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Dear Chief Justice Sheran atl.d Members of the Judicial Council: 

The Select Committee on the Judicial System is pleased to present 
you with its final report. In its report the Committee makes the 
following recommendations: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

The existing authority of the Chief Justice to assign a 
district court judge from one judicial 'district to another 
when public convenience and necessity reqUire it (M.S. 2.724) 
would be extended to allow any judge of any court to be 
aSSigned to any court of any district", 

A single chief judge of the judicial district would make 
assignment of judges to all cases within a judicial district. 

A continuous term of court would be held. 
::.~ 

The Supreme Court would have the authority to establish 
residency or chambers requirements for judges when necessary 
to ensure equal accessibility of judicial services to all 
people. 

The Supreme Court would have the authority to alter the 
boundaries or change the number of judicial districts, ex .... 
cluding districts 2 and 4, and to separate 01' combine county 
court districts should existing districts prove detrimental 
to said delivery of services. ' 

6.. The Chief Justice's general supervisory powers would include ,( 
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supervision of administrative operations generally, financial 
affairs, planning and research, continuing education and chief 
liaison functions. 

7. The Supreme Court would, after consultation with the judges of 
the district, appoint the single chief judge of the judicial 
district who shall be a full-time, non-retired county, district, 
municipal or probate court judge and who would eXercise general 
administrative authority over all state courts within the judi­
cial district. 

8. The chief judge, in turn, would appoint the district admini­
strator for the judicial district with the advice and approval 
of all judges in that district. 

9. The clerk of court for th& county would be appointed by a 
majority of the distric~ court judges within the district 
after their having received a recommendation from the 
chief judge who would choose from applicants referred to 
him by the distriict administrator. 

10. A mandatory annual conference for the consideration of "matters 
relating to judicial business, the improvement of the judi­
cial system and the administration of justice" would be called. 

11. The chief judges of the judicial districts would meet at 
least bi-monthly to consider problems related to judicial 
business or administration. 

12. The chief judge would convene a conference at least twice a 
year~f all judges within the judicial district to consider 
administrative matters and rules of court and to provide ad­
vice and counsel to the chief judge. 

13. 

14. 

15· 

16. 

17~ 

Equal pay for all trial judges would be instituted. A trial 
judge's salary would be set at $45,000. Associate Justices 
of the Supreme Court would receive 110 percent of the salary 
of a trial court judge, and the Chief Justice would receive 
110 percent of the salary of an Associate Justice. Judicial 
salaries would be subject to biennial review by the Legisla­
ture to insure that they are adequate to attract well-qualified 
candidates. 

Independent statewide financing would be initiated. 

The Council of Chief Judges would be created. 

The Council of District Administrators would be created. 

Expansion of the staff of the State Court Administrator would 
occur. 



Chief Justice Sheran 
Minnesota Judicial Couhcil 
Page 3 

All of these suggestions are a part of either the Select Committee 
Bill or among the Committee's other recommendations. 

It should be stated that the recommendations set forth in the 
report were not unanimous in every instance; nonconcurring com­
ments are attached. Members of the Committee Who have found it 
desirable to do so have added additional, individual comments to 
the Committee proposals. I thought it might prove helpful to 
you and to those interested in our report to have my individual 
recollections of Committee deliberations--when, why, and how it 
acted as it did--so I have attached a lengthy comment of my own, 
which appears in Appendix H. . 

On behalf of the entire membersh:Lp of the Select Committee, it has 
been a pleasure to make this study. We are particular;Ly apprecia­
tive of the outstanding assistance rendered to the COrn'mittee by 
the staff of the Committee. 

Sincerely, 
". , .~ 

cu~~.~ '---Lawrence R. Yet, orman 
Select Committ tue 

Judicial System 

LRY:nkr 

o 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Background 

In the spring of 1974 the State Judicial Council began studying recent suggestions for 
structural revision of the Minnesota coui-t system. Bills were introduced in the 1973-74' 

-.I 

Legislature which would have effected systemic changes in' both the structure and 
administrative operation of our courts. These sweeping changes collec~ively assumed the 
title of "court unification." 

"Court unification" soon b~came a catch-all term for many varieties of court reform. 
Little comment, however, had been made on how Hcourt unification" would respond to 
needs specifically identified to exist in the Minnesotacourt s~stem. 

Chief Justice Robert .1. Sheran encouraged the Judicial Council to create a broadly 
based committee to sort through the many previously identified needs of our court system 
and to recommend appropriate legislative and administrative action. Thus the Judicial 
Council sponsored the creation oftheSelect Committee on the Judif.'ial System; and with a 
grant from the Governor's Commission on(.crime Prevention and Control, the Chief 
Justice was asked to appoint to the Select Committee representatives of diverse points of 
view. The Select Committee on the Judicial System, then, consisted of members from the 
Bench, the Bar and representatives of numerous public groups. 1 

'fhe Select Committ~e was supported by a z;,esearch staff. Austin G. Anderson, 
formerly a Minnesota attorney and Regional Director of the National Center for State 
Courts and now Director of the Institute for Continuing Legal Education at the University 
of Michigan School of Law, was appointed Project Director for the Select Committee. 
Susan Beerhalter Soule, formerly a research associate for the National Center for state 
Courts whop,lrticipated in the Minnesota District and County Court Surveys, and steven 
J. Muth, at~rney, who assisted Austin G. Anderson in the developmental stages of the 
Continuing Education program for state Courts Personnel prior to the appointment of the 
program's perIIlanent director, were appoillted research associates. Eleni P. Skevas, 
formerly a courts specialist for the Governor's Crime Commission and now a Univetsity 
of Minnesota law student, petformed additional research activities. 

B. Methodology 

The staff commenced work in July, 1974, collecting and preparing literature for 
Commi ttee study. A study of major court reform efforts throughout the Uni ted States was 

,produced 2 and much documentation of specific court reform c.-:ttempts was, made 
available to the Committee. 

In meetings conducted over a two-year period! the Committee heard .. , from 
representatives of otper states involved in the process of, court system analysis and 
improvement 3 and reviewed many documents national in ,scope such as the American " 
Bar Association's Standards Re.latingto Court Organization and the National Advisory 

1 See Roste~ Of Me;;'bers;,:sopra. ' 

~ "A survey of Un1fie~ Court Organizations," August, 1974 
3 Testimony was rece1ved from representat/vesof Colorado, Kansas. North CarOlina and Penm;ylvanla. 

1 



Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals' Courts. The Committee decided, 
however, that while it would study such national recommendations and review court 
reform efforts in other states, the intent of Committee deliberations would be to define 
problems in our own court structure and recommend changes tailored to meet 
,Minnesota's specific needs. 

Pursuing this course, the Committee reviewed in detail the Minnesota studies by the 
National Center for state Courts,4 the 1942 Minnesota Judicial Council report on court 
unification and the bills introduced in the Minnesota Legislature calling for court reform. 
'fo, expand the range of practical knowledge, expertise and viewpoints brought to 
deliberations by Committee members, invitations to appear before the Committee were 
sent to representatives of numerous Minnesota groups including judges', clerks', court 
,administrators', court reporters', law enforcement officers', probation officers?, public 
defenders' and municipality and county officers' associations. Many representatives did 
appear throughout the course of deliberations. 5 

Consultants also played a role in the Committee's work. During the first year of the 
project, Arthur Young and Company was engaged by the Committee to conduct fiscal and 
personnel studies of the Minnesota court system in order to provide data on number, 
organization and duties of current nonjudicial personnel and on revenues and 
expenditures of the court system. The Committee felt such information was essential to 
its decision-making process. Arthur Young and Company also made classification, 
compensation and accounting recommendations which would facilitate transition to a 
state funded court system si10uld that be a final recommendation of the Committee, 6 

In the fall of 1975, the Committee employed consultants to review the administrative 
c, 

structure of the Minnesota courts and to develop an effective management system for the 
courts thatwould complement the legislative recommendations of the Select Committee. 
Judge Alfred Sulmonetti of the Circuit Court, Portland, Oregon, and Judge Frederick 
Woleslagel of the District Court, Lyons, Kansas, were, engaged to study the role of chief 
judge of the district; Mr. Ellis D. Pettigrew, Court Administrator for the State of South 
Dakota, and Mr. James A. Gainey, Deputy Judicial Administrator for the State of 
Louisiana, studied the role of district administrator; and lVIr. Bert M. Montague, Court 
Administrator for the State of North Carolina, studied the functions of the Office of State 
Court Administrator. 

The consultants, in performing 'their task, adhered to the Committee's philosophy 
which stated that, while they would study recommendations made by the American Bar 
A.ssociation and other national groups and would review court reform efforts in other 
states, the focus of their deliberations would be the Minnesota court structure keeping in 
mind Chief Justice Sheran'spreference for decentralized control and participatory 
management. 

----------------------'~,.---------

4 Minnesota county Court Survey.~ational Center for state Courts, PUblication No, ROOll, March, 1974. 
Minnesota District Court Survey, National Center for State courts, Pubtlcatlon No. ROOl4, July, 1974, 
Study ot the Appelate System in Minnesota, National Center for State courts, 1973. 

5 See Appendix G for,l1sf of individuals I organizations appearing before the Select Committee. 

·6 NonjUdicial Staffing study an.d A Study of the Financial Aspects of the Minnesota Court Sys,tem, Arthur 
Young 8. Co., 1975 ; 
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'~'" rThe following methodology was employed to accomplish these ends. The consultants 

joined \y,jth the SelecJ Committee staff in the design of questionnaires dealing with various 
elements of adminls'tration, which were submitted to the Chief Ju:::t'ce and Associate 
Justices of the Supreme Court, Supreme Court staff members, state court administrative 
staff personnel, trial court judges, and trial court administrators. A summary of the 
responses to the questionnaires was prepared for the consultants who made on-site visits 
where they mterviewed key members of each group from whom questionnaires had been 
received. Thus, the consultants had the opportunity to study the constitutional and 
statutory provisions of the state relating to the court system, to review surveys conducted 
by the National Center for State Courts and studies made by the Art..lJ.ur Young Company, 
and to receive written and oral input from the officials responsible fQr making the 
Minnesota court system run. 

C. Interim Report 

Midway in its two years of activity, the Select Committee, at its January 22, 1975 
meetingt made interim recommendations for the improvement to Minnesota's courts. 
The recommendations were designed to serve as a guideline to the Legislature, Judicial 
Council and the Supreme Court in their deliberations of court reform options. This report 
also served as the basis of the Select Committee Bill 7 presented to the Mhmesota House of 
Representatives in 1975. 

At the heart of the Committee's recommendations was the concern for better delivery 
of higher quality judicial services to "the people of Minnesota. The Committee felt that this 
concern could best be met by the implementation of administrative changes rather than 
changes in trial court structure. The administrative changes were recommended to 
achieve the following goals: 

1. Optimum Use of Judicial Personnel. 
The Committee believes that the present court system lacks the flexibility and 

procedures which enable judicial personnel to respond efficiently to shifts and 
imbalanc.es in workload. Therefore, the Committee has proposed the following 
cl1anges. 

a. Thy existing authority of the Chief Justice to assign a district court judge 
from one judicial district to another when public convenience and necessity 
require it (M.S. 2.724) would be extended to judges of all courts. 

b. In order to ensure efficient assignment of judges within a district to meet 
shifting workload demands1 a single chief judge of the judicial district would 
make assignment of judges, including himself, to all cases within a judicial 
district. This assignment authority would include the power to assign a district 
court judge to county court matters or a county court judge to district court 
matters. A judge aggrieved by an assignment may appeal the assignmen,t to 
the Supreme Court. The district administrator would be responsible for seeing 
that timely and accurate workload data was available t6 the chief judge to 
assist him in his assignment function. 

7 Appendix A isoa redraft of H.F. 1796 which reflects discussions of the Sele.ct Committee since the introQuCtion 
ot the bill. 
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c. In order to prevent the arbitrary barrier to 'flexible judicial assignment 
which is created by the present system of general terms of court, said terms 
would be abolished and replaced by a ,continuous term of cOlJrt. 

d. Recognizing that optimum use of judicial personnel implies a balancing of; 
quality, efficiency,and accessibility, the Supreme Court would have the 
authority to establish residency or chambers requirements for judges when 
necessary to ensure equal accessibility of judicial services to all people. 

e. In order to ensure the continuing ability of the court system to provide 
speedy delivery of judicial services, the Supreme Court would have the 
authority to alter the boundaries or change the number of judicial districts, 
excluding districts 2 and 4, and to separate or combine county court districts 
should existing districts prove detrimental to said delivery of services. 

2. Clarification of Administrative Duties and Responsibilities. 

Courts are local institutions responding to local needs and laws but have grown to 
acquire stateWide jurisdiction to meet modern requirements in the administration of 
justIce. While people have become more mobile and the nee~and expections of 
courts more universal, courts have frequently continued to be administered under 
systems adopted in response to the needs of the nineteenth century and united 
through a loosely structured, loosely coordinated system in which administrative 
responsibility is ill - or un-defined. To meet this problem, the Committee has 
developed a responsive administrative structure for the judiciary which clearly 
defines the administrative organization, functions and accountability. 

a. The Chief Justice's general supervisory powers over the court system would 
be spelled out to include supervision of administrative operations generally, 
financial affairs, planning and research, continuing education and chief liaison 
functions. He would have the authority to designate individual judges or 
commIttees to assist him in the performance of his duties. . 

The Chief Justice would also continue to supervise and direct the 
performance of the State Court Administrator. The latter, in addition to his 
present duties would be assigned specific responsibility for the preparation of 
standards and procedures for the recruitment, evaluation, promotion, in-

. service training and discipline of court personnel other than judges and 
judicial officers in order to ensure fair hiring practices which attract high­
quality personnel and provide professional growth for employees within the 
system. The State Court Administrator would also be assigned responsibility 
for the'promulgation and administration of uniform requirements for records, 
budget and information systems and statistical compilation and controls to 
ensure that accurate, comparable data on the work performed, cases 
processed and money handled by the court system is gathered and reported by 
all courts within the state. 

b. To ensure clear lines of accountability, the Committee would provide for 
Supreme Court appointment of the single chief judge of the judicial district 
who shall be a full .. time, non-retired county, district, municipal or probate 
court judge. The chief judge, subject to the authority of the Chief Justice, 

4 
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would exercise general adroinistrativeauthority over all state courts within 
the judicial district and have the assignment authority described under point 
Lb. The chief judge may appoint such assistant judges as . might be necessary 
to fulfill the duties of his office. 8 

c. The chief judge, in turn; would appoint the district,a<.!!ninistrator for the 
judicial district with the advice and approval of all judges in tHat district.·The 
district administrator would serve at the pleasure of the chief judge and w9uld 
assist him in the performance of his administrative duties and perform any 
additional duties assigned by law or ruleo! court. The Select Committee Bill 
outlines some of the district administrator's functions in Section 20. 1,1 

d.The clerk of court for the county would be appointed by a majority of tbe 
district court judges within the district after their having received a 
re~ommendation from the chief judge who would choose from ::ipplicants 
referred to him by the district administrator. ' 

3. Improved Communication and Participatory Management. 

In order to facilitate greater communication, cooperation and coordination and 
to ensure on-going attention at all levels of the judiciary to thE} problems which 
inhibit improved judicial service to the citizen, the Select Committee has included 
the following provisions in its bill. 

a. It would make mandatory the (at least) annual conference which the Cheif 
Justice currently may call for the consideration of "matters relating to judicial 
business, the improveme,nt of the judicial system and the administration of 
justice." The conference would include all judges, members of the legislative 

· judiciary committees and invited members of the bar. 
\. 

b. The chief judges of the judicial districts would meet at least bi-:Plonthly to 
consider problems related to judicial business or administration. Mter 
consultation ~ith the judges of their districts, the chief judges would be 
required to prepare in conference and submit to the Chief Justice a suggested 
agenda for the annual judicial conference. 

c. The chief judge would convene aconfetence at least twice a year of' all 
judges within the judicial district to consider administrative matters, and rules 
of court and to provide advice and counsel to the chief judge. 

4. Judicial Quality. 

The quaHty of a court system is determined chiefly by the quality oiits judges. 
High competency is essential for judges of all trial courts, district, municipal, 
county, or probate. The Committee· therefore recommends that judicial salaries of , 
all trial judges be the same to recognize this equality to the public, the bar ,and their 
peers and also that the compensation be adequate to continue to attracthigbly , 
qualified people to the bench who can serve without undergoing econom,~chardship. 

II It is contemplated that thecNet ludge would have the option to appOint an assl!;ta(lt chief jU~!le tor county 
courfor ahassistantchief judge for district court;,as neces!!ary~ 
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The Committee url'animously agreed that the following steps be taken during the 
next legislative session to insure that judicial salaries be adequate to attract 
qualified judicial candidates. First, that in the year 1977 judicial salaries be 
increased to $45,000 for the trial judges, to 110 percent of the salary of a trial court 
judge for an Associate ~Tusticeof the Supreme Court and to 110 percent of the salary 
of an Associate Justice for the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court; that judicial 
salaries be increased annually according to M.S. 43.12, Subd. 10 which allows cost of 
liVing adjustments for classified State of Minnesota employees, and, further, that 
the Legislature biennially review judicial salaries to insure that they are adequate 
to attract well.;qualified candidates. 

In addition, the Committee recommended the Legislature consider the creation 
of a permanent salary commission which -would recommend salaries for the 
members of the judiciary, legislature and holders of constitutional offices. 

Ii may benoted that the above recommendations contained in I.C., sections 1 through 4, 
are drawn from the majority report presented in the Committees' Interim Report of 
.F'ebruary26, 1975. That document also contained three minority reports. -

D. Se~ond Year 

During its second project-year, the Select Committee focused on 1) providing 
adequateresources to the courts, 2) alternative methods of adequately funding them on a 
continuing basis, and 3) the development of a sound administrative system to 
complement and carry out the legislative recommendations made earlier. The 
consultant's role in the second-year effort is highlighted in the "Methodology" section 
(LB.). The recommended management system, fiscal requirements and a timetable for 
realizing them appear in the succeeding sections of this report. 

II. RECOMMENDED STEPS FOR AN IMPROVED MINNESOTA STATE COURT 
SYSTEM 

Assuming as a goal the delivery of fair and equal justice with a reasonable degree of 
efficiency and dispatch, the Committee staff and consultants sought to determine what 
was necessary to produce this result. They identified a number of requirements. Among 
them was a. manageable structure. Since the 1971 amendment substituting the county 
court for the"'multitude of previously existing lower courts, the Minnesota system has 
mov~d forward in realizing this prerequisite. In adapting to the new system, however, two 
problems have emerged which impede effective functioning of the structure. The 
elimination of these p~pblems is the first step necessary to the realization of an improved 
Minnesota- court system. 

A. Step One: Removal of Impediments to a Manageable Structure 

1. County Court District Realignment. 

In the original County CQurt Act, several multi-county court districts were 
established in an effort to provide in~xpensive judicial service to counties with small 
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populations while permitting adequate judicial personnel and flexibility of 
assignment to higher population counties. As a political compromise, however., the 0 

act gave the counties the opportunity to split from these established districts into 
single-county districts. Many counties exercised that option which resulted i.n a 
rela tively expensive judicial sys tern for some very small counties .and an inadequa te 
nUIllber of judges in some of the more heavily populated counties. 

The Committee felt that the first step necessary to eliminate this imbalance in 
judicial placement and workload is the realignment of county court districts by the 
Supreme Court according to the principles which guided the alignment in the County 
Court Act. More care might be taken, however, in respecting existing judicial 
district boundaries and other relationships. 

The Select Committee Bill provides for this realignment by the Supreme Court. 
The Select Committee favors multi-judge districts in both district and county CDurts. 

2. Division of Responsibility Between Trial Courts. 

The second problem which prevents the existil1g structure from operating at its 
top capacity is the confusion and imbalance in workload resulting from the 
concurrent jurisdiction shared by county and district courts. The county court has 
concurrent jurisdiction with the district court in the following cases: 

a. proceedings for administration of trust estates or actions relating thereto; 

b. proceedings for dissolution, annulment, and separate maintenance and 
actions relating thereto; 

c. actions under the Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act; 

d. adoption and change of name proceedings; 

e. proceedings to quiet title to real estate and real estate mortgage foreclosure 
action. (M.S. "Section" 487.14-.19). 

While the orIginal intent of the concurrent jurisdiction was' to create a flexibility 
between the two courts and a means of balancing workload, the lack of an 
appropriate administrative method for accomplishing that balance has created 
ambiguity or imbalance. Some district courts have destroyed altogether the avenue 
of flexibility by promulgating rules which arbitrarily shift all matters of a certaiil . 
type - e.g.; dissolution of marriage - to the county court so th.at regardless of 
heavy workloads that might exist in county court and light loads in .district court, or 
vice versa, the former must nonetheless handle what is designated a "concurrent" 
matter. 

The Select Committee proposalwouId eliminate the inflexibility and imbalance 
through its legislative and administrative recommendations which would resultin 
the revocation of the district COurt rules which violate the concurrent jurisdiction 
concept embodied in the Coun.ty Court Act. Under the Committee recommendations, 
the chief judge of the judicial district would havegeneraJ administrative and 
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ass}6ilh~g111t authority over both trial courts within the judicial district. Aided by a 
di~frict administrator within the judicial district and a Data and Systems Manager 
alt the state level who share with the chief judge the responsibility for generating 
accurate caseload data and for the identification of calendar management problems 
and development of solutions, the chief judge can assign "concurrent" matters in a 
way that will best balance the workload. As an additional tool to help balance 
caseloads, the chief judge may also make use of the Select Committee's provision 
for the assignment of county court judges to district court matters or district court 
judges to county court matters, This combination of administrative flexibility, 
specification of caseload management responsibility, accurate data on which to 
make assignment decisions and availability of technical expertise should effectively 
eliminate the workload problems arising from concurrent jurisdiction. 

B. Step 'fwo: Independent Statewide Financing 

During the course of the Committee's two-year study, one fact became first 
apparent and then preeminent: to bring the quality of judicial service to a high 
standard in all counties throughout the state and to maintain that standard in the 
future, an ongoing source of funding must exist. It also became apparent that the 
county cannot be this source. The property tax base varies far too greatly from 
county to county to ensure equal resources and thus equal delivery of services. Levy 
limits are placed by the Legislature on the county's ability to tax.. Demands for 
county services increase and yet so do the number of programs or services created 
by the Legislature that require county funding. '. 

The state is the logical source of funds to accomplish equality of service 
throughout Minnesota as well as increased quality. Not only is it logical, it is 
equitable. The judiciary is one of three co~equal branches of government and has a 
Constitutional charge to administer justice to the citizens of Minnesota. Yet of the 
three' co-equal branches, the judiciary is the only one which must go to the counti~s 
for the majority of its funding. State appropriations to the judicial branch of 
government for the 1975-77 biennium were only an approximate .16 percent of 
estimated state funding exclusive of federal funds.9 It is time to shift the burden 
from the county to the state. ' 

Turning to history for guidance, one finds that, in the development of highways, 
conservation and education in Minnesota, progress was not really made until an 
independent source of state funds was dedicated to each of these programs. The 
greatest increase in service provided the people of Minnesota occurred a£ter 
dedicated state funding was initiated. And so it should be for the judicial system. The 
cQurts,must flourish, not flounder; for, in the words of the Supreme Court of Indiana, 
"the security Of human rights and the safety of free institutions requires the absolute 
integrity and freedom of action of the courts." 

'i A Flstal ReView 01 the 1975 Legislative Session. Minnesota Senate. p. 21. This figure also includes allocations 
lor Ilw operation of Stale PUi;llic Defender services-$S79,SOo-and State Law Library-$423.028-which are 
quasl.judicial. fUnctions and should neH be included in the state cQurt budget. 
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state funds could be provided the courts in one of several forms: 1) a specific 
source of state revenue could be dedicated to the courts, 2) a s~t percentage'of tbe 
total state bu~get could be allocated to the courtG, or 3) a single state court budget 
request could be submitted to the Legislature by the Chief Justice. In approving this 
provision for statewide fin&~cing, we are assuming and anticipating no reduction in 
financing standards in any district nor any state control of the judiciary except as 
granted the Supreme Court herein. . 

C. Step Three: Effective Administrative Organization 

The state cannot be expected to finance the courts nor can judicial leadership 
hope to accomplish its goal without effective judicial administrative organization. , 
The delivery' of fair and equal justice with a ;reasonable degree of efficiency and 
dispatch and superior management of resources both require a sound management 
structure with clearly defined' and placed management authori~y . The 
administrative structure approved by the Select Committee,after taking into 
consideration the recommendations made by the second-year consultants, provides 
this necessary definition and organization. I] 

PROPOSED SYSTEM 

1. The Select Committee Bill. 

The Coml;nittee finds that a highly effective administrative management system 
for the courts of Minnesota is possible at the present time and that determination to 
move forward administratively with implementation of our recommendations will 
produce the f.teCessary system. 

Minnesota has a very distinct advantage over most of the states which have 
experienced cou:'t reform in that there is no apparent necessity to change the 
Constitution. Lt~gislation will accomplish the purpose, and the'Select Committee Bill 
provides suffid~nt authorization to meet most of the requirements. The Committee 
feels the basic i"equirements are provided for in the current version of the Select 
Committee Bill '\pnd, therefore, concludes that the number one goal is to secure 
passage of this l?ill. 

.1 

2. Administrative\ Implementation. 
~. 

a. Advisorypouncils 
\\ 

Consultant:s Montague, Gainey and Pettigrew felt that the Select Committee 
'i 

BiU?essentiii~ in its.presentform; wou14 pa~s.Thisassumption I.ed to t~o 
maJor featur.e!~Of theIr proposal to. the Commlttee:. (1) The CouncIl of Chief 
Judges and (2~ . The Council of District Administrators.' 

Becaus.e the~Select Coinmittee Bill provides for the appointment of a chief 
judge in each jupicial district by the Supreme Court, consultants Montague et 
al. proposed tha;t these ten judges constitute the Council of Chief Ju<:lges. The 
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bill further calls for the appointment in each judicial district of a district 
administrator. This professional is to be appointed by the chief judge of the 
district. Montague et al. proposed that these ten district administrators 
constitute the Council of District Administrators. Section 2 of the bill 
authorizes the Chief Justice to designate individual judges and committes of 
judges to assist him in the performance of his duties. 

(Select Committee Bill, Section 2, Subd. 4 (c). Supervising the 
administrative operations of the courts. The cheif justice IJ,~::ay designate 
individual judges and committees of judges to assist him in the 
performance of his duties.) (I 

The consultants suggested that the Chief Justice designate the Council of Chief 
Judges as his advisory committee. They further recommended that that 
CQuncil of Chief Judges could in turn organize the district administrators into 
the Council of District Administrators. 

The Committee recommended that, while it concurred with the 
recommendation for establishing the Council of Chief Judges, the Chief Justice 
designate individual judges and committees of judges in addition to the Council 
of Chief Judges to assist him in the performance of his duties. 

b. Policy-Making 

The consultants, Montague, Gainey and Pettigrew, pointed out that in the 
proposed management structure, the Supreme Court stands at the head of the 
Judicial Department. However, the consultants did not infer that it will be 
required to initiate. and implement all of the administrative rules. To assist the 
Court with its internal administrative operations, Mr. Montague proposed a 
Supreme. Court Administrator. Montague, Gainey and Pettigrew also proposed 
a State Court Administrator to coordinate administrative{)perations within the 
courts on a stat~wide basis. The State CalIrt Administrator would, of course, 
provide staff services to the Supreme Court with respect to its administrative 
management function. However, they did not propose that the State Court 
Administra tor necessarily develop policy recommenda tions. These 
recommendations instead would be developed at the local trial court level by 
chief judges and the Council of Chief Judges; assisted by the Councilor District 
Administrators. They proposed that the state Court Administrator provide 
secretarial and staff services for both these groups and thereby furnish the 
necessary coordination among those/Councils and the Supreme Court. 

The consultants recognized that there is no magic ina.ny particular 
administrative structure. They sought to place planning and management of 
the courts in an institutionalized setting of judicial officials. Since there are 
varying needs of the courts among the different districts in Minnesota, they did 
not anticipate that the Council of Chief Judges would recommend strict 
uniformity throughout the state. For example, the Council would not direct a 
specific calendaring system to be used in every district. Uniformity should be 
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encouraged, and in those areas where itis workable, the consultants felt that 
the mere existence of the formalized setting within which the chief judges and 
administrators can come together and exchange ideas would produce ,~ome 
degree of uniformity. Subject to the general supervisory authority of the 'Chief 
Justice and to rules of the-Supreme Court, the consultants thought it clear that 
the chief judges in concert could implement administrative, practices to be 
followed throughout the state. Normally, however, whvn ja, uniform rule is 
proposed for statewide applicability, it would be presented by the Council to 
the Supreme Court and left for consideration and possiblecpromulgation by the 
Supreme Court. In this operation, Mr. Montague recommended,' the Suprem~ 
Court would not be directly involved on a frequent basis with, the Council of 
Chief Judges or with the policy-making problem. Instead, it would be regularly 
:advised by the State Court AdrrHnistrator, acting as secretary for the Council, 
and thr<mgh this coordinated arrangement there would be a stead~ flow of 
proposals going from the Council to the varit>us courts of the state and, in 
necessary situations, upwardto the Supreme Court for its determination. 

c, Administrative Staffing 

The consultants next proposed increased staffing within the State Gourt, 
Administrator's office. They - Montague, Gainey and Pettigrew ,­
recommended hiring directors of personnel, fiscal managen'ient and da ta 
systems management as essential to Phase One implementation of services 
and, in Phase Two, directors of public relations, procurement, planning and 
research and technical assistance.lO The judicial education. arm isaJready ir:t 

, " I 

existence and only needs to be placed administratively in theappropria~l 
, '\ 

setting (see Chart Two). The personnel responsibility would be placed upon the'l 
Administrator by the Select Committee Bill (see Select Committe~ Bill,:! 
Section 4, supra), and a two- or three-person staff will eventually be required to; 
perform this function. The consultants recognized the need fOra court 
information officer stating that many jurisdictions have already assigned this' -
responsibility to a position. They felt the necessity to educate the public as tOi 

the needs of and the appropriate role and function of the courts, and acour(: 
information officer is the only known source of accomplismpg this objective;' 
There is no specific authori;z;ation in the Select Committee :Bill, but,a~'. 
Montague et al. pointed out; the office can be establishecfthrough an LEAA 
grant applicatIon, (> 

Section 5 of the Select CO~l11ittee Bill, which provides that the Court 
Administrator shall promulgate and administer uniform reqUirements" 
concerning records, budget and information systems and statistica,t, 
compilation and controls, clearly places the responsibility. of fisc aX, 
management on the State Court Administrator. The consultant~ felt this ~Ould 
require the preparation and ._implementation of uniform records and 

10 For an explanation of Phases One and Two, see Appendix B. 
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CHART ONE 

ELECTORATE 

SUPREME COURT 
~~---------------------r-------------------'--------~ Chief Justice Sheran ~ __________________________________ ~ 
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Clk. Typist Int. 

~ __________________________ ,-__________________________ ~ Court Administrator ~-------------------r------------------' 

i) 

Separate Budget 

Secretary ~ ________ -+ ____ ~ Receptionist 

aintenance 
Supervispr 

.EXISTING ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE OF THE MINNESOTA COURT SYSTEM 
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lSeparate Budget, 
2All but the ne~1 :Phase THO clerical, secretarial and 

part-time positions haye been left 9ff Chart 
Three for the purposes of clarity; however, they 
are the same as those appearing in Chart Two., 
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accounting procedures and systems throughout the state. 
Consultants Montague, Gainey and Pettigrew indicated that one reason the 

courts are having such a difficult time meeting their obligations today is that 
they have not utilized the planning process. Comprehensive planning for the 
courts has been recognized on a national basis as a top priority need. LEAA 
funding is available to support planning and res~archactivities, and the 
consultants propose that such a unit be established for the State Court 
Administrator's office. 

Under the plan proposed by them, management of the system would be at 
the locallevel, and they did not anticipate that the State Court Administrator 
would be directly involved in trial court operations. The consultants felt, 
however, that there are needs for assistance at the local level, and ,they 
propose that there be established a technical assistance staff in the State Court 
Administrator's office to fill this need. Each passing day sees the development 
of new systems and new technolog~ which might be put to use in the courts" 
area. The consultants anticipate a small staff of experts available to provide 
assistance, . upon request, to the various courts around the state. This team 
might include a statistician, a records specialist, a communications specialist, 
and others who would maintain proficiency in developing technology and be 
available to advise the judges, court administrators, clerks and others at the 
trial court level who need technical assistance. p -, 

Mr. Montague·,et al. felt a data and syste!lls management section was an 
obvious need. As a State Judicial Information System project is~dready well 
underway in the Minnesota court system, they thought it reasonable foassume 
that computers would be utilized in the major trial courts and at the state level. 

Since the personnel and",fiscal management responsibilitities are placed 
upon the State Court Administrator's office by the Select Co:mroittee Bill, the 
consultants thought it reasonable to assume thaUhe Legislature will authorize 
funding for these two staffs. With respect to the other increased staffing in the 
Administrator's office, they pointed out two available options. Number one 
would be to seek legislative funding. The other alternative woul~ be .to seek 
LEAA grants. !:There has been considerable' pressure applied to LEAA tq 
require increased)unding for the courts. The consultants felt it reasonable to 
assume that allof the necessary initialftmding could be secun~d through LEAA 
grants. The 1977 Legislatureeould be asked to assume some of the funding, and 
then the 1979 Session can be expected to assume the remaining funding 
responsibility 

d. Priorities 

Consultants Montague, Gainey and Pettigrew recorp.mend the following 
priority listing of Phase I items: 

(1) Establishment of the positiono9f district adminis'trator in each of the· 
ten districts. Where necessary, these could be employed initially with 
LEAA funds. 
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(2) Establishment of the office of chief judge of the district. 

(3) Establishment of the Council of Chief Judges. 

(4) Establishment of the Council of District Administrators. 

(5) Expansion of the staff of the state Court Administrator. Priorities 
for this expansion would be -

(a) personnel management; 
(b) fiscal managementjand 
(c) data and systems management. 

(As indicated above, the judicial education process is not a new 
function but will simply require appropriate assignment within the 
office.) 

The ~<iommittee) having concurred earlier in this report with the 
recommendation of the consultants concerning the creation of the Council of 
Chief Judges .and the Council of District Administrators, recommends the 
following as priorities: 

(1) Establishment of the office of chief judge of the district. 

(2) Establishment of the position of district administrator in each of· 
the ten districts. Where necessary, these could be employed initially 
with LEAA funds. 

(3) Expansion ofthe staff of the state Court Administrator. Priorities 
for this expansion would be~ 

(a) personnel management; 
(b) fIscal management; and-
(c) data and systems management. 

3. Conclusion. 

The consultants concluded by saying they had concentrated upon the mechanics of 
establishing an institutional setting for interaction among the judges and 
administrators at the various levels in the Minnesota' Judicial Department to the 
VIrtual exclusion of specification of duties which should be performed by the various 
persons. They adopted this course because the Select Committee Bill was explicit in 
assigning th~ necessary duties to the administrative judges and court 
administrators at the various levels. They felt their action also comports with the 
prevailing philosophy, both judicial and political, in Minnesota of placing the major 
management responsibility at the local level. Their recommendations also provide ~, 
just enough limited authority at the state Court Administrator level to enable the 
office to discharge its responsibility for executing statewide policy for the Supreme 
Court and the Council of Chief Judges. The consultants felt if the Select Committee'" 
BIll were eriactedin its present form and the organizational suggestions contained in 
their report followed, the State of Minnesota would develop an enviable system for 
court management.O 
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The Committee, after reviewing the second-year consultants' proposals for 
accomplishing effective administrative organization, endorses the concept of a Council of 
Chief Judges and a Council of District Administrators both of which would enhance grass­
roots participation in administrative problem-solving and improve commuru,cation 
among all levels of the court system. The Committee further recommends, in order of 
their priority: the establishment of the office of chief judge of the district, the 
establishment of the position of district administrator in each of the ten judicial districts 
and expansion of the staff and services of the State Court Administrator with priority 
placed on personnel, fiscal and data and systems management positions. 

The Committee feels that this combination of expertise, organization and 
communication will produce sound management within the state's courts and will enable 
court personnel to render a higher quality of justice and service to the people of 
Minnesota. 

III. FISCAL IMPACT OF RECOMMENDATIONS' 

The staff found through the examination of A Stu'dy of the Financial Aspects of the 
Minnesota Court System by Arthur Young and Company, A Fiscal Review of the 1975 
Legislative Session, Minnesota State Senate, 1975, and other sources that in 1974 state 
expenditures for the Supreme Court, the existing Office of the state Court Administrator; 
the Judicial CouIj\cil and the District. Courts were an estimated $3,590,413. The total 

,".\ . '\ 

expenditures for 'the state of Minnesota in 1974 were $2,780,101,000, as reported in S'tate 
Government Finances in 1974, U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau of the Census, p. 11. 

The administrative system proposed by the consultants, funding the tendistri,~t 
administrator positions and the additional staff in the State Court Administrator's offiee, 
would increase the cost to the State of Minnesota (at 1974 salariesY by an estimated 
$664,620. 11 This amount when added to the previous total of $3,590,413 would increase the 
total state expenditure for the court system $4,255,033. The positions, their esJimated 
salaries and position descriptions are all included in the appendices to this report. 

The implementation of Phase II of the consultants' report would further increase the 
cost of the judicial system to the state by approximately $202,276 wbich when combined 
with the earlier figure would total $4,457,309., . 

If, ultimately, the entire cost of the court system were borne by thl~ sta te, the following 
costs and revenues currently the responsibility of the cOlilltiesmustbe considered. In 1974 
the 87 counties in Minnesota spent approximately: $30,133,940 on courts. The counties 
received during 1974 revenues of $10,321,547. The. counties spent $19,812,393 in excess of 
what they received. Presumably were the state to become responsible for financing the 
court system, the expenses as well as the receipts would pass to the state .. The $19,812,393 
would then be added to the previously established expense of $4,457,309 for a total of 
$24,269, 702. This estimated $24,269,702 might be reduced if the court re.venuescollected by .. 

11 Please note that this figure is for ten~ pOsltr.ons and. does not cont",ln the expenditure figu'resof ilny existing 
positions. 
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the counties and passed through to the municipalities and the state were received by the 
state and credited to the court system. These fundS amounted to $8,369,383 in 1974. If they 
were collected by the state and applied to the court system, the total cost of the system 
could conceivably be reduced. to $15,900,319. 

All of the figures discussed in this section are approximate totals, for audited figures in 
thes~ classifications were not aviulable. They do, however, indicate that were Minnesota 
to go toa fUlly state-funded court system, the cost to the state, whether $24,269,702 or 
$15~900,319, would be but .86 6r.57 percent - both less than one percent of the total state 
budget. 

o 

(I 

18 



REVISED SELECT COMMITTEE BILL 

A bill for an act 

Appendix A 

1 relating to courts; providing for certain reorganization of the court system in 
2 the state; amending Minnesota statutes 1974, Sections 2.722; 2.724; 15A.083, 
3 Subdivision 1;' 480.15, by adding subdivisions; 480.18; 484.08; 484.66, Subdivision 
4 2; 485.01; 487.01, Subdivisions' 3 and 6; 487.03; Subdivisions 1 and 4; 488A.Ol, 
5 Subdivision 10; 488A.12, Subdivision 5; 525.04; 525.081; and Chapter 480, by 
6 adding a section; repealing Minnesota Statutes 1974, Sections 15A.083, 
7 Subdivision 2; 484.05; 484.·09 to 484.18; 484tl8.; 484.34; 487.05; 488A.021, 
8 Subdivisions 7 and 8; 488A.19, Subdivisions 8, 9 and 10; Chapters 488;530;531; 
Y 532 and 633. 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA: 
Section 1. Minnesota Statutes 1974, Section 2.722, is amended to read: 
2.722 (JUDICIAL DISTRICTS.l Subdivision 1. Effective July 1, 1959, the state 

is divided into ten judicial districts composed of the followin~ named counties~ 
respectively, in each of which districts two or more judges shall be chosen as 
hereinafter specified: 

1.. Goodhue, Dakota, Carver, LeSueur, McLeod, Scott, and Sibley; five 
judges; and four permanent chambers shall be maintained in Red Wing, Hastings; 
Shakopee, and Glencoe and one other shall be malntainedat the place designated by 
the chief judge of the district; 

2. Ramsey; 12 judges; 
3. Wabasha, Winona, Houston, Rice, Olmsted, Dodge, Steele; Waseca, 

Freeborn, Mower, and Fillmore; six judges; and permanent chambers shall be 
maintained in Faribault, Albert Lea, Aus tin, Rochester, and Winona; 

4. Hennepin; 19 judges; 
5. Blue Eartn, Watonwan, Lyon, Redwood, Brown, Nicollet, Lincoln, 

Cottonwood, Mur:-ay, Nobles, Pipestone, Rock, Faribault, Martin, and Jackson; five 
judges; and permanent chambers shall be maintained in Marshall, Windom, 
Fairmont, New UIm, and Mankato; 

6. Carlton, St. Louis, Lake, and Cook; six judges; 29 
30 7. Benton, Douglas, Mille Lacs, Morrison~ Otter Tail, Stearns; .. Todd, Clay, 
31 Becker, and Wadena; four judges; and permanent chambers shall be maintained in 
32 Moorhead, Fergus Falls, Little Falls, and St. Cloud; 
33 8. Chippewa, Kandiyohi, Lac qui Parle; Meeker, Renville, Swift, Yellow 
34 MediCine, Big Stone, Grant, Pope, Stevens, ,Traverse, and Wilkin; three judges ; and 
35 permanent chambers shall be maintained in Morris, Montevideo, and Willmar; 
36 9. Norman, Polk, Marshall, Kittson, Red Lake, Roseau, Mahnomen, 
37 Pennington, Aitkin, ltasca,Crow Wing, Hubbard, Beltrami, Lake of the Woods, 
38 Clearwater, Cass ~nd Koochiching; six judges; and permant,~nt chambers shall be 
39 maintained in Crookston, Thief River Falls,Bemidji, Brainer~i, Grand Rapids, and 
40 International F.alls;. . .. . \ 
41 10. Anoka, ,Isanti, Wright, Sherburne, Kanabec, P~:ne, Chisago, and 
42 Washington; six judges; and permanent chambers shaIlbe m~jntained in Anoka, 

. ~ 
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Stillwater, and such other places as may be designated by the chief judge of the 
dIstrict. 

Subd. 2. Except for the judicial districts composed of Ramsey and Henne@'! 
counties, the supreme cour.t with .the advice of the judicial council or the judicial 
conference held pursuant to section 480.18 may alter the boundaries or change the 
number of judicial districts provided in subdivision 1. 

Sec. 2. Minnesota statUtes 1974, Section 2.724, is amended to read: 
2.724 (CHIEF JUSTICE OF SUPREME COURT, DUTIESJ Subdivision 1. 

When public convenience and necessity require it, the chief justice of the supreme 
court may assign any judge of the distriet an~ court to serve and discharge the 
duties of judge of any otherdistrief court in a judicial district not his own at such 
tImes as the chief justice may determine. The transferred judge shall be subject to 
the assignment powers pursuant to· section 19 of the chief judge of the judicia~ 
district to which the judge was transferred. . 

Subd. 2. T9promote and secure more efficient administration of justice, the 
chief justice of the supreme court of the state shall supervise and coordinate the 
work of theeistriet courts of the state. The supreme court may provide by rule that 
the chief justice not be required to write opinions as a member of the supreme court. 
Its rules may further provide for it to hear and consider cases in divisions, and it 
may by rule assign temporarily any retired justice of the supreme court or one 
dlstrlCtjudge at a time to act as a justice of the supreme court. Upon the assignment 
of a clistrictjudge to act as a justice of the supreme court a district judge previously 
actmg as a justice may continue to so act to complete his duties. Any number of 
Justices may disqualify themselves from hearing and considering a case, in which 
event the supreme court may assign temporarily a retired justice of the supreme 
court or a district judge to hear and consider the case in place of each disqualified 
JustIce, At any time that a retired justice is acting as a justice of the supreme court 
under this section, he shall receive, in addition to his retirement pay, such further 
SUffi, to be paid out of the general fund of the state, as shall afford him the same 
salary as an associate justice of the supreme court. 

Subd. 3~H public cow/cmcHcc tlfld necessity FettHire it. the chief jtlStice of 
the supreme court may assign any municipal jl:lElge of the state to scpve aDd 
diseharge the duties of a mUBieipal judge maay ataer maaieipality net his aWB, at 
such t!mes as the erncf jastice may determiae. AHy manieipality sa serves by a 
mumeipal(Judge other than its o't'ln shall pay sueh jaage all saHlS fer travel, meals, 
lodgiag and eommunipations necessarily paid Gr inet:1Frea bY' DiHl as a f'estJIt af stiCH 
,aSSIgnment together 'fiith thc p,er diem payment specified fop a special jtMige 8£ 8 

municipal COtlft by scetion 488.22. Stibdivisiofl 1. 
SUbd. -43. The chief ju,stice of the supreme court may assign a retired justice 

of the supreme court to act as a jus tice of the supreme court pUrsuant to subdivision 
2 or as a judge of any other court. The chief justice may assign a retired judge of the 
dIstrict court to act as a judge of the district court in any judicial district or any 
other court except the supreme court. The chief justice may assign any other retired 
Judge to act as a judge of any court whose jurisdiction is not greater than the 
jurisdiction of the court from which he retired. Unless otherwise provided by law, a 
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judge acting pursuant to this subdivision shall receive pay and expenses in the 
amount and manner provided by law for actively serving retired district judges. A 
judge acting'pursuant to this subdivision or any other law providing for the service 
of retired judges,,Shall be paid only his expenses for service performed while still 
receiving the full pay of the officefrom which he retired. ,cl ' 

Subd. 4. The chief justice shall exercise genefal supervisory p(/wers over the 
courts in the state, including: \Lf 

(a) Supervising the courts' financial affairs, progr~-ins o~'}continuing 
education for judicial and nonjudicial personnel and planning and operations 
research; r:" 

9 

10 
11 (b) Serving as chief representative of the courts and as liaison with other 
12 governmental agencies and the public; and 
13 \; (c) Supervising the administrative operations of the courts. The chief justice 
14 may designate individual 5-adges and committees of judges to assist him in the 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
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performance of his duties. 
Sec. 3. Minnesota Statutes 1974, Section 15A. 083, Subdivision 1, is amended to 

read:!) 
" 15A. 083 [SALARIES FOR POSITIONS IN THE JUDICIAL BRANCHJ 

Subdivision 1. [ELECTIVE JUDICIAL OFFICERS.~ The following salaries shall be 
paid annually to the enumerated elective judicial ~ffice:rs of the state: 'G 
Chief justice of the supreme court $40,000 

110 percent of the salary paid an associate justice of the supreme court 0 

Associate justice Of the supreme court 86,600 
, 110 percent of the salary paid a trial court judge 

District, county, probate and municipal judge 32,000 $45,000 
EaCH district jti6gc SHaH rceei'ff! '1,699 additional annually fromeadi county 

iB Bis district having a populatiollef 200,000 or more. Whell allY dlstriet;1jUdge shall 
preside ,,*on the trial or hearing of aay cause outside of his resident district 'ftrfiereifl 
tbe distriet judge recehefS a larger salary /{':ie shall receive an additional 
compensation during the period 6£ such trial or l~aIing the diffexence bet~een hi.s 
ffiredeompensation aDd the compensation of the dis~et judge of tbe district'.vhere 
~e hasbcea so eBgaged, to be paid by the coonty wh~\eiR tile trial or l1earingwas 
};)dd upon certification of the senior resident district J~ge thereof Thesalaries of 
justIces and district, county, probate and municipal j~dges shall be paid by the 
state. Counties may supplement the salaries of any judg~~!th~the approval of the 
legIslature. In supplementing the salaries of any judges, counties may consider th~ 
dIfferences in cost of living within the state. All of the salaries for judicial branch 
positions cited in M.S. 15A. 083, SUbd. 1"shaU be subject to the same percentage cost 
of livmg increases granted profeSSional, or Schedule "A," state ccivi1~ervice 
claSSIfIed employees pursua,n.t to M.S. 43.12, Subd. 10. 

. Sec. 4, Minnesota Statutes 1974, Section 480.15, is amended" by. adding a 
subdIvision to read: 

Subd. lOa. The COlll?t administrator shall prepare standards and procedures 
for the recruitment, evaluation, promotion, in-service training and discipline oiaH 
personnel in the ,court syste,m other than judges and judicial of(t:\cers., 

'.. , • ,·0' ~ 
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Sec. 5. Minnesota statutes 1974, Section 480.15, is amended by adding a 
subdivision to re.ad: '0 

SUbd. lOb. The court administrator shall promulgate and .administer uniform , 
l'cqU1l'Cmenls concerning r~ds, bqdg~t and information systems and statistical, .. 
compilation and controlsl

/: o:·~ 
Sec. 6. Minnesota Statutes 1974, Section 480.18, is amended to read: 
480,18 tCONF'ERENCE OF JUDGES; JUDGE'S EXPENSESJ At least once 

ca~ll year the supf,eme court Qf this statQ may ~~1e by rule or speeial order fer 
the hoJdingjn "this state 6£ an chief justice shall call an annual conference of the 
judges of the courts of record of this state, and of members of the respective 
judIciary committees of the legislature, and of invited members of the bar, for the 
conSIderation of matters relating to judicial busines,s, the improvem~nt of the 
Judicial system j and the administration of justice. Each judge attertding such annual 
judicial conference shall be entitled to be reimbursed for bis necessary expenses to 
be paid from state appropriations. made for the purposes of sections 480.13 to 480.26. 

Sec. 7. Minnesota Statutes 1974, Chapter 480, is amended by adding a section 
to read: 

(480.22) The supreme court may establish residency and chambers 
t'cqU1l'crrients [Oi' judges of all courts in the state. 

Sec. 8. Minnesota'Statutes 1974, Section 484.08, is amended to read: 
484.08 [DISTRICT COURTS TO BE OPEN AT ALL TIMES,) The district 

courts Qf the state shall be deemed open at all times, except on legal holidays and 
Sundays, for the transaction of-sHefi.all business as may be presented including thc 
t::;suance of writs and proeesscs, the hearing of matters of law in pcnding aetions and 
proceedings, and the entry of judgments and decrees therein; and, in addition to tl1.e 
gcncral te~?lS apPointect. by. law to be~held, which m~y b? a~journed from time !It~ 
tunc, the Judge of the distJ:'Iet court, or one thereof III distJ:'lcts of morc than OIJe 

judge, may by ordcr filed '{lith the elerk,eolWene the court in actual session during 
the '9'aeation period on a date named in the order, for the trial of both civil actioHS 
Hlvolvillg' public intcrest and eriminal actions, 'Nhenever in ,.his judgment public 

JutCl'cslS v/iH thereby be promoted. When so convened, the court may~ by Of~ 
cnlerc.d ill the minutes by the elenE, (tirpct the issuanee of speeial venires for grant 
~ettt jW'ies, returnable on a named date, for the performanee of sueh duties as 
may be submitted by the eouFt in the· usual eourse of procedure. Civil actions 
ulVolvmg public interests may be noticed for trial at an adjourncd sitting of such 
tenll oceuring mOre th~n eight days after the date o{ calling same, and informations 
Oy LUe eOt{nty attorney charging the eommission. crimes within the county may, as 
tluWofll!ed by la'ltT be presented at sueh terms, and any su~h iafermation then 
pt'c!:;cnt.etl aad filed and all indictments then returned by the speeial grand jUFY sliall 
ue pfueceded willi by the court in alll'espeets ilfharffioay with the Iav; appliea1;)le to 
otHer cases and other terms 6f the eouf't. The judge of: the distf'iet eourt may alsO, by 
order bled with thederk, appoint special terms in any county of the distf'iet for the 
,ueanng I:>t nxaltersof law. 'fhe terms of the district courts shall be continuous. 

Sec.-W- J!: Minnesota statutes 1974, Section 485.01, is amended to read: 
485.01 rAPPOIN'rMENT; BO~D; DUTIES:) There shall be eleeted in' each 
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1 eounty A clerk of the district court-wll&for each county within the jud!cial district 
2 shall be appointed by a majority of the district court judges in the district upon 
3 recommeildation of the chief judge of the judicial district who shall select a 
4 candidate from nominations submitted by the district administrator. The clerk 
5 before entering upon the duties of his (lffice, shall give bond to the state, to be' 
6° °appl'oved by the county board, in a penal sum of not less than $1,000 nor more tbap 
7' $10,000 condition~;~ for the faithfUl discharge o(his official duties. In the second' 
8 judicIal district tbe amount of such bond shall be $10,000 and in the fourth judicial 
9 dIstriCt the amo~bt of such bond shall be $25,000, which bond; with his oath of office, 

10 shaH be filed for record with the register of deeds. Such clerk shall perform altduties 
11 assigned him by law and by the rules of the court. He shall not practice as an 
12 attorney in thecourto(~hichheis the clerk. 
13 Section -9- .J&. Minnesota Statutes 1974, Section 484.66, Subdivision 2, is 
14 amended to read: 
15 Subd.2. The duties, functions and responsibilities which have been heretofore 
1Q and which may be hereafter required by statute or law to be perfolmed by the clerk 
17 of district court shall be performed by tlJe district court administrator, whose office 
18 IS appoll1ted by the district court judges of the fourth judicial district upon 
19 recommendation of the chief judge of the judicial district who shall select a 
20 candidate from nominations submitted by the district adminJ,~tra'&>r. The district 
21 c?ur~ administrator,. SU?j~ct ~o t?e approval of a, majOri:(of ~h.e. judges, o~ the 
,22 dIstrICt court, fourth JudICial distnct, shall have the authonty'to Iwbate and dIrect 
23 any reorganization, consolidation, reallocation or delegation of such duties, 
24 functions or responsibilities for the purpose of promoting efficiency in county 
25 gOY'~rnment, and may make such other administrative changes as are deemed 
26 neebssary for this purpose. Such reorganization, reallocation or delegation, or other 
27 administrative change or transfer shall not diminish, prohibi t or avoid those specific 
28 duties'required by statute or law to performed by the clerk of district court. 
29 Sec. 11. Minnesota statutes 1974, Section 487.01, Subdivision 3, is amended to 
30 read: \\ 
31 SUbd. 3. The following probate and county court districts are established: 
32 Kittson, Roseau and Lake of the Woods; Marshall, Red Lake and Pennington; 
33 N l'lrman, Clearwater and Mahnomen; Cass and Hubbard; Waodena and Todd; M~11e 
34 Laes and Kanabec; Wilkin, Big stone and Traverse; Swift and Stevens; pope, Grant 
35 and Douglas; Lac qui Parle, Yellow Medicine and Chippewa; Lincoln and Lyon; 
36 Murray and Pipestone; Jackson and Cottonwood; Rock and Nobles; Dodge" an9 
37 Olms,ted; Lake imdCook; Aitkin and Carlton; Sibley, Meeker and McLeod; Martirt, 
38 Watollwan and Faribault; Houston and Fillmore; Nicollet and Le Sueur; Wipona 
39 and Wabasha; Pine, Isanti and Chisago; Sherburne, Benton a~d St~arns. 
40 A combined county court district may be separated into single county courts ,-
41 by lt1e~Hmcurrenc'e of the county boards of the respective counties uffeetedsupreme 
42 t=uurt. VacanCIes li1 the office of judge ·created by such a separation shall be filled in 
43 the mamJer herein provided for the selection ·of other count;y court judges. 
44 Thl~ si~~~ecounty :ourt districts ~o.created b~~~~ separatiQn shall ea:h be 
45 entItled td, on~~ dge, subject to the prOVIsIons of subCiiYlSlOn 5, clause (5), prOVIded, 

\ \\ fJ... 

) . ;;:.;; , . 

23 

',.1 I 



Appe,mlixA 

c; 

1 however, that if the number of judges of the combined county court district exceeds 
2 the number of counties, then, upon separation into single county court districts, the 
3 0 county having the lax;,gest population determined by the last United states census 
4 shall be entitled to two judges and in the event there are more judges than counties 
5 remaining, the countychaving the next largest population determined by the last 
6 United states census shall ~so be entitled to two judges. 
7 In each other county'Jexcept Hennepin ang Ramsey, the probate. court of the 
8 single county is also the county court of the county and shall be governed by the 
9 provisions of sections 487.01 to 487.39. 

10 Sec. 12. Minnesota Statutes t974, Section 487.01, Subdivision 6, is amended to 
11 read: r--J - ~ 

12 Subd. 6. For Hie more effective administration of justice, the supreme cburt 
13 may combine two or fuore county court districts may' combine their'-"respective 
14 cetinty court districts into a single county court district by concurrence of the county 
15 BOtlrds-ef the rcspectivc cOuntics affected. If districts are combined, the office of a 

\\ 16 judge may be terminated at the expiration of his term and he shall be eligible for 
17, retirement compensation under the prOvisions of"8cction 48'7.06. 
18 Sec. 13. Minnesota Statutes 1974, Section 487.03, Subdivision 1, is amended to 
19 read;, 
20 487.03 (JUDGES.) Subdivision 1. [QUALIFICATIONS; OATH.] Each judge 
21 shall be lt~arned in the law and a resident of the county court district in which the 
22 courehas jurisdiction. A probate judge now in offiee shall be considered learned in 

) 23 tHe la .... +' for pUFpeses of election as a judge of a eOllnty eourt. Before entering upon 
24 the q~ties,of offtce, each judge shall take and subscribe an oath, in the form 
25 prescribed by Claw for jud!~ial officers, and a certified copy of the oath shall be filed 

026 iJ)) the office of each of the county auditors within the county court district. 
27 Sec. 14. Minnesota statutes 1974, SeCtion 487.03, Subdivision 4, is amended to 
28 C read: (. 

, 29, Sued. 4. [CHIEF COUNTY COURT JUDGE.l If a county e,(art, ~striet elects 
'30 more than one county eourt judge, the eh4Jf justiee of the supreme court judge af the 
:n judieial tHstrieti whereitt the eauftty eaurt district is loeated shall select a chief 
32 eaunty eourt judge who shall serve at the pleasure of the chief justice judge and for a 
33 term of lYlO years and 'Nho shall be responsible for assigning the wor.\{ of the eourt 

\~, 34 except as pro'vided in section 19. 
v 35 Sec. 15. Minnesota Statutes 1974, Section 488A.0l, Subdivision 10, is amended 

36 to read: ~ c, 

:n c, Subd. lO~ [CONTINUOUS TERM.:J The court shall be'open every day, except 
38 Sundays aqd legal holidays.' The court shall hold a ~nel'al term f0r the trial of ci'Vil 

c 39 actions commcncing on the'first Monday following Labor Day of each year and 
40 continuing until the nr5t general tCFHl, with such adjournments as the judges may 
41 determine to be necessary and preper The term of the court shall be continuous. 
42 Sec. 16. Minnesota Statutes 1974, Sectiop 488A.12, Subdivision ~, is amended to 
43 read: 

.0- 44 'C~~ SUbd.5. (CONT~NUOUS TERM,) The judges shall hold terms of court from 
4& time to time as necessary continuous~y to hear and dispose of all claims as promptly 

:>;,46 . as feasible after filing. . 
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Sec. 17. Minnesota Statutes 1974, Section 525.04, is amended to read; ~ 
525.04 (JUDGE; ELECTION, QUALIFICATIONS, BOND.J There shall be' 

elected in each county a probate judge who shall be learned in the law, except that 
l*'e9ate judges HOW iH office shall be considered lCE:ifned in the lEt'N insofar as being 
eligible to cOHtiHUC iH effiee and to be 1'e elected to same. Before he enters upon the 
duties of his office he shall execute a bond to the state in the amount ot~$1,OOO, 
approved by the county board and conditioned upon" the faithful discharge ,of his 
duties. Such bond with his oath shall be recorded in the office of the register of deeds. 
The premiums on such bond and the expeJ?ses of such recording and filing shall be (; 
paid by the county. An action may be maintained:on such bond by any persq,n ,..~ 
aggrieved by the violation of the conditions thereof. 

Sec. 18. Minnesota Statutes 1974, Section 525.081, is amended to read: ,-, 
52~j031~RACTICE OF LAW.] Subdivision 1. l'Jott.vithstanding any special 

, law to the cooti-\i'Y, in ail eOUl'tties of this state nO'N Of hereafter having a pGpl;llation 
of less thaH 260, ,900; ~e yearly salari~s, to bepai~ to t,h, e jU, d, ges of probate eourt shall ' 
be as follm'ls: ~ -, ' 

In eoonties rurtmg a population of less than 6,000, the sum of $7,500. ' 
In counties having a population of 5,000 and less than 10,000, the sum of $8,000. 
In counties having a population of 10,000 aHdlcss than 15,000, the, sum o:fi;$9,OOO. 
In counties having a population of 11},000- and less than JJ};JOO, tbesulll; of 

$10,250. . ' 
In counties having a population of 20,000 and less than 25,000, the, sum of 

$13,599. 0 

In a eounty where the population sinee 1960 has increased to O'\1e1' 26,90G;--the 
sum of $16,800. 

1ft countics having a population of 25,000 and less than 260,000, the sum of 
~21,000. 

Subd, 2. In any eounty under 25,000 population, where the probate court has 
and cx:ereiscs municipal, court jurisdiction and has heard and disposed of not less 
than 50 HOI' more thaH 150 municipal cases dqriHg the precediHg Julyl to July! year, 
the probate jl:ldge shall receive an additional sum of $1,000 aftflually; in any e04,nty 
wherein th Jdge of probate court shall have heard aBel dispos~d of not less than 150 
nor more tbaB 300 mUflieij>al court eases daring the preceding ~July 1 to July 1 year, ' 
the prae.ate jooge shall reeeive an additional sum of $1,500 annually. In any eounty 
'",herein the judge of probate shall have heard and disposed of aoo or more municipa,l 
oourt cases during the preceding JWy 1 to July 1 year, the probate judge' sball 
reeeivP3an additional sum of $2,000 annually. The maximum amount ~fadditional 
compensation received by any' probate ',judge herein referred to' under ,this 
subdivision shall not exceed $2,000 annually. No' case involving a jw.'enile lr,affie 
ViOlation shall, be included in the computation of the number of cases, heartland " 
disposed of by any municipal court for additiEmal eompensation.e The propa te judge 

(] !-J' 
shall file monlhly a certificate, to. that effect '+'lith the countyaaditor and CD: ' like, 
:Certificate anl1u~lly with the, court administrator showing the number of eases filed 
and ,disposed of during the preceding.July 1 to July 1 period, c 

SUbd. 3. In anyeounty under 2a,OOO popuiation, whO-TO the probate eour~ 
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adepti9l1 er diverse jarisdietioo; the probate judge shall receive aa additioHal sum of 
$1,009 aflfluaHy-; 

Sabd. 4. In any eOUBty having a pqpulation £If 26,Qoo-and less than lOO,OO(} 
wberein tae probate eoW't does Hot hftYe adoption OF diverse jurisdiction ilie Pf9ba-te 
jtldge shaH receiYe $2,000 less tllan the sum previded in st:tbdh,ision 1 hereef. 

Subd. a. The salary fixed by the total of the sums provided uadersubdivisiDml 
i, 2, ::Jand 4 shall net act to reduce the salary £If any-probate judge nO'NSer'r.lng. 

Subd. 6. The salary herein pFovid.ed shall be paid by the C9unty in equal 
moathly installmeats aad be ia full compensation for all services rea~r-ed by him-as 
;judge of both probate' and juvenile court and in lieu of all feeS' and emolutnellts 
provided by lavlfor official services, except fees for performing marriages and 
~cept compeasation fOl' services as . a member of tae Minnesota corrections 
al;{thority. All fees eellectible by and paid to lac probate court, exeeptas herein 
-prtWidbd, shaH be turned over to the geHeral revenue fund of the county. 

Subd .. 7. No judge of the probate court in any county having a population of 
25tOOO or more, shall practice as an attorney or counselor at law, nor shall he be a 

. padner of any practicing attorney in the business of his profession. ;z: j. 

Subd .. ~ .. 2. No judge of the probate court shall practice law in any proba te court 
in the s ta te of Minnesota nor shall he serve as an appraiser in any est~te pending for 
probate in any probate court. 
. &red.g. All references herein to populatien are to the latest decennial federal 
census provided that no changes due to anysubsequent-deeennial census shall be 
effective until July 1 following the first regular legislati'J'e session subsequent to the 
year in which said decennial census was taken. 

Sec. 19. tCHIEF JUDGES.1 Subdivision L (APPOINTMENT:] In each 
judicial district the supreme court shall after consultation with the judges of the 
district appoint a chief judge who ~ shall be a full~time, non~retired judge of 
county, district, municipal or probate court and who shall serve at the pleasure of 
the supreme court. 

Subd. 2. [ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITYJ In each judicial district the 
cluei' judge, subject to the authority of the chief justice, shall exert1lise general 
administrative authority over all courts within the judicial district. The chief judge 
shall make assignments of judges, including himself, to all cases within the judicial 
dIstnct; and, in order to more efficiently use judicial manpower, the chief judge 
inay at his discretion make assignment of a COUlLY court judge to hear district court 
matters and of a district court judge to hear county i;!ourt matters. A judge 
aggrIeved bY;=3n ass~gnment may appeal th~ assignment to the supreme court. 

Subd. 3 .. tBIN(ONTBLY MEETINGS; JUDICIAL CONFERENCE AGENDA.') 
The chief judges sft{!l1 meet at least bimonthly for the consideration of problems 
l'elatll1g tojudici~l business and administration. After consultation with the judges 
of theIr judicial district the chief judges shall prepare in conference and submit to ~. 

ttle chIef justice a suggested a.genda for the judicial conference pursuant to section .. 
4SU.1S. . 

Subd. 4. (JUDGES' MEETINGS.] The chief judge shall convene a ·'conferenc~ 
aUeast tWlCe a year o~!lll judges of the judicial district to consider administrative 
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matters and rules of court and to provide advice and counselto the chief judge. 
Sec. 20. (DISTRICT ADMINISTRATOR.) Subdivision 1. , [APPOINTMENT; 

TERM.J A dis trict administrator shall be appointed for each of the judicial dis tricts 
by the ,chief judge with the advice and approval of the judges of that judicial district 
and shall serve at the pleasure of the chief judge. A district administrator may serve 
more than one judici~l district. 

Subd. 2. (STAFF J The district administrator shall' have such deputies, 
assistants and staff as the judges of the judicial district deem necessary to perforn: 
the duties of the office. 

Subd. 3. (DUTIES.) The district administrator,shall assist the chief judge in 
the performance of his administrative duties and, shall perform any addition~l. 
duties that are assigned to him by law and by the rules of the court. 

Subd. 4. (LIAISON J, The district administrator shall assist the'supreme court, 
the chief jus tice, the state court adminis tra tor, the chief judge o(Jpe judicial dis fri'?E 
and other local and state court personnel in: ,. " 

(a) Development of and adherence to standards and procedures for the 
recruitment, evaluation, 'promotion, in-service training and discipline .of' all 
personnel in the courTsystem, other than judges and judicial officers; 

(b) Development of and adherence to uniform requirements concerning 
records, budget and information systems, and statistia~l compilations and controls; 

(c) Identification of calendar management problems and development of 
solutions; 

~d) Research and planning for future needs; 
(e) Development of continuing education programs for judicial' and 

nonjudIcial personnel; 
(0 Serving as liaison with local government, bar, news media and general 

publicj 
(g) Establishment of a court community' relations program " including , 

IdentIfication of court related public informq~ion needs and development of a 
grIevance procedure to settle administrative cOI]1plaints not related to a specific 
judiciiH determination; and 

(h) Communication of policy, procedure, relevant rulings, legislative action, 
needs, developments and improvements Jlmong county, district and state court 
offICIals. ,-

Subd. 5. The district administrator shall serve as secretary for meetings of the 
Judges of the Judicial district.'" G 

----.sec. 21. Notwithstanding sections 487.03, subdivision 1 and 525.04 a county or 
probate judge notlear)l~~n the.,law may continue in office until theexpiration of his 
present term. 'r,~::l..'" ... . (i, .' .~ • 

Sec. 22. Minnesota Statutes 1974, Sections 15A.083, Subdivision 2; 484.05; 
,484.09; 484.10; 484.11; 484.12; 484.13;484.14; 484.15; 484.16; 484.17;.484.18; 484.28; 
484.;.34; 487.05; 488A.021, SUbdivisiohs 7 and 8; 488A.19, Subdivisions 8,1!9 and 10; 
Chapters 488; 530; 53i; 532 and 633, are repealed;' " 
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1. ~NTRODUCTION 

A. PURPOSE OF CONSULTANCY 

--
In the Fall of 1975, the Select Committee on the Judicial System of Minnesota employed 

consultants to review the progress of the court reform movement in Minnesota, 
particularly with respect to administrative management of the system, and to develop a 
plan for the implementation of an effective management system for the courts. Engaged 
in the task were Judge Alfred Sulmonetti of the Circuit Court, Portland, Oregon; Judge 
Frederick Woleslagel of the District Court, Lyons, Kansas; Mr. Ellis D. Pettigrew, Court 
Administrator for the State of South Dakota; Mr. James A. Gainey, Deputy State Judicial 
Administrator for the State of Louisiana; and Bert M. Montague, Court Administrator for 
the State of North Carolina. 

B. METHODOLOGY 

The consultants participated with the Select Committee staff in the design of 
questionnaires, which were submitted to the Chief Justice and Associate Justices of the 
Supreme Court, Supreme Court staff members, State court administrative staff 
personnel, trial court judges, and trial court administrators. Following completion and 
summary of responses to the questionnaires, on-site visits were made and the consultants 
had the opportunity of interviewing key members of each group to whom questionnaires 
had been submitted. Thus, the consultants have had the opportunity of studying the 
constitutional and statutory provisions of the State relating to the court system, revieWing 
surveys conducted by the National Center for State Courts and studies made by the Arthur 
Young Company, and the opportunity to receive written and oral input from the officials 
responsibl~ for making the Minnesota court system run I) 

We have approached the task, not from the viewpoint of proposing to superimpose 
upon the Minnesota Judicial Department some ideal management system designed in a 
vacuum, but instead to ascertain what workable system would be acceptable to the 
responsible authorities in Minnesota. This report represents the combined views of the 
consultants, reached as a result of the study conducted under those constraints. .' 

II. ANALYSIS OF EXISTING SITUATION 

A. PROBLEM 
,-::, 

Although the State of Minnesota has an adequate system for administration of the 
Supreme Court, there is no system for statewide management of the Judicial 
Department. The need for change was long ago recognized in the movement to reorganize 
the courts and in the study and recommendations of the Select Committee on the Judicial 
System. A major shortcomi,ng is the lack of dependable data on the caseload. We 
recognized early in the study that tbere was sufficient documentation of: 

';. 

(1) The absence of management at the trial cour t level ; 
(2) divergent andoinefficient administrative, fiscal and business practices,fol'I9s, 
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metnods and systems in the different counties; 
(3) insufficient staffing for court administration; 
(4) unequal funding; and 
(5) varying personnel practices 

o 

to mandate a reexamination of the management structure. These ~onc1usions are 
supported by the National Center surveys, the Arthur Young studies, the special 
committee findings, and the key group responses. It is made apparent by all these sources 
that uniform policies and goals, and priorities for the court syste:m are not being set by the 
Judicial Department leadership. 

H. EXISTING SYSTEM 

c, 1. Struc ture 
~ 

An analysis of the present system for administration in Minnesota was necessary 
before a chart for future development could be drawn. In reviewing the present system 
and malting future projections, we remember~d the philosophy expressed by the Select 
Committee in its interim report to the elfect that the Committee would study 
recommendations made by the American Bar Association and other national grotlps and 
would review court reform efforts in other states, but the'intent of the deliberations would 
be to find problems in the Minnesota court structure and recommend changes to meet 
those specific needs. Also, we were mindful of Chief Justice Sheran's preference for 
decentralized control and participatory management. Within these constraints, we 
considered certain generally accepted basic requirements of a court system and 
examined the Minnesota sys tem to see if it lacked any of these. 

Assuming as a goal the delivery of fair and equal justice with a reasonable degree of 
efficiency and dispatch, we sought to determine the necessary requirements in the court 
management area to produce these results. The first need is for a manageable structure. 
Since the 1971 amendment substituting the county court for the multitude of previously 
existing' lower courts, the Minnesota system has been structured in manageable 
proportions. Unification in the ABA sense might be a refinement over the two-tiered trial 
court system, but it is not essential to effective management. 

2. POlicy-Making 

The second essential is placement of necessary management authority. This authority 
has been fixed with respect to the district court by the Minnesota statutes. 

(M.S. 2.724, Subd. 2. To promote and secure more efficient justice, the chief justice of 
the supreme court of the state shall supervise and coordinate thework of the district 
courts of the state.) 

It will appropriately be made applicable to all the courts by the Select Committee bill. The 
amended statute will require the Chief Justice to supervise and coordinate the. work of all 
the courts .?f the State. The Chief Justice possesses the necessary authority to supervise 
and direct the Court Administrator and his staff. 
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(M.S. 480.15 POWERS AND DUTIES. Subdivision 1. The court administrator shall, 
under the supervision and direction of the chief justice, have the powers and duties 
prescribed by this section.) ,,:.1 

A third necessity is for administrative rule-making authority in the Supreme Court. It 
would appear from responses made by the members of the Supreme Court tha t this 
authority now exists. 

(M.S. 480.05 POWER; RULES. The supreme court shall have all the authority 
necessary for carrying into execution its judgments and determinations; and for the 
exercise of its jurisdiction as the supreme judicial tribunal of the state, agreeable to the 
usages and principles of law. (Emphasis added. This passage may be applicable.1 

As an aid in policy-making, the Court has the Judicial Council. 

(M.S. 483.01 CREATION. A judicial council is hereby created for the continuous study of 
the organization, rules and methods of procedure and practice of the judicial system of 
the state, and of all matters relating to the administration of said system and its 
several departments.> 

Under the Select Committee bill, it will have authority to appoint a Chief Judge for each 
judicial district, who will have effective administrative authority. 

(M.S. 480.16 DISTRIBUTION OF WORK OF COURTS; DUTY OF JUDGES TO 
COMPLY WITH CIDEF JUSTICE'S DIRECTION. The chief Justice shall consider 
all recommendations of the court administrator for the assignment of judges, and, in 
his discretion, direct any judge whose calendar, in the judgment of the chief justice, 
WIll permit, to hold court in any county or district where need therefor exists, to the end 
that the courts of this state shall function with maximum efficiency, and that the work 
of other cOllrts shall be equitably distributed. The supreme court may provide by rule 
for the enforcement of this section and section480.17.) .. . 

3. Administration , 

Fourth, it is axiomatic that management requires people. Day-to-day managelllentof 
the sys tern, the process by which the policies of the Supreme Court gr ~ther poli(!t'rpaking . 
body are executed, requires statutory authority and an adequa te professional 
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administrative staff. Th~ present administrative statute was apparently copied from 
another state without any real determination on the part of the General Assembly that it 
would be filllowed in Minnesota. It should be noted that the statute in its present form Was 
passed in 1963 when Minnesota did not purport to have a statewide court administrator, 
but il).stead had an administrative assistant to the Chief Justice. During the 1971 reform 
amendme~t, the title "Court Administrator" was substituted for administrative 
assistant, but no change was made in the substance of the act. The statute gives the Court 
Administrator authority to e~amine1 study, report, and recommend, but does not give him 
the necessary authority to implement policies and practices and to require compliance. 

J . . 
(M.s. 48'0.15 POWER AND DUTIES. Subdivision 1. The court administrator shall, 
under the supervision and direction of the chief justice, have the powers and duties 
prescribed by this section. .~ 

Subd. 2. The court administrator shall examine the administrative methods . and 
systems employed in the offices of the judges, clerks, reporters, ~nd employees of the 
court and make recommendations; through the chief justice for the improvement of the 
same. 

Subd. 3. The courtadIninistrator shall examine the state of dockets of the courts and 
" determin~ the need for assistance by any court. 

Subd; 4. The court administrator shall make recommendations to the chief justice 
relating to the assignment of judges where courts are in need of assistance and carry 
out the direction of the chief justice as to the assignments of judges to counties and 
districts where the courts are in need of assistance. . 

SUbd. 5. The court administrator shall collect and compile statistical and other data 
and make reports of the business transacted by the courts and transmit the same to the 
chief justice andto the respective houses of the legislature to the end that proper action 
may be taken in respect thereto. 

Subd. 6. Theeourt administrator shall prepare and submit budget estimates of state 
appropriations necessary for the maintenance and operation of the jUdICIal system ana 
make recommendations in respect thereto, 

Subd. 7. The court administrator shall collect statistical and other data and make 
reports relating to the expenditure of public moneys, state and local, for the 
maintenance and operation of the judicial system and the offices connected therewith. 

Subd. 8. The court administrator shall obtain reports from clerks of courts in 
accordance with law or rules adopted by the supreme court of this state on cases and 
other judicial business in which action has been delayed beyond periods of time 
specified by law or rules of court and make report thereof to the supreme court of this 
state and to the respective houses of the legislature. . .. 

Subd. 9. The court administrator shall formulate .and submit to the judicial council 
of this state and to the respective houses of the legislatur.e recommendations of policies 
for the improvement of thejudiciaI system. 

Subd. lO.The court administrator shall formulate and submit annually, as of 
February 1, to the chief justice and the judicial council, a report of the activities of the 
court administrator's office for the preceding calendar year. 

Subd. 11. The court administrator shall attend to such other matters consistent with 
the powers delegated herein as may be assigned by the supreme court of this sta te.) 

This deficiency will apparently be cured by Section 5 of the Select Committee bill. 

(Select Committee Bill, Section5. Minnesota statutes 1974, Section 480.15, is amended 
by adding a SUbdivision to read: 

. SUbd. lOb. The court administrator shall promulgate and administer uniform 
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requirements .concerning records, budget and information systems and statistical 
compilation and controls.), . 

Another interesting subdivision of the existing statute is the one that requires the 
Administrator to prepare and submit budget estimates of state appropriations necessary 
for the maintenance and operation of the judicial system (see M.S. 480.15, SUbd. 6, supra). 
This was apparently passed without any serious consideration given to statewide 
financing, which it implies. The Minnesota Court Administrator has done an excellent job 
of administering the affairs of the Supreme Court and performing the duties assig.q~d to 
him by the Chief Justice. However, he has been given neither authorization nor staffing 
and facilities for statewide management of the court system. 

To permit effective management, the Court Administrator should have authorization 
and. staffing for the following purposes: 

1. fiscal management 
2. personnel administration 
3. clerical supervision 
4. comprehensive planning 
5. continuing education 
6. systems development 
7. procurement 

With re~pect to the first requirement, partial statutory authorization already exists 
(see M.S. 480.15, Subd. 6-7, supra). However, funding has been limited to operating 
expenses of the Supreme Court and salaries of the district court judges, and the 
Administrator has had no authority to establish accounting procedures except with 
respect to his own budget. The first step towards improvement should be State funding fOr 
salaries and expenses of all judges, and that provision is made in the Select Committee 
bill. 

(Select Committee Bill, Section 3. Minnesota Statutes 1974, Section 15A.083, 
Subdivision 1, is amended to read: 

15A.083 (SALARIES FOR POSITIONS IN THE JUDICIAL BRANCH,] Subdivision 
1. [ELECTIVE JUDICIAL OFFICERS.] The following salaries shall be paid annually 
to ffie enumerated elective judicial officers of the state: 
Chief ~~1Sti?e o! the supreme court $40,000 
ASSOCIate Justice of the supreme court 36,500 
District,~ county, probate and municipal judge . 32,000 
The salaries of justices and district,county, probate and municipal judges shaH be 
paid by the state.) ,', 

State financing and unitary budgeting are optional features which might be considered at 
a later date. 

The Court Administrator under the present statute is authorized to prepare and submit 
budget estimates (see M.S. 480.15, Subd. 6, supra).. Added to this should be power to 
authorize expenditures of these appropriated funds. His' fiscal management authority 
should not be limited to the Administrative Office. He should be authorized tdprescribe 
uniform.accounting systems and methods for the clerks' offices and to conduct in-house 
,audits to see that his policies are being followed. Apparently that authority is granted in 
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the Select Committee bill (see Select Committee Bill, Section 5, supra). 
Personnel administration is the next major area of need. It is not necessary that the 

Court Administrator become involved in the selection of personnel to be employed within 
the trial court structure. What is needed is authorization for him to prescribe and 
adrtlinister a uniform classification and pay plan for all non-judicial court personnel 
throughout the State. Authority in this regard also appears in the Select Committee bill. 

(Select Committee Bill, Section 4. Minnesota Statutes 1974, Section 480.15, is amended 
by adding a subdivision to read: 

SUbd.lOa. The court administrator shall prepare standards and procedures for the ., 
recruitment, evaluation, promotion, in-service training and discipline of all personnel 
in the court sys tern other than judges and judicial officers.) 

The third area of concern is that of supervision of the district court clerk. This is one of 
the roost important functions and it has been cUsregarded in the Minnesota court 
administrator statute (see M.S. 480.15, supra). Partial provision for this is also found in 
the Select Committee bill where the Administrator is given personnel control and records, 
budget, and information systems control (see Select Committee Bill, Sections 4 and 5, 
supra). 

To maintain itself as a separate and independent branch of government, the Judicial 
Department must have its own platming capacity. The staffing necessary to conduct 
continuous cOlnpre~nsive planning for the Judicial Department .should be under the 
Court Administrator. At present he performs the planning function, but again is limited 
primarily to the Supreme Court. He should have a staff of at least two full-time persons 
engaged in the task if departmental planning status is to be achieved. 

Continuing education is a universally recognized need within court systems. There is 
an effective ongoing judicial education program now in Minnesota, but for management 
purposes this should be a staff function of the Administrative Office. Another essential 
requirement is for a systems division with primary responsibility for the design and 
implementation of a management information system. The Court Administrator has 
made a beginning in this area. As one of the participating states in the State Judicial. 
Information System Project, Minnesota has had the advantage of coordinated advanced 
planning by its Administrator. However, a substantially enlarged staff will be necessary 
to finish the design, then implement and operate the system. 

To provide equality of treatment, economy and uniformity, the Court Administrator 
should acquire the procurement authority for the Judicial Department. This function is 
performed by him at present for the Supreme Court only. Space and facility acquisition, 
and ~JlPplies, equipment and printing should eventually be placed under his control. 

C.ENDORSEMENT OF CHANGE 
It appears from the responses by Supreme Court Justices to the questionnaire tliat 

members of the Minnesota Supreme Court support an expansion of the office of the Sta te 
Court Adnlinistrator. The Court seemed to approve most of the generally accepted 
necessary functions and ranked them in the following order of priority: 

1. fiscal management 
2. personnel administration 
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3. records and systems development and management 
4. intra and inter-court services 
5. facility, space, and equipment managemept" 
6. planning and research (( 1/ 
7. court/ community relations \ ! 
8, continuing education 
9. jury / witness management 

Itemized under these various functional divisions were practically every condeivable 
operation necessary to the establishment of an effective state court administrator's 
office. Thus, it appears that the Court will support statewide court administration 
provided there is decentralized, participatory management by administrative judges at 
the trial court level. 

III. PROPOSED SYSTEM 

A. T~E SELECT COMMITTEE BILL 
'.theconsultants have con~luded that a highly effective administrative management 

system for the courts of Minnesota is practically within the grasp of the leadership at the 
present time and that determination by this leadership to take the re~ns and move forward 
administratively with implementation will produce the necessary system. 

Minnesota has a very distinct advantage over most of the states which have 
experienced court reform in that there is no apparent neceE:sity to change the 
Constitution. Legislation will accomplish the purpose, and the Select Committee bill 
provides sufficient authorization to meet most of the requirements. Additional provision 
may be desirable later for closer supervision of the clerks' offices and for the 
procurement and supply functions ... However, the basic requirements which we 
recommend for the Minnesota courts are provided for in the current version of Select 
Committee bilL Thus, the number one goal is to secure passage of this bill, 

B. ADMINISTRATIVE IMPLEMENTATION 

1. Advisory Councils 

Our proposals are based upon the assumption that the bill, essentially in its present 
form, will pass. The polar star which guided us is referred to in the statement orJltb.e 
problem - that is, that the system must be decentralized and must involve participatory 
management This leads to the two m,ajor features of our proposal; (1) The Council15f 
Chief Judges and (2) The Council of Trial Court Administra tors. 

A suggested organizational phart is attached for the purpose of illustrating· our plan. 
We propose a two-phased implementation of the new administrative management system 
- the first phase to be completed around June 30, 1976, and the second to be implemented 
as tim.e permits during the next succeeding biennium. Again we emphasize that when the 
Select Committee bill passes our proposed program can be established adplinistratively. 
The only possible exception to this is the administrative rule-making authority. It is our 
feeling thC\Uhe Supreme Courthas inherent power to promulgate the necessary rules; .We 
mention this possible exception at this time so that if the Supreme Court has any 
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reservations about its authority in this regard and feels that additional1egb'ilation is 
desirable, it might propose such legislation to be included in the Select Committee bill. In 
this connection, it is noted that Sections 2, 19, and 20 of the Select Committee bill appear to 
provide legislative authorization if Jndeed any is necessary. 

The Select Committee bill provides for the appointment of a chief judge in each judicial 
district by the Supreme Court. It is our proposal that these ten judges constitute the 
Council of Chief Judges .. The bill further calls for the appointment in each judicial district 
of a district administrator. This profes~ional is to be appointed by the Chief Judge of the 
district. We propose that the ten district administrators constitute the Council of Trial ~ 
Court Administrators. Section 2 of the bill authorizes the Chief Justice to designa~ 
indiyidual judges and committees of judges to assist him in the performance of his(fiUti~~). 

i'-, • . --' 

o 

(Select Committee Bill, Section 2, SUbd. 4(c). Supervising the administrative 
operations of the courts. The chief Justice may desi~ate individual judges and 
committees of judges to assist hIm in e performance of . s duties,) 

It is our suggestion that the Chief Justice designate the Council of Chief Judges as his 
official advisory committee. That Council can in turn organize the district administrators 
into the Council of Trial Court Administrators. 

2. Policy-Making 
In the proposed management structure, the Supreme Court, as it must, sta.nds at the 

head 9f the Judicial Department. However, this does not mean that it will be required to 
initiate and implement all of the administrative rules. To assist the Court with its internal 
adm1ilistrative operations, we prJpose a Supreme Court Administrator. We then propose <,; 

a State Court Administrator to coordinate administrative operations within the courts on 
a statewide basis. The State Court Administrator will, of course; provide staff services to 
the Supreme Court with respect to its administrative management function. However, it 
is not proposed that the State Court Administrator necessarily develop policy 
recommendations. These recommendations instead will be developed at the local trial 
court level by Chief Judges and the Council of Chief Judges, assisted by the Council of 
Trial Court Administrators. We propose that the State Court Administrator provide 
secretarial and staff services for both these gJ,,'-Oup~,and thereby furnish the necessary 
coordination among those Councils and the Shpreme Court. 

There is no magic in any particular admini~t!'ative structure. What we seek to do is to 
place planning and management of the courts in an institutionalized setting of judicial 
officials. Since there are varying needs of the courts" among the different districts in 
Minnesota, it is not anticipated that the Council of Chief Judges will r.ecommend strict 
uniformity throughout the state. For example, the Council would not .(lirect a specific 
calendaring system to be used in every district. Uniformity should l~encot.U'aged, and in 
those areaS where it is workable, we feel that the mereexist~nceof the\formalized setting 
within which the chief judges and administrators can come together- and exchange ideas 
will produce Some degree of uniformity. Subject to the general supervisory authority of 
the Chief Justice and to rules of the Supreme Court, it is clear that the chief judges in 
concert CQuld implementadrninistrative practices to be followed throughout the State. 
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Normally, however; when a uniform rule is proposed for statewide applicability, it would 
be presented by the Council to the Supreme. Court and left for consideration and possible " 
promulgation by the Supreme Court. In this operation, the Supreme Court would not be 
directly involved on a frequent basis with the Council of Coief Judges or with the policy· 
making problem. Instead, it would be regularly advised by the State Court Admini§trator, 
acting as secretary for the Council, and through this coordinated arrangement there will 
be a steady flow of proposals going from the Council to the various courts of the State and, 

, in necessary situations, upward to the Supreme Court for its determination. 

3. Administrative Staffing 
The next part of ouriproposal which deserves special mention is the increased ~fing 

within the State Court Administrator's office, We propose a Director of Admini~tive 
Services and a Dir1ector of Operations. Within the administrative services section; we 
would place the functions of personnel, public relations, procurement, and judicial 
education. The procurement function will be a very limited one e during Phase I of 
implementation. The judicial education arm is already in existence and only needs to be 
placed administratively in the appropriate setting. The personnel responsibility will be 
placed upon the Administrator by the Select Committee bill (see Select Committee'Bill, 
Section 4, supra), and a two- or three-person staff will be required to pe~form this 
function. 'fhe need for a court information officer has been recognized, and m~.J.'W 
jurisdictiong,:ha ve already assigned this responsibility to a position. There is a necessIty to 
educate the public as tQ.the needs of, and the appropriate role and function of the courts " 
and a court information officer is the only known source of accomplishing this objective. 
There does not appear to be authorization in the Select Committee bill, but the office can 
be established through an LEAA grant application. . 

The Director of Operations will have the major 'staffing within the state Court 
Administrator's office. Section 5 of the Select Committee bill provides tha,t the Court 
Administrator shall promulgate and administer uniform requirements concerning 
records, budget and information systems and statistical compilation apd controls. This 
language clearly places tbe responsibility of fiscal management on the State Court 
Administrator. This would appear to require the preparation and implementation of 
uniform records and accounting procedures and systems throughout the Sta teo 

One reason the courts are having such a difficult time meeting their obligations today 
is that they have not utilized the planning. process. Comprehensive planning for the courts 
has been recognized on a national basis as a top priority need. LEAA funding is available 
to support planning and research activities, and we propose that a unit be; established for 
the State Court Administrator's office. 

Management of the system will be at the local level, and it is not anticipate,~ that the 
State Court Admininistrator will be directly involved in trial court operations. However, 
"tbere are needs for assis'tance at<lhe local level, and we propose that there be established 
technical assistap,ce staff in the State Court Administrator's office to fill this need. Each 
passing day sees the development of new systems and new technology which might be put 
to use in the courts area. We anticipate a small staff. of experts which will be available to 
provide assistance, upon request, to the various courts around the st51te. This team might 
include a statistician, a records specialist, a communications specialist, and others who 
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will maintain proficiency in developing technology and be available to aqvise the judges, ' 
court administrators) clerks and others at the trial court level who need technical 
assistance. 'J 

A da41 and systems ~flnagement section is an obvious need. A state Judicial 
Information System projectis already well underway in the Minnesota court system, and 
it is reasonable to assUme tbatcomp~)rs will be utilized in the major trial courts and at 
the state level. " , 

Since the personnel and fisc;:al management responsibilities will be placed upon the 
State Court Administrator's office by the Select Committee bill, it seems reasonable to 
assume that the General Assembly will authorize funding for these, two staffs. With 
respect to the other increased staffing'in the Administrator's office, there are two options 
availabl,Pt. Numb~r one would be to seek legisla~ive funding. The other alternative would 
be to seek LEAA grants. There has been considerable pressure applied to LEAA to 
require in~reased funding for the courts. It is reasonable to assume that all of the 
necessary initial funding could be secured through LEAA grants. The 1977 General 
Assembly can be asked to apsume some of the funding, and then the 1979 Session can be 
expected to assume the remaining funding responsibility. 

4. Priorities 

o A priority listing'of Phase I items would indude: J} 

G (1) Establishment of the position of Trial Court Administratorin each of{'the ten 
districts. Where necessary, these could be employed initially with LEAAfl~?ds. 

/' 

" ~2) Establishment of the office of Chief Judge of the district. 

",= (3) Establishment of the Council Of Chief Judges. 
o 

(4) Establishment of the Council of Trial Court Administr~tors . 

. (5) Expansion of the staff of the State co~t Adminiscp'~tor. Priorities for this 
expansion would be- ,,' ' 

(a) personnel and fiscal management; 
(b) planning ana. research; 
(c) data and system~ management; 
(d) technical assistance; and 
(e) p~b)ic relations. 

L ...... " \\ (' r." 

. (As il1dicated above, the judicial education process is not a new fu.nction but 
will simply require appropriate assignment within the office.) 

. The two staff directors should be recruit~a a.Qd employed so as to be available to 
,help in organization and staffing of their various divisions. 

" 

These tasks should be completed as soon as possible after June 30, 1976. 
For the judicial information system, we propose essentially a decentralized operation. 

'7 There';Villq,e a State-level p.eedfor managen:t~nt data and, therefore, the need exists for a 
State~le,Jel management infoqnation system which will have access to data necessary to 
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that function. Management of the operatiqual data and systems should be left to the local 
adminis tra tors. 

With the necessary legislation having been passed and the Phase I organization havlng 
been completed, the administrative staff can then move into a number of functions wmcho 
might appropriately be referred to as HPhase Uobjedives." These include; 

(1) Develop\Uent of the rule-making function by the Council of Chief Judges. 
'0.:< '::-

(2) Design ana installation of uniform accounting records. 

(3) Design and implementation of uniform case records and procedures for the 
clerks' offices. 

(4) Development of a personnel administration program. 
\ 

(5) ,.Continued development of a managemeLt information system. 
II 

(6) Institution of a program of facilities management. 

5. Job Qualifications 

T!Ie key to the success of this program will be the qualifications of the persons selected 
for the positions of Chief Judge, District Administrator, and statf positions in the S'4lte 
Court Administrator's office. Experience in other jurisdictions indicates that the judge 0' 

~o has both judicial and administrative qualifications and who is concerned and 
~/ 

dedicated enough to want to exercise administrative authority is a rare person. Great 
care must be exercised in selecting the Chief Judges to see that persons possessing this 
talent are apPoint9'd, and this should be done without regard to seniority or popularity. 

Selection of the appropriate person to fill the position of Trial Court Administrator is 
likewise a critical problem. The court administrator must be qualified first and forem~st 
as a manager. Given the court setting, it would be preferable to find a lawyer with broad, 
management skills to take the position. Although it is d~sirable ~o'have an admi:mstrator 
who is a legally trained person, experience indicates that the field of law does notu 
typically offer educational preparation in the field of administration or the disciplineso 
relevant to management. 

Minimum qualifications should be set before any additional \ladministrator positions 
are filled, and we propose as the very miJ;limum qualification the following;~ "Bachelor's 

" degree, five years experience in court administration, or a combination of such 
experience and gradug,te work in public administration, court administration, or law,H d • 

The economy in Minnesota and salaries paid to otherjqpicial officials will have some 
bearing on this, but on the basis of national experience it appears that the bottom range of 
the district court administrator's salary should be $25,OQO per year . 

.. Similar car~ should be exercised in the selection of personnel on the State Court 
Administrator's staff. For example, in the fiscal management division, a person with 
government accounting background wQuld be desirable. In judicial e.ducation, an 

~, attorney who can readily establish,. credibility with the judges would appear=tq, be .. 
~~ desirable. For the personnel fptction, a person with background in op~;sOI~'t),el 
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administration, preferably in government service, would be desirable. For the public 
relations or court information officer, a person with a major in journalism and experience 
in a public relations position or with the public media would be appropriate. For the 
pl~nning and research staff, we propose a mixture of legally and non-legally trained 
scholars. The technical assistance staff should consist of technicians :with experience and 
qualifications in tte fields for which coverage is desired - e.g., records rnanagement. For 
the data and systems management division, great care should be exercised to see that 
persons experienced in sy~tems management and development are acquired, along with 
the programmers and technicians who operate the hardware. C 

\\ 

C. CONCLUSION 

We have concentrated upon the mechanics of establishing an institutional setting for 
interaction among the judges and administrators at the various levels in the Minnesota 
Judicial Department to the vi;tual exclusion of specification of duties which should be 
performed, by the various persons. We have taken this course because the Select 
Committee bill is explicit in assigning the necessary duties to the administrative judges 
and court administrators at the various levels. Our action also comports with the 
prevailing philosophy, both judicial and political, in Minnesota by placing the major 
management 'responsibility at the local level. \iAlso, it provides just ~nough limited 
authority at the state Court Administrator level to enable the office to discharge its 
responsibility for executing statewide policy for the Supreme Court and the Council of 
Chief Judges. If the Select Committee bill is enacted 'in its present form and ,the 
ol'gamzational suggestions contained herein are fOllowed, the State of Minnesota will 
qevelop an enviable system for court management. 
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To us the most important factors to be considered in recommending an administrative 
system are the needs of the system and who has the responsibility to meet those needs an~ 
finally who is best able to meet those needs. 

It is just plain good administration that decisions affecting operational administration 
should be made at the lowest level possible consistent with overall policy guidelines. It is 
also the opinion of the writers that the Minnesota courts will not respond well to 
centralized administration. 

It is the opinion of the writers that the administration of the state system would be bf's~ 
served if the operational function of the trial courts remains the responsipility Of the trial 
court chief judges. It is our opinion that the Minnesota court system is best served in this 
way beca\lSe the nearer the responsibility is placed to the need the better it will be for the, 
total. system. 

The degree to which decentralized administration effectively and effiCiently serves the 
needs of the trial courts will determine the degree to which the present decentrcdized 
system, even though fragmented, is capable of operating effectively. We believe, 
however, that there are some modifications that could be made to the organization of the 
courts that would insure effective operation of all the trial courts in the state. 

In the interest of decentralized court administration, trial court districts should take 
the initiative in and responsibility for establishing a mechanism in which the trial courts 
can effectively coordinate their own activity. In order to meet this need, we recommend 
that a council of judges be created to supervise and coordinate the administrative 
function of the trial courts. 

This ;council would be composed of a chief judge from each judicial district in the sta teo 
Initially the judge, who would be the district representativ6~ on the council, would be 
elected by his colleagues. Selection of a judge should not be on the basis of seniority or 
rank. The judge should be chosen solely on the basis of administrative talent or ability. At 
some future date, it may be advisable to make attendance at the National College of the 
State Judiciary special session on court administration a reqUirement to becoming a chief ' 
judge. 

In the long run, it may be more cost effective if the office of Continuing Education for 
State Court Personnel develop a court administration curriculum for all the judges. It is 
understood that this requirement may not be possible to fully implement until something 
like 1980. 

One significant obervation must be made at this point: if any administrative change is 
made in Minnesota, it must be based upon the needs and desires of the judges in the 
system. It is our hope that these needs and desires will be eJq>ressed by the judges' 
council. 

This council is viewed as a permanent and continuing mechanism for securing the 
advice and suggestions of the judges. The concept of participatory management for court. 
administration is a sound one, and eJq>erience has shown us that the judiciary must be 
actively involved,in order to have positive results. 

It is our hope that this council would insure the free flow of information both up and 
down the administrative. organization in Minnesota. 

It is also our opinion that, .in order to insure an effective decentralized admini§trative 
structure, the position of regional administr,lQr should be established for each of the ten 
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judicial districts. To us it also follows that the chief judge should select his own 
adminis trator. 

o 

This administrator would play ah important role in managing the courts in his district but 
his loyalty and allegiance would be with his chief judge. The trial judge must not have the 
attitude that someone f~~om the Supreme Court would be constantly available to "check 
onH him. The necessary relatiohship that must be developed between a court 
administrator and his judge at the trial court cannot be effective unless the individual is 
employed by the local judge and serving at his pleasure. 

It appea;rs to us that effective models for court administration have been established in 
Minnesota and it would be to the benefit of the trial court system if the state legislature 
establish the position of regional court administrator in each of the ten districts of the 
state. We feel that it is necessary to establish these positions by the legislature since the 
Judicial Article of the Constitution does not clearly define the locus of the rule-making 
power in Minnesota. 

'If the legislature establishes these positions and the trial judges elect to fill the 
positions with professional administrators, it is our opinion that the fragmented and 
uneven administration referred to in other studies would be eliminated and that an 
effective and efficient decentralized system would emerge. 

It is our recommendation that the regional administrator have administrative 
responsibility over municipal, county and district courts. It will be necessary in large 
metropolitan areas to appoint court administrators to concentrate directly on the needs 

<I 
and problems of one or more of the trial courts, e.g., Hennepin County Municipal Court. 

Subject to the authority of the judges of the district and the supervision of the chief 
judge, the regional administrator should perform the following functions: 

Caseflow management, jury and witness management; personnel, financial and 
data administration subject to standards established by the judges' council and the 
Supreme Court. 

Secretarial services at meetings of the judges of the district and any other judicial 
committee meetings. 

Cr 

Liason to local government) bar, news media and general public. 

Management of physical facilities, equipment and purchase services within the 
district. 

Reporting to and consulting with the district judges' conference on the operation of 
the courts. 

(Except for the management of physical facilities, equipment and purchase of 
services, this outline of duties compares quite closely with those enumerated in the 

I,~ 
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Select Committee Bill; \I 

Subd. 3 tDUTIES:.] The district administratorshall assist the chief iUdgein the 
performance of his adnlinistrative duties and shall perform any additiona duties that 
are assigned to him by l.aw and by the rules of the court . . . 

Subd.4 (LIAISON.] :rhe district administrator shall assist the supreme court, the 
chief justice, 'the state (court administrator the chief 'ud e of the 'udicial district and 
other local and state court personne in: . 

(a) Development of and adherence to standards and procedures for the 
rectuitment, evaluation, promotion, in-service training and discipline of all personnel 
in tHe court system, other than'rdgeS and judicial officers; . 

~b) Development of and ad erence to uniform requirements concerning records, 
budget and information systems, and statistical compilations and controls~ 

(c) . Identification . of calen~ar management problems· and development of 
solutions;· . . co 

(d) Research and planning for future needs; 
(e) Development of continuing education programs for judicial and nonjudicial 

personnel; . 
(0 Serving as liaIson with local government, bar, news media and general public; 
(g) Establishment of a court communi relations ro am includin identifica fion 

ofcourtre a e pu lCIll orma lOnneedsanddeve opment of a grievance proce ure 0 
settle administrative complaints not related to a specific judicial determination; and 

(h) Communication of policy, procedure, relevant rulings, legislative action, 
needs, developments and improvements among county, district and state court 
officials. 

Subd. 5. The district administrator shall serve as secretary for meetings of the 
judges of the judicial district.) 

Depending on the organizational structure of the judicial district either the regional 
administrator or a trial court administrator should also be responsible for the 
administration of all personnel staff services, including the functions traditionally 
performed by: 

The Clerk of Court 
Courtroom Clerks 
Court Reporters 
Secretaries 
Law Clerks (] 
Jury Commissioners 
All Other Comparable Persons Engaged in Court-Related Activities (see Select 

Committee Bill, Section 20, Subd. 4-a,e,h, supra,) 0' 

To establish the proper kind of relationship between a regional administrator and the 
bench, it requires a person with qualifications beyond question. The skills and 
qualifications of the regional administrator should pro'{ide the basis for his being greeted 
and treated as a respopsible partner with the judges of the court. If this is only possible 
when the administrator is a lawyer with broad management skills, then, we recommend 
that he be such a lawyer; but it should be remembered that the regional administrator 
mus t be qualified first and foremost as a manager. 

The success or failure of the court administrator also depends on whether he knows his 
role and what the expectaJions of the bench are and on whether he has the ability to 
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achieve a coordinated work force within the region. 
Even though we have suggested that it may be necessary to hire a, person who is legally 

trained, 'it should be remembered that law ~oes not typically' offer educational 
preparation in the field of administration or the disciplines pertinent to administration. 

There are lawyers who have developed management skills in government and in 
corporations who may be available for such an office but they are often hard to find. ' 

If it is decided that it is possible to hire an administrator, then the minimum 
experience and training should be: Bachelor's degree, 5 years' experience in court 
administration, graduate work in public adlninistration and lor law and lor court 
administration. Minimum salary should be $25,000 per year. 

In summary, it should be 'remembered that the court administrator's job is not 
intended tp supplant the judges' administrative authority, but rather to cause the courts' 
authority to be used more effectively. The Minnesota bench should not conclude that a 
court administrator in each judicial district excuses them from substantial concern over 
the administration of their courts. In fact, the chief judge's full participation and 
cooperation in the judges' council and in the affairs of his district are vital to insuring the 
success of the regional court administrators and of the concept of decentralized court 
adminis tration. 

It will still be the judges within each district who are held accountable for its 
administration. This will require them to take an increased interest in the theory and 
practICe of administration. The regional judicial administrator will remove much of the 
everyday administrative work from their shoulders. 

However, the judges and particularly the chief judge mus t be well informed on matters 
of administration. 

Il'inally, the Minnesota cOilrts will never find themselves in full control of their own 
administration until they can demonstrate that they can do a better job than a legislative 
or executive agency. The writers find it a bit amusing to find such great .concern over the 
fact that some people suggest centralizing the administration of the courts in the Supreme 
Court, when, in fact, many of the functions they suggest to be transferred to the Supreme 
Court are now being performed by either executive or legislative agencies. Judges must 
recognize the fact that they are going to be the managers of change or its victim. 
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General Observations 

Chief Justice Sheran and Associate Justice Yetka, as Chairman of the State Judicial 
Council, have very wisely lent their efforts to assist the legislature in its consideration of 
any program touching upon court unification. The information compil(~d by the Select 
Committee on the Judicial System should provide the legislature with a firm basis for 
considering the advisability of any changes that might be considered as properly in the 
field of legisla tion. 

In like manner, credit should be given to former Chief Justice Knutson and the 
National Center for State Courts for the detailed information on Minnesota trial courts 
made available to the legislature by the Minnesota District Court Survey and the 
Minnesota County Court Survey. 

With the wealth of information at hand, it might be hoped that most changes that may 
be made would be made by the judicial branch. This would seem to be in keeping with the 
doctrine of separation of powers. This would result, probably, in any changes being 
helpful in carrying out the functions of the trial courts. 

One of the emotional objections to any semblance of unification arises from the fact 
that judges, historically, have had a great deal of autonomy. They don't like to lose it. 
They tend to believe, also, that Judges of a different class lack their experience, and 
likewise, their expertise. The meeting with the Key Group revealed that these sentiments 
exist within the trial judiciary in Mi~esota. 

Even so, proposed legislation would indicate that some unification of the trial courts is 
probably close at hand. And even if the Chief Justice becomes responsible for such 
matters as administrative policies, budget, LEAA, Highway, and other federal funds, 
judicial meetings, clerk and administrative meetings, education, public information and 
judicial assignment, he cannot do it alone. Nor can he do many of these tasks with just the 
aid of the Judicial Council, or a State Bench~Bar Committee, or both. 

It is necessary that he have active cooperation of the trial judiciary and this should be 
under definite guidelines and definite assignment of duties. We believe this requires an 
expansion of power, and assi~pment of new duties, for chief judg~s. 

Recommendations 

1. Both county and municipal courts will be referred to as county courts hereafter. The 
county courts should be re-aligned so that each county court district is wholly within only 
one district court district. We shall refer to such a combination of courts as a Judicial 
District. We assume this is properly a legislative function. 

2. The district court judges and the county court judges acting together should elect a 
district court judge as Chief Judge of the Judicial District for a definite term. They should 
also elect a county court judge as Associate Chief Judge. The Associate Chief Judge's 
primary responsibility would be to coordinate all county court functions and serve as 
liaison between the county and district courts. 

o 

(This differs somewhat from the Select Committee Bill, Section 19, Subdivision 1 which 
is as follows: [CHIEF JUDGES.] Subdivision 1. [APPOINTMENT.) In each judicial 
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and Section 14, SUbd. 4 rCHIEF COUNTY COURT JUDGE.) If a county court 
district elects more than one county court judge, the chief justice of the supreme cour-t 
judge of the judicial dis trict wherein the county court dis trict is Ioca ted shaH select the 
chief county court judge who shall serve at the pleasure of the chief juStiee;udge and 
for a term of two years and who shall be responsible for assigning the work 0 ' the court 
except as provided in Section 19.) 

3. In Judicial Districts having 10 or more judges we reGommend the creation of an 
Executive Committee, composed of thee-Chief Judge, Associate Chiei' Judge and 3 to 5 
judges (depending upon the number of judges within the judicial gistrict) elected by the 
judges for staggered terms. 

The Executive Committee should act in an advisory capacity to the Chief Judge. It 
shall have authority to make final decisions on administrative matters and other 
questions which affect tbe entire Judicial District as a whole. However, any such decision 
by the Executive Committee, upon request of any judge, should be subject to review and 
fmal approval at the regular monthly meeting of judges. 

The Executive Committee should meet upon call of the Chief Judge. Timely notic~, and 
an agenda or each called meeting should be given to each member. Minutes of each 
meeting should be prepared and distributed to all judges within the Judicial District. 

4. The term of office for the Chief Judge and the Associate Chief Judge should be two 
years. Judges elected to these positions should be eligible to serve one additional two-year 
term. 

(N 0 provision has been made in the Select Committee Bill for term of office.) 

(Such a policy permits continuity of management and the utilization of all judges 
within the Judicial District who have administrative skills. If the judges so elected 
perform their duties well and to the satisfaction of their colleagues, the above policy 
would permit their election for an additional term, If their performance has not been 
satisfactory, a change can be made at the end of the first term.) 

5. The election of the Chief Judge and the Associate Chief Judge should be conducteq) 
by secret ballots under procedures and rules es.tablishedbY the Executive C. ~mittee. and 
approved. by all judges with~~he Judicial District, where there are')Exec~tive 
Committees. c:'/~ ~, ' 

(If this recommendation is approved we are prepared to submit suggested court rules 
to implement this procedure.) 

6. The Chief Judge should be charged with the responsibility of making efficient and 
maximum use of the judicial manpower within his judicial district. <, 0 

In order to carry out this assignment he should, in .consultation with the Associate 
Chief Judge, have authority to make assignments of all judges within h,s judicial district. 

(Select Committee Bill, Section 19, Subdivision 2. In each judicial district the chief 
judge, subject to the authority of the chief justicel shall exercise general 0 
administrative authority over all courts w!thin the judicial distrlct The chief ju~ge 
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The assignments may be on a geographical or a functional basis. In doing so, he should not 
necessarily consider whether ci' jlldge is a county judge or a district judge. 

!.) 

(If thi~recommendation is adopted it would perr:nitthe Chief Judge to appoint a county 
judge/to sit on matters which are presently heard by district judges. This authority 
should be liInited to instances in which no district judge is available or wht!n it would 

, be inconvenient f'J' work a hartiship to assig~!) a "district judge from an adjoining 
county.) , ' 

7., As Chief Adm~nistrator for hisodistrict, the Chief Judge in consultation with his 
~ Executive Committee should recommend changes to the Chief Justice in areas he is not 

empowered to ma~ himself. '::::; 
8. Each J1ldicial'District should schedule a monthly meeting of all judges. The Chief 

Judge ~h<1wd preside at said meeting. A monthly report prepared by the Court 
Administrator should be cllstributeg to each judge reflecting the performance of the entire 
Judicial Di~trict with respect to case disposition. 

An additional purpose' of said monthly meeting should be to seek to establish 
uniformity with ~Tespect to interpretation of, various legal and procedural matters. 
Minutes,f!nd an agenda for each meeting should be prepared and submitted ,to each judge, 

(The language'of this recommendation differs slighUy from that dealing with the 
frequency of judges' meetings in the Select Committee Bill, Section 19,5ubd. 4: 
CJUDGES' MEETINGS.] The chief judge shall convenea conference of atleast twice 
a year of all judges of the judicial district to consider administrative matters and rules 
of court andto provide advice and counsel to the chief judge.) 

9. Except for poli.cies mandated by the ehier. Justice, each Judicial District should 
establish its own cal~ndar management procedures, adopt and publish court rules in 
consultation with a District Bench-Bar Committee. '; 

10. The judge members of the Bench-Bar Committee should be elected by all the 
judges within the'Judicial District, for staggered terms. Thelawyer'members should be " 
'elected by the laWyers under a formula which recognizes disproportion in lawyer '­
population between the counties. ,,' ," .> ',) 

The Chief Judge should preside over meetings of the,~,ench-Bar Committee. 
, In connedion with the above recommendation, it is noted that time after time the Key 

Group members wanted to proscribe a function of a Chief Judge by providing that it be, 
" ,"subject to the approval of his fellow judges" or "SUbject to guidelines established by all 

the judges." We believe these restrictions make administration by the Chief Jugge at the 
best unduly cumbersome, and at the Yl~!.s~5~ompletely un~lJrkable. .. r',\ 

We believe, moreover, th~)t the likeli~ood of exe~s~ of tyrannical authority on the 
part of a Chief Judge is adequately minimized when;he is eleCted by all of the judges for~, 
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defini te term. 
11. The Chief Judge, in consultation with his Executive Committ~e, shall have the 

authority to employ a Court Administrator and prescribe his duties. 
All adm!~isti"ative functions such as preparation and administration of budget, 

subpoenaing and management of jurors, supervising and assignment of duties of all 
, . D _ 

clerks, receptionistfand office personnel should be assigned to the Court Administrator. 

(In'keeping with modern concepts of court administration, judges should be relieved: Of 
most administrative duties thereby permitting them to devote maximum titne to the 
disposition :of cases. Therefore we would relieve. the Chief Judge from o routine 
administrative duties and assign them to th,e Court Administrator.) \1 

(Select Committee Bill, Section 20, Subdivision 1, supra.) 
',' 

12. The Chief Judge should supervise the compiling, and publishing of court statistics, 
financial planning and preparation of budgets. (Select Committee Bill, Section 19, Subd. 2, 
supra.) 

" 13. Th~,Chief Judge should supervise and coordinate education and vacation schedules 
'-for all' judges. Vacations for .all non-j~cial personrlel should be supervised and 
coordinated by the Court Administrator under policies established by the Executive 
Committeei-;;V-.~here there is one. 

" "": " 

14. The Chief Judge should cOJlvene an annual judicial conference for his district~ 

(M.S. 480.18 ANNUAJ., CONFERENCE OF JUDGES; JUDGE'S EXPENSES. The 
supreme cOlEt of this state may provide by rule or special order for the holding in tllis 
state of an annual cOpference of the judges of the courts of record of this state, and of 
members of the r€spective judiciary committees of the legislature, and, of invited 
memb~rs of the bar, for the consideration of, matters relating to judicial business; the 
improvement of the judicial.system, and the admin~stration of Justice. Each judge 
attending such annual judicial conference shall be entitled to be r~imbursed for his 
necessary expenses to ~ paid from state appropriations made for. the purposes of 
sections 480.13 to 480.2<t.1?1' 

15. The Chief Judge should"appoint standing court committees. 

(The appointment of standing committees such ~ Court Rules Committee, Courtroom 
Space and Facilities Committee, et~., will materially contribute to creating a collegial 
court. It also brings other judges into areas of responsibility.) 
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ELABORATION ON FISCAL IMPACT OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

A: Creation of District Administrators 

Based on the experience of the pilot projects in Minnesota's Fifth and Eighth Judicial 
District~e following estimat~ for a first~year budget is made: c.' 

Salaries: 

Court Administrator or Coul'tExecutive $25,000 ,) 
(This salary is believed to be within reason to attract persons qualified by 

experience, native ability, and traini.ng within court administra tive areas) 
(j 

Secretary 8,500 
(The secretary's duties will inevitably expand from the office skills necessary in 

most secretarial positions to data collection, data interpretation and continuing 
reports; some "field work'; within the geographic limits of the district would be done) 

Fringe Benefits: 

A reasonable estimate of fringe benefits to include Social Security: PERA, 
hospitalization, life insurance 5,200 

Travel and per diem: 

The district administrator would travel within the district extensively, so that the 
geographic size of the district will vary and affect these totals. The administrator will 
also respond on a regular basis to requests for meetings with judges,derks, and state 
Court Administrator. In addition, it will undoubtedly be assigned to the administrator 
to attend one or more out-of-state conferences '\)r seminars to further the 
administrative expertise of the administrators for Minnesota in cooperation with the 
State Court Adminbtrator. 4,200 

, ~,' 

). Equipment (this might possibly be partially furnished by the county in which office 
eXISts) : 

An initial investment would have to be made for each administrator's office of the 
following equipment necessary to its functioning: 

:.;,\ 

At least one typewriter (variable type face capability) 
Adding machine or calculator (data) 
2 desl\:s !~ 
2 office chairs 
1 typewriter table 
4' office files 
large bookcase 
office table for collating, meetings, etc. 
lease of copying equipment 

Office Supplies and expense: 

$2,000 

\\ To include stationery, paper, pencils, books for bookkeeping supplies, 'statute books, 
printed supplies, etc. " . $500 

\\~:.- , 
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Postage 

Telephone service and tolls 

$500 

$1,500 
'i 

Dues for organizatiortsadministrator will maintain membership in on a professional 
basIs $100 

Salaries and fringe benefits 

'l'ravel and per diem 

Offi/~e supplies and expense 

RECAP: 

(J 

Initlal investment of equipment if none is furnished by resident counties: 

$38,700 

4,200 

2,600 

$45,500 

$2,000 

~ I"' 
GIven this budget for one district administrator's office/and assuming that an initial 

lIlvestment of equipment is necessary for a!l offices, the cost to the state of establishing 
the positIon in all ten judicial districts would be $475,000. 

,B. Expansion of the Office of S4l,te Court Administrator 
\ , Projecting the cost to the state of the expansion of the State Court Administrator's 
OffIC(US more complex than that of the district administrator due to the fact that the 
comm\\tee foresees a t~o-phase implementation plan as outlined in Section II.C. and to 
the fact:) that, as the consultant report indicates, several of the positions recommended 
could initially be funded through Law Enforcement Assistance Administration grants, 
Nonetheless, irrespective of funding sources, we estimate the cost of expanding the Office 
of State Court Administrator ip the succeeding table (see Figure 1). 

,) 

P 
H 

A 

S 
\ E 

o 
N 

E 

Salaries: Figurel 

Supreme Court Administrator 
Director of Personnel 
DIrector of Fiscal Management 
DIrector of Data and Systems Management ~ 
DIrector of Continuing Education for State Courts Personnel 
MT / SC Operator 

, Admmistrative Secretary 
Admmistrative Secretary 
Clerk Stenographer, Senior 

Frmge Benefits: 
Supplies and Expenses: 

Total-Phase One Expansion Cos t 

$25,500 
25,500 
20,000 
25,500 

+ 
10,294 
11,025 
11,025 

10,670 $139,514 

$20,927 ' 

$29,179 

$189,620 ~ 

+WhBe this position is essential to l>t1ase Qne implementation, it does not represent ali "expansion" "ositfon, 
as state funding has already been appropri;;lted for 8.'-76. 
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A 

S 

E 

T 

w 

o 

Salaries: 
Director of Public Information 
Director of Procurement 
Director of Planning and Research 
Director of Technical Assistance 
EDP Operations Technician 3 
Clerk Steonographer, Senior 
Account Clerk, Senior 
Administrative Secretary 
Administrative Secretary 

G, 

~up J2Ues and Expenses: 

Total- Phase Two Expansion Cost 

TOTAL - PHASES ONE AND TWO 

$18,500 
17,000 
21,500 
21,500 
13,050 
10,670 
11,025 
11,025 

11,025 $135,295 

$20,294 

$46,687 

$202,276 

1 

: $391,896 

Salary levels were based on the compensation schedules for classified employees 
lssued by the Minne:sota Department of Personnel on January 7, 1976, and positions 
proposed by the consultants were roughly equated with current, classified positions with 
the help of a Personnel Department staff member. This was done, however, without 
benefit of detailed job descriptions, reference/to the exact size of budgets or staff to be 
managed or the exact qualifications or requirements desired; thus, some upward 
adjustment in compensation for the professional positions might be necessary. The fringe 
benefits were calculated on the basis of 1,5 percent of the total salary figure. This 
percentage was recommended as consistent with current levels by the State Court 
Administrator. Supplies and Expense estimates used as a base those expenditures for 
~upreme Court / state Court Administrator in 1974. As the number of new positions in 
Phase One represented approximately 10 percent of the 1974 staffing level, 10 percent of 
tlle 1974 expenditure figure was used as a base with the addition of 2.5 percent to cover any 
extra first-year expenses that might be necessary for the creation of new offices and 
programs. In the same manner, Phase Two positions represented 15 percent of the 1974 
Supreme Court/ State Court Administrator staffing level, and so 15 percent of the 1974 
~upplies and Expenses figure was used as a base and given an additional 5 percent due to 
first-year costs and 'the possible need for extra equipment or services in connection with 
the electronic data processing management. 

C. fi'iscal Impact on the State: Shift in Funding from County to state Plus Expanded 
Services 

'fhe following figures on revenues and expenditures are based on figures for January 1 
to December3l, 1974, reported in A Study of the Financial Aspects of the Minnesota Court 
System for the Select Committee on the State Judicial System by Arthur Young & 
Company. In a subsequent random check by the fifth and eighth districb) court 

!l 
1 Please nQte that existing supreme court I state Court Administrator costs are not included in this budget, ) 

o 
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administrators and the staff, some reporting errors and inconsistencies were found. Most 
of the major errors identified in the S'ample were corrected. The most common reporting 
error discovered was the dupplicaJe reporting of expenses which were shared by two or 
more counties, e.g., court reporters' or county court judges' salaries. Another 
shortcoming of the figures was that the reporting form instructions did not clearly 
indicate that capital outlay costs should be amortized and only the actual payments for 
the reporting year reported. Thus, in the Eighth Judicial District capital expenditures 
appeared to be over one Ini,llion dollars greater than they actually were for that year. The 
misrepresentation was corrected for use in this report. In gross terms, these errors which 
occurred in the non-sampled counties and remain uncorrected should not greatly skew the 
general significance of the figures. The main point to keep in mind regarding th~~)e errors 
is that they inflate the expenditures beyond the actual level, thus reducing the margin 
'1>etwe~n revenues and expenditures. Figure 3 shows, by district, the total district court, 
county court and combined court revenues; total combined district and county 
expenditures; State of Minnesota expenditures for district courts and total expenditures c 

for trial district and county courts by both state and county in 1974. PLEASE NOTE that 
the revenue figures only include that portion retained by the county. Another $8,369,383 of 
receIpts collected by the courts is passed on to municipalities and the state. 

() 

(See Figure 2) 

Looking, then, to 1974 as the most recent year for which complete figures are available, 
Figure 3 shows that costs currently borne by the county for operating the court system 
amount to $30,133,940. That cost if offset by county-retained revenues of $10,321,547 
leaving a net cost to the counties of $19,812,393 .. This cost, transferred to state 
responsibility and combined with the expanded program costs of $475,000 for the district 
administrator function, and $189,620 for Phase One expansion of State Court 
Administrator services, would produce a cost of $20,477,013. This figure again, however, 
would be offset by the $8,369,383 in receipts currently forwarded to the state and 
municipalities leaving a Phase One estimated net cost to the state of $12,107,630; and, 
while the goal of the court system is to provide high.:quality justice with a reasonable 
degree of efficiency and dispatch and not to create a balanced budget, it may\\be noted that 
the margin between expenditures and revenues could further be decreased. 'fhis could be 
accomplished through uniform and universal collection of such fees as judgment search 
fees, currently required by statute but not collected or uniformly so in aU counties ;by a 
thorough review and upgrading of fees to conform to national norms of fees collected by 
the courts; and by keeping the cost of capital expenditures at the county leveL Phase Two., 
costs for expansion of the Office of State Court Administrator added to the estimated net 
cost through Phase One (of state assumption of counties' court expenditures plus 

,:. expanded services) produce an estimated net cost to the state of $12,309,906. This figur'e, 
combined with 1974 state expenditures for the Supreme;C~urt, existingOOffice of the state 
Court Administrator, Judicial Council and .districtcourts produce a final estimated net 
cost to the state for operation of the entire .court system of $15,900,319. Figure 4 provides a 
recap of this data. 
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1974'i::OUNTY REVNUE AND EXPENDITURES FO~ THE 

MINNESOTA COUN.TY AND DISTRICT COURTSI 

REVENUE (T .. County) 

Total Distrct Court 

Total County Court 

Total District And 
County Court. 

EXPENDITURES 
Total District And 

County Courts 

State of Minnesota 
Ellpendifures ror 
District Courls 

Total Expenditure. 
for Courf System 
(by· Counties and 
State) 

First 
Judicial 
District 

$ 187.836 

776,285 

$ 964,12i 

$2,095,340 

176,536 

$2,271.876 

Second 
Judicial 

Di.trict(2) 

$i,376,563 

$1,376.563 

$5,039,413 

405.778 

$5,445.191 

Third Fourth Fifth 
Judicial Judicial Judicial 
District Dislrict(3) District 

$ 249,067 $ 1,938,068 $ 215,289 

838,639 763,331 

$1.087.706 $ ),938,068 $ 978,626 

$2.307,030 $2.449.036 

212.684 638,977 182,729 

$2,';19;714 $10.703.281 $2,631,765 

(1) From A Study of the financial Aspects of tho Mlnnll400ta Court System, Arthur Young and Co., 
June. 1975; see pp.31-2, supra, re ."rrections. 

Sbl!h S .. venlh Eighth Nlnlh Tenth 
Judicial Judicial JudIcial Judicial JudIcial Statewide 

Dlstrict(4) DistrIct District District(S} District Total 

$ 26,935 $ 228,557 $ 136,813 $ 205,265 $ 210,800 $ 4,775,193 

)49,079 849,722 543,853 651,523 973,916 5,546,354 

$ 176,014 $1,078,279 $ 680.666 $ 856,788 $1.184.716 $10.321.547(6) 

$ 361,993 $1,835,338 $1.218,232 $1.953,620 $2.80\',634 $30.133.940 

208,180 143,422 108,065 222,599 210.845 2,509,B15 

$ 570,173 $1.97B.160 $2,330,802 $2,176.219 $3,020.479 $32,643.755 
~ 

{2} The rov,,"ue shown for the Second Judicial District as DldricI Court revenue represents the 
combined total of revenue from Ramsey County District Court, Ramsey County Municipal Court, 
and Ramsey County Probate Court. The expenditures shown as Distrlef and County Courts (C"m. 
bined) represent Ihe combined total of expenditure. for these sarna plslrict, Municipal and 
Probate Court.. Actual 1974 revenue and expenditure figures wer.. not available for Ram­
sey County Munlcfpaj Court. The figures reported represent estimates. of 1975 operations for 
. the court. (See footnote to Exhibit III for further .. xplanatlon.) 

footnote .to Exhibit V for further explana!lon regarding the inclusion of the ll.:ens. Bureau 
figure •. ) 

. {4} The flllu,,,. reported for Ihe SIxth Judicial District do not I"d.ude amount" for Saint Laul. 

(3) The revenue shawn for the Fourth Judlclal District as District Court revenue represents the 
combined. total of ,evenue from Hennepin County Pilltict Court, H"nnepin County M,!nlcipal 
Court, Hennepin County Probate Court. a,nd the Hennepin County license Bureau. The eX· 
pendltures shown as District and County Courts (Combined) represent the combined. tolal of 
expenditures for those same District, Municlptll. Probal.. C"urb and license Bureau. (See 

.56 
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County. 
(5) The ftgures ,eparted for the Ninth Judicial District do /lot Indude amounts far Crow Wjng 

county. 
.@.. This figure represents Ihe statewide total of county revenue received through Ihe .:ourt sysfem. 

. It does not rep,,,,.n! Ihe tt>tal receipts of tho court system which Induda an add! • 
tlol)ol $8,369,383 of roceipts contributing fo municipal and .tuta rev.nlHl. 
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SHIFT IN THE COST OF MINNESOTA COURT SYSTEM 
'-"" -, 

1974 County Expenditures on Courts 
1974 County Revenues from Courts 

Net 1974 Cost of Courts to the Counties 

Implementation of District Administrator Services 
Phase One Expansion ~f State Court Administrator Services 

Total Cost through Phase One (of State Assumption 
of Counties' Court Expenditures and Expanded Services) 

1974 Court Revenues Forwarded by Counties to 
Municipalities and the State 

Estimated Net Cost to State through Phase One 
(of State Assumption of Counties' Court 
Expenditures and Expanded Services) 

Phase Two Expansion of State Court Administrator Services 

Estimated Net Cost to State through Phase Two (of State 
Assumption of Counties' Court Expenditures and 
Expanded Services) 

+ 
+ 

+ 
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$30,133,940 
-10,321,547" 

$19,812,393 

475;000 
189,620 

$20.,477,013 

-8,369,383 

$12,107,630 

202,276 

$12,309,906 
= = -=. -::. ":' == =---= 

1974 State Expenditures for Supreme Court / Existing Office 
of state Court Administrator / Judicial Council 

1974 State Expenditures for District Courts 

Estimated Net Cost to State for Operation of Entire 
Minnesota State Court System through Phase Two 

\~ 

+ 
+ 

1,080,598 
2,509,815 

$15,900,319 

It may be noted that the final estimated net cost to the sta te of operating the Minnesota 
court system through Phas~ Two represents .571 percent - or approximately one-half of 
one percent - of all state gOY,ernment expenditures for the year 1974. 2 Even double that 
figure would be humble indeed'for the operation of one of the three "co-equaP' branches of 
Minnesota government. 

2 Figure for total expenditures for Minnesota In 1974 was $2,780,101,000 as reported In state Government Finances 
In 1974, U.S, Departmentof Commerce Bureau bfthe Census, p. 11. . 
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c:r LIST' OF INDIVIDUAL,s PRESENTING TESTIMONY 
,', 1\-

o 

o First Year 

(Mentor G.-{\ddicks,Jr.; Legislativ,~ Counsel, :teague of Minnesota Municipalities 
Honorable Howard Albertson; Washington 'County Court ' " 
l;ionorable Douglas Amdahl; HennBpin County District Court Chief Judge 
S. Pal Asija; Executive Director, Minne'soUt CrimiJ),al Information Systems 

,Donald Blake; President, Minnesota Shorthand Reporters' Association 
"Robert Busse; Representati've, Minnesota A!:'pociation of Court Administrators and 

Clerks of the District Court /,,-, '---,) 

Ru~p EppelaI!d; .Regi6iial Trial CourtA~inistrator, 5th judicial District 
Thbmas Lehner; Planning and DeVelopment Director' for' Colorado 
Honorable feter ,G. Lindberg; Hennepin County Municipal Court­
Honorable Willard Lorette; Sherburne-Benton-Stearns County Court Judge 
Donald Matlack; Kansas] Judicial study Advisory Committee 
John C. McNulty; Chairman, Minnesota State Bar Association Judicial Administration 

Committee ;-,0 

Jack Proyo; Hennepin County District Court A<iI!linistrator 
Honorable Stanley Thorup; Anoka County Court; Member, Judicial Branch Committee 
,; on the Minnesota Constitutional study Commission 
Honorable ElmerGJ. Tomfohr; Goodhue County Cow~~; County Court Judges' Association 
Representative Gordq~ O. Voss 

Second Year 

Honorable Alexanqer'F. Burbieri; State Court Administrator for Pennsylvania 
J olln Haynes~ Governor's Office 
Robert W. Johnson; Minnesota County Attorneys' Association 
.Ralph Keys; (Executive J)irector, Ass<?Bfation of Minnesota Countie'sdtestimony .!!2! 

"-""' _____ Association policy) , , , (J' -

-llichard E. Klein; State Court Administrator for Minnesota '0 

Bert M. Montagu~; Director, Administrative Office of the Courts in North Carolina 

~ '::, ); ,INDIVIDUALS INYITED TO PRESENT 
" BUr NOT PRESE'NTING TESTIMONY 

I) Jerry Benjamin; President,' Southwestern Law Enforcement Association 
Edward Bolst~iJ; EX"ecu,.tive, Minnesota Police and Peace Officers' Association 
Cha~l~s Copeiih~ye~~'ohairmaJ,l{'Minnesota" Association Qf Probation Officers; Director 

(, of Court SerVIces - -
William'DeRosier¢; Sheriff, Arrowhead Law Enforcement A~sociation 

\' 0 BUl Falvey; Presidenb Minnes9t'a Public Defenders' Association 
;:,) 
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Lloyd Feind; President, Southeastern Law Enforcelnent Association; Rochester Police 
Department 

Elsworth Foss; Conservation Officer, Pine Cone Law Enforcement Association 
. '1\ 

A. Milton Johnson; Regional Trial Court Administrator, 8th Judicial Distrid~ 
Phyllis Jones; Executive Dir~ctor, County Attorneys' Council . 
Honorable Paul Kimball, Jr.; President, Minnesota County Court Judges' Association 
Dave Knefelkamp; Minnesota JuveriU~ Officers' Association; Stillwater Police 

Department 
Dean Lund; Executive Director, L~ague of Minnesota Municipalities , 
Ron Markgraf; Suburban Law Enforcement Association; Maple Grove Police 

Department 
Dean O'Borsky; Chief of Police, West Central Law Enforcement Association 
Darryl Plath; Chief of Police, Hastings Police Department; Minnesota Chiefs of Police 

Association 
C. Buiford QuaUe; President, Minnesota Association of Court Administrators and Clerks 

of the District Court 
Honorable Chester G. Rosengren; President,Minnesota District Court Judge~' 
. " Association ,..' 
d?n Schaefer; Central Law Enforcement !~sociation; Ramsey County Sheriff's Office" 
W.B.~ (Rip) Schroeder; Executive Secretary, Minnesota. Sheriffs" Assoc,iation 
Hubert Warren; Secretary, Red River VaUey Law Enforcement Association; Mogrhead 

Police Department' 
Harold Willis; Paul Bunyan Law Enforcement Association; Minnesota Highway Patrol 
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COMMENTS 

Comments on the Select Committee Report 
." by Law:renceR. Yetka, 

Associate Justice of the Minnesota Supreme Court 
and Chairman o.{",the Select Committee , 

As outlined in the committee report, the Select Committee, came into being in the 
Spring of 1974 largely because of legislation then pending before the Minnesota 
Legislature which had as its purpose the consolidation of all of the trial courts of this state 
into one district court. The goahof the Select Committee, however, was not to, be 
stampeded into hasty action but to Jstudy opr system, discover its possible shortcomings, 
and propose possible solutions to those problems. I think the committee has done that. 

In filing our report the committee has not foreclosed the possibility of a unified trial 
court sometime in the future. The concept of such a system is attractive - it has the same 

c popular appeal as a unicameral Legislature, However, a unicameral Legislature has 
been adopted in only one state - Nebraska - and, while it appears to be acceptable there, 
it has spread no where else in the United States. 

So it is with a unified trial court~ The District of Columbia uses such a system, but no 
state has yet adopted such a plan. The short, limited experience that the District has had 
with such a plan and the relative small Size of the District does not make it a good test f8r 
a unified court. 

In Ap:ril of 1976, the Chief Justice of the United States called a conference in St. Paul to 
commemorate Dean Roscoe Pound's famous address made in the city of St. PauLover 70 
years ago ou~tljning PopUlar Causes For The Dissatisfaction In The Administration of 
Justice. This year'S conference was attended by judges, legal scholars, lawyers, a.;nd lay 
people from all over the nation. When the Minnesota Judicial System was discussed by the 
delegates, it was always in a positive and complimentary tone. 

We in Minnesota should tnerefore be careful not to change our system into one which 
might cause new problems. The committee wanted to move cautiously so as not to 

" recommemtJchanges that might damage an already excellent sys tern. 
These topics were discussed during the course of committee deliberations: 
(1) We have just recently consolidated the Probate Courts, Justices of the Peace, and 

the Municipal Courts outside the Twin Cities area into a County Court System. This new 
court system should bEf given time to adjust to thcne}v j'urisdictiongiven it. 

,(2) In the district ~hurt and the county courts we have men with varying experience 
and ability to perform certain types of work. The district courts:iiave handledthe'major 
criminal ",od civil litigation. The county court j~risdiction has been with probate of 
estates, family court, and so-cal1ed·trafficcourt(~and small claims litigation. There exists 
a natural division of skills. Even a unified court would resort to divisions within it. Thus, 
rather than giving the county court concurrent jurisdiction with" the district court, as has 
been proposed by some, it makes more sense to define clearly the separate jurisdiction to 
be exercised in each court and to create more viable county court districts, with ~he .', 
resultant eliminaUon of all one judge districts, ., 
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(3) A unified trial court would of necessity require tl;1~ formation of some method of 
intermediate appellate disposition prior to the Supreme Court.The Supreme Court of 
Minnesota is already seriously overloaded with appeals, and the di~trictcourts today do 
take some of the burden of appeals from the county courts thatwould otherwise go to the 
Supreme Court. One possibility is the formation of an intermediate court of appeals. This 
would require a.Gonstitutional amendment. Another possibility is to create appellate 
panels within the district court to hear appeals from that same court. To avoid conflict, 
panels of judges from one district could hear the appeals from another district. A'thlrd 
possibility would be to designate all existing district judges as an appellate division of the 
district court c;lnd phase out their number by retirement or death until the desired number 
of appellate judges in the district court was reached. 

(4) One of the advantages of a county court is the availability of ajudge close tiy to 
serve each county seat. However, there are disadvantages to one judge districts as well, 
as the Bench and Bar discovered prior to 1957 when the present redistricting of our district 
courts 'tOOk place. With one judge districts, illness, age, or affidavits of prejudice Jiled 
against a judge often caused backlogs to build up. Our system of three or more district 
judges in each district has worked well. How then with a unified court would we preserve 
the access to a judge by each county and yet have viable districts? One solution might be 
toredistrict the state. To insure that the large population centers would not elect all of the 

. judges, residency and chambers requirements could be set '-perhaps even election 
districts within a judicial district could be provided. Even so, it is~doubtful that the 
legislature would sanction the exp.~nse of having a judge chambered in every county 
regardless of size. 

(5) There exists strong opposition to a unified trial court from the Bench and Bar. 
The above are merely some of \~he problems that· come to light were this state to 

attempt an immediate imposition of a unified trial court on the Bench, the Bar,and the 
public. ' 

The Select Committee proposal attempts to meet tne~knownexisting problems in our 
system, such as disparity in workloads among judges, tlle)ackof viable Ebunty court 
districts, and the nee\~i()r better court administration whiles till preserving the tw(}-tiered 
trial court system. At the same time, the committee plan calls forthe maximum use of the 
unique talel~ of our trial judges. .' Q • 

Finally, iiJxperience with the committee plan in actual operation results in a general 
consensus that completebnification of the trial courts is practical and desirable, the final 
step from the committee plan to 'such a system would cause very little disruption, in, 
contrast with the very seriOtis disruption and antagonisms that a'll inpnediate move into 
such a system would cause. 

. , . " .. ' 
Comment of theoHon; CharlesE. Cashman .. 

The Report of the Select Committee on the Judicial System is opposed on the grounds 
tllat it is lacking in long-range concept. The recommendations jn· the majotityreport 
represent an expedient compromisewithsound jUdici,dadministratiori and a surrender to 
judwial reactionism and ·trepidation. . I; 
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Retention of the existing two-tiered trial court system even with the changes as 
proposed by the committee majority perpetuates all of the problems inherent in any 
multi-tiered court system. 

At the first meeting of the Select Committee its goal as abstracted by the Committee's 
staff was stated to be the 

" ... development of an outline of a model judicial system for Minnesota and submission 
of an interim position paper with appropriate legislative proposals to state court 
leadership and the legislature ... 1' 

.. ~) 
r? 

It should be apparent that the Committee Report falls far short of this goal 
It would seem the Select Committee had the duty to recommend a model judicial 

system for the State of Minnesota. The model court system recommended by virtually 
every study on court organization, both within and without the State of Minnesota, is the 
complete unification of a state's multiple courts having varied jurisdiction into one single-

{trial court staffed by a single class of judges., 

L American Bar l;\ssociation (Standards Relating to Court Organization) 

2. National Advistft:~ Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals (Report On 
Courts - standard 8.1) 

3. National Conference on the Judiciary (1971) 

4. American Judicature Society 

5. Judicial Admini~tratit.~~ Committee of Minnesota State Bar Association 
(continuously since 1960) 

'--, -'''' 

6. Minnesota Citizen's Conference on Courts (1970 Consensus statement) 

7: Minnesota County Judges' Association 
;) 

~. Various Minnesota District, County and Municipal Court Judges as well as 
Minnesota citizens interested in Court improvement (testimony submitted to House 
and Senate Sub-Committees on Court Unification) 

In contrast to this impressive support for unification there appearsto be no study that 
recommends the adoption of the multi-leveled trial court excepting in the way of 
compromise. It is significant that the Majority Reportlacks supportive documentation for 

',j a two-tiered trial court system. Man~)~~tates have attempted to unify their courts but, with 
the exception of the District of ColUrrih~h, all have thus far failed to do so. The' 'obstacles" 
to unification in those states that have attempted court reform are identical to those now 
beirtg encountered herein the State of Minnesota. These "obstacles" are: . 

1. Alleged differences in quality between judges of the District Court alld judges of the 
, Courts of Limited .lurisdiction. 

D " .' 

. (\ " 2. The possible increased difficulty in attracting experienced attorneys to the bench in 
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a court having jurisdiction over traffic, misdemeanors, juveniles, small claims and' 
other matters now confined to the Courts of Limited Jurisdiction. , 

3. The ~eluctance of District Judges to face the prospect of the assignment to divi,~ions 
hearmg matters now handled by the Courts of Limited Jurisdiction. ' 

'Jlhe common denominator of these obstacles is the notion that much of the litigation in 
our courts today is demeaning and of lesser importance. The extent to which these notions 
persist is directly related to the amount of opposition to court unification. 

While some may believe there is a difference in the quality of judges of the District' 
Court compared with judges of the courts in the state having limited jurisdiGtion, there is 
no substantiation of that belief. The fact remains that most of the work handled by the 
District Court is very similar to that handled by the County and Municipal Courts. In 
addi tion, rules of evidence and procedures are the same in all three cour,ts. The Report on 
Courts prepared by the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals states; 

Hthe lower Courts handl~ 90 percent of all criminal prosecutions in the nation." 

If County and Municipal Court judges are indeed less competent as a class than District 
Court judges, then a disservice is being done to the people of the State of Minnesota by 
perpetuating a system that has created such a situation. In the final analysis, however1 

County and Muni~ipa1 Court judges believe they are as qualified as District Court judges 
whether such qualifications be measured by law school education, experience as 
attorneys or experience as judges. 

It has been said that a single~level trial court would make it difficult to attract 
experienced attorneys to a unified bench which would necessarily have to handle such 
irksome and certainly less glamourous matters as traffic, divorce and juvenile cases. 
Resolution of this problem, if indeed it is one, depends simply upon good court 
administration. In the event of court unification it is reasonable to expect that judicial 
assignments will be h~1'ed not on seniority or influence but rather on ability, individual 
interests, special talents, and workload requt'1,'ements. The suggestion that newly 
appointed jp,dges would be arbitrarily assigned to ~undesirablework ~hould be regarded as 
an insult to the integrity of the Chief Judge having assi311ment responsibility. It can also 
be argued that if Courts of Limited Jurisdiction are abolished the matters currently heard 
by thePl may no longer be deemed to b~ undesirable assignments.,.) 

Perhaps the greatest obstacle to court unification is the concern among many District 
judges that th~y may be required to perform "lesser" judicial duties in a single~lev~l trial 
court. To the extent that this attitude is representative of the present District judges, it is 
clear that the present bifurcated trial court system has created an elitist hierarchy of 
judges to whom the more common problems of the citizens who elect them are demeaning 
and a waste of .th~ir judicial expertise. The resolution of this problem again is simply a 
matter of goodadministration by the Chief J4dge of the District. <> 

Identifiable problems existing in the two-tiered trial Minnesota Court Syste~, today 
are; 
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1. Duplication of courtroom facilities resulting in the disuse of courtrooms, offices and 
physical equipment in a large number of counties for most of the year. 

2. Duplication of judicial manpower necessitating the presence of two or more judges 
at a given county s~at to accomplish judicial work that could easily be performed by 
one Judge. " (! c. 

, ' 

3. The complete waste of judicial manpower expended by a judge traveling many 
miles between court assignments. 'rhis is an affliction of most District Courts and 
some County Courts. It is inefficient, expensive and wasteful as well as hazardous. 
In addition, it is grossly inconvenient to the lawyers and litigants who are often 
obliged to pursue the judge from county to county, 

4. Duplication of court records, causing added and unnecessary expense to the public. 

5. Duplication of litigation resulting from the arbitrary and unrealistic limits on 
jurisdiction between courts, for example, a County Court does not have jurisdiction 
to enforce the custody provisions of a District Court marriage dissolution decree 
involving the same litigants before the County Court in a juvenile proceeding to 
terminate parental rights. Examples of this absurdity are ~ndless. 

~''p~ 

6. The virtual non-existence of communication and interaction between judges of 
County and District Courts as well as of County and Supreme Courts resulting from 
the caste or hierarchist arrangement of the existing judicial system. 

7. Dispadty in caseloads· between the District Court and Courts of Limited 
Jurisdiction. 

8. Neglect of the lOwer court system as evidenced by inadequate facilities and 
supportive staff (see Minnesota County Court Survey, pages, 73..:74) combined with 
variations in judicial salaries not based on wox:~load or responsibility. 

9. The arbitrary transfer of judicial business from the District Court to the County 
Court without regard to good judicial administration, the circumstances or 
workloads of the courts involved or an evaluation of the best interest of the general 
public. 

10. Serious m.orale problems in all courts of the state due to incessant tampering with 
" the judicial system and the perpetuation of a judicial caste system or pecking order. 

The recommendations contained in the Majority Report fail to provide,a solution to 
these problems. It is true therecommend~,tions purport to provide increased flexibility in 
the existing system by pn>posing equality in judicial salaries with the same paid by tne 
state and authorizing' the interchange ·0£ judges between the District, County' and 
Municipal Courts. Flexibllity, however, is greatly inhibited by the requirement that the 
exercis.e of jurisgiction beyond that presently existing in a court be on specific assignment 
and stifling to flexibility. Furthermore, it is naive to believe that the legislature will 
equalize judicial salaries without a'greater change in the structure of the courts and the 
regularly assigned work of each. The Majority Report recommendations may well be 
counterproductive in that they tend to further subordina!~e' the Courts of Limited 
Jurisdiction to the District Court and infuse administrative personnel at a level where 
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they are unlikely to be responsive to local circumstances and needs. 

The ABA Court Organization Standards (pp. 9-10) contains the following statement: 
I_~ 

"The consequences of maintaining two separate trial courts have been generally 
'adverse. These consequences include: reduced flexibility in assigning Judges and 
other c~urt personnel in response to s,hifts in workload; compl~~ty ang sonflict in. 
pl'OCesslllg cases between courts, partIcularly between the prehmmary and pl~nary 
stages of fetoliy cases; and unnecessary emphasis ort hierarchial rank among judges 

r. and other court personnel. Perhaps most important, the differentiation of the trial 
court of limited jurisdiction expresses an implicit differ~~tiation in the quality of 
JustIce to be administered. It induces a sense of isolation and inferiority among the 
judges and court personnel who are called upon to perform one of the judiciary's most 
ilifflCu1t and frustrating tasks - individualizing justice in the unending stream of 
undramatic cases that constitute the bulk of the court system's work." 

The Report on Courts prepared by the National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
JustIce standards makes"the following statement (p. 161): 

"The lower courts handle about 90 percent of all criminal prosecutions in the Nation. 
Thus, the Courts that are lower, minor and inferior in nomenclature, financing, 
facilities, rehabilitative resources .and quality of p~rsonnel conduct the overwhelming 
majorlty of all criminal trials and sentencings. 

o • 
"Lower courts, moreover, are important qualitatively as well as quantitatively. 
Typically, they deal with defendants with little or no criminal history. Often the 
offenders are young and their antisocial behavior has not progressed beyond the 
seriousness of misdemeanors. Even when the offender is older a first offense often is 
charged or later is reduced to a misdemeanor. Consequently, lower courts can 

. intervene at what may be the beginning of a pa.ttern of increasingly serious crimina.-l 
behavior, and help prevent the development of long-term criminal careers . 

. " 
. 'The enormous crime-control poteptfal of the lower courts is underscored by the fact 
that 80 percent of the major criIfies of violencecommltted in the United States are 
committEip- by youths who have been convicted of a previous offense in a misdemeanor 
court." 

One could go on indefinitely quoting findings from numerous other reports all to the 
, I) 

same effect. It should be apparent. that. the existing Minnesota system as well as that" 
proposed by the Committee Majority are sub-standard frqm every standpoint. 

A unified Single-level trial court in Minnesota would provide a solution to each of the 
enumerated identifiable problems either by actual elimination or maximum reduction of 
those that persist. The,,:most attractive aspect of tpe unified court is the simplicity and 
clarity of its structure. Clearly it is the ultimate in court organization and thus its adoption 
will dispense with the need for further court reform. Unification will maximize flexibility 
and provide fulf utilization of. judicial manpower as well as courtroom facilities 
throughout tile state. It will engender judicial interaction and competency and it will 
dispel morale problems within th~ judicial system. 

, Similarity of work presently handled by the District, County and Municipal COutts 
should make ad~ption of the unified court system in Minnesota relatively a simple one. 
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The upheaval in moving from the existing system to a unified court would not begin to 
approach that which occurred in the Minnesota Court system following the adoption of the 
County Court Act in 1971. Despite the complete absorption of one court and the assumption 
of concurrent jurisdiction with another, all in areas completely unrelated to the 
jurisdiction of the then existing Probate-Juvenile Court, the transition of a County Court 
was effected quickly and without difficulty. The Minnesota County Court Survey prepared 
by the National Center for state Courts make's the following comments (page 6) : 

r; 

"!tis to the credit of judicial personnel within the system that the majority of problems 
-associated with the rapid implementation of a new and far-reaching system have been 
resolved so quickly." " 

This experience coupled with the Limited Jurisdiction Courts' amenability to change 
and adaptionis demonstrative of the relative ease with which the complete unification of 
the courts )n Minnesota could be accomplished. 

Through the better use of judicial manpower it can 00 argued that court unification 
would be less costly than maintenance of the present system. Savings would be achieved 
by the elimination of much travel expense presently being incurred by judges and staff 
and maximum use of 'tpurtroom facilities releasing courthouse space for other purposes 
and dispensing with~ construction of duplicate facilities. In any event, it should be 

, apparent that court unification necessarily will provide maximum return to the citizen for 
the tax dollar spent. In view of these circumstances it may~ell be asked if the 
government is going to build courthouses, staff them with trairl~d ~'1ablepeoPle and 
establish elaborate administrative systems to coordinate their function; why not make all 
courts full-service courts. 

The Minneso~ Supreme Court has rece~ adopted Rules of Criminal Procedure for 
aU of the trial courts in t.he state. These rules took effect on July 1,1975, and they involve 
substantial changes in present criminal law and procedure. Rul~ 1.02 reads as follows: 

I~, I; 

q ::0 

"These rules are intended to provide for the just, speedy, determination of criminal 
proceedings. They shall be contrued to secure simpliCity in procedure, fairness in 
administration, ahd the elimination of unjustifiable expense and delay." 

(\ 

To this end,' the new rules eliminate the Preliminary Hearing "formerly conducted in 
County and Municipal Courts by combining thEfsame into an Ommbus Hearing to be held " 
in the District Court within1seven (7) days of the defendant's initial appearance in ~hat 
Court. The purpose. of the new rules a~{' expressed in Rule 1.02 is good, however" its 

# accomplishment is entirely dependent on the day to day availability of the District Court 
within each County of the state inasmuch as virtually all of the newly defined criminal 
proceedings are to be conducted in the District Court. Under the existing two-tiered 
Minnesota Trial Court System, even with modifications as proposed by the Select 
Committee Majori ty Report, the District Court is not and necessarily cannot be available 
in each County of the state on a day to day basis since there are only forty-one (41) 
Distri,ct Judges serving the eighty-five' (85) counties outside of Hennepin and Ramsey 
Counties. It has been reported tha~ the new Criminal Rules are not working as intended in 
some areas of the state because of the unavailability of the District Court. It does not 
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appear that the administra tive changes proposed by the majority report will allevia te this 
problem. On the other hand, the new Rules are perfectly suited to a one-tiered trial court 
as provided for in a Unified COurJI System. 

The Majority Report undertakes to sanction the practice of county supplements to a 
judge's salary. This provision appears to be inconsistent with the recommendation that 
all judg~s be paid the same salary as it is surely conducive to disparate salaries wi thin the 
judicial system. Experience in Minnesota as well as in other states makes it clear that 
County supplements are contrary to<good judicial administration in that they tend to 
perpetuate a caste system within the judiciary. A well-administered court system should 
have all judges sharing the court workload on an equal basis and receiving the same 
compensation. At best any salary differential should be based on years of experienc~ and 
not where the Judge happens to live. . 

The principal thrust of the Majority Report recommendations seems to be the infusion 
of the Minnesota. trial Court with large numbers of non-judicial staff people - both on the 
State and District level. The added costs represented by these recoIhmend~tions, and 
they would be substantial, are not balanced by any apparent benefit to either the public or 
the trial courts. This emphasis on staff may well be the beginning of the replacement of 
judicial individuality, with all of its traditional responsiveness and access, by a highly 
controlled desensitized Court operation. One may well question what, if anything, the 
public has to gain from such a move. , 

To summarize, this Minority Report rejects the recommendation of the [Final] Report 
and urges the adoption of a Unified .Court Sys tem in Minnesota having a single-level trial 
court staffed by judges of equal status and compensation. \' 

~ ~ 

Comment of the Hons. Harvey A. Holtan and Bruce C. Stone 

The great majority of the District Court judges (including ourselves) do not desire any 
change in the jurisdiction, organization, administrative control, or method of financing of 

.Jhe judiciary, nor do they believe ~~~t the advisability or necessity thereof has been 
-established. ~\ 

Recognizing that this position did not prevail in the Committee, we have attempted to 
support those propositions advanced that seemed to best preserve and least impair the 
independe~lme~s, and effectiveness of the judiciary of this sta teo 

, <. '.'_1 

Comments of the Hon. Charles C. Johnson 

By reason of its very title in addition to its stated goal it would seem the Select 
Committee has the duty to recommend the very best judicial system f'or the State of 
Minnesota. The court system recommended as a model by virtually every study on court 
organization both within and without the State of Minnesota is the complete consolidation 
of a state's multiple courts having varied jurisdiction into one single-trial court staffed by 
a single class of judges. Such a Up,\¥ied Court System is recommended by the following: 

1. American Bar Association (S~~dards Relating to Court Organization) I) 
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2. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals (Report on 
Courts - standard 8.1) 

3. National Conference on the Judiciary (1971) 

4. American Judicature Society 

5. Judicial Administration Committee of Minnesota State Bar Association 
(continuously since 1960) 

6. Minnesota Citizen'S Conference on Courts (1970 Consensus Statement) 

7. Minnesota County Judges' Association 

8. Various Minnesota District, County and Municipal· Court judges as well as 
Minnesota citizens interested in Court improvement (testimony submitted to House 
and Senate Sub-Committees on Court Unification) 

In contrast to the near unanimous support for complete unification there appears to be 
no study that recommends the adoption of the multi-leveled trial court excepting in the 
way of compromise. 

CoLirt Unification is not, as the Majority Report states, a catch-all term for many 
varieties of court reform. Court Unification means one thing and that is, simply, one trial 
court staffed by one class of judges. Many states have attempted to unify their courts bu t, 
with tre exception of the District of Columbia, all have fallen short of that goaL The 
Hobstacles" to unification in those states that have attempted court reform are identical 
to those now being encountered in the State of Minnesota. These "obstacles" are~ 

1, Alleged differences in quality between judges of the District Court and judges of the 
,,\ Courts of Limited Jurisdiction. 

2. The possible increased difficulty in attracting experienced attorneys to the bench in 
a court having jurisdiction over traffic, misdemeanors, juveniles, small claims and 
other matters now confined to the Courts of Limited Jurisdiction. 

While many believe there is a difference in the quality of judges of the District Court 
compared with judges of the courts in the state having limited jurisdiction, there has, 
nevertheless, been no factual substantiation of that belief. The fad remains that most of 
the work handled by the District Court is very similar to that handled by the County and 
'Municipal Courts. In addition, rules of evidence and procedures are the same in all three 
courts. The Report on Courts prepared by the National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Ju~tice Standards ana Goals states: 

"The lower Courts handle 90 percent of all criminal prosecutions in the nation." 

If County and Municipal Court judges are indeed less competent as a class than District 
CQurt judges, then a disservice is being done to the people of the State of Minnesota by 
perpetuating a system that has created such a situation. 
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It has been said that single-level trial court would make it difficult to attract 
experienced attorneys to such a bench. Resolution of this problem, if indeed it is one, 
depends simply upon court administration. In the event of court unification it is 
reasonable to expect that judicial assignments will be based not on seniority or influence '. 
but rather on ability, special talents, and workload requirements. The suggestion that 
newly appointed judges would be arbitrarily assigned to undesirable work should be 
regarded as an insult to the integrity of the Chief Judge having assignment responsibility. 
It can also be argued that if Courts of Limited Jurisdiction are abolished the 1!latters 
currently heard by them may no longer be deemed to be undesirable assignments. ' 

Identifiable problems existing in the two-tiered trial MiJ.'mesota court system today 
are: 

1. Duplication of courtroom facilities resulting in the disuse of courtrooms, offices and 
physlCal eqUipment 111 a large number ot counties tor moSt ot the year. 

2. Duplication of judicial manpower expended in what is appropriately termed 
windshield time, that is, time spent by a judge in an auto traveJing hundreds of miles 
between court assignments. This is an affliction of most District Courts and some 
County Courts. It is inefficient, expensive and wasteful as well as hazardous to the 
physical well-being of the judge. In addition, it is grossly inconvenient Jo lawyers 
and litigants who are often obliged to pursue the judge from county to county. 

4. Duplication of court records, causing added and unnecessary expense to lawyers 
and the public. 

5. Duplication of litigation resulting from the arbitrary and unrealistic limits on 
jurisdiction between courts, for example, a County Court does not hctve jurisdiction 
to enforce the custody provisions of a District CQurt marriage dissolution de~ree 
involving the same litigants before the County Court in a juvenile proceeding to 
terminate parental rights. Examples of this absuraity are endless. 

6. Disparity in caseloads' between the District' Court and Courts of Limited 
Jurisdiction. 

7. The arbitrary transfer of judicial business from the District Court to the County 
Court without regard to good judicial adru.inistration, the circumstances or 
workloads of the courts involved or an evalua tion of the best interest of the general 
public. .' 

The ABA Court Organization Standards (pp.9-10) contains the following statement; 

"The consequen~es of maintaining two separate trial cou~ts have :~been generall:1' 
adverse. These consequences include: reduced flexibility in assigning Judges and 
other court personnel in response to shifts in workload; complexity and conflict in \1 

processing cases between courts, par.ticularly between th,e preliminary and.;plenary· 
stages of felony cases; and unnecessary emphasis on hierarchial rank a!!!ong judges 
and other court personnel. Perhaps most important, the differentiati6ii-o~ the trial 

i ICOurt of limited jurIsdiction expresses an implicit differentiation in the quality of 
justice to be administered. Itinduces a sense of isolation and inferiority among the 
judges and court personnel who are called upon to perform one o~ the' judiciary's most 
difficult and frustrating tasks - individualizing justic,~it il!the unending stream of 
undramatic cases that constitute the bulk ofthecourt sy~tem~s work." ., 
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The Report on Courts prepared ~y the National Advisory Commission on ~fiminal 
Justice Standards makes the followmg statement (p. 161): 

"The lower courts handle about 90 percent of all criminal pro~ecutions in the Nation. 
Thus, the courts that are lower, mitior, and inferior in nomenclature, financing, 
facilities, rehabilitative resources and quality of personnel conduct the overwhelming 
majority of all criminal trials and sentencings. 

nLower courts, moreover, are important qualitatively as well as quantitatively. 
Typically, they deal With defendants with little or no criminal history. Often the 
offenders are young and their' antisocial behavior has not progressed beyond the 
seriousness of misdemeanors. Even when the offender is older a first offense often is 
dilirged or later is reduced to a misdemeanor. Consequently, lower courts can 
intervene at what may be the beginp.ing of a pattern of increasingly serious criminal 
behavior, and help prevent the development of long-term criminal careers. 

"The enormous crime-control potential of the lower courts is underscored by the fact 
that 80 percent of the rpajor crimes of violence committed in the United States are 
committed by youths who have been convicted of a previOUS offense in a misdemeanor 
court." 

One could go on indefinitely quoting findings from numerous other reports all to the 
same effect. 

Significantly, a unified single'~level trial court in Minnesota would provide a solution to 
each of the enumerated identifiable problems either by actual elimination or 
maximum reduction of those that persist. The most attractive aspect of the unified court 
is the simplicity and clarity of its structure. Clearly it is the ult~ma~ in court organization 
and thus its adoption will dispense with the need for further courtrefgrm. Unification will 
maximize flexibility and provide full utilization of judicial martpower as well as 

icourtroom facili.ties. th~oughout the state. It ~il! eng~nd~~ judici#l interaction and 
, 'eOn'1peLency ~md It wlll dispel morale problems WIthin the JudiCIal system ' 

Similari ty of work presently handled by the District, County and Municipal Courts 
should make adoption of the unified court system in Minnesota relatively,.a simple one. 
The \ij]heaval in moving from the existing system to a unified court would not begin to 
approach that which occurred in the Minnesota Court system following the adoption of the 
County Court Act in 1971. Despite the complete absorption of one court and the assumption 
of concurrent jurisdiction with another, all in areas c'ompletely unrelated to the 
jurisdiction of the then existing Probate-Juvenile Court, the transition of a County Court 
was effected quickl'y and without difficulty. The Minnesota County Court Survey prepared 
'by the National Centerior State Courts makes the following comments (page 6): 

"It is to the credit of judicial personnel within the system that the majority of problems 
associated with the rapid implem~ntation of a new and far-reaching system have been 
resolved so quiCkly.'" \\ . , 

This expe~Jen~e coupled with the Limited Jurisdiction Courts'amenability to change 
and adaptl)]Jl is demonstrative of the relative ease with which the complete unification of 
the courts in Minnesota could be accomplished. 
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Through the better use of judicial manpower it can be argued that court unification 
would be less cos tly than maintenance of the present sys tem. Savings would be achieved 
by the elimination of much travel expense presently being incurred by judges and staff 
and maximum use of courtroom facilities releasing courthouse space for other purposes 
and dispensing with construction of duplicate facilities. In any event, it s~ould be 
apparent that court unification necessarily will provide maximum return to the citizen for 
the tax dollar spent. In view of these circumstances it may well be asked if the 
government is going to build courthouses, staff them with trained cap~ble people and 
establish elaborate administrative systems to coordinate their function, why not make all 
courts full-service courts. () () 

To summarize, this minority report urges the adoption of a Unified Court System in 
Minnesota having a single-level trial court staffed by judges of equal status and 
compensation. The Report on Courts (page 165) states: 

"No state has achieved' a true one-level trial court; ... standard 8.1 recommends a 
system of unified trial courts in which all criminal cases are tried in a single level of 
courts ... only by such action the commission bclieves can the criminal jU$tice system 
attract weU-qualified personnel and supporting services and facilities to handle less 
serious criminal prosecutions." 

If resistance to change is too great so that Minnesota cannot at this time become the 
first state to accomplish the ultimate in court organization thus necessitating 
compromise, then in the alternative it is recommended that the County and Municipal 
Courts be extended the same jurisdiction as the District Court. 

Comment of the Hon. James H. Johnston 
----------------------------~!.--

In not concurring in thE' Final Report, I would like to make the following observa tions : 

A. Jurisdictional Structure - The Unified Court Concept 
., 

The ~tated goal is the delivery of fair and equal justice with a reasonable degree of (, 
efficiency and dispatch. Most authorities agree this goal is best achieved by a single- d 
trial court of general jurisdiction having only one class of judge. Assuming them to be 
correct, the Committee's proposed changes of assignment, administration, and equal 
salaries bring the system several steps closer. 

A single-trial court is worth continuing to strive for because it will: 
" 

1. Provide maximum flexibility in the assignment of judges to cases and cases tojudges. 
" 

(Even though', county court judges and district court judges will be subject' to 
assignment by the same chief judge of the district, assignments for the mos,t part 
will be made as is p. resently . done. The proposed improvement is ~hat a county or 

, -
district judge can be 'assigned to each other's cases when the need arises. Hopefully, 
this will be done often ,to keep all trial calendars current so that the intende'd 
fle:xibility becomes a reality.) 
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2. Eliminate confusing jurisdictional distinctions. 

(What rationale is there for limiting full-time judges of equal ability and 
experience to civil disputes of $6,000 or less simply because they are called county 
court judges? The same judge can be a district court judge the next day when chosen 
by the Governor to fill a vacancy. The same is true in criminal cases. In most cases, 
the same procedure and law applies whether the crime is a misdemeanor or a 
felony. In out-state areas, the county attorney, public defenders, and attorneys have 
the additional burden of seeking a district court judge to satisfy time limit 
requirements of first appearance, arraignment, plea, omnibus hearing, and other 
matters when a county court judge may be in a courtroom just next door. No private 
business would operate in such a fashion,) 
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3. Eliminate unnecessary duplication of administrativ~, and clerical fUllctions. 

(Separate court offices, clerk staffs, etc.) \ , 

4. Eliminate the appearance (at least in the eyes of some) that the county court having 
limHedjurisdiction is not likely to be as fair, impartial, thoughtful, considerate, and 
above all reach the "right" decision as the district court. 

The Committee took more testimony, received more written material, and discussed 
creation of a "single-tier trial court" for the State of Minnesota more than any other 
subject. The Final Report, however, gives "little comment" as to the reasons it was not 
adopted as a recommendation. 

B. An Intermediate Court of Appeals 

A slllgie-tler trial court would require establishing an intermediate courtof appeals, 
but an appellate division is now needed even if the present structure were to continue. 
In 1.960-61 . the supreme court heard an average of 235 cases a year and wrote 176 
opinions. In 1970-71 the average number of opinions was 325, almost twice the number 
of ten years previous. The legislature's response was to add two supreme court justices 
rather than an intermediate court of appeals suggested by the Judicial Branch 
Committee of the Constitutional study Commission of 1972. 

Slllce then .. the supreme court's caseload has increased to put it in the same position 
with nine justices as it was with seven justices. In 1974 the court iSsues 367 opinions. In 
1975 it jumped to 406 opinions for a whopping 10.6 percent incre~e in only one year. 

Yet l1LlledlscusslOn or consideration was given this subject by the Select Committee. 
Why? I think it's because it would require a constitutional amendment and appear to 
favor unification (even though it's needed with or without unification) . 

The supreme cour-twill not be able to maintain its record of quality and efficiency if the ., 
present load is unrelieved. 
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Twenty-four states have interm~tltate~ppellate courts. Minnesota prides itself as a 
leader. Why don't we have one? \ 

) 
C. Administrative Models ~/ 

1. Chief Judge of District 

The Committee identified as one of the problems of the present court system the lack 
of clearly defined administrative duties, responsibilities, chain of command, and 
accountability. Their solution is the appointment of a chief judge of a district by the 
supreme court. 

On the other hand, the consultants' -Hons. Sulmonetti and Woleslagel- solution 
was to recommend that a chief judge of a judicial district be a ,district court judge 
and that an associate chief judge be a co~nty court judge both elected by district 
court judges and county court judges acting together :'That their term of office be ~or 
two years and be eligible to serve one additional two-year term. 

In addition, they recommended: 
a. An executive committee. 
b. Monthly meetings of all the judges in the district. 
c. A bench-bar committee. 

" All of these recommendations of the consultants I favor. Whether the chief judge of 
the district is to be selected by the sureme court or the judges of the district, it is 
essential that while he or she exercise general administrative and assignment 
authority, decisions as to policy be decided by the judges of the district at its 
meetings to be held at least monthly. 

A judge is elected at a local level and responsible to the community which he or she 
serves and yet in the Select Committee's report there are no requirements that a 
chief judge meet with county and district judges in the district more pften than twice 
a year, or that policy decisions be by a majority of the judges in a district. !I ., 

Consequently, there is little, protection against an autocratic chief judge, and there:' 
may be little input possiblE{ by the rest of the judges. This significantly affects any Ii 
responsible level of commtmication and '~participativemanagement/,' which is one i 

of the stated goalsQ£ a reorganized state judicial system. Only by providing for the 
participation of each judge in the policy decision-making process can this goal be 
met. Local problems will vary greatly from community to community and shouldbf~ 
and can best be solved at the local level. (;) 

2. District Administrator 

The district administrator is a Gveryimportant position to assist the chief judge of the 
\' district in the carrying out of his duties. 

u 
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It should be unders tood and provided, however, that the district adminis tra tor is not 
under any direction or control of the state court administrator other than the 
furnishing of statistical reports and caseload information. While it is important that 
there be complete communication between the two, the district administrator's 
responsibility is to the chief judge of the district and to the other judges of that 
district. 

D. Personnel System 

Some question the need for a statewide personnel classification plan. The 
centralization necessary to accomodate objectives of such a plan along wtth a fiscal 
plan could destroy the authority for the operation of the courts in local districts. The 
local job requirements, local pay scales, and local needs vary so greatly from place to 
place that it will be a difficult if not impossible task unless very flexible criteria can be 
applied to such variables. 

E. Financing the Court System 

In any state funding plan, all courts should be assured that adequa te monies will be 
made available to continue present budgets at present or increased levels. If the 
recommendation is true state funding, it is not fair to simply provide that counties that 
wish to can subsidize their county or district court when the State is evidently to receive 

Gall revenues. Each county should prepare its own fiudget request which would be 
subject to review at the dis trict level and also a Uhe supreme court level. 

\.,,,"" 

F. Conclusion 

The Select' Committee's work was interesting. 
'e-

In essence, however, court uni~ication is an evolutionary concept which can never be 
defined in absolute terms. At most, it is a concept whose general principles can be of 
enormous aid in any attempts at imprOving state court systems. The challenge should 
not be "Prove and convince me the system isn't okay now." The challenge should be 
"How can we improve the system?" -, 
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