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• 

• Recommendation 3: 

• 
Recommendation 4: 

• 

• Recommendation 5: 
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SU~lliARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Organizational responsibilities for differing phases 

of case processing should be clearly specified to 

avoid duplication of efforts. 

The clerk's office should have the responsibility 

for recording, monitoring, and processing all 

case related documents. Responsibilities of a.ll other 

court personnel should also be clearly defined. 

The case processing system should be revised to 

reduce the unnecessary gaps in the process. These 

gaps include time between notice 0f appeal and 

the prehearing conference,~nd time on the calendar 

without action. 

The effectiveness of the prehearing conference in 

reducing the number of appeals to be considered by 

the court should be carefully studied and any appropriate 

changes to im)?J:;ove·the procedures should be made immediately. 

Only in extraordinary situations should attorneys 

be allowed more than 20 days after a prehearing 

conference to settle a case. A scheduling order 

should be issued immediately if a settlement does 

not appear attainable. 

vi 
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• Recommendation 6: A lawyer, not a member of the court, should handle 

prehearing conferences. 
I 

Recommendation 7: The processing time for special matters should be 

• reduced by closer monitoring of processing time 

and by assigning additional personnel or relieving 

existing personnel from other duties. 

• Recommendation 8: The court should establish a policy requiring issuance 

of an order ~'li thin 2 weeks of submission of a motion. 

Recommendation 9: The Supreme Court should establish performance 

• standards for each key area of court activity and develop 

a mechanism for monitoring achievement of these 

standards. • Recommendation 10: The court should authorize West Publishing to publish 

the official Minnesota Reports after establishing 
! 
I 
! edit criteria and distribution responsibility. I. 

Recommendation 11: To simplify recordkeeping procedures within the 

clerk's office, the minute book should be 

eliuninated. • 
Recommendation 12: The recordkeeping and filing system should be revised 

by eliminating the bound docket books, the built-in 

• file drawers, and the folded files. They should be 

replaced by preprinted docket cards, flat record 

file folders, and open shelving. 

• Recommendation 13: The court should analyze the need for a word processor 

to reduce clerical effort and assist in administrative 

matters. 
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Recommendation 14: 

Recommendation 15: 

Recommendation 16: 

viii 

The Supreme Court should adopt and implement 

immediately the recommendations mnde in this report 

that affect the case processing information system. 

The court should then setup a periodic review 

process to determine ·the impact these recommendations 

have on case delay and backlog. 

The Supreme Court should take a direct interest in 

reviewing the current and future informational 

requirements of the state jUdiciaries and should 

establish a procedure to evaluate these informational 

x·equirements for consistency wii:h its long-range 

planning and State Judicial Information System efforts. 

Prior to making a final decision a system-wide cost! 

benefit analysis should be conducted by the court for 

each viable data processing alternative available to 

them. The results of this analysis should be combined 

with a system-wide information requirements analysis to 

determine which data processing alternative is best 

for both the appellate and trial courts' long-term 

oper at.ions • 

Recommendation 17: The Supreme Court should request the Director of 

Information Services and the Deputy State Court 

Administrator to analyze thoroughly and evaluate exist­

ing automated appellate systems, especially the Oregon 

Appellate Court Docketing System, prior to any decision 

to automate the Minnesota Appellate Caseflow System. 
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Recommendation 18: 

ix 

Any decision to automate the Appellate Case flow 

Docketing System should be made in conjunction with 

and closely coordinated \vith all long-term planning 

efforts of the court including the current SJIS 

program. 

Recomm8ndation 19: Since initial costs are too excessive, the Supreme 

Court should not establish at this time a court data 

processing capability to automate the appellate 

caseflow management and docketing system. 

Recommendation 20: The Supreme Court should develop a long-range 

judicial information system master plan that includes 

a statement of intent to administer and manage the 

state courts and incorporate all information system 

development efforts into the long-range planning 

efforts of the court. 

Recommendation 21: The Supreme Court sho~ld establish a policy that clearly 

identifies what internal judicial management information 

can be transferred to other agencies (CJIS) or to the 

public to protect judicial integrity and individual 

privacy. 

Recommendation 22: The Supreme Court should have the State Court Administrator 

establish procedures that control the distribution of 

internal judicial management information to other agencies 

(CJIS) or to the public to protect judicial integrity 

and individual privacy. 
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Recommendation 23: The Supreme Court shoula. obtain a written legally 

binding agreement with ISD consistent with the above 

policies. and procedures that establishes management 

control by the Court over all existing judicial 

applications and data. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Organizational Goals 

The Supreme Court as a public body and court of last resort has 

several important organizational goals, some of which may conflict. At a 

minimum these goals are: 

1. To adjudicate fairly and swiftly the rights and obligations 

6f litigants in individual cases. 

2. To interpret and express clearly the law where substantial 

doubt exists so that the parties and the public may under-

stand their rights and obligations and adjust their future 

actio~ accordingly, and 

3. To disseminate the determinations of the court quickly and 

accurately to the parties and the public. 

The organizational structure and management system of the court 

can affect the attainment of these goals by contributing to or hindering 

the quality or the timeliness of opinions. 

During the past two years the court has been able to reduce and 

maintain case processing time on the average at 14.9 months in spite of 

a rising caseload. The American Bar Association, however, recommends 

substantially less time for case processing in its final draft of 

Standards Relating to Appellate Courts. Rule 3.52 provides that the 

time for processing an appeal, except in cases of extraordinary complex-

1 ity, should not exceed 180 days. 

lStandards Relating to Appellate Courts, American Bar Association 
Commission on Standards of Judicial Administration, Final Draft, 1977, p. 75. 
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Several judges of the court have expressed a desire to explore 

the feasibility of automating the appellate docketing procedures as a 

way to i,mprove case processi.ng further. The Supreme Court recognized 

that in order to have an effective automated system, the underlying 

manual system must be sound and efficient or the same problems and 

inefficiencies that exist in the manual system will be built into the 

automated system. As a result the court contracted with the National 

Center for State Courts to assist the Deputy State Court Administrator 

to examine and describe the current case processing dnd information 

system supporting the Supreme Court operations, to make recommendations 

for the strengthening the system to improve current operations, and to 

discuss the feasibility of computerizing, now or at a later date, all 

or part of the information system. 

Methodology 

The primary staff work for the project was provided by 

Judith L .. Renak, Deputy State Court Administrator of Minnesota, and 

Lynn A. Jensen, Senior Staff Associate of the National Center for State 

Courts. Mr. Robert Lipscher, . Ci"rcui"t Executi ve of the Second Court of 

Appeals, contributed fmmeasuraJ::5ly to the effort by freely giving of his 

time, energy, and advice to assist the staff in their analysis. 

The staff reviewed and documented the manual case processing 

procedures currently in existence in the offices of the Supreme Court Clerk, 

the ~ommissioner, the Court Reporter and the State Court Administrator. 

The staff conducted interviews with each Justice of the Supreme Court, the 
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Commissioner, the Clerk of Court, the Court Reporter, and the State 

Court Administrator to dete .... mine their perceptions of the needs and 

problems of the existing system. After reviewing their findings, the 

staff discussed in depth with Mr. RobeLt Lipscher their perceptions. 

The staff then conducted a review of published studies on appellate 

caseflow and familiarized themselves with the standards relating to 

appellate courts ad~pted by the American Bar Association. Preliminary 

3 

statements of their findings, analysis, and recommendations were prepared 

and distributed to interested parties. After further interviews, 

research, and analysis a preliminary draft was prepared for review, 

verification, and approval by the office of the State Court Administrator. 

This report was then revised, incorporating the recommendations of the 

Court Administrator, and prepared for submission to the Supreme Court 

for final approval. 

Report Structure 

The report is divided into an introduction, a summary of 

recommendations, six chapters, and an appendix. The introduction provides 

a background discussion of this project-~ s purpose and scope. The 

summary of recommendations lists in one convenient location all substan­

-tive recommendations found in this report. 

Chapter I describes the current case processing procedures used 

to prepare and to monitor case progress towqrd disposition. This 

includes analyzing the record creation, calendar, and opinion preparation 

processes. Several recommendations that will strengthen the existing 

processing system and increase its effectiveness are included in this chapter. 
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• Chapter II discusses the current information requirements and 

the perceived informational needs of the Supreme Court if an automated 

system were implemented. Reference is made to the American Bar Association 

• monitoring standards relating to appellate courts. 

Chapter III discusses the concept of caseflow~management and more 

particularly the modular make-up of an automated caseflow docketing 

• system. In addition, the chapter stresses the need for the court to make 

a firm commitment to assume the cost and management associated with an 

automated system if one is adopted. 

Chapter IV examines three operational appellate caseflow manage-

ment docketing system efforts. The discussion centers on the three 

systems' capabilities and design considerations. 

• Chapter V analyzes the basic data processing alternatives 

available to the Supreme Court to process the information generated by 

an automated case flow management docketing system. The chapter contains 

• an analysis of estimated projected costs and examines several management 

considerations that must'be dealt with if the court decides to develop 

an automated caseflow management system. 

• Chapter VI summarizes the findings of Chapters I thru V and 

contains several'recommendations--concerning the implementationof.·an. 

automated caseflow management docketing system. The appendix contains • supportive material too bulky for inclusion in the body of the report. 

• 

• 
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CHAPTER I 

ANALYSIS OF EXISTING CASEFLOW 

MANAGEMENT PROCEDURES 

Caseflow management procedures are the processes by which cases 

are prepared and brought to the attention of the court for disposition. 

The procedures or systems used to handle criminal and civil appeals a~e 

identical with the exception of the use of prehearing conferences at the 

beginning of the civil procedures. In general, the steps involved in the 

process for handling both civil and criminal appeals can best be 

illustrated by Table 1. 

Table 1 

General Case Processing Procedures 

Criminal 

Initial Filings 

Preparation and Submission 
of Transcripts and Briefs 

Screened and Set on Calendar 

Hearing (either division of 
3 or en bane) 

Opinion Writing 

opinion Review Procedures 

Court Reporter Opinion preparation 

Distribution of Opinion to the 
Public 

5· 

civil 

Initial Filings 

Prehearing Conference 

Preparation and Submission 
of Transcripts and Briefs 

Screened and Set on Calend~r 

Hearing (either division of 
3 or en bane) 

Opinion Writing 

Opinion Review Procedures 

Court Reporter Opinion Preparation 

Distribution of Opinion to the 
Public 
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An information system has been developed within the administrative structure 

of the Supreme Court to compile, transmit, and monitor operational 

information concerning the status of cases within the case processing 

system. The purpose of this report is to examine this information system 

and to make recommendations for its improvement. In general, four basic 

p~ocesses are involved in the dissemination of information within the 

Supreme Court. They are the record creation and maintenance system, the 

calendaring process, the opinion preparation process, and the case 

monitoring system. The steps, actors, and methodologies in each of these 

systems will be described and analyzed for effectiveness,and recommenda-

tions will be made that will increase their efficiency and hopefully have 

the effect of reducing the time necessary to process appeals. 

Record Creation and Maintenance 

An appeal is initiated when the attorney serves a notice of appeal 

on opposing counsel, files it with the clerk of the trial court, and pays 

a fee. The clerk of the trial court sends a copy of the notice of appeal 

with the appropriate portion of the fee to the clerk of the Supreme Court. 

All cases, regardless of type, are indexed alphabetically (by name of 

appellant and respondent).ln a common book in chronological order. All cases, 

regardles.s Of type are recorded. in a common docket in order' of receipt. Each , . 
cas.e. is a,s.s;i.gned, a number which. corres1?onds. to its ,J?age in thi,s, docket bpok. 

Thereafter, each document filed and the hearing date are recorded in the docket 

book,under the case number. Each document is annotated with the case file 

number and filed in a file drawer with related case documents under the 

case number. These are the basic records which are maintained by the 
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clerk's office: the index which is searched by either appellant's or 

respondent's name and which is cross referenced to the docket case 

number, the docket book which is a chronological listing of all cases 

denoting all documents and critical events in a given case, and the 

actual case file containing all documents filed with the Supreme Court 

except the lower court record. Any member of the court has access to 

these basiq records. 

7 

If documents for a case are received before a case is officially 

filed, they are filed in a suspense file alphabetically. Periodically 

the clerk will review the suspense file and retrieve documents which 

pertain to active cases. 

In addition the clerk maintains a minute book in which is recorded 

the activities of the court such as hearings, entry of non-case related 

orders, e.g., orders promulgating rules, admissior, of attorneys, et cetera. 

This book is maintained on a daily basis with an index to significant 

activities in the front of the book. Pages are removable and entries are 

typewritten. Non-case related documents are filed chronologically by 

subject matter in a separate file. 

The clerk has followed statutory procedures to retire inactive 

court records by releasing them to the Historical Society. Because of 

space limitations only the current active files are maintained in the 

working area. Periodically files are moved from the work area to the 

secretarial area behind the clerk's office allowing ready access if 

necessary. 

During the course of the appeal the trial court records are 
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received by the clerk of the Suvreme Court. An inventory sheet is used to 

verify receipt of the trial court material and to insure its return to the trial 

court after the hearing. The receipt is noted in the docket book along with a 

code denoting the location of the trial court record in the clerk's office. 

In addition to the basic court records noted above, the clerk 

prepares a court calendar which lists the cases which will be heard 

during a given period, the judgment or order appealed from, the attorneys, 

the hearing date, and the type of hearing. As each case is placed on 

the calendar it is given a consecutive number, starting with 1 for the 

first case in January. This number indicates how many cases the court 

is called upon to dispose of by hearing or non-oral procedure in a 

given year. This calendar is distributed to members of the press and 

public who request copies. Attorneys are sent copies of the calendar at least 

60 days prior to the commencement of the calendar period so that scheduling 

conflicts are usually avoided and the attorneys are able to insure that 

the trial court record is forwarded to the court. The clerk maintains 

a "permanent" working copy of the calendar in which additions, deletions, 

the names of the arguing attorneys, and the sitting judges are recorded. 

Much of this information is recopied in the minute book in the same format. 

All the basic information is scattered throughout the docket book under 

the appropriate case number. The calendar is used to respond to questions 

about the court schedule and the attorneys who will argue a case. The 

calendar is the end product of the screening and assignment process 

described next. 

- .1 
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Calendaring 

Calendaring is the process by which the type of heari.ng and the 

hearing date are established, a judge assigned to the case, and the 

attorneys notified. This process more than any other involves the several 

departments of the court and requires close coordination if the court 

is to achieve its goal of keeping the caseload current. 

When the first respondent's brief is filed, the clerk will place 

the name of the case on a chronological list of cases ready for hearing. 

By rule the calendar is prepared at a time which will allow 60 days 

notic,e to attorneys. Therefore, approximately 30 days prior to the 

issuance of the calendar, the clerk gathers the briefs of the cases at 

the top of the list and submits them to the commissioner's office for 

screening. The number of cases submitted (usually 60 per month) is 

established by an associate justice depending on the availability of 

cases" the time available to hear cases, and the currency of the calendar. 

The commissioner's office screens the cases to establish the type 

of heclring--en banc, division of three judges, or non-oral. For each 

case a descriptive issue is written and a hearing type recommended. A 

list of the descriptive issues is sent to the court and the Attorney 

General who then publishes it as a service to attorneys to alert them to 

pending case issues. The list of recommended hearing types is submitted 

to the associate justice for review and approval. He may suggest changes 

which are discussed with the commissioners. The judge then establishes 

the n'ecessary number of hearing dates by type of hearing and sends the 

calendar format to the clerk who types the actual calendar. The calendar 
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is printed on a lithograph owned by the court. Copies are sent to the 

court administrator for distribution within the court and to the clerk 

for distribution to attorneys. If an attorney has a case on the calendar, 

he is sent a copy of the calendar with a notice reminding him to have 
.. 

the trial court record sent from the trial court to the Supreme Court. 

The court administrator and the· associate judge assign cases to 

individual judges on a random rotational basis. The court administrator 

maintains records of the numbers of different types of cases assigned to 

each judge. The panel assignment is varied each month as is the case 

assignment to insure that each judge is assigned the same cumulative 

number of cases during the court year •. The cou;rt administ;rator th.en 

notifies members of the court and support staff of the case assignments. 

This is an i;nternal document only. 

Changes to the calendar may be made in several ways. If vacant 

slots exist in the calendar, the clerk responds to requests to expedite 

cases by inserting the case in the vacant slot, entering an order which 

is sent to all concerned attorneys, and notifying all members of the court. 

The court administrator then assigns a judge and notifies all members of 

the court. If no vacant slot exists, the clerk sends the request to the 

court administrator who suggests an additional time or date to the 

chief justice fo;r approval. Once an additional setting has been approved, 

the court administrator notifies all members of the court. The court 

administrator then assigns a judge. When a case is dismissed, the clerk 

notifies all members of the court. Upon special request by an attorney, 

a case may be continued for good cause. The clerk will notify all members 
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of the court and submit it with the' calendar list for a subsequent month • 
..... 

If a special matter is submitted for full court consideration by hearipg, 

the commissioner will get a date from the court administrator, verify the 

date with the chief justice and draft an order fo~ the sign~tu~e of the Ch~e~ 

Justice setting the case on the calendar which is ;Uled in the clerk t s office. 

The clerk will mail copies of the order to the attorneys and notify the ent;txe 

court. The chief justice may ha,ldle the case, suggest a jU,dge assignment, or 

leave the judge assignment to the court administrator. Two weeks before the 

hearing the opinion clerk will send a card to each attorney or firm of record 

requesting notification of the name of the attorney who will argue on the hea;r;:i:pg 

date. The opinion clerk furnishes this information to the marshall and the 

court to facilitate the oral ar'.:>ument procedures. 

Opinion Preparation Process 

While a general, difuse, dissatisfaction with the present opinion 

release system exists, the specific definition of problems within the 

present system differs with each assessor but generally concerns the 

availability of law clerks to perform special research requests, the 

timeliness with which memoranda are submitted to the judges prior to 

hearing, the availability of law clerks to draft and edit opinions, the 

availability of secretarial help, and the timeliness of the release of 

the opinions fro~ the court reporter's office. The opinion release 

proces s is outlined below. 

Oral Argument Cases. Once the case which is to be orally argued 

is assigned to a specific judge, his law clerk will prepare a legal 

memorandum stating the facts and analyzing the legal issues. A copy of 

I 

~ 
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this memorandum will be circulated to all judges a week before the hearing. 

A conference will be h~ld immediately after the oral argument. The 

• judges retire to the conference room to discuss the case. On the basis 

of the discussions, the judge to whom a case is assigned will prepare an 

opinion which will be circulated ;among the judges of the court. Each 

• judge will review the opinion and if he agrees with the reasoning and 

conclusions will initial it and pass it on to the next judge in the 

rotation pattern. The last judge to initial the opinion forwards it to 

• the court reporter's office. 

If a judge dissents, he discusses the 

case with the author in an attempt to resolve the disagreement. If 

• agreement is not possible, a dissent is written and circulated with the 

opinion for approval. After complete ctrculation, the opinion and the 

dissent will be forwarded to the court reporter's office for editing. 

• The court reporter will assign the case for 

editing. The editor will verify the statements of the facts and the law 

and make revisions for grammatical clarity. The revisions must be 

approved by the judge who wrote the opinion. The opinion clerk types 

the final copy of the opinion and returns it to the secretary of the judg~ 

who wrote it with the original for proof reading. Errors are identified, 

• and the opinion is returned to the opinion clerk for corrections. The 

corrections are proofread by the court reporter. Once the opinion is 

proofread, the judge reviews it for the last time and the opinion is 

returned 'co the opinion clerk for release. The composite syllabus is 

.' 
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typed and the opinion is printed. Copies are mailed to attorneys 

and distributed to the press. 
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Non-Oral Cases. A legal memorandum is prepared for each 

non-oral case by a member of the commissioner's office. A copy of the 

memoranda is distributed to each judge. Two panels of judges meet each 

month on a specified day to consider the non-oral cases. Each case is 

assigned to a judge who will author the opinion. After discussion, the 

opinion or summary affirmance order will be written and circulated in 

much the same manner as oral argument cases. 

For All Cases. A judsre has the option of releasing an opinion 

on any case without editing. If this is done the case by-passes the 

court reporter's office except to have the syllabus and the statement of 

facts written. 

The court reporter is also responsible for 

preparing the opinions for publication. In addition to editing the 

opinions before release, the court r,eporter prepares the statement of 

facts, the index and the table of cases, proofreads the page proofs and 

prepares the cover. 

As the opinion is released, it is filed in the 

clerk's office. Notices of taxation of costs are mailed to the prevailing 

party. After an appropriate time, judgment is entered and costs and 

disbursements are taxed. 
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Case Monitoring procedures 

Rule 3.51 of the American Bar Association's Standards Relating to 

Appellate Courts recommends the use of continuous monitoring to control 

the flow of cases and to reduce total processing delay. Specifically the 

rule states that: 

The appellate court should monitor compliance with procedural 
rules and time requirements for preparation of the record and sub­
mission of briefs. It should have a record and information system 
to aid this supervision and to permit periodic review of the status 
and progress of all cases. 2 

The clerk of the Supreme Court and the State Court Administrator have 

already established several procedures to monitor and control the flow 

of cases through the Supreme Court. These procedures are. discussed 

and analyzed in the paragraphs that follow. 

civil Appeals Prehearing Conference. Prehearing conferences are not 

held in a criminal case. When a civil appeal is filed, the clerk's 

office notifies the prehearing conference judge of the arrival of the 

case. The Rules of civil Appellate Procedure specify that when a notice 

of appeal is served, both parties shall prepare and file with the prehearing 

judge a prehearing statement of the facts and issues in the case. When 

prehearing statements are received, the secretary for the prehearing 

judge will log the case in a control ledger, create an active file, contact 

the attorneys bY.phone, establish a date for a prehearing conference, and 

send a form order requiring their appearance at the conference. 

2 Standards Relating to Appellate Courts, American Bar Association, 
Final Draft, 1977, p. 72. 
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• At the prehearing conference, 

the judge will explore the possibility of settlement with the attorneys 

or narrow the issues on appeal. If settlement is likely bllt not 

• immediately forthcoITling, the judge's secretary will diary the case for 

further contact. After several telephone contacts a second conference 

may be scheduled or the attorneys may be ordered to order the transcript 

• and begin preparation of the briefs. This briefing order is filed in the 

clerk's office. If no settlement is likely, the briefing order may be 

entered immediately. A copy of the briefing order is also sent to the 

• administrator's office where appropriate monitoring dates are entered 

on the case card which is date filed. 

• Procedures for Monitoring All Appeals. The office of the court 

administrator is charged with monitoring the process of appeals through 

the Supreme Court. In order to accomplish this goal, the following 

• procedure has been established. When a notice of appeal, notice of 

delivery of a transcript, appellant's or respondent's brief are filed, 

the clerk's office records the case number on Form I in the appropriate 

column and sends the form daily to the secretary of the court administra-

tor. Upon receipt of the notice of appeal, the secretary will create two 

cards, the basic statistical card (Form 2) and diary card (Form 3). The 

• statistical card will be used to collect the time lapse data whirh is 

used to monitor performance and to prepare the annual report. The 

statistical card is filed numerically by category of the last completed 

• action. These categories include: cases awaiting prehearing conference, 

transcript, appellant's brief riled, respondent's brief filed, argument 

• 
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FORM 1 

Case stat~s Report 

Date Filed: 

. Transcript . 
'Notice Of Order Acceptance Transcript 
~ppeal Or For . & Del'y Date_ Delivered Appellant's Respondent.! s Appeal Orders 
~etition Transcript File# Date File# Date Brief Brief Dismissed Consolidated 

i-

I-

t 

, 

• 

-
~1-
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File No. 
Cal. No. 
Judge No . 

Activity 

Appeal or Petition for Writ 

Transcript Filed 

Appellant's Brief Filed 

Respondent's Brief Filed 

Argument or Conference Held 

Opinion Released for Comment 

FORM 2 

Basic statistical Card 

Case Name: 

Date 

Filed 

Opinion Held for Dissent by Judge No. 

Dissent Released 

Received by Reporter 

Released by Reporter 

Opinion or Order Filed 

Rehearing Granted 

Case Type: 

17 

Day of Yr. El. Time 

Total Time 
ElaEsed 
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held, opinion released for circulation by the judge, dissent reJeased by 

the judge, received by the court reporter, released by the court reporter, 

and opinion released. In this way the number of cases in each phase of 

the proceeding can be readily determined. The diary card (Form 3/ page 22 

is filed in an action date file and is used to trigger delinquency notices 

to attorneys. On any given date the diary cards are checked against the 

statistical card and the docket book to insure that the appropriate action 

has occurred. If the appropriate action has not occurred, a form letter 

is sent to the attorney reminding him of the action which must be taken 

and notifying him that his case will be dismissed in 30 days if the 

deficiency is not corrected or an extension of time is not requested. 

Requests for extensions of time are received by the court administrator 

who recommends a course of action in the case to the chief justice . 

Once the case has been 

heard and the decision issuance process commenced, the ~~Q~~tary to a judge 

uses Form 4 to report the progress of a case to the court administrator's 

secretary. If an opinion is not released for circulation 90 days after hearing, 

the case is placed on a delinquent list which is circulated to all judges at the 

monthly court meeting (see Table 2). Notice is also given to the judges of cases 

,?irculating more than 60 days. 
. r ~' .. _ 

At the end of the yea~ 

the statistical cards are used to compute the time lapse statistics. A 

report such as that in Table 3 is prepared for both civil and criminal cases. 

Pro'ce'dures' :t6r Moni:t'orJ:rig'" Special Matters. 'Writs,' or Motions. A 

different procedure is used to monitor special matters f writs, or motions . 

When a writ or motion is received by the clerk's office, it is recorded 
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Case No. Judge No. 

45290 2 

• 46074 5 

46085) 8 
46165) 

• 46195 3 

46328 5 

46343 5 

• 
4634.5 1 

• 46353 5 

46354 4 

• 46444 5 

·,.46490· 5 

46513 5 

• 46519 3 

.J~ .. 1o, ··46532,·--··, 4 

46617 5 

• 

Table' 2 

Cases Older Than 90 Days 
In Which No Notice of Release 

For Circulation Has Been Received 
By The Court Administrator 

Case Name 

Tolbert v. Gerber Industries 

Cornfeldt v. Tongen, et al. 

McKee v. Likins* 

Busch v. City of Duluth 

Fassbinder v. Mpls. Fire Dept. 
Relief Association 

William Nelson, et al. Wilking 
Dodge, et al. 

Helder B. Munson, et al. v. 
Thompson Yeager, et al. v. 
Carrigan Properties 

Austin Mutual Ins. Co. v. Modern 
Service Ins. Co. 

Joe Leoni d.b.a. Power-O-Peat Co. 
v. Bemis Co., Inc. d.b.a. Cello Vision 

Winona National Savings Bank v. 
Dahlen Transport 

Aho v •. Quality Pa.:)::'k Prod. , et al. 

Lange v. City of Byron 

Schonfield v. Brass Rail Bar 

Jerabek v. Teleprompter Corp. t 1 .~ ~, .. 

Sheby Mutual Ins. Co. v. Bradley 
Kleman 

Heard 

10-06-76 

3-24-76* 

10-22-76 

10-13-76 

10-25-76 

10-05-76 

10-27-76 

9-28-76 

9-30-76 

10-22-76 

10-12-76 

Sept./Oct. 

9-27-76 

10-28-76 

. < ,".,*Being.·held.for U.S. Supreme Court opinion deciding the issues.,.:i,:p";t~,;l,!?,,Cq~.~ ... _. 

• 

• 
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Rehearing 

0:"'07-76 

WOA 



• Table 3 20 

Averase Processins Times For 
0Einions Released In 1976 

• 
Concur SpeciallY 

Total Per Curiam Regular Or Dissent 

Number of Cases 354 135 196 23 

• Total Average Time 
to Disposition 14~25 12.96 14.8 17.15 

Time from Notice 
of Appeal to 

• Appellant's Brief 3.6 3.5 3.7 3.7 

Time from Appellant's 
to Respondent's Brief 1.9 1.7 2.0 2.3 

Average Time from 

Ie Respondent's Brief 
to Hearing 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 

Average Time from 
Hearing to Release 
for Circulation 1.4 1.0 1.5 2.7 

• Circulation Among 
Judges .9 .7 .9 2.2 

Court Reporter 1.4 1.1 1.6 1.2 
1.5 (26*) 1.2 (18*) 1.6 (7*) 1.3 (1*) 

• Opinion Typing 
and Release .4 .4 .4 .5 

*Unedited 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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in the docket book. The moving papers are placed in a suspense file by 

response date, i.e., the date by which the motion should have been answered 

by the opposing council. On that date the clerk submits the motion to the 

commissioner's office and records the submission on the calendar for 

that date and on a pending list. The commissioner's office logs the 

motion in an index book, pregares a case information sheet for the pending 

Cases book, and assigns a chronological number to it. A memorandum is 

prepared and the case is submitted to the special term panel. The date 

of submission is noted on the commissioner
/
, s file. Once a month the 

clerk's office submits the pending motions list to the commissioner's 

office and to the chief justice, who is a permanent member of the special 

term panel. The assistant commissioner in charge of special term 

matters then assists the judges in expediting delayed cases. Since 

. briefing time is· tolled during the pendency of most motions, the.commis­

sioner'sofficesubmits Form 4 to the secretary of the court administrator 

when an order disposing of a motion is filed so that case monitoring can 

recommence. 

Analysis and Recommendations 

During the study of existing procedures used to process appeals 

through the Supreme Court to determine the feasibility of automating court 

records and scheduling procedures, a number of related procedural and 

managerial issues surfaced. Since these issues have a direct relation­

shiP.to the efficiency with which cases are processed and would affect 

any attempt at automating the existing system, it is important that they 
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• FORM 3 

Diary Card 

• FILE NO. 

ORDER FOR TRANSCRIPT DUE: 

ACCEPTANCE OF ORDER DUE: '. TRANSCRIPT DUE: 

APPELLANT'S BRIEF DUE: 

EXTENDED DUE DATE: -------

• RESPONDENT'S BRIEF DUE: 

EXTENDED DUE DATE: 
--~------------------

RULE 142.02 DISMISSAL DATE: 

FORM 4 

Case Progress Report 

• JO ANNE KUKOWSKI: 

CALENDAR NO. 

• CASE NO~ 

PATE~ .. =.~-= ______ ~ ___________________________ __ 

• 

• 
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are discussed and addressed at this time. 

Define Organizational Responsibilities. During discussions with 

court personnel in the various departments it became evident that several 

individuals were performing nearly identical duties. For example, 

correspondence on prisoneri'rights may be handled by the clerk's office, 

the assistant commissioner for special matters, or the chief justice's 

law clerk. Amicus brief issues may be handled by the clerk's office, the 

chief justice's law clerk, or the deputy court administrator. Scheduling 

of cases may be handled by the clerk's office, the commissioner's office, 

the administrator's office, the chief justice, or an associate justice. 

The prehearing conference judge or the commissioner for special matters 

may handle petitions for leave to appeal a county court matter reviewed 

by district court. The diversity of responsibility leads to confusion 

among support personnel within the court who are unsure of their own 

responsibilities or those of their co-workers. Unwarranted time is spent 

identifying the person who has responsibility for a project or in 

discovering answers or procedures which are someone else's routine 

responsibility. 

Recommendation 1: Organizational responsibilities for differing 
. phases"'o-f case-pro~e"s-sin(rshould be clearly specified to avoid -

duplication of efforts . 

Define Case Processing Responsibilities. As the central repository 

for court recoras~ -the- cTerR ' s~· sta.ff - is the most familiar with the current 

status of court files and can best respond to inquiries from attorneys and 

other members of the court if all records are centralized in that office. 
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All incoming mail should be screened by the clerk's office so that all 

case documents and written inquiries about specific cases will be received 

and recorded before the disbursement to' the appropriate department by 

the clerk's office. All routine requests for information should be handled 

by the clerk's office. Correspondence requiring responses within court 

established guidelines 'should be handled by the clerk's office. Motions 

~oncerning amicus or facsimilized'briefs should be handled by the clerk's 

office. Matters outside the purview of established policy or matters 

~equiring legal or special factual determinations should be referred to 

the special matters commissioner along with all procedural and substan-

tive motions. Law clerks should perform case related research only. 

All administrative matters should be handled by permanent staff. By 

allocating responsibility, processing will be expedited because 

experienced "personnel will be. completing the work. A more uniform 

application of policy can be achieved. Most importantly all important 

case information will be recorded in the court docket book so that the 

various departments-w"ill~not make contradictory decisions in .. a.c.ase. 

Better control of court records will be maintained because the clerk's 

office will be able to log and monitor all motions and pertinent 

correspondence. 

Recommendation 2: The clerk's office should have the responsibil­
ity for recording, monitorin~ and processing all case related 
documents. Responsibilities of all other court personnel snould also 
be clearly defined. 

Revise Case Processing System to Improve Monitoring Capability. 

Implementation of the following process would eliminate processing dead 

time. When the attorney files his notice of appeal in the district court, 

----- -------
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the attorney for appellant would be required to complete a form ordering 

the transcript which would be sent by the CCilrt to the court reporter. 

The form would have a detachable section for the court reporter to complete 

and return to the Supreme Court acknowledging acceptance, estimating the 

length of transcript, delivery-time, and the number of other outstanding 

transcripts. A copy of the briefing order would state the time for 

delivery of the transcript and would be sent to the court reporter who 

wopld be held to the time specified for delivery of the transcript. 

This would insure that the transcript would be ordered and prepared in a 

timely fashion, would preserve the bargaining leverage at the prehearing 

conference and may have the effect of discouraging dilatory appeals and 

court reporters. The prehearing conference officer would establish a 

briefing schedule which would be set forth in a date specific order. 

,Transcript delivery date, appellant's brief due date, respondent's brief 

due date, and the type and week of hearing would be specified. This 

procedure would give the attorneys at least the 60 day notice required by 

the Rules of Civil Appellate Procedures' and would reduce if not' a:l'levici"Ee 

the extraneous 60 day delay after filing of the notice of appeal now 

experienced by cases presently set on the calendar. Times less than those 

'" ~,,"".,., ... ,., ""- "'Speci'i·ied by' the- TUite'S"' shoui:d' be 'used -where' the issues wa.rrant'.¢'1--es-'s·'tYrep-- , ... 

aration time. 

• The court administrator at the beginning of each term would establish a 

• .c:_~" __ --.-~~" hearing schedu'le specifying certain days for en banc anddivi~siori - .. , .. ---~ .. 

hearings. The prehearing officer would receive a copy of the schedule 

• and would use it to establish the probable week. of hearing. The clerk would 

• 
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use the calendar to set a specific date as case records are completed. 

If continuances become necessary, they should only be granted for good 

cause and only by the court administrator. A new scheduling order 

would be issued only if the court administrator grants such a 

continuance. 

Recommendation 3: The case processing system should be revised 
to reduce the unnecessary gaps in the process. These gaps include 
time between notice of appeal and the prehearing conference ~nd time 
on the calendar without action. 

Identify the Impact of the Prehearing Conference. Preliminary 

observation indicates that the prehearing conference'has cut down or 

slowed the flow of cases to the court; This decline in calendared cases 

has natural consequences for the workload of the judges, law clerks, and 

the court reporters. An increase in the workload for the special 

matters attorney has been noted as summary affirmance motions increase. 

A more detailed assessment of the overall impact of the prehearing 

conference over time must be made because of the important implications 

which the shift in workload may have for staffing. The judges parti-

cipating in the prehearing conference program should discuss their 

respective procedures and strategies to achieve uniformity and to establish 

reduced processing time goals. 

Recommendati..QILA.: The effectiveness 'of the prehearing conference 
in reducing the number of appeals to be considered by the court should 
be carefully studied and any appropriate changes to improve the proce­
dures should be made immedi~tely. 

Use of the Scheduling Order. A potential exists for undue delay 

in the prehearing conference procedures when lawyers continue to discuss 
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settlement but make no progress toward formalizing an agreement. In 

those instances where settlement does not take place at the prehearing 

conference and does not appear attainable, the scheduling order should 

be issued immediately. A scheduling order issued in this manner will 

have the dual affect of pressuring the attorneys to settle or to prepare 

to proceed with the case. In either instance, undue case delay will be 

reduced. 

Recommendation 5: 
attorneys be allowed 
to settle a case. A 
if a settlement does 

Only in extraordinary situations should 
more than 20 days after a prehearing conference 
scheduling order should be issued immediately 
not appear attainable. 

Prehearing Conference Administrator. One of the pu.rposes of 

administrative reform is to release a judge from administrative tasks so 

that he has more time to devote to the decision-making process. An 

experienced lawyer should be able to handle the give and take of 

negotiations which take place at a prehearing conference. Non-judicial 

""personnel i for example, adep<t'ly- ltl.andle the settlement conferencesr.in. 

the Second U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals. By releasing an additional 

judge to write opinions the per/judge caseload will be reduced allowing 

T each"indi'l1iduai"judge ;add:i<t-inn'a.fr: time to devote to case-or opi-mon ,,,._'"',, 

preparation. 

Recommendation 6: A lawyer, not a member of the court, should 
handle prehearing conferences.-

Special Matters Processing. It is important to remember that 
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efficient caseflow management is dependent upon the continuous 

monitoring of all case activity. The manner in which motions and 

special matter requests are handled has a direct effect upon case 

delays. Time lapse from filing of a motion to issuance of an order in 

special matters is often three months. Since all other action in a 

case often ceases during the pendancy of the motiu71 substantial time 

loss occurs. One partial solution to reducing this time gap is to 

have the clerk's office monitor the submission of an answer to a motion 

to insure that it occurs within the time specified by the rules, thus 

when the moving papers are submitted to the commissioner they are ready 

for research and a recommended decision. Additional personnel or 

additional time for existing personnel should be made available for the 

preparatory phase. This would enable the cqmmissioner! s o;f,';U,ce tq subrn:j.t 

s]?ecial ;matters to the judges faster / thereby increa.sing the cba.nces for 

an earlier decision. The court should also establish a policy requiring 

issuance of an order within two weeks after its submission. 

Recommendation 7: 
be reduced by closer 
additional personnel 
duties. 

The processing time for special matters should 
monitoring of processing time and by assigning 
or relieving existing personnel from other 

Reco~mendation 8: The court should establish a policy requiring 
issuance of an order within 2 weeks of submission of a motion. 
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Establish Performance Goals. within the administrative structure 

of the Supreme Court there is a lack of formally defined standards or 

guidelines for employees to accept and attempt to meet. The court should 

establish performance goals or standards for each area of court activity 

to insure that the overall goals of the court are achieved and that 

employees are aware of the expectations of the court. This goal 

statement, when reinforced by personnel management and administrative 

support procedures, will increase employees' perceptions of the 

importance of their role in the organization and the necessity to comply 

with those standards. This concept is not new to the court. Yor example, 

a current goal for law clerks is to submit the memorandum at least 5 

days prior to hearing. If the 5 day goal is met the judges can be 

assured of adequate time for case preparation prior to scheduled 

hearings. Some clerks comply; others do not. This can be remedied 

by establishing a thorough, organized training program for law clerks 

upon their arrival, by instituting a supervisory technical assistance 

program from the commissioners to reduce wasted research effort, and, 

if necessary, by instituting a monitoring program to readjust the 

workload. 

This same type of performance goal 

- may- 'also be applied to the-'court I reporter's office. The court- could' -. 

est~lish a time frame beyond which opinions may not remain in the court 

reporter's office. This time schedule may be 2 weeks or a month. 
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Performance standards can also reduce the amount of required work. For 

example, edit criteria could be specified so that the amount and type of 

editing is reduced. The court c<;mld decide that the reporter should 

edit only for errors of fact, thus reducing materially that work effort. 

The law clerk training program could be used to emphasize the need for 

correct citations and complete·quotations. This former responsibility of 

the court reporter for insuring the accuracy of citations or quotations 

could then be placed on the law clerks, the judge's secretary, or 

West Publishing. With a reduced caseload, that responsibility may well 

remain with the ~ourt reporter. However, there is no reason that the 

reporter's efforts could not be supplemented by a repeated emphasis on 

complimentary law clerks • 

This same management tool could 

be used for all administrative personnel and for certain activities of the 

judges. For example, general guidelines could be established on the 

opinion process. Cases that have been circulating for more than 30 

or 60 days could automatically be scheduled for discussion at the next 

court conference. 

Recommendation 9: The Supreme Court should establish performance 
standards for each key area of court activity and develop a mechanism 
:eor monitori.ng achievement of these standards. 

Publication of the Minnesota Reports; A great percentage of the 

court reporter's e:eforts and budget are e~pended on the preparation and 

p~lication of the official Minnesota Reports. By eliminating the 

publishing responsibility in the court reporter's office, the staff should 

have additional time to devote to editing cases to be released by the court. 
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If reduced scope of responsibility is coupled with editing guidelines, 
", 

the reporter's office should be able to release opinions faster, thereby 

reducing unnecessary delay. Retention of a permanent staff of editors 

assures a continuity of format, a knowledge of proper form, and an 

expertise in Minnestoa caselaw necessary to insure the continued high 

quality of court opinions. 

Recommendation 10: The court should authorize West Publishing to 
publish the official Minnesota Reports after establishing edit 
criteria and distribution responsibility. 

Elimination of the Minute Book. The minute book developed as a 

result of the orai tradition within which English Common Law evolved. 

During medieval times, legal proceedings were initiated by writs prepared 

by chancery clerks. The writ constituted a formal written notice to the 

defendant and the court. However, with the exception of judgment and 

execution, other proceedings including appellate court opinions, were 

rendered orally. Consequently, there were never any individual court 

files. Because there were no written pleadings or opinions a clerk or 

reporter recorded the official oral proceedings and judgments in the 

daily minute book. The minute book was the official and only court 

record which afforded a means of information retrieval. 

In the united States the oral 

tradition has been discontinued in all courts of record. Case-related 

transactions are now recorded on the case record document. This has 

eli~inated the necessity to keep a minute book. All indices should now 

be correlated to that document and not to the daily minute book. Non-case 

related orders should be filed by subject matter docket cards or some 
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smaller! less costly index book. Since attorney admissions are recorded 

in several other documents! it is not necessary to record them in the 

minute book. 

Recommendation 11: To sim~lify recordkeeping procedures within the 
clerk's office! the minute book should be eliminated. 

Revise the Recordkeeping and Filing Procedures. The court should 

recognize the space problem which forces physical limitations on the 

clerk's office and its operating procedures. Staff size has not reached 

its necessary size due to physical constraints in the present clerical 

office location. The file format, structure! and procedures used are 

presently dictated and limited by the built-in file drawers and cramped 

quarters. 

In view of the 

fact that it is likely to be 4 years or more before there is any 

legislative reorganization, which will force the Supreme Court to relocate, 

the clerk and the administrator should examine the possibility of 

reallocating space within the allocated Supreme Court area to provide for 

an expanded operation. With the expanded space the filing system within 

the clerk's office could be revised to use preprinted docket cards which 

would eliminate the need for many .of the hand entries and the large docket 

books. The file cards can be locked in filing trays thereby insuring the 

same degree of safety as the docket book. 

The case docu-

ments should be inserted in a file folder so that they are readily 

accessible. They should be stored on open shelf files which are not 
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only economical but also one of the most efficient filing systems available. 

Where financing and statute permit, the court should consider the use of 

microfilm and should establish a regular records retention and destruction 

program. 

Recommendation 12: The recordkeeping and filing system should 
be revised by eliminating the bound docket books, the built-in file 
drawers, and the fc_ded fil~s. They should be replaced by preprinted 
docket cards, flat record file folders, and open shelving. 

Bar Ad~issions. The administrative record system for admitting 

attorneys to the bar should be streamlined to eliminate the numerous 

retyping of lists.; The court administrator should investigate securing 

a mag-card or mag-tape typewriter for use in preparing bar admissions 

lists, form letters, drafts of rules, reports, and dtner repetitive 

matters in both the clerk's and the administ.rator's offices. The 

machine should be compatible with the one selected by the Director of 

Bar Admissions to make full use of technology transfer. 

Recommendation 13: The court should analyze the need for a 
word processor to reduce clerical effort and assist in administrative 
matters. 

Summary 

The basic record keeping system established by the clerk of court 

is simple, yet complete. A single docket and single index are used for 

all cases coming into the Supreme Court. This recording system insures 

a minimum of search time and would be easily adaptable to a computer 

should computerization become necessary. Critical documents and events 

are recorded on a single or annotated subsequent page in the docket book,. 
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so that the researcher can tell at a glance the current status in a 

given caSe. Cross references are used to direct the searcher to related 

• cases. 

From this basic record developed by the clerk, case monitoring 

cards are prepared by the office of the court administrator to track the 

• progress of the case through critical ev£nts and to prepare case 

statistics. One set of cards is filed by action date. The statistical 

data cards are filed by case number within the critical event category, 

• e.g., appellant's brief filed, respondent's brief filed, set on the 

calendar. In this manner the number of cases at each stage can be 

counted and the projected caseload can be determined. Because of the 

• small Supreme Court caseload and the limited amount of time necessary to 

maintain the monitoring system and to derive the statistics, it is 

doubtful that a computer will greatly improve the speed or the efficiency 

of the system at the present time. 

By defining the organizational and case processing responsibilities 

and by streamlining the existing operational procedures, it is anticipated 

• that the Supreme Court's docketing system will respond with adequate 

information and timeliness to meet current needs. It is 'also felt that 

the time delay experienced by most cases will be significantly reduced. 

• However, if the court wants to increase the monitoring capabilities of 

its administrative office and thereby further reduce case delay and 

backlog, it will be necessary to develop performance goals and may be 

• necessary to make further changes in the case processing system . 

• 
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CHAPTER II 

SUPREME COURT INFO~~TIONAL REQUIREMENTS 

The preceding study of the existing manual system attempted to 

analyze the present flow of cases through the court. It reviewed the 

activities and duties of both the administrative and judicial staff. 

After interviewing all affected participants, several key recommendations 

were made. The intent of these recommendations was to simplify the 

existing system, to establish control points and procedures to monitor 

caseflow, to ide~tify administrative and judicial responsibilities, and 

to establish standards that, if attained, will insure smooth handling 

of case activity. 

During the analysis it became apparent that the major require­

ment of the revised information system would be to provide data that 

could be used for both internal control and external reporting of case 

activity. It was felt that increased information was necessary to 

accomplish this and that the same information was necessary to 

eliminate case delay and· to reduce backlog. The recommendations made 

by the project staff to improve the existing manual system will, ·if 

implemented, provide most of this information and will correct most of 

the current case monitoring and reporting difficulties. It is strongly 

urged that the Supreme Court implement the recommendations from Cl1apter I 

prior to any decision to design or implement an automated appellate 

docketing system. If necessary, after these recommendations have been 
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adopted other appropriate steps can be taken. 

The ~~erican Bar Association's Commission on Standards of 

Judicial Administration has outlined the minimum control points that 

should be monitored by any appellate information system to insure 

smooth caseflow. As stated in their Standards Relating to Appellate 

Courts: 

A system that maintains current information on all caseS is 
essential to affirmative caseflow control. The critical stages 
to be kept under the court's administrative scrutiny include: 

Filing of the notice of appeal; 
Filing of the transcript; 
Receipt of the file from the trial court; 
Filing of the briefs; 
Oral argument or decision conference; 
Preparation of the opinion; 
Circulation of the opinion and any dissents or concurrences; 
Filing of the opinion. 

It is interesting to note that the existing information system 

will provide information that will satisfy each of the above control-

points. 
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As part of the State Judicial Information System (SJIS) effort, 

the Supreme Court identified the dates of the following events as 

being significant for monitoring caseflow. 2 

.' Notice of appeal 

. Motion for extension of time to file transcript 
- . _ ~ oJ 

Transcript of record received 
. Motion for extension of time to file appellant1s brief 

Appellant's brief filed 
Motion for extension of time to file respondent's brief 

Istandards Relating to Appellate Courts, American Bar Association 
Commission on Standards of Jud~ci~l ~dministration, Final Draft,1977, p. 73. 

2SJIS Assessment'Visit, state of Minnesota, SEARCH Group, Inc., 
October 1976, p. 2-8. 
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Respondent's brief filed 
Case placed on calendar for hearing 
Case assigned 
Case continued 
Case argued and submitted for a decision 
proposed opinion circulated 
Dissenting or concurring opinions circulated 

Opinion adopted and filed 
Motion for rehearing or transfer to Supreme Court 

It is again interesting to note that the existing system, as revised, 

will provide in readily accessible monitoring documents (Forms 1, 2, 
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and 3) all but three of the dates of the above events. However, those 

three events (1) case placed on the calendar for hearing, (2) case 

assigned, and (3) case continued,dre easily obtained from the clerk 

or deputy state court administrator. It should also be noted that events 

(1) and (2) occur within a non-critical time frame and do not impede the 

progress of a case. 

A smrunary of the information provided for each appeal by the 

existing system, as extracted from forms 1-3, is listed below: 

* Notice of Appeal or Petition for Writ Filed 
Order for Transcript Due 

• Acceptance of Order Due 
· Transcript Due 

Transcript Acceptance and Delivery Date 
* Transcript Filed 

· Appellant's Brief Due/Extended Due Date 
* Appellant's Brief Filed 

Respondent's ,Brief Due/Extended Due Date 
* Respondent's Brief Filed 

· Rule 142.02 Dismissal Date 
* Argument or Conference Held 
* Opinion Released for Comment 
* Opinion Held for Dissent by ~udge No. 
* Dissent Released 

* 
* 
* 

* 

Received by Reporter 
Released by Reporter 
Opinion or Order Filed 
Appeal Dismissed 
Orders Consolidated 

In addition, elapsed time data is available on these information 
elements • 
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The automated system requested by the COurt would be similar 

to the Oregon appellate docketing system. It v10uld consist of three 

cathode ray terminals. They would be located in the clerk's office, 

the Supreme Court Administrator's Office, and in the office of the 

justice selected by the court to monitor caseflow.- Bi-weeklyand 

monthly reports would :pe prepared and distributed to each justice, 

the clerk, and the Supreme Court Administrator. Appropriate court 

rules and administrative actions 'l'lould be promulgated to ensure the 

swift elimination of caseS that are being unnecessarily delayed. 

Tracking and monitoring of case activity by the court would 

remain an on-going effort. Each justice and all responsible administra-

tive personnel would be monitoring case activity on a daily basis. 

Scheduling of cases and balancing of case workloads would become a 

routine matter; thus the smooth court operations and fair distribution 

of work between each justice would be insured. 

The minimum information requirements of the proposed 

system compiled after-extensive discussions with the Supreme Court, -the 
, 

Court Clerk, and the Supreme Court Administrator are listed below~ 

• .l.. • 

Date of notice of filing of appeal. 
Date transcript ordered. 
Motion for extension of time to file a transcript. 

• Transcript of record received. 
• Date all briefs are filed. 

. Motion for extension of time to file appellan~'s brief. 
Appellant's brief filed. 
Motion for extension of time to file respondent's brief. 

Date case placed on calendar for hearing . 
Date case assigned to judge. 

· Date case continued. 
• Date case argued and submitted for an opinion • 
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Date opinion issued from preparing judge. 
• Date opinion issued/released from each reviewing judge. 

Date opinion returned to preparing judge. 
• Date dissent interposed. 
• Date dissent circulated to each reviewing judge. 
• Date opinion adopted and filed. 
· Date sent to court reporter for publication. 

Date reporter completes edit. 
· Date reporter files corrected opinion. 
• Date opinion released for pUblication. 
· Dates any past motions are filed. 

Date remanded to trial court. 

The project staff recommends that in addition to the above 
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caseflow management data the following judicial statistics be considered 

for collection. These statistics should be reported in the Supreme 

court's annual report of case activity and used to analyze the total 

performance of the court on a periodic basis: 

Number 
· Number 
· Number 
· Number 

period; 

of 
of 
of 
of 

appeals pending unheard at the beginning of a period; 
new appeals disposed of during the period; 
appeals undisposed of at the end of the period; 
appeals argued and number submitted on briefs during 

· Number of opinions filed; 
• Ages of pending appeals (calculated from the date appeal taken) ; 
• Time from date of appeal to date of submission on briefs 

or argument; 
· Time from date argued or submitted to date disposed of by 

decision or judgment. 

since Minnesota is a participating state in the Judicial 

Information System project, a listing of additional significant data 

elements recommended by that project from the SJIS Appellate Module are 

given below: 3 

• Date of Trial Court Judgment 
· Type of Filing 
• Source of Filing 
• Basis of Supreme Court Jurisdiction 
• Filing Party 
• Type of Appeal 
• Type of Original Action 

3state Judicial Information System, Final Report (Phase II) Technical 
Report No. 17, SEARCH Group, Inc., September, 1976. 
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Type of Special Matter 
· Motions by Tape 

Type of Disposition of Appeal 
· Date of Disposition of Appeal 

Opinion Type 
· Manner of Disposition of Original Action 

Outcome of Original Proceeding 

If the Supreme Court chooses to implement automated appellate 
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docketing, the system should be designed to satisfy the operational and 

caseflow management needs of the Supreme Court, the Clerk of Court! and 

administrative personnel. The system should be designed to provide 

statistical and planning data for use by the State Court Administrator's 

office to project and determine present and future state court needs. 

Therefore, it is recommended that the listed information requirements 

identified by the Supreme Court and court personnel be consolidated with 

the listed data elements suggested by the SJIS project. This set of 

data elements should be considered a basic list of informational 

requirements for Supreme Court operations. Appendix A, pages 24-31, of 

Technical Report No. 17, SJIS Final Report (Phase II) illustrates 

several possible reports that can be generated by an automated system 

that collects, stores, and processes the type of information recommended 

in this basic list. Before a decision is made to develop an automated 

appellate docketing system, the Supreme Court should carefully analyze 

these current and future informational requirements and determine that 

these requirements can best be obtained from that system. It may be 

that these same information requirements can be provided by a less 

costly and less sophisticated system. For this purpose, adequate 

criteria must be established to evaluate this information for its 
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actual necessity. Too much information is as difficult to work with 

as too little information. Both tangible and,intangible criteria 

should be used as a part of this evaluation and any decision to automate 

should review and analyze all available data processing alternatives 

for ability to provide this information on a timely pasis. The chapters 

that follow in this report attempt to further define, address, and 

partially fulfill portions of this analysis for the court. 

Recommendation 14: The Supreme Court should adopt and implement 
immediately the recommendations made in this report that affect 
the case processing information system. The court should then 
setup a periodic review process to determine the impact these 
recommendations have on case delay and backlog. 

Recommendation 15: The Supreme Court should take a direct 
interest in reviewing the current and future informational require­
ments of the state judiciary as outlined in this report. The 
court should establish a procedure to evaluate these informational 
requirements for consistency with its long-range planning and 
State Judicial Information System efforts. 
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CHAPTER III 

A BASIC CASEFLOW MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

As stated earlier, one of the objectives of the Minnesota Supreme 

Court is to improve the flow of cases through the appeals process. The 

Supreme Court has recognized that to have effective caseflow management 

thc;ir case processing and information system must be capable of collecting, 

processing, and retrieving the information required by the clerk, admin-

istrator, and other judicial personnel when they need it to perform their 

duties. If more timely information is provided to these court officers 

it may lead to a reduction in the number of delinquent cases and decrease 

the likelihood of requests for continuances. It is felt that more 

complete information will improve case scheduling and judge assignment 

and that this will ultimately reduce case delay, thereby eliminating 

the court's current backlog. Several justices support the development 

of an automated appellate docketing systein to provide this information. 

An automated docketing system is intended to increase informa-

tion availability and to provide clerical, case management, and monitoring 

support. It accomplishes this by capturing detailed filing, event, and 

disposition data on each case, special actions, motions, or writs filed with 

the Supreme Court. The reSUlting centralized data base is used to 

generate periodic management reports that simplify the tracking of 

dOC\lTl'ents and cases through the appeals process. The data base is used 

42 
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to produce registers of action, all required indices, and calendars 

necessary for daily court operations. Further, the data base can be 

used to aid in case monitoring and to project future tlends through 

statistical analysis. 

The design of an automated docketing system is highly dependent 

upon the information requirements and structure of the court for which 

it is developed. In addition, case volumes, case turnover rates, court 

rules, staffing availabilities, and data processing resources are critical 

factors. In general, the system consists of on-line access by clerk of 

court personnel and an adequate hardware and software system for entering, 

retrieving, storing, and processing the required information. Case 

documents are maintained in traditional case files which are updated as 

new documents are filed. The computer helps the clerk, court administra-

tor, and judges to monitor actions affecting the case; provides informa-

tion on the status of the case; and generates cumulative reports and 

statistics on the court's activities. l 

General Description 

Caseflow management is a complicated court application. Because 

of this inherent complexity, it is best to develop any automated caseflow 

man['gement or docketing system as a series of modules. As each module 

is developed it can be pilot tested and operated in parallel \>Jith the 

existing system until its reliability is established. The timing of the 

implementation of each module is critical and should be coordinated with 

any other data processing activity (f:.L1ch as SJIS) facing the court. 

'~'.'.".:: ,_lSee"Data'Pr'ocessing and· the Courts: Reference Manual, Pub. :Nq. l=l,003;3l: 
National Center for state Courts, 1977, for a more de'tailed description of the 
modules that can be found in automated docketing systems. 
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The caseflow modules usually conceptualized as being necessary to 

develop an automatic appellate docketing system include: 

1. Docket and Related Action Books Module; 

2. Indexing Module; 

3. Notice Preparation Module; 

4. Management and Statistical Reports Module; and 

5. Semi-automated Scheduling Module. 
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The complexity of each of these modules and the amount of information 

maintained by the system depend, of course, on the specific needs of the 

court. In the paragraphs that follow, each of these modules is briefly 

described to further clarify the structure and capability of an automated 

appellate docketing system. 

Dock~t and Related Action Books Module. Manually recording each 

case event in the docket book is a tedious and time-consuming task. In 

manual systems, this information is posted onto ledger sheets or into 

hard-bound volumes. Information posted by hand is often unreadable and 

is rarely up-to-date. This information can be entered and stored in the 

computer and viewed as an: "electronic file." This electronic file may 

contain a short synopsis of every action and document affecting a 

particular case. The registry of action electronic file forms·the basis 

for the caseflow management system. It serves as the data base for all 

other modules of the system. Information from the registry of action 

file can be retrieved to answer queries about an individual case or 

combined with information from other cases to produce various calendars, 

listings, and statistical report~~ 
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• Data preparation should 

normally be performed in batch mode, off-line to the computer. In most 

cases, the clerk will access the registry of action file on~line to 

• answer queries which arise in the ordinary course of court business. 

Even though the information required must normally be accessed in several 

different forms, such as an index, a case docket listing, or a court 

• calendar, an on-line system may not be the only way to meet this need. 

Due to the nature and the limited volume of the Hinnesota supn~me Couxt J s 

inquiries and other activities requiring data output may not require 

• immediate response. If this is the case, a batch computer system might 

be sufficient to handle the court's demands. The court must weigh the 

benefits offered by rapid availability of information against the greater 

• costs of an on-line inquiry system. 

Indexing Module. Automated indexing is one of the easiest tasks 

for a data processing system to perform. It can provide alphabetical • or numerical listings in timely and accurate fashion. Automated indexing 

enables case files to be located by case number, case name, attorney 

• name, etc. If the indexing module is the first application performed in 

caseflow management, the relevant data is entered in batch mode. When 

the docket and indexing modules are implemented jointly, most indexing 

• activities can be done without significant additional data entry. In 

a batch system, the case indexes are provided in printed form. In an on-

line system, the case indexes are normally accessed for inquiries by 

• using on-line terminals. In most advanced indexing systems, a 

consolidated index is produced directly from the docket beck 'O''l''\-4- ...... .;_,... __ 
_ ... .&.'-........ ~.:;;J ov 

• 
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that all search keJs on participants can be searched either collectively 

or individually. 

Notice Preparation Module. The notice preparation module is 

usually designed after the docket book and indexing modules have been 

designed, developed, pilot tested, and implemented. This module auto-

matically produces notices for all designated participants (defend~nts, 

attorneys, witnesses, etc.) prior to the court hearing. The output of 

this module is always in printed form that can be mailed directly to 

the participants without major involvement of clerical personnel in 

the administrative office or the clerk of court's office. 

Management and Statistical Reports Module. The key to caseflow 

management is monitoring case progress through the system and noting the 

specific problem areas in the court. The Clerk of Court, the judges, or 

the Court Administrator may need summary information on a monthly, 

weekly, or even daily basis in order to assess the health and efficiency 

of the court operation. These reports are also used by the admihistra-

tive staff to analyze the need for additional personnel to assist the 

court in its work. With the information provided in the docket, the 

automated system can provide exception management reports that indicate 

patent problems in case flow progress. The system can generate reports 

indicating case status and the last date of activity on a particularly 

delinquent case. Other reports can be provided with limited analysis 

when' special problems arise. For example, this type of system has been 

used to g~ner~te an of the caU8e of a large number of requests 
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for continuance. Often this type of analysis will reveal that a 

particular attorney is overscheduled due to circumstances often beyond 

his immediate control, but correctable by court action. 

It should be 

cautioned that courts have a tendency to generate an overabundance of 

computer reports. As a result, excellent reports are often ignored 
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and their potential value for controlling caseflow lost. Reports should 

be carefully designed so that the information is useful and complete. Court 

managers and personnel should be trained in using these reports. Since too 

much information can be as disruptive as too little, users should be 

consulted by the staff before developing any report to insure its 

value and necessity. This module is perhaps the most useful applica-

tion for monitoring caseflow and for fulfilling the administrative 

responsibilities of the court. As such, it should be carefully designed. 

Semi-Automated Scheduling l'iodule. Courts must prepare a variety 

of calendars to facilitate their operations. Court scheduling is the 

process of preparing these calendars. This requires assembling the 

schedules of all participants and resources that affect the handling of 

the case and determining a time and place for the judicial proceeding. 

Typical by-products of this process include the calendars generated for 

court use and the notices from the notice preparation module that are 

sent to all parties of the case, indicating where and when the proceeding 

will take place. Even though many courts claim to have automated 

scheduling, no court has a complete and comprehensive automated scheduling 



• 
48 

• system. Typically, scheduling personnel schedule the events manually and 

cnter the information into the computer. The computer is merely used to 

maintain the total court calendar and to provide printouts and disp~ays. 

• As an example of its capability, 

periodically this system can produce each judge's long-range calendar of cases. 

This long-range calendar can be maintained by the clerk to reflect changes 

• occasioned by settlement, dismissal, or disposition. 

In practice, the semi-

automated scheduling and calendaring module is the last to be designed, 

• developed, and implemented. In many respects this is because of the 

great complexity of the scheduling/calendaring process. However, it is 

also due to the desire of the court to be able to change schedules at 

• will and to accommodate unexpected but significant cases. Most courts 

will implement a basic calendaring module and leave all scheduling 

activities to the clerk, administrator, or judge already responsible 

• for them. 

System Wide Implementation 

• The State of Oregon implemented an automated appellate docketing 

system for its Supreme Court and Court of Appeals 18 months ago. The 

primary justification for that system was to develop an appellate 

system to serve as a model to encourage state-wide implementation of 

the trial court docketing system recommended by the Supreme Court. The 

State Court Administrator has stated that the "good will" obtained from 

the trial courts by this g~Btllre h~s n~iA r--- the 
___ .L. 

\..-U;:"I.. marlY ciill8S. 
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In Minnesota local courts will begin reporting on a transactional basis 

starting in early 1978 so the need for a prototype system is partially 

alleviated. However, there may be some intangible benefit of importance 

that could be obtained if the appellate system was also implemented in 

1978. 

On-line information systems are usually associated with the larger 

volume trial courts where there is a need for more complete and timely 

information. Although the case volume of the Minnesota Supreme Court 

(921 filings) cannot compare to that of Hennepin County (11,000 filings), 

the benefit of having data readily available for case tracking and 

monitoring should not be overlooked. However, before making a final 

decision the court needs to determine how often and how much information 

needs to be available to manage appellate and trial court caseflow and 

to reduce total system delay. 

Recommendation 16: Prior to making a final decision a system 
wioe cost/benefit analysis should be conducted by the court for each 
viable data processing alternative available to them. The results 
of this analysis should be combined with a system wide information 
requirements analysis .to determine which data processing alternative 
is best for both the appellate and trial courts' long-term operations. 

ManageIt!ent Commitment. Too often compu·ter systems and their 

associated technologies are thought of as instant panaceas when in real:. ty 

less sophisticated non-automated systems could be more effective and 

less costly. TO prevent the misuse and unnecessary implementation of an 

automated docketing system, the court needs to address directJ..y it.s 

willingness to assume the cost and the management associated with the 

c:::!'u'C!.f..O'l"n -.z _ ..... _ ... ". 
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To design and implement an automated 

system requires a firm long-term management commitment. The Supreme 

Court recently demonstrated its willingness to make this commitment by 

appointing a Director of Information Services to the staff of the State 

Court Administrator's office. Although his primary responsibility will 

be to oversee the development and implementation of the State Judicial 

Information System project, this individual should be directl~ involved 

in all court information system projects. Adequate staffing and funding 

will have to be planned for and provided for so that improvement in 

court administrative services can continue smoothly. 

Although the following list is not 

exhaustive, it does illustrate the extensiveness of the cost 

and management involved in operating an automated system. 

1. staffing requirements - i.e., data entry clerks, computer 

2. 

3. 

and terminal operators, systems and programming professionals, 

supervisory personnel; 

space requirements - i. e. I site preparations," space 

availability for personnel, equipment, and supplies; 

initial startup costs - i.e., system design and development, 

application'softwa:te/development, training costs, initial 

supply and communications costs; 

4. on-going operating costs - i.e., salaries and personnel 

administration costs, utilities, insurance, supplies, and 

maintenance; and 
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5. equipment purchase or rental - i.e., hardware rental or 

purchase costs, on-going line costs, hard,.,rare usage costs 
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if shared facilities are used, and implementation of physical 

and data security arrangements. 

Chapter IV contains a brief description and analysis of three 

existing automated caseflow appellate docketing systems to give the 

Supreme Court a better idea of the structure, cost, and management 

commitment involved in designing and implementing such a system. 
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CHAPTER IV 

EXISTING AUTOMATED APPELLATE 

DOCKETING SYSTEM EFFORTS 

This chapter describes three known efforts by State Court 

Administrative offices to automate the caseflow management and 

docketing procedures of their appellate courts. It is intended that 

the chap·ter 'viII focus the attention of the court on several critical 

issues. The most critical issue is that the development of an 

automated sys'tem requires a long-term financial and management commit­

ment by the court. In addition, it is hoped that the Court will 

recognize the need to perform a comprehensive system analysis of their 

total court opera·tions. As indicated in the follovling pages, it takes 

2 to 3 years to develop an automated docketing system which may not 

be cost justified. A cost/benefit analysis, however, cannot be per­

formed without a thorough understanding of the court's goals, objectives, 

and total system informational requirements. The three systems that are 

discussed below are the Oregon Appellate Court Docketing system,' ,the 

New Jersey Appellate Automatic Docketing and Manage~ent Information 

System, and the Missouri AppellateMQdule of the State Wide Jupic~~l 

Information System. All three systems have been developed in connec­

tion with or in 'coordination with that state's State Judicial Information 

System (SJIS) effort. 
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Oregon 

One operational appellate court docketing system is part of the 

state Judicial Information System (SJIS) project being developed by the 

State of Oregon. The Oregon docketing system serves both the Oregon 

Supreme Court and the Oregon Court of Appeals. It was developed over a 

period of two years as a demonstration project to illustrate to the 

-trial courts of general jurisdiction that on-line docketing of cases is 

not only feasible but beneficial. The system has been operational for 

over one year and plans for implementing the on-line docketing concept 

in selected trial courts are proceeding as scheduled. 
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It should be mentioned that the decision to implement the on-line 

docketing system at the appellate court level \vas not based on cost/ 

benefit criteria. Nor were Supreme Court and Court of Appeals caseload 

totals direct factors in deciding to automate. In fact, it is openly 

conceded by the Office of .the State Court Administrator that case volume, 

delay, and backlog statistics (See Appendix I) could not justify the 

system's'cost. -However, it is felt that the good will gained by imple-

menting the system on the appellate level prior to requesting trial 

court action has been worth the system's development costs many times over. 

The experience gained-by court and systems personnel and the ability to 

convert some of the appellate programs to the trial court system have been 

added benefits of the Oregon approach. 

The Oregon appellate docketing system provides the Office of the 

State Court Administrator with operational, research, and planning data 

on the activities of both appeals courts. Currently, three cathode ray 

- ..• ""-"- ... ·~'..;. ... -~te.tinfnCi:ts· ~CR'1'·'-s)·ate"used>"by;J.appe:l:lat~- court clerical persohhe±""-te" enter''"' , -, ~..;. 
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case related information into the computer system. The clerical personnel 

also have the ability to display individual case records on the CRT's 

for purposes of updating, correcting, or closing case files. The resulting 

data base is used to produce each court's registers of action and all 

indices required for daily operations. Special management reports, 

pending and delinquent action lists, and comparative statistical reports 

are generated on a periodic basis. Sample copies of five of these reports 

are included in Appendix II of this paper. These reports enable the 

clerk, the administrator, and the judges to monitor case flow by pro­

viding lists of: 

1. Cases Pending Court Action; 

2. Origin of Cases Coming Before Each Court; 

3. Cases Not Yet Submitted Yet Filed More Than Six 

Months Ago; 

4. Case Time Lapse Data from Filing to Disposition; 

and 

5. Comparative Statistics on the Status of pending Cases. 

The appellate docketing system was designed and implemented by the 

Trial Court Services Department of the Office of the State C~urt Adminis­

trator. The IBM 310/155 hardware utilized by the system is located in 

the state Data Processing Center and is under the direct control of the 

Oregon State Execut~ve Department. All hardware usage, systems support, 

and operational personnel are provided by the state Data Processing Center 
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at established interagency rates.* The docketing system uses the Oregon Law 

Enforcement Data System (LEDS) software previously developed by the State 

Data Processing Center for all file processing and on-line communications. 

The un-line and batch reporting application software necessary to 

support and maintain the docketing system was developed by the SJIS effort. 

These individuals are employees of the Trial Court Services Department 

of the Office of the State Court Administrator and are responsible for 

maintaining the currently operating appellate system. They are also 

responsible for continuing the development of the application software 

required for state-wide SJIS trial court implement~tion. 

Although the Oregon State Court Administrator's office has not 

maintained detailed cost figures for the appellate docketing system it 

was possible to obtain general estimates. During the first twenty-one 

months of the SJIS project a total of $226,000 was expended. Of that, 

over $120,000 was directly allocated to develop the conceptual and 

detailed designs, .. wri te ;the application software, and implement the system~·, 

The on-going operational data processing costs for the past budget year 

were approximately $14,000. Trial Court Services has allocated $14,000 

. (or 10% of this year's $140,000 data processing budget) for the daily 

, .. operation 'of the system during the next budget year. Trial Court Services 

personnel remain responsible for maintaining, converting, and updating 

*During the 1st two years of the SJIS project while the Trial Court Services 
D~pt. and their SJIS activities were funded by LEAA, the State Court 
Administrator's office had a formal written contract for services and 
security arrangements with the Data Processing Center. 
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the application software. Since this department is heavily involved in 

developing the SJIS system, it is impossible to estimate the actual amount 

of time or cost expended on the docketing system. However, for reference 

purposes, the department employed the following professional staff during 

the first two years of SJIS development to design and implement the 

docketing system: 

Administrator of Trial Court Services sl,950/mo $23,400/yr 

Supervisor 0 f Systems & Programming 1,SOO/mo 2l,600/yr 

Systems Analyst 1,600/mo 19,200/yr 

Programmer Analyst l,400/mo l6,SOO/yr 

Senior Programmer 1,300/mo l5,600/yr 

$8,050/mo $96,600/yr 

In addition, there are four field management analysts and a 

secretary assigned to th~ unit. These employees work primarily on the 

SJIS project. 

New Jersey 

New Jersey has another promising effort to develop an appellate 

automated caseflow management docketing system. The New Jersey Appellate 

Automatic Docketing and Management Information System (ADAMIS) has been 

operational since September of 1976. The computerized on-line, real-time 

system now serves the Appellate Division of the Superior Court. The 

Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) has plans to develop a similar 

system for the Supreme Court. The system's purpose is to permit the 

correction of conditions which impede the court's caseflow, thereby reducing 
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or eliminating case backlog. 

ADAMIS capi:ures and stores in a computerized data base detailed 

filing and event information on each case appealed to the Appellate Division 

of the Superior Court. The centralized data base is used by the Appellate 

Division's Clerk's Office as an automuted docket and to generate a semi­

automated calendar. It is used by the AOC and the Clerk for case flow 

management purposes, document tracking! and statistical analysis. 

The IBM 370/145 hardware used to implement ADAMIS is operated 

and controlled by the Division of Systems and Communications under the 

Department of Law and Public Safety. It should be no·ted that the hardware 

used to process ADAMIS software programs is a dedicated criminal justice 

computer. That is, it is used to process only state and local criminal 

justice programs. All hardware usage, systems support, and daily 

operational cost$ ar.~ billed at established interagency rates and paid 

for by the Supreme Court through the normal interdepartmental budgetary 

processes. 

The appellate docketing system was designed by the Judicial 

Management Information Systems (JMIS) section of the AOC. JMIS staff are 

responsible for a~l AOC systems development and implementation. The project 

W'o" , .... 0 •••• ~ .was. part of. the continuing effort by the New Jersay AOC to de:'leJ.op .. a. s.tate-

• 

• 

• 

wide judicial information system to improve case flow and to administer to 

the court system. A on-line and batch-oriented application software 

necessary to support ADAMIS were developed while JMIS staff Ttlere wOl;"king 

on other SJIS projects. Therefore, cost data are not readily available. 

S8e Appendix I for caseload information on the New Jersey Supreme Court 
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• and the Appellate Division of the Superior Court. 

Missouri 

In Missouri, the appellate system is part of the State Wide 
a 

Judicial Info~-mation System (SWJIS) project of the Office of the State 

Court Administrator. This system is being developed and implemented 

completely by state court personnel. The Burroughs Model 1726 computer 

and associated hardware is owned and operated by the Missouri Supreme 

Court. The SWJIS system will be a batch-oriented system that has on-line 

capabilities for data entry_ On-line data entry will be used only by 

courts with large caseload and by the appellate courts. The SWJIS system 

will be used by all state courts to store and process court related 

statistics and operational information. 

The Appellate Court Recordkeeping System, which is part of SWJIS, 

is not yet operational. When completed it will serve both the Supreme 

Court and the Court of Appeals. The system will consist of four CRT's 

and a line printer. A CRT will be located in the office of the Clerk of 

Court of the Supreme Court in Jefferson City. Additional CRT's will be 

placed in each office of the Clerk of Appeals Court in Kansas City, 

St. Louis, and Springfield. Currently, the CRT in Kansas City is opera-

tional and is being used for on-line data entry. Actual implementation 

of the total system is ~nticipated for early 1978. Three programmer/ 

analysts are currently assigned to the project. Caseload figures are shown 

in Appendix I. No reliable cost data is available for the appellate 

recordkeeping system since it is part of the total SWJIS effort. 
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Analysis of Existing Efforts 

The Oregon, New Jersey, and Missouri appellate docketing systems 

are all part of concerted efforts to develop state-wide judicial information 

systems. All three states have not only a Supreme Court but a type of 

intermediate appellate court. The caseload of the Supreme Court of each 

of the three states ranged from 1,100 to 2,200 filings per year ih 1975, while 

Minnesota's caseload was only 921 in 1975. The caseload of the intermedi.ate 

appellate courts range from 1,600 to 4,800 filings per year. Staff of 

~ 
I 

the State Court Administrator's Office of both Oregon and Missouri have 

stated that caseload alone could not have been used as cost justification 

for developing or implementing their systems. It is apparent that 

Minnesota's lower caseload can not cost justify an automated system. 

The intent of all three systems is to develop an SJIS module 

• that will replace manually generat~d dockets and indices with computer 

generated reports. Oregon has successfully achieved this for both appellate 

court levels. New Jersey has computer generated dockets and indices on 

the intermediate appellate court level. Missouri is not yet operational. 

All three states are emphasizing·SJIS data elements to ensure completeness 

of court records. All are attempting to develop a state-wide system that 

will provide operational and caseflow management data that will be useful 

for the Supreme Court, the Clerk of Court and the AOC. This suggests 

that all three states have recognized the importance of a stat~-wide approach 

to systems development that should be adopted by Minnesota. 

Oregon and New Jersey have chosen to use existing state data pro-

cessing facilities under the control of another state agency. They have 

entered into formal service contra~ts with these agencies to store and 
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process all court related data and to guarantee its security and integrity. 

Missouri has chosen to own, operate, and control the computer facilities 

necessary to gather, store, and process data for all state courts. The 

Missouri data processing facility controls the dissemination of information 

to non-court agencies thus ensuring the security and integrity of court 

data. Thus, all three states have taken steps to control information 

dissemin&tion and to protect data integrity. 

All three states have established a department consisting of data 

processing professionals under the direct yuidance and control of the 

State Court Administrator. In each instance, this department is respon­

sible for the design and implementation of the state's SJIS. As such, 

all three offices were responsible for the design and development of the 

application software necessary to implement the appellate docketing system. 

In Oregon and Ne'Vl Jersey the docketing system \\1as designed and implemented 

prior to trial court implementation. Missouri plans to implement its 

system in parallel with the trial court effort. Thus each state has 

maintained management control of all judicial data processing applications 

in the office of the State Court Administrator and have developed their 

appellate system in coordination with and as part of SJIS development. 

Summary 

In all cases the design and development costs were the two 

largest initial expenses. On-going operational and maintenance costs seem 

to be minimal (10% of the total estimated data processing budget) due to 

the small caseload involved. In the final analysis, it is apparent that 

caseload alone is not used to justify automated docketing systems. An 

analyst would be hard pressed to prove cost effectiveness of such a system. 



I . 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

61 

However/ the intangible benefits received from implementing such a system 

seem to outweigh the initial design and development costs. Predominant 

among these intangible benefits are the goodwill generated by the system 

with the lower courts and the ability of the Supreme Court to closely 

monitor appellate caseflow thus reducing appellate court delay and backlog. 

If the Supreme Court elects to develop an appellate docketing system the 

N.:ttional Center reCOIT!Iflends that the system be designed using the Oregon 

system as a model. The computer hardware system used to process Oregon's 

appellate data is softvlare compatable with the system located in 

Information Services Division, thus increasing the chance for transferability 

of existing software application programs. However/ as stressed throughout 

this report, the Supreme Court must recognize that a decision to automate 

the exiRting docketing system will require a strong operational and caseflow 

management commitment. The added costs, both short-term and long-term, 

require a major financial commitment by both the court and the legislature. 

Therefore, the decision to automate should be closely coordinated with all 

long-term planning efforts of the court including the SJIS efforts in 

which the court is currently i1volved. 

Recommendation 17: The Supreme Court should request the Director 
of Information Services and the Deputy State Court Administrator to 
analyze thoroughly and evaluate existing automated appellate systems, 
especially the Oregon Appellate Court Docketing System/ prior to any 
decision to automate the Miimesota Appellate Caseflow System. 

Recommendation 18: Any decision to automate the Appellate Caseflow 
Docketing System should be made in conjunction with and closely 
coordinated with all long-term planning efforts of the court 
including the current SJIS program. 
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CHAPTER V 

DATA PROCESSING ALTERNATIVES 

Generally, it is in the best interest of the judiciary to use data 

processing facilities that are not controlled by another operating agency. 

This enables the Supreme Court, through its administrative office, to 

establish management control of all judicial applicatlons. Court operated 

facilities provide the ability to have complete control over the security 

and integrity of the information stored in the data base. Court mmed 

facilities also allow the court to have complete control of the dissemina­

tion of judicial data without having to seek formal agreement to do so 

from another agency • 

However, it may not be economically or administratively 

feasible for the Supreme Court to operate and control its own data 

processing facility. A shared environment, such as the Information 

Services Division of the Department of Administration may be the best 

alternative. If so, appropriate agreements must be obtained with ISD 

to give the court ~anagement control of its data. Formal agreements 

ensuring the securing and integrity of the court's data must be obtained 

prior to any outside development or use of the court's data base. 

There are five basic data processing alternatives that should be 

considered by the Minnesota Supreme Court for implementing and operating 

the appellate court docketing system being discussed throughout this report. 

62 
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• They are: 

1. court operated and controlled data processing facility; 

• 2. use of computer services provided by a commercial data 

processing agency; 

3. state administrative agency (ISD) that serves as a central 

• data processing facility; 

4. court employed systems and support personnel using state 

central data processing facility; and 

• 5. improved current manual information system to provide 

the proposed data identified in the requirements analysis. 

The advantages and disadvantages of each of these alternatives are 

• discussed in the sections that follow. 

1. Court Operated and Controlled 
Data Processing Facility 

• This type of facility is usually referred to as a dedicated 

facility. The advantage is obvious. The court will have complete 

administrative control over all phases of the data processing effort. 

• This will give the court the greatest ability to guarantee the complete-

ness and integrity of all data collected and stored in the appellate 

data base. The basic assumptions are that administrative control and 

• direction insure the quality and effectiveness of the data, and that 

court employed personnel are more dedicated to the administration of 

justice than others. 

• The disadvantage of this type of arrangement is that the Supreme 

Court could become heavily involved in financing and managing a major data 

• 
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processing function. Total court needs may not be sufficient to support 

or justify a permanent data processing installation. Further, if the 

court is able to have 100% utilization of a computer's capability it 

would imply that there is a need for additional computing power to 

accommodate increased volume and management demands in future years. 

This requires an additional commitment for long term financing and 

support that the courts will have to justify to the legislature. As 

a corollary, if the system, as acquired, is able to accommodate the 

demands of the future, it will, of necessity, be under-utilized today. 

Dedicated facilities will require the court to assume the financial 

burden of renting or buying equipment, providing adequate facilities (in 

an already tight spatial situation), hiring and supporting data 

processing personnel, and administratively operating the entire data 

processing facility. court operated backup facilities would not be 

available. Since backup facilities under the control of the court will 

not be available, the court will be forced to establish secondary 

processing facilities and security arrangements with ISD in case-of an 

unforeseeable emergency. This will nec~ssitate the establishment of an 

on-going agreement to provide these services and require regular 

coinmunications between the two·' organizations to ensure compatability -af·" .. 

processing equipment. The extensiveness of this financial and management 

commitment may not be feasible for the Supreme Court. 
, 

·The initial "costs to establish and operate a d~dicated court' 
i 
J 

data processing facility are highly dependent on the intended use of the 

facility. A system dedicated to Supreme Court casef,iow and the 
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appellate docketing system does not need to be as large as a facility to 

process all trial court transactional (SJIS) data, appellate caseflow 

data, and State Court Administrator case analysis and statistical reports. 

The Supreme Court should not purchase or rent any computer system to 

process appellate court data before determining the long-range data 

processing requirements of the entire state court system. It is imperative 

that the Supreme Court address the intended extent of its SJIS informa­

tion systems efforts. The management structure of the State Court 

Administrator's office must be projected prior to making a decision on the 

appellate docketing system and its hardware requirements . 

Mini-Computer Cost Analysis. The National Center feels that the 

volume of the data to be process by the appellate docketing system is 

insufficient to support any dedicated system. However, the following 

discussion illustrates a basic cost analysis for the rental or purchase 

of a small on-line terminal-orientated mini-computer system that is 

capable of performing the functions required to process the data for the 

appellate docketing system and that is upward compatible to be able to 

provide'$JIS requirements and support. If the court feels that significant 

intangible benefits (such as elimination of case delay and backlog) 

justify the system, these cost estimates will be extremely useful. 

Mini-computer systems for the courts 

have not developed at the rate which many experts had initially anticipated. 
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Peripheral equipment for mini-computers often cost the same as similar 

gear for large scale systems. However, the central processing unit or 

memory costs substantially less (often up to 10 times less). While overall 

equipment costs for a mini-computer system are rela·tively low, the softw.are 

development costs are as high as larger systems. For the newer mini-

computer system and for smaller manufacturers that have not developed soft-

ware support packages, the development costs often range as high ~ ; 

$100,000. Since mini-computers do not have large support packages and 

have the capability of processing only certain languages, the court 

should carefully weigh any decision to utilize them. 

The three systems costed below are 

all capable of upward or modular expansion. All have multiple terminal 

data entry and query capabilities. All three support a basic level of 

COBOL, thus enabling data stored in ·the appellate caseflow data base to 

be transferred to or merged with the future SJIS data base. The price 

quoted for each alternative is from the latest published price list of 

each manufacturer. Equipment capabilities are extracted from Auerbach and 

field service personnel in the manufacturer's sales offices. 

Burroughs B730 Series. The'B730 Series is a disc oriented system 

offering mUltiple station, d:trect entry/display capabilities. The system 

offers both on-line and off-line data entry devices. It is upward 

compatible through the new B800 series in both hardware and software. The 

system is designed for' the purpose of entering dau:! and inquiring into 

data files. It is not primarily designed to be air .tnteractive system. 

A cost breakdown of the basic B730 system is given in Table 4. 
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Table 4 

Burroughs B730 Series 

* Packages Systems: 

Hardware: 
*B731-304 

CPU, B730, 48K 
Disc, 9480-22 Extended Memory 
Printer A 9249 Keyboard 
Printer Control Poll/Select 
+D701 Display Terminal 
2 Add TD 800 Displays 

*B731-404 
CPU, 48K 
Disc 
Printer & Printer Control 
DDE Station & Control 
2 Add TD 800 Displays 

Software: 
RPG I and RPG II 
COBOL 
Utilities 
Software Packages 

Case flow Management Program 
Development 

Personnel: 
Analyst· 
Programmer/Operator 

Operational Budget 
Supplies 

TOTAL BUDGET 

Purchase 1 Yr Rental 

44,900 1,283 x 12 ~ 15,396 

5,000 approx 1,260 approx 

45,900 1,311 x 12 = 15,732 

6,000 approx 

N/C 
N/C 
N/C 
N/C 

50-100,000 

1,260 approx 

N/C 
N/C 
N/C 
N/C 

50-100,000 

(1 TiT'l(> Dependent on Complexity) 

16-19,000 
12-15,000 

12,000 avg 

191,800-247,800 

16-19,000 
12-15,000 

12.,000 avg 

123,648-179,648 

• *Burroughs has package price fixing for the cost benefit of the customer. 

• 

67 
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The transaction mode of input would be satisfactory for data entry in an 

appellate caseflow system. The system is capable of multip~ogramming and 

can handle nine CRT's and four additional Direct Data Entry stations 

(DDES). The software languages supported by the system include REG I 

RPG II, and COBOL. Burroughs supports several application programs and 

utility packages available free to each user. The B730 Series is 

competitive with the IBM System 3 Model 4 and the NCR 8200. The main 

advantage of B730 over System 3 Model 4 and NCR 8200 is COBOL language 

availability without having to upgrade the system's basic capability. 

All three systems provide compatible growth within their basic computer 

families. 

IBM System 3. The System 3 Model 4 is IBM's data entry/display 

computer designed expressly for interactive transaction and management­

oriented data processing. It is ideal for caseflow management. The 

68 

system is capable of controlling data entry/display for a maximum of five 

CRT's. with the addition of a communications adapter, the system can 

handle 32 remote terminals. System 3 Model 4 is upward compatible and is 

capable of multiprogramming or acting as a link in a distributed processing 

network. System 3 Model 4 supports RPG II as its higher level language. 

A Disc Sort and Conversational Utility software package is also supported. 

COBOL is not. To obtain COBOL capability in the System 3 line, a user 

must move upward in the family to the Model 8. System 3 Model 8 supports 

RPG II, Assembler, COBOL, and Fortran IV. Additionally the Model 8 supports 

several application programs written by IBM as well as Disc and Tape SORTS, 

·Library Maintenance, and Utilities programs. Other Manufacturers offer systems 
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Table 5 69 

IBM System 3 Minimal Configuration 

Hardware: 
1 CPU, #5404-5408 
3 CRT, #3277, 480 Char 
1 Printer, #5213, 115 
1 Typewriter Keyboard 
1 Disk, Mod 2, #5447, 

Software: 

Char 

10M 

System Software Control Prog. 
RPG-II - Compiler 
Disc Sort 
utilities Package 
COBOL 
Assembler/Fortran 

Caseflow Management Program 
Development (In-House) 

Personnel: (Minimal) 
Analyst 
Programmer/Operator 

Operational Budget: 
Supplies, etc. 

TOTAL BUDGET 

MODEL 4 MODEL 8 

Purchase 1 Yr Rental Purchase 1 Yr Rental 

19,150 7,536 35,230 12,408 
8,820 3,024 8,820 3,024 
6,400 3,360 6,400 3,360 

520 192 520 192 
14,190 6,720 14,190 6,720 

Free Free Free Free 
468/yr 468 1,668/yr 1,668 
180/yr 180 180/yr 180 
192/yl.' 192 192/yr 192 

- - 1,080/yr 1,080 
2,400/yr 2,400 

50-100,000 50-100,000 50-100,000 50-100,000 

(1 Hroe - Dependent on COfilP1ritY) 

16-19,000 16-19,000 16-19,000 '16-19,000 
12-15,000 12-15,000 12-15,000 12-15,000 

12,000 avg 

139,920- , 
195,920 

12,000 avg 

111,672-
167,672 

12,000 avg 12,000 avg 
-

160,680-
216,680 

121,224-
177 ,224 

that combine the best features of Models 4 and 8 at prices lower them either 

machine. A cost breakdown of the basic System 3/Mod. 4 is given in Table 5. 

The advantages of System 3 are its IBM terminals, well proven operating system, 

and its marketable name. 
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NCR 8200 Series. The NCR 8200 is a minicomputer interactive 

general purpose real time operating system. It is an effective system 

for the small data processing user. It is competitive with the IBM 

System 3 Model 4 and the Burroughs B730 Series discussed in this report • 

The system is capable of controlling data entry/display for. a maximum 
p 

of seven CRT's. With a communications adapter, the system can handle 

several more terminals. The 8200 series is upward compatible. It has 

been significantly enhanced by the introduction of the 8250. The 

system is capable of multiprogramming and of acting as a stand alone 

device or as part of a distributed network. Series 8200 supports IMOS, 

a disc based operating system that utilizes COBOL as its language 

processor. It also supports various utilities and application programs 

developed by NCR. NCR has also updated IMOS to give the system 

concurrent, remote batch communications capability. Series 8200/8250 is 

also cost competitive with Burroughs 730 and IBM System 3/Mod. 4 as seen 

in Table 6 . 

Conclusion 

The cost figures indicate that the initial costs to establish and 

operate a court data processing facility to automate the appellate 

docketing system are too excessive (approximately $110,000 - 170,000 

~ " .• I· " 

per year) to warrant current consideration. The Supreme Court does not 

have adequate staffing or facilities to handle such an EDP operation • 

The volume of data to be processed and the reports to be generated by the 

system are not large or "urgent enough to require dedicated facilities • 
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Table 6 71 

NCR 8200 Series Minimal Configuration 

• Hardware: 
1 CPU, 32K, 48K 
3 CRT 
1 Printer 
1 Typewriter Keyboard 
1 Disc 9. 8 ~..B 

1 Cabinet & Additional 
Memory 16K 

Software: 
IMOS 
IMOS III 
IMOS III utilities 
NCR 101 Simulation 
Concurrent Batch 

Communiqations 

Caseflov. Management Program: 

Personnel: 
Analyst 
Programmer/Operator 

.Operationa1,Budget: 
Supplies, etc. 

TOTAL BUDGET 

8200 8250 

Purchase 1 Yr Rental Purchase 1 Yr Rental 

17,425 4,980 20,075 7,860 
6,000 1,260 6,000 1,380 
6,325 2,580 6,325 2,580 
N/C 

I 
N/C N/C N/C 

12,500 4,500 12,500 4,SOO 

4,000 1,560 4,000 1,440 

180/yr 180 180/yr 180 
420/yr 420 420/yr 420 
120/yr 120 120/yr 120 
180/yr 180 180/yr! 180 
- - - I -
840/yr 840 840/yr I 840 

50-100,000 50-100,000 50-100,000 50-100,000 
(1 T'me Dependent on Comp1ex'ty) 

.)..6-19,000 
12-15,000 

. 

16-19,000 
12-15,000 

~2,000 avg 12,000 avg 

137,990-
193!990 

106,620-
162,620 

6-19,000 
2-15,000 

16-19,000 
12-15,000 

2,000 avg 12,000 avg 

140,640-
196,640 

109,500-
165,500 

After the Supreme COUlct has evaluated its long-range court information system 

requirements and defined its managerial intent for administering these functions, 

a re-evaluation of this posture could be considered. 
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Cost/Benefit Analysis Technique. Table 7 illustrates an approach 

• that can be used by the Supreme Court to evaluate the available alternatives 

that can be used to satisfy its long-range court information system 

requirements and to process the proposed appellate and SJIS caseflow 

• informatioc. Although micrc-computers are illustrated, they should be 

immediately discounted since they "'tre not capable of handling COBOL dnd 

other high-level languages required by the proposed SJIS. Large scale 

• computers should be discounted due to their cost, size, personnel, space 

and volume requirements. Before the remaining alternatives can be 

eliminated, the court must address the extent of its future financial 

• and management commitmenr. in this area. The technique illustrated in 

Table 7 is even more effective if weights are assigned to each benefit. 

In the suggested technique, six qualitative benefits are used in the 

• comparison of the available aH:ernatives. None of these benefits are 

intended to be mutually exclusive (i.e., given unlimited financial, 

personnel, and other resources it is possible to optimize each of the 

• six listed benefits; however, in reality this is not possible.) Rather 

their use often requires highly subjective analysis and evaluation. 

The six qualitative benefits illustrated in Table 7 are: .. . • - SJI3 Capability 

- System Reliability 

- Organizational Impact 
" • - Timeliness of Information 

- System Hardware/Software Flexibility 

- Extent of Caseflow Information 

• 

• 
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Type of 
System 

Manual 

Micro­
Computer 

Mini­
Computer 

Medium Scale 
Computer 

Large Scale 
Computer 

• • • • ,1,0, • • • " 
,11' 
I ~ ,~ ... I 

Table 7 

A Simplified Approach to Cost/Benefit Analysis for Evaluating 1 
Available System Alternatives for Appellate Caseflow Processing 

Cost in Dollars 

Storing and Reporting 
Capabilities ' 

Minimum 
Initial 
Setup 

Very small data base, few Existing 
management reports 

Small data base, few 25,000 
management reports 

Intermediate data base, BO,OOO 
several management reports, 
limited terminal queries 

Intermediate data base, 160,000 
considerable number of manage-
ment reports, more query 
capability 

Large data base, multiple 225,000 
query capability, operational 
and planning management reports. 

Ninimum SJIS System 
Yearly Capa- Reli­

Operation bility ability 

1,000-
1,500 

2,000-
5,000 

5,000-
JO,OOO 

12,000-
16,000 

20,000-
50,000 

Poor 

Poor 

Fair 

Good 

Very 
Good 

Fair 

Poor/ 
Fair 

Good 

Good 

Good 

Qualitative Benefits 
Timeli- System 
ness of 

Organization Infor-
Impact mation 

Very Limited 

Limited 

Medium 

considerable 

Considerable 

Poor 

Fair 

Good 

Good 

Very 
Good 

Hardw3.re 
Software 

Flexibility 

N/A 

poor 

. Fair 

Good 

Very 
Good 

Extent of 
Caseflow 

Information 

V,ery Limited 

Limited 

Medium 

Considerable 

Con~iderable 

lA more detailed discussion of this technique may be found in A Study of the Connecticut Judicial Departments Computer 
Options; National Center for State Courts, November, 1975. 
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Each of these benefits are briefly defined in the paragraphs that follow 

to further indicate the complexity of establishing a good cost/benefit 

analysis technique to evaluate available alternatives to process caseflow 

information. 

SJIS Capability. "SJIS Capability" refers to the ability of the 

data processing alternative to support the inforrnation processing require­

ments of the proposed state Judicial Information System project. The 

alternative should be capable of modular expansion to meet grmving 

processing demands. It should be capable of utilizing the COBOL language, 

preferably not just the basic COBOL subset initially developed for new 

or small systems. On-line query and data entry are mandatory. 

System Reliability. "System Reliability" is a measure of the 

system's ability to meet expected performance criteria. A system's 

reliability is dependent on the reliability of its component parts and 

the presence of adequate backup equipment, software, and procedures. 

Indications of good reliability include a central processor backup, 

data entry backup, adequate security, and internal error-checking 

procedures. 

Organizational Impact. The overall impact of the new system on the 

organization is difficult to predict._ However, systems will affect the 

organiza-tion in varying degrees. Dependent upon its size, complexity, and 

resource demands, an alternative can affect daily operating procedures, 

personnel structure, personnel availability, amount of available information, 

and type of procedures necessary to maintain court control. 

Timeliness of Information. "Timeliness of Information" refers to 

the ability of the system to provide the required information at a time 

when it is-needed. The more responsive to user information demands, 
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the greater the benefit of the system. This is especially true where 

• timely information is critical (i.e., data is perishable or useless if 

not provided to the requestor when needed) . 

System Hardware/Software Flexibility. "Software flexibility" 

• refers to the ability to support a wide range of applications in a broad 

range of software languages. Industry standard COBOL is preferable to 

manufactured developed subsets. "Hardware flexibility" refers to the 

• ability of the system to support a wide variety of applications without 

requiring a substantial change in equipment specifications. Minimum 

requirements would include query and data base capabilities, interactive 

• and batch environments, and modular expanblon capabilities. 

Extent of Caseflow Information. This qualitative benefit refers 

to the ability to provide data entry and query, extensive management 

• reports of an exception reporting and summary nature, and a large multiple 

access data base from which to answer queries or develop reports. An 

automated appellate caseflow sys·tem requires multiple data entry and query 

capability. It also requires immediate update of the data base to permit 

timely access of complete records. 

Summa~y of the Cost/Benefit Method 

To be most useful, this type of Cost/ 

Benefit analysis requires the establishment of appropriate weights for each 

indentifiable qualitative benefit. There has been no attempt to do this in 

this report. In reality, these weights can only be assigned after a thorough 

review of organizational goals and objectives by members Df the court. However, 

the'analysis presented in the table if used properly provides a valid guide 

• for determining which, if any, alternative hardware option is most viable given 

the known limited financial and other resources, the desiredc.ase£J.o.w. I;'epooc-ting 

capabilities, and the desired communications capability of the proposed sys~ 

• 
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2. Use of Computer Services Provided by a 
Commercial Data Processing Agency 

An independent service bureau is a commercial firm organized 
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for the purpose of making a profit. Its capabilities will be reflected 

in programming schedules and processing costs. These will exceed the 

costs of comparable services provided by public data processing centers. 

Typically, employees are not required to pass as vigorous a security 

screening process as employees in g'overnment facilities. Site locations 

are generally in commercial areas, removed from cou:thouses, thus 

increasing the risk of transporting data. 

An important advantage of renting information processing power 

is that it requires no long-range commitment in either data processing 

equipment or operating personnel. There is potential for substantially 

decreased costs due to competitive bidding and the possibility of better 

utilizing or balancing available resources to the requirements of the 

job. In some instances, a service bureau may be able to provide better 

applications flexibility due to the size of their operation. 

Smaller courts and courts with limited processing requirements 

have considered the use of a service bureau to provide their necessary 

data processing requirements. 

Se~vice bureaus are often willing to assume any segment of the 

data processing operation. Therefore, the services provided by such 

an organization vary from simply processing a customer's data using a 

customer prepared program to systems development, programming, and 

processing of a user's data. In addition, some bureaps furnish ,staff to 

operate a user's existing computer system. This latter activity 
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• is often called facili t;'es management. 

The National Center considers the need for profit orientation in 

a private service bureau to be potentially detrimental to public da·ta 

• processing. In addition, the Supreme Court cannot exercise sufficient 

controls over private employees to insure data integrity. Since the 

employees of the bureau will be directly responsible to their employer 

• and Subject to his control and management, the courts do not have direct 

control over the staff and as a result lack assurances of the security 

and integrity of their data when it is processed. Security arrangements, 

• though good, are typically not high enough to protect the physical 

security and confidentiality of judicial data. Backup facilities are 

usually not available, thus forcing the courts to establish secondary 

• processing facilities as backup in case of an unforseeable emergency. 

One answer to this lack of control is to require the bureau 

through a binding contract to process and handle court data in a 

• specified manner. Such a contract should include provisions for 

insuring data accuracy, completeness, security, and integrity. 

The disadvantages of loss of management control, unaccountability 

• of staff in a direct relationship to the court, and uncertainty of ' 

security and integrity far outweigh cost considerations. Table 8 on page 83 

schematically illustrates the differences between a court owned computer 

• system and a commercial or state provided data processing center in the 

key management areas of data processing cost, turnaround time and run 

priorities, privacy and security of court records, operational control; 

• and capacity and expansion capabilities. 
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• 
3. State Administrative Agency that 

Serves as a Central Data Processing center 

• The Information Services Division of the Department of Administra.tion 

is an executive branch agency that .functions as the state 

central data processing center for most administrative departments in 

• Minnesota. It functions solely for its clients and not as an 

independent administrative agency. It operates on a cost rei;,;l;urse-

ment basis with funds for services being transf~rred from each agencies' 

• data processing budget through normal interagency fund transfer. The 

Supreme Court is responsible for justifying the need for the required 

da·ta processing budget before certain legislative committees during 

• the budgetary process. 

ISD would process the appellate docketing system data on an 

IBM 370-158 computer system. All necessary hardware would be 

• provided by ISD including the required CRT communication devides. 

ISD is willing to contract to develop all application software 

required by the proposed system and to provide all operational personnel. 

• Of course, the court would be required to train the court clerks 

responsible for entering and accessing case data on the communication 

terminals. 

• If the Supreme Court chooses to implement. an automated docketing 

system under the above arrangement the need for experienced data 

• 
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processing personnel will be minimized. The Director of Information 

Services should assist ,the Supreme Court Administrator in designing 

and implementing the system and in obtaining legal agreements from ISD 

that establish accountability and responsibility for actions that 

affect the judiciary. 

It is important that these ag:r:eements permit the Supreme Court 

to exercise "management control" over its own data. 2 The agreements 

should stipulatn that the ownership of judicial data rests with the 

Supreme Court. The right to use and to disseminate judicial data must 

be reserved solely to the court. All job-run priorities, level and 

type of systems and maintenance services, and operating costs must be 

agreed upon and held to be binding. Dates for completion of application 

software and for going on-line must be established and firmly agreed to. 

In light of current developments concerning lSD, these stipulations become 

even more important. 

~lliat must be remembered is that it is the court's responsibility 

to insure the security and integrity of all judicially generated 

information. The court can only guarantee this protection if it obtains 

operational agreements to have administrative control over its Own data. 

ISO has expressed an understanding of and an agreement with this position 

and has entered into similar agreements with other state agencies. Again see 

Table 8 on page 83 for a comparative analysis of these considerations 

between court owned and operated facilities, state service bureau facilities, 

and commerical service bureau facilities. 

2"Management control" is defined as the ability to review, evaluate, 
and establish policy relative to the security and integrity of judicial 
data and the operation of the data processing facility where it affects 
judicial data. 
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To put these costs in another perspective, personnel and 

application software costs are dependent upon the extent of original 

design and development involved in implementing the system. If the 

Supreme Court chooses to adapt the Oregon appellate docketing system to 

meet the information requirements of Minnesota, the total cost to revise 

and implement the software will be less than if a decision is made to 

3 
start from scratch or to use IBM's basic court package. ISD currently 

has a copy of IBM's basic court package which contains an automated 

docketing system for an on-line CRT environment. The purchase price fo 

this software package is $29,000. If it were used in developing the 

proposed system, actual programming and systems costs would again be 

reduced. Although the National Center believes the Oregon system to 

be more adaptable, a thorough analysis of the IBM BASIC court system 

package and the Oregon Appellate Docketing System should be conducted 

by the Director of Information Services and the Supreme Court Administrator 

prior to any final decision. 

Again, based on the case volume and activity of the Oregon 

appellate courts, it is pes sible to estimate that the yearly operating 

costs of the proposed appellate system should not exceed $12,OOO/yr. 

programming and systems cosbsfor developing a new system should not 

exceed $'SQOOO-IOO,OOO (dependent on the complexity and extensiveness 

of the system). ISD should be able to complete it within a 12 month 

3Since Oregon developed their appellate docketing system with LEAA 
funds"all programs and systems documentation are free to any prospective 
user for the purpose of technology transfer and utilization. 
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time frame. This cost includes hardware usage during development and testing, 

initial system and hardware setuPI and the necessary system documentation 

once it becomes operational. All figures quoted are for a basic 

appellate system designed to provide the already defined appellate 

informational requirements. The costs do not include system interfacing 

requirements with a criminal justice information system or a state 

judicial information system. The costs do not include Supreme Court 

personnel time or costs expended guidIng and controlling the develop-

ment process. 

The costs that the Supreme Court would incur if the resources 

of ISD are used are considerably lower than teose incurred if dedicated 

facilities were obtained. However, since the actual system conceptual 

design is not available it is more difficult to identify and control 

the actual costs to develop and implement the system. A cost structure 

for the on-line environment in which the appellate docketing system 

would operate is outlined below. All costs quoted are based on actual 

ISD charges to state agencies effective July 11 1977. 

Personnel and Application Software Costs: 

Senior Analyst 
Programmer 
Operator/Programmer 

$16. 85/hr. 
i3.57/hr. 
11. 22/hr. 

Hardware & Associated Costs: 

CRU Usage 
CRT Usage 
Selector Channel 
Time Cost 
Multiplexor Channel 
Core·Occupancy 
Disk Storage 

'Printing 
Cards 

$2S6/hr. 
SO to lSO/mo/device 
17 hr. 

2.7¢/transaction 
12/hr. 

.25/thousand used 
3.85/hr./dedicated pack, plus $.12/ 

pack for permane);lt storage 
.9011,000 lines 
.70/1,000 
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Table 8 summarizes the major management and data processing cons,iderations 

discussed in the previous three sections on commercial service bureaus, 

state operated agencies, and court operated computer facilities. 

4. Court Employed Systems and Support Personnel 
Using a State central Data Processing Facility 

Since ISD is a central data processing service facility, the 

Supreme Court can choose to use the available IBM 370 hardw'are system 

for processing appellate data without requesting application software or 

systems support. Bo·th the Oregon and New Jersey Supreme Courts 

elected to utilize their central data proce~sing facilities in this 

manner. Both states have established a department of data processing 

professionals under the direct control of the state Court Administrator. 

All computer and associated processing costs incurred by ISO are paid 

for by the Supreme Court through an inter-agency agreement according to 

established budgetary guidelines. All other professional costs for 

systems design/application software development, and on-going system 

maintenance are provided by court employed professionals that must be 

planned and budgeted for prior to each fiscal year. The professional 

employees of this department of the Minnesota state Court Administrator's 

Office would be under the supervision of the Director of Information 

Services. 

The advantage of this arrangement is obvious. It permits the 

Supreme Court to maintain direct management control of all court systems 

effort,s. The court has the ability to hire and terminate personnel 

and to setup pOlicies relative to the development and implementation of 
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Cost 

Turnaround Time 
and Priority 

Privacy and 
security of 
Court Records 

Operations 

Capacity 

• • • • ,: . 
Table 8 

The Effect of Three Alternative ADP Approaches 
Controll;! Management and Data Processing 

Court Operated 
Computer Facility 

High cost, but often justified 
for large courts or by nature' 
of qualitative benefits 
received. 

Court can expect to receive 
service and information 
according to a designated 
timetable. 

Court has complete control over 
paper and computerized records. 

Court is responsible for equip­
ment, personnel, facilities, 
and supplies 

Court computer system capabili­
ties may be limited. 

Commercial Data 
Processing Agency 

Lower cost for small application; 
lower initial costs; potentially 
higher long term cost because no 
equity accumulated in equipment. 

service may be slower since ser­
vice bureau is remote from the 
court and has other priorities. 

Court may relinquish control over 
records for batch data entry; 
computerized records are under 
service bureau control but 
security measure can still be 
enforced. 

Service bureau is responsible for 
all operations; 

, ' 
" . 

Service bureau is eqUipped to pro­
vide all types of data processing 
services. 

• • • 
On 

State Agency (ISD) 

Development and modification costs 
often lower than in-house system; 
operating costs less than both in­
house and commercial. 

Same as in-house if agreement made by 
court with processing agency in form 
of contract. 

Same as in-house if agreement made 
by court with processing agency in 
form of binding contract. 

State agency responsible for equip­
ment and software; operating per­
sonnel and supplies. 

System should be adequate to perform 
services as stated in contract. In 
many cases state agency is 'the larg­
est service center in the area that 
the court has acces's to. 

4A more detailed discussion of this analysis ,may be found in A Study of the Connecticut Judicial Department's Computer 
Options, National Center for State Courts, November, 1975. 
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all information system programs. However, the court still has to form 

an agreement with ISD giving it the ability to review, evaluate, and 

establish policies relative to the security and dissemination of judicial 

data and the operation of the data processing facility when it directly 

affects the jUdiciary. This agreement should contain all the 

provisions relating to job-run priorities, level and type of systems 

efforts, and operating costs required to guarantee judicial integrity. 

The Supreme Court is currently using ISD to prepare and process 

some State Judicial Information System programs and data. Formal 

agreements controlling management, information dissemination, and data 

security should-already be in existence. If they do not exist, it is 

recommended that such agreements be obtained immediately. At a minimum 

this agreement should address and satisfactorily establish for the court: 

1. job-run priorities: to the extent of guaranteeing efforts 

to meet deadlines and maximum run and processing times; 

2. existence control: to insure the physical existence of 

the data base, through pyoper backup and recovery operations; 

3. access control: to protect the data base from unauthorized 

disclosu:re or dissemina.tion to unauthorized persons; 

4. update control: to insure that the requested update is 

legal and that the individual requesting the update has 

the authority to request it; 

5. software control: to establish that all software and the 

associated data base are owned and controlled by the Supreme 

Court; 
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• 6. distribution control: to provide that no reports compiled 

from judicial data can be made or released without prior 

judicial approval; and 

• 7. quality control: to detect and correct errors in the data so 

as to maintain its accuracy, completeness, and consistency. 

The major disadvantage of this approach is that the extent of 

• financial and management commitment to the data processing area has been 

increased significantly over that required by the use of the facilities 

provided by ISD. However, it is still less than that required to finance 

• and maintain a court operated computer system with court employed personnel. 

Although the costs involved in this alternative are difficult to estimate, 

i~ can be noted that the professional data processing staff alone cost the 

• office of the Oregon Sta·te Court Admin:! strator $96,000 in 1976. This AVGra.ge 

cost of $8,050 per month does not include administrative personnel nor 

does it include the data processing costs that ISD would levy on the 

• court. These additional costs are averaging roughly $1,000 per month 

or $12,000 per year in Oregon. This presents an operational budget of 

$108,000 that does not include initial setup and development costs which 

• have been estimated at $50,000 - $100,000 dependent on the compl~xity of 

thecaseflow.management program that is developed. The estimated costs 

that the Supreme Court would incur if the data processing resources of 

• ISD are used and if the court hired their own systems and programming 

staff would be as follows: . 

• 

• 
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Supreme Court Sys"tems Personnel Costs: 

1 Senior Analyst $16-19,000 

1 Programmer/Analyst $12-15,000 

1 Administra"ti ve Aid $ 7 - 8,000 

ISD Personnel, Hardware, and Associated Costs: 

Programmer/Operator 
CRU Usage 
CRT Usage 

$11. 22/hr 
286/hr. 

80 to 180/mo/device 
17 hr. 
2.7¢/transaction 
12/hr. 

86 

Selector Channel 
Time Cost 
Multiplexor Channel 
Core Occupancy 
Disk Storage 

. 25/thousand used 
3.35/hr/dedicated pack, plus 

$.12/pack for permanent 
storage 

The ISD costs should average no more than $1,000 per month. 

The courts direct personnel costs should average $35,000 - 42,000 per year 

(not including the cost of the Director of Information Services who should 

be placed in charge of this type of operation.) Therefore, the first year's 

cost of this option is approximately $80,000. The project staff recommends 

that the court consider this option only after they have addressed the 

intended scope of the existing State Judicial Information System project. 

5. Improved Manual System 

What becomes evident is that the development of an on-line appellate 

docketing system, even if limited in sC9pe of effort, is a long-term and 

expensive proposition. When the yearly costs of any of the preceding 

alternatives are far from insignificant, the implementation of the 

improvements to the existing system recommended in Chapter I requires 

little or no additional data processing or administrative expense. 
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While the management commitment needs to be strengthened in all alternatives, 

it can most easily and immediately be accomplished by improving the 

manual system. 

I Control over information dissemination can become extremely 

important when management reports are generated by a case flow system 

or when a court case flow system provides inf0rmation to a criminal justice 

agency or system. The best way to control this dissemination is to 

control the information at its sourcej i.e., in the administrative office 

where the data is assembled and compiled. As a result, the court is 

able to exercise more control and insure data privacy in the alternatives 

that utilize court employees to generate, assemble, compile, and 

disseminate the data. The manual system, whether by intent or by chance/'~ 

is currently able to provide that ccntrol. Before any new data processing 

alternative is implemented the court should establish policies that clearly 

define information dissemination rules for the judicial data. This will 

enable the administrative office to establish its procedures to carry 

out these policies prior to or during the implementation of any. new 

system. The Table on the following page summarizes several of .the control 

issues that must be considered before a new :?ys.tem is. implemented • 

• 

• 
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Table 9 

Control Considerations for Alternative AuP Agencies 

--_. 
"-

Manage- Control Over/ Control Over 
ment/Opera Information Organiza- Control 

Alt.ernative ADP tional Dissemi- tional OVer 

__ ~~~vice Agencies Control nation Structure Cost , 
In-house Hanual Complete Complete Complete Complete 
Syst.em 

Use of Commercial Limi"ted Poor/Good Very Limited Limited 
Computer Services 

• State Administrative Limited Good Limited Limited 
Agency (ISD) 

Court Employed Staff Medium Very Good Medium Hedium 
Using State Adminis-
trative Agency as 
DP Facility 

Court Operated anN Complete Considerable Considerable Considerable 
Controlled DP 
Facility Using Court 
Employed Staff 

The organ:zational impact of any of the proposed systems will be 

significant. There will be new space needs, personnel requirements, and 

realignment of jobs and job duties. These should be carefully studied 

and anticipated. The changes to the current manual system can be effec-

tive without drastically altering personnel responsibilities or spacial 

needs. When the changes are implemented, they will provide the necessary 

status reports and monitoring capabilities now sought by the Supreme 

Court and they will also improve the calendaring procedures of the clerk's 

office. The staff recommends that the manual system be improv_ed t.o take 
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care of the immediate needs of the court and that the court's administrative 

staff be requested to evaluate the significance of the information system 

px-'ogram in light of the courts long-range planning efforts. The role of 

the .1ppC'11at.e docketing and information system ~,hould be dctormined '::111d 

prioritized at that time. 

Recommendation 19: 
the Supreme Court should 
urocl's~5ing capability to 
and docketing system. 

Since initial costs are too excessive, 
not establish at this time a court data 
automate the appellate case flow management 

RGcorrnnendation 20: The Supreme Court should develop a long­
runge judicial information system master plan that includes a 
statement of intent to administer and manage the state courts and 
incorporate all 5 ,formation system development efforts into the 
long-range plann:Llg efforts of the court. 
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SUHMA RY OF FINDINGS 
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The Supreme Court should adopt the recommendations for improving 

the existing case processing system as outlined in Chapter I. The court 

should not implement an automated appellate docketing system at this 

time. The cost figures to establish and implement any of t0e data 

processing alternatives are too excessive to justify present consideration. 

The volume of cases processed by the existing appellate case flow 

processing system is too low to justify an automated docketing system 

on a strictly cost justified basis. The slow turnaround and infrequent 

inquiry situation that typifies the Hinnesota Supreme Court caseflmv 

system also make it difficult to justify an automated system on a cost 

basis. A thorough cost/benefit analysis on a system-wide basis would 

be necessary to determine if an automated docketing system would be 

beneficial. This system-wide analysis should consider both the appellate 

and trial court requirements now and in the future. If intangible 

benefits (such as reduction in case delay or increased management control 

of case activity) are used to justify the design and implementation of an 

automated appellate docketing systern, the system should be designed in 

such a manner as to be compatible 'wi th and to provide support to the 

proposed state Judicial Information System. To meet this end the court 

should request the Deputy State Court Administrator and the Director of 

Information Systems to review in depth the judicial information system 

efforts of the state. These two individuals should develop a system-wide 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

91 

long range information system master plan. The document should be prepared 

in a realistic manner, projecting future system's development in light of 

perceived financial availabilities. The plan should be based on a system­

wide information requirements analysis for all court levels. This should 

be done in terms of the information needs of the Supreme Court to monitor 

and manage caseflow and to perform its other constitutional supervisory 

responsibilities. 

The master plan should recognize that the appellate docketing 

system should not be treated as an entity in itself. Rather the appellate 

case processing system should be consi(ered a part of or a module of the 

total proposed State Judicial Information System effort. A thorough 

analysis of the proposed SJIS should be accompanied by an equally thorough 

analysis of the capabilities of the IBM Basic court system modulei the 

Oregon, New Jersey, and Missouri appellate docketing systems; and any 

other available operational court system that may aid future systems 

development efforts through technology transfer. 

Implementation of any automated judicial information system requires 

a major cost and management commitment by the court. The current SJIS effort 

is an ideal example of this point. The Supreme Court must determine its 

own management responsibilities and then express its intent dnd willingness 

to car.ryout these responsibilities in a clearly defined statement. This 

commitment must take into consideration the issues of data security and 

privacy, operational and management control, and cost/management commitment. 

In summary, the project staff has determined that the proposed changes to 

the existing case processing system will impro\re that system substantially_ 
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The staff has further determined that there is no current need to or 

justification for designing or implementing an automated caseflow docketing 

system. Finally, future efforts to develop such a system should be 

carried out in conjunction ""ith the SJIS developmental efforts ... ,hich 

should be carefully planned and consistent with a well documented long-

range master plan for information systems development. 

Recommendation 21: The Supreme Court should establish a policy 
that clearly indentifies what internal judicial management information 
can be transferred to other agencies (CJIS) or to the public to 
protect judicial integrity and individual privacy. 

Reconunendation 22: The Supreme Court should have the State 
Court Administrator establish procedures that control the distri­
bu·tion of internal judicial management info:r:mation to other 
agencies (CJIS) or to the public to protect judicial integrity 
and individual privacy. 

Recommendation 23: The Supreme Court should obtain a written 
legally binding agreement with ISD consistent with the above 
policies and procedures that establish management control by the 
Court over all existing judicial applications and data. 
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A P PEN D I X I 

Appellate Court Caseload Dat~ 

of l'1innesota Supreme Court 

of Hissouri Supreme Court 

of l'1issouri Court of Appeals 

of New Jersey Supreme Court 

of New Jersey Appellate Division of Superior Court 

of Oregon Supreme Court 

of Oregon Cour"t of Appeals 
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Chart 1 

• state of Minnesota 

Supreme Court 

9 Justices 

• 
1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 

Filings 

• TOTAL 584 603 677 781 921 

Dispositions 

• Appeals 311 322 300 330 342 
Other Regular 28 51 41 54 64 

Special Matters 196 223 219 234 304 

TOTAL 535 596· 560 618 710 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Chart 2 

• State of Missouri 

Supreme Court 

7 Justices 

• 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 

Filings 

Appeals 137 119 170 • writs 95 320 409 
Motions 807 465 591 

TOTAL 998 387 1,039 904 1,170 

• 
Dispositions 

Appeals 430 252 215 
writs 162 281 434 

• Motions 663 516 601 

TOTAL 898 967 1,275 1,049 1,250 

I. Pending 6/30 

Appeals 249 116 71 
Writs 10 49 24 
Motions 78· 27 17 

• TOTAL 1,153 573 337 192 112 

• 

• 

• 
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Chart 3 

• State of Missouri 

Court of Appeals 

22 Judges 

• 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 

Filings 

• Appeals 1,097 1,616 1,405 1,552 1,805 
Writs 266 376 

TOTAL 1,818 2,181 I. Dispositions 

Appeals 817 1,088 1,069 1,145 1,617 
Writs 272 367 

I. TO'l'AL 1,417 1,984 

I 

Pending 6/30 

• Appeals 834 1,362 1(507 1,815 2,003 
Writs 27 21 30 

TOTAL 1,534 1,836 2,033 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Chart 4 

State of New Jersey • 
Supreme Court 

7 Justices 

• 1974 1975 1976 

Filings 

Appeals 183 221 232 

• Petitions for Certification 776 754 837 
Other Petitions and Motions 552 1,058 1,058 
Disciplinary Proceedings 46 73 95 

TOTAL 1,557 2,106 2,22~ 

• 
Dispositions 

Appeals 179 182 187 
Petitions for Certification 817 704 705 

• Other Petitions and Motions 565 936 1,144 
Disciplinary Proceedings 44 44 93 

'faTAL 1,605 1,866 2,129 

• Pending 8/31 

.. .. Appeals III 150 195 
"""' ,. ~ Petitions for Certification 203 253 385 

Other Petitions and Motions 66 188 102 

• Disciplinary Proceedings 11 40 42 

TOTAL 391 631 724 

• 

• 

• 
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Chart 5 

State of New Jersey 

Appellate Division of Superior Court 

Filings 

Appeals 
Motions and Petitions 

TOTAL 

Dispositions 

Appeals 
Motions and Petitions 

TOTAL 

Pending 8/31 

Appeals 
Motions and Petitions 

TOTAL 

22 Judges 

1975 

7,069 

6,387 

4,210 
271 

4[481 

1976 

4,819 
3,149 

7,968 

7,360 

4[736 
270 

5,006 

99 
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Chart 6 

• State of Oregon 

Supreme Court 

7 Justices 

• 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 

Filings 

• Appeals 374 365 412 472 549 
Petitions for Review 254 206 288 301 467 

TOTAL 628 571 700 773 1,016 

• Dispositions 

Appeals 389 370 379 424 498 
Petitions for Review 247 196 300 282 456 

• TOTAL 636 566 679 706 954 

Pending 

• Appeals 222 217 250 298 349 
Petitions for Review 20 30 18 37 48 

TOTAL ·'242 : .. ' 247 268 335 397 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• 101 

Chart 7 

• State of Oregon 

Court of Appeals 

6 Judges 

• 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 

Filings 

Appeals 766 843 1,046 1,539 1,847 • 
Dispositions 

Appeals 804 822 929 1,299 1,786 

• 
Pending 

Appeals 291 312 429 669 730 
~ ~; 

· l' f ~~' 

• 

• 

-
-I 
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I 

I 



• 102 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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• 

• 
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A P PEN D I X II 

State of Oregon 

Automated Appellate Information System 

The statistical reports in this Appendix permit analysis of the 

present state of the courts' business to be made in a number of different 

ways. The use of statistical reports over a period of time permit the 

courts to anticipate what changes in practice and use of resources may 

be required to properly execute their responsibilities in the future. 

The statistical reports contained in this appendix have been 

placed in the following groupings to facilitate presenta+ion: 

Report 1: Cases Pending Court Action 

Report 2: Origin of Cases Corning Before Each Court 

Report 3: Cases Not Yet Submitted Yet Filed More Than Six 

Months Ago 

Report 4: Comparative Statistics On The Status of Pending Cases 

Report 5: Case Time Lapse Data From Filing To Disposition 
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TRIAL 
COURT 

• • 
CONFLICT 

TYr-f 

/If< 
M< 
lIh 
M~ 

AI-< 
/lf~ 

,t.J.. 

~F< 
Al­

AR 
Ak ' 

A" 
AR 
AR 
~f< 

Ak 
At-< 
DR 
DR 
DR 
OR 
DR 
{"IR 
r,F< 
DR 
01< 
OK 
Ok 
Of. 
Ok 
DR 
Of< 
[\~ 

0'" 
(lk 

Ot' 
r~ 

{"Ik 
0;:< 
D~ 
u~ . 
DR' 
[oR 
('\~ 

DM 
Ok 
Dj.; 
01< 

• 
CASt. 

NO. 

0416 
041( 
0419 
b420 
0'+27 
0435 
6438 
6456 
0459 
1:,472 
0481 
0494 
0495 
0 .. 96 
0'+9/j 
0515 
b~3~ 
0410 
0411 
6412 
6421 
0 4 30 
b431 
6432 
0436 
0437 
0439 
0447 
0448 
6450 
0462 
0464 
6465 
0474 
b485 
0 .. d6 
b49b 
0491 
6492 
o4Q3 
b499 
oSlO 
0=11 
65') i: 
b~l/j 

051';' 
o:a21o 
0~2? 

• • • • 
()~l('IN OF CASES 

F,ur< TriE /'IONTH Of JUNE 9 1976 

CASE 11 TLE 

CA~PBELL KANC~ INC/wATt:R RESOURCES OEPT 
TAYLOP Bk05 fARMS/wATEk R~SOUPCES DEPT 
IA8A~AO/PlJ~LlC w~LFARE UrvISIO~ 
FAk-WEST FAkMS OREG LTD/WATER RESOURCES DEPT 
u ~ b SUPPLY ClJ/tMPLOYMENT UIVISION 
UEE~ING/~UdLIC wELFARE DIVI5IO~ 
lLARK/PU5LIC wELFARE DIVISION 
hURLEY/~OAkO OF DENTAL EXAMINERS 

'FITCH/PU&LIC WELFARE DIVISION 
Vl~CENT/R~AL lSTATE DIVISION 
STRATIS/PUbLIC WELFARE DIVISION 
NE_MAN/P()RTLAND rIRE CODE BOARD 
~EwMAN/STA1E FIRE MARSHAL ' 
CUTTRELL/OREGON LIQUOR CONTHOL COM~ 
LUO~A/EMPLOYHE~T OIVISION 
VAK~IuGc MOO~E LODGE/OREGON LIQUOR CONTROL COMMS 
CALDw~LL/ORE60~ LIQUOR CONTROL COMM 
PERKINS,TERRy L/OREGON STATE CORRECTIONAL INST 
MORRELL.DALE/OREGON STATE PENITENTIARY 

• 

BALLARO~JOSEPH GUITIERREZ/OREGON STATE CORRECTIONAL INST 
~ULK,wILbEkT/FIELD SERv CORRECTIONS DIv 
~HILEY.JOh~/OREGON STATE PENITENTIARY 
~HJL£y,JOHN/uRcGON STATE PENITENTIARY, 
wHILEY,JUHN/\ ~EGON STATE PENITENTIARY 
LITTLE,GARY/0REGON STAT~ PENITENTIARY 
GANT,DENNIS/OREGON STAlE PENITENTIARY 
MC KINNEY,ELMER/OREGON STATE PENITENTIARY 
LUNDY,MICH~EL/ORlGON STATE PENITENTIARY 
LU~DY.MICH~EL/OREGUN STATE PENITENTIARY 
PALAIA,JOHN/UREGON STAlE PENITENTIARY 
MARTIN.ROG~R/OkEGON STATE PENITENTIARY 
~A~LEY,DANIEL/OREGON STATE PENITENTIARY 
HARGROVE,JAMES h/OREGON STATE PENITENTIARY 
RA~IREZ,JOE/uRtGON STATE P~NITENTIARY 
kOSS.JAMES C/O~EGON STATE PENITENTIARy 
~MAHP'LARRY C/OkEGO~ STATE PENITENTIARY 
4LLEN,ERNE~T H/OREGON STATE PENITENTIARy 
PALAIA,JOHN/OREGON STATE PENITENTIARY 
~ALAIA,JOHh/OREGO~ STATE P~NITENTIARY 
~ALAIA,JOH~/ORcGON STAfE ~~NITE~TIARY 
~ALAEk,~AkL ST~Vt~/ORE~UN STATE COKR~CTIONAL INST 
~vIZ.KAMlkO/OREGON STATE P~NITENTIARY 
~uIZ,Hb~IRQ/UKEGO~ STATE PENITENTIARY 
kUIZ.R6~IHu/OKEGON STATE PENITENTIARY 
~C LIMANS,~A~~S t-</OPEG0~ STAlE CON~ECTIONAL INSl 
~Ie50N5IGE~NlS, WAYNE/OREGON STATE ~ENITENTIARY 
cU~TE0.~lC~AEL/OREGON STATE PENITENTIA~Y 
SA20t~O~ALU, ~/OREGON STATE PENITE~TIANY 

• • 
PAGE. 
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• 
Ot<lult-; OF CAStS 

~O~ THE ~O~TH OF JUNE, 1976 

CASE TITLE 

S4cQ,ROI\j<\LI.· r/uKE:.GON STATE PENITENT IA~Y 
GOVEw.PICh~kv/0R~GON STATE PENITENTIARY 

.-

fLt ISC"'~AN,6t.NJ;H·1;·1 {; JP/UHt:.GOl'f STATt:. PENITENTIAI·pi 
~Ur~SO~.~~t.Gv~~ ALLEN/OREGON STATE CO~RECTIONAL l~ST 
FA~P.LEkUy/v"tuON STATE ~ENITENTIAkY 
·.ASh.G~"Y/vr/t.GUI,; STATi::: ~EN1TENTIAt<Y . 
~A~COCK,G0~U'~ G/Uk~GON STATE PENTITENIAky 
~OK~~.JU~~ H/O~EGO~ SlATE CORRECTIONAL I~ST 
t'thtt.LE":'JO ... r-; I1/bCAi-{fJ Of PAt<OLE 
~AG~EN,~~l0EHICK ALlEN/BOARO'OF PAkOLE 
CUPPS.SANuKA KAY/BOARD OF PAROLE 

ST/RU8Y,JAI1ES REESE 
tjARTZleAt<TZ 
SEN/JUVENILE DlPT OF BENTON CO/TOUHILL 

ST/MYEPS,H~N~LEY DAVID JR 
WHITAKER/TlLrOHD 
bf<lJCKEN/8RLJCl\EN 
5ER/JUVENILE DEPT OF ClACKAHAS CO/WELLS 
SER/JuV DEPT Of CLACKAMAS CO/DU ~ELL 

WALKER/I't,oLKEI­
LCUNSBURY/~ILMARTH 

ST/MC ALLISTlR,R~NOOLPH 8RuCE 
5T/MC oLllSTER,RANOOLPH bRUCE 

GRIDLEY/GRIDLEY 

ST /HENLn .el 'rOE:. 
5T/MC DUNALD,MICHAEL IRA 
SlSTEKS SHAKE:. LO INC/MURGAN 

ST/COMB~,DAVID IRVING 
ST/WHITE,RIChAkD 
ST/wELBOkN,RANDY DEAN 
5T/~EL80RN,RANDY DEtN 
lHE 8ENlFS Of ~E:.NOElL 0 CURDER/STATE ACCIDENT INSURANCE FUND 

5T/LIVELY,GUHOUN AL~X 

STATE (IF Ukt:.IJON/H)ULON,wILLlAM STEPHEN 
Si/NEICHt:. K f,utuKGE PhiLIP 
5TATt. OF Or/EGON/FENLEY 

ST/MC CUkDY'~ATTY JEAN 

ST/VAlDt:.i.~lLLIAM ANTONIO 
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OREG AP 

TRIAL 
COURT 

LANE C 
LANE C 
LANE C 
LANE C 
LANE C 
LANE C 
LANE C 
LANE C 
LANE C 
L"Nt:: C-

LINC-C 
LINCC­
LINC C !-

LINN C 
LINN C 
l.INN C 

MARl C 
"'ARI C 
~ARI C 

MULT C 
MULT C 
MULT C 
MULT C 
MULT C 
MULT C 
HULT C 
HULl C­
MULl e 
MUlT C 
HULT e 
MULT e 
MULl C 
HULl C 
t1ULT C 
MULT C 
MULT C 
/oIULT C 
HULl e 
HULl C 
HULT C 
I"ULT e 
HULT C 
foIULT e 
/oIULl C 

CONFLICT 
TYPE 

CR 
CR 
CR 
CR 
CH 
Cf< 
Cf< 
DO 
DO 
we 

_ CI1: 
CR -
JV 

rR 
DO 
WC 

CR 
DO -
HC 

CR 
CR 
CR 
CR 
CR 
CR 
CR 
cR 
CR 
CR 
CK 
CR 
CR 
CR 
CR 
CR 
c~ 
CI:' 
eli 
CR 
CR 
Ck 
CV 
cv 
c .. 

CASE. 
NO. 

01.+45 

6452 
0457 
0466 
047J 
0507 
0541 
6442 
6484 
0483 

6434 
6557 
0443 

6500 
6516 
b460 

6449 
0453 
65 1.5 

4764 
6413 
M14 
0422 
0423 
0428 
0444 
6446 
6455 
0461 
0467 
M6B 
046':1 
b471 
6489 
bSOE< 
0523 
0535 
0::'4,+ 
tlSu6 
0553 
6556 
6506 
0547 
0548 

• ·e· 

ORIGIN OF CASES 
FOR THE MONTH OF JUNE. 1976 

CASE TITLE 

ST/MURpHYtbTANL~Y NEAL 
SIll'lL JUNKIN,ARThUR LEt:: 
STATE OF OHE.GON/JACKSON.IVAN IVY 
5T/PAYTON,MIChAEL 
~r/HIGG~.~lLLIA~ ~0GEH 
ST/btRNAkO'~AVID 
ST/JENKIN~,MATT WILLIAMS 
COOK/COOK 
GROVEIGROVt. 
SMITH/EDIS PANCAKE ~OuSE 

ST/LEEK,DONAlD MINOR 
ST/STONE,DANNY FLOYD 
SER/JUVENllE DEPT OF LINCOLN CO/SCHROEDER 

5T/ATtqNS,ItIAYNE. 
AI::!~AHA~/AtlRAhAM 

LEISERISTAYTON CANNING COMPANY 

ST/~AKEFIELOIRONALO G~ENN 
"'AC NAB/MAC NAI::! 
JA~ISON,80I::!BY DEAN/CUPP 

ST/BANDARRAE,' ILLlAM JOHN 
ST/JACK,BENN!E ROGER 
ST/CANSLER,RAYMONO 
ST/JENKl~S,YVONNE 
ST/ANDERSON,JIMMY J 
STATE OF OREGON/FLURY,DONALO WAYNE 
ST/LARSON,ALVl~ ROBERT 
ST/MOORE,THOMAS'FRANCIS 
5T/DAVIS.LONNIE DEE 
ST/BROWN,CHAHLES EDWARD 
ST/LAKE.GEORGE. ANDREw 
ST/LAKE,GE0RGE ANDREw 
ST/LAKE.GEORGE ~NOREW 
~1/80R~SON,TnOMAS ARTHUR 
ST/MARKLtY,DAVIO JAMES JR 
~T/~CLLr~~GE.~TIRO~E~T LEE 
~ON SHl~LE.Y ~r~LO/~OLlEN8ECK'LAVERNE 
:,l/iiU'I".HCn LEt 
ST/ALLlS0N,GtkAlU kAY .... 
5T/MANOS.~lCHARD SlANCE~ 
ST/HOCKINGS.COLIN JOSEPH 
~T/YOST,DO~ALO FRANK 

DONALD 

, 

~~TRO SEkVIC~ DI5T OF PORTLAhD/DEPT 
O~EGON M~ulCAl ASSOCIATION/RAwLS 
nAGMEIEkI'RAIltLS. 

OF ENVIRON~ENTAL QUALITY 

PAGE :3 
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OfiEG AP 

TRIAL 
COURT 

MULl C 
MULT C 
MULT r. 
MULT C 
t-lULT C 
MULT C 
14ULT C 
Io4ULT C 
foIULT C 
MULT C 
HULT C 
HULT C 
Jo1ULT C 
MULT C 

UPoIAT C 
Ufo'U C 
,. 

,\jUC C 

..... SH C 
wASH C 
W .. SH C 
WASH C 
W .. SH C 

Y.6~H C 
YAMH C 

COI'IF"LlCT 
TYrE 

ev 
('0 
oc 
DO 
l'r.: 
DG 
-I) 

h:' 
we 
wc 
we 
we 
we 
we 

CR 
JV 

PB 

CR 
CR 
CR 
DO 
JV 

CR 
DO 

• • 

0550 
0"29 
o"-7b 
0503 
0=04 
0505 
0520 
o~60 

, 0441 
b477 
0521 
bS49 
6561 
1)562 

0475 
1:1418 

b530 

b529 
0533 
b534 
0543 
6458 

b470 
bS17 

,. • '. 
Oi-tIGIN OF CASES 

fOH hIt:. l-lOkTH Of .JUNEy 1976 

SER/COO~/RADAKVVICM 
Ki:NT/KE"'T 
UTTING/UTT iNG 
5 TEF'I UK/SHF!UK 
LAkSE,'1/LAkSE'~ 
tiUtiIG/Dut'll> 
IjRYAN/BR'fA'" 
R I t:.~I.lIII/R 1 E/'I;'N 

CASE TITLE 

ANDERSO~/SIATE ACCIDENT INSURANCE fUND 
uAt-;LSTI~vWnUNL"'G10N' RUBBER MILLS 
wILSON/NO~rH.ESTMARINE IRON .ORKS 
LARSON/ST~TE ACCIDENT INSURANCE rU~D 
VELASQUEZ/STATE ACCID~NT INSURANCE FUND 
ANCERSON/STATE ACCIDENT INSUHANCE FUND 

ST/Ct:lONEN,kA'f ' 
SER/JUVENILE DEPT, UMATILLA CO/THOMPSON 

.CRITTENDEN/HANNA 

STI _ASNER,G~N~ RAYMONO 
ST/8ROWN,DURA~1 ANDREW 
~T/BROwN,DURANT ANDREw 
KONSTEN/KONSTEI'~ 
SER/JUV 0EPT Of ~ASHINGTON CO/MATTINGLY 

5T/STACEY,ALFRED EUGENE " 
OSBORNE/OSBORNE' 

• • 
( 
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• 1 • • 
..)REG iP 

CASE ..,J. EVENT 
EVE"IT 
DATE 

PARTY FILING 
DOCUMENT 

5031 MORE 06/07176 STATE OF OREGON 
"D~E 06/15/J6 STATE OF OREGON 

5081 .. OSR Ol/1617b FORD, ROijERT 0 JR . 

5121 .. ODM 05/14116 KASER,NEIL JR ET AL 

5361 ~OPF O~/21/76 GOEBEL,GEORGE 

~ f· ,"'J . 
, • 'w. 

1 ! ~ ~ 

....• • 
CASES PENDING caURT ACTION 

AS OF 07107176 

FILING 
DATE 

•• 

08/25/75 ST/SPENCER, ROLLIN LEE 

08/27/75 FORD/FORO 

09/04/75 CA~O/FLEGEL 

• 

CASE TITlE 

11/13/75 SER/JUVENILE DEPT OF MULTNOMAH CO/GOEBEL 

5486 HOPF 05/13/76 LEMAY,wILFORD JOSEPH PRO PER I 12/08/75 ST/LEXAY,WILFORD JOSEPH 

5519 MOSR 01/20/76 SELOVER,CHARLES E 

57~1 HOST 05/06/76 TRUEBLOOO.SAMUEL E 

12/12/75 SELJVER/DIVISION OF'PUBLIC WELFARE 

01/2817b TRUEBLOOD/HEALTH DIVISION 

• • 
PA{;E 

5761 MOSR 04'/23/16 INTERNAT'L COUNCIL SHOPNG C.TRS 02104176 INTERNAT'L COUNCIL SHOPNG CTRS/OR ENVIRONKENTALQUAuty COHN 

5892 HOOH 06/01/76 BROOKS PROOUCTS.INC 

599\ HOWF 03/11/76 SANITI.STEPHEN M 

6044 HOOM 03/26/76 OREGON STATE PENITENTIARY 

6055 HOOM 03/24/76 OREGON STATE PENITENTIARY 

6115 HOOM 06/01/76 MAYEDA,ESTHER ILLEN 

6256' MOWF 04/28/16 FLOYD,EVELYN 

631~ HOSR 06/25116 THURBER,KENT B 
. 

02113/76 WAMSHER/BROOKS PRODUCTS,INC 

03/11/76 SAN[TI/OREGO~ CORRECTIONS DIVISION 

0- '19176 AKINS.PAUl/OREGON STATE PENITENTIARY 

03/22/16 ANUERSON,CHRIS/OREGON STATE PENITENTIARY 

03/23/76 MAYEDA/MAYEDA 

04128176 FLOYD/~OTOR VEHICLES DIVISION 

05/13/76 MAMETIEFF/?UBLIC WELFARE DIVISION 

.:. ~ 

6388 HOOH 06/23/76 PUBLIC EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SV 05/25/76 MITCHELL/PUBLIC EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SY 

6~2T MOSR 06/18/76 JOSEPH,STEVEN J 

6~~3 HOWF 06/21/76 HEARN,JAMES A 

6~5l MOWF 06/22/76 ~INGSON,JOHN HENRY III 

6~56 MOST 06/10/76 HURLEY,KIM A 

645a ~OST 06/14/76 ~ATKINS,MICHAEL 

6~8Z HOAD 06/17/7~ MAC OONALD,ANNE 

649. HOOH 06/24/76 PORTLAND FIRE;CODE BOARD 

06/03/76 D G B SUPPLY CO/EMPLOYMENT DIVISION 

06/08/76 SER/JUVENILE DEPT OF lINCOLN CO/SCHROEDER 

C6/09/76 SER/JUVEN[LE DEPT OF CLACKAMAS CO/WELLS 

06/10/76 HURLEY/BOARD OF DENTAL EXAMINERS 

06/09/76 SER/JUV DEPT OF WASHINGTON CO/MATTINGLY 

05/13/76 GRIDLEY/GRIDLEY 

06/17/16 NEWMAN/PORTLAND FIRE CODE BOARD 

~ f·· ... 

.. ~ ... ' 

TOTAL IN THIS COURT 

• 
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• 
OREG AP . 

OHE FILED 

06/20175 
07124175 
08/18175 
08/27175 
09/04175 
10/15175 
10/17175 
10/22/7:: 
10/24/75 
10/27175 
,10,,"30/75 
11/04/75 ' 
11112175 
11112175 
11/17115 
11/18/75 
11/24175 
11124175 
lr126n5 
12101175 
12101175 

, 12/0:3175 
12104/75 
12105175 
121.Q8175 

"121101'15 ,n 
12110175 
12117175 
12'/18175 
12119/75 
12119175 
12119175 
12122175 
12122175 
12123/75 
12123175 
12124/75 
12'126175 
01/05176 
01/05116 
01/05116 
01/01:1176 

, . 01108116 
01/0A176 
01/06176 

• 

CASE 1-;0. 

4704 
4B~7 

5017 
5046 
C; 1 2 (, 
sa4 
5236 
5':S7 
5291 
5292 
5425 
5311 
5342 
5404 
5393 
538U 
5410 
5459 

," 5444 
5443 
5476 
5466 
5470 
5497 
5486 
5500 
5518 
5558 
5555 
5559 
5615 
5616 
5586 
5659 
5588 
5595 
SSl:ll 
5594 
5620 
S6?'~ 
5674 
5bS;: 
5661 
5665 
So7/i 

• ' . • . ' 

CASES NOT Y~i SUBMITTED 
FILED HORE THAN 6 MONTHS AGO 

AS OF 01/07176 

CASE T HU 

ST/8ANDAkRAE._ILLIA~ JOHN 
SE~/JUV~NIL~ DEPT ~f CLACK ~i{lu~0KGE 
8AY RIVeR INC/E.I'I·d"'I.l~IMc..NTAL IJUALITY COMM 
SER/COX/\tILSO/l/ 
CA .... D/fLc:.GEL 
KESSLEM/OPEGO~ STATE PEhITENTIARY 
FOSTER/f~PLov~ENT OIVISION 
ST/f~EE~AN.ROY ALL~~ 
OLIVE>?/SABIN 
LITY OF PORTLANU/DAVIS 
COMPTON/MYERS 
PU8LIC WELFARE UIVISIO~/8ROWN 
VANDERZANDEN/SEXSON 
SER/RILt.YlHOYT 
SIEGENTHALER/N TILLAMOOK CO SANITARY AUTH 
ST/MC CARTY,RCNALD DALE 
ST/AOD1CKS.RODERrCK RAYMOND 
STATE OF OREGON/wE.LLS,GEORGE GIL8ERT 
FIFTh AVENUE,'CORPO~ATION/WAShINGTON 'COUNTY. 
wILTON/~~PLOYMENT UIVISION 
SERIJUV DEPT OF CLACKA~ ,~ CD/MADISON 
STATE Of OREGON/FREEMAN,ROy ALL~N 
GRAY,SCOTTY/OREGON STATE PENITENTIARY 
HOOVER/TROWBRIDGE-
ST/LEHAY,WILFORD JOSEPH 
STATE OFOREGON/GAINES,GEORGE ARMSTEAD 
SER/WASH ST DEPT SOC & HEALTH SEN VI ANDERSON 
CULVER/ANDRES 
STATE Of OREGON/DELKER,R08ERT ARTHUR 
STATE OF OREGON/HOwE. MAX RAYMOND 
STATE OF OREGON/ENuLISh 
STATE Of OREGON/ALEXANDER 
MAULDING/CLACKAMAS COU~TY 
SER1HEALY/MARYLANO CASUALTy CO 
STATE Of OREGON/DAUL10N 
TEETER/lt.ETEJ:< 

• 

UNITED ~ARCEL St~VICE INC/O~Eu~N TRANSPORTATION COMM 
WELBORN/ROGUE COMMuNITY COLLEG~ OIST 
ST/JOHN$ON.5TEVt.N ANTHONY 
ST/DAVlu,PETER JR 
tiROOt<S/:'MITH 
~TATE Of O~t.G~N/~nlT~ITkuy 
PORT OF PORTLAND/MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEeS 
PETERSEN/MAYOR' CUUNCIL OF ~LAM FALLS 
YORK/YORK 

•• CASES THAT ARE FLAGGEu WITH ASTERISKS'HAVE 8EEN REINSTATED. 

• • • • 
PAGE 1 

FUTURE 
CASE STATUS EVENT STATuS DATE 

PHD 
ISS 
PND 
PND 
rss 
PND 
ISS, 
rss 
ISS 
ISS 

'PND 
PND 

: ISS 
PND 
ISS 
PND 
PND 
PNO 
PND 
PNO 
PND 
PND 

, ISS 
PND 
PND 
PND 
ISS 
rss 
lSS 
PND 
PND 
PNO 
PND 
PND 
PND 
ISS 
ISS 
PND 
PND 
PND 
PND 
ISS 
ISS 
PNO 
ISS 

BRRS 

BReA 
BRRP 

BROl 

BRRS 
BReA 

BRRP 

8ROI 
- altO I 

BRRl 
:i!RRS 
BRR2 
BRRS 
BRRI 

BRRP 
8RR1 
BR01 , 

BRRS 
eRRP 
eRRP 
BRRS 
BRRP 

, BRRS 

BRRP 
eRRl 
eRRl 
BRRI 

BRRI 

06120175 
10/29175 
08118175 
08/27175 
04/23176 
10115175 
04/08176 
06111176 
06-"28176 
07/01176 
lOJ.J0I75 
11/04175 
06/17176 
11112175 
06/18116 
11118175 

'11/24175 
11124175 
111261'=75 
1:2101175 
12101/75 
12103175 
06129176 
tZl05175 
12108175 
01/21176 
Q61l4176 
06123176 
061.24/76 
l'til'9175 
1(/19175 
12119175 
12/22175 
121.22175 
12123/75 
06117176 
07/06176 
12126175 
01/05176 
01/05116 
01/05176 
07101176 
OriiJ2176 
01i'08176 
06121176 

TOTAL IN THIS COURT 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

<. 

" 

<. 



• • • • • • • • • • • 
) caUkT ur tlf.I~E..ALS COMPAkATIV~ Sr.ATISTIC~ PAGE 1 

PE:.I1IO(;: 06/01176 THRU 06/30176 

) Lot-St. .. HIT I u • ---- CUHRtNT YEAR ----- PRIOR YEAR ------
MIUUNT SUBTOTAL TOTAL AMOUNT SUBTOTAL TOTAL 

) CASE.S Pt.I~O I I'tG /1 T Ut,/O 1/7e 7aa 0 
1 • NEw CASES 'fILED: 

CIVIL 
'l CV 7 0 

tiD 0 0 
UO 16 0 

') .;V 6 0 
PI; 3 0 
T~ 0 0 

,,) OTHER () 0 
Cl-tlMlNAL 53 0 
C;u'-'PE.NS.AT 1 ON 9 0 

.j PClHL 1 0 
JuDICIAL Rf:Vlfw 

lIDt-iN R£Vli.w 17 0 
j DISCIPLl~ARY ~tvltw 39 0 

PAFtOLE. RfV In 3 0 
SUbT01AL Nt-iii CAS£S t ILbJ 15,+ 0 

) 
~. I<EINSTATED CASES: 

ClIJ IL 
,) c.y 0 0 

AU 0 0 
l·O 0 0 

.J JV 0 0 
1"9 0 0 
T~ 0 0 

) UTHER 0 0 
Chllolll'lAL 0 0 
COPPEN5ATICN (J 0 

J PC/HC 0 0 JUDICIAL ;-EVIC\' 
.bOHIN I;EIJIE" 1 0 

) DISC1PLl~bkY REVIE~ 0 0 Ft.';'OLE HI:VI!:"I'I (J' 0 
SU~TOTtL REIt'iSTATEC CA!::>ES 1 0 

) 
3. TR~I'-IHE~I-<E() FPGH SU"I-II:.~E Cuui<T: 

l.1\ IL 
) n 0 0 

~c 0 0 
... 0 0 0 

) JV G 0 
Pt- 0 0 
TF 0 0 

J i.iTH~"" 0 0 
l~ PIlt-/.L 0 0 
t.v~·PE"'SA 1 lO~. 0 0 

') ~(.Ir-c 0 0 
.)vL'ICIAL ~t'.rlt" 

':'01' 11'1; RE V If .. l\ 0 0 
) l ISCIPLH.A .. 'I' PEVIEiI 0 0 

1-t.~OLE /.lEI/IF!" 0 0 
SUS H:T6l. TK.ANSFE;;~:~ C~SE~ 0 0 



'. 
) 

') 

') 

) 

) 

J 

J 

• • . ' 
COUHT OF PPPEALS 

10fAL CA!;>l:. LlJAII 

CASE~ CLOSE0 D~~IkG ~t~UNTl~G PE~IO~ --
CLO~~Nt~ dAStL ON L UtLISluN UF ~~~IIS 

l:lY OPlII:lOI-. 
BY CO~SOLJOtTIO~ 
PE.~ CllRI"I', 
foE."'l:H CE.Cl~IO""!:> 
MEMOkpNOU~ DECr~IO~S 

, OTl-ltR 
SUl:lTOT AL D!:.ClDED Oli t-'ERITS 

CiISMlSSED 
TRANSfERRED Te SU~~E.~~ CVU~T 

5Ur::TuTAL 

• .. 
CO~PA~ATIV~ STATISTICS 

P~HIOD: Ob/01116 THRU 06/3U/76 

• • 

!~,---- CURRE.NT YEAR ----­
AMUUNT SUl:!TOTAl TOTAL 

943 

7J 
3 

12 
59 

3 
0 

148 

45 
0 

45 

TOTAL CASl:.S CLOSED D~kING RE.PuKTING ~EkIOD 193 

CASfS PlNDING ~l Uf/3U/7b 
U/l.OEk A0VI5E~[~J 
AT ISSUE 
NuT f:T ISSUE 

PENDING CASES NET GAIN (LUSS> 

C~SES P~E5ENT'TI0"" ANALYSIS 
ORAL A~G~"'E~T5 ~EARU 
CASES Pht~ENTt~ 0'" ~~IE.FS 

TOTAL CAS~5 PENCING 

&1 
7'J 

596 

750 

38) 

III 
6 

117 

i:I 

• • 
PAuE 2 

----- PRIOR YEAR -----­
AMOUNT SU~TOTAl TOTAL 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 



• 
"\ 

"\' 

, 
"\ 

'" 
"' 
", 
... 

') 

':a 

') 

:) 

.. 
) 

~ 

~ 

:11 

~' 

.I 

.> 

::",j 

• • 
COUkT Of APPEAL5 

C~SES FtNDING AT U1/01/16 
1. NE~ CASES FILEul 

CIVIL 
CV 
liD 
1;0 
JV 
i-P 
If­
OTHER 

Cl-iII-IINAL 
CO"'PENSATlON 
PC/He 
JUDICIAL REV lEI> 

IlD~:rN REI;II:. .... 
~lSCIPLI~AkY Rl:.llll:.w 
I"AROLE REV IE"" 

• 
i, 

" ~ . " 

SUBTOTAL ~~R CAStS riLEU 

2. REINSTATED CASES: 
CIVIL 

LV 
, AU 
00 
J'v 
pa 
Tw 
OThER 

CHIMINAL 
COtJPEt-lSA iION 
,-C/He 
JuDICIAL io-EVIE" 

I-Dnl-. f<fvU:.'" 
OIscrpLI~6~Y REVlf~ 
PAF<OLE kEVIE ..... 

sueTulAL RI:.INSTATEv CA~ES 

3. T~lN~FEPREO FRO~ sU~wt~E COUkT! 
II 'Il L 

::'11 
l>U 
"'U 
JV 
Pi' 
P 
vTr-:Et< 

C .... jMIf\AL 
c;O"'H.I'ISATlCt-; 
"C/t-'C 
JIJOIllt.L RfVlf." 

,lU"'lr-. REvll:.. 
GlSCIPLI~ARY Rfvl~~ 

I"/.HOLE I:EvlE" 
SUBTOTAL T~A~SfEPR£u C~SES 

• • . · i :,;. .: • • • • --,. I I 
,..' · f j. 
,. ., Lt J" '" '; , . ~ , . ,. 

I 
, " · .. ' ,. 

" 
COMPAt~ATi:VE ~STATISlIC~ PAGE 

PERIOD: 01/01/76 THRU 06/30/76 
.' 
" · " ---- CURRENl YEAR ----- PRIOR YEAR ------

AMuUNT ~Ut:HOT AL TOTAL AMOUNT SUBTOTAL TOTAL 

069 0 

77 0 
2 0 

o'i 0 
i:!4 0 

9 0 
0 0 
0 0 

3bO 0 
48 0 
16 0 

105 0 
lBb 0 

14 0 
950 0 

0 0 
0 0 
1 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
2 0 
0 0 
0 0 

2 0 
0 0 
0 0 

5 0 

0 0 
u 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
() 0 
0 0 
(j 0 
u 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 



• • • • 
COUPT OF A~PEALS 

,I TUTal CA~c. L(.:\(\ 

CAS~S CLcSEu UU~l~G QEPQRTI'G PtRIUC --
CLO~U~E5 e~S£l O~ A DECISION VF ~ERIIS 

"' '\' (; '" It, I G~; 
BY CCi.SCL IC:':' T lc:r~ 
Pel-! Cllk I AM 
bt:t>.CM O£CISro,,~ 
Mf.,",OlO't'NQt'''' rq::~ !:"'~ 
or,",t fJ' 

SUbT01AL OtCluED,ON ~ERITS 

OISMISStC 
TkA~SFE~;ED TG SU~k~A~ COU~T 

SUbTuTAl 

, .-H >;'i ·:H;·J;:!~.'(· i. 
·,'I!., " , 11 '\1: ,I 
'1<41"_"f ~ j ." •• ~ j . t 

l~ , ~ I ." "., '. • 
CO~PAKATIVt ST4TISTICS 

FtklOO: O!/Ol/7b THRU 06/30/7& ' 

• 

---- CURREHr YEA~ 
AMvU~T SvdTOTAL TOTAL 

269 
19 
48 

275 
26 

1 

2JS 
1 

638 

23b 

. ' 

',' 

: 

1624 

. 
" . ,. 

TOTAL CdS~S CL0SEO DvRi~G REPORTiNG rEklOD 874 

CASES PENDING AT 06/30/70 
UNDER AOV!SE~ENI 
n ISSUE 
NOT AT ISSUE 

PENDING C~SES NET GAIN (LOSS) 

CaStS PHf5E~TATtO~ A~ALYSIS 
O~AL dRGuMENTS HEARO 
CflSES PRESENTED o~· f:oRH.fS 

T01AL CA~tS PENDING 

TIME F'cI'IOD (pj ;~CrnH~) T.IAT OLDEST ca::'E "'AS ~f.:E'" /IT ISSUF 

. . -
". 

61 
73 

596 

620 
45 

750 

81 

665. 

8 

, 

'. '., 

. " • • 
PAGE 2 

----- PRIOR YEAR -----­
A"OUNT SUBTOTAL TOTAL 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

( 

( 

( 

{ 

r 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 



\' 

.J 

J 

.J 

j 

) 

CASl 
'TYPE:. 

AFoi 
AP 
Ali 
AP 
AP 
lIP 
AfJ 
Ak 
AP 
A~ 

AR 
AR 
AQ 
,.~ 

Ak 
AR 
AR 
Aw 
liP 
A~ 

. ,.r:-
AP 
CP 
CR 
c~ 

eFe 
CP 
CH 
CP 
C~ 

CP 
CR 
CR. 
CR 
CQ 
Cf.I 
Ci:! 
Cr­
ee 
e'" 
c~ 

ctJ 
c. 1J 

('I. 
CO; 
C .. 
CR 

I.JEC 1~101~ 

t FF 
t.F'F 
HF 
t.FF 
HF' 
t.FF 
loFF' 
AFF 
~EV 

t.FF' 
AFF 
L:IS 
AF'F 
/oFf 
f.iEv 
kRV 
PEV 
AFF 
1.1'"8 
t.Ffj 
JoFB 
C:I~ 
AFF 
AFF 
AFF 
AFF 
f.FF 
AFF' 
AFF 
:.fF 
LFF 
k;'V 
t.FF 
AFf 
Aff 
I.FF' 
10Ft! 
!FF 
HF 
AFF 
IoF. 
HF 
t.Ff 
~"l 
: '"F 
l.~ F 
I.~F 

• 

CASE. 
NO. 

4717 
5192 . 
5]40 
!:>348 
5304 
539.:: 
5401 
5553 
!)604 
561tJ 
5672 
57)!'.> 
57!'!; 
5~';~ 

!,t\4i-' 
S!:l43 
5844 
5862 
5'144 
S'J45 
5946 
6218 
4613 
4676 
4905 
49CJ6 
4~U7 

49ub 
4909 
5195 
5c53 
5263 
52% 
532t;. 
5357 
5367 
539S 
!)40S 
S"lIf: 
5 .. ,,7 
5"0& 
!"d5 
547b 
54Cll 
? .. a~ 
54a~ 

549 .. 

• ' . 
.. ' ~ i 

. ", 

" 
CA&t 'TIM('L~PSE' 

r' Uk TrlE' ~ONTH OF ,JUNE.. 11}7b 
• i.J I'" 

: :.~ ;~~ ~' ;., ~ ! .' 

CA~E. TIlL!:. 

UEC1uED QN ~ERIT~ 

~AF<Ht.T/POkTL4NU l>t:.Nf.RAL ELECTh1C CD 
7~f:. DALLE~ C~~PkY G~U~(KS/EM~LvYMlNT DIVISION 
UUKCUHAN/oU 0~ t:.A~~ tON S~f:.lCh ~t.Th 
TOLQNEN/t:.MPLOY~ENT ~lVlSION 
W~lTA~(R/f4IR 01~M1SSQL APPEALS ~OARu 
GRAHA~/QRlGON LIQUUR CUNTROL CU~M 
bLt:.r..iI\O/~-MPLOY"'F.Nl ld Y I S I QN 
ANDEKSON/tP~LOYME.NT OIvISIQN 
aAbCOCK/~MPLOY~ENI ulVISIU~ 
HANNA/EMPLUYMENT uIVISIO~ 
CAkSQN/EM~LOYMENT DIVISION 
~ESNER/04tGQN 5T SYSTEM OF HluMEw ~u 
KOAC~/EMPLQY~ENT OlVISIO~ 
flLIS/EMP~OYM~NT ulvlSIQh 
clOlSE CASCADl CO~~UK.TIU~/EMPL0YMENT UIVlSIUN 
MALSUM/PUblIC w(LFAHE ulvlS1QN 
8LUO~FIELU/EMPlQYMENT DIVISION 
VAN HUIS/EMPLOYME~T DIVISION 
JACKSON/O~~GON STAlE Pl~lT~NTIARY 
JAtKSOt-.;/OKE(,(m STAlE Pi:.idTENTlAMY 
~ITTLE/04~GJ~ STA1~ ~t:.~lTENTIAH' 
~AUELEY/UKEGUN GOY1 EThICS CQMMISSI0N 
ST/?lER~~LL.~lLLIAM U~lN 
ST/MOZORO~KY. RICh.KG M 
~T~TE QF UREG0N/MUlUROSKY, HIChAkD M 
~TATE OF 0HEGUN/MuZOkOSK~' KICHAkO M 
STATE OF u~EGO~/MUZQkQSKY, RICHAND M 
STATE OF UHEGO~/Mul0MO~KY' HICHAHD M 
STATE OF UHEGO~/MUlQkQ~KY, ~ICHAHo M 
ST/~ObINSUhtTHOMAS LE~ 
~T/EIC~E~oF~GEP.klC~AR~ bKUCf 
~T/L4KtSlu~'tNSIO hUbtN 
ST/SPRbGu~,~IC~AEL o~0CE 
ST/SCH~ID1~E,FkEu l~vI~u 
ST /Ct.STRO ,kAt-Or" 
5T/DGDSO~,vt.UGH~ ~LLEN 
~T/~IlLIA~~,Gt.04~t tL~~hC 
~T/CvLLI~~,Ct.T4E~1~~ t. 
ST/C~LLIE~.Ct.T~E41~E t. 
ST/Y~A~"A.F"A~CIS~u ~t.tlA~ 
ST/YSAw~t.'F~A~CISLC~ACIA~ 
STt<TE OF u~EGur'/Mui<K1SON.illC,"!JoI-[) t'AUL 
STATE Cr vFEuuN/HwwTI~,~ALlch • 
~TAT£ CF U~f:.GO~/SCr.LAb'C~,UONALU ~U~AkD 
~T/G"A~T.~~AkL~S ML6E~1 
ST/G~A~T,C~4kLfS ~ ~ 
SThTt. C~ IJKEG!)"/~·lC"'EI .. !:.I-I.UAVII..l E 

• • 

FILING TO 
AT ISSUE 

212 
184 
148 
129 
116 
122 
112 

98 
93 

128 
84 

117 
69 
90 

114 
113 

56 
.81 

84 
t:J4 
78 

369 
282 
229 
229 
229 
229 
229 
219 
158 
152 
1613 
211 
171 
115 
193 
129 
129 
129 
121j 
168 
136 
138 
141 
141 
122 

• 

AT ISSU( TO 
DECISION 

144 
67 
74 
71 
81 
91 
81 
95 
73 
33 
57 
33 
50 
28 
18 
12 
69 
35 
21 
21 
21 

3.5 
83 
83 
83 
83 
83 
83 
31 
67 
70 
59 
20 
56 

109 
16 
74 
14 
74 
74 
18 
43 
41 
42 
42 
53. 

• 
PAGE 

F'ILlNG TO 
DECISIO~ 

356 
251 
222 
200 
197 
213 
193 
193 
166 
161 
141 
150 
119 
118 
132 
125 
125 
116 
105 
105 
105 

68 
404 
365 
312 
312 
312 
312 
312 
250 
225 
222 
227 
231 
227 
224 
209 
.203 
203 
203 
203 
186 
179 
179 
189 
18~ 
175 



'. • • • • • .' ·:~'··.;r:~T. :~:~;:;":'" ::!. • • • ,f'\f·'U".:";t.h, ~ •• ~ • j f •• I .. , !~.·f ","Ii., ., "i 

'j'~ :. Ij,.1-- U~j!f"'<{ 1, -fl. 

C 

I,)~EC, ... CAS~ TIME L&.PSE PAGE· Z ( FOf.< TME ,..UI>ITh (,F .JUr-.£. 1916 

Ct.S~ C~.~::. f ILI"'G TO AT ISSUE. TO FlUke; TO ( T'rpr. i..£C15I<'N ,,0. CA~t. TIlL!:. AT I~SUE DECISION OEC1510'" ' .. 
CR ;in 54Cf'; :>TATE Cf ~~EGJ~/~ILhE~l~.DAvIO t:. 122 53 175 ( C~ J.FF 5'+ge STATE Of u~EG0~/GU~iZ,~ALVENA 122 S3 175 C"; :o<f<v SSlG! ~TATt: CF u~EG~N/~t:.~~t:.S.KCOt:.KT ~A~I.It.L lOS' 84 192 CI; REv ,:'1:1:; ~TATE OF ~NEG0~/~"0~~A~l~'DEPhIE Jue: 113 67 180 r Cw I<E ~ 50u7 STATt:. (;F ~qE~0~/M~hC~SL.AhTHO~y "LAN 135 38 173 C:.. ... f., 503~ ST/T~O~AS'Lb~IFL Lt.E 161 2 163 
C~ AFF 50"" ~T/~~~OE~~E~G.~Od~hT [,,,V lU 125 41 16b ( ctl I'<E\- ' 5(;"'(- ~T/T~U~PSu~.5TFP~t:.~ vUM·c 86 60 llt6 Cf, AF.., 50"'~ :>TATE CF UKEGU~/~u~Gd~.JAMt.S lMUhST()~ 136 13 149 
c~ "Ft! 5700 !:lT/l'.'EST"K~NCIS ALF I"<cl) 145 3 148 (' CR. t.F'F 5723 ~rATt. CF \,Jf<t:..GU"i IGUt<iJ\..N <\),1 k y LtE 101 26 127 CR AFF 574e 5TATt: OF U~EuO~/G~AH~M'ELGENE oJ 98 25 1.23 CR AFB 570a ST/DOUDNA,CHARLES ED .. A~tJ 112 21 133 { CR t.Fti 5709 !:lT/"OODLt.NO.ERNEST Et)W':'r<C JK 110 23 1.33 CR ~F'6 577u ~ T I"'OOCLA,~D. ER~~ES T EOWA~C J>< 110 23 133 
CR AF'~ 5771 ST/.00CLA~0,ERN~5T t.GwAkC Jk 110 23 133 f CP AFF ~ 57b3 ST/ALLI::I\I.t.DwAKD 89 48 131 CR AI" I:! 5'1&7 ST/ROOR[uut:..S.ANTHu~Y J 109 22 131 CR 'AF8 5789 5T/wORTHrNGT0N.KENN~TH JR lOS 26 131 ( CR ~FB 5790 ST/S"1ITH.JOHN DAViS 103 21 124 CR AFI:S 5799 !:l T IBHO .. I\j, :;'HAkO~: 100 28 128 CR AFe %20 STATE Of vI-(EGON/GU~IAAj'>j, kc:' .HAH(J MtlHTlN JUHN 104 21 125 ( eR AFe 5c30 ST/GOODSBi,wILLIAM MITCt-le.LL 100 20 120 CR AF'S 5853 ST/SEAKLE:;,.RAY~ONu AI\ThONY 98 21 119 CR AFe seS4 !:iT/ARNESON,RANDY I~ICt"'Al:.L 104 15 119 ( CR AFe SdS~ ST/OUDSONlkUNALO l:.Ll .... l1k{) 106 13 119 CR AFB SoSe ST/A~NES0~,QANOY HIC"'Af..L 104 15 119 
CPo AFt! 580S ST/~AUSEK,SHARON LEt. 106 12 118 ( Cp. Af8 5860 !:lT/HAUSER,tjRUCE. TKt..''1T 106 12 118 CH ,\fti 5!:I79 ST/dUTTERrIELU,CHAkL~S MAURICE:. 88 27 ll~ CR DIS 5913 ST/ijUSSELL,JIMMY kAY 88 2-2 110 { C~ AFt:! 5914 5T/FLO~Et<,~ONALD ,ALVIN 88 22 110 Ck AFe 5>Jl':o STIUtlL~Ek'[ANNY P.A~ 81 27 108 
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