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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 goals in order to ensure 
ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÂÒÁÎÃÈȟ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅ ÏÖÅÒÁÌÌ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÒÔȟ ÁÎÄ ÅÎÈÁÎÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃȭÓ 
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  

  

This is the second annual report that contains results for all 14 Key Results and Measures of Judicial 
Council Policy 505, 505a and 505b which were passed in October 2005, revised in July and 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 contents of this report are organized into four sections ɀ  

1. Executive Summary;  
2. Review of Key Results and Measures;  
3. Using Performance Measures for Administration and  
4. Data Details (Appendix).  

The executive summary first provides notes about the details of the data and describes new measures 
and then discusses results that are positive, followed by possible areas of concern and finishes with a 
consideration of what next steps the Judicial Council wants to take. The results present a barometer of 
the work of the Branch ɀ an overall picture of how the courts are doing at this point in time and trends 
over the recent past.   
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ANALYSIS NOTES 

The data in this document come from several sources.  The results of timing measures for district 
courts come from MNJAD (Minnesota Judicial Analytical Database, or data warehouse) reports as of 
May 2010 and the data represents both what exists at a point-in-time and trends over the past months 
and years.  Data changes each week as new and updated information is loaded into the data warehouse 
from MNCIS.  All years noted in the timing area are calendar years, unless otherwise noted.  
 
The Trial Court Reports (MNJAD reports) for Clearance Rates, Time to Disposition, Age of Pending 
Cases and Length of Time to Permanency are available to court judges and staff on CourtNet (the 
intranet of the Minnesota Judicial Branch).  Readers of this report are encouraged to look at the data in 
the report as well as seek additional information using the MNJAD reports. Also, please review the 
Rules of Public Access to Records of the Judicial Branch.  
 
Court of Appeals and Supreme Court timing information is reported from MACS (Minnesota Appellate 
Court System case management system) and 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 FY07 and FY08.  Juror information comes from the jury management 
system and includes jurors from calendar year 2009 compared to 2000 census figures.  

 
  

Executive Summary 
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DEFINITION OF TERMS 

Definitions of measures used in this report include: 
 

TTiimmeell iinneessss  MMeeaassuurr eess  
 
Clearance Rate ɀ Number of dispositions for a specified period of time divided by the number of 
ÆÉÌÉÎÇÓ ɉÍÕÌÔÉÐÌÉÅÄ ÔÉÍÅÓ ρππɊȢ  ! #ÌÅÁÒÁÎÃÅ 2ÁÔÅ ÏÆ ρππϷ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÅÓ Á ÃÏÕÒÔ ÉÓ ȬËÅÅÐÉÎÇ ÕÐȭ ×ÉÔÈ ÃÁÓÅÓ 
filed. 
 
Time to Disposition  ɀ 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 for when 90% of cases should be disposed, at the 97th percentile and at 
the 99th percentile.  Cases disposed beyond the 99th percentile are considered to have not met timing 
objectives. 
 
Age of Pending ɀ Shows the percent of currently pending cases that are within the timing objectives 
for timely case processing.  Cases pending beyond the 99th percentile objective can be considered as 
one measure of court backlog. 
 
Backlog Index ɀ Number of cases of a given case type pending at the beginning of the year, divided by 
the total number of cases of the given type disposed during that 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 be below 1.0. 
 
Length of Time to Permanency ɀ 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 cases, by type of permanency, 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. 
 
Court of Appeals Dispositions within Time Standards  ɀ Reports the number and percent of cases 
with timing objectives that met the objectives for Last Brief to Submission (55 days) and Submission to 
Disposition (90 days, Juvenile Protection is 60 days).  
 
Supreme Court Timing Standards  ɀ Reports the number of days to accomplish an event for the case 
that is at the 50% mark of all cases placed in numeric order by the number of days to accomplish the 
event, and at the 90th percentile.  
 

QQuuaall ii tt yy  CCoouurr tt   WWoorr kkppllaaccee  EEnnvvii rr oonnmmeenntt   
 
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 Monitors and Limited/Temporary 
Appointments.  
 

 

  

Executive Summary 
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POSITIVE PERFORMANCE MEASURE RESULTS BY GOAL 

Access to Justice 

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

 Districts reviewed results from the last survey and are making adjustments to respond to 
issues raised from the survey including: 

o #ÈÁÎÇÉÎÇ ÃÉÔÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ Ȱ2ÅÓÐÏÎÄ "Ùȱ ÄÁÔÅÓ ÔÏ ÒÅÄÕÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ×ÁÌË-ins in order to 
decrease wait time at arraignments. 

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

o Judicial and court administration review of pending cases to keep them from falling 
through the cracks.  

o The public website was overhauled 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 FY2011 (July 2010 ɀ 
June 2011). 

 

Timeliness  

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

 
 
 

 Nine of ten judicial districts disposed of as 
many Major Criminal cases in calendar year 2009 
as were filed (Clearance Rate of 100% or higher) 
and the statewide Clearance Rate for these cases 
has improved each year since 2005.   
 
 

 

 Other case groups with increasing Clearance Rates over the past few years include Major Civil, 
Probate/Mental Health, Dependency/Neglect, and Juvenile Delinquency cases.  Excluding 
Minor Criminal Cases, the overall clearance rate 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%. 
 

Executive Summary 
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Statewide Pending Caseload 2005-2009 

 Since Clearance Rates are generally 
above 100% and case filings are 
mostly flat or declining, the number of 
pending cases is also declining. The 
number of cases pending has 
decreased from 2005 to 2009 in all 
major case groups except Major Civil 
(+3%). The most dramatic decline is 
for Probate/Mental Health cases 
which had a 73% decline in number of 
cases pending from 2005 to 2009. 

 
 
 

 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 cases.  All 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 the 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. 

 

 For Time to Disposition Statewide, nearly 
98% of all cases with timing objectives disposed in 
MNCIS in 2009 were disposed within the 99th 
percentile.  (Time objectives set by the Judicial 
Council are noted in Policy 505a in the data details 
section.) Over 98% of Major Civil, Dissolution, 
Domestic Abuse and Minor Criminal cases were 
disposed within the 99th percentile objective. 
 

  
 Time to Disposition for Major Criminal and Juvenile cases has improved from 2007 to 2009.  

The percent of cases beyond the 99th percentile for Major Criminal was 9.7% in 2007, 8.4% in 
2008 and 7.8% in 2009.  The percent of Juvenile Delinquency cases disposed beyond the 99th 
percentile objective was 7.7% in 2007, 6.5% in 2008 and 5.0% in 2009. 
 

 Another new measure is Length of Time to Permanency.  Over half of all permanencies 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 the timing 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 Disposition of PFR where the standard for most case 
types is 50 days at the 50th percentile and 60 days at the 90th percentile.  

 WCL Case 
Type 

99 th 
Percentile 
Objective 
(Months)  

2009 % Cases 
Disposed at 

99 th 
Percentile  

Major Civil 24 98.6 

Dissolutions 24 98.8 

Domestic Abuse 4 99.0 

Minor Criminal 9 98.2 

   Total All Cases 
 

97.7 
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Integrity and Accountability  

The goal in this area is to ensure that the electronic record 
system is accurate, complete and timely. 

 The Data Quality program began in July 2007 to 
identify and resolve data quality issues.  A project 
to identify and investigate criminal cases with 
charges not disposed or disposed without a 
required sentence showed a reduction in cases 
with possible data quality issues from 11,800 in Jan 
2009 down to approximately 1,100 in June 2010.  
 

 Data quality reports are available on CourtNet for 
cases which may have issues that preclude the case 
from appearing on the Length of Time to 
Permanency Report.   

 

Fairness and Equity  

Measures for this goal area include juror  representativeness and statements from the Access and 
Fairness survey.   

 

 

 Nearly all jurors complete the race information on 
questionnaires, and those who report to court are similar 
racially and ethnically compared to the population of the 
communities in Minnesota. 

 

 

 

Quality Court Workplace  

This goal area measures Separation Rates and the Quality Court Workplace survey.      

 Just over 5% of employees left the Branch in FY 2009 with  nearly all of the departures being 
resignations and retirements. 
 

 Planning for the next Quality Court Workplace survey should be done in 2010 and conducted 
in  Spring 2011. 

 

  

Race 
2000 

Census* 
2009 

Jurors 
White 93.6% 92.5% 

Black 2.6% 2.6% 

American Indian 1.0% 1.0% 

Asian/Pac Island 1.2% 2.2% 

Other .6% 1.1% 

Multiple Races 1.0% .7% 

Total Statewide   42,869 
*Ages 18-70,citizens, not institutionalized, speak 
English ΨwellΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ǿŜƭƭΩ 
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USING PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR ADMINISTRATION 

After publication of the first annual Performance Measure report,  the Judicial Council asked that all 
districts and appellate courts review results on an on-going basis.    

 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 Details section).  
 

 Reviews noted that some of the tactical strategies to be implemented to improve timing 
measures and lack of satisfaction expressed in the Access and Fairness survey about the time it 
takes to complete business include: 

o Changes in calendaring practices 
o Extra review of pending caseload reports, correction of any errors 
o JÕÄÇÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÕÒÔ ÁÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÔÁÆÆ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙ ȰÐÒÏÂÌÅÍȱ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÁËÅ ÁÐÐÒÏÐÒÉÁÔÅ 

action 
o Working to control continuances 
o More aggressive monitoring and processing of child protection and pre-trial criminal 

appeals in the Supreme Court 
 

 
 
 

  

Executive Summary 
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POSSIBLE AREAS OF CONCERN 

The measures in this section show possible areas of concern, and do not necessarily reflect poor 
performance.     

Timeliness  

 Minor  Criminal Clearance Rates have been below 100% in the past four of five years resulting 
in the number of pending cases increasing by 6% from 2005-2009. 
 

 In 2009, 8% of Major Criminal cases and 5% of 
Juvenile Delinquency cases were disposed 
beyond the 99th percentile objective (12 mos. for 
Major Criminal, 6 mos. for Juv Delinquency).  
Only 53% of Major Criminal cases are disposed at 
the 90th percentile objective of four months.  
Almost one-third of the serious felony 
dispositions in 2009 (29%), occurred beyond the 
12 month objective for these cases.  
 

 
 

 There are large differences among 
districts for Age of Pending cases in the Other 
Felony case group beyond the 99th percentile 
of the timing objectives (as of 5/10/10 ) ɀ 
from 4% up to 16%.    
 

 

 

 The Major Criminal Backlog Index is .44 statewide, but is .50 or higher in four districts.  The 
10th District has the highest backlog index in Major Criminal and individual county index 
numbers in the district are as high as .71.  This means that it took nearly nine months to 
dispose of the number of Major Criminal cases pending at the beginning of 2009. 
 

 One-fourth of all children reaching permanency on a CHIPS case in 2009 did so after being out 
of home longer than 12 months; 37% of children who reached permanency on a Permanency 
case (TPR or Non-TPR) 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 all districts and 
appellate courts indicate that lack of resources ɀ judicial, court administration, public defender 
ɀ is mentioned most frequently as a reason for timing measures that exceeded the objectives. 

  

 WCL Case 
Type 

99 th 
Percentile 
Objective 
(Months)  

2009 % Cases 
Disposed at 

99 th 
Percentile  

Major 
Criminal 12 92.2 

Juvenile 
Delinquency 6 95.0 

Total All 
Cases 

 
97.7 

   

Executive Summary 

Cases Pending as of 5/10/10 
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NEXT STEPS 

 
This is the second comprehensive report to the Judicial Council of the Key Results of Performance 
-ÅÁÓÕÒÅÓȢ  0ÏÌÉÃÙ υπυ ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ Ȱ)Ô ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ of the Minnesota Judicial Branch to establish core 
performance goals and to monitor key results that measure progress toward meeting these goals in 
order to ensure accountability of the branch, improve overall operations of the court, and enhance the 
ÐÕÂÌÉÃȭÓ ÔÒÕÓÔ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÎÆÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÊÕÄÉÃÉÁÒÙȢȱ 
 
In order to continue the work of monitoring results, there are several possible directions that the 
Judicial Council can consider: 

 Continue to have districts/appellate courts review timing results on an on-going basis, but 
conduct the more formal, coordinated review once per year rather than twice per year. This 
review should take place in early 2011 as soon as YE2010 data is available. 
 

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

o In-person or WebEx 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 possible 
items of concern.   

o Improve the user-friendly 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 2011.  The Key Results and 
Measures: Priority Measures 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 Court Administrator 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 process could be extended rather than having all courthouses conduct the survey within 
six months as in 2008.  Locations that want updated results sooner could do the survey before 
others ɀ perhaps on a rotating schedule or on an as-needed basis. 
 

 Have the State Court Administrator appoint a work group of judges, human resources contacts, 
education and organizational development staff and court administration staff to plan for and 
implement the second Quality Court Workplace survey.  Planning should begin in 2010 and the 
survey conducted in Spring 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 are responsible for reviewing the results from the Length of Time to 
Permanency measure and to develop action plans accordingly.   

Executive Summary 
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REVIEW OF KEY RESULTS AND MEASURES 

ACCESS TO JUSTICE 

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 

 When the Access and Fairness Survey was conducted statewide 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 next round 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 from the National Center for 
State Courts (NCSC) CourTools Access and Fairness Survey.  A total of 7,769 surveys were completed 
by court customers over a period of six months, between January and June 2008.  The survey 
contained fifteen questions, divided into two sections: (1) Access and (2) Fairness.  There were also 
demographic questions that respondents were asked to complete, so their responses could be 
categorized.     

A sample of the results from the Access section of the survey is included in this section, and the 
Excellence and Fairness sections also contain results from the survey.  Complete results of the 2008 
survey are posted on CourtNet. 

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

 Finding the courthouse was easy (90%) 

 I easily found the courtroom or office I needed (90%) 

 I was treated with courtesy and respect (89%) 

Three statements had fewer than eight out of ten respondents who indicated they agree or strongly 
agree with the statements: 

 The court's hours of operation made it easy for me to do business (77%) 
 I was able to get my court business done in a reasonable amount of time (71%) 

 I viewed the Court's website and found it useful (58%) 

The responses from the 10 Access Section statements were combined to calculate an overall index 
score to summarize the data.  The index score is placed on a scale from 0-100 and scores were 
calculated for various demographic groups.  The demographic groups with the highest scores were: 

 Attorneys representing a client (87) 

 Jurors or Potential Jurors (87) 

 Respondents in Small courts1 (86) 

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



15 
 

The lowest access index scores belong to the following demographic groups: 

 Witnesses (78) 

 Black or African American respondents (78) 

 Multi -Racial respondents (78) 

Responding to Performance Measure 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 the appendix. 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 time and attributed these scores to lower levels of resources 
ɀ 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 
business inside and outside of the courtroom include the 4th $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȟ Ȱ$ÕÅ ÔÏ ÂÕÄÇÅÔ ÃÕÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÌÉÍÉÔÅÄ 
staffing, the wait time to see a Hearing Officer has increased from 0-60 minutes in 2008 to 60-120 
minutes in 2009.  Scheduling for contested payable offenses that are not settled in the Hearing Office 
can be scheduled up to five months out.ȱ In the 7th District , 
Ȱ4ÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ ÓÅÖÅÒÁÌ ÃÏÍÐÅÔÉÎÇ ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÒÔ ÈÁÓ 
minimal control over such as public defender readiness, 
prosecuting attorney availability, probation agency 
availability for assessments, etcȢȱ 

Some of the changes made in response to survey results in 
the 4th District included relocating a Self Help 
representative to the front filing counter for family cases.  
Although lines are long, it helps expedite filing since 
ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÓÔÁÒÔ ÉÎ ÏÎÅ ÌÉÎÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÎ ÇÅÔ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÏ 3ÅÌÆ 
Help.  Also, in the 4th $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ *ÕÖÅÎÉÌÅ #ÏÕÒÔȟ ÊÕÄÇÅÓ ȰÍÅÅÔ 
frequently to discuss the top 20 out of compliance child 
ÐÒÏÔÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÃÁÓÅÓȟ ÁÎÄ ×ÏÒË ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ ÔÏ ÆÉÎÄ ×ÁÙÓ ÔÏ ÇÅÔ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÂÁÃË ÉÎÔÏ ÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅȢȱ 

The 6th $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÈÁÓ ÍÏÖÅÄ ÔÏ ÕÓÉÎÇ Ȱ2ÅÓÐÏÎÄ "Ùȱ ÄÁÔÅÓ ÏÎ ÃÉÔÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÈÁÖÉÎÇ ÌÁ× 
enforcement personnel distribute real court dates for those with payable offenses.  The plan is to 
ÒÅÄÕÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ Ȱ×ÁÌË-ÉÎÓȱ ÁÔ ÁÒÒÁÉÇÎÍÅÎÔÓ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÒÅ unpredictable in number, increase wait 
times,  and require extra staff handling to prepare files for court. 

The 3rd District was not able to make changes to improve court user satisfaction. Ȱ5ÎÆÏÒÔÕÎÁÔÅÌÙȟ ×Å 
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 service counters and telephones for the 
ÅÑÕÉÖÁÌÅÎÔ ÏÆ ϵ ÄÁÙ ÐÅÒ ×ÅÅËȢȱ 

In response to the survey results about websites, the Court Information Office within the State Court 
!ÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÏÒȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ ÕÎÄÅÒÔÏÏË ÅØÔÅÎÓÉÖÅ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓ ÔÏ ÏÖÅÒÈÁÕÌ ÔÈÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ×ÅÂÓÉÔÅ ÉÎ ςππω ÔÏ refocus it 
on user needs and interests, including designing a common template for district websites.  Each 
courthouse now has a public access computer and posters were created to direct users to the public 
website for help with court related issues. In 2009, www.mncourts.gov received more than 4.5 million 
visits which is four times the number recorded four years earlier.    

Access to Justice 

 

Ȱ)Î ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȭÓ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔ ÔÏ ÄÅÁÌ ×ÉÔÈ 
a shortage of judges, public defenders 
and prosecutors, we schedule volume 
calendars for one common morning 
and afternoon start time.  Calendars 
are typically very large resulting in 
some of the litigants having to wait 
ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÈÅÁÒÄȢȱ 

First District 

http://www.mncourts.gov/
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TIMELINESS 

 The Minnesota Judicial Branch will resolve cases and controversies in a timely and expeditious way 
without unnecessary delays. 

 Are trial courts handling cases in a timely manner?  

CLEARANCE RATES 

 District courts disposed of 96% of the number of cases filed in 2009. If Minor Criminal cases 
are excluded, courts disposed of 102% of the number of cases filed. 

 The 2009 statewide overall clearance rate (96%) is the same as in 2005, and has declined since 
2006. 

 Clearance rates for Major Criminal cases for the past five years 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 -200 9 

The 2009 clearance rate (Clearance Rate = Number of dispositions 
divided by number of filings times 100) is higher than in 2008, but 
lower than in 2007. The overall rate is below 100% each year 
from 2005-2009 with variation from year to year and among case 
types as indicated in the charts below.  
 
In 2009, Probate/Mental Health cases have the highest clearance 
rate among case groups at 110% with  Guardianship/ 
Conservatorship cases showing the highest rate within that group 
(138%) (See appendix). Minor  Criminal  cases have the lowest 
clearance rate in 2009 at 95% with Other Traffic cases (91%) 
having the lowest rate within that group .  
 
  

Figure  2.2: 2009 Overall Clearance Rates By District  

 
The high proportion  of all cases that are Minor 
Criminal has a significant impact on the overall 
clearance rate. The overall rate is 101.6% 
excluding Minor Criminal.  These Minor Criminal 
cases may be impacted by staffing shortages as 
this case type tends to be staff intensive and 
lower priority to other case groups.  
Additionally , decreases in judicial resources 
could impact the resolution of these cases.     
 
The 2009 Clearance Rate by district for all cases 
ranges from just under 84% in the 2nd District to 
103% in the 3rd District.  See the appendix for statewide clearance rates for all case types in 2009 and 
for 2005 to 2009 district trends  by case groups.   

Case 
Group 

Clearance Rates 

2007  2008  2009  

Major 
Criminal 

100% 101% 103% 

Major Civil 96% 97% 100% 

Probate/ 
MH 

107% 113% 110% 

Family 101% 102% 100% 

Juvenile 99% 103% 105% 

Minor Civil 97% 99% 100% 

Minor 
Criminal 

99% 93% 95% 

State        99% 95% 96% 
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Figure  2.3: Statewide Clearance Rates 200 5-200 9 ɀ By Case Group 
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Figure  2.4: Overall Clearance Rates By District  200 7- 200 9 

 

 

Figure  2.5: Statewide Pending Caseload Major Cases 2005- 200 9 

$ÁÖÉÄ 3ÔÅÅÌÍÁÎ ×ÒÉÔÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ Ȱ[I]deally, 
a court should generate a clearance 
ratio of 1.0 or higher each year. 
[100%]   )Æ Á ÃÏÕÒÔȭÓ ÃÌÅÁÒÁÎÃÅ ÒÁÔio is 
continually less than 1.0 over an 
extended period, the court will 
develop a larger number of pending 
cases.  As the pending caseload 
grows, delays will almost certainly 
ÆÏÌÌÏ×ȣȱ2 

Figure 2.5 shows that the number of 
cases pending in the major case 
groups from 2005 to 2009 has 
increased in only one major case 
category ɀ Major Civil  (+3%). The 
number of Major Criminal, Probate, 
Family, Juvenile Delinquency and Dependency/Neglect pending cases has decreased during this time 
period as the filing numbers decreased and clearance rates increased. 

A backlog index is another way to analyze the magnitude of cases pending in -ÉÎÎÅÓÏÔÁȭÓ $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ 
Courts.  Information about backlog begins on page 27.  

 

  

                                                             
2 Steelman, David C., Caseflow Management (Williamsburg: National Center for State Courts, 2000), p. 132. 
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TIME TO DISPOSITION 

 Statewide, 98% of all cases disposed in MNCIS in 2009 were disposed within the 99th 
percentile of the time objective.  Conversely, 2% of all cases were disposed later than the 
objective.  

 Eight percent (8%) of Major Criminal cases were disposed beyond the 12 month objective in 
2009. Only 53% of Major Criminal cases met the 90th percentile objective of 4 months.  

 Over one-fourth (27%)  of all cases disposed in 2009 with a jury trial, were disposed beyond 
the 99th percentile time objective.  However, jury trials represent only 1.3% of all major case 
type dispositions in 2009. 

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

Figure  2.6: Statewide Time To Disposition  Cases Disposed in MNCIS in 200 9 

WCL Case 
Group 90th Percentile  97th Percentile  99th Percentile  

Beyond 
99th  Total  

  Obj Cases % Obj Cases 
Cum 

% Obj Cases 
 Cum 

% Cases % Cases 
Avg 

Days 

Major 
Criminal 4 31,049 53.4 6 10,021 70.6 12 12,521 92.2 4,551 7.8 58,142 157 

Major Civil 12 40,937 92.3 18 2,102 97.0 24 712 98.6 602 1.4 44,353 125 

Dissolutions 12 15,639 91.3 18 942 96.9 24 332 98.8 207 1.2 17,120 134 

Domestic 
Abuse 2 11,180 97.5 3 110 98.5 4 55 99.0 118 1.0 11,463 14 

Juvenile Del 3 15,316 80.6 5 2,258 92.5 6 478 95.0 956 5.0 19,008 62 

Minor 
Criminal 3 436,232 87.4 6 43,330 96.1 9 10,951 98.2 8,741 1.8 499,254 50 

              Grand Total 
 

550,353 84.8 
 

58,763 93.8 
 

25,049 97.7 15,175 2.3 649,340 66 

              Objectives are in months 

           Only cases disposed in MNCIS are included (100% of Major Case types; approx. 35% of Minor Criminal disposed cases, rest in ViBES) 
Minor Criminal case counts are cases, rather than charges as on other case statistics reports 

  

The Time to Disposition measure assesses the length of time it takes a court to process cases. It 
ÃÏÍÐÁÒÅÓ Á ÃÏÕÒÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÓÔÁÔÅ ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÉÍÅÌÙ ÃÁÓÅ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÉÎÇȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅ ÔÁËÅÓ 
into account periods during which cases are dormant. 

The appendix contains data on statewide time to disposition by case type as well as district level time 
to disposition by case group.  There is variation among districts, by case type and by type of 
disposition. 

Within the Major Criminal category, 25% of the serious felony dispositions in 2009 occurred beyond 
the 99th percentile objective of 12 months (See appendix 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 2009 by District. The greatest 
variation among districts is in Major Criminal with the 3rd District disposing 13.2% of Major Criminal 
cases beyond the 99th percentile objective down to the 8th District disposing of 2.5% beyond the 99th 
percentile.   

   

Timeliness 
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Figure  2.7: Time To Disposition 200 9 By Case Group By District  

Major Crim . Time To Disp . 2009  

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

3 42.0 59.1 86.8 13.2 

10 33.9 52.2 87.5 12.5 

1 46.2 64.6 89.3 10.7 

7 43.5 62.8 89.5 10.5 

9 59.0 75.6 93.1 6.9 

5 56.3 75.2 93.9 6.1 

6 62.3 77.7 94.2 5.8 

2 60.1 79.6 95.1 4.9 

4 70.4 84.7 97.0 3.0 

8 62.9 80.9 97.5 2.5 

State 53.4 70.6 92.2 7.8 

    

Dissolution Time to Disp . 2009  
  90th  97th  99th  > 99th  

District  % Cum %  Cum % % 

10 87.1 94.5 97.5 2.5 

3 90.9 96.4 98.6 1.4 

2 89.6 96.6 98.8 1.2 

1 93.3 97.9 98.9 1.1 

9 92.1 96.8 99.0 1.0 

6 92.8 97.2 99.0 1.0 

4 92.8 97.7 99.3 0.7 

7 91.1 97.5 99.3 0.7 

5 94.8 97.9 99.3 0.7 

8 94.3 98.5 99.8 0.2 

State 91.3 96.9 98.8 1.2 

 

Juv. Del. Time to Disposition 2009  

  90th  97th  99th  > 99th  

District  % Cum %  Cum % % 

3 68.7 87.1 93.0 7.0 

7 73.2 90.2 93.1 6.9 

9 77.7 91.2 94.1 5.9 

2 83.7 93.4 94.5 5.5 

4 78.0 91.9 94.7 5.3 

6 81.9 93.1 95.6 4.4 

10 84.3 93.9 95.7 4.3 

8 81.9 92.7 96.0 4.0 

5 84.1 93.6 96.2 3.8 

1 86.6 94.6 96.3 3.7 

State 80.6 92.5 95.0 5.0 

 

 

Major Civil Time to Disp . 2009  
  90th  97th  99th  > 99th  

District  % Cum %  Cum % % 

2 88.6 93.4 96.3 3.7 

7 91.4 96.8 98.2 1.8 

6 90.5 95.9 98.3 1.7 

1 93.2 97.1 98.4 1.6 

3 91.6 96.4 98.4 1.6 

5 92.8 96.7 98.5 1.5 

9 92.4 97.1 98.6 1.4 

10 90.7 96.8 98.8 1.2 

8 93.8 98.0 99.3 0.7 

4 94.7 98.9 99.8 0.2 

State 92.3 97.0 98.6 1.4 

Dom. Abuse Time to Disp. 2009  
  90th  97th  99th  > 99th  

District  % Cum %  Cum % % 

1 93.7 95.1 95.8 4.2 

6 95.8 97.4 98.3 1.7 

9 96.6 97.5 98.4 1.6 

5 97.7 98.9 99.2 0.8 

10 96.5 98.4 99.3 0.7 

3 98.9 99.3 99.6 0.4 

2 98.4 99.5 99.7 0.3 

8 99.1 99.4 99.7 0.3 

4 99.7 99.9 99.9 0.1 

7 98.1 99.2 100.0 0.0 

State 97.5 98.5 99.0 1.0 

Minor Crim. Time to Disp . 2009  
  90th  97th  99th  > 99th  

District  % Cum %  Cum % % 

10 85.3 94.1 97.0 3.0 

2 66.0 92.4 97.1 2.9 

4 71.1 92.8 97.7 2.3 

3 90.0 96.6 98.5 1.5 

5 92.6 97.2 98.5 1.5 

1 92.2 97.3 98.7 1.3 

7 90.7 97.1 98.8 1.2 

9 93.0 97.9 99.0 1.0 

6 94.8 98.5 99.3 0.7 

8 94.1 98.4 99.4 0.6 

State 87.4 96.1 98.2 1.8 

Timeliness 

Minor Criminal excludes ViBES data 
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While statewide numbers tend to even out many variances, district and county level information show 
more variation.   As an example, during the review of Performance Measure results of Time to 
Disposition, the 1st District noted that there are large variations among different counties. One county 
took an average of 73 days to dispose of Major Civil cases while another took three times as long (241 
days).    
 

    Figure  2.8: Personal Injury Cases  Time to D isposition  2009 by District  

 
 
For another example, about four percent (3.7%) of personal 
injury  cases were disposed beyond the 99th percentile 
objective of 24 months (2 years) statewide in 2009.  But, there 
are many differences among districts  ranging from the 4th 
District having 0% of personal injury cases disposed beyond 
the objective (with 40% of statewide personal injury 
dispositions for the year) to the 2nd District  having 12% of 
these cases disposed after 24 months. 
 

 

 

Figure 2.9 illustrates county variation in time to disposition for 5th Degree Assault cases.  It shows that 
the percent of cases disposed in 2009 beyond the 9 month objective (99th percentile) ranges from 0% 
to 50%.   

Rock County has the highest percent of 5th Degree Assault cases disposed beyond the 99th percentile, 
but it had only 4 of the cases 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 users of the problems of using small numbers of cases:   

The Judicial Council recognizes that these timing objectives may not be meaningful at a level 
below that of the Judicial District when there are only a small number of cases. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

District  
>99th % 
(24 mo.)  

Total Cases 
Disposed 

2 12.1% 535 

3 8.9% 179 

6 6.6% 182 

5 6.5% 92 

9 5.8% 137 

7 5.2% 173 

1 2.1% 390 

10 1.9% 432 

8 1.7% 59 

4 0.0% 1,458 

State 3.7% 3,637 

Timeliness 
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Figure  2.9: 5 th  Degree Assault  Dispositions Beyond the 99 th  Objective 200 9 By County 

 

The appendix contains the total number of dispositions by county for 5th Degree Assault in 2009. If a county is 
not listed, no cases were disposed beyond the 99th percentile objective. 
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As would be expected, there are also differences in time to disposition based on the type of activity 
that closed the case (see appendix).  

Over one-fourth (26.9%) of the 3,125 cases disposed (of all types that have timing objectives) in 
MNCIS in 2009 with a jury trial went beyond the 99th percentile.  The differences among case groups 
are shown in Figure 2.10. 

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

Case Group 
% Cases Disposed 

Beyond 99 th  
Percentile  

Total Cases Disposed with 
Jury Trial (less than 1% of 

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 disposed (in all case types) with only hearing activity and no trial (301,552 
cases) went beyond the 99th percentile and only .5% of cases without any hearing activity (335,332) 
went beyond the 99th percentile. 
 
Figure  2.11: Statewide Percent Cases Disposed Beyond 99 th  Percentile by Disposition 
Activity Type  - 2007 -2009  
  

 

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

 Seven percent (7%) of active pending cases statewide in May were beyond the 99th percentile 
objective for completing the case. (Timing objectives are those used for Time to Disposition.) 

 Within districts, the percent of cases pending beyond the 99th percentile ranges from 2% in the 
8th District to 15% in the 5th Distri ct. 

 Condemnation (30%) and Serious Felony (19%) cases have the greatest percent of cases 
pending beyond the 99th percentile. 
 

Figure  2.12: Statewide Age of Pending (MNCIS Cases) As Of 5/ 6/ 2010 

While the statewide average for 
all case types pending over the 
99th percentile is 7% of cases, 
there is variation among case 
groups from Dissolution cases 
at 1% to 15% of Domestic 
Abuse cases pending beyond 
the 99th percentile objective of 
4 months.  Juvenile delinquency 
and major criminal cases also 
have a higher percentage of 
cases pending beyond the 99th  
percentile objectives (9%). (See 
appendix for complete 
statewide Age of Pending.) 

 

*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 pending cases as shown in Figure 
2.13**.  The appendix contains complete Age of 
Pending reports for each district as of 5/6/20 10.  

When comparing the percent of cases pending 
beyond the 99th percentile from 10/16/08 to 
5/6/10  the 4th, 5th, 6th and 7th Districts show 
increased overall age of pending, the 2nd is 
mostly flat and the 1st, 3rd, 8th, 9th and 10th 
Districts  have a lower percent beyond the 99th 
percentile.  The 1st District has the greatest 
decline going from 14% pending beyond the 99th 
percentile to 4%.   

Case 
Group 

90th 
Percen

-tile  

97th 
Percen-

tile  
Cum 

% 

99th 
Percen-

tile  
Cum 

% 

Over 
99th 

Percen-
tile  

Total 
Cases 

Major 
Criminal 

59% 13% 72% 19% 91% 9% 23,786 

Major 
Civil 

85% 7% 92% 3% 95% 5% 14,162 

Dissolu- 
tions 

90% 7% 96% 2% 99% 1% 5,784 

Dom. 
Abuse 

77% 6% 83% 2% 85% 15% 369 

Major 
Juvenile 

77% 11% 89% 2% 91% 9% 2,922 

Minor 
Criminal*  

77% 11% 88% 5% 92% 8% 63,781 

State 
Total 

74% 11% 85% 7% 93% 7% 110,804 

Timeliness 

** Excludes ViBES cases 
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Ȱ&ÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ Á ÒÅÖÉÅ× ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
case pending report and a 
wholesale correction effort, 
ÎÏ ȰÒÅÄ ÌÉÇÈÔÓȱ ÅØÉÓÔ ÆÏÒ !ÇÅ 

of Pending Over the 99th 
Percentile as of April 1, 

φτυτȢȱ 
First District 

Responding to Performance Measure Results 

The 5th District has the highest percent of cases pending beyond the 99th percentile because, as noted 
in ÔÈÅÉÒ ÒÅÖÉÅ× ÏÆ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÓȟ Ȱ)Ô ÉÓ ÌÉËÅÌÙ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ ÏÌÄ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÁÐÐÅÁÒÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ !ÇÅ ÏÆ 0ÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ 
ÔÈÁÔ ×ÅÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÌÙ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÅÄ ÁÓ ÃÌÏÓÅÄȢ ȣ #ÏÕÒÔ !ÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÏÒÓ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÁÓËÅÄ ÔÏ ÒÅÖÉÅ× ÔÈÉÓ 
ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÒÒÅÃÔ ÅÒÒÏÒÓȢȱ   

An example of the variation found in the same measure is shown in age of pending Major Criminal 
Other Felony cases.  Statewide, there are 10% of Other Felony cases pending beyond the 99th 
percentile.  But, district results range from 4% of these cases pending beyond the 12 month objective 
in the 8th District to 16% in the 3rd District.  Within the 3rd District, the county results vary on Other 
Felony cases pending beyond the 12 month objective from 1% of cases in Mower County to nearly one-
third  (31%) in Steele County.  

Figure  2.14: Other Felony Cases Pending Beyond 99th  Percentile (12 months) By 
District  (as of 5/ 6/2010)  

 

District  

% over 
99th 

Percentile  

# of 
Pending 

Cases 

3 16% 1,655 

9 12% 979 

7 11% 1,547 

6 10% 754 

1 10% 1,395 

State 10% 12,147 

5 9% 667 

10 8% 2,123 

4 6% 1,859 

2 5% 842 

8 4% 326 

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

Responding to Performance Measure Results 

The variation in age of pending cases may be a result of data quality 
issues in MNCIS such as incorrect data entry of dispositions and 
dates.  Data quality reports are available for districts and counties 
to identify  dispositions/dates that may not have been recorded 
correctly.   

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, 
ȰȣÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÁÓ Á ×ÈÏÌÅ ÁÎÄ ÅÁÃÈ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌ ÃÏÕÎÔÙ ÉÓ ÓÅÔÔÉÎÇ ÁÌÌ ÁÇÅÄ ÐÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÃÁÓÅÓ ɉÏÖÅÒ ÔÈÅ 99th 
ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔÉÌÅɊ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÔÒÉÁÌȟ ÈÅÁÒÉÎÇ ÏÒ ÐÁÐÅÒ ÒÅÖÉÅ×Ȣȱ 

3rd District 
Counties 

% over 
99th 

Percentile  

# of 
Pending 

Cases 

Steele           31% 195 

Winona 21% 295 

Dodge 20% 41 

Olmsted 19% 500 

Waseca 13% 46 

Fillmore 10% 20 

Houston 7% 45 

Freeborn 5% 149 

Rice 5% 176 

Wabasha 2% 51 

Mower 1% 137 

District Total 16% 1,655 

Timeliness 



26 
 

Figure  2.15: Percent of Other Felony Cases Pending Beyond 99 th  Percentile (12 months) 
By County (As of 5-6-2010)  

 

If a county is not listed, no cases are pending beyond the 99th percentile. Appendix contains total number of 
Other Felony cases pending by county and average number of days cases beyond the 99th percentile have been 
pending as of 5/6/20 10.  
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BACKLOG INDEX 

 All Backlog Index scores are far below 1.0. The lower the index score, the better, as the 
maximum index score should be 1.0.  

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

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

 

There are several ways to assess court backlog.   Within the Age of Pending analysis, those cases that 
are past the time objective of the 99th percentile are considered to be ȰÄÅÌÁÙÅÄȱ ÏÒ ȰÂÁÃËÌÏÇÇÅÄȱ.  
Clearance Rates also provide a mÅÁÓÕÒÅ ÏÆ ÈÏ× ×ÅÌÌ Á ÃÏÕÒÔ ÉÓ ȰËÅÅÐÉÎÇ ÕÐȱ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÃÏÍÉÎÇ ÃÁÓÅÌÏÁÄ 
as it compares the number of cases disposed during a time period with the total number of cases filed 
during that same period.  Ȱ"ÁÃËÌÏÇȱ ÈÁÓ ÁÌÓÏ ÂÅÅÎ ÕÓÅÄ ÔÏ ÄÅÓÃÒÉÂÅ ÔÈÅ ÔÉÍÅ ÉÔ ÔÁËÅÓ ÔÏ ÇÅÔ Á ÔÒÉal 
scheduled. 

 

Another useful measure is the Backlog IÎÄÅØ Ȱ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÏÎÅ 
of the quickest and most reliable indicators of court wide 
performance relating to case-processing times.  It 
ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÃÁÓÅÌÏÁÄ ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÒÔȭÓ 
capacity to dispose of the caseload during a given time 
ÐÅÒÉÏÄȢȱ3 The specific measurement is the number of cases 
of a given case type pending at the beginning of the year, 
divided by the total number of cases of that case type 
disposed during the year.   

 

The major difference between clearance rates and backlog index is that clearance rates compare 
ÄÉÓÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ ÆÉÌÉÎÇÓ ɉËÅÅÐÉÎÇ ÕÐ ×ÉÔÈ ȬÎÅ×ȭ ×ÏÒËɊ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÔÈÅ ÂÁÃËÌÏÇ ÉÎÄÅØ ÃÏÍÐÁÒÅÓ ÄÉÓÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ 
previously pending cases (taking care of ȬÏÌÄȭ ×ÏÒËɊȢ   )Î ÏÔÈÅr words, the backlog index represents the 
part of a year it  would take to dispose of the cases pending at the beginning of the year  if no new cases 
were filed. 

For example, if a county had 500 pending Other Felony cases at the beginning of the year and disposed 
of 1,000 Other Felony cases that year, it would have a backlog index of .5. This means that the court 
ȰÔÕÒÎÅÄ ÏÖÅÒȱ ÏÒ ÄÉÓÐÏÓÅÄ of the equivalent of the pending caseload within six months (.5 equals a half-
ÙÅÁÒɊȢ  Ȱ! ÂÁÃËÌÏÇ ÉÎÄÅØ ÏÆ ρȢπ ÍÅÁÎÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÒÔ ÄÉÓÐÏÓÅÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÅÑÕÉÖÁÌÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÃÁÓÅÌÏÁÄ 
ÉÎ ÏÎÅ ÙÅÁÒȢȱ4  The minimum goal for a civil backlog index is 1.0 or less.   

Criminal cases should be disposed more quickly, so the backlog index should be lower for criminal 
cases than civil cases. This situation, however, is not reflected in the data statewide in 2009 as noted in 
Figure 2.16.  

                                                             
3 Steelman, David C., Caseflow Management (Williamsburg: National Center for State Courts, 2000), p. 93. 
4 Ibid. 

Timeliness 

òéthe backlog index é is 
one of the é most reliable 

indicators of courtwide 

performance relating to case-
processing times.ó  

David Steelman 
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Figure  2.16: Backlog Index of Major Case Types Statewide 2005 -2009   

The data in figure 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 groups in the past 
five years, except in Major Criminal.  
The Probate/Mental Health area has 
decreased the most from 1.16 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 measures, the Major Criminal backlog index varies by district and counties within 
districts.  District backlog index data for 2005-2009 is available in the appendix. 
 
  

Figure  2.17: 2009 Backlog Index for  Major Criminal Cases By District   

Figure 2.17 shows the Major 
Criminal backlog index for 2009 as 
low as .31 in the 4th District to a high 
of .58 in the 10th District.  This 
means that the 4th District was able 
to process the number of cases 
pending at the beginning of 2009 in 
under four months (.31 of a year) 
while the 10th processed an 
equivalent number of cases as those 
pending at the beginning of 2009 in 
about seven months (.58 of a year). 

 

 
 
As in other measures, there is variation by county within a district. 
Major Criminal cases in the 10th District  range from a backlog index of 
.48 in Washington County to .71 in Wright County.   These numbers 
show that Wright County took nearly nine months to dispose of the 
number of Major Criminal cases pending at the beginning of 2009. 
 

 

10th 
District 
Counties 

2009 Backlog 
in Major 
Criminal  

Wright .71 

Pine .69 

Isanti .68 

Chisago .62 

Kanabec .60 

Anoka .57 

Sherburne .51 

Washington .48 

District Total .58 

Timeliness 
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Responding to Performance Measure Results 

The review of Backlog Index as part of the Performance Measures 
Results completed by the 10th District  indicated the higher Backlog 
Index number in Major Criminal, especially Serious Felonies, were 
attributed to public defender shortages and judicial vacancies  
(backlog Index in 2009 for the 10th District for Serious Felonies 
was 1.01, rising as high as 1.37 in Wright County). Although no 
systemic data quality or business practice issues were identified 
as contributing to a higher backlog index by the 10th District , they 
report that  some counties are now reviewing calendars to see if 
improvements can be made. 

 

  

Ȱ/ÕÒ ÏÎÌÙ ȰÒÅÄ ÌÉÇÈÔȱ [for 
the backlog index] was in 
serious felonies.  Public 
defender shortages and 
judicial vacancies have 
ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÉÓȢȱ 

Tenth District 

Timeliness 
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άLǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ WǳŘƛŎƛŀƭ .ǊŀƴŎƘ 
that juvenile protection cases be 
expedited in conformance with state and 
federal requirements with the goal of 
serving the best interests of children by 
providing safe, stable, and permanent 
homes for abused and neglected 
children.  
  
Χ /WL ƧǳŘƎŜǎ ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ 

for monitoring and improving 

performance on federal and judicial 

branch child welfare measures and are 

encouraged to develop and implement 

local plans to improve such 

ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΦέ 

Judicial Policy 601 

 

LENGTH OF TIME TO PERMANENCY 

 Just over three-fourths (76%) of children who reached permanency on a CHIPS case in 2009 
did so after being out of home for 12 months or fewer (across cases). 

 Just under two-thirds  (63%) of children who reached permanency on one of the Permanency 
case types reached permanency within 12 months (TPR (old case type), Permanency-TPR, 
Permanency-Non-TPR). 

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

 

The Judicial Council approved adding the Length of Time to 
Permanency measure to the Key Results and Measures in 
September 2009.  A report was developed to provide these 
results to all judges and administration staff with 
responsibility for CHIPS and Permanency cases and it was 
approved by the Council in November 2009.   

Phase one of the data quality review process of the Length 
of Time to Permanency report as designated by the Council 
(Policy 703) - began in February 2010 and Phase Two 
made the report available to court staff and judges on 
CourtNet in April 2010.   

Training was provided to MNCIS users to make sure the 
data accurately and thoroughly reflected all activity on the 
case.  Data files with possible errors are available on 
CourtNet for court administration to use for local data 
quality work. 

 

4ÈÅ ÆÉÎÁÌ ȬÐÈÁÓÅȭ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÄÁÔÁ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÉÓ ÔÏ ÁÌÌÏ× ÉÔ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÕÐÏn 
request.  As of the writing of this report, this final release has not happened, but is expected to be done 
soon.     

Since oÎÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÇÏÁÌÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ *ÕÓÔÉÃÅ )ÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅ (CJI) is for children removed from a custodial 
parent to have permanency and stability in their living situation , the Length of Time to Permanency 
report was developed to assist courts in determining the length of time it takes, over the lives of 
children, to provide permanency to those who are removed from home.   

  

Timeliness 
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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 case who reached permanency in 2009 
did so after being out of home a total of 12 months 
or less (1,493 children out of 1,952 total) while 
63% of the children on a Permanency case 
reaching permanency in 2009 did so by 12 
months (588 children out of 932 total)  (see 
appendix for county listings of 2009 CHIPS and 
Permanency cases). 
 
For this report , protective supervision and trial 
home visits are included as permanencies.  In 
2009, statewide 53% of all children reaching 
permanency on a CHIPS case did so by these two 
types of permanency.  Another 27% of children 
had their case dismissed or jurisdiction 
terminated as the permanency of record.  

  

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 variation among districts for the percent of children reaching permanency within 12 months 
as shown in Figure 2.18.  For CHIPS cases, the range is from 67% in the 2nd District to 84% reaching 
permanency within 12 months in the 4th District. For children on a Permanency case, the percent 
reaching permanency within 12 months varies from 42% in the 9th District to 77% in the 6th District.   

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

    
CHIPS Cases 

  
Permanency 

Cases 

District 
Cum % 
thru 12 
months 

Number 
of 

Children 
  

Cum % 
thru 12 
months 

Number 
of 

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 72% 108   77% 67 

7 76% 143   63% 52 

8 77% 44   74% 23 

9 70% 176   42% 32 

10 72% 189   50% 52 

           
State 76% 1493   63% 588 

Permanency 
Type*  

Up to 6 
months  

Cum to 
12 mo 

 Cum to 
15 mo 

Cum to 
18 mo 

Cum to 
24 mo 

Cum >24 
mo 

Total 
Children  

Protective 
Supervision  

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 

Term. of Jurisdiction 
w/o Perm. Order  

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 

Dismissed w/o 
Perm. Order 

80 56% 28 76% 14 86% 5 89% 4 92% 11 100% 142 

State Ward for 
Adoption  

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 

Long-Term Foster 
Care  

10 17% 20 52% 13 74% 4 81% 8 95% 3 100% 58 

Foster Care for a 
Specified Time  

1 20% 2 60% 0 60% 0 60% 0 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. 

Timeliness 

Data for permanencies reached in 2009 (data as of 5/20/10). 
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As may be expected, the length of time for children to reach permanency varies by type of permanency 
achieved.  Figure 2.19  shows that by 12 months of being out of home, 90% of children with a Trial 
Home Visit reached permanency while only 52% of 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 Length of Time to Permanency report is available on CourtNet.  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 shown in Figure 2.20.  This feature allows for closer review 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  
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COURT OF APPEALS DISPOSITIONS WITHIN TIME STANDARDS 

 Nearly 90% of juvenile protection cases in 2009 met the 55 day goal for Last Brief to 
Submission.  Although other cases types are not meeting the ABA standard, most cases are 
heard about three months after the last brief.  

 All (100%) cases disposed by the Court of Appeals in 2009 met the timing objective for 
Submission to Disposition of 60 days for Juvenile Delinquency cases and 90 days for all other 
case types. 

 The number of cases handled in 2009 (more than 2,500, including abbreviated adversarial 
cases) 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, the court adopted the ABA standard of 55 days. Although 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 heard within 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 goal than in 2005.  

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

Timeliness 
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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%  222 100.0% 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 

Days   
60 

Days   
60 

Days 
 

60 
Days 

 

60 
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 for Submission to Disposition in 2009 and all cases have met this 
objective at least 98% of the time since 2005. 

 

  

Timeliness 
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SUPREME COURT DISPOSITIONS 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 standards and the points of measurement conform to the 
ABA use of the 50th percentile and the 90th percentile for state supreme courts.  

Although separate time standards were adopted for Circulation of Majority to Dissent; Submission 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 50 th  Percentile of Supreme Court  Cases 2007 -
2009   

 
ɕ 4ÁØ #ÏÕÒÔ ÁÎÄ 7ÏÒËÅÒÓȭ #ÏÍÐÅÎÓÁÔÉÏÎ #ÁÓÅÓ 
** Days from filing  to disposition. 
^ Average for all cases 

 

To report the points of measurement, MACS, the Supreme Court case management system, calculates 
the number of days at the 50th percentile and 90th percentile of all of the cases handled of a particular 
type and by event.  This means that if there were 100 cases of a certain type, the number of days to 

Minnesota Supreme Court Time Standards (Days)  

50th Percentile  

  Mandatory/Original (Non -PFRs) Discretionary  

Event 

  Num   Num   Num   Num   Num   Num   Num Crim  Num 

Mur - of Civil * Of Prof. of Writs  of Review of Review of Child  of Pre- of 

der I Cases   Cases Reg. Cases   Cases Granted  Cases Denied  Cases Prot.  Cases trial  Cases 

Filing of PFR to 
Disp of PFR 
Standard  

--  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 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 
Majority  
Standard  

50   40   15   10   60   --  --  20   30   

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 
Submission to 
Disposition 
without/w ith  
Dissent 
Standard  

90/  
105 

  
75/  
105 

  
50/  
60 

  
30/  
40 

  
90/  
105 

  --  --  
30/  
40 

  
45/  
60 

  

2009 129 40 35 23 70 59 15** 11 176 60 -- -- -- 0 223^ 3 

2008  79 41 2 28 65 54 13**  7 112 63 --  --  -- 0 79 1 

2007 73 44 49 37 50 46  12** 6  129 71  -- --  77 6 79 5 

Timeliness 
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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 50th percentile number of days and the 
days at case number 90 is recorded as the 90th percentile number of days. 

Figure  2.24: Number of Days Elapsed at 90 th  Percentile of Supreme Court Cases 2007 -
2009  

ɕ 4ÁØ #ÏÕÒÔ ÁÎÄ 7ÏÒËÅÒÓȭ #ÏÍÐÅÎÓÁÔÉÏÎ #ÁÓÅÓ 
** Days from filing  to disposition. 
^ Average for all cases. 

 

In general, the Supreme Court is meeting its time objectives.  The areas that are not consistently 
meeting objectives include child protection and criminal pretrial at both the 50th and 90th 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 the 90th percentile.  Although the number of days taken for different events 
remains fairly consistent from year to year, there are several increased in 2009 figures compared to 
2007 and 2008. 

 

 

  

Minnesota Supreme Court Time Standards (Days)  

90th Percentile  

  Mandatory/Original (Non -PFRs) Discretionary  

Event 

  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 

der I Cases   Cases Reg. Cases   Cases Granted  Cases Denied  Cases Prot.  Cases trial  Cases 

Filing of PFR to 
Disposition of 
PFR Standard  

--  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  60   60   20   40   

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 
Majority  
Standard  

125   90   40   20   125    --  --  20   45   

2009 96 40 95 23 75 59 -- 11 141 60 -- -- -- 0 67^ 3 

2008  62 41 56 28 37 54 -- 7 98 63 --  --  -- 0  29 1 

2007 77 44 98 37 28 46 -- 6 113 71  -- --  86 6  41 5 

Submission to 
Disposition 
without/with 
Dissent 
Standard  

170/  
200 

  
110/  
140 

  
60/  
90 

  
35/  
45 

  
160/  
190 

   -- --  
40/  
40 

  
65/  
90 

  

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  1 

2007 134 44 136 37 225 46 39** 6 225 71  --  --  183 6   122  5 

Timeliness 
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INTEGRITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY  

The Minnesota Judicial Branch will ensure 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 Data 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 DVS from 2003-2008 were 
reviewed and updated to correct the records at DVS. 

 The number of criminal cases with charges not disposed, or without proper sentences, has 
decreased by 90% from January 2009 to June 2010.  

 
 
Mission:  The Data Quality Program was created in July 2007 to 
define data quality standards, identify data quality issues and 
determine when it is necessary to develop standard business 
practices to be implemented statewide.  The Data Quality Steering 
Committee provides leadership for the program by setting 
priorities for focusing efforts, determining acceptable levels of 
data quality in particular areas, ensuring resources are prioritized 
to implement solutions, and determines when to move issues to 
COAW or other groups to pursue required business practices in 
order to achieve the necessary level of data quality. 

 

Since the inception of the program, there have been many major data quality efforts.   In 2008 an 
evaluation indicated 18,300 convictions had not been properly certified to the Department of Vehicle 
Services (DVS) between 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 court staff to establish customized programming 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 newly created report in the Branch includes conducting a review process to 
meeÔ ÔÈÅ ÇÏÁÌÓ ÏÆ 0ÏÌÉÃÙ χπσ ÔÏ ÁÓÓÕÒÅ ÔÈÁÔ ȰÓÕÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ ÁÃÃÕÒÁÃÙ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÔÅÇÒÉÔÙ ÈÁÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÄ.ȱ  
During the initial review period of the Length of Time to Permanency report, the Data Quality team 
discovered areas where data entry was not accurate or was incomplete which then led to results on 
the report that were not complete.  The team partnered with CJI Managers to conduct seven CHIPS 
MNCIS Data Quality Trainings by WebEx and in-person at specific locations by request.   

 

 

Court data and reports that are 
accessible shall be reasonably 
accurate, and resources shall be 
dedicated to conduct quality 
assurance in a timely manner.  
Reports shall not be used or 
disclosed ȣÕÎÔÉÌ ÓÕÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÔ 
accuracy and integrity have 
been demonstrated. 

Judicial Branch Policy 703 
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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 Time to 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 (CAPs) and 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  

 

The Data Quality Program staff also provides continuous 
monitoring of criminal cases to ensure proper dispositions 
are entered in MNCIS.  Reports have been created that 
district court staff can use to find the cases with  charges 
missing a final disposition or cases where all the charges 
are disposed but not all dispositions requiring a sentence 
have one.  4ÈÅ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÓ ÁÌÌÏ× ÆÏÒ ÕÓÅÒÓ ÔÏ ȰÄÒÉÌÌ-ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈȱ ÔÏ 
retrieve case numbers from the summary counts.  The 
detailed information can then be used to update the case. 

There has been measurable progress toward updating 
criminal cases needing charges to be disposed and/or 
sentences added.  The number of cases with possible data 
quality issues has decreased over 90% in 18 months from 
about 11,800 in January 2009 down to approximately 1,100 
in June 2010.    
 
 

All of the reports, tools, data files and other resources of the Data Quality Program are available on 
CourtNet.   The Data Quality staff is also available for consultation. 
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