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liouse of Representatives
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In answer to your questlcn concerming whether or
not certain revisions of the jury list by the Board of Super-
visors of Pima County would be 1n compliance wlth the statute,
let us first say that in answering your inquiry we do not pre-
sume to interfere with the right and duty of each county attor-
ney to be the legal advisor for the Board of Supervisors, and
therefore suggest that the local situation should be discussed
», with the county attorney who is no doubt in the best position

to Judge the practicability of the jocal situation, along with
the Board cof Supervisors.

We note that the statute (A.R.S. §21-301(A)) states
that the 1list shall contain 511 persons within the county
qualified to serve as Jurors," and that this 1ist shall be re-

vises from time to time "to keep it as complete as practicable
P

_ In the case of State v. Little to vhich you refer,

- the Supreme Court indicated that it did not believe proper
procedures were velng fully carried out, but laid dowvn no
ground rules cther than the statutes. It 1s loglcal to assume

that the court did not do so for the recason that the fact
situation in the preparation and filing of each Jjury list

and the appllcation of those procedures in any particular
case where an objection 1s ralsed would have to be determined
as issues of fact in that particular case and held that the
instant case did not show prejudicial error. In other words,
the court did not intend to leglislate by setting out ground
rules. The fact of whether or not a particular procedure -
as for instance the one suggested by you - could only be
determined in an action brought for that purpose. What might
be practicable in one case would not necessarlily be practicable
. A2

in another.

We note that the statute referred to above states:
| nsa# 1)l persons within the county qualifled to serve as Jurors,"
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and suggest that the usual statutory construction of legis-
lative intent requires the statute be considered in light of

the full meaning of all of the words and phrases contalned
therein. _

On the other hand, the method of revision and keeping
the 1llst up to date is left to the Board of Supervisors to
determine the most practicable way of accomplishing the revision,
and we think their determination in the absence of action in
excess of their Jurisdiction would be final.

: Réspectfully submitted,

WADE CHURCH
Attormey General

JOHN VANLANDINGHAM
Assistant Attorney General
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