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| NTRODUCTION

he Michigan Court of Appeals was created by the Constitution of 1963,
Article VI, Section 1, under which the State of Michigan has “one court of
justice.”

The judicial power of the state is vested exclusively in
one court of justice which shall be divided into one
supreme court, one court of appeals, one trial court of
general jurisdiction known as the circuit court, one
probate court, and courts of limited jurisdiction that the
legislature may establish by a two-thirds vote of the
members elected to and serving in each house.

When it first began operation in 1965, the bench of the Court of Appeals was
comprised of ninejudges. Asfilingswith the Court grew fromalow of 1,235in
1965toahigh of 13,352in 1992, the L egid atureincreased the size of the bench
to 12 judgesin 1969, to 18 judgesin 1974, to 24 judgesin 1988, and to 28 judges
in 1993. Originaly, the Court’s offices were located only in Lansing, Detroit
and Grand Rapids. The Southfield office was opened in June, 1995 after the
last increase in judges, when the Legidature apportioned the state into four
districtsfor election purposes.

The Court now has facilities in six locations across the state. A total of 250
employees (judges and staff) work in these locations, linked by a state-wide
computer network that is supported by the Court’sin-house Information Systems
Department. On any given day, close to 1,000 docket entries are made on the
state-wide computer system by Court employees. At the sametime, mail staff
in four principal locations are processing approximately 300 newly filed
documents each day for movement between officesor for docketing in thelocal
office.

The people who are the Court of Appealswork daily to effectuate its mandate:
“To secure the just, speedy, and economical determination of every action and
to avoid the consequences of error that does not affect the substantial rights of
the parties.” Michigan Court Rule 1.105. Aswill be seenin this 1999 Annual
Report, that mandate drives the Court’s continued evolution asacritical part of
the Michigan justice system.

* k k k k%

The 1999 Annual Report of the Court of Appealsisthefirst that this Court has
published in such aformat. The publicationisintended to providethe Court and
its customers with awide range of information and data about its performance
inthe preceding year. We hopethat all readerswill contact uswith questions or
comments about its content.

Carl L. Gromek, Chief Clerk / Research Director
Sandra Schultz Mengel, Chief Deputy Clerk
Larry Royster, Deputy Research Director
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JUDGES OF THE COURT OF APPEALS

he Michigan Court of Appealsisahigh-volumeintermediate appellate

court. Althoughdividedintofour digtrictsfor € ection purposes, theCourt’s
twenty-eight judgessit in panelsof three and rotate with equal frequency with
each of the other judges and among the three courtroom locations (Detroit,
Lansing and Grand Rapids). A decision of any panel of judgesiscontrolling
throughout the state and isreviewabl e by the Michigan Supreme Court on
leavegranted.

Elected or Current Term
Appointed to Expires on
Bench January 1 of
Bandstra, Richard A. , Chief Judge 1994 2003
Whitbeck, William C., Chief Judge Pro Tem 1997 2005
Holbrook, Jr., Donald E. 1974 2003
Kdly, Michad J. 1974 2001
Hood, Harold 1982 2003
Gribbs, Roman S. 1982 2001
Sawyer, David H. 1986 2005
McDonald, Gary R. 1987 2001
Doctoroff, Martin M. 1987 2005
Murphy, William B. 1988 2001
Cavanagh, Mark J. 1988 2003
Griffin, Richard Allen 1988 2003
Neff, Janet T. 1988 2001
Jansen, Kathleen 1989 2001
Fitzgerald, E. Thomas 1990 2003
White, Helene N. 1992 2005
Saad, Henry William 1994 2003
Hoekstra, Jod P. 1994 2005
Markey, Jane E. 1994 2003
O'Connédl, Peter D. 1994 2001
Smolenski, Michad R. 1994 2001
Gage, HildaR. 1997 2001
Talbot, Michad J. 1998 2003
Wilder, Kurtis T. 1998 2001
Zahra, Brian K. 1999 2001
Cadllins, Jeffrey G. 1999 2001
Meter, Patrick M. 1999 2001
Owens, Donald S. 1999 2001
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CoURT PERFORMANCE:
HistoricAL PERSPECTIVE

eginning in 1994 and continuing for the next threeyears, the Legidature

appropriated $2 million per year to addressthe Court of Appeals 4,000+
casebacklog. During thistime, the Court focused on volume of dispositions
and worked first ontherelatively easier cases—i.e., thoserequiring fewer
resourcesto process. The Court expanded itscasecallsfrom 8to 12 panels
eachmonth utilizing vistingjudgesand introduced summary panel sthat decided
routine caseswithout oral argument. The Court used the additional funding
primarily to hirethe staff needed to support these efforts. Aided by asteady
declineinfilings, the Court wasableto dispose of the bulk of theselesscomplex
cases by theend of 1997. Theremaining inventory, although not largein
number, consi sted of moredifficult and time-consuming cases.

Inrecognition of the Court’songoing need for additional resourcesto reduce
the age of its case inventory to more closely comport with American Bar
Association modd standards, the L egid ature continued the specid appropriation
inboth 1998 and 1999, albeit at reduced levelsof $1.5 million per year. With
thesefunds, the Court hired more experienced staff attorneysto handlethe
larger casesand reduced the number of inexperienced attorneyson staff. The
Court also began configuring call panelsaccording to therelative complexity
of the casesin order to maximizethe number of dispositionswithout unfairly
burdening any particular panel of judges. Theseefforts, dongwiththedropin
filings, enabled the Court of Appealsto hear caseson afirst-in, first-out basis
in1999for thefirst timeinmany years.

In evaluating its needsfor the year 2000, the Court concluded that it could
manage its existing case inventory with 10 fewer research attorneys and
voluntarily agreed to reduceitsdelay reduction funding by $550,000. That
sum equated to the costs of an entire office of prehearing attorneysand so, for
severd reasons, the Detroit prehearing officewaschosenfor closure. Because
the attorneys all found employment within a short time, the office closed
approximately sx monthsearlier than expected, which resulted in having 250
fewer dispositionsin 1999.

Despitethis, the Court was able to maintain a100% clearancerate(i.e., the
number of casesfiled per year divided by the number disposed of) and acase
inventory inwhich 86% of the caseswerelessthan 18 monthsold. Although
thesefiguresare satisfactory in comparison with yearspast, the Court’sgod is
to maintainacaseinventory inwhich 90% of the casesarelessthan 18 months
old. Thisisadifficult task given thetime periodsrequired of the appellate
processby the Michigan Court Rules, asillustrated by thefollowing chart.
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Timeline - Routine Civil Appeal by Right

(Without Complications or Court-Ordered Extensions)

Timeline Event Court Rule
Filing of claim of appeal. MCR 7.204

91 days Filing of transcript. MCR 7.210(B)(3)(b)(iv)

56 days Filing of appellant’s brief. MCR 7.212(A)(1)(a)(iii)

28 days Stipulation to extend time for brief. MCR 7.212(A)(1)(a)(iii)

35 days Filing of appellee’s brief. MCR 7.212(A)(2)(a)(ii)

28 days Stipulation to extend time for brief. MCR 7.212(A)(2)(a)(ii)

21 days Filing of appellant’s reply brief. MCR 7.212(G)

21 days Order and receive lower court record. MCR 7.210(H)

280 days Total time necessary to start appeal, compile briefs,
receive record under the court rules.

14 days Refer appeal to Research Division for MCR 7.213(B)
preparation for case call.

49 days Evaluate cases for assignment, transfer cases to the appropriate
research unit, hold cases while awaiting assignment; prepare draft
research reports; review and edit research reports by supervising
attorney; finalize research reports; make copies and stockpile
research reports in advance of case call.

35 days Preparation of case call for submission to MCR 7.214
nine 3-judge panels and 21-day notice
period.

35 days Entry of opinion resolving appeal.

Copy of opinion sent to each party’s MCR 7.215(D)(2)
attorney and to the trial court.

133 days Total time required by Court of Appeals to prepare, submit, and
resolve appeal after briefs and record are filed.

14.75 MONTHS: TOTAL TIME TO PROCESS APPEALS IN WHICH THERE ARE

413 DAYS

NO DELAYS. (BASED ON 28-DAY MONTHS)

NOTE: The ABA model standard on case processing provides that 95% of appellate cases be disposed of
within 12 months of filing. Such a standard cannot be met by the Court of Appeals. Under the Michigan
Court Rules, record preparation and briefing in a “perfect” appeal consumes a minimum of ten months
(exclusive of the briefing extensions that may be granted by the Court under the rules, and assuming that
each “month” is comprised of 28 days).
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CLERK’ s OFFICE

1999: A Year To Solidify Gains and Prepare for
Technological Change.

*  Decentrdizationwascompleted in each of thefour district officesof the
Clerk.

* Anpilot project was approved for the submission and decision of
pending motionsand applicationsfor leaveamongall four districts.

» Thelegacy mainframe docketing system wasretired and anew client/
server intranet browser docketing systemwasunvelled in mid-1999.

Decentralization Implemented In All District Offices.

Prior to 1998, dl documentsfiled with the Court toinitiatean apped or origind
proceeding were sent to the Lansing officeregardlesswherethey wereinitialy
received by the Court. InLansing, afilewasopened and the documentswere
reviewed for conformity with thecourt rulesandwith jurisdictiond prerequidtes.

Theattorneysand support staff who performed these functionswere housed
inLansing. Andthecommissioners(asohistorically located only in Lansing)
reviewed applicationsfor leaveto appeal and drafted commissioner reports
which accompanied the applications when they were submitted to motion
docket pand sfor resolution. Only after the Clerk’ s Officereview wascomplete
and al defectshad been cured, and after ordersgranting leave were entered,
were the files forwarded to the geographically proper district offices for
process ng during the pendency of the appedl.

Although the centraized plan served the Court well during itsearly years, the
format proved to be cumbersome as the caseload expanded and public
expectations of speedy turn-around increased.

In June 1998, thefirst on-site commissioner began working in the Southfield
clerk’soffice asan experiment with decentralization. The experiment was
positively received by the public, thejudges, and the staff, and by June 1999
on-site attorneys had been assigned to each of thefour district officesof the
Clerk. Aswemoveinto 2000, the Court’shandling of incoming applications
for leavehasbeen fully decentralized.

Expansion of Motion Docket Panels to All Four Districts.

A natura corollary of the decentralization of the Court’shandling of incoming
applicationsfor leaveto appea wasthe distribution of pending motionsand
applicationsto motion docketsin each of thefour districts. Historically, the
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Court had maintained arotation of only three separate motion dockets, based
ontheearly division of the Court into only threedistricts (Lansing, Grand
Rapidsand Detroit). Althoughthe Court wasreorganizedin 1994 toinclude
four digtricts (adding Southfield), the motion docket rotation wasnot smilarly
expanded until apilot project wasimplemented in January 2000.

Theaddition of thefourth motion docket pand will haveanumber of benefits
for the Court and the peopleit serves. Theavailability of amotion docketin
each district will allow for more expedited processing and submission of
emergency filings to a panel where the pleadings are filed. Traditiona
commissioner matters (applicationsfor leave, for instance) will be more
equitably distributed among thefour districts. Annually, themgority of the
motion docket panelswill befully comprised of judges|ocated in the same
digtrict asthesubmitting clerk’soffice. Thisloca relationship will enhancethe
Clerk’sOffice'sahility to properly support the panelswith immediate access
tothefile, therecord, and lega analysis.

New Intranet Browser Docketing System Unveiled in July
1999.

Thework of the Clerk’s Officewasradically benefited with the July 1999
unveiling of anew intranet browser docketing system that is Year-2000
compliant. The Court’sInformation Systems Department beganworking on
the docketing component of the browser many yearsbefore, and they were
joined by aninterdisciplinary team of Court saff inlate 1998. Thisjoint team
worked through mid-1999tofine-tuneadocketing systemthat isfully responsve
todl users.

Onthenew system, dataentry isfacilitated by theintroduction of drop-down
menusof optionsthat arelinked programmatically tothe Court’sdataanayss
functions. Casedocketsare presentedinfull text on screenandin print so
that all users can more fully understand the progress of each appeal.
Management ticklelistshave been carefully reworked to report accurateand
full information on the status of each case. And, the constitution of each
month’sdocket of casesto beorally argued beforeapane of judgesfor fina
dispositionisnow completely automated.

Together with theimmediateimpact that the new system hashad onthe Court’s
processes and procedures, it aso positions the Court for the near-term
implementation of awebsite geared to the needs of the attorneysand parties
appearing beforethe Court. And, inthefar term, thesystemisfully capableof
supporting eectronicfiling initiativesthat are moving inexorably toward the
Court.

Caseload Statistics.
INn 1999, 7731 new appealswerefiled and 7715 dispositionswererecorded.
The clearancerate was 99.8%.
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Annual Filings

9500 9108
8866
9000
*

8500 8264
8000 7731
7500
7000

1996 1997 1998 1999

*In 1998, the Court of Appeals changed the manner in which cases were counted. Prior to 1998,
Court of Appeals statisticsreflected one case per each lower court number that wasreferencedin
afile. Starting in 1998, Court statistics reflect one case for each appeals court docket number
regardless how many lower court docket numbers may bereferencedin that file. Court of Appeals
filing trends represent both a decreasein filings and changesin case counting methods.

Court of Appeals Filings and Dispositions Per Judge

1996 1997 1998 1999
Filed 9108 8866 8264 7731
Disposed 10842 10242 8806 7715

Judges 28 28 28 28
Filed per Judge 325 317 295 276
Disposed per Judge 387 366 315 276

Management Team.

At the close of 1999, the district offices of the Clerk were managed by:
Kimberly Hauser, Detroit; Thomas Robison, Southfield; Lori Zarzecki, Grand
Rapids; Hannah Watson, L ansing; and K athleen Kane, Central (alsolocated
inLanang).

On the Horizon.

The Clerk’s Office continuesitswork on amanua for useby partiesappearing
beforethe Court in propria persona. Themanual isexpected to reducethe
drain on Clerk’sstaff and Court attorney time. 1t will aid communication,
whichisotherwise negatively affected by thelack of acommon vocabulary.
And defectivefilingsshould bereduced. Themanual isexpected to bemade
availableat the Court’s public countersand vialnternet access.

Deployment of a Court of Appealswebsitewill occur early in 2000. The
websiteisbeing designed to be particularly responsive to the needs of the
attorneysand partiesappearing beforethe Court. Information that isexpected
to be provided on thewebsiteincludesthe Annual Report, the Court’sInterna
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Operating Procedures, Frequently Asked Questions, acurrent edition of the
Court’schapter of theMichigan Court Rules, alisting of casesscheduled to
be submitted for findl digposition oncoming“casecdls,” mapsand directions
to the Clerk’s offices and the courtrooms, mediainformation, employment
opportunities, and pressreleases. Oncework has been completed onthe
manual for personsappearing in propria persona, that document will aso
beavailablethrough thewebsite.

Although the number of new filingshasdecreased over the past severd years,
the Court anticipatesan increasein the number of filingsin 2000 asaresult of
a21,387-case spikein pre-tort reform actionsfiled in thecircuit courtsin
1996. Michigan’'s One Court of Justice 1998-99 Annual Report, p18.
Theseactions, whichwerefiledin advance of theeffectivedatesof tort reform
legidation, should soon be concluding inthecircuit courtsand bethe subjects
of appealstothisCourt. The Court’sability to manageitscaseinventory
over thenext severa yearswith existing resourceswill greatly depend upon
the number of appeal sresulting fromthose actions.

REsEARCH DiviISION

1999: Increasing Productivity
Without Compromising Quality

» Commissioners- Increased efficienciesand respong bilitiesthrough
decentrdization.

* AdvanceResearch - Shouldering aheavier workload.
* Prehearing - Aninexperienced but promising staff.
»  Settlement Office- A new program establishingitself.

Overview of Case Types and Workload.

When casesare designated asready for reportsby the Research Divisonfor
eventual placement on casecall panels, astaff attorney “screens’ the casesto
determine how many daysthey should takethe assigned attorneysto prepare
thereportswhich assist thejudgesin their decision-making process. Theday
evaluations may range from one day to thirty or more days, athough
approximately two-thirdsof the casesfall inthetwo- to four-day range. In
1996, the average day evaluation for all screened caseswas 3.72 days; in
1999, that number roseto 4.09, indicating anincreasein theoverall difficulty
of the Court’sworkload. Although most cases are screened, several broad
categoriesof appea sarenot, including leave applications, origina actions,
appealsinvolving the Public Service Commission, workers' compensation
appedls, termination of parental rightsappeals, and guilty pless.
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Theday eva uations assigned to the cases generally determine which of the
threeresearch units(Commissoners, Advance Research, and Prehearing) will
be assigned to work on them. Presently, theworkload isdivided asfollows:
(1) one- to two-day cases and guilty plea appeals to Commissioners for
placement on summary panels; (2) origina actions, PSC appedlsand workers
compensation appeal sto Commissionersfor placement on regular case call
pands, (3) three- to Six-day casesto Prehearing for placement onregular case
cal panels, (4) seven-day or greater casesto Advance Research for placement
onregular casecal panels, or directly to complex case panel swithout reports;
and (5) termination of parental rights appeals to Advance Research for
placement on summary panels(if routine) or regular casecall panels(if non-
routine).

The day evaluations also provide the Research Division with a means of
monitoring the productivity of theattorneys. Attorney production percentages
aredetermined by dividing theday evauationsby the actua timerequiredto
completetheresearch reports. The day evaluations are estimated in whole
number values and represent the amount of daysit should takethe average
prehearing attorney to complete aresearch reportinacase. A production
rate of 100% means the case was completed in the evaluated time.
Commissionersand Advance Research attorneysare expected to perform at
higher production ratesbecause of their greater experiencelevels.

In 1999, the Commissionersassigned to preparereportsand proposed opinions
in summary panel cases had acombined production percentage of 157%.
Advance Research’s production percentage was 137%. Prehearing had a
90.78% productionrate, which was commendabl e cons dering the experience
leved of thestaff.

Although the Research Division must maintain high productionratesin order to
meet itscasecall respongbilities, it strivesto do so without compromising the
quality of theresearch reports. Every effortismadeto ensurethat thereports
containfull andfair presentationsof thefacts, comprehensive analysesof the
law, and reasonable recommendations supported by thefactsand law.

Inrecent years, the Court has seen amarked increasein the number of appeals
filedintermination of parentd rights(TPR) cases. Thenumber of filingsjumped
from 354 in 1996 to almost 590 in 1999. Moreover, the difficulty of TPR
appealsisincreasing: 1n 1996, it took approximately 2.4 daysto completea
report intheaverage TPR appeal; in 1999, that number was2.74 days. The
increaseinthenumber and difficulty of TPR gpped shasapproximately doubled
theaggregate work daysrequired to handlethose cases. Thisupwardtrendis
severdly straining the Research Division'sresourcesand isaffectingitsability
to satisfy itsother casecall responsibilities.

Commissioners.
The Commissioners, now deployedinal four district offices, prepared 2,127
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commissioner reports, fifty prehearing reports, and fifty-two proposed opinions
in 1999. Additionally, the Commissioners prepared reportsand opinionsin
318 summary panel cases. Withthefull implementation of decentralization,
the Commissonersnow play agreeter roleinreviewing casefilesfor conformity
with the court rulesand in working with the Clerk’s Office and litigantsto
resolveany defects. Decentrdization dso dlowsthe Commissonersto address
emergency filingsinamoreefficient and timely manner.

Thefollowing chart compares the 1999 production of commissioner and

summary panel reportswith numbersfromthe prior threeyears:

1999 Commissioner Perfor mance

2500 2369

2000

1500

B Commissioner
reports

O P reports &
opinions

1000

Number

500

1996 1997 1998 1999

Year

Advance Research.

In 1999, Advance Research’s primary focus continued to be on preparing
reportsand proposed opinionsin caseseva uated at seven daysor more(i.e.,
“box” cases), casesremoved from summary panels, and termination of parental
rights cases. In addition, Advance Research spent atotal of 875 dayson
specid projects, primarily clerking for visiting judgesand preparing reportsin
certain motions before the Court. Thefollowing chart compares Advance
Research’s 1999 production of the three major work productswith that of
prior years.

1999 Advance Resear ch Perfor mance

388
400

350 329

300 55 275
231 229

192

250
200

— | @ Regular reports
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Number

150
100

O TEP reports & opinions

50
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Prehearing.

Aswiththeprior year, 1999 wasadifficult year inmaintaining Prehearing at its
authorized staffing leve . After theannouncement of the Detroit office sclosure
inearly 1999, the attorneyswereeither absorbed into the Southfield officeor
departed for other pursuitswithin just afew months, effectively closing the
officesix monthsearlier than necessary. In addition, the Prehearing attorneys
were presented with alarge number of clerkship opportunitiesduring theyesr,
including clerkshipswith former Court of Appeals judgeswhoweredevated,
either by eection or gppointment, to the Michigan Supreme Court. Thesetwo
factors contributed to a93% turnover of Prehearing attorneysin 1999. The
high turnover rate al so resulted in adecreasein the experiencelevel of the
remaining attorneys. approximeately Sx monthson averagefor theexisting staff
at the end of 1999 compared with an average of over thirteen monthsfor the

departing attorneys.

The prospects for 2000 look very bright, however. Thanksto the Court’s
successful fal recruiting effort, whichinduded viststo each of thefiveMichigan
law school campuses as well as Howard University School of Law in
Washington, D.C., many highly qualified graduates are scheduled tojoin
Prehearing in early spring and late summer of 2000. Oncethenew hiresareon
board, the Prehearing attorneys will be an academically diverse group,
representing thein-state law schools of Michigan State University-Detroit
Collegeof Law, ThomasM. Cooley, University of Detroit Mercy and Wayne
State University, aswell asthe out-statelaw schoolsof University of Chicago,
WeakeForest, University of lllinais, Univeraity of Cincinnati, Emory, University
of Wisconsan, University of Oregon, Howard University, Loyolaand University
of Maryland.

Dueto having fewer attorneysin 1999, Prehearing’s productivity intermsof
the number of reports and proposed opinions was below that of previous
years, asillugtratedin thefollowing chart:

1999 Prehearing Performance

1972 1946 1891

2000
1800 168

1600 1476*
1400
1200
1000
800
600
400
200

1369

W Prehearing reports

Number

W Prehearing opinions

1996 1997 1998 1999

Year

* The drop in production in 1998 compared to prior years was a result of personnel reductions
following the decrease in the Court’s special |egidative appropriation from $2 million per year to
$1.5 million per year.
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Settlement Office.

The Settlement Office operatestwo paralldl settlement systemsasauthorized
by MCR 7.213(A). Docketing statements are screened to find suitablecivil
casesfor the program. In 1999, 2,138 docketing statementswere reviewed
for possibleinclusioninthe settlement program and 293 werereferred for
settlement conferences. Approximately oneout of threereferrdsactudly settle.
Although participation in the settlement programismandatory, thedecisonto
settleispurdy voluntary; thereisno pendty or sanctionfor failing to settlean
gpped. Themgjority of selected casesareassgned to Saff attorneys(currently
2 attorneys) for conferencesat the Settlement Officein Detroit (80% of cases)
or by telephone (20% of cases). The office periodicaly conducts conferences
in Grand Rapidsand at non-Court of Appealslocations. Thereisno cost to
partiesparticipating i n settlement conferences conducted by the Court’ s staff
attorneys.

In addition to the staff attorney program, the Settlement Office maintainsa
roster of nearly 40 outside attorneyswho are availableto act as settlement
fadilitators. Partiesmust unanimoudy agreeto participateinthisprocessbecause
thefacilitatorsare compensated directly by the parties.

INFORMATION SYSTEMS DEPARTMENT

Historical Overview.
hen the Court of Appealsopened for businessin 1965, all datawas
recorded by hand on paper dockets maintained in each Court file.
Thirty-fiveyearslater, asthe Court closed out calendar year 1999, dataentry
was being accomplished onacompletely new client/server intranet browser
docketing system that wasentirely designed and devel oped by anin-house
team of Court programmers.

Thetrangition from * docketing tub” to automation beganin 1978, when the
Court purchased a Burroughs B1700 (Unisys) mainframe and deployed
“dumb” termina sthroughout the Court to accessthisdevice. Atthetime, this
wasthemost efficient meansof supporting high-volumetransaction processing;
desktop technol ogy (personal computers) did not exist.

Duringtheearly 1980's, asautomation continued to expand withinthe Court,
two sgnificant eventsoccurred:

« Themainframewas upgraded to aBurroughs B1900 to support larger
storage requirements and faster processing as manual functionswere
increasingly being converted to automation.

*  BurroughsB20 smart termina swereintroduced withinthe Court, providing
support for multipleapplicationsincluding word process ng, spreadshests,
termina accessto themainframe, and distributed processing functions.
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Fromthelate 1980 sthrough the early part of the 90's, the mainframe went
through afind upgradefromtheB1900toaUnisysA Seriesmodd (oneof the
fastest mainframes then on the market.) During the sametimeframe, the
remaining dumb termina swithin the Court were replaced with CTOS desktop
equipment (theforerunnersfor today’ spersona computers).

Debut of the Michigan Appellate Information System.
Duringthe 1990's, significant changeswere madein the Court’ stechnological
infrastructureto take advantage of advancing trends (i.e. persona computers,
relational databasetechnology, CD-ROM technology, and the expansion of
theInternet). CTOS-based machineswerereplaced with persona computers,
and the mainframewas replaced with Mappis.

| Al formalior 5

A combination of database and web servers, Mappiswas conceived in 1994
whenthel S Department embarked on the modernization project that brought
PC’sto each employeeinthe Court. That project was geared specifically
towardstheultimate god of devel oping abrowser-based Court-wide appellate
informationsystem. Andfiveyearslater, thefully formed Michigan Appdllate
Information System wasunveiled on July 5, 1999.

Unlikethemainframedayswhereal processing wasdoneat acentra location,
loca Mappissarversareingaledin Southfield, Lansng and Detroit. A fourth
Mappisweb and database server combinationisscheduled to beinstalledin
Grand Rapidsbeforetheend of 2000. Theserversat each of theselocations
arerunning real-timereplication which synchronizesthe serversevery five
seconds. Thisallowsfor faster processing and also actsasabackup inthe
event of aserver faillure. TheMappisdatabase, whichiscurrently 10 gigabytes
(GB) insize, isrunning on an Oracleplatform.

M appiswas model ed on the same processes and proceduresthat had been
supported by the mainframefor the preceding two decades. Theseincluded
assignment of casefile numbers, entry of new appealson the Court’sdocket,
notation of eachfiling in each case and its conformancewith applicable court
rulesandinternal operating procedures, tracking of each case’ sprogressthrough
theusual life of an gppeal, including assignment to astaff attorney for review
andtoacasecall pane for oral argument and fina disposition.
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But Magppiswasa o designed to automatefunctionssuch ascasecal formation
that could not befully automated on the mainframe. Anditsfull-text menus
are personalized with optionsthat are matched to each user group’sspecific
dataneeds (COA Judicia Offices, COA Research Division, COA Clerk’s
Office, COA Administrative Office, COA Security Division, State Court
Administrative Office, and Supreme Court). It providesstaff with linksto
prominent Internet sitesfor legal research. It storesand providesaccessto
necessary Court documents such asthel OPsand avariety of research tools
utilized by staff attorneysand judgesalike. And, asneedsevolve, Mappiscan
be quickly reprogrammed (virtualy “onthefly”) to meet user expectations.

Computer Training Program.

Computer training for Court employees hasevolved with the system itself.
Until 1995, suchtrainingwasvery informal and usualy conssted of aone-on-
one lesson at the user’s computer, with the work of the office providing a
variety of distractions. Withtherapid expans on of the PC network, however,
it became apparent that aformal classroom setup would benefit both the
employeesand thelimited ISstaff. During that year, atrainer washired and
thel STraining Roomwasformdly unveiled. Thetrainingfacility wasdesigned
to offer hands-on computer training for up to eight students. It hasbeena
very successful endeavor; between 1995 and the close of 1999, over 1,000
“students’ have beentrained in avariety of topics, including Introductionto
Court Technology, all levels of Word and Excel, GroupWise, Mappisand
Internet Basics.

Year 2000 Compliance.

Calendar year 1999 brought one other project to the IS Department: Year
2000 compliance. During the course of 1999, each of the 300 PC’son the
Court’snetwork wasreimaged by anetwork support staff personto provide
Year 2000 (Y 2K) compliance. And, inlate 1999, al PC' swereindividualy
auditedto ensurethat thevery latest Y 2K software patcheshad beeninstalled.
Astherewerevirtualy no'Y 2K issuesreported on January 1, it isapparent
that thetime and effort of that enormous undertaking wastimewel | spent.

On the Horizon.

Therespons venessof the COA network, and Mappisin particular, isacritical
design e ement asthe Court lookstowardsinitiativessuch asitsown website
and andectronicfiling pilot project. Asnew advancementsand requestsfor
more servicesare madein the year 2000 and beyond, the technology of the
Court iswell situated to respond.

1999
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SecuriTY DIVISION

B eginningin 1998, the Court of Appealsincreased itsfocuson providing
comprehensive security for itsjudges, staff and visitors. As1999 closed,
improved Court security remained atop priority. Workingwithineachyear’s
budget constraints, the Court continuesto do everything possibleto providea
safer environment for employeesand the public.

A number of physica security enhancement initiativeswerecompleted in 1999.
At Detroit, the closed circuit televison systemwas upgraded. At Southfield,
theinitial ingtalation of aCourt-wide card-access system was completed and
theduressalarm systemwas expanded. At Grand Rapids, improved security
hardwarewasinstalled on the courtroom bench, and atwo-month weapons-
screening pilot project was successfully conducted. At Lansing, the courtroom
renovationsincluded bench security upgradesand anew fire suppresson system
for theentire courtroomfloor.

Inaddition to these projects, significant timewasinvested in the examination of
security measuresto beincorporated in future Court facilities (i.e., the new
Lansing Hall of Justiceand theformer Genera MotorsBuildingin Detroit).

During 1999, 96 Security Information Reportswere generated. Of these, 25
were criminal reports and 71 were non-criminal reports. Formal police
involvement occurredin 31 of theincidents.

1999
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