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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

It is the policy of the Minnesota Judicial Branch to establish core performance goals and to
monitor key results that measure progress toward meeting these goalgdeoto ensure

AAAT O1 OAAEI EOU 1T £/ OEA AOAT AEnh EI DOI OA 1T OAOAI I
trust and confidence in the judiciary. The six core judicial branch goals are:

Access to Justice

Timeliness

Integrity and Accountability

Excdlence

Fairness and Equity

Quality Court Workplace Environment

This is the second annuateport that contains results for all14 Key Results and Measures of Judicial
CouncilPalicy 505, 505a and 505b which were passedin October 2005 revised in Julyand August
2006 and in September 2009 The first report, completed in January 2009 contained baseline
information. This report contains current data along with trends as available.

The contentsof this report are organized intofour sectionsz

Executive Summary;

Review of Key Results and Measures;

Using Performance Measures for Administratiomnd
DataDetails (Appendix).

NS

The executivesummary first provides notes about the details of the datand describes new measures
and thendiscusses results that argositive, followed by possible areas of concern and finishes with a
consideration of what nextsteps the Judicial Council wants to take. The results present a barometer of
the work of the Branchz an overall picture of howthe courts aredoing at this point in time and trends
over the recent past



Executive Summary ‘

ANALYSIS NOTES

The data in his document comefrom several sources. The results of timing measures for district

courts come from MNJADMinnesota Judicial Analytical Databas&r data warehouse)reports as of

May 2010and the data representdoth what exists at a pointin-time and trends over the past months
and years Datachanges each week as new and updated information is loaded into the data warehouse
from MNCIS. All years noted in the timing area are calendar yearsiless otherwise noted

The Trial Court Reports(MNJAD repats) for Clearance Rates, Time to Dispositigige of Pending
Casesand Length of Time to Permanencgre availableto court judges and stafon CourtNet (the
intranet of the Minnesota Judicial Branch) Readers of this report are encouraged to look at théata in
the report as well as seek additional information using the MNJAD reportalso, please review the
Rules of Public Access to Records of the Judicial Branch.

Court of Appeals and Supreme Court timing information is reported frorMACS (Minnesota Apellate
Court System case management systerahd reflects calendar year figures.

Separation rate data is reported from the Human Resources Division of SCAO and is for Fiscal Year
2009 and trends comparing to FYO7and FY08 Juror information comes from the jury management
system andincludes jurors from calendar year 20® compared to 2000 census figures



Executive Summary ‘

DEFINITION OF TERMS

Definitions of measures used in this report include
Timeliness Measures

Clearance Ratez Number of dispositions for a specified period of time divided by the number of o
AET ET CO ji 61l OEPI EAA OEI AO pnnQgs I #1 AAOAT AA 2A0A
filed.

Time to Disposition z Assesses the length of time it takes to process cases compared to the Judicial
Council objectives for timely case processing. The measure is reported as a percentage of cases that
has met the timing objectives forwhen 90% of cases should be disposed} the 97 percentile and at

the 99t percentile. Cases disposed beyond the 9percentile are considered tchave not met timing
objectives.

Age of Pendingz Shows the percent of currently pending cases that are within the timing objectives
for timely case processing. Cases pending beyond theh98ercentile objective can be considered as
one measure otourt backlog.

Backlog Index z Number of cases of a given case type pending at the beginning of ylear, divided by
the total number of cases of thgiven type disposed during ttat year. The index represents the part of
a year it took to dispose of the cases pending at the beginning of the year if no new cases were filed.
The goal for Civil cases is to be at 1.0 or lower. Criminal cases should biewel.0.

Length of Time to Permanency 7 Asseses 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 cases, by type of permanency, and the lengthtime 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

Court of Appeals Dispositions within Time Standards z Reports the number and percent of cases
with timing objectives that met the objectivesfor Last Brief to Submission (55 days) and Submission to
Disposition (90 days, Juvenile Protection is 60 days).

Supreme Court Timing Standards z Reports the number of dayso accomgish an event for the case
that is atthe 50% mark of all cases placed in numeric order by the number of days to accomplish the
event, and at the 9@ percentile.

Quality Court Workplace Environment

Turn -over Rate - Also called Separation Rate. Number of FTEs who leave the branch during the fiscal
year divided by the average number of FTEs employed in a location during that fiscal year (multiplied
times 100). Rate excludes Judges, Law Clerks, Bar Exam Monitord Bimited/Temporary

Appointments.
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POSITIVEPERFORMANCE MEASURERESULTSBY GOAL

Access to Justice

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

+ Districts reviewed results from the last survey and are making adjustents to respond to

issues raised from the survey including:

o #EAT CET ¢ AEOAOGEI T O O1 O02A0DPI 1 A -ifisth@rdehtha OA O
decrease wait time at arraignments.

(0]

Frequent meetings of Juvenile Court judges to work together to find ways bwing child
protection cases into time standards.

o Judicial and court administration review of pending cases to keep them from falling
through the cracks.
0 The public website wasoverhauled to focus on user needs and interests including
designing a common district template. Posters direct court users to public access
computers and to the website.

+ Planning for a new round of Access and Fairness surveys will be done in FY2011yA@10z7
June 2011).

Timeliness

This goal area has several measures to determine if courts are handling cases in a timely mamger
Clearance Rates, Time to Disposition, Age of Pending Cases, Backlog Index, Length of Time to
Permanency and Court of Appeat and Supreme Court cases within Time Standards.

104% ~
102% -
100% -
98% -
96% -
94% -

92%

94.4%

100.8%

Statewide Major Criminal Clearance Rate
2005 to 2009

103.1%

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

+ Nine of ten judicial districts disposedof as
many Major Criminal cases incalendar year2009
as were filed (Clearance Rate df00% or higher)
and the statewide Clearance Ratdor thesecases
has improved each year since 2005

+ Other case groups withincreasingClearance Ratesver the past few years include Major Civil,
Probate/Mental Health, Dependency/Neglectand Juvenile Delinquency cases. Excluding
Minor Criminal Cases, the overall clearanamte in 2009 is 101.6%. Dependency/Neglect
Clearance Rates have improved from 89% in 2005 to 107% in 2009.

+ Six districts exhibit an overall clearance rate in 2009 of 100% or higher for all cases combined
(including Minor Criminal) with the 3rd District having the highest at 103%.
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Statewide Pending Caseload 2005-2009

+ SinceClearance Rates argenerally o000
above100% and case filings are 24,000 Y—"" —e—

mostly flat or declining, the number of | 2°%° T @~
pending casess alsodeclining. The 18,000

number of cases pendindpas 16,000

14,000 +——

decreasedfrom 2005 to 2009 in all 12,000
major case groups exceptlajor Qvil 10009 e

i . . 8,000
(+3%). The most dramatic decline is 6,000 e
for Probate/Mental Health cases #1000 T
which had a 73% decline in number of et Major Crim Major Civil em=gmm= Probate/MH
cases pending from 2005 to 2009 —t——Famiy === Juvenile Del Dep/Neg

+ This is the first year for reporting Backlog Index. The minimum goal for this index is 1.0 for
non-criminal cases, and should be below 1.0 for criminal case8ll major case groups have a
backlog index for 2009 that is .44 or less. This means that it took less than half a year to
dispose of he number of cases that were pending at the beginning of the year. The Backlog
Index for Probate/Mental Health cases has declined from 1.16 in 2005 to .43 in 2009.

WCL Case Perig:t“e Zg?sgpoo/;gda;fs ¢ For Time t-o D_ispositior_1 St_atewi(_de, nearl_y
Type Objective 99t 98% of all caseswith timing objectives disposed in
(Months) Percentile MNCIS in 2009 were disposed within the 99
Major Civil 24 08.6 percentile. (Time objectives set by the Judicial
Dissolutions 24 08.8 Council are noted inPgalicy 505ain the data details
Domestic Abuse 4 99.0 section.) Over 98% of Major Civil, Dissolution,
Minor Criminal 9 098.2 Domestic Abuse and Minor Criminal cases were
Total All Cases 97,7 disposed within the 9%th percentile objective.

+ Time to Disposition for Major Criminal and Juvenile cases has improved from 2007 to 2009.
The percent of cases beyond the 99ercentile for Major Criminal was 9.P6 in 2007, 8.4% in
2008 and 7.8%in 2009. The percent of Juvenile Delinquency cases disposed beyond thé 99
percentile objective was 7.7% in 2007, 6.5% in 2008 and 5.0% in 2009.

+ Another new measure is Length of Time to Permanencyver half of allpermanencies reached
for children in 2009 were through Protective Supervision or Trial Home Visit. Of these
permanencies, 86% were achieved before the child was out of home for 12 months or less.

+ All (100%) Court of Appeals cases met thigming objective for Submission to Disposition. The
objective is 90 days, except for Juvenile Delinquency which is 60 days.

+ The Supreme Court is generally meeting its time standards, especially for the time from Filing
of PFR (Petition for Further Review) to Dispositio of PFRwhere the standard for most case
types is 50 days at the 50 percentile and 60 days at the 90 percentile.



Integrity and Accountability
Cases with Undisposed Charges

The goalin this area isto ensure that the electronic record r Disposed without Sentence

. ) 1,80

system is accurate, complete and timely. L 600 10 2009 = 4,14
+ The Data Quality progranbegan in July 20070 g 1,400 -
identify and resolve data quality issuesA project § 1,200 -
to identify and investigatecriminal cases with “5 1,000 -
charges not disposed or dispsed without a 3 800 -
required sentence showed a reduction in cases E o0 -
with possible data quality issues from 11,800 in Jan|< 400

2009 down to approximately 1,100 in June 2010 200

0 -

+ Data quality reports are available onCourtNetfor
cases whichmay haveissues that preclude he case 123456782910

from appearing on the Length of Time to District _m Jar09 ®.Junl0
Permanency Report.

Fairness and Equity

Measures for this goal area includ@iror representativeness and statements from the Access and
Fairness survey.

Race yd00]0) 2009

Census* Jurors
White 93.6%| 92.5% ¢ Nearly all jurors complete therace information on
Black 2.6%| 2.6%| guestionnaires, and those who report to court are similar
American Indian 1.0%| 1.0%| |5cially and ethnically compared to the population of the
Asian/Pac Island 1.2%| 22% communities in Minnesota.
Other .6% 1.1%
Multiple Races 1.0% 7%
Total Statewide 42,869

*Ages 1870,citizens, not institutionalized, speak
English#elll 2 NJ W@SNE 5SSt Q

Quiality Court Workplace

This goal area measures Separation Rataad the Quality Court Workplace survey

+ Just over5% of employees left the Branch in FY 2@with nearly all of the departures being
resignations and retirements.

+ Planning for the next Quality Court Workplace survey should be done in 2010 and condiest

in Spring 2011.

10
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USING PERFORMANCE MESURES FOR ADMINISTRTION

After publication of the first annual Performance Measure reportthe Judicial Council asked that all
districts and appellate courts review results on an ofgoing hasis.

+ The first coordinated review of timeliness and Access and Fairness performance measure
results by districts/appellate courts was conducted in early 2010 and each location submitted
a written summary of the findings from the review(available in the Data Detailssection).

+ Reviewsnoted that some of the tactical strategies to be implemented to improve timing
measuresand lack of satisfaction expressed in the Access and Fairness\ay about the time it
takes to complete businesinclude:
o Changes in calendaringractices
o Extrareview of pending caseload reportscorrection of any errors
o DACAO AT A Al OO0 AAI ET EOOOAOQET T OOAZEE EAAT O
action
Working to control continuances
0 More aggressive monitoring and processing of child protection and prial criminal
appeals in the Supreme Court

o

11
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POSSIBLE AREAS OF GICTERN

The measures in this sectiorshow possible areas of concern, ando not necessarily reflect poor
performance.

Timeliness

+ Minor Criminal Clearance Rates have been below 100% in the péastir of five yearsresulting
in the number of pending cases increasg by 6% from 2005-2009.

¢ In 2009, 8% of Major Criminal casesind 5% of ggth 2009 % Cases
Juvenile Delinquency casewere disposed Percentile Disposed at
beyond the99th percentile objective (12 mcs.for Objective g9th
Major Criminal, 6 mes.for Juv Delinquency) (Months) Percentile
Only 53% of Major Criminal casesare disposed at | Major
the 90th percentile objective of four months. Criminal 12 92.2
Almost one-third of the serious felony Juvenile
dispositions in 2009 (29%), occurred beyad the | Pelinguency 6 95.0
12 month objectivefor these cases Total Al
Cases 97.7
Age of Pending Beyond 99th Percentile - 150
16% - Other Felony Cases
1105 12% ¢ There are large differences among
12% 1 , 10%10% 10% districts for Age of Pending casei the Other

Felony case grougeyond the 99" percentile
of the timing objectives(as of5/10/10 ) z
from 4% up to 16%.

8% -

4%

0% -

% Cases Beyond 99th Percent

8 2 4 10 5 Statel1 6 7 9 3

District CasesPending as of 5/10/10

+ TheMajor Criminal Backlog Indexs .44 statewide, but is .50 or higher in four districts.The
10t District has the highest backlog index in Major Criminal andhdividual county index
numbers in the district are as high as .71. his means that it took nearlynine monthsto
dispose of the number of Major Criminal cases pending at the beginning of 2009.

+ Onefourth of all children reaching permanency on a CHIPS case in 2009 did so after being out
of home longer than 12 months; 37% bchildren who reached permanency on a Permanency
case(TPR or NorTPR)in 2009 did so after being out of home for more than 12 months.

Using Performance Measures for Administration

+ The results of the first coordinated review of performance measures by aistricts and
appellate courts indicate that lack of resourceg judicial, court administration, public defender
Z is mentioned most frequentlyas a reasorfor timing measures that exceeded the objectives.

12
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NEXT STEPS

This is thesecondcomprehensive report to the JudicialCouncil of the Key Results of Performance
-AAOOOAOS 01T 1T EAU v muof theOvinGebata JdliEidl Branth)taestabi3h OrE A DT 1 E
performance goals and to monitor key results that measure progressward meeting these goals in

order to ensure accountability of the branch, improve overall operations of the court, and enhance the

DOAI EABO OOOOO AT A Al 1 #FZEAAT AA E1T OEA EOAEAEAOQOUS

In order to continue the work of monitoring results, there are several pssible directions that the
JudicialCouncil canconsider:

+ Continue to have districts/appellate courts review timing resultson an ongoing basis, but
conduct the more formal,coordinated review once per year rather than twice per yearThis
review should take placein early 2011 as soon as YE2010 data &vailable.

+ Make tools available to the bench and court administration in districts and counties to review
timing data regularly on an asneeded basis.

0 In-person or WebEXx sessions to review and analyze local performance measure results
which would include technical help in running reports and compiling information along
with assistance in working through results to identify positive areas as well as posse
items of concern.

o Improve the userfriendly nature of gathering district and county timing measures

¢ Include results of the district/appellate courts review in the next annual Performance
Measures report which should be completed in late Spring 2011The Key Results and
Measures: Priority Measurea for Implementation are then to be reviewed and updated for
FY2012-FY2013.

+ Based on previous recommendations from the Court Operations Policy and Strategy (COPS)
committee, have the State CourAdministrator appoint a work group of judges, district and
court administration staff to plan for the next round of Access and Fairness surveys. Complete
the planning in FY2011 (by June 2011) and conduct the surveys in FY2012 (by June 2012) or
sooner if possible.

The processcould be extended ratherthan having all courthouses conduct the survey within
sixmonthsas in 2008. Locations that want updated results sooner could do the survey before
others z perhaps on a rotating schedule or on an aseeded lasis.

+ Have the State Court Administrator appoint a work groupf judges,human resourcescontacts,
education and organizational developmenstaff and court administration staffto plan for and
implement the second Quality Court Workplace surveyPlanningshould begin in 2010 and the
survey conducted inSpring 2011 with reporting and survey follow-up continuing throughout
2011. (Results would not be available for the 2011 Annual Performance Measure report.)

+ Confirm that CJI teams areesponsible for reviewing the results from the Length of Time to
Permanency measure and to develop action plans accordingly.

13



REVIEW OF KEY RESULS AND MEASURES

ACCESS TO JUSTICE

The Minnesota Judicial Branch will be open, affordable and understandable to ensure access $tige.
Do participants perceive the courts to be accessible?

ACCESS AND FAIRNES®JRVEY

+ When the Access and Fairness Survey was conductgdtewide in 2008, over 80% of
respondents agreed or strongly agreed with 7 of the 10 statements in the Access section.

+ Three statements regarding timeliness and the website scored lower than the other seven
statements.

¢ Planning for the nextround of the survey should be done during FY2011 in order to conduct
the survey in FY2012.

The Access and Fairness Survey conducted in Minnesota was adapted fromNiagional Center for
State Courts NCSECourTools Access and Fairness Surve total of 7,769 surveys were compleid
by court customers over a period of six months, between January and June 2008e survey
contained fifteen questions, divided into two sections(1) Access and?2) Fairness. Therewere also
demographic questions that respondents were asked to completso their responses could be
categorized.

A sample of the esults from the Access section of the survag included in this section, and the
Excellenceand Fairnesssections also catain results from the survey. Complete results of the2008
survey are posted onCourtNet.

Statewide, about nine out of ten respondents indicated they agree or strongly agree with the following
statements:

e Finding the courthouse was easy (9%)

e | easilyfound the caurtroom or office | needed (90%)

e | was treatedwith courtesy and respect (8%%0)

Three statementshad fewer than eightout of ten respondentswho indicated they agree or strongly
agree with the statements:

e The court's hours of operation made it asy for me to do busines$77%)

e | was able to get my court business done in a reasonable amount of tif7d %)

e | viewed the Court's website and found it usefu{58%)

The responses from the 10 Access Section statements were combined to calculate an overdéx
score to summarize the data. The index score is placed on a scale frott00 and scores were
calculated for various demographic groupsThe demographic groups with the highest scores were:

e Attorneys representing a client (87)

e Jurors or Potential Juors (87)

e Respondents in Small courts(86)

1 Responses from court customers in counties categorized as Small in the 2008/2 WCL data.
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Access to Justice

The lowest access index scores belong to the following demographic groups:
e Witnesses (78)
e Black or African American respondents (78)
¢ Multi-Racial respondents (78)

Responding to Performandgleasure Results

Each district reviewed results of the Access and Fairness Survey, along with timeliness measures, and
reported results of the review. Copies of the reviews are available in thappendix. Nearly all districts
noted that the lowest levels of agreement on the survey were for respondents being able to get court
business done in a reasonable amount of timend attributed these scores to lower levels afesources

Z for the courts and for other justice partners.

Examples of responses to the issue of how much time it takes for court users to complete their

businessinside and outside of the courtroomincludethe 4n$ EOOOEAOh O$OA O1 AOACA(
staffing, the wait time to see a Hearing Officer has increased fror60 minutes in 2008 to 663120

minutes in 2009. Scheduling for contested payable offenses that are not settled in the Hearing Office

can be scheduled up to five months oudIn the 7th District,

O4EAOA AOA OAOGAOAI Al i PAOEIC EAAOI OO xEEAE OEA Al

minimal control over such as public defender readiness, O)T OEA AEOOOEAOD
prosecuting attorney availability, probation agency a shortage of judges, public defende
availability for assessments, et8 & and prosecutors, we schedule volun
calendars for one common morning
Some of the changes made in response to survesults in and afternoon start time. Calendars
the 4t District included relocating aSelf Help are typically very large resulting in
representative to the front filing counter for family cases. some of thditigants having to wait
Although lines are long, it helps expedite filing since Al O OEAEO AAOA
PATPIA ATT1T60 OOA0O0 ET TTA TETA AT A OEAsiohid® OAEAO

Help. Also,inthe#$ EOOOEAO * OOATEI A #1 060Oh EOACAO Oi £LAO
frequently to discuss the top 20 out of compliance child

pOl OAAOGET T AAOAOh AT A xi OE OI CAOEAO O EET A xAUO
The6n$ EOOOEAO EAO i1 OGAA OI OOEIT ¢ O02A0PTITA "uo AAOAO
enforcementpersonneldistribute real court datesfor those with payable offenses. The plan is to

OAAOAA OEA 1 @&i DAO AIDLEAOGOAIE Ehpiedidtahlédn nyribEr AriereakeOnit

times, and require extra staff handling to prepare files for court.

The 34 District was not able to make changet improve court user satisfactionO5 1 £ 0001 AOAIT Uh
have further reduced access to court users since the survey was conducted. As a result of our drastic

staffing reduction in FY08, we have closed the public serviceuters and telephones for the

ANGEOGAT AT O T &£ ¢ AAU PAO xAAES8O

In response to the survey results about websiteshe Court Information Office within the State Court

I AT ET EOOOAOQT 080 / £AEZEAA O1 AAOOI T E A@OAT Okeidusidh ££1 00
on user needs and interests, including designing a common template for district websiteBach

courthouse now has a public access computer and posters were created to direct users to the public

website for help with court related issuesln 2009, www.mncourts.govreceived more than 4.5 million

visits which is four times the number recorded four years earlier.
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TIMELINESS

The Minnesota Judicial Branch will resolve cases and controversies in a timely aaxpeditious way

without unnecessary delays.

Are trial courts handling cases in a timely manner?

CLEARANCE RATES

+ District courts disposed 0f96% of the number of cases filed in 2009f Minor Criminal cases
are excluded, courts disposed of 102% of the number of cases filed.
+ The 2009 statewide overall clearance rate (%) is the same asn 2005, and has declined since

2006.

¢+ Clearance rates foMajor Criminal cases fotthe past five yeas have steadily increased from
94% in 2005 to 103% in 2009. The increasing clearance rate has resulted in a decrease of

active pending Major Criminal cases.

Figure 2.1: Statewide Clearance Rates 2007 -2009

Clearance Rates

2007 2008 2009
100% 101% 103%

Case
Group

Major

The 2009 clearance rate(Clearance Rate= Number of dspositions
divided by number offilings times 100) is higher than in 2008, but
lower than in 2007.The overall rate is below 100% each year

Criminal

Major Civil

96%

97%

100%

Probate/
MH

107%

113%

110%

Family

101%

102%

100%

Juvenile

99%

103%

105%

from 2005-2009 with variation from year to year and among case
types as indicated in the charts below

In 2009, Probate/Mental Health caseshavethe highest clearance
rate among case groupsit 110% with Guardianship/
Conservatorshipcases showing the highest rate within tat group

Minor Civil 97% 99% 100%

Minor

0,
Criminal 99%

93% 95%

State 99% 95% 96%

(138%) (Seeappendix). Minor Giminal cases have the lowest
clearance ratein 2009 at 95% with Other Traffic cases (926)
having the lowest ratewithin that group.

Figure 2.2: 2009 Overall Clearance RatesBy District

The high proportion of all cases that aréviinor
Criminal has asignificant impact on theoverall
clearance rate The overall rateis 101.6%
excluding Minor Criminal. TheseMinor Criminal
cases maybe impacted by staffing shortages as
this case type tends to be staff intensivand
lower priority to other case groups.
Additionally, decreassin judicial resources
could impact the resolution of these cases

The 2009 Clearance Rate by districfor all cases
ranges fromjust under 84% in the 2nd District to

District
[{e]

102.9%
102.0%
101.5%
101.0%
100.8%
100.4%
98.8%

96.5%

96.0%

83.7%

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

103% in the 3rd District. See the appendix for statewide elarance rates for all case types in 2009 and

for 2005 to 2009 district trends by case groups.
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Figure 2.3: Statewide Clearance Rates 2005-2009 z By Case Group

Overall Clearance Rate (All Case Typt Major Criminal Clearance Ratt

105% - 110%

99.8% 103.1%

100% - 99.0% 105% 070, 99.8% 1008%
QWO% 100%
94.6% 94.4%

95% - 95%

90% . . . . : 90% T T T T T 1

Major Civil Clearance Rats¢ Minor Civil Clearance Rate
105% 105% 00.69
99.0% 99.5% 98.6% 100.1% 100.6% 100.3%
100% QW 100% W—‘
95% 95%
90% T T T T T 1 90% T T T T T 1
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Family Clearance Ratt Minor Criminal Clearance Ratt
105% 101.9% 105%
101.3% * 100.1% 100.0% gg g9,
100% - 97.1% 96.8% 100% :
m 05,60 0 on o0
95% 95% 93.2%
90% T T T T T 1 90% T T T T T 1
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Probate/Mental Health . .
115% 110% , Juvenile Delinquency Clearance Ra
103.006 1046%
105% | 108.6% 109.6% 100% - 98.4%
10550 070% :
100% 95% -
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 90% : : : : ,

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Dependency/Neglect Clearance Rai

106.9%
110% 105.3% 0

105%
100%
95%
90%
85% T T T T T 1

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
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Figure 2.4: Overall Clearance Rates By District 2007- 2009

110%

100% -
90% | S— - - - i— - - - — -
80% - I— - - - I— - - - — -
70% . . . . . . . . . .

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

State

District 2007 2008 = 2009

Figure 2.5: Statewide Pending Caseload Major Cases 2005- 2009

$AOEA 30AAIl i MldeallyOofF>tas—~AS=is A
a court should generate a clearance | 27090 . ——
ratio of 1.0 or higher each year. 24,000 *r— ——
[100%] ) £ A AT OO0O0G®G 4 5 oo
continually less than 1.0 over an
extended period, the court will

develop a larger number of pending | 15000 :.KK i
cases. As the pending caseload 12,000

18,000

grows, delays will almost certainly 9.000 * —H— > X
Al 114 x80 o- *— *‘:‘&“

6,000
Figure 2.5 shows that the number of 3,000 . ; ;
cases pending in the major case 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
groups from 2005 to 2009 has == Major Crim === Major Civil Probate/MH
increased il’l0n|y one majorcase =y Family e Juvenile Del === Dep/Neg
categoty z Major Qvil (+3%). The Excludes Dormant Cases and Out on Warrant

number of Major Griminal, Probate,
Family, Juvenile Delinquency and Dependency/Neglectpending cases hs decreased during this time
period as thefiling numbers decreased anctlearance rates increased.

A backlog index is another way to analyze the magnitude of cases pendingiE T T AOT OA8 O $E OO
Courts. Information about backlog begins orpage 27

2 Steelman, David CCaseflow ManagemenfWilliamsburg: National Center for State Courts, 2000), p. 132.

18



L EIRESS

TIME TO DISPOSITION

+ Statewide, B% of all cases disposed in MNCIS in 280vere disposed within the 99h
percentile of the time objective Conversely,2% of all cases were disposed later than the
objective.

+ Eight percent (8%) of Major Criminal cases were disposedbeyond the12 month objective in
2009. Only 53% of Major Criminal cases met the 90percentile objective of 4 months.

+ Over onefourth (27%) of all caseddisposed in 2009with a jury trial, were disposed beyond
the 99t percentile time objective. However, jury trials represent only1.3% of all major case
type dispositions in 2009.

+ Use of overall statewide averages maslkhe large variation in Time to Disposition by District
and by County.

Figure 2.6: Statewide Time To Disposition Cases Disposed in MNCIS in2009

WCL Case Beyond
Group 90th Percentile 97th Percentile 99th Percentile 99th Total
Cum Cum Avg
Obj Cases| % Obj Cases| % Obj Cases| % Cases| % Cases| Days
Major
Criminal 4 31,049 53.4 6 10,021 | 70.6 12 | 12521 92.2 4551 | 7.8 58,142 157
Major Civil 12 40,937 92.3 || 18 2,102 97.0 24 712 98.6 602 14 44,353 125

Dissolutions 12 15,639 91.3 || 18 942 96.9 24 332 98.8 207 12 17,120 134
Domestic
Abuse 2 11,180 97.5 3 110 98.5 4 55 99.0 118 1.0 11,463 14
JuvenileDel 3 15,316 80.6 5 2,258 925 6 478 95.0 956 5.0 19,008 62
Minor
Criminal 3 436,232 87.4 6 43330 | 961 9 10,951 98.2 8,741 | 1.8 || 499254 50

Grand Total 550,353 | 84.8 58,763 | 938 25,049 97.7 15175 | 2.3 || 649340 66

Objectives are in months
Only cases disposed in MNCIS are included (100% of Major Case types; approx. 35% of Minor Criminal disposed ca&fsS)est in V
Minor Criminal case counts are cases, rather than charges as oncatbestatistics reports

The Time to Disposition measure assesses the length of time it takes a court to process cases. It
Al i PAOAOG A AT OO0O80O PAOAEI Oi AT AA xEOE OOAOA 1T AEAAOQE
into account periods duringwhich cases are dormant.

The appendix containgddata onstatewide time to disposition by case typeas well asdistrict level time
to disposition by case group.Thereis variation among districts, by case type and by type of
disposition.

Within the Major Criminal category, 5% of the serious felony dispositiongn 2009 occurred beyond
the 99t percentile objective of12 months (Seeappendix for details). In contrast, 4% of the Gross
Misdemeanor DWI dispositions occurred beyond the 12 month objective.

The following charts show Time to Disposition by Case Group for 20y District. The greatest
variation among districts is in Major Criminalwith the 3rd District disposing 13.2% of Major Criminal
cases beyond the 99 percentile objective down to the & District disposing of 2.5% beyond the 99
percentile.
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Figure 2.7: Time To Disposition 200 9 By Case Group By District

| oo | ortn | oo | >ooth | Soth | 97th | 99t | >oom
Cum % Cum %
2 3.7

Cum %

3 42.0 59.1 86.8 13.2 88.6 93.4 96.3
10 33.9 52.2 87.5 12.5 7 91.4 96.8 98.2 1.8
1 46.2 64.6 89.3 10.7 6 90.5 95.9 98.3 1.7
7 43.5 62.8 89.5 10.5 1 93.2 97.1 98.4 1.6
9 59.0 75.6 93.1 6.9 3 91.6 96.4 98.4 1.6
5 56.3 75.2 93.9 6.1 5 92.8 96.7 98.5 1.5
6 62.3 77.7 94.2 5.8 9 92.4 97.1 98.6 1.4
2 60.1 79.6 95.1 4.9 10 90.7 96.8 98.8 1.2
4 70.4 84.7 97.0 3.0 8 93.8 98.0 99.3 0.7
8 62.9 80.9 97.5 2.5 4 94.7 98.9 99.8 0.2
State 53.4 70.6 92.2 7.8 State 92.3 97.0 98.6 1.4

Dom. Abuse Time to Disp. 2009

Dissolution Time to Dis 2009 o Som oo
District ) Cum % Cum % %
1 4.2

90th 97th 99th > 99th
District % Cum % Cum % %
10 2.5

871 | o945 975 937 | 95.1 95.8
3 90.9 96.4 98.6 1.4 6 95.8 97.4 98.3 1.7
2 89.6 96.6 98.8 1.2 9 96.6 97.5 98.4 1.6
1 933 | 97.9 98.9 11 > 97.7 | 98.9 99.2 038
9 92.1 | 96.8 99.0 1.0 10 965 | 984 99.3 07
6 928 | 97.2 99.0 1.0 3 989 | 993 99.6 04
2 928 | 977 993 07 2 984 | 995 99.7 0.3
7 911 | 975 993 07 8 99.1 | 99.4 99.7 0.3
5 928 | 979 993 07 4 99.7 | 99.9 99.9 0.1
8 943 | 985 99.8 0.2 ’ 98.1 | 99.2 100.0 0.0

Sme | 913 | 969 98.8 12 State [ 97.5 | 985 99.0 1.0

Juv. Del. Time to Disposition 2009 Minor Crim. Time to Disp . 2009
District % Cum % Cum % % BiSTIET ] CUke Clmke ]
3 70 10 3.0

567 | 871 53.0 853 | 941 97.0
= T o0 o1 5 2 660 | 924 971 2.9
9 777 | 912 941 5.9 4 71l | 928 977 23
2 837 | 934 945 55 3 90.0 | 966 985 L5
2 780 | 919 94.7 53 5 926 | 97.2 98.5 L5
- to 031 _~ 5 1 922 | 973 98.7 13
TR TR BT o e 7 90.7 | o971 98.8 1.2
- TTRETE, s o 9 930 | 97.9 99.0 1.0
5 841 | 936 96.2 3.8 6 948 | 985 99.3 0.7
1 866 | 946 96.3 3.7 8 941 | 984 99.4 0.6

State | 806 | 925 95.0 5.0 State | 874 | 961 98.2 18

Minor Criminal &cludes VIiBES data
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While statewide numbers tend to even outnany variances, district and county level information show
more variation. As an example, dring the review of Performance Measureesults of Time to
Disposition, the ¥t District noted that there are large variationsamong different counties he county
took an average of 73 days to dispose of Major Civil cases while another tabkee times as long(241
days).

Figure 2.8: Personal Injury Cases Time to Disposition 2009 by District

District >99th % | Total Cases
For another example, about fourpercent (3.7%) of personal 5 (24 Tgio/ D'Sp035%d5
injury cases were disposed beyond th@9th percentile 3 8.9‘V0 179
objective of 24 months (2 years) statewide in 2009. But, there 5 6.6‘; 182
are many differences amonglistricts ranging from the 4th = 6.5‘; o2

District having 0% of personal injury cases disposed beyond D7
L . . . 9 5.8% 137

the objective (with 40% of statewide personal injury

. . L . 7 5.2% 173
dispositions for the year)to the 2nd District having 12% of 1 2.1% 390
these cases disposedfter 24 months. 10 1.9% 232
8 1.7% 59
4 0.0% 1,458
State 3.7% 3,637

Figure 2.9illustrates county variation in time to disposition for 5t Degree Assaultases. It shows that
the percent of cases disposeih 2009 beyondthe 9 month objective (99" percentile) ranges from 0%
to 50%.

RockCounty has the highest percent dth Degree Assaultases disposed beyond the 99percentile,

but it had only 4 of the ca®s disposed in 2009 see appendix for number of cases disposed by county)
This situation is an example where caution should be used in looking at county results. MNJAD reports
contain this disclaimer to remind usersof the problems of using small numbers of cases:

The Judicial Council recognizes that these timing objectives may not be meaniaigéulevel
below that of the Judicial District when there are only a small number of cases.
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Figure 2.9: 5th Degree Assault Dispositions Beyond the 99 th Objective 200 9 By County
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The appendix contains the total number of dispositions by county foSth Degree Assaultn 2009. If a county is
not listed, no cases were disposed beyond the 9%ercentile objective.
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As would be expected,here arealsodifferences in time to disposition based on the type ofdivity
that closed the caséseeappendix).

Over onefourth (26.9%) of the 3,125 cases disposedof all types that have timing objectives)n
MNCIS in2009 with a jury trial went beyond the 99th percentile. The differences among case groups
are shown inFigure 2.10.

Figure 2.10: Percent Cases Dispaosed With Jury Trial Beyond 99 th Percentile 2009

% Cases Disposed Total Cases Disposed with
Case Group Beyond 99t Jury Trial (less than 1% of
Percentile all cases)
Major Criminal 26.2% 1,611
Major Civil 13.8% 347
Juvenile Delinquency 45.5% 11
Minor Criminal 31.7% 1,156
Total 26.9% 3,125

In contrast, 4% of cases disposedin all case types)with only hearing activity and no trial (301,552
cases) went beyond the 99 percentile and only 5% of cases withoutany hearing activity (335,332)
went beyondthe 99 percentile.

Figure 2.11: Statewide Percent CasesDisposed Beyond 99t Percentile by Disposition
Activity Type -2007-2009

30% - et JUry Trial

26.9%
25% - 21.9%
e Court Trial

20% - 19.1%

15% 1 With Hearing
10% 8.9% 9.2% Activity
0 L 0,
o 6.8%+ 4{( % === Change of
s 48%e— \ 4.0% Coang
0.6%. 0.9% _ 4.5% 3.4%
0% - MO G . 20 ] 0.5% | = Without Hrg
Activity
2007 2008 2009

Only dispositions recorded in MNCIS are included iRigure 2.11 In 2007, approximately 75% of all
non minor criminal cases are included, about 98%» 2008, and 100% in 2009except for Minor
Criminal casesprocessed in VIBE$ Hennepin and Ramsey Counties
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AGE OF PENDING CASES

¢ Sevenpercent (7%) of active pending cases statewiden May werebeyond the 99h percentile
objective for completing the case(Timing objectives are those used for Time to Disposition.)

+ Within districts, the percent of cases pending beyonthe 99 percentile ranges from2% in the
8th District to 15% in the 5 Distri ct.

+ Condemnation(30%) and Serious Felony19%) cases have the greatest percent of cases
pending beyond the 99 percentile.

Figure 2.12: Statewide Age of Pending (MNCIS Cases)As Of5/6/2010

While the statewide average for
all case typespending over the
Percen | Percen- Cum | Percen- Cum 99" percentile is 7% of cases,

90th 97th 99th

-tile tile % tile % there is variation among case

Major groups from Dissolution cases

o 59% 13%| 72% 19%| 91% 9% | 23,786 )
Criminal ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ at 1% to 15% of Domestic
?:".a‘.lor 85% 7%| 92% 3%| 95% 59| 14,162| Abuse cases pending beyond

Vi the 99t percentile objective of
t[i)(')snsso‘“' 90% 7% | 96% 20| 99% 1%| 5,784| 4 months. Juvenile delinquency
Do and major criminal casesalso
Abuse 77% 6% | 83% 2% | 85% 15% 369 | haveahigher percentage of
Major casespending beyond the 99th
Juvenile 77% 11%| 89% 2% | 91% 9%\ 2,922| percentile objectives (9%). (See
Minor appendix for complete
Criminat 77% 11%| 88% 5% | 92% 8%/ 63,781 (iatewide Age of Pending.)
?(t)"’t‘;el 74% 11%| 85% 7%| 93% 7%/ 110,804

*Excludes VIBES cases

Figure 2.13: Age of Pending Beyond 99th Percentile All Case Types

There are differences among districts in the
overall age of pewnling cases as shown ifrigure
2.13*, Theappendix contains complete Age of
Pending reports for each district as 06/6/20 10.

15%

._\
N
]

9% —

When comparing the percent of cases pending
beyond the 99 percerntile from 10/16/08 to
5/6/10 the 4t 5t 8" and 7th Districts show
increased overall age of peding, the 2dis
mostly flat and thelst, 3d, 8h, 9h and 10h
Districts have a lower percent beyond the 99
percentile. The 3t District has the greatest
decline going from 14% pending beyond the 99
percentile to 4%.

6%

3% —

% Cases Beyond 99th Percent

0% -
8 4 1 2State3 7 6 9 10 5
m 10/16/2008 0O5/6/2010

** Excludes VIBES cases
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Responding to Performance Measure Results

The 3 District has the highest percent of cases pending beyond the ®9ercentile because, as noted

NnOEAEO OAOEAx 1T £ OAOOI 66h O) O EO 1 EEAIT U OEAOA AOA
OEAO xAOA 110 POiI PAOI U OAPT OOAA AO A1 1 OAA8 8 #1 00

An example of tke variation foundin the same measure is shown inage of pendingMajor Criminal
Other Felony cases. Statewide, there are 10%@ther Felonycases pending beyond the 99
percentile. But,district results range from 4% of these casepending beyond the 12 month objective
in the 8 District to 16% in the 3rd District. Within the 3rd District, the county results vary on Other
Felony cases pending beyonthe 12 month objective from1% of cases ifMower Countyto nearly one-
third (31%) in Steele County.

Figure 2.14: Other Felony Cases Pending Beyond 99t Percentile (12 months) By

District (as of 5/ 6/2010)
% over # of
3rd District 99th  Pending
Counties Percentile Cases

% over # of

99th Pending
District Percentile Cases Steele 31% 195
3 16% 1,655 Winona 21% 295
9 12% 979 Dodge 20% 41
7 11% 1,547 Olmsted 19% 500
6 10% 754 Waseca 13% 46
1 10% 1,395 Fillmore 10% 20
State 10% 12,147 Houston 7% 45
5 9% 667 Freeborn 5% 149
10 8% 2,123 Rice 5% 176
4 6% 1,859 Wabasha 2% 51
2 5% 842 Mower 1% 137
8 4% 326 District Total 16% 1,655

Statewide,the percent of Other Felony cases pending beyond the 12 month objectikange, by county,
from 100% to 0% as shown inFigure 2.15. Theappendix contains information about the number of
cases pending in each location and the average number of days each case that is beyond the 99
percentile has been pending.

- . ; Responding to Performance Measure Results

O&iii1i xETC A

Cﬁsle pelr‘d'ng report ?f”‘?' a The variation in age of pending cases may be a result of dafaality

wholesale correctiorefiort, issues in MNCIS such ascorrect data entry of dispositions and

i1 OOAA 1 ECE . . . :
dates. Data quality reportsare availablefor districts and counties

of Pending Over the 99 . . . L
Percemng as of April 1, to identify dispositions/dates that may not have beemrecorded

T LT 86 correctly.

First District L . .
The 1st District found that case dispositions were not updated or

were improperly entered during transition from TCIS to MNCIS

which resulted in many cases being shown as pending. In addition to an extensive data quality effort,

O8OEA AEOOOEAO AO A xEIT A AT A AAAE ET AEOBHOAI

A

DAOAAT OEl Aq 11 OEA OOEAI h EAAOEIT ¢ 1T O PAPAO OAOE
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Figure 2.15: Percent of Other Felony Cases Pending Beyond 99t Percentile (12 months)
By County (As of 5-6-2010)
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If a county is not listed, no cases are pending beyond the®®®ercentile. Appendix contains total number of
Other Felonycases pending by county and average number of days cases beyond the gércentile have been

pending as of5/6/20 10.
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BACKLOG INDEX

+ All Backloglndex scores are far belowi.0. The lower the index score, the better, as the
maximum index score should be 1.0

+ The Major Criminal Backlog Index is the onlgategorythat has risen from 2005 to 2009(.36 to
.44) while the Probate/Mental Health Backlog Idex has declined over 60%n that time.

+ As with other timing measures, results vary by district and by counties within districts.

There are several ways t@assesscourt backlog. Within the Age of Pendinganalysis, those cases that

are past the timeobjective of the 99 percentile are consideredto beOA A1 A UOMAMOA EIIG CCAAG
ClearanceRates also providle anAAOOOA 1T £ Ei x xAi1 A Ai 606 EO OEAAD
as it compares the number of cases disposed during a time period withehotal number of cases filed

during that same period. 0" AAET 1 ¢6 EAO Al O0i AAAT OOAA &I AAOGAOE.
scheduled.

e
0ét he ba&gkiksl c
one of the most reliable

Another useful measure is theBacklogll AA@ OxEEAE E(
of the quickest and most reliable indicators of court wide
performance relating to caseprocessing times. It

indicators of courtwide | AAOOOAO OEA DPAT AET C AAOAI T AA
performance relating te ce capacityto dispose of the caseload during a given time
procesi ng t i me¢ b A O B TTh& spécific measurement is the number of cases
of a given case type pending at the beginning of the year,
David Steelm: divided by the total number of cases of tht case type

disposed during the year.

The major difference between clearance rates and backlog index is that clearance rates compare

AEODPI OEOQEI T O O AZEIETCO j EAAPEI ¢ OD xEOE Ol Axd8 xI
previously pending cases (takingcare dd1 1 A8 x| O Bdds, the barklog ihdéxiebresentshe

part of a yearit would take to dispose of the cases pending at the beginning of the year if no new cases

were filed.

For example if acounty had 500 pendingOther Felony cases at the beginning of the year and disposed

of 1,000Cther Felony cases that year, it would have a backlog index of .5. This means that the court
00001 AA 1T OA ©fdhe éqGivalArE @b thd pénBlidg caseload within six months (.5 equals alf
UAAOQS8 0! AAAEIT C ETAA® 1T &£ p8nm | AAT O OEAO OEA Al
ET 11 A The Aiki@WBnogoal for a civil backlog index is 1.0 or less.

Criminal cases should be disposed more quickly, so the backlog indexsld be lower for criminal

cases than civil cased his situation, however, is not reflected in the datastatewide in 2009 as noted in
Figure 2.16.

3 Steelman, David CCaseflow Managemenf{Williamsburg: National Center for State Courts, 2000), p. 93.
4 1bid.
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Figure 2.16: Backlog Index of Major Case Types Statewide 2005 -2009
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The data infigure 2.16 indicates
courts statewide now have a higher
backlog index for Major Criminal
cases than for Major Civil cases
although both are less than .5

The backlog index has been declining
for all major case groupsn the past
five years,exceptin Major Criminal.
The Probate/Mental Health area has
decreased the most from 1.6 in

2005 to .43 in 2009 while Major
Criminal had a backlog index of .36 in
2005 rising to .44 in 2009

As with other measuresthe Major Criminal backlog index varies by distdt and counties within
districts. District backlog index datafor 2005-2009 is available in theappendix.

Figure 2.17: 2009 Backlog Index for Major Criminal CasesBy District

Figure 2.17 shows the Major
Criminal backlog indexfor 2009 as
low as .31 in the 4 District to a high
of .58 in the 100 District. This
means that the 4 District was able
to processthe number of cases
pending at the beginning of 2009 in
under four months (.31 d a year)
while the 10t processed an
equivalent number of cases as those
pending at the beginning of 2009 in
about sevenmonths (.58 of a year).

10th 2009 Backlog
District in Major
Counties Criminal
Wright 71
Pine .69
Isanti .68
Chisago .62
Kanabec .60
Anoka 57
Sherburne 51
Washington A8
District Total .58

0.58

0.25

0.30 0.35

0.40 0.45
m 2009 backlog

0.50 0.55

As in other measures, there is variatioty county within a district.
Major Criminal cases irthe 10t District range from abacklog indexof
.48 in Washington County to .71 in Wright County These numbers
show that Wright County took nearlynine monthsto dispose of the
number of Major Criminal cases pending at the beginning of 2009.
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Responding to Performance Measure Results /- -\
Thereview of Backlog Indexas part ofthe Performance Measures 6/ 60 111 UfrdO,

Results completed by thelOth District indicated the higher Backlog
Index number in Major Criminal, especially Serious Felonies, were

attributed to public defender shortages and judicial vacancies defender shortages and
(backlog Index in 2009 for the 1@ District for Serious Felonies judicial vacancies have
was 1.01, rising as high as 137 in Wright County). Although no

the backlog indexjvas in
serious felonies. Public

systemic data quality or business practice issues were identified Tenth District
as contributing to a higher backlog inde)y the 10" District, they
report that some counties arenow reviewing calendars to see if K _/

improvements can be made.
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LENGTH OF TIME TO PEMANENCY

+ Just over threefourths (76%) of children who reached permanency on a CHIPS case in 2009
did soafter being out of home for 12 months or fewer (across cases).

¢ Just under twothirds (63%) of children who reached permanency on one of the Permanency
case types reached permanency within 12 monthd PR (old case type), PermaneneyPR,
PermanencyNon-TPR).

¢+ The new Length of Time to Permanency report on CourtNet allows districts and counties to
analyze local data for children who have reached permaneneyjter being placed out of home

QLG Aa GKS Lfaroes The Judicial Council approved adding the Length of Time to
that juvenile protection cases be Permanency measure to the Key Results and Measures in
expeditedin conformance with state and =~ September 2009. A report was devefzed to provide these

federal requirements with the goal of results to all judges and administration staff with

servirg the best interests of children by responsibility for CHIPS and Permanency cases and it was
providing safe, stable, and permanent approved by the Council in November 2009.

homes for abused and neglected

children. Phase one of the data quality review process of the Length

. o of Time to Permanencyeport as designated by the Council
X /WL 2dzRISa | OOSL  (Policy 703) - began in February 2010 and Phase Two

for monitoring and improving made the report available to court stafind judgeson
performance on federal and judicial CourtNetin April 2010.

branch child welfare measures@are
encouraged to develop and implement  Training was provided to MNCIS users to make sure the

local plans to improve such data accurately and thoroughly rélected all activity on the
LISNF 2 NIy OS ®e case Data files with possible errors are available on
Judicial Policy 601 | coyrtNetfor court administration to use for local data
quality work.

4EA EET Al OPEAOAS T £ OEA OAPTI OO AAOA NOAIREOU BOIT A
request. As of the writing of this report, this final release has not happened, but is expected to be done
soon.

Sinced A T &£ OEA Cci Al O 1 £ OE@RJ)is Erienildked leindveédl froma@@tedla ) T EO
parent to have permanency andtability in their living situation , the Length of Time to Permanency
report wasdeveloped to assist courts in determining the length of time it takeover the Ilvesof

children, to provide permanency tothosewho are removed from home.
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Figure 2.18: Length of Time for Children to Reach Permanency in 2009 By District

Figure 2.18 shows that, statewide,76% of children
on a CHIPS cassho reached permanency in 2009
did soafter being out of home a total ofl2 months
or less(1,493 children out of 1,952 total) while
63% ofthe children on a Permanency case
reaching permanency in 2009 did so by 12
months (588 dhildren out of 932 total) (see
appendixfor county listings of 2009 CHIPS and
Permanency cases

For this report, protective supervision and trial
home visits are included as permanenciedn
2009, statewide 53% of all children reaching
permanencyon a CHIPS casdid so by these two
types of permanency. Another 27% of children
had their case dismissed or jurisdidbn
terminated asthe permanency of record.

Permanency
~ Cases

Cum %| Number Cum %| Number
District | thru 12 of thru 12 of

months | Children months | Children

1 82% 156 74% 64
2 67% 50 70% 45
3 83% 101 67% 34
4 84% 400 61% 187
5 70% 126 74% 32
6 2% 108 7% 67
7 76% 143 63% 52
8 7% 44 74% 23
9 70% 176 42% 32
10 72% 189 50% 52
State 76% 1493 63% 588

Data for permanencies reached in 2009 (data as of 5/20/1(

Overall, the permanency types achieved most frequently in 2009 for children on a Permanency case
are Transfer of Permanent Legal and Physical Custody (38%) and State Ward for Adoption (37%).

There is variationamong districts for the percent of children reaching permanency within 12 months
as shown inFigure 2.18. For CHIPS cases, the rangdrom 67% in the 2nd District to 84% reaching
permanency within 12 months in the 4h District. For children on a Permaency case, tk percent
reaching permanency within 12 months varies from 42% in the 9 District to 77% in the 6" District.

Figure 2.19: Length of Time To Permanency Statewide 2009 CHIPS Cases By Perm Type

Permanency Up to 6 Cum to Cum to Cum to Cumto | Cum >24 Total
Type* months 12 mo 15 mo 18 mo 24 mo mo Children
gﬁss:gﬁm 343 59%| 139 83%| 46 91%| 26 96%| 20 99%| 6 100% 580
Trial Home Visit 254 56%| 152 90%| 26 96%| 3 97%| 12 99%| 3 100% 450
Iﬁglg‘;rf]“(;srg'g'on 103 26%| 141 62%| 53 75%| 46 87%| 29 94%| 24 100% 396
Transfer of Custody| 31 22%| 76 75%| 17 87%| 11 95%| 6 99%| 1 100% 142
g":rr:]'sgﬁjde‘rm 80 56%| 28 76%| 14 86%| 5 89%| 4 92%| 11 100% 142
i:fggt?g/r?rd - 17 17%| 42 58%| 17 75%| 15 89%| 10 99%| 1 100% 102
Reunified 17 20%| 38 65%| 4 70%| 8 80%| 10 92%| 7 100% 84
'é;?gTerm FESIE 10 17%| 20 52%| 13 74%| 4 81%| 8 95%| 3 100% 58
ggseﬁ;giz;;m a 1 20%| 2 60%| O 60%| O 60%| O 60%| 2 100% 5
Total 856 44%| 638 76%| 190 86%| 118 92%| 99 97%| 58 100% 1959

*Permanency types include those that are now obsolete.
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As may be expectedhie length of time for children to reach permanency varies by type of permanency
achieved. Figure 2.19 showsthat by 12 months ofbeing out of home 90% of children with a Trial

Home Visit reached permanency while only 52%f children with Long-Term Foster Care achieved
permanency by 12 months.Eight percent (8%) of children reaching permanency on a CHIPS case in
2009 needed over 24 months to achieve permanency for cases that were dismissed without a
permanency order and for those reunified.

The Lendh of Time to Permanency reportis available onCourtNet. One of the features of the report is
the ability to drill -through any summary number to see the children and cases that make up that
number, as siown in Figure 2.20. This feature allows for closereview of cases to analyze business
practices and to be sure information is being entered properly in MNCIS.

Figure 2.20: Example of Length of Time To Permanency Report Output and Drill -
through Results

Returned Home
or Reached Cum %
Permanency in0- Thrub
Permanency
6 Months Months
Type e
#of %in
Childr  Current
en Time
Period
Mower County
Protective Supervision 8 06% 80%
Following Removal from the
Care of the Parent Total
Birth - - - Case
Placement ., e - Race - PartyID ~ ICWA ~ yumber
Days
0 4/2/2010 White 1812 No SoIV1I
12 S/17/2006 Other 1812 No souVv1I
112 42272005 Other 16812 No sosv1i
3 52172008 Other 1612 No S0Jvo!
3 §182007 Other 1612 No S0JVO!
3 8/s/2005 Other 1612 No S0JVO!
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COURT OF APPEALS DRDSITIONS WITHIN TIME STANDARDS

+ Nearly 90% of juvenile protection cases in 200 met the 55 day goal folLast Brief to
Submission. Although other cases types are not meeting the ABA standard, mastses are
heard about three months after the last brief

+ All (100%) casesdisposedby the Court of Appeals in 200 met the timing objectivefor
Submission to Dispositionof 60 days for Juvenile Delinquency cases a®@ days forall other
case types

¢ The rumber of cases handled in 208 (more than 2,500, including abbreviated adversarial
caseg increased about 14% from 2007.

The timing objectives for the Court of Appeals were approved in August, 2007. For the category of Last
Brief to Submission, thecourt adopted the ABA standard of 55 day#lthough the court has not yet

met the ABA standard of 55 days from Last Brief to Submission, most cases are now heard about three
months after the last brief, and 86% of the juvenile protection cases are heardithin 55 days.

Figure 2.21: Percent of Court of Appeals Cases Within Last Brief to Submission Time
Objective

Court of Appeals Percentage of Cases Within Last Brief to Submission Timing Objectives

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
% % % % %
# w/in # w/in # w/in # w/in # w/in
Civil Cases  Obj Cases  Obj Cases Obj Cases Obj Cases Obj
Civil | 731  11.6% | 779 9.9% 718 13.0% 869 8.8% 889 8.7%

Econ.
Security | 245 0.0% 204 3.4% 216 1.8% 228 0.0% 228 4.7%

Family | 232 15.6% 248 10.8% 221 16.2% 222 11.6% 231 20.6%
Other | 104 n/a 95 n/a 109 0.0% 94 33.3% 106 0.0%
Total Civil | 1312 1326 1264 1413 1454

Criminal
Criminal 736 5.4% 787 6.6% 707 6.2% 800 2.7% 878 4.5%

Adoption/
Juv. Prot.

Protection 71 73.5% 56 89.5% 77 90.5% 55 81.8% 63 86.0%

Juv. Delin.
Delinquency 60 0.0% 15 16.7% 5 100.0% 3 0.0% 5 0.0%
Total Cases 2154 2184 2053 2270 2400

Number of cases

Last Brief to Submission (Goal = 55 days)
% of cases within time objective

An increasing percent of Family cases is meeting the 55 day goal for last brief to submission while a
smaller percent of Criminal cases meet the 55 day gahlan in 2005.

The backlog of cases with briefs awaiting scheduling baecreasedfrom more than 700 cases in 2007
to about 200 cases at the end of 2009.

33



LI ESS ‘

Figure 2.22: Percent of Court of Appeals Cases Within Submission to Disposition Time
Objective

Court of Appeals Percentage of Cases Within Submission to Disposition Timing Objectives
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
90 90 90 90 90
# Days # Days # Days # Days # Days
Civil Cases Obj Cases Obj Cases Obj Cases Obj Cases Obj
Civil 731 99.4% 779 99.4% 718 100.0% 869 99.7% 889 99.7%
Econ.
Security | 245  100.0% 204  100.0% 216  100.0% 228  100.0% 228  100.0%
Family | 232  100.0% 248 99.5% 221  100.0% 222 1000% | 231  100.0%
Other | 104 95 109  100.0% 94 106 ~ 100.0%
Total Civil | 1312 1326 1264 1413 1454
Criminal
Criminal | 736  100.0% 787 99.8% 707  100.0% 800 100.0% | 878  100.0%
Adoption/
Juv. Prot.
Protection 71 98.0% 56 100.0% 77 100.0% 54 100.0% 63 100.0%
60 60 60 60 60
Days Days Days Days Days
Juv. Delin. Obj Obj Obj Obj Obj
Delinquency | 35 100.0% 15 100.0% 5 100.0% 3 100.0% 5 100.0%
Total Cases 2154 2184 2053 2270 2400
Number of cases
Submission to Disposition (Goal = 90 days, Juv Prot = 60 days)
% of cases within time objective

All cases met the time objective foBubmission to Disposition in 2009 and all cases have met this
objective at least 8% of the time since 206.
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SUPREME COURT DISPOHONS WITHIN TIME STANDARDS

+ The Supreme Court is generally meeting its time standards.
+ Child Protection and Professional Regulation cases are not meeting timing objectives for the
majority of events during the life of the case.

The Supreme Court approved timing objectives in March, 2007 and the Judicial Council approved them
in August, 2007. The time allocated to each function is considered as aspirational but achievable. The
categories are taken generally from the ABA standasdand the points of measurement conform to the
ABA use of the 50 percentile and the 90" percentile for state supreme courts.

Although separate time standards were adopted for Circulation of Majority to DisserfBibmission to
Disposition with Dissent, and Final Processing, and the court monitors progress of cases on that basis,
currently MACS is not programmed to provide statistics for cases with and without dissents
separately.

Figure 2.23: Number of Days Elapsed at 50th Percentile of Supreme Court Cases 2007 -

2009
Minnesota Supreme Court Time Standards (Days)
50th Percentile
Mandatory/Original (Non -PFRs Discretionary

Num Num Num Num Num Num Num Crim Num

Event Mur - of Civil* Oof Prof. of Writs of Review of Review of Child of Pre- of
der | Cases Cases | Reg. Cases Cases | Granted Cases | Denied Cases | Prot. Cases | trial Cases
Filing of PFR to
b of FFR - - - - - - - - 50 50 20 30
2009 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 47 60 47 728 23 15 41 10
2008 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 47 63 43 543 29 14 41 8
2007 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 47 71 47 587 32 26 42 12
Submission
(oral arg.) to
Circulation of 50 40 15 10 60 - - 20 30
Majority
Standard
2009 63 40 57 23 37 59 - 11 71 60 - - - 0 67/ 3
2008 38 41 23 28 28 54 - 7 50 63 - - - 0 29 1
2007 34 44 34 37 20 46 - 6 57 71 - - 27 6 29 5
Sybmi;sjon to
Dispostion | 90/ 75/ 50/ 30/ 90/ . | 8o 45/
Dissent 105 105 60 40 105 40 60
Standard
2009 129 40 35 23 70 59 15%* 11 176 60 = = = 0 2237
2008 79 41 2 28 65 54 | 13 7 112 63 =5 - = 0 79
2007 73 44 49 37 50 46 12** 6 129 71 - - 77 6 79 5
c 4A@ #1000 AT A 71 OEAOOCSE #11 PAT OACETT #AOAO

** Days fromfiling to disposition.
~ Average for all cases

To report the points of measurementMACSthe SupremeCourt case management systepsalculates
the number of days at the 50 percentile and 90h percentile of all of the cases handledfa particular
type and by event. This means that if there were 100 cases of a certain type, the number of days to
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accomplish an event (i.e. filing of PFR to disposition of PFR) would be put in numeric order by number
of days and the days at case number 50 is then recorded as the"Gfrcentile number of days and the
days at case number 90 is recorded as the 9(@ercentile number of days.

Figure 2.24: Number of Days Elapsed at 90th Percentile of Supreme Court Cases2007 -

2009
Minnesota Supreme Court Time Standards (Days)
90th Percentile
Mandatory/Original (Non -PFRs) Discretionary
Num Num Num Num Num Num Num Crim. Num

Mur - of Civil* of Prof. of Writ s of Review of Review of Child of Pre- of
Event

der | Cases Cases | Reg. Cases Cases | Granted Cases | Denied Cases | Prot. Cases | trial Cases
Filing of PFR to
Disposition of
PFRStandard - - - - - B - B Y Y 2 &Y
2009 57 60 57 728 34 15 54 10
2008 = - - -- -- —- -- —- 56 63 55 543 36 14 60 8
2007 = - - -- -- —- -- —- 57 71 56 587 40 26 54 12
Submission
(oral arg.) to
Circulation of 125 90 40 20 125 -- -- 20 45
Majority
Standard
2009 96 40 95 23 75 59 - 11 141 60 - - - 0 67~
2008 62 41 56 28 37 54 - 7 98 63 -- - - 0 29
2007 77 44 98 37 28 46 - 6 113 71 - - 86 6 41
Submission to
RO 170/ 110/ 60/ 35/ 160/ N ~ 40/ 65/
Di 200 140 90 45 190 40 90

issent
Standard
2009 198 40 164 23 127 59 55** 11 302 60 - - - 0 223~ 3
2008 136 41 99 28 92 54 25+ 7 183 63 - - - 0 79
2007 134 44 136 37 225 46 39%* 6 225 71 - - 183 6 122
c 4AQ0 #1 OO0 AT A 71 OEAOOS #1711 PAT OAOETI T #AOAO

** Days fromfiling to disposition.
~ Average for all cases.

In general, the Supreme Court is meetits time objectives. The areas that are not consistently
meeting objectives include child protection and criminal pretrial at both the 5@ and 90" percentile

for filing of PFR to disposition of PFR. There is no overall objective for submission to disposition (with
or without dissent), but the professional regulation cases are not meeting the objectives set for cases
with dissent, especially at the90th percentile. Although the number of days taken for different events
remains fairly consistent from year to year, there arseveral increased in 2009 figures compared to
2007 and 2008
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INTEGRITY AND ACCOUNABILITY

The Minnesota Judicial Branch wilensure the integrity and accountability of its performance by
maintaining a record system that is accurate, complete and timely

Is the electronic record system accurate, complete and timely?

DATA QUALITY PROGRAM

+ The Dat Quality program has been functioning for three years and has been instrumental in
leading several significant projects

+ Over 18,000 convictions which had not been properly certified to DVBom 2003-2008 were
reviewed and updated to correct the records BDVS.

¢ The number of criminal cases with charges not disposed, or without proper sentences, has
decreased by 90% fromJanuary2009 to Jure 2010.

Court data and reports that are
accessible shall be reasonably
accurate, and resources shall b
dedicatedto conduct quality

Mission: The Data Quality Pogram was created in July 20070
define dataquality standards, identify data quality issues and
determine when it is necessary to develop standard business
assurance in a timely manner. practices to be implemented s_tatewide. The Data Qua!ity Steering
Reports shall not be used or Committee provides leadership for the program by setting
disclosed8 61 OE1 OO & priorities for focusing efforts, determining acceptable levels of
accuracy and integrity hae data quality in particular areas, ensuring resources are prioritized
been demonstrated. to implement solutions, and determines when to move issues to
Judicial Branch Policy 703 COAW or other groups to pursue required business practices in
order to achievethe necessary level of data quality.

Since the inception of the program, there have been mamnyajor data quality efforts. In 2008 an
evaluation indicated 18,300 convictions had not been properly certified to the Department of Vehicle
Services (DVS) betwen 2003 and 2008. The data had not passed due to technical complications
during the transition to MNCIS as well as data processing errors. The Data Quality staff coordinated
work with DVS, ITD and courstaff to establishcustomizedprogramming to prepare special data
passes, communicated procedures and lists of cases for local review and manually processed 5,100
cases with the most serious charges.

Part of the process for any newlgreatedreport in the Branchincludes conducting areview process to

meeO OEA CI AT O T £ 0i1 EAU xmo O AOOOOA OEAO BOOAEEE,

During the initial review period of the Length of Time to Permanencyeport, the Data Quality team
discovered areas whee data entry was not accurate owas incompletewhich then led to results on
the report that were not complete. The teampartnered with CJI Managers to conducgtevenCHIPS
MNCIS Data Quality fainings by WebEx andn-person atspecific locations byrequest.
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Accountability

Figure 3.1: Example of Court Data Files on CourtNet for Data Quality Purposes

To help courts identify problematic MNCIS cases that
would result in a case not being included as it should
on the Length of Timeto Permanency Report, the
Data Quality team provides Court Data Files on
CourtNet. Each file has thorough documentation
including a description of the file, why it is important,
direct links to resources such as Court
Administration Processes (CAPsand customized
information about why a case may be included in the
file and what can be done to fix the case.

Figure 3.2: Number of Criminal Cases With Charges Not Disposed or Disposed Without
a Required Sentence by District 2009 -2010

1,800
10t 2009 = 4,147 The Data Quality Program stafalso provides continuous
1,600 1 monitoring of criminal cases to ensuregproper dispositions
1,400 - are entered in MNCIS Reports have been created that
district court staff can use to find the casewith charges
g 1,200 missinga final disposition or cases where all the charges
8 1000 are disposed but not all dispositions requiing a sentence
S have one.4 EA OADI OO0 Al 1 IOE OEIOT EGO A0 (
é 800 - retrieve case numbers from the summarygounts. The
3 - detailed information can then beused to update the case.
There hasbeen measurable progress toward updating
400 - criminal cases needingharges to bedisposed and/or
200 sentencesadded The number of casesvith possible data
quality issues has decreased over 98 in 18 months from
0 - about 11,800 in January 2009 down t@pproximately 1,100

123456728910 | INJune2010.

District mJan09 OJunl0

All of the reports, tools, data files and other resources of the Data Quality Program are available on
CourtNet. The Data Quality staffs also available forconsultation.
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