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Honorable A. M. Keith 
Chief Justice - Minnesota Supreme Court 
Minnesota Judicial Center 
25 Constitution Avenue 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155 

Re: Interactive Audio-Video Communications Experiement 
in Fourth Judicial District - Mental Health Division 
Price and Jarvis Proceedings. 

Dear Chief Justice Keith: 

Pursuant to the orders signed by Chief Justice Popovich 
on March 22 and September 13, 1990, I respectfully submit 
the final report of the Interactive Audio-Video 
Communications Evaluation Committee to the Supreme Court. 

There are three points that I draw to your attention 
out of concern for the rights of patients (respondents in 
Jarvis and Price cases). First, I want to emphasize that 
in 21 out of 22 hearings, the patient was present in the 
courtroom. The patient's presence in the courtroom is 
excused by the court only in selected cases. The patient 
may be excused from the courtroom when the patient or the 
patient's attorney expressly waives the patient's right to 
be present in the courtroom. In addition, in some cases, 
the court may find it necessary to excuse a patient who 
persistently disrupts the proceedings. 

The second point is that, although some of the 
attorneys on the Hennepin County Bar Association's 
Commitment Defense Project expressed philosophical concerns 
regarding the loss of a patient's right to "effective 
confrontation" when the physician testifies over two-way 
television, the evaluation committee, which includes 3 
members of the defense project, found no evidence of 
prejudice to any party as a result of the procedures used 
during the experiment. 
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Third, I would also like to emphasize that any patient 
objecting to the physician testifying by means of two-way 
television can request that a physician be physically 
present in the courtroom. 

In conclusion, the committee found two-way television 
to be a legally acceptable and technologically satisfactory 
means for taking the testimony of the physician in Jarvis 
and Price hearings. The committee recommends that the 
Supreme Court authorize the continued use of two-way 
television for use in Jarvis and.Price hearings for 
Hennepin County patients at the Anoka-Metro Regional 
Treatment Center. 

The committee also recommends that the Supreme Court 
authorize the use of two-way television in Jarvis and Price 
hearings for Hennepin County patients residing at the 
regional treatment centers in Brainerd, FergusFalls, Moose 
Lake, St. Peter, and Willmar. 

9 YMOU CRUMP 
Chair - Sup&me Court 
Interactive Audio-Video 
Communications Evaluation 
Committee 

cc: Coleen Brady 
Kathy Meade Hebert 
Mary McGurran 
Roger Root 
Donald Betzold 
Nancy Olkon 
Michael Saeger 
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I. SUMMARY AND FINDIIVGS 

The Minnesota Supreme Court approved the Interactive 
Audio-Video Communications (two-way television) Experi- 
ment in the Fourth Judicial District - Mental Health 
Division - on March 22, 1990, by issuing Order 
C6-90-649. This project was requested- by the Minnesota 
Department of Human Services (DHS) with the support of 
the Minnesota Attorney General, the Fourth Judicial Dis- 
trict Mental Health Court, the Fourth Judicial District 
Court Administration, the Hennepin County Attorney, the 
Hennepin County Bar Association's Commitment Defense 
Project, and the Ebenezer Society which provides guard- 
ians ad litem for Jarvis and Price hearings. 

The experiment was designed to test the acceptability 
of two-way television as a medium for taking the testi- 
mony of an expert witness. The expert witness testifies 
from a distant location instead of traveling to the court- 
room. The test sites were Courtroom 356 in the Hennepin 
County Government Center in downtown Minneapolis and a 
"witness room" at the Anoka-Metro Regional Treatment 
Center (Anoka). The expert witness was always a psychia- 
trist on the staff at the Anoka facility. Facsimile 
machines provided for document transmission when needed. 

Although the expert witness remained at Anoka in 
every case, all patients had the opportunity to appear in 
the courtroom in front of the judge. In 21 of 22 hear- 
ings the patient was present in the courtroom. One 
patient refused to come to the courtroom. 

On May 10, 1990, the Supreme Court appointed the 
Fourth Judicial District - Mental Health Division Judge, 
Harry Seymour Crump, to chair a committee to evaluate the 
project. The Court also appointed representatives from 
all supporting organizations to the committee. The evalu- 
ation committee members elected Coleen Brady, Assistant 
Hennepin County Attorney, vice-chair of the committee. 
The committee met seven times, conducted two mock hear- 
ings, developed the instruments for evaluating the 
project, and prepared the final report. 

From September 4 through October 29, 22 hearings were 
conducted using the two-way television system. At each 
hearing a DHS employee asked all participants and observ- 
ers to complete an evaluation form, In addition, the DHS 
employee filled out a log sheet to document several 



aspects of the hearing -- its participants, length, tech- 
nical difficulties, special incidents, and observations. 
This,log together with the evaluation instruments and 
official court record provided the data base for the 
evaluation committee. 

The Supreme Court ordered the evaluation committee to 
review the experiment and file a report addressing six 
specific factors. The committee's findings regarding the 
six factors are as follows: 

1. Evaluate the quality of transmission provided by the 
technologies used. 

The quality of the video transmission and recep- 
tion was good. Improvements could be made in the 
type and location of TV monitors and cameras to 
keep the technology as unobtrusive as possible and 
to allow the witness at Anoka to see the entire 
courtroom, including the patient. 

The quality of the audio transmission was good; 
however, audio reception should be improved. 
Changes should be made to achieve full-duplex 
audio communication thereby eliminating the 
voice-activated switching used in this project. 

2. Evaluate the ease of use of the equipment. 

The equipment was easy to use and can be operated 
by participants, courtroom personnel, and by the 
testifying physician at the Anoka witness room. 

3. Evaluate the reliability of the equipment and 
transmission path. 

The microwave segment of the transmission path 
between Courtroom 356 and the Anoka witness room 
proved unreliable. When it was replaced by 
fiber-optic cable midway through the project, the 
transmission path became reliable, No further 
problems occurred. 

The video terminals and facsimile machines in 
Courtroom 356 and in the Anoka witness room were 
reliable. 

4. Evaluate any disruptions to the proceedings. 

Generally, the technologies used did not disrupt 
the proceedings, Of 22 hearings, 21 were 
completed using two-way television to receive 
expert witness testimony. 
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5. 

6. 

7. 

* Although the Supreme Court ordered the evaluation 
committee to address six factors, the committee 
included this question in its evaluation forms. Of 
201 participants and observers responding to this 
question, 92 percent agreed that it was satisfactory, 
5 percent disagreed, and 3 percent did not know. 
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One hearing at the beginning of the project was 
conducted using a speaker phone to receive 
testimony because of a failure of the microwave 
equipment in the television transmission path. 
The replacement of microwave with fiber-optic 
equipment eliminated this problem. 

In another hearing, a brief delay occurred when 
the patient, in response to his attorney's direc- 
tion, turned off the power switch to a video ter- 
minal. This could have been avoided by clearer 
instructions to the patient's attorney regarding 
the use of the video terminal. 

Limitations due to the particular type of audio 
equipment used occasionally made hearing less than 
perfect for participants, observers, and court 
personnel. Better quality audio speakers, micro- 
phones, and the replacement of voice-activated 
switching of video equipment with full-duplex 
audio would remove these limitations. 

Evaluate the ability to assess physician demeanor. 

The technologies used did not interfere with the 
ability of persons in the courtroom to assess the 
demeanor of the testifying physician. 

Evaluate whether there is prejudice to any party as a 
result of the technology and procedures used in the 
project. 

For the 21 hearings conducted using two-way tele- 
vision, there is no evidence to indicate that the 
technologies and procedures used prejudiced any 
party. No rulings made in these hearings were 
appealed. 

One hearing was not conducted by two-way televis- 
ion because the patient's attorney filed a pre- 
hearing motion objecting to the use of the 
technology. 

Evaluate whether having the physician testify via 
two-way television was a satisfactory way to conduct 
the hearing.* 



The evaluation committee concluded that the use of 
two-way television is a satisfactory way to receive the 
testimony of the expert witness in Jarvis and Price 
hearings. The committee supports the continued use of 
this technology in the Fourth Judicial District - Mental 
Health Division to receive testimony from physicians at 
the Anoka-Metro Regional Treatment Center and other 
regional treatment centers in Minnesota. 
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II. BACKGROUND 

A. Project History 

In November, 1989, the Minnesota Department of Human 
Services (DHS) entered into a research and demonstration 
partnership project with the Minnesota Department of 
Administration~s InterTechnologies Group (InterTech) to 
investigate integrated communications technologies to 
meet particular needs. This "Remote Integrated Communica- 
tions Partnership Project" 
identify such needs. 

has a steering committee to 

sion 
The steering committee determined that two-way televi- 

should be explored as a substitute for travel to 
enable psychiatrists at DHS's regional treatment centers 
to testify in court hearings required pursuant to Supreme 
Court decisions in the cases of Jarvis v. Levine 418 
N.W.2d 139 (Min. 1988) and Price v. Shennard, 307 Minn. 
250, 239 N.W.2d 905 (Minn. 1976). DHS staff requested 
assistance from the Minnesota Attorney General's Office 
to determine the legal issues relevant to such a project. 

Staff at InterTech arranged for a two-way television 
demonstration using desktop video terminals located in 
Minnesota Department of Transportation facilities in St. 
Paul and Duluth. Representatives from the Fourth Judi- 
cial District and the Hennepin County Bar Association's 
Commitment Defense Project, the Attorney General's 
Office, and DHS participated in this demonstration and 
subsequently agreed to plan a project to take place in 
the Fourth Judicial District's Mental Health Division. 

DHS requested that InterTech provide information on 
two-way television equipment, transmission path, and 
associated costs and to manage the acquisition, installa- 
tion, and payment for such technology if permission to 
proceed were granted by the Supreme Court. Based on 
information provided by InterTech, DHS and InterTech 
staff jointly determined that the project was 
technologically and financially feasible. 

On March 7, 1990, DHS Commissioner Ann Wynia wrote to 
then Chief Justice Popovich requesting permission to 
conduct a two-way television experiment in the Fourth 
Judicial District Court - Mental Health Division. On 
March 26, 1990, Justice Popovich signed an order authoriz- 
ing the project proposed by Commissioner Wynia and defin- 
ing the conditions under which the project should pro- 
ceed. See Supreme Court Order File No. C6-90-649 in 
Appendix A. 
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On May 10, 1990, Chief Justice Popovich appointed 
Judge Crump to chair an evaluation committee comprised of 
representatives of the Commitment Defense Project, Henne- 
pin County Attorney, Minnesota Attorney General, Ebenezer 
Society, and the Minnesota Department of Human Services. 
[See Appendix A]. 

In its initial order, the Supreme Court requested 
that the evaluation committee address the following 
factors: 

1. Quality of transmission. 
2. Ease of use of the equipment. 
3. Reliability of the equipment and transmission 

path. 
4. Any disruptions to the proceedings. 

2 
Ability to assess physician demeanor. 
Prejudice to any party as a result of the proce- 
dures used in the experiment. 

Also in its .initial order, the court required the 
committee to file a report within six months. Due to 
delays resulting from contracting and technical difficul- 
ties the committee requested an extension of time for 
filing the report. The court extended the date for fil- 
ing the report until January 1, 1991. [See Appendix A] 

B. Prolect Obiectives 

The court order authorized a ninety-day experimental 
program to take place in Courtroom 356 of the Hennepin 
County District Court using two-way television to receive 
the testimony of physicians who were physically located 
in a secured witness room at the Anoka-Metro Regional 
Treatment Center. 

The court order detailed procedures to be followed in 
hearings employing two-way television equipment, the type 
of video terminal and transmission equipment to be used, 
security, factors to be evaluated, due date for the evalu- 
ation report, and other requirements and limitations. 

No audio or video recording equipment was allowed to 
be connected to the communications system as the court 
proceedings were to be recorded by the court reporter in 
the customary manner. A DHS employee was required to 
attend all hearings and keep a log to provide a record of 
observations, occurrences, participant comments, and 
problems. 
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C. Evaluation 

The evaluation committee designed evaluation instru- 
ments and formulated courtroom procedures. Sample forms 
are provided in Appendix B and include: 

1. "Evaluation Form" For use in courtroom 356 by 
hearing participants and 
observers. 

2. "Evaluation Form for For use by the testifying 
the Testifying physician in the witness 
Physiciant' room at Anoka-Metro Region- 

al Treatment Center 

3. "Checklist for DHS For use by the DHS observer 
Observer at each hearing as a log of 

occurrences. 

D. Courtroom Procedures and Protocol 

In addition, the evaluation committee helped Judge 
Crump establish courtroom procedures and a protocol for 
use in hearings using two-way television. Three docu- 
ments reflect this work. Copies are provided in Appendix 
c. 

The court's "Notice and Order for Hearing" was modi- 
fied to include the following statement: 

Testimony from Dr. , who will 
be physically located at the Anoka Metro Regional 
Treatment Center, will be taken via interactive 
audio-video equipment. In the event of technical 
failure of the audio-video equipment, the doctor's 
testimony will be taken by telephone. Any objections 
to the use of such equipment in connection with the 
taking of the doctor's testimony must be served upon 
the interested parties and filed with Court at least 
five days prior to the scheduled hearing, excluding 
weekends and holidays. 

A standard statement was prepared to be read by the 
presiding judge or referee at the opening of each hearing 
to explain the role and use of two-way television during 
the hearing. For example, hearing participants were 
instructed to remain seated so that the physician at 
Anoka could see them. Participants were instructed to 
speak clearly into the microphone. They were also asked 
to fill out an evaluation form before leaving and thanked 
for their cooperation. 
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A one-page “prOtOCOlv was also prepared and placed on 
the table or desk of every hearing participant prior to 
the beginning of each hearing. The protocol included the 
same information read by the judge and served to assure 
that participants were aware of the procedures to be 
followed. 

E. Technoloav Installed 

Based on the Supreme Court's approval of the request 
by DHS for an experimental project, InterTech prepared 
specifications and requests for bids from vendors to 
provide the necessary equipment. The technology require- 
ments were as follows: 

1. Signal paths to carry: 

a. a-way television signals -- such as microwave 
or optical fiber 

b. Video terminal -- telephone line 
synchronization data 

C. facsimile machine data -- telephone line 

2. Desktop video c audio communication terminals 

a. Courtroom 356 -- four terminals located as 
follows: 

Judge = one 
Petitioner's Attorney = one 
Respondent's Attorney = one 
Witness Stand = one 

b. Witness room at Anoka -- one terminal 

3. Television monitors for court reporter and observ- 
ers 

Courtroom 356 -- one large and one small 
monitor 

4. Facsimile machines for document transmission 

a. Courtroom 356 -- one machine 
b. Witness room at Anoka -- one machine 

5. Speaker telephones for emergency backup communica- 
tions 
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a. Courtroom 356 -- one phone 
b. Witness room at Anoka -- one phone 

During the period from April through early August, 
requests for bids were published by the Minnesota 
Department of Administration, vendors were selected and 
contracts were negotiated by InterTech, and equipment was 
installed and tested. Details on the technologies and 
vendors are provided in Appendix D. 

The video signal path contract was awarded to U.S. 
West and consisted of coaxial cable from Courtroom 356 to 
a wiring closet behind the courtroom where connection was 
made to a fiber-optic cable running northward to the 
Anoka Technical College. At that location the fiber- 
optic line was connected to a microwave transmission link 
for sending the signal through the air to the Anoka-Metro 
Regional Treatment Center. 

The details of this transmission path are important 
because technical problems occurred on the microwave 
portion of the path. The problems were serious enough 
that U.S. West replaced the microwave link with a fiber- 
optic line which became operational on October 5, roughly 
half-way through the project. 

F. Prenarations for Start-Up 

While final installation and testing of equipment 
were taking place in late July, vendors provided training 
to DHS and courtroom personnel on the operation of the 
equipment in Courtroom 356, and to DHS personnel at Anoka 
on the equipment in the Anoka witness room. 

On August 6, 1990, a mock hearing was conducted by 
Referee Donna Falk using the two-way television communica- 
tions system connecting the Anoka witness room to Court- 
room 356. The purpose of this hearing was to test the 
equipment, technical procedures, hearing protocol, and 
evaluation forms. Members of the evaluation committee 
were present as were observers from participating organi- 
zations. 

Based on experience gained through the mock hearing, 
final decisions were made by the evaluation committee on 
how the two-way television equipment would be used in 
actual hearings. The committee decided to adjust the 
video terminals so that persons in the courtroom would 
always see the Anoka witness on the courtroom terminals, 
regardless of who was speaking. However, the video 
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terminal at Anoka was adjusted to allow the physician to 
see the person currently speaking, or the person who had 
most recently spoken. 

Technical difficulties on the transmission path 
required further testing and problem solving in August. 
The first official hearing to be conducted using two-way 
television occurred on September 4, 1990. Due to the 
unanticipated delays and in consideration of the time 
needed to review the project and prepare the report, the 
evaluation committee decided to limit the project to 60, 
rather than 90, days. 

III. OPERATIONAL PHASE OF PROJECT 

A. Characteristics of Hearinas 

The operational period of the project was from Septem- 
ber 3 until November 2, 1990. During this nine-week 
period, 21 hearings took place in which two-way televi- 
sion was used to obtain the testimony of the physician at 
the Anoka witness room. In one hearing the backup 
speaker phone system was used, and one hearing did not 
occur using telecommunications technology because the 
respondent's attorney filed an objection in accordance 
with the procedures contained in the Fourth Judicial 
District - Mental Health Division's "Notice and Order for 
Hearing." This objection was not contested by the 
petitioner's attorney. 

Detailed demographics on the type and numbers of 
participants in these hearings are provided in Appendix 
E. Each judge and referee in the Mental Health Division 
conducted at least one hearing. Two referees conducted 3 
hearings apiece, and Judge Crump conducted 15 hearings. 
Sixteen attorneys from the Hennepin County Bar Associa- 
tion's Commitment Defense Project participated in the 
hearings. Five different attorneys from the Hennepin 
County Attorney's Office, 
general, 

5 special assistant attorneys 
10 guardians ad litem, 4 court-appointed examin- 

ers, 7 court reporters, and 7 physicians from Anoka-Metro 
Regional Treatment Center also participated. 

B. Results of ParticiDant/Observer Survey 

All hearing participants, including patients, depu- 
ties, law clerks, and observers were asked to fill out an 
evaluation form. A DHS employee handed out these form8 
at the beginning,of each hearing. Two forms were used, 

Page 10 



one in Courtroom 356, and the other in the Anoka witness 
room. Samples are provided in Appendix B. 

Two hundred and twelve evaluation forms were complet- 
ed. For each question in the survey form, tabulated 
data, percentage calculations, and bar graphs of the 
percentages are presented in the "Total Evaluation Data" 
section of Appendix E. 

As pointed out above, from September 4 until October 
4, a microwave segment of the transmission path caused 
technical problems. As a result, the microwave segment 
was replaced with fiber optics and from October 5 until 
the last hearing on October 29, the entire transmission 
path was fiber optics. Where appropriate, evaluation 
data was analyzed to determine if evaluators responded 
differently to technology-related questions before and 
after October 5. 

C. Hiahliahts of the Survey Results 

Question IIA - The telecommunications equipment 
worked properly during the hearing. 

Before October 5, 86 percent of all evaluators 
agreed that the telecommunication equipment worked 
properly during the hearing [See Appendix E, Total 
Evaluation Data, Question IIA]. After October 5, 96 
percent agreed to that same statement. This indicates 
that the switch to a better transmission path caused a 
measurable improvement in the perception by evaluators 
that the equipment worked properly. 

Question IIB - It appeared that the telecommunication 
equipment was easy to use. 

In response to the statement, "It appeared that the 
telecommunication equipment was easy to use," 92 percent 
of evaluators agreed. Three percent marked 
"disagree," 3 percent marked "don't know," and 2 
percent marked "doesn't apply." 

Question IIC - I could clearly hear and see the 
physician testifying from Anoka. 

Before October 5 with the microwave equipment still 
in place, 81 percent of evaluators in Courtroom 356 
agreed that they could clearly hear and see the physi- 
cian testifying from Anoka. After October 5, evaluator 
responses increased to 88 percent "agried," and 12 
percent "disagreed." 
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For the 12 percent who disagreed, it is not possible 
to distinguish from the ltcheck-markedtl boxes whether 
lVseeingtt or "hearing" was the more significant issue. 
Fortunately, many evaluators wrote comments which helped 
to clarify this. 
or 60 percent, 

Of 212 evaluation forms received, 128, 
contained written comments. 

technology, 85 written comments were made. 
Regarding 

concerned audio; only 4 were about video. 
Sixty-five 

It is evident from the data that the evaluators who 
disagreed with the statement that they could clearly 
hear and see the physician testifying from Anoka were 
concerned about audio, not video problems. 

Question IIC - Phvsician - I had an adequate under- 
standing of what was 

happening in the courtroom through the use 
of the telecommunication equipment. 

The physicians at Anoka were asked to respond to the 
statement, "1 had an adequate understanding of what was 
happening to the courtroom through the use of the telecom- 
munications equipment. Of the 22 responses, 95 percent 
agreed with this statement. 

Question IID - Using interactive telecommunication 
equipment disrupted the proceedings of 
the courtroom. 

Eighty-four percent of the evaluators in the court- 
room disagreed with the statement that using telecommu- 
nication equipment disrupted the proceedings of the court- 
room. Twelve percent agreed that the equipment was - 
disruptive, 
know." 

and 4 percent marked that they "didn't 

Question IID - Phvsician - Using interactive tele- 
communication equipment 

hindered my ability to communicate effec- 
tively with my attorney. 

Physicians at the Anoka witness room indicated in 82 
percent of their responses that they disagreed with the 
statement, Vsing interactive telecommunication equipment 
hindered my ability to communicate effectively with my 
attorney." Eighteen percent of Anoka testifying physi- 
cians agreed with this statement. 

Question IIE - Using interactive telecommunication 
equipment in the courtroom interfered 

with the rights of the parties participat- 
ing in the hearing. 
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Eighty-seven percent of all evaluators disagreed 
with the statement that using interactive telecommunica- 
tions equipment interfered (or appeared to interfere) 
with the rights of the parties participating in the hear- 
ing. Ten percent marked "don't know", and 4 percent 
marked ttagree.tt 

Question IIF - Having the physician testify via 
interactive telecommunication equip- 

ment was a satisfactory way to conduct this 
hearing. 

In response to the summary statements, 91 percent of 
all evaluators agreed that having the physician testify 
via interactive telecommunication equipment was a satis- 
factory way to conduct "this" hearing. Five percent 
marked "disagree," 3 percent ttdonPt know," and 1 
percent "doesn't apply." 

D. Data bv TvDe of Evaluator 

The evaluator data was analyzed by the type of evalua- 
tor, such as defense attorney, court reporter, etc. Data 
tables, percentage tables and bar graphs are provided in 
Appendix E, "Data by Specific Type of Evaluator" for each 
survey question. This is helpful to understand differ- 
ences in perception according to the viewpoint of each 
evaluator. 

For example, in response to the statement [IID - 
Courtroom] that using interactive telecommunication equip- 
ment disrupted the proceedings of the courtroom, 100 
percent of the judges and referees ttdisagreed.tt On the 
other hand, 62 percent of court-appointed examiners 
"disagreed," but 24 percent marked ttdonvt know" and 
in many instances provided written comments that this 
required a legal opinion. 

Similarly, 24 percent of court-appointed examiners 
marked tvdonmt know" in response to the statement [IIE], 
"Using interactive telecommunication equipment in the 
courtroom interfered with rights of the parties partici- 
pating in the hearing." 

In response to the summary statement [IIF] that hav- 
ing the physician testify via interactive telecommunica- 
tion equipment was a satisfactory way to conduct this 
hearing, 5 types of evaluators **agreedtt at the 95 to 
100 percent levels, and all other types of evaluators 
"agreed" at the 80 to 85 percent levels. 
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Court reporters accounted for the highest percentage 
marked "disagree," which was 16 percent. Difficulties 
with audio, particularly in the pre-October 5 period, 
presented the most problem for the court reporters who 
were responsible for assuring an accurate legal tran- 
script. 

E. Other Evaluation Information 

Court Records 

The evaluation committee also gathered information 
from court records. In all 22 hearings conducted with 
two-way telecommunications, the court granted the peti- 
tion to impose treatment. No appeals have been filed. 

One pre-trial motion was filed by a patient's attor- 
ney objecting to the use of two-way television in accor- 
dance with the procedures provided by the Fourth Judicial 
District, Mental Health Division, in its "Notice and 
Order for Hearing." The motion was not challenged by the 
petitioner, and the hearing was held with the physician 
present in the courtroom. 

Anoka Physician Comments 

On November 14, Department of Human Service staff 
convened a meeting with the physicians who had testified 
from the Anoka witness room to provide them an opportuni- 
ty to meet as a group and discuss their experiences. The 
concensus of the physicians was that while the best possi- 
ble courtroom situation is where all parties are physi- 
cally present in the courtroom, the time saved by using 
two-way television instead of traveling can be used to 
treat patients. 

Based on this, the physicians stated their preference 
to continue to testify via two-way television. Informa- 
tion on costs and time savings for Anoka physicians is 
provided in Appendix F. 

While they felt that the system used during the exper- 
imental project was adequate, they would prefer one in 
which they could see the full courtroom. This would 
improve their awareness of what is happening in the court- 
room. 

To address these concerns as well as to overcome the 
audio limitations of the desktop video terminals used, 
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two alternative equipment configurations are provided in 
Appendix E as Technology Improvement Options. 

Defense Attorney Comments 

Defense attorneys.serving on the evaluation committee 
expressed concern that the loss of the physician's pres- 
ence in the courtroom would deny the patient the right to 
effective confrontation and diminish the quality of the 
proceedings. However, they concluded that this experimen- 
tal project did not produce evidence that the patient's 
rights, were impaired. 

IV. CONCLUSIONS 

The evaluation committee concluded that the use of 
two-way television is a satisfactory way to receive the 
testimony of the expert witness in Jarvis and Price hear- 
ings. The committee supports the continued use of this 
technology in the Fourth Judicial District - Mental 
Health Division to receive testimony from physicians at 
the Anoka-Metro Regional Treatment Center and other 
regional treatment centers in Minnesota. 

The committee also concluded that relatively greater 
advantages of using two-way television for receiving 
testimony would occur for physicians at regional treat- 
ment centers in Brainerd, Fergus Falls, Moose Lake, St. 
Peter, and Willmar where travel distances are large and 
the time and cost savings would likely be considerable. 

Date Submitted: 

December 31, 1990 

Chair - Supreme Court 
Interactive Audio-Video 
Communication Evaluation Committee 
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APPENDIX A 
Supreme Court Orders 



STATE-OF MINNESOTA 

IN SUPREME COURT 

C6-90449 

Interactive Audio-Video Communications 
Evaluation Committee Appointments 

ORDER 

WHEREAS, the Supreme Court in an Order dated March 22, 1990, authorized 

the Department of Human Services to conduct in the Fourth Judicial District, on an 

experimental basis, the use of interactive audio-video communications to receive the 
. 

testimony of petitioner’s physicians in proceedings pursuant to Jarvis u. Levine and 

Price v. Sheppard; and 

WHEREAS, the Supreme Court, under the terms of the above-referenced Order, 

shall appoint an Evaluation Committee to review the experiment and file a final report 

with this court by September 22, 1990, 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the -following individuals be 

appointed to the Interactive Audio-Video Communications Evaluation Committee: 

Hon. Harry Seymour Crump, Judge of the Fourth Judicial District, 
Chair of the Committee 

Coleen Brady, Office of the Hennepin County Attorney 
Kathy Meade Hebert, Office of the Minnesota Attorney General 
Mary McGurran, Ebenezer Society 
Roger Root, Department of Human Services 
Donald Betzold, Commitment Defense Project 
Nancy Olkon, Commitment Defense Project 
Michael Saeger, Commitment Defense Project 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Frederick K. Grittner, Supreme Court 

Administrator and Clerk of the Appellate Courts, shall serve as liaison to the Evaluation 

Committee. 

DATED: May 10, 1990 

OFFICE OF 
APPELLATE COURTS 

MAY10 1SsIo 

iryED -- 

BY THE COURT 

Chief Justice 



STATE OF MINNESOTA 

IN SUPREME COURT 

C6-90-649 

Interactive Audio-Video Communications 
Project Extension 

WHEREAS, the Supreme Court in an Order dated March 22, 1990, authorized the 

Department of Human Services to conduct for six months in the Fourth Judicial District, 

on an experimental basis, the use of interactive audio-video communications to receive the 

testimony of petitioner’s physicians in proceedings pursuant to Jamis u. Levine and Price 

v. Sheppard, and 

WHEREAS, the Audio-Video Communications Evaluation Committee has requested 

an extension for the project and evaluation beyond the six month period. 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the Audio-Video Communications 

Evaluation Committee file a final report with this court on or before January 1, 1991. 

DATED: September 13, 1990 

BY THE COURT: 

OFFICC, oc 
APPELLATE COURTS 



APPENDIX B 
Evaluation Forms 



INTERACTIVE TELECOMMUNICATION PROJECT 
JARVIS V. LEVINE AND PRICE V. SHEPPARD HEARINGS 

I. BASIC INFORMATION 

NamfeF;ia,valuator 
0 

Type of Hearing: 

EVALUATION FORM 

Case/Patient Name 

Date 

Jarvis Price 

Mark (X) the appropriate category 

Judge/Referee 

Defense Attorney 

Petitioner’s Attorney 

Guardian Ad Litem 

Court Reporter 

Patient 

Court Appointed Examiner 

Second Examiner 

Deputy 

Other 

(please specify) 

Circle the number of hearings, including this one, in which telecommun- 
ication equipment was used and in which you were a participant or an 
observer. 

1 2 3 4 5 or more 

II. EVALUATION RATINGS 
Indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statements 
regarding the use of interactive telecommunication equipment during 
this hearing. 

(Mark (X) your response) 

A. The telecommunication equipment worked properly during the 
hearing. 

- Agree - Disagree - Don’t Know - Doesn’t Apply 

Comments: 

B. It appeared that the telecommunication equipment was easy to use. 

- Agree - Disagree - Don’t Know - Doesn’t Apply 

Comments: 

C. I could clearly hear and see the physician testifying from Anoka. 
- Agree - Disagree - Don’t Know - Doesn’t Apply 

Comments: 

(continued on back) 



D. Using interactive telecommunication equipment disrupted the 
proceedings of the courtroom. 

- Agree - Disagree - DonYKnow - Doesn’t Apply 

Comments: 

E. Using interactive telecommunication equipment in the courtroom 
interfered with the rights of the parties participating in the 
hearing. 

- Agree - Disagree - Don’t Know - Doesn’t Apply 

Comments: 

F. Having the physician testify via interactive telecommunication 
equipment was a satisfactory way to conduct this hearing. 

- Agree - Disagree - DonY Know - Doesn’t Apply 

Comments: 

NOTE: Respond to Statements G or H only if you diSagr88 with Statement F. 

G. Using interactive telecommunication equipment would be a satis- 
factory way to conduct this hearing if the following improvements/ 
changes are made: 

Improvements/Changes: 

OR: 

H. Using interactive telecommunication equipment is not a satisfactory 
way to conduct this hearing because: 

III. SUGGESTIONS/COMMENTS 

A. Based on my observation of or participation with the use of inter- 
active telecommunication equipment in the courtroom, I have the 
following suggestions: 



INTERACTIVE TELECOMMUNICATION PROJECT 
JARVIS V, LEVINE AND PRICE V. SHEPPARD HEARINGS 

EVALUATION FORM FOR THE 
TESTIFYING PHYSICIAN 

I. BASIC INFORMATION Case/Patient Name 

Name of Physician: Date 

Type of Hearing: Jarvis Price 

Circle the number of hearings, including this one, in which you have 
testified as the physician in this project. 

1 2 3 4 5 or more 

II. EVALUATION RATINGS 

Indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statements 
regarding the use of interactive telecommunication equipment during 
this hearing. 

(Mark (X) your response) 

A. The telecommunication equipment at Anoka worked properly during 
the hearing. 

- Agree - Disagree - Don’t Know - Doesn’t Apply 

Comments: 

B. It appeared that the telecommunication equipment was easy to use. 

- Agree - Disagree - Don’t Know - Doesn’t Apply 

Comments: 

C. I had an adequate understanding of what was happening in the 
courtroom through the use of the telecommunication equipment. 

- Agree - Disagree - Don’t Know - Doesn’t Apply 

Comments: 

D. Using interactive telecommunication hindered my ability to 
communicate effectively with my attorney. 

- Agree - Disagree - Don’t Know - Doesn’t Apply 

Comments: 

(Continued on Back) 



E. Using interactive telecommunication equipment appeared to 
interfere with the rights of the parties participating in the 
hearing. 

- Agree 

Comments: 
- Disagree - DonYKnow - Do-1 Apply 

F. Obtaining my testimony via interactive telecommunication equip - 
ment was a satisfactory way to conduct this hearing. 

- Agree - Disagree - DonYKnow - Doesn’t Apply 

Comments: 

NOTE: Respond to Statements G or H only if you disagree with Statement F. 

G. Using interactive telecommunication equipment would be a satis- 
factory way to conduct this hearing if the following improvements/ 
changes are made: 

Improvements/Changes: 

OR: 

H. Using interactive telecommunication equipment is not a satisfactory 
way to conduct this hearing because: 

111. SUGGESTIONS/COMMENTS 

A. Based on my participation with the use of interactive telecommun- 
ication equipment at Anoka, I have the following suggestions for 
changes: 

B. I want to make the following additional comments: 



InterActive Telecommunications 
Checklist for DHS Observer 

A. Establish Link with Anoka 

1, Call Anoka Witness Room Tel. 323-l 112 

Keep Anoka on the phone line. 

if 1st phone call fails, place an “X 
on one of the appropriate lines 
to indicate which action was 
successful and the time it 
occurred. 

la 

lb 

lc 

2a. Turn on power switches to ail devices 
at AMRTC (Terminal, Fax and power 
supplies). 

2bTurn on power switches to all devices in 
Courtroom 356 (Fax machines, T.V. 
monitors, terminals & power supplies in 
courtroom & cluster server & modem in 
ante room). 

3. From Judges Terminal: 
al. Press mode button on terminal. 
a2. Dial Anoka Witness room terminal. 

Keypad No. *30. 
a3. Anoka presses ‘*” on key-pad 

to accept. 

bl . Dial Witness Terminal No. *22 
b2. Accept at Witness Terminal Press “*“. 
b3. Return to Judge’s Terminal, Press #. 

cl. Dial Defense Terminal No. *24. 
c2. Accept at Defense Terminal Press “*“. 
c3. Return to Judge’s Terminal Press 7”. 

Observer Name Date 

A. Trouble-shooting - Comments 

1. If no answer: 

a. Call 4224440 (AMRTC Computer room)for Chuck 
Jennings. 

b. Call 4224150 (AMRTC Switchboard) have Chuck 
Jennings paged. 

c. If he can’t be found, call 422-4366 for Chuck Lucas. 

2. If no power: 
Complete the 
following steps: 

a. ghe&k that terminal is plugged into 

b. Check that power supply is turned 
on. 

C. Check that cluster server and 
modem are turned on 

3. lf failure to connect to Anoka, from Judge’s Terminal, 
a2. Press “#“, wait 10 seconds, dial *30 again. 

- If retry fails, check status of modems. 

Status Light 
MC 
HS 
TX 
Rx 

Status Meaning 
on No data link (very bad) 
on normal-should be on 



A. Contlnued - F&wt? ( mime 1 A. Trouble-shooting - Comments 

3. Continued 
dl . Dial Petitioner’s Terminal No “*26”. 

d2. Accept at Petitioner’s Terminal. 
Press q *“. 

d3. Return to Judge’s Terminal, 
Press W. 

et. Dial Court Reporter and Court 
Visitor’s TV monitors Keypad No. 
*80134. 

~ el . Result should be blank screen. 

e2. Press “#‘I to complete conference. 

ff . Lock Anoka Terminal as video source fl . Result should be a busy signal. - - 
to courtroom Press No *99710030. 

f2. Press “#” to lock in Anoka. 
f2. Result should be Anoka video on all courtroom terminals. 

-- [To unlock Anoka Terminal, Press No. *99700030] 

CONFERENCE SET UP COMPLETE 

4. Check communications with Anoka by 
speaking to each courtroom terminal . 
Verify setting of audio level. 

5. Hang up phone from step 1 above. 

6. Turn off “house” audio system 

7. ,Test the facsimile machine: 
a. Transmit a document from the courtroom 

to Anoka - Dial 323-l 112. [Anoka] 
b. Transmit a document from Anoka to the 

courtroom - Dial 338-7489. [courtroom] 
C. Check that paper tray is full. 

8. Place evaluation forms on each table. I-I-I 
I 

L Notify Judge Regarding Equipment Em Comments 
Status 

I 
15 minutes before -- 

schedu ed hearing). 



C. Train “new” Participants in the use of the Equipment & Courtroom Protocol 

Training Area 

1. Locate the following 
equipment components: 

a. Camera, Small Monitor, and Microphone 

b. indicator Lights: 
(1) Solid 

Broa casting CP 
reen= 

(2) F&s~~m\?een = 

(3) Red= ’ 
Privacy mode. 

!. ggx?[at?&he following Datapoint Terminal 

a. Volume, Brightness and Contrast 

b. Privacy Switch, Tint and Color 

5. Share the following information: 

a. When addressing the physician at AMRTC, 
center self for the large monitor by using 
small monitor. 

b. The only person bein 
monitor will be the A d 

seen on the large 
RTC physician. 

c. When not addressin 
AMRTC, speak dire 8 4. 

the ph sician at 
ly to rn rvrduais in the 

courtroom rather than to your Terminal. 

d. Don’t touch the keypad. 

e. Defense attorney is responsible for: 
l introducing the patient, 
l positioning the camera to focus on 

pattent. 
l requesting the patient to give their full name. 

1. Point out the evaluation forms. 

Mjwhen comoletsd . , 

Pet. Atty. Def. Atty. G.A.L 

Problems/Comments: Specify any 
problems and what you dld. 



L L 

D. Monitor For Problems During The Hearing COMMENTS 

1. Were any complaints or ositive 
comments made during he r 
hearing about the telecommuni- 
cations equipment or process? 

No- Yes - 
If yes, specfly who + what was said 
in the commenta section. 

2. Did the equipment operate effectively 
during the hearing? 

No- Yes - 
If no, specify In the comment8 tectlon the 
nature of the problem, how you reqwnded, 
and the fina/ outcome. 

3. Did an 
or the ethnology could not handle? Y 

situation occur which you No- Yes - 
ff ye8, sped& In the commenfs section the 
natufe of the sftuat/on, how you rqwnded, 
and ihe final outcome. 

E. Complete Basic Information During The Hearing 
1. Complete the following information: 

Start Time Scheduled Actual 

End Time Scheduled Actual 

Type of Hearing Jarvis Price ’ 

The total number of each type of hearing, including this one, completed thus far: 

Jarvis Price 

2. Identify the following courtroom participants/observers by name: 

Judge/Referee Patient 

Defense Attorney Court Appointed Examiner 

Petitioner’s Attorney Second Examiner 

Guardian Ad Litem Deputy 
Court Reporter 

3. Identify the Anoka participants for this hearing: 

Physician 

Other 

Technician 



2. Turn off Power Switches on: 
a. Court reporter’s TV monitor. 
b. Court observors’ TV monitor. 
c. Fax machine. 

3. Turn on the “House” audio. 

F. Conduct Post-Hearing Evaluation 
Complete the Followlna Information for Each Observer or Participant in this Hearing: 
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APPENDIX C 
Procedures Documents 



STATE OF MINNESOTA DISTRICT COURT-?!lENTAL HRALTRDIVISION 
COUNTY OF EENNEPIN FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

In the Matter of 
NOTICE AND ORDRR 

FORHRARING' 

*Respondent File No. 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 

TO: Respondent, Respondent's Attorney, Petitioner, Petitioner's Attorney, 
Respondent's Guardian ad Litem and Head of Treatment Facility: 

A Petition by was filed.on , 19- 
requesting the following: Authorization to Impose Treatment. 

Testimony from Dr. who will be physically located at 
the Anoka Metro Regional Treatment Center, w ill be taken via interactive audio-video 
equipment. In the event of technical failure of the audio-video equipment, the doctor's 
testimony will be taken by telephone. Any objections to the use of such equipment in 
connection with the taking of the doctor's testimony must be served upon the interested 
parties and filed with Court at least five days prior to the scheduled hearing, excluding 
weekends and holidays. 

Respondent and all other persons receiving this Notice and Order may attend the hearing 
and, except for Respondent's Attorney and Petitioner's Attorney, testify. 

IT IS ORDRRED 

1. The Hennepin County Sheriff shall take into custody and 'transport Respondent to 
C300 Government Center, Minneapolis, MN for purposes of the hearing on the date 
shown on the back of this Order and, unless the Court otherwise orders, return the 
Respondent to the Treatment Facility. 

2. The Respondent's Attorney named on the back of this Order shall represent Respondent 
unless Respondent hires another attorney. 

3. The Respondent's Guardian ad Litem named on the back of this Order shall act 
in the interests of the Respondent and shall have access to any and all medical 
records and/or medical data pertaining to said Respondent. 

4. The Examiner named on the back of.this Order shall conduct the first examination 
at the date, time and place shown. 

5. Respondent and Respondent's Attorney. Petitioner and Petitioner's Attorney and 
Respoxident's Guardian ad Litem shall recei,ve a copy of the Supreme Court Order 
filed March 22, 1990 authorizing the use of interactive audio-video communications 
together with this Notice and Order. 

6. The Hearing on the Petition shall be held on the date, time and place shown on the 
back of this Order unless otherwise .ordered by the Court. 

BY THE COURT: 

Harry Seymour Crump 
Judge of District Court 

Dated: 



AT OPE&ING OF =RING 

This hearing is being transmitted through interactive 
audio-visual communications between a hearing room at the 
Anoka-Metro Regional Treatment Center and this courtroom. A 
physician is present in the hearing room and will give 
testimony during this hearing using this equipment. 

You will see only the physician's image on your screen 
while he/she is giving testimony. The screen will be blank 
at all other times. However, the physician may observe the 
proceedings from the hearing room for the remainder of the 
hearing. 

In case of equipment failure, the hearing will be 
conducted using a speaker telephone system. You will not be 
able to see the person testifying by telephone if this back- 
up system is used. 

While you are testifying, you should watch your image on 
the small screen on the lower right side of the monitor to be 
sure your hands, upper body and facial features are visible 
on the other screens. You should be seated while speaking. 

Once the case has been introduced, the Respondent should 
be identified for the physician with the Respondent's attorney 
turning the monitor towards the Respondent and asking the 
Respondent to speak into the microphone. 

In order to aid in the construction of a proper record, 
all persons testifying must comply with the following rules: 

(A) State and spell your name for the record. 

(B) Only one person at a time shall be allowed to 
address the hearing. 

(C) You must speak loudly, clearly and slowly. 

(D) Your answers must be verbalized. The court reporter 
cannot record gestures or the nodding of a head. 

(E) All technical terms and proper names should be 
spelled out for the benefit of the court reporter. 

At the close of the hearing or the close of the doctor's . testimony, please turn off your monitor using the switch on 
the right side under the monitor itself. 

You will be asked to fill out a form evaluating this 
process before you leave today. The Court thanks YOU in 
advance for cooperating in this project. 



TO BE USED WNG 
IVE VIDEO COMMTJNICATIONS HEARINGS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

The hearing will be recorded by a court reporter. This record 
will be available until the time for statutory appeal expires and 
a transcript of the proceedings will be prepared at the request 
of any party. If you wish to request such a transcript, for 
which there is a charge, kindly notify the court reporter. 

The physician testifying from the hearing room at Anoka-Metro 
Regional Treatment Center will be the first witness called upon 
to testify. Once the physician is sworn, he/she will be asked if 
he/she is alone in the hearing room and whether or not he/she can 
hear clearly. 

In order to aid in the construction of a proper record, all 
persons are requested to observe the following rules: 

(A) Only one person shall be allowed to address the hearing 
at one time. 

(B) All persons must speak loudly, clearly and slowly. 

(C) All answers must be verbalized. The court reporter 
cannot record gestures or the nodding of a head. 

(D) All technical terms and proper names should be spelled 
out for the benefit of the court reporter. 

Once the case has been introduced, the Respondent should be 
introduced to the physician with the Respondent's attorney 
turning the monitor towards the Respondent and asking the 
Respondent to speak into the microphone. 

The clerk will recite the attached statement at the beginning of 
the hearing. The statement gives specific instructions on use of 
the monitors during the hearing and the submitting of evaluation 
forms. 

All participants and observers at the hearing will be asked to 
complete an evaluation form. The evaluation form is turned into 
DHS staff at the close of the hearing. The physician testifying 
from the hearing room at Anoka-Metro Regional Treatment Center 
will also be asked to fill out an evaluation form and FAX it to 
DHS staff at 297-1539. 

Please turn the monitor off at the close of the hearing or at the 
close of the doctor's testimony. The switch is located on the 
right side of the base. 
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Interactive Audio-Video Project 
System Configuration 

5 Datapoint MINX Vldeo Terminals 

14” and 27” TV Monitors 

Remote 
Physician 
Witness 2 Datapoint Cluster Sewers 

Mpls. 

U.S. west 

Fiber Optics and Microwave 

Broadband Analog Video 

Cluster Cluster Video Video 

w/control w/control 
Judge or referee 

Respondent Attorney 

Petltioner Attorney 

Witness Stand 

Court Reporter 

Spectators 



VIDEO CONFERENCING 

MINX WORKSTATION 

KEYPAD 



State of Minnesota Contract # M-3156 

EQUIPMENT DEMO/EQUIPMENT AGREEMENT 

Made this day of June 29,1990, between Q . . . * 

(“Custom&) hated .at L)taartmtnt St. Mta 551% 
. . . . and 

DATAPOINT CORPORATION (“Datapoint/Contractor”) of 9725 Datapoint Drive, San 
Antonio, Texas 78229. 

The parties apce as follows: 

Datapoint shall loan the equipment and software described on the attached Equipment Order Schedule # (the 
“Loaned Items”) to Customer for a period not to exceed 90 days from the date of installation by Datapoint. Either party may 
terminate this tom during the initial term of the loan, and any extensiott thereof, upon the giving of notice in writing with 5 days 
notice of termination to the other patty. 

The contract has been atrivad at through the States’s competitive rquest for proposal proce~r and will be subject to the laws and 
rquirements gowning rquert for propwls. McdiScations may be ma& subject to negotiation and approvai of both parties. 

The terms, conditions, and obligations of the Price Contract take precedent in the event of any con&t in terms and conditions of the 
response to the proposal, and exhibits or the license. SUencc shall not be viewed as a conflict with the Equipment Demo Agtectuent. The 
foU@g documents are listed in order of precedent 

A. Equipment Demo Contract Agreement 
B. Response to the RFP by Datapoint 
C. Request for Proposal (RFP) opening 6-740 

Customer shall pay in arrears all charges specified in the attached Equipment Order Schedule compliant with the Prompt Payment Statute 
MS 16A.124. 

OBLIGATIONS: The State of Minnesota is under no obligation to either lease, rent or purchase the hardwarr or software at the conclusion 
of the loan period. This contract doca not preclude the State from contracting with other vendors for similar hardware. 

F‘BElGliT: Contractor shall pay ail freight FOB destination to the test site and also the return freight and any &installation charges. 

TEf&Ir The agreement shall be effective on the date of proper execution by Datapoint and upon the date the Commissioner of Finance, 
or his delegate, executes the instrument. 

During the term of the loan, Customer may make such reasonable use of the Loaned Items as Customer may elect; provided, howwx, 
Customer shall not copy, modii, alter, disassemble, revctse engineer, or decompile any of the Loaned Items or documentation pertaining 
thereto. At the conclusion of the loan, Customer agtccs to return the Loaned Items in good condition. Customer shall bear the risk of 
loss or damage foiiowing the installation and continuing until the Loaned Items are returned to Datapoint. Datapoint grunts Customer 
a noncxchisivc, nontransferable license to use (not copy) software loaned by Datapoint on the equipment during the term of the loan. 

EQUF’MENT AND !SOFIWARE ARE LOANED “AS IS”. DATAPOINT DISCLAMS THE IMPLIED WAMAMIES OR 
=RC~ABILIIY AND FIFNl35 FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE. 

GOVERNING IAW: This agreement shail be construed in accordance with, and its performance gwcmcd by; the laws of the State of 
!vlhwsota. Except to the extent the provisions of this Contract arc clearly inconsistent therewith, this contract shall be governed by the 
uniform Commercial Code (UCC) as adopted by the State of Minnesota. 

STATE AUDITS MS. 16B.06, SUBD. A: The books, records, documents and accounting procedures and practices of contractor relevant 
to this agreement shall be subject to cramination by the contracting department and either the Legislative Auditor or State Auditor. 

INT’EI-LECPIJAL PBOPEBTY EVBEMNIFICXTION: The contractor warrants that any materials or ptoducts as provided or produced 
by the conttactor in the performance of this contract will not infringe or violate any patent, copyright, trade secret, or any other proprietary 
right of any third party. In the event of any such claim by any third party against the State, the State shaii promptly notify the contractor 
and the contractor. at the contractor’s expense, shall indemnify and defend the State against any loss, cost, expense, or liability (including 
attorney’ fees) arising out of such claim, whether or not such claim is successful against the State. 

If such a claim has occurred, or in the contractor’s opinion is u;Cly to coxr. the contractor shall either pnXun for the State the right to 
cantinuc using the material or product or raplace of modify mater& or products. If an option satisfactory to the State is not rcasoaabiy 
available, the State shall return the materiais or products to the contractor upon written request of the contmctor and at the KmadOr’S 
expense. In such evwu, the contractor shall be liable for liquidated damages equal to the sum of the license fees of the product(s) returned, 
depreciated owx a period of five (5) yu~a plus ten percent (10%) of the then current lit purchase price. This #XtiOn shaU not appiY 
unless: (a) contractor is promptly notified in writing of the claim; (b) contractor (or its iicensor) has sole control of the defense and of 



any ne@xiatioa for its settlement; (c) the State provides commctor with masonnble sssistsacc, information, nad authority acccmary to 
perfona the above, et fmaaecws cxpcase; (d) such claial does not arise fmla the use of a superseded or lrmditw mlcnsc of the producn, 
or from use, opcntioa, or combiition of products ptwidcd by comractor, if such iaftingcmeat would b8vz been avoided by use of the 
products without such plugma& dew quipmeat, or tan&&. 

RISK OF LOSS OR DAMSEt The Stem shell be relieved of all risks of loss or dnamge to the -em dutbtg periods of tmasportntioa 
and insmllation. 

WORKERS COMFSNSATlONt Contractor must provide acccptsble evidence of complinncc with the workers’ compcasntioa insurnacc 
coverage rquircmcnt of Miaaesots stntutes 176.181, subdi%isiia 1. (Ccrtificnte Ott fde with state Contmcts/Techaical !?wvices). 

DATA PRIVACYt Gownmeat Data Pmctkcs Acu To the extent that the coatmctor has access to the prirnte aoa-public, or coafidentiel 
date of the customer, the prime contmctor will egtce to comply with the rquircatcnts of the M&esotn Govcramcat Dam Pmctices Act 
(Mia~~csote Statutes, 1988, Ch. l3) in pwiding services under this Agreement. The coatractor agrees to Weamify, save, and hold the Stste 
of Minnesotn, its l geats ad employees, humless from all ~laiau misiag out of, msuhiag from, or in nay manner ettributsbie to sny 
violation of any ptovisioa of the Miaaesots Gowinment Data Practices Act, includiag legal fees and disbursements paid or iacurmd to 
enforce this ptwision of this Agrwaeat. In the event that the coatmctor subcontracts nay or all of the work to be performed under this 
Agreement, the coatrector shell retain sspoasibiLity under the terms of this pamgraph for such work. 

B The iavnlidity of say srticle, section, subsection, clnuse or provision of this Agreement shall not affect the validity 
of the remsiaiag srticlcs, section, subscctioas, clnuscs or pxuvisioas hereof. 

The rights and remedies set forth hernia src not exclusive and arc ia addition, except as specified ia this sgtccment, to say of the rights 
sad remedies prcwided by lsw or equity. 

I!DRCE MAIEURR Neither pmty hereto shsll be considered in default ia the pcrformsnce of its obligstioas herwader. except the 
obligations to mskc payments hereunder, to the extent that the pcrformnnce of say such obligations is prevented or dehyed by say csu% 
existing or future, which ic beyoad the resoluble coatrol of such psrty. 

‘This agtccmeat constitutes the entire Agtccwnt betahen the parties with mspect to its subject matter sad may only be waived, amended, 
extended or modified by a written iasmuaent executed by an authorized officer of both parties. Ah proposals, negotiations sad 
rcprcsentntions (ii say) me& prior, and with rcfemcc to the subject matter of this Agreement, arc merged hernia. Neither Customer 
nor Datapoint shnll be bound by any ornl agreement or rcprcscntstioa, kcspcctivc of when med. Customer may not assign this Agreement. 

INNOEVENTSHALLDATAPOINTBELIABLEFORINCIDENTIAL,CONSEQ UENTbU, SPECIAL, OR INDIRECT DAMAGES, 
INCLUDING, WTPHOUT LIMITATIAON, LOST BUSINESS PROFTIS. 



1.0 

1.1 

2.0 

2.1 

3.0 

PRICE SCHEDULE 

Price, to configure terminals at Hennepin County Government Center. 

$2,100.00/month three month total $6,300.00 

Installation fee $1,696.00 

Price, to configure terminals at AMRTC. 

$600.00/month three month total $1,800.00 

Installation fee $606.00 

Maintenance cost per month $503.00 three month total $1,509 

FIRM NAME: Datapoint Corporation 
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IMAGE BERVICES AGREEMEWT 

Rm5 
This is an Agreement between the State of Minnesota 

("CUSTOMER"), and Northwestern Bell Telephone d.b.a. U S WEST 
Communications (wUSWCB@), whereby USWC agrees to provide and 
CUSTOMER agrees to purchase a intraLATA telecommunications Service 
known as Image Service ("Service") under the terms and conditions 
set forth below. This Agreement may refer to USWC and CUSTOMER, 
together, as the "parties". This Agreement may refer to USWC or 
to CUSTOMER as a "party"'. 

WHEREAS, CUSTOMER published a request for proposal ("RFP" or 
"Specifications") setting forth conditions and requirements for the 
lease of Image Service: and WHEREAS, USWC submitted a bid response 
("Response") for the provision of Image Service; and WHEREAS, 
CUSTOMER has accepted USWC's Response as detailed in a Notice of 
Award; and WHEREAS, CUSTOMER wishes to enter into an Agreement with 
USWC for Image Service under the terms and conditions set forth 
below: NOW THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows. 

1. pescriotion Of Service . . Image Service is an intrastate, 
intraLATA telecommunications Service supplied by USWC which enables 
CUSTOMER to use bidirectionalvideo/audio Services which transports 
video transmissions and audio channels. Under this Agreement, USWC 
is providing Image Service to CUSTOMER in accordance with 
CUSTOMER's Specifications and uswc ' 8 Response to those 
Specifications, which Specifications and Response are herein 
incorporated by reference. Should any discrepancy be found to 
exist between this Agreement, CUSTOMER's Specifications and USWC's 
Response, the terms and conditions set forth in this Agreement 
shall prevail; however, unless the parties reach mutual agreement 
with written supplements to this Agreement, this Agreement shall 
not alter CUSTOMER's technical Specifications nor USWC's Response 
to CUSTOMER's technical specifications. 

1.1. Service is furnished on a twenty-four (24) hour per day, 
seven (7) days per week basis. 

1.2. USWC shall install and maintain the Image Service terminating 
in the following locations. and quantities: 

Number of Channels: GNE (1) Two-Wav Channel / 
Primary AddrSess: Anoka Regional Treatment Center 

Administration Building 
2nd Floor Conference Room 
3300 4th Avenue North 
Anoka, Minnesota 
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Secondary Address: Hennepin County Government Center 
Courtroom 1356 
300 South 6th Street 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 

1.3. USWC shall terminate Service under this Agreement as 
specified in CUSTOMER1s Specifications and USWC's Response. 

1.4. USWC shall be responsible for installing, maintaining, 
repairing, and replacing the interface and inside wiring (including 
riser cable) up to the termination locations (demarcations) defined 
in Section 1.2 of this Agreement. Beyond these demarcations, 
CUSTOMER shall be responsible for Customer Premise Equipment (CPE), 
premises wiring, interface, and CPE service compatibility, and any 
changes thereto. 

1.5. Should any changes in the inside wiring up to the 
demarcations require USWC to redesign Service provided under this 
Agreement, CUSTOMER shall reimburse USWC for all costs incurred by 
USWC in making such a change. USWC shall have no liability of any 
kind beyond the demarcations (termination locations defined in 
Section 1.2). 

2. Use Of Service, . USWC supplies Service, and CUSTOMER 
purchases Service, for CUSTOMER's own use. USWC8s obligations 
under this Agreement extend solely to CUSTOMER. This Agreement 
benefits, and is intended to benefit, the two parties. This 
Agreement does not, in any way, change, expand, or reduce, any 
preexisting rights or obligations of any person who is not a party 
to the Agreement. 

3. Charues And Pavments, USWC shall bill, and CUSTOMER 
shall pay, all charges specified or referred to in this Agreement. 
The charge for Service for ninety (90) days is $I3.605.00 and shall 
be billed when Service is established. The charge quoted here does 
not include charges for additional Services added by addendum to 
this Agreement; nor does the quoted charge include any taxes or 
fees USWC must by law include in its billings. Payment of all 
bills is due within thirty (30) days of the bill date. Past due 
amounts shall be subject to a late charge of the lesser of l-1/2% 
(one and one half percent) per month or the maximum allowed by law. 
Service additions, upgrades, or moves may be negotiated prior to 
contract expiration. 

4. Service Order And Other Charaes. 
. CUSTOMER shall pay all 

USWC State Tariff, Catalog, and/or Price List, Service order or 
other charges applicable to this Agreement's Service. CUSTOMER 
shall pay any USWC FCC Tariff charges that may apply to Service 
under this Agreement. Applicable USWC State and/or F.C.C. Tariff, 
Catalog, and/or Price List provisions are incorporated herein. 

IMAGE SERVICES AGREEM.EWI 
STATE OF MN/USWC 
CONTRACT NO. MIN-900410-0064 
19 JUNE 199a/RAM 2 



5. Term. This Agreement shall remain in effect for a period 
of ninety (90) days from the date this Agreement's Service is 
installed. USWC's records shall document the installation date of 
Service. At least forty-five (45) days prior to expiration of the 
term of this Agreement, the parties shall commence negotiations if 
they desire to continue Service under mutually acceptable terms and 
conditions. Renegotiation and renewal is subject to: (1) 
availability of facilities; (2) continued commercial offering of 
Service; (3) the parties reaching agreement on new charges and 
other terms; and (4) parties' joint execution of written 
Supplements to this Agreement. If no renegotiation and renewal 
Supplement is mutually executed by the parties prior to the 
expiration of the term of this Agreement, this Agreement shall 
terminate and Service under this Agreement shall cease on the date 
of expiration of the term of this Agreement. However, nothing 
binds or requires USWC to continue to supply Service, or CUSTOMER 
to continue to purchase Service, after expiration of this 
Agreement, if the parties cannot reach a mutually satisfactory 
agreement. 

6. To Servic;e . Upon receiving requests for 
"additions to Service" from CUSTOMER, USWC shall supply such 
"additions to Service" to CUSTOMER under this Agreement subject to 
the following conditions: (1) USWC commercially offers such 
"additions to Service" as part of Service; (2) requested "additions 
to Service" and necessary facilities are technically and 
practicably available; (3) CUSTOMER and USWC reach agreement as to 
appropriate and reasonable charges for "additions to Servicers: and 
(4) USWC and CUSTOMER execute written Supplements to this Agreement 
covering such "additions to Service". 

7. Haintenance USWC shall provide all maintenance on the 
Service and shall be'provided access to CUSTOMER's premises in 
order to perform maintenance. Maintenance may not be provided by 
CUSTOMER or any third parties. Requests for maintenance Service 
outside USWC's working hours (8 a.m. to 5 p.m. weekdays, excluding 
holidays) shall be billed at USWC@s current rates. CUSTOMER shall 
pay an additional maintenance charge at USWC's current rates for 
maintenance requests resulting from malfunctions in CUSTOMER 
provided equipment. 

8. Semi- fntermmons c . In the event that Service is 
interrupted for more than twenty-four (24) consecutive hours after 
notification by CUSTOMER for any cause, except those under the 
CUSTOMER's control or caused by facilities or equipment furnished 
by the CUSTOMER, or conditions in Section 13, CUSTOMER may request 
an out-of-service credit to be calculated by: (1) dividing the 
monthly rate for the Services affected by thirty (30) days, then 
(2) multiplying that daily rate by the number of days, or fraction 
of a day, that Service was interrupted. 
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. 9. Nothing herein shall be 
construed to confer upon the CUSTOMER any rights or proprietary 
interest in the facilities used by USWC to provide Service. 

. 10. g USWC may provision and supply 
Service described in this Agreement in any manner and by means of 
any equipment, software, and facilities USWC chooses. Provisioning 
of Service is a matter within USWC's sole discretion. 

. 11. -on aaes. Material Breach. . 

11.1. In the event CUSTOI%R terminates Service under this 
Agreement, in whole or in part, prior to the installation date and 
after CUSTOMER's execution of this Agreement, CUSTOMER shall pay 
termination charges consisting of the following: all engineering, 
planning, preparation, materials, supplies, equipment, placement, 
facilities, acquisition, transportation, installation, 
construction, and labor costs and charges USWC incurs in connection 
with the Service described in this Agreement during the period of 
time from CUSTOMER's execution of this Agreement to and including 
the date CUSTOMER terminates this Agreement. 

11.2. If this Agreement is terminated, in whole or in part, by 
CUSTOMER on or after the date of installation, termination charges 
equal to the total contract price as stated in Section 3 shall 
apply. USWC shall not refund any amounts pre-paid by CUSTOMER, and 
all charges under this Agreement not yet paid shall become due 
within thirty (30) days of termination. 
(30) days written notice of termination. 

CUSTOMER must give thirty 

11.3. If USWC terminates this Agreement, in whole or in part, for 
cause, upon giving CUSTOMER thirty (30) days written notice, these 
termination charges shall apply. llCausell refers to a material 
breach of the terms and the conditions of this Agreement by 
CUSTOMBR. Material breaches include failures to timely pay 
applicable charges, inappropriate use of Service, and any other 
material failure to comply with this Agreement. If CUSTOMER fails 
to cure any material breach within thirty (30) days USWC has the 
right to terminate this Agreement. 

11.4. In the event USWC materially breaches its duties under this 
Agreement and CUSTOMER gives USWC thirty (30) days written notice 
of such material breach and USWC does not cure such material breach 
within that thirty (30) day notice period, CUSTOMBR may pursue its 
remedies provided in this Agreement. In the event CUSTOMER 
terminates this Agreement for USWCls material breach, the 
termination charges in Section 11.2 will not apply and USWC shall 
remain liable to that extent provided in Section 12. 
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. 12. aon Of witv. THE REMEDIES SET FORTH IN TEIS 
AGREEMENT ARE EXCLUSIVE AND IN NO EVENT SHALL USWC, ITS AGENTS, OR 
EMPLOYEES BE LIABLE FOR SPECIAL, INDIRECT, INCIDENTAL OR 
CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO, lCX)ST INCOME 
OR LOST REVENUES, REGARDLESS OF TEE THEORY UPON WEICE ACTION WAS 
BASED. USWC'S TOTAL LIABILITY FOR DIRECT DAMAGES REGARDLESS OF TEE 
THEORY ON WHICH A CWIM IS BASED SHALL BE: i) FOR ACTS DESCRIBED 
IN SECTION 8, LIMITED TO AN AMOUNT EQUAL TO TEE PROPORTIONATE 
CHARGE FOR SERVICE FOR TBE PERIOD DURING WHICH THE SERVICE WAS 
AFFECTED AS DESCRIBED IN SECTION 8; ii) FOR ANY OTHER ACTS, 
LIMITED TO TEE ACTUAL AMOUNT OF DIRECT DAMAGES. IN NO EVENT SHALL 
USWC'S LIABILITY EXCEED THE TOTAL CONTRACT PRICE. 

13. Pprce Maieure. With the exception of payment of charges 
due under this Agreement, a party shall be excused from performance 
if its performance is prevented by acts or events beyond the 
party's reasonable control including but not limited to: severe 
weather and storms; earthquakes or other natural occurrences: 
strikes or other labor unrest; power failures: computer failures; 
nuclear or other civil or military emergencies; or acts of 
legislative, judicial, executive, or administrative authorities. 

. 14. J&&g.lmtv. With regard to any and all claims arising out 
of the content of CUSTOMER's information transmitted over this 
Service, CUSTOMER's use of Attachments to this Service, CUSTOMER's 
use of inside wire, riser cable, or CPE, and claims arising solely 
out of any negligent act or omission of the CUSTOMER, its employees 
or agents, CUSTDMER shall be responsible to the full extent 
permitted by Minnesota Statutes, Section 3.736, Bt seq. 

. * 15. prom-ietgrv Information Confidential Information 
includes any business or technical information marked "CONFIDENTIAL 
INFORMATION" and exchanged in connection with this Agreement. Both 
parties shall treat such information as confidential within their 
respective organizations, unless such information is or becomes 
publicly available through no action of either party, a party is 
required to disclose such information in proper discovery in a 
legal proceeding (in which case that party shall take steps to 
obtain maximum protective order protection for that information), 
or a party is required to disclose such information under the 
Minnesota Data Practices Act, Minnesota StatutesT,Section 13.01, 
-sea. The parties shall not disclose any Confidential 
Information to any person outside their respective organizations 
unless that disclosure is made in response, or because of an 
obligation to any federal, state, or local governmental agency or 
court with appropriate jurisdiction, or to any person properly 
seeking discovery in a proceeding before any such agency or court, 
or as a result of a proper request for disclosure, and a 
requirement that such data be disclosed, under the Minnesota Data 
Practices Act, Minnesota Statutes, Section 13.01, et seg. A party 
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. disclosing such information shall take steps to obtain maximum 
protection for and confidential treatment of any such information 
under laws, court rules, or agency rules concerning protective 
orders. The parties’ obligations under this Section shall continue 
to bind them for two (2) years following termination or expiration 
of this Agreement. 

16. maiver, The failure of either party to enforce strict 
performance of any provision of this Agreement shall not be 
construed as a waiver of its right to assert or rely upon such 
provision or any other provision of this Agreement. 

17. Service Releases. USWC may request Service releases for 
USWC routine maintenance or rearrangement of facilities or 
equipment. Such releases shall be for specified periods of time, 
and USWC shall give CUSTOMER advance notification. Release periods 
are not considered Service interruptions unless Service is not 
restored by the end of the period. 

18. Successors, Assiament. . This Agreement binds the 
parties, their successors, and their assigns. USWC may assign its 
rights and delegate its obligations under this Agreement to 
affiliates, subsidiaries, or its parent, provided that CUSTOMER 
continues to receive the Service for which CUSTOMER contracts under 
this Agreement. CUSTOMER may assign its rights and delegate its 
obligations under this Agreement with USWC's prior written consent. 
USWC may not unreasonably withhold its consent. 

19. uwf!$&Dess Of Aareement This Agreement and the parties' 
actions under this Agreement shall comply with all applicable laws, 
rules, regulations, court orders, and governmental agency orders. 
If a court or a governmental agency with proper jurisdiction 
determines that this Agreement, or a provision of this Agreement, 
is unlawful, this Agreement, or that provision of this Agreement, 
shall terminate. If a provision of this Agreement is so terminated 
but the parties legally, commercially, and practicably can continue 
this Agreement without the terminated provision, the remainder of 
this Agreement shall continue in effect. 

20. &cclwon Of 0 WarrantieL Temporary interruptions or 
disconnections of Service. occasionally may occur. USWC DOES NOT5 
WARRANT THAT USWC SERVICE WILL BE FREE FROM INTERRUPTION, 
DISCONNECTIONS, ERRORS, OR OTHER OCCASIONAL PROBLEMS RESULTING IN 
OUT-OF-SERVICE CONDITIONS. THIS AGREEMENT EXCLUDES ALL WARRANTIES 
OF WHATEVER KIND, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO 
WARRANTIES OFMERCHANTABILITY MD FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE. 
In the event a Service interruption, a Sentice disconnection, or 
some other problem resulting in an out-of-service condition occurs, 
CUSTOMER's only remedy and USWC's only liability to CUSTOMER shall 
be the out-of-Service credit, as defined in Clause 8, herein. 
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21. Interpretation of this Agreement shall wnfna uws. 
be governed by the Laws of the State of Minnesota. Any court 
action arising from this Agreement shall be brought in a court with 
appropriate jurisdiction in the City of Minneapolis, State of 
Minnesota. 

. 22. -on Of Parties Baxu LQ&rstw This 
Agreement, this Agreement's Attachments and Notices, and any 
Supplements to this Agreement, contain the entire expression of the 
parties' 
Services. 

bargain and agreement for the supply and purchase of 
No other documents or communications may be relied upon 

in construing the parties' rights and obligations under this 
Agreement. 

23. Sunnlements To meement. The parties may, by mutual 
agreement and execution of a written Supplement to this Agreement, 
modify or add to the provisions of this Agreement. 

24. ' Affirmative Action. USWC certifies that it has received 
a certificate of compliance from the Commissioner of Human Rights 
pursuant to Minnesota Statute, 1981 Supplement, Section 363.073. 

0 25. State Audits . The books, 
accounting procedures 

records, documents, and 
and practices of USWC relevant to this 

Agreement will be subject to examination by the contracting 
department and the legislative auditor. 

. 26. Workers' Compensation In accordance with the provisions 
of Minnesota Statute, 1981 Supplement, Section 176.182,.CUSTOMER 
affirms that USWC has provided acceptable evidence of compliance 
with the worker's compensation insurance coverage requirement of 
Minnesota Statute, 1981Supplement, Section 178.181, Subdivision 2. 

. 27. State and Federal Identification CUSTOMER hereby gives 
notice to~USWC and USWC hereby acknowledgis that USWC is required 
by law to provide its social security number or Minnesota tax 
identification number if USWC does business with the State of 
Minnesota; and that this information may be used in the enforcement 
of federal and state tax laws. USWC's Minnesota tax identification 
number is 8664064. 
is 4700255560. 

USWC's Federal employer identification number 

28. mtire Aoreement. This Agreement, CUSTOMER's 
Specifications, USWC's Response, any addendum and applicable USWC 
tariffs, constitute the entire Agreement between the parties. Any 
amendments hereto must be made in writing and signed by the 
parties. No statement made by any person that varies the terms of 
the Agreement shall be binding unless it is reduced to writing and 
duly executed. 
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. 29. EXBm The parties hereby execute and authorize this 
Agreement as of the last date shown below: 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 

By~llc&4s+l .&I- 
Signature J&h A Pinite 

Title b-ayn 
Date 

U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS 

k 

Director Sales-Midwest 
Title 

Date 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 
NT OF ADMINISTRATION 

Name Typed or Printed 

Title 

Date 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 
AND EXECUTION 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
STATE OF MINNESOTA 

Name Typed or Printed 

Date ' 
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U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS 

Name Typed or Printed 
Director Sales-Midwest 

Title 
/rl. /rtc/CJ 

Date I 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 

Date 

8 



APPENDIX E 
Evaluation Data Tables 





SUMMARY OF DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

This summary includes data for the 22 hearings conducted 
throughout the project, from September 4 through October 29, 
1990. 

A. Hearings 

Total number of hearings = 22 

Hearings by type 

Jarvis = 16 
Price = 2 
Jarvis/Price r: 1 
Jarvis Motions (253B.17) = 3 
TOTAL =22 

Hearings by week 

Week 1 (09/03-07) = 1 
Week 2 (09/10-14) = 1 
Week 3 (09/17-21) = 3 
Week 4 (09/24-28) = 3 
Week 5 (lO/Ol-05) = 5 
Week 6 (10/08-12) = 4 
Week 7 (10/15-19) = 2 
Week 8 (10/22-26) = 2 
Week 9 (10/29-11/2) =L 
TOTAL 22 

B. Participants 

Judge/Referees Participating = 4 

Fifteen Hearings = 1 
Three Hearings = 2 
One Hearings = 1 

Number of Respondent Attorney's who participated = 19 

One Hearing = 16 
Two Hearings = 3 
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Number of Petitioning Attorney's who Participated = 10 

County Attorney's Office = 5 

One Hearing = 3 
Two Hearings = 1 
Three Hearings = 1 

Attorney Generals Cffice = 5 

One Hearing = 3 
Two Hearings = 1 
Nine Hearings = 1 

Number of Guardians Ad Litem Who Participated = *lO 

One Hearing = 3 
Two Hearings = 5 
Four Hearings = 2 

*No G.A.L. present at one hearing 

Court Appointed Examiners = 4 

One Hearing = 1 
Three Hearings = 1 

* Seven Hearings = 1 * Twice as a Second Examiner 
Thirteen Hearings = 1 

Court Reporters =7 

One Hearing = 4 
Two Hearings = 1 
Three Hearings = 1 
Thirteen Hearings = 1 

Physicians From AMRTC = 7 

One Hearing = 2 
Two Hearings = 1 
Three Hearings = 1 
Four Hearings = 1 
Five Hearings = 1 
Six Hearings = 1 
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JARVISLPRICE EVALUATION DATA 

IIA. [Courtroom] The telecommunication equipment worked properly during the hearing. 
IIA. [Anoka] The telecommunication equipment at Anoka worked properly during the hearing. 

Total f Micro * ] Fiber + 1 
IAgree I 185 j 91 

4 

IPossible Resuonses I 239 I 112 I 127 1 

I-Agfee I 909&j 96%( 
Disagree t 9% 13% 4% 
Don’t Know 1% 2% 0% 
Doesn’t ADD~V I 0% 0% 6% 

* Micro = Microwave Signal-(10 hearings from Sept. 4 - Oct. 4,199O) 
+ Fiber = Fiber Optic Signal-( 12 hearings from Oct. 5 - Oct. 29,199O) 

80% -‘---- 

I Total 1 Micro ] Fiber I 

60% 

Total ’ Micro ’ 

I Agree m Disagree m Don’t Know Doesn’t Apply 
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JARVIWPRICE EVALUATION DATA 

IIB. [Courtroom and Anoka] It appeared that the telecommunication equipment was easy to use. 

IDon’t Know 

Non Responses 
Possible Resnonses 

34 
239 

loo%- 

go%-/ 

80%-/ 

70%-• 

60%-* 

50%- 

40%- 

30%- 

20%- 

lO%- 

O%- 

d- 

*- 

. 

I-- 

/” 

/- 

4”’ 

/- 

/- 

t 

Total 

I Agree m Disagree m Don’t bow Doesn’t Apply 
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JARVISIPRICE EVALUATION DATA 

IIC. [Courtroom] I could clearly hear and see the physician testifying from Anoka. 

Agree 
Disagree 
Don’t Know 

(Doesn’t Apulv 
. I 

I 21 21 01 
. I 

Responses ,, 176j 99 77 I 
Non Responses ,41 1 3 38 
Possible Responses 217 1 102 115 

IIC. [Anoka] I had an adequate understanding of what was happening in the courtroom 
through the use of the telecommunication equipment. 

Doesn’t Apply 
Responses 
Non Responses 
Possible Resoonses 

Disagree 
Don’t Know 
Doesn’t Apply 

Micro Fiber 

IAnoka 1 

- 90% 
1 “. 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

/ 
VI”. 

TOta 

* Micro = 
+ Fiber = 

Microwave Signal-(10 hearings from Sept. 4 - Oct. 4,199O) 
Fiber Optic Signal-( 12 hearings from Oct. 5 - Oct. 29,199O) 
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JARVIS/PRICE EVALUATION DATA 

IID. [Courtroom] Using interactive telecommunication equipment disrupted the proceddings 
of the courtroom. 

IID. [Anoka] Using interactive telecommunication equipment hindered my ability to communicate 
effectively with my attorney. 

(Courb-oom 1 

I 9O%fl I 

Total 

* Micro = 
+ Fiber = 

Microwave Signal-( 10 hearings from Sept. 4 - Oct. 4,199O) 
Fiber Optic Signal-(12 hearings from Oct. 5 - Oct. 29,199O) 
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Disamee 
‘Don’t Know I’ &I 
Doesn’t ADD~V 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

JARVIS/PRICE EVALUATION DATA 

IIE. [Courtroom and Anoka] Using interactive telecommunication equipment in the courtroom 
interfered with the rights of the parties participating in the hearing. 

Total ' 
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JARVIWPRICE EVALUATION DATA 

IIF. [Courtroom] Having the physician testify via interactive telcommunication equipment 
was a satisfactory way to conduct this hearing. 

IIF. [Anoka] Obtaining my testimony via interactive telecommunication equipment 
was a satisfactory way to conduct this hearing. 

Paee 8 





JARVISIPRICE EVALUATION DATA 

IIA. [Courtroom] The telecommunication equipment worked properly during the hearing. 

IIA. [Anoka] The telecommunication equipment at Anoka worked properly during the hearing. 

Court Appointed Examiner * 17 2 2 $-Jr 3 24 
Court Reporter 17 3 0 0 ,zg 2 22 
Defense Attorney 20 1 0 0 ,“,. .,&j 1 22 
Deputy 15 1 0 0 ,. :g;: 0 16 ,, 
Guardian Ad Litem - 18 2 0 0 ‘. :B’.i 1 21 
Judge/Referee 20 1 0 0 21 “I 1 22 
Petitioner’s Attorney 18 2 0 0 20 2 22 
Patient - 1 0 0 0 1,. 20 21 

IObserver 39 1 41 41 01 47 1 01 471 

Physician (Anoka) 20 1 21 01 01 22 1 01 221 

* Includes two (2) Second Examiners 
- One (1) person did not attend 

Court Reporter 
Defense Attorney 
Deoutv 

85% 15% 0% 0% 
95% 5% 0% 0% 
94% 6% 0% 0% 

[Guardian Ad Litem 
Judge/Referee 
Petitioner’s Attorney 
Patient 

IObserver 

+ Not statistically significant 
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JARVIWRICE EVALUATION DATA 

HA. [Courtroom] The telecommunication equipment worked properly during the hearing. 

IIA. [Anoka] The telecommunication equipment at Anoka worked properly during the hearing 

1009bn 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
“- 

L 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

t 
orter 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

I- 
wise 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

m- 

L 

‘W 

- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

L 
rdien 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
I- L- 

ioner’ Petient ‘Obwer Physician 
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JARVISIPRICE EVALUATION DATA 

IIB. [Courtroom and Anoka] It appeared that the telecommunication equipment was easy to use. 

Court Appointed Examiner * 16 0 4 0 5’. ::: ; ‘. .?igf&; 

Court Reporter 18 2 0 0 ‘:.,. ,: .:,j::; $& ‘.I 2 22. 
Defense Attorney 21 0 0 0 :kZ$:‘:’ 1 22 
Deputy 13 0 2 1 --Y&g; 0 16 
Guardian Ad Litem - 19 1 0 0 : .;+j:g 1 21 
Judge/Referee 20 0 0 1 Y”, .,‘. .’ :: :.sj ..’ ‘i 1 22 
Petitioner’s Attorney 20 0 0 0 ‘. “‘I,. . . . . #& 2 22 
Patient - 1 0 0 0 .::.: . . ;., ,,.y; 20 21 

I 411 11 11 1 1 ,. ‘y ..* 1 31 47 1 

Physician (Anoka) I 20 1 21 01 01 ;?r2 01 22 1 

* Includes two (2) Second Examiners 
- One (1) person did not attend 

IObserver 

+ Not statistically significant 
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Jb’IS/PRICE EVALUATION DATA 

IIEL [Courtroom and Anoka] It appeared that the telecommunication equipment was 
easy to use. 
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JARVIWRICE EVALUATION DATA 

IIC. [Courtroom] I could clearly hear and see the physician testifying from Anoka. 

IIC. [Anoka] I had an adequate understanding of what was happening in the courtroom through 
the use of the telecommunication equipment. 

niner * I 17 I 41 01 01 21 3 24 
18 4 22 

Court Appointed Exam 
Court Reporter 
Defense Attorney 

IDeputy 15 1 01 01 11 ‘: I 
Guardian Ad Litem - 16 1 0 1 18 J 211 
Judge/Referee 19 1 0 0 20 ’ r,l -4 I 

Petitioner’s Attorney 18 1 0 0 19 I 31 22 I ,, 
IPatient - 

Observer 1 36 1 71 01 01 43 1 41 47 1 

Physician (Anoka) 211 11 01 01 p( 01 221 

* Includes two (2) Second Examiners 
- One (1) person did not attend 

+ Not statistically significant 
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JARVIWRICE EVALUATION DATA 

IIC. [Courtroom] I could clearly hear and see the physician testifying from Anoka. 

IIC. [Anoka] I had an adequate understanding of what was happening in the courtroom 
through the use of the telecommunication equipment. 

7096- *,--“*- 

-....“..““..“.- 

50% . . . . . . . I.- _-,- 

40%- ---’ 

30%-. -- 

_ 1--e- 

lo%- 

t 
CAbamineiReporter ’ Defense ’ Deputy Guardian Judge Petitioner Patient Obmve~ Phyaioian 

m Disagree m Don’t Know m Doesn’t Apply 

Paee 14 



JARVIWPRICE EVALUATION DATA 

IID. [Courtroom] Using interactive telecommunication equipment disrupted the proceedings of 
the courtroom. 

IID. [Anoka] Using interactive telecommunication equipment hindered my ability to communicate 
effectively with my attorney. 

ICourt Appointed Examiner * 1 

1 

c)n I 

IObserver I 7) 39) 01 01 46) 11 47 1 

Physician (Anoka) I 41 18 1 01 01 22,l 01 22 1 

* Includes two (2) Second Examiners 
- One (1) person did not attend 

IObserver 

Physician (Anoka) 

+ Not statistically significant 
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JARVISlPRICE EVALUATION DATA 

IID. [Courtroom] Using interactive telecommunicatioil equipment disrupted the proceedings 
of the courtroom. 

IID. [Anoka] Using interactive telecommunication equipment hindered my ability to 
communicate effectively with my attorney. 
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JARVISIPRICE EVALUATION DATA 

IIE. [Courtroom and Anoka] Using interactive telecommunication equipment in the courtroom interfere 
with rights of the parties participating in the hearing. 

Court Appointed Examiner * 3 13 5 3 24 
Court Reporter 4 16 0 2 22 
Defense Attorney 4 15 1 0 ” ‘; :..,g& LI LL 1 
Deputy 0 16 0 
Guardian Ad Litem - 3 16 1 

I 
1 I 
11 

‘II I 

Judge/Referee 11 
Ll 1 

0 21 0 22 I 
Attorney Petitioner’s 

Patient - 

IObserver 7) 39 1 01 0 I. ,. -4&l 11 47 1 

Physician (Anoka) I 4) 181 01 01’ -22.:) 01 221 

* Includes two (2) Second Examiners 
- One (1) person did not attend 

Observer 

+ Not statistically significant 
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JARVIWPRICE EVALUATION DATA 

IIE. [Courtroom and Anoka] Using interactive telecommunication equipment in the 
courtroom interfered with rights of the parties participating in the hearing. 
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JARVISIPRICE EVALUATION DATA 

IIF. [Courtroom] Having the physician testify via interactive telecommunication equipment 
was a satisfactory way to conduct this hearing. 

IIF, [Anoka] Obtaining my testimony via interactive telecommunication equipment 
was a satisfactory way to conduct this hearing. 

Court Appointed Examiner * 16 2 2 0 4 24 
Court Reporter 16 3 0 0 19 3 22 
Defense Attornev 17 2 1 0 24 
Deputy 

IGuardian Ad Litem - 
IJudgeReferee 
Petitioner’s Attorney 
Patient - 

I I I I -3 2 22 
14 I 01 01 01 14 2 16 

1 19 ] 11 01 01 ,243 1 21 
I 20 1 01 01 11 21 1 22 

18 1 0 01 l! 2 3 22 
1 0 0 01 1 20 21 

40 1 11 01 01 411 61 47 1 

* Includes two (2) Second Examiners 
- One (1) person did not attend 

IPatient 

Physician (Anoka) 1 lOO%j 074 o%j OYii 

+ Not statistically significant 
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JARVIWRICE EVALUATION DATA 

IIF. [Courtroom] Having the physician testify via interactive telecommunication equipment 
was a satisfactory way to conduct this hearing. 

IIF. [Anoka] Obtaining my testimony via interactive telecommunication equipment 
was a satisfactory way to conduct this hearing. 
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JARVIWPRICE EVALUATION DATA 

TABULATION OF EVALUATION FORMS AS TO 
PRESENCE OR ABSENCE OF COMMENTS 

I NOT MAKING MAKING 
TOTAL COMMENTS COMMENTS EVALUATORS 

.-u.:..,~ ,r ! 211 81 13 Court Appointed EX~CIII~III~ 
Court Reporter 
Defense Attomev 

21 11 10 
21 14 7 

tDeputv 
I 

I 16 1 11 I 51 
Guardian Ad Litem 21 8 13 
Judge/Referee 21 13 8 I 
Patient 1 0 1 
Petitioner’s Attorney 21 5 16 
Physician (Anoka) 22 0 22 
Observers 47 14 33 
RESPONSES 212 84 128 
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JARVIS/PRICE EVALUATION DATA 

COMMENTS EXPRESSING CONCERN REGARDING: 1) TECHNOLOGY, 
2) COURTROOM PROCEDURES, AND 3) OVERALL HEARING PROCESS 

,FVALUATORS 
Court Appointed Examiner 
Court Reporter 
Defense Attorney 
Deputy 
suardian Ad Litem 
ludge/Referee 
Patient 
Petitioner’s Attorney 
?hysician (Anoka) 
3bservers 
SESPONSES 

VIDEO PATH 
2 2 0 1 5 4 2 
9 0 1 0 10 0 0 
3 0 0 0 3 1 2 
1 0 0 0 1 1 0 
8 1 0 1 10 1 0 
5 0 1 0 6 0 0 
1 0 0 0 1 0 0 

10 0 1 0 11 2 1 
6 1 1 1 9 1 2 

20 0 2 7 29 0 0 
65 4 6 10 85 10 7 
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JARVIS/PRICE EVALUATION DATA 

INTERPRETATION OF COMMENTS EXPRESSING CONCERN 

I I 1 SATISFACTORY BUT 1 SATISFACTORYl UNSATISFACTORY1 DON’T 1 
EVALUATORS TOTAL NEEDS IMPROVEMENT AS IS AS IS KNOW 

Court Appointed Examiner 11 5 3 2 1 k 
Court Reporter 10 4 0 5 1 
Defense Attorney 6 4 1 1 0 
Deputy 2 0 2 0 0 
Guardian Ad Litem 11 8 2 1 0 
Judge/Referee 6 6 0 0 0 
Patient 1 1 0 0 0 
Petitioner’s Attorney 14 12 2 0 0 
Phvsician fAnoka) 12 12 0 0 0 
Observers 29 22 2 2 3 
RESPONSES 102 74 12 11 5 
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JARVIWPRICE EVALUATION DATA 

COMMENTS REGARDING: 1) SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT; AND 2) STATEMENTS OF SUPPORT 
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APPENDIX F 
Technology Improvement Options 



STATE OF MINNESOTA 

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES 

INTERACTIVE VIDEO 

COURTROOM EQUIPMENT OPTIONS 

During the testing of interactive video in the courtroom, ideas and thoughts on designing a courtroom 
with video equipment which would more specifically meet the needs of individuals participating in 
Jarvis/Price hearings were exchanged. This report is based on these discussions and presents two 
scenarios that could fill the needs of the courtroom or could be combined to service as a compromise. 

Option 1 is designed around the use of a desktop video monitor with camera mounted in the same unit. 
These units could be built into the courtroom tables so not to obstruct or distract from the courtroom 
appearance. The audio system would be integrated into the courtroom’s audio system and would be a 
full duplex system. To give the remote doctor additional viewing of courtroom activity, the doctors 
terminal would display all four courtroom camera inputs, judge, witness, petitioner, and respondent, on 
a single monitor divided into four quadrants, or the doctor could switch to full screen display of any of 
the four video sources. 

In the drawing detailing this option, two monitors would be positioned in the courtroom for gallery 
viewing of the doctor. The pan/tilt camera would be under control of the doctor to view the witness or 
other areas within the courtroom. 

Option 2 goal is to maintain the current appearance of a courtroom and position the video equipment into 
locations along walls and off ceiling. With the majority of use by the courtroom for testimony not 
requiring the use of video equipment, this option would not be obstructive in any way. 

Two large screen projectors would display the doctor in the courtroom, one screen at the front of the 
courtroom and the other projected at the back of the courtroom. Camera 1 would be the video input for 
the respondent’s table, camera 2 for the judge’s video input, camera 3 for the reporter/witness video 
input, and camera 4 for petitioner’s video input. 

With either option a video monitor at the hospital for the doctor could be designed as a monitor with 
camera built into the unit in either a table top model, rollabout unit, or a direct eye contact unit. 



Video Teleconferencing Requirements 
Human Services 

Option 1 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

Full duplex audio, highest quality. No voice clipping, speech clarity a must. 

Account for courtroom acoustics, use house system if adequate. 

Full color, low profile monitors for each of the counsel stations, judge, and court reporter 

Privacy audio switch on each unit, not to be confused with power switch. Off-the-record muting. 

Easy to use/setup. 

System to provide for possible document camera input, both ends. 

System to provide for possible video/audio output options. 

Four video sources from courtroom to hospital: 

a. Judges video input camera 
b. state’s counsel input camera 
c. defendant/counsel input camera 
d. witness stand/court reporters input camera 

Split quad screen at hospital of courtroom. Doctors option to view full screen of each of the four 
video inputs or view all four with a quad screen. With full screen viewing, video source to 
automatically switch based on person speaking in courtroom. Video to follow audio. Controls 
to pan courtroom with witness/court reporters camera. 

Large screen(s)/monitor in courtroom for audience viewing. 

Video input from hospital to be designed to have direct eye contact with camera. Teleprompter 
type technology. 



Video Teleconferencing Requirements 
Human Services 

Option 2 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Maintain features in option 1 from items 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 9. 

Only Judge and court reporter to have low profile monitors for viewing testimony from hospital. 

Project hospital video source into courtroom on one or two strategically located large screens for 
view by the courtroom guests and counsel. The presentation video may incorporate an insert of 
the video picture being sent to the hospital. Picture in a picture (PIP). 

Permanently mount cameras in courtroom to pickup each of the four talking stations. Those 
being the two counsel, judge, and witness/court reporter. Presets and controls given to the doctor 
for zoom, focus, etc. 

Video to be voice switched of the four stations in the courtroom. Video to follow audio. 

Video input from hospital to be designed to have direct eye contact with camera. Teleprompter 
type technology. 
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APPENDIX G 
Cost-Benefit Analysis for 

Anoka-Metro Regional Treatment Center 
Physicians 
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Minnesota Department of Human Services 

COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR 
ANOKA-METRO REGIONAL TREATMENT CENTER PHYSICIANS 

In Hennepin County in 1989, there were approximately 173 
Jarvis and Price petitions. In the first six months of 
1990 there were 91 Jarvis and Price petitions, If this 
trend continues, there will be approximately 182 Jarvis and 
Price petitions filed in Hennepin County in 1990. 

A majority of the committed patients from Hennepin 
County are admitted to the Anoka-Metro Regional Treatment 
Center (AMRTC). However, some Hennepin County patients are 
diverted to other regional treatment centers when AMRTC is 
full. When a Hennepin County patient is diverted, the 
travel distance to the courtroom from the facility is 
increased -- such as to Willmar, Brainerd, St. Peter, etc. 

The average physician salary in the regional treatment 
centers is approximately $75.00 per hour, including bene- 
fits. If all Hennepin County Jarvis cases were patients 
who had been admitted to AMRTC, there would be an estimated 
salary savings of $20,475.00 per year in travel time saved 
by two-way television (182 cases x 1.5 hours travel time x 
$75.00/hour). 

There is also an "opportunity cost" which involves the 
cost of covering the physician's caseload while he/she is 
unavailable (and unproductive), i.e. in travel status. 
Lost opportunity cost doubles the cost savings to 
$40,950.00. 

Due to the current practice of diverting committed 
patients to other regional treatment centers when the 
Anoka-Metro Regional Treatment Center is full, there were 
actually only 126 Jarvis hearings for Hennepin County 
patients from AMRTC in fiscal year 1990. For these Jarvis 
cases there would be a salary savings of $14,175.00 per 
year in travel time saved by using two-way television. 
Doubling for.lost opportunity cost increases the savings to 
$28,350.00. 

There were approximately 55 Jarvis hearings in Hennepin 
County for patients that had been diverted to Willmar 
Regional Treatment Center in the past year. If two-way 
television were available between the Willmar Regional 
Treatment Center and the Hennepin County courtroom, there 
would be an estimated salary savings of $20,625.00 per year 
in travel time saved (55 cases x 5 hours travel time x 
$75.00/hour). Doubling for lost opportunity cost increases 
the savings to $41,250.00. 
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There were also approximately 35 Jarvis hearings for 
Hennepin County patients who were at St. Peter Regional 
Treatment Center, which includes Minnesota Security Hospi- 
tal, 'in the past year. These patients were those that were 
placed at the Minnesota Security Hospital, (not by 
diversion) or at St. Peter Regional Treatment Center. 

If two-way television were available between the St. 
Peter Regional Treatment Center and the Hennepin County 
courtroom, there would be an estimated salary savings of 
$lO,SOO.OO per year in travel time saved (35 cases x 4 
hours travel time x $75.00/hour). Doubling for lost 
opportunity cost increases the savings to $21,000.00. 

The total salary savings for Jarvis cases considering 
the current practice of diverting committed patients to 
other regional treatment centers when Anoka-Metro Regional 
Treatment Center is full, (i.e. for Hennepin County cases 
at Willmar, St. Peter and Anoka-Metro Regional Treatment 
Centers) would be $90,600.00 if the technology were 
available at Willmar, St. Peter, and Anoka. 

It should be noted that a significant number of Henne- 
pin County patients has recently been diverted to the 
Brainerd Regional Treatment Center. The travel time to 
Brainerd would be estimated at 6 hours, which would further 
increase the salary savings for travel time saved. The 
potential salary and travel expense savings would increase 
if the equipment were available at other regional treatment 
centers. 

The information provided above does not include actual 
travel costs which include parking and mileage expenses. 
Parking in downtown Minneapolis costs approximately $6.00 
for a half day. Mileage is reimbursed to employees at 27 
cents per mile. (State cars are available with deprecia- 
tion as well as gasoline costs.) If all Hennepin County 
clients were admitted to AMRTC, the estimated cost for 
travel would be $3,549.00 ($.27 x 50 miles plus $6.00 
parking - $19.50 x 182 cases). 

Because there are Hennepin County clients at regional 
treatment centers that are much further from Minneapolis 
than Anoka, the true travel costs would be higher if the 
costs were calculated based on placement in other regional 
treatment centers. Also, the potential salary and travel 
expense savings would be greater if the equipment were 
available in courtrooms in other counties. For example, 
Ramsey county had approximately 86 Jarvis cases during the 
past year. There were approximately 30 recommitments and 
20 appeals during the past year. 
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