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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

It is the policy of the Minnesota Judicial Branch to establish core performance goals and to 
monitor key results that measure progress toward meeting these goals in order to ensure 
ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÂÒÁÎÃÈȟ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅ ÏÖÅÒÁÌÌ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÒÔȟ ÁÎÄ ÅÎÈÁÎÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃȭÓ 
trust and confidence in the judiciary.  The six core judicial branch goals are: 
 

Access to Justice 

Timeliness  

Integrity and Accountability   

Excellence 

Fairness and Equity  

Quality Court Workplace Environment  

  

This is the third  annual report that contains results for the Key Results and Measures of Judicial 
Council Policy 505, 505a and 505b which were passed in October 2005, revised in July and August 
2006, September 2009 and June 2011.   This report contains current data along with trends as 
available.   

The contents of this report are organized into four sections ɀ  

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

The executive summary first provides notes about the details of the data and then discusses results 
that are positive, followed by possible areas of concern and finishes with a brief summary of how 
performance measure results are being used for court administration.  The results in this report 
present a barometer of the work of the Branch ɀ an overall picture of how the courts are doing at this 
point in time and trends over the recent past.   
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ANALYSIS NOTES 

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

Separation rate data is reported from the Human Resources Division of SCAO and is for Fiscal Year 
2011 and trends back to FY07.  Juror information comes from the jury management system and 
includes jurors from fiscal year 2011 compared to results of the 2009 American Community Survey 
(replaces the previous long-form census).  

 
  

Executive Summary 

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

Definitions of measures used in this report include: 
 

Timeliness Measures 
 
Clearance Rate ɀ Number of dispositions for a specified period of time divided by the number of 
ÆÉÌÉÎÇÓ ɉÍÕÌÔÉÐÌÉÅÄ ÔÉÍÅÓ ρππɊȢ  ! #ÌÅÁÒÁÎÃÅ 2ÁÔÅ ÏÆ ρππϷ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÅÓ Á ÃÏÕÒÔ ÉÓ ȬËÅÅÐÉÎÇ ÕÐȭ ×ÉÔÈ ÃÁÓÅÓ 
filed. 
 
Time to Disposition  ɀ Assesses the length of time it takes to process cases compared to the Judicial 
Council objectives for timely case processing.  The measure is reported as a percentage of cases that 
has met the timing objectives for when 90% of cases should be disposed, at the 97th percentile and at 
the 99th percentile.  Cases disposed beyond the 99th percentile are considered to have not met timing 
objectives. 
 
Age of Pending ɀ Shows the percent of currently pending cases that are within the timing objectives 
for timely case processing.  Cases pending beyond the 99th percentile objective can be considered as 
one measure of court backlog. 
 
Backlog Index ɀ Number of cases of a given case type pending at the beginning of the year, divided by 
the total number of cases of the given type disposed during that year.  The index represents the part of 
a year it took to dispose of the cases pending at the beginning of the year if no new cases were filed.  
The goal for Civil cases is to be at 1.0 or lower.  Criminal cases should be below 1.0. 
 
Length of Time to Permanency ɀ Assesses whether or not timely permanency decisions are being 
made for children.  Reports the number of children for whom permanency was achieved on a CHIPS or 
Permanency 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  ɀ Reports the number and percent of cases 
with timing objectives that met the objectives  of disposing of 75% of cases within 290 days of filing 
and disposing of 90% of cases within 365 days of filing.  
 
Supreme Court Timing Standards  ɀ Reports the number of days to accomplish an event for the case 
that is at the 50% mark of all cases that are placed in numeric order by the number of days to 
accomplish the event, and at the 90th percentile.  
 

Quality Court Workplace Environment  

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

 

  

Executive Summary 
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POSITIVE PERFORMANCE MEASURE RESULTS BY GOAL 

Access to Justice 

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

 The next Access and Fairness surveys will be conducted in FY12-FY13 as per Judicial Council 
Policy 505b. 

 

Timeliness  

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

 
 

 Eight of ten judicial districts disposed of 
nearly as many Family cases in calendar year 2010 
as were filed (Clearance Rate of 99% or higher) and 
the statewide Clearance Rate for these cases has 
remained at or above 100% since 2007.   
 
 

 

 Other case groups with increasing Clearance Rates over the past few years include  Probate/ 
Mental Health and Minor Civil cases.  Excluding Minor Criminal Cases, the overall clearance 
rate in 2010 is 100.7%.  Juvenile Delinquency Clearance Rates have improved from 95% in 
2006 to 101% in 2010. 
 

 Half of the districts exhibit an overall clearance rate in 2010 of 99% or higher for all cases 
combined (including Minor Criminal)  and two other districts have overall Clearance Rates 
above 90%.  The 5th District has the highest overall Clearance Rate at 102%. 

Statewide Pending Caseload 2006-2010 

 Since Clearance Rates are generally at 
about  100% and case filings are flat or 
declining, the number of pending cases is 
also declining. The number of cases 
pending has decreased from 2006 to 
2010 in all major case groups except 
Major Criminal  (+1%). The most dramatic 
decline is for Probate/Mental Health 
cases which had an 84% decline in 
number of cases pending from 2006 to 
2010. 

Executive Summary 
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  The minimum goal for the Backlog Index is 1.0 for non-criminal cases, and should be below 
1.0 for criminal cases (lower 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 year.  All case areas 
showed consistent or improved Backlog Index results from 2009 to 2010. 

 For Time to Disposition, statewide, nearly 
98% of all cases with timing objectives disposed in 
MNCIS in 2010 were disposed within the 99th 
percentile.  (Time objectives set by the Judicial 
Council are noted in Policy 505a in the data details 
section.) Over 98% of Major Civil, Dissolution, 
Domestic Abuse and Minor Criminal cases were 
disposed within the 99th percentile objective. 
 

  
 Time to Disposition for all case categories remained consistent or improved from 2009 to 

2010.  There are even greater improvements from 2007 to 2010.  The percent of cases 
beyond the 99th percentile for Major Criminal was 9.7% in 2007, and is now 8.1% in 2010.  
The percent of Juvenile Delinquency cases disposed beyond the 99th percentile objective 
was 7.7% in 2007 and has declined to 4.7% 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 disposed beyond the 99th 
percentile. 

 

 About one in five (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 cases, except in the criminal category, met the timing objective of 
disposing of 90% of cases within 365 days of filing.  Overall, 92% of cases disposed in 2010 
met the 365 day objective. 

  

  

 WCL Case 
Type 

99 th 
Percentile 
Objective 
(Months)  

2010 % Cases 
Disposed at 

99 th 
Percentile  

Major Civil 24 98.8 

Dissolutions 24 99.1 

Domestic Abuse 4 99.4 

Minor Criminal 9 98.2 

Total All Cases 
 

97.7 

Executive Summary 
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Integrity and Ac countability  

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

 The Data Quality program has been operating for four years.  A recent successful project of 
the program was the development and implementation of a process to pass nearly 4,000 
records to the Bureau of Criminal Apprehension that had been affected by a Tyler (MNCIS) 
system defect, requiring little or no local court staff resources.  

 

 There are now 20 different Court Data Files which are created weekly to help courts 
identify cases with potential data quality issues. Several 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 the resolution of cases by making decisions that are 
fair, reasoned, understandable, and that resolve the controversy at issue.  The results of the Access and 
&ÁÉÒÎÅÓÓ ÓÕÒÖÅÙ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎȟ Ȱ$Ï ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÎÔÓ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÄÅÒÓ ÇÉÖÅÎ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ #ÏÕÒÔȩȱȟ ÓÈÏ×ÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ 
85% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with this statement. 

 The next Access and Fairness surveys will be conducted in FY12-FY13 per Judicial Council 
Policy 505b. 

 

Fairness and Equity  

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

 

 

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

 

 

Quality Court Workplace  

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

 Just over 6% of employees left the Branch in FY 2011 with  nearly all of the departures 
being resignations and retirements. 

  

Race 
2009 
ACS* 

FY2011 
Jurors 

White 92.1% 91.6% 

Black 3.5% 3.1% 

American Indian 1.1% 1.0% 

Asian/Pac Island 2.2% 2.5% 

Other & 2+ Races 1.2% 1.7% 

Total Statewide   42,229 
*Census: Ages 18-70,citizens, not institutionalized, 
speak English at home or ΨwellΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ǿŜƭƭΩ 

Executive Summary 
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POSSIBLE AREAS OF CONCERN 

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

Timeliness  

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

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

 

 In 2010, 7.8% of Major Criminal cases and 
5.0% of Juvenile Delinquency cases were 
disposed beyond the 99th percentile 
objective (objective is 12 mos. for Major 
Criminal, 6 mos. for Juv. Delinquency).   
 

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

 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 declined from just under 100% in 2006 (99.8%) to 92.4% in 2010. 

 
 

 There are large differences among districts 
for Age of Pending cases in the Other Civil case 
group beyond the 99th percentile of the timing 
objectives (as of 7/ 28/1 1) ɀ from 2% up to 22%.   
The objective is to dispose of Civil cases within 24 
months. 
 
 

 The Major Criminal Backlog Index is .44 statewide, but is .50 or higher in four districts.  The 
3rd District has the highest backlog index in Major Criminal and individual county index 
numbers in the district are as high as .82.  This means that it took nearly ten months to 
dispose of the number of Major Criminal cases pending at the beginning of 2010.  If no new 
cases were filed, it would take ten months to clear the backlog. Basically, increasing index 
numbers reflect increasing backlogs. 

 

 One-fourth (26%) of all children reaching permanency on a CHIPS case in 2010 did so after 
being out of home longer than 12 months; 37% of children who reached permanency on a 
Permanency case (TPR or Non-TPR) in 2010 did so after being out of home for more than 
12 months. 

 WCL Case 
Type 

99 th  Percentile 
Objective 
(Months)  

2010 % Cases 
Disposed at 

99 th  Percentile  

Major Criminal 12 92.2 

Juvenile Del. 6 95.0 

Total All Cases 
 

97.7 

Executive Summary 

Cases Pending as of 7/ 28/1 1 
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The entire bench is updated on 
performance measures monthly 
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 
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 CJI action 
plan. 

4th District 

USING PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR ADMINISTRATION 

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

 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 these reviews are available in the 
Data Details section.  

 

 Policy 505b now requires that results be reported to the Judicial Council in March (written 
report) and September (oral report) of each year.   

 

 Reviews in early 2011 noted some of the work  being done to 
review performance measures as well as tactical strategies 
implemented to improve results: 

 Increased use of in-court updating 

 Balancing judicial resources among counties in multi-
county districts 

 Greater use of Early Neutral Evaluation 

 Review of and changes to continuance policies 

 Close monitoring of data quality reports and clean-up of 
problem cases 

 Stronger collaboration among partners on CJI teams.  As 
noted by the 5th $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȟ Ȱ!ÌÌ ÁÇÅÎÃÉÅÓ ÁÒÅ aware and 
more involved in the timelines and in helping to meet the 
ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅÓȢȱ 

 Use of volunteer referees for conciliation (minor civil ) 
cases 

 Increased use of e-charging 

 Special or re-designed calendars to improve efficiency and 
service. 

 
 

 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 in-depth instructions for how to access and use Case Statistics as well 
as Caseflow Management/Performance Measure reports. More 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 strategies for fixing cases. 

 Specific training has been done with CJI staff for how to run the Length of Time to 
Permanency report as well as how to analyze the results.  Consultation is also provided for 
steps to take to improve the results. 
 
 

Executive Summary 
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 All Case Statistics 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 summary numbers. 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. 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Performance Measures are becoming a more regular part of doing business in district courts .  
Several districts are reviewing results at bench meetings and court administrator meetings.  All 
districts mentioned increasing collaboration with criminal justice partners, the local bar, CJI teams 
and others.  And, most districts are using some or all available reports for various aspects of data 
monitoring. 
 

 A sub-group of JAD (Judicial District Administrators and SCAO Directors Group) has been formed 
and is beginning work to make ȬÓÔÏÐÌÉÇÈÔȭ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÓ ÍÏÒÅ ÁÃÃÅÓÓÉÂÌÅȟ ÅÁÓÉÅÒ ÔÏ ÕÓÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅ ÁÔ 
all times.  This sub-group is also working to bring more consistency to the twice per year 
reporting of Performance Measure results to the Judicial Council, as well as clarifying the roles of 
court administration in the case management review process. 

 

 

  

38 Cases pending 
beyond 99 th  
percentile. Details 
below  on drill -
through . 

Executive Summary 
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ACCESS TO JUSTICE 

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

Do participants perceive the courts to be accessible? 

ACCESS AND FAIRNESS SURVEY 

 The next round of the survey will be conducted during FY2012 ɀ FY2013. 

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

Complete results of the 2008 survey are posted on CourtNet and in the first Performance Measures 
Annual Report on the public web site. 

    

Access to Justice 

http://courtnet.courts.state.mn.us/0/?page=2808
http://www.mncourts.gov/Documents/0/Public/Court_Information_Office/Results_Summary_Posting(small).pdf
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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 of 94% of the number of cases filed in 2010. If Minor Criminal cases 
are excluded, courts disposed of 101% of the number of cases filed. 

 The 2010 statewide overall clearance rate (94%) has declined compared to 2008 and 2007. 

 Clearance rates for Major Criminal cases dropped 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 200 8-2010 

The 2010 clearance rate (Clearance Rate = Number of 
dispositions divided by number of filings times 100) is lower 
than the previous three years. The overall rate is below 100% 
each year from 2006-2010 with variation from year to year but 
the trend is downward.  (See Figure 2.1 for 2008-2010 and 
Figure 2.3 for 2006-2010.) 
 
In 2010, Probate/Mental Health cases have the highest clearance 
rate among case groups at 110% with  Guardianship/ 
Conservatorship cases showing the highest rate within that 
group (148%) (See appendix). Minor  Criminal  cases have the 
lowest clearance rate in 2010 at 92% with Parking cases (84%) 
having the lowest rate within that group .  
 

  
 

Figure  2.2: 2010 Overall Clearance Rates By District  

The high proportion  of all cases that are Minor 
Criminal has a significant impact on the overall 
clearance rate. The overall rate is 100.7% when 
Minor Criminal cases are excluded.         
 
The 2010 Clearance Rate by district for all cases 
ranges from just under 87% in the 2nd and 6th 
Districts to 102% in the 5th District.  See the 
appendix for statewide clearance rates for all 
case types in 2010 and for 2006 to 2010 district 
trends by case groups.   

 

 

Case 
Group 

Clearance Rates 

2008  2009  2010  

Major 
Criminal 

101% 103% 99% 

Major Civil 97% 100% 99% 

Probate/ 
MH 

113% 110% 110% 

Family 102% 100% 101% 

Juvenile 103% 105% 100% 

Minor Civil 99% 100% 101% 

Minor 
Criminal 

93% 95% 92% 

State        95% 96% 94% 

Timeliness 
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Figure  2.3: Statewide Clearance Rates 200 6-2010 ɀ By Case Group 
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Ȱȣ×Å ÕÎÃÏÖÅÒÅÄ Á ÆÅ×ȣÃÏÕÎÔÉÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÁÄ ÍÁÎÙ 
ÃÁÓÅÓ ÓÔÉÌÌ ÌÉÓÔÅÄ ÁÓ ÐÅÎÄÉÎÇȣÔÈÁÔ ÈÁÄ ÂÅÅÎ ÃÌÏÓÅÄ 
several years ago.  Court Administrators and 
ÓÔÁÆÆ ÁÒÅȣÃÏÎÄÕÃÔÉÎÇ Á ÔÈÏÒÏÕÇÈ ÒÅÖÉÅ× ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
MNJAD Pre-Disposition Pending Caseload Report 
ÁÎÄ ÃÌÅÁÎÉÎÇ ÕÐ ÄÁÔÁ ÅÎÔÒÙ ÅÒÒÏÒÓȢ  )Îȣ Ô×Ï 
×ÅÅËÓȣ ÁÐÐÒÏØÉÍÁÔÅÌÙ ωτ ÃÉÖÉÌ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÅÒÅ 
not properly closed years ago have been 
ÃÏÒÒÅÃÔÅÄȢȱ  

5th District 

4ÈÅ .ÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ #ÅÎÔÅÒ ÆÏÒ 3ÔÁÔÅ #ÏÕÒÔÓ ÃÏÎÓÕÌÔÁÎÔȟ $ÁÖÉÄ 3ÔÅÅÌÍÁÎȟ ×ÒÉÔÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ Ȱɍ)ɎÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÅ Á 
ÃÌÅÁÒÁÎÃÅ ÒÁÔÉÏ ÏÆ ρȢπ ÏÒ ÈÉÇÈÅÒ ÅÁÃÈ ÙÅÁÒȢ  ɍρππϷɎ )Æ Á ÃÏÕÒÔȭÓ ÃÌÅÁÒÁÎÃÅ Òatio is continually less than 
1.0 over an extended period, the court will develop a larger number of pending cases.  As the pending 
ÃÁÓÅÌÏÁÄ ÇÒÏ×Óȟ ÄÅÌÁÙÓ ×ÉÌÌ ÁÌÍÏÓÔ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎÌÙ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ȣȱ1  

Figure  2.4: Overall Clearance Rates By District  200 8- 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 has decreased in all 
categories except in Major Criminal 
which increased less than 1% from 
2009 to 2010.   

The number of Major Civil , Probate, 
Family, Juvenile Delinquency and 
Dependency/Neglect pending cases has 
decreased during this time period as 
the filing numbers decreased and most 
clearance rates stayed flat or increased. 

 

A backlog index is another way to analyze the magnitude 
of cases pending in -ÉÎÎÅÓÏÔÁȭÓ $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ #ÏÕÒÔÓȢ  
Information about backlog begins on page 26.  

  

                                                             
1 Steelman, David C., Caseflow Management (Williamsburg: National Center for State Courts, 2000), p. 132. 

Timeliness 
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TIME TO DISPOSITION 

 Statewide, nearly 98% of all cases disposed in MNCIS in 2010 were disposed within the 99th 
percentile of the time objective.  Conversely, just over 2% of all cases were disposed later than 
the objective.  

 Eight percent (8%) of Major Criminal cases were disposed beyond the 12 month objective in 
2010.  Only 53% of Major Criminal cases met the 90th percentile objective of 4 months.  

 Twenty-seven percent (27%) of all cases disposed in 2010 with a jury trial were disposed 
beyond the 99th percentile time objective.  However, jury trials represent only 1.6% of all major 
criminal and major civil  case type dispositions in 2010. 

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

Figure  2.6: Statewide Time To Disposition  Cases Disposed in MNCIS in 2010  

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

Beyond 
99th  Total  

  Obj Cases % Obj Cases 
Cum 

% Obj Cases 
 Cum 

% Cases % Cases 
Avg 

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 

Juvenile Del 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 96.0 9 10,867 98.2 8,456 1.8 483,095 50 

              Grand Total 
 

536,431 85.5 
 

51,876 93.8 
 

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

  

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

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

Within the Major Criminal category, 27% of the serious felony dispositions in 2010 occurred beyond 
the 99th percentile objective of 12 months (See appendix for details). In contrast, 4% of the Gross 
Misdemeanor DWI dispositions occurred beyond the 12 month objective.  

The following charts show Time to Disposition by Case Group for 2010 by District. The greatest 
variation among districts is in Major Criminal with the 3rd District disposing of 15.2% of Major 
Criminal cases beyond the 99th percentile objective down to the 8th District disposing of 2.3% beyond 
the 99th percentile.   

 

Timeliness 
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Figure  2.7: Time To Disposition 20 10 By Case Group By District  

Major Crim . Time To Disp . 2010  

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

3 40.3% 58.4% 84.8% 15.2% 

1 45.0% 63.5% 88.0% 12.0% 

10 37.1% 56.5% 89.3% 10.7% 

7 43.6% 63.5% 89.4% 10.6% 

6 58.1% 76.5% 92.9% 7.1% 

9 57.1% 75.1% 93.4% 6.6% 

5 53.3% 72.3% 93.5% 6.5% 

2 63.6% 80.1% 95.4% 4.6% 

4 67.2% 81.8% 96.4% 3.6% 

8 61.3% 79.4% 97.7% 2.3% 

State 52.5% 70.2% 91.9% 8.1% 

    

Dissolution Time to Disp . 2010  
  90th  97th  99th  > 99th  

District  % Cum %  Cum % % 

10 87.4% 94.8% 97.8% 2.2% 

6 92.0% 96.8% 98.3% 1.7% 

3 90.9% 96.8% 99.0% 1.0% 

1 93.3% 97.8% 99.1% 0.9% 

2 92.8% 97.8% 99.2% 0.8% 

7 92.4% 98.0% 99.3% 0.7% 

9 93.3% 97.8% 99.3% 0.7% 

4 94.3% 98.7% 99.7% 0.3% 

5 95.2% 98.9% 99.9% 0.1% 

8 95.0% 98.4% 100.0% 0.0% 

State 92.1% 97.4% 99.1% 0.9% 

 

Juv. Del. Time to Disposition 20 10 

  90th  97th  99th  > 99th  

District  % Cum %  Cum % % 

3 69.3% 86.8% 92.0% 8.0% 

7 75.0% 91.5% 94.1% 5.9% 

4 74.3% 90.9% 94.5% 5.5% 

5 81.0% 92.2% 94.6% 5.4% 

6 84.9% 94.5% 95.4% 4.6% 

1 85.6% 94.0% 95.5% 4.5% 

9 79.9% 92.5% 95.7% 4.3% 

2 89.7% 96.1% 96.8% 3.2% 

8 82.1% 95.5% 97.0% 3.0% 

10 86.5% 95.6% 97.5% 2.5% 

State 80.7% 92.8% 95.3% 4.7% 

 

 

 

Major Civil Time to Disp. 20 10  
  90th  97th  99th  > 99th  

District  % Cum %  Cum % % 

6 91.0% 95.6% 97.6% 2.4% 

9 92.1% 96.6% 98.1% 1.9% 

10 90.9% 96.1% 98.2% 1.8% 

5 93.6% 97.2% 98.3% 1.7% 

1 94.6% 97.8% 98.7% 1.3% 

7 92.6% 97.2% 98.8% 1.2% 

3 93.1% 97.1% 98.9% 1.1% 

2 92.2% 97.6% 99.1% 0.9% 

4 94.3% 98.6% 99.5% 0.5% 

8 93.8% 97.7% 99.5% 0.5% 

State 93.0% 97.4% 98.8% 1.2% 

Dom. Abuse Time to Disp. 2010 
  90th  97th  99th  > 99th  

District  % Cum %  Cum % % 

1 97.0% 98.2% 98.8% 1.2% 

9 95.9% 97.8% 98.9% 1.1% 

5 97.0% 98.5% 99.0% 1.0% 

3 98.2% 98.6% 99.1% 0.9% 

6 97.8% 99.0% 99.1% 0.9% 

2 97.9% 99.3% 99.4% 0.6% 

10 96.7% 98.7% 99.4% 0.6% 

7 98.0% 98.9% 99.7% 0.3% 

4 99.5% 99.9% 99.9% 0.1% 

8 98.3% 99.4% 100.0% 0.0% 

State 97.9% 99.0% 99.4% 0.6% 

Minor Crim. Time to Disp. 20 10  
  90th  97th  99th  > 99th  

District  % Cum %  Cum % % 

2 60.4% 83.8% 94.0% 6.0% 

4 69.1% 90.1% 96.2% 3.8% 

10 87.3% 95.1% 97.5% 2.5% 

3 90.8% 96.9% 98.7% 1.3% 

1 92.9% 97.6% 98.9% 1.1% 

5 93.9% 98.0% 99.0% 1.0% 

7 93.2% 97.7% 99.0% 1.0% 

6 92.6% 98.1% 99.2% 0.8% 

9 93.1% 98.1% 99.2% 0.8% 

8 94.9% 98.8% 99.5% 0.5% 

State 88.3% 96.0% 98.2% 1.8% 

Timeliness 

Minor Criminal Time to Disposition excludes 

ViBES data. 
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Figure  2.8: 5 th  Degree Assault Cases Time to Disposition  2010  by District  

 
While statewide numbers tend to even out many 
variances, district and county level information show 
more variation.  For example, nearly seven percent (6.6%) 
of 5th Degree Assault  cases were disposed beyond the 99th 
percentile objective of 9 months statewide in 2010.  But, 
there are many differences among districts  ranging from 
the 4th and 8th District s with less than 3% of 5th Degree 
Assault cases disposed beyond the objective (these 
districts together have 30% of statewide 5th Degree 
Assault dispositions for the year) to the 3rd District  
recording over 11% of these cases disposed after 9 
months. 
 

 

Figure 2.9 illustrates county variation in time to disposition for the WCL type of Other Felony  cases.  
(Generally, Other Felony cases include all felonies except Murder, Sex Crimes and Felony DWI.)  It 
shows that the percent of cases disposed in 2010 beyond the 12 month objective (99th percentile) 
ranges from 0% to 44%.   

Steele County has the highest percent of Other Felony cases disposed beyond the 99th percentile, 
disposing 206 cases in 2010 (see appendix for number of cases disposed by county).  This number of 
dispositions compares to Kittson County which disposed of seven (7) 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 percentage may 
appear distorted, but there are still cases beyond the timing objectives to be monitored and acted 
upon. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

District  >99th % ( 9 mo.)  
Total Cases 

Disposed 
3 11.4% 857 

7 10.5% 963 

2 9.4% 1132 

1 9.0% 1239 

10 8.4% 1,906 

5 8.3% 533 

6 4.4% 662 

9 3.2% 820 

8 2.8% 288 

4 2.7% 3276 

State 6.6% 11,676 

Timeliness 
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Figure  2.9: Other Felony Case Dispositions Beyond the 99 th  Percentile Objective 20 10  

By County 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The appendix contains the total number of dispositions by county for Other Felony cases in 2010. If a county is not shown on this 
chart, no cases were disposed beyond the 99

th
 percentile objective. 

Timeliness 
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As would be expected, there are also differences in time to disposition based on the type of activity 
that closed the case (see appendix).  

Over a quarter (27%) of the 2,388 cases disposed (of all case types that have timing objectives) in 
MNCIS in 2010 with a jury tria l went beyond the 99th percentile.  The differences among case groups 
are shown in Figure 2.10. 

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

Case Group 
% Cases Disposed 

Beyond 99 th  
Percentile  

Total Cases Disposed with 
Jury Trial (less than  ½ % of 

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 disposed (in all case types) with only hearing activity and no trial 
(272,377 cases) went beyond the 99th percentile and only .4% of cases without any hearing activity 
(344,086) went beyond the 99th percentile. 
 
Figure  2.11: Statewide Percent Cases Disposed in MNCIS Beyond 99 th  Percentile by 
Disposition Activi ty Type  -  2007 -2010 
  

 

Only dispositions recorded in MNCIS are included in Figure 2.11 (no dispositions done in TCIS or 
ViBES are included).  In 2007, approximately 75% of all non minor criminal cases are included, about 
98% in 2008, and 100% in 2009 and 2010 except for Minor Criminal cases processed in ViBES in 
Hennepin and Ramsey Counties.    
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AGE OF PENDING CASES 

 Seven percent (7%) of active pending cases statewide at the end of June 2011 were pending 
beyond the 99th percentile objective for completing the case (Timing objectives are those used 
for Time to Disposition.). 

 Among districts, the percent of cases pending beyond the 99th percentile ranges from 4% in the 
2nd , 5th and 8th Districts to 11% in the 10th District . 

 Statewide, Misdemeanor DWI and Condemnation cases have the greatest percent of cases 
pending beyond the 99th percentile (24% and 23% respectively).  Misdemeanor DWI cases are 
likely impacted by the Intoxilyzer Source Code issue (link to Consolidated Source Code case 
information) . 

Figure  2.12: Statewide Age of Pending (MNCIS Cases) As Of 6/ 30 / 2011 

 

While the statewide average for all case 
types pending over the 99th percentile is 7% 
of cases, there is variation among case 
groups from Dissolution cases at 1% up to 
11% of Major Criminal cases pending 
beyond the 99th percentile objective of 12 
months.  Juvenile Delinquency and 
Domestic Abuse cases also have a higher 
percentage of cases pending beyond the 
99th  percentile objectives (8%) (See 
appendix for complete statewide Age of 
Pending as of 6/ 30/2011 .). 

 

 

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

There are differences among districts in the 
overall age of pending cases as shown in Figure 
2.13**.  The appendix contains complete Age of 
Pending reports for each district as of 
6/ 30/20 11.  

When comparing the percent of cases pending 
beyond the 99th percentile from 10/16/08 to 
6/ 30/1 1 eight districts and the statewide total 
show decreased overall age of pending and an 
increase in only one district (4th σϷ ÉÎ ȭπψȟ φϷ ÉÎ 
ȭρρɊ.  The 1st District  has the greatest decline 
going from 14% pending beyond the 99th 
percentile to 4% in 2010 to 5% in 2011.   

Case 
Group 

90th 
Percen-

tile  

Cum 
97 th  

Percen-
tile  

Cum 
99 th  

Percen-
tile  

Over 
99th 

Percen-
tile  

Total 
Cases 

Pending 

Major 
Criminal 

57% 71% 89% 11% 23,391 

Major 
Civil 

85% 92% 95% 5% 13,226 

Dissolu- 
tions 

91% 97% 99% 1% 5,377 

Dom. 
Abuse 

85% 90% 92% 8% 326 

Major 
Juvenile 

78% 89% 92% 8% 2,590 

Minor 
Crim*  

78% 89% 94% 6% 61,658 

State 
Total 

75% 86% 93% 7% 106,568 

Timeliness 

** Excludes ViBES cases 

*Excludes ViBES cases 

http://www.mncourts.gov/?page=3928
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Within  each statewide result, there is a lot of variation 
found among districts and among the counties within 
the districts.   

 An example of the variation found in the same 
measure is shown in the Age of Pending of Other Civil 
cases.  Statewide, there are 7% of Other Civil cases 
pending beyond the 99th percentile.  But, district 
results range from 2% of these cases pending beyond 
the 24 month objective in the 4th District to 22% in the 
9th District.  Within the 9th District, the county results 
vary on Other Civil cases pending beyond 24 months 
from 0% of cases in several counties to 40% in Crow 
Wing County.  

 

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

 

District  

% over 
99th 

Percentile  

# of 
Pending 

Cases 

9 22% 482 

10 14% 1198 

6 9% 289 

State 7% 5648 

3 7% 270 

7 6% 345 

1 4% 524 

8 3% 86 

2 3% 732 

5 3% 148 

4 2% 1574 

 

 

 

Statewide, by county, the percent of Other Civil cases pending beyond the 24 month objective range 
from 50% to 0% as shown in Figure 2.15.  The appendix contains information about the number of 
cases pending in each location and the average number of days each case that is beyond the 99th 
percentile has been pending. 

 

  

9th  District 
Counties 

% over 
99th 

Percentile  

# of 
Pending 

Cases 

Crow Wing                39.8% 206 

Marshall                 33.3% 9 

Roseau 22.2% 9 

Aitkin                   18.0% 50 

Polk                     13.0% 23 

Koochiching              10.0% 10 

Pennington               6.7% 15 

Itasca                   5.6% 54 

Beltrami                 0.0% 23 

Cass                     0.0% 30 

Clearwater               0.0% 9 

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 

Timeliness Timeliness 

Responding to Performance Measure Results 

The 1st District shows the greatest decline in percent 
of cases pending beyond the 99th percentile between 
2008 and 2010.  In their report for 2010 results, they 
ÁÔÔÒÉÂÕÔÅ ÔÈÉÓ ÄÅÃÌÉÎÅ ÔÏ ȰȣÁ ÍÁÊÏÒ ÄÁÔÁ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÁÕÄÉÔȢ 
ȣ 7Å ÒÅÖÉÅ×ÅÄ ÁÌÌ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÁÇÅÄ Ïver the 99th percentile 
to determine if we had any data quality error and if 
found, corrected them. Cases legitimately aged beyond 
the 99th percentile were either set for hearing or trial 
or the attorney of record was contacted to determine 
the next appropriate action on the case.  We have 
started moving this review down to the 97th and 90th 

ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔÉÌÅȢȱ 
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Figure  2.15: Percent of Other Civil  Cases Pending Beyond 99 th  Percentile ( 24 months) 
By County (As of 7-28-201 1)  

 

The Other Civil case category includes condemnation, forfeiture, torrens, mortgage foreclosures and others such 
as the case type of MNCIS Civil Other.  If a county is not listed, no cases are pending beyond the 99th percentile. 
Appendix contains total number of Other Civil cases pending by county and average number of days cases 
beyond the 99th percentile have been pending as of 7/ 28/20 11.  
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BACKLOG INDEX 

 All Backlog Index scores are below .5. The lower the index score, the better, as the maximum 
index score should be 1.0.  

 The Major Criminal Backlog Index is the only category that has risen from 2006 to 2010 (.38 to 
.43) while the Probate/Mental Health Backlog Index has declined nearly 70% in that time. 

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

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

Another useful measure is the Backlog IÎÄÅØ Ȱ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ 
one of the quickest and most reliable indicators of 
court wide performance relating to case-processing 
times.  It measures the pending caseload against the 
ÃÏÕÒÔȭÓ ÃÁÐÁÃÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÄÉÓÐÏÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÓÅÌÏÁÄ ÄÕÒÉÎÇ Á 
ÇÉÖÅÎ ÔÉÍÅ ÐÅÒÉÏÄȢȱ2 The specific measurement is the 
number of cases of a given case type pending at the 
beginning of the year, divided by the total number of 
cases of that case type disposed during the year.   

The major difference between clearance rates and 
backlog index is that clearance rates compare 
ÄÉÓÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ ÆÉÌÉÎÇÓ ɉËÅÅÐÉÎÇ ÕÐ ×ÉÔÈ ȬÎÅ×ȭ ×ÏÒËɊ 
whil e the backlog index compares dispositions to previously pending cases (taking care of ȬÏÌÄȭ ×ÏÒËɊȢ   
In other words, the backlog index represents the part of a year it  would take to dispose of the cases 
pending at the beginning of the year  if no new cases were filed. 

For example, if a county had 500 pending Other Felony cases at the beginning of the year and disposed 
of 1,000 Other Felony cases that year, it would have a backlog index of .5. This means that the court 
ȰÔÕÒÎÅÄ ÏÖÅÒȱ ÏÒ ÄÉÓÐÏÓÅÄ of the equivalent of the pending caseload within six months (.5 equals a half-
year).   

Ȱ! ÂÁÃËÌÏÇ ÉÎÄÅØ ÏÆ ρȢπ ÍÅÁÎÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÒÔ ÄÉÓÐÏÓÅÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÅÑÕÉÖÁÌÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÃÁÓÅÌÏÁÄ ÉÎ ÏÎÅ 
ÙÅÁÒȢȱ3  The minimum goal for a civil backlog index is 1.0 or less.  Criminal cases should be disposed 
more quickly, so the backlog index should be lower for criminal cases than civil cases. 

This 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 areas that need focused attention, regardless of current filing 
numbers.  

 

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

Timeliness 

òéthe backlog index é is 
one of the é most reliable 

indicators of courtwide 

performance relating to case-
processing times.ó  

David Steelman 
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Figure  2.16: Backlog Index of  By Case Type Statewide 2006-2010  

Figure 2.16 shows that the highest backlog 
index statewide is for Major Criminal 
although it is less than .5 (.43). 

The backlog index has been declining for 
all major case groups in the past five years, 
except in Major Criminal.  The Minor 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 .97 in 2006 to .31 in 2010 
while Major Criminal had a backlog index 
of .38 in 2006 rising to .43 in 2010.   

As with other measures, the Major Criminal backlog index varies by district and counties within 
districts.  District backlog index data for 2006-2010 is available in the appendix. 
  

Figure  2.17: 2010 Backlog Index for  Major Criminal Cases By District   

Figure 2.17 shows the Major Criminal 
backlog index for 2010 as low as .31 
in the 8th District to a high of .54 in 
the 3rd District.  This means that the 
8th District was able to dispose of the 
number of cases pending at the 
beginning of 2010 in under four 
months (.31 of a year) while the 3rd 
disposed an equivalent number of 
cases as those pending at the 
beginning of 2010 in about six and ½ 
months (.54 of a year). 

 

 
 
As in other measures, there is variation by county within a district. 
Major Criminal cases in the 3rd District range from a backlog index of 
.33 in Fillmore County to .82 in Steele County.   These numbers show 
that Steele County took nearly ten months to dispose of the number 
of Major Criminal cases pending at the beginning of 2010 while 
Fillmore County took about four months to dispose of the Major 
#ÒÉÍÉÎÁÌ ȬÂÁÃËÌÏÇ.ȭ 
  

3rd  District  
2010 Backlog in 

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 Total .54 
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άLǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ WǳŘƛŎƛŀƭ .ǊŀƴŎƘ 
that juvenile protection cases be 
expedited in conformance with state 
and federal requirements with the goal 
of serving the best interests of children 
by providing safe, stable, and 
permanent homes for abused and 
neglected children.  
  
Χ /WL ƧǳŘƎŜǎ ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ 

for monitoring and improving 

performance on federal and judicial 

branch child welfare measures and are 

encouraged to develop and implement 

local plans to improve such 

ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΦέ 

Judicial Policy 601 

LENGTH OF TIME TO PERMANENCY 

 Just under three-fourths (74%) of children who reached permanency on a CHIPS case in 2010 
did so after being out of home for 12 months or fewer (across all types of CHIPS cases). 

 Just under two-thirds  (62%) of children who reached permanency on one of the Permanency 
case types reached permanency within 12 months (TPR (old case type), Permanency-TPR, 
Permanency-Non-TPR). 

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

 

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

The report was made available to court staff and judges in 
April of 2010 and the final phase of the data quality process 
was completed in December 2010.     

Because of the complexity of these cases, training continues 
to be provided to CJI teams and other MNCIS users to make 
sure the data accurately and thoroughly reflects all activity 
on the case.  Data files with possible errors are available on 
CourtNet for court administration to use for local data 
quality work. 

 

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

The Judicial Council also set an objective that 60% 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.    

  

Timeliness 

http://courtnet.courts.state.mn.us/100/?page=2400
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Figure  2.18: Length of Time  for Children to Reach Permanency  in 20 10  By District  
 
Figure 2.18 shows that, statewide, 74% of children 
on a CHIPS case who reached permanency in 2010 
did so after being out of home a total of 12 months 
or less (1,753 children out of 2,371 total) while 
62% of the children on a Permanency case 
reached permanency in 2010 did so by 12 months 
(559 children out of 901 total)  (see appendix for 
county listings of 2010 CHIPS and Permanency 
cases reaching permanency by 12 months). 
 
For this report , protective supervision and trial 
home visits are included as permanencies.  In 
2010, statewide, 44% of all children reaching 
permanency on a CHIPS case did so by these two 
types of permanency.  Another 45% of children 
had their case dismissed or jurisdiction 
terminated as the permanency of record.  

Overall, the permanency types achieved most 
frequently in 2010 for children on a Permanency case are Transfer of Permanent Legal and Physical 
Custody (42%) and State Ward for Adoption (34%). 

There is variation among districts for the percent of children reaching permanency within 12 months 
as shown in Figure 2.18.  For CHIPS cases, the range is from 48% in the 2nd District to over 80% 
reaching permanency within 12 months in the 1st, 3rd and 4th District s. For children on a Permanency 
case, the percent reaching permanency within 12 months varies from 46% in the 2nd District to over 
70% in the 3rd and 4th 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 2.1 9: Length of Time for Children to Reach Permanency Statewide 2008 to 2010  
 

  

 

    
CHIPS Cases 

  
Permanency 

Cases 

Dis. 
Cum % 
thru 12 
months 

Tot Num  
Children 
Reaching 

Perm 

  
Cum % 
thru 12 
months 

Tot Num  
Children 
Reaching 

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 77% 237   61% 82 

8 76% 102   66% 44 

9 79% 272   66% 76 

10 64% 299   48% 98 

           
State 74% 2371   62% 901 

Timeliness 

69% 

76% 
74% 

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

Statewide Percent of Children Reaching 
Permanency by 12 Months 2008 to 2010 

- CHIPS Cases 

2008 2009 2010

51% 

63% 62% 

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

Statewide Percent of Children Reaching 
Permanency by 12 Months 2008 to 2010 

- Permanency Cases 

2008 2009 2010



30 
 

Our CJI 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 
CJI action plan. 

4th District  

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% of children with a Trial 
Home Visit reached permanency while only 48% of children with Long-Term Foster Care and 50% of 
children who are State Wards for Adoption achieved permanency by 12 months.  Nine percent (9%) of 
children reaching a permanency of long-term foster care on a CHIPS case 2010 needed over 24 months 
to achieve permanency and 8% of children with reunified permanency took longer than 24 months. 

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

 

There are expectations that counties and districts will see improvements in results for CHIPS and 
Permanency cases as most have had hands-on training for accurate recording of events in MNCIS. The 
Length of Time to Permanency report drill-through feature provides cases to review to see why some 
are taking longer than others. Several districts mentioned renewed discussions with local Department 
ÏÆ (ÕÍÁÎ 3ÅÒÖÉÃÅ ÏÆÆÉÃÉÁÌÓ ÁÎÄ #ÏÕÎÔÙ !ÔÔÏÒÎÅÙȭÓ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÓȢ 

   

 

  

Permanency 
Type*  

Up to 6 
months  

Cum to 12 
mo 

 Cum to 
15 mo 

Cum to 18 
mo 

Cum to 24 
mo 

Cum >24 
mo 

Total 
Child -

ren  
Term. of Jurisdiction 
w/o Perm. Order  

151 15% 429 59% 158 75% 116 86% 93 96% 43 100% 990 

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% 0 100% 91 

Dismissed w/o Perm. 
Order 

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 

State Ward for 
Adoption  

8 14% 20 50% 9 66% 9 82% 10 100% 0 100% 56 

Long-Term Foster Care  1 4% 10 48% 6 74% 3 87% 1 91% 2 100% 23 

Non State Ward for 
Adoption 

0 0% 6 86% 1 100% 0 100% 0 100% 0 100% 7 

Foster Care for a 
Specified Time  

5 83% 1 100% 0 100% 0 100% 0 100% 0 100% 6 

                            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. 

Timeliness 
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COURT OF APPEALS DISPOSITIONS WITHIN TIME STANDARDS 

 The Court of Appeals established two performance measures and standards in March 2011, 
modifying  those approved in 2007.  

 In 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 days. 

 The Court of Appeals disposed of 92% of its cases within 365 days (goal is 90%) in 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 August 2007, and updated in 
March 2011. The Court  has adopted the ABA ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅ ÏÆ ȬÃÁÓÅ ÃÌÅÁÒÁÎÃÅȭ, which measures cases from 
beginning (filing) to end (disposition).  The goals are to have 75% of cases disposed within 290 days of 
filing and 90% disposed within 365 days of filing.   

Figure  2.21: Percent of Court of Appeals Cases Disposed 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 
meeting 
objective  

 
% of cases 
meeting 
objective  Civil  # Cases # Cases 

General Civil 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  Prot ection    
 

  
 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 cases 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-
ÅØÉÓÔÉÎÇ ÂÁÃËÌÏÇ ÁÎÄ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÖÁÒÉÏÕÓ ÄÅÌÁÙÓ ÉÎ ÃÒÉÍÉÎÁÌ ÃÁÓÅÓȟ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÃÏÕÒÔ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÅÒÓȭ Îeed for 
ÍÏÒÅ ÔÉÍÅ ÔÏ ÐÒÅÐÁÒÅ ÔÒÁÎÓÃÒÉÐÔÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÄÅÆÅÎÄÅÒÓȭ ÆÒÅÑÕÅÎÔ ÒÅÑÕÅÓÔÓ ÆÏÒ ÅØÔÅÎÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÄÅÁÄÌÉÎÅÓȢ   

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%). 

 

Timeliness 
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Figure  2.22: Percent of Court of Appeals Cases Disposed Within 365 Days of Filing  

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

From Filing to Disposition Goal = 90% of Cases  
  

      2009  2010  
  

 
% of cases 
meeting 
objective  

 
% of cases 
meeting 
objective  Civil  # Cases # Cases 

 General Civil 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  Prot ection    
 

  
 Protection 62 100%  42 100%  

    
 

  
 Juv. Delinquency   

 
  

 Delinquency 4 100.0% 26 100% 

  
 

 
 

Total Cases 2,331 80.8% 2,263 92.0% 
          

 

In 2010, the court 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 goal in 2010 (79% 
disposed within 365 days), but the Court exceeded the goal in all other case types, and improved 
compared to 2009. 

The court expects its timeliness statistics to improve slightly in 2011.  

 

  

Timeliness 
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SUPREME COURT DISPOSITIONS WITHIN TIME STANDARDS 

 The Supreme Court is generally meeting its time standards.   

 The event category that meets most objectives is Filing of PFR to Disposition of PFR. 

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

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

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

Figure  2.23: Number of Days Elapsed at 50 th  Percentile of Supreme Court  Cases ȭ07-Ȭρπ  

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

 

Minnesota Suprem e Court Time Standards (Days)  

50th Percentile  

  Mandatory/Original (Non -PFRs) Discretionary  

Event 

  Num   Num   Num   Num   Num   Num   Num Crim  Num 

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

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

Filing of PFR to 
Disp of PFR 
Standard  

--  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 50   50   20   30   

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 
Circulation of 
Majority  
Standard  

50   40   15   10   60   --  --  20   30   

2010 59 37 42 26 53 48 -- -- 80 66 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

2009 63 40 57 23 37 59 -- 11 71 60 -- -- -- 0 67^ 3 

2008  38 41 23 28 28 54 -- 7 50 63 --  --  -- 0 29 1 

2007 34 44 34 37 20 46 -- 6 57 71  -- --  27 6 29 5 
Submission to 
Disposition 
without/w ith  
Dissent 
Standard  

90/  
105 

  
75/  
105 

  
50/  
60 

  
30/  
40 

  
90/  
105 

  --  --  
30/  
40 

  
45/  
60 

  

2010 121 37 36 26 98 48 -- -- 169 66 -- -- -- 0 -- -- 

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

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

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

Timeliness 
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To report the points of measurement, MACS, the Supreme Court case management system, calculates 
the number of days at the 50th percentile and 90th percentile of all of the cases handled of a particular 
type and by event.  This means that if there were 100 cases of a certain type, the number of days to 
accomplish an event (i.e. filing of PFR to disposition of PFR) would be put in numeric order by number 
of days and the days at case number 50 is then recorded as the 50th percentile number of days and the 
days at case number 90 is recorded as the 90th percentile number of days. 

Figure  2.24: Number of Days Elapsed at 90 th  Percentile of Supreme Court Cases ȭ07- Ȭρπ 

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

 

In general, the Supreme Court is meeting its time objectives.  The annual trends 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 to a return to more 
usual numbers of PFRs after a large increase in 2009.  

Some of the areas that are not meeting objectives include all phases of Professional Regulation cases 
and Submission to Disposition with/without Dissent at the 50th and 90th Percentile.      

Minnesota Supreme Court Time Standards (Days)  

90th Percentile  

  Mandatory/Original (Non -PFRs) Discretionary  

Event 

  Num 
 

Num 
 

Num 
 

Num 
 

Num 
 

Num 
 

Num Crim. Num 

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

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

Filing of PFR to 
Disposition of 
PFR Standard  

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

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 
Majority  
Standard  

125   90   40   20   125    --  --  20   45   

2010 110 37 105 26 64 48 -- -- 138 66 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

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

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

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

Submission to 
Disposition 
without/with 
Dissent 
Standard  

170/  
200 

  
110/  
140 

  
60/  
90 

  
35/  
45 

  
160/  
190 

   -- --  
40/  
40 

  
65/  
90 

  

2010 225 37 142 26 129 48 -- -- 288 66 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

2009 198 40 164 23 127 59 55** 11 302 60 -- -- -- 0 223^ 3 

2008 136 41 99 28 92 54 25** 7 183 63  -- --   -- 0   79  1 

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

Timeliness 



35 
 

INTEGRITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY  

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

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

DATA QUALITY PROGRAM 

 The Data Quality program has been functioning for four years and has been instrumental in 
leading several significant data quality efforts. 

 Several additional Data Quality tools were developed in the last year to assist court staff with 
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 Tyler (MNCIS) system defect.  

 Many district s noted that their use of data quality reports and trainings on data quality have 
lead directly to improved performance measure results. 

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

The Data Quality Program continues to make headway in helping to ensure the integrity of the ÃÏÕÒÔÓȭ 
records.  A defect 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 did not pass via integration to the Bureau of Criminal Apprehension (BCA).  The Data 
Quality 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 fully throughout 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 in cases 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 and weekly posting of CHIPS Data Quality Reports and Court Data 
Files for local courts to use in monitoring their data, and technical assistance with local courts to help 
them develop the ability to self monitor selected CHIPS data and recognize data issues.   

 
 

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

Judicial Branch Policy 703 

Integrity and Accountability 
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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 disposition date that is before the file date, CHIPS placement end 
date is before the begin date and criminal cases with invalid statute and level combination.  Each Court 
Data File has thorough documentation including a description of the file, why it is important, direct 
links to resources such as Court Administration Processes (CAPs) and customized information about 
why a case may be included in the file and what can be done to fix the case. 

An example of a very successful Court Data File is one that identifies 
Juvenile 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 
1,099 cases to virtually none. 

Several Court Data Files were recently developed to address several 
potential conflict issues with Criminal Court Dispositions and Court 
Decisions for felonies, gross misdemeanors, and targeted 
misdemeanors.  The three types of potential data conflicts include: 

1. Disposition ÉÓ ÒÅÃÏÒÄÅÄ ÁÓ Á Ȱ#ÏÎÖÉÃÔÉÏÎȱ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅ #ÏÕÒÔ 
$ÅÃÉÓÉÏÎ ÉÓ Ȱ#ÏÎÔÉÎÕÅÄȱ 

2. #ÏÕÒÔ $ÅÃÉÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ Ȱ3ÔÁÙ ÏÆ )ÍÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎȱ ÁÌÓÏ ÃÏÎÔÁÉÎÓ Á Ȱ#ÏÍÍÉÔ 
ÔÏ #ÏÍÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÅÒȱ ÁÓ Á 3ÅÎÔÅÎÃÅ #ÏÍÐÏÎÅÎÔ 

3. $ÉÓÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ Ȱ3ÔÁÙÅÄȱ ÂÙ #ÏÕÒÔ $ÅÃÉÓÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ Ȱ#ÏÎÔÉÎÕÅÄȢ 

In the six weeks these files 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 available on 
CourtNet.   The Data Quality staff is also available for consultation. 

 

 

  

Integrity and Accountability 

ǒ ǒ ǒ 

ȰȣÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÕÓÅÓ 
multiple resources, such 

as the Data Quality 
3ÈÁÒÅ0ÏÉÎÔ ÓÉÔÅ ȣ ÔÏ 
ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅ ÄÁÔÁ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙȢȱ 

2nd District  

ǒ ǒ ǒ 

http://courtnet.courts.state.mn.us/100/?page=2400
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EXCELLENCE 

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

 Do participants understand the orders given by the Court?  

ACCESS AND FAIRNESS SURVEY 

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

The measure for the Excellence goal is the final statement in the Fairness section of the Access and 
Fairness survey - ȰAs I leave the court, I know what to do next in my case.ȱ  The Fairness Section of the 
ÓÕÒÖÅÙ ×ÁÓ ÔÁÒÇÅÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÔÓ ×ÈÏ ÁÎÓ×ÅÒÅÄ Ȱ9ÅÓȱ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎ Ȱ$ÉÄ ÙÏÕ ÁÐÐÅÁÒ ÉÎ ÆÒÏÎÔ ÏÆ Á 
ÊÕÄÉÃÉÁÌ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒ ÔÏÄÁÙȩȱ  /ÖÅÒÁÌÌȟ ÅÉÇÈÔÙ-five percent (85%) of respondents agreed or strongly agreed 
with the statement.  

Results from the first Access and Fairness survey are available on CourtNet and on the Public Web Site. 

 

  

  

Excellence 

http://courtnet.courts.state.mn.us/0/?page=2811
http://www.mncourts.gov/Documents/0/Public/Court_Information_Office/Results_Summary_Posting(small).pdf
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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 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 
ÔÈÅ #ÏÕÒÔȭÓ ÄÅÃÉÓÉÏÎȩ 

ACCESS AND FAIRNESS SURVEY 

 When the Access and Fairness Survey was conducted in 2008, at least 80% of respondents 
agreed or strongly agreed with all fairness section statements. 

 Responses varied by demographic groups and locations, specifically role and race of 
respondents, as well as by county size4 and 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 respondents who answered 
Ȱ9ÅÓȱ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ Ȱ$ÉÄ ÙÏÕ ÁÐÐÅÁÒ ÉÎ ÆÒÏÎÔ ÏÆ Á ÊÕÄÉÃÉÁÌ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÒ ÔÏÄÁÙȩȱ   

Statewide, at least eight in ten (80%) respondents agreed or strongly agreed with all statements in the 
fairness section.  The statements with the highest percentage of agreement were: 

 As I leave the court, I know what to do next about my case (85%) 

 I was treated the same as everyone else (84%) 

An index score was calculated to put all questions in the Fairness section together on a scale of 0-100.  
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: 

 Attorneys representing a client (89) 

 Law enforcement/probation/social service staff (87) 

 Respondents in Small Courts5 (86) 

The demographic groups with the lowest fairness index scores statewide were: 

 Locations with response rates of less than 50% (79) 

 Asian or Native Hawaiian or Pac Islander respondents (79) 

 Victims (79) 

 

Complete results from the first Access and Fairness survey are available on CourtNet and on the Public 
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. 

Fairness and Equity 

http://courtnet.courts.state.mn.us/0/?page=2812
http://www.mncourts.gov/Documents/0/Public/Court_Information_Office/Results_Summary_Posting(small).pdf
http://www.mncourts.gov/Documents/0/Public/Court_Information_Office/Results_Summary_Posting(small).pdf
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Are jurors representative of our communities?  

JURY POOLS 

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

 Nearly all jurors complete the race and Hispanic/Latino ethnicity information on 
questionnaires. 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 questionnaires come from the jury management system.  
The chart below compares the racial breakdown of the population as reported in the 2009 American 
Community Survey to the jurors who report for service, return t heir questionnaires, and report their 
race.   

The decennial census no longer collects the detailed information that is needed to match as many 
criteria as possible to the characteristics of people eligible to serve on juries.  Instead, the American 
Community Survey is conducted annually on a portion of the population to collect much of the 
ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÕÓÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ȬÌÏÎÇ ÆÏÒÍȭ ÃÅÎÓÕÓ  Only larger locations and the state as a whole 
can be reported by race using the specific criteria that closely resemble those eligible for jury service 
(see appendix for all county-level juror  data). 

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

* 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 the demographic criteria, White jurors are very 
slightly over-represented compared to the population in Anoka and St. Louis counties.  White jurors 
are very slightly under-represented in Hennepin and Ramsey Counties.  Ramsey County has more 
Asian/Pacific Islander jurors than in the population and fewer Black jurors than in the population. 

  White  Black  
American 

Indian  
Asian/Pacific 

Islander  
Other & 2+ 

Races Total*  

  
2009 
ACS 

FY11 
Jurors 

2009 
ACS 

FY11 
Jurors 

2009 
ACS 

FY11 
Jurors 

2009 
ACS 

FY11 
Jurors 

2009 
ACS 

FY11 
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 92.2% 94.2 % 3.1% 2.0% .9% .6% 2.9% 2.1% .9% 1.1% 1,259 

Carver-Scott 93.5% 95.1% 1.7% .5% .4% .7% 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% .7% 4.9% 6.7% 1.3% 2.6% 5,807 

St. Louis 96.4% 97.5% .6% .3% 1.8% 1.2% .5% 0.1% 1.0% .9% 2,353 

Washington 93.2% 93.5% 2.6% 1.8% .1% .8% 3.1% 2.7% 1.0% 1.3% 1,211 

Fairness and Equity 



40 
 

Statewide, only 1% of jurors had missing race information during FY2011.  The calculation for percent 
of jurors by race excludes those who did not report race6. There is very little  variation on missing race 
among districts (.1% to 2.2%) as shown in the appendix.  

Figure  5.2: Hispanic Jurors  And Census 

Hispanic/Latino ethnicity is asked separately from race on the juror 
questionnaires.  Statewide, the percent of Hispanic/Latino jurors 
who report for service is very similar to the population in the 
community. Just under 2% (1.7%) of all jurors who returned a 
questionnaire compared to 1.8% of the statewide population in 
2009 identifies as Hispanic/Latino.  This is shown in Figure 5.2.   

About four percent of all jurors (3.7%) did not identify themselves 
as being Hispanic/Latino or not which is an improvement in missing 
information from 8% in 2008 and 12% in 2007.  

 

 

Figure  5.3: Comparison of  FY2011 *ÕÒÏÒÓȭ 'ÅÎÄÅÒ 7ÉÔÈ Census 

 

There are slightly more female jurors than are 
represented in communities across the state with 
some variation by location as shown in Figure 5.3.  
Statewide, there are 1.5% more females and fewer 
males among jurors than in the census.  Carver and 
Scott Counties together have the largest difference 
between the census and juror gender (3.2%) in 
areas for which census information is available. 

 

 

 

                                                             
6 Percent of race for jurors is calculated by subtracting out those who did not complete the race question so it 
equals the number of jurors by race divided by the total number of jurors who completed the race section. Because 
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 of all jurors (not just the number who completed the race 
section). 

  Hispanic/Latino  
      

  

2009 
ACS 

FY11 
Jurors  

 Minnesota 1.8% 1.8% 

Anoka 1.6% 1.3% 

Carver-Scott 1.1% .5% 

Dakota 2.7% 2.5% 

Hennepin 1.9% 2.6% 

Ramsey 3.3% 3.0% 

St. Louis .7% 0.7% 

Washington 1.8% 1.7% 

  % Female % Male 

  

2009 
ACS 

FY11 
Jurors 

2009 
ACS 

FY11 
Jurors 

Minnesota 50.1% 51.6% 49.9% 48.4% 

Anoka 49.8% 52.7% 50.2% 47.3% 

Carver-Scott 49.3% 52.5% 50.7% 47.5% 

Dakota 50.1% 50.8% 49.9% 49.2% 

Hennepin 50.5% 50.0% 49.5% 50.0% 

Ramsey 52.0% 52.1% 48.0% 47.9% 

St Louis 50.3% 52.0% 49.7% 48.0% 

Washington 49.8% 52.5% 50.2% 47.5% 

Fairness and Equity 
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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 materials, motivation, direction, sense of mission, and 
commitment to do quality work. 

 What are our turnover rates?  

SEPARATION RATES 

 The separation rates of staff for FY 11 by location range from 1.8% in the 5th District to just 
under 10% in the 6th District with  6% statewide. 

 Retirements and resignations together comprise 90% of all separations in FY11. 

 The total Branch separation rate for FY11 is slightly higher than either FY09 or FY10.  

Figure  6.1: Separation  Rates for  FY2011 

 

Retirements and resignations account for 90% of the FTEs leaving the Branch in FY2011, with 
Dismissals accounting for approximately 8%.   The variation in total separation percent ranges from 
1.8% in the 5th District to 9.3% in the 6th District.    

 

 

FY2011 

District/ 
MJC 

Retirement  Resignation  Dismissal  Layoff  Total Separations  

# % # % # % # % # % 

1 1.7 .8% 7.0 3.2% 1.0 .5%   0% 9.7 4.4% 

2 6.0 2.9% 6.0 2.9% 3.0 1.4%   0% 15.0 7.1% 

3 6.0 4.1% 3.6 2.5% 
 

0% 
 

0% 9.6 6.6% 

4 14.0 3.0% 22.0 4.7% 3.0 .6%   0% 39.0 8.4% 

5 
 

0% 2.0 1.8% 
 

0%   0% 2.0 1.8% 

6 3.9 4.1% 3.0 3.1% 1.0 1.0% 1.0 1.0% 8.9 9.3% 

7 4.0 2.6% 2.5 1.6% 1.0 .6% 
 

0% 7.5 4.8% 

8 3.9 6.3% 1.0 1.6% 
 

0% 
 

0% 4.9 7.9% 

9 5.3 3.9% 4.5 3.3% 1.0 .7%   0% 10.8 7.8% 

10 5.0 3.9% 8.9 3.3% 1.0 .4%   0% 15.0 5.5% 

MJC 4.0 1.9% 8.0 2.6% 
 

0%   0% 12.0 3.9% 

Total 53.8 2.5% 68.5 3.1% 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 separated from the branch 

 Excludes Judges, Law Clerks, Bar Exam Monitors, GAL and 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 Separation - Other 

Dismissal figures include Gross Misconduct and Dismissal 

    

Quality Court Workplace 
Environment 
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Figure  6.2: Total Separation Rates  by District  for FY07 to FY11 

There are many different ways to calculate 
turnover or separation rates so not all numbers 
are exactly comparable, especially those that 
report figures by month instead of annually.  
But, the percent of employees leaving the 
branch is far below national averages. 

The total separation rate has increased to 6.2% 
in FY11 from 3.8% in FY10 and 5.2% in FY09. 

 

 

 

 

Figure  6.3: Statewide  Separ ation Rates  by Type  for FY07 to FY11 

The trends for type of separation from the 
branch have remained fairly steady over 
the past five fiscal years.  The most 
variation in statewide percentages among 
separation types is for resignations which 
increased by nearly 2% from FY10 to 
FY11.  Retirements also increased over the 
past fiscal year while Dismissals declined 
slightly. 

 

 

  

District/
MJC 

FY11 
% 

FY10 
% 

FY09 
% 

FY08 
% 

FY07 
% 

1 4.4% 3.2% 5.4% 7.7% 8.4% 
2 7.1% 2.3% 4.7% 10.2% 9.4% 
3 6.6% 1.4% 4.9% 16.3% 5.5% 
4 8.4% 4.6% 5.4% 9.2% 9.7% 
5 1.8% 7.7% .8% 8.7% 0.9% 
6 9.3% 7.7% 11.2% 7.2% 9.5% 
7 4.8% 2.6% 6.4% 3.2% 4.4% 
8 7.9% 1.5% 8.1% 4.2% 0.0% 
9 7.8% 4.0% 5.1% 4.9% 3.6% 
10 5.5% 4.9% 4.6% 8.5% 9.8% 

MJC 3.9% 2.3% 4.2% 6.7% 4.3% 
Total 6.2% 3.8% 5.2% 8.2% 7.1% 

Separation 
Type 

FY11 
% 

FY10 
% 

FY09 
% 

FY08 
% 

FY07 
% 

Retirement 2.5% 1.4% 2.3% 2.6% 1.9% 

Resignation 3.1% 1.5% 2.4% 4.3% 4.2% 

Dismissal .5% .9% .3% 1.0% .9% 

Layoff 0% 0% .3% .3% .1% 

Total 6.2% 3.8% 5.2% 8.2% 7.1% 

Quality Court Workplace 
Environment 
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Do employees and judicial officers express satisfaction in their positions?  

QUALITY COURT WORKPLACE SURVEY RESULTS 

 Over 2,200 survey responses were received from employees and justices/judges when the 
Quality Court Workplace (QCW) survey was conducted in September 2008 
 

The Quality Court Workplace Survey was conducted September 8 ɀ 24, 2008.  The employee version of 
the survey had 2,036 responses and the judge/justice version received 213 responses. 

The Priority Measure for the Quality Court Workplace Environment goal, in the review process, was to 
internally  review the results of the QCW survey within a district/office (e.g. MJC) and report on action 
plans developed and progress toward meeting the goals of the plan. 
 
Responding to Performance Measure Results 

The Judicial Council asked the HR/EOD Committee to review the results from the Quality Court 
Workplace Survey (QCW) in detail and choose one or two areas for statewide focus. 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 supervisory 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.   
 

  

Quality Court Workplace 
Environment 
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USING PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR ADMINISTRATION 

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

 Judicial vacancies, lack of Public Defender and other justice partner resources, and the 
Intoxilyzer Source Code issue are mentioned most frequently for timing measures that 
exceeded the objectives. 

 Some of the tactical strategies implemented based on results are district -specific plans for 
reviewing and handling of continuances; greater use of reports by judges and court 
administration ; and several actions related to CHIPS cases including staff training on data 
quality and case management system issues, reviewing Permanency Action Plans, and 
increased collaboration with social service and county attorney partners.    
  

When the Key Results and Measures, Priority Measures for Implementation plan was updated for 
FY2010-FY2011, appellate courts and districts were directed to review timing and survey measures 
and report any actions taken based on the results to the Judicial Council two times each year.  The 
FY2012-FY2013 Key Results and Measures continues reviews with a written review due in March of 
each year and an oral review in September. 
 
DISTRICT/APPELLATE COURTS REVIEW OF RESULTS 

For the March 2011 written reviews, each district received a summary of results and some trend data 
for their location with  Age of Pending Cases, Time to Disposition, Backlog Index and Length of Time to 
Permanency measures.  The design of the summaries is in the form of a Ȭstoplightȭ report  that uses 
green, yellow and red lights to see at a glance where problems might exist.   

Possible questions to consider when reviewing the data were included along with links to Trial Court 
Reports on CourtNet where individual county data could be gathered.   The statewide summary of 
results is available in the Appendix. 

There was also a form to gather narrative feedback from districts and appellate courts based on 
findings of their reviews.  These completed forms are available in the Appendix. 

Red Lights 
Statewide, at the end of 2010,  results show Á ÆÅ× ÔÉÍÉÎÇ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ ȰÒÅÄ ÌÉÇÈÔÓȱȟ ÅÓÐÅÃÉÁÌÌÙ ÆÏÒ 
Major Criminal cases, mostly in Age of Pending and Time to Disposition.  Juvenile Delinquency and 
Minor Criminal cases had a yellow light for Age of Pending cases.  Most districts noted improvements 
in 2010 compared to 2009 in nearly all areas except Major Criminal.   
 

Shortage of Resources 
The most commonly mentioned reason for red lights in timing 
measures was a lack of resources: judicial vacancies, public defender 
shortages and other justice partner staff reductions.  For instance, the 
4th $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÎÏÔÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ Ȱ4ÈÅ (ÅÎÎÅÐÉÎ #ÏÕÎÔÙ 0ÕÂÌÉÃ $ÅÆÅÎÄÅÒȭÓ /ffice 
has 28 attorney vacancies, Probation has reduced staff by more than 11 
positions and Court Administration had a large number of vacancies/ 
ÍÅÄÉÃÁÌ ÌÅÁÖÅȢȱ 

THE LIMITED RESOURCES 
OF OUR PARTNERING 
AGENCIES DIRECTLY 
IMPACTS OUR ABILITY TO 
RESOLVE CASES. 

4TH DISTRICT 

Implementation 
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Ȱ4ÈÅ major criminal volume in 
(one) county is an area of 

concern as the clearance rate is 
όψȢωϻȢ ȣ $ÉÓÃÕÓÓÉÏÎÓ ÁÒÅ 

occurring as to how to provide 
assistance to (that) county to 
improve the clearance rates in 

the major criminal areaȢȱ 
7th District 

Business Practice and Data Quality  Changes  
Districts and Appellate Courts also noted that business practice 
and/or data quality issues have sometimes contributed to timing 
measures being below objectives, in the past or currently. Examples 
include:  

 The 1st District conducted a thorough audit of the Age of 
Pending Report of all cases that were beyond the 99th 
percentile objective.  They are now moving to review cases 
over the 97th and 90th percentiles.  For the past year, one 
ÃÏÕÎÔÙ ÈÁÓ ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÅÄ Á ȰÃÏÎÔÉÎÕÁÎÃÅ ÊÕÄÇÅȱ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÔÈÁÔ 
funnels requests through a small group of judges which 
promotes consistency and greater compliance with this 
stricter review. 

 The 2nd District found ÄÁÔÁ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÉÓÓÕÅÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÌÅÒËȭÓ ÏÆÆÉÃÅ 
with CHIPS cases and is in the process of analyzing data to 
remedy the issues recently identified. 

 The 5th District has made several 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 Files regularly to make sure there are fewer CHIPS cases with problems. 

 The CPC was mentioned by several districts along with e-citations, e-charging and other 
initiatives  as saving staff time which can now be used in other areas.  The 7th District had a 
fairly early transition to CPC, and reports that minor criminal data shows the district is 
meeting standards with the new business processes. 

 4ÈÅ 3ÕÐÒÅÍÅ #ÏÕÒÔ #ÏÍÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÅÒȭÓ ÏÆÆÉÃÅ ÈÁÓ ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÅÄ ÃÈÁÎÇÅÓ ÉÎ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÉÎÇ ÏÆ Child 
Protection and Pre-trial Criminal Appeals PFRs. Ȱ)Î ÐÁÒÔ ÄÕÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÒÅÆÉÎÅÍÅÎÔÓȟ ÔÈÅ 
ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÁÒÅ ÁÔ ÏÒ ÖÅÒÙ ÎÅÁÒ ÔÁÒÇÅÔÓȢȱ  
 
  

Multi -county Districts  
Districts with multiple counties reported more similarities among 
counties than differences.  However, a few districts mentioned county 
differences that had an impact on timing results, such as the 7th 
District which reported that each county has its own unique legal 
culture making it difficult to implement district -wide caseflow 
management practices. 
 
Conversely, the 5th District notes that having smaller counties in the 
districts provides a benefit due to the close working relationships 
among judges, law enforcement and attorneys in each location. 

 
  

Implementation 

Ȱ #0# ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÆÒÅÅ ÕÐ ÔÉÍÅ ÆÏÒ 
staff and with this extra time, 
more care can be given to the 
ÍÁÎÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÃÁÓÅÓȢȱ 

5th District 
 

ȰȣÔÈÅ ÐÁÙÁÂÌÅÓ ÌÉÓÔ ÃÈÁÎÇÅÓ 
have opened up calendar time 

for non-criminal matters 
which further contributes to 

reductions in the age of 
pending caseloads for other 

ÃÁÓÅ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÉÅÓȢȱ 
3rd District 
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On-going Review 
Several districts reported that one of the areas where they would implement changes identified based 
on first review of performance measure results was to increase identification  and review of cases past 
the timing objectives.  For instance:  

 The 9th District  has instituted review of performance measure results as a standing agenda 
item at bench meetings and court administration meetings.     

 The 6th District plans to create a SharePoint site for CJI Lead Judges and others where they can 
review quarterly reports and track progress toward goals. 

 The 4th 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.  

 A sub-group of JAD is working with districts to bring more consistency to reporting of 
performance measure reviews at the Judicial Council.  They 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 with future reporting to the Judicial Council, the 
performance measure reports (MNJAD reports) listed in the following chart are being updated 
to automatically ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÔÈÅ ȰÓÔÏÐÌÉÇÈÔȱ Æunctionality .  

Continuous review of timing measures can be accomplished using the Trial Court Reports (MNJAD 
reports)  on CourtNet.  !ÌÌ 4ÒÉÁÌ #ÏÕÒÔ 2ÅÐÏÒÔÓ ÎÏ× ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ ÔÈÅ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ȰÄÒÉÌÌ-ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈȱ ÔÏ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌ 
case names and numbers to assist with finding causes for particular results. 

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

Performance 
Measure Report Title 
(MNJAD Reports) 

Summary or Details  Date Availability  
Locations /Breakdowns  
Available (in addition 
to statewide)  

Clearance Rates Summary Monthly or Annually District, County or Court 

Time to Disposition 
Summary or drill-through 
to details 

Calendar year or any rolling 
12 months 

District, County or Court 

Age of Pending 
Summary (Details 
available via Pending 
Caseload Report) 

Current as of most recent 
warehouse load only (loads 
weekly)  

District, County, Court or 
Judge 

Length of Time to 
Permanency 

Summary or drill-through 
to details 

Any month or year 
combination 

District, County, Court or 
Judge 

 

 

  

Implementation 

http://courtnet.courts.state.mn.us/100/?page=3164
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DATA DETAILS (APPENDIX) 

JUDICIAL COUNCIL POLICIES 505, 505A, 505B 

Minnesota Judicial Branch Policy  

Policy Source:  Judicial Council 

Policy Number:  505 

Category:   Court Operations 

Title:    Core Judicial Branch Goals   

Effective Date:   October 21, 2005 

Revision Date(s):   July 21, 2006 

Supersedes:   

 

 

Core Judicial Branch Goals  

 

 

I. 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 these goals in order to ensure 
ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÂÒÁÎÃÈȟ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅ ÏÖÅÒÁÌÌ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÒÔȟ ÁÎÄ ÅÎÈÁÎÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃȭÓ 
trust and confidence in the judiciary.  The six core judicial branch goals are: 
 

1. Access to Justice:  The Minnesota Judicial Branch will be open, affordable and 
understandable to ensure access to justice. 
 

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

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 duty 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 materials, motivation, direction, sense of mission, and commitment to do 
quality work. 
 
 

II.  IMPLEMENTATION AUTHORITY 
 
Implementation of this policy shall be the responsibility of the State Court Administrator 
and the chief judges of the respective judicial districts and appellate courts. 
 

III. 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 performance 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 
Judicial Branch Goals.    
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505a. TIMING OBJECTIVES FOR CASE DISPOSITIONS 

 

Adopted by the Judicial Council on July 22, 20067 

Amended by the Judicial Council on August 19, 2010  

 

The Timing Objectives for Case Dispositions and Permanency Orders8 by Judicial District are as 

follows: 

 
Type of Case 

Percentage of Cases to be 
Disposed of Within Set Time 

  
Major Criminal  
Felony, Gross Misdemeanor 90% in 4 months 
 97% in 6 months 
   99% in 12 months 
  
Major Civil   90% in 12 months 
Personal Injury, Contract, Property Damage, Harassment, Other Civil                  97% in 18 months 
    99% in 24 months 
  
Major Family  
Domestic Violence (Orders for Protection) 90% in 2 months 
 97% in 3 months 
 99% in 4 months 
  
Length of Time to State Ward Adoptions

9
 60% in 24 months 

  
Dissolution 90% in 12 months 
 97% in 18 months 
 99% in 24 months 
  
Major Juvenile 90% in 3 months 
Delinquency: Felony, Gross Misdemeanor, Misdemeanor 97% in 5 months 
 99% in 6 months 
  
Length of Time to Permanency Order 50% in  6 months 
 90% in 12 months 
 99% in 18 months 
  
Minor Criminal 90% in 3 months 
5th Deg. Assault, Non-Traffic Misd or Petty, Misd. DWI, Other Traffic 97% in 6 months 
 99% in 9 months 
 

                                                             
7
These timing objectives were formerly established by the Conference of Chief Judges, with the exception of 

Minor Criminal. 
8
 ñPermanency ordersò means an order for one of the following: protective supervision 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. 
9
 Results not yet available 
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Minnesota Judicial Branch Policy   

Policy Source:   Minnesota Judicial 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, 2010; June 24, 2011 

Supersedes:    

 

Key Results and Measures: FY 2012-FY 2013 

Priority Measures for Implementation  

 

I. Goal 1: Access to Justice 
 

Do participants perceive the courts to be accessible? 

 Conduct Access and Fairness Survey and report results by county. 
 

Implement the next Access and Fairness Survey during FY12-FY13.  The last statewide 
Access and Fairness surveys were conducted January ɀ June 2008. 

 

II.  Goal 2: Timeliness  
 

 Do the trial courts hear and decide cases in a timely manner?  
 Clearance rates reported by district, county and/or court house. 
 Time to disposition reported by district, county and/or court house using timing 

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

objectives approved by the Judicial Council. 
 Backlog index reported by district, county and/or court house. 
 Length of time to permanency for children placed out-of-home reported by district, 

county and/or court house. 
 Length of time to finalize adoption for children 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 taken based on the 
results to the Judicial Council  two 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? 

 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 Judicial Council two 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. 

 

Does the Supreme Court hear and decide cases in a timely manner? 

 Percent of dispositions within time standards set by the Supreme Court. 
 

The Supreme Court should review these timing measures and report actions taken based on 
the results to the Judicial Council two 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. 

 

III.  Goal 3: Integrity and Accountability  
    

Is the electronic record system accurate, complete and timely? 

 Review of the Data Quality program and results. 
 

IV. Goal 4: Excellence 
    

Do participants understand the orders given by the Court? 

 Conduct Access and Fairness Survey. 
 

Implement the next Access and Fairness Survey during FY12-FY13.  The last statewide 
Access and Fairness surveys were conducted January ɀ June 2008. 

  

V. Goal 5: Fairness and Equity 
    

Do participants perceive they were treated fairly, listened to and are they satisfied with the 
#ÏÕÒÔȭÓ ÄÅÃÉÓÉÏÎȩ 

 Conduct Access and Fairness Survey. 
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Implement the next Access and Fairness Survey during FY12-FY13.  The last statewide 
Access and Fairness surveys were conducted January ɀ June 2008. 

 

Are jurors representative of our communities? 

 Race and gender breakdowns of jury pools compared to population data available by 
county using jury management system and Census data. 

 

VI. Goal 6: Quality Court Workplace Environment  
    

Do employees and judicial officers express satisfaction in their positions? 

 Conduct Court Employee Satisfaction Survey and report results by county or clusters of 
counties for small counties. 

 

The Judicial Council 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? 

 Percent of employees who leave the courts each year reported by district.   
 

VII. Reporting of Key Results and Measures  
 

An annual report 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 publicȭÓ ÔÒÕÓÔ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÎÆÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÊÕÄÉÃÉÁÒÙȢ 

 

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 OF STATEWIDE PERFORMANCE MEASURES RESULTS 2010 
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DISTRICT/APPELLATE COURT REVIEW OF RESULTS 

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 to monitor key 

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

ōǊŀƴŎƘΣ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǘΣ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ǘǊǳǎǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

judiciary.   

Implementation of this policy shall be the responsibility of the State Court Administrator and the Chief 

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 courts will 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 review Performance Measure results and 

report actions taken based on the results to the Judicial Council four times each year.  

Please use results for your district to provide a brief explanation of what the review revealed, describe 

any efforts or initiatives conducted in response to results, and share any outcomes from changes made. 

 

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

Age of Pending Cases 

Red Light Case Types and Counties 

3ÉÎÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÌ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ×ÁÓ ÐÒÅÐÁÒÅÄ ɉ×ÈÅÒÅ ÁÌÌ ÂÕÔ -ÁÊÏÒ #ÉÖÉÌ ×ÅÒÅ ȱÒÅÄ ÌÉÇÈÔÅÄȱɊȟ ÔÈÅ &ÉÒÓÔ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ 
has made significant progress improving the Age of Pending Cases performance measure.  As of 
&ÅÂÒÕÁÒÙ ςτȟ ςπρρȟ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÍÁÊÏÒ ÃÉÖÉÌȟ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ ÁÎÄ ÍÉÎÏÒ ÃÒÉÍÉÎÁÌ ÁÒÅ ÁÌÌ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȰÇÒÅÅÎ 
ÌÉÇÈÔȱ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÌÅÓÓ ÔÈÁÎ ÆÉÖÅ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÁÇÅÄ ÂÅÙÏÎÄ ÔÈÅ ωωth percentile of 
the applicable case processing time objectives.  Juvenile cases types have improved but remain 
ȰÁÍÂÅÒȱ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ φϷ ÁÎÄ ρπϷ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÁÇÅÄ ÏÖÅÒ ÔÈÅ ωωth percentile.   Major 
Criminal cases remain at 11% aged over the 99th ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔÉÌÅ ÁÎÄ ȰÒÅÄ ÌÉÇÈÔÅÄ 

Comparison of Current to January, 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% 
The only 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 Judicial District is under or at the 
statewide average for Age of Pending.  In the Major Criminal category, Dakota, Scott and Carver County 
ÃÁÓÅÓȟ ÄÒÉÖÅÎ ÂÙ &ÅÌÏÎÙ $7) ÆÉÌÉÎÇÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÐÕÓÈÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅÓ ÕÐ ÏÖÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÐÁÓÔ ÙÅÁÒȢ  Ȱ3ÏÕÒÃÅ #ÏÄÅȱ 
cases may have had a significant effect on this measure. 

Variation Between Counties in the District 

4ÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ ÓÏÍÅ ÖÁÒÉÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȢ  !Ó ÎÏÔÅÄ ÁÂÏÖÅȟ $7) Ȱ3ÏÕÒÃÅ #ÏÄÅȱ 
cases have produced significantly larger percentages of pending greater than the 99th 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 McLeod County in both Family and Juvenile cases.  In the 
family area 3 of 39 cases are beyond the 99th percentile.  In juvenile cases, 9 of 24 cases exceed the 99th 
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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 the 99th 
percentile to determine is we had any data quality error and if found, corrected them.  Cases 
legitimately aged beyond the 99th percentile were either set for hearing or trial or the attorney of 
record was contacted to determine the next appropriate action on the case.  We have started moving 
this review down to the 95th and 90th percentile.   

Several counties of the First District have either started an Early Neutral Evaluation (ENE) program or 
are contemplating one in the coming year.  One event that has complicated the timely processing of 
ÍÁÊÏÒ ÃÒÉÍÉÎÁÌ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅ×ÉÄÅ ÁÓÓÉÇÎÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ȰÓÏÕÒÃÅ ÃÏÄÅȱ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÔÏ Á &ÉÒÓÔ *ÕÄÉÃÉÁÌ 
judge.   

Time to Disposition  

Red Light Case Types and Counties 

The only district-×ÉÄÅ ÃÁÓÅ ÔÙÐÅ ÆÁÌÌÉÎÇ ÉÎÔÏ ÔÈÅ ȰÒÅÄ ÌÉÇÈÔȱȟ ÍÏÒÅ ÔÈÁÎ ρπϷ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÐÏÓÅÄ ÃÁÓÅÓ 
beyond the 99th percentile, is Major Criminal.   This was predominantly lead by Dakota County with 
15.4%  and Carver County with 13.7% of the Major Criminal case dispositions over the 99th percentile.  
One explanation for this high number maybe the clean-up 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 95th and 90th percentile which could be 
influencing our counts.  With respect to other indicators, only Sibley County Major Civil and Juvenile 
ÁÒÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȰÒÅÄ ÌÉÇÈÔȱ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙȢ 

All other Age to Disposition meaÓÕÒÅÓ ÆÁÌÌ ÍÁÉÎÌÙ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȰÇÒÅÅÎȱ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙ ×ÉÔÈ Á ÆÅ× φ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ συ 
ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓ ÓÈÏ×ÉÎÇ ȰÁÍÂÅÒȱȢ 

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 beginning of 2009 to the 
present are: 

 
 Major Criminal     Dakota County  12.3 to 15.4%  
       Goodhue County 3.7% to 4.4% 
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       LeSueur County 1.2% to 6.2% 
       McLeod County 1.7% to 2.2% 
 
 Major Civil     Dakota County  0.4% to 0.8 % 
       Goodhue County 1.4% to 1.6% 
       LeSueur County 1.0% to 1.4% 
       Scott County  0.6% to 0.8% 
 
 Family      LeSueur County 0.7% to 1.4% 
 Juvenile Delinquency    Goodhue County 4.6% to 4.9% 
       LeSueur County 2.3% to 5.9% 
       Scott County            8.6% to 10.6% 
       Sibley County            4.2% to 11.3% 
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 Criminal category, 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 reports were initially generated.  We reviewed all cases aged over the 99th 
percentile to determine is we had any data quality error and if found, corrected them.  Cases 
legitimately aged beyond the 99th percentile were either set for hearing or trial or the attorney of 
record was contacted to determine the next appropriate action on the case.  We have started moving 
this review down to the 95th and 90th percentile.   

Several counties of the First District have either started an Early Neutral Evaluation (ENE) program or 
are contemplating one in the coming year.  One event that has complicated the timely processing of 
ÍÁÊÏÒ ÃÒÉÍÉÎÁÌ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅ×ÉÄÅ ÁÓÓÉÇÎÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ȰÓÏÕÒÃÅ ÃÏÄÅȱ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÔÏ Á &ÉÒÓÔ *ÕÄÉÃÉÁÌ 
judge.   

Backlog Index  

First Judicial District 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 are below 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 in the 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 district is not meeting Time to Permanency Time Objectives.  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 93%-96% of the cases at the 18 month objective 
(Goodhue County at 93%; Carver and Dakota Counties at 96%).  Two counties fall very short of the 
mark registering 70% and 80% of the 18 month objective (Scott and LeSueur Counties respectively).  
As this is a relatively new time objective and performance measure, the district has yet to begin an in-
depth review of the reasons for the delays. Priority will be given to insuring the data is first 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  

7ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÅØÃÅÐÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ -ÁÊÏÒ #ÒÉÍÉÎÁÌ ÁÎÄ *ÕÖÅÎÉÌÅ ÃÁÓÅ Ȱ4ÉÍÅ ÔÏ $ÉÓÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎȱ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ 
continues to make progress towards meeting all performance measures.  As pending caseloads 
continue to decline, greater efforts can be made at achieving the other goals.  I should be noted that 
criminal caseloads continue to be a problem.   

Several internal and external factors contribute to increases 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 of in court updating of court records  has increased the efficiency 
of court administration work processing but it has slowed of court hearings 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 over Ȱ3ÏÕÒÃÅ 
#ÏÄÅȱ cases without 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 have occurred.  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 implemented Early Neutral Evaluators  (ENE) programs in Dakota, 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 to a ȰÃÏÎÔÉÎÕÁÎÃÅ ÊÕÄÇÅȱ concept that funnels 
requests through a small group of judges promoting consistency and greater compliance with a 
stricter review of these requests.  This spring, Dakota County will pilot test a pro bono attorney 
conciliation court referee program  with the Lindquist and Vennum law firm.  The district is also 
explor ing  the development of a family court referee program .  In anticipation of budget reductions, 
the district has been involved in a yearlong Resource Management Planning Committee (RMPC)  
effort to identify and implement efficiencies both on the bench and in ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÒÔ ÁÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÏÆÆÉÃÅ 
in the state.  Like other districts, we are looking at expanding the use of ITV to reduce judge travel time 
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and maximize court time.  The district is looking to expand the MNCIS document scanning pilot 
program in Dakota County 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 
impact on thÅ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ &ÉÒÓÔ *ÕÄÉÃÉÁÌ $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ÏÖÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÉÎÇ ÙÅÁÒȢ  
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Second District 

Age of Pending Cases 

4ÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ ÎÏ ȰÒÅÄ ÌÉÇÈÔÓȱ ÔÈÉÓ ÑÕÁÒÔÅÒ ÉÎ ÁÎÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÁÒÅÁÓȢ /ÖÅÒÁÌÌȟ ÔÈÉÓ ÁÒÅÁ ÉÓ ÐÒÅÔÔÙ ÓÔÁÂÌÅ ÃÏÍÐÁÒÅÄ ÔÏ 
the 2009 data. All areas, with the exception of Juvenile, have 5% or less that are beyond the 99th 
percentile. 

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

Have there been any changes in business 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 potential 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  

4ÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ ÎÏ ȰÒÅÄ ÌÉÇÈÔÓȱ ÔÈÉÓ ÑÕÁÒÔÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÌ ÃÁÓÅÓȟ ÅØÃÅÐÔ ÆÏÒ -ÉÎÏÒ #ÒÉÍÉÎÁÌ ÁÎÄ 3erious Felony have 
5% or less beyond the 99th percentile. Minor Criminal does not include ViBES, so we do not know the 
true percentage for all Minor Criminal cases.  

7ÈÅÎ ÅØÁÍÉÎÉÎÇ -ÁÊÏÒ #ÒÉÍÉÎÁÌ ÃÁÓÅÓȟ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÏÎÌÙ ÏÎÅ ȰÒÅÄ ÌÉÇÈÔȱ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÉÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ 3ÅÒÉÏÕs Felony 
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 quarter and these vacancies may have caused a delay in resolving 
cases.  Although 20% of the cases were beyond the 99th percentile, this is still lower than the statewide 
percentage (27%).  

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 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 backlog index 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 SharePoint site 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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$ÁÔÁ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÉÓÓÕÅÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÌÅÒËȭÓ ÏÆÆÉÃÅȟ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅÓ ÏÆ 2##(3$ ÁÎÄ 2#!/ delay some cases from 
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 differences 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 not 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 may be that practice changes are in 
order.  The CHIPS Petitions with Out of Home Placement report was recently shared with the 
CJI 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 interfering 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 well, if not better than the statewide 
numbers. The only exception is Minor Criminal, but this report does not include ViBES 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 99th percentile 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 99th percentile than the last report.  There has also been a slight increase in cases beyond the 99th 
ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔÉÌÅ ÉÎ -ÁÊÏÒ &ÁÍÉÌÙȢ  7ÅȭÖÅ ÈÁÄ ÍÉÎÏÒ ÒÅÄÕÃÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÖÏÌÕÍÅ ÏÆ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÂÅÙÏÎÄ ÔÈÅ ωωth 
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 PD resources resulted in 
calendars being focused in other areas which had a positive impact on caseloads in non-criminal case 
types.   Additionally, the payables list changes have opened up calendar time for non-criminal 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 Chief PD examine 
how she can utilize non-Olmsted 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 the 99th percentile in two counties.  Major Family 
and Major Juvenile cases are up slightly.  District-×ÉÄÅ ×ÅȭÖÅ ÓÅÅÎ Á ÄÅÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ÄÁÙÓ ÉÔ 
takes to dispose of Minor Criminal cases.  Major Civil cases beyond the 99th percentile 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 December, and 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 to suggest that the Chief PD examine 
how she can utilize non-Olmsted 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 are no case groups across the District with overall clearance rates below 98%.  Additionally, all 
counties have overall clearance rates that range from 94% - 128%. 

We have not conducted any major clean-up 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 civil is at .77, Major Family is at .63, Major Juvenile is at .89 
and Minor Criminal is at .80.   
 
/ÕÒ ÏÎÌÙ ȬÆÁÖÏÒÁÂÌÅȭ ÂÁÃËÌÏÇ ÉÎÄÅØ ÃÁÓÅ ÔÙÐÅÓ ÁÒÅ -ÁÊÏÒ 0ÒÏÂÁÔÅ ÁÔ Ȣτω ÁÎÄ -ÉÎÏÒ #ÉÖÉÌ ÁÔ ȢτπȢ 
 
Judicial resource issues due to vacancies, holidays and the judÇÅÓȭ ÃÏÎÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÁÒÅ ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÎÇ ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓ 
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 DistrÉÃÔȭÓ ÏÖÅÒÁÌÌ ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ÄÉÓÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎÓ ×ÁÓ ÄÏ×Î ÓÕÂÓÔÁÎÔÉÁÌÌÙ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÍÕÃÈ ÈÉÇÈÅÒ 
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 counties 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 99th percentile 
this period, only three matters beyond the 90th percentile and only 4 matters beyond the 50th 
percentile.  Lastly, in this rating period only 7 children were involved in the matters that went beyond 
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 meet ×ÉÔÈ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÏÕÎÔÙ !ÔÔÏÒÎÅÙȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ ÁÎÄ $(3 ÔÏ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ 
need attention in this area. 

All Measures  

Our overall clearance rates remain strong: our district-wide average clearance rate is 103%.  However, 
the age of our pending inventory and 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 under-judged by nearly 4 judges, we have encountered judicial 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 25-30 gross misdemeanor and/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 under-judge district in the state also contributes to our results 
lacking in comparison to other 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 Attorney.  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. 

/ÌÍÓÔÅÄ #ÏÕÎÔÙȭÓ ÃÒÉÍÉÎal numbers are in worse shape 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 move non-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 streamline 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.  District-×ÉÄÅ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÈÁÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ ÄÉÓÃÕÓÓÉÏÎÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȭÓ Ãontinuance policy.   

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 comparison 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 of justice 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 90th, 97th, or 99th 
percentile objectives. While we are not meeting objectives, HennepÉÎȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ 
is in line with the rest of the state in this category. 
 
*ÕÖÅÎÉÌÅ #ÏÕÒÔ ×ÅÎÔ ÄÏ×Î Á ÊÕÄÇÅ ÉÎ !ÕÇÕÓÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ÙÅÁÒȟ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÉÎÇ ÅÖÅÒÙÏÎÅȭÓ 
caseload. The court has also experienced a lot of transition over the past year 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, thus 
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 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 6-month period and thus have insufficient information to 
adjudicate the child. 

Civil No, all groups meet the time standards. 

Family 

Family cases meet the Age of Pending Cases guideline set by the State at 24 months 
(99th percentile).  Family cases are doing better than the Age of Pending Cases 
guidelines set by the State at twelve months (90th percentile) and eighteen months 
(97th 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 99th percentile 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 subpoena process and instead having the court outreach 
worker attempt personal service; setting trial and pre-trial 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 officers.  The dashboard will inform them of how we 
are doing on a monthly basis and instruct on how we can improve our numbers.  The 
ÐÒÅÓÉÄÉÎÇ ÊÕÄÇÅ ×ÉÌÌ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅ Á ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÏÎ ÅÖÅÒÙ ÊÕÄÇÅÓȭ caseload and will intervene as 
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 groups meet the time standards.  E-filing has begun in Civil cases and although 
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the number of new cases e-filed has been small ɀ there has not been any ill effect on 
our performance measures. 

Family 

Family Age of Pending statistics are reported at monthly family 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 litigants 
that help resolve cases.  Those services include unbundled legal representation, 
financial and social early neutral evaluation, on-site mediation and special 
calendars/services directed at never married parents. 

Criminal 

Complicated case types 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 inefficiencies because attorneys were appearing before multiple judges 
throughout the life of their case and no one judge was invested in the case.  The 
(ÅÎÎÅÐÉÎ #ÏÕÎÔÙ 0ÕÂÌÉÃ $ÅÆÅÎÄÅÒȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ ÈÁÓ ςψ ÁÔÔÏÒÎÅÙ ÖÁÃÁÎÃÉÅÓȟ 0ÒÏÂÁÔÉÏÎ ÈÁÓ 
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. 
 
The increase in age of pending in the Gross Misdemeanor DWI category is likely due 
to the items noted above as well as the pending Source Code litigation and the delays 
in getting fluid results analyzed and back from the lab. 

Time to Disposition  

Juvenile 

Yes. Juvenile Delinquency is not meeting the Time to Disposition 90th, 97th, or 99th 
ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔÉÌÅ ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅÓȢ 7ÈÉÌÅ ×Å ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÍÅÅÔÉÎÇ ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅÓȟ (ÅÎÎÅÐÉÎȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ 
is in line with the rest of the state in this category. 

What might be contributing to these results?  
*ÕÖÅÎÉÌÅ #ÏÕÒÔ ×ÅÎÔ ÄÏ×Î Á ÊÕÄÇÅ ÉÎ !ÕÇÕÓÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ÙÅÁÒȟ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÉÎÇ ÅÖÅÒÙÏÎÅȭÓ 
caseload. The court has also experienced a lot of transition over the past year 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, thus 
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 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 6-month 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 category.  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 pre-trial 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 officers.  The dashboard will inform them of how we 
are doing on a monthly basis and instruct on how we can improve our numbers.  The 
ÐÒÅÓÉÄÉÎÇ ÊÕÄÇÅ ×ÉÌÌ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅ Á ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÏÎ ÅÖÅÒÙ ÊÕÄÇÅÓȭ ÃÁÓÅÌÏÁÄ ÁÎÄ ×ÉÌÌ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÅÎÅ ÁÓ 
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 

Family 

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

Criminal 

Complicated case types 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 inefficiencies because attorneys were appearing before multiple judges 
throughout the life of their case and no one judge was invested in the case.  The 
(ÅÎÎÅÐÉÎ #ÏÕÎÔÙ 0ÕÂÌÉÃ $ÅÆÅÎÄÅÒȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ ÈÁÓ ςψ ÁÔÔÏÒÎÅÙ ÖÁÃÁÎÃÉÅÓȟ 0ÒÏÂÁÔÉÏÎ ÈÁÓ 
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. 

 

Backlog Index  

Juvenile 
No. Our Backlog Index in 2010 was .16. Case filings and the number of pending cases 
are down which is likely contributing to this result. 

Civil 

For both Major and Minor Civil, the Backlog Index is less than .5 in all caseloads.  We 
ÁÒÅ ȰÇÒÅÅÎȱ ÆÏÒ ÁÌÌȢ  4ÒÅÎÄÓ ÓÈÏ× Á ÓÌÉÇÈÔ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ɉȢπτɊ ÆÏÒ -ÁÊÏÒ #ÉÖÉÌ and (.11) for 
Minor Civil.  
 
The outstanding decision on the Source Code issue for Implied Consents explains 
why Minor Civil cases are not being completed. 

Probate/Mental 
Health 

No, our Backlog Index is .5, this is a slight decrease (.08). 
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Family 

The index number for Major Family is .19, better  than the rest of the state (.22) and 
an improvement over 2009.    

!Î ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÉÎ ÏÖÅÒÁÌÌ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ ÆÉÌÉÎÇÓ ÉÎ ςπρπ ÉÍÐÁÃÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÒÔȭÓ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÒÅÄÕÃÅ 
the size of its backlog more than .01. 

Criminal 
Yes, Serious Felonies are at .67.  We do not have case groups that fall in the .76 or 
higher category. 

 

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 pre-trial 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 officers.  The dashboard will inform them of how we 
are doing on a monthly basis and instruct on how we can improve our numbers.  The 
ÐÒÅÓÉÄÉÎÇ ÊÕÄÇÅ ×ÉÌÌ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅ Á ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÏÎ ÅÖÅÒÙ ÊÕÄÇÅÓȭ ÃÁÓÅÌÏÁÄ ÁÎÄ ×ÉÌÌ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÅÎÅ ÁÓ 
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 None 
Probate/ 

Mental Health 
None 

Family 

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

Criminal 

Complicated case types 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 inefficiencies because attorneys were appearing before multiple judges 
throughout the life of their case and no one judge was invested in the case.  The 
(ÅÎÎÅÐÉÎ #ÏÕÎÔÙ 0ÕÂÌÉÃ $ÅÆÅÎÄÅÒȭÓ /ÆÆÉÃÅ ÈÁÓ ςψ ÁÔÔÏÒÎÅÙ vacancies, Probation has 
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 the 
category of All Permanency Cases- All Resolutions.  The main contributing factor to this yellow light is 
our case type of Permanency- Non-TPR. These cases are extremely complex and a number of factors 
could be causing delay, including:  

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

 delays in establishment of kinship; 

 delays in home study; 

 paternity determination;  

 delays from DHS for either foster care certification or adoptive home certification; 

 staffing reductions in all partnering agencies; 
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 many participants in these cases which makes scheduling extremely complex; and,  

 the lack of a prospective adoptive home also makes the judicial officer 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 updated 
on performance measures monthly 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 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 CJI action plan. There have been some changes in 
personnel and approaches to their work in the DÅÐÔȢ ÏÆ (ÕÍÁÎ 3ÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ ÁÎÄ #ÏÕÎÔÙ !ÔÔÏÒÎÅÙȭÓ ÏÆÆÉÃÅ 
that will likely lead to further improvements in our Child Protection processes. 

 

All Measures  

Juvenile 

Juvenile Delinquency  
Age of Pending: The percentage of cases over the 99th percentile is the same as last 
year. While we have had fewer case filings in 2010, one full-time 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: The percentage of cases over the 99th percentile 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 the 99th percentile is the same as last 
year. 
 
Workload Rate: Our workload rate has fallen from 94% in 2009 to 84% in 2010. This 
is likely again due to the decrease in resources assigned to this court. 
 
CHIPS 
Time to Permanency (looking at the state report layout): Across the board in all 
categories 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 monitor 
them; all judges are aware 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 performance 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 unique issues encountered 
on these cases.  Lastly, our CJI team has been 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 Rate (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 between 2008 and today, 35W 
cases, PremPro-Wyeth cases and Avandia-GlaxoSmith 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:   OveraÌÌȟ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÇÒÅÅÎ ÉÎ ÅÖÅÒÙ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙȢ  7Å ÁÒÅ ÓÌÉÇÈÔÌÙ ×ÏÒÓÅ ÉÎ 
Backlog and Workload, mostly due to the Implied Consent cases.  We are now better 
than the rest of the state in Clearance Rates for Minor Civil, due to becoming caught 
up in Judgments and Conciliation Court cases (now 7 weeks from filing to hearing).  
Slightly lower filings are allowing available staff to become current. 

Probate/ 
Mental Health 

/ÖÅÒÁÌÌȟ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÅÅÎ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ Ô×Ï ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÉÅÓ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÓȢ  7Å 
have improved slightly over 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 of state in all 
performance measure categories.  Age of Pending and Time to Disposition results are 
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 exception 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:  Probate 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 cases-
-97% for Fourth District and 159% for the rest of the state.  This is likely due to clean 
up efforts to ramp up for using the CAMPER system.  The Fourth District started this 
process earlier than most other districts.  It also appears that we are significantly 
behind in clearance rates for Special Administration cases (41% for 4th District and 
90% for the State).  For context, it should be noted that there were only 17 SA cases 
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 for a period of time, so the clearance rate for this case type does not 
concern us. 

Family 

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

Criminal 
We generally have more positive results when compared to the statewide average.  
Our ability to specialize by case 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 having the court outreach worker 
attempt personal service; setting trial and pre-trial 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 officers.  The dashboard will inform them of how we are doing on a 
monthly basis and instruct on how we can improve our numbers.  The presiding 
ÊÕÄÇÅ ×ÉÌÌ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅ Á ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÏÎ ÅÖÅÒÙ ÊÕÄÇÅÓȭ ÃÁÓÅÌÏÁÄ ÁÎÄ ×ÉÌÌ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÅÎÅ ÁÓ 
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. The 
entire bench is updated on performance 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 unique issues encountered 
on these cases.  Our CJI team has been working on the permanency action 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 Dept. of 
(ÕÍÁÎ 3ÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ ÁÎÄ #ÏÕÎÔÙ !ÔÔÏÒÎÅÙȭÓ ÏÆÆÉÃÅ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÉÌÌ ÌÉËÅÌÙ ÌÅÁÄ ÔÏ ÆÕÒÔÈÅÒ 
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 judges during the past 3 months.  As these new 
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 referees in Probate during the past 3 months.  As 
these new judicial officers become familiar with their caseloads, if no further cuts are 
made to judicial officers and staff, results should improve.   

Family None 

Criminal 

The Criminal Blocking pilot was implemented.  Preliminarily, we are seeing an 
increase in clearance rates in the suburban misdemeanor and gross misdemeanor 
area.  It is possible that the implementation of the suburban Criminal Blocking Pilot 
in January and May of 2010 has contributed in a positive way to our performance 
measures.  The suburban pilot has had time to stabilize and we have worked through 
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 through 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.  In the Civil and 
Juvenile case categories, we uncovered a few 5th District counties had many cases still listed as 
pending on the Pre-Disposition Pending Caseload reports that had been closed several years ago.  In 
the major criminal area, Felony, Gross Misdemeanor and 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 up data 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.  

 In the Juvenile CHIPS area, we have had considerable training with Judy Nord, assisted by 

Lois Pirsig, in November 2010.   The Court Data Files provide valuable information to 

which the employees now have access.   

 Most of our CJI teams meet regularly and the collaborations created in the CJI teams have 

been very beneficial.  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. 

 Having the MNJAD data quality files are available for court administrators to access and 

monitor these cases. 

Backlog Index  

υÔÈ $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ "ÁÃËÌÏÇ )ÎÄÅØ ÎÕÍÂÅÒÓ ÁÒÅ ×ÅÌÌ ÂÅÌÏ× ÔÈÅ Ȣυπ ÉÎÄÅØ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÌ ÈÁÖÅ ȰÇÒÅÅÎ ÌÉÇÈÔÓȱȢ   

 

Length of Time to Permanency  

Children within our district are very close to reaching the benchmark 94% or higher at 99th percentile 
rate.  Our statistics improved overall in that percentile from Jan ɀ Dec 2009 to Jan ɀ Dec 2010, 
specifically in those cases that did not move to permanency.  There 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. 

Data Details 



74 
 

b. Timelines exceeded as prosecuting authorities unsure if their permanency petitions 
will hold up at trial stage.  (i.e.  Children in OHP while mother is in CD 
treatment.  -ÏÔÈÅÒ ÉÓ Ȱ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ÈÅÒ ÃÁÓÅ ÐÌÁÎȱ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ #()03 ÃÁÓÅ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÍÁÙ ÔÁËÅ ÌÏÎÇÅÒ 
than the allowed 6 to 12 months, but timelines required 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 filed.  If 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.   
 

 In a CHIPS case, the timeline may be extended in order for the parent(s) to 

satisfactorily complete their case plan and be reunited with their children. 

 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 achieved.  This is case-
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 changes within our district in order to ensure that we are making efforts to 
achieve permanency and/or resolution in CHIPS matters in a timely manner.  Our local CJI teams 
continue to meet and work through issues as they arise.  Additionally, all court staff that work with 
CHIPS cases and Court Administrators attended a day-long 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 accuracy.  Also, SCAO made the Court Data Files available via 
CourtNet, so users can check their files regularly to achieve fewer cases with problems.  Users have 
ÁÌÓÏ ÂÅÅÎ ÉÎÓÔÒÕÃÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÕÔÉÌÉÚÅ ÔÈÅ /ÕÔ ÏÆ (ÏÍÅ 0ÌÁÃÅÍÅÎÔ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÁÓ Á ÔÏÏÌ ÔÏ ÖÅÒÉÆÙ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÁÓÅÓȭ 
accuracy in reporting. 

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 and timeliness of the case processing.   

)Î ÓÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÃÏÕÎÔÉÅÓȟ ×Å ÈÁÖÅ ȰÇÅÎÅÒÁÌÉÓÔÓȱ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ȰÓÐÅÃÉÁÌÉÓÔÓȱ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÓÅÓȢ  4ÈÅ 
generalists may have less expertise and confidence in the case processing than those who specialize.  
That could possibly 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, the 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 has definitely helped tighten up these 

cases.  It has resulted in successful practices being put into place, and more sharing and 

collaboration between the agencies.  

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

 CPC should free up time for staff and with this extra time, more care can be given to the 

management of cases. 

 Continued training of court administration regarding the usage and availability of reports will 

help them monitor cases.   

 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:   

 8% of all pending major criminal cases were beyond the 99th percentile a yellow light.  This is an 

ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÖÅÒ ÌÁÓÔ ÙÅÁÒȭÓ ρπϷ ÅØÃÅÅÄÉÎÇ ÇÏÁÌȟ ÁÎÄ ÁÂÏÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÓÔÁÔÅ×ÉÄÅ ωϷ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅȢ  

The best report from another district was 3% in Ramsey County, so improvement is possible.  

 The 90th and 97th percentile objectives were not met but performance was above the statewide 

average.    

Noteworthy Major Criminal Details:  

 District -wide, Gross Misdemeanor pending cases, including DWI cases, met the 99th percentile 

performance goals, a green light.   

 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 the pending Major 

Criminal cases revealed that some cases were being continued multiple times while waiting lab 

results from the BCA.   

 
Pending Other Case Type  Summary:   
 Major Civil pending cases earned a yellow light at 10% exceeding the 99th percentile, compared to 

a statewide average 5%, so there is room to improve.  

 Major Family pending cases earned a yellow light at 8% compared to a statewide average of 3%, so 

there is room to improve.   

 Juvenile pending cases show a red light with 11% exceeding the 99th percentile. This was a 

concern.  Improved data quality moved the cases > 99th percentile down to 4%:  a green light.  

Proposed Action:  Data quality should be reviewed at the next quarterly report.  

 Minor Criminal pending cases have a yellow light at 9% exceeding the 99th 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 to 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. 

 Major Criminal:  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 of e-citations or other CPC 

related business practice changes.  

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 6th District , in 2010, 7% of all disposed major criminal cases were beyond the 99th percentile- a 

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

6th $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȭÓ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ ×ÁÓ ÁÂÏÖÅ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÆÏÒ ÁÌÌ σ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓȢ  $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ-wide, Gross Misdemeanor 

cases, including DWI cases, met the 99th percentile performance goals for a green light.  Serious Felony 

cases failed to meet standards at all 3 measures.  

Noteworthy Disposed Major Criminal Details:   

 Serious Felonies:  30% of disposed cases exceeded the 99th percentile objective, as 

compared to a 27% state average.  A review of continuances suggests that the oldest 

cases have a high continuance rate.   

 Felony DWI: some of the cases over the 99th percentile were involved in DWI 

Specialty Courts, where cases are expected to take longer than average.  

 Other Felony:   Some notes: 

Á In Carlton County, 28 of 159 cases exceeded the 99th percentile.  A few data 

quality issues contributed to the number.  Of note:  Some of the oldest cases 

had multiple continuance requests- one case with 15.  

Á In Duluth, of 91 cases 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 cases were delayed 
because new charges were filed against a defendant or because attorneys 
×ÅÒÅ Á×ÁÉÔÉÎÇ ÄÉÓÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÌÉÅÎÔȭÓ ÃÏ-defendants. 

Disposed Other Case Type Summary :   
Excluding the case types above, all 2010 disposed case types showed green lights at the 
99th percentile, which matches statewide performance.  Most of the 90th and 97th 
percentile goals were also met, with the exception of Juvenile.  Juvenile data quality 
issues described in the pending section above may be contributing to accuracy of this 
report. These are closed cases; district data quality efforts will address pending cases.   

 MNCIS has been updated to auto-close cases across all case type areas when 

judgments are entered.  This may help decrease the number of cases that appear 

over the 99th 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 cases- perhaps an 
unusually high number that may have affected performance generally.  See Serious Felony 
Pending, above. 
 

Have there been any changes in business practices, data quality or other 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 CHIPs Cases Dismissed or Jurisdiction Terminated without Permanency Orders: N=154  

ψυϷ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÒÅÁÃÈÅÄ ÐÅÒÍÁÎÅÎÃÙ ÂÙ ρψ ÍÏÎÔÈÓ ÄÏ×Î ÆÒÏÍ ωτϷ ÉÎ Ȭπω ɉÒÅÄ ÌÉÇÈÔɊȢ 

 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 number of cases ɀ 

2 exceeding the 99th 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= 146 

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

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

/ÖÅÒÁÌÌȟ ÔÈÅ ψωϷ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȭÓ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÁÒÅ ÒÅÁÃÈÉÎÇ ÐÅÒÍÁÎÅÎÃÙ ÂÙ ÍÏÎÔÈ ρψ ÏÎ ÁÌÌ ÃÁÓÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÏÒ 
without orders. 

 A district -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. 

 Court sites are regularly reviewing out of home placement reports, and data quality issues 

are resolved as they are brought to light.  

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

 Calendar changes in the Duluth Court house may have had an impact on time available for 

CHIPs. 

 Proposed Action:  Create SharePoint workspaces for CJI lead judges, CHIPS Focus Groups, 
and the Bench. Post reports at least quarterly.  Encourage goal setting and tracking.    

All Measures  

 Overall, the Major Criminal Age of Pending improved by 2% and Juvenile 

improved by 8%. Major Civil got worse by a percentage, 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 Defender 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 the cause, 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 

ÁÎÄ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÎÏÔ ÂÅÅÎ ÁÓ ÃÌÏÓÅÌÙ ÍÏÎÉÔÏÒÅÄȢ  )ÔȭÓ ÐÏÓÓÉÂle these numbers 

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 District-wide except for Cook and Lake 

Counties, where only 6 and 4 cases 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 events documented.  

 As mentioned before, a District-wide 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 types are 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. Serious Felonies:  Six counties showed no change; three counties improved age 

of pending; one county worsened. 

b. Felony DWI:  Six counties showed no change; three counties improved age of 

pending; one county worsened. 

c. Other Felony:  Seven counties showed no change; one county improved age of 

pending; two counties worsened.  

d. GMD DWI:  Five counties showed no change; two counties improved age of 

pending; three counties worsened.  

e. Other GMD:  Four counties showed no change; five counties improved age of 

pending; one county worsened. 

f. Major Criminal:  Seven counties showed no change; three counties worsened. 

g.  Civil:  Nine counties showed no change; one county improved age of pending.  

h. Family:  Nine counties showed no change; one county improved age of pending. 

i. Juvenile:  Nine counties showed no change; one county worsened in age of 

pending.  

j. 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 citation 
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. Serious Felonies:  ten counties showed no change;  

l. Felony DWI:  Seven counties showed no change; one county improved timing; 

two counties worsened. 

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

two counties worsened.  

n. GMD DWI:  Five counties showed no change; four counties improved timing; 

one county worsened.  

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

one county worsened. 

p. Major Criminal:  Nine counties showed no change; one county increased. 

q.  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 to the 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 Worksheet 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 the county 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 functions. 
 
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 has one 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 one long-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 one state 

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 long-term 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 ward for 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. 

Each county is currently reviewing CJI Permanency Action Plans. 

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

All Measures  

$ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ×ÉÄÅ ÃÏÍÐÁÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÓÔÁÔÅ×ÉÄÅ Ȱ!ÇÅ ÏÆ 0ÅÎÄÉÎÇȱ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅȡ 
1. Serious Felony: Seventh district is less than the statewide average but has improved.  

2. Felony DWI: 3ÅÖÅÎÔÈ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÉÓ ÌÅÓÓ ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅ×ÉÄÅ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȰÒÅÄȱ ÚÏÎÅȢ 

3. Other Felony: 3ÅÖÅÎÔÈ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÉÓ ÅÑÕÁÌ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅ×ÉÄÅ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÂÕÔ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȰÙÅÌÌÏ×ȱ ÚÏÎÅȢ 

4. GMD DWI: Seventh distrÉÃÔ ÉÓ ÂÅÔÔÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅ×ÉÄÅ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÂÕÔ ÈÁÓ ÅÎÔÅÒÅÄ ÔÈÅ ȰÒÅÄȱ ÚÏÎÅȢ  

5. GMD Other: 3ÅÖÅÎÔÈ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÉÓ ÅÑÕÁÌ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅ×ÉÄÅ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȰÇÒÅÅÎȱ ÚÏÎÅȢ   

6. Maj Crim: Seventh district is the same as the statewide average but remains in the 

ȰÙÅÌÌÏ×ȱ ÚÏÎÅȢ  

7. Major Civil: Seventh district is slightly better than the statewide average and remains in the 

ȰÇÒÅÅÎȱ ÚÏÎÅȢ   

8. Family: 3ÅÖÅÎÔÈ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÉÓ ÅÑÕÁÌ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅ×ÉÄÅ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȰÇÒÅÅÎȱ ÚÏÎÅȢ   

9. Juvenile: Seventh district is significantly better than the statewide average.  The district remains 

ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȰÇÒÅÅÎȱ ÚÏÎÅȢ  

10. Minor Crim: 3ÅÖÅÎÔÈ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÉÓ ÓÌÉÇÈÔÌÙ ÂÅÔÔÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅ×ÉÄÅ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÁÎÄ ÉÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȰÙÅÌÌÏ×ȱ 

zone.  

$ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ×ÉÄÅ ÃÏÍÐÁÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÓÔÁÔÅ×ÉÄÅ Ȱ4ÉÍÅ ÔÏ $ÉÓÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎȱ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅȡ 
a. Serious Felony:  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 equal to 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   Seventh 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: 

a. Serious Felony:  Six counties are equal to or better than the statewide average. 

b. Felony DWI Eight counties are equal to or better than the statewide average. 

c. Other Felony: Four counties are equal to or better than the statewide average. 

d. GMD DWI: Six counties are equal to or better than the statewide average. 

e. GMD Other: Seven counties are equal to or better than the statewide average. 

f. Maj Crim: Five counties are equal to or better than the statewide average. 

g. Major Civil: Seven counties are equal to or better than the statewide average. 

h. Family:  Eight counties are equal to or better than the statewide average. 

i. Juvenile: Nine counties are equal to or better than the statewide average. 

j. Minor Crim: Seven counties are equal to or better than the statewide average. 

Time to Disposition:  

a. Serious Felony:  Six counties are equal to or better than the statewide average. 

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

c. Other Felony: Seven counties are equal to or better than the statewide average. 

d. GMD DWI: Six counties are equal to or better than the statewide average. 

e. GMD Other: Five counties are equal to or better than the statewide average. 

f. Maj Crim: Seven counties are equal to or better than the statewide average. 

g. Major Civil: Six counties are equal to or better than the statewide average. 

h. Family:  Ten counties are equal to or better than the statewide average. 

i. Juvenile: Nine counties are equal to or better than the statewide average. 

j. Minor Crim: Ten counties are equal to or better than the statewide average. 

Comparisons between counties are difficult to make due to the differing practices of county 
ÁÔÔÏÒÎÅÙÓȢ  /ÎÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÙ ÉÎ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒ ÈÁÓ ÁÎ ÅØÔÒÅÍÅÌÙ ÌÉÔÉÇÉÏÕÓ ÃÏÕÎÔÙ ÁÔÔÏÒÎÅÙȭÓ ÏÆÆÉÃÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÄÏÅÓ ÎÏÔ 
negotiate settlements in a meaningful way.  

Centralized payables, the court payment center, IVR/IWR and auto assessment have all been 
implemented in the district.  E-Charging has been implemented in Otter Tail and Clay Counties.   E-
Charging has begun the planning process and is anticipating going live in April 2011.  E-citations 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% 
 Stearns:  99.3% 
 Todd:  104.3% 
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 Wadena:  100.5% 
 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 rates in the various 
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 rates in the major criminal area.  
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Eighth District 

Age of Pending Cases 

The 8th District has a few instances where cases have gone over the timelines. 

Time to Disposition  

There are a few cases in the 8th District that have gone over the timing objectives.  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 cases.  A few counties are over the 
objectives but the small number 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 matters.  Dispositions may not be entered timely due to staff shortages 
ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÒÔ ÁÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÏÆÆÉÃÅȢ 

Backlog Index  

There does not seem to be a backlog issue in the 8th District. 

Length of Time to Permanency  

There are counties where the timing objectives have not been met.  In 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 moving these 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 change.   Going 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 between counties.  Again the numbers are so low that one or two cases can 
cause a county to go over the 99th percentile. 

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 currently in 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 over the 99th 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 cases may 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 takes 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 reports sucÈ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ Ȱ-ÅÓÓÁÇÅ 
7ÁÒÅÈÏÕÓÅȱ ÆÏÒ ÁÎÙ ÅÒÒÏÒÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÁÙ ÄÅÌÁÙ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÍÐÌÅÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÓÅ ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÐÁÓÓÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
information  to other agencies.  Again, the report monitoring may be delayed due to lack of 
resources. 

Time to Disposition  

There are no case types in ÔÈÅ ȰÒÅÄ ÌÉÇÈÔȱ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙ ÆÏÒ 4ÉÍÅ ÔÏ $ÉÓÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÓÔÁÔÓȢ  4ÈÅ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ 
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 backlog iÎÄÅØ ÉÎ &ÅÌÏÎÙ $7)ȭÓ ÈÁÓ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ Ȣσω ÔÏ ȢυυȢ  !Ó Á ×ÈÏÌÅȟ ÔÈÅ 
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 by 110 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  
2009 ɀ 25% in 6 months (50% is objective) 
2010 35% 
2009 46% in 12 months (90% is objective) 
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 9th District has increased these statistics by 7% in 2010. 
 
The CHIPS case types seem to take 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 county and those errors have now been corrected.   

All Measures  

4ÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ ȰÒÅÄ ÌÉÇÈÔÓȱ ÉÎ ÏÕÒ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÁÐÐÅÁÒ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ -ÁÊÏÒ #ÒÉÍÉÎÁÌ ÁÒÅÁȢ   
 
Age of Pending (2010)  
In Major Criminal cases groups, the 9th 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 9th District is below the statewide average in all 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 types is consistent with the statewide average.  
 
Length of Time to Permanency  
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The 9th District is above the statewide average on these measures.   
 
In Major Criminal case types, the red lights are consistent in the same counties ɀ some larger, 
some smaller.  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 2009 and 2010.   
 
Many counties in the 9th 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, the same judge 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 staff continue 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 worst 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 reflect larger 
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 administrators 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 concerning at the early stages of the case ɀ the 50% and 
75% measure. Performance improves at the 99th Percentile. 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 
ÓÔÁÆÆ ÁÔ ÖÁÒÉÏÕÓ ÍÅÅÔÉÎÇÓȢ -ÁÊÏÒ ÃÒÉÍÉÎÁÌ ÃÁÓÅ ÔÙÐÅÓ ÒÅÍÁÉÎ Á ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎȣÓÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÌÁÙÓ Áre caused 
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 caseload being handled in that time period. 

One county has done a thorough analysis of the continuances that were granted in major criminal 
cases ɂwho requested, stated reason, length of continuance. They also mapped the number of 
appearances and the length of time between those appearances. They are using this information to 
ÒÅÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÁÓÅ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȢ !ÎÏÔÈÅÒ ÃÏÕÎÔÙ ÎÏ× ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÓ Á ȰÓÔÏÐÌÉÇÈÔȱ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÆÏÒ ÉÔÓ 
judges (has a block assignment system). 
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Appeals Court  Performance Measures Results Rev iew 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 its cases within 290 days.  But this was a 

significant improvement over the prior yearôs performance of 53%.  The court did not dispose of a higher 

percentage of cases within 290 days because of a pre-existing backlog and because of various delays in 

criminal cases, including court reportersô need for more time to prepare transcripts, longer briefing periods, 

and public defendersô frequent requests for extension of deadlines. 

 2. Are there differences among case groups (Criminal, Civil, Family, etc.)?  Yes.  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 plans for or implemented any changes as a response to these results?  

What are the outcomes of any initiatives youôve put into practice?  The court is on course to further 

reduce its backlog of cases, which should improve the courtôs timeliness in 2011.  The court is considering 

ways to avoid delays in criminal cases, although the lower rate of timeliness in such criminal cases is 

partially outside the courtôs 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 

improvement over the prior yearôs performance of 79%. 

 2. Are there differences among case groups (Criminal, Civil, Family, etc.)?  Yes.  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%), juvenile delinquency (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 initiatives youôve put into practice?  Please see the answer to this question 

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 50 th  Percentile Time Objective  

Many results are at or close to targets.  Several areas saw improvements, 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 of cases (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 response to these results? What are the 
ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓ ÏÆ ÁÎÙ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅÓ ÙÏÕȭÖÅ ÐÕÔ ÉÎÔÏ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅȩ 

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 near targets for PFR 
dispositions on these case types.   

Percent of Supreme Court  Cases Within 90 th  Percentile Time Objective  

Are there any results that do not meet objectives?  What might be contributing to these results? 

See above. 

Are there differences among 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 
ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓ ÏÆ ÁÎÙ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅÓ ÙÏÕȭÖÅ ÐÕÔ ÉÎÔÏ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅȩ 

See above. 
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STATEWIDE CLEARANCE RATES FOR 2010 

Location  / WCL Type Clearance 
Beginning 
Pending Filings Dispositions 

Ending 
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 % 3,520 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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