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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Itis the policy of the MinnesotaJudicial Branch to establish core performancegoals and to monitor key
resultsthat measure progress toward meeting these goals in order to ensure accountability of the branch,
improve overall operations of the court, and enhance the public’s trust and confidence in the judiciary.
The six core judicial branch goals are:

Access to Justice

Timeliness

Integrity and Accountability
Excellence

Fairness and Equity

Quality Court Workplace Environment

Thisis the 13thannual report that contains results for the Core Judicial Branch Goals - Key Results and
Measures. Thisreport contains current data along with trends, as available.

The contents of thisreportare organized into four sections -

1. Executive Summary;

2. UsingPerformance Measures for Administration;
3. Review of Key Results and Measures; and

4. DataDetails (Appendix).

The executive summary first discusses the impact of the Coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) on the
courts. This is followed by a review of results that are positive and possible areas of concern. A
summary of how performance measures are being used by court administration follows the executive
summary. The results in thisreport presenta barometer of the work of the Branch - an overall picture
of how the courts are doing at this pointin time and over the last several years.

Definitions of terms and more details of the data are included in the appendix, which begins on page
50.
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COVID-19 AND PERFORMANCE MEASURE RESULTS

The Minnesota Judicial Branch and statewide court operations were impacted by the COVID-19
pandemicin fiscal years 2020 (FY20)and 2021 (FY21).

In early March 2020, ChiefJustice Gildea, in consultation with the MinnesotaJudicial Council, issueda
series of orders that suspended most in-person court proceedings, limited publicaccess to court
facilities, and restricted courthouse service windows to only telephone and email support.

In the months that followed, the Judicial Branch undertook numerous efforts to maintain access to
justice for the people of Minnesota during the pandemic. This included:

e Conducting mostdistrictand appellate court hearings throughremote (online) hearing
technology;

e Implementinga COVID-19 Preparedness Plan in all courthouse locations before slowly
resuming in-person court services and alimitednumber of in-person court proceedings; and

e New health and safety guidelines for in-person jury trials.

Efforts to protect the health and safety of courthouse visitors continued into FY21 and have allowed
the Judicial Branch to maintain essential court operations through the COVID-19 pandemic. However,
these unprecedented efforts have createdsignificant challenges to the Judicial Branch’s timeliness
goals. As will be evident throughout the annual report, several Key Results and Measuresin FY21
continue tobe impacted by the pandemic.
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POSITIVE PERFORMANCE MEASURE RESULTS BY GOAL

Access to Justice

The measure for this goal is the Access and Fairness Survey.

e Over6,000 Access & Fairness Surveys were Access & Fairness Survey - % Strongly
collected across all courthouses between Access Statements Agree/ N
December 2018 and March 2019. — Agree

Finding the courthouse was 91% 5 859
) easy. ? !

e Nineoutof tenrespondentsagreedor strongly N ——
agreed to four of the ten statementsin the respect. 89% [5,855
Access portion of the survey. | felt safe in the courthouse. 89% 5,861

. It to find th

e Over 2,000 courtuserswerealsosurveyed if Was easytotin . € 88% 5,823

courtroom or office | needed.

they used the publicwebsite, paid a citation
online, or used the phone to access the Court Payment Center (CPC).

o Eightoutof tenrespondentstothe CPConline survey agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement “The hours that the Minnesota Court web payment site was available madeit easy
for me to do my business.”

Timeliness
This goal area has several measures todetermineifcourtsare handling casesin a timely manner -

Clearance Rates, Time to Disposition, Age of Pending Cases, Length of Time to Permanency, Time to
Adoption, and Court of Appeals and Supreme Court cases within Time Standards.

Case Clearance Rates K Clearance Ratesimproved in FY21 compared toFY20 in
Group FY20 FY21 ]S—IIX cla;e groupis - glaljnor Crlmmal,(i\/lcal]{ 011;) gl\sl, Probate/ Mlc\e/lr}tal
Major Crim 20% g59% ea th, ]uvgnl e( elinquencyan . /Permanency), Minor
Y - o7 Civil,and Minor Criminal. The statewide Clearance Ratein
ajor =vt i 1 FY21 for all case groups combined was 102%, alsoan
o, 0, . . . .
Prob/MH 95% 98% | improvement over the previous fiscal year (95%in FY20).
Family 101% 100% | (100% meansas many cases were disposed in a year as were
Juvenile 91% 123% newly flled)
Minor Civil 97% 99%
Minor Crim 95% 103% Juvenile Cases Actively Pending
> 15000
State 95% 102% o —us—CHIPS/
B £ 10000 —— & Permanency
¢ Thenumber of Juvenile (Delinquency oS 5000 . _
d CHIPS /P ivel ©a e -, —e+— Juvenile
an /Permanency) cases actively S o Delinquency
pending (excludes dormantand on T B 19 @0 et
warrant) atthe end of FY21 decreased

as aresult of higher Clearance Ratesin FY21. The number of actively pending cases dropped
34%in Juvenile Delinquency and 30% in CHIPS/Permanency from FY17 toFY21.
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¢ InFY21,the Courtof Appeals exceeded the timing objective by disposing more than 75% of
Civil, Juvenile Protection, and Juvenile Delinquency cases within 290 days of filing. Across all
Court of Appeals case categories, 89% of cases disposed met the 365-day objective (goal is

90%).
99th percentile FY21 % Cases
Case Group Objective Disposed at 99th
(Months) Percentile
Major Civil 24 99%
Dissolutions 24 99%
Domestic Abuse 4 99%

. Statewide Time to Disposition
resultsin FY21 met the timing objectives
for Major Civil, Dissolution (with and
without child), and Domestic Abuse
cases.

¢ InFY21, morethan 80% of children reached permanency by 18 months in five districts, and
more than 90% of children reach permanency by 18 monthsin one district (goal = 99%). One
districthad more than 60% of children reach adoption within 24 months of removal from the

home (goal = 60%). (See pages 26-27 for details.)

Integrity and Accountability

The goal in thisareaisto ensure that the electronicrecord system is accurate, complete, and timely.

¢ The]Judicial Branch created a Data Quality Team within State Court Administration thatis
responsible for statewide documentsecurity, Court Administration Process (CAP) creation,
and CAP compliance. Statewide monitoring, consistency of practices, and mandatory
compliance ensure that customers have a consistent experience across the courts and that the
information and datareceived isaccurate and complete.115 (new and revised) CAPs were

published duringFY21.
New and Revised Mandatory CAPs
20
o 0 o 12
7 7 6
5 2 3 4 3 3 34 3
‘n ol ca ol B ol *a?l -
[ | [ | ]
Q Q Q Q Q Q N " N N " "
5 5 G o 5 5 o W < g% o o
\0\ v\}% C)Q,Q Oé‘ eo\\ Q‘Zfb \’b(\ QQ\/O @'Z’Q vQ‘ @'2’* \\5(\
New M Revised




Fairness and Equity

Executive Summary

Measures for this goal areainclude juror representativeness,statements from the Access and Fairness

survey, and race data collection rates.

¢ Nearlyall 23,069 jurors whoreported for service in FY21 returned the Juror Questionnaire and
completed race information (99%). Ofall racial groups, American Indian and multiracial jurors
in the statewide FY21jury pool most closely mirrored their share in the adult population of the

communities in Minnesota.

¢ InFY21,the minimum goal ofhaving
80% of closed cases with race
information recorded was exceeded
statewide for Major Criminal and
Minor Criminal cases, and the ‘strive-
for’ goal of 90% of closed cases with
race data collected was met for Major
Criminal cases.

Quality Court Workplace Environment

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

% of Closed Cases with Race Data,
Statewide, FY21

90%
I

83%

Major Criminal Minor Criminal

Strive-for Goal

The measures for this goal area are Separation Rates and resultsofthe Quality Court Workplace

survey.
Index Scores by Survey Year-
Employees

90
85
80
75
g W 2008
65
60 2012
— 2016
50
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¢ The 2021 QCW survey generated the
largest number of responses and highest
response rates, for both employees and
judges/justices, comparedto previous
survey years.

¢ Results of the employee Quality Court
Workplace Survey were the highestin 2021
compared toall previous survey years (2016,
2012,and 2008).

¢ Inthe 2021 survey, the statementwith
the highestlevel ofagreementamong
employees was: “l understand how my job
contributes to the overall mission of the

Minnesota Judicial Branch” (94% agree or strongly agree). The highestlevel ofagreement
amongjudges/justices was: “l am proud that I workin my court” (96% agree or strongly

agree).
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Executive Summary

The measuresin this section show possible areas of concern, but do not necessarily reflect poor

performance.

Access to Justice

¢ Responsestothe 2019 courthouse survey suggested thatwait times were a significantissue.
Agreementlevels werelowestall three times the Access & Fairness Survey was conducted for:
“I was able to get my court business done in areasonable amount oftime.” In the most recent
survey, the number one suggestion for improving court experience was “Less of a wait at the
courthouse.” (47% selected this option.)

Timeliness

¢ InFY21,the

Major Criminal
Clearance Rate
was the second
lowestin 15
years (85%).

A backlog of
Major Criminal
cases has

105%

95%

85%

75%

199%

Statewide Major Criminal Clearance Rates FY2007-FY2021 (15 years)

102% 101% o, 100% 100%
99% 0 97%

=

\./"l/.\./.\./-

92% \\\’/ﬂ

80% ™

85%

FYO7 FYO8 FY09 FY10 FY1l FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21

resulted from

Clearance Rates being below 100% for four of the last five years; the number of pending cases
hasincreased 76% from about 28,400 casesin FY17 tonearly 49,900 casesin FY21.

Major Criminal Cases Actively Pending

. The number of Major Criminal
cases actively pending (excludes
dormantand on warrant) worsened as a
result of the pandemicand increased by
58%, from about 31,600 cases atthe end
of FY19 to nearly 49,900 pending cases at

£ 45,517 49,88AZ
2 .
< 28,389 30,622 31,607/A
o A == =
o
©
O T . . . ,
k=
FY17 FY18 FY19

EY20 FY21 theend of FY21.

¢ Thegoal of having 99%

of childrenreach
permanency by 18

months was not metin

FY21.Theresultof 75%

in FY21 was the lowest

in five fiscal years.

% reaching

permanency

% of Children Reaching Permanency by 18 months

(goalis 99%)
0,
° 86% 82% 80% 81%
¢ — *
* \
® 75%
FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21
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¢ Thepercentage of
Juvenile Delinquency and
Major Criminal cases
pendingbeyond the 99t
percentile objective was
24%statewide (loweris
better)asof7/2/2021.
Thisresult was the
highest percentage of
Juvenile Delinquency and
Major Criminal cases
pendingbeyond the
timing objective within

8% 8%

% over 99th percentile

=g uvenile Delinquency

% of Juv Deling and Major Crim Cases Pending Beyond 99th Percentile
(12 months for Maj Crim; 6 months for Juv Deling)

20%

8% 9% 10%

~ No

8% 9%

Major Criminal

24%
-

201202 901302 901402 501502 901602 901702 201807 901902 202007 502102

thelastdecade.

Fairness and Equity

¢ Statewide,and tovarying degreesacross districts, Black, Asian, and Hispanicjurorsin the FY21
jury pool are under-represented compared totheir share in the adult population.

¢ Theminimum goal of having 80% of

closed cases with race information 100%

% of Closed Cases with Race Data, Statewide,
FY21

recorded was not met for Juvenile
Delinquency, Juvenile Petty /Traffic,
or Juvenile CHIPS case types. Results
ranged from 47% in Juvenile Petty/
Traffic casesto 77% in Juvenile
CHIPS cases. The decline in race data
collection correspondsto a
significant change in the collection
process made necessary by remote

80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

77%

47%

Juvenile Delinq Juv Petty & Traffic Juvenile CHIPS

Strive-for Goal

hearings.

Quality Court Workplace Environment

¢ Therehavebeenregular periods ofincrease in the separation rate since FY10. Althoughthe
separationrate of 9% in FY21 may notbe a concern by itself, the increasing rates of separation

pointto the

Separation Rates Statewide FYO7 to FY21
15%

8% %
10% 7% 6% 8% 7% 6% 8%

5%

0%
FYo7

FYO8 FYOS FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15

need for
more
recruitment,
hiringand
training of
new
employees.

9% 10% 10% 9%

9%

8%

FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21
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USING PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR ADMINISTRATION

¢ Reviews of performance measureresults are presented twice per year to the Judicial Council.
The most recent written reports were submitted in March 2021 and oral reports are tobe
givenin September 2021.

¢ Reviewingresults of performance measures hasbecome routineat bench meetings and within
courtadministration.

DISTRICT COURT REVIEW RESULTS

The reviews of performance measure results by districts from the March 2021 written reports were
directed tohighlight specificremote hearing strategies to promote and/or improve performance
measure results. Since March 2021, some districts may have had to shift away from the plans or
practicesreported due tothe pandemic.

Specificexamples of these reviews include:

e The 1st District presented districtwide training for judge teams and administrative staff on
effective remote hearings, added publicaccess terminals/technology at each courthouse
for the publicto participate in zoom hearings, and scheduled regular meetings withjustice
partners to discuss how remote hearings could
be improved.

“Criminal division judges, in partnership with
county leadership and our justice partners, have
significantly improved hearing appearance
rates during the pandemic from lessthan 30%
to over 70%. This can be attributed to making

e Inthe 2nd District, scheduling conferences were
utilized to consolidate cases by defendant. This
reduced the overall numberofhearings and
resulted in unified resolutions for defendantsin

criminal cases. technology available at the courthouse and in
the community for defendants to use to attend

e The 3rd District noted thatall countieshad been Zoom hearings, and work with the county and

calendaring remote hearings on all case types. the community to promote hearings and

In addition, the district had been utilizing scheduling. i District

unused jury trial sessions to set pleas from the e

pre-trial calendar for cases where parties were

close to caseresolution, which resulted in case dispositions.

“Document sharing in real-time is a ® The 4t Districtreported that civil,

critical piece of remote technology we probate/mental health, and family hearings were
are still trying to make efficient on being held remotely, in addition to most hearings on

mandatory calendars. We are . . . "
pmmotm;me use of SharePoint and juvenile delinquency and neglectcases. Additionally,

signing queues to make the flow of individual appearances on judge calendars were being
paperwork more efficient.” held remotely in the criminal division, which had been

o working well using Zoom.
4th District

12
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The 5t District reported that remote hearings were being held in all case typesand
proceedings exceptjury trials, and thatstaff had worked diligently with customers and
stakeholders toencourage and educate participants on the use of Zoom. Strategies used
across different courts included
organizing Zoom sessions by prosecutor ﬂThe districtis hosting Zoom practice sessions twic)

and publicdefender to streamline weekly.... These sessions are being offered as an
admittance of parties to hearings and opportu.ni'tyfor hearing partic{par%ts to check L"heir
allowing extra time duringblocksessions connectivity anc{ pri'zclr“lce logging m.to the sessions.

We hope that this will improve hearing appearance
for the defense counsel to speak with rates with a goal of resolving more cases.”

their clients (in breakout rooms) in an
effort to resolve cases faster. \ 5% District )
The 6t District enhanced itsremote

access point rooms. The enhancementincluded Zoom testing sessions, whichallowed the
publictojoin a practice Zoom session with staff, days prior to their hearing, to test out
internet connections and become familiarwith Zoom. Iflitigants’ internetaccess was too
poor for remote access from home, they were scheduled touse an onsite remote access
point. The goal of the enhancement was
to decrease remote calendar timeby
identifying problematic connections
before the calendar begins.

The 6th District “hosted a community and case

specific remote blitzcalendar in hopes it would

impact clearance rates in major criminal.... This

event led to the highest number of dispositions and

In the 7th District, Zoom carts were clearance rate the district had experienced in the

purchased for judges and computer c.ase.s .smce the start of l.*he pand?mlc.. Itwasa
significant success and isnow being implemented

tablets were purchased for court . . Y

o ] . in each service area...

administration offices tobe used by

parties without a device to participate

and connect to remote hearings. In addition, Benton and Mille Lacs counties exploredthe

use of webcams on the witness stand for public viewing of jury trials due to space

limitations within the courtroom for members of the public.

The 8th District planned to ensure availability of tablets in courthouses for members of the
publicwithout the appropriate technology,install virtual technology equipmentin all
courtrooms to facilitate hybrid appearances, and convert desktop computers tolaptops for
all staff to accommodate remote work when appropriate and necessary.

The 9th District hired two temporary referees to assist with minor cases districtwide using
Zoom. In addition, many countiesin the district adjusted their calendars for more efficient
handling of remote hearings by creating separate calendars for: defendants with complex
or multiple cases, interpreter cases, public defender cases, and private attorney cases.

The 10th Districtincreased efficiencies with remote hearing technology and hired Senior
Judges to assist with calendars. In addition, the district prepared for an end to the eviction
moratorium, identifying specific strategies to handle the anticipated influx of eviction and
conciliation court cases to be filed.

13



Access to Justice

ACCESS TO JUSTICE

Judicial Branch Policy 505: The Minnesota Judicial Branch will be open, affordable and understandable
to ensure access to justice.

Do participants perceive the courts to be accessible?

ACCESS AND FAIRNESS SURVEY

¢ Themost recent Access and Fairness Survey was conducted in all courthouses in the state
between December 2018 and March 2019, along with surveys of website usersand Court
Payment Center (CPC) customers. Two previous surveys were completedin 2008 and 2013.

¢ Thenextdistrict court Access and Fairness Survey is tentatively scheduled for fiscal year 2023.

Complete results of the survey are available on CourtNet for judges and stafftoreview dashboards of
results, written survey analysis presentedto the Judicial Council, and an overview of results presented
to the Judicial Council.

e Acrosseach type/location of survey, the 2019 Access and Fairness survey generated 8,200
responses between December 2018 and March 2019.
o 6,052 surveyswere completed in courthouses statewide. This compared to4,614
surveysin2013and 7,7691in 2008.
o 841 surveysof CPC customers were completed over the phone.
o 824 surveys of CPC customers were completed after paying a fine online.
o 483 surveys of web visitors were completed on the MN Courts.gov website.

Statewide results from courthouse survey Access statements showedlittle changeover 2013 and 2008
results, and generally fell withinthe National Center for State Court’s “Doing a good job!” category.

o Thehighestlevelsof agreementinthe Access section of the survey were for the following
statements:
o Findingthe courthouse was easy (91% agreed/strongly agreed)
o Iwas treated with courtesy and respect (89%)
o Ifelt safein the courthouse (89%)
o Itwaseasy to find the courtroom or office I needed (88%)

e Responsestothe courthouse survey suggest that waittimes are a significantissue.
o Since 2008, the access statement “I was able to get my court business done in a
reasonable amount oftime” consistently received among the lowest levels of
agreement.

e Responsesthroughout the differentsurvey arms suggesta desire for more online services.
o Since 2008, the courthouse access statement“I found the court’s web site useful” has
consistently received the lowestlevels ofagreement.

1 The National Center for State Courts (NCSC) framework for mean scoresis: 4.1 or higher = Doing a good job;
; 3.4 or lower = Needs improvement.

14



Access to Justice

The Access Index?2 score provides a composite measure of responses toall ten statementsin the Access
section of the survey. The statewide AccessIndex score was 83 (out of 100), compared to84 in 2013
and 831in 2008.

e AccessIndexscoresbydistrict ranged from 86 in the 3rdand 8t Districts to 80 in the 6th
District.

MNCourts.gov Survey

The Web survey generated 483 responses over the course of about two weeks. The most common
reasonsrespondents reportedvisiting MN Courts.gov were obtaining information (44%) and searching
for courtrecords (38%). The majority (85%) of Web survey respondents reported being comfortable
navigating the internet, as may be expected in a survey of on-line users.

CPC Online Survey
824 court customers who paid a fine online completed this survey.

Inthe pastsurveys, barriers to service were likely more related to physical accessibility of
courthouses, ability tohear, orlanguage barriers. Based on survey comments,respondents reported
that a website that doesn’t operate as they feel it should is a barrier toservice.

Respondentsaged 25-34and 35-44 were the leastlikely toagree or strongly agree that “The
Minnesota Court web payment site made reasonable efforts toremove physical and languagebarriers
to service” (68% agreed or strongly agreed).

CPC Phone Survey

The CPC Phone survey was offered to court customers who called to getinformation about their
citation or to paya fine over the phone and was administered through the Sonant automated phone
system. 824 court users completed this survey.

e Responsestothe following Access questions were at the lower end of “Doing OK” based on the
National Center for State Courts:
o Iwasabletoget my courtbusinessdoneina reasonable amount oftime (59%
agreed/strongly agreed)
o Thehours the automated phone systemis available madeit easy for me todo business
(60%)

2 Index scores are an overall score for a grouping of statements; also referred to as index categories or sections.
They can be calculated at the county, district or otherlevels. If there are 5 statements in a section with responses
ona 1-5 pointscale, theindex is calculated by summing the means (average) for each questionin the section
which brings the total maximum score to 25 (5 questions x 5 points maximum each). This score is then
multiplied by 4 to placeitona 100-pointscale. Foragroupingof 10 statements, the total maximum scoreis 50,
so the multiplieris 2.
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TIMELINESS

Timeliness

Judicial Branch Policy 505: The Minnesota Judicial Branch will resolve cases and controversiesin a
timely and expeditious way withoutunnecessary delays.

Are trial courts handling cases in a timely manner?

FILING TRENDS

Inorder to putthe timing measures into context, the following chart shows filing trends over the past
five fiscal years. Overall FY21 filing counts fell 14% year-over-year from FY20 and 32% compared to
FY17.The onlyincrease, by category, from FY17 to FY21 was Major Probate (+15%). Juvenile cases
(Delinquency and CHIPS /Permanency) had the largest decrease with 44% fewer filingsin FY21 than in
FY17,followed by a 36% decline in Minor Criminal cases, and a 29% decline in Minor Civil cases.

Filing counts represent the number of children on CHIPS /Permanency cases, the number of charges on
Minor Criminal cases, and the number of cases for all other case categories.

% Change | % Change

FY20to FY17 to

Case Category FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY21 FY21
Serious Felony 1,368 1,319 1,357 1,490 1,550 4% 13%
Felony DWI 611 661 642 649 678 4% 11%
Other Felony 32,710 34,992 34,448 35,111 | 34,411 -2% 5%
Gross Misdemeanor DWI 13,822 14,200 14,079 13,011 11,541 -11% -17%
Other Gross Misdemeanor 16,901 17,979 17,366 17,284 15,362 -11% -9%
Major Criminal Total: 65,412 69,151 67,892 67,545 63,542 -6% -3%
Personal Injury 2,489 2,395 2,310 2,345 2,109 -10% -15%
Contract 6,762 6,790 7,113 8,852 6,786 -23% 0%
Wrongful Death 118 137 137 104 105 1% -11%
Malpractice 113 76 67 96 103 7% -9%
Property Damage 237 234 226 190 146 -23% -38%
Condemnation 136 153 115 119 100 -16% -26%
Conciliation Appeal 553 576 519 417 383 -8% -31%
Harassment 11,187 11,955 11,727 11,294 12,047 7% 8%
Employment 331 346 390 339 290 -14% -12%
Other Civil 9,067 8,317 8,016 7,329 6,206 -15% -32%
Major Civil Total: 30,993 30,979 30,620 31,085 28,275 -9% -9%
Trust 368 388 363 337 366 9% -1%
Supervised Administration 274 272 245 265 275 4% 0%
Unsupervised Administration 3,098 3,151 3,215 3,007 3,656 22% 18%
Special Administration 266 255 243 261 328 26% 23%
Informal Probate 3,303 3,264 3,466 3,514 4,001 14% 21%
Estate/Other Probate 1,109 1,082 1,047 1,076 1,120 4% 1%
Guardianship/Conservatorship 2,701 2,751 2,993 2,757 2,906 5% 8%
Commitment 4,243 4,373 4,453 4,496 5,034 12% 19%
Major Probate Total: 15,362 15,536 16,025 15,713 17,686 13% 15%
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% Change | % Change

FY20to FY17 to

Category FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY21 FY21
Dissolution with Child 7,461 7,428 7,143 6,796 7,099 4% -5%
Dissolution without Child 7,676 7,639 7,512 7,057 7,392 5% -4%
Support 11,017 11,005 10,067 8,260 7,094 -14% -36%
Adoption 1,492 1,721 1,788 1,547 1,570 1% 5%
Other Family 3,199 3,057 3,249 2,941 2,826 -4% -12%
Domestic Abuse 10,964 10,819 10,586 10,094 10,010 -1% -9%
Major Family Total: 41,809 41,669 40,345 36,695 35,991 -2% -14%
Delinquency Felony 3,714 3,692 3,528 3,705 2,950 -20% -21%
Delinquency Gross Misdemeanor 1,413 1,452 1,447 1,435 883 -38% -38%
Delinquency Misdemeanor 11,115 10,922 9,363 8,752 5,456 -38% -51%
Status Offense 3,475 3,500 3,369 2,562 1,105 -57% -68%
Dependency/Neglect 7,102 6,863 6,037 5,480 4,505 -18% -37%
Permanency - TPR 2,537 2,884 2,633 2,443 1,903 -22% -25%
Permanency - Non TPR 1,092 1,254 1,105 1,076 987 -8% -10%
Truancy 2,280 1,773 1,800 1,104 647 -41% -72%
Runaway 169 193 119 123 104 -15% -38%
Major Juvenile Total: 32,897 32,533 29,401 26,680 18,540 -31% -44%
Unlawful Detainer 17,953 17,439 17,594 13,642 2,331 -83% -87%
Implied Consent 4,234 3,922 3,971 3,344 3,024 -10% -29%
Transcript Judgment 19,487 23,446 27,041 20,368 14,053 -31% -28%
Default Judgment 19,977 24,768 25,965 25,793 20,341 -21% 2%
Conciliation 50,693 55,072 52,640 45,702 40,267 -12% -21%
Minor Civil Total: 112,344 124,647 127,211 108,849 80,016 -26% -29%
5th Degree Assault 12,573 12,784 12,128 12,544 11,515 -8% -8%
Other Non-Traffic 113,254 110,633 102,644 101,999 82,519 -19% -27%
Misdemeanor DWI 18,997 19,463 19,735 17,048 14,155 -17% -25%
Other Traffic 614,240 579,148 516,894 454,572 | 395,879 -13% -36%
Juvenile Traffic 6,306 6,410 5,713 4,884 4,801 -2% -24%
Parking 363,823 359,026 335,961 245,547 | 214,719 -13% -41%
Minor Criminal Total: 1,129,193 | 1,087,464 993,075 836,594 | 723,588 -14% -36%
Grand Total: 1,428,010 | 1,401,979 | 1,304,569 | 1,123,161 | 967,638 -14% -32%
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CLEARANCE RATES

¢ Thestatewide Clearance Ratefor all case groups combined was 102% (Goal = 100% or above)
in FY21.

¢ Juvenile (Delinquency and CHIPS/Permanency) cases had the highestClearance Ratein FY21
at 123%, while Major Criminal cases had the lowest Clearance Rate at 85%.

¢ Lower Clearance Ratesin the Major Criminal case group over the past five fiscal years have led
to anincreased number of cases pending in this area.

Figure 2.1: Statewide Clearance Rates FY2017 - FY2021

Case SEETEL T A Clearance Rate of 100% indicates a courtis
Group REYARMECARRECARL VIR LEN keepingup’ with cases filed. A Clearance Rate
Major Crim | 100% 95% 97% | 80% | 85% | under 100%indicatesa possible growingbacklog.

Major Civil 105% | 106% | 101% | 97% | 102%
Prob/MH 99% 98% 98% | 95% | o9s% | FY21Clearance Rateresultsimprovedover FY20

in all case groups except Family, which droppedto

Family 102% | 99% | 99% | 101% | 100% _ )

100% from 101%in FY20. The Clearance Rate in
Juvenile 97% | 97%| 103%] 91% ] 123% | Major Criminalincreasedto85%in FY21.This
Minor Civil 98% | 99% | 99%| 97% | 99% | wasanimprovementover FY20 (80%),thelowest
Minor Crim | 101% [ 105% | 100% | 95% | 103% | Clearance Rate result for Major Criminal in five
State 101% | 104% | 99% | 95% | 102% | fiscalyears.Major Civil, Family, Juvenile

(Delinquency and CHIPS /Permanency), and Minor
Criminal case groups maintained Clearance Rates at or above 100%in FY21.

Figure 2.2: Overall (Excluding Minor Criminal) Clearance Rates FY2021 by District
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the 5th District. State | —— 9 8%,

4 | — ) G Y,

2 PEEEEEEEES—— 2%

75% 80% 85% 90% 95% 100% 105%

Clearance Rate

The graphsin Figure 2.3 (next page) show statewide Clearance Rates by case group for the past five
fiscal years.
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Figure 2.3: Statewide Clearance Rates FY2017 - FY2021, by Case Group
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Figure 2.4: Statewide Major Criminal Clearance Rates - FY2007-FY2021 (15 Years)
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The Major Criminal Clearance Rate rose againin FY21 (85%) following a significant decline in FY20
(80%) due to impacts of the pandemic. During the last 15 years, Major Criminal Clearance Rates were
highestin FY08 and FY09 (102%). The more recent trend of Major Criminal Clearance Rates falling
below 100% hasled to a backlog of cases. As evidence ofthisissue, the number of ‘active’ pending
Major Criminal cases hasincreased by 76% in the last five years as shown below.

Figure 2.5: Statewide Active Pending Caseload, Major Cases FY2017 - FY2021

Figure 2.5 shows that the number of cases pending
in major case groups from FY17 to FY21 declined
significantly in CHIPS/Permanency

(-30%) and Juvenile Delinquency (-34%) cases.

There was a significantincrease in the number of
pending casesin Major Criminal from FY17 toFY21
(+76%). Due to impacts of the pandemic, the
number of pending cases spiked from 31,607 at the
end of June 2019 t049,882 atthe end of June 2021,
a 58%increase in only twofiscal years.

Over the pastfive fiscal years, pending casesin
Family have remainedsteady, decreasing only 2%
from FY17 toFY21. Probate/ Mental Health and
Major Civil pending numbers have increased 24%
and 6% respectively, over the same period.
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TIME TO DISPOSITION

Timeliness

¢ Statewide, 88% ofall cases disposed in FY21 were disposed within the 99t percentiletime
objective (for cases with timing objectives).

¢ Major Civil, Dissolution (with or without child),and Domestic Abuse cases met the timing

objectives atthe 99t percentile in FY21.

¢ Juvenile Delinquency cases had the highestpercentage disposedbeyond the 99th percentile
time objective (25%). (Goal is 1% or lower.)

The Time to Disposition measure assesses the length oftime it takes a court to process cases. This

measure takes intoaccount (subtracts out) periods during which cases are dormant.

Figure 2.6: Statewide Time to Disposition Cases Disposed in MNCIS, FY2021

Case Beyond
Group 90th Percentile 97th Percentile 99th Percentile 99th Tota
Avg

Obj Cases % Obj Cases Cum % Obj Cases Cum % Cases % Cases Days
Major
Criminal 4 16,715 31.0 6 8,092 46.0 12 17,418 78.4 11,656 | 21.6 || 53,881 245
Major Civil 12 26,770 92.4 18 1,436 97.4 24 449 98.9 306 1.1 28,961 109
Dissolutions 12 13,368 92.8 18 664 97.4 24 239 99.0 138 1.0 14,409 117
Domestic
Abuse 2 9,555 96.3 3 185 98.1 4 69 98.8 116 1.2 9,925 13
Juvenile Del 3 5,655 50.0 5 2,003 67.7 6 825 75.0 2,830 | 25.0 || 11,313 127
Minor Crim 3 273,429 | 63.6 6 66,384 79.0 9 40,699 88.5 49,515 | 11.5 || 430,027 | 112
State Total 345,492 | 63.0 78,764 77.3 59,699 88.2 64,561 | 11.8 || 548,516 | 124
Objectivesare in months; Minor Criminal counts are cases, rather than charges as on other case statistics reports.

As shownin Figure 2.6, the Juvenile Delinquency category had the highest percentage of cases

disposed beyond the 99t percentile objective in FY21 (25.0%) (goal is 1% or lower), followed by
Major Criminal (21.6%), while Major Civil, Dissolution, and Domestic Abuse cases met the goal for

Time to Disposition.

21



Timeliness

Figure 2.7: Percent of Cases Disposed Beyond the 99th Percentile Objective, FY2021, by
Case Group, by District

Figure 2.7 shows the percent of cases
disposed beyond the 99t percentile
by district and case group for FY21.

% of Cases Disposed Beyond the 99th Percentile

Major Major | Dissolu- Juvenile Minor

District

Criminal Civil tions ing. Criminal

1 24.2% 0.9% 1.0% 2.0% 22.0% 13.2% - e .
There were variations among districts

2 233% 17%  12% 16%.  96%  11.2% | . e Dol the nd

3 saav 8% 0 7% 0% 333% gy | inJuvenileDelinquency; the

4 15.8% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8% 21.1% 16.1% District dlSp(.)SG.d Of9I.6 /O.Of casejs
beyond the timing objective of six

5 15.0% 1.4% 0.7% 0.0% 23.8% 6.3% hs. the 5thand 6t Distri

6 19:9% 08% 0% Ta% 33w 73y | months theShand6mDistricts

7 5605 Ta% T os% 06 Seav 132y | disposedof23.8%beyond the 99

8 189 0% 05 3% TS T sy, | percentile, and the 7t District

9 185%  13%. 13% 1.1% 23.0% 779 | disposedof 36.4% over the time

10 379%  TTo%T A% 1A% aaev%. 10.6% | obiective.

Total 21.6%; 1.1% 1.0%; 1.2%; 25.0%; 11.5%| giatewide, Dissolution caseswere

disposed within the 99t percentile objective. All districts except three metthe timing objective for
Dissolution cases, while no districts met the timing guidelines for Major Criminal, Juvenile
Delinquency, or Minor Criminal cases. Major Criminal cases disposed beyond 12 months ranged from
15.0% (lower is better) in the 5th Districtto 27.2% in the 10th District.

Figure 2.8: Percentof CasesDisposed Statewide Beyond 99th Percentile, FY2017-
FY2021, by Case Group

InFY21, the percent of Juvenile Dispositions Beyond 99th Percentile

Delinquency cases disposed (Goal = 1% or lower)

beyond six months (25.0%) 25%

and Major Criminal cases el Vi jor Criminal

disposed beyond 12 months
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highestlevelsin five fiscal
years. (Lower percentis
better.) Domestic Abuse and o
Dissolutions remained steady A o ajorcvl
over the pastfive years.
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Timeliness

Inaddition tolooking at Time to
Disposition by district, or by case group,
there is more variation when looking at
individual county results. Figure 2.9
illustrates county variation in Time to
Disposition for all levels of Juvenile
Delinquency casesin FY21.It shows that
the percent of cases disposed beyond the
6-month objective (99th percentile)
ranged from 0% to 100%.

Figure 2.9: Percent of Delinquency
Cases Disposed Beyond 6 Months
FY2021, by County

Statewide, 25% of all Delinquency cases
(Felony, Gross Misdemeanor, and
Misdemeanor) were disposed beyond
the time objectivein FY21. More than
halfof all counties (56%) disposed of
20% or more Delinquency cases beyond
the 99thpercentile goal in FY21.

However, a small number of dispositions
can produce large variationsin the
percent of cases that were disposed
beyond the timing objective. For
example, Cook County disposed of one
Major Juvenile casein FY21; the same
case was beyond the 6-month objective,
resultingin 100% of cases disposed
beyond the 99th percentile goal.

Numbers of Delinquency dispositions in
FY21 varied from nine counties with
fewer than ten dispositions to Hennepin
County with 2,226 Delinquency
dispositions.
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AGE OF PENDING CASES

¢ Statewide, timingobjectives for Age of Pending cases were not metin FY21 (timing objectives
are the same as those used for Time to Disposition).

¢ Amongdistricts, the percentage of all pending cases (excluding Minor Criminal) beyond the
99th percentile ranged from 14%in the 5th District to 25% in the 2nd District (lower is better).

Figure 2.10: Statewide Age of Pending Casesasof 7/2/2021

The statewide average for non-Minor

Cum Cum Total

90th B e o Criminal case types pending beyond
Case Group Percen- | o cen-  Percen- WO the 99t percentile ranged from 2% of
LI Dissolutions to 249% of Major Criminal
Major Crim 38% 529 76% 24% | 49,929 | andJuvenile Delinquency cases. (Goal
1 0,
Major Civil 76% 38% 9% 5% 9256 IS 1. % or !OV\./eI‘.) Large.r perc.entages of
Major Criminal, Juvenile Delinquency,
Dissolutions 88% 95% 98% 2% 4409 . L .
and Minor Criminal cases pending
0, [s) [s) [s)
Dom Abuse /6% /3% 83% 17% 4241 over the timing objectives could
Juv Deling 58% 73% 77% 24% 2,497 | increase Time to Disposition results
Minor Crim 52% 64% 72% 28% | 108,171 | for thesecase groupsin FY22.

Figure 2.11: Trend of Statewide % of Major Criminal and Juvenile Delinquency Cases
Pending Beyond 99th Percentile Time Objective

Results of Major Criminal and Juvenile % of Cases Pending Beyond 99th Percentile
Delinquency Age of Pending cases (12 months for Maj Crim; 6 months for Juv Deling)
significantly worsened over the last two
fiscal years (lower numberis better),
reachingthe highest percentage of
cases pending beyond the timing
objectivesin FY21 (24%). The
increased number of cases pending
beyond the timing objectivesis
reflective of significantly lower
clearance rates for Major Criminal
casesin FY20-21 and Juvenile
Delinquency casesin FY20, due to
impacts of the pandemic.
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Figure 2.12: Trends in District Age of Pending Cases Past 99th Percentile, All Case

Groups except Minor Criminal
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Within statewide and district results,
thereisa lot of variation among
counties. An example ofthis variation
is shown in the Age of Pending of all
Major Criminal cases pending as of
7/2/2021.

Statewide, 24% of these cases were
pending beyond the 99t percentile at
the end of FY21. Across counties, the
percent of Major Criminal cases
pending beyond one year ranged
from 0%to 37%. The largest number
of these cases pendingas of
7/2/2021 wasin Hennepin County
which had over 9,948 Major Criminal
cases pending, 25% pending beyond
one year.

The overall results of Age of Pending cases attheend of FY21
(excluding Minor Criminal) varied from 14% of cases pending
beyond the 99th percentile timingobjectives in the 5th District,
to 25% of cases beyond the timing objectivesin the 2nd
District.

All districtresults declinedin FY21, and all districts reached
the highest percentageof cases pending beyond the 99t
percentile in five years (higher numbers = declined).

Figure 2.13: Percent of All Major Criminal Cases
Pending beyond 12 months
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LENGTHOF TIME TO PERMANENCY AND ADOPTION

Timeliness

¢ DuringFY21,75% of the children whoreached permanency did so after being out of home for
18 months or less (across all types of CHIPS/Permanency cases), compared to81%in FY20.

(Goalis 99% in 18 months.)

¢ Theobjective of having 60% of children reach adoption within 24 months of removal from the
home is considered an ‘aspirational goal’.In FY21, 38% of children statewide were adopted
within 24 months. District numbers ranged from a high of 63% of children whoreached

adoption by 24 months down to 10%.

“Itis the policy of the Judicial Branch that juvenile
protection cases... be expedited in conformance

with state and federal requirements with the goal One of the goals of the Children’s Justice Initiative (C]I) is

of serving the best interests of children by
providing safe, stable, and permanent homes for
abused and neglected children.

for children removed from a custodial parent tohave
permanency and stability in their living situation. The

Length of Time to Permanency and Time to Adoption

... €l judges accept shared responsibility for
monitoring and improving performance on federal
and judicial branch child welfare measures and are

encouraged to develop and implement local plans to those who are removed from home.

to improve such performance.”
Judicial Council Policy 601

reports assist courts in determining the length oftime it
takes, over thelives of children, to provide permanency

Figure 2.14: Length of Time for Children to ReachPermanency in FY2021, by District

Figure 2.14 shows that, statewide, the goals
of having 50% of children reach permanency
by 6 months, 90%by 12 months and 99% by
18 months were not metduring FY21.

There was variation among districts for the
percentage of children whoreached
permanency within 18 months (goal is 99%).
Therange was from 57% in the 4th District to
95%in the 8th District. The number of
children whoreached permanency was
highestin the 4th District (863) and lowestin
the 8th District (267) with 4,136 children,
statewide, whoreached permanency in
FY21.

% reaching Cum % Cum % Total
District | perm by 6 [reaching perm|reaching perm|Number
months |by 12 months|by 18 months|Children
1 20% 47% 74% 327
2 16% 33% 59% 268
3 30% 65% 84% 437
4 16% 33% 57% 863
5 34% 65% 89% 311
6 13% 25% 59% 287
7 23% 52% 80% 537
8 29% 70% 95% 265
9 37% 68% 88% 466
10 22% 48% 81% 375
State 24% 49% 75% 4,136
Goal 50% 90% 99% i
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Figure 2.15: Five Year Trend, Children Reaching Permanency by 18 months, by District

% of children reaching permanencyby 18 months
(goalis 99%),FY2017toFY2021

Over the pastfive fiscal years, the goal of 99%
of childrenreaching permanency by 18 months

District [FY17 %|FY18 % |[FY19 %|FY20 %|FY21%| Wwasnot metbythe stateor anyindividual
1 91 90 36 90 74 district, although severaldistricts had results
2 30 78 66 64 59 above 90%. Statewide, the current FY21result
8 94 Y 91 94 84 of 75% of children reaching permanency within
4 78 67 67 61 57 18 months is the lowestin the past five fiscal
5 93 91 87 90 89 years.
6 73 74 66 76 59
7 89 92 89 86 80
8 94 94 96 93 95
9 91 83 89 91 88
10 91 87 88 87 81
State | 86% | 82% | 80% | 81% | 75% _ # Children
# children| 4,762 | 5,105 | 4,962 | 4,132 | 4,136 with CHIPS/
ear o
Perm Filing
FY17 10,730
The number of children with a CHIPS or Permanency case filed FY18 10988
decreased 31% over the past five fiscal years. There hasbeena FY19 9,’769
consistent downward trend in the number of children with filings over FY20 9,005
the past four fiscal years. FY21 7,394

Figure 2.16: Length of Time for Children to Reach Adoption, FY2021, by District
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The Judicial Council set an aspirational
objective that 60% of all children whoare
under State Guardianship should reach
adoption within 24 months from the original
removal from the home. This measure starts
when a child is removed from the home to
being under state guardianship, and then the
time it takes from the guardianship order to
adoption. The two sets of time are added
together toget the total Length of Time to
Adoption.

More than one third (38%) of the 989
children under State Guardianship adoptedin
FY21 reached adoption within 24 months of
removal from home (goal is 60%). The 6th
District exceeded the goal, while the
remaining districts had from 10%to 56% of

children reach adoption within twoyears.
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Figure 2.17: Percent of Children Adopted by 24 Months, Statewide, FY2017 - FY2021

Year % Adopted by | Total # Children
Adoption [ 24 Months Reaching
Finalized | (Goal is 60%) Adoption
FY2017 54% 849
FY2018 50% 978
FY2019 47% 1,226
FY2020 47% 950
FY2021 38% 989

increase of 17%.

The 38% of children whoreached adoption by 24 months
of being out of home in FY21 declined from FY20 and is
the lowestresultin five fiscal years (higher numbers
generally are better)asis shownin Figure 2.17.

The number of children whoreached adoption increased
during thistime from 849in FY17t0989in FY21 -an

The automated Time to Adoption for Children Under State Guardianship report shows details for each
child with the time toadoption broken into the time from removal from home to the guardianship
order and then the time from guardianship order toadoption order. Figure2.18 below shows that
there was variation among districts in these two phases.

Figure 2.18: Average Number Days to Adoption, by Phase, by District, FY2021

Three districtshad an average
number of days per child to reach
adoption that was below the 24-
month time objective (730 days).
(Lower numbers are generally a
more positive result.)

The statewide average number of
days from removal from the
home to guardianship order (404
average days topermanency)
comprised 43% of the total time
to adoption, and 57% was the
time from the guardianship order
to adoption (538 days).

The variation in Time to
Adoption by district was from
721daysin the 5th District to

Total Avg Days to Adoption

Time to Adoption, Goal = 730 Days or fewer (24months)
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1,275 daysin the 2nd District.
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COURT OF APPEALS DISPOSITIONS WITHIN TIME STANDARDS

The Court of Appealsadopted the American Bar Association (ABA) measureof ‘case clearance’, which
measures cases from beginning (filing) to end (disposition). The goals are to have 75% of cases
disposed within 290 days of filingand 90% disposed within 365 days offiling for all case types.

¢ InFY21,the Courtof Appeals disposed of 86% of civil cases, 100% of juvenile-protection cases,

and 94% of juvenile delinquency cases within 290 days, far exceeding the ABAstandard of
disposing of 75% of cases within 290 days.

¢ The court disposed of only 44% of criminal cases in 290 days, down from 52% in FY20 and
48%in FY19.The lower case-disposition rate in criminal cases continues tobe driven largely
by transcript-processing timelines and, this year, alsoby the peacetime emergency.

Figure 2.19: Percent of Court of Appeals Cases Disposed Within 290 Days of Filing,

FY2019-FY2021

Court of Appeals Percentage of Cases Disposed Within 290 Days of Filing

From Filing to Disposition Goal = 75% of Cases

FY2021 FY2020 FY2019
% of cases % of cases % of cases
meeting meeting meeting
Civil # Cases objective # Cases objective # Cases objective
General Civil 534 80% 592 88% 625 79%
Unemployment 64 83% 77 92% 79 86%
Family 200 97% 191 100% 187 92%
Other 60 98% 97 100% 80 100%
Total Civil 858 86% 957 92% 971 84%
Criminal
Criminal 702 44% 892 52% 828 48%
Juvenile Protection
Protection 61 100% 87 99% 95 99%
Juv. Delinquency
Delinquency 18 94% 15 100% 18 100%
Total Cases* 1,639 68% 1,951 74% 1,912 69%

* For purposes of calculating case clearance rates, later-filed related cases, which are consolidated for decision
purposes, are not includedin this total. Asaresult,the actual number of cases disposed by the courtis higher than

the “Total Cases” shown.
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¢ The Courtof Appeals disposed of 89% of all cases within 365 days of case filing, very close to
the ABA standard of disposing of 90% of cases within thattime period. The court far exceeded
the standard for most case types, including civil and juvenile cases. For criminal cases, the
courtwas able todispose of 78% of cases within 365 days. Thus, while only 44% of criminal
cases were disposed of within the 290-day goal, the court was able to close that gap

significantly for criminal case dispositions within the 365-day goal.

Figure 2.20: Percent of Courtof Appeals Cases Disposed Within 365 Days of Filing,

FY2019-FY2021

Court of Appeals Percentage of Cases Disposed Within 365 Days of Filing

From Filing to Disposition Goal = 90% of Cases

FY2021 FY2020 FY2019
% of cases % of cases % of cases
meeting meeting meeting
Civil # Cases objective # Cases objective # Cases objective
General Civil 534 96% 592 98% 625 96%
Unemployment 64 100% 77 100% 79 100%
Family 200 100% 191 100% 187 98%
Other 60 98% 97 100% 80 100%
Total Civil 858 97% 957 99% 971 97%
Criminal
Criminal 702 78% 892 88% 828 88%
Juvenile Protection
Protection 61 100% 87 100% 95 100%
Juv. Delinquency
Delinquency 18 100% 15 100% 18 100%
Total Cases* 1,639 89% 1,951 94% 1,912 93%

* For purposes of calculating case clearance rates, later-filed related cases, which are consolidated for decision
purposes, are not includedin this total. Asaresult, the actual number of cases disposed by the court s higher than

the “Total Cases” shown.
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SUPREME COURT DISPOSITIONS WITHIN TIME STANDARDS

¢ TheSupreme Courtadopted revised timing objectivesin January 2015 that wereeffective April
1,2015.

¢ Generally, the Supreme Court performance measureresults are consistent with those of
previous fiscal years.

The Supreme Court first approved timing objectives, or case dispositional goals, in March 2007. The
case categories, case-processing points of measurement, and timing objectives to complete certain
eventsin the life-cycle of an appeal, were taken generally from standards adoptedby the American Bar
Associationin 1994. The adopted timing objectives were considered aspirational but achievable.

In 2014, the Supreme Court undertooka study of its timing objectivesin light of recommendations by
the National Center for State Courts for model time standards for appellate courts. The Supreme Court
also considered the time standards adopted by other states’ appellate courts.

Based on its study, the Supreme Courtrevisedits timing objectives by reducing the number of case-
processing events to which the standards apply, reducing the timeallotted for disposition of an appeal,
and reducing the percentage of cases (from 10% to 5%) thatare not subjecttoa time standard
(“Beyond 95t percentile” in the table). The Supreme Court adopted revised timing objectivesin
January 2015 that were effective April 1,2015.

Data shownin Figure 2.21 on the next page identifies the court’s performance based on three factors:
(1) the case type or jurisdiction (discretionary; expedited); (2) the case-processing event (PFR to
disposition; submission to circulation; submission to disposition); and (3) the timing objective to
complete the event (“Days” in the table).

“Days” in the table represents the court’s goal - number of days - to complete the event (circulation or
disposition).

“Cases”in the table representsthe number of cases that met or did not exceed the objective (number
of days) in the time period.

“%” inthe table represents the percentage of cases within the time period that met or did not exceed
the objective (number of days).

“Total /Aver.” represents the total numberof cases in the time period that completed the specific case-
processing eventand the average number of days to do so.

31



Figure 2.21: Supreme Court Timing Standards,FY2021

Timeliness

Supreme Court Time Standards
Performance Report: Cases Disposed of July 1,2020-June 30, 2021 (FY2021)

B th T |
Case Type: Event 75" Percentile 95" Percentile eyond ?5 otall
Percentile Aver.
Days Cases % Days || Cases % Days || Cases % szse Aver
fol ! Cclfgs /?;/Po ffo ,f,’;;g ’;’Zﬁft’)‘j” 45 | 61 | 49% | 75 | 92 | 75% | NA | 31 | 25% | 124 | 52.3
’lf‘o”ias;ig’lfl’oes submission | 1o, | 66 | e5% | 180 | 86 |84.4% | NA | 16 | 15.6% | 102 | 102
fo’ gl 2%2755 - PERfiling | 5o | 257 | 4s% | 60 | 471 | 82% | wA | 104 | 18% | 575 | 50.1
/";’;”Ref%’iffgdgc’;g)ggﬁ,%if) | 25 | 13| 81% | 25| 13 | 81% | NA| 3 | 19% | 16 | 174
Expedited (TPR, Adopt'n):
submission to circulation 20 1 50% 30 1 50% N/A 1 50% 2 33
of majority
Expedited (TPR, Adopt’'n):
submission to disposition 45 0 0 60 0 0 N/A 2 100% 2| 745
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INTEGRITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY

Judicial Branch Policy 505: The Minnesota Judicial Branch will ensure the integrity and accountability
of its performance by maintaining a record system thatisaccurate, complete and timely.

Is the electronic record system accurate, complete and timely?

DATA QUALITY AND DOCUMENT SECURITY

The Data Quality Team is part of the Court Services Division at SCAO.
This team was created to define data quality standards, identify data
quality issues, and determine whenitis necessary todevelop and

“.It ... is the policy of the Minnesota
Judicial Branch that to ensure

implement standardbusiness processes statewide. A focus on safety, accurate, complete and uniform access
s s : . to court records, and to ensure
publlc 1nFerest, st_atute and rule.lmplementatlop, and cour_t compliance with all applicable laws
information provides a foundation for the ongoing operational for the access of court records, the
activities of the Data Quality Team. Appellate Courts and District Courts

shall comply with document security
and classification procedures,

During the past year, the focus continued ensuring appropriate provisions and Court Administration
access to court documents tojustice partnersand the public, as well Processes (CAPs) asapplicable.”
as simplifying and clarifying certaindocumentsecurity

i i - Judicial Council Policy 505.3
requirements with changes to Court Rules. In addition, focus was Data Quality and Integrity

placed on preparation for the implementation of Minnesota Court

Records Online (MCRO), which grants the publicremote electronicaccess to certain documents.
Severalinternal processes were amendedtoincrease accuracy in performance measures reporting,
and new functionality was introduced toimprove the document security classification of court-
generated documents. Severalreportingdeficiencies werealsoidentified and addressed.

The Data Quality Team, which is responsible for routine statewide monitoringofall data quality

performance, hasbeen able toidentify and address several deficiencies in data quality reports. Workis

underway to centralize access to data quality reports and simplify how errors are viewed by staff.

Tips & Trends Additionally, the Data Quality Team continued toidentify and address
= statewide trends and worked with the Education Team to develop new

training for judges and staffto increase comprehension of the nuances

associated with document security.

Trend Spotlight

Mandatory Court Administration Processes (CAPs)and compliance
monitoring of these mandatory processes is another data quality focus.
Each CAP is drafted with input and testing from local court
administration representatives,as well as state court administration
members, including representatives from Legal Counsel Division. 115
(new and revised) CAPswere published during FY21. Upon publication
of each CAP, the processes become mandatory and mustbe followed
statewide.
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Each fiscal year,an updated CAPs Compliance MonitoringPlan is developed and approved by a
statewide committee. The plan details whatprocesses the Data Quality Team will monitor for
compliance, as well as whatlocal court administration’s responsibilities are regardingthe compliance
monitoring. The monitoring of mandatory processes resultedin an increase in CAPs compliance and
has allowed the unittodetermine and address if more technology, trainingand/or process revisions

arenecessary.

Figure 3.1: Total Mandatory Court Administration Process (CAPs), FY2021

Statewide data quality
monitoring, mandatory CAPs,
and compliance tracking
ensure customers have a
consistent experience
throughout the courts and that
the information and data
received is accurate, complete,
and timely.

New and Revised Mandatory CAPs
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EXCELLENCE

Judicial Branch Policy 505: The Minnesota Judicial Branch will achieve excellence in the resolution of
cases by making decisions that are fair, reasoned, understandable, and that resolve the controversy at
issue.

Do participants understand the orders given by the Court?

ACCESS AND FAIRNESS SURVEY

¢ Themost recent Access and Fairness Surveys were completed between December2018 and
March 2019. Statewide, 6,052 courthouse visitors submitted survey responses.

¢ Statewide, the mean score for the excellence statementin the Fairness section of the survey
was 4.2, the same as itwasin the 2008 and 2013 surveys. In 2019, 81% ofall respondents
agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, which isthe highestlevel of agreement within
the Fairness section.

The measure for the Excellence goal is the final statement in the Fairness section of the Access and
Fairness Survey: “I know what todo nextin my case.” The Fairness section ofthe survey is targeted to
respondents whoanswered “Yes” tothe question “Did you appear in front of a judicial officer today?”
Overall, eighty-one percent(81%) of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the statement.

Complete results for the 2019 Access and Fairness survey are availableto members of the Judicial
Branch on CourtNet.

Figure 4.1: Access and Fairness Survey Responses to Excellence Question 2019

| Excellence

St I St I Agree or
-rongy Disagree | Neither | Agree rongly Strongly | Mean (N)
Disagree Agree A
gree
Q | [knowwhatto do 4% 3% | 12% |36% | 45% | 81% | 42 |3,024
15 | next about my case.
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FAIRNESS AND EQUITY

Judicial Branch Policy 505: The Minnesota Judicial Branch will provide due process and equal
protection of the law, and will ensure that individuals called for jury duty are representative of the
population from which the juryis drawn.

Do participants perceive they were treated fairly, listened to and are they satisfied with
the Court’sdecision?

ACCESS AND FAIRNESS SURVEY

¢ TheFairnesssection of the 2019 Access & Fairness Survey had 78% or more respondents who
agreed or strongly agreed with each statementin the section.

¢ Responsesvaried byrace. Statewide, peopleof color whoresponded tothe Fairness section of
the 2019 Access & Fairness Survey reported lower levels of agreementto the fairness
statements comparedto White respondents.

The Fairness Section of the Access and Fairness survey was targeted torespondents who answered
“Yes” to the question of “Did you appear in front of a judicial officer today?” Complete results from
the survey are available on CourtNet.

Statewide, over three-quarters (78%) or more of all respondents agreed or strongly agreed with
all statements in the Fairness Section asnoted in Figure 5.1.

Figure 5.1: Fairness Section Responses Statewide 2019

% % %
Q# Fairness Section Strongly
Disagree

% % % ° Strongly

Strongly Mean N

Agree Agree/

Agree

Disagree Neutral Agree

14 | wastreated the sameas everyone 5% 3% | 11% | 37% | 45% | 81% | 4.1 [3146

15 |l know whatto do next about my case. 4% 3% 12% | 36% | 45% 81% 4.2 13,024
Thejudge listened to my side of the 0 0 o 0 o o

12 story before makinga decision. 5% 3% 15% | 35% | 43% 78% 4.1 12,888
Thejudge had the information

13 |necessary to make good decisions 5% 4% 14% | 36% | 42% 78% 4.1 [3,001
aboutmy case.

11 |Theway my case was handled was fair.| 6% 3% 13% | 36% | 41% 78% | 4.0 |3,126

Fairness IndexScore 82

See footnote numbers 1 and 2 on pages 14 and 15 for explanations of the mean score and index score.
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Figure 5.2: Fairness Index Scores by District2019

Fairness Index scores by district ranged from

85 (out of 100)in the 3rd Districtto 79 in the g FairnessIndex Scores By District
6t District, as shown in Figure 5.2. s 3 (A01) e ——— 85
o 1(261) EE— 3
Index scores across all courtlocations, as well Sg 8(247) EE— 33
as trends by districtand location, are # 10(305) I $ 3
available through interactivedashboards on L 5(332) n—— 3
CourtNet. g 2(346) eEEEEE———————— S )
State (3245) EEEEEEE—————— 32
Although the Fairness Index score has shown 9(503) E—— 80
little movement over the three survey 4(335) we—— 30

periods, there are gradually declining rates of 7(296)  —80

agreement tothe Fairness Section statements.
Each statementhad alower percentage of 76 8 80 82 84 86
respondents whoreported they agreed or

stronglyagreedin 2019 thanin 2008, as shown in Figure 5.3.

6(217) =eee————— 79

Figure 5.3: Fairness Section Trends, 2008-2019

0000000000000 2008 2013 2019

% Strongly % Strongly % Strongly

Q# | Fairness Section Statements Agree/ Agree/ Agree/
Agree Agree Agree

The way my case was handled
by the court was fair.
Thejudge listened to my side
12 | ofthe story before makinga 82% 4.1 80% 4.1 78% 4.1
decision.

Thejudge had the information
13 | necessary to make good 82% 4.1 80% 4.1 78% 4.1
decisions about my case.

[ was treated the same as
everyone else.

15 [ know whatto do next about 85% 4.2 84% 4.2 81% 4.2
my case.

| Fairness IndexScore 83 82 | 82

11 81% 4.1 78% 4.1 78% 4.0

14 85% 4.2 83% 4.2 81% 4.1
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FAIRNESS AND EQUITY, CONTINUED

Are jurors representative of our communities?

JURY POOLS

¢ Ofallracial groups, American Indian and multiracial jurors in the statewide FY21 jury pool
most closely mirror their share in the adult population. Black, Asian, and Hispanicjurorsin the
FY21jurypool are under-represented comparedtotheir share in the adult population,
statewide, and tovarying degrees at the district level.

¢ Statewide,and tovarying degrees across districts, female jurorsin the FY21 jury pool are over-
represented compared to their share in the adult population.

Jurors are asked to report their race, ethnicity, and gender on the Juror Questionnaire, whichis sent to
all summoned jurors todetermine qualification for jury service. This demographicreporting is
optional, so the share of jurors without this information is noted throughout this section.
Demographics are tracked in and reported out of the statewide jury management system.

Juror demographics are comparedtoadult population demographics from the most recent Census
Population Estimates.3 Census Population Estimates are released annually; the most recent estimates
reflect the population on July 1, 2020. Due tolimitations in available age disaggregations, the adult
population figures used here reflect the population age 20 and older, not age 18 and older. This
comparison does not account for the fact that not all adult residents meet the qualifications for jury
service.4 However, reliable data on the jury-eligible population are not available.

Figure 5.4, below, shows the total number of residents whoreported for jury service in FY21. Jurors
who report for service were already found to be qualified and available for jury service based on their
responses on the Juror Questionnaire; most butnotall jurors whoreportwill be involved in a further
selection process (voir dire) for service on a specific case.

Figure 5.4: Number of Jurors who Reported for Service in FY2021

Mi 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th gth Qth 10th
Innesota District|District|District|District|District|District|District|District|District |District
| Jurors 23,069 3,378 2,888 1,453 5,298 1,408 1,084 2,463 1,313 1,831 1,953

Figure 5.5, next page, shows juror race and ethnicity data compared toadult population estimates.
Statewide, race and ethnicity data were unspecified for just 1.4% ofjurors; those jurors are not
included in these percentages. Results vary by district, but statewide, the representation of American
Indian and multiracial jurors in the pool most closely match their representation in the adult
population. In all districts except the 9th, white,non-Hispanicjurors are over-represented compared to
their representation in the adult population. Correspondingunder-representation of Black or African

32020 Census data were notavailable at the time of this report. Census Population Estimates are available on the
Census Bureau’s website at this URL: https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys /popest.html.

4 The qualifications for jury service are listed on the Minnesota Judicial Branch public website at this URL:
https://www.mncourts.gov /Jurors.aspx, and include: U.S. citizenship, Englishlanguage skills, and the restoration
of civil rights among those previously convicted of a felony, among other qualifications.
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American, Asian or PacificIslander, and Hispanicjurors is seen statewideand tovarying degrees at the
districtlevel.

Followinga2020-2021 study on juryrace data completed by the Committee for Equality and Justice,
the Minnesota Judicial Branch is working toidentify and remedy possible barriersin the jury selection
process. This includes studying the use of supplemental source lists, studying whetherrace data
collection from disqualified jurors can be improved,and studyingwhether juror response rates can be
improved, among other efforts.

Figure 5.5: FY2021 Juror Race and Ethnicity Compared to 2020 Adult Population

Black or American Asian or
White African Indian or Pacific Multiracial Hispanic*

American | AlaskaNative Islander
20 [ e | 2020 | v [ 220 v | 2020 [ vy [ 2020 v | 200 ] e
Pop. Jurors Pop. Jurors Pop. Jurors Pop. Jurors Pop. Jurors Pop. Jurors
Minnesota 82.3% 87.8% 5.9% 2.7% 0.9% 1.0% 4.9% 3.7% 1.4% 1.8% 4.5% 3.0%
1st District 83.8% 89.5% 4.6% 2.1% 0.5% 0.3% 4.6% 3.3% 1.3% 1.2% 5.3% 3.6%
2nd District 66.9% 74.6% 10.8% 6.0% 0.5% 0.7% 13.4% 11.4% 2.0% 2.6% 6.3% 4.7%
3rd District 86.9% 94.1% 3.4% 0.8% 0.3% 0.4% 3.5% 1.3% 0.9% 0.4% 4.9% 2.9%
4th District 73.2% 81.8% 11.5% 5.9% 0.6% 0.4% 7.2% 5.6% 1.9% 2.5% 5.6% 3.7%
5th District 88.3% 92.0% 2.1% 0.4% 0.5% 1.1% 2.2% 1.7% 0.9% 1.0% 6.0% 3.9%
6t District 92.2% 93.8% 1.3% 0.7% 2.4% 1.5% 1.0% 0.7% 1.6% 2.2% 1.4% 1.1%
7th District 90.7%  94.6% 3.2% 0.2% 1.1% 1.3% 1.3% 0.7% 1.1% 1.5% 2.6% 1.7%
8th District 90.4% 96.7% 1.6% 0.2% 0.8% 0.5% 1.0% 0.6% 0.8% 0.5% 5.5% 1.4%
9th District 90.4% 89.6% 0.7% 0.3% 4.9% 5.6% 0.7% 0.4% 1.4% 2.7% 2.0% 1.4%
10th District 86.6% 93.0% 4.2% 1.5% 0.6% 0.5% 3.9% 2.3% 1.3% 1.3% 3.4% 1.5%

* All groups other than Hispanic are non-Hispanic; Hispanic individuals may be of any race.

Figure 5.6: FY2021 Juror Gender Compared to 2020 Adult Population

Figure 5.6, atright, showsjuror gender data
compared toadult population estimates.
Statewide, genderdata were missingfrom just
1.2% of jurors; those jurors are notincluded in
these percentages. Femalejurorsare over-
represented statewide, and all districtsexcept the
4thhad a higher percentage of female jurors than
were in the adult population.

Female Male

igﬁﬁ FY21 igif’t FY21

Pop. Jurors Pop. Jurors
Minnesota 50.6% 52.0% 49.4% 48.0%
1st District 51.0% 52.0% 49.0% 48.0%
2nd District 51.9% 53.6% 48.1% 46.4%
3rd Djstrict 50.7% 51.4% 49.3% 48.6%
4th District 50.9% 50.7% 49.1% 49.3%
5thDjstrict 50.2% 50.8% 49.8% 49.2%
6th District 49.8% 51.5% 50.2% 48.5%
7th District 50.0% 53.9% 50.0% 46.1%
8th District 49.7% 50.5% 50.3% 49.5%
9th District 50.0% 51.1% 50.0% 48.9%
10th District 50.0% 54.0% 50.0% 46.0%

39



https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/scao_library/CEJ/2020-2021-CEJ-Study-on-Jury-Race-Data-and-Recommendations.pdf
https://www.mncourts.gov/MinnesotaJudicialCouncil/CEJ.aspx

Fairnessand Equity

FAIRNESS AND EQUITY, CONTINUED

Doesthe Branch have sufficient race data to assist in analyzing whether persons are
treated fairly regardless of race or ethnicity?

RACE DATA COLLECTION

¢ The]Judicial Council approved the addition of Race Data Collection to the core goal of Fairness
and Equity atthe July 2018 meeting. This portion of the policy took effect on January 1,2019.

¢ Theminimum goal of having 80% of closed cases with race information recorded was

exceeded statewide for Major Criminal and Minor Criminal cases, and the ‘strive-for’ goal of

90% of closed cases with race data was met for Major Criminal cases.

¢ Thegoal of 80% of closed cases with race data was not met for Juvenile Delinquency, Juvenile
Petty/ Traffic, or Juvenile CHIPS case types. Results ranged from 47% in Juvenile Petty/ Traffic

casesto 77% in Juvenile CHIPS cases.

Minnesota Judicial Branch Policy 505.2 contains the following language related torace data collection:

“Each judicial district shall maintain race data collection rates of at least 80% and striving for
collection rates of at least 90% on the following case types: Major Criminal, Minor Criminal,
Juvenile Delinquency, Juvenile Petty and Traffic, and Juvenile CHIPS. Race data collection rates
are available on an on-going basis to judges and court staffvia reports on CourtNet.” (See

Appendix for examples of race data collection forms.)

Figure 5.7: Race Data Collection Rates on Closed Cases, Statewide, FY2021

Thereports on CourtNet that show % of Closed Cases with Race Data, Statewide,

race data collection rates focus on
self-reported race data for Criminal, 100% 90% 83%

FY21

Juvenile Delinquency and Juvenile
Protection cases. Defendants complete

o | -
70%

a Race Census Form, which can be 60% 47%
either electronic or paper. This o
information is collected ata court
hearing. In juvenile protection 20%
matters, the parent or guardian
0%
completes the form on behalf of the Major Crim Minor Crim  Juvenile Deling  Juv Petty &
child/children. Traffic

Strive-for Goal

Figure 5.7 shows that for Major

77%

Juvenile CHIPS

Criminal and Minor Criminal cases,

83% or more were closed with race datareported statewide in FY21. Major Criminal met the ‘strive-

for’ goal of 90% of closed cases with race data. Juvenile Delinquency, Juvenile Petty/ Traffic,and
Juvenile CHIPS case types did not meet the minimum goal of 80% of closed cases with race data.

Less

than half(47%) of Juvenile Petty/ Traffic cases were closed with race datain FY21, while 70% of cases
were closed with race data for Juvenile Delinquency cases, and 77% of cases were closed with race

data for Juvenile CHIPS cases.
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Figure 5.8: Race Data Collection Rates on Closed Cases, Statewide, FY2020 - FY2021

Case Type FY2020 | FY2021
Major Criminal 94% 90%
Minor Criminal 93% 83%
Juvenile Delinquency 90% 70%
Juvenile Petty & Traffic 81% 47%
Juvenile CHIPS 87% 77%

Figure 5.8 shows the percentage of closed cases with race
data, by case type, for the last two fiscal years. The
addition of Race Data Collection to the core goal of
Fairness and Equity went into effect at the beginning of

2019.

Race data collection rates declined across all case types
from FY20toFY21. The largest decline was in Juvenile
Petty/ Traffic cases, which dropped from 81% in FY20 to
47%in FY21.The decline in race data collection corresponds toa significant change in the collection
process made necessary by remote hearings. Inresponse tothe decline, State Court Administration is
analyzing several possible improvements tothe remote hearing race data collection process.

Figure 5.9: Race Data Collection Rates, Closed Cases, by District, FY2021

% of Closed Cases with Race Data (July, 2020 - June, 2021)

Dist Major Minor Juvenile | Juvenile Petty Juvenile
Criminal | Criminal [ Delinquency & Traffic CHIPS

1 91% 77% 78% 56% 87%
2 88% 73% 75% 58% 80%
3 89% 77% 69% 50% 79%
4 92% 93% 80% 36% 86%
5 89% 74% 58% 44% 64%
6 88% 78% 53% 43% 83%
7 94% 83% 72% 53% 74%
8 91% 79% 69% 68% 75%
9 92% 81% 66% 54% 81%
10 83% 75% 60% 33% 57%
State 90% 83% 70% 47% 77%

Criminal cases closed with race data in the 4th District.

Allrace data collection rates by
district were at 80% or above
for Major Criminal cases in
FY21,with five districts
exceeding the ‘strive-for’ goal of
90%.

There was variation among
districtsin race data collection
ratesacross all other case types.
Resultsranged from 33% of
Juvenile Petty/ Traffic cases
closed with race datain the 10t
District to 93% of Minor
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Quality Court Workplace Environment

QUALITY COURT WORKPLACE ENVIRONMENT

Judicial Branch Policy 505: The Minnesota Judicial Branch will ensure thatjudicial officers, court
personnel and jurors are qualified to perform their duties and have the materials, motivation,
direction, sense of mission, and commitment to do quality work.

What are our turnover rates?

SEPARATION RATES

¢ Therate of staffleaving the branch (separationrate)in FY21, by district/Minnesota Judicial
Center (MJC), ranged from alow of 5.9% in the 6t District toa high of 11.9%in the 2nd District.

¢ Retirementsand resignations together comprised 93% ofall separationsin FY21.
¢ Thetotal Branch separationratefor FY21 (9.3%) increased slightly from FY20 (8.9%).

Figure 6.1: Separation Rates by Districtand MJC,FY2021

FY2021 (July 2020-June 2021)
District/ Retirement Resignation* Dismissal** Layoff Total Separations
MJC # % # % # % # % # %
1 15.0 6.4% 9.0 3.8% 0.0 | 0.0% 0 0% 24.0 10.2%
2 4.5 2.1% 14.0 6.6% 7.0 3.3% 0 0% 25.5 11.9%
3 9.8 6.0% 6.0 3.7% 1.0 { 0.6% 0 0% 16.8 10.3%
4 12.3 2.6% 26.5 5.6% 20 {0.4% 0 0% 40.8 8.6%
5 8.0 7.1% 4.0 3.5% 1.0 | 0.9% 0 0% 13.0 11.5%
6 3.0 2.6% 3.9 3.4% 0.0 | 0.0% 0 0% 6.9 5.9%
7 9.5 5.0% 8.5 4.5% 4.0 2.1% 0 0% 22.0 11.6%
8 4.0 6.5% 2.0 3.2% 0.0 : 0.0% 0 0% 6.0 9.7%
9 5.0 3.1% 7.5 4.6% 0.0 | 0.0% 0 0% 12.5 7.7%
10 8.0 2.7% 16.0 5.4% 0.0 : 0.0% 0 0% 24.0 8.1%
MJC*** 13.3 3.1% 24.3 5.6% 1.0 | 0.2% 0 0% 38.6 8.8%
Total 92.3 3.7% 121.7 4.9% 16.0 | 0.6% 0 0% 229.9 9.3%

#=number of FTEs; % = percent of avg # of FTEs in a location during the fiscal year who separated from the branch

All figures exclude Judges, Law Clerks, Bar Exam Monitors, and Limited/Temporary Appointments

Average FTE calculated by taking avg of beginning and ending fiscal year FTE counts (excluding classifications above)

*Resignation includes Term Without Rights, Death, End of Disability Leave, Resignations, and Separation - Other

** Dismissal figures include Gross Misconduct and Dismissal

*** MJC includes SCAO, Court of Appeals, Supreme Court, Lawyers Professional Responsibility Board, Board of Law Examiners, Continuing Legal Ed

The total number of FTEs separated from the branchin FY21 (229.9) was a slightincrease over FY20
(224.8). The variation by location in total separations ranged from 5.9% in the 6th District to 11.9%in
the 2nd District.

Voluntary separations - retirements and resignations - accounted for 93% of the FTEs leaving the
Branchin FY21, while dismissals accounted for the remaining 7% of separations.
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Figure 6.2: Total Separation Rates by Districtand MJC,FY2017-FY2021

The statewide separationratein FY21 (9.3%) was a

Dli\;r;gt/ FY17 | FY18 | FY19 | FY20 | FY21 | ightincrease over the previous fiscal year. The 7th
1 36% | 55% | 88% : 11.9%: 10.2%: and8tDistrict FY21 separationrateswere the
5 12.6%  146%: 93% | 12.2%: 11.9% highest'in five fiscal years (11.6% and 9.7%, .
3 66% Tsan 17 6% 5 9% 10.9% respectlvely)..ln contrast, the 6thand 10t District
i A REI AR AN LR FY21 s_eparatlc.)n rateswere the lowest over the
same time period (5.9% and 8.1%, respectively).
5 11.8% ;: 9.0% : 8.0% i 10.0%: 11.5%
6 14.4% | 9.5% i 16.2%: 9.4% i 5.9% i Thereare manywaysto calculate turnover rates
7 67%  7.6% i 33% i 9.0% i 11.6%: (or separationrates).So,notall numbersare
8 46% i 69% i 88% i 45% i 9.7% i exactlycomparable, especially those thatreport
9 105% | 7.4% i 10.7%: 7.7% : 7.7% i figuresbymonth instead ofannually. The annual
10 89% i 11.1%: 90% : 98% : 81% : separationrate of9.3% for the Branch wasroughly
MIC 70% T9%% T o% " 68% | ggy : estimatedat0.8% per month, compared toU.S.
Total 8.4% o0.7% I 100% 89% 9.3% ]?epartment of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics
o figures for State and Local government employees
separations. & 198-3 | 231,51 2536 | 224.8 | 229.9 (excluding education) of 1.9% separations in June,
20215.

Figure 6.3: Total Separation Rates Statewide, FY2007 - FY2021

Figure 6.3 shows the statewide separation rate from FY07 (when first reported) toFY21. After alow of

3.8%in FY10, there have

9.1% 4 4o 9.7% 100% . o 9.3% been regular periods of

12%
10% 8.2% 7.7% 7.8%
8%
6%
4%

increase in the separation
rate. The separationrate in
FY21 (9.3%)is a slight

2% increase over the previous
0% fiscal year and the third
FYO7 FYO8 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 highestin the past five fiscal
years.

Figure 6.4: Statewide Separation Rates by Type, FY2017 - FY2021

Separation
As shown in Figure 6.4, the overall separation Type
ratein FY21 increased from the previousyear. Retirement | 3.4% | 3.8% | 3.8% | 3.0% | 3.7%
The largest percentage increasein separation
rate from FY20 to FY21 wasin the Retirement
category. The separation rate for Dismissals Dismissal 11% | 1.3% | 0.9% | 1.2% | 0.6%
decreased by halffrom FY20 (1.2%in FY20 to Layoff 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
0.6%in FY21).

FY17 | FY18 FY19

Resignation | 3.9% | 4.7% | 53% | 4.7% | 4.9%

Total 8.4% | 9.7% | 10.0% | 8.9% | 9.3%

5 https://www.bls.gov/news.release/jolts.t03.htm
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QUALITY COURT WORKPLACE ENVIRONMENT, CONTINUED
Do employees and judicial officers express satisfaction in their positions?

QUALITY COURT WORKPLACE SURVEY RESULTS

¢ The Quality Court Workplace (QCW) Survey was conducted for the fourth time from January
22 to February 10,2021. Previous roundsofthe survey were completed in 2008,2012,and
2016.

¢ 2,108 employeesand 266 judges/justices participatedin their respective QCW surveys in
2021; responserates were 76% and 83% respectively. The 2021 QCW survey generated the
largest number of responses and highest response rates, for both employees and
judges/justices, comparedto previous survey years.

¢ Inthe 2021 survey, the statementwith the highestlevel ofagreement among employees was:
“I understand how my job contributes to the overall mission of the Minnesota Judicial Branch”
(94% agree/strongly agree). The highestlevel ofagreementamongjudges/justices was: “l am
proud thatI work in my court” (96% agree/strongly agree).

¢ Employee QCW surveyresults were the highestin 2021 compared toall previous survey years.
Allsix index category scores were highestin 2021, and 30 out of 31 statements had the same
or higher mean scorein 2021 comparedto2016,2012,and 2008.

The QCW survey is adapted from the National Center for State Courts (NCSC) CourTools Court
Employee Satisfaction survey. The QCW survey is comprised of two surveys, one for employees and
one for judges/justices. The survey contained 31 statements for employees, and 25 statements for
judges/justices, with responses ranging from Strongly Disagreeto Strongly Agree. Results are shown
below along with the mean score for each statement. The statements and results are broken into six
Index areas (e.g. Supervision and Management, Work Conditions), and into two types of statements -
Environmental Factors Leadingto Dissatisfaction and Motivational Factors Leading to Satisfaction.
More information describing thesetwotypes of statementsis available on CourtNet.

Complete results of the survey are also available on CourtNet for judges and staffto review dashboards
of results, written survey analysis presented to the Judicial Council, and an overview of results
presented to the Judicial Council.

The 2021 QCW survey generated 2,108 employee responses and 266 judge /justice responses between
January 22 and February 10,2021.Figure 6.5 shows the number of responses and response rates for

all surveyyears.

Figure 6.5: Response Numbers and Rates by Survey Year

2008 2012 2016 2021

Employees 2,036 75% 1,754 68% 1,936 74% 2,108 76%
Judges/Justices 219 71% 225 74% 199 63% 266 83%
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Employees

QCW survey employee results were the highestin 2021. 30 out of 31 statements had the same or
higher mean scorein 2021 comparedto2016,2012,and 2008,and 27 statements had the same or
higher agreementlevel (the percentage who agree or strongly agree)in 2021 compared toall previous
survey years.

Figure 6.6: Example of Employee Quality Court Workplace Survey Dashboard of Results

Application
Overview

2021 QCWS Agreement Summary

This page shows high level 2021 Quality Court Workplace Survey results. Navigate to other pages using the tabs at the bottern of
your screen. Select one or more locations and demographic categories to filter results. Results are suppressed for selections
representing fewer than 10 respondents.

Supervision and Management

Select All

|| ||‘|‘7%"%
29

Gender

District / County Agreement by Statement (% Agree or Strongly Agree)
District 1
District 2
District 3
District 4

89% g8y,

88%
83% 83%
| ‘l ‘|||||73%7z%|
30 1 3

Statement Number

83% gqop

District 5

District 6

District 7

District 8

District 9

District 10

SCAOQ, Appellate, Boards, ...

Branch Role Work Environment Years of Service Race

All v All v All v All v All e

Statewide results for seven of the 31 statements with the highestlevels ofagreementand /or mean
scores in 2021 appearin Figure 6.7, ranked according to the percentage of employee respondents who
agree or strongly agree. Agreement levels and mean scores for all statements from the employee
survey are available through interactive dashboards on CourtNet. An example of results from the
interactive dashboardsis shown in Figure 6.6.

Figure 6.7: Employee Statements with the Highest Levels of Agreement and/or Mean
Scoresin 2021

| understandhow my job

4.4

contributes to the overall mission:
of the Minnesota Judicial Branch.

0%

0%

6%

46%

48%

94%

25

| know what it means for me to
be successful on the job.

1%

2%

8%

54%

35%

89%

4.2

22

I am proud thatworkin my
court/SCAO.

0%

1%

11%

39%

49%

88%

4.4

The people | work with can be

relied uponwhenlneed help.

1%

2%

9%

37%

51%

88%

4.3

45



Quality Court Workplace Environment

Employees, cont.

My work unit looks for ways to

1 iimprove processesand 0% 3% 9% 45% 43% 88% 4.3
procedures.

51 Onmy job, I know exactly whatis 1% 2% 9% 51% 37% 38% 4.2
expected of me.

6 My supervisoris available when | 1% 3% 10% 37% 499% 86% 4.3

have questions orneed help.

The different colors of mean scores on reports represent an objective assessment ofhow good/poor a
score is by usingaframework created by the National Center for State Courts (NCSC). As shown here, if
you see a score using green text, that means thatby the NCSC standard, your workplace is “Doing a
good job” on that measure.

Greater than 4.0, Doing a good job Between 3.5 to 4.0, Doing OK Less than 3.5, Needs Improvement

The statement with the highestlevel of disagreementofthe survey was in the Work Conditions index:
“I am able to keep up with my workload without feeling overwhelmed.” (20% disagree or strongly
disagree).

Figure 6.8: Employee Statement Levels of Agreement and/or Mean Scores in 2021 -
Work Conditions Index

My court/MJB is respectedin the
community.

3% 0% 3% 28% 47% 22% 3.9

My working conditions and
10 ienvironmentenable me to do my 8% 2% 6% 16% 44% 32% 4.0
job well.

| have the materials, equipment,
19 iandsuppliesnecessaryto do my 5% 1% 4% 9% 50% 36% 4.2
job well.

I am able to keep up with my
27 iworkload without feeling 20% 6% 14% 21% 41% 18% 3.5
overwhelmed.

31 il feelsafe atmy workplace. 4% 1% 3% 10% 46% 40% 4.2

Work Conditions Index Score 79

See footnote number 2 on page 15 for an explanation of the index score.
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Judges

QCW surveyjudge/justice results were similar or slightly lower than previousyears, but higherthan
employees on most statements in common. Ofthe 25 statements on the judge/justice survey, 15 had a
lower mean scorein 2021 compared to 2016, eight were the same, and two were higher. 19 out of 25
statements showed lower levels ofagreementin 2021 compared to 2016, whilesix were higher.

Figure 6.9: Example of Judge/Justice Quality Court Workplace Survey Dashboard of
Results

Trends in QCWS Results @
Select one or more locations and demographic categories to filter results. Results are Overview
suppressed if your selection represents fewer than 10 respondents.
Select All @ Details about Mean Scores
District # Statement Agreement Mean Agreement Mean Agreement Mean Agreement |Mean Category 2
Appellate Courts 2008 2008 2012 2012 | 2016 2016 2021 2021
District 1 A
District 2 Important information is 75% 39 80% 4.0 82% 4.1 78% 39
District 3 communicated to me in a timely
District 4 manner.
B?SE”CE Z | know exactly what is expected of 2% 43 91% 43 92% 43 89% 43
e me as a judge/justice.
Districts 7/8 N
Dictrict 9 116 My time and talents are used well. 76% 3.8 85% 40 84% 41 80% 4.0 Achievement
District 10 | know what it means for me to be 90% 4.3 0% 43 91% 43 90% 4.3
successful on the job as a
Jjudge/justice.
Vears of Service The leadership provided by the 51% 33 60% 37 53% 35 61% 36
Judicial Council meets the needs of
Al ™ my court.
My judicial colleagues can be relied 86% 43 91% 44 3% 45 90% 45
upon when | need help.
Race The people | work with take a 82% 42 86% 42 8% 43 78% 41
Al v personal interest in me.
My colleagues care about the 87% 43 91% 44 94% 45 92% 45
quality of services and programs we
Gender provide.
. o . My court is engaged in creating an 86% 43 0% 43 88% 44 85% 42 _
. .5 " E

Statewide results for five of the 25 statements with the highest levels ofagreementand /or mean
scores in 2021 appearin Figure 6.10, rankedaccording tothe percentage ofjudge/justice respondents
who agree or strongly agree. Agreementlevels and mean scores for all statements from the
judge/justice survey are available throughinteractive dashboards on CourtNet. An example of results
from the interactive dashboard is shown in Figure 6.9.

Figure 6.10: Judge/Justice Statements with Highest Levels of Agreement and/or Mean
Scoresin 2021

15 :lam proud thatlworkin my court. 0% 0% 4% 30% 66% 96% 4.6
| understandhow my position
5 icontributesto the overall mission of 1% 0% 4% 35% 60% 95% 4.5
the MinnesotaJudicial Branch.
1 My courtlooks for ways to improve 1% 0% 6% 46% 47% 93% 4.4
processes and procedures.
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Quality Court Workplace Environment

My colleagues care about the quality
of services and programs we provide

0%

1%

7%

38%

54%

92%

4.5

upon when I need help.

My judicial colleagues can be relied

1%

2%

7%

25%

65%

90%

4.5

Like employees, the statement with the highestlevel of disagreement for judges was, “I am able to

keep up with my workload without feeling overwhelmed” (22% disagree or strongly disagree).

Figure 6.11: Judge/Justice Statement Levels of Agreementand/or Mean Scoresin 2021

-Wo

rk Conditions Index

My court/MJBis respectedin the
community.

2%

1%

1%

13%

59%

26%

My working conditions and
environmentenable me to do my
jobwell.

10%

2%

8%

14%

48%

28%

| have the materials, equipment,
and supplies necessaryto do my
jobwell.

11%

2%

9%

8%

52%

29%

| feel safe at my workplace.

6%

0%

6%

13%

52%

29%

I am able to keep up with my
workload withoutfeeling
overwhelmed.

22%

6%

16%

24%

44%

10%

Work Conditions Index Score
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Comparisons of Employee and Judge/Justice Results

In2021,index scores were higher for judges/justices than for employees in four of the six index
categories. The largest difference was four points in Work Itself (compared toa seven-point difference
in 2016) for which judges/justices hadan index score of 85 and employees had a score of 81. (Index
scores in these comparisons were calculated usingonly the 24 statements the two surveys had in
common.) The gap between judge/justice and employeeresults was smallerin 2021 thanin2016.The
narrowing was due toan increase in employee results, whilejudge /justice results mostly decreased or
stayed the same.

Figure 6.12 shows all sixindex scores for the four times the Quality Court Workplace survey was
conducted. The results are shown for all employees and judges/justices. All employee index scores are
higherin 2021 compared to previous surveys. Judge/Justice index scoresin 2021 are similar or
slightly lower than previous years.

Figure 6.12: All Index Scores for Quality Court Workplace Surveys 2008, 2012, 2016,
2021, Comparing Employees and Judges/Justices

Index Scores by Survey Year- Index Scores by Survey Year-
Employees Judges/Justices
90 90
85 85
80 80
75 75
70 70
65 65
60 60
55 55
50 50
< <
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DATA DETAILS (APPENDIX)

DEFINITION OF TERMS

State Fiscal Year -All figures that are reported by year are reported using state fiscal year. For
example, state fiscal year 2021 includes data from July 1,2020 to June 30,2021. Thisnumberis also
referredtoas FY2021,FY21.

Access and Fairness Survey IndexScores

Index Scores - Index scores are an overall score for a grouping of survey statements; alsoreferred to
as index categories or sections. Scores can be calculated at the county, division, district, or statewide
levels. Ifthere are 5 statementsin a section with responses ona 1-5 point scale, the indexis calculated
by summing the means (averages) for each question in the section which brings the total maximum
score to 25. (5 questions x 5 points maximum each). This score is then multiplied by 4 toplace it on a
100-pointscale. Fora grouping of4 statements, the total maximumscore is 20, so the multiplieris 5.

Timeliness Measures

Clearance Rate - Number of dispositions for a specified period of time divided by the number of
filings (multiplied times 100). A Clearance Rateof 100% indicates a court is ‘keeping up’ with cases
filed. A Clearance Rate under 100% indicates a possible growing backlog.

Time to Disposition - Assesses the length of time it takes to process cases compared to the Judicial
Council objectives for timely case processing. The measure isreported as a percentage of cases
meeting the timing objectives for when 90% of cases should be disposed, at the 97th percentile and at
the 99th percentile. Any more than 1% of cases disposed beyond the 99th percentile is considered to
have not met timing objectives.

Age of Pending - Shows the percent of currently pendingcases that are within the timing objectives
for timely case processing. Results from the end of each quarter are archived for trend reporting.
Casespending beyond the 99th percentile objective can be considered as one measure of court backlog.

Length of Time to Permanency - Assesses whether or not timely permanency decisions are being
made for children. Reports the number of children for whom permanency was achieved on a CHIPS or
Permanency case, and the length of time the child was out of home prior to the permanency
order/disposition date for time periods of up to 6 months, up to 12 months, 15 months, 18 months, 24
months and over 24 months. The goal is to achieve permanency by 18 months for 99% of all children.

Time to Adoption for Children under State Guardianship - Assesses whether or not adoptions occur
within twoyears (24 months) of entering foster care for 60% of children reaching adoption. Reports
the number of children for whom adoption was achieved, the length of time the child was out of home
prior to being under state guardianshipand the length of time from state guardianship toadoption.
The combination of the two time periods equals Time to Adoption.
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Courtof Appeals Dispositions within Time Standards - Reports the number and percent of cases, by
case area, that met the objectives of disposing of 75% of cases within 290 days of filing and disposing
of 90% of cases within 365 days of filing.

Supreme Court Timing Standards - Reports identify the court’s performance based on three factors:
(1) the case type or jurisdiction (original/mandatory; discretionary; expedited); (2) the case-
processing event (PFR to disposition; submission to circulation; submission to disposition); and (3)
the timing objective to complete the event.

Quality Court Workplace Environment

Turnover Rate - Also called Separation Rate.Number of Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) wholeave the
branch during the fiscal year divided by the average number of FTEs employed in alocation during
that fiscal year (multiplied times 100). Rateexcludes Judges, Law Clerks, Bar Exam Monitors and
Limited /Temporary Appointments.

Index Scores - Index scores are an overall score for a grouping of survey statements; alsoreferred to
as index categories or sections. Scores can be calculated at the county, division, district or statewide
levels. Ifthere are 5 statementsin a section with responses on a 1-5 point scale, the index is calculated
by summing the means (averages) for each question in the section which brings the total maximum
score to 25. (5 questions x 5 points maximum each.) This score is then multiplied by 4 toplaceiton a
100-pointscale. For a grouping of 4 statements, the total maximumscore is 20, so the multiplieris 5.
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RACE CENSUS FORMS

Name Case/File Number

RACE CENSUS FORM-Criminal

The Minnesota Courts are collecting information on all people who appear in criminal, traffic and juvenile
cases. Collecting this information will help the Court ensure that everyone is treated fairly and equally,
regardless of his/her race or ethnicity.

Please answer both questions 1 and 2 below.

1. What is your race?

Mark an X by one or more races to indicate whatrace you consider yourself to be.
____ (D.American Indian or Alaska Native
___ (A).Asian
____(B).Blackor African American
____ (H).Native Hawaiian or Other PacificIslander

___(W). White

____(0). Other:

2. Are you Hispanic or Latino?

MARK THE “NO” BOXIF NOT HISPANIC OR LATINO

_____(N).NO, NotHispanicor Latino

_____(Y).YES, Hispanicor Latino

Have you answered both questions?

For definitions see the back of this form.

The information thatyou provide here will be compiled in a summarized form that will notidentify you by name. Identifying information
may, however, be subject to disclosure as required by the rules of publicaccess to records of the judicial branch, or other laws or courtrules.
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Definitions:

Race Categories: *

AmericanIndian or Alaska Native: A person having originsin any of the original peoples of North and
South America (including Central America), and who maintains tribal affiliation or community
attachment.

Asian: A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, or the
Indian subcontinent including, for example, Cambodia, China, India, Hmong, Japan, Korea, Malaysia,

Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, Thailand,and Vietnam.

Black or African American: A person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa, for
example Somalia. Terms such as “Haitian” can be used in addition to “Black or African American.”

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander: A person having origins in any of the original peoples of
Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other PacificIslands.

White: A person havingoriginsin any of the original peoples of Europe, the Middle East, North Africa,
or Mexico.

Ethnicity: *

Hispanic or Latino: A person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central American, or other
Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race. The term, “Spanish origin,” can be used in addition to
“Hispanic or Latino.”

* The United States Census Bureau has established these Race and Ethnicity categories
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Name Case/File Number

RACE CENSUS FORM
CHIPS/TPR CASES

The Minnesota Courts are collecting information on all people who appear in criminal, traffic and juvenile
cases. Collecting this information will help the Court ensure that everyone is treatedfairly, regardless of
his/her race or ethnicity.

Please answer both questions 1and 2 below regarding each child in this manner.

1. What is the race of the child? 2.Is the child Hispanic or Latino?

Indicate all races you consider Mark the correct response regarding
your child tobe. Hispanicor Latino

American Indian or Alaska Native (N) NO, NotHispanicor Latino
Asian

Blackor African American (Y) YES, Hispanicor Latino
Native Hawaiian or Other

PacificIslander

White

Other:

Child’s Name Race Hispanic
List each child. Circleresponse(s)

1. I A B H W O* Y/N
2. I A B H W O* Y/N
3. | A B H W O* Y/N
4. I A B H W O* Y/N
5. I A B H W O* Y/N
6. | A B H W O* Y/N

*Other:

Haveyou answered both questions for each child?
For definitions see the back of this form.

The information that you provide here will be compiled in a summarized form that will not identify you by name. Identifying information may, however, be
subject to disclosure as required by the rules of publicaccess to records of the judicial branch, or other laws or court rules.
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Definitions:

Race Categories: *

AmericanIndian or Alaska Native: A person having originsin any of the original peoples of North and
South America (including Central America), and who maintains tribal affiliation or community
attachment.

Asian: A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, or the
Indian subcontinent including, for example, Cambodia, China, India, Hmong, Japan, Korea, Malaysia,
Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, Thailand,and Vietnam.

Black or African American: A person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa, for
example Somalia. Terms such as “Haitian” or Negro” can be used in addition to “Black or African

American.”

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander: A person having origins in any of the original peoples of
Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other PacificIslands.

White: A person havingoriginsin any of the original peoples of Europe, the Middle East, North Africa,

or Mexico.

Ethnicity: *

Hispanic or Latino: A person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central American, or other
Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race. The term, “Spanish origin,” can be used in addition to
“Hispanicor Latino.”

* The United States Census Bureau has established these Race and Ethnicity categories
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Data Details (Appendix)

ANALYSIS NOTES

The datain thisdocument come from several sources. The results of timing measuresfor district
courts come from MNJAD (Minnesota Judicial Analytical Database, or data warehouse) reports and the
datarepresent both what exists ata point-in-time and trends over the past months and years.

Data changes each weekas new and updated information isloaded into the data warehouse from
MNCIS (Minnesota Court Information System). All years noted in the timing area represent fiscal years,
unless otherwise noted.

Access and Fairness survey results are available tojudges and staffon CourtNet. Dashboardsare
available for the 2019 courthouse survey, public website survey and two Court Payment Center
surveys (phone and web). These reports show results that can be customized by the user for location,
demographics, and level of detail. Trend data is available for survey results from 2013 and 2008.

The Trial Court Reports (MNJAD reports) for Clearance Rates, Time to Disposition, Age of Pending
Cases, Length of Time to Permanency and Time to Adoption for Children under State Guardianshipare
available tojudges and staffon CourtNet (the intranet ofthe Minnesota Judicial Branch). The Clearance
Rates, Time to Disposition and Age of Pending Casesreports are available in the original tabular
format as well asin color-coded “stoplight report” format. Readers of this report are encouraged to
look atthe datain thisreportas well as seek additional information usingMN]JAD and stoplight
reports.

Court of Appealsand Supreme Court timinginformation is reported from MACS (Minnesota Appellate
Court System case managementsystem)and reflects fiscal year figures.

Separation rates are reported from the Human Resources and DevelopmentDivision of the State Court
Administrator’s Office (SCAO) and reflect FY2021 and include trends backto FY2007. Juror
information comes from the jury management systemand includesjurors from FY2021 compared to
results of the most recent Census Population Estimates (most recent estimates reflectthe population
on July 1, 2020).

Race data collection rates are obtained from on-demand reports on CourtNet, specifically, “Summary
of Race Collection for Parties on Closed Cases with Percentages.”

Results of past Quality Court Workplace surveys are alsoavailable tojudges and staff on CourtNet.
Several reports are available tosee results by county, district or statewide; by employees or
judges/justices; comparisonsof employees and judges; and comparisons of results for 2021,2016,
2012 and 2008.
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