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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

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

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

Access to Justice

Timeliness

Integrity and Accountability

Excellence

Fairness and Equity

Quality Court Workplace Environment

Thisis the third annualreport that contains results forthe Key Results and Measures of Judicial
CouncilPalicy 505, 505a and 505b which were passedin October 2005 revised in Julyand August
2006, September 2009and June 2011 This report contains current data along with trends as
available.

The contentsof this report are organized intofour sectionsz

Executive Summary;

Review of Key Results and Measures;

Using Performance Measures for Administratiomnd
Data Details (Appendix).

NS

The executivesummary first provides notes about the details of the datand then discusses results
that are positive, followed by possible areas of concern and finishes withkaief summary of how
performance measure results are being used for court administrationThe resultsin this report
present a barometer of the work of he Branchz anoverall picture of howthe courts aredoing at this
point in time and trends over the recent past



Executive Summary ‘

ANALYSIS NOTES

The data in this document comdrom several sources. The results of timing measures for district
courts come from MNJADMinnesota Judicial Analytical Databasey data warehouse)reports and the
data representsboth what exists at a pointin-time and trends over the past months and yearsData
changes each week as new and updated information is loaded into the data warehotreen MNCIS.
All years noted in the timing area are calendar yearsinless otherwise noted

The Trial Court Reports(MNJAD reports) for Clearance Rates, Time to Dispositiohge of Pendiry
Casesand Length of Time to Permanencygre availableto judges and stafion CourtNet (the intranet of
the Minnesota Judicial Branch) Readers of this report are encouraged to look at the data in the report
as well as seek additional information using te MNJAD reportsAlso, please review the Rules of Public
Access to Records of the Judicial Branch.

Court of Appeals and Supreme Court timing information is reported frotACS (Minnesota Appellate
Court System case management systerahd reflects calendaryear figures.

Separation rate data is reported from the Human Resources Division of SCAO and is for Fiscal Year
2011 andtrends back toFYQ7. Juror information comes from the jury management system and
includes jurors from fiscal year 2011 compared toresults of the 2009 American Community Survey
(replaces the previous longform census)


http://courtnet.courts.state.mn.us/100/?page=3164

Executive Summary ‘

DEFINITION OF TERMS

Definitions of measures used in this report include
Timeliness Measures

Clearance Ratez Number of dispositions for a specified period of timalivided by the number of
AEI ETCO ji Ol OEPI EAA OEIi A0 pnnQs I #1 AAOAT AA 2AO0A
filed.

Time to Disposition z Assesses the length of time it takes to process cases compared to the Judicial
Council objectivesfor timely case processing. The measure is reported as a percentage of cases that
has met the timing objectives forwhen 90% of cases should be disposed, at the 9percentile and at
the 99t percentile. Cases disposed beyond the 9ercentile are casidered to have not met timing
objectives.

Age of Pendingz Shows the percent of currently pending cases that are within the timing objectives
for timely case processing. Cases pending beyond thet98ercentile objective can be considered as
one measue ofcourt backlog.

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

Length of Time to Permanency z Asseses whether or not timely permanency decisions are beg

made for children. Reports the number of children for whom permanency was achieved on a CHIPS or
Permanency case, by type of permanency, and the length of time the child was out of home prior to the
permanency order/disposition date for time periods of up to 6 months, up to 12 months, 15 months,

18 months, 24 months and over 24 months

Court of Appeals Dispositions within Time Standards z Reports the number and percent of cases
with timing objectives that met the objectives of disposing of 75% of case within 290 days of filing
and disposing of 90% of cases within 365 days of filing

Supreme Court Timing Standards z Reports the number of daygo accomplish an event for the case
that is atthe 50% mark of all caseshat are placed in numeric order bythe number of days to
accomplish the event, and at the 90percentile.

Quality Court: Workplace-Environment

Turn -over Rate - Also called Separation Rate. Number of FTEs who leave the branch during the fiscal
year divided by the average number of FTEmmployed in a location during that fiscal year (multiplied
times 100). Rate excludes Judges, Law Clerks, Bar Exam Monitors and Limited/Temporary
Appointments.
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POSITIVEPERFORMANCE MEASURRESULTSBY GOAL

Access to Justice

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

¢ The nextAccess and Fairness surveys will beonducted in FY12FY13 as per Judicial Council

Policy 505h.

Timeliness

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

Statewide Clearance RateFamily Cases
2006 to 2010
105% -
101.9%
101.3%
100.19 100.6%
100% -
96.89
95% T T T T 1
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

+ Eightof ten judicial districts disposedof
nearly as manyFamily cases incalendar year 2010
as were filed (Clearance Rate &9% or higher) and
the statewide Clearance Ratdor thesecases has
remained at or above 100% since 2007

+ Other case groups withincreasing Clearance Ratesver the past few years includeProbate/
Mental Health andMinor Civil cases. Excluding Minor Criminal Cases, the overall clearance
rate in 2010 is 100.7%. Juvenile DelinquencyClearance Rates have improved fror@5% in

2006 to 101% in 2010.

+ Half of the districtsexhibit an overall clearance rate in B10 of 99% or higher for all cases
combined (including Minor Criminal) and two other districts have overall Clearance Rates
above 90%. Te 5t District hasthe highestoverall Clearance Ratat 102%.

+ SinceClearance Rtes aregenerally at
about 100% and case filings ardlat or
declining, the number of pending casets
alsodeclining. The number of cases
pending has decreasedfom 2006 to
2010 in all major case groups except
Major Griminal (+1%). The most dramatic
dedine is for Probate/Mental Health
caseswhich had an 84% decline in
number of cases pending from 206 to
2010.

Statewide Pending Caseload 2006-2010

27,000 .
24,000 ~— ———————

21,000
18,000

15,000 —K: ——n————g
12,000 —~—
7N\

9,000
6,000

3,000 T T T T
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
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Executive Summary ‘

+ The minimum goal for the Backlog Indexs 1.0 for noncriminal cases, and should be below
1.0 for criminal caseglower numbers are better). All major case groups have a backlog
index for 2010 that is at .43 or less. This means that it took less than half a year to dispose
of the number of cases that were pending at the beginning of the yeakll case areas
showed consistent or improved Backlg Index results from 2009 to 2010.

99th 2010 % Cases + For Time to Dispgition, statewide, nearly
WCL Case Percentile Disposed at 98% of all casewith timing objectives disposed in
Type Objective 991 MNCIS in 2A.0 were disposed within the 99h

(Months) Percentile percentile. (Time objectives set by the Judicial

Major Civil 24 988 Council are noted inPolicy 505ain the data details
Dissolutions 24 99.1 section.) Over 98% of Major Civil, Dissolution,
Domestic Abuse 4 994 Domestic Abuse and Minor Criminal cases were
Minor Criminal 9 98.2 disposed within the 9%th percentile objective.
Total All Cases 97.7

¢ Time to Disposition forall case categories remained consistent or improvefilom 2009 to
2010. There are even greater improvements from 2007 to 2010The percent of cases
beyond the 99 percentile for Major Criminal was 9.7% in 2007, ands now 8.1% in 2010.
The percent of Juvenile Delinquency cases disposed beyond the'Qrcentile objective
was 7.7% in 2007 andhas declined to4.7% in 2010.

+ Statewide, the results for Time to Disposition for all Dissolution and Domestic Abuse cases
surpasses the timing objectives with less than 1% of cases being dispodmsyondthe 99t
percentile.

+ About one infive (20%) of all permanencies reached for children in 2010 were through
Trial Home Visit. Of these permanencies, 92% were achieved before the child was out of
home for 12 months or less and 98% were done by 18 months. (Objectives are 90% at 12
months and 99% at 18 months).

+ All Court of Appeals casesxceptin the criminal category, met the timing objective of
disposing of 90% of cases within 365 days of filingOverall, 92% of cases disposed in 2010
met the 365 day objective.
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Integrity and Ac countability
The goalin this area isto ensure that the electronic record system is accurate, complete and timely.

+ The Data Quality programhas been operating for four yeas. Arecent successfuproject of
the programwasthe development and implementaton of a process to pass nearly 4,000
records to the Bureau of Criminal Apprehensionthat had been affected by ayler (MNCIS)
system defect requiring little or no local court staffresources

¢+ There are now 20 different Court Data Files which are creatasleekly to help courts
identify cases with potential data quality issuesSeveral districts noted the importance of
these files in helping them maintain the integrity of the court record.

Excellence

The goal in this area is to achieve excellence in thes@ution of cases by making decisions that are

fair, reasoned, understandable, and that resolve the controversy at issue. The results of the Access and
&AEOT AOGO OOOOAU NOAOGOEITh O$1 DPAOOCEAEDPAT OO O1 AAOGO
85% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with this statement.

¢ The next Access and Fairness surveys will be conducted in FYRZ213 per Judicial Councll
Policy 505b.

Fairness and Equity

Measures for this goal area includg@iror representativeness and staterents from the Access and
Fairness survey.

Race 2009 | FY2011
ACS Jurors
White 921%| 916% * Nearly all jurors complete the race
Black _ 3.5% 3.1% | information on questionnaires, and those who report to
American Indian 1.1% 1.0%| court are similar racially and ethnically compared to the
Asian/Pac Island 2.2% 29% | hopulation of the communities in Minnesota
Other & 2+ Races 1.2% 1.7%
Total Statewide 42229

*CensusAges 1870,citizens, not ingutionalized,
speak Englisht home or¥ellQ 2 NJ WJS NE

Quiality Court Workplace

This goal area measures Separation Ratasd the Quality Court Workplace survey

¢ Just over6% of employees left the Branch in FY 20 with nearly all of the departures
beingresignations and retirement.

10
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POSSIBLE AREASIOCONCERN

The measures in this sectiorshow possible areas of concerryut do not necessarily reflect poor
performance.

Timeliness

+ The greatest area of concern for timely processing of casadMajor Criminal. The most
often-mentioned reason for delag is lack of resources: judicial vacancies, public defender
shortages and other justice partner staff reductions.

o0 One step that has been taken to address effects of budget cuts is a series of
meetings betweenDistrict Chief Judges and Chief Public Defders to address
scheduling and other ideas to resolve issues within existing financial constraints.

¢ In 2010, 7.8% of Major Criminal casesind [ oINS 99t Percentile | 2010 % Cases
. . Objective Disposed at
5.0% of Juvenile Delinquency casesere Type

: > (Months) 99th Percentile
disposedbeyond the99th percentile Major Criminal 12 92.2
objective (objective is12 mos.for Major Juvenile Del 6 95.0
Criminal, 6 mcs.for Juv. Delinquency). Total All Cases 97.7

¢ Only 53% of Major Criminal cases are disposed the 90th percentile objective of four
months.

+ Minor Criminal Clearance Rates have been below 100% for the past four years. Because
minor criminal cases are a large percentage of all cases pending and disposed, overall
Clearance Rates have declinedoim just under 100% in 2006 (99.8%) to 92.4% in 2010.

Age of Pending Beyond 99th Percentile

é 24% 1 - Other Civil Cases 22

o 20% ¢ There are large differences amondgistricts
%%16% 1 for Age of Pending caseis the Other Civil case

P glzz/" y group beyond the 99" percentile of the timing

ge i;;’: Jye 3% 3% 3% objectives(as of 7/ 28/1 1) z from 2% up to 22%.

2 oo The objective is to dispose of Civil cases within 24

4 5 2 8 1 7 3 6 10 9 months.
District Cases Pending as of 28/1 1

+ TheMajor Criminal Backlog Indexs .44 statewide, but is .50 or higher in four districts.The
3rd District has the highest backlog index in Major Criminal andhdividual county index
numbers in the dstrict are as high as82. This means that it took nearlyen months to
dispose of the number of Major Criminal cases pending at the beginning of1ZD If no new
cases were filed, it would take ten months to clear the backloBasically, increasing inde
numbers reflect increasing backlogs.

¢+ Onefourth (26%) of all children reaching permanency on a CHIPS case in120did so after
being out of home longer than 12 months; 37% of children who reached permanency on a
Permanency cas€TPR or NonTPR)in 2010 did so after being out of home for more than
12 months.

11



USING PERFORMANCE MESURES FOR ADMINISTARTION

Executive Summary ‘

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

*

Reviews of Performance Measure results have been shared with the Judicial Council in August
2010 (annual report presentation), December 2010 and March 2011. The last review
included a written summary of findings from each court and tase reviews are available in the

Data Detailssection.

Policy 505b now requires that results be reported to the Judicidouncil in March (written

report) and September (oral report) of each year.

Reviews in early 2011 noted some of thevork beingdone to

review performance measures as well atactical strategies

implemented to improve results:

° Increased use of ircourt updating

° Balancing judicial resources among counties in mukHi
county districts

°  Greater use of Early Neutral Evaluation

° Review of and changes to continuance policies

°  Close monitoring of data quality reports and cleaup of
problem cases

° Stronger collaboration among partners on CJI teamsAs
more involved in the timelines and in helping to meet the
I AEAAOEOAOGS8OG

° Use of volunteer referees foconciliation (minor civil )
cases

° Increased use of eharging

° Special or redesigned calendars to improve efficiency and

service.

Oawhark and C A T JAFEsBHOuUghAt®IiBht many hole

The entire bekh is updated on
performance measures monthl
and takes a genuine interest inf
improving their performance.
Trainings have occurred over
the last year for the judges on
how to more efficiently handle
the unigue issues encountered]
on these cases. Our G had
been working on the
permanency action plan that

in our system that are being
fixed. Many additional change
will be made in the upcoming
year as a result of the CJI actig
plan.

4t District

Work continues to assist the bench and court administration in districts and counties to

review timing data regularly.

° Several training sessions were conducted in late 2010 and early 2011 with various
audiences providing indepth instructions for how to access and us€ase Statistics as well
as Caseflow Management/Performance Measure reportslore sessions will be conducted

in late 2011.

° Customized consultation about specific data quality issues has allowed counties and
districts to identify problem areas and devise stategies for fixing cases.

°  Specific training has been done with CJI stdffr how to run the Length of Time to
Permanency report as well as how to analyze the resultsConsultation is also provided for

steps to taketo improve the results.

12



Executive Summary ‘

° All Case Stastics and Caseflow Management reports, as well as data quality reports, have
been rewritten in a new format that allows users to drill through summary results to get
to the details of the cases included in those summaryumbers. The example below shows
the details of the 38 Other Gross Misdemeanor cases that are pending beyond the 12
months objective, including the number of continuances on each case

Pre-Disposition Age of Pending Report
As of 08/04/2011

Sith Percentile §7th Percentile 95th Percentile Beyo
Avg Avg Ay
VICL Group WCL Type Days Cum | Daye Cum | Days
Cozes | % Pend | Cases| % % | Pend | Cazes L L Pend | Cases
[ mMajor Ciwil Totals: 1250 W% 110 S §% 6% 444 2 = 5% 45 1
Ohjective: 4 Months Objectiver & Months Objectire: 17 Months 38 Cases pending
Felomy Dl & % a8 8 12% &% 148 B 8% 2% 24 th
Objective: 4 Months Objective: & Months Objective: 12 Months _ beyond 99
Groes Medameansr DWI 443 52% 4 126 8% 6P 140 42 N% TEm 20 184 percentlle. Details
Objective: d Months Objective: & Months Objective: 12 Months R below. on.drill =
Other Feiony B28 5% 52 221 14% &% 150 220 1% 0% 260 158
Objective: 4 Monthe Qb : e throuah,.
: jective: 6 Monthe Objective: 12 Monthe R
Other Gross I8 5% 53 1Mz 1% 72 150 150 2% W% 247 38
Miscemeanar
- - Cage - - Days - - |Judge -
WCL Type ™ CaseType ~ Number ¢ |Filed Date ~ |pgnging @ [Continuences = |DOMMant? = pymper |Judoelame ~
Other Gress Misdemzanor CrimTraf Nandatory RO22083 BZS5I2008 1138 3 Ne
Oiher Gross Misgemsaner CrimTral Nandatory RO91733 &TIT00Y 48 8 o
Other Gross Misdemeanor Gross Misdemszanor 000873 222008 Toa 4 He
Oiher Greas Misdemzaner CrimTraf Nandatory RO53535 TZB200% T4 3 Na
Oiher Grezs Wisdemsaner CrimTraf Nandatory 10214 1182010 EEZ 3 Ke
Other Gress Misgemzsanar CrimTraf Mangatary RO34505 1182009 SE1 2 Ko
Oiher Gross Misgemsanor CrimTral Nandatory R10G70 A0 523 5 o
Other Grozs Misdemsaner CrimTraf Mandatory R0 HZ2010 453 1 He
Ciher Gress Misdemzanor CrimTraf Mandatory RIOT123 H25I2010 480 0 He

+ Performance Measures are becomingraore regular part of doing businessn district courts.
Several districts are reviewing results at bench meetings and court administrator meetingaill
districts mentioned increasing collaboration with criminal justice partners, the local bar, CJI teams
and others. And, most districts are using some or aklivailable reports for various aspects of data
monitoring.

+ A subgroup of JAD (Judicial District Administrators and SCAO Directors Group) has been formed
and is beginning workto makeO O O1T P1 ECEO8 OADPI 000 11T OA AAAAOOGEAI
all times. This subgroup is also working to bring more consistency to the twice per year
reporting of Performance Measure results to the Judicial Councds well as clarifying the roles of
court administration in the case management review process

13



Access to Justice

ACCESS TO JUSTICE

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

ACCESS AND FAIRNES®RVEY

+ The next round of the survey will be conductediuring FY2012z FY2013

The Access and Fairness Survey conductethtewide in 2008 was adapted from theNational Center
for State Courts NCSE CourTools Access and Fairness Survek total of 7,769 surveys were
completed by court customers over a period of six onths, between January and June 2008 he
survey contained fifteen questions, divided into two sections(1) Access and?2) Fairness. Therevere
also demographic questions that respondents were asked to complete, so their responses could be
categorized.

Complete results of the2008 survey are posted onCourtNetand in the first Performance Measures
Annual Report on thepublic web site.
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TIMELINESS

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

without unnecessary delays.

Are trial courts handling cases in a timely m anner?

CLEARANCE RATES

+ District courts disposed 0f94% of the number of cases filed in 200. If Minor Criminal cases
are excluded, courts disposed of 1% of the number of cases filed.

+ The 2010 statewide overall clearance rate (4%) has declinedcompared © 2008 and 20 .

¢ Clearance rates foMajor Criminal casesdropped from 103% in 2009 to 99% in 2010. The
number of pending cases increased very slightly from 2009 to 2010 which reverses declines

seen in the past few years.

Figure 2.1: Statewide Clearance Rates 2008-2010

Case
Group
Major
Criminal

Clearance Rates ‘
2008 2009 2010 |

101% 103% 99%

Major Civil| ~ 97%| 100%|  99%

Probate/

0
MH 113%

110% 110%

Family 102% 100% 101%

Juvenile 103% 105% 100%

Minor Civil 99% 100% 101%

Minor

0,
Criminal 93%

95% 92%

State 95% 96% 94%

The 2010 clearance rate(Clearance Rate= Number of
dispositions divided by number of filings times 100) is lower
than the previous three yearsThe overall rate is below 100%
each year from 20®-2010 with variation from year to year but
the trend is downward. (See Figure 2.1 for 20082010 and
Figure 2.3 for 20062010.)

In 2010, Probate/Mental Health caseshavethe highest clearance
rate among case groupsit 110% with Guardianship/
Conservatorshipcases showing the highest rate within tht

group (148%) (Seeappendix). Minor Criminal cases have the
lowest clearance ratein 2010 at 92% with Parking cases 84%)
having the lowest ratewithin that group .

Figure 2.2: 2010 Overall Clearance RatesBy District

The high proportion of all cases that areMinor

Criminal has a significant impact on theverall
clearance rate The overall rateis 100.7% when
Minor Criminal cases are excluded

The 2010 Clearance Rate by districfor all cases
ranges from just under 87% in the 2nd and 6"
Districtsto 102% in the 5t District. See the
appendix for statewide clearance rates for all
case types in 200 and for 2006 to 2010 district
trends by case groups.

2010 Overall Clearance Rate
5 102.0%
3 100.9%
9 99.5%
7 99.2%
g 1 98.8%
= 8 98.7%
n 10 98.2%
State 94.0%
4 92.9%
6 86.8%
2 T T T 86.I7(%) T T 1
75% 80% 85% 90% 95% 100% 105%
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Figure 2.3: Statewide Clearance Rates 2006-2010 z By Case Group

Overall Clearance Rate (All Case Types)

105%
99.8%  99.0%

100%
o W%
(0]

90% T T T T T 1
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Major Civil Clearance Rate
105%
99.0% 99.5%  98.9%
95%
90% T T T T T 1
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Family Clearance Rate
105% 101.3% 101.9%

100.1% 100.6%
100% - 96.8%

959% -
90% T T T T 1
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Probate/Mental Health Clearance Rat
115%
110% 112.8%
o 109.6% 109.6%
105% 107.0%
105.5%
100%
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Dependency Neglect Clearance Rate
110% 105.39 106-9%

98.1%
100% -| 95.7% 94.8% 0

go%l T T T T 1
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Major Criminal Clearance Rate

110%

103.1%

105% o879 99.8% 100.8% 99.2%
100% "‘_—‘/\
95%
go%l T T T T 1

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Minor Civil Clearance Rate

105% 9 100,106 100.6% 100.3% 101.1%
100% W“
95%
go%l T T T T 1

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Minor Criminal Clearance Rate

105% -

100% -

95% -

90% T T T T 1
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Juvenile Delinquency Clearance Rate

110% -
104.6%

105% -
100% 95.4%
959% -

90% . . . . .
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

103.0%

100.4% 100.5%
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1.0 over an extended period, the court will develop a larger number of pending cases. As the pending
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Figure 2.4: Overall Clearance Rates By District 2008- 2010

105%

100% - -

95% N - - -
90% r— - - N - - -
85% ——— — — — — — — —
80% — I— — — — I— — — —
75% . ; ; ; ; ; ; .

1 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 State

District

2008 2009 w=2010

Figure 2.5: Statewide Pending Caseload Major Cases 2006- 2010

Figure 2.5 shows that the number of
cases pending in the major case groups
from 2006 to 2010 hasdecreased inall
categotlies except in Major Criminal
which increased less than 1%rom

2009 to 2010.

The number ofMajor Cvil , Probate,
Family, Juvenile Delinquency and
Dependency/Neglectpending cases has
decreased during this time period as
the filing numbers decreased andnost
clearance ratesstayed flat orincreased.

O08xA O AT OAOAA A EAxS
AAOGAOG OOEI 1T 1 EOOAA AC
several years ago. Court Administas and
OOAZELE AOABAT T AOAGET C
MNJAD Préisposition Pending Caseload Rep
AT A Al AATET ¢ Ob AAOA
xAAEO8 ADPDPOIT @EI AGAI U
not properly closed years ago have been
AT OOAAOAABS

5th District

27,000
24,000 -
21,000
18,000
12,000 ~——
N
9,000
6,000
3,000 T T T T
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
e=g==\ajor Crim === Major Civil Probate/MH
e Family === Juvenile Del ==0==Dep/Neg

Excludes Dormant Cases and Out on Warrant

A backlog index is another wayo analyze the magnitude

Z 2 A A oz o~ A

Information about backlog begins orpage 26

1 Steelman, David CCaseflow ManagemenfWilliamsburg: National Center for State Courts, 2000), p. 132.
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TIME TO DISPOSITION

+ Statewide,nearly 98% of all cases disposed in MNCIS in 20 were disposed wthin the 99th
percentile of the time objective Converselyjust over 2% of all cases were disposed later than

the objective.

+ Eight percent (8%) of Major Criminal cases vere disposedbeyond the12 month objective in

2010. Only 53% of Major Criminal case met the 90 percentile objective of 4 months.

+ Twenty-sevenpercent (27%) of all casegdisposed in 20L0 with a jury trial were disposed

beyond the 99 percentile time objective. However, jury trials represent only1.6% of allmajor

criminal and major civil case typedispositions in 2010.

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

and by County.

Figure 2.6: Statewide Time To Disposition Cases Disposed in MNCIS in2010

WCL Case Beyond
Group 90th Percentile 97th Percentile 99th Percentile 99th Total
Cum Cum Avg
Obj Cases| % Obj Cases| % Obj Cases| % Cases| % Cases| Days
Major
Criminal 4 29,151 52.5 6 9,827 70.2 12 | 12,039 91.9 4,520 8.1 55,537 160
Major Civil 12 38,704 93.0 || 18 1,836 97.4 24 591 98.8 498 1.2 41,629 122

Dissolutions 12 16,183 92.1 || 18 924 97.4 24 293 99.1 165 .9 17,565 125

Domestic
Abuse 2 11,245 97.9 3 126 99.0 4 49 99.4 69 .6 11,489 10

JuvenileDel 3 14,383 80.7 5 2,156 92.8 6 440 95.3 837 4.7 17,816 64

Minor
Criminal 3 426,765 88.3 6 37,007 | 960 9 10,867 98.2 8,456 | 1.8 || 483,095 50

Grand Total 536,431 85.5 51,876 | 938 24,279 97.7 14,545 | 2.3 || 627,131 66

Objectives are in months
Only cases disposed in MNCIS are included (100% of Major Caseafymes. 35% of Minor Criminal disposed cases, rest in VIBES)
Minor Criminal case counts are cases, rather than charges as on other case statistics reports

The Time to Disposition measure assesses the length of time it takes a court to process cases.

Al i PAOAOG A ATl O0O0O80O PAOAE Oi AT AA xEOE OOAOA
into account(subtracts out) periods during which cases are dormant.

I AEAAOGE

The appendix contains data onstatewide time to disposition by case types well asdistrict level time

to disposition by case group.Thereis variation among districts, by case type and by type of
disposition.

Within the Major Criminal category, Z% of the serious felony dispositionan 2010 ocaurred beyond

the 99t percentile objective of12 months (Seeappendixfor details). In contrast, 4% of the Gross

Misdemeanor DWI dispositions occurred beyond the 12 month objective.

The following charts show Timeto Disposition by Case Group for 200 by District. The greatest
variation among districts is in Major Criminalwith the 3rd District disposing of 15.2% of Major

Criminal cases beyond the 99 percentile objective down to the & District disposing of 23% beyond

the 99t percentile.
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Figure 2.7: Time To Disposition 20 10 By Case Group By District

Major Crim . Time To Disp . 2010 Major Civil Time to Disp. 20 10
90th gom 97th %ot | > 99t
DlStflCt Cum % | Cum % Dlstnct Cum% | Cum % %

40 3% 58.4% | 84.8% 15 2% 91 0% 95.6% 97.6% 2.4%
1 45.0% | 635% | 88.0% | 12.0% 9 92.1% | 96.6% 98.1% 1.9%
10 37.1% | 56.5% | 89.3% 10.7% 10 90.9% | 96.1% 98.2% 1.8%
7 436% | 635% | 89.4% | 10.6% 3 93.6% | 97.2% 98.3% 1.7%
6 58.1% | 76.5% | 92.9% 7.1% 1 94.6% | 97.8% 98.7% 1.3%
9 57.1% | 75.1% | 93.4% 6.6% 7 92.6% | 97.2% 98.8% 1.2%
5 53.3% | 72.3% | 93.5% 6.5% 3 93.1% | 97.1% 98.9% 1.1%
2 63.6% | 80.1% | 95.4% 4.6% 2 92.2% | 97.6% 99.1% 0.9%
4 67.2% | 81.8% | 96.4% 3.6% 2 94.3% | 98.6% 99.5% 0.5%
8 61.3% | 79.4% 97.7% 2.3% ) 93.8% | 97.7% 99.5% 0.5%

State | 52.5% | 70.2% 91.9% 8.1% State | 93.0% | 97.4% 98.8% 1.2%

Dom. Abuse Time to Disp

Dissolution Time to Dis

90th 99th > 99th
D|str|ct Cum % Cum % )

90th L) > 99
D|st||ct Cum ) Cum % %

87 4% 94.8% 97.8% 2.2% 97 O% 98.2% 98.8% 1.2%

6 92.0% | 96.8% 98.3% 1.7% 9 95.9% [ 97.8% 98.9% 1.1%
3 90.9% | 96.8% 99.0% 1.0% 5 97.0% | 98.5% 99.0% 1.0%
1 93.3% | 97.8% | 99.1% 0.9% 3 98.2% | 98.6% | 99.1% | 0.9%
2 92.8% | 97.8% | 99.2% 0.8% 6 97.8% | 99.0% | 99.1% | 0.9%
7 92.4% | 98.0% | 99.3% 0.7% 2 97.9% | 99.3% | 994% | 0.6%
9 93.3% | 97.8% 99.3% 0.7% 10 96.7% | 98.7% 99.4% 0.6%
4 94.3% | 98.7% 99.7% 0.3% 7 98.0% [ 98.9% 99.7% 0.3%
5 95.2% | 98.9% 99.9% 0.1% 4 99.5% [ 99.9% 99.9% 0.1%
8 95.0% | 98.4% | 100.0% | 0.0% 8 98.3% | 99.4% | 100.0% | 0.0%
State | 92.1% | 97.4% | 99.1% | 0.9% State | 97.9% | 99.0% | 994% | 0.6%

Juv. Del. Time to Disposition 20 10 Minor Crim. Time to Disp. 20 10
90th 97th 99th > 99th 90th 97th 99th > 99th
Dlstnct Cum % Cum % % D|str|ct Cum % Cum % %

69. 3% 86.8% 92.0% 8.0% 60 4% 83.8% 94.0% 6.0%

7 75.0% | 91.5% 94.1% 5.9% 4 69.1% | 90.1% 96.2% 3.8%
4 74.3% | 90.9% 94.5% 5.5% 10 87.3% | 95.1% 97.5% 2.5%
5 81.0% | 92.2% 94.6% 5.4% 3 90.8% | 96.9% 98.7% 1.3%
6 84.9% | 94.5% 95.4% 4.6% 1 92.9% | 97.6% 98.9% 1.1%
1 85.6% | 94.0% 95.5% 4.5% 5 93.9% | 98.0% 99.0% 1.0%
9 79.9% | 92.5% 95.7% 4.3% 7 93.2% | 97.7% 99.0% 1.0%
2 89.7% | 96.1% 96.8% 3.2% 6 92.6% | 98.1% 99.2% 0.8%
8 82.1% | 95.5% 97.0% 3.0% 9 93.1% | 98.1% 99.2% 0.8%
10 86.5% | 95.6% 97.5% 2.5% 8 94.9% | 98.8% 99.5% 0.5%
State 80.7% | 92.8% 95.3% 4.7% State 88.3% | 96.0% 98.2% 1.8%

Minor Criminal Time to Dispositionxeludes
VIBES data
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Figure 2.8: 5th Degree Assault Cases Time to Disposition 2010 by District

Wh_lle stateV\_/ldg numbers tend to even out many District | >99th % (9 mo.) Total Cases
variances, district and county level information show Disposed
more variation. For example,nearly sevenpercent (6.6%) 3 11.4% 857
of 5t Degree Assalt cases were disposed beyond th@9th 7 10.5% 963

2 9.4% 1132

percentile objective of9 months statewide in 2010. But,

there are many differences amongistricts ranging from 1 9.0% 1239
the 4t and 8h District s with less than 3% of 5t Degree 10 8.4% 1,906
Assaultcases disposed beyond thebjective (these > 8.3% 533
districts together have30% of statewide 5t Degree 6 4.4% 662
Assaultdispositions for the year)to the 3rd District 9 3.2% 820
recording over 11% of these cases disposeaffter 9 8 2.8% 288
months. 4 2.7% 3276

State 6.6% 11,676

Figure 2.9illustrates county variation in time to disposition for the WCL type & Other Felony cases.
(Generally, Other Felony cases include all felonies excégurder, Sex Gimes and Felony DWI) It
shows that the percent of cases disposad 2010 beyondthe 12 month objective (99 percentile)
ranges from 0% to44%.

SteeleCourty has the highest percent oDther Felonycases disposed beyond the 99percentile,
disposing 206 cases in 201Qseeappendix for number of cases disposed by county)This number of
dispositions compares to Kitson County which disposed of seve(v) Other Felony cases in 2010 and
Hennepin County with 4,947 dispositions.

This variation in number of cases by county illustrates that with small numbers, the percentageay
appear distorted, but there are still casebeyond the timing objectives to be monitored and acted
upon.
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Figure 2.9: Other Felony Case Dispositions Beyond the 99 th Percentile Objective 2010
By County

Steele |
Dodge |
Winona |
Olmsted

Stearns

Aitkin
Douglas
Waseca |

Lake of the Woods
Dakota

Mille Lacs
Carver
Wright

Pine

Grant
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Crow Wing
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Anoka
Marshall
Nobles
Faribault
Kittson

Scott
Freeborn
Sherburne
Jackson
Red Lake

Martin
Chisago

Blue Earth
Carlton
Kanabec

St. Louis
Morrison
Watonwan
Fillmore
Rock
Cottonwood
Koochiching
Lake

Benton
Goodhue
Houston
Cass

Otter Tail
Washington
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Murray
Traverse
Becker
LeSueur
Redwood
Nicollet
Todd
Brown
Beltrami
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Wilkin
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Stevens |
Lac qui Parle’}
oseau

yon
Clearwater |
Pennington

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%
B % Beyond 99th

Theappendixcontains the total number of dispositions by county @ther Felony casen 2010. If a county is noshown on this
chart, no cases were disposed beyond théhmrcentile objective.
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As would be expected,here arealsodifferences in timeto disposition based on the type of etivity
that closed the caséseeappendix).

Over a quarter(27%) of the 2,388 cases disposedof all casetypes that have timing objectives)n
MNCIS in2010 with a jury tria | went beyond the 99" percentile. The differences among case groups
are shown inFigure 2.10.

Figure 2.10: Percent Cases Disposed With Jury Trial Beyond 99 th Percentile 20 10

% Cases Disposed Total Cases Disposed with
Case Group Beyond 99t Jury Trial (less than %2 % of
Percentile all cases)
Major Criminal 28.8% 1,212
Major Civil 11.9% 337
Juvenile Delinquency 44.4% 9
Minor Criminal 29.3% 830
Total 26.6% 2,388

In contrast, just over 4% of cases disposedin all case types)with only hearing activity and no trial
(272,377 cases) went beyond the 99 percentile and only 4% of cases withoutany hearing activity
(344,086) went beyond the 99" percentile.

Figure 2.11: Statewide Percent CasesDisposed in MNCISBeyond 99t Percentile by
Disposition Activity Type - 2007-2010

30% - 26.9% 26.6% Jury Trial
25% - 21.9% *
20% 19.19 === Court Trial
0 - .
15% - 9.1% With Hearing
8.9% 9.2% -170 Activity
10% - 5 7.3%
H= 6.8% ——le—— 0 === Change of
4.8% 4.0% 4.4%
5% - A 700 Venue
0.6% 0.9% g 457 e 2.5%
0% L E— fﬂl* - @ O A%, =—m=—\Without Hrg
2007 2008 2009 2010 Activity

Only dispositions recorded in MNCIS are included iRigure 2.11(no dispositions done in TCI%r
ViBESare included). In 2007, approximately 75% of all non minor criminal cases are included, about
98% in 2008, and 100% in 2009and 2010 except forMinor Griminal casesprocessed in VIBE®
Hennepin and Ramsey Counties
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+ Sevenpercent (7%) of active pending cases statewidat the end of Jun€011 were pending
beyond the 99 percentile objective for complding the case(Timing objectives are those used
for Time to Disposition.).

+ Amongdistricts, the percent of cases pending beyontthe 99 percentile ranges from4% in the
2nd  5h gnd 8th Districtsto 11% in the 10th District.

+ Statewide,Misdemeanor DWI anl Condemnation cases have the greatest percent of cases
pending beyond the 99 percentile (24% and 23% respectively). MisdemeanorDWI cases are
likely impacted by the Intoxilyzer Source Code issudink to Consolidated Source Codease
information) .

Figure 2.12: Statewide Age of Pending (MNCIS Cases)As Of6/30/2011

While the statewide average for hcase
types pending over the 99h percentile is 7%
of casesthere is variation among case
groups from Dissolution casesat 1% up to

11% of Major Criminal cases pending
beyond the 99 percentile objective of 12

months. JuvenileDelinquency and
DomesticAbusecasesalsohaveahigher

percentage of casepending beyond the

99th percentile objectives (8%) (See
appendixfor complete statewide Age of

Pendingas of6/ 30/2011 .).

Cum Cum Over
90th 97th 9Q9th 99th Total
Percen- Percen- Percen- Percen- Cases
tile tile tile tile | Pending
Major 57% 71% 89% 11%| 23391
Criminal
?:"if/”i?r 85%| 92|  95% 506| 13226
Dissolu 91% 97% 99% 1%| 5377
tions
Dom. 85% 00% 92% 8% 326
Abuse
Major 78% 89% 92% 8% | 2,590
Juvenile
Minor 78% |  89%| 94w 6% | 61,658
Crint
State 75%|  86% |  93% 7% | 106,568
Total

*Excludes VIBES cases

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

There are differences among districts in the

overall age of pewling cases as shown ifrigure
2.13*, Theappendix contains complete Age of
Pending reports for each district as of

6/30/20 11.

When comparing the percent of cases pending

beyond the 99 percentile from 10/16/08 to

6/ 30/1 1 eight districts and the statewide total

show decreased overalhge of pemling and an
increase in only one district (4o b E1

0 p.pTQe H District has the greatest decline
going from 14% pending beyond the 99
percentile to 4%in 2010 to 5% in 2011

0 T

=« % Cases Beyond 99th Percentile

<

15%

12%

9% -

6% HEHEHEHY

- I H‘ ALEANER
0% T T T T T )
¢

% EIS 1 4 7 6 State 3 9 10

@10/16/2008 ©O5/6/2010 m6/30/2011

*%

Excludes VIiBES cases
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Within each statewide result, there is a lot of variation
Responding to Performance MeasuResults found among districts and among the counties within
the districts.

The Bt District shows the greatest decline in percent

of cases pending beyond thet®fercentile between . .
2008 and 2010. In their report for 2010 results, they An example of thevariation found in the same

AOOOEAOOA OEEO AAAI ET A Oi mMeAAUre ia shown iAthesse RIBandiagal Ohey Civib s
8 7A OAOEAx AAvehihelod gefcéniled A cdases] Statewide, there aré% of Other Civil cases

to determine if we had any data quality error and if pending beyond the 99 percentile. But,district

found, corrected them. Cases legitimately aged beyond results range from2% of these casepending beyond

the 99h percentile were either set for hearing or trial L L .
or the atrzorney of record was contacted to dgetermine the 24 month objedive in the 4® District to 22% in the

the next appropiate action on the case. We have oth District. Within the 9th District, the county results
started moving this review down to the 97and 90 vary on OtherCivil cases pending beyon@4 months
BAOCAAT OEl ABO from 0% of cases irseveral countiesto 40% in Crow

R Wing County.

Figure 2.14: Other Civil Cases Pending Beyond 99t Percentile ( 24 months) By District
(as of 7/28/201 1)

% over # of

% over # of 9th District 99th Pending
99th  Pending Counties Percentile Cases

District Percentile Cases Crow Wing 39.8% 206
9 22% 482 Marshall 33.3% 9
10 14% 1198 Roseau 22.2% 9
6 9% 289 Aitkin 18.0% 50
State 7% 5648 Polk 13.0% 23
3 7% 270 Koochiching 10.0% 10
7 6% 345 Pennington 6.7% 15

1 4% 524 Itasca 5.6% 54

8 3% 86 Beltrami 0.0% 23
2 3% 732 Cass 0.0% 30
5 3% 148 Clearwater 0.0% 9
4 204 1574 Hubbard 0.0% 29
Kittson 0.0% 4

Lake of the Woods 0.0% 3

Mahnomen 0.0% 3

Norman 0.0% 1

Red Lake 0.0% 4

Statewide, by county, the percent of OtherCivil cases pending beyond th@4 month objective range
from 50% to 0% as shown inFigure 2.15. Theappendix contains information about the number of

cases pending in each location and the average number of days each case that is beyond the 99
percentile has been pending.
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Figure 2.15: Percent of Other Civil Cases Pending Beyond 99t Percentile ( 24 months)
By County (As of 7-28-2011)
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The Other Civil casecategoryincludes condemnation, forfeiture, torrens, mortgage foreclosuresand otherssuch
asthe case type of MNCIS Civil Othelf a county is not listed, no cases are peiy beyond the 99 percentile.
Appendix contains total number ofOther Civil cases pending by county and average number of days cases
beyond the 99 percentile have been pending as of/ 28/20 11.
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BACKLOG INDEX

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

+ The Major Criminal Backlog Index is the onlgategorythat has risen from 200 to 2010 (.38 to
.43) while the Probate/Mental Health Backlogndex has declinedhearly 70% in that time.

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

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

are past the timeobjective of the 99 percentile are consideredto beOA A1 A UOMAMOA BTG CCAAG
ClearanceRates also providle anAAOOOA 1T £ Ei x xAi1 A Ai 606 EO OEAAD
as it compares the number of cases disposed during a time period withehotal number of cases filed
during that same period. 0" AAEI 1 ¢6 EAO Al 01 AAAT OOCAA &I AAOGAOE
scheduled.

Another useful measure is theBacklogll AA@ Ox EEA Eb
one of the quickest and most reliable indicators of

court wide performance relating to caseprocessing céthe baaisl

times. It measures the pending caseload against the one of the most reliable

AT 60060 AAPAAEOU O1 AEODI O ifdicators oficAdtividé AA AOGOET
CEOAT  OE b The spekifiinkabiBement is the performance relating te case

number of cases of a given case type pending at the pocessing times.o
beginning of the year, divided by the total number of

cases of tlat case type disposed during the year. David Steelm:

The major difference between clearance rates and

backlog index is that clearance rates compare

AEODPI OEOGEI T O O AZEIETCO j EAAPEI C OD xEOE Ol Axd xI
whil e the backlog index compares dispositions to previouglpending cases (takingcare i 1 A8 x1 OEC
In other words, the backlog index representshe part of a yearit would take to dispose of the cases

pending at the beginning of the year if no new casegere filed.

For example if acounty had 500 pendingCOther Felony cases at the beginning of the year and disposed
of 1,000Cther Felony cases that year, it would have a backlog index of .5. This means that the court
OO0O0O0T AA 1 OA ofdhe éqGivdénEoDtBel péndiy caseload within six months (.5 equals a half
year).

0! AAAEIT C ETAAG T &£ p8n | AAT O OEAO OEA A1 OO0 AEOD
U A & dBedninimum goal for a civil backlog index is 1.0 or less. Criminaises should be disposed
more quickly, so the backlog index should be lower for criminal cases than civil cases.

This index is less useful as a current operational measure of productivity but more useful as a trend
measure over time It can show the case @as that need focused attention, regardless of current filing
numbers.

2 Steelman, David CCaseflow ManagemenfWilliamsburg: National Center for State Courts, 2000), p. 93.
3 lbid.
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Figure 2.16: Backlog Index of By Case Type Statewide 2006-2010
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Figure 2.16 shows that the highest backlog
index statewide is forMajor Criminal
althoughit is less than .5(.43).

The backlog index has been declining for
all major case groupsn the past five years,
exceptin Major Criminal. TheMinor Civil
data was not available in the past but it
now has the lowest backlog index at .19.
Probate/Mental Health area has decreased
the most from.97in 2006 to .31 in 2010
while Major Criminal had a backlog index
of .38in 2006 rising to .43 in 2010.

As with other measuresthe Major Criminal backlog index varies by districand counties within
districts. District backlog index datafor 2006-2010 is available in theappendix.

Figure 2.17: 2010 Backlog Index for Major Criminal CasesBy District

Figure 2.17 shows the Major Criminal
backlog indexfor 2010 as low as .31
in the 8th District to a high of .2l in
the 3rd District. This means that the
8th District was able todispose ofthe
number of casegending at the
beginning of 2010 in under four
months (.31 of a year)while the 3rd
disposed an equivalent number of
cases as those pendingtéhe
beginning of 2010 in about six and %2
months (.54 of a year).

0.34
0.34
0.31

0.30

0.35 0.40 0.45 0.50 0.55

m 2010 backlog index

2010 Backlog in
3rd District Major Crim
Steele .82
Winona .67
Waseca .64
Olmsted .59
Freeborn .56
Dodge 44
Rice 43
Houston .37
Mower .35
Wabasha .35
Fillmore .33
District Totd .54

As in other measures, there is variatiotoy county within a district.
Major Criminal cases irthe 3rd District range from abacklog indexof
33 in Fillmore County to 82 in SteeleCounty. These numbers show
that SteeleCounty took nearlyten months to dispose of the number
of Major Criminal cases pending at the beginning of 20 while
Fillmore County took about four months to dispose of the Major
#OEI ET Ald OAAAEI T C
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LENGTH OF TIME TO PEMANENCY

+ Justunder three-fourths (74%) of children who reached permanency on a CHIPS case in120
did soafter being out of home for 12 months or fewer (acrosall types of CHIP$ases).

¢ Just under twothirds (62%) of children who reached permanency on one of the Permanency
case types reached permanency withid2 months (TPR (old case type), PermaneneyPR,
PermanencyNon-TPR).

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

The dudicial Council approved adding the Length of Time to

GLG A& GKS LRftAoe .
Permanency measure to the Key Results and Measures in

that juvenile protection cases be

expeditedn conformance with state September 2009. A report was developed to provide these
and federal requirements with the goal results to all judges and administration staff with

of serving the best interests ofitdren responsibility for CHIPS and Permanencgases and it was
by providing safe, stable, and approved by the Council in November 2009.

permanent homes for abused and

neglected children. The report was made available to court staff and judges in

o A April of 2010 and the final phase of the data quality process
X /WL 2dzZR3IS& | OOSLI wadoMgeted MDetdrber20A® A £ A U &

for monitoring and improving

performance on federal and judicial Because of the complexity of these sas, taining continues
branch child welfare measures and are = to be provided to CJI teams and otheMNCIS users to make
encouraged to devep and implement sure the data accurately and thoroughly reflectall activity
local plans to improve such on the case Data files with possible errors are available on
LISNF 2 NY Iy OS ¢ CourtNetfor court administration to use for local data

Judicial Policy 601 quality work.

Sinced A T &£ OEA ci Al O 1 £ OERJ)is EriEnildked leindvedl froma@@tedla ) T EO
parent to have permanency and stability in their living situéion, the Length of Time to Permanency
report wasdeveloped to assist courts in determining the length of time it takever the lvesof

children, to provide permanency tothosewho are removed from home.

The Judicial Council also set an objective th&0% of all children who are State Wards should reach
adoption with 24 months. Programming has begun on this report and should be ready for the process
of review and data quality checks before the end of fiscal year 2012.
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Figure 2.18: Length of Time for Children to Reach Permanency in 20 10 By District

Permanency
Cases

Figure 2.18 shows that, statewide,74% of children
on a CHIPS caswho reached permanency in 2Q0
did soafter being out of home a total ofl2 months
or less(1,753 children out of 2,371 total) while
62% ofthe children on a Permanency case
reached permanency in 2010 did so by 12 months
(559 children out of 901 total) (seeappendixfor
county listings of 2010 CHIPS and Permanency
casesreaching permanency by 12 monthgs

For this report, protective supervision and trial
home visits are included as permanenciedn
2010, statewide 44% of all children reaching
permanencyon a CHIPS casdid so by these two
types of permanency. Anothe#d5% of children
had their case dismissed or jurisdiction
terminated asthe permanency of record.

Overall, the permanency types achieved most

cum % Tot.Num cum % Tot'Num
. Children Children

Dis thru 12 ) thru 12 )
Reaching Reaching

months months

Perm Perm
1 82% 221 69% 74
2 48% 105 46% 54
3 82% 164 74% 54
4 81% 493 71% 266
5 76% 187 61% 36
6 63% 291 49% 117
7 7% 237 61% 82
8 76% 102 66% 44
9 7% 272 66% 76
10 64% 299 48% 98
State 74% 2371 62% 901

frequently in 2010 for children on a Permanency case are Transfer of Permanent Legal and Physical

Custody @2%) and State Ward for Adoption (3%).

There is variation among districts for the percent of children reaching permanency within 12 months
as shown inFigure 2.18. For CHIPS cases, the ranigdrom 48% in the 2vd District to over 80%
reaching permanency within 12 months in thelst, 3rd and 4h District s. For children on a Pernanency
case, tle percent reaching permanency within 12 months varies from 8% in the 2nd District to over

70% in the 3rd and 4h District s.

Figure 2.19 shows that the percent of children reaching permanency by 12 months improved from
2008 to 2009, but declined slightly in 2010 for both CHIPS cases and Permanency cases.

Figure 2.19: Length of Time for Children to Reach Permanency Statewide 2008 to 2010

Statewide Percent of Children Reaching
Permanency by 12 Months 2008 to 2010
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Statewide Percent of Children Reaching
Permanency by 12 Months 2008 to 2010
- Permanency Cases
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As may be expected, the length of time for children to reach permanency varies by type of permanency
achieved. Figure 2.20 shows that by 12 months of being out of home, 92% afdrlen with a Trial

Home Visit reached permanency while only 48% of children with Londerm Foster Care and 50% of
children who are State Wards for Adoption achieved permanency by 12 months. Nine percent (9%) of
children reachinga permanencyof long-term foster careon a CHIPS case 2010 needed over 24 months
to achieve permanency and 8% of children witmeunified permanencytook longer than 24 months.

Figure 2.20: Length of Time To Permanency Statewide 20 10 CHIPS Cases By Perm Type

Permanency Upto 6 Cumto 12 Cum to Cumto 18 | Cumto 24 | Cum >24 gﬁﬁ?jl-
Type* months mo 15 mo mo mo mo ren
TermofJuisdiction | 1oy 5| 459 50| 158  75%| 116  86%| 93  96% | 43 100%| 990
w/o Perm Order

Protective Supervision 341  60% | 152 87% | 24 92%| 19 95% 19 98% | 9 100% 564
Trial Home Visit 247 53%| 182 92%| 19 96%| 10 98%| 5 99%| 5 100% 468
Transfer of Custody | 28 31%| 46 81%| 10 92| 2 95%| 5 100 | O 100% 91
g'rsdr;“rssed D [P 56 64%| 21 88%| 3 91%| 3 94%| 1 95%| 4 100% 88
Reunified 15 19%| 34 63%| 18 86%| 4 91%| 1 92%| 6 100% 78
S YIEE 30 8 14%| 20 50%| 9 66%| 9 82%| 10 100%| O 100% 56
Adoption

LongTerm Foster Carg 1 4% 10 48% 6 74% 3 87% 1 91% 2 100% 23
N Sl BT b 0 O0%| 6 86%| 1 100%| O 100%| O 100%| O 100% 7
Adoption

Foster Care for a 5 83| 1 100%| 0 100%| O 100%| O 100%| O 100% 6
Spedfied Time

Total 852 36% | 901 74% | 248 84% | 166 91% | 135 97%| 69 100%| 2371
Timing Objectives 50% 90% 99%

*Permanency types include those that are now obsolete.

There are expectations that counties and distris will see improvements in results for CHIPS and
Permanency cases as most have had hands training for accurate recording of events in MNCLS he
Length of Time to Permanency report drilthrough feature provides cases to review to see why some
are taking longer than others Several districts mentioned renewed discussions with local Department

i £ (O AT 3AOOEAA T EEEAEAIT O AT A #1 01 OU ! 6061 O1 Augo

Our CJl team has been working
on the permanency action plan
that has brought to light many
holes in our system that are
being fixed. Many additional
changes will be made in the
upcoming year as a result of the
CJl action plan.
4th District
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COURT OF APPEALS DPOSITIONS WITHIN TIME STANDARDS

+ The Court of Appeal®stablished two performance measures and standards in March 2011,
modifying those approved in 2007.

+ 1In 2010, the Court of Appeals disposed of 69% of its cases within 290 days (goal is 75%). This
is an improvement compared to 2009, when 55% of cases were disposed within 290 day

+ The Court of Appeals disposed of 92% of its cases within 365 days (goal is 90¢2010. This
result is better than in 2009, when 79% of cases were disposed within one year.

The original timing objectives for the Court of Appeals were approved in Augti2007, and updated in
March 2011 The Court hasadopted the ABA AAOOOA | £ {§whichrdeashiresicdsésAronA A
beginning (filing) to end (disposition). The goals are to have 75% of cases disposed within 290 days of
filing and 90% disposed within365 days of filing.

Figure 2.21: Percent of Court of Appeals CasesDisposed Within 290 Days of Filing

Court of Appeals Percentage of Cases Disposed Within 290 Days of

Filing
From Filing to Disposition Goal = 75% of Cases

2009 2010
% of cases % of cases
meeting meeting
Civil # Cases objective # Cases objective
GeneralCivil 888 58.0% 841 75.9%
Unemployment 227 62.1% 352 77.0%
Family 230 70.7% 232 94.8%
Other 105 98.1% 85 99.1%
Total Civil 1,450 63.6% 1,510 80.3%
Criminal
Criminal 877 32.4% 727 45.9%
Juvenile Protection
Protection 62 100% 42 100%
Juv. Delinquency
Delinquency 4 50.0% 26 76.9%
Total Cases 2,331 54.5% 2,263 69.3%

The court disposed of 69% of its cass within 290 days in 2010, but this is a significant improvement

over 2009, when 55% of cases were disposed within 290 days. The 2009 results were due to a-pre
AEOOET ¢ AAAEIT ¢ AT A ARAAAOOA T &£ OAOEI OO eddbot AUO EI
iTOA OEIi A O DPOAPAOA OOAT OAOEDPOOh AT A POAIT EA AAEA
While only 46% of Criminal cases were disposed within 290 days, the court exceeded the 75% goal for
juvenile protection (100%), family (95%), civil (76%) and juvenile delinquency (77%).
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Figure 2.22: Percent of Court of Appeals CasesDisposed Within 365 Days of Filing

LM EIMESS |

Court of Appeals Percentage of Cases Disposed Within 365 Days of

Filing
From Filing to Disposition Goal = 90% of Cases
2009 2010
% of cases % of cases
meeting meeting
Civil # Cases objective # Cases objective
GeneralCivil 888 91.0% 841 97.6%
Unemployment 227 94.3% 352 98.9%
Family 230 91.3% 232 100%
Other 105 99.5% 85 100%
Total Civil 1,450 92.2% 1,510 98.4%
Criminal
Criminal 877 54.8% 727 78.5%
Juvenile Protection
Protection 62 100% 42 100%
Juv. Delinqguency
Delinquency 4 100.0% 26 100%
Total Cases 2,331 80.8% 2,263 92.0%

In 2010, the cout disposed of 92% of its cases within 365 days, surpassing the goal of 90% as well as

showing an improvement over 2009 (81%).Criminal cases did not meet the goah 2010 (79%
disposed within 365 days), butthe Courtexceeded the goal in all other case s, and improved

compared to 2009

The court expects its timeliness statistics to improve slightly in 2011.
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SUPREME COURT DISPOBONS WITHIN TIME STANDARDS

+ The Supreme Court is generally meeting its time standards.

The eventcategorythat meets most objectivesis Filing of PFR to Disposition of PFR.

+ The events that go beyond the objectives most often are Submission (oral argument) to
Circulation of Majority Standardand Submission to Disposition with or without Dissent

*

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

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

Figure 2.23: Number of Days Elapsed at 50t Percentile of Supreme Court Cases®7-Op 1

Minnesota Suprem e Court Time Standards (Days)

50th Percentile

Mandatory/Original (Non -PFRs Discretionary

Num Num Num Num Num Num Num Crim Num

Event Mur - of Civil* Of Prof. of Writs of Review of Review of Child of Pre- of
der | Cases Cases | Reg. Cases Cases | Granted Cases | Denied Cases Prot. Cases | trial Cases
Filing of PFR to
Db or PER - - - - - - - - 50 50 20 30
2010 -- -- -- - - - -- -- 49 66 46 592 18 10 39 17
2009 - -- -- -- -- - - - 47 60 47 728 23 15 41 10
2008 -- -- -- -- - - - -- 47 63 43 543 29 14 41 8
2007 - - -- -- -- -- - - 47 71 47 587 32 26 42 12
Submission
(oral arg.) to
Cir(_:ul_ation of 50 40 15 10 60 - - 20 30
Majority
Standard
2010 59 37 42 26 58 48 == == 80 66 - - = = == ==
2009 63 40 57 23 37 59 == 11 71 60 == = = 0 67" 8
2008 38 41 23 28 28 54 - 7 50 63 -- - - 0 29 1
2007 34 44 34 37 20 46 - 6 57 71 - - 27 6 29 5
Submission to
oo | 90/ 75/ 50/ 30/ 90/ ~ L 45/
Dissent 105 105 60 40 105 40 60
Standard
2010 121 37 36 26 98 48 - - 169 66 == = = 0 == =
2009 129 40 &5 23 70 59 15%* 11 176 60 - - = 0 2237 3
2008 79 41 2 28 65 54 13** 7 112 63 - = = 0 79 1
2007 73 44 49 37 50 46 12** 6 129 71 - = i 6 79 5
c 4A@ #1 000 AT A 71 OEAOOGE #11PAT OAGEIT #AOAO

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

Figure 2.24: Number of Days Elapsed at 90t Percentile of Supreme Court Cases®7-0p T

Minnesota Supreme Court Time Standards (Days)

90th Percentile

Mandatory/Original (Non -PFRs) Discretionary
Num Num Num Num Num Num Num Crim. Num

Mur of Civil* of Prof. of Writs of Review of Review of Child of Pre- of
Event der | Cases Cases | Reg. Cases Cases | Granted Cases | Denied Cases | Prot. Cases | trial Cases
Filing of PFR to
Ea Sl o0 o0 20 0
2010 56 66 56 592 26 10 43 7
2009 57 60 57 728 34 15 54 10
2008 56 63 55 543 36 14 60 8
2007 57 71 56 587 40 26 54 12
Submission
(oral arg.) to
Circulation of 125 90 40 20 125 20 45
Majority
Standard
2010 110 37 105 26 64 48 138 66 - - -
2009 96 40 95 23 75 59 11 141 60 - - 0 677 3
2008 62 41 56 28 37 54 7 98 63 - - 0 29 1
2007 77 44 98 37 28 46 6 113 71 = = 86 6 41 5
Submission to
Dispostion, 170/ 110/ 60/ 35/ 160/ ~ 40/ 65/
Dissent 200 140 90 45 190 40 90
Standard
2010 225 37 142 26 129 48 288 66 = = =
2009 198 40 164 23 127 59 55** 11 302 60 - - 0 2230 3
2008 136 41 99 28 92 54 25** 7 183 63 - - 0 79 1
2007 134 44 136 37 225 46 39** 6 225 71 = = 183 6 122 5

c 4A@ #1 OO0 AT A 71 OEAOOG #1 1 PAT OAGETT #AOAO

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

In general, the Supreme Court imeeting its time objectives Theannualtrends are mixed where some
areas have shown improved timeliness while other areas have more days than the previous years.
Improvements are seen in the time of filing to disposition of PFR. This may be due tceéurn to more
usualnumbers of PFRs&fter a large increase in 2009.

Some of the areas that are naheeting objectives includeall phases of Professional Regulation cases
and Submission to Disposition with/without Dissent at the 5@ and 90h Percentile.
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INTEGRITY AND ACCOUNABILITY

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

Is the electronic record system accurate, complete and ti mely?

DATA QUALITY PROGRAM

+ The Data Quality program has been functioning fdour years and has been instrumental in
leading several significantdata quality efforts.

Several additional Data Quality tools were developed in the last year to assist courtfétaith
assessing the accuracy of the court records

The Data Quality Program successfully passed nearly 4,000 records to the BCA that were
affected by a TylefMNCIS)system defect

+ Manydistrict s noted that their use of data quality reports and trainingson data quality have

lead directly to improved performance measure results.

*

*

Mission: The Data Quality Pogram was created in July 2007 Court data and reports that are

to define data quality standards, identify data quality issues accessible shall be reasonably

and determine when it is necessary to develop standdr accurate, and resourceshall be

business practices to be implemented statewide. The Data dedicated to conduct quality

Quality Steering Committee provides leadership for the assurance in a timely manner.

program by setting priorities for focusing efforts, determining Reports shall not be used or

acceptable levels of data quality in particular areas, ensuring disclose8 O1T OE1 OO&AEEAEAI
resources areprioritized to implement solutions, and accuracy and integrity hae

determining when to move issues to COAW or other groups to = been demonstrated.

pursue required business practices in order to achieve the Judicial Branch Policy 702

necessary level of data quality.

records. Adefect in the Tyler case management system (MNCIS) was recently discovered and had
been in existence since 2004. Tyler was able to fix the defect in January, 2011 but there were nearly
4,000 cases that dichot pass via integration to the Bureau of Criminal Apprehension (BCA). The Data
Quiality Unit successfully developed and carried out a process to pass these cases to the BCA with very
little local staff involvement. While local courts were informed fullythroughout the process, the court
staff only needed to review a limited number of cases.

The Length of Time to Permanency (LOTP) report is an important performance measure report
approved by the Judicial Council. Inaccurate or missing data can result ases not properly appearing
on the report. Ongoing efforts to support the improvement of data quality of CHIPS and Permanency
cases have resulted in 15% more children appropriately represented on the LOTP report. These
efforts include the development andveekly posting of CHIPS Data Quality Reports and Court Data
Files for local courts to use in monitoring their data, and technical assistance with local couttshelp
them develop the ability to self monitor selected CHIPS data and recognize data issues.
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The Data Quality Program continues to develop monitoring reports as well as creating weekly court
data files to help courts identify cases with potential data quality issues. There are now 20 different
files available such as cases with a dispositiotate that is before the file date, CHIPS placement end
date is before the begin date and criminal cases with invalid statute and level combinatioBach Court
Data File has thorough documentation including a description of the file, why it is importandjrect

links to resources such as Court Administration Processes (CAPs) and customized information about
why a case may be included in the file and what can be done to fix the case.

An example of a very successful Court Data File is one that identifies
Jwenile Delinquency cases with an inappropriate case security. In
the nine months this file has been available to court staff, the number
- . . . . .. . of cases identified with an inappropriate case security dropped from
O80OEA AEOOO E,(ﬁ‘)@cas% irct:bally none.
multiple resources, such
as the Data Quality Several Court Datdriles were recently developed to address several

SEAOAO0T ET O daential cogflictissues with Criminal Court Dispositions and Court

Ei DOT OA AAOA Deﬁi%?g\s]fog@[yegqgoss misdemeanors, and targeted
misdemeanors. The three types of potential data conflicts include:

2ne District 1. DispositionE® OAAT OAAA AO A O#i1 OEAOE]
$AAEOCEIT EO O#11 OET OAAS

2. #1 600 S$AAEOEIT 1T £ O030AU 1T £ )IDBPIO

Ol #1011 EOOCEITAO6 AO A 3ATOATAA #1i b

3. $SEODPI OEQOEIT EO O30AUAAS AU #1000

In the six weeks thesdiles have been available, court staff have reduced the volume of cases
collectively on these reports by nearly 30%, from approximately 1,190 to 850 cases.

All of the reports, tools, data files and other resources of the Data Quality Program are availatue
CourtNet. The Data Quality staffs also available for consultation.
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Excellence

EXCELLENCE

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

Do participants understand the orders given by the Court?

ACCESS AND FAIRNES®SJRVEY

¢ The nextAccess and Fairnessurvey will be conducted in FY2012 to FY2013

The measue for the Excellence goal is the final statemenhithe Fairness section of the Access and

Fairness survey- Qs | leave the court, | know what to do next in my cageThe Fairness Section of the
OO000AU xAO OAOCAOGAA O1I OAOCBAT RAAOGOEKKET OLE D xBIOA AA B
EOAEAEAIT 1 A£EARAO -figipekokni(8580) of respdhdedts agree oAsEapdlyGgread

with the statement.

Results from the first Access and Fairness survey are available GourtNetand on thePublic Web Site
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Fairness and Equity

FAIRNESSAND EQUITY

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

Do participants perceive they were treated fairly, listened to and are they satis fied with
OEA #1 00060 AAAEOEI T e

ACCESS AND FAIRNES®RVEY

+ When the Access and Fairness Survey was conducted in 2008east80% of respondents
agreed or strongly agreed with all fairness section statements.

+ Responses varied by demographic groups and lations, specifically role and race of
respondents, as well as by county sizend response rate.

¢ The next Access and Fairness survey will be conducted in FY2012 to FY2013.

The Fairness Section of the Access and Fairness survey was targeted to respondehts answered

09AOG6 O OEA NOAOOEIT 1T &£ O$SEA Ui 6 APPAAO ET &O01ITO
Statewide, at least eight in terf80%) respondents agre@ or strongly agreed with all statements in the

fairness section. The statements with the highest perceage ofagreement were

e As | leave the court, | know whato do next about my case (8%)
e | was treated the same as everyone else4{8bo)

An index score was calculated to put all questions in the Fairness section together on a scale d90.
There was wider variation in index scores by respondents in various demographic groups, ranging
from 89 to 79. The highest index scores belonged to the following demographic groups:

e Attorneys representing a client (89)
e Law enforcement/probation/social service staff (87)
e Respondents in Small Courtg(86)

The demographic groups with the lowest fairness index scoregatewide were:

e Locations with response rates of less than 50% (79)
e Asian or Native Hawaiian or Pac Iainder respondents (79)
e Victims (79)

Complete results fran the first Access and Fairness survey are available @ourtNetand on thePublic
Web Site

4 County size categories from the 2008/2 WCL (Small, Medium, Large)
5 Responses from court customers in counties categorized as Small in the 2008/2 WCL.
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Are jurors representative of our communities?

JURYPOOLS

+ The jurors who report to court are similar raciallyand ethnically compared to the population
of the communities in Minnesota.

¢ Nearly all jurors complete the raceand Hisparic/Latino ethnicity information on
guestionnaires.Data collected for ethnicity has improved from missing 12% in 2007 to missing
only 4% in FY2011.

¢ There are slightly more female jurors and slightly fewer male jurors than are in communities in
Minnesota.

Demographics of jurors based on returned guestionnairesome from the jury management system
The chart below compares the racial breakdown of the populatioas reported in the 2009 American
Community Surveyto the jurors who report for service, return their questionnaires, and report their
race.

The decennialcensusno longer collects the detailed information that is needed to match as many
criteria as possible to thecharacteristics ofpeople eligible to serve on juries.Instead, the American
Community Survey is conducted annually on a portion of the population to collect much of the

ET &£ O AGET 1T OEAO Z&EDOARAS OBnkyladé bdatiodskkl th® dtatelaa whole
can be reported by rae using the specific criteriathat closely reemble those eligible for jury service
(seeappendix for all county-level juror data).

Figure 5.1: FY2011 Juror Racial Comparison With 2009 American Community Survey

American Asian/Pacific Other & 2+
White Black Indian Islander Races Total*

2009 FY11 2009 FY11 2009 FY11 2009 Fyi11 2009 FY11
ACS Jurors ACS Jurors ACS Jurors ACS Jurors ACS Jurors Jurors

Minnesota 92.1%  91.6% 3.5% 3.1% 1.1% 1.0% 2.2% 2.5% 1.2% 1.7% 42,229
Anoka 922%  942% 3.1% 2.0% .9% .6% 2.9% 2.1% 9% 1.1% 1,259
CarverScott 935%  951% 1.7% 5% 4% 1% 3.0% 2.7% 1.4% .3% 1,213
Dakota 91.7%  91.8% 3.5% 2.5% .6% 4% 3.0% 3.3% 1.2% 2.0% 1,904
Hennepin 85.7%  82.4% 8.2% 8.6% .9% .9% 3.5% 4.7% 1.8% 3.4% 8,186
Ramsey 84.9%  83.2% 8.1% 6.8% .9% 1% 4.9% 6.7% 1.3% 2.6% 5,807
St. Louis 964%  975% .6% 3% 1.8% 12% 5% 0.1% 1.0% .9% 2,353
Washington 93.2%  935% 2.6% 1.8% 1% .8% 3.1% 2.7% 1.0% 1.3% 1211

* Total Jurors with and without race reported.
Population ages 18 to 70, not institutionalized, citizens, speak English at home or speak English "very well" or "well"
Source: 2009 American Community Survey micro data compiled by Minnesota State Demographic Center

Reported Jurors = All jurors who report for service and return questionnaire (may or may not be in voir dire)
(Source: JURY+ Next Generation reports)

Of the counties or areas that are large enough to meet tdemographiccriteria, White jurors are very
slightly over-represented compared to the population in Anoka and St. Lout®unties. White jurors
are very slightly underrepresented in Hennepin and Ramsey CountieRamsey County has more
Asian/Pacific Islander jurors than in the population and fewer Black jurors than in the population.
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Fairness and Equity

Statewide, only P4 of jurors had missng raceinformation during FY2011 The calculation for percent
of jurors by race excludeshose who did not report racé. There is very little variation on missing race
among districts (.1% to 2.2%) as shown in theappendix.

Figure 5.2: Hispanic Jurors And Census

Hispanic/Latino ethnicity is asked separately from race on the juror
guestionnaires. Statewide, the percent of Hispanic/Latino jurors
2222 JFYll who report for service isvery similar to the population in the

o community. Just under 2% {.7%) of all jurors who returned a

Hispanic/Latino

Minnesota 1.8% 1.8% . . . L
Anoka 16% 1.3% guestionnaire compared to 1.86 of the statewide population in
CarverScott 1' 1% é% 2009 identifies as Hispanic/Latino. Thisis shown in Figure 5.2.
(Y . . . .

E:E?]f - i;f’ ;:f’ About four percent of all jurors (3.7%) did not identify themselves
Ramsep' 3'3(; 3'00/0 as being Hispanic/Latino or notwhich is an improvement in missing

070 .U70 . . . .
= Loui); == T information from 8% in 2008 and 12% in 2007.
Washington 1.8% 1.7%

Figure 5.3: Comparison of FY2011* O O1T 0086 ' ACeAh® 7 E O]

% Female % Male

. . 2009 FY11 2009 FY11
There are sllghtly more fgmale jurors than ae _ ACS  Jurors ACS  Jurors
represent_ed_ in commuqltles across the _state with Minnesota 50.1% 516% | 49.9% 48.4%
;ome yzrlatlr?n by Ioiast(;)n as s?ownllrFlgu;efS.& Anoka 49 9 527% | 502% 473%
m‘;‘sW; & ; e_re"zr © tha; r;“i;]ee f”;a eSSC Z” e;“fc; CarverScott | 493%  525% | 507%  47.5%

S among jurors | ensusCarver

9] : Dakota 501%  50.8% | 49.9% 49.2%
ScottCounties togetherhave the largest difference _

. op\ i Hennepin 50.5% 50.0% 495% 50.0%
between the census and juror gendef3.2%) in ; ) ) ;
areas for which censusinformation is available. Ramsey 520%  521% | 480%  47.9%

St Louis 50.%  520% | 49.™% 48.0%
Washington | 49.8%  525% | 50.2% 475%

6 Percent of race for jurors is calculated by subtracting out those who did not complete the race questiso it
equals the number of jurors by race divided by the totahumber of jurors who completed the race sectiddecause
of so much missing data, the Hispanic/Latino ethnicity percent is calculated by dividing the number of jurors
who selected Hispanic/latino by the total number ofall jurors (not just the number who completed the race
section).
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Quality Court Workplace
Environment

QUALITYCOURTWORKPLACENVIRONMENT

The Minnesota Judicial Branch will ensure that judicial officers, court personnel and jurors are
gualified to perform their duties and have the materials, motivation, direction, sense of mission, and
commitment to do quality work.

What are our turnover rates?

SEPARATION RATES

+ The separation rates of stafffor FY 11 by location range from1.8% in the 5h District to just
under 10% in the 6t District with 6% statewide.

¢ Retirements and resignations together compris®0% of all separations in FY.1.

+ The total Branch sgaration rate for FY11 is slightly higher than either FY® or FY10.

Figure 6.1: Separation Rates for FY2011

FY2011

District/ Retirement Resignation Dismissal Layoff Total Separations

MJC # % # % | # | % | # | % # %
1 17 .8% 70 32% 10 .5% 0% 9.7 4.4%
2 6.0 29% ¢ 6.0  29% 3.0 14% 0% 15.0 7.1%
3 6.0 41% 36 @ 25% 0% 0% 9.6 6.6%
4 140 ¢ 30% 220 47% 30  .6% 0% 39.0 8.4%
5 0% 20 1.8% 0% 0% 2.0 1.8%
6 3.9 41% @ 30  31% 10 1.0%: 1.0 10% 8.9 9.3%
7 4.0 26% @ 25 16% 10  .6% 0% 7.5 4.8%
8 3.9 6.3% @ 1.0 @ 1.6% 0% 0% 49 7.9%
9 5.3 39% 45 33% 10 .7% 0% 10.8 7.8%
10 50 39% @ 89 33% 10 .4% 0% 15.0 5.5%
MJC 4.0 19% 80 2.6% 0% 0% 120 3.9%
Total 538 25% 685  31% 11.0 5% 1.0 0% 134.2 6.2%

# = number of FTEs separated by type

% = percent of average number of FTEs in a location during the fiscal year who separatihe fiooamch

Excludes Judges, Law Clerks, Bar Exam Mqgr@éisand Limited/Temporary Appointments

Average FTE calculated by taking average of beginning and ending fiscal year FTE counts as reported by Finance

(excluding classifications above)
Resignation figures include Term Without Rights, Death, End of Disability Leave, Resignations, and Septration
Dismissal figures include Gross Misconduct and Dismissal

Retirements and resignations account for @% of the FTEs leaving the Brash in FY2QA.1, with
Dismissals accounting for approximatel\8%. The variation in total separation percent ranges from
1.8% in the 8 District to 9.3% in the 6" District.
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Figure 6.2: Total Separation Rates by District for FYO7 to FY11

Quiality CourtWorkplace

Environment

Evoz | There are many different ways to calculate
% turnover or separation ratesso not all numbers

8.4% | are exactly comparable especially thosdhat

0.4% @ report figures by month instead of annually

5.5% But, the percent of employees leaving the

9.7% branchis far below national averages.

District/ FY11l | FY10 | FY09 | FYO08
MJC % % % %
1 44% 3.2% 54% 7.7%
2 71% 23% 4.7% 10.2%
3 66% 1.4% 4.9% 16.3%
4 84% 46% 54% 9.2%
5 1.8% 7.7% 8% 8.7% 0.9%
6 93% 7.7% 11.2% 7.2% 9.5%
7 48% 26% 6.4% 3.2% 4.4%
8 79% 15% 8.1% 4.2% 0.0%
9 78% 4.0% 51% 4.9% 3.6%
10 55% 49% 4.6% 85% 9.8%
MJC 39% 23% 42% 6.7% 4.3%
Total 62% 38% 52% 82% 7.1%

The total separation rate hasncreasedto 6.2%
in FY11 from 3.8% in FY10and 5.2% in FYD9.

Figure 6.3: Statewide Separation Rates by Type for FY07 to FY11

The trends for type of separation from the

branch have remained fairly steady
the pastfive fiscal years. The most

over

variation in statewide percentages among
separation types is for resignations which

increasedby nearly 2% from FY10 to

FY11. Retirements also increased over the

past fiscal year whileDismissalsdecl
slightly.

ined

Separation | FY11

Type

Retirement 25% | 1.4% | 2.3% | 2.6% | 1.9%
Resignation | 3.1% | 1.5% | 24% | 4.3% | 4.2%
Dismissal .5% .9% 3% | 1.0% 9%
Layoff 0% 0% .3% 3% 1%
Total 6.2% | 3.8% | 52% | 82% | 7.1%
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Quality Court Workplace
Environment

Do employees and judicial officers express satisfaction in their positions?

QUALITY COURT WORKPACE SURVEY RESULTS

+ Over 2,200 survey responses were received from employeasd justices/judges when the
Quality Court Workplace (QCW3}urvey was conducted in September 2008

The Quality Court Workplace Survey was conducted September 4, 2008. The employee version of
the survey had 2,036 responses and the judge/justice versiaoreceived 213 responses.

The Priority Measure for the Quality Court Workplace Environment goaih the review processwas to
internally review the results of the QCW survewithin a district/office (e.g. MJC)and report on action
plans developed and progess toward meeting the goals of the plan.

Responding to Performance Measure Results

The Judicial Council asked th&lR/EOD Committee to review the results from the Quality Court
Workplace Survey (QCWin detail and choose one or two areas for statewide éms. The Committee
discussed the survey results and decided to focus on the areas with lowest mean scores and highest
levels of disagreement as follows:

Employee Survey:
Ability to keep up with workload without feeling overwhelmed.

Management and supevisory follow up on employee suggestions for improvements and regular and
useful meetings with supervisor.

Judge Survey:

Ability to keep up with workload without feeling overwhelmed.
Leadership structure of the Branch meets the needs of my court
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Implementation

USING PERFORMANCE MSURES FORADMINISTRATION

+ Reviews of performance measure results have been reported regularly to the Judicial Council
in writing and orally.

+ Judicial vacancies, lack of Public Defendand other justice partnerresources and the
Intoxilyzer Source Code issuare mentioned most frequently for timing measures that
exceeded the objectives

+ Some of the tacticaktrategiesimplemented based on resultsare district -specific plans for
reviewing and handlingof continuances greater use d reports by judges and court
administration ; and severalactions related to CHIPS cases includirggaff training on data
guality and case management system issuagviewing Permanency Action Plans, and
increased collaboration with social service and couy attorney partners.

When the Key Results and Measures, Priority Measures for Implementatipfan was updated for
FY2010FY2011, appellate courts anddistricts were directed to review timing and survey measures
and report any actions takenbased on he resultsto the Judicial Council two times each yeaiThe
FY2012FY2013 Key Results and Measures continues reviews with a written reviedue in March of
each year and an oral review in September

DISTRICT/APPELLATE @URTSREVIEW OF RESULTS

For the March 2011 written reviews, each district received a summary of resultand sometrend data
for their location with Age of Pending Cases, Time to Dispositiddacklog Indexand Length of Time to
Permanencymeasures The designof the summariesis in the formof a Gtoplightéreport that uses
green, yellow and red lights to see at a glance whepeoblems might exist.

Possible questions to consider when reviewing the data were included along with links to &tiCourt
Reports on CourtNet where individual countydata could be gathered. The statewide summaryof
results is available in the Appendix.

There was also a form to gather narrative feedback from districtand appellate courtsbased on
findings of their reviews. Theseompletedforms are available in theAppendix.

Red Lights
Statewide,at the end of 2010,results showA Z£Ax OEI ET ¢ 1 AAOOOAO xEOE OOA/
Major Criminal cases, mostly in Age of Pendingnd Time to Disposition. Juvenile Delinquencyand
Minor Criminal cases had a yellow light for Age of Pending casédost districts noted improvements
in 2010 compared to 2009 in nearly all areas except Major Criminal.
Shortage of Resources
The most conmonly mentioned reason forred lights in timing
THE LIMITED RESOUREE A . )
measureswas alack of resources: judicial vacanciepublic defender
OF OUR PARTNERING - . .
AGENCIES DIRECTLY shortagesand other justice partner staff reductions For instance, the
el I ‘"$EOOOCEAO 11 O0AO OEAO O4EA ( Kitel ADET ¢

RESOLVE CASES. has 28 attorney vacancies, Probation has reduced staff by more than 11
apbhyp=ilea@ positions and Court Administration had a large number of vacancies/
i AREAAT 1 AAOGAS8O
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Implementation

Business Practice and Data Quality Changes

Districts and Appellate Courtsalsonoted that business practice O #0# OEI Ol A
and/or data quality issueshave sometimes contributed to timing staff and with tgis extra tt'”lth?
H H H H more cae can pe given to the
ir:gziljztér.esbemg below objectives in the past or currently.Examples AT A C_A _igAi gk | R
: 5th District
¢ The IstDistrict conducted a thorough auditof the Age of
Pending Reportof all cases that were bgond the 99h O8OEA DPAUAAI Al6 1 EOO AE

percentile objective. They are now moving to review cases | Nave opened up calendar tim
. for non-criminal matters
over the 97 and 90" percentiles. For the past year, one | - high ugthey conribyssto f - . .
AT 01 U EAO EI bl Al AT OAA A OA[ 1 BetorQifthe Ayélof HOACAG A
funnels requests through a small group of judges which pending caseloads for other
promotes mnsistency and greater compliance with this AAOA AAOACI|OEAOGSBS
stricter review. 3 District
e The2mdDistrictfound AAOA NOAI EOU EOOOAO ET OEA AIJ&OEG o 1/
with CHIPS cases and is in the process of analyzing data to
remedy the issues recently identified
e Thebth District has made seveal changes to ensure they are making all efforts to achieve
permanency in CHIPS matters in a timely manner. They had special training for court
Administrators and staff highlighting key points including data quality Users now check the
Court Data Filegegularly to make sure there are fewer CHIPS cases with problems.
¢ The CPC was mentioned by several districts along withaitations, echarging and other
initiatives as saving staff time which can now be used in other areas. TheDistrict had a
fairly early transition to CPC, and reports that minor criminal data shows the district is
meeting standards with the new business processes.
e 4EA 30POAI A #1 OO0 #1 i1 EOCOEIT A0SO 1T £AFEEAA EAO EI
Protection and Pretrial Criminal AppealsPFRsO) T BDAOO AOA O1I OEAOA OA A&t
I OOAT T AO EAOGA EIi DOl OAA AT A AOA AO 1T 0 OAOU T1TAAOQ

Multi -county Districts
6 4 Endjor criminal volumem Districts with multiple counties reported more similarities among

(one) county is an area of counties than differences. However, a few districisientioned county
concern as the clearance rate differences that had an impact on timing results, such as theh7

oyswms 8 $EOAMOGREE WhchAepdrted that each county has its own unique legal
occurring as to how to provide | cyiture making it difficult to implement district -wide caseflow

assistance to (that) county to
improve the clearance rates il
the major criminal area8 0

management practices.

7th District Conversely, the % District notes that having smaller counties in the
\ j districts provides a benefit due to the close working relationships
among judges, law enforcement and attorneyis each location
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Implementation

On-going Review

Several districts reported that one of theareas wherethey would implement changes identifiedbased
on first review of performance measure results was to increasigentification and review of casepast
the timing objectives. For instance

e The 9h District has instituted review of performance measure resu$ as a standing agenda
item at bench meetings and court administration meetings
e The 6h District plans to create a SharePoint site for CJI Lead Judges and others where they can
review quarterly reports and track progress toward goals
e The4t District planned to implement in early 2011 an internal performance dashboard for
staff and judicial officers to inform them of how everyone is doing on a monthly basis and
provide information about how improvements can be made.
e A subgroup of JAD is working wih districts to bring more consistency to reporting of
performance measure reviews at the Judicial Councilhey are also discussing creation of a
best practices guide for the reports that court administration should use and the frequency
with which they should be reviewed. To assist withfuture reporting to the Judicial Counci the
performance measure reportMNJAD reports)listed in the following chart are being updated
to automaticallyD OT OEAA OE Anctoaldyi. b1 ECEO6 A&
Continuous review of timing measures can be accomplished using the Trial Court Reports (MNJAD
reports)onCourtNet. ! 11 4 OEAT #1 000 2APT O0O0-OEIN OKIEAI @A A EGERA
case names and nuivers to assist with findingcausesfor particular results.

The following chart lists the reports for four of the timeliness measures:

Performance Locations /Breakdowns
Measure Report Title | Summary or Details Date Availability Available (in addition
(MNJAD Reports) to statewide)
Clearance Rates Summary Monthly or Annudly District, County or Court
Time to Disposition S“mm"f‘w drillthrough | Calendar year or any rolling District, County or Court
to details 12 months
_ Surr_1mary _(Detalls_ Current as of most recent District, CountyCourtor
Age of Pending available via Pending warehouse loaanly (loads
Judge
Caseload Report weekly)
Length of Time to Summary or drithrough | Any month or year District, CountyCourtor
Permanency to details combination Judge
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DATA DETAILS(APPENDIX)

Data Details

JUDICIAL COUNCIL POLIES 505, 505A, 508

Minnesota Judicial Branch Policy

Policy Source:
Policy Number:
Category:

Title:

Effective Date:

Revision Date(s):

Supersedes:

Judicial Council

505

Court Operations

Core Judicial Branch Goals
October 21, 2@5

July 21, 2006

Core Judicial Branch Goals

l. POLICY STATEMENT

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

A N A 0~ N0~

AAAT O1 OAAEI EOU 1T &£# OEA AOAT AEn
trust and confidence in the judiciary. The six core judicial branch goals are:

1. Access to Justice The Minnesota Judicial Branch wilbe open, affordable and

understandable to ensure access to justice.

Ei DOT OA

i OAOAI I

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

3. Integrity and Accountability

. The Minnesotaludicial Branch will ensure the integrity

and accountability of its performance by maintaining a record system that is accurate,
complete and timely.
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Data Details

4. Excellence: The Minnesota Judicial Branch will achieve excellence in the resolution of
cases by makinglecisions that are fair, reasoned, understandable, and that resolve the
controversy at issue.

5. Fairness and Equity : The Minnesota Judicial Branch will provide due process and
equal protection of the law, and will ensure that individuals called for jury dty are
representative of the population from which the jury is drawn.

6. Quality Court Workplace Environment : The Minnesota Judicial Branch will ensure
that judicial officers, court personnel and jurors are qualified to perform their duties
and have the magrials, motivation, direction, sense of mission, and commitment to do
guality work.

IMPLEMENTATION AUTHORITY

Implementation of this policy shall be the responsibility of the State Court Administrator
and the chief judges of the respective judicial disitts and appellate courts.

EXECUTIVE LIMITATION

The State Court Administrator and the chief judges of the respective judicial districts and
appellate courts will develop a plan for identifying key results, and collecting and reporting
data that measure grformance in meeting these results. This plan will be presented to the
Judicial Council for approval before the beginning of each biennium.

Related Documents:

See documents 5.05a and 5.05b, which define the key results and measures for the Core
Judidal Branch Goals.
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505a. TIMING OBJECTIVES FOR CASE DISPOSITIONS

Adopted by the Judicial Council on July 22, 2006’

Amended by the Judicial Council on August 19, 2010

The Timing Objectives for Case Dispositions and Permanency Orders® by Judicial District are as
follows:

Percentage of Cases to be

Type of Case Disposed of Within Set Time

Major Criminal
Felony, Gross Misdemeanor

Major Civil
Personal Injury, Contract, Property Damage, Harassment, Other Civil

Major Family
Domestic Violence (Orders for Protection)

Length of Time to State Ward Adoptions®

Dissolution

Major Juvenile
Delinquency: Felony, Gross Misdemeanor, Misdemeanor

Length of Time to Permanency Order

Minor Criminal
5th Deg. Assault, Non-Traffic Misd or Petty, Misd. DWI, Other Traffic

90% in 4 months
97% in 6 months
99% in 12 months

90% in 12 months
97% in 18 months
99% in 24 months

90% in 2 months
97% in 3 months
99% in 4 months

60% in 24 months

90% in 12 months
97% in 18 months
99% in 24 months

90% in 3 months
97% in 5 months
99% in 6 months

50% in 6 months
90% in 12 months
99% in 18 months

90% in 3 months
97% in 6 months
99% in 9 months

"These timing objectives were formerly established by the Conference of Chief Judges, with the exception of
Minor Criminal.

!iPer manency or der Doonenoktie foowiagnprotectideasupenfision with a parent after the
child was removed from the parent, trial home visit, reunification, transfer of permanent legal and physical
custody to a relative, termination of parental rights, or long-term foster care.

° Results not yet available

49



| ——
11

= Minnesota Judicial Branch Policy

Policy Source: Minnesota Judcial Council

Policy Number: 505b

Category: Court Operations

Title: Key Results and Measures Priority Measures for Implementation
Effective Date: October 21, 2005

Revision Date(s): July 21, 2006; August 25, 2006, September 18, 2009
August 19, 2A0; June 24, 2011
Supersedes:

Key Results and Measures: FY 2012-FY 2013

Priority Measures for Implementation

|. Goal 1: Access to Justice

Do participants perceive the courts to be accessible?

e Conduct Access and Fairness Survey and report results bytgou

Implement the next Access and Fairness Survey during F¥XEX13. The last statewide
Access and Fairness surveys were conducted Janugryune 2008.

[I. Goal 2: Timeliness

Do the trial courts hear and decide cases in a timely manner?

e Clearance rateseported by district, county and/or court house.

e Time to disposition reported bylistrict, county and/or court houseusing timing
objectives approved by the Judicial Council

e Age of pending reported by district, county and/or court house using timing
objectives approved by the Judicial Council.

e Backlog index reported by district, county and/or court house.

e Length of time to permanency for children placed eof-home reported by district,
county and/or court house

e Length of time to finalize adoption for ctdiren under the guardianship of the
Commissioner of Human Services reported by district, county, and/or court house.
(when available)

Districts are to review these timing measures and report actions takelbbased on the
results to the Judicial Counciltwo times per year. One report should be written and
the other verbal. Written reports are to be submitted in March of each year. Verbal
reports are to be provided in September of each year.
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Does the Court of Appeals hear and decide cases in a timely manner?

s Percent of dispositions using timing objectives approved by the Judicial Council.
The Court of Appeals should review these timing measures and report actions taken based
on the results to the JudicialCounciltwo times per year. One report should be writtn and
the other verbal. Written reports are to be submitted in March of each year. Verbal reports
are to be provided in September of each year.

Does the Supreme Court hear and decide cases in a timely manner?
e Percent of dispositions within time standds set by the Supreme Court.
The Supreme Court should review these timing measures and report actions taken based on
the results to the JudicialCounciltwo times per year. One report should be written and the

other verbal. Written reports are to be subnitted in March of each year. Verbal reports are
to be provided in September of each year.

Goal 3: Integrity and Accountability

Is the electronic record system accurate, complete and timely?

e Review of the Data Quality program and results.

IV. Goal 4: Exellence

Do participants understand the orders given by the Court?

e Conduct Access and Fairness Survey.

Implement the next Access and Fairness Survey during FY-EX13. The last statewide
Access and Fairness surveys were conducted Janugrjune 2008.

V. Goal 5: Fairness and Equity

Do participants perceive they were treated fairly, listened to and are they satisfied with the
#1 00060 AAAEOEIT e

¢ Conduct Access and Fairness Survey.
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Implement the next Access and Fairness Survey during F¥EX13. The lasstatewide
Access and Fairness surveys were conducted Janugrjune 2008.

Are jurors representative of our communities?
e Race and gender breakdowns of jury pools compared to population data available by

countyusingjury management system and Census data

VI. Goal 6: Quality Court Workplace Environment

Do employees and judicial officers express satisfaction in their positions?
e Conduct Court Employee Satisfaction Survey and report results by county or clusters of
counties for small counties.

The JudicialCouncil postponed future implementation of the Quality Court Workplace
survey in September 2010. No specific date has been set to resume planning for this survey.

What are our turn-over rates?

e Percent of employees who leave the courts each year repditedistrict.

VII. Reporting of Key Results and Measures

An annualreport will be produced that measures progress toward meeting these six goals in
order to ensure accountability of the branch, improve overall operations of the court, and

enhance the publid © 00000 AT A Ai 1 ZEAAT AA E1 OEA EOAEAEA

The first annual report was finalized in January, 2009. The second annual report was
presented in August 2010 and the third annual report will be presented to the Council in
Summer 2011.

Districts and Appellate Courts should report results and action plans developed based on

results two times per year. Written reports shall be submitted in March and verbal reports
shall be given in September.
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SUMMARY OBSTATEWIDEPERFORMANCE MEASURRESULT&010

Statewide Timeliness Performance Measures Results - Major Criminal Cases
Apge of Pending Cases

Pending Caseload Backiog Index

AL GUth

Over wﬂ:

At '.4031

Over Wﬂl

** Includes only case categories with iming objectives. All major criminal, all major civil, family
(dissolutions and dom abuse only), juvenile (del only), all minor criminal

Statewide Timeliness Performance Measures Results - All Case Groups

Cum 97th Cum 97th Change®] 12/30/10 Pending] Pending| Hacldog| Backlog] 2010

WCL Case Percentile| Percentile| Percentile| Percentile| Percentile| Percentile| Over 99th] AOP > 99th Caseload| Caseload Index| Index Backlog
erp 12/31/09| 12/31/09] 12/31/09] 12/30/10| 12/30/10| 12/30/10 '09-"10] Percent YE 2009 YE2010 Change 2009 2010| Change*] iIndex
Serious Felony 36% 52% 19% 37% 54% 17% -2% 1,096 1,050 46 0.79| 0.78] -0.01
|Felony DWI 4% 66% 11% 46% 64% 14% 3% 458| 412 46 053] 060 0.06

Other Felony 50% 67% 11% 53% 70% 8% -2% 12,2621 12,632 370 050 049 -0.02

Gr Misd DWI 63% 76% 8% 55% 69% 14% 6% g 5,110 5,212 102 0.36| 037 0.02 r
Other Gr Misd 61% 76% 7% 64% 79% 5% -2% 5174 4,960 214 036| 036 0.00] n
Maj Crim Total 55% 70% 10% 55% 71% 9% 0% ;z 24,099 24,266 167 0.44| 043 0.00] H_

Age of Pending, Time to Disp Backlog Index
=0% - 5% cases beyond 99th percentile =,0-.49
O =5%- 10% over 95th percentile 0 -s0-7
o = 11% or more over 39th percentile o =,76 or higher
Time to Disposition®*
AL 90th| Cum 97th| Over 99th At90th| Cum 97th| Over 99th Change*] 12/30/10

WCL Case Percentile| Percentile | Percentile| Percentile| Percentile| Percentile| Over 99th| TTD > 99th

Group 12/31/09] 12/31/09] 12/31/09] 12/30/10] 12/30/10] 12/30/10 '09-'10] Percent

Serious Felony 18% 36% 25%) 17% 36% 27% 3%
|Felony DW1 % 65% 10% 37% 62% 11% 1% s * ".* (negative sign) shows improvement in trend

Other Felony 4% 63% 10% 43% 63% 11% 0%

Gr Mizd DWI 66% 81% 5% 66% 81% 4% -1% g

Other Gr Misd 61% 78% 5% 60% 77% 5% 1% u

Maj Crim Total 53% 71% 8%|  52% 70% 8% | O

Age of Pending Cases=* |1 Pending Caseload ][ Backlog Index |

At 90th| Com 97th| Ower 99th At90th( Com97th| Over %9th| Change®| 12/30/10 Pending| Pending Backlog| Backlog) 1011;1
WL Case Percentile| Percentile| Percentile| Percentile| Percentile| Percentile| Ower 94th| AOP = 99th Caseboad| Caseload YE Index|  Index Backley
Group 12/31/09] 12/3009) 12/30/0%) 12/30/10) 12/30/10] 12/30/10)  '09-'10]  Percent YE 2009 2010  Change 2009  2010|Change*| ndex
Major Crim 55% T0% 10% 55% T1% Fa 054 ! i 24099 24,266 167] 044 043 0,00 “
[Major Civil B4% 91% 5% B5% 91% 5% 0% 14,275 14,204 -T1] 0.34| 034 0,01 u_
Family B6% 93% 4% B9% 95% 3% -1% a 10,577 10444 -133 0.2z 021 -0.01 r
Juvenile T3% 4% 13% T5%| a7% Fal] -4%4 E ; 10,206 10,086 -1204 0.24) 023 -0.01 n
Minor Crim’ 70% 85% 10% T3% 87% 8% -2% B7.899 89,074 1175| 015 0.16] 0,01 [

Age of Pending, Time to Disp Backlog Index
= 0% - 5% cases beyond 99th percentile =0-49
O = 5% - 10% over 93t percentile O -s0-75
= 11% or mare over 99th percentile ﬂ =.7& or higher
Time to Disposiionts ]

At 90th| Com 97th| Over 99th At90th( Com97th| Over %9th| Change®| 1Z/30/10
WCL Case Percentile| Percentile| Percentile| Percentile| Percentile| Percentile| Over 99thl TTD = 949th
Group 12/31/09] 12/31/09] 12/31/0%| 12/30/10) 12/30/10) 12/30/10| "09-'10] Percent
Major Criminal 53%) 71% B 52%) 704 &% [ ] * . (negative sign) shows improvement in trend
Major Civil 928 975 1% 93% a7 1% 04| ' * Does nat include cases pending in or disposed in ViBES;
Family 4% 8% 1% 4% 9% 1% 0% “ Pending Caseload, Backing Index exlude Hennepin and Ramsey Counties
Juvenile Bl% 92% 5% B1% 93% 5% 0% n
Minor Crim’ B7%) 6% 2% B3% 96% 2% [ “_

** Includes only case categories with dming objectives, All major criminal, all major civil, family

[dissolutons and dom abuse only), javenile [del only], all miner criminal
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Statewide Performance Measures Results - Length of Time to Permanency

Length of Time to Permanency Length of Time to Permanency
January-December 2009 January-December 2010
At 50th At 90th At 39th| At 50th| At 90th At99th Change #] =9%9th
Percentile| Percentile| Percentile] |Percentile| Percentile| Percentile| 2009 - 2010] Percentile
6 Months| 12 Months| 18 Months| 6 Months| 12 Months| 18 Months at 99th 2010
All CHIPS Cases, Dismissed or 2004 5au; 850; 2004 6200 Bau; 385 u

Term of Jur without Perm Order
All CHIPS Cases, All Permanency

Order Types (excludes those 450 790G 9304 4804 B40p 9505 2oy g

without order)

Permanency Cases [TPR and

others), All Permanency Order 159, 5904 863G 1894 6304 8904 304 O

Types

Total 35% T0Uy 9 0%y 3604 T4 91 1% D
Time to Permanency * " shows decline in trend

B = 948 or higher at 99th percentile
D = 8904-93% at 39th percentile
= less than 89% at 95th percentile
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DISTRICT/APPELLATE QURT REVIEW OF RESU&

Establish Core Performance Goals and Monitor Key Results

Minnesota Judicial Branch Policy 505

It is the policy of the Minnesota Judicial Branch to establish core performance goals and torrkenpit

results that measure progress toward meeting these goals in order to ensure accountability of the

ON} YOKZ AYLINRGS 20SNIff 2LISNrGA2ya 2F (G(KS 02dzNI =
judiciary.

Implementation of this policy shadlke the responsibility of the State Court Administrator and @teef
Judges of the respective judicial districts and appellate courts.

The State Court Administrator, Chief Judges and Chief Justice of the respective judicial districts and
appellate courtwill develop a plan for identifying key results, and collecting and reporting data that
measure performance in meeting these results. This plan will be presented to the Judicial Council for
approval before the beginning of each biennium.

Review of Results of Key Performance Measures

Districts, the Court of Appeals and the Supreme Court are to reR@¥ormance Measure resulénd
report actions taken based on the results to the Judicial Cofmgitimes each year.

Pleaseuse results for your distri¢b providea brief explanation of what the review revealetkescribe
any efforts or initiatives conducted in response to resuditsd share any outcomes from changes made

The written reports  presented to the Judicial Council in March 2011 are below:

55



Data Details

Hrst District

Age of Pending Cases

Red Light Case Types and Counties

3ET AA OEA ET EOEAI OADPI 00 xAO POAPAOAA | xEAOA Al
has made significant progress improving the Age of Pending Cases performance meastAs of
&AAOOAOU ¢th ¢mpph AEOOOEAO AOAOAGCAO &I O I AET O AE
Il ECEO6 AAOACIi OuU T AATETC OEAO 1 AOO OEAIhpeeentidof DA OAA
the applicable case processing time gbctives. Juvenile cases types have improved but remain

OAIl AAOo6 T AATET C AAOxAAT ob AT A pthpbercenti® Kd&oA AAOAO E
Criminal cases remain at 11% aged overthe 9D AOA AT OET A AT A OOAA 1 ECEOAA

Comparison of Current to Januar, 2009

January 2009 Current Statewide
Major Criminal 11% 11% 10%
Major Civil 8% 3% 5%
Family 14% 1% 2%
Juvenile Delinquency 28% 10% 10%
Minor Criminal 13% 4% 8%

Theonly case types and counties showing an increase in Age of Pending from the beginning of 2009 to
the present are:

Major Criminal LeSueur County 2% to 7%
Scott County 5% to 16%
Sibley County 3% to 4%

Major Civil Scott County 2% to 4%

Juvenile Delinquency Carver County 0% to 2%
McLeod County 38% to 38%

All counties improved in both the family and minor criminal cases.

Comparison to Statewide Averages

As noted above, in all case types except major criminal, the First Judidistrict is under or at the

statewide average for Age of Pending. In the Major Criminal category, Dakota, Scott and Carver County
AAOAOh AOEOAT AU ¢&AITTU $7) AEIETCO EAOA DPOOEAA O
cases may have had agnificant effect on this measure.

Variation Between Counties in the District

4EAOA AOA O1T 1 A OAOEAOQETT O AAOxAAT OEA AT 01 OEAO 1 E
cases have produced significantly larger percentages of pending greater tharet@9h percentile in

Dakota and Scott Counties which (because they are the two largest counties in the district with over

65% of the caseload) have drive the district average over the statewide average.

The only other significant anomaly appears in McLeo@ounty in both Family and Juvenile cases. In the
family area 3 of 39 cases are beyond the 99ercentile. In juvenile cases, 9 of 24 cases exceed theh99
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percentile. Seven of these cases are felony delinquency cases and 2 are gross misdemeanor
delinquency cases.

These are the only significant variations in between counties in the district.

Planned Improvement

As noted earlier, we undertook a major data quality audit when the performance measures were
originally adopted and reports were initially generated. We reviewed all cases aged over thet®9
percentile to determine is we had any data quality error and if found, corrected them. Cases
legitimately aged beyond the 99 percentile were either set for hearing or trial or the attorney of
record wascontacted to determine the next appropriate action on the case. We have started moving
this review down to the 95h and 90" percentile.

Several counties of the First District have either started an Early Neutral Evaluation (ENE) program or
are contemgating one in the coming year. One event that has complicated the timely processing of

i AET O AOEI ET Al AAOGAO ET OEA AEOOOEAO EO OEA OOAOA
judge.
Time to Disposition

Red Light Case Types and Coua$

The only district-x EAA AAOA OUPA Z£A1T1ETC ET O OEA OOAA 1ECEC
beyond the 99 percentile, is Major Criminal. This was predominantly lead by Dakota County with

15.4% and Carver County with 13.7% of the Major Crimat case dispositions over the 99 percentile.

One explanation for this high number maybe the cleanp effort that was made to get rid of aged cases

and to correct disposition reporting errors with the conversion to MNCIS from TCIS. As mentioned

earlier, we have started moving this review down to the 96 and 90h percentile which could be

influencing our counts. With respect to other indicators, only Sibley County Major Civil and Juvenile

AOA ET OEA OOAA T ECEO6 AAOACIi OUS

All other Age to Dispositonme® OOAO A£A1 1 T AETT U ET OEA OCOAAT & AA
i AAOOBOAO OEI xET ¢ OAi AAOGS 8

Comparison of Current to January, 2009

January 2009 Current Statewide
Major Criminal 10.7% 11.90% 8.1%
Major Civil 1.9% 1.3% 1.2%
Family 2.5% 1.0% 0.8%
Juvenile Delinquency 4.4% 4.8% 4.8%
Minor Criminal 1.6% 1.2% 1.8%

Case types and counties showing an increase in Time to Disposition from the beaig of 2009 to the
present are:

Major Criminal Dakota County 12.31t0 15.4%
Goodhue County 3.7% to 44%
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LeSueur County 1.2% t06.2%

McLeod County 1.7% to 22%
Major Civil Dakota County 0.4% to 08 %
Goodhue Couny 1.4% to 16%
LeSueur County 1.0% to 1.4%
Scott County 0.6% to 0.8%
Family LeSueur County 0.7% to 14%
Juvenile Delinquency Goodhue County 4.6% t04.9%
LeSueur County 2.3% 105.9%
Scott County 8.6% t010.6%
Sibley County 4.2% t011.3%

All counties improved in minor criminal cases.

Comparison to Statewide Averages

As noted above, Major Criminal, Major Civil and Family are over the statewide average for Age of
Pending. In the Major Criminhcategory, Dakota and Scott County cases, driven by DWI filing have
pushed the averages up over the past year.

Planned Improvement

As noted earlier, we undertook a major data quality audit when the performance measures were
originally adopted and repotits were initially generated. We reviewed all cases aged over thet®9
percentile to determine is we had any data quality error and if found, corrected them. Cases
legitimately aged beyond the 99 percentile were either set for hearing or trial or the atorney of

record was contacted to determine the next appropriate action on the case. We have started moving
this review down to the 95" and 90" percentile.

Several counties of the First District have either started an Early Neutral Evaluation (ENE)gqgram or

are contemplating one in the coming year. One event that has complicated the timely processing of

i AET O AOEI ET Al AAOAO EIT OEA AEOOOEAO EO OEA OOAOA
judge.

Backlog Index

First Judicial Dstrict Backlog Indices for 2008 and 2009 are contained in the attached spreadsheet.

The only case type exceeding a backlog index greater than .50 is Major Criminal which registered 0.53
in 2009 and 0.51 in 2010. All other case type backlog indexes arddxe 0.50. The First District is very
close to the statewide average backlog indices with the exception of Major Criminal and Major Civil
case types. We had anticipated that these indices will fall based on the stark decrease in pending
caseload seen intte 2010/4 Pending Caseload report. This did happen and we are review potential
reasons for this stagnant or some time increased number. (see attached document with spreadsheet of
this information)
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Length of Time to Permanency

On average, the districts not meeting Time to Permanency Time Objectige Individually, some

counties are doing extremely well in meeting 100% of the 18 month time objective (McLeod and Sibley
Counties). Other counties are just off the mark at 9396% of the cases at the 18 muh objective
(Goodhue County at 93%; Carver and Dakota Countias96%). Two counties fall very short of the

mark registering 70% and 80% of the 18 month objective (Scott and LeSueur Counties respectiyely
As this is arelatively new time objectiveand performance measure the district has yet to begin an in
depth review of the reasons for the delaydPriority will be given to insuring the data isfirst correct.

We follow up with meeting with CJI judges in the respective counties and the State Court
Administration Office staff to determine what can be done to improve performance.

Overview of Overall Performance

7EOE OEA AgAAPOEITT 1 &£ -AEIT O #OEIi ETAI AT A »OOATEIA
continues to make progress towards meetig all performance measures. As pending caseloads

continue to decline, greater efforts can be made at achieving the other goals. | should be noted that

criminal caseloads continue to be a problem.

Several internal and external factors contribute to ineases in our time to disposition statistics in the
Major Criminal area. Shortages of judges caused by judicial vacancies and lack of authorized
positions (creation of new positions) have been a chronic problem in the First District. In recent
months red uctions in public defender staffing in the district has caused delays in handling
calendars. Recent implementation dh court updating of court records has increased the efficiency
of court administration work processing but it has slowed of court hearigs as judge, attorneys and
staff learn the new process. These changes come to court administration staff that is significantly
below the most efficient norm . Judge Abrams has been assigned statewide jurisdiction o@8 | OO A A
# 1 A daseswithout any corresponding offset for the non First District time spent on these cases.
Some of these impacts are unique to the First District. Others exist but they are the new norm for all
courts in the state and not unique to the First District.

As noted earlier in this report, there are only a limited number of significant differences between
counties in the district. In those counties, direct correlations can be draw between the judicial and
justice system resources available to hear matters and the delays that hasecurred. Additional

efforts are being made to balance the judicial time available between counties in an effort to equalize
the relative need of all counties of the district.

The First District has implementedEarly Neutral Evaluators (ENE) programs in akota, Scott and
Carver Counties. Early reviews of these programs point to success in reducing family court disposition
times. For the past year, Dakota County has gone t®a& | T OE T O A TcdndeptEhér Augndid
requests through a small group of judge promoting consistency and greater compliance with a

stricter review of these requests. This spring, Dakota County will pilot test@o bono attorney
conciliation court referee program  with the Lindquist and Vennum law firm. The district is also
explor ing the development of afamily court referee program . In anticipation of budget reductions,
the district has been involved in a yearlongResource Management Planning Committee (RMPC)

in the state. Like other districts, we are looking at expanding the use I3V to reduce judge travel time
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and maximize court time. The district is looking to expand thMNCIS document scanning pilot
program in Dakota Coumty to all other counties in the district.

These are some of the efforts underway or in the planning phase for development and implementation
in the coming month. We think all of them have or potentially will have either a direct or indirect

impactonthA El DOT OET ¢ OEA &EOOO * OAEAEAI $EOOOEAOBO DPA

60



Data Details

Second District

Age of Pending Cases

4EAOA AOA 117 OOAA 1ECEOOO6 OEEO NOAOOAO ET AT U T £
the 2009 data. All aeas, with the exception of Juvenile, have 5% or less that are beyond theh99
percentile.

For Minor Criminal cases, it is hard to determine whether we are meeting the objectives because the
report does not include VIiBES data.

Have there been any changes ibusiness practices, data quality or other areas that have shown an
impact on the trends for Age of Pending cases?

There have been no changes that have a direct impact. However, the district reviews MNJAD and
MNCIS data reports regularly to identify potatial problems. In addition, the district uses multiple
resources, such as the Data Quality SharePoint site and local reports to improve data quality.

Time to Disposition

AEAOA AOA 11 OOAA 1ECEOO6 OEEO NOAOGkGFdonyhavAl 1 AA
5% or less beyond the 99 percentile. Minor Criminal does not include VIiBES, so we do not know the

true percentage for all Minor Criminal cases.

7EAT AQAT ETEITC -AET O #OEIi ET Al AAOAOh OEHeody EO 111
cases. The number of filings has decreased in 2010, yet cases are taking longer to dispose compared to
2009. The longer disposition time may be attributed to the complexity of these cases. In addition,

there were two judge vacancies last quarteand these vacancies may have caused a delay in resolving

cases. Although 20% of the cases were beyond thetf9%ercentile, this is still lower than the statewide
percentage (27%).

There have been no changes that have a direct impact. However, the digtrieviews MNJAD and
MNCIS data reports regularly to identify potential problems. In addition, the district uses multiple
resources, such as the Data Quality SharePoint site and local reports to improve data quality.

Backlog Index

There are two criminal case types with index numbers between .50 and .75: Serious Felony and Felony
DWI. There are no index numbers .76 and higher. Overall, our pending cases have decreased with the
exception of Juvenile. However, the juvenile cases still have an appropriate baxkindex of .19.

There have been no changes that have a direct impact. However, the district reviews MNJAD and
MNCIS data reports regularly to identify potential problems. In addition, the district uses multiple
resources, such as the Data Quality ShareRbsite and local reports to improve data quality.

Length of Time to Permanency
Are children reaching permanency within timing objectives?

No, but significant improvement since 2009
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$AOA NOAI EOU EOOOAO ET OEA Al A odlag omd casa&Hrdnd h
reaching permanency timely, limited stakeholder availability, judicial oversight hampered by
limited rotation.

What might be contributing to any differences for CHIPS cases compared to children on
Permanency case types? Are there @@rences in CHIPS cases based on type of permanency
achieved? (i.e. Are children on CHIPS cases that are dismissed or have a termination of
jurisdiction taking longer to achieve permanency than children with other type of
permanency orders?)

The District cannot affirmatively answer this question at this time as it is in the process of
analyzing its data to remedy the data quality issues recently identified. When this exercise is
complete the District will be in a better position to determine whether or ot there are
differences between how these case types proceed through the system.

There have not been any recent changes in the way cases are managed in this District,
however, based on the outcomes of our data analysis, it mhg that practice changes a in
order. The CHIPS Petitions with Out of Home Placement report was recently shared with the
CJl team. It is expected that this report will be reviewed regularly for accuracy as well as
utilized to identify business practice issues that may be interféng with achieving timely
permanency for children.

All Measures

Overall, our results have remained stable from 2009 to 2010 and we are meeting our objectives across
most of the case types.

The Second District is meeting the performance objectives as wéflnot better than the statewide
numbers. The only exception is Minor Criminal, but this report does not include VIiBES data. One
possible explanation is that the Second District is proactive with regard to timeliness and data quality.
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Third District

Age of Pending Cases

Overall our volume of cases beyond the 99percentile has remained fairly constant with the exception

of Minor Criminal cases. In Minor Criminal, across the district we have a total of 46 more cases beyond

the 99 percentile than thelast report. There has also been a slight increase in cases beyond th¢ 99
DPAOAAT OEI A ET -AET O &AIEI US 7A80A EAA T ET#H O OAJ
percentile in Major Civil, Major Criminal and Major Juvenile.

Lack of judicial resources negatively impacted our numbers. We had unfilled vacancies this quarter.
Although one vacancy was filled in December, another one occurred in January; it is unclear at this
time when we will be back to our full complement of judges. Lack of P®sources resulted in
calendars being focused in other areas which had a positive impact on caseloads in fooiminal case
types. Additionally, the payables list changes have opened up calendar time for feyiminal matters
which further contributes to reductions in the age of pending caseloads for other case categories.

The combination of lack of PD resources in Olmsted and lack of judicial resources has had a
detrimental impact on our age of pending caseload. We continue to suggest that the ChiefeR&mine
how she can utilize norOlmsted PDs in Olmsted to bring their cases back in line. To date we have
been unsuccessful in anything other than discussion, i.e., no temporary reassignment of attorneys to
reduce the backlog of cases in Olmsted.

Time to Disposition

We have seen a sizeable increase in cases beyond thé §@rcentile in two counties. Major Family

and Major Juvenile cases are up slightly. Distit EAA x A8 OA OAAT A AAAOAAOA E
takes to dispose of Minor Criminal case Major Civil cases beyond the 99percentile are down

slightly as well.

Lack of PD resources negatively impacted our ability to timely dispose of cases in several counties.
Lack of judicial resources combined with holidays in November and Decembemd judge conference
attendance in December also contribute to our lack of timely dispositions.

The combination of lack of PD resources in Olmsted and lack of judicial resources has had a
detrimental impact on our age of pending caseload. We continue taggest that the Chief PD examine
how she can utilize norOlmsted PDs in Olmsted to bring their cases back in line. To date we have
been unsuccessful in anything other than discussion, i.e., no temporary reassignment of attorneys.

Clearance Rate

There areno case groups across the District with overall clearance rates below 98%. Additionally, all
counties have overall clearance rates that range from 94%428%.

We have not conducted any major cleanp activities that would impact clearance rates.
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Backlog Index

Our Major Criminal backlog index is in the worst shape at 2.6. This is up from .87 in the last report.
Serious felonies are off the charts at 4.18; other felonies, gross misdemeanor DWI and other gross
misdemeanors are all high as well. Major wi is at .77, Major Family is at .63, Major Juvenile is at .89
and Minor Criminal is at .80.

/ 00 111U O&EAOT OAAI A8 AAAEIT C ET AAg AAOA OUDAO AOA

Judicial resource issues due to vacancies, holidays and the@d 086 AT 1 ZFZAOAT AA AOA AT’
to our increasing numbers. Lack of PD resources is also negatively impacting our backlog index.
Utilizing volunteer referees in several counties helps us keep minor civil numbers at an acceptable

level.

The DisStEAOG O 1T OAOCAITT 101 AAO 1T £ AEODPT OEOETT O xAO AT xI1
backlog index figures.

Length of Time to Permanency

We have shown improvement in Length of Time to Permanency since the last Council report. Five of
our eleven courties had no cases that exceeded the timing objectives, compared to only three counties
at the last reporting period.

All six counties that had at least one matter beyond the timing objectives in this report have shown
improvement from their prior report. Additionally, there were no matters beyond the 99 percentile
this period, only three matters beyond the 9@ percentile and only 4 matters beyond the 50
percentile. Lastly, in this rating period only 7 children were involved in the matters that wenbeyond
the timing objectives.

The Third District has recently had a number of days of training with Judy Nord. Personnel that work

with CHIPs cases learned a lot. Each county is reviewing new MNCIS reports as well. In many counties

court personnel meetx EOE | AT AAOO 1T &£ OEA #1 01 6u ! 601 O1 Auéso /
need attention in this area.

All Measures

Our overall clearance rates remain strong: our districivide average clearance rate is 103%. However,
the age of our pending inventory ad the time it takes us to dispose of cases is increasing, most notably
in the criminal area. These figures are consistent with our insufficient public defender staffing levels.
In addition to being underjudged by nearly 4 judges, we have encountereddicial vacancies which
further impact our ability to process cases timely.

Additionally, because of the source code litigation we have a sizeable number of cases that are beyond
the timing objectives. In one county alone we have 230 gross misdemeanornd/or implied consent
cases.

We have the impression that public defender resources are scarcer in the Third District than
elsewhere in the state. Being the most undgudge district in the state also contributes to our results
lacking in comparison to aher districts.
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Additionally, in a number of our counties we believe that court culture plays a vital role in our inability

to move cases quickly. Some of this will change as players change. For example, in one county there is
a newly elected County Borney. The new County Attorney has made many changes and is much more
amenable to early case settlement discussions and making reasonable offers earlier in the process. It
is hoped that this will have an impact on overall delay.

/11T O0AA #1 Od QubnBed ard D Bvoréeishape than other counties. As noted above, the
public defender resources in Olmsted are far worse than the resource levels in other counties within
the district. We continue to approach the Chief PD in hopes of getting her to momen-Olmsted
attorneys into Olmsted County on at least a temporary basis. To date, the Chief PD has not made these
reassignments.

E-charging has been implemented in a number of counties. It is hoped that technological
advancements like this will help sreamline and shorten the time to disposition in criminal matters.

Some counties are working with their county partners re: adult felony diversion programs and juvenile
diversion programs. Districkx EAA OEAOA EAOA AAAT AE oRibéancempolityd AAT €

Regardless of the improvements we try to make, our biggest impediment to the quality and timely
disposition of cases is resources, both judicial branch resources and public defender resources. Our
numbers look surprisingly good in canparison to the last quarter. This leads us to believe that quality

is suffering in order to push the numbers. One county routinely handles 25 Rule 5 hearings in 90
minutes. Most, if not all, judges in the Third would argue that this is not the type pfstice that we
want to administer or think is appropriate.
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Fourth District

Age of Pending Cases

Juvenile

Yes. Juvenile Delinquency is not meeting the Age of Pending"907", or 99n .
percentile objectives. While we are not meeting objectives, Henneg 8 O D A O/
is in line with the rest of the state in this category.

*OOATET A #1 600 xAT O Al x1 A EOACGCA ET !
caseload. The court has also experienced a lot of transition over the past year with
new staff and judcial officers coming to the court. All of our partnering agencies are
short on resources: CA, PD, probation, etc. All of these agencies are down staff, thy
resulting in difficulty in scheduling hearings on already packed calendars. Many
alternatives to detention are pursued by the court to track children down before
issuance of a warrant, which increases the amount of time it takes to get to
disposition. Examples are utilization of community coaches and the court outreach
worker. Another contributing factor to delay in this area is felony sex offense cases
where judges are imposing a stay of imposition. Because state law only allows-a 6
month stay of adjudication on such cases, judges are intentionally delaying
disposition to allow the child to complete a il year of treatment before the case is
adjudicated. They believe it is impossible to know if the child is progressing through
treatment in only a 6month period and thus have insufficient information to
adjudicate the child.

Civil

No, all groups meet tle time standards.

Family

Family cases meet the Age of Pending Cases guideline set by the State at 24 mont
(99t percentile). Family cases are doing better than the Age of Pending Cases
guidelines set by the State at twelve months (90percentile) and eighteen months
(97t percentile).

Fourth District family cases do better than family cases in the rest of the state at
meeting the Age of Pending Cases guidelines.

Criminal

The Other Gross Misdemeanor category is meeting the®®ercentile objective. The
Serious Felony and Gross Misdemeanor DWI categories are not meeting the
objective. Contributions to these results are noted below.

Juvenile

Recent changes were implemented on 2/1/11 that will improve our stats:
eliminating the reset and subpoengrocess and instead having the court outreach
worker attempt personal service; setting trial and pretrial at arraignment; setting
trial within 60 days of arraignment; and, a new continuance policy. Court
administration has created an internal performancedashboard that will be rolled out
in March for staff and judicial officers. The dashboard will inform them of how we
are doing on a monthly basis and instruct on how we can improve our numbers. Th
DOAOGEAET ¢ EOACA xEI 1 OAdadelBad And Wil idehvBrie @50
appropriate. Lastly, our Hennepin County JDAI team meets frequently to discuss
improvements that can be made to make our system as a whole more efficient and
will continue to do so for the foreseeable future.

Civil

No, all goups meet the time standards. Hiling has begun in Civil cases and althoug
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the number of new casesiled has been smalk there has not been any ill effect on
our performance measures.

Family

Family Age of Pending statistics are reported at monthifamily bench meetings and
meeting the guidelines set by the state is a division priority.

Family Court continues to work with business partners to create services for litigant
that help resolve cases. Those services include unbundled legal represertat
financial and social early neutral evaluation, orsite mediation and special
calendars/services directed at never married parents.

Criminal

Complicated case types and limited resources may be contributing to the number o
age of pending cases in th8erious Felony category. We had a number of judicial
officer vacancies in the third quarter of 2010 and brought in Senior Judges to assist
This created inefficiencies because attorneys were appearing before multiple judge
throughout the life of their case and no one judge was invested in the case. The
(ATTADPET #1 O1 OU 0OAIT EA $AEAT AAOBO | AA
reduced staff by more than 11 positions and Court Administration had a large
number of vacancies/medical leaves. The lirtéd resources of our partnering
agencies directly impacts our ability to resolve cases.

The increase in age of pending in the Gross Misdemeanor DWI category is likely du
to the items noted above as well as the pending Source Code litigation and the dsls
in getting fluid results analyzed and back from the lab.

Time to Disposition

Juvenile

Yes. Juvenile Delinquency is not meeting the Time to Dispositiont®®7h, or 99h
DAOAAT OEI A T AEAAOEOAOG8 7EEI A xA AOA 1
is in line with the rest of the state in this category.

What might be contributing to these results?

*OOATET A #1 600 xAT O Al x1 A EOACA ET
caseload. The court has also experienced a lot of transition over the pgetr with
new staff and judicial officers coming to the court. All of our partnering agencies are
short on resources: CA, PD, probation, etc. All of these agencies are down staff, thy
resulting in difficulty in scheduling hearings on already packed calatars. Many
alternatives to detention are pursued by the court to track children down before
issuance of a warrant, which increases the amount of time it takes to get to
disposition. Examples are utilization of community coaches and the court outreach
worker. Another contributing factor to delay in this area is felony sex offense cases
where judges are imposing a stay of imposition. Because state law only allows-a 6
month stay of adjudication on such cases, judges are intentionally delaying
disposition to allow the child to complete a full year of treatment before the case is
adjudicated. They believe it is impossible to know if the child is progressing through
treatment in only a 6month period and thus have insufficient information to
adjudicate the child.

Civil

No, all groups meet the time standards

Family

Family Dissolution with Child cases meet the Time to Disposition guidelines.

Family Dissolution without Child cases and Domestic Abuse cases are doing better
than the Time to Disposition guidelines.
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Fourth District family cases do better than family cases in the rest of the state at
meeting the Time to Disposition guidelines.

Criminal

Our time to disposition performance measures are very good. We are experiencing
problems in the Serious Felony dagory. Possible contributions to these problems
are listed below.

Juvenile

Recent changes were implemented on 2/1/11 that will improve our stats:
eliminating the reset and subpoena process and instead having the court outreach
worker attempt personal service; setting trial and pretrial at arraignment; setting
trial within 60 days of arraignment; and, a new continuance policy. Court
administration has created an internal performance dashboard that will be rolled out
in March for staff and judicial offiers. The dashboard will inform them of how we
are doing on a monthly basis and instruct on how we can improve our numbers. Th
DOAOGEAET ¢ EOACA xEiI1 OAAARAEOA A OAbPI 0O
appropriate. Lastly, our Hennepin County)DAI team meets frequently to discuss
improvements that can be made to make our system as a whole more efficient and
will continue to do so for the foreseeable future.

Civil

No

Family

Family Court continues to work with business partners to create servas for litigants
that help resolve cases. Those services include unbundled legal representation,
financial and social early neutral evaluation, ossite mediation and special
calendars/services directed at never married parents.

Criminal

Complicated casdypes and limited resources may be contributing to the number of
age of pending cases in the Serious Felony category. We had a number of judicial
officer vacancies in the third quarter of 2010 and brought in Senior Judges to assist
This created inefficencies because attorneys were appearing before multiple judges
throughout the life of their case and no one judge was invested in the case. The
(AT TAPET #1 O1 OU 0OAIT EA $AMEAT AAOCGO | EA
reduced staff by more than 1Jpositions and Court Administration had a large
number of vacancies/medical leaves. The limited resources of our partnering
agencies directly impacts our ability to resolve cases.

Backlog Index

No. Our Backlog Index in 2010 was .16. Case filsignd the number of pending cases

Juvenile are down which is likely contributing to this result.
For both Major and Minor Civil, the Backlog Index is less than .5 in all caseloads.
AOA OCOAAT o6 A1 O All S8 4 0OAT AO Caad (A1) far (
o Minor Civil.
Civil
The outstanding decision on the Source Code issue for Implied Consents explains
why Minor Civil cases are not being completed.
Probgge;:\:lhental No, our Backlog Index is .5, this is a slight decrease (.08).
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The index number for Major Family is .19, better than the rest of the state (.22) ang
an improvement over 2009.

'T ETAOAAOA ET 1T OGAOAI T AZEATEI U EEI ET CQ
the size of its backlog more than .01.

Family

Yes, Serios Felonies are at .67. We do not have case groups that fall in the .76 or

Criminal higher category.

Recent changes were implemented on 2/1/11 that will improve our stats:
eliminating the reset and subpoena process and instead having the court outreach
worker attempt personal service; setting trial and pretrial at arraignment; setting
trial within 60 days of arraignment; and, a new continuance policy. Court
administration has created an internal performance dashboard that will be rolled ou
Juvenile in March for staff and judicial officers. The dashboard will inform them of how we
are doing on a monthly basis and instruct on how we can improve our numbers. Th
DOAOGEAET ¢ EOACA xEI 1 OAAAEOA A OADPI 0O
appropriate. Lasty, our Hennepin County JDAI team meets frequently to discuss
improvements that can be made to make our system as a whole more efficient and
will continue to do so for the foreseeable future.

Civil None

Probate/

Mental Health None

Family Court cantinues to work with business partners to create services for litigantg
that help resolve cases. Those services include unbundled legal representation,
financial and social early neutral evaluation, ofrsite mediation and special
calendars/services directed at never married parents.

Family

Complicated case types and limited resources may be contributing to the number o
age of pending cases in the Serious Felony category. We had a number of judicial
officer vacancies in the third quarter of 2010 and braght in Senior Judges to assist.
This created inefficiencies because attorneys were appearing before multiple judge
Criminal throughout the life of their case and no one judge was invested in the case. The
(AT TADPET #1 O1 OU 0O0AI EA $ Avaedahcied Prébation h4s/A
reduced staff by more than 11 positions and Court Administration had a large
number of vacancies/medical leaves. The limited resources of our partnering
agencies directly impacts our ability to resolve cases.

Length of Time to P ermanency

In most areas we are meeting timing objectives, although we do have one yellow light. This falls in t
category of All Permanency Casedll Resolutions. The main contributing factor to this yellow light is
our case type of PermanencyNon-TPR.These cases are extremely complex and a number of factors
could be causing delay, including:

e the desire to give mom more time to meet case plan;

e delays in establishment of kinship;

¢ delays in home study;

e paternity determination;

e delays from DHS for eithefoster care certification or adoptive home certification;
e staffing reductions in all partnering agencies;
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e many participants in these cases which makes scheduling extremely complex; and,

e the lack of a prospective adoptive home also makes the judiciaffioer reluctant to rush to
permanency.

A TOP 20 Out of Compliance report is generated quarterly and reviewed by all our partnering
agencies. Our mediation pilot on CHIPS cases has also been expanded. The entire bench is updat
on performance measures mothly and takes a genuine interest in improving their performance.
Trainings have occurred over the last year for the judges on how to more efficiently handle the
unique issues encountered on these cases. Our CJI team has been working on the permanetion g
plan that has brought to light many holes in our system that are being fixed. Many additional chang
will be made in the upcoming year as a result of the CJl action plan. There have been some chang
personnel and approaches to theirworkinthe B 08 1T £ ( 61 AT 3 A00EAAO
that will likely lead to further improvements in our Child Protection processes.

All Measures

Juvenile Delinquency

Age of PendingThe percentage of cases over the 9ercentile is the same a last
year. While we have had fewer case filings in 2010, one ftime judge and other
resources have also been removed from juvenile making caseloads for judges
increase, which is likely why we have not improved from last year.

Time to Disposition: Thepercentage of cases over the 39percentile has increased
from 3% to 5% in the last year. This is likely again due to the decrease in resources
assigned to this court.

Backlog Index: The percentage of cases over thet98ercentile is the same as last
year.

Workload Rate: Our workload rate has fallen from 94% in 2009 to 84% in 2010. Thig
. is likely again due to the decrease in resources assigned to this court.

Juvenile

CHIPS

Time to Permanency(looking at the state report layout): Across the board in all
categaies we have made significant improvements in our time to permanency
numbers from 2009 to 2010. There are a number of possible explanations: judges
and staff are presented with CHIPS reports on a weekly basis and trained to monito
them; all judges are awee of timing guidelines and strive to achieve them; a TOP 20
Out of Compliance report is generated quarterly and reviewed by all our partnering
agencies; and, the expansion of our mediation program could also be a factor. The
entire bench is updated on pefiormance measures monthly and takes a genuine
interest in improving their performance. Trainings that have occurred over the last
year for the judges on how to more efficiently handle the unigue issues encountereq
on these cases. Lastly, our CJI team leen working on the permanency action plan
which has brought to light many holes in our system that are currently being
addressed.

Civil Major Civil: Overall, our results are the same or similar in all categories. We
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continue to go down in Workload Rag (from 68% for 2009 to 67% for 2010). The
same explanation provided in December 2010 applies today. Many complex cases
have moved in and out of dormant status and impact our Backlog Index and
Workload Rate. These include Medtronic cases filed betweef(8 and today, 35W
cases, PremPraNyeth cases and Avandi&laxoSmith cases. In addition, the new
calendar plan has impacted how Civil judges manage their cases around their
Criminal assignments, with priority given to Criminal cases.

Minor Civil: Overd 1 h xA8 OA COAAT ET AOAOU AAOQA
Backlog and Workload, mostly due to the Implied Consent cases. We are now bett
than the rest of the state in Clearance Rates for Minor Civil, due to becoming caugh
up in Judgments and Conciition Court cases (now 7 weeks from filing to hearing).
Slightly lower filings are allowing available staff to become current.

Probate/
Mental Health

| OAOAT 1T h xAB0OA E1T OEA COAAT & O OEA ¢
have improved slightlyover 2009, but are no longer better than the rest of the state
in Clearance Rates.

Family

Family cases meet or do better than called for in the all performance measure
guidelines.

Fourth District family cases do better than family cases in the rest efate in all
performance measure categories. Age of Pending and Time to Disposition results ¢
similar to 2009 in spite of an increase in case filings. The Backlog Index improved.

Criminal

Current results are about the same as in 2009 with the excepti of Age of Pending
Gross Misdemeanor DWIs. Pending Source Code litigation and delays in fluid
analysis results are likely contributing to the increase in the age of pending Gross
Misdemeanor DWI cases.

Civil

No major differences between the district and the state.

Probate/
Mental Health

Probate: Probae is now below the rest of the state in Clearance Rates. It appears
that there has been a large increase in this category for Guardian/Conservator case
-97% for Fourth District and 159% for the rest of the state. This is likely due to clea
up efforts to ramp up for using the CAMPER system. The Fourth District started thi
process earlier than most other districts. It also appears that we are significantly
behind in clearance rates for Special Administration cases (41% fotDistrict and
90% for the State). For context, it should be noted that there were only 17 SA case
filed in 2010 and after review, several have now been closed and our clearance rate
should be closer to 80%. There are several legitimate reasons why these cases
cannot be closed foa period of time, so the clearance rate for this case type does n
concern us.

Family Court continues to work with business partners to create services for litigant
that help resolve cases. Those services include unbundled legal representation

Family financial and social early neutral evaluation, ofsite mediation and special
calendars/services directed at never married parents.
We generally have more positive results when compared to the statewide average.
Criminal Our ability to specialize by cas type and the way we block Criminal cases may

contribute to our efficiencies.
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Juvenile

Juvenile Delinquency Changes:

Changes that were implemented on 2/1/11 that will improve our stats: eliminating
the reset and subpoena process and instead havingetltourt outreach worker
attempt personal service; setting trial and pretrial at arraignment; setting trial

within 60 days of arraignment; and, a new continuance policy. Court administration
has created an internal performance dashboard that will be rolledut in March for
staff and judicial officers. The dashboard will inform them of how we are doing on g
monthly basis and instruct on how we can improve our numbers. The presiding
EOACA xEI 1 OAAREOA A OAPTI OO 11 AOGAOU
appropriate.

Child Protection Changes:

A TOP 20 Out of Compliance report is generated quarterly and reviewed by all our
partnering agencies. Our mediation pilot on CHIPS cases has also been expanded.
entire bench is updated on performance measures mdnly and takes a genuine
interest in improving their performance. Trainings that have occurred over the last
year for the judges on how to more efficiently handle the unique issues encountere(
on these cases. Our CJl team has been working on the permaweaation plan that
has brought to light many holes in our system that are being addressed. Many
additional changes will be made in the upcoming year as a result of the CJI action
plan. There have been some changes in personnel and approaches in the Ddpt. o
(01 AT 3AOOEAAO AT A #1 061 60U ! 601 OT Auds o
improvements in our Child Protection processes.

Civil

We continue to monitor reports and do cleanup of cases where we can. There has
been a change in 3 Civil blocks to new jggs during the past 3 months. As these ne
judicial officers become familiar with their caseloads, if no further cuts are made to
judicial officers and staff, results should improve.

Probate/
Mental Health

There has been a change in the two refereesrobate during the past 3 months. As
these new judicial officers become familiar with their caseloads, if no further cuts ar
made to judicial officers and staff, results should improve.

Family

None

Criminal

The Criminal Blocking pilot was implemente. Preliminarily, we are seeing an
increase in clearance rates in the suburban misdemeanor and gross misdemeanor
area. lItis possible that the implementation of the suburban Criminal Blocking Pilot
in January and May of 2010 has contributed in a positiwgay to our performance
measures. The suburban pilot has had time to stabilize and we have worked throug
the major issues with the suburban pilot. We just started the downtown Criminal
Blocking pilot in September so we have not yet been able to work thugh all of the
issues. We hope to see improvements in our Serious Felony category as the pilot
becomes more stable.
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Fifth District

Age of Pending Cases

Yes, there are several case categories currently reflecting cases beyond the objectives. IrCikié and
Juvenile case categories, we uncovered a few 5th District counties had many cases still listed as
pending on the PreDisposition Pending Caseload reports that had been closed several years ago. In
the major criminal area, Felony, Gross Misdemeanand Misdemeanor DWI cases were delayed
awaiting a decision in the Intoxilyzer Source Code issue.

Court Administrators & staff are in the process of conducting a thorough review of the MNJAD Pre
Dispositions Pending Caseload Reports and clean ugtd entry errors. In the first two weeks of
February, approximately 50 Civil cases that were not closed properly years ago have been corrected.
There should be vast improvement to 5th District statistics on the age of pending cases the next time
performance measures are compiled.

Time to Disposition

The Time to Disposition statistics indicate whether cases that have been closed were disposed of in a
timely manner. For disposed cases, the 5th District meets or exceeds the 97th percentile in Civil,
Family and Minor Criminal cases and is close in the Juvenile area. Waiting for a decision in the
Intoxilyzer Source Code issue has resulted in delays in disposing DWI related Major Criminal cases.

¢ Inthe Juvenile CHIPS area, we have had considerable tiaghwith Judy Nord, assisted by
Lois Pirsig, in November 2010. The Court Data Files provide valuable information to
which the employees now have access.

e Most of our CJI teams meet regularly and the collaborations created in the CJI teams have
been verybeneficial. All agencies are aware and more involved in the timelines and in
helping to meet the objectives. It also has helped to bring the right people to the table and
there is improved sharing of information.

e Having the MNJAD data quality files aravailable for court administrators to access and
monitor these cases.

Backlog Index

Z 2z A X 2z o~ A
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Length of Time to Permanency

Children within our district are very close toreaching the benchmark 94% or higher at 99 percentile
rate. Our statistics improved overall in that percentile from Jaig Dec 2009 to Jarg Dec 2010,
specifically in those cases that did not move to permanencyhere may be several factors that
contribute to our results that did not meet the desired goal, including but not limited to the following:

a. Timeline extensions given to parties to achieve case plan expectations, in order to
facilitate reunification goals.
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b. Timelines exceeded as prosecuting authdies unsure if their permanency petitions
will hold up at trial stage. (i.e. Children in OHP while mother is in CD
treatment. - | OEAO EO Ox1 OEET ¢ EAO AAOA pPi AT o6 EI
than the allowed 6 to 12 months, but timelines requied that permanency petition be
filed.)

c. Statutes require prosecuting authorities to file permanency petitions very early in the
timeline in certain circumstances. For example, if a mother has had her parental rights
terminated to previous child(ren), the prosecutor files a permanency (TPR) petition
soon after the initial CHIPS petition is filedIf this mother now shows some potential as
a parent, the prosecutor may have difficulty proving the TPR petition and the Court
may allow additional time for this parent to prove they are capable.

d. Timelines may be delayed if searching for relative placement for children.

e Ina CHIPS case, the timeline may be extended in order for the parent(s) to
satisfactorily complete their case plan and be reunited with theichildren.

e In a Permanency case, the scenarios listed above in 1b., 1c., and 1d. may impact the
timelines. Also, an appeal may impact the timelines as well.

There may be significant differences depending on what type of permanency is achievédis is ase
specific and difficult to generalize in that some cases are dismissed well before the 6 or 12 month
benchmark, yet some may be dismissed after the case plan completion has forced the case beyond the
boundary of the timeline.

We have made several chamg within our district in order to ensure that we are making efforts to

achieve permanency and/or resolution in CHIPS matters in a timely manne©ur local CJI teams

continue to meet and work through issues as they ariséAdditionally, all court staff that work with

CHIPS cases and Court Administrators attended a ding training provided by Judy Nord in

November 2010. This training highlighted several key points including Data Quality, which is sure to

bring about more compliance and accuracyAlso, £A0 made the Court Data Files available via

CourtNet, so users can check their files regularly to achieve fewer cases with problenusers have

Al 01T AAAT ET OOOOAOAA O1 OOEI EUA OEA /1060 1T &£ (11 A
accuracy in eporting.

All Measures

Our results compared to 2009 are generally the same or a little worse. In the past few years, we have
had to downsize our offices due to the staffing norms. The resulting reduced staffing numbers could

be affecting the quality andimeliness of the case processing.

yr OTiT A T&£ 100 Al O1 OEAOh xA EAOA OCAT AOAI EOOO®
generalistsmay have less expertise and confidence in the case processing than those who specialize.
That could possilty affect some of the differences in between our district and the statewide averages.

One benefit our district may have over the state, is the knowledge the judge, lawyers, etc., have about
the defendants/parties. Particularly in our smaller counties, e parties (and their families) are well
known by the judges, law enforcement and other agencies. This often results in cases being combined
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and/or heard together which can expedite processing as well as their understanding of the
individual/parties perso nalities, etc..

Again some difference may be due to the knowledge the Judge and agencies have about the
defendant/parties as well as the knowledge and expertise of the staff handling the cases.

¢ The focus CJI has given to the juvenile cases a whole taBnitely helped tighten up these
cases. It has resulted in successful practices being put into place, and more sharing and
collaboration between the agencies.

e The increased number and availability of reports to monitor cases has also been beneficial.

e CPC should free up time for staff and with this extra time, more care can be given to the
management of cases.

e Continued training of court administration regarding the usage and availability of reports will
help them monitor cases.

e Education for the judges and their staff may be beneficial. They generally rely on court
administration and/or the attorneys to monitor the cases and timelines. Their involvement in
helping monitor the cases could be beneficial.
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Sixth District

Age of Pending Cases

Major Criminal Pending Summary

e 8% of allpending major criminal cases were beyond the 99 percentile a yellow light. This is an
Ei DOT OAI AT O 1T OAO 1 A0GO UAAOBO pnbp AGAAARAAET ¢ CT AT T
The best report from another digrict was 3% in Ramsey County, so improvement is possible.

e The 90 and 97 percentile objectives were not met but performance was above the statewide
average.

Noteworthy Major Criminal Details

¢ District-wide, Gross Misdemeanor pending cases, includj DWI cases, met the 99th percentile
performance goals, a green light.

e Serious Felony pending cases reported 22% over the 99th percentile, and failed to meet standards
at all 3 measures; a cause for concern. Data quality is good. A closer look at thedpeg Major
Criminal cases revealed that some cases were being continued multiple times while waiting lab
results from the BCA.

Pending Other Case Type Summary

e Major Civil pending cases earned a yellow light at 10% exceeding thet9percentile, conpared to
a statewide average 5%, so there is room to improve.

e Major Family pending cases earned a yellow light at 8% compared to a statewide average of 3%, so
there is room to improve.

e Juvenile pending cases show a red light with 11% exceeding thet9fercentile. This was a
concern. Improved data quality moved the cases > 9%ercentile down to 4%: a green light.
Proposed Action: Data quality should be reviewed at the next quarterly report.

e Minor Criminal pending cases have a yellow light at 9% e&eding the 99 percentile. This
compares to an 8% statewide average. Of note: in 2010 the number of cases pending increased by
about 33%, compared to a statewide increase of about 1%. This seems unusual. There are
lingering data quality issues related ¢ a challenging conversion from TCIS to MNCIS. Because of
the high volume of cases, progress is slow, but steady. It is important to complete this task.
Proposed Action: Review pending numbers monthly; drill down; detail in next quarterly report.

e Major Giminal: is the recent murder caseload a trend or a blip?
Proposed Action: Track monthly murder filings since January 2008, continue and report at
quarter.

¢ New calendar adjustments in Duluth focused on Criminal cases. Monitoring these reports will
verify incremental success.

¢ Minor Criminal Pending: is the increase in cases a trend? Filings have increased 6% district wide,
12% in Duluth, and 35% in Cook County. Some of this could be a result @itations or other CPC
related business practice chnges.
Proposed Action: Review pending numbers monthly; drill down; detail in next quarterly report.
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Time to Disposition

Disposed Major Criminal Summary:

In the 6" District, in 2010, 7% of alldisposedmajor criminal cases were beyond the 99 percentile- a

yellow light. The 90" and 97 percentile objectives were not met. Compared with state averages, the

6h$ EOOOEAOS8 O DPAOAEI Oi AT AA xAO AAT-wdk, GloésAMBdedanoEl O Al |
cases, including DWI cases, met the 99ercentile performance goals for a green light. Serious Felony

cases failed to meet standards at all 3 measures.

Noteworthy Disposed Major Criminal Details:

e Serious Felonies: 30% of disposed cases exceeded thé @@rcentile objective, as
compared to a 2P6 state average. A review of continuances suggests that the oldest
cases have a high continuance rate.

e Felony DWI: some of the cases over the 99ercentile were involved in DWI
Specialty Courts, where cases are expected to take longer than average.

e Other Felony: Some notes:

A In Carlton County, 28 of 159 cases exceeded thet98ercentile. A few data
guality issues contributed to the number. Of note: Some of the oldest cases
had multiple continuance requests one case with 15.

A In Duluth, of 91 cags over the 99th percentile:

17 had data quality issues; 5 were DWI Court or Drug Court cases, which
are expected to take longer than others. There were multiple cases with
multiple unspecified continuances, failures to appear at a hearing or
numerous warrants. Some cases had significant time lapses (from 5
months to 15 months) between hearings. A few involved defendants who
were incarcerated elsewhere while their case was in progress. A few
continuance requests noted pending BCA Lab results. 7 casesrvdelayed
because new charges were filed against a defendant or because attorneys
xAOA AxAEOQOET ¢ AEODPI OEdeterndand. £O0T I OEAEO
Disposed Other Case Type Summary
Excluding the case types above, all 2010 disposed case types showed giagis at the
99t percentile, which matches statewide performance. Most of the 9Gand 97
percentile goals were also met, with the exception of Juvenile. Juvenile data quality
issues described in the pending section above may be contributing to acaay of this
report. These are closed cases; district data quality efforts will address pending cases.
¢ MNCIS has been updated to autclose cases across all case type areas when
judgments are entered. This may help decrease the number of cases that agpe

over the 99h percentile due to data quality issues.

Backlog Index

Major Criminal has the only Sixth District backlog index higher than .76. At .90, the district
figure compares unfavorably with the statewide 78% average, so improvement is possible.
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According to WCL, about 13% of serious felony cases were murder casgsrhaps an
unusually high number that may have affected performance generally. See Serious Felony
Pending, above.

Have there been any changes in business practices, data qualityotiner areas that have

shown an impact on the trends in Backlog Index results? (i.e. pending cases list or number of
dispositions has problems which results in a higher backlog index) See Serious Felony
Pending, above.

Length of Time to Permanency

All CHIPsCases Dismissed or Jurisdiction Terminated without Permanency Orders: N=154

wob T &£ OEAOA AEEI AOAT OAAAEAA DPAOI AT AT AU AU py 11
e A county level drill-down showed improved performance in Carlton County, from 80% to 96%,
and steady performance on the Shore (100%).
¢ Duluth cases meeting the standard dropped from 96% to 89%, 18 additional children were out
of home more than 18 months in 2010.
¢ Percentages meeting standards dropped on the Range. Because of the small numbeasesy

2 exceeding the 99 percentile in 2009, and 11 cases in 2010, percentages are not meaningful
but 9 more children were out of home beyond 18 months in 2010 than in 2009.

All CHIPs with Permanency Orders (excludes those without order): 94% N= 64

94 % of these cases met standards, earning a green light.

Permanency Cases (TPR and others), All Permanency Order Types: 88% N=296

| OAOAT 1T h OEA ywb T &£ OEA AEOOOEAOB8O AEEI AOAT AOA O
without orders.
e Adistrict-wide effort was made to clean up data quality issues on CHIPS and CHIPS
Permanency cases. The effort was successful and processing errors have been corrected.

e Court sites are regularly reviewing out of home placement reports, and data quality isssie
are resolved as they are brought to light.

¢ The newly accurate data shows that timelines are not being met.

e Calendar changes in the Duluth Court house may have had an impact on time available for
CHIPs.
Proposed Action: Create SharePoint workspaces faCJl lead judges, CHIPS Focus Groups,
and the Bench. Post reports at least quarterly. Encourage goal setting and tracking.

All Measures

e Overall, the Major Criminal Age of Pending improved by 2% and Juvenile
improved by 8%. Major Civil got worse by a grcentage, and Minor Criminal went
down by three percentage points.
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Major Criminal Time to Disposition worsened by 1%, as did Juvenile. All other
case types remained the same. Increased filings in Major Criminal, BCA Lab
results wait time and Public Defader availability are contributing factors.

The only area in Major Criminal where the 6th District lags behind by a significant
percentage in Age of Pending and Time to Disposition is Serious Felony. We
believe that an influx of murder cases could be theause, and will monitor.

In the All Case Groups area, Major Civil and Family cases require further study.
Because of the data quality efforts in the criminal, juvenile and CHIPs areas, civil
AT A EATEI U AAOCAO EAOA 11 O A lhiesedudbelsi | OAI
could be improved by simple review of the data.

Proposed Action:Report on civil/family data quality at next quarterly report.

The Serious Felony performance issue is Distristide except for Cook and Lake
Counties, where only 6 and 4a&ses are pending.

Duluth is the only site with a red light in Felony DWI, but they are also the only
site in the District with a DWI Court.

Hibbing received the most red lights in Major Criminal, and they also have the
most Request for Continuance eventsatumented.

As mentioned before, a Districiwide effort to clean up data quality issues in
CHIPS and CHIPS Permanency cases was undertaken.

More attention is being given to Juvenile Placement Reports.

MNCIS Cases Without Activity Reports in all case typarse being distributed
monthly to all sites and efforts are underway to correct the cases on the report
due to data quality issues.
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Seventh District

Age of Pending Cases

Age of Pending Changes from 1/2010 to 2/2011: RED/YELLOW/GREEN LIGHT COMPARISON

a.

Selious Felonies: Six counties showed no change; three counties improved age
of pending; one county worsened.

Felony DWI: Six counties showed no change; three counties improved age of
pending; one county worsened.

Other Felony: Seven counties showed no ahge; one county improved age of
pending; two counties worsened.

GMD DWI: Five counties showed no change; two counties improved age of
pending; three counties worsened.

Other GMD: Four counties showed no change; five counties improved age of
pending; one county worsened.

Major Criminal: Seven counties showed no change; three counties worsened.
Civil: Nine counties showed no change; one county improved age of pending.
Family: Nine counties showed no change; one county improved age of pending.
Juvenik: Nine counties showed no change; one county worsened in age of
pending.

Minor Criminal: Nine counties showed no change; one county worsened in age
of pending.

The Seventh Judicial District has transitioned to the court payment center, centralized ditan
entry, ITV/IWR and auto assessment. The minor criminal activity shows the district is meeting
the standards with the new business processes.

Time to Disposition

Time to Disposition Changes from 1/2010 to 2/2011 RED/YELLOW/GREEN LIGHT
COMPARISON

K.

Q

Serious Felonies: ten counties showed no change;
Felony DWI: Seven counties showed no change; one county improved timing;
two counties worsened.

. Other Felony: Seven counties showed no change; One county improved timing;

two counties worsened.

GMD DWI: Fie counties showed no change; four counties improved timing;
one county worsened.

Other GMD: Eight counties showed no change; one county improved timing;
one county worsened.

Major Criminal: Nine counties showed no change; one county increased.
Civil: All counties meet the standard.
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r. Family: All counties meet the standard.
s. Juvenile: Five counties meet the standard; five counties are in the caution area
t. Minor Criminal: All counties meet the standard.

The Seventh Judicial District has transitioned tthe court payment center, centralized citation entry,
ITV/IWR and auto assessment. The minor criminal activity shows the district is meeting the standards
with the new business processes.

Backlog Index

Please refer to the February 25, 2011 Backlog Worksht in the attached file. Overall, the Seventh
Judicial District is relatively current within two weeks.

Local legal cultures often dictate how cases move through the system. Each county has unique
characteristics which involve the relationships of thecounty attorney, public defender, private
attorneys, probation, law enforcement and human services. Caseflow management is a county
driven process. The Seventh Judicial District is working toward standardized processes or
possible regionalization of furctions.

The Seventh Judicial District completed the conversion process of the court payment center,
citation entry, IVR/IWR and Auto Assessment on February 11, 2011.

Length of Time to Permanency

a. Becker County has two protective supervision cases, one termination of
jurisdiction case and one state ward case pending past 18 months. Becker
County hasone termination of jurisdiction case pending past 15 month.

b. Benton County has two transfer of permanent and legal custody cases pending
past 15 months.

c. Clay County has five terminations of jurisdiction cases pending past 18 months.
Clay County has onéng-term foster care case past 15 months. There is also
one pending state ward for adoption case past 18 months.

d. Douglas County has one reunified case past 15 months, four cases of
termination of jurisdiction without permanency past 18 months and onestate
ward case past 18 months.

e. Mille Lacs County has two transfer of permanent legal custody pending past 18
months.

f. Morrison County has one termination of jurisdiction case past 15 months and
two state ward for adoption cases pending past 15 months.

g. Otter Tail County has one case of lonterm foster care which at 24 months.
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h. Stearns County has three cases of termination of jurisdiction without
permanency past 18 months, one case of transfer of permanent legal custody
over 18 months and one state warddr adoption case over 24 months.

i. Todd County has no pending cases in this area.

j.  Wadena County has two cases of transfers of permanent legal custody past 15
months.

Each county is the Seventh Judicial District has a lead CJI Judge and team secretary.
Ead county is currently reviewing CJlI Permanency Action Plans.

Each county is responsible to review the out of home placement reports.

All Measures

oA wNRE

10.

$EOOOEAO xEAA AT I DPAOAA O OOAOAxXxEAA O! CA 1T A
Serious FelonySeventh district is less thanhe statewide average but has improved.

FelonyDWI3 AOAT OE AEOOOEAO EO 1 AOGO OEAT OEA OOAOAxE
Other Felony:3 AOAT OE AEOOOEAO EO ANOAI O OEA OOAOAXE!?
GMD DWISeventhdistE AO EO AAOOAO OEAT OEA OOAOAxEAA AOA
GMD Other3 AOAT OE AEOOOEAO EO ANOAI O OEA OOAOAxEA;
Maj Crim: Seventh district is the same as the statewide average but remains in the
OUAT 1T x6 UITAS

Major Civil: Seventh district is slightly better than the statewide average and remains in the
OCOAAT 6 UITAS

Family:3 AOAT OE AEOOOEAO EO ANOAI O OEA OOAOAxXxEAA
Juvenile: Seventh district is significantly bette than the statewide average. The district remains

ET OEA OCOAAT 6 UITAS

Minor Crim:3 A OAT OE AEOOOEAO EO Ol ECEOI U AAOOAD OEAI

- sz A N s o~ A

$EOOOCEAO xEAA AT 1 PAOAA O OOAOAXxEAA O4EI A O

a. Serious Féony: Seventh district is slightly higher than to the statewide
average.

b. Felony DWI Seventh district is slightly higher than the statewide average.

c. Other Felony: Seventh district is less than the statewide average.

d. GMD DWI: Seventh district is equato the statewide average.

e. GMD Other: Seventh district is slightly worse than the statewide average.

f. Maj Crim: Seventh district is worse than the statewide average.

g. Major Civil: Seventh district is worse than the statewide average.

h. Family Sevent district is equal to the statewide average.

i. Juvenile: Seventh district is slightly worse than the statewide average.

j- Minor Crim: Seventh district is slightly better than the statewide average.
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Age of Pending Cases:

Felony DWI
Other Felony:
GMD DWI:
GMD Other:
Maj Crim:
Major Civil:
Family:
Juvenile:
Minor Crim:

T T Te@ e a0 Ty

Time to Disposition:

Felony DWI
Other Felony:
GMD DWI:
GMD Other:
Maj Crim:
Major Civil:
Family:
Juvenile:
Minor Crim:

T Se@ e a0 Ty

Serious Felony: Six countieare equal to or better than the statewide average.

Eight counties are equal to or better than the statewide average.
Four counties are equal to or better than the statewide average.
Six counties are equal to or better tha the statewide average.

Seven counties are equal to or better than the statewide average.

Five counties are equal to or better than the statewide average.

Seven counties are equal to or better than the statewide average.

Eight counties are equal to or better than the statewide average.
Nine counties are equal to or better than the statewide average.

Seven counties are equal to or better than the statewide average.

SeriousFelony: Six counties are equal to or better than the statewide average.

Six counties are equal to or better than the statewide average.

Seven counties are equal to or better than the statewide average.

Six counties are gual to or better than the statewide average.
Five counties are equal to or better than the statewide average.

Seven counties are equal to or better than the statewide average.

Six counties are equal to or better than thetatewide average.

Ten counties are equal to or better than the statewide average.
Nine counties are equal to or better than the statewide average.
Ten counties are equal to or better than the statewide average.

Comparisons ketween counties are difficult to make due to the differing practices of county
/I'TA AT 01 6U ET PAOOGEAOI AO EAO Al

AOOT O1 Auos
negotiate settlements in a meaningful way.

Centralized payables, the courpayment center, IVR/IWR and auto assessment have all been

implemented in the district. ECharging has been implemented in Otter Tail and Clay Counties: E

Charging has begun the planning process and is anticipating going live in April 2011-ciEations are
going live in Clay County in March 2011. Improvement plans will begin as we continue to monitor
these measures.

Clearance Rate

Becker: 97.8%
Benton: 100.3%
Clay: 96.8%
Douglas: 97.6%
Mille Lacs: 97.4%
Morrison: 100.8%
Otter Tail: 98.5%
Stearrs: 99.3%
Todd: 104.3%
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e Wadena: 100.5%

e District wide: 98.8%
All ten counties are over a 95% clearance rate. The major criminal volume in Mille Lacs County is an
area of concern as the clearance rate is 84.5%. Across the district the clearance ratéhéwarious

juvenile areas need to be monitored as the clearance rates do not meet the standards; however, the
number of cases involved is minimal.

Discussions are occurring as to how to provide assistance to Mille Lacs County to improve the
clearance rdes in the major criminal area.
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Eighth District
Age of Pending Cases

The 8h District has a few instances where cases have gone over the timelines.
Time to Disposition

There are a few cases in thet8District that have gone over the timing objective. For the most part,
timing objectives are being met in the felony DWI, other felony, gross misd. DWI and other gr. misd.
and major criminal, major civil, family, juvenile and minor criminal casesA few counties are over the
objectives but the small nunber of cases can magnify and overstate the problem.

Nothing specific, but reductions in both the public defenders and court administration offices, there
could be issues with scheduling mattersDispositions may not be entered timely due to staff shortags
ET OEA Al OOO AAI ETEOOOAOQOI 080 1 EEEAAS

Backlog Index

There does not seem to be a backlog issue in thé Bistrict.

Length of Time to Permanency

There are counties where the timing objectives have not been meln reviewing these files, hearings
are being held timely, the cases involve a number of children, relative searches for placement may
contribute to delays. One case required forms to be translated and served in Honduras which caused
delays.

No, all of the stakeholders have been diligent in movirthese cases through the system in a timely
manner. We are trying to identify relatives early in the process that might be a good placement but
sometimes that is difficult. The cases that go over the timelines are difficult and time consuming.

All Measure s

There has not been much changeGoing forward, doing this comparison on a timely basis will assist in
comparing from one time period to the next.

Our District results are the same or better than the statewide averages.

Not a lot of correlation betweencounties. Again the numbers are so low that one or two cases can
cause a county to go over the 39percentile.

As we become more familiar with the reports that are available to monitor cases, we will be able to
identify areas of concern. We are currenglin the process of setting up a training program for the
managers to understand the Performance Measures better and how they apply county and district
wide.
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Ninth District

Age of Pending Cases

In the Major Criminal group, the age of pending cases evthe 99 percentile have increased by 3%.
The Major Civil cases have decreased by 4%, but are still in the red light category. Age of pending has
also increased for Juvenile, Family and Minor Criminal.

Some of the factors affecting the age of the casmay include less judge time to hear cases,
unavailability of public defender and/or prosecutor in some areas, less court administration
staff to process cases. In addition, some counties may have only one case in a category (i.e.
Serious Felony) that t&es longer to process due to the factors mentioned above, causing the
percentages to be higher.

Court administrators monitor a variety of reports on a weekly and monthly basis to ensure

data quality. In addition, the District Office monitors reportssue A O OEA O- AOOACA
7AOAET OOAd & O ATU AOOI OO0 OEAO i Au AAI Au OEA
information to other agencies. Again, the report monitoring may be delayed due to lack of
resources.

Time to Disposition

There are no case typessiOEA OOAA 1 ECEO6 AAOACIT OU &I O 4EI A
has stayed about the same between 2009 and 2010.

Backlog Index

The 2010 backlog index for serious felony cases is at .73, which is a small decrease from the

2009 data. The backlogi AA@ ET &AITTTU $7)60 EAO ET AOAAGAA
Major Criminal case type group shows a 2010 backlog index of .40.

The 2010 Major Criminal pending caseload has increased by 148 cases from 2009. Major Civil
caseload has decreased 10 cases. Family, Juvenile and Minor Criminal have remained
fairly constant.

Length of Time to Permanency

All CHIPS Cases, Dismissed or Term of Jur without Perm Order
20097 25% in 6 months (50% is objective)

2010 35%

2009  46% in 12 months (90% is objetive)
2010 72%

2009  76% in 18 months

2010 88%
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All CHIPS Cases, All Permanency Order Types (excluding those without order)
2009  43% in 6 months (50% is objective)

2010 39%

2009  73% in 12 months (90% is objective)
2010 81%

2009  91% in 18 months

2010 95%

Permanency Cases (TPR and others)
2009 7% in 6 months (50% is objective)

2010 16%

2009 38% in 12 months (90% is objective)
2010 66%

2009 82% in 18 months

2010 93%

The 9n District has increased these statistics by 7% in 2010.
The CHIPS case types seemtake longer to resolve than the permanency case types.

The District Court Business Coordinator and SCAO Data Quality staff has worked with
users in our district to insure data is entered correctly in the cases. We discovered some
errors in one countyand those errors have now been corrected.

All Measures
4EA 1100 OOAA T ECEOOG ET 100 AEOOOEAO APPAAO

Age of Pending (2010)

In Major Criminal cases groups, the®District is above the statewide average in all case types.
The district is also below the statewide in Minor Criminal case groups and above the average
Major Civil, Family and Juvenile case type groups.

Time to Disposition (2010)
In Major Criminal case groups, the 9 District is below the statewide average irall case types
except Serious Felony. The district is comparable to the statewide averages for all other case

type groups.

Backlog Index

The backlog index in all Major Criminal case types is below the statewide average. The same
index for other case ypes is consistent with the statewide average.

Length of Time to Permanency
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The 9h District is above the statewide average on these measures.

In Major Criminal case types, the red lights are consistent in the same countigsome larger,
some smalér. Again, the delay is probably due to the lack of resources necessary in order to
schedule the cases on a timely basis. The Juvenile case types reflect the most red and yellow
stop lights, although the age of pending has decreased slightly between 20&¢d 2010.

Many counties in the 9 share public defender resources, impacting the timely scheduling of
court cases. Because of the geography of our district, judges are required to travel to various
court locations. Because of these schedules, thersajudge may not be in one county on a
regular basis.

Performance measures have been discussed at the District Bench Meeting and Court
Administrator meetings, and they will become standing agenda items at these meetings in the
future. Judges and stattontinue to work with available resources to adequately schedule
cases through the court process.
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Tenth District

Age of Pending Cases

Gross Misd DWI is our worst category; this is attributed to Source Code Litigation.
Serious Felony is our second arst category; this is attributed to Public Defender resources.

Many counties have improved their numbers primarily by emphasizing disposing of the oldest cases.
Some counties went up; some of this is due to the tyranny of small raw numbers that refleatder
percentage changes.

Time to Disposition

Our Major Criminal case types have a lot of red lights reflecting cases outside the timelines. As we
clean up and dispose of old cases we expect that the Time to Disposition stats will lag as far as showing
improvement. Juvenile is the only other area of concern at this time.

Data quality has not been an issue. Several counties have analyzed continuance practices and
are taking steps to assure trial date certainty.

Backlog Index

This is the first report that we have generated backlog indexes by case type by counties. We
are still evaluating what the index is telling us. Serious Felonies and Major Crim are of
concern. Other Major Case types are excellent.

This is just now being discussed by our court administratrs and our Judicial Resources Committee.
Will comment orally at Council.

Length of Time to Permanency

These reports are being circulated to our CJI Lead Judges for review and comment. When looking at all
case types our length of time to permanency is coaming at the early stages of the casethe 50% and
75% measure. Performance improves at the 99Percentile. Numbers improve when only those case
with an order is considered. So, things begin slowly but it appears we are trying hard to meet the
permanency guidelines.

Waiting for input from CJI Lead Judges.

All Measures

Mixed. The good news is that we are using these reports and they are being discussed by judges and
O0OAEE AO OAOEI OO 1 AAOGET ¢cO8 - AET O AOEI( ElrAdausédA OA
by external factors such as public defender staffing, but we are also looking at internal operations.

We are three judges underjudged.
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We can see trends in some counties but we also see fluctuations that cannot be explained except by
the caselad being handled in that time period.

One county has done a thorough analysis of the continuances that were granted in major criminal

cases? who requested, stated reason, length of continuance. They also mapped the number of

appearances and the length ofrhe between those appearances. They are using this information to
OAOOOOAOOOA OEAEO AAOA 1 AT ACAI AT O OUOOAI 8 '11 OEA
judges (has a block assignment system).
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Appeals Court Performance Measures Results Review Summary

Performance Measure No. 1: To dispose of 75 percent of cases within 290 days of filing.

1. Are there any results that do not meet objectives? What might be contributing to these
results? Yes. In 2010, the court disposed of only 69% of#ses within 290 days. But this was a
significant i mprovement over the prior yearos per
percentage of cases within 290 days because ofexjsting backlog and because of various delays in
crimnalcases, including court reportersé need for mor
andpublic defenderso6é frequent requests for extensic
2. Are there differences among case groups (Criminal, Civil, Family, etc.)¥es. The

court disposed of only 45% of criminal cases within 290 days. But the court exceeded the 75% goal with
respect to all other types of cases: juvenile protection (100%), family (95%), civil (80%), and juvenile
delinquency (76%).

3. Have you made plansdr or implemented any changes as a response to these results?
What are the outcomes of any Thecoburtisantcoursetsfurtherudve p
reduce its backlog of cases, which s htsagonsideringnpr ov e
ways to avoid delays in criminal cases, although the lower rate of timeliness in such criminal cases is
partially outside the courtdéds control

Performance Measure No. 2: To dispose of 90 percent of cases within 365 days of filing.

1. Are there any results that do not meet objectives? What might be contributing to these
results? No. In 2010, the court disposed of 92% of its cases within 365 days. This was a significant
i mprovement over the prior yearo6s performance of
2. Are there differences among case groups (Criminal, Civil, Family, etc.)¥es. The
court disposed of only 78% of criminal cases within 365 days. But the court far exceeded the 90% goal with
respect to all other types of cases: juvenile protection (100%), jexdaiinquency (100%), family (100%),
and civil (98%).
3. Have you made plans for or implemented any changes as a response to these results?
What are the outcomes of any PFlease seéthetanswer ® thig questiomn e p
with respect to Performance Measure No. 1, which is shown above.
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Supreme Court Performance Measures Results Review Summary
Percent of Supreme Court Cases Within 50t Percentile Time Objective

Many results are at or close to targets. Several areas saw impeovents, such as first
degree murder and civil appeals at the 50th percentile. Professional regulation cases
had an increase at the 50th percentile, but some improvement at the 90th percentile.
Reasons are unknown.

Are there differences among types ofases (Murder I, Civil, Child Protection, etc.)?

Yes, differences in outcomes are reflected in chart. Some of the differences are caused by
differences in the nature and complexity of the cases.

Have you made plans for or implemented any changes as a respe to these results? What are the

I OOAT T AO 1T £ AT U ET EOCEAOEOAO Uil 66 0O0A PpOO ET O DOAA

We refined procedures for processing child protection and pretrial criminal PFRs. In part due to
these refinements, the outcomes have improved and are at or very ndargets for PFR
dispositions on these case types.

Percent of Supreme Court Cases Within 90t Percentile Time Objective
Are there any results that do not meet objectives? What might be contributing to these results?
See above.
Are there differences amag types of cases (Murder I, Civil, Child Protection, etc.)?
See above.

Have you made plans for or implemented any changes as a response to these results? What are the

I OOAT T AO T £ AT U ET EOEAOEOAO Ui 66 0O0A OO ET O DOAA

See above.
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Beginning Ending

Location /WCL Type Clearance Pending Filings Dispositions Pending
Statewide-Combined Jurisdiction

Serious Felony 102.6 % 1,599 1,374 1,410 1,563
Felony DWI 105.8 % 569 727 769 527
Other Felony 98.6 % 23,096 25,504 25,148 23,451
Gross Misdemeanor DWI 96.8 % 8,667 14,159 13,711 9,114
Other Gross Misdemeanor 102.0 % 11,544 14,226 14,515 11,255
Major Criminal Total: 99.2 % 45,475 55,990 55,553 45,910
Personal Injury 96.5 % 4,499 3,585 3,461 4,623
Contract 98.0 % 4,504 10,213 10,009 4,707
Wrongful Death 110.4 % 186 193 213 166
Malpractice 111.9% 115 101 113 103
Property Damage 113.3% 170 203 230 143
Condemnation 93.9 % 183 147 138 192
Conciliation Appeal 103.1 % 430 782 806 406
Harassment 99.8 % 241 9,558 9,541 256
Employment 89.5% 181 362 324 219
Other Civil 99.2 % 6,489 16,990 16,846 6,633
Major Civil Total: 98.9 % 16,998 42,134 41,681 17,448
Trust 106.2 % 534 388 412 509
Supervised Administration 115.9 % 875 508 589 794
Unsupervised Administration 100.6 % 577 2,797 2,815 560
Special Administration 92.6 % 151 202 187 166
Informal Probate 101.6 % 291 3,089 3,138 242
Estate/Other Probate 95.8 % 221 925 886 260
Guardianship/Conservatorship 148.1 % 2,113 2,725 4,035 798
Commitment 99.5 % 238 3,974 3,955 256
Major Probate Total: 109.6 % 5,000 14,608 16,017 3,585
Dissolution with Child 100.1 % 3,937 9,223 9,236 3,921
Dissolution without Child 100.9 % 1,853 8,261 8,337 1,778
Support 101.2 % 3,620 15,641 15,822 3,335
Adoption 102.6 % 314 1,511 1,550 275
Other Family 98.9 % 1,193 3,274 3,238 1,226
Other Juvenile 0.0% 1 0 0 1
Domestic Abuse 100.2 % 266 11,492 11,513 245
Major Family Total: 100.6 % 11,084 49,402 49,696 10,781
Delinquency Felony 100.9 % 1,345 4,567 4,606 1,306
Delinquency Gross Misdemeanor 100.6 % 439 1,703 1,714 428
Delinquency Misdemeanor 100.3 % 2,265 11,471 11,510 2,226
Status Offense 100.5 % 3,270 18,818 18,918 3,171
Dependency/Neglect 95.0 % 3,027 4,110 3,904 3,233
Term. of Parental Rights 0.0% 84 0 54 30
Permanency 0.0% 0 0 0 0
Permanency - TPR 104.3 % 483 1,011 1,054 439
Permanency - Non TPR 94.6 % 181 707 669 219
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