

The court found that one year of 
incarceration with an additional four 
years probation was appropriate under 
the specific facts of this case. 

Incriminating Statements 

In affirming the conviction, the su
preme court addressed the other issues 
raised in the appeal. 

The supreme court found there was no 
error in the admission of incriminating 
statements given to the police dispatcher 
and to the officers arriving at the scene of 
the shooting. These were in response to 
question of what had happened with no 
Miranda warning. 

The supreme court said questions fell 
within the "on-the-scene" exception to 
Miranda and quoted from its previous 
decision in Pope v. State, 478 P.2d 
801,804,805 (Alaska 1971) in which the 
court said: 

General on-the-scene questioning as 
to facts surrounding a crime or 
other general questioning as to citi
zens in the fact-finding process is 
not affected .... 
The court then suggested in Pope 

factors to be considered in applying this 
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exception: 

1. Officer presented with situation of
great emergency; 

2. A crime of violence has occurred;
3. There was more than one person

present at the scene; and 
4. To protect the officer's safety and

that of others, the officer has to elicit 
information about what had happened. 

The supreme court said all of these 
were present in this case, and said, "The 
officer who first arrived on the scene had 
to ask what had happened. Other persons, 
still armed and dangerous, might have 
been involved. Merely asking what has 
happened at the scene of a violent crime 
is not a custodial interrogation. 

"With regard to the dispatcher's con
versation ••. it app�ars that the dispatch
er acted quite properly in light of the 
circumstances. She was instructed to keep 
Ripley on the phone. She needed to 
know what had happened in order to aid 
the officers en route and determine the 
nature and extent of ongoing danger. 
Ripley clearly was not in custody while 
engaged in the telephone conversation 
with the dispatcher." 

Testimony Playback 

The supreme court found that the trial 
court did not abuse its discretion in not 
also requiring the playback of the cross
examination of a witness when the jury 
requested a playback of direct testimony. 

The court cited its previous decision in 
Price v. State, 437 P.2d 330, 334-35 
(Alaska 1968): 

If under our system of trials a jury 
is to be considered intelligent 
enough to be entrusted with powers 
of decision, it must be assumed 
they have sense enough to ask to 
have their memories stimulated or 
refreshed only as to those portions 
of the testimony about which they 
are in doubt ... If they do not ask 
for further reading there is no right 
in a party to demand it. The matter 
must be left to the sensitive direc
tion of the trial judge. He may 
Inquire if they wish to hear the 
testimony of any other witness, 
whether or not a party suggests it. 
But he should not burden a jury 

with unnecessary reading they do 
not indicate a need to hear, and it is 
not error to decline to read further 
portions of the evidence simply be
cause a party so demands. 

SENTENCE APPEAL 

John Raymond Ferguson 
v. 

State of Alaska 
Opinion No. 1791 

Appeal from the Superior Court, Third 
Judicial District, Anchorage, Judge Ralph 

The supreme court affirmed 15-year
sentence imposed on the defendant, who 
was about 18-years-old, following his con
viction for robbery, attempted robbery 
and two counts of assault with a danger
ous weapon. 

This arose from the armed robbery of 
a tavern with the defendant's brother and 
one other person, and shots fired at 
Alaska State Troopers while fleeing from 
the scene of the robbery. 

The supreme court said imposing the 
maximum sentence necessitates a deter
mination that Ferguson is among the 
"worst type of offender" committing 
these offenses. 

The court noted the "gang" nature of 
the offenses, the use of a weapon to 
threaten the victims and the shots fired at 
the Troopers as demonstrating the seri
ousness of the acts. 

Ferguson's prior record also revealed 
poor prospects for rehabilitation as he 
had been involved in other matters as a 
juvenile and institutionalization and pro
bation had been unsatisfactorily. He also 
appeared to be a problem drinker in spite 
of his age. 

A probation officer's report and a 
psychiatrist's report also indicated that he 
was a poor rehabilitation risk at the 
present time. 

The court said: "Given the entire 
record of the proceeding in the court 
below and the goals of sentencing an
nounced by this court in State v. Chaney, 
477 P.2d 441 (Alaska 1970), we are 
unable to say that the superior court was 
clearly mistaken in imposing the sanc
tions that it did." 

SENTENCE APPEAL 

William K. Good 
v. 

State of Alaska 
Opinion No. 1795 

Appeal from the Superior Court, Fourth 
Judicial District, Fairbanks, Judge Warren 

The supreme court affirmed, as not
excessive, the concurrent sentences of 15 
years and 20 years imposed following the 
appellant's conviction for armed robbery 
and burglary in an occupied dwelling. 

But, the supreme court remanded the 
case back to the superior court for entry 
on an amended judgment. That being a 
recommendation to the Division of Cor
rections that the appellant receive treat
ment for drug addiction at the discretion 
of the Division. 

The supreme court said, "We have held 
that we will not automatically reverse a 
sentence because a drug addict was incar
cerated for his offense rather than placed 
in a drug rehabilitation program ... How
ever, we believe that the sentencing court 
erred in not properly providing for the 
goal of rehabilitation within the frame
work of the sentence imposed. 

"The twin goals of sentencing are re
formation of the offender and protection 
of the public. Both should be considered 
equally and punishment should not be 
emphasized to the exclusion of rehabilita
tion potential .... 

"A substantial term of incarceration 
would satisfy the goals of protecting 
society by isolating a dangerous offender, 
or reaffirming societal norms, and of 
deterring appellant and others. Yet the 
goal of rehabilitation, particularly where 
the offender is a drug addict, whom 
studies show will not likely be 'cured' by 
imprisonment alone

{ 
should also have 

been woven into Good's sentence. 
"The sentencing court should have 

recommended such treatment at any 
appropriate time during Good's imprison
ment at the discretion of the Division of 
Corrections. 

"As the sentence stands, Good might 
serve a lengthy term and then be released 
without treatment. Such a result benefits 
neither Good nor society." 
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Justice 

Training 
Calendar 

POLICE 

June 4-7. Use of Deadly Force Seminar. 
Northwestern University. Evanston, 
111. 

June 4-7. The Executive and Personnel 
Administration. Police Foundation. 
Arlington, Va. 

June 4-8. Advanced Police Executive De
ve  Io pment Institute. Pennsylvania 
State University. University Park, Pa. 

June 4-8. Basic Criminal Investigation. 
Pennsylvania State University. Univer
sity Park, Pa. 

June 4-8. Training for Trainers. Regional 
Criminal Justice Training Center. 
Modesto, Calif. 

June 4-8. Developing Administrative Staff 
Skills. IACP. Williamsburg, Va. 

June 4-8. Traffic Accident Investigation. 
Regional Criminal Justice Training 
Center. Modesto, Calif. 

June 5-8. Introduction to Computer Re
lated Crimes. Florida Institute for Law 
Enforcement. St. Petersburg, Fla. 

June 4-15. Homicide Investigation. 
Southern Police Institute. Louisville, 
Ky. 

June 4-22. Forensic Serology Workshop 
for Inexperienced Students. Serologi
cal Research Institute. Emeryville, 
Calif. 

June 11-13. Managing for Cost Effective 
Police Operations. Harper and Row 
Media. Denver, Colo. 

June 11-14. Police Discipline. IACP. San 
Francisco, Calif. 

June 13-15. Handling Victims of Violent 
Crimes Seminar. Crime Study Center. 
Indiana, Pa. 

June 18-20. Internal Affairs. Southern 
Police Institute. Louisville, Ky. 

June 18-20. Police Planning and Research 
Methods. IACP. San Francisco, Calif. 

June 18-22. Crowd and Spectator Vio
lence. IACP. Chicago, Ill. 

June 18-23. Science in Law Enforcement. 
Case Western Reserve University. 
Cleveland, Ohio. 

June 24-30. White Collar Crime Enforce
ment Strategies and Techniques. Na
tional Center on White Collar Crime. 
Seattle, Wash. 

June 25-29. Police Juvenile Procedures. 
IACP. Madison, Wis. 

June 25-29. Police Facilities Planning and 
Design. IACP. Southfield, Mich. 

July 9-11. Rape Investigation. Theorem 
Institute. Atlanta, Ga. 

July 9-11. Police Fleet Management. 
IACP. Nashville, Tenn. 

July 9-13. Physical Fitness Programs for 
Police. IACP. Milwaukee, Wis. 

July 9-27. Forensic Serology Workshop 
for Inexperienced Students. Serologi
cal Research Institute. Emeryville, 
Calif. 

July 16-20. Police Labor Relations. IACP. 
Madison, Wis. 

July 16-20. The Allocation and Distribu
tion of Police Manpower. IACP. Den
ver, Colo. 

July 23-27. Protective Services-Meeting 
the Clandestine Threat. IACP. Mont
real, Quebec, Canada. 

July 23-27. Management of Job-Related 
Stress. IACP. San Antonio, Tex. 

Aug. 5-Nov. 2. Administrative Officers' 
Course. Southern Police Institute. 
Louisville, Ky. 

Aug. 6-8 Controlled Use of Force. 
Theorem Institute. Washington, D.C. 

Aug. 6-9. The Civil and Vicarious Liabil
ity of Police. IACP. Portland, Maine. 

Aug. 6-9. The Police Role in Child Abuse 
and Neglect. IACP. Chicago, Ill. 

Aug. 6-10. Police Reocrds and Communi
cations. IACP. Nashville, Tenn. 

Aug. 6-10. Advanced Crime Analysis. 
Theorem Institute. Redondo Beach, 
Calif. 

Aug. 13-15. Weapon Selection. IACP. San 
Antonio, Tex. 

Aug. 13-17. Hostage Rescue Operations. 
IACP. Hartford, Conn. 

Aug. 15-17. Crisis Management. Theorem 
Institute. Denver, Colo. 

Aug. 20-23. Developing Police Computer 
Capabilities. IACP. Philadelphia, Pa. 

Aug. 20-24. Police Community Relations. 
IACP. Minneapolis, Minn. 

Aug. 20-24. Crime Analysis. IACP. Dallas, 
Tex. 

Aug. 27-30. The Police Executive and the 
- Law. IACP. Washington, D.C.
Aug. 27-31. Police Corruption Issues.

IACP. Norfolk, Va. 
Aug. 29-31. Burglary/Robbery Control 

Workshop. Case Western Reserve Uni
versity, Cleveland, Ohio. 

Sept. 5-6. Police Misconduct Complaints. 
Case Western Reserve University. 
Cleveland, Ohio. 

Sept. 10-14. Management of the I nvesti
gative Function. IACP. Savannah, Ga. 

Sept. 10-14. Sex Crimes Investigation 
Seminar. The Traffic Institute. Evan
stone, Ill. 

Sept. 24-28. Management and Operation 
of Narcotic Units. ·1ACP. Dallas, Tex. 

Sept. 24-28. Police Facilities Planning and 
Design. IACP. Virginia Beach, Va. 

Sept. 24-28. Risk Reduction-Tactical 
Response. Case Western Reserve Uni
versity. Cleveland, Ohio. 

Sept. 25-28. Field Training Officer Semi
nar. The Traffic Institute. Evanston, 
Ill. 

Sept. 24-26. Fundamental Crime Analysis 
Theorem Institute. Las Vegas, Nev. 

Sept. 24-28. Protective Services: Meeting 
the Clandestine Threat. IACP. Detroit, 
Mich. 

Oct. 1-4. Advanced Police Computer Ap
plications and Management. IACP. 
Chicago, Ill. 

Oct. 1-5. Supervision of Personnel. Case 
Western Reserve University. Cleveland, 
Ohio. 

Oct. 1-5. Hostage Rescue Operations. 
IACP. Nashville, Tenn. 

Oct. 1-5. Police Planning and Research 
Methods. IACP. Austin, Tex. 

Oct. 8-19. Law Enforcement Planning 
Officers' Seminar. Northwestern Uni
versity. Evanston, Ill. 

Oct. 9-·11. Burglary Investigation. Case 
Western Reserve University. Cleveland, 
Ohio. 

Oct. 15-19. Developing Administrative 
Staff Skills. IACP. New Orleans, La. 

Oct. 15-Dec. 14. Basic Police School. 
Case  Western Reserve University. 
Cleveland, Ohio. 

Oct. 17-19. Terrorism: A Police Problem. 
Cas e Western Reserve University. 
Cleveland, Ohio. 

Oct. 22-25. Crime and the Senior Citizen. 
IACP. Boston, Mass. 

Oct. 22-26. Police Records and Commu
nications. IACP. San Diego, Calif. 

Oct. 22-26. Administration and Manage
ment of Small Police Agencies. IACP. 
Nashville, Tenn. 

Oct. 29-Nov. 2. Police Juvenile Proce
dures. IACP. Phoenix, Ariz. 

Oct. 29-Nov. 2. Crime Analysis. IACP. 
Boston, Mass. 

Oct. 30-Nov. 1. Rape Investigation. Case 
Western Reserve University. Cleveland, 
Ohio. 



Nov. 5-16. Investigation of Sex Crimes, 
Southern Police Institute. Louisville, 
Ky. 

Nov. 7-9. Rape Investigation. Theorem 
Institute. Washington, D.C. 

Nov. 12-16. Advanced Crime Analysis. 
Theorem Institute. Redondo Beach, 
Calif. 

Nov. 14-16. Controlled Use of Force. 
Theorem Institute. Atlanta, Ga. 

Nov. 26-30. Management of Job-Related 
Stress_ IACP. Charleston, S.C. 

PROSECUTION 

July 8-28. Career Prosecutor Course. 
Houston, Tex. 

LAW 

June 25-29. Short Course for Defense 
Lawyers in Criminal Cases. Northwest
ern University. Chicago, Ill. 

Aug. 8-15. ABA Annual Meeting. Dallas, 
Tex. 

Sept. 24-Jan. 30. General Practice Course 
for Legal Assistants. Institute for Para
legal Training. Philadelphia, Pa. 

JUDICIAL 

June 17-20. Twenty-sixth National Insti
tute on Crime and Delinquency. Hart
ford, Conn. 

June 17-22. Managing Delay. Specialty 
Course. National Judicial College. 
Reno, Nev. 

June 17-29. The Judge and the Trial
Graduate Course. National Judicial 
College. Reno, Nev. 

June 17-July 13. General Jurisdiction. 
General Course. National Judicial Col
lege. Reno, Nev. 

June 18-22. Practicalities of Judging, 
Jurisprudence and the Humanities. 
American Academy of Judicial Educa
tion. Cambridge, Mass.

June 20-22. National Symposium on 
Rural Justice. National Rural Court 
Center, National Association of Social 
Workers, University of Tennessee Col
lege of Law. Knoxville, Tenn. 

June 24-28. Management: Principles and 
Effective Practices. Institute for Court 
Management. Snowmass, Colo. 

June 24-29. Evidence-Graduate Course. 
National Judicial College. Reno, Nev. 

July 1-6. Criminal Law-Graduate Course. 
National Judicial College. Reno, Nev. 

July 1-13. Special Court Jurisdiction. Na
tional Judicial College. Reno, Nev. 

July 8-13. Sentencing, Corrections, and 
Prisoner's Rights. National Judicial 
College. Reno, Nev. 
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July 9-13. Citizen Judges Academy. 
American Academy of Judicial Educa
tion. Boulder, Colo. 

July 9-20. Trial Judges Academy. Ameri
can Academy of Judicial Education. 
Boulder, Colo. 

July 10-13. Eleventh Annual Conference 
of the National Association for Court 
Administration. Sarasota, Fla. 

July 15-19. Forty-second Annual Confer
ence of the National Council of Juve
nile and Family Court Judges. Mon
terey, Calif. 

July 21-Aug. 17. Residential Seminar. 
Institute for Court Management. Colo
rado. 

July 22-Aug. 3. New Trends-graduate 
course. National Judicial College. 
Reno, Nev. 

July 23-27. Appellate Judges Writing Pro
gram. American Academy of Judicial 
Education. Boulder, Colo. 

July 23-27. Trial Judges Writing Program. 
American Academy of Judicial Educa
tion. Boulder, Colo. 

July 29-Aug. 2. Sixth Annual Conference 
of the National Conference of Appel
late Court Clerks, Monterey, Calif. 

July 31-Aug. 3. Planning and Evaluating 
Jury Management Systems. Institute 
for Court Management. Snowmass, 
Colo. 

Aug. 4-8. Annual Meeting of Conference 
of Chief Justices and Conference of 
State Court Administrators. Flagstaff, 
Ariz. 

Aug. 5-8. Management of Adult Proba
tion Services. Institute for Court Man
agement. Snowmass, Colo. 

Aug. 5-17. Non-Lawyer-General Course. 
National Judicial College. Reno, Nev. 

Aug. 6-10. Citizen Judges Academy. 
American Academy for Judicial Edu
cation. Charlottesville, Va. 

Aug. 6-17. Trial Judges Academy. Ameri
can Academy of Judicial Education. 
Charlottesville, Va. 

Aug. 12-15. Developing Systems and 
Procedures in Misdemeanor Courts. 
I n stitute for Court Management. 
Snowmass, Colo. 

Aug. 20-24. Fact Finding, Decision Mak
ing and Communication. American 
Academy of Judicial Education. Dur
ham, N.H. 

Sept. 14-15. National Center for State 
Courts Board of Directors' Meeting. 
North Andover and Boston, Mass. 

Sept. 23-27. Appellate Judges Seminar. 
ABA, Appellate Judges' Conference. 
Boston, Mass. 

Sept. 23-28. Sentencing Felons-Graduate 
Course. National Judicial College. 
Reno, Nev. 

Sept. 23-Oct. 12. General Jurisdiction
General Course. National Judicial Col
lege. Reno, Nev. 

Sept. 24-27. Forecasting Judicial and 
Support Personnel. ln_stitute for Court 
Management. San Diego, Calif. 

Sept. 30-Oct. 5. Civil Litigation-Gradu
ate Course. National Judicial College. 
Reno, Nev. 

Oct. 4-5. Sixth Annual Western Regional 
Conference. National Center for State 
Courts. San Francisco, Calif. 

Oct. 7-12. Criminal Evidence-Graduate 
Course. National Judicial College. 
Reno, Nev. 

Oct. 7-12. Personnel Administration. 
Institute for Court Management. San 
Diego, Calif. 

Oct. 14-19. Juvenile Justice Management 
Institute. National Council of Juvenile 
and Family Court Judges. Reno, Nev. 

Oct. 14-26. Fall College. National Council 
of Juvenile and Family Court Judges. 
Reno, Nev. 

Oct. 21-26. Sentencing Misdemeanants
specialty course. National Judicial Col
lege. Reno, Nev. 

Oct. 21-26. Administrative Law-Claims 
and Benefits-specialty course. Nation
al Judicial College. Reno, Nev. 

Oct. 21-Nov. 2. Non-Lawyer Judges
general course. National Judicial Col
lege. Reno, Nev. 

Oct. 22-25. Appellate Court Administra� 
tion. Institute for Court Management. 
Location to be announced. 

0 ct .  28-Nov. 2. Evidence-specialty 
course. National Judicial College. 
Reno, Nev. 

Oct. 28-Nov. 2. Minorities in the Courts
specialty course. National Judicial Col
lege. Reno, Nev. 

Nov. 4-9. Alcohol and Drugs-specialty 
course. National Judicial College. 
Reno, Nev. 

Nov . 4-9. Managing Delay-specialty 
course. National Judicial College. 
Reno, Nev. 

Nov. 4-16. Special Court Jurisdiction
general course. National Judicial Col
lege. Reno, Nev. 

Nov. 11-16. Search and Seizure-specialty 
course. National Judicial College, 
Reno, Nev. 

Nov. 11-16. Administrative Law-graduate 
course. National Judicial College. 
Reno, Nev. 

Nov. 12-15. Building and Evaluating 
Court Information Systems. Institute 
for Court Management. Seattle, Wash. 
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Nov. 14-17. Annual Educational Confer
ence for National College of Probate 
Judges. The Cloister, Sea Island, Ga. 

May 1979 

CORRECTIONS 

JUVENILE 

June 24-29. Juvenile Justice Management 
-Basic Seminar. Institute for Court
Management. Snowmass, Colo.

July 15-20. What Works? A Pragmatic 
Examination of Juvenile Justice. Na

-tional Council of Juvenile and Family 
Court Judges. Monterey, Calif. 

July 25-27. Child Abuse, Theorem Insti
tute. Atlanta, Ga. 

Aug. 5-17. Summer College-Session I. 
National Council of Juvenile and 
Family Court Judges. Reno, Nev. 

Aug. 19-31. Summer College-Session 11. 
National Council of Juvenile and 
Family Court Judges. Reno, Nev. 

Sept. 9-14. Juvenile Justice Management 
-Advanced Seminar. Institute for
Court Management. Snowmass, Colo.

Sept. 12-14. Child Abuse. Theorem Insti
tute. Phoenix, Ariz. 
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June 18-22. Correctional Ancillary Pro
gram. Regional Criminal Justice Train
ing Center. Modesto, Calif. 

July 9-20. Basic Correctional Academy. 
Regional Crimihal Justice Training 
Center. Modesto', Calif. 

July 23-27. Correctional Ancillary Pro
gram. Regional Criminal Justice Train
ing Center. Modesto, Calif. 

Aug. 19-24. Seminar on Jail Standards 
and Inspection Systems. National In
stitute of Corrections. Boulder, Colo. 

MANAGEMENT 

June 20-22. Po licy  Development. 
Theorem Institute. Atlanta, Ga. 

June 20-22. Civil Liabilities. Theorem In
stitute. Washington, D.C. 

July 9-10 . Conference Planning. Theorem 
Institute. San Francisco, Calif. 

July 1 1-13. Strategies for Change. 
Theorem Institute. Washington, D.C. 

July 26-27. Risk Management. Theorem 
Institute. San Francisco, Calif. 

Aug. 8-10. Zero-Based Budgeting. 
Theorem Institute. New Orleans, La. 

Aug. 23-24. Structured Experiences. 
Theorem Institute. Atlanta, Ga. 

Aug. 2 7 -28. Security and Privacy. 
Theorem Institute. Atlanta, Ga. 

Sept. 13-14. Worker's Compensation. 
Theorem Institute. Los Angeles, Calif. 

Sept. 13-14. Conference Planning. 
Theorem Institute. San Diego, Calif. 

Sept. 24-26. Planning and Budgeting. 
Theorem Institute. Las Vegas, Nev. 

Sept. 26-28. Planning a Productivity 
System. Theorem Institute. New 
Orleans, La. 

Oct. 11-12. Risk Management. Theorem 
Institute. Washington, D.C. 

Oct. 15-17. Computer Planning. Theorem 
Institute. New Orleans, La. 

Oct. 15-17. Strategies for Change. 
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