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Cameras in the Courtroom 
by Doug Barry 

Project Coordinator 
Cameras in the Courtroom 

Television cameras have been barred 
from most of our nation's courtrooms for 
nearly two decades. 

Following the media circuses of Dr. 
Sam Shepard and Bruno Hauptman, 
broadcasters were ostracized from the 
courthouse and waited expectantly, 
though not always patiently, for the time 
to come when the judiciary would forgive 
the excesses of the past. 

Since statehood, the Alaska Judiciary 
has firmly adhered to the nationwide 
nullification of the privilege that some 
broadcasters in the lower 48 once enjoy
ed. Alaskan broadcasters could not over
come the stigma of that original sin. 

The Tide Turns 
Then came the national movement to

ward accessibility and candor in all 
branches of government. Television 
cameras appeared first in various state 
legislatures, then in the U. S. Congress, 
and pressure on the courts increased. 
Texas invited a TV crew to cover the 
sentencing of a convicted murderer. Pro
fessional journals of the broadcasting in
dustry began to carry "how to do it" 
articles concerning the reintroduction of 
TV cameras in courtrooms. Bench, bar 
and press organizations became notice
ably convivial. The blackout was lifting. 

Courts in 13 states have already allow· 
ed some form of TV coverage when, on 
September 18, 1978, the Alaska Supreme 
Court, in response to a proposal by the 
Criminal Justice Center, issued an order 
making this state number 14. 

Because of the relatively conservative 
nature of that order, which requires that 
permission to film be obtained from the 
trial judge and attorneys both sides, the 
news media greeted the news with guard
ed glee. The public seemed favorable but 
ambivalent in the main. 

Many lawyers were opposed, but judg
es less so as reflected by the provisions of 
the rule allowing cameras into the su
preme court on an almost carte blanche 
basis. It is believed by many lawyers that 
broadcasters and their audiences will 
quickly tire of the stodgy visual fare 
served up by the courts and that after a 
few cases the cameras will disappear. 

Questions Remain 
Despite the initial reaction by all con

cerned parties there are a number of 
fundamental questions that must be ask
ed if the experiment is to continue-and 
perhaps widen in scope to include crimi
nal trials. 

Is there a right to know? What is "the 
right to know"? What is a free press? 
How free is free? What is a fair trial? 

What comprises educating and inform
ing the public? Can television serve as a 
legitimate and scholarly effort to explain 
and analyze? Do some notorious cases 
weigh in negatively such as: the Zamora 
trial involving murder allegedly induced 
by television intoxication, and the Her
man trial, a case arising from the rape and 
murder of a teenage girl? _____ _ 
_ Both trials were broadcast in their 
entirety to audiences in Florida and be
yond as part of a TV experiment ap
proved by the Florida Supreme Court. As 
rules go, the Florida edict was relatively 
liberal-permission required only from 
the trial judge. Why did we see no cases 

involving tax issues, bonding proposals, 
rate increases by utilities or small claims 
court cases? 

What did we see under the presumed 
right to know? Murder, gore, violence 
s_eemingly for the sole purpose of enter
tainment and titillation. 

The broadcasters in Florida may have 
done considerable harm to efforts by 
their colleagues across the country. 

Ironically, when the cameras prepared 
to record a recent session of the Alaska 
Supreme Court, a clutch of local lawyers 
gathered nearby to discuss the Zamora 
case as if Alaskan broadcasters were 
about to engage in similar folly. 

One Central Issue 
Perhaps all of the questions posed 

earlier boil down to one general yet criti
cal issue: A fair trial and a free press are 
born of the same constitution. They are 
equal and they must be equally placed in 
the courtroom and in the newsroom. 
How then do we manage it so that one 
right does not offend the other? 

Electronic media uses the public's air
way and that is a privilege and with that 
privilege goes a commensurate responsi
bility to educate and teach. The media 
has largely failed in this regard and this 
failure is perhaps perceived unconsciously 
by judges and lawyers as a source of their 
jitters regarding the whole experiment. 

But what the broadcasters and their 
audiences often lose sight of is that tele
vision can be an effectual tool for educa
tion and reform. The media should be an 
instrument of thought, knowledge and 
action. 

(Continued on page 5) 
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Victim-Witness Assistance Program 
By Paul L. Edscorn 

Managing Editor 

In practice, the crime victim has been 
the forgotten person in the c;riminal jus
tice system. 

It is an unfortunate irony of the sys
tem. It is the offense suffered by the 
victim that sets the criminal justice 
processes in motion. But, the focus of 
attention of the system is not on the 
victim, but on the offender. The value of 
the victim to the system is only as proof 
that a crime has been committed and the 
help the victim can give in identifying and 
possibly locating the offender. 

Exist at the Beck and 
Call of the System 

The primary concern of the police 
who are called to the scene of the crime is 
not so much what has been suffered by 
the victim, but what help the victim can 
give in identifying the offender. 

To the prosecutor, the victim is impor
tant only for the information he can give. 

In the courtroom, the victim exists as 
an exhibit before the jury. 

Once the final decision has been ren
dered, the victim has no further value to 
the system and is frequently forgotten. 

From the moment of the crime, the 
victim lives at the beck and call of the 
police, prosecutors and the courts to re
spond to their demands and their sched-
ule. · 

The victim, and any other witnesses, 
generally are left uninformed of the prog
ress of the case in which they are very 
personally involved. 

The victim and witnesses must respond 
to frequent calls by police and prosecu
tors for interviews which are often repeti
tious. This is without regard to their 
personal lives or convenience. They are 
summoned to appear at the pleasure of 
the court and then suffer the inconven
ience of changing schedules and demands. 

Victims I Feel Exploited 

When it is over the victim and witnes
ses are often uninformed of the outcome 
and are frequently left with the feeling 
they contributed ·little, if anything, to the 
process. 

Rather than as active or at least help
ful participants in the process, the victim 
and witnesses feel more that they have 
been used and exploited by the system
even victimized. The latter is particularly 
true with the victims of sex crimes. 

There is often a strong sense of injus
tice when restitution is not forthcoming. 
This is not always possible or appropriate, 
but the victim is seldom advised. All too 
frequently even the victim's property is 
not returned and when it is, it is usually 
only on the insistence of the victim. 

Such are the consequences of the role 
assigned to the victim by the criminal 
justice system, not any intended lack of 
sensitivity or humanity. 

-But there are other consequences as 
well. 

The System Suffers Also 
Because of the lack of communica

tions the victim and witnesses frequently 
lose trust and confidence in the system 
and sometimes refuse to cooperate. Be
cause of a breakdown in communications 
or confidence cases are often lost. 

Consequently, as the result of justified 
criticism, growing sensitivity of the needs 
of the victim, and enlightened self-inter
est in the better operations of the system, 
there has been growing interest in victim 
and witness services. 

Victim-Assistance Bureau 
A major step was taken four years ago 

with the establishment of a Victim-Wit
ness Assistance Bureau in the Alameda 
County (Calif.) District Attorney's office 
under an LEAA grant. 

This has since been made a permanent 
part of the office and the program has 
been expanded into a comprehensive pro
gram. 

Similar programs have been established 
in Multnomah County, Ore., and several 
other jurisdictions with similar success 
reported in meeting the needs of victims 
and witnesses. 

In Alaska 

A smaller, but similar program was 
established in Fairbanks and Anchorage 
in March of this year with a $48,000 
LEAA grant approved by the Criminal 
Justice Planning Agency (76-A-034). 

Both were established as one-person 
offices within the District Attorney's of
fices in the two cities. It is the purpose of 
the offices to serve as liaison between the 
prosecutor's office and the victims and 
witnesses. 

In Anchorage, Nancy Potter was hired 
for the position. She was already well 
familiar with the system. She had served 
for five years as a judge's secretary, in
court deputy in the superior court in 
Anchorage, and grand jury clerk. She is 
also a certified Paralegal II. 

She set out several goals to be accom
plished: 

1. Reduce the number of cases drop
ped or lost because of poor communica
tion between the prosecutors and witnes
ses. 

2. Educate victims and witnesses of 
their rights and responsibilities within the 
criminal justice system. 

3. Develop procedures for obtaining 
evidence from noncooperative witnesses. 

4. Systemitize the notification of vic
tims and witnesses of court and other 
appearances, and of the progress of the 
cases in which they are involved. 

5. Obtain and return stolen property 
to the victims. 

An Advocate for the Victim 

To accomplish these ends, Ms. Potter 
describes her role as that of a victim 
advocate, more than a liaison officer or 
assistant. 

At the present time she is developing a 
form-type letter to be sent to victims and 
witnesses describing the proceedings and 
including a map of the court complex. 
The letter also includes a contact number 
to call if there are any questions or 
problems. 

She has also developed a brochure 
for victims and witnesses thanking them 
for their assistance once a case has been 
concluded. 

But, her most important role, she says, 
is in direct personal contact with the 
victims and witnesses. Often this is even 
before the cases become actual cases. 

Interviews Victims 
Ms. Potter interviews nearly all victims 

of cases received by the intake office of 

. .. -



the District Attorney's office. 

She helps prepare the individuals for 
court by explaining what they can expect 
and to relieve their fears. 

In many cases she advises the victims 
of social service agencies which can help 
them with some of their problems or with 
the specific consequences of the offense, 
such as Rape Advocates and the Violent 
Crimes Compensation Commission. Fre
quently, it is a matter of advising them of 
what agencies can aid them with other 
problems. 

Occasionally, she is called on to aid 
the District _Attorney's office in persuad
ing persons to testify who are not other
wise willing. It is then a matter of solving 
problems such as fear, transportation or 
expense. On one occasion she had to 
babysit for a witness testifying in court. 

Sex Offenses 
Ms. Potter is specifically responsible 

for interviewing the victims in sex of
fenses. These cases need the most work. 
The intake officer for the District Attor
ney's office has only the police report 
and the cases require more information. 
In some instances she has recommended 
against prosecution as the trauma to the 
victim would be greater than any gain in 
cases which have little likelihood of suc
cess. 

Particularly frustrating are the bat
tered wives. These keep coming back. Ms. 
Potter tries to advise the women of what 
other help and assistance they can re
ceive. She also tries to explain the advisa
bility of prosecution as a means to solving 
her problem. 

Occasionally, she is called on to solve 
some other problems. In one instance a 
father complained his son had been beat
en at school. He had received no help 
elsewhere, but as the result of Ms. Pot· 
ter's inquiries disciplinary actions were 
taken against the teacher. These were 
more severe than would have resulted 
from criminal prosecution, and for that 
reason there was no prosecution. 

As a matter of course, Ms. Potter 
keeps victims and witnesses informed of 
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the progress of their cases. This, in itself, 
has proved helpful to the prosecution. 

In some instances when she has ad
vised police that a case was not being 
prosecuted because of lack of evidence, 
the officers disclose that they have more 
evidence than was contained in their re
ports and the cases are able to proceed. 

In some instances a Public Defender 
has asked for assistance in working with 
particular witnesses which has proven 
helpful in the final adjudication of the 
cases. 

Appreciate Assistance 
Both the victims and the witnesses 

seem appreciative of the efforts to keep 
them informed of the progress of the case 
in which they are involved, such as keep
ing them posted of when the defendant is 
arraigned and when the trial is scheduled, 
or when sentencing is scheduled. 

Frequently, they are contacted and 
advised of what the prosecuting attorney 
intends to recommend and the victims 
sometimes can suggest what they believe 
would be appropriate. 

When a case is decided and a sentence 
imposed, Ms. Potter makes sure that the 
victims and witnesses are informed. While 
not always in agreement with the sen· 
tences imposed, they do seem to appreci
ate the effort made to keep them in
formed. 

Return Property 
The return of property has always 

been a sore point with crime victims. The 
property was often first taken by the 
offender, and then is taken and held by 
the police as evidence for as many 
months (and occasionally years) as is 
necessary to prosecute the case. Proce
dures then vary on how the property is 
returned. 

Ms. Potter has made a specific effort 
to formalize the procedures for keeping 
and returning the property. Whenever 
possible she tries to have the property 
returned even before trial. In other cases 
she tries to assure that it is returned as 
soon as possible after trial. 

Restitution 
Restitution is one of Ms. Potter's 

major concerns. At the very outset she 
tries to determine what damages or loss a 
person has suffered. 

When possible, she tries to have resti
tution included in the sentence recom
mendations of the prosecuting attorney. 
Sometimes it is restitution for a second or 
their party, such as the landlord for the 
door that was knocked down when the 
man assaulted his wife or girl friend or 
the insurance company. 

While not recognized as victims, they 
have suffered loss. 

Ms. Potter reports that the offenders 
are surprised that restitution is being 
asked of them. It is something most of 
them have not experienced before. 

Those who had restitution demanded 
of them before have learned they can get 
away without paying. 

Through Registry of the Court 
But, steps have been taken to remedy 

that situation. Very early Ms. Potter was 
contacted by a person who said he was 
supposed to have received restitution but, 
after one or two payments, no further 
payments were received. On investigation 
Ms. Potter found that restitution had 
been ordered as a condition of a suspend
ed imposition of sentence. But the sen
tence period had run out and the court 
no longer had any hold on the defendant. 
She further found this was not an isolated 
instance. 

To prevent this Ms. Potter has insisted 
that all restitution be paid through the 
registry of the court. This assures a record 
that restitution is being paid and is not 
dependent upon victim. When restitution 
is not paid the District Attorney's office 
then can take the defendant back to 
court and ask for reinstatement of the 
original sentence. 

In Fairbanks 
A somewhat different approach was 

taken in Fairbanks. L'Marie Nichols, the 
person conducting the program ·there de
scribed herself as a victim-witness assist
ant. 

(Continued on Page 4) 
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Victim Assistance 
(Continued from Page 3) 

She previously had worked as a legal 
secretary and was. familiar with legal 
processes. 

But she found even this experience 
was of little help to her as she was victim 
and witness in a shooting in which her 
husband was killed and another wounded. 

In addition to the trauma of that 
event, there was the additional trauma of 
waiting for the trial to be held so she 
could get that over with and resume her 
life. In spite of her experience as a legal 
secretary she found there was no one who 
would help her or tell her what was 
happening. It was as if no one cared. 

When she later became the victim-wit
ness coordinator in the Fairbanks District 
Attorney's office, she felt that this helped 
her be a little more understanding and 
empathetic to the problems of the victims 
and witnesses. 

Personal Contact 
In Fairbanks Ms. Nichols personally 

contacted the victims and witnesses in 
nearly all felony cases even before the 
cases were taken to the grand jury. She 
contacted the victims in the misdemeanor 
cases and the witnesses in some of the 
more sensitive misdemeanors. 

She took them to the courtroom and 
explained the procedures of the court and 
the district attorney's office and intro
duced them to the attorney prosecuting 
their case. She ·then remained in contact 

'=-·until the case was resolved. 
In interviewing them she often found 

some problems they might have. 
In some cases she referred the victims 

to other agencies which might be able to 
help them with specific problems such as 
psychological counseling, the Rape Cen
ter or medical services. 

She established double card files for 
each case and for all the victims and 
witnesses with current information on 
how to locate each victim or witness on a 
moment's notice. \ 

Call-Up System 
She also established a call-up system 

with the witnesses and victims so they 
could be reached and in court in an hour 
or less. This worked very well and this 
saved them the inconvenience of waiting 

in court for long hours and through 
num_er9us continuances ... 

Ms. Nichols also found that in inter
viewing the victims or witnesses that in 
some instances they had problems such as 
impending major surgery. Instead of forc
ing them to conform to the dictates of an 
impersonal court schedule, she could ad
vise the calendaring department of the 
court and have the trial calendared ac
cordingly. 

At the conclusion of the trial she 
contacted each person involved, thanking 
them for their assistance and advising 
them of when sentencing would be held. 

Often she was called on to solve vari
ous problems witnesses might have, such 
as arranging transportation or finding 
babysitters. 

These are mundane problems, but they 
can often be of monumental importance 
for some people. Mrs. Nichols finally 
established a list of women living near the 
court building in Fairbanks who were 
willing to serve as babysitters for people 
who had to testify in court. 

Because many of the cases prosecuted 
in Fairbanks involve people from Bush 
villages, consequently much time and ef
fort was required to arrange transporta
tion for the people coming in from the 
Bush and then allay the fears many have 
about the court proceedings. There were 
also problems to be solved in bringing 
witnesses in from the lower 48 states for 
trial in Fairbanks. 

Some cases and some witnesses or 
victims required more time and assistance 
than others, which Ms. Nichols was able 
to give. 

In one instance a rape victim was 
already having difficulties with the bur
den of both the trauma of the assault and 
prospective prosecution. 

Ms. Nichols had to work very closely 
with this young woman to help her with 
her problems. 

The victim eventually agreed to testi
fy, proved to be a good witness and the 

·. accused was convicted. 

Fortified by this experience the young 
woman went on to become a counselor 
for the Rape Center in Fairbanks. 

Answering Questions 
Much of the work involved simply 

answering questions and help allay some 
of the fears people had about a trial, or 
explaining to them why a continuance 
was necessary. 

When it was all over Ms. Nichols be
lieves that with the help she was able to 
give the witnesses or victims they felt 
they had contributed something and had 
a part in the trial. 

She has recently married and moved to 
Anchorage, but Fairbanks District Attor
ney says the work Ms. Nichols did was 
very important and is seeking continued 
funding for the position. 

"This has been very helpful to us," he 
said. "If a witness is not happy or does 
not trust the prosecutor we can lose the 
case, and Ms. Nichols turned around a lot 
of cases for us." 

INNOVATIONS CONFERENCE 

The Criminal Justice Center is sponsor
ing a statewide conference on "Justice 
Innovations-Prospects for the Eighties," 
which will be held Oct. 26-28 in the 
International Inn in Anchorage. 

Subjects to be covered during the con
ference include: 

• Management of Discretion-in plea 
bargaining, law enforcement, sentencing, 
and corrections. 

• Management of Institutional 
Change-criminal code, correctional mas
ter planning, children's code, implications 
of justice research. 

• Impact of Social and Political 
Change-Native Claims Settlement Act, 
D-2, OCS and 200-mile limit, "Molly 
Hootch" decision. 

• I ntergovernment and Pub I ic-private 
Relationships-revenue sharing, central
ization-decentralization, local control, 
LEAA. 

Further information can be obtained 
by contacting: 

Roger Endell 
Criminal Justice Center 
University of Alaska 
3211 Providence Drive 
Anchorage, Alaska 99504 
Tel: 278-3938 

274-9217 

.t, 
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Cameras in the Courtroom 

(Continued from Page 1 I 

The constitution says that we all enjoy 
the freedom of speech. It is of the greatest 
importance that the press be free to say 
what it wants: when it wants. But what it 
says must be responsibly stated, and in a 
way that meets needs other than the 
contemporary preferences of their 
audience. 

But who should say what "respon
sibly" means? 

Mr. Justice Black of the U. S. Supreme 
Court observed in Budger v. California, 
" ... free speech and fair trial are two of 
the most cherished policies of our civiliza
tion and it would be a trying task to 
choose between them. The question arises 
whether or not unfettered access to news 
becomes synonymous with unfettered 
dissemination. If the answer is no, the 
next question is where does the authority 
lie to decide what will be reported and 
what will not." 

Answer Lies With 
Courts and Media 

It would appear that the answer to 
these questions lies equally between the 
inherent powers of the courts and the 
conscience of the media. In reference to 
the latter, the media itself should estab
lish and enforce a code of ethical conduct 
to be followed by all members of their 
profession. Judges and attorneys have 
ethical codes, solely, not broadcasters. 
Actually, such codes are not completely 
alien to broadcasters. Television network 
executives have long imposed ethical 
codes on advertisers, forbids the drinking 
of beer in commercials and precludes 
models from wearing brassiers. 

The adoption of a code limiting cover
age of clearly inappropriate aspects of 
court cases is consistent with other mutu
ally agreed-upon bans in advertising and 
entertainment, as well as certain kinds of 
public information programming. 

Further concerns of a more specitic 
nature have been expressed by the legal 
community in Alaska. There is concern 
that the presence of TV cameras would 
make witnesses frightened or given to 
overstatement. Some witnesses could be
come "cocky " while inhibiting others. 

Does Not Undermine Truth 
Former Chief Justice Tom Clark of the 

U. S. Supreme Court felt the effect of 
cameras on the testimony of witnesses 
could undermine the truth. 

But, evidence available from Florida, 
Washington, and other states with experi
ence in television trials attests that no 
such problems were encountered. 

Another concern locally is that the 
defendant's attorney is likely to sacrifice 
the interests of his client by showboating 
and grandstanding before the jury and the 
TV cameras. If this problem were to arise 
in the courts of Alaska, appropriate safe
guards now exist for postconviction 
r e lief. In addition, the misguided 
thespian-advocate would face disciplinary 
proceedings by the bar and the State 
Supreme Court. 

The first amendment guarantees a free 
press. Judges, attorneys and the general 
public should endorse that guarantee. By 
helping broadcasters to determine that 
what goes on inside the court is reported 
reasonably and fairly they will insure that 
the rights of the defendant are protected 
within the parameters of the law. 

The primary concern of the Alaska 
Supreme Court and all courts that have 
weighed the pluses and minuses of tele

vision coverage has been to avoid the 
possibility that prejudice will result. In 
cases where this was found the courts 
have termed the result "inherently lack
ing in due process." 

In reversing the conviction of Billie Sol 
Estes in 1965, the U. S. Supreme Court 
conceded that there was no showing of 
actual prejudice. But, in Estes as well as 
Shepard, it was the trial judge's failure to 
give adequate instructions and admoni
tions, as well as the failure to insulate the 
jury from the runamuck press, that 
caused the supreme court's concern. It 
was the court's view that the law should 
try to prevent even the possibility of 
unfairness. 

This was evident in Chief Justice War
ren Burger's comments in Nebraska Press 
Association v. Stuart, referring to the 
Bruno Hauptman trial which exhibited 
the most flagrant abuse of a defendant's 
right to a fair trial. 

Chief Justice Burger commented: 
"Criticism was directed at the 'carnival' 
atm::>sphere that pervaded the community 

and the courtroom itself. Responsible 
leaders of press and the legal profession
including other judges-pointed out that 
much of this sorry performance could 
have been controlled by a vigilant trial 
judge and by other public officers subject 
to the control of the court." 

In the Estes case Justice Harlan was 
careful to point out that the use of 
cameras in the courtroom should be 
judged under the circumstances surround
ing Est�s only. Perhaps that sound advice 
should hold true for discussions of the 
Zamora case which is now widely used by 
those opposed to the introduction of 
cameras in the courtroom as a blanket 
condemnation of the entire scheme. 

Justice Harlan took great pains to 
point out: " ... the day may come when 
television will have become so common
place an affair in the daily life of the 
average person as to dissipate all reason
able likelihood that its use in courtrooms 
may disparage the judicial process. If and 
when that day arrived the constitutional 
judgment called for now would, of 
course, be subject to reexamination in 
accordance with the traditional workings 
of the Due Process Clause." 

The justices of the Alaska Supreme 
Court may not be in full agreement with 
Justice Harlan, but they are willing to test 
proposition-that the day of television 
has come and that the dnagers threaten
ing due process are minimal. 

In any case, television returns finally 
fr.om its judicially imposed exile for a 
one-year trial period. 

Editor's Note: Oral arguments before 
the Alaska Supreme Court on the Beirne 
Homestead Initiative were recorded on 
videotape Sept. 20. This .was the first 
time in history that a session of the 
Alaska Supreme Court has been taped. 
This taping was a cooperative effort 
between the Criminal Justice Center and 
Media Services of the University of Alas
ka. The resulting 90-minute program was 
broadcast on public service television 
station KAKM in Anchorage on Sept. 26 
and was later rebroadcast on commercial 
station KENI-TV on Oct. 4. The program 
was also braodcast through the state over 
the Alaska satellite system. 
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Opinions of Note 
ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE 

State of Alaska 
v. 

Theodore Glass 
Opinion No. 1724 

Petition for Review from the Superior 
Court, Fourth Judicial District, Fair
banks, Judge James R. Blair. 

The Alaska Supreme Court held that 
electronic monitoring of a person's con
versations is prohibited by the privacy 
provision of the Alaska Constitution, Art. 
1, Sec. 22, and that the use of evidence 
obtained in this manner without a search 
warrant should be excluded. 

The court said a search warrant should 
be obtained from an impartial magistrate, 
based on probable cause to believe that 
criminal activity will be discovered before 
electronic monitoring of conversations 
should be allowed. 

The supreme court affirmed the deci
sion of Fairbanks Superior Court Judge 
James R. Blair in suppressing evidence of 
a narcotics transaction obtained by elec
tronic monitoring of the transaction by 
a radio device hidden on an informant. 

Judge Blair had ruled that the elec
tronic surveillance was a violation of both 
the search and seizure and privacy provi
sions of the Alaska Constitution. 

The court said that to argue that the 
monitored conversation is admissible be
cause it is merely a more reliable version 
of the informant's testimony is to re
spond to an irrelevant question. Contra
band discovered in an illegal entry by 
police is inadmissible although it is the 
best evidence that contraband was pre
sent. "We exclude the evidence, not be
cause it is unreliable, but because the 
transcendent values preserved by consti
tutional guarantee are of greater socia I 
moment than the use of that evidence to 
obtain a criminal conviction." 

While there is no recorded legislative 
history concerning the right to privacy 
provision of the Alaska Constitution, the 
court said it is clear that it affords broad
er protection than the rights inferred 
from other constitutional provisions. 

The court said it believes that a person 
communicating private. matters to an
other exhibits an actual expectation of 

privacy and that a person's expectation 
that his conversations will not be secretly 
recorded or broadcast should be recog
nized as reasonable. 

State of Alaska 
v. 

Michael Thornton 
Opinion No. 1725 

Petition for Review from the Superior 
Court, Fourth Judicial District, Fair
banks, Judge Jay Hodges. 

This was a companion case to State v. 
Glass, Opinion No. 1724, above and was 
decided in the same manner. 

PRETEXT STOP 
Charles Edward Brown 

v. 
State of Alaska 

Opinion No. 1654 
Appeal from the Superior Court, Third 
Judicial District, Anchorage, Judge Eben 
H. Lewis. 

Brown appealed his conviction of rob
bery claiming that his arrest was based on 
a traffic stop which was used as a pretext 
to seek evidence for another crime. 

The supreme court, in a per curiam 
decision, said there was substantial evi
dence to support the trial court's determi
nation that Brown's vehicle was stopped 
for violation of traffic regulations and 
this was not a pretext stop. 

John D. Hayes 
v. 

State of Alaska 
Opinion No. 1662 

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

The supreme court held that AS 
11.20.350(a). relating to concealing prop
erty, does not require that someone other 
than the defendant should have stolen the 
property for a person to be convicted for 
concealing property. 

The court said the statute does not 
express such a requirements, and n~ rea
sons commend themselves why such a 
requirement should be taken as implied. 

WITHDRAWAL OF PLEA 

Bobby Joe Winkler 
v. 

State of Alaska 
Opinion No. 1653 

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

Winkler contended that the superior 
court erred in refusing to allow him to 
withdraw his guilty plea to assault with a 
dangerous weapon and that the court 
failed to substantially comply with the 
requirements of Criminal Rule 11 (c) and 
(d) pertaining to the acceptance of pleas 
and insuring that the plea is voluntary. 

Winkler claimed there was manifest 
injustice in his sentencing alleging that 
there was an implied plea bargain involv
ing a promise for psychiatric outpatient 

· treatment and probation rather than the 
five years he received. He also contended 
that his attorney rendered ineffective as
sistance in advising him regarding his plea. 

The supreme court said the superior 
court appeared justified in characterizing 
Winkler's claims as suspect based upon 
Winkler's failure to make any such claim 
until a considerable time after sentencing. 

The supreme court said Winkler was 
not promised by either the district attor
ney or his counsel that he would receive 
probation. He knew that one of the two 
assault counts would be dismissed as a 
result of his plea. This was fully disclosed 
in court at the hearing on his change of 
plea, and the second count was dismissed. 

Winkler's subjective impression from 
the tone of preplea discussions is not 
suffic_ient to support his claim of manifest 
injustice. 

The superior court reminded Winkler 
of its power to sentence him to a maxi
mum of 10 years and Winkler acknowl
edged that he had been given no promises 
other than the dismissal of the second 
charge. The court said it could not find 
any basis, premised on any promise, ex
press or implied, sufficient to show mani
fest injustice. 

Nor did the court find any failure by 
his counsel to fully inform Winkler of the 
consequences of his plea. 



Alaska Justice Forum October 1978 Page 7 

ATTENTION READERS 
The Alaska Justice Forum was initiated last year under a modest LEAA grant as a statewide publication 

serving the criminal justice community of Alaska. 
With the limited resources available, the Forum has endeavored to serve all components of the criminal justice 

system: police, prosecution and defense, the courts and corrections. To accomplish this the Forum has attempted 
to provide informational and instructional type material relevant to Alaska for criminal justice practitioners. 

It is now necessary to assess what the Forum has done during the past year and a half; to determine what 
more can be done to make the Forum more useful and of greater service to criminal justice personnel in Alaska; 
and to determine the need for continued LEAA funding for the coming year. 

It is very important, therefore, for the readers of the Forum to complete and return the postage-paid 
questionnaire on the reverse side of this page. 

We do need to know who is reading the Forum, what type of material is most read,- what additional type of 
material is desired by Forum readers; and to determine if a portion of the costs of production can be borne by 
Forum readers by an annual subscription charge. 

(When questionnaire is completed, fold on this line, staple, and mail) 

Alaska Justice Forum 
Criminal Justice Center 
University of Alaska, Anchorage 
3211 Providence Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99504 
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I. 

READERSHIP SURVEY 

Criminal Justice System Component 
A. Law Enforcement 

0 1. Alaska State Troopers 
0 2. Local police 

Size of community 

B. Judicial 
0 1. Administration 
0 2. Supreme Court Justice 
0 3. Superior Court Judge 

C. Corrections 
o 1. Institutional 
o 2. Probation-Parole 

D. Legal 
0 1. 
0 2. 
0 3. 

District Attorney 
Public Defender 
Private Practice 

o E. Are You Also Involved with Juvenile Justice? 

o F. Student 

0 3. Federal 
0 4. Military 
0 5. Other 

0 4. District Court Judge 
0 5 .. Magistrate 
0 6. Other 

o G. Other------~-~~-~------~------~~----~~-~ 

11. Position in Criminal Justice Agency 
o A. Administrator/Director of State Agency o Local Agency o 
o B. Supervisor 
o C. Line officer 
o D. Clerical 
o E. Other 

111. Do you receive the Alaska Justice Forum regularly? Yes o No o 

Do you share your copy with others? a. How many 
b. Occupations __________ _ 

IV. Do you read the Alaska Justice Forum regularly? o occasionally? o 
fully? o or only selected articles? o 

V. What features or articles do you usually read? 
o A. The series on legal issues (Search and Seizure, Law on Confessions, etc.) 
o B. Articles on Corrections. 
o C. Articles about riew criminal justice programs. 
o D. Training Calendar 
o E. Opinions of Note 
o F. Points on Appeal 
o G. Articles about criminal justice activities or issues in Alaska. 
o H. Reports of national criminal justice programs or activities. 

VI. What other subjects would you like to see in the Alaska Justice Forum? 

VII. How much would you be willing to pay as an annual subscription to assure that you will continue to receive 
the Alaska Justice Forum? 

o None 
0 $5 
0 $10 

0 $15 
0 $25 
0 $30·· 
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Brief qigests of Alaska Supreme Court Opinions 
and the criminal justice issues involved 

Regarding Winkler's assertion that the 
superiot court failed to determine ade
quately whether his plea was voluntary, 
the supreme court said the lower court 
did substantially comply with the provi
sions of the Criminal Rules. The court 
noted that neither Winkler nor his attor
ney objected to the account of the plea 
negotions described by the district attor
ney in court. When the court specifically 
asked if Winkler had a different under
standing, Winkler said no. 

But the court did state that the pre
ferred procedure is for the trial court to 
have the defendant give his own under
standing of any plea bargain in open 
court. 

OUT-OF-COURT 
IDENTIFICATION 

Thomas Royal Johnson 
v. 

State of Alaska 
Opinion No. 1656 

Appeal from the Superior Court, First 
Judicial District, Juneau, Judge Thomas 
E. Schulz. 

Johnson, convicted of attempted rob
bery and assault with a dangerous 
weapon, complained of three separate 
identifications: 1. the identification by a 
juvenile store clerk; 2. the identification 
by the same clerk from a photo lineup 
within an hour of the arrest after observ
ing the arrest; and 3. the identification by 
the assault victim from a photo lineup in 
the presence of the clerk. 

Johnson also complained that the 
12-year sentence was excessive and the 
trial court erred in not sending him to a 
drug rehabilitation program rather than 
prison. 

The juvenile's suspicions were aroused 
during a sale of a ski mask to Johnson 
and a short time later when he learned of 
the attempted robbery at a nearby store 
he reported that the description of the 
suspect was similar to the man to whom 
he had just sold a ski mask. He subse
quently pointed out Johnson to police 
officers. 

The supreme court said each of the 
questioned identifications was valid and 
reliable. 

The court system said the police had 
good reason to believe that the man who 
bought the ski mask was the prime sus
pect. While the juvenile's second identifi
cation of Johnson from a photo lineup 
may have been influenced by having seen 
the arrest, the court said any possible 
taint is not sufficient to suppress the 
identification in light of the totality of 
the circumstances. The court also said 
the evidence supports the conclusion that 
the victim's identification was not con
taminated by the juvenile's presence in 
the same room. 

Addressing Johnson's arguments that 
the sentence was excessive, the supreme 
court rejected the notion that a drug 
addict must be placed in a drug rehabilita
tion program rather than be incarcerated. 

This has been previously stated by the 
supreme court in Parks v. Alaska, 571 
P.2d 1003, 1005 (Alaska 1977), and Fox 
v. Alaska, 569, P.2d 1335, 1227-38 (Alas
ka 1977). 

The supreme court said the principal 
duty of a sentencing judge is to determine 
for the case at hand the priority and 
interrelationships of the sentencing 
objectives as originally stated in Nicholas 
v. Alaska, 477 P.2d 447, 448 (Alaska 
1970). 

DISCOVERY 

Gary Stevens 
v. 

State of Alaska 
Opinion No. 1658 

Appeal from the Superior Court, Third 
Judicial District, Anchorage, Judge Sea
born J. Buckalew, Jr. 

The supreme court said the failure of 
the prosecution to comply with both 
Criminal Rule 16 pertaining to discovery 
and a pretrial discovery order issued by 
the superior court resulted in prejudicial 
error and the conviction of Gary Stevens 
on one count of rape was reversed and a 
new trial ordered. 

This involved a police report which 
was used by the prosecution to impeach 
two defense alibi witnesses, but which 
was not provided to the defense as re
quired by Criminal Rule 16 and a pretrial 
order. The court said this deprived the 
defense the opportunity to review the 

- . 
statements to de_termine if they had been 
made under duress, or whether a guilty 
plea should be entered, or if the alibi 
witnesses would be called nevertheless. 

This did not affect Stevens' conviction 
and sentencing on another rape charge, 
nor his sentencing on a third charge to 
which he entered a nolo contendere plea. 

The court found there was no pre
judice in the trial court's denial of a 
motion to sever the two rape charges 
which went to trial. 

But, the court said that in general, 
such joinders are to be avoided and that 
in instances where the prosecution has 
joined offenses of the same or similar 
character the court, on motion by the 
accused, should grant a severance of such 
charges. 

SANCTIONS 

Harry L. Davis 
v. 

Superior Court of the 
State of Alaska 

Opinion No. 1657 
Appeal from the Superior Court, Fourth 
Judicial District, Fairbanks, Judge Jay 
Hodges. 

In an appeal ansmg from a fine im
posed against Fairbanks District Attorney 
Harry L. Davis for failure to provide an 
attorney properly prepared for a hearing, 
the supreme court said a trial court has 
the power to impose fines under Civil 
Rule 95(b) for violations of disciplinary 
rules when necessary for the orderly and 
efficient operations of the courtroom. 

But the matter was remanded back for 
further hearings because the superior 
court indicated it was acting on its inher
ent powers rather than under the author
ity of Rule 95(b). The court said that if 
Davis had been advised of the proper 
basis for the superior court's action, he 
might have elected suitable excuse for the 
alleged failure. 

The court said a distinction must be 
made between a district attorney's role as 
an administrator and as an attorney re
sponsible for handling a case. In this 
instance he may have been justified in 
believing that some other attorney in his 
office was managing the discovery aspects 
of the particular case involved. 
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Opinions of Note 
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But, th.e supreme court said that the 
trial court is not required to tolerate any 

· shell game whereby each attorney in
volved in a case indicates another is re
'sponsible. 

In a final comment the court said it 
did not believe that a person in charge of 
a multiattorney office may be held in
dividually responsible for all derelictions 
of those serving under him. If, however, a 
court finds that violations of rules are 
occurring due to mismanagement of as
signments, it would be preferable for the 
judge initially to advise the managing 
attorney of the problem. If the problem 
is not alleviated, there is no reason why 
the trial court should not issue appropri-· 
ate orders and compel '. compliance 
under either its contempt powers or, in 
case of violations of rules of court, by 
means of sanctions imposed under Civil 
Rule 95(b). 

JOYRIDING 

Michael John Notar and 
James J. Miller 

v. 
State of Alaska 

Opinion No. 1655 
Appeal from the District Court, Fir~t 
Judicial District, Juneau, Judge Duane 
Craske. 

r::;'-... Appellants appealed their conviction 
r~·:-; for joyriding in the moving of a sightsee
; •. :-.. · ing bus contending that the company 
~:. _ _. • ·record of driver assignments was errone-

ously admitted at trial under the business 
records exception to the hearsay rule; and 
that the state had to prove which of them 
drove the bus in order to convict each of 

·them of the offense of joyriding. 

The supreme court said the joyriding 
':F:-'~·"· statute, AS 28.35.010, abolishes any dis
,,, ..... ·tinction between principal and accom
..... plice and, therefore, the state did not 

have to prove which of the two had 
driven the bus in order to convict each of 
the offense. 

The supreme court also said the driver 
assignments were properly admitted busi
ness record exception to the hearsay rule. 

SPEEDY SENTENCING 

Louis Gonzales 
v. 

.Y State of Alaska 
Opinion No. 1666 

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

Addressing a question of first impres
sion in Alaska, the supreme court said 
sentencing delays are governed by both 
federal and Alaska constitutional guaran
tees of a speedy trial. 

The U. S. Supreme Court in Pollar v. 
United States, 352 U. S. 354, 361 
L.Ed.2d (1957) assumed, without decid
ing, that the sentence is part of the trial 
for purposes of the Sixth Amendment, 
Several other court decisions have sub
sequently followed that approach. 

The Alaska Supreme Court explained 
that many of the policy considerations 
supporting the right to a speedy trial are 
also relevant to speedy sentencing, specif
ically: 

• Sentencing delays may cause undue 
and oppressive incarceration. Should the 
defendant be unable to make bail, pro
longed imprisonment pending sentencing 
can be compensated for by giving credit 
for time served. But this remedy does 
little good to the person whose convic
tion is overturned. 

• Until sentencing is imposed the de
fendant cannot apply for pardon, com
mutation or reduction of sentence. 

• Prompt sentencing reduces the op
portunities for delays designed to chill 
the legitimate exercise of First Amend
ment rights by unpopular defendants. 

• Witnesses may become unavailable 
should retrial be necessary, or in support 
of a defendant's plea for a lesser sentence. 

• Finally, the public also retains an 
interest in prompt and certain punish
ment for criminal offenses, both to mini
mize the possibility of further criminal 

- activity the accused while on bail pending 
sentencing, and to aid the deterrent effect 
of penal sanctions. 

In determining that there was no viola
tion of speedy trial requirements in this 
case, although there was a 31-month de-

lay from the time the supreme court 
ordered resentencing and the time sen
tencing actually took place, the supreme 
court adopted a multifaceted balancing 
test suggested by the U. S. Supreme 
Court in Barker v. Wingo, 407 U. S. 514, 
33 L.Ed.2d 101 (1972). 

This was: length of delay, reason for 
the delay, defendant's assertion of his 
right, and p·rejudice to the defendant. 

The supreme court found that a por
tion of the delay was from Gonzales' 
failure to advise of his return to the state 
after release from custody, nor did he 
assert his right to speedy sentencing and 
there was no prejudice to him as a conse
quence. 

But, the supreme court remanded the 
matter back to the lower court for resen
tencing because it was an error in this 
instance to apply the enhanced penalty 
provisions of AS 17 .10.200(a). 

The court explained that Gonzales was 
not convicted of the prior offense until 
after he had committed the offense in 
this case. Citing its previous decision in 
State v. Carlson, 560 P.2d 26 (1976). the 
court explained that a second offense 
may be considered only if it is preceded 
by a conviction of the first offense. 

It is the failure of the defendant to 
respond to the sanctions imposed follow
ing the first offense which justifies en
hanced penalties for a second offense, the 
court said. 

OPINION ON REHEARING 
William A. Rust 

v. 
State of Alaska 

Opinion No. 1668 
Petition for rehearing on appeal from the 
Superior Court, Fourth Judicial District, 
Fairbanks, Judge James R. Blair. 

The supreme court said Criminal Rule 
35(a), relating to the correction or reduc
tion of sentence, is not the appropriate 
procedural vehicle to seek relief as to 
conditions within custodial institutions, 
or the civil rights of inmates. 

The court said the proceedings ·re
quired by its remand in its original opin
ion are to be conducted as if Rust had 
instituted an independent civil action 
seeking treatment for his dyslexic condi
tion. 
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Points on Appeal 
Mary Frazier Taylor 

v. 
State of Alaska 
File No. 2976 

Filed Aug. 3, 1978, by Jane 
Kauvar, assistant public defender. 

The appellant raises the following 
arguments on appeal: 

• The trial court erred in not allowing 
the defense to cross-examine the state's 
witness pertaining to his record and status 
with the juvenile justice system. 

• The defendant was denied her con
stitutional right of confrontation when 
the trial court refused to permit defense 
counsel's cross-examination of prosecu
tion witnesses concerning prior inconsist
ent statements, their activities as drug 
dealers and users, statements inconsistent 
with prior testimony, testifying under the 
influence of drugs, efforts to induce 
potential defense witnesses to alter their 
testimony and efforts to make potential 
defense witnesses unavailable to defense 
counsel. 

• The trial court erred in refusing to 
allow impeachment of two prosecution 
witnesses by extrinsic evidence. 

• Even if each point above is found 
to be individually harmless, the accumula
tive effect where credibility was a main 
issue cannot be considered harmless. 

• The trial court erred when it denied 
defendant's motion for sanctions and dis
missal based on the state's failure to 
disclose relevant information bearing on 
the veracity and bias of the state's wit
ness. 

• The adoption of arguments and 
briefing of a co-defendant. 

Carl Allen Sanders 
v. 

State of Alaska 
File No. 4190 

Filed Aug. 11, 1978 by James D. 
Gilmore, attorney. 

Appellant argues that the trial court 
erred in denying a motion to dismiss the 
indictment on the grounds that AS 
17.12.010 is unconstitutional. 

He also argues that the sentence im
posed was excessive. 

Josephy T. Shine 
v. 

State of Alaska 
File No. 4191 

Filed Aug. 11, 1978 by Saul R. 
Friedman, attorney. 

The appellant argues that the trial 
court erred in failing to dismiss the indict
ment against him on the grounds that AS 
17 .12.010 is unconstitutional. 

Howard Hughley 
v. 

State of Alaska 
File No. 4199 

Filed Aug. 16, 1978, by Robert 
Merle Cowan, assistant public de
fender. 

The defendant argues on appeal that 
the district court erred in failing to order 
the defendant's vehicle returned un
encumbered. 

Tommy Byrd 
v. 

State of Alaska 
File No. 4217 

Filed Aug. 30, 1978, by Clay C. 
Berry, attorney. 

The appellant argues on appeal that 
the trial court erred in refusing to allow 
the appellant to introduce into evidence 
at trial the specific acts contained in the 
record of the juvenile involved, upon 
which the appellant sought to depend to 
show that he acted in self-defense in a 
reasonable apprehension that he was in 
danger of suffering death or great bodily 
harm as a result of an attack by the 
juvenile against the appellant. 

David A. Lock 
v. 

State of Alaska 
File No. 4195 

Filed Aug. 9, 1978, by Peter A. 
Galbraith, attorney. 

The defendant raised the following 
arguments on appeal: 

• The superior court erred in failing 
to give the defendant credit for 207 days 
served in Family House and Akeela House 
while on probation. 

• The defendant has a statutory right 
to receive credit for time served in Family 
House and Akeela House while on proba
tion prior to the time sentence was im
posed. 

• The failure to give the defendant 
credit for time served on probation vio
lates the double jeopardy clause of the 
United States Constitution and the Alas
ka Constitution. 

• The failure to give the defendant 
credit for time served in Fam_ily House 
and Akeela House while on probation 
violates due process as guaranteed by the 
federal and state constitutions. 

• The sentence imposed by the super
ior court was excessive. 

Timothy Hawley 
v. 

State of Alaska 
File No. 4200 

Filed Aug. 7, by Vincent Vitale, 
attorney. 

The defendant raises eight questions 
on appeal: 

• Did the superior court err in refus
ing to grant four co-defendants more than 
one p;·Jemptory challenge of a judge? 

• Did the superior court err in r.efus
ing to sever defendant Hawley's trial from 
the other defendants? 

• Did the superior court err by refus
ing to grant Hawley's request for a mis
trial after son of a co-defendant entered 
the courtroom? 

• Did the superior court err in refus
ing to grant Hawley's motion for a mis
trial after the state disclosed the confes
sion of a co-defendant? 

• Did the superior court ·err by pro
ceeding in defendant Hawley's absence 
during one day of argument on motions? 

• Did the superior court err by admit
ting into evidence copies of money seized 
from Hawley at the time of his arrest? 

• Did the superior court err by failing 
to suppress numerical lists seized from 
Hawley at the time of his arrest? 

• Was the superior court clearly mis
taken in imposing a six-year sentence? 
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Jastice 
Training 
Calendar 

POLICE 
Oct. 30-Nov. 1. Detection and ldentifica· 

tion of Illegally Used Explosives. 
. Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Fire· 

arms. Reston, Va. 
Oct. 30-Nov. 2. Police Discipline. IACP. 

Orlando, Fla. 
Oct. 30-Nov. 3. Hostage Negotiation. 

Florida Institute for Law Enforce· 
ment. St. Petersburg, Fla. 

Oct. 3Q-Nov. 3. Field Training Officer. 
Regional Criminal Justice Trainin~ 

Center. Modesto, Calif. 
Oct. 30-Nov. 10. Law Enforcement Plan· 

ning Officers Seminar. The Traffic 
Institute. Evanston, Ill. 

Nov. 1-3. Body Armor, Weapons and 
Ammunition Workshop. IACP. Kansa! 
City, Mo. 

Nov. 2-4. Job Stress. University of Alas· 
ka, Fairbanks, Dept. of Continuin~ 

Studies. Fairbanks, Ak. 
Nov. 6-9. The Police Executive and the 

Law. IACP. Atlanta, Ga. 
Nov. 6-17. Selective Traffic Enforcemen1 

Program. The Traffic Institute. Evan· 
ston, Ill. 

Nov. 6-17. On-Scene Accident lnvestiga· 
tion. The Traffic Institute. Evanston. 
Ill. 

Nov. 6-17. Law Enforcement Plannin~ 
Officers Seminar. The Traffic lnsti· 
tute. Evanston, Ill. 

Nov. 6-17. Standards for Driver Examina· 
tions. The Traffic Institute, North· 
western University. Evanston, Ill. 

Nov. 6-17. Federal Investigators Ad· 
vanced Seminar. National Institute o1 
Professional Education for lnvestiga· 
tors. San Francisco, Calif. 

Nov. 6-17. Investigation of Sex Crimes. 
Southern Police Institute. Louisville, 
Ky. 

Nov. 7-9. Rape Investigation. Case West 
ern Reserve University. Cleveland. 
Ohio. 

Nov. 7-18. Motor Fleet Accident lnvesfr 
gation Workshop. Traffic Institute. 
Evanston, Ill. 

Nov. 11-22. Supervision of Police Person· 
nel. The Traffic Institute. Evanston 
Ill. 

Nov. 12-18. Terrorism/Civil Disorder 
Seminar. New Jersey State Police. Sec: 
Girt, N. J. 

Nov. 13-16. Advanced Police Computer 
Applications and Management. IACP. 
San Diego, Calif. 

Nov. 13-17. Hostage Negotiating Course. 
The Traffic Institute. Evanston, Ill. 

Nov. 13-17. Basic Fingerprinting. Case 
Western Reserve University. Cleveland, 
Ohio. 

Nov. 13-17. Workshop on Management o1 
Job-Related Stress. IACP. Phoenix, 
Ariz. 

Nov. 13-17. Vehicle Theft Investigation. 
Regional Criminal Justice Trainin~ 

Center. Modesto, Calif. 
Nov. 15-17. Interview and Interrogation. 

Florida Institute for Law Enforce· 
ment. St. Petersburg, Fla. 

Nov. 26-Dec. 1. Supervising Police Per· 
sonnel. Southeastern Law Enforce· 
ment Programs. Athens, Ga. 

Nov. 27-30. Police Labor Relations Work· 
shop. IACP. Fort Lauderdale, Fla. 

Nov. 27-30. Police Decision-Making and 
Leadership Development Seminar. 
Traffic Institute. Evanston, Ill. 

Nov. 27-Dec. 1. Crowd and Spectator 
Violence. IACP. Miami, Fla. 

Nov. 27-Dec. 1. Traffic Law Enforce· 
ment. The Traffic Institute. Evanston, 
111. 

Nov. 27-Dec. 1. Burglary Investigation. 
Florida Institute for Law Enforce· 
ment. St. Petersburg, Fla. 

Nov. 27-Dec. 1. Jail Operations. Regional 
Crim in al Justice Training Center. 
Modesto, Calif. 

Nov. 29-March 9. Basic Police Academy. 
Regional Criminal Justice Training 
Center. Modesto, Calif. 

Nov. 30-Dec. 3. Law Enforcement 
Hypnosis Seminar. Law Enforcement 
Hypnosis Institute. Los Angeles, Calif. 

Dec. 2 and 9. Crowd Control and Use of 
Chemical Agents. Regional Criminal 
Justice Training Center. Modesto, 
Calif. 

Dec. 3-9. Terrorism/Civil Disorder Semi
nar. New Jersey State Police, Sea Girt, 
N. J. 

Dec. 4-6. Police Fleet Management: Selec
tion and Maintenance of the Police 
Vehicle and Auxiliary Equipment. 
IACP. Daytona Beach, Fla. 

Dec. 4-7. Personal Adjustment Problems 
of Law Enforcement Personnel Semi
nar. The Traffic Institute. Evanston, 
Ill. 

Dec. 4-7. Police Decision-Making and 
Leadership Workshop. The Traffic In
stitute. Ev1mston, Ill. 

Dec. 4-8. Advance Officer Course. Re
gional Criminal Justice Training Cen
ter. Modesto, Calif. 

Dec. 4-15. Command Seminar. Institute 
on Organized Crime. Miami, Fla. 

Dec. 4-15. Supervision of Police Person
nel. The Traffic Institute. Evanston, 
Ill. 

Dec. 4-15. Traffic Law Enforcement. The 
Traffic Institute. Evanston, Ill. 

Dec. 5-7. Criminal Law ·seminar. Univer
sity of Missouri. Columbia, Mo. 

Dec. 6-8. Executive Development. Florida 
Institute for Law Enforcement. St. 
Petersburg, Fla . 

Dec. 11-15. Police Officer Survival 
Course. The Traffic Institute. Evan
ston, Ill. 

Dec. 11-15. Executive Development. 
IACP. Orlando, Fla. 

Dec. 11-15. Traffic Accident Investiga
tion. Regional Criminal Justice Train
ing Center. Modesto, Calif. 

Dec. 11-15. Arrest and Firearms, 832 PC. 
Regional Criminal Justice Training 
Center. Modesto, Calif. 

Dec. 12-13. Institute on Crime and Law 
Enforcement in Parks and Recreation 
Areljs. Case Western Reserve Univer
sity. Columbus, Ohio. 

Jan. 3-5. Internal Affairs Investigation. 
Florida Institute for Law Enforce
ment. Miami, Fla. 

Jan. 8-Feb. 2. Principles of Police Man
agement. The Traffic Institute. Evan
ston, Ill. 

Jan. 15-16. Federal Grants Workshop for 
Law Enforcement Agencies. The Traf
fic Institute. Evanston, Ill. 

Jan. 15-19. Advanced Officer Course. 
Regional Criminal Justice Training 
Center. Modesto, Calif. 

Jan. 22-24. Seminar on Stress Manage
ment in Law Enforcement. The Traffic 
Institute. Evanston, Ill. 

Jan. 28-Feb. 2. Burglary Investigation. 
Southeastern Law Enforcement Pro
grams. Athens, Ga. 

Jan. 29-Feb. 2. Seminar on Homicide and 
Major Crime Scene Investigation. The 
Traffic Institute. Evanston, Ill. 

Feb. 1-3. Police Supervision and Person
nel Evaluation. University of Alaska, 
Fairbanks, Dept. of Continuing 
Studies. Fairbanks, Ak. 

Feb. 1-May 4. Basic Police Academy. 
Regional · Criminal Justice Training 
Center. Modesto, Calif. 

Feb. 5-7. Zero Base Budgeting Workshop. 
The Traffic Institute. Evanston, Ill. 



Feb. 5-16. Administration of Police 
Training. The Traffic Institute. Evan
ston, Ill. 

Feb. 13-16. Seminar on Legal Problems in 
Police Administration. Evanston, Ill. 

Feb. 19-Mar. 9. Police Instructor Training 
Course. The Traffic Institute. Evan
ston, Ill. 

Feb. 20-23. Collective Bargaining in Law 
Enforcement Agencies Workshop. The 
Traffic Institute. Evanston, 111. 

Feb. 26-Mar. 2. Traffic Accident Investi
gation. Regional Criminal Justice 
Training Center. Modesto, Calif. 

March 3-31. Arrest and Firearms. Region
al Criminal Justice Training Center. 
Modesto, Calif. 

March 5-9. Sex Crimes Investigation 
Seminar. The Traffic Institute. Evan
ston, Ill. 

March 9-June 8. Basic Police Academy. 
Regional Criminal Justice Training 
Center. Modesto, Calif. 

March 12-16. Police Officer Survival 
Course. The Traffic Institute. Evan
ston, Ill. 

March 12-23. Criminal Investigation. Re
gional Criminal Justice Training Cen
ter. Modesto, Calif. 

March 19-23. Police Budget Preparation 
Workshop. The Traffic Institute. Evan
ston, Ill. 

March 19-23. Workshop on Interpretation 
of Motor Vehicle Accident Data. The 
Traffic Institute. Evanston, Ill. 

March 29-31. Scientific Investigation of 
Crime. University of Alaska, Fair
banks, Dept. of Continuing Studies. 
Fairbanks, Ak. 

May 17-19. Check Forgery, Check Fraud 
and Investigation. University of Alas
ka, Fairbanks. Fairbanks, Ak. 

JUDICIAL 
Nov. 5-10. Alcohol and Drugs, specialty 

course, National Judicial College. 
Reno, Nev. 

Nov.· 5-17. Fall College. National College 
of Juvenile Justice. Reno, Nev. 

Nov. 5-17. Non lawyer Judges, General 
Course.' National Judicial College. 
Reno, Nev. 

Nov. 8-10. ABA Traffic Court Seminar. 
ABA Judicial Administration Div., 
National Conference of Special Court 
Judges, and National Judicial College. 
New Orleans, La_ 

Nov. 12-15. Building and Evaluating 
Court Information Systems. Institute 
for Court Management. Location to be 
announced. 

Nov. 12-17. Sentencing Misdemeanants. 
National Judicial College. Reno, Nev. 
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Nov. 12-17. Administrative Law, ad
vanced course. National Judicial Col
lege. Reno, Nev. 

Nov. 15-18. Annual Education Confer
ence. National College of Probate 
Judges. Austin, Tex. 

Nov. 26-Dec. 1. Building and Evaluating 
Court Information Systems. Institute 
for Court Management. San Diego, 
Calif. 

Nov. 28-30. Conference of State Court 
Administrators-Continuing Education 
Program. National Center for State 
Courts. Denver, Colo. 

Nov. 30-Dec. 1. Advanced Seminar in 
Court Records Management Systems. 
National Center for State Courts. 
Anaheim, Calif. 

Nov. 30-Dec. 1. Court Information Sys
tems Project Management. Institute 
for Court Management. San Francisco, 
Calif. 

Dec. 3-8. Court Administration. National 
Judicial College. Reno, Nev. 

Dec. 3-8. Decision-Making Process-gradu
ate course. National Judicial College. 
Reno, Nev. 

Dec. 3-8. Evidence-graduate course. Na
tional Judicial College. Reno, Nev. 

Dec. 7-9. Annual Meeting of State Court 
Representatives. National Center for 
State Courts. Fort Lauderdale, Fla. 

Dec. 7-9. Winter Meeting of Family and 
Conciliation Courts. Fort Lauderdale, 
Fla. 

Dec. 10-15. Decision-Making Skills and 
Techniques. National Judicial College. 
Reno, Nev: 

Dec. 10-15. Administrative Law Proce
dure. National Judicial College. Reno, 
Nev. 

Feb. 11-13. Mid year Meeting of the Con
ference of Chief Justices. National 
Center for State Courts. Atlanta, Ga. 

CORRECTIONS 
Nov. 6-7. Reality Therapy. Regional 

Criminal Justice Training Center. 
Modesto, Calif. 

Nov. 13-17. Training for Trainers. Re
gional Criminal Justice Training Cen
ter. Modesto, Calif. 

Nov. 27-Dec. 1. Jail Operations. Regional 
Criminal Justice Training Center. 
Modesto, Calif. 

Nov. 27-Dec. 8. Basic Correctional 
Academy. Regional Criminal Justice 
Training Center. Modesto, Calif. 

Dec. 11-15. Probation Case Management, 
Phase II. Regional Criminal Justice 
Traininq Center. Modesto, Calif. 

Dec. 11-15. Correctional Ancillary Pro
gram. Regional Criminal Justice Train
ing Center. Modesto, Calif. 

Jan. 3-5. Crisis Intervention. Regional 
Criminal Justice Training Center. 
Modesto, Calif. 

Jan. 8-19. Basic Correctional Academy. 
Regional Criminal Justice Training Cen
ter. Modesto, Calif. 

Jan. 15-19. Probation Case Management, 
Phase 111. Regional Criminal Justice 
Training Center. Modesto, Calif. 

Jan. 22-23. F.1.R.0.-B Regional Criminal 
Justice Training Center. Modesto, 
Calif. 

Jan. 22-26. Correctional Ancillary Pro
gram. Regional Criminal Justice Train
ing Center. Modesto, Calif. 

Jan. 29-Feb. 9. Basic Correctional Aca
demy. Regional Criminal Justice Train
ing Center. Modesto, Calif. 

Feb. 5-9. Basic Juvenile Hall. Regional 
Criminal Justice Training Center. 
Modesto, Calif. 

Feb. 15-16. Narcotics and Dangerous 
Dru gs. Regional Crimin al Justice 
Training Center. Modesto, Calif. 

Feb. 20-23. Family Counseling. Regional 
Criminal Justice Training Center. 
Modesto, Calif. 

Feb. 26-Mar. 2. Correctional Ancillary 
Program. Regional Criminal Justice 
Training Center. Modesto, Calif. 

March 5-16. Basic Correctional Academy. 
Regional Criminal Justice Training 
Center. Modesto, Calif. 

March 6-8. Training for Trainers. Region
al Criminal Justice Training Center. 
Modesto, Calif. 

March 12-13. Community Resources 
Utilization in Treatment Planning. Re
gional Criminal Justice Training Cen
ter. Modesto, Calif. 

March 19-23. Correctional Ancillary Pro
gram. Regional Criminal Justice Train
ing Center. Modesto, Calif. 

JUVENILE 
Oct. 31-Nov. 2. National Symposium CIP 

Dimensions of Placement. National 
Council of Juvenile and Family Court 
Judges. Nashville, Tenn. 

Nov. 13-17. Advanced Juvenile Hall 
Training. Regional Criminal Justice 
Training Center. Modesto, Calif. 

Dec. 10-15. Juvenile Justice Management, 
Basic Seminar. Institute for Court 
Management. Snowmass, Colo. 

Dec. 10-15. Juvenile Justice Management 
Program, Phase I. Institute for Court 
Management. Aspen, Colo. 
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Jan. 22-Mar. 16. Delinquency Control 
Institute. University of Southern Cali
fornia. Los Angeles, Calif. 

Feb. 4-8. Sixth National Conference on 
Juvenile Justice. National College of 
Juvenile Justice. San Diego, Calif. 

March 25-29. Sixth National Conference 
on Juvenile Justice. National College 
of .k.lvenile Justice. Miami Beach, Fla. - - -

MANAGEMENT 
Dec. 1-2. Statistics Seminar. National 

Ceoter for State Courts. Denver, Colo. 
-Dec. 3-8. Budget, Planning and Financial 

Controls. Institute for Court Manage
. ment. San Diego, Calif. 

Jan. 11-Apr. 13. Seminar on Project Plan
ning and Evaluation. University of 
Pittsburgh. Pittsburgh, Pa. 

PRIVATE POLICE 
Nov. 14-15. Meeting Space Age Needs of 

Private Security Education and Train
ing. Anderson Publishing Co. Cincin
nati, Ohio. 

Nov. 27-Dec. 15. Private Patrol Academy. 
Regional Criminal Justice Training 
Center. Modesto, Calif. 

Dec. 7-8. Private Patrol Arrest Function. 
Regional Criminal Justice Training 
Center. Modesto, Calif. 

Dec. 14-16. Principles of Business and 
Industrial Security. University of Alas
ka, Fairbanks, Dept. of Continuing 
Studies. Fairbanks, Ak. 

March 29-30. Private Patrol Arrest Func
tion. Regional Criminal Justice Train
ing Center. Modesto, Calif. 

Alaska Justice Forum 
Criminal Justice Center 
University of Alaska, Anchorage 
3211 Providence Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99504 

Editors: Roger Endell 
Peter S. Ring 

Managing Editor: Paul L. Edscorn 

The Alaska Justice Forum is financed under 
Grant 77-A-026 of the Governor's Commis
sion on the Administration of Justice. 

Police Seminars 
The Department of Continuing Studies 

at the University of Alaska, Fairbanks, 
will sponsor special seminars this fall and 
winter for police, private security and 
other interested personnel. 

All seminars are 20-hour programs on 
the university campus in Fairbanks and 
will be held on Thursdays through Satur
days . 

The seminars scheduled are: 
• Job Stress, Nov. 2-4. The course 

will cover broad areas of police job stress 
and the physical and emotional effects of 
the law enforcement profession. Wives of 
law enforcement personnel are also en
couraged to enroll. 

• Principles of Business and Industrial 
Security, Dec. 14-16. The course will 
cover the evolution of _industrial security, 
perimeter and area security; pipeline se
curity; frauds and employee theft; secur
ity in business and commercial establish
ments. 

• Police Supervision Techniques and 
Police Personnel Evaluation, Feb. 1-3. 
This will cover general principles of police 
supervision, and the role of the super
visor; human relations; discipline; case 
studies; evaluation of police personnel; 
alternative evaluation systems; and means 
of improving personnel performance. 

• Scientific Investigation of Crime, 
March 29-31. This will cover forensic 
sciences such as odontology and patho
logy; questioned document examination; 
toxicology; evidence collection; trace evi
dence; crime laboratory functions; fire
arms and toolmark identification; and 
serology. 

• Check Forgery, Check Fraud and 
Investigation, May 17-19. 

It will cover methods and techniques 
of check forgery; identification and in
vestigation of check forgers; scope of 
nationwide check and fraud problems; 
methods of minimizing check passing 
activities; role of document examiner in 
handwriting and typewriting examina
tion. 

The seminars are approved by the 
Alaska Police Standards Council, or ap
proval is pending; and each course carries 
one justice credit hour at the University 
of Alaska. The tuition is $90 for each 
seminar and includes materials. 

Registration or further information 
can be obtained from: 

Department of Continuing Studies 
Police Training Programs 
101 Eielson Building 
University of Alaska, Fairbanks 99701 
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