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Intt'oduction 
o 

National-level data collection 

The State Judicial Irtformation Systems, project (SJ:1'S) was 
initiat~ in 1974" t'b assist~r+al and appellat~courts and state 
court administrative offices in designing and developing effective 
court information systems to support caseflow management and' to' 
provide accurate statistical information for planning and decision 
making. The 'National Court Statistics project (NCSP) was initiated 
in 1977 to compile, ana1yze,and disseminate state ,court caseload 
statistics and to lfelp the state cdurts improve the quality of the 
data they 'report by assisting them in resolving their statistical 
problems. Both projects are cooperative,efforts between the 
National Center for State Courts (NCSC), which provides the, staff 
and resources, and the Conference of State Court Administr~tors, 

",(COSCA), from which a ,committee of expel;ie:nced court personnel 
provides' policy guidance for the projects, - with funding provided for 
both projects ;'by the Bureau of Justice Statistics in the U.,S. 
Department {(jFJustice. 

c 

The NC~P' s lfirst publication was State Court Case load 
Statistics: The$tateof the Art, which d9cumented the level of 
collection and publication or availability of state-level caseload-' 
statistics and the gegera1 uses of these statistics. 1 This survey 
also indicated the difficulties that would be,encountered in the 
State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report series of state court 
statistics because of tlie wide variations and uncertain accurac:y,,~nd 
reliability of the aggregated case10ad da,ta and the varyi~g use,s and 
comparability of c,ase types and disposition categori~os from state to 
st~te. OJ 

" The SJIS project published a similar State of the Art ( 
report, which documented the level of statewide develonment 0,£ court) 
case management information systems. 2 It indicated the extent of 
computer usage within c:he state court systems -and the ,number and' 
types ",of court functions for which pro'grammingmodules' had been 

'" eeyel9,ped, with parQticu~~Ib emphasis on ca.se-r~lated systems • 

~ 

"lNatiop-a~ Court Statistics Projeli't, State Cour,t Case10ad 
Statistics:' Stat:eof the Art., (Waflhj.ngton, D.C.: 'U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1978). 

2State Judicia'l Information Systems Project, State of "the Art, 
1978"updat~d in 1980, i,].981(Williams1:;urg, Va.: ,National Center for 

'S't'ate Courts, 1'979, 1980, 1981). . ()~: ,:, 
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During the past five years, both projects produced 
additional publications which further documented the similarities 
and differences existing inothe state courts that affect their 
ability to collect and disseminate comparable case statistics and to 
develop systems 'that can produce and ,an.alyze these data. Two 
noteworthy documents are the State Court Organization, 1980 report 
(produced by NCSP) 3 and the State CoUrt J:r[formation Systems and 
Statistical Reference Series (produced by SJIS).4 In these two 
publ,ications Jlre found in-depth profiles of the individual state 
court jurisdict~pns, caseflow, and information processing 
environment, as -these affect the collection and use o,f court 
caseload statistics for management and research purposes. 

The need for a nationwide' guide or mod~l dict,ionary in which 
hasic case-related terms were defined became even more apparent as 
the NCSP project staff attempted to compile its first annual report 
of state court caseload statistics. As a result, the COSCA 
Committee and the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) agreed that it 
was" necessary to promote the collection of comparable data. They 
agreed to study the,many te~s and definitions being used by the 
states and to choose from them the most useful data element,s and 
definitions for identifying broad categories and subcategories of 
case types and manners of disposition. As a starting point, the 
many data elements identified by the SJISproject as information 
that should be collected by a court information system were 

"surveyed, along with the terms being used by each state in its 
annua10"eport. The resulting m6clel for reporting caseload 
statistics at the state ievel was published in 1980 in the State 
Court Model Statistical Dictionary.S 

" This' publication, sllp,,Pleme1}te'l:l by the' Dict;ionaryof Criminal 
Justice Dat'a Terminology6, produced by SEARCH. Group" I:nc. and 
released at the same time, gave the state courts their first 
reliable guidelines for the definition, collection, and ~eporting of 
comparable caseload data in their annual reports. 

,) 

3National Court Statistics Project, State Court Organization, 1980 
(Washington, D.C.:' U.S. Government Printing Office, 1982). 

4State Judicial~ Information Systems Project, State Court 
Information Sys.tems and Statistical Reference Series,' Volumes "1, 2, 

'and 3 (Will iaJllsburg , Va.: NaHonal Centero for State" Coutts" 1981, 
1982). 

SNational Court Statistics Project, 
\\.1. • " 

Dl.ct1Onary (Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
1980). '3 

" State Court Model Statistical 
G9vernment Printing Office", ~. 

" 't 
~' " 

6SEARc1i Group, Inc., Dictionary of. Criminal Justice Data" 
Terminology,"Second Edition (Washington, D.C. :TJ.S. Government 
Printing Office , 1981). " 

2 

I 
1 
;1 
~ 

J 
~ 

I 
~ ~ 

~ 

f~ 
.4 

1 
~ 

I 
1 

d' ;j 

,I J 

't 
\ 'j \ '.' 

I 
(oj 

~ 

~I 
" 

~) 
" 

',I 

o 

/' u' 

With the publication of the State Court Model Annual 
Report7 in that same year, the NCSP hoped to give the state courts 
further assistance in reporting reliable dat"a and in increasing the 
internal usefulness and effectiveness of~their own published annual 
reports. The ramifications of following these guidelines was the 
subject of a case study prepared during the next year, published as 
Implementing the State Court Model Annual Report. 8 , The field test 
of the Model Annual Report demonstrated the need for a complete 
examination of the relationship between the model data elements, the 
caseload information collected, the individq,als using it, the 
different management uses to which it was put, and the data 
collection forms and procedures necessary to collect case-related 
data. This Court Case Management Information Systems Manual with 
Model Data Elements, Collection Forms, and Management Reports is the 
result of that examination. 

Local and state-level data collection 

The collection and r'epor,ting of court case-relateg 
information is one of the traditional functions of state-level 
ad~lnistrative offices of the courts (AOC). All state court 
ad~inistrative offices require trial and appellate courts to collect 
andreport'some case-related information on their operations, and 
nearly all .state administrative offices, produce" an annual 
statistical report. The type of, information collected and the level 
of analysis performed: however, depend in large measure on the 
research or management uses for which the information is 
needed--often determined by the extent of management control exerted 
by the AOC over the local courts. Therefore, if case16ad data are 
to be useful to state-level court managers, they must be collected 
with a spec'ific court management function in mind. Likewise, the 
needs of all local courts are not the same, but their managemevt 
functions should determine what data they collect. Largecourts 
that are heavily involved in monitoring case delay need more 
detailed caseflow data than do small courts with less' caseload 
volume and limited managerial resources. Thus, before any decision 
is made as to what statewide information to collect or what uses to 0 

make of information already bej.ng collected,t;he administrative _ 
offices and local court managers should have their common management 
functions in mind and should jointly determine what their true 
information and management heeds are in order to eliminate wasteful 
~nd .redundant data collecting. 

7National COllrt,Statistics Project, State Court Model Annual 
Report (Williamsburg, Va .. : National Center for State Courts s '1980) 

8Yictbr E~ Flango and Mary E. Elsner, Implementing the State" Court 
Model Annual Report (Williamsburg, Va.: National Center for State 
Courts, 1982). 
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A vast gulf separatesca ml.nl.mum tally of the number of cases 
processed, which is all that many courts publish, from the' 
intimidating array of data elem~nts suggested by some of the" 
information system and casef10w management studies ~hat have b:en. 
written. In the recent past, ~J:te predominant technl.que used wl.thl.n 
the state court systems for building court info,;mation ~ystems~as. 
been to collect ori a piecemeal basis, all the l.nformatl.on requl.red 
for solving imm~diate problems from the vast amount ~f case-re1ate,d 
data currently available .or thought to have a potentl.al use to,· the 
court. This evolutionary approach to information systems has been 
repeated each time a new problem has emerged and,a "new" system has 
been required to solve it. This so-called '.'bottom ~pll appr~ach has 
resulted in the inclusion of almost every pl.ece of l.nformatl.on that 
might be available, on the assumption that court officials can 
decide later what to do with the data. 

This approach to information management has created"many 
problems for both state and local administrators. It,has of ten, led 
to the collection of redundant data or.of data not sUl.ted for el.ther 
opel-ationa1 or management purposes. Those collecting the data have 
reacted negatively to the additional burden they must assume for 
providing data for which they see no need. As a resul:, the 
accuracy, timeliness, and complete~2ss of the data begl.n to fall 
off, and the management and information value of the da:a ha~ 
suffered. This situation is unnecessary and c~n be avol.d:d,l.f 
proper planning and systems development t~chniques, are ut1.11.zed. 

Those using the data have not necessarily d~;me a~y bet~e~ in 
analyzing it. The selective and meaningful use of :Large quantl.tl.es 
of data requires a clear unders"tanding of the content o~ the 
information and the management reports n~eded for p1annl.ng and 0 

research a~ well as toe purposes they can and should s,erve. One of 
the constantly recurrin~ themes,o~ the r:search literature ~n case 
management is the lU.a:ment tbat no data sUl.t~ble for the part~cu~ar 
study were avail~l.1le, even in the courts'Wl.th the most sophl.stl.cated 
information systems. This dea'.l"th of useful management data forced 
the researchers to go directly to case records and 'extract :he 
information they sought from a limited sample of cases.Thl.S 
situation can" be averted with proper planning and awareness of the 
information needs of all court users. 

The material contained in th~ report is presented in an 
effort to share what the NCSP and SJIS projec,t staffs have,. learned 
about the uses functions, and types of effective case management 
reports an£! da~;;t. "It also presents an ~pp()rtup.ity for the reade,: to 
learn more about techniques for develop long syste~s that can provlode 
accurate, reliable, and comparable court"case managelll:n~ ~nforfuation 
without the redun:da~t, costly, and time-consuming actlovlotlo~S 
as!,!ociated with the ev'olutionary or "bQttom up"approach tp systems 
development. 
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Purpose of'the manual 

The greatest challenge facing the state courts in the 
information systems and statistics area is the resolution of 
existing problems in data collection methodology, data redundancy 
and accuracy, data Classification, and information misuse or lack of 
use. The resulting lack Qf common terminology, methods of counting 
and reporting, definitions, and usage should be tackled in a 
systematic manner. Before doing this, however,each state 
.adm~:9-istrative office should seek the cooperation of the appropriate 
local trial and appellate court officials before taking any major 
action. The model data e1ements, collection forms, and management 
regorts contained,in this report are offet)ed as aids to the state 
administrative office and local trial and appellate court officials 
engaged in these management activities. 

~ 

This Court Case Management Information Systems Manual marks 
a point of convergence of the work accomplished by the National 
Court Statistics and State Judicial Information Systems projects 
during the past five years and recognizes the need to integrate more 
completely the activities and objectives of these two BJS-funded 
efforts. ' 

The intent of this report is to provide a usable framework 
for deciding wh~t case-re.':J.ated information is essential for 
efficien':: local court management, at the same time satisfying the 
information needs or, state::'level" managers and researchers. It takes 
the position that case. file data are raw data·, some of which are 
needed for local court operations and some for regional or . 
state-1evel~management purposes. The. need to expand the data base 
9r change the data elements coHected should depend on the function's 
to be performed agd the decisions to be made. Collecting data that 
are not usable or the uses of which have not been identified" is not 
cost-effective. Nor is it cost-efficient for each local court to 
have several separate procedures for collecting and co~piling the 
same or partially the same data for different users. "That kind of 
ev~<)lutionary or "bottom up" .approach to data co1~ection is 
redundant, inconsistent, prone ;ieo error, 'abso-r:bing valuable court 

c resources .~nd clogging the court system with fruitless activity it 
can ill afford. a ' 

.> 

The approach to systems building described in this report" 
assumes tha.t it is more cost-effective to determine both statewide 
and local court statistical and management information requirements 
before, designing or develop~ng a major information syst,em. 111is 
so-c.al1ed Htop down" approach" to systems management requires state" 
and local participation in every major data design, development, and 
collection effort. ~nce loca1- and state-level court statistical 
and managemen,t informationn"requirements ~re determined, th~ actual 
.develoPlIlent a,nd implementation of 'the res~lting coordinated 
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information system can proceed on a local~ "as-needed," 
building-block basis very similar to that used in the'libottom Upll 
approach. 

'J'v aid in the' implementation of this approach, both 
statp,;;l.de and local court management in:formation requirements are 
discussed and then sets or basic case-related data elements that 
can provide the required management information are presented (in 
Chapter IV). ,. These model data elements are the minimu~d7termined 
by the NCSP and SJIS projects and the COSCA Court Stat1st~cs and 
Information Systems Committee (CSIS)as necessary to prov(lde 
comparable state court case load statistics and managementU 
information as well 'as for use in h)cal- and state-level 
operational' control" and statewide planning axtivities. . To fulfill 
th~ primary function of this report, model data c?11ect10n forms for 
use with different levels of automation are descr1bed and 
illustrated, along \olith a set of modelma,nagement reports for each 
level of court (in Chapters VII, VIII,. and IX). 

~ 

Scope and limitations of the manual 

This manual is li~ited to a study of the case management 
functions and the informati'ori requireme'nts of trial arid appellate 
courts and of state court administrative offices. Particular 
attention is given" to case-r~l~ted statis,tical reporting., 
techni.ques.. The report presents a general framework for the .case 
management system development process 'and the problems assoc1ated 
with that process. It then 'illustrates' and describes several sets 
of collection forms and management reports for each court le~el and 
for the AOC, using uniform sets of data,elements. 

"'rhe (manual does not look at or profess to include within its. 
scope personnel, financial", or other reso~rc.e man"agement functions 
a.ndtheir infotmationrequirements. It does' not purport to be a .. 
definitive treatise on the subject of case 'management. Rather, th1s 

" study reflects the state of" the .art of statistical and ca~e 
ma'nagement reporting systems and is. an attempt to relate past '\ 

" 

national and local court case management efforts to th,e . 0.>. ) 
building-block approach traditionally used in developing informat1~~ 
systems.' \1 ~ 

Research methodology 

The ge~eral court case management systems framework, model 
s.tatistical data elements, .court case-related informat.ion " 
requirement.s con~ept,model case-related.data.collection.forms, and 
model case manage,!Ilent reports presented lon th1S manual are bas,~d on 
the extensive research arid experience of the National Center staff 
and the CaSCA CSIS Committee ,members. I) Although specific source 
materials are not~d when app~opriate,the following served as the 
principal foundations for the 'study: 
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1. Work done in earlier phases of the SJIS and NCSP 
project\s by the NationaL Center with the cooperation and 
guidance of the CaSCA C~fIS Committee. 

2. A search of literature ana project reports on state 
court case management, court statistics, and judicial 
information systems. (See the Bibliography covering the 
years 1975-1982 at the end of this report.) 

3. A court information survey of case-related data 
collection forms and management reports used by the 52 
administrative offices of the state courts. 

4. A survey sent to approximately 2,000 state trial and 
appellate court managers requesting updated information 
on their operational case-related information and 
statistics modul~s. (See Appendix A.) 

5. A series of site visits, chosen from a thorough analysis 
of the returns from the two survey efforts described, in 
3 and 4 above,and analyses of the documentation of 
specific operational w-odules found in selected 
administrative offices, trial courts, and appellate 
courts. 

In the paragraphs below,the foundations upon which the 
" repor't is pr,incipally based are b:;iefly discussed. 

Earlier National Center SJIS, and NCSP work'. Through the 
work of the State Judicial Information Systems and National Court 
Statif,Jtics projects " the National Center has published many 
meaningful and interrelated volumes on the subject of case 
statistics and court informat'ion systexn.s. Those most directly 
r.elated' to the courrent effort are: State Judicial Information 
Systems: The State of the Art, puplished in 1978'j upd~ted in 1980, 
and sections revised yet again in 1981 (17 state profiles and all 
summary tables); State Court Model Annual Report; State Court Model 
Statistical Dictionary; and Implementing the State Court Model 
Annual Report. The combined result af the. above research has been 
to focus the attention of the National Center and the Conference of 
Stat,~ Court Administ,rators on the specific problems of data 
collection, analysis, use, ahd reporting at both the local and the 
state lev.::ls. Local-level data c'ollection is recognized as the 
starting point, since it is there that individual cases originate 
and are processed and case-related information is collected and 
r,eported for both local and state use." 

Literature ,search. This publica'tion is also based on an "\ 
extensive sE!'arch of available literature and published project " 
re.ports. The literature search. included an eX.;tminati,on of the '. 
findings of., majot: national-scope, federally funded projects such as 
the PretrialoDelay Reduction, State Court Financing, National 
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symposiwn on Reducing Court Delc:!,y, and State' Court Planning 
projects. A~so included in tqis grou~ of materials were comparative 
studies, published s.'l:ate and trial court annual reports, and . 
publishe<i state and trial court ,.prpject reports on case management. 
The project staff reviewe9 many'phblished works in the related 
fields of court delay, caseflow management, and criminal justice 0 

informati'on systems, as well as surveys that outlined standards for 
court statistics, to obtain a more complete perspective on the 
problems associated with collecting, reporting, ~nd using court case 
statistiCs. 

\\ 

A subsOtantial body of literature on case management exists. 
The striking impression left from a review of this research material 
is the repetitiveness pf the recommendations and ~onclusions that 
court control of caseflow should be imposed through th~ increased 
analysis and 'Use of t~bely and accurate case processing statistics. 
For example: ); '\ 

The key to ~uccessful caseflow management is effective 
control by the court of the processes and resources necessary to 
move .a case f:r'om filing to disposition • • •• '. The Court • • • 
should • • • establish prescribed time periods for various 
stages -of the criminalca~'eflow process •. ,.. ..9 " 

Among the factors which contribute to delay are: ••• 
disregard of reasonable • • • filing "requirements •• and the 
absence of sanctions ••• , "liberal policy of granting motions 
for extension of time; lack of case maI!:agement polifry; need for 
modern documenting and. calendaring tools" •..• } " absence • • • of 
any statistical data to document the 'areas in'which delays 
occur. lO 

u 
The objectives of total case management are, to reduce 

overall case-processing time, subject the litigation process to 
cpurt super~ision'from commencement to termination, and inc/lase , I 

~the court's' disposition rate. Case management commences with 
the determination .. that the c.ourt shall control caseflow. Once 
this ~etermination,has' been made, the co~~t next specifies J:he. o 

number of months within which lawsuits should be concluded. The 
court further specifies the ma~imum poasible period for 
comp'letion of each major step in a lawsuit.,' , 

9American Judicature Soci~ty, criminal Casef10w ('Management, c 

.Chester County, Pennsylvania, 1976, pp. 1 arid 11. " 
'j) 

10State of Connecticut .:rudicialDepartment, Case Management of the 
Dockets of the Supreme Court and Appe1lateSession'of Superior Court 
Project, 197'8, pp.28-29. 
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Operating a case management system frequently involves new 
or revise.d procedures for scheduling court appearances such as 
pretrial conference, motions and trials; granting continuances; 
setting the volume of trials at a realistic level; identifying 
individual cases which fail to comply with court presqlibed time 
standards. 11 

This manual attempts to pull together the previous work of 
the SJI$ and NCSP projects and integrate.with it the primary 
recommendations of recent court studies that more direct court 
control of case processing' is needed to ensure fair and judicious 
handling 'of dases. (\ From this body of work a framewq,rk is deril7ed 
for defining court statistical and "management i~~f?rmation 
requirements and for suggesting model data collection and management 
reports that can be used by state administrative o~fices, appellate, 
courts, and trial courts to improve case processing. 

State court administrativ~ office survey. The framework 
outli.ned in this publication is also based upon an extensive survey 
of the various statistical reports and data collection forms 
cur1;'ent1y being used"by 52 state court administrative offices (the 
District of Columbia and Puerto Rico are included). The COSCA Court 
Statistics and Information Systems Committee supported the National 
Center staff's request" for copies" of all current data collection 
forms, management reports, and instruction/procedures ma:nua1s· for 
completing and using the forms. Project staff analyzed and 
c'i'assified this mate~Ja1, identifying from it states with useful or 
original mat'erials for later follow-up. These states were contacted 
by telephone and more complete documentation or materials were 
requested. 0 

(\ State court trial and appellate court sur'vey. A two-page 
survey instrument was developed as a device to document information 
system modules being' use~ by the trial and appellate" courts. This 
survey was 'an e~panded version of the instrument us'ed in Phase VI of 
theSJIS project to colle.ct information for inclusion in the '" 
Computerized Court Function Index data base. The data received from 
the .revised. survey were used to update that data base. The expanded 
survey requested participat~ng" courts to send cppies to the "National 
Center of all data collection forms and management reports used in 
managing their case10ad/caseflow/work10acl. The target audience 
inc1tJded all members of COSCA, all appellate'court c~erks, presiding 
and administrative judges at all juriscliction levels, general 
'jurisdiction clerks and trial ~ourt administrators in jurisdictipns 
with populations exceeding 100,000. 'Thi.s audienc~ of over 2,000 

0,' 

llLarry L. ,Sipes et ai" Managing to Reduce Del,az (Williamsburg, 
Va. : National Center for State Courts, 1980), p.' 6~ "Q 
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included all members oil the National Association of Trial Court 
"Administrators" the Na!fional Association for Court Administration, 

and tbe'National Association of Appellate Court Clerks. 

After reviewing the r~esponses and the materials received' 
from the various courts, project staff identified selected courts 
for later follow-up and verificatio'ri. These were contacted by 
telephone and,were iequested to send more complete information. 

fi 

,;J , 

"Site visit1s or sel~cted AOCs, trial courts" and appellate 
cburts. Project' staff thoroughly reviewed the' materials received , 
from the two survey efforts,. ,After extensi"{;e telephone cont;acts -and 
tne receipt'of additional' information, severalcAOCs, trial courts, 
and appallate courts were select'ed for possible site visits. The 
bases for site selection ~ere: size of court, size of caseload, 
type of court, type of caseload, level of" jurisdiction, existence 
and level of automation': and number ,and natu,re of operatl.onaL cas~e 

(' management' modules. ({ j 

'Report structure 
,. J 

This publication is divided into three parts. The first 
consists of five chapters that construct a general framework,for 
understanding, building, andnimproving a court case management 
information system. Those readers who have a st:C:,ong b~ckground in ",. 
in,formation systems may want to study the model 'data, elements in 
Chapter IV and then move directly to Part II. 

The second part also consists of five chapters which present 
and illustrate several sets of model data elements; collection 
forms, and management reports for use by the court manager who would 
like to implement .the, general framework discussed in;, Part I. 

" -vo' 

Part III 'includes supplement~ry material related to :Parts I 
and II--several appenqicesto prov1de amplification and supporting 
material th'at can be useful when implementing the gener(al,framework. 

r.) . _,) ( 

" 
. Within

D 
Part I", Chapter I of therepot:t contains a discussion 

of the general management concept of systems<or information 
management, while Chapter II applieso that ,concept to the court 
'environment -and reviews the basic" or primary case management 
funct~onsperformed' by local trial ti!ld appellate courts. " 

" qhapter III contain,s a' thorough discus~i.on of the possible 
management uses of case-related stat,istics within s'tate 
administrative offices and in the local trial and appell~te courts. 

Chapter IV extrapolates from thosevaried"m~nagement~ses a 
1] defined set of information requirements that cart 8uPPQrt" all ,the 

necessary case-related rep~rts for each c,ourt level and for stat'e!l ~ 
administrative offices. -

() 

,) o 
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"Chap,ter V presents a general discussion 'of how ~~,c'ourt goes 
about imp\~menting an effective caseflow management inf6bnatibn 
sy~tem, and the constraints pu~ on the court manager. It:' cautiop.s 
the court manag~r against moving too fast and suggests several ways 
of overcoming the unavoidable obstacles which will" be met whenever 
c~angeoccul;'s within an organization, large or small. In dealing , 
w~th these obstacles, Chapter V, suggests that the court manager will 
be most successful if systems a:nalysi's techniques are ·used to 
determine specific and untque coutt :l~formation requirements. 

Within Part II, Chapter 
moqels contained in Part II and 
int9,. the framework presented in 

(I ~. 

VI includes guidelines on using the 
explains how to inc9rporate them 
Part I. 

Chapte~s VII and l{III present the actual dat,a colle:ction 
forms andruaItagement reports for" tri$ll court (Chapter VII) and 
appellate court (Chapter VIII) c~se management. Chapter IX 
discusses the relationShip of 'the information needs of state co'~rt 
administrative. offices to the administrative needs of the trial and 
appellate courts, and provides further 8elaboratio:i;1 on" the 
information needs" of state "administrative offices- by suggesting 
models and offer~~g examples of special statistical and pl~nning 
repo:ts for u~e l.n stat;~-level management. Finally, Chapter X 

'f- " prov1des Jl general perspective,Qn the relationship of workload 
analysis and. measurement to case management and' long-term planning. 
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UNDERSTAf:lDING AND IMPROVfNG COURT 
CASE MANAGEM,ENTINFORMATION SYSTEMS:, 
," A GENERAL FRAMEWORK 
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Chapter I 

Information systems, management: 
cOoncepts, definitions, and requirements o 

One of the phenomen~ of our industralized society has be~n 
the lIinfor.mation explosion" brought about by the need to know what 
is going on in order to su.,rv1.ve and prosper.' At times , the enormous 
amou~t of :tnfortllation bei~g g6enerateCl has, threatened -to swamp 
organizattonsl'arge and small, public and'private. TIle development 
of information processing systems to handle growing informati.on 
resources:has often been haphazard and unstructured, with little 
concern f~'r overall organizational information needs. "New 
information systems have often beEm designed to,)c611ect, process, 
and repor~ o~ly that specialized'iu,formationneeded for: a, specific 
application; as a result, dupl:icate or redundant data have beell 
collected and stored because of insufficient interaction between 
organizati~n.al, users an:d .the applicati'Ons. 

The growth bf the computer industry "has re.sulted in part 
1 '-'V fl 

f,rom society's, e,fforts to keep, from drowning in a 'great mass of' 
paperwork and 'to bring organiz~tion and structure to information 
processing. The state courts face 'the same paperwork,,"dilemma 
b'ecau'se theirucaseloads have beeno increasing dramatically,1 their,. 
pers~nnel and financial resources are strictly limited, and their 
procedures and teChniques are. often antiquated and inefficient. 
Although th'~,state C"6urtswere much Slower, than, mos"t ?ther- public 
agencies in turning to computers, many court officia'ts now recognize 
the computer's utility for solving many 'court information processing 

,problems. They ha,ve found that many court case management . 
operations such asprepa.~ing calendars" and n~tices, m6nitor~ng case 

'0 '.' progress through the adjudication process, and preparing management " 
statistics are amenable to automation. 

o r!Y 
The growing availability of loweritpriced, more c~pa.ble, and 

easier':'to-operate computer systems, coupled"1wl.th iric<J:easing court" 
information processing problems, leads. to the expeqt'a,tion that state 
cOQ,rts will 'continue tp develop'collrt information syste~s that use 
the latest ,in computer teChnology. Inasmuch as a cour,!=' s 
effecti~?en~ss depends upon a flow of informat:i.on which is accurate, 

<1 relevant, and timely, the potential for computer-based information 
syst:;ems to provide su~h information effi~ientlyandeconorriicany is 
of {ncreasittg' importance. In' developing new comput"er.:..based 
information syste'lPs,court managers must· learn fromOthe experiences 
of others' and avoid pitfalls already .encountered by them. It is 

, .ClI 

'" '"" 
lSee :Fiangoarid":El~ner~_:"Tpe' Latest COllrt Cas.eioad Data: 'An 
Advance Report," State Court Journal, Winter 19S3,"pp. l6J-22. 
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h' f that every court manager have a~'basic important, t ere ore, 
understand~ng of the concept of information systems management. 

I, 

c ~ 

t 'f 1\ t' t m? What is a court man~gemen In ormlr Ion sys e", ' 

'A widely accepted definitio~~!! that a management 
information systems is an 

integrated, man/maChine system for providin~ ~nforma~ion to 
support the operations., management, and dec~~~~n-mak~ng 
functions in an orgl:!nization. The,system ut~l~zes computer 
hardware and software, manual procedures, management and 
decision models, and a data base. 2 

This classic definition refers not to data or data , 
processing, 0but rather to a "sys tem'for provid~ng information °t~ 
support decision-making'~ II Here data areassum~d to be the raw 
material for information and consist of symbols ,that represent some 
quantity or a~tion; data, processing occurs wh:ndata are recorded~ 
stored, sorted, manipulated, sUIIDDarized, retr~eved, and repr~duced 
into information. Data, then, be~ome information only after they 
have been processed "into a form that;is meaningful to the [user] 
and is of real or perceived value i:;" current or [future] 
decisiCins ."3 , Since the value of infopnation is relaJ:ed to 

; 'decision m~ing, an info?:mation processing system is a system 
through which data are processed not only for the purpose of 
performing a standard, clerical function but also for the p~rpose ~f 
being converted into info~etion that has some value assoc~ated w~th 
decision making. 

A manageme~t information system (MIS) then becomes a Q 

computer-based information, processing system ~hatuses the,power, 
speed, and accuracy of the, computer to pro~ide inforUlation for 
management and to support Clecision making. It is more than a d~ta 
processing" system uSing the computer to, replae: or support,cler~cal 
operations. It is a system that.integrate~ da~ly tra~sac~~on or 
clerical processing activities w~th operat~onal, Rt,act~cal, and 
policy decision-making activities. ' 

"Remember that 'computer' and 'info'rmation system' "aree ~ 
synonymous. "4 You can "conceptuaLly discuss information system~s d" 

without computers, but it is the power of th~ comput,er which makes 
'" 

'J 

2Gordon P~viss M~na ement Information S stems: Conce tual 
F d ' '" St - t e and. Development ' .New York: M, cGra.'w-Hil 1 Book ' oun at~ons, ruc ur , _ 
Company, 1974), p. 5, 

3Ibid~, p. 32. 

4Larr:y \,P"Polanslty, Com uter Use In The Courts: Plant.tin , 
Procurement, and Implementatipn "CoD.sideration~ Wash,~J:l&ton, D. C. :,,< 
The American University Criminal Courts ~Teclml.cal Ass~stance 
Project, 1978), p. 2. ,') ." 

" 

16 

)) 

I" 
I 

\ 
'. 
\ 

0 

an 'MIS possible. The question is not whether a computer shGuld be 
used in management information systems, but the extent to which 
various, processes should be computerized. 115 The integrated 
man/maChine concept found in the definition for an MIS "implies that 
some tasks are best performed by man, whil€! others are best 
performed by machines ll6 and still others require an interaction 
between man and the computer. 

To assist the reader in understanding the significance of 
the management information systems approach to Court management, the 
rest of this chapter will build 'a conceptual framewor~ for viewing 
and understanding what is meant by a court MIS. TIlis will be 
accomplished first by depicting a conceptual structure of an MIS 
based &J tl1r level o£,'lmanagement activJty invQlved, and" second by 
il1ust'ratin~~" the conceptual structure of the MIS in terms of the 
organizatio~al functions involved. These two approaches will then 
be merged tc form the actual conceptual framework for a court MIS 
that will allow the reader to use the material presented in this 
volume to plan, design; a~,d build an operational MIS. 

Structure of a court MIS based "on the level of 
management activity performed 

Court managers bear th:e responsibility for developing and 
implementing the court's policy, controlling its performance" arid 
directing its operations ." The information systems activity is no 
exception. The' goal of every court ~anager should be to design a 
Court MIS that ineegrates the people, machines, and financial 
resourc~s available. Court managers at all levels (clerks, tri~l 
court administrators, presiding judges, and state court 
administrators) should participat~ in the development of a clear 
policy, that includ,es the purpose and role, of the court MIS, an 
explanation of its inter-organizationa1 and intra-organizational 
rela'tionships to all levels of the court management structure, and 
the process by which the court,MIS ,is to m~et the decision-making 
objectives of each manageijient level while satisfying the day-to-day 
operational and information needs o;f the individual cowrt. The 
establishment of such a coordinated cdurt management policy will 
strengthen the "development of ag. organizational statewide court MIS 
and ensure the accomplishment of th'e goals set by the managers at' 
each level. of the state court system. 

. In order to do this, each court manager must understand the 
,relationships,pfhis reSPOnsibilities to those of the personnel, 
below him and the managers above'" him. Each court manager must ,~ , 
understand the d,ifference,s in the management functions (control, 
p~anning, and decision m~king) performed at each level in. the court 
structur.e, in the iqforma~,ion requirements to perf~rmthese 

SDavis, ~ cit., p. 5. 

6D ' av~s, ~ cit., p. 0 s. 
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functions, in the characteristics of t!te information needed to make' 
decisions ''''' and in the types of decisions that are made. 
~ndersta~d~~g the importance of this way of viewing ~he management 
~nformat~o,:,/structureof a state court system is easier if you 
conceptual~ze the state court system as a pyramid with its vaxious 
levels of management., flow of information, and flow of' 
decision-making as depicted in Figure 1.7 

The bottom level of the pyramid--the transaction ~rocessing 
~evel--rep~esents the operational activities that co~lect, process, 
and transm~t case~related information on case actions that take 
place in each local court on a daily basis throughout a state court 
system. The activities in this layer are performed by the staff of 
the local clerk of court. Their day-to-day operational activities 
are extremely structured and well-defined. Any decision-making 
activity that doesoccu-r is highly structure.d and predictable and 
responsive to specific, often-repeated circumstances. The 
activities that take place here are the daily processing of case 
transactions, the preparation of calendars and other needed dailv 
reports, and inquiry processing in response to daily individual -
questions about the status of specific cases filed in that ~ourt. 
The information needs of this level are well-defined, structured 

• -'l. !!" 

narrow ~n scope, and requ~re current, accurate, and detailed 
case-by-case data. Detailed, case-specific information flows from 
this, level upwaX:,d through the management structure, while the 
communication of decision rules a,nd Procedur~s flows down from upper 
levels of management,"to be implemented and 'followed by the 
employees at "this lower leveL 

The next level up--the operational planning and c_~ntrol 
level--represents the information requirements and characteristics 

I of the decision-making activities that-occur within the local court 
to ensure that daily operational activities are carried out 
efficiently and effectively. The activities at this 'level are 
performed by the clerk of court or bydesignfl,ted deputy clerks'. The 
~aily.operati~n~ that they mo~itor and contr~l 9ften require 
~mmed~a~e .de~~sJ.on respons,es ~n well~defined, case-spebific areas.' 
The dec~s~ons usually follow pre-established rules and procedures, 
and a ,large proportion of their pl.anning activities is structured or 
well-defined. The need for current, accurate, detailed, and 
case-specific information is high. The operational planning and 
control management level is responsible to see that the daily' case 
processing, repor!= process'ing, and inquiry response activities at (; 
the transaction processing level are schedul~d and complete'd and 
t~at performancevreports on these activities are preparetl f~~ 
h~gher-Ievel management. The volume and flow of detailed case data 
fr,om this" level upward is I~ess than the volume of data, flowing 
upward from the transaction level; ho~ever,(,detailed case exception 
reports, performance reports, and schedules are being prepared for 
use by 'higher manageme~~ and for c[~>ntrol purposes. Predetermined 

ISee Davis" ~ cit., chapter 8, pp. 191-229 for furtije,r' 
, "discussion of the structure of an MIS based' on the' level of 

management activit;y performed. 
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Structure of a stat'e court management information system 
based on information flow and use between' 
management levels 

Manage-
ment 

I 
/ iFformation 

I for policy 
/ planning and 

\ 
\ 

I strategic decision 

\ 

~ ~ making by supreme court 
t: / nd state' court administrato 

~~ ,; 
~ / Q Management information for ! ~ tactical planning, decision making 

;§ r7. and control by chief or presiding 
/AY / judge, local court administrato:r '0 

I 1\ 
I 
~ 

Management information for operational 
planning, decision making, and control 

:;by clerk of court 

Transaction processing and inquiry response data 
collec ted and maintained by c1er,ical and 

administrative" support personnel 

Adapted originally from Robert V. Head, "Management Information 
Qystems: A Critical i\pproach," Datamation, Ma:y 1967, p. 23. 

(FUftheJ; adapted from' Gordon Davis, ~nagement Information 
lsystems: Conceptual Foundations, Structure, and Developme.nt, p. 
'¥Z2'2", Figure 8-13. Q 

. ) . 
G ' . 

decision rules ar'e still prevalent at this level and procedures for 
performing case-.related activities ~emain quite stable. 

The third level--the tactical planning, dec is ion-making, and 
control ievel--is often referred to as the middle management level. 
The decision-making activities that occur here are predominantly of 
a control and monitoring nature. The activities "in this level al~e 
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perfarmed by the lacal trial .or appellate court presiding .or chief 
judge and the lacal .or regianal caurt administratar.,They require 
infarmatian that will enable actual perfarmance ta be measured 
against planned perfarmance (case standards, warklaad exceptians, 

: budgets, etc.). If there are wide variances, there may be an 
immediate need far further infarmatian ta enable praper cantralling 
actians ,ta be taken. This. level farmulates budgets, allacates and 
determineo the need far lacal persannel, fiscal suppart, and 
facility resaurces, and analyze~ the ability .of the lacal caurt ta 
handle case pracessing burdens. This type .of m~nagement cantral 
requires data that are in summary .or except ian and perfarmance 
repart farm, rather than the detailed individual case infarmatian 
needed by the clerk .of caurt for daily aperatianal cantral. 
Management manitaring .occurs less frequently"at this level than 
under lawer-level aperatianal manitaring canditians. Since 
infarmation is used less frequently, it begins ta lase its need far 
immediate currency and detail, as well as its need fa1:" absalute 
preci~ian. The management cantral functian, haw.ever, still reqUi.res 
infarml!1 tian that is mare precise, current, and detailed than that, 
needed) far the palicy plannin~ and strategic d,ecisian-making 
functilbn. 

'II (J i 

The tap level .of the pyramid represents the manageluent 
activities that are perfarmed by the state caurt leaders (the 
supreme caurt, judicial cauncil, chief justice, and state caurt 
administratar) wha farmulate administrative palicies that' have an 
impact an the caurt system statewide. This type af,strategic and 
non-repetitive decisian making is usually based on less structured, 
mare predictive infarmation that has been campi led aver time from 
several different saurces, including case activity, financial 
activity, staffing levels, and facilities usag'e files. Strategic 
planning and contral strategies develop aver fairly lang periads .of 
time, the shartest of which '. is usually·a year (a budget cycHD. The 
infarmatian required ta suppart this 'activity is usually general, <I 
has last much of its need far immed'iate currency, and demands less 
precision since most .of these decisions are Judgmental in natured and 
tend ta predict future organizatianal needs and directians. This 
highest level .of caurt management tends ta cancentrate an' systemwide " 
needs, such as" additianal judgeships, caurt facilities, and s'peedy 
trial 'pragrams, while the lawer levels implement 'the, intent, .of tap 
management's actians and process case activities. ~ 

" 

In summary, Figure 1 shaws, that the level .of managem~nt 
activity affects the type .of. decisian made {structured/decision 
(lrule~ovs." unsJ;ructured/judgmental decisionsLand the charac,teristics 
~d the tYP(,.:rbf infarmatian required (current, detailed, highly 
\;:;...;;curate data vs. alde'r, aggregated, less precise data) tasup'part 
thase decisians. The pyramid structure .of Figure 1 wauld apply 
equal~y well tq a large trial caurt, ,as demanstrated in Figure lA." 
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Figure lA: Structure .of a large trial caurt management infarmatian 
system based an Figure! 
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Adapted from Figure 1. 

Figure ~,~ be~w, attempt~ tOC1amanstrate the'marked cantrast 
in infarmatian and decision characteristics that exists among the 
variaus levels .of management depicted in Fig~re 1 and dicussed abave. 
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Figure, 2: Informat~'ori requirements and decision charao:teristics 
by level of management 

Characteristics 
lof ~information 

Source of data" 

Scope 

Level of 
aggregation 

1/. 

Time horizon 

Currency/age 
of data 

Operational 
control": 
Clerk of court 

Management 
control: Presiding 

"justice or .10ca1 
administrator 

Strategic 
planning: Supreme 
court and state 
court administrator 

Largely internal 0---------------.... --------- Largely external 
(clerk' s office~) (indices) 

.. 
C Well-defined, narrow ---------------------
(c~se-related only) " 

Very wide 
(crossing several 
functl,ons, Le., case 
management, 

Detai1ed/c,ase-by-case 

finance, personnel) 

____________________ Aggregate/summary 

data/exception 
reports 

Current use ::..-----------....... --... ------------0' I' Future / predic ti ve 
[) 

Highly current (daily) 
__________________ ~ As'current as possible 

(1 to 5 yeats) cO 

" Required 

f) 

de'greeof II 

data precision 

Frequency of 
use 

Form of 
decision 

'0 Type" of e 

decision 

Very precise ------~---------------------- 'Precise 

<) 

Constant ----'-'----------------------------- Infrequent 

''if! 

More structured ___ 1.:... _______ ~ __ -----_------ Less structured 

Decision rules 
,) l~ --------------------------- Judgmental 

.. 
Originally adapted from G.A. Gorry and M.S. Scott Morton, IIFramework for Co 

MaDnagement;: Information SY,stems, II Sloan 'Management Review, Fall 1971, p. 59.' 
Further adapted from Gordon. Davis, Management Information Systems: . 
Cone eEtua C Foundations, S true tllre. a~~ Deve lotmrent ,\p. 207: Table 8~ 2. 
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Structure ~f a court MIS based o~ prg,anizlltional ofun~ . 

. "A second way to study the structu;fe of a co,:!rt MI~ 1S to 
'discuss it in the context otthe more conventional, functional.,. 
approach to "~anagement. 'In < the fun:cti~~af ap~~oach an organization .. 
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is viewed as·asyst~m made up of a group of ;eparate but related 
subsystems each performing a specific but necessary function for the 
organization. Each of these functional subsystems is assumed to 
perform ~11 the transactions necessary to complete its own 
function. Each is assumed to include a transaction processing 
system and a. management structure which provides operational 
control, eva1uate~, and monitors performance, and performs strategic 
planning °and policy-making frdnctions. 

. . 
The type of data that are collected and the levels of 

analysis performed sm the data within each functional subsystem 
depentl on the dperationa1,· management, and strategic planning needs 
of each level of management within the subsystem for which the data~ 
are gathered. Under this approach to court;< management, the specific 
needs of managers must first be determined. Therefore, each manager 
must be responsible for a defined and distinct function. 'If data 
are to ,be useful, to court managers, they must be collected with a 
specific court function in mind." Thus; before any decision ~an be 
made as to·which data to collect, there needs to be a thorough 
understanding of the different management funct10x;,s'performed in the 
court·or court system, the interrelationships among the various 
components o~ the co.urt system, and the information needs of each 
component and its management structure. 

Court management functions. To utiHze this approach in a 
court environment" and to perform the first step iil developing a 
functional court management information system, a court would need 
to conduct "a functional requirements analysis. This analysis should 
determine all the f~n~tions that must be performed within each 
component {individual tr,ia1~ courts, appet1ate c<?urts, or AOC) of the 
court system. The ana1y,sis is completed when the. specific pieces of 
information that are required to support the performance of those 
functions are then identified. 

Many reports 'and articles have been written that discuss the 
various functions of local and.state court systems. InState Court 
Organization,' 1980, compiled by the Naeiona1 Court Statistics 
Project, the COSCA CSIS Committee divided the activities of" 
state~level court administrative offices into eightfug.ctions ;,. 
management, information systems,. cou:(lt support s~rvices,finance and 
budge(:, personnel adminis tral:ion , education and training, public 
jnformation and liaison, and planning and research. 8 Not all 
state-level administrative offices perform all of these functions, 
nor 'do they alloperform the same functions in the same way. In the 
area of budget and finanCe, for examp1e~ some administrative offices 
collect" only financial information while in either states the 
lildministrative office may .set trial court budgets. ]:his wide 
var~a~ion iI?' .court.management functions that a7~ p:rformed by state 
"adm1n1strat1ve off;Lces makes each .. state somewh~t ~hfferent (and 

I'O~_.."... __ _ 

8See Natio~al Court Statistics P;oject,., State Court Organization, " 
1980, (Wi~liamsburg, Va.: National Center" for State qdurts, 1982). 
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serves to remind us that each state court system may require 
slightly diffe~ent levels or types of management information. 

o 
In 1980 the American Un\iversitv Criminal COt.l,~ts Technical 

Assistance Project prepared a ~'\eries" of volum~s on trial court 
administration in which they cl'~ssifed the functional activities of 
trial courts as recordkeeping, financing, caseflow, planning, and 
physical facilities management. {They also produced a related 
volume on the use and need for computers and infortIlation systems 'in 
the trial court management structure.) A comparison of these two 
lists reveals many similarities in the b~sic management "functions 
that are performed. ' Therefore, when assessing the level and type of 
court" information to collect on a local or statewide basis, it mUSlt 
be remembered ,that trial and appellate court administrators perform 
many of the same functions for their particular courts that 
state-level administrative offices do on a statewide basis. Trial 
and appellate courts also perform the additional, strictly 
operational functions and activities' related to the processing of 
individual cases that are not performed by state-level offices. 
Some or these activities are: 

o <Adjudication: The hearing and deliberation of cases by 
judges, either in court orin chambers. 

o Case processing: Filing, 
continued updating of the 
litigants. 

docketing,and indexing of cases; 
case record; and" assistance to 

o Calendar management: Scheduling of caSes, case assignment, 
and notification of hearing/Crial dates. 

• - ~! 

o Service of process: Serving sununonses, writs, warrants, 
~~ and executing judgments. 

o 

,.0 

o 

o 

o 

Records management: Forms design and pr()curem~,nt; case and 
exhibit, records maintenance; microfilming, storage, 
retrieval, and destruction of records; and evid~nce and 

l' " exhibitOstorage. j 
Financial management: Fee/fine receipt and disbursement, 
bail receipt, child Slupportprocessing, and general 
case-related accounting. 

Courtroom " support: Court attendat;\ts; security before, 
during, and after trials; court reporting; court clerks; 
language interpreters; law libr~ries; and prisoner 
transportation. 

Investigation .. and supervision:: Performance of 
inves,tigations; supervision, collection of fines~; intake, 
bail investigatio~s; and witn~ss/victim assistance. 

"Jury: Jury" selec,tion arid management"; juror orientation 
'programs. , \) 
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There are certain functions .,that must be performed if the 
courts are to work, regat'dleSl,s of the level of administration. What 
distinguishes one local or state court ,system £,rom "'another is not so 
much the totality of the functions performed, b~t the distribution . ' 
of responsibility for these functions among the different levels of' 
management and the different levels of court administration. 

, Conseqi~ently, in a~,sessing a ,local or state court system's 
MIS needs, the court syste~should b~ considered as a whole rat4er 
than as the strategic planning, management control, and operational 
functions of each court separately. This will minimize the 
redu.ndant systems development experienced under an evolutionary 
approach, and will maximize the amount of information that can be 
transmitted between the trial, appellate, and administrative offices 
of the state court system. . At the same time, the financial and 
human resource costs will be minimized. 

,\ 

Figure 3 is an illustration of the structure of a court MIS 
based on the functioJlal approach to management. Thecourt 
organization functional sub1E~ste.m.s that are represented in the 
figure are those most conunonly found in all ':tate courts in one form 
or another and in one degree or another. The four functional 
subsystems (case-related management, personnel managem.ent, budget 
and accounting, and logistics and facilities management) are 
disc~ssed briefly in the following paragraphs to illustrate that the 
functional approach to') management can incorporate each 
level-of-management activity (strategic planning, management 
control) and operational control) discussed in the previous section 
and illus:trate4 in Figures 1 and lA. Figure 3 is significant in 
illustrating graphically the interrelationships that exist 'between 
the various functions performed by'a court and the different levels 
of management activity that exist in a pourt, regardless of ,the . 
court's juris~iction. 

" Case, management subsystem. The case-related subsystem is 
the heart 6f the administrative function of any court system. This 
subsystem generally includes all transaction processing and 
management control activities related to the io.itiation, handling, 
and disposition of "cases that come before the court for 
adjudication. The transactions that are processed by manual or 
automated mean~t are the actual filing of the case and any other 
day-to-day notice, sununons, motion, hearing, continuance, or other 
action leading to the disposition of ,the case. The operational 
control activity ,includes the hiring and training of,clerical 
personnel to process cases, the day-to-day scheduling of case 
processing activities,c the daily preparabion of reports' on the '" 
status of individual case~, and the daily processing ofin~ividual 
case-:c~lated inquiries. 0 The .;management control activity evaluates 
cas'e processing performance by comparing actual performance to 
predefined standards. ~e strategic planningactivi~y involves 
stat,istical analysis of case datatQ provide input to future 
casE!flow management decisions and preparation of specrial variance 
reports .. for predicting future case processing conditions for higher 
managementl;:onSideration~ 
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Figure 3: Structure of a court management information sysfem 
/based on organfzational functions and management 
acti\;~;tties performed 
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Adapted from Gord'on Davis ~ Management Information Syst'ems: Conceptual 
F,pundations, Structure, and Development, Figure 8-10,p.215. 
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" Operational case uianagE.!ment r~quirementsare still set 
predominantly by local. clerks of court. Tactical man.?gement 

'0 control, exception' reporting,an(}! adherence to. speedy trial 
.) standards,! aile increasingly :heco~ing part of.· state-level 

administrative responsibiVties, although loc.al trial court contro~ 
is stillilmandatory. .Most strategic planning activit;es and 

'0 

determination of state-level comparabiHty or data are being 
fnst;ituted by :s1~t'e-level adm~n~stp~,to~s, with the cooperatiop and 
ass~stance of t,al ~o~rt admJ;I\J;strators. , a 

LOgistic~,and facilities management subsystem. The 
log~s~i:s artel' fac\\Vt+es man~g\f.rildnt subs~ster.::-in~l:ud~s" ~uch 
actJ;VJ;t;J;es as. Pur1aHng .~nd--receiving of clericalancf' ; .. -
administrati~:,:?~eqU'.PIIient and s,:pplies, maintenance of imrentories 
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" and dis .. tribution of supplies and equipment ,:" and maintenance of 
facilities. .;;TI)'e transactions to be processed by court clerical and 
administrativ«({'p'er,sonne1 inchtd~ requisition ~rders, receiving c? , 

reports, purchas~':f,.i~~ir~,} ",and inyoices. The t1perational ocontrol 
function us.es I:'ran:~a:ction informatio.n to determine out-of-stock 
items in supply, aged, or"broken equipment for replacement, and 
overdue purchases nof yet received from Guppliers. The management 
control information generated by tpe trans'action system' w,ill enable 
management to compare costs and delays involyed in purchasing items 
from Ilarious suppliers arid to asse~,s the effegts of varying 
inventory levels of vital" supplies oncleric"al performance. 0 

Strategic planning occurs when an analys1l; .. is performed on various 
equipmen~ a1t,ernatives to determine which' are most cost"::e'ffect,~ve, 
and also when new procedures for supply and equipment purchase are 
analyzed t.d' determine thei~ ultimate effect on the ability of; , 
vendors to deliver goods and. services." In most state "courts, 
purchase of supif{ies remains a local. matter, while maJor equipment 
(such as compt1ter) purchases are becoming a state responsibility • 
The description above is valid,however, regardless of'the extent of 
local- o~ state-level involvement at each management level. 

Personnel management subsystem. The personnel~management 
function covers the recruiting, testing, hiring, training; payment, 
anf1 termination of all court personnel • The transactions ,that 
result, £ro~ the hiring of clerical ami administrative personnel 
include p.re:paration of personnel ,files c<?ntaining employment data, 
determination of tr~ining requirements and pay rates, preparation of 
paychecks, and' eventually preparation of termination notices. The 
oper~,tional cont~ol function establishes procedures ,for determining 
pa'Yrate/il, fringe benefits, etc. The'management,controls>function 
require~ 'a series of analytical report's showing variancel3 from 
planned stanaar'ds or guidelines for actua;!. hiring practices, wage 
inc,;J:'eases, training costs, and·recruiting' costs. Strategic planning 
becomes involved when the management control function, for example, 
has shown"that current and anticipated court EEO/affirmative action 
progress orobjective~ are unacceptable and transaction'and 
operational information' is used to. generat:e alternative strategies 

Q for meeting established goals. 
9 . '" 

Trial court personnel management activities usually o~cur 
within the local court. They can occur all or in part on a 
~tatewide basis, liowever, depending onwh.ether the' state court 
system isa unified court" system and whether: there is a' statewide 
cgurt~relatedcivq, set'iric'e system.:, Regardle,ss, e~~\}!evel of 
personnell',managemeri!= activity still bccurs, whether it is cOlltrolled ll 

by localau,~horities or by state-level a~thorities. 
" ' 

.~) --'() . -: 
; ,; .,Budget" and' accountirtg subsystem. Budget; and accountJ;ng 

encompasses the cl'assifying of all court finailcial, transactions 
(suc.h '~s. support ~ayme~ts, fines," ~n:~ fees) 'a~dre~,ording and 
sUtnmarul.rtg them;J.n standard a,?countJ;ng and f1nanc~~1 records~,. It. 
can also involve the~early preparation of op~rational txia1 or 
appellate court budgets. The case-r~lated budget and accounting 
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data become input to court records, where appropriate, and are used 
to .'inonitor the performance of specific individuals in meeting"court 
di;~ctives. Clerks and local administrators use ,budgetary reports, 
exception listings, cost analyses, and other management ~ontrol 
reports to determine whether the necessary funds ~re ava1~able t? 
onable the court to, continue to operate. Strateg1c pla~n1ng occurs 
when, for example, state or local court man~gers determ1ne through 
analyses that speedy trial rules are not be~n~ met and more . 
resources should be allocated to support cr1m1nal case process1ng. 

Budget and accounting activities are universal to all levels 
of the stat.e court system. What distinguishe,~ one local court from 
another or one state court system from another is the extent of 
actual state-level responsibility for these fu~ctio~s.and actual 
involvement in them •. ' If a state court system 1S ul),1f1ed, loca~ 
budget and accounting functions are more likely to be sta~d~rd1ze? 
and in some cases administereod or controlled by state adm1n1strat1ve 
offices. 

Constructing ''a court management information system 
() 

A management information sy~tem' ••• [t~e~] is an 
information system that, in additio~ to.provld1n~ all.necessa~y 
transaction processing~",for a~ organ1zat10n, prov1des lnforT(lat~on, 
and processing suPP?rt ldr:m.q.nagement and decision functions. 9 

In order for an MIS to support ,decision making, transaction 
data must be well organized and accessible in a data base. Co~rt 
information sy!?tems must build a ,data base, which i~ a ~01lect10n of 
interrelated data organized in a w8;'! to redu:e dupl~cat1on of 
information to a minimum, to provide for ra~)1d retr1eval and 
reorga'nization of the data for various applications, and to generate 
various listings and output reports. 

To support all the manageme'ht functions of th~:.1 s~ate courts, 
a court information system must include most of the ear11er 
dl.scussed functional subsystems, and information from one or se,";1!.er~.:L 
of them must be integrated into aviiible data base 'and be c~'pable of 
being analyzed in order fer management ~o prepare ,reports that 
ultim~tely support its decisions. W:i.th1n ~he context of the state 

'Ccourts, in a manually operated system and 1n many automa~ed systems 
data are used at "the local level to produce local operat1,onal output 
reports, some of which are then sent.on to t):le state-l~vel 
administrative office to become the 1nput for the state-level 
information "'J'i;~ .. m~:_The output reports at both the state and locoal 
levels should be ana1y..;",d and integrated by state-level . 
administrators to g~t, a bei:;;~r .. p:'~c'ture of how the tota~, system 1S 
functioning. When problem areas are discovered, the necessary 
information to res'olve the problem should be fed back through the 

9Davis, ~ cit., p. vii. 
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chain of cgmmand to be used by the (/appropriate managers in 
correcting th~ problem. 

)\ 
The conceptual structure of a statewide court MIS discussed 

ln this text is based then on the merging of three major premises: 
one, that there are four primary levels of management activity; two, 
that a ~ourt management information system must include 
funct,ion-based information subsystems; and three, that a court MIS 
must have an integrated set of data or a data base. 

Conceptual structure of an integrated MIS. The conceptual 
struc~ure in Figure 4 is a synthesis of the management activi.ty and 
functlonal approaches to management and the definition of an MIS ' 
given earlier. The conceptual MIS is represented here as a 
federation of functional subsystems sharing a common database to 
support the four levels of management activity. Since it is at 
1 

. , 
e'ast ln part, computer-based, the conceptual MIS uses common 

programs where practical and operates best: where a data management 
program or data base management system is utilized. 

Figure 4, which represents the "Conceptual framework of a 
court organization MIS" that is proposed by this text, is a 
synthesis of Figures' 1, 2, and 3. It recognizes that a court MIS 
should be designed to satisfy information needs at each of several 
levels of the state court system. It shows that the transaction 
processing activity provides the information base for all other 
:ourt information and management support functions. It graphically 
1l1ustrates that a larger number of detailed day-to-day reports are 
required for effective operational control than the less detailed 
exception and statistical summary reports required for the 
management control activity and that the information needs of the 
strategic planning function are much le'ss detailed and are required 
less frequently than the information needs of either of the other 
two intermediate management activities. 

~ 0 
The figure also displays the commonly accepted managemerit 

con:e~t. tha.t organizational functions are separable in terms of the 
act1V;tt1es performed and that they can be represented and developed 
as separatel~ op~rable subsystems. The four functional subsystems 
repr~sented 1n f1gure 4 are those commonly found in every court, but 
are 1n no way meant to be definitive or limiting. Each functional 
subsystem has its own uniquely defined information requirements that 
sup~o:t.its own operational control, management, and planning 
act1v1tles. 

Figure 4 also recognizes that there may be common procedures 
and applications that ~re used by more than one functional 
subsystem, b,ut that ~here are also unique procedures and 
appl~cations used by only, one or two functional subsystems. In 
reallty, the more comon the procedures and application packages 
that are utilized, the greater the integration of the court MIS and 
the" m?r~ effec'tive and C efficient it is in supporting" decisidil-making 
act1vlt1es •. 

29 
o 

i 0 
," 



\' 

, " 

o 

" 

Figure 4: 
" 

Conceptual framework of a court management·' 
information system 
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A common data base should be"developed and used by all 
system applications within the court. Data should be captured and, 
whenever possible., stored only once, and all reports ~fcourt 
activity and all inquiries for cou~t data should then utilize the 
same data's.ource. This does not necessarily mean that ali. data must 
reside in one ""large file, but that aU pertinent dat"a are captured, .' 
stored only once (except for reasons of security, ease of access, or 
timing in terms of initial system implementation), and logically 
related.lO 1)' 

This position is supported by most MIS authorities anduis 
also recognized by most court MIS authoriti"!s. liThe data base 
should~,\ built "up directly ~rom routine recording o~ operational 
trans,~ct~ons. Thus, "no spec~al effort would be requ~red to gather 
the d{ata c,for the systems since data entry becomes a routine part Qf 
norInJ~ operations."ll 

" . ~ ,The court MIS concept assumes direct, unre~tricted upward 
and dO\fw~,rd information flow and encourages integrated transaction 
process~ng between functional sub~ystems (that i~, collecting and 
recordin1r\18se-related, personnel, and financial data at the point 
and ti~e ~J),~ts occurrence)." ,::' .. il 

~e model also recognizes that information needs of state 
"admim.strative office personnel or chief ancL pres,iding judges are 
different from those of trial or appellate court clerks Ole, trial 
cQurt administrators. As one travels higher up.the organizational 

.management hierat.chy, administrative decision-makingbecomes 
increasingly less well-defined and less ·routine. The problem of 
specifying management informatioJ;l requirements is not unique to the 
courts. The same kind of problem exists in the corporate 
environment, where ",the three management and control activity levels 
of the organizational structure' a.:e tpalogous to those of the" 
courts. In the courts, as in the business w'orld, there is. a 
correlation between the four levels 0'£ management activity and the 
chal~acteristics of their info'rinitiof .. 'requireme.nts. (Refer to Figure 
?) The information needed by the clerko of court and others at the 
lowest "level of the management s'tructure (Qpet;ational control) is 
well defined,~' quite detailed, and nar'tow in scope. "It is used very 
frequently and therefore must be timely and accurate. In contrast, 
the information used by the supreme court' or the AOC and .others at 
the top .level Of management: (strategic planning) i; not ~ell . 
defined. To be useful; strategic planning information must be 
highlyaggregat~p and b,road in scope, crossing severa.l functional 
subsystems aI\d.even puiLing information "from external" sources. 

.. ' 

. .' (\ , 
10Pa~aphrased from Davie. 

o 

,1lBurton K. ll~reindel et-a1, National Evaluation Program Phase I 
Summary Report, Court Information (System's (Washington, D. C. : 
Nat~onal Inst~tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Law 
Enforcement Aasistaq.ce Administration, March 1977) .,pe 6. 
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'=) Generally the aggregated data are used only once and are so abstract 
,. that tne base transactional informatioll need not be 100 percent 
precise. The information needs of ,mid-level cotirt managers <trial 
court administraf;ors, assignment judges, and the ·like) fall 
somewhere'be'tween' these two" extremes. 

" ' Thus, while it is relatively easy to determine what detailed 
information is needed by a clerk for filing and maintaining cases, 
it is more difficult to estab!I>ish what management information is 
important in scheduling trials, and even more difficult to specify 
what infoI:mation is needed to support rule formulation, judgeship 
allocation, or program planning. The very nature of the work b'eing 
performed dictates a more abstract use of information at the higher 
administrative levels. ~ 

The model also correctly shows the flow of infGrmation 
collected by the transaction processing activity, using common or 
unique procedures, from"cne common data base to each level of 
management,as its individual needs require. Information is accessed 
by each respective management level as needed to support its control 
and decision-making fun~tions. When new infor~ation is g~nerated-as 
a,result of some management activity, it is in turn stored in the 
common data base .for use by other levels of 'management for control 
or planning purposes. The next chapter applies this concept more 
c'ompletely to the case-related functional s4bsystem. 

. Each of the functional subsystems identified in Figure 4 
requires a disc,rete set of data elements. These subsystems may 
differ from tocal court to local court and from one state court 
system to another. The figure does not indicate the method or 
extent of data processing used, which will vary from court to ¢'ourt, 
and from 10ca1- to state-level office. Manual reporting and 
processing may be operating at each level; one level may be manual 
and the other automated; or both levels may employ aut.omation of 
varying degrees of sophistication. ,. Nee,~less to say, the data 
processing method will largely determine the quality and quantity of 
,data that can be collected, processed, and analyzed and the 
usefulness of the integrated data base. 

Ideally, this manual would deal with and explain in detail 
all the major funct~onal subsystems, show how they interrelate, 
discuss the processing implications, and explain how data from each 
must be integra.ted to solve the particular management problems 
involved. "Time and resources do not permit this, however; this 
report will focus"onlJonly the' first, the ca"se-related subsystem, ;) 
with th~ hope that the structure is such 'that the other subsystems 
can be analyzed l:ieparately by the reader. Although the .next chapter 
of thiso. text applies the above MIS concept only to the case 

, mana.gement "func~ional sub~ysteD, it is possible for the read7r" to 
carry the concept.forward on~his ~wn. 

[ 
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In moving through the material that follows, the reader 
should keep in mind that source information gleaned from only the 
case-related sUbsystem can seldom be· effective if c:sed in 
isolation. If it is so used, the resulting output reports wi!"l 
present only a single-dimensional picture of court operations and 
management problem-solving. Resource allocation based only on 
case-related data, for example, ignores the importance of 
informatioriJgenerated by the personnel management and facilities 
management subsystems in ensuring the efficient operation of the 
courts. 

On the other hand, one of the important thrusts of this 
manual is to present a 'model of the complete case-related 
subsystem. The majority of' courts in the country use only part of 
the case management subsyste~'s capability at the"~present 
time--namely the 'generation of caseload data. A few dozen large 
metropolitan courts and per~~ps a dozen state court systems collect 
and use caseflow data. Even fewer collect and" use workload data. 
Since case load information was the, focus of\::he Model Annual Report 
and the Model Statistical Dictionary, a model scheme for caseflow 
data and a discussion of workload data--the remainder of the data . 
necessary for effective operation of the case-related 
subsystem--will be completed in this monograph. 

~ In practice, segments of several functional subsystems are 
developed simultaneously. The collection and recording of data from 
more than one functional subsy\~tem is frequently combined,! Many 
courts, fo.r example, collect some defendant data along with caseload 
inventory data, perhaps at the instigation of the local prosecutor's 
office or other criminal justice agency. Certainly courts that have 
responsibility for supportounits such as pretrial services or 
probation collect data on those activities as well as case-related 

., data. 

For the purpose of conceptuali.zing a mode,l court management 
information system, however, the NCSP and SJIS staff have found it 
helpful to separate the functional subsystems in" the manner of 
bti'ilding blocks by defining them" in terms of the data elements 
required to build them. In this way the term~nology of a case 
management subsystem can be made manageable because all the 
applications or modules that are a part of ~hat subsystem are 
identified and the data elements 'needed for the applications are 
identified, related to each other, anci clearly defined. This 
approach also makes it easier to develop the rationale for 
co11ecting"each type or analytical level of dates element. As wili 
be shoWn, the data elements for ~pe case-related subsystem should be 
structured so tJtat all case-related data can be included in the data 
base structure for that subsystem. Data that are not case-related 
should appear inth~ data base structure for one of the other 
subsystems." Q 
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Summary 

The four functional subsystems in Figure 4, then, can be 
·said to represent the components of a court information system. 
What functional subsystems are actually used and what functions are 
actually included in each subsy~tem should be determined by members 
of the court through a court-wide requirements analysis, since the 
data ultimately collected and generated by the court information 
system should serve to support decision making an~ the efficient 
daily qperation of the court. 12 \. 

The next chapter discusses the func.tions and components ,.of 
the case-related subsystBm, while ChapJ:er III discusses the 
management control and strategic planning uses of case-related data 
to support decision making. The information found in the 
case-related subsystem data base can be divided into three 
analytical levels-.... caseload, caseflow, and workload--each of which 
is discussed in Chapter IV. 'These three levels of analysisoare =,\ 
determined by the different levels of management informationc-needed 
by!! the courts; and in order to move from one level to the '>Ile~t, " 
i11L~reasing levels of sophistication in the data colrection methods, 
are required. The model data elements recommended for·.the three 
analytical levels of analysis are presented in Chapter IV. Chapter 
V will discuss the constr.aints and problems faced by court managers 
as they try to develop and implement a case management, functional 
MIS. The model input/output reports needed to collect the model 
data elements and to make management 4ecisions are e~plained in 
detail in Part II of this monograph. 

19 
l2For a discussion of requirements analyses, see State" Judicial 
Information Systems Project, Automated Information'Systems: Planning 
and Implementation Guidelines (Williamsburg, Va.,: National Center 
for State Courts, 1983). ,\ 
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Chapter" 
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" ~Case·related ,nfo(mation subsystem: 
primary functions, components, and applications 

\\ This chapter deals with the, manag~ment ptanning and control \\' , , " 
act\;t.v~t~es that are an integral 'i)art of the case-related subsystem 
of a court,MIS. As reflected earlier in Figure 3, the case-related 
subsystem ~~ only one of four major information subsystems (the 
oth:r~ ~re person,l)lel, finance and accounting, and logistics and .. 
fac~l~t~es) required for a comprehensive MIS that meets the needs of 
modern court managers. The purpose of this chapter is togive a 
more,com~lete discussion of the functions, components, and general 
appl~cat~ons of the case-related subsystem than the brief one 
presented during the discussion on the application of the general 
MIS concept to court management • . , ~ 

Functions of the case-related subsystem 

The case-related subsystem should capture all data generated 
~Y,e~ch c~s: being processed by the court from"the point of its 
~m.t::l.al f1l1ng to the point of its final termination or 
disposition. The subsystem should assist in the efficient and 
effec~iv: c?ntr~l of the flow of each individual case through the 

. ~ourt ad~ud~cat~on, process. The subsystem should pr,ovide 
o~nformat~on tha~ w1ll enable court .managers to judge the performance 
of thetransact~on or case processing system an.d should support 
their decision-making activities when they are formulating new 
procedures or solutions for" existing problems. The information 
generated by the subsystem for its operational and management 
control functions should supplement and support the court-wide 
strategic planning ~ctivities of the top mana~rs of the courts. In 
sum then, the funct10n of the case-related in/formation system is to 
process all case transactions, to control and manage the flow of 
cases through the adjudication" process, and to support upper~level 
management strategic planning activities. 

< ~ 

., Components of the cas'e;\related subsystem 

.. "The <;ase-related )UbSYS;tem (and 'each of the other court 
information subsystems, for that matter) nas four major ,.system 
components whose functions should be defined. ,Figure 5 below has 
been, extrac ted from Figure 4, the "Conceptual framework of. a ~ourt 

". manage~:nt info:mati~n system, II ~o show more easily .. those components 
and the~r relat~onsh~p,· to .each other. The components are: 1) 
management and clerical personnel, 2) case-related information 
req,\liremen~s, 3) analytical and application "processing procedures, 
and 4) an 1nterrelated data base. . . 
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Management and clerical personnel. All organizations have 
transactions that must be processed. The clerical personnel 
component of the cas,e-related subsystem collects and processes the 
case trensac tions needed to carry out the court I s day-to'-.day 
operations. The ultimate e£fective~ess of any court infdnnation 
system depe.nds on the quality qf the data collected during the 
transaction processing activity. The management personnel perform 
the three identified management arid control activities--operational 
control, case management, and stt:ategic planning. The ma~agement 
component is the driving and governing force of the subsystem, while 
the clerical personnel provide the data to support management and 
control activities. 

Figure 5: Components and information flow of the case-related subsystem 

Management and 
clerical personnel 

trategic planning 
activity 

Case management 'planning 
and cont~ol activity 

control 

tibn or 
case processing 
activitity 

Information requirements 
of the case-
related subl:1ystem 

Integrated 
, applJcation pro­
cessing procedures 

Comon rules 
and management 

.......... ~ .. I--...;"d;.;;i;.::r:.;;e;.;;c.;;.t.;;.i v.:..e;.;s~ __ -I 

Common analytical 
techniques and 
report generating 
procedures 

Common transaction 
processing pro­
cedures 

Integrated or unique files/ 
~ 

common case-related data base 
oL-_-------~-.:i.--------

" Adapted from Gordon Davis, Management Information Systems: Conceptual 
Foundations, Structure, and Development, p. 220, Figure 8-11. 

Case-related information requirements. The information 
requirements are the second component of the subsystem. These are 
determined predominantly by the operational and management control 
needs of the subsystem. The usefulness of any court information 
system depelldson the quantity and quality of the data collected by 
the transaction processing activity. Great care must be ,taken t'o 
identify for collection only those data that have real value: that 
is, data "that will be used to s~upport operational and: C 

decision-making activities. Cost and ease~of-data-collection 
criteria should be used to determine the ultimate.value of data 
before they ar'e collected: t' Otherwis,e, data captured may be too much 
or too little to meet system information needs. 
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Integrated application processing procedures. The third 
c~mpon7nt of the s~bsystem is that set of common rules, management 
d~rect~~es, analyt~cal techniques, applications, and transaction 
process~ng procedures needed by the subsystem to process each case 
transaction from point of filing to poirtt of disposition and to 
support ~anagement' control and decision-makingl:)activities. The 
tra'nsact~on Pfocessing procedures collect the data and store it for 
later access ~~ the data base. The application programs sort, 
merge, and mau~pulate the data within the data base and create 
cont:ol and performance reports for uS.e by management. Specialized 
rout~nes and analytical package~ are used to create special reports 
to aLd evaluation and planning activities. 

Interrelated common data base. The last component of the 
case-related subsystem is the data base. The term is used here to 
:efer to. any JIlanually gathered or computerized store of 
1nformat1~n. The existence of'"a clata base implies the elimination 
or reduct10n of redundant data storage and duplicate file storage. 
Therefore, once a transaction or piece of data is collected and 
processed by the subsystem and entered into its data base the 
transa~tion o~ data can be easily accessed through applic~tion or 
analyt1cal procedures and used for other purposes. The case-related 
~ub~y~tem da7a base, by definition, is that set of uniquely related 
1,nd1v1dua1 h1es (or fully integrated files) that contain all 
case-related data captured by the transaction processing activity or 
generated by application or analytical programs. Almost all 
system-wide court case information needs can be satisfied directly 
(by data collection) or indirectly (by data generation) from 
tra~saction data initiall~ collected.at the ~ocal court. Therefore, 
a h1gh degree of cooperat1on must eX1st between local- and 
state-level court officials in determining their information needs 
so t?at the resulting data base does in fact contain the information 
requ1red by all levels of cou~t administration. 

Information flow through the case-related subsystem 

A1tlt0ugh information :f;low is not; a major physical component 
of the. subsystem, it is nevertheless an integral part of its 
op7rat~on and effectiveness. It is important that information flows 
qU1cklYo!ind directly within and between the various levels of the 
~ourt structure.as'depi~ted earlier in Figure 1 •. It is equally 
~mportant that ~nformat~on flow be unencumbered by'need1ess 
procedures ,or."dampen~ng"effects th~t may change the quality or, 
value of the ~~format~on being transmitted. 

, '/ 
In Figure 5, above, all data processed and converted to ' 

info~ation ~o.s~pport the operational control, management, and 
p1ann~n~ act~v~t~es of the ~ourt are'captured by the transaction 
proce~s,~Ilg system following 'a G~ef; of standardized or unique 
pro~e~ures. The. data collected by the transaction processing 
aC~1v1ty ar7 stoted in ,an integrated co,~on data base (if one 
eX1sts) or 1n one o~ a 'se~ of uniquely related data., bases. To 
ensure that the transaction processing operations are being 
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performed effectively, a set of standard c~:mtrol reports care 
produced ,for management control personnel. Standard court 
directives o.r decision rules are followed by clerical and 
first-leyel court management personnel to' ensure smooth and 
consistent case processing and to carry out most operational control 
activities~ On a perodic, but regular Sasis, a seriescof 
performance and evaluation reports are generated by the suJ>system 
using standard and special analytical procedures. These special 
managewent reports are used by the second-levei managers (presiding 
judges and trial court administrators) to monitor and evaluate the 
performance of the transaction processing.and operational control 
activities and to make recommendations for improving case processing 
techriques. All standard operational control reports, special 
~anagement repor.ts, and any other analytical information generated 
by,. manipulating the data contained in the data base are availa:ble'- as 
information sources to partially meet the systemwide strategic 
pla~ning needs of the top court managers (chief justice, supr~~e 
court, AOe).. Information flow proceeds directiy and freely from one 
management leveL, .. to the next. The usc of the connnon data base and 
connnon transaction pro!!essing and management procedures e~iminates 
4ata redundancy, ensures data quality, reduces clerical and 
management activity, and provides greater flexibility in reportiIlg 
and using information. ' 

Major applications of the case-related subsystem 

This section discusses the major activities usually 
associated with the case-related subsystem. Since"caseload volumes 
and case processing., management activities are increasing at a steady 
rate at all court levels, it;: is becoming more necessary to discuss 
compute:r;-based as well as mJhual approaches to performing these 
applications. As court managers demand more information and 
analyses on case-related activities, the need for a computer-based., 
management information system will become even more apparent. 

As in all court information. functional subsystems, the 
management activities s~pported by the case processing transaction 
system of the case-related I'subsystem are: strategic planning, case 
management, and operacional control. " The management needs of each 
of these will be briefly reviewed, followed bi a more in-depth 
overview on each. 

As mentioned, the strategic planning activity is relatively 
undefined and broad in scope. It is the top managemen~ function 
commonly performed by the chief justice, supreme court, state, court 
administration, or judicial council. Its data base is derived from 
the case management ~ontrol data base supplemented by external, 
noncase-related'data~ Financial and personnel data often supplement 
case manage~en't data during the ubj,ective formulation and planning 
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activities of this management activity. Information processing 
support usually is' in the form "of special, one-time-only analytical 
reports and a series of forecasts based on personnel, case, and 
financial data; these are integrated through the. experiential 
judgment of the' partic'ipants. Newer, more precise, and more timely 
information will probably not affect the quality or timeliness of 
the decision because of its "very subjective nature •. Workload 
analysis and long-term resource planning are very important 
applications of the strategic planning activity. 

The case management activity includes those overall 
administrative control and case tracking functions'performed by 
trial court managers, assignment judges, or state-leVel 
administrative office managemeIlt personnel. The data base needed to 
pe'rform effective case management ,is built up of internal case 
trans~ction data and sunnna~ies provided by operations and supporte~ 
by internal or external standards, rules; and upper management 
expectations of case processing performance. The case management 
activity is supported by a series of planning models, variance 
reports, and pro~le~ analysis techIliques. Performa,nce evaluation is 
important to eff~ctive case management control. 

Operational control 'activities include the day-to-day 
clerical and administrative functions of the appellate and" trial 
courts and their support units (e.g., clerks of court, court 
reporters, administrative clerks, jury officials) in processing 
individual court cases. The data base needed to perform operational 
control is built up of internal data gen~rated from casa 0 

transactions that are part of case processing activity. The 
operational control activity is supported by standard, regularly 
produced status reports, schedules, and special inquiry 
capabilities. H~ying access to individual case transactions is very 

~ 
important to operational control. 

, The daily case proc,essing or transaction processing 
activites of the local trial or appellate. courts provide the 
internal data necessary for tracking court cases &and for preparing 
daily repQFts to support operational control and case management 
activitie~f. The typical local trial or appellate couft case 
processing system performs some or all of the following 'operational 
functions: docketing, indexing, calendar preparation, notice and 
s~~ons preparation, and management and statistical report 
generation. The docketing, indexing, calendar printout, and the 
court. papers printouts support "day-to-day operational control 
activities of the clerks and fiHt-line supervisors. The management 
and statistical report generation function supports the perio,dic 
case management control activities of the middle managers. All case 

\1 processing systems , whethe,r "mamialor computer-based, permit 
individual in~ies by interes'tedparties to retri,eve information 
on [specific c~s'~ 
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Cf~se management and strategic planning applications 
J: 

il All case management applications of the case-related 
functional subsystem are designed to produce a series of performance 
i:eports, exception reports, or evaluation reports that can be used 
,by state administrative, trial court, and appellate court persol:mel 
'to control case management. All of the reports and statistical' 
'analyses produced by the case mana,gement activity are restatements 
or summaries of case transaction data and are, usually produced asa 
by-product of operational control activities. The variety of 
reports" produced by a court is limited only by the number and 
qua,lity of data elements it ~ollects, and it is possible for these 
to vary from court to court ,ithin any given court system. 

o "' 

All strategic planning applications of the case-related 
functional subsystem are designed to produce specializ~d, often 
one-of-a-kind anQalytical reports, forecasts, resource allotments, 
a.nd research reports that can be used by top court managers to set 
goals and objeci::ives and to make administrative rulings and 
system-wide policies. Although some of the ~eports and statistical 
analyse,s produced by midd'le managers for top administrative 
officials are restatements or summaries of exception reports, 
performance reports, and short-term forecasts, most are new 
analyticaL reports generated by merging case-related performance 
reports and forecasts with other func'tional (personnel and 
financial) performance reports and, forecasts. The strategic 
planning function also requires the use of non-court data such as 
population figures, per capita incomes,ceconomi~ indicators and 
f 

9 
orecasts, and data from other state court systems for,comparative 

analysis. 

Generall~se ,management and strategic pla,nning 
appli~ations that can use cas~-related data can be grouped into 
three basic analytical categories based on the type of data utilized 
by the applica,tion and t~e ty,pe0 0f analysis performec! 'On the, data. 
These three analytical catc~gOries are: 

Levell: Summary caseload inventory data and aggregated 
case load analysis reports" 

Leyel 2: Case monitori1}g, case status data, and caseflow 
evaluation and performance measurement reports 

o 
Level 3: Judicial and nonjudicial workload'analysis data for 

resource allocation, ptanning, and research reports 

" Level 1, case load inventory and caseload analysis reports;, G 

examines ag~reg~te filing and disposition data and ,generally is not 
concerned Wl.th l.ntervening case everitsor case actions. It 
addresses questions of local trial or .. appellate court"judicial 

Qresource allocation and short-term caseload inventory foreca"sting. 
Level 2~ caseflow evaluation and per'formance an~lysis reports,' " ' 
focuses on the movement of cases and the spee~h "WhiC~ case,s are 

~) 
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processed. Case activity and event data are needed for this level 
of analysis. These reports address questions of delay, establish' 
time 'standards for case"processing, and moni~or individual case _~ 
progress. 'The '-'third level, workload analysis.ior strategic planning 
and research, is the most sophisticated lev~l of data analysis. It 
utilizes not only caseload volumes and activity data but,', also actual 
or estimated judid,al and nonjudicial workload. It addresses some 
of the same concerns of the Level 1 judicial ~nd facilities resource 
allocation andcaseload forecasting, but usually from a systemwide~ 
and longer-te~m perspective. It also attempts to focus more ~n the 
resource utilization and operational activities of judicial and 
nonjudicial 'personnel rather than on the expediting and}llonitoring 
of individual cases, in contrast. to Level 2 an,alysis. '. 

c; 
Perhaps another way of categorizing these levels of 

analysis, then, is by identifyillg and zeroing in on the subject of 
the analysis. Level 1 focuses on case volume and the court as an " 
entit~; Level 2 focuses on monitoring individual cases and their 
movement through the court; Level 3 deals with optimizing local and 
statewide resource utilization activities of~the individual trial 
and ~~ellate courts and the statewide administrative operations of 
thl: court,: system. 

Identification of the data elements necessary for each of 
these, analytical ~ategories flows from the identification of the 
analytical metQ,ods used by them and the reports required to satisfy 
management infornlation needs. This is discussed further in Chapter 
IV where major data elements are idoentified. These data elements 
are also divided into three categories Cor~esponding to the levels 

~of analysis ide~tified here and illustrated in Figure 6. As a~court 
system pr~gr~sses from one level of analysis t6 another, the set of 
data elements required to perform the analysis expands. There is, 
~. . \: 

however, a core set 0'£ dat~ elements that each level requl.res. 
Levell analysis requires caseloadand inventory data and" manner of 
disposition data, consisting of " aggregate statistics on case filings 
and case dispositions. Level 2, caseflow evaluation and performance 
,analysis, requires case-by-case data with information on intervening 
case events and individ~al case activities. ~Level 3 requires 
clericaf and judicial time measurements and workload data. Most 
rural and suburban courts, ..-:h,pwever, have not progressed much beyond 
Levell in either analysis or data element collection. Generally, 
thene'edfor individual? case data--Level2, an~lysis--has been most 
acute at the large metropolitan trial court .l~vel where many' complex 
day.,.to-day ope<;:ational decisions are made and where individual case.:s 
are processed and must be monitored to eRsure that the court mee;~'" 
its speedy trial rules. State-leyelof£iciats are, however, n/' 
becoming more interested in localJand statewide case managemel1t 
control activities, 'not only 'in the criminal ~rea, Dut also in civil 
and juvenile activities. This growing interest is being encouraged 
by local courts (and required by state legislative and public 
interest groups) and by the recognition"by the state supreme courts 
'th,ll~ their superintending powers extend, to the administrative" 
activities of the trial and appellate courts. ' 
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Figure 6, below, gives a graphic representation of the type 
of data analysis required to support management activities. It also 
shows the general management use that can be made of each type of 
data analysis and lists reports that canl,>e produced as a result of 
the different levels of data collection, \~)rlysis, and reporting 
activities. 

Figure 6.: Three basic analytical levels and the;i.r applicability 
to the case manl':lgement and strategic planning activities 

Data 
'8'n'al y s is 

LEVEL 1: 
Case status and 
court caseload analysis 

() 

Han.<:gemertt 
application 

Case management 
"llUd control 

General 
management uses 

, Resource" allocation 
Forecasting 
Public relations 

and information 
National trend anarysis 

LEVEL 2: 
Caseflow evaluation 
and performance measurement 

Case management 
and control 

Res.ource allocation 
Forecasting 

o 

() 
Caseflow management 
P~rformance measurement 
Public relations 

LEVEL 3: 
Workload analysis for 
planning and research 

Strategic planning 
and policy 

and information 
National trend analys;is 

Resource allocation 
Forecasting 
Case flow managemen~ 
Perf9rmanc~ measurement 
Public relation~ 

"and information 
National trend analysis 

Beca4,se of speedy trial activities and,. court unific.ation 
efforts, there has been a noticeable shift in recent years from 
solely local control of case management activities to a shared 
cont.rol between. local court managers and" stat.e administrative office 
·managers. At the same time there has been a commenSurate shift in 
the kinds and format 'of the data elements tha.t are collected on the 
local leyel and in the methods ofanal'ysisused ~tbotht1?-e, local 
and state level. 'Many more state-level ~dministrative offices are 
now monitoring criminal court cas,eflow to accommodate their speedy 
trial rules, and are requiring the c1ollection of information on the 
status and age of individual civil and juvenile cases as a result of 
new administrative authority "and rules. " 

\\ 

Therefore; it is important to determine court needs and 
develop good information systems tO,provide the data. Once it is 
c1ear.w?a.t d~ta are to be collected,by'whom, and for what purpose, 
a decl.sl.on can be made as to the most appropriate analytical methods 
to use. D~fferent uses require different types of analysis. There 
are ~lso dl.fferen~ levels of sophistication and different levels or 
~ua~l.~y of a,:alysl.s that can be applied. For example". decisions on 
Judl.cl.a1 assl.g~ents and the need for.additional judgeships can be 
m~de 0': the basl.s ()f case load trends or w.eighted case10ads. In most 
~l.tuatl.ons aggr~gaced caseload volume statistics will provide an 
adequate analysl.Sj however, a more accurate analysis can be 
performed with the use of weighteJ'ca8cload or even workload data. 
A decision, h()wever, is necessary as to the most cost-effecti~e 
level of analysis to use in a particular situation. While weighted 
caseload data may provide more accurate results, the costs of . 
obtaining that information may not be worth the added benefit. 
These types of decisions must be made by the court managers only 
af~er ~ thorough review of their needs. 

Anoth~r trend that has affec~ed court information systems 
has been ~h~ ~ncr:ased l,;vel of aUfomation among local courts and 
stateadml.nl.stratl.ve offl.ces, prompted by increased demands from 
court and non-:-court users for case-related data analysis. The need 
for mOre detaloled caseload data and 'case tracking information has 
p~ompted stat~ administrative offices to (develop, in conjunction 
Wloth local trloal and appellate courts, new data collection 
~r?c:dur:s such as case-by-case reporting systems. One of the 
lonlotloal lossues for state administrative offices, and local court 
ma,:agerswhen. rev~sin,g their information syste~ is the point at 
whloch ~utomat~on loS necesary to handle the new information needs and 
analytloc requlorements. 

The e~tire situation may Perhaps be best summed up by 
stating that as st~t~ ~dminht~ative offices assume greater case 
~anageme,:t respon~loblolloty, thelor need for more detailed case-related 
lonformatloon also lonl::reases. The ancillary result of this movement 
m~st b~ that computer-based case management systems are developed 
wloth or by local courts to meet not only state needs but also their 
own loc~l. 0~e~ationa1 needs. This addition of manageliient I( ,'~."'/ 
responslobloll.tl.es on the part of state administrative offices does 
~ot! ?owever, illdicate a lessening of the responsibilities of 
lo~dlovlod~a; local ,?ourt managers. All case processing activit-ies 

/"\ Wloll ,stl.i... occur lon the local courts, requiring continued on-s'ite 
~case ma.nageme,:t an~c~se processing information systems. 

. Case-related lonfo~atloon s~stems" have beco~e more complex with these 
added demands for lonformatloon by both local-court and ::itate-level 
managers~ As a result, the need and demand for 'computer-based case 
management ~ubsyste~sc, that are a part of an int~grated 'court 
management lonformatloon system are' becoming more widespread thoughout 
the'state court systems. " 

Chapter III will take an in-degtli look at the/local- and 
state-level strategic pl~,nning and management contro.l uses of 
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case-related data', concent'tating on the three analytica! levels 
discussed above. Ch?pter IV will'then recommend a set of model data 
elements that can constitute the common data base needed to generate 
the management reports discussed in Chapter III. To provide 
complete discussion of the case-related 'subsystem applications, 
however, the last section of this chapter discusses the operational 
control applications that exist in loca:'i courts. If the reader 
feels sufficiently versed in the;e applicat~~ns, it is possible to 
skip this sec.tion and proceed to Chapter IIr~ .' 

Operational control uapplications 
() 

One of the most effective uses of computers within the state 
court systems has been to support or replace~ manual case proce'ssing 
applications. The typical computr.er-based case processing 
application captures case data at the point of original filing and 
tracks ail case activity f~om that point on. The, extent of the 
activity "data" captured dictates the effecthreness of the system. 
The case activity data generally thought to be needed ,to support a 
computer-based transac.tionprocessing system "include ~ome or all of 
the following data elements: l 

--case number, case name; 
--filing data; 
--typa of 'case, type of charge; 
--list of case participants, e.g.; plaintiffs, 

. defend&2):s, attorneys; Judges, e1:c., 
--scheduled and actual events in case processing, 

event data, disposition data; and 
.. --manner and date of final <fi$position. 

)1 . . 
r"'~ . 

The a~ual data col,}ected by the computer~based transaction 
processing system will depend on the needs of the individual court. 
The docketing, indexing, or other operational'control functions a 
computer-based system· performs will also depend on the real or 
perceived needs of. the court involved. If a computerized case .. 
processing capability exist;s a,t the local trial or appellate court, 
"the man~;gemeIit and statistical information needed by the state 
admini.strative office from that court can also be generated as a 
by-product. The ideal way for a state court sys't;em to meet all of 
its "in£ormation requirements then, whether they are local- or 
state-level, ~ould be for state and local managers to work together 
to develop, where needed, an integ:rat~d, computer-based traqsaction 
processing system with each of the following operational control 
functions. ' 

~A complete listing of·· the reiPo~ended set of model data elements 
ca~ be found in Chapter IV. 
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;·Docketing. Docket(ing is the clerical process of recording 
ca$7 events i~ a log bo~k or regist~~of actions--perhaps the most 
ted~ous and t~me-consum~ng operationaP task performed by a clerk of 
:ourt. ~en. a docket entry is posted by hand, tJ:te posted 
l;pformatl.on 1S often unreadable and is usually" ri~de in a large, 

;,i ~ard-bound volume. When a, docket entry is posted by typewriter, it 
~s usually made on separate ledger sheets and inserted later in 
loose-leaf volumes. Manual docketing is slow and rarely 
up-to-date. For that reason, courts looking for a better way of 
maintaining their register of actions have automated this process. 

When the docket or register of actions has been placed in 
. compute: files, it becomes the foundation for an integra,ted case 

processl.ng systemo Each case event or transaction is converted and 
stored inrthe cOmputer file as it occurs and can be accessed in 
who~,e or in part with other case information •. ' This makes it 
p,?-,ssible.for the court manager to automate the indexing, 
c<llendar~ng, or management andi~statistical report functions since 
the case action information stored in the register of actio~s is the 
same case. information needed for those applications~ For'that 
re~son, it is ve±y important that all case information needed for 
these futur~applications be maintained in the register of actions 
and that a common data ba$e be set up to allow free and flexible 
access to the needed case <information •. 

I~ '-

", Data entry in a computer environment is less time-consuming 
than manual docket entries since the computer can be programmed to 
accept alpha-numeric codes in place of lengthy alpha data entr1es. 
The cOIl;9,uterconverts the alpha-numeric code to a full text entry 
~henever output is requested. This process reduces data entry time, 
~mproves data e~try accuracy,~osters higher productivity, and 
ensures that"un~form,standard~zed data entries arema',ie by each 
clerk. After a case closes, the entire sel;: of docket entries 
rele,,:ant to that case can be printed out and sto\~,;,ed in the case file 
or w~th other permanent records of the court. " 

Ind:xing. Whenever a new case is filed, clerical personnel 
genera~e,e~ther maIl~ally or by a co,mputer program, a set of 
operat~onal control ~ndexes and cross references to make it easier 
to identif~ and locate a c~se as it progresses through the court. 
~ost:a~e ~ndexes ~re set up by using one or,more of the following 
~dent~hers::as7 number,filing date, type of case, type of 
char~e(, ~J~~nt~ff s,cname, q'efendant1s name, or attorney's name •.. If 
the ~ndex ~s. genere,!~ced by computer, any of the case data elements 

., can be used as an identifier. The' actual number of identifiers used 
as .search keys should be "restricted to those for which there is real 
need and which will aid in operational control activities. 

,Al1:.'·manual and computerized indexes are fully alphabetized 
~y p~rty. name or.ar7 orde:ed by case number. Therefore, when an 
~nqu~ry,occurs, 1t ~s a s~mple matter to locate the case, provided 
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one knows either the correct case number or correct spelliilg of one 
party's name. In most automated indexing systems, it is possible to 
locate, by the-use of phonetic coding, the correc,t case even if the 
party name is Jncorrectly spelled. The computer will perform a 
search for all party names 'that match or are similar to the phqnetic 
code and will print ~ut a list of matching names. The person making 
the inquiry can then visually search the list to locate the desired 
case. In a manual system, if a correct identifier is not known, it 
is much more difficult to locate a case. o 

The indexing operation is a common computer program and 
simple to use. A major problem occurs when the court manager must 
decide at what point to convert existing manual index files, which 
are generally in a set of hardbound volumes, 'to automated forms. 
Automated indexing is ,usually implemented at the same time that a 
trial or appellate court converts from manual docketing procedures 
to automated procedures, since the case information entered in the 
docket is the same data used to set up the case indexes. 

Calendar preparation, Court"clerks have to prepare ~\ 
variety or calendars or lists of case actions that are 'scheduled to 
be heard by the court. Most c.ourt calendars indicate" the name and 
number of each case along with the time, date, and courtroom 
location of its scheduled hearing. Other supplementary information 
commonly found on court calendars are judge name, attorney names, 
plaintiff and defendant names, an,!! case type. , Daily court calendars 
are operational control devices that are ,designed to facilitate the 
orderly daily processing of cases and to inform the public and case 
participants of the scheduled time and location of all court 
hearings. Long-range calendars are both operational and management 
control devices, and are designed to assist judicial assignment and 
reassignment, identify case bottlenecks and backlog's, and ass!st in 
case management. Long-range calendars are especially useful for 
determi~ing future dates 'that are available for judges and when to 
schedule future hearings, based on current courtroom actions. 

Court scheduling. Case SCheduling is the operational 
control process of preparing the daily and 'long-range calendars 
needed by the court. " The schedules of the primary participants to a 
case must be acquired in or.der to determine the optimum date for~ 
holding the next hearing. Those participants usually involved are 
the judge, .attorneys for both parties,. and the parties. In criminal 
cases, police officers and witnesses become very important. The 
court clerk must match all the participants' data with the available 
time slots for each'"courtroom and determine a time and place for the 
next judicial proceeding. 

Case scheduling is predominantly a manual process because of 
the unpredictable variations in the duration of each court action 
that is SCheduled, tl\.~ difficulty of predicting case fall-out, and 
the problem·of (!ontrolling attorney conflicts and cOQ,sQlidating 
police ·officer appearanc;es. These scheduling difific~lties require 
substantial clerical judgment and involvement in the determination 
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of the daily and long-range calendars. Although mathematical 
algorithms have been developed and,programmedinto computers to 
"assist U the scheduling process, they have not yet proven adequate 
to determine final court calendars--even though most scheduling 
algorithms take into account such factors as maintaining judicial 
schedules, attorney schedul~s, and courtroom schedules, along with 
estimating probable case duration and probable case fall-out. The 
difficulty associated with quantifying each of these items indicates 
that, although computers can assist in scheduling court cases, clerk 
of court and judicial judgment will always be needed to finalize 
court calendars. It should be noted that an up-to-date register of 
actions is needed for a clerk 9f court 1::0 prepare an accurate and 
viable calendar. An automated register of actions is therefore 
required for a court to utilize a computer to assist in its 
scheduling process. 

Notice preparation. Notice preparation is a common 
operational control function performed by all clerk of court 
offices. Notices are usually prepared during. or as a result of the 
court scheduling process associated with calendar preparation. When 
computers are used to assist scheduling, notices are prepared as a 
by-product of that operation. There are two types of notices 
normally prepared by clerk of "court operations. The first type is a 
"reminder ~?tice" to each case participant that he has agreed to 
meet.£or a particular judicial proceeding at a certain date, time, 
and courtroom location. The second type of notice specifies to 
selected parties that their attendance is required at a particular 
hearing. Examples of the first type of notice are: judicial trial 
or hearing cal~ndars, attorney hearing and trial date notices, 
police officer appearance notices, and n,Otices to sheriffs to 
transport prisoners to court or to serve subpoenas. Examples of the 
second type of notices are: warrants for arres t, summons " for 
witnesses, and subpoenas. 

Other operational control applications. A discussion of 
specific c~se-related operational control applications could also 
cover such specialized court activities as parking ticket 
processing, movi~g traffic violation processing, warrant and summons 
control, case transfer activities between courts, and maintaining 
prisoner inventories a,nd interfacing with criminal history and 
criminal justice information system (CJIS) processing activities. 
Jury selection, jury questionnaire admi~istration, juror notices, 
and support and alimony payment case processing are also closely 
related applications. . 

() 
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Chapter III ~' 
(j' (, 

Strategic planning and management control uses· 
ofcas,e·r~lated data to support decision'; making 

Chapter I described a conceptual framQwork for a court 
management information system and defined four levels of ' management 
a~tivities (case transaction processing, operational control, 
management planning and control, and strategic planning)' a,ssociated 
with all court information system::;. The chapter also identified 
four basic functional subsystems (case-related, personnel, 
financial, and logistics) commonly associated with all court 
management activity and info,rmation systems. 

Chapter II focused on the subject of this manual, the 
case-related functional subsystem. It discussed the components 
(individuals responsible, information requirements, procedures, and 
data base) that make up the case-related functional subt:Cystem and 
explained the flow of information through the various components pf 

l\ " ,", ' 
,.the subsystem. It then related the functions of the major 
management activities discussed in Chapter I to each of the system 
components given in Chapter II. Finally, it discussed the 
operational cont~ol applications of case-related,pata typically 
performed by local trial and appellate court managers to track and 
monitor case "processing. ' 

Th~s chapter"will take an irr-,.depth look at the local and 
state-lev,el management control and strategic planning applications 
of case-related data. ,To do this, we will first identify the 
specific court management tlasks that require case-related data to 
support ,their dec:i,sion-making activities. We will then identify and 
discuss the major applications or uses of case-related data that 
meet the information requirements of these management tasks. 
General case management report list~ wiil bj!given and model output 
reports referred to throughout the chapter to support the diseussion. 

" Those management tasks and applica,tions that require" only 
personnel, financial, or logistical data are not the subJect of this 
manual ,and will not be discussed. The court '.8 case-related 
functional subsy'st:'em, by definiti,9n, ,manipulates only case-rel?ted 
data. "Although its data base contains a variety of, related people 
indicators (judges, attorneys, witnesses, defendant~, etc,.), , 

'logistics indicator's (courtrooms..), and financial information (~ase 0 

cost,. fines, feel:l, etc.) involved with a cour,t case, these entities 
are important only eSO far as they relate to the actual courtocase, 
and that relationship must 'be, clearly ,defined ,in management repo;r,ts 
and "applications. " 
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Chapter IV will recommend a set of specific model 
case-r~lated data elements thatI,Ilust be collected by the 
case-related functional subsystem to provide "the in.formation' 
required by the applications and tasks described in this chapter. 
The specific relationship of these recommended model data elements 

.,to the, output reports listed or r~ferenced in this chapter will be 
.. shownl.n Chapter IV so that court managers can begin to d.etlermine 
which data elements a case-related functional subsystem must collect 
l.n order to meet the court's specific management needs. 

Court management tasks supported by case~'related data' 
" 

During the past decade, many studies have been conducted and 
report9 and articles have been written about the mana,gement tasks 
performed by personnel in the state c'ourts. l .. The National Center " 
wor~i,;g with a committee(lof the ConferenceJof State Court ' 
Adml.nl.s trators, analyzed, compared, and suinma,rized the resul ts of 
these studies and came up with a list of seven major court 
management tasks that require case-related data for, eff~ctive 
decision making. These tasks are: case management, information 
sy~t:ms ~uppor~ and process~lg, facilities and support services 
';tl.ll.Zat70n, fl.nance a,;d bu~eting, persoQnel administration, public 
,l.nformatl.on, and plannl.ng and resealrch. 2 

The National Court Statistics project surveyed each 
~tate-level o~fice to determine to what extent and for what courts 
l.n ~he statew~de sy~tem each of these tasks was actually performed 
by l.ts personnel. The responses to that survey are included in 
Table 23 in State Court Organization, t980, and indicate that these 
~asks are common amoIlg all offices at the state level. Involvement 
l.n the different tasks varies widely from state to state an.d is 
cause~ by! among other ~h~ngs, variations in statutory, 
constl.tutl.onal, and adml.nl.strative authority in court structure 
~nd by wide variatiolls in the progress of co~rt unification iI!.\.the 
state. c .' 

" Because of these variations, it is impossible to identify a 
complete and absolute set of case-related data that is sufficient to 
supp~rt each state's AOC management task information needs. It is 
possl.ble, however, to i~entify an adaptable and expandable'lcore set 
o:f ~ase-related m<;,,~:el q.ata elements and model output rerports that 
satl.s:fy to a varyl.ng de~ree the major information r,~quirements of 
each o~ these seven basl.c management tasks. " Each state office could 
tpen supplement these model data elements and nianagement ta~k and 

lSee the bibliography at the end of this manuaL 

2These. headings appear in Table 23 of State Court O~ganization, 
19~O, ,prepared by the National Court. StatiS'tics Project 
<'~hlll.amsburg, Va. : 'National Center for State Courts 1982) pp" 
94-97. ' , ,. 
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application needs. The case-related model output reports given in 
Part II of this manual and the model data elements given in Chapter 
IV are based on the various case management uses identified in the 
following section that satisfy the information requirements of the 
above management tasks. 

G' 

A similar analy~is, of the lIlanagement tasks performed by 
appellate and, trial court personnel reveals the same situation. All 
appellate and trial court administrative personnel deal, on SOIlle 
level, with personnel, financial, facilities utilization, public 
relations, and case management tasks. In addition, they perform the 
operational and transaction processing activities discussed in 
Chapter II that are un~que tq them and not generally performed by 
state administ~ative personneL Of course, the variations in degree 
of task performance listed earlier for state-level offices also 
apply to trial and appellate courts for the same reasons, Le.; 
differences in statutory, constitutional, and administrative 
authorities within" and between state,courtsystems.: Therefore, 
because o,f these variations, no complete and absolute set of 
case-related data (short of the entire case record) that is 
sufficient to support information needs pf all trial and appellate 
courtfi can be identified. A smaller, adaptable and expandable set 
of model case-related data e.lements can be presented, however, along 
with model output reports that will satisfy the major information 
needs of mos t trial and appellate courts. 'These model data elements 
and output reports can then be supplemented by'local co"urt managers 
with those data requirements unique to their own information needs. 

Using the abov~approach, it is possible to merge the two 
core sets of model data elements (state..,level and local court " 
levels), .thereby creating one common model' set of case-related data 

'. elements and output ~eports that c'an be used, €S appropri~te, by 
each management level within a state court system. Using these 
models, local Court managers can collect and use the operational and 
management control data necessary to administer their courts. Using 
the same models, they will be able to report to state administrative 
offices the b.asic set of case-related data needed by that of.fice to 
support its case management tasks. 

This approach to .. case-related data management encourages 
'local and state-level court managers to collect and report a common 
'set of case-related,data that meets not only their own 'informational 
r~quirements but also the planning and research needs of , non-court 
researche:rs, legislative personnel, and national la,~akers. It also' 
~kes possible a national data base of historical case volume 
statistics that are comparable and reliable.' 

These seven basic management tasks that use case-related 
data to make or support decision-making activities are ,related in 
the~following section to the "management uses and applications of 
case-rela,ted data. From this starting point,tQe National Center, 

r,in "conjunction with the Conference of State Court Administrators, 
G ' has developed the care set of model data elements presented in 
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Chapter IV and the model outputrepoOrts present'ed in Part II of this 
·manual. 

Management uses of case-rE)lated data 

Using both past studies and project-collected data as well 
as analyses of th~' relationship of case-related data to each of the 
above identified management tasks, NCSP and S~IS staff determined 
that ther~ are six primary management uses or applicatio~s areas for 
case-related data: Q . Q 

1) r~source allocation, 
2) forecasting, 
3), caseflow management, 
4) performance measurement, 
5) public information, and 
6) national trend. analysis. 

In order to satisfy the needs of a court system, therefore, 
local trial andrappellatecourt managers and state administrative 
office personnel should design a case-related information functional 
subsystem that collects, stores, and processes case':"related data 
that can provide management and output reports for these six 
applications or use areas. If this is done, the resultant court 
information system'will be capable of supporting the"management task 
information requirements, insofar as case-related data are required, 
of most managers of trial courts, appellate courts, and 
administrative offices. Figure 7 has been Aesigned to illustrate 
graphically the relationship of the case-related information 
~equirements of local- and state-level managers to the court MIS 
concept developed in earlier chapters. Each of the a:ID>ve primary 
management uses for case--rel'ateu data will be discussed in the 
sections that follow, with direct reference to this concept and the 
management, .tasks being supported • 

.J 

Resource allocation. One of the essential purposes nor 
'collecting case-related data in the court environment is t011ssist 
the court manager in making decisions on the allocation "of t;:i6e 
various resources--personnel, financialij and facilities .... -that are 
needed to carry out the primary function of the c,purt (i.e., to 
process and~anage cases in a timely mannerj. As a"~anagement 
application, resource allocation affects 'all areas ~f'court 
organization"andchas a direct or indirect impact on several 
management tasks and management levels. In ord~~ to allocate the 
court's resources effectively, managers have to know how many judges 
are needed t.o hear the (!urrent and projected caseload and where 
these judges are needed, how many nonjudicial personnel are needed 
to support th~ judges, and what courtrooms, offices, and other" " 
facilities and equipment will be '(leeded to process expected 
caseloads effectively •. In addition, courtomanagers wili need to .' 

o determine the expected cost of providing, these s,ervices and the;':; 
es timated income (,fees, fines, etc.) resulting from these service~'; 
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7:. Local- and state-level m~nagement uses of court information 
, relation~hi" to the basic levels of mana ement 

,,() case transaction, proc,essing, operational control, 
,management planning and control, strategic planni~g) 
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All of these financial, logistical, and personnel resources ~qill 
have to be allocated properly to achieve efficient operation of the 
entire court syst~m and to accomplish the primary business of the 
court, i.e., the efficient processing ofi~ll cases. 

. ,---/ 

Resource allocation occurs at all levels of court management 
and is both a short- and long-term management trjol. In1the local 
trial or appellate· court, the clerk of court is resp6nsible for the 
daily operation of the court and the daily assignment of nonjudicial 
personnel to process case transactions. "rheassignment judge, often 
assisted by a trial court administrator, will allocate new cases to 
judicial personnel and will assign or schedule courtrooms to meet 
current needs. Chi~f presiding judges and regional administrators 
will often transfer or'reassign cases to judicial personnel who are 
less burdened than others, in efforts to balance workloads and to 
spe~~ case processing. 

Ii 
Whereas short-range reGource allocation activities are 

performed daily, weekly, or monthly and are used primarily for. 
immediate assignment of resources, long-range resource allocat~on 
activities are performed most often by the management control 
personnel at the state administrative offices and by the strategic 
planning and policy managers at both the local trial court and state 
administrative offices. Long-range case-related da.ta are used to 
make projections to deterQine the need for additional judgeships, 
courthouses, and capital equipment. They are also used to. support 
annual operating budget requests and requests for extraord~nary 
capital and equipment expenditures. 

Information on the number of cases being processed is the 
basic and most easily obtained data source, and it is the type of 
case-related information most often used to support resource 
allocation decisions. This type of case load inventory data (number 
of beginning pending cases, number of new cases filed, number of 
cases disposed, and number of end pending cases) cannot, however, 
give a true and accurate reflection of the requirements of either an 
individual court or of an entire court sys·tem:' It is difficult to 
determine the actual number of judicial and nonjudicial resources 
required using only case load inventory data unless the court kno~1 
the types of cases being processed and how those cases are 
disposed. More actual resources are needed to process major felony 
criminal case.s th.in to process misdemeanor cases. Similarly, on the 
civil side, more time ~nd, resources are needed to process contested 
probate and bankruptcy: cases than small claims cas,es. For that 
rea$,on, criminal, civil, and juvenile caseload should be broken down 
into specific case-type categories and the manner in which cases are 
disposed ,should be reported--particu1ar1y those cases that went to 
trial. 

Even these case load data are not sufficient in and of 
themselves to enable a court manager to project accurately what 
resources are needed to process a 'hourt's cases. A second level of 
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data, case event and time interval ,data (which are data elements 
commonly associated with caseflow management), is necessary to / 
provide a data base from which to project how much time it actuaq/ , 
takes to process a specific type of case, whether civil, crimina1,·~j 
or juvenile. When casef10w management data elements are available 
to court managers, they help ;:D' ~.efine long-range projections • 
Short-range assignments and schedules are also easier to make and 
more likely to be correct. 

A third leve~ of data can also be used to support resourc~ 
allocation decisions~ When available, this level is seldom used for 
short-range allocation, since caseflow management and caseload 
inventory data., are easier to collect and easier to control. 
However, workload data are excellent for supporting long-range 
resource projections and estimations. Workload projections atJ 
based on the amount of time that judges spend in processing specific 
types of cases and in handling other business of the Court. 
Workload can also determine nonjudicial personnel time spent in 
processing cases, but this type of data capture is rare. Where 
used, workload data, combined with caseflow and case load inventory 
data, provide court managers with optimum data with which to make or 
support their resource allocation and determination decisions. 

Ci 

The types of management reports that should be generated by 
the case-related subsystem to support resource allocation will, of 
course, be determined by the ipecific use and users. If the us~rs 
are policy managers and the use is related to annual budget " 
projections, case load inventory data will be displayed in trend 
analysis formats to show growth and decline areas. If the users are 
operational managers, daily, weekly, or monthly casefJQ~ data are 
most likely to be used to schedule cases and to alloc'ate judicial 
personnel and courtrooms in the optimum manner. Most resource 
allocation and utilization reports will reflect case inventory: case 
type, and manner of disposition data supported by sel~ted case 
event and time interval analysis. 

Figure 8 below gives a listing of specific case-related 
output reports that can be used to support resource allocation 
management tasks. An expanded version of this figure appears at the 
end of Chapter lV, Figure 16, where it includes reference to the 
data levels involved and model reports contained in Part 1:1 of this 
manual. 

Forecasting. A second pu~pose for collecting and analyzing 
case-related data is to enable managers to project or forecast 
future caseload, caseflow, and worklQadactivities. Historical 
case-related data, describe the type, volume" anp. age of case 
activity that has i'taken place in the local trial court or state 
court system in the past, while forecasting involves estimat1ing and 
projecting the type, volume, and age of case activity in the near 
and distant future. " There are various techniques that can be used 
to forecast future,,Sas,eload,s, casef10ws, and workloads, which will 
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Figure 8: Specific management reports for 
resource allocation 

Genera~ 
report 
category 

Resou~cr 
al. locatl~n 
reports \ 

Specific reports 

Determination of need 
., for judges 

Determination of need 

() 

Data reported 

Population per judge 
per case type 

Population/circu~t 
density 

Case filings per judge 
Dispositions per judge 
Pendings per judge 
fiumber of attorneys 

per judge 
Current rate of growth 

for personnel, financial, 
logistical resou~ces 

of filings, dispositions, 
pendings 

/', 
,./ 

(.I 

Daily docket report 

Trials concluded by 
judges 

Trials conc~~ded by 
magistrates, part­
time judges, retired 
judges, etc. 

Current year number of 
filings per judge, etc. 

Current year backlog, 
in working days 

Usage rate of courtrooms, 
judges ,I' etc. 

By case type 
By manner of dispositiq~ 

(jury, non-jury, etc;) 
By case typ~ 
By mannero,f disposition 

occut in individual courts or within the enti~e state court system. 
The two most common~y used statistical methods are data analysis and 
data generation. 

Data analysis techniques survey historical data and 
determine significant patterns or charactistics about the data that 
are assumed to be constant and are used to support judgments about 
short-termcaae activity. The most common data analysis techniques 
describe the basic statistical characteristics of the data known a~, 
the measure of central tendency (mean:, median, and mode)" while 
others describe the dispersion patterns of the data (range, interval 
ana1ysi51~ and standard deviation). ptherdata analysis techniques 
that can be used to study historical data are data smoothing 
techniques to normalize seasol'ialandrandomvariations in the data, 
correlation analysis to determine the.exi8ten~e of relationships 
betwee,n data elements, and trend anal"isis to -cclIripute~~es of chr!nge 
in caseload filings" dispositions, ot ~perLdings. Data analysis 
techniques usually treat past data: so" that short-term C judgmental 
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and operational decisions benefh., from knowledge of the past. Data 
analysis techniques are used to support thecaseflow management, 
resource allocation, public information, finance and budgeting, and 
research and planning tasks. 

Data genera~ion is the technique of using data analysis 
information about historical data to generate future trends based on 
historical patterns and characteristics. The basic differen~e 
between data analysis ,and data generation,is that data analysis 

" determines the characteristics of data and by itself is used only 
for short-term judgmental statements about/future occurrenc~s, w!tile 
data'generationutilizes this knowledge of ,Ithe past and generatJs 
future trends upon which to foreca,st the qU'7,lity and quantity of 
future (short- or long-term) occurrences. l~e most common data 
generation techniques are time. series extrapolations where 
historical trend analyses are extended into the future based 01J: 
extrapolation of the measures of centrar tendency and historical 
growth rates. More sophisticated data generation oCCurs when court 
planners uttlize regression analysis to extrapolate· futur2 
happenings or when they develop forecasting formulas based on 
correlation analysis~ Data generation techniques are used to 
support the longer-range management control, strategic planning, and 
policy-making management 'activities usually associated with resQu:t;,ce 
allocation, budget analysis, impact analyses, and planning and 
research. 

The type of case-related ,data that is most cC}mmonly used in 
forecasting .is c..aseload inventory data broken down into case types. 
Rowever, forecasting techniques can be and are applied to manner of 
disposition, case event, time interval, and judicial workload data. 
The primary reason for the us'e of basic case load inventory data is 
that this type of data is readily available to all court managers 
and planners, and it is of sufficient detail and accuracy for most" 
policy interpretatio~s,_)and planning activities. That is, court 
planners and researcHc;.cs are, usually forecasting long-range. resou:rce 
needs and allocation based on past caseload activity, studying the 
short- ~nd l~ng-term effects of. proposed changes in rules and 
procedures, and assessing the future impact on court activity of 
constitutional changes or proposed legislation. Figure 9 below is 
an example of data analysis that reflects such a legislative 
change. In most instances, the data needs for this type of activity 
are satisfied by detailed case load inventory data reflect:Lng 
adequate case type and ,'manner .of disposition detail. Most planners 
find an analysis of t/hs type of data, along with fu.ture projections 
based on identifiable "'trends, patterns, and data characteristics, 

. sufficieilt "'to support upper management st:categic planning and policy 
activ;;ities. . 

o Forecas'Hng techniqUes)n, of cours~, be applied to c?se 
event, time interval, and workfoad data. When court managers ,(lre 
planning changes in case processing procedures or when local cout;'ts 
are contemplating r~le changes (such as speedy" tr~aJ rul~,s) that' 
will affect the proce~sing 9f entire categories ofc(lses, case event 
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Municipal Courts 
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Analysis of the effect"of a jurisdictional change 

Figure 12A-MUNICIPAL AND ,SELECTED· SUPERIOR COURT CIVIL FILINGS 
BEFORE AND AFTER LOWER COURT .iGRISDICTIONAL CHANGE 

~} 

o By Month, July 1977 through June 1981' 

o 

I /tu~~~~C~~~~f;~:,~u~ 
I la,sed from $5.{)00 to 

$ tb 000 10 cIVIl cases 
I July· 1. 1979. 

Superior Court~ 

Expected 
Fd'ngS~ 

I _______ ~----------
~---~-----------

• Combint!d flhngs for Other CMI Complaints and 
Pcrsonallnlury. Death and Property Damage 

'.(~'!J J " ~ 

1
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........ 1---- 1977-78 ~ 14111 1978-79 ~ 1 4111 197!H10 ~ 1 4111 1980-81 ~ I 

Source: Part II: "Annual Report of the Administrative Office of the 
California Courts, January 1, 1982, p. 10!. 
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and ti~e i~terva1 data are especially useful. An~lysis of these 
type~ of data helps operational managers to estimate current and 
future back~ogs,,,detetmine past and future processing times, and 
study the e~fects pn cas~f1ow of proposed changes in procedures. 
Data, a~alys1s of case event and time interval data is therefore 
necessa~y to suppgrt management decisions' on short-te~ resource' 
allocat10~, delay asseoss~ent, system performance evaluation and 
ca,sef10w management. " , ,.,,1 ;: 

Th.e typ~~S of ~anagement reports that can be generated by the 
case-r~latedsub/9ystem to's1;lpport forecasting activities will be «; 
deteI'l!l:ned by the level of the lllanagement users (policy vs. ' 

. ope~at10nal), use of the forecast ~r;source allocation ,vs. syste~ 
performance assessment), and the tlm;Lngof the forecast (short- 0 
long-term): ,"Most forecast'~ng reports wifl be in tabular form and r 
can be eas1ly conve1ted to charts or graphs. Today, many computer 
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systems have graphics packages that visually display or print out 
data in histograms, bar charts, and 'line graphs for ilIDUediate use by 
court planners and managers. 

t:ase£low management. In the State Court Model Statistical 
Dictionary, court caseflow is defined as lithe process by which cases 
move through toe court from filing until court jurisdiction is 
terminated. II Casef10w management i,s. the active monitoring, 
controlling., and managing e>f caseflow so that each case moves 
throggh th,e court without undue delay. In order for the ~ourt to -'" ,," take effectiv~ control of the flow of individual cases through the 
court, rather than Jeave their" progress to chance or to prosecutors 
or attorney~ to control, the court manager needs to know when 

" specific case events are taking place in<lhe processing of 
individual cases a,nd the acceptable time intervals between these 
events. 

6 Y 0 
°Case event and time interval data for monitoring and 

controlling casef10w support the operational control and management 
control levels of court management. The operational control level 
utilizes event data to determine the next step in the case process 
and'to schedule that event before the accepted time interval has :~, 
passed. This level requires the direct involvement of the clerk of 
the court cnd the judge responsible for handling the individual 
case. The management cO.ntro1 level is responsible for monitoring 
the pace of litigation to ensur@. satisfactory progress of each 
case. This level oimanagement, which is the respdhsibility,of the 
trial court administrator and the chief presiding judge, uses 
caseflow processing time standards established by policy rmanagers 
(supreme court or judicial council) as compliance or performance 
criteria when monitoring their COU!t's case activities. 

Therefore, two types of ma,nagement reportsar~ neede~: The 
first lists the progress and ihe case status of each case as it 
moves through the process so that operational managers 'can schedule 
each case for the next step in the process as in.dividual events are" 
completed. This provides the operational court manager with, the 
opportunity to monitor the case continous1y and assist: in its 
progress. The second type of management !eport lists those ceases 
where accepted time ~imits have been exceeded and pr~cessing delay 
is occurring. (See Figure 10.) The management control managers us~ 
these reports to identify delinquent cases and to 'e~ecute cdmpliance 
to court policy by making the necessary adju:9tments to facilitate 
processing. The essential difference be'tween the actions of, the.'_, two 
levels of management is that the operational control level is 
responsible for monitoring daily case processing and needs ~ore 
detailed informatip,n, whil'e the management control level is applying 
the "exception report' principle and becoming involved in the case 
process on1y,whensignificant deviations from court time interval 
policies and' expected casef10w progress occur. ' 

A substantial amount of, literature on caseflow management 
exists., but surprisingly, there is lit·tle agreement as to which 
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events in case processing are the most significant and which are 
secondary. However, in analyzing that literature, it becomes 
apparent that the spec.ific events used for measur~ment by individual 
researchers were determined more py data availability than by 
meaningful choice. Fo']:' example, in an evaluation of LEAA I S court 
,r1~lay reduction programs, it was found that data from the selected 
\~ites were not complete or comparable enough to permit any 
consistent monitoring of time inte~va1s 'l:)etween events-, so gross ','". 
lower court time a~d general jurisfiction court time to" disposition 
were used rather than event interval measures. 3 

The COSCA CSIS, Committee has developed a set of case events 
and processing intervals that it feels are'signific,ant" for appellate 
courts to record. These events, which were included in the Model 
Annual Report publication, have been commonly accepted and hav~ been 
incorporated into the model appellate caseflow data element. lists 
given in Chapter IV. (This set of appellate event data is also 
incorporated into Model Output Reports 41 and 42 in Chapter VIII. 
Similar appellate event data are found in.Exampl,es 7, 8, and 9 in 
Appendix D.) In trial court case p~ocessing, the events are 
somewhat more numerous ,and there is less unanimity on the 
significance of each event in managing caseflow and reducing delay. 

. In an attempt to solve this dilemlla, COSCA recently formed a 
standing c.ommittee to develop and reconnnend time standards for case 

" processing, . based on commpn event data. In the interim, NCSP and 
SJIS staff, working with the COSCA CSIS Connnittee, have identified a 
list of events that has been incorpor.ated in the model data element 
lists given in Chapter IV. This interim list was developed by, 
analyzing and merging the recommended event lists gleaned from major 
casef10w management studies, a summary of which c&n be found in 
Appendix B. 

In sum, the central theme that emerges from all casef10w 
management and delay studies is that the c.ourt must t"ake control of 
its case processing by monitoring certain case events. These case 
event data provide management with the ability to control delay and 
to effectively schedule case prqcessing'ina coherent way, while at 
the same time complying with established standards and legislative 
or court policies governing case procesing times. 

Figure 10 below gives a listing of specific case-related 
output reports that can be used to suppcirtcaseflow managemep,t. An' 
expanded version of this figure appears at the end of Chapter IV, 
where it includes reference~ to the data levels involved and model 
reports contained in "Part II of this 1Ilati'ual. 

3~av_id ,We Neubauer, Marcia J. Lipetz, Mary Lee Luskin, John Pa'u1 
Ryan, Mana in the Pace of" Justice: (f An Evaluation of LEAAI s Ibourt 
Delay 'Reduction Programs" Washington, D.C.: National Institute of 
Justice, 1981), p~ 18-19. 
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Figure 10: Specific management reports for 
casef10w management 

General 
report 
category 

Casef10w 
management 

Delay 
assessment 

Specific~eports 

Age of cases 
Pending 
A-t disposition 

Status of cases 

Age of cases at each 
event in cas~ 
processing 

Time intervals between 
events in case 
processing 

Exceptions reports 

Current time lapse data 
compared to Court 
standards 

Special action reports 

Disposition time measures 

Median time intervals 
" betw~en events in case 

processing 
Percentag~ of cases 

'~ exceeding time standards 
Percentage of cases 

settled by trial 
Percentage of cases in 

which trials begun 

Number of defendants 
awaiting sentencing 

Number of juveniles 
awaiting court action 

\; 
Data reported 

By case type 
By judge 
By manner of disposition 
By case type 
By judge 
By case type 

By case type 
Mean, median, range 

By case type 
Age of cases 
By case type 

By case type 
By manner of disposition 

.. By case type 

By case type 

Trial begun on day 
SCheduled; in 7 days' , , 
lon 14 days 

Performance measurement. Court policy should be accompanied 
by methods to measure compliance with policy and t() evaluate the 
court1s performance in meeting that policy. Likewise, court rules, 
proced~re~, ~nd legiSlative mandates require some methods for 
estab~loshlong court compliance and for measuring the effect of that 
comp1loance on the court1s performance. In order to assess the 
effect,of rec~nt.changes in rules, procedures, or policy on Court 
~erfo:mance, lot l.S necessary to first establish that the new process 
loS belong adhered to. Levels of comp1:i,_~nce can be measured throu"'h 
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field observation, Ltterviewing, and 'case-related data analysis and 
measurement. A primary reason for collecting and analyzing 
case-related q,ata is to enable court managers to establish that 
existing rules, procedures,,, policies, and legislative mandates are 
being complied with and then to measure and evaluate court 
performance and efficiency in meeting those rules, procedures; 
policies, and laws. 

The best way to measure the performance of a system or of a 
single process is to establish measurable standards for its 
performance and then to evaluate its actual outputs to determine if 
they comply with or are performed within the limits of the 
established standards. From this determination, it is possible to 
decide if and what actions are needed to enhance compliance, thus 
enabling the court to meet its goals while improving its operation. 

Performance meas,urement ac"tivities cut across court 
organizational lines and support the evaluation and execution of 
several managemen,t tasks. Court planners~ evaluate the per..formance 
of existing processes to determine their compliance with court 
policy and recommend changes or innovations to top management that, 
will further improve court efficiency. Middle managers (trial court 
administrators, presiding judges,etc.) are able to establish 
caseflow processing standards and then ,1;0 monitor actual court 
performance in meeting those standards." Operational managers are 
able to establish clerical case processing quotas ,and then to 
evaluate employees' performance in meeting those quotas. 
Case:'related data can support and help evaluate fin~ncial and 
budgetary performance when they are used to' compute unit/cost 
information that cane be compared to expected unit cos,t results. 
Workload analysis reports indicate the daily, monthly, or yearly 
activity of a ~ourt or process. These reports can be cowpared to 
desired standards or efficiency levels so that adjustments can be 
made where ne~essary. "Case-relat~d data" can be used to support 
performanf!e measurement and eval\r~tion activities of the perscnnel, 
financial, and logistical subsystem. They 'Can be used to support 
caseflow management activities, ass'ess delay in case processing, 
evaluate process or personnel performance~ and measure resource 
utilization,. In addition, when used with caseload projections, 
performance data can be used to study the effects of continued 
performance' at that level on the, elimination of or the building up 
of ciase backlo~ or d~lay. 

The type bf case-related data that are used to evaluate 
policy compliance and" system performance depends upon the s'pecific 
management application being used. The collection and use of 
caseflow management data, however, enables managers to perform the 
most "in-depth data analysis and,evaluation of a court's actual 
performance'~ 'The primary reason for this is that case event and 
time interval data, when combined with case load inventory and manner 
of disposition data, provide the wealth of detailed time-specific 
informatioil. that is so necessary for effective performance 
measurement and determination of policy compliance. Since 
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performance measurement is concerned with individual and system 
,outputs, the use of case event ~ndl time' interval data enables the 
manager to ident~fy interim outputs that can be compared with 
standard outputs or expectations for those particular parts of the 
process. 

~e types of management reports that should be generated by 
case-related subsystems to support performance measurement 
acSivities are case flow management, performance exception, resource 
utilization, performance indicator and evaluation, and workload 
analysis reports. These reports, if generated daily or weekly; 
assis~ the management and control <;!level in monitoring and 
iden~ifying system components that are not meeting expected 
performance standards and enable them to react accordingly. 'Summary 
analysis of these reports, prepared either monthly.) semi-annually," 
or annually, are used by planners ~nd researchers to identify system 
bottlenecks, and policyma~ers use i1i:nnual summaries to, evaluate 
S~8'tem compliance to new rules and the effect of new policies on 
cour,t proCesses. 

(\ 

Figure llg,ives a listing of specific case-related oU:tput 
reports that can be used to support performance measurement. An 
expanded version of this" figure appears at the end of Chapter IV, 
where it includes reference to the data levels involved and model 
reports contained in Part II of this manual. 

Public Information. The collecting, reporting, and 
publication of local and state court case-related data is required 
by state sta,tute or constitutional provisions" in each of the fifty 
United States. This, in and of itself, makes it necessary for state 
court and local officials to collect and report information on their 
case!oad activity. However, the courts would be remiss if they did 
not take the opportunity to provide the public and external 
policy-making agencies with information,that will generate support 
for the courts, while at the same time dispe~ling false notions 
about the ope'rations and function oJ the court system. 

Case-related data, when put in the proper narrative context 
through the use of information releases, monthly newsletters 
spe~ial activity reports, and annual reports, can clearly id~nt,ify 
the successes of the court system in processing its caseloads, 
reducing case backlogs, eliminating delay, adhering to 4ecen~ 
legislation, or initiating necessary procedural or structural 
reforms. State court ,policy officers, and to a less~r ~xtent local 
or regional court policy leaders, can use case data to generate 
support for court changes, to better inform the public of the actual 
operations of the court, and to educate court participants on their 
role "and importance in case adjudication. 0 

The types of ~ase-related data that are needed for the 
public education, public relations, and information activities' of 
the court encompass all three analyticao data level$. Caselbad 
inventory data are"especially useful for inclusion in annual reports 
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Figure ,,11: Specific management repo~ts for 
" performance measurement 

General 
, report 
category 

Performance 
indicators 

Performance 
e~aluatio!" 

o 

'/0 

Specific retorts 

Jury trial utilization 
index 

Adjudications per judge 

Activity per clerical 
employee 

Workload analysis 

Cases that exceed court 
time standards 

Number of trials con­
cluded 

" 
Number of appeals ,disposed 

Number of events 'in case 
processing concluded" 

Number of dispositions':, 

Workload analysis 

\) 

Data re'ported 

Percentage of guilty 
pleas, jury verdicts, 
court decisions " 

Cases filed, pending, 
continued, disposed, 
etc., per judge 

Number of cases indexed, 
scheduled, processed . 

Number of summonses pre­
pared, notices mailed, 
caJendars prepared 

Time/days of courtroom 
usage 

Judge time spent 
Number of cases on 

docket, number heard, 
time in court 

Average number of cas~s 
by docket; average 
time in court 

By case type 
By court 
By judge 
By case type 
By manner of disposition 

(jury, non-jury) '1, 

By ~,asetype 
By manner of disposition" 
Settlements, pretrial 

conferences, 'hearings, 
motions, ,sentences, 
other proceedings 

By~ case type 
By manner of dispositiqn 
Judge time spent 
Judge time spent 
Nonjudicia~ personnel 

time spent 
By case type 
By cases ,~ispo$ed, 

,. <:> 

and for forecast,ing local; regional, or state c(~se activity 
~growths. "Ca'seflow management data are especially useful :t:or "special 
news releases, to identify courts in Which, dramatic reduc'tions have 
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been made in case backlogs anp processing times. Workload data, 
where available, can be used to support caseload inventory data 
reports 'to the legislature and other funding agen«;:)ies. Such reports 
dramatize increasing d~mands on existing resources, t~ereby 
'justifying requested increases in budgetary, 10gistic~1, and 
personnel resources. Caseload data 'are useful for educating the 
general publi~ on the enormity of the case processing task facing 
the courts, while at the same time, caseflow data will give the 
public an idea of how l~n~ it tak~s'to pro~ess individual cases. 

The importance of generating, through the case-related ',' 
information subsystem", accurate, reliable, and timely data and 
publishing it for public and legislative consumption cannot be 
over-emphasized. The tendency of the public is to rely upon 
whatever, data are available, regardless of the source. 'If those 
data are incorrect or incomplete, the court's Jmage can $u'ffer 
irrevocably. In this age of accountability, the true posture and 
activity, of the courts should be readily available and reported in a 
manner that generates support for the state c9urt systems, rather 
than be left' to chance or media initiatives. 

The types of reports produced by the case-related subsystem 
to meet the public informati'on needs of 'the court should generally 
be brief, concise suqunary reports,.. they should be unencumbered with 
excessive detail" and should empha§ize one or two major points of 
importance. The reports should be accompanied by explanatory 
narrath'e, with graphics used for high visual impact. 

Policy man~gers are generally involved with the release of 
~ews and information about the case activity of the courtsD They 
also are the managers who provide legislative and other external 
policy-setting agencies with required case and activity;, reports. 
Management control and policy executiqn managers are usually 
involved with the establishment and executibn of court education 
programs and the ' development of data for use by policymakers to 
justify resource requests. Operational court managers are generally 
responsibl,,~ for providing individuals with specific informatio,n on 
particular cases and with informing and educating prospective 
participants on their role and importance in the case processing 
cycle. " 

National t'rend analysis. Case-related data are useful for 
identifying state, regional, and national trends in court<':activity 
and in litigation growth, for evaluating proposed procedural or " 
legislative innovations, and ,for studying the "effects of nation~l ' 
legislation or state constitutional changes that wilVfuiVe an impact 
on the stat~ court system. As, discussed in the earlier section:'on 
fOF~ca$ting, caseload,caseflow, and workload d"ata can,. all be used 
to project trends and t09 perform impact analyses. 

"" " (j", !) ,«(' 
There is great diversi~however, in the level and amount 

of case-related data collecteJi an~ report'~d by the state court ' 
systems apd an even greater vari~~~ of reporting perio'Cls, 
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"definitions, and case categories used by the states "when reporting 
these data. As a consequence,' it is extremely difficult to collect 
comp~,ete and comparable case:f;1ow and worklofld data that can be used 
for national trend analysis, or caseload data other than the most c 

basic caseload inventory data. In the State Court Model Statistical 
Dicd.onary, court caseload inventory is defined as consisting ,of 
"four ~niform case counts that should be reported for each reporting 
period: beginning ,pending case's, new filings, dispositions, and)~nd 
pending cases." These four data elements ar~ considered basic " 
case-related data elements throughout the country and can therefore 
be accumulated in a historical., national data base, from which data 
for. trend analysis can be drawn or derived. These four pieces of ~ 
case data can provide researchers and planners with"the"basic 
information on the unfinished b~iness of the court as well as 
increases or decreases in that business caused by growth or ' 
,decline in case filings and growth or decline in case dispositions. 

When accountability is being stressed, state-level policy 
and strategic planning managers need convincing and accurate state, 
regional, and national case-related data'to justify and to supp()rt 
requests for the addition ot new,resources to local or state court 
budgets. In'some states the neeC:fqr comparative st~te-by-state and 
national caseflow data has b~,come even greater because of declining 
financial resources. 

A national compilation of court case-related statistics can 
be used to identify and evaluate the effec t \' of different procedural 
innovations or s~ructural changes on the efficiency of the courts in 
those states where change has occurred. Comparative data enables 
court planners and managers to identify precisely which types of 
cases are clogging the courts and to devise strategies to deal with 
that particular pr'bblem. For ,e~ample, if one state adds speedy 
trial rules or institutes no-fault insurance laws, the effectiveness 
of the reform can be noted by other states and they can then 
determine whether they want to implement similar rules or 
legislation. In other words, a national compilation of state court 
caseload statistics can help to identify court systems that are 
operating effectively ,and to inform other courts about successful 
programs or procedures. Data on current caseloads will also provide 
a benchmark from which to eval\late new programs and procedures. The 
existence of a national,data,base of.,) state court case oinventory 
statistics encourages"court research in much ~he sallle way that the 
availability of economic $,tatistics encourages economic research. 

,In a sense, "what is counted,' counts" because 1Il0re attention is 
\..1 ' ' focused on it. In essence, comparable case-related statistics are 

an invaluable ·~tool for personnel responsible 'for state court 
management and planning, as well as for state and national 
legislators, researchers, med,:j.a reporters, and the public, because 
they can be used to identify: 

L the to-tal volume of state court cases the country; 
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2." national trends ;i.n litigation and other court 
activities; , 

3. evolving caseload problems; 

4. the effects of long-term progr~ms arid legislation; 

5. court systems that are operating effectively so that, 
where applicable, successful programs and procedures 
can be identified and shared f 

i'\:-;:; 

6. the impact on the courts of organizational, procedural, 
'and structural changes in the ;'states; and 

7. 
,,"j (I 

the need for judicial personnel and resources. 

The lack of na,tionally comparable state court caseload 
inventory data hinders the work of state, regional, and national 
strategic plLanning and policymakers. Therefore, the National Center 
for State Courts has developed a national database of state court 
caseload stcltistics that consists of case invent6t:y data from the 
years 1975 t;hrough 1978 as well asC partial data fo'r 1981 and 1982. 
The interverl\ing years are currently 'being compiled. As more states 
adopt ,the mQldeldata elements recommended.in this manual and the 
concomitant "definitions in the model dictionary and then report 
their data using the Model Annual Report as a guide, the 
comparability", accuracy, and completeness of this data bas~ will 
grow. This w'ill enable policymakers and researchers to access a 
viable natio~al data base to identify national trends, and then to 
foreca.st and, analyze the impact of proposed legislation on the state 

" and federal I~ourts. " 

In a'n.ational context, prevalent national and isolated state 
court prQb1e1llS will become more readily~pparent once this caseload 
inventory dail:a base is firmly establish.ed. This will enable 
law-makers alLldcourt adminis'trators to identify national caseload 
trends, along with regional and state variations, and to plan and to 
respond acco:rdingly. The identifica,tion Lof such caseload trends is 
a precon<lition to effective resource all()cation and utilization and 
to effective planning and evaluat'iQn of innovation where state court 
caseload activity is affected by federal court casel-oad activity. 
It is also a precondit~on to the eventual collec;;tion and.li:ompilation 
of an effective, complete,\) and comparable national d;;tta base of 
caseflow or workload data.' 

(,'\ ~. 

Figure 12 gives a listing of specific case-related o~tput 
reports that can be used to support national trend analysis. An 
expanded version of this figur,e appears at the end of Chapter IV, 
where it includes reference to the data levels involved and model 
reports contained in Part II "Of" this manual. 
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Figure 12: Specific management reports for 
national trend analysis 

General 
report 
category 

fl, 
i, 

Caseload 
inventory 

Manner of 
disposition 

Specific reports 
o 

(/ 

Case listing 

!) 

n 

Aggregate Court data 

", Active and disposed case 
listiIlg bi judge 

• jJ d • Act:Lve!an d:Lsposi~d cas,e 
listing by attorney 

Number of judgments 7 ' 
entered during "rep~rting 

,) ,( period , ' 
Arraignment lists-­

summary and detailed [) 
Sentences imposed 

, Reopened cases 

~') 
'\ 

/, . 
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Data reported 

Beginning pending, filed, 
disposed, ~nd pending 

By case type ' 
By case type 
Populatioh estimates, 

number of judges, judges 
by type, number of ' 
filings, filings by 
type, etc., can be 
compared to 
dispos~tions, jury 
trials, case (pypes, etc. 

Case inventory 
l1anner of dispositi.;:on 
Case inventoZ'y 
Manner Of disposition 
By case type 
By amount of judgment 

By case type 
c:: By defendant 

By case ty~e 
By judge ' 
By type of sentenc~ 
By case type, 

c. 

" ""IT' 

+ • 

r 
! 
! 
! 

I 
I , 

I 
I '" 
I' 

I , 

\1 

Chapter .IV 
II 

Model data elements 

For every new court case, a case file is prepared by the 
clerk's office to create and maintain a permanent record of all the 
documents and information related to that case. This file is 
usually a public record (except for juvenile cases) and is 
accessible to all individuals, either parties to or those interested 
in the case. Court managers need to access information about the 
current status of each case in order for them to track, "monitor, and 
control the progress of the case. It is cumberso~e and time 
consuming, however, for operational and management control personnel 

' to have to go to each case file' to" determine its current status or 
to determine where and when the next scheduled court" activity is to 
take place. It is equally difficult and often impossible for Court 
pl~nners and policymakers to refer to individual case files when 
trying to gather composite, condensed, or s!~tmmary case information 
with which to make resource allocations, fOl:'~cas,ts, or performance 
evaluation decisions. The~,e are two of the principal reasons for 
the development and maintenance of court management information 
systems. 

When court managers are developing court information 
systems, the first task they perform is the conduct of an ' 
information requirements analysis. This analysis determines, the 
specific case information required by court users and managers and 
the uses for which the data are, intended. They then design the 

" putpl,l~t and management reports that are, to be generated by the new 
system to satisfy the information needs of the users. The final , 
choice of data elements obviously depends on the number and type of C' 

" management uses and reports that are desired, on the volume of cases, 
processe~,bythe court, on thepeeded responsiveness '\of th~~:;system 
require~;' i':\ the users, and 'Qn whether a manual or automated' 
process l,;!~,,rmethod is used to' generate the reports. 

D 

o 

Prior development o'f model case-related data elements 

There have been several national and commercial efforts to 
develop a core set of case-related data elements that could be 
collected by aJl trial and appellate co~rts'and that would satisfy 
the most basic and necessary case data r'equirements for court 
management information purposes. The impetus for developing model 
dat~ element sets for reporting case information has come frQm 
several directions. At .the request of the Law Enfprcement ' 
Assistance Administration and with the support of several state 
court leaders, SE,4R,CH Group, Inc. ''-''Jdeveloped a set of data elements 
and included these in a series of publications describing the '~ :, (. 
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modules that should make up a model state court information system. 
SEARCH later developed a similar set of data elements a.nd listed 
them in a publication describing a model· trial court information 
sys tem. l INSI,.AR (while funded by LEAA) developed a set of 
operational and management control data, elemet;ts for the. courts 
segment of their New PROMIS system. 2 The Nat10nal Counc11 of 
Juvenile and Family Court Judges studied the operational and case 
management information needs, of "juvenile courts and developed ',' and 
reported aI' general model dat~ set0 for use in their JISRA model 
juvenile information system. 3 

A second impetus in generating interest in!>model ca;:;e data 
element sets for state trial and appellate courts has been the 
steadily growing consensus among court managers that.s~arit;g 
experiences and expertise can lead to management eff1c1et;c1es that 
are not possible if each court or,court sys~em operate~ 1n 
isolation. This attitude has led to statew1de and reg10nal efforts 
to develop similar court case ,,information systems and h~s sparke~ 
the, concepts of infarmation and technology transfer. S:nce shar1ng 
and transferring court information system concepts, des1gns, and 
modules is much simplified if data elements and information 
requirements are similar, most court managers are seeking to 
identify some commonality among all court needs and users. 

In point of fact, almost every research study that has 
analyzed or attempted to develop model cour~ inform~tionsystems and 
those that have studied caseflow manageT;~!i(cnave p01nted out the 
importance of identifying what case 1~t[I elements must be collected 
for court management purposes. The ~¥i\jior drawback of many of the~e 
information system examples is that yh~~ proceeded o~ the assumpt10n 
that if the court, collected everytl;~n& 1t could poss1bly use, court 
officials would have what they neecl~~!whenthey were ready to 
analyze data and produce management reports. Although thi~ m~y.b7 
true theoretically, a surplus of data has, ~proved to be an 1nh1b1t1ng 

lSee SEARCH Group, Inc., Technical Report No. 12, SJIS State 
Judi~ial Information Systems Final Report (Phase I) (Sacramento: 
SEARCH Group', Inc.), 1975; Technical Report No. 17, SJIS State 
Judicial Information S stem Final Re ort (Phase II) (Sacramento: 
SEARCH Group, Inc-: 1976; Techni.cal Report No. 31, SJIS State 
Judicial Information S stem Final Re ort (Phase III). Volume II: 
Topics of Data Utilization SEARCH Group, Inc.) 1978. 

2Institvte for Law and 'Social Researcp, PROMIS for the Courts: A 
New CQ:iil uterized Information S stem for Mana ement of the Court 
(Washington: The Institute, 1979 • 

~: 
3Boxerman,Lawrence A., Juv,enile Justice Information S stems: 1, 
2, 3: A National Model Reno:' National Council of Juvenile and 
Family Court Judges, 1977). 
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factor in bridgin~ the chasm between collecting case~data and using 
it to support management decisions. In addition, the excessively 
large number and type of unclassified data elements recommended in 
many of these studies require the use of sophisticated, integrated 
automa~ed systems to collect and process the data in a timely manner 
and to I, generate the necessary output reports, which has also been an 
inhibiting,factor in their adoption and implementation. 

The impetus for developing the model trial and appellate 
court case data element sets given in this chapter and the mode'l 
0\ltput reports presented in Part II of this '~anual has come directly 
from the state courts. The effort is based on a directive from the 
Conference of State Court Administrators to the National Court 
Statistics Project to compile at the NationtLl Center ,\ for State 
Courts a national data base of case-related court statistics. This 
effort, funde(~=linitial'~y by ,LEAA and later by the Bureau of Justice 
Statistics, proved};o b~" extremely difficult because each state uses 
its own set of case-related data elements, which often are undefined 
or vary in definition among the states. In an effort to correct 
that situation, a COSCA committee worked with National Center staff 
to identify and define an initial set of model data elements that ' 
can provide the necessary case load information required by most state 
courts. The results of this effort were publJshed by the National 
Center in the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary and the Stat,e 
Court Model Annual Report. 

A second directive that led to the development of sets of 
model re~orti~g forms and output reports for trial and appellate 
courts aho came at the request of COSCA. They asked that th,e 
National Center,through the State Judicial Information Systems 
project, develop a set of model output reports built around the data 
elements defined in the Model Statistical Dictionary. They also 
requested that the NCSP and SJIS projects work with the COSCA 
advisory committee to expand the model data elements list to include 
caseflow management data elements, and further that model reporting 
forms be identified and c!e'13igned for use by trial court, appellate 
court, and state-level admilnistrative office managers. 

Finally, they reques~ed th~t the model data sets, reporting 
for~s, and output report sets be expandable so that users could 
incrementally add data sets and output reports as ttheir information 
needs increased. This has the concomitant benefit of allowing a 
modular approach to court information systems development and allows 
for a transition from a summary manual reporting system to a 
case-by-case computer-based system. This manual is the direct 
result of these COSCA requests. 

Analytical levels of th6:, model data element sets CJ 

The included recbmmendations for model data elements 
approach the construct of the trial and appellate court data sets 
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from the followin'g two perspectives. First, the model data sets 
contain only the most essential case-related data elements that are 
necessary for efficient case reporting and management control. Each 
set is organized in such a way that any court manager can easily add 
subheadings to eac~ of the major data categories where that court's 
~information needs demand a finer level of detail than that presented 
here. 

Second, both the trial and a,ppellate court, data sets are 
organized into three analytical data levels--caseload, caseflow, and 
workload--according to the type and function of the data being 
collected. Each of these three analytical data levels is, in turn, 
broken down into three levels of complexity. These three' 
subgroupings within each analytical level--illustrated in Figure 
13--reflect the minimum, intermediate, and max'imum data elements 
recommended by the National Cen~er and the Conference of State Court 
Administrators for that particular analytical data level. 

The first general analytical data level (Levell) is 
designed to tell how many cases are processed by a court during a 
specified period. The volume'or caseload statistics analyzed at 
Levell are used to support public information requirements of the 
courts, long-range forecasting, and national trend analysis, and for 
allocating resources. 

The secohd general analytical data level (Level 2) is 
designed to tell what cases are being processed by the court, 
how long it takes tv process the cases, and at what stage of 
processing each case may be found. This type of analytical data is 
useful for scheduling, monitoring, and controlling case activity and 
progress, as well. as for me~suring case times and volumes. 

I", 

The third general analytical data level (Level 3) is ~, 
designed to tell how much time and effort are needed to process 
cases and who processes the cases. This type of analytical 
data is useful for research and planning efforts, resource/? 

( 'i "allocation, and performance measurement. '.J 

o 

This approach to constructing the trial and appellate court 
model data sets provides greater fle'~ibility and el?Cpandability than 
any previoQ,slY,developed or recommended model. While this approach 
indicates to the court mapager the minimum required data set, it 
also gives incr:-emental options that can be adopted in whole or in 
part. It is hoped that the flexibility of this approach will lead 
more readily to adoption of, the mod~l data sets by the state ~ria1 
and appellate courts, resulting in greater comparability of stat,e 
court data. U ' 

Recommended model data sets 
• 0 

The Nat10na1 Center and the Conference of State Court 
Administrators recommend that all seate trial and ap,pellate courts 
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Figure 13: Court information system: Case-related data base 
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collect case-related information usin~ the following four model data 
sets as building blocks: 

1-
2. 

3. 

4. 

People II indicators: Levels 1-3 
Case load data elements for case load m~nagement and 

resource allocation: Level 1 
<' ".' 

for 'caseflow mahagement and Caseflow data elements 
resource allocation: Level 2 

Workload data elements for resource allocation and 

performance measurement: Level 3 

A case file contains the names of all 
particular case. In",reporting case 
to decide which peoples' names are 

of 

Additional people indicators mu~1: be agI.'~ed upon and 
collected by the information system. To assist in Level 2 and 3 
,data analysis, there are at least five individuals who are involved 
in every case and whose names must be identified in "every case 
record. They are: the plaintiff, the plaintiff's attorney, the 
defendant, the defendant's attorney, and the judge assigned to the 
case. Other individuals may also be included in the people 
indicators data set at the discretion of" the court\1 s management. 

Caseload inventory. It is rec,onunended that the minimum set 
of ' data elements collected and reported by a court' cop,sist of what 
is conunonly referred to as caseload iml'entory, data. The number of 
cases filed and disposed of in a reporting period are clearly 
included in this data set, but the court alsQ needs to know how many 

, cases "were pending a,t the begim1.ing of arty reporting period and h6w 
mp.rty were pending at the e,nd of tne same 'repor!=in~ period"ilt.order 
"to compare c,purt performance from reporting period to repqrt1ng " 

',' period. It is rec,onunended~ therefore; that the court caseload 
inventory data s~t in botq, appellate courts and "trial courts include' 
beginning pending cases, ftled cases: dispo~ed cases, and end 
pending cases. Caseload i,nventory data.\l.re thent0st basic 
ana~ytical Level 1 type of data~ 
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Caseload management. Caseload management data is defined as 

consisting of caseload data 'categorized and counted by case type and 
manner of disposition. When combined with basic c}lseload inventory 
data, these elements complete the analytical LE'}vel 1 ~odel Data \\ 
Elemep.t\Set. These data provide 'the basis for output reports at 
both th~' local and state level that show case load inventories broken" 
down by case types and manner of disposition for a specified C) 

reporting period. Management reports based on these data can be 
used to support resource allocation and case load forecasting; as 
well as planning and research activities at both the local and state 
level. These data are also used for general public information on 
court activity and in national trend analysis. 

'~ 

Caseflow management. Caseflow management data consists of 
case event data on each specific case processed by the court a~d 
makes it possible to compute ,time intervals between the occurrence 
of selected case events. Caseflow management da'ta elements 
constitute the analytical Level 2 Model Data Element Set. 'I These 
data elements ,(event 'tracking and time interval computation), when 
combined with analytical Levell caseload management data elem.ents, 
can generate output reports that are used to measure the pace" of" 
litigation by case type and to establish standaids far case 
process,ing, as ~el1 as to monitor s"ctual case processing and compare 
it t,o the standard. Caseflow manag~J!1ent can be used to forecast 
court detay at the local and sta~:(evels as well as to set 
schedules and assigr:!, cases. 

" 

Workload 'and performanc,f'~.~easur~ment. Workload and 
performan~e measurement data are -d~fine'd as consisting of data on D 

actual ju,ciicial and nonjudicial\'" l.n~ spent all. case processing and 
the."tracking and recording of evt'i;,i that are not casel~~d'" or 
case·flew-related. ,This data catei'6ry also includes performance 
measurement and activity analysi~ data (see Figure 16 at the end of 
this ch~pter). It is used f6r resource allocation, utilization; and' 
eva,luation studies •. Workload and performance measurement data 
elemen~s consti,t;ute analyfical Level 3 data elements. Management 
output reports from this data categoryoare also used to perform 
impact analysis studies and. to forecas,t future resourcEf' needs. 

Th,e three analytical levels of data derive logically from 
the'naturcill sequ,ence inwh;i.ch courts collect case information and 
normally:expand their data collection ef'forts •. ' Caseload inventory 
and: management d&ta are" the first data collected <:ind analyzed by the 
court. These data can be_cotlected manually, are easily summarized 
or aggregated, and caseload ~n'ventory and management"repor.ts have 
traditionally been used as the primary basis for alloe.ating court 
resources. 

Case,flow 'ms,!1agement data usually require a more 
sophisticated data col1e~;t~on' system; and an ability to capture 
information on ind~vidual, cases.:) The»id~;aL is a case-by'-case 
reporting system: which requiI:'es automation in order t'o record the 
status of .,all pendil:lg ca~.es and to do extensive analysis of time 
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intervals between events in total caseload. It is, however, 
possible to capture some ca~eflow data with card indexes or by 
sampling cases in a manual reporting system, but the effort and 
resouJ;ces r:equired are substantially greater than those needed for 
reporting only summary case load information. For this reason,as 
case volumes grow a.nd as churts move from caseloa& to casef19w data 
collection efforts ~ it becomes important ,for them to examine theo 

cost and benefits of automating their case information collection 
practices. 

U The third" level (workload data on judge and nonjudicial time 
spent in c,Jlseprocessing and events other than caseload) requires an 
~dditional set of data elements, which cannotr; b~ collected" 
processed, and, analyzed economicall1y without automation, except by 
sampltng. CollectioIic;at th~ level should be attempted only by 
courts that have sufficient~resources to make good use of the 
additional information that is made available to them. Because this 
capability is beyond all but the largest metropolitan courts, model 
elements are not shoWI,l and the treatment of Level 3 in this manual, 
found in Chapter X, is descriptive rather than definitive. 

, Remember, at e~ch analytical datcf level the complexity of 
the data elements ,needed to collect the information necessary to 
produce the desired output reports can vary considerably. Inthis 
manual the data elements are separated into three levels of 
complexity: the minimum data elements that are absolutely,essential 
for meaningful statistics of any kind," an intermediate number of 
data elements recommended to be used by a typical (,trial or appellat;e 
court, and a maximum set of data elements that would be used by a 
large metropolitan trial court or a court that has a sophisticated 
data collection sys~em. All of the dutput reports can be prepared 
using any of the three levels, "but the quality of the analysis will 
be much more restricted with the minimum set than with the 
intermediate set. f 

Only the intermediate set of data elements is displayed on 
the data collection fon;~ and the output reports in this manual. ~ 
This is done to avoid unnecessary repetition of the mode~"input and 
output forms. The r~ader should understand that either the minimum 
set of data elements or the maximum set can be substituted on any of 
the data collection forms or on any of the output reports in place 
of the intermediate set displayed there,. '\ 

..: ,I 

We "believe that presentation of seIDs of the model data 
elements at the three different level,s of comple{:Lt'y should make it 

'easier for the court manager to examine his reportiiig system and to 
establish priorities to determine what inf!)pnation he needs to 
collect and' to identify data elements that are not essential. If'''~ 
will also be able to look at the recommended data ~lements his co~rt 
does not collect and evaluate both their potential usefulness and '. • .1 \1 the cost o,f collect~ng them before dec~d~ng to add thenf to his 
reporting system. 

(J 

76 

, \\ 

In order to do good statistical and sociological analyses of 
case-related data, court managers "will need additional data sets 
from other functional subsystems, such as defendant data, personnel 
data, financial data, ,-:-eaciliti~s data, support unit data--which are 
nq;t presented in this manual. 

o 

;r 

Level 1. Caseload management 

Data elements. The model data elements for caseload 
management were developed by NCSP and the COSCA Committee in" 1978 
and 1979 and published in the State Court Model Statistical 
Dictionary and State Court Model Annua;I. Report. The model data 
elements a"re f1,eparated into,appellate c'~.l:trt cases and tri~l co~r7 
cases. ,,The recommended court case types and manners of d~spos~t~on 
are shown in Figure 14. 

Figure 14: Model data elements for case types and manper of 
disposition 

Case types. The model data elements for case types are separated into appellate cc'urt cases 
and trial court cases. The recommended appellate cou"t case types are as follows: 

Minimum data elements 

Request to appeal 

\1 

Sentence review only 
Appeal case 

\) 

Original proceeding 
case 

Intermediate data elements 

Request to appeal 
Civil case request 

to appeal 

Criluinal case request 
to "appeal 

Postconviction remedy 
case reques t to appealc' 

Request to appeal of 
administrative agency case 

Juvenile ~ase request 
to appeal 

Sentence review only case 
Appeal caEe 

Ci7il case appeal 

Criminal csse appeal 

Postconvi~tion remedy 
Appeal of administrative 

agency case 
Juvenile casa appeal 

Original proceeding case 
Original jurisdiction 
Disciplinary matt2r 
Advisory opinion 

I;) 
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Maximum data elements 

Request to appeal n 
Civil case request to appeal 

(by subject matter of case; 
see civil case) 

Cri~inal case request to appeal 
(by subject matter of case; 
see criminal case) 

Poscconviction remedy case request 
to appeal 

Request to appeal of administrative 
agency C,Rse 

Juvenile case request to appeal 
(by subject matter of case; 
see juvenile case) 

Sentence review only case 
Appeal case 

Ci,'lil case appeal 
(by subject matter of case) 

Criminal case appeal, 
(by iubject matter of , 'case) 

Postconviction remedy case 
Appeal of administrative agency case 

Juvenile case appeal 
(bYe subject matter of case) 

Original proceeding case 
Original jurisdiction case 
Oisciplinary matter 
Advisory opinipn case 

(continued) 
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Figure 14. (continued} 

':: The recommended models for trial 'court cases are separated "into four categories--civil, 
criminal, traffic, an? juvenile--and are as follows: 

Minimum data elements 
<, 
Civil case 

') " I., 

Criminal case 

Traffic Case* 

(continued) 

Intermediate data elements 

civil case 
Tort case 

Contract case 
Real property rights 
Small claims case" 
Domestic relations 'case' 

Mental health case 
Estate case 

Appeal case 

Extraordinary writ case 

Other civil case 
Criminal case 

Felony case 

Misdemeanor case 

\:J 

Ordin~nce (non-traffic) 
violation case 

Appeal case 

Extraordinary ~~it case 
Postconviction remedy 
Sentence review only 
Other criminal case 

Traffic Case 
DWI/DUl case 
Moving traffic violation 

Contested 
Uncontested 

Parking violation '~ase 
COl)tested 
Uncontested 

Other traffic violation 
Contested 
Uncc:mtested 

[.\ 
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¥~ximum data elements 

civil case 
Tort case 

Auto tort case 
Professional tort case 

y- '" Product liability tort case 
Other tort case 

Contract case 
Real property rights case 
Small claims case 
Domestic ~elationsccase 

Marria~~ dissolution case 
Support/custody case 
Adoption case 
Other domestic t'elations case 

Ment'al health case 
Estate case 

, Probate/wills/intestate case 
Guardianship/conservatorship/ 

trusteeship case 
Other estate case 

App(lalcase 
Appeal of administrative agency 

case 
Appeal of trial c'~urt case 

Extraordinary writ'case 
postconviction remedy case 
Other civil case " 
Criminal case [subcategorie~ for crJminal 

cases have not bE!jn included because 
other classification schemes, such as 
the FBI's Uniform Crime Reports, are 
already available) 

Felony case 
(Subheadings appropriate to yoUr 
jurisdiction) 

Misdemeanor case 
(Subheadings appropriate to ~our 
jurisdiction) C 

Preliminary, hel!ring 
(,limited jurisc\iction court only)" 

Ordinance (non-traffic) violation 
case , 

Apneal case - 0 

G( Appeal of trial court case 
Extraordinary writ csse 
l;',Ostconviction remedy' case 
Sentence review only case 
Other criminal case 

Traffic Case (Wisconsin cl!se types) 
Dl<1I/DUI case 

';.1 

Moving traffic vi,Olation--contested 
--uncontested 

Hit and run 
Operating .after revocation or 

suspension 
Reckless driving 
Speeding' 
Fleeing and eluding 
Other rules G£ the. roa'.:! (mov~f\g 

violations) " 
Other (equipment violations, 

regi~tration, etc.) 
Parking violation--contested 

--uncontested 
Other traffic violation--.¢ontested 

--unc:ontested 

o 

I 

i 
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o 
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Figura 14: 

Juyenile case 

(continued) 

Juvenile case 
Criminal-type offender 

Status offend'er case 
.0 

NOn-offender case 

Juvenile case 
,Criminal~type offender case' 

(Subheadings appropriate to your 
jurisdiction) 

Status offender case 
(Subheadin~s appropriate to your 

jurisdiction) 
Non-offender case 

(Subbeadi:}lgs,appropriate to your 
jurisdiction) , 

Other juvenile matters Other juven~le matters 0 
\') " 

Comment: Traffic cases* 
and the'-way in which 
criminal cases. 

have been ~eparated fr~m criminal cases because ,~heir numbers are very large .. 
they are processed is generally very different from the processing of other 

,The ABA Committee on Traff:Ll: Court Reform, Standards for Traffic 
recomm~nds this :" 

Justice (ABA, 1974) 

Section 2.6--Separation 
court business. and traffic 

of Traffic Cases. Traffic ~ases should be tr~ated apart from pther 
s~ssiolls or 'divisions should be established whErever the caseload is 

sufficient. 
" G " COmmentary: Separation of traffic cases ,reduces wart:ingtime. permits use of opening remarks 

for education about availahle constitutional safeguards, hearing procedur,es and traffic safety 
goals, and facilitates case processing. periodic, regular assignment to traffic court allows a 
judge to develop expertise and a consistent policy of educational penalization. 

Manner of disposition. Terminology for reporting the manner of disposition was chosen to 
include the kinds of information that are useful for court management purposes, such as the procedural 
manner in which cases are disposed, the significant jud'icial decisions, and a tally of the 
outcomes--by type of outcome--for defendants in criminal cases and traffic cases. 

~e ~nner of disposition for 'appellate court cases ~utlined below permits a count of the 
important' ways of issuing appellate court decisions, with a cas" colint to be reported Il,nder the types 
of decision' in each category. The distinction should .be made in the manner of disposition of 
appellate cases, whenever possible, between cases that are"civil o~ criminal. 

Minimum data elements' Intermediate data elements 

Opinion Opinion 

Dismissed/withdrawn 
settled 

Other deci,sion 

Granted/denied 
Memorandum dec'isi"n 

Other decisi,?n 

G~imted/denied 
Order (deci!lion 

without opinion) 
Other d!lcision 

" 

Granted/denied 
bismiss~,d/withdrawn/ 

settled 
Transferred 
Other manner of 

disposition 

Maximum data elements 

Opinion 
Affirmed 
Modified 
Reversed 
Reversed and. remanded 
Remanded 
Granted/denied 

Memorandum decision 
Affirmed 
Modified 
Reversed 
Reversed and remanded 
Remanded 
Granted/den'ied 

o Order (decision 
without opinion) 

Affirmed 
Modified 
Reversed 
Reversed and rerulmded 
Remanded 
Granted/denied 

Dismissed/withdrawn/ 
" settled 
Tl'ansferred 
Other manner of 

dispositiOn 
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Figure 14: (continued) 
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In the manner of disposition scheme for trial court cases,:;following, a case c'ount should be 
reported under civil ca~e manner of disposition. Criminal casfr manner o~ disposition and traffic 
manner of disposition provide ;or a count «f trials and a count of defendant dispositions. 

~inimum data elements 

Civil case manner 
'of diaposition 

Jury trial 

Non-jury trial '. 

Dismissed/witb­
drawn/settl~d 
(before ti::ial) 

other manner of 
disposition 

Criminal 'case manner 
of disposition 

Jury.trial 

Non:jury trial 

(\ 

Intermediate 'data elements Maximum data elements 

Civil case manner 
of di~position 

Ju,f~ t,;ia1. 

Non-jury trial-

LUpt}ontested/default 
" Dismissed/withdrawn/ 

settled (before'trial) 
Transferred 
Rrbitration 
Other manner of 

disposition 

Criminal case manner 
of disposition 

Jury trial 
, Conviction 

Acquittal '" 

Non-jury trial 
Conviction 

Acquittal 

Civil case manner of disposition'" " 

Jury trial" 
Found for defendant 
Found for plaintiff 
Dismissed 

Non-jury trial 
Found for .l'e£endant 

, Found for plaiatiff 
"Dismissed 

Uncontested/default 
Dismissed/withdrawn/settled 

(before trial) , 
Transferred (before/during trial) 
Arbitration 
Other manner of disposition 

Criminal case manner of disposition 

Junr trial 
Convic.tion 

Guilty pl~a 
Acquittal " 

Dismissed' by judge 
Dismissed by prosecutor 

lI· Non-jury trial 
Conviction 

Guilty plea 
Acquittal 

Dismissed/nolle pro- Dismiss~d/nolleOpro- o 

Dismissed by judge" 
Dismissed by prosecutor 

Dismissed (before trial) 
Nolle prosequi e s'equi (before trial) 

, (j 

Other manner of 
disposition 

sequi (before trial) 
Bound over 
Transferred 
Diverted 
Guilty plea (before trial) 
Bail forfeiture 
Other manne~! of 

d ispos ition ,,' 

Bound'over 
Transferred (befoTe/during trial) 
lli.verted 
Guilty plea (before trial) 
,Bail forfeiture '?-

Ot~~r manner of 'disposition 

Traffic cas'e manner 
of dispcsition ., 

Jury trial 

Traffic case manner 
, of disposition 

Jury trial 

Tra1;fic "case manner 01; disposition 

Non-jury trial 

" j') 

Non-jury trial 

" Transferred 
Diverted 
Guilty plea (before trial) 
Bail forfeiture 

Dism~ssed/nolle 110-
sequi (before(yt'ial) 

Dismiss~d/nolle pro­
sequi (befor,e trial) 

Parking fine 
Otner manner of 

disposition 
Other 'manner" of 

dispo~ition 

() 

80 

Jury trial 
o Conviction 

Guilty plea 
Acquittal 

Dismissed 
Non-jury trial 

Conviction 
Guilty plea 

Acq~it7al 
D,1.um1.ssed 

TranSferred (before/during t,dal) 
Diverted 
Guilty plea (be~ore trial) 
Bail forfeiture ' 
Dismissed/nolle prosequi 

(before trial) 
Uncontested parking fine paid 
Other manner of disposition 

(continued) 
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Figure 14,t,)I(continued) 

< The scheme above provides tor an accounting of the manner of disposition in all cases except 
juvenile. Because the handling of juvenile cases in the state trial courts was in a transition 
status, no manner of disposition scheme was included in" the earlier model. 

::l 
., , The fol1.owing juvenile disposition categories, taken from JISRA (Juvenile Information Sy.stem 

and Records Access) have been adopted by the coscA Committee tor use at",this time. 

Minimum data elements 
!l 

Petition denied 

Petition granted 
(adjudication 
hearing) 

Other 

Intermediate data elements 

Petition "denied 
Petition withdrawn 
Matter dismissed 
Transferred (waived) to 1\ 

adult court ' 
Transferred to other juris­

diction 
Diverted 
P~tition granted (adjudica­

tion hearing) 

Other 
o ' I 

/ 

Maximum data elements 

Petition denied 
Petition withdrawn 
Matter dismissed 
Transferred (waived) to adult court 

Transferred to other jurisdiction 

Diverted 
Petition granted (adjudication hearing) 

Other, 

Comment.: National Center staff will coo'rdina:te with JISRA staff at the National Council of 
Juven~le and 'Family Court judges in defining the model juvenile d&ta elements. 

Level 2. CaseflQw' .management;;) . (. 

., The basisfo~ caseflow, man~gement ,is:) the {~quence o·f events 
in a "cas~)"as it progres'ses from filing to dispos1\;ton. The model 
data elements for oaseflow management of appellate co(irt carse events 
are in,the Model Statistical Dktionary." 'The model fpr trial court 

"case events, was chosen in 19820 under the guidance of th~ COSCA Court 
Statistics and Information System~' qommietee~ and will be added to 
the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary wh~n it is revised in 
1983. (A survey of events in case processing fro~ a number of 
caseflow management studies is found in Appendi~ B.) 

'; . 
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Figure 15:,~del data elements for events in case processing 

(I 
J Th' b .. i, '0. '~"fl~ =o,,_n< i, '" "q~o.' 0' ._.e, ,io ... " .. " .<O,~"., "~ 

fIling to disposition. The model data elements for caseflow management of appellate court :ase ,events 
are'in the Model Statistical'Dictionary. The model for trial court case events was chosen ~n 1982 
under the guidance of the COSCA Court Statistics and Information Systems Committee,and will be added 
to the State Court Model' Statistical Dictionary when it is revised in 1983. (A survey of ,events in 
case processing from a number of caseflow management studies is found in Appendix B.) , 

Events in case nrocessing. For appellate court cases, the model da"ta elements for event 
processing are as follows: 

" Minimum data ,elements 

Date of filing of 
notice of appeal 

Date of decision 
(disposition) 

Intermediate data elements 

Date of filing of notice 
of appeal 

Date court reporter's 
transcript received 

Date record reeeiye~ 
Date appellant's brief 

received 
Date respondent's brief 

received 

'Date under advisement ,,(date 
of oral argument or sub­
mission 

Date of decision (disposi­
tion) 

Request for en banc hearing 
" or rehearing 

Maximum data elements 
Date of first filing in trial court 
Date of filing of notice of appeal 

Da~~ court reporter's transcript ordered 
Exi(ensions granted to court reporters 
Date coul."t reporteF" s transcript 

received 
Date record received 
Date appellant's brief :~;eived 

Date respondtlnt' s' brief received 

Date ready for oral argument or submiss,ion 
Date under advisement (date of oral argument 

or sUbmission) 

Date of decision (disposition) 

Request for, en bane hearing or rehearing 

For trial court cases, the model data elements for events in case processing, separated 
according to civil, criminal, traffic, and juvenile cases" a,re as follows: 

Minimum data elements Intermediate data elements" Maximulu data elements 

Ci vi! cases: Civil cases: 
Date of filing Date of filing 

Date first answer filed 

Date of first pretrial 
conference 

First scheduled trial 
date (numbe:r of 
continuances) 

<::? Datc trial commenced 

Date of disposition Date of disposition 
o 

. ~ 
) Ii 
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Civil cases : 
Date, of filing 
Date first answer filed 
Date case put on alternative track 

(mediation, arbitration) 
Date of completion of discovery 
Date of first p:retrial confereri~e 
Date of pret:ria1 order (ce:rtificate 

of :readiness, note of issue) 
Dates of filing of motion(s) 
First scheduled trial date 

(number of c~ntinuances) 

Date trial commenced 
Date trial concluded 
Date jUdgment entered 
Date of dispositiiJ'n 
Date of motion for a 'new trial 

(appeal) 

.(i 

(continued) 

I 

() 

~\ 
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Figures 15 (continued) 

Criminal cases and 
traffic ca~es: 

Date of filing 

Date of disposition 

Juvenile cases: 
Date petition filed 

Date of adjudica­
tion/disposition 
hearing 

Criminal cases and traffic 
cases: 

Date of filing of com­
plaint 

Date of indictment (or 
\,ll.nformation) 

First scheduled trial 
date (number of 
continuances) 

Date trial commenced 

Date of disposition 

Juvenile cases: 
Date petition filed 

Date(s) of hearings 
(first, second, etc.) 

Date of adjudication/ 
disposition hearing 

Level 3. Workload measures 

Criminal cases and traffic cases 
[except for pa.king violations) 

Date of filing of complaint 
Date of arrest 
Date of arraignment (lower court) 
Date of diversion 
Date of preliminary hearing 
Date of indictment (or information) 
Date of arraignment (upper court) 
Date of con.ferences 
Date(s) of motions (pretrial) 
First scheduled trial date 

(number of continuances) 

Date trial commenced 
Date trial concluded 
Date judgment entered 
Date of disposition (if not by trial) 
Date of sentencing 
Dates of post-trial motions (appeais) 

Juvenile cases: 
Date'petition filed 
Date defendant taken into custody 
Receipt of referral 
Date of intake decision 
Date(s) of hearings (first, second 

hearing, etc.) 
Date of interim disposition (pretrial 
" or predisposition diversion) 
Date of adjudication/disposition 

hear:j.ng 
Date ano type of se~vices provided 
Date of termination" 

Model data elements for Level 3--wotk1oad-"have not been 
chosen yet nor have any model input forms or output reports been 
prepared. A descriptiv.e treatment of workload appears in Chapter X. 

'({,';< 

.; ," 

Summary 

In order to relate toe discu,,!,sion of the' management uses, of 
court information "system data fqundin Chapte~ III to ttte analytical' 
levels of data collection di~cussed in this chapter as well as the 
model output reports in Part II,Figure"16' following preselltsa 
sUllUUa'ry of the specific kinds of management reports needed for each 
general "management use along with the kinds of data required. The 
Figure also relates the specific reports to the actual models or 
ex~mp1es found in Part II of this marraa1 • 
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Figur~ 16: A' stnnmaryof specific management reports and 
the kinds of data re~uired 

General 
report 

') CBte 0 

Case load 
() inventory 

o 

Resource 
allocation 
reports 

Caseflow' 
m8n~g~~e~t 

2 

;'),ial 
court 

"Analytica},", modeb in 

Appellate 
court 
models in 
Part II level Part II 

1 

1, 2, 3 

7 
8 
9 

10 
(~lll I~. 

12. 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
,19 

7 
8 
9 

10:.,:) 
11 
14 
15 
16 
17 
19 
13 

12, 18 

20 
21, 22 
23 

26 

c, 25, 27 

32 
33 
31+ 
35 
36 

() 37 
" 33 

c 39 

~ 
1'1.( 

32 
33, 
34 
35 
36 
37 
3B 
39 
40 

41 
43 

42 

44 

45 

() 

o 

AOC 
examples 
in 
A 

2, 4. 
23, 24 
25 • 
3 
5 
6 
12 
15 
16 
17 
19 
20 
26 

S'ecific re orts 

Case "'listing 

Manner of dispositio~ 
Aggregate,~ourt data 

13, 24, 27 
14 

Case inventory listing 
by judge 

13 
14 
15 
16 
2 
3 
1 

~ 
5 
6 
12 
2B 
29 

I, 25 

1B 
7, 31;' 32 
2B, 

7 
8 
9 
8, ,9 
11, 13 

10 

21 
22 
34 
35 
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Case inventory listing 
by attorney 

Number of judgments 
entered during 
retorting period 

Arraignment listc-­
summary and detailed 

Sentences imposed 

Reopened cases 

'Determination of need 
for judges 

Determination of need 
for personnel, fi­
nancial, logistical 
resources 

~aily docket report 

Trials concluc1ed by 
judges 

Trial concluded by 
magi8trates, part­
time judges, re,t'ired 

ojJ-_dges, ete~ II 

.lige of cases 
Pending 
At diSposition 

Statu~ of cases 

Age Of cases at each 
event in caoe pro-o 

~~'c~ssing . 
T1me,intervals between 

events in case 
processing 

E~ception reports 

Cu~rjmt time lapse, 
dllta compared to 
court 'standards 

Special action reports 

Data re orted 

Beginning pending, filed, 
disposed, end pending 

By case type 
By case type 

r " Population estimates, 
number of judges, 
judges by type," 
iiumber of filings, 
filings by type, 

'~!tc.! ~an.b~ comp~red 
\i,~ d>!SpoS1t10ns, JUry 
trials, case types, 
etc. J 

Case inventory 
Manner of disposition 
Case inventory 
Manner of disposition 
By case type 
By amount of judgmenr;, 

By case type 
!ly defendant 
By case type 
By judge 
By type of ,sentence 
By cane type 

Population per judge 
per case type 

Population/circuit 
density" 

Case fifings per judge 
Dispositions per judge 
Pendingsper judge 
Number of attorneys \I " 

IN~er judge ~ 

mtrrent rate of growth 
of filings, disposi­
t~ons, pend ings 

Current year "number of 
,filings per judge, etc. 

Current year backlog, in 
working days II 

Usage rate of court- ~ 
rooms, judges, etc. 

C> lIy elise type " 
By manner of disposition 

(jury, noh-jury, etc.) 
By manner of dispOsition 
By case type ' 

By ca~e type 
By jl,ldge 
By manner of disposition 
By case type 
By judge 
Bi cas" typ"e 

By case type 
Mean, median," range 

By ~c!lse type 
By age of cases 
By ,case type 

{I , <"continued) 
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Figure 16 (continued) 

General 
report 
category 

Analytical 
level 

Delay 2 
assessment/ 
age and 
status of 
cases reports 

Performance I, 2, 3 
indicators 

(,".-

,Performance 2, 3 
evaluatio,:, 

o 

" 

Trial 
court 
models in 
Part II 

26 

27 

12 

13 

27 .. 

11 

, ,I 

Appellate 
court 
models in 

'Part II 

44 

45 

45 

33 

33 

t' 

AOC 
examples 
in 
Appendix D 

7 
8 
9 
10 

,,11 

1 

33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 

39 " 

3, 6 
4 
5 

Specific reports 

Disposition time 
measures ,< 

Percentage of cases 
e~ceeding time 
standards 

Perce~tage of cases 
settled by trial 

Percentage of cases in 
which triais begun 

Number 0; defendants 
awaiting sentencing _ 

Number of juveniles ',J 

awaiting court action 

Jury trial ut~lizaticn 
index 

Adjudications per judge 

Activity per clerical 
employee 

Workload analysis 

Cases that exceed court 
time s,taridards 

r~ntence disparity 

Number of trials con­
clud~d 

Number of appeals 
disposee! 

Number of events in case 
processing concluded 

Number of disppsitions 

Workload analysis 

',I 

Data reported 

Time intervals between 
'1!vents in case 
processing 

Median time intervals 
between events in 
case processing 

By case type \; 

By case type 

Trial begun on day 
scheduled; in 7 dGys; 
in 14 days 

Percentage of guilty 
pleas, jury verdicts, 
court decisions 

cases filed. pending, 
continued, etc., per 
judge 

Number of cases indexed, 
scheduled, processed 

Number of summonses pre­
pared', notices 
mailed, calendars 
prepared 

Time/daYlii of courtroom 
u,sage 

Judge time spent 
Number of :ases on 

docket, number heard, 
time in court 

Average number of cases 
by docket; average 
time in court 

By case type 
By court 
By judge 
By case type 
By length of sentence 
By number of offenses 

By c,ase type 
By manner of disposition 

U (jury, non-jury) 
,;By c'ase type 

By manner of dlspositiCln 
Settlements, pretrial:. 

conferences, 
hearings, motions, 
sentences, other 

" proceedings <J 

By caae type 
By manner of disposition 
Judge time spent 
Nonjudicial personnel 

time spent 
By case type 
By cases disposed 
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Figure 16 (continued)" 

General c' 
r'epcrt 
categoTY 

Workload 
analysis 

D 

"Trial 
cour~ 

"Analytical. mOdels in 
level Pa=t II 

2, 3 

a 

Appellate 
court 
models in 
Part II 0, 

AOC 
examples 
in 
Appendix D 

21 
22 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 " 
39 

() 

(, . 

Spec ific reports 

Continuance analysis\\ d\ 

Offense analysis 
\) 

Caaeflow anaJ.Ys{~' 

,-\' 

Co /) 
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Data reported 

Number of cases 
scheduled that were 
C:,ontinUed, by case 
type, 
per judge 

By case type 
By case inventory 
By manner of disposition 
Number of cases set for 

triill that go off the 
calendar 

Number" of dismissals 
filed by p'lfointiff, 
defendant' , 

Number of judgments 
satisfied, by time 
pe'Hod 

Numb!!r 6f cases 
scheduled, t~ied, 

.disposed, (,by time 
, 'period, by case tYPI\ ,-, 

Number of defaplt6, 
pleas, by case type 

Number of 'motions, 
(} J,earings, etc., by 

time period, by 
judge, by case type 
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"Chapter V 

1.4, 

Factors to consider in planningmeth6ds and 
procedures, for collecting case-related data 

Change to 'a court's case managem~nt i'nJormat ion sYst.~~m 
should neVer be instituted unless necessary. Trial, appellate, and 
state administrative managers b~,i1r 'the 'responsibility for 
establishing the policy and direction of all Jhe court's 
a:ctivities~ The development, Implementation, and management of tQ,e 
court case ,management system is no exception. All court leaders 
should participate in the deve10pm&t~i: of:;~n expressed philosophy 

'I that inc lud~,s, 'at a' m1.nimum, a, statement of purpose f'or a court 
information system (be it manual or automated), the identification 
of the court's information and repo:t;ting requirement"s, an c.' " 
explanation of the organizational relationship within and betw~_en" 
court levels and court managers (admin~strators, judges, c1~;rks),:an 
indication of the process by whi(',h ,the court information system is 
expected to meet the objectives of the court, and" a set of basic 
guidelines for the implementation, day-to.,..day operation, and 
~management of the court information system. If "this approach to 
court managemen~ is" followed, managers are better ab1e'to recognize, 
the need for change and respond to thatneed.y",c.' t\ (~ 

When individual or state-level court efficienc)} fags, the 
responsible court man~gers recogpize that a problem existso 
~orll1a11y, the court manager is able to identtfy the court I s ne'eds, 
analyze the problems, and i,ssue t~e neceSSAry revised procedures to' 
operating personnel without making major dlanges. Some problems, 
hQwever, grow worse, regardless of the short-term solutions proposed 
by management. The more complex prob1em~ ~ecome apparent when 
Ipng-standing needs for case management information go unfilled. 
When enough of these problems exist and their solutions a~e not 
readily apparent, the court manager should undertake an evaluation 
of the current needs :;of the court ahd ('determine" whether alternative 
techniques for managing informati.on--either nf!W or enhanced manual 
data co11ectiop procedures, or a major change t,o an automated 
system--wil1 s't>lve the problems. No court manager E\hou1d begin 
automa:te his court without first conducting a thorough; systems 
study.c"Through careful analysis of' the court's information 
flow---where information: comes from" who needs it,,; what is done with 
it, what happens because of 'it, anrlhowit"iS ~ollected, processed, 
and analyzed-;';'the prpper system (whether manual or automated).can be 
developed to meet the court's needs. " 

to y~' 

IJ ~ 

Sincei:his manual deals witn data collection and ,an.;J.lysis, 
\thi~ chapter pre~ents an overview of the methods by which trial and 
'\app'elbi~e court case-related data can be collected;' the level o~ (\ 
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automation required to process 'and analyze caseload, caseflow, and 
'workload dat,a to produce operational, ml;1,nagement, and planning 
reports; and the relationship of the level of automation to data 
collection, an~lysis, and reporting req~irements. ' 

Different methods of data collection 

The method by whic'h "trial and appellate court information is 
gathered depends,,-/r;,n the nature of the data to be collected and the 
types of 'analysf§ to be performed, as well as on the structure of' 
the court system and t4e. level of automation being used. There a,i'e 
two basic data collection techniques: (1) sgmmary or ,aggregate 
reporting and (~) case-by-case reporting. . c' 

Data collection methods and procedures for producing output reports 

Summary reporting. Summary statistics of lo.cal court data 
are obtained by tallying cases as they are filed and disp()sedo and .. 
compiling aggregate courtwide'caseload statistics~ 

The main advantage of summary reporting is it,!, simplicity 
and relative low cost to the trial court) appellate cpurt, and 
state-level administrative offices.' It is a good system for those. 
states that need or desire only basic case load inventory data--case 
filings, case dispositions, manner of filings, type of disposition, 
and number of pending cases. . 

The inventory is m'uch ast,t;he name implies. Each month a, 
clerk goes through all active cases, "usually by examining the 
court's lfocket book to count all filings/dispositions/pending cases 
for the month. Some court!?, however, have developed tally sheets 0 

for keeping t~ack of ca!es as they are fi~ed and disposed. (Model 
Input Form 1 l:n Chapter" VII is an example.) Tally sheets have the 
advantage that the recording is spread over the entire month' and is 
done"in conjunction with tnecase processing ev~nt,wI1ich provides 
somewhat gr"eater accuracy in J:he figures. It also gives the court 
an idea of current case activity. 

Case tracking cards" are used very much in ·tile same fashion 
a,~ the log sheets. At case filing a card is completed for each" 
'tase. This card is then filed according~"to the current case event, 
so that at the end of each month the cleilk has only to go to the, 

. card filetoCOfrh~J:he number of cases filed under each category to 
complete the monthl~atistica~ report. The use of neither tally/log 
sheets or case tr,acking cards .for preparat'ion of monthly summary G 

forms permits the capture of some aggregated age-af-cases 
information for use by the court as a by-p:t6duct of theostatistical 
gathering operation. I." ", 

II (,) 
Summary data have several disadvandges: They ~sua:lly do 

., not provide en?u~h i.nformation. on,~ w~ich to Jbas: m~n~ day-~o-day case 
management dec1s10ns, such as Jud1clal or 110n-Jpd1cJ.al Peit/sonnel 
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assignments. It is difficult to monitor status of cases, nor can 
summary data be used to identify those caees that need immediate 
attention because of their age.. Consequently, such systems are 
inadequate for evaluating the success of speedy trial programs 
because they'do~not provide enough ~nformation on which to base 
day-to-da:y case management decisions, nor are they adequate for 
court managers responsible for day-to-day operations. Another 
d.rawback to the use of summarc¥ reports is that the additional time 
required by court personnel to compile summary statistics makes this 
method of reporting time-consuming and expensive for court clerks. 
Often surranary reports require a complete census of the court's 
'entire active caseload each month. 

Summary reporting is, however, tl1e ordy method available in 
those states where the state-level administrative office, local 
trial courts, and appellate courts 90 not have at least some l~vel 
of automated datacprocessing capability. Although summary 
statistics can also be obtained in an automated system, individual 
case reports, case monitori,ng, and delay assessment data cannet be 
produced from"summary statistics alone. Once more sophisticated 
data are desired, computerization is almost mandatory. There are, 
however, several examples of states, including New Jersey and 
California, where fairly sophisticated ~tatistics are reported 
through, summary data. 

" 
Case-by-case reporting. As increasing attentiqn isclevoted 

to case management ~nd delay as~essment and reduction, . the: trerid has 
been toward reporting case-related statistics on a case-by-case ,', 
basis. Case-by-case reporting is more flexible than sUlmnary . 
reporting in that it allows, for the production 'of greater 
amounts/types of information. There are basically two ways in which 
courts can report case information on individual ca:ses: (1) ,through 
the use of individual case reporting forms, and (2) through direct 
data entry .. into a computer. The methods are simiLar in that the 

.case processing information is recorded oil the reporting form or CRT 
and sent to the appropriate ioc'alor ~tate administrative manager 
for compilation and use. In addition to providing the <basic 
caseload inventory st,atistics;'" case-by-case reports pe;mit botb the 
local court and the state administrative office; to compute age)of 
pending cases, time to disposition data,. average time to 
disposition, exception re.ports, and time "interllal repor\~s,~ 
Individual case-by-case reporting lIis ideal fO,'r analytical purposes 
because it p.ermits 'a .central office the flexibilit,y to generate 
statistics in a wider Vlariety OF f~)l::mats."L.~, 

" Although some of this informat'ion, sUlch as age-of-cases 
,') data, cano be

r 
obtained through aggregate case :ireporttng, it is 

time-consuming to compileanrl requires that the clerk of the court 
manually tabulate it. Through automation," case-by.."case information 

lNational Court Statistics Proj'ect," State Court Caseload 
Statistics: Stat~ of the Art (Wiltia,msburg, Va.: National Center 
for State .Courts, 1978) ,p. ''082. 
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can be analyzed and many,different types of management control and 
1 · t can be generated w1,·thout further clerical p annl.ng repor s 

involvement. 

Types of case-by-case reporting forms 

There"are th'ree types of manually generated case--by-case 
reporting forms that can be used to coliectCcase-:el~t~d dat~: (1) 
mUltiple case filing/disposition log s~eets, ~2) 1nd1v1dual case 
filing/disposition cards, and (3) mult1-part forms. 

Multiple case filing/case dispo~'ition log sheets. All cases 
filed or dis,posed for the day are entered onto one log sheet. 
(Model Input Forms 3A and 3B in Chapter VII and 2~A and ~9B in 
Chapter VIII are examples.) ,Date of filing and date of di~position 
are included, P.S well as the manner of dispos'~tion •. Event ~nd 
interval reportl.ng are difficult to gather uS1ng t,h1s techn1que" 

These sheets are quite s[mila~ to the tally sheets used by 
some clerks to compile summary statistics, although the amount of 
information being requested is greater. Data from the log sheets 
may be batch entered into a computer either. locally or at. the ~OC. 
These data have a tendency to bec.ome dated bec,ause of the1r ' 
aggregated nature. T9is technique also is limited in the amount of 
dad! that can be collected without placing an undue burden on 
clerical staff. ~Og sheets are used by a number of states! . 
including Arkansas, Colorado, Idaho,' Illinois, Maryland, M1SS0Ur1, 
North Carolina, and Texas. 

Individual case filingJdisp~'~ition cards. 'oAt case 
initiation the clerk completes ,the case initiation portion of the 
~~rd ,as a ~eparate step. (Model input ~orms.2 and ~8 are. 
examples.) "The card can then,be kept i~ an 1nde~ f~le b~h1nd 
dividers for' each event in case process1ng. If 1t .1S moved after 
each event occurs,a manual count can be made periodic~lly ~f.the 
number of cases waiting il} queue at each,. event. T~e d1s~os1t~0~ 
card is filled in at the appropriate time and prov+,des d1spos1,t1~n 
statistics. Summary counts can ~lso be made of the age of cases at 
disposition. Copies of the cards maya~s6\ be sent to a local 
computer or to the AOC for batch entry 1UtO a ~?mputer. 0 

\ " I 

Like any method ~anually recording case-by-case.data on.a 
reporting form" one "disadvantage is the. chance for error to occur 1n 
the preparation of the form or at ~he t1~e of batc~ d~ta entry 
;because information is recorded tW1ce. As a court s case volume 
increases, these procedures cap become an unmana~eable burden on 
clerical staff. States using this type of form 1nclude Kentucky, 
Nebraska, Tennessee', Wisconsinj and Puerto Rico. 

d 1 'ively with automated ~ulti-part forms. ,])hese"" are' use e~c us 
information systems. (Model Input Forms 5 and ,30 are examples.) 
The individual case information sheet is one part of a multi-part 
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case processing form that is usually designed" to be an integral part" 
of case processing. Multi-partiorms can provide indiv~dual case 
filing, manner of disposition, and event processing data during the 
life of the case so that it is possible to track active cases, 
determine delay, and develop time series information. 

These forms have an advantage in that they have the 
potential" for being integrated into case processing; completion of 
the statistical information can be a by-product of one of the case 
processing steps, such as docketing or indexing. Because it is 
multi-part, the clerk does not have to complete the same in,formation 
more than ~nce, thus saving considerable time and reducing the 
opportunity for clerical recordi~g,errors ~nd for data entry error. 
The initial filing information is ~atch entered into a local trial 
or appellate court computer ~r it is mailed or electronically 
transferred to the AOC on a periodic basis, where it'is encoded 
and/or entered into the computer for storage in the ,case-related 
'data base. At disposition the clerk completes the disposition sheet 
which is then sent to the data processing facility, where it too is 

, encoded and/or entered into the case-related dat~ base. 

One advantage of a multi-part form used by Kansas is that 
its preparation is an integral part of case filing. The first sheet 
of the five-part form is the court's docket sheet. The second ,sheet 
is optional and may be used as the case action summary sheet that 
can be kept with the cas·e file, and the last page, is a self-adhesive 
label for the case jacket. The two sheets recording further events 
in case processing are then produced as a by-product of routine 
docketing procedures. Another way in which multi-part forms can be 
integrated into case processing is to have one page serve as the 
index card for the case. States using multi-part forms are Alabama, 
Alaska, Florida, Kansas, Maine, Minnesota, Montana, North Carolina, 
North DClkqtCi', South Carolina, and Wisconsin. . 

The information on multi-part forms makes a wide range of 
management and ,statistical planning reports immediately available to 
local'trial court and state-level managers, includi~g all basic case 
inventory data, age of cases at disposition' or age of cases at 
different intervening case events, and Jists Cif pending cases by age 
since initiation. Time interval data on active cases can also be 
produced when information on intervening case events is reported as 
they ocq,ur. Sqme systems using this data collection technique do 
not, however, report until disposition. In this situation 
manag~meilt, planning reports analyzing age of ,ca~es and processing 
tim?s between eyentscan still be computed~<.~ but\~management control' 
of case processing ,(exception reports) everl:l:s is more~iffi;Cult. 

Disadvantages of multi-part forms are that they are more 
expensive' to use' and require time by trial cd<Jrt or state 
administrative office staff to prepare and enter the data into the 
computerized data base. Because much more data are being r'eported 
and entered into ~he information systeDl, the;· system is able to 
produce mOre useful management reports than any other system. Thes,e 
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reports, however, require. more paper to produce; and should only be 
printed and distributed if actually used and the additional expense 
is justified. 

0" 

Q.n-line direct data entry. An on-line case management 
information sytJtem is the final step toward complete automation of 
the case-processing activity. With suc1:J. a system all case 
information is entered directly into the computer by the court clerk 
instead of being manually recorded in the docket book or other 
manual indexing record. Case management reports and planning 
statistics are a by-product of the 9as~ recording/updating proceis 
that occurs in an on-line system. When on-line data entry is done 
by' trial or" appellate court clerks, there are sizable savings in 
clerical st'a\ff tim,e spent in recording and updating case 
information •. Data are entered only once in an on-line system 
instead of being entered two or even three times in,f;:o the various" 
required clerical records and indexes"as is typical in many clerks' 
offices. Once the data have been entered into the case-related data 
base, all required court records and indices can be printed out upon 
request. The main disadvantage, of course, is the intitial design 
and implementation expense associated with on-line systems, but such 
systems eventually pay for themselves in avoided future costs and in 
management· benefits resulting from,increasedo data ac.curacy, 
completeness, and availability. 

Automation of data collection 

The level of automation used by local t~ial and appeil~ie 
courts and among state-level court information systems varies 
extensively. These systems can, however, be classifiedoas being (1) 
completely manual systems; (2) batch oriented or partially automated 
sys tems, or (3) on-line or fully automated sys tems. The, level 'Of 
autpmation required depends on the kinds of data collected by tHe 
information system and the analytical methods employed. to create 
operational, management control, and planning "reports. • (See Figure 
17~) 

A mariual (hand-gen:erated', processed, and analyzed) system 
can handle only summary statistics e'ffectivelY. A bat(:h or 
partially automated system (one that uses a computer to aggregate, 
summarize, manipulate, analyze, and prepare reports) is capable ot" 
handling a much larger volume of case dat.a and of generating 'case 
event, time series, and time interval reports. .on-'1in~ operati'onal 
or fully automated systems are able ,to generate all necessary 
operational reports upon request; give up-to-the-minute case 
activity reports, and gener.ate any type of management or planning 
reports requested. In many states the information needs of 
appellate or trial courts will be satisfied by ihanualsystems, 
whereas the cas~ volumes and .operational needs of other courts, 
particularly large metropolitan trial courts, demand batch oriented 
or on-line systems. . 
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Figure l7: Level of automation required. by the collection of 
different levels of case-related data 

Level of automation required 
Analytic::tl levels 
of data collection 

Batch/partially Fully 
Manual automated automated 

Levell: Caseload 

Case load inventory 
Manner of disposition 

Level 2: Caseflow 

Filing/disposition 
Other events in 

case processing' 
Time interval data 

Level 3: Workload 

Performance measures 
Weighted case load 

x x 

x 
X 

X 
X 

x 

X 
X 

X 
X 

As discussed earlier in this mo~ograph, op'era~ional, 
t and statistical planning and research re\?orts can result managemen ,.. 'I d flow and 

from three basic levels of analys1.s: ca~e oa ',ca~e .". 
workload. Host types of case load a~alysl.s (begl.nnl.~g pendl.ng, 
filings dispositions, and end pendl.ng) can be provl.ded manually, d 
because' caseload analysis calls for summary data, although automate 
s stems can be useful at even this summary level. When, howev7r~ 
t~e level of analysis passes from consideration of ~gg:e~ate fl.ll.ngs 
and. dispositions to consid,eration of the status of 1.nd~vl.dual :ases 

/Aincourt operations, use of computers i~ almost. essen~l.al. Thl.s 
means·that caseflow and wor.kload analysl.s cannot readl.ly be , 

eriormed without the aid of c?m~uters, because caseflow analysl.~ 
~allsfo>r detailed data on indl.vl.dual c~ses; ~nd wo,:kl?ad analysl.s 
calls for detailed da,~a on court op~ratl.ons., Pescrl.ptl.ons of 
management r~por<ts based on these ~l.fferent kl.nds of data are given 
in Chapter IV and in PartlIaof thl.S manual. 

Automated case management information syst'ems can support 
the local and state levels. While most trial functions at both 

court functions are performed only at ,the local level, app~l1at,e 
t ' 11" hav~' a state-level orientatio'(l and can be suppo.rted 

courts ypl.ca y • , d' t P ellate courts are by state-level ·offices. ~lthough l.nterme l.a ,~ a p. , . 
often 'decentralized, their local or regional l.nformatl.on needs can 
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also be supported by "state-level offices. Gener~l court management 
functions are performed at both the local and state levels, and the 
c!'urrent trend in state adm:Lnistration is toward more centralized 
court mana~ement by the state-level administrative office. 

If a fully-automated local or regional (on-line)" case 
management capability exists, however; the information generated to 
suppqrt trial and appellate court operations can als~ be used to 
support management functions. In other words, management cont'rol 
and, statistical planning reports are provided as a by-product of the 
local c~urt operations. On the other hand, management arid 
statistical reports are almost never requil::ed to contain all ~ 
information pertainingkto specific cases. The ideal way to obtain a 
management and statistical reporting capability, therefore, is to 
,develop it jointly with or _as a by-product of an automated system 
that supports local court operations. 

since trial court functions are performed at the 10'cal 
level_, the systems and application packages that support these l) , 

funct~ioris" frequently are run on computers at the local level. 
Similarly, since many of "the court management functions are 
performed at the state level, these systems and applications that 
support these functions can pe run on state-level computers. 

, A key element in the efficiency of computet? usage is that 
data should be ehtered only once, although the data may have many 
uses. To realiz.e these benefits when automation exists at the local 
level, it is necessary that data entered locally be transferable to 
the state level without reentry. This can be accomplished" 
electronically (e.g., by telecommunications'> or, by, periodically 
sending a computer-readable medium (e.g., tape or diskette) 
containing the data too the state-level office for merging wi'ththe 
existing statewide data base. 

.... 
An~lyses" of case data ,,,stored in this manner result in 

manageJllent an'd statistical planning reports that are used at both 
the state and local levels ... The state's needs for increasingly­
detailed repo~ts on all courts within the state court structure are 
sati%fied. Local trial and appellate court needs fot' operational 
and management: reports pertaining to their respective courts are 
also satisfied. While the reporting needs encompass both the state 
and local levels, the sources of most data are the individual tr1al 
and appellate courts. This mean8 that local data used to produce 
state...,level management and'planning reports,as well as local trial 
and appellate court operational and management reports must be 
reco:r;ded accurately, efficiently, and as timelY"as possible. 

A major consideration in systems design, therefore, i8 how 
to get locally entet;eddata to the stat~ level to generate the 
needed reports. If only caseload analysis is being condbcted for 
these reports , oniy' g~itim,nary information need be sent to the state 
level. On the other hand, other types of analyses require that 

94 

\ 
\. 

,> 

, I 

detailed data on individual cases be sent to the state. Therefore, 
the level of analysis, the type of information, and the accuracy and 
completenes.s of management reports desired will, in large part, 
determine whether a summary reporting or a case-by-case reporting 
syst7~ is needed ..1::0 collect .and report case-related data. Likewise, 
the de~ire for timely, up-co-date operational and delay assessment 
data will dictate the need for more advanced case-by-casecollecting 
procedures or on-line systems. 

These analytical needs, alonK with the related communication 
costs" also dete;:mine the extent of the data stored at the state 
level. Assuming -an automated case managment capability at the local. 
level, the basic questions are as follows: Is it more efficient and 
cheaper to periodically send all local data to the state-level 
compute;: where ,thenee~el data could be extracted and manipulated 
for all localities statewide? Or is it more efficient and cheaper 
to periodically perform the data extraction at each location and 
then send this lesser amo~unt of data to the state-'level computer? 
There ar~ many variations on this scenario if less than full 
automation exists at the iocal level. A second question results 
from the answer to the:::::J?irs t: how bes t to send the required data to 
the state level~-manually on forms pr electronically using remote 
terminals--and how best to enter and process the data on the 

,state-level computer?2 . 

Obstacles to change 

Change does not occur automatically simply because a court 
manager realizes that more management information is needed. 
Ine:t~a is inherent in all organizations, large or small, and some 
res1stance to even the best of ideas is inevitable. Resistance to 
changing a court IS cas.e-related information system can come from 
many qifferent quarters, especially if aut"bmation is involved. 
C~ange.can 'legitim~tely be opposed on the basis of human, legal, 
~,1nanc1al, manager1al, or political arguments, as well as on the 
argument that automation is costly, unproven, and unnecessary. Each 
argument must be anticipated and addressed as it occurs. 

Human considerations. Otganizattional support .and assistance 
ill defining needs and goals must ,J>e solicited not only from top 
lllanagement, but. also from all !orking-level personnel of the system. 
In a court env1ronment, the people involved with the system include" 
those clerical perso{lnel in various types of courts and in the court 
administrative offices who supply data to the system. Also included 

2For detailed informati~n onUautomating an information system see 
State Judicial Information Systems Project, Automated Informa~ion 
Sys;~ems: Planning and Implementation Guidelines (Williamsburg, Va.: 
Natl.onal Center for ,State Cour0s, 1~83). '; 

~5 

": J 
r 
" r 

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



~~~U4~-----'---J~Tr~--~;--------------~--~~g 

-----.--j[---.----~=--.~=.=~~~~~------
) [\ 

are s4tem users such a8. court clerks, judges and justices, local 
court 'knd administrative office management personnel, ana any others 
who use\~ystem reports (e.g., justice~;,"of the peace, quasi-judicial 
officers). All of these should be irttegrated into a users group, 
which is involved not only in planning the system, but also in 
implementing, monitoring, and evaluating it. 
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Additional involved groups may include state judicial 
officials, who may be users of some of the system outputs, state 
legis lators and planners, who may fund and approve the ,\3ystem; and 
executive branch personnel, who may run the sysl:'e~ on their computer 
or whose systems may interface with the court's system. A major 
f'actor in gaining the support of the disparate people and groups who 
are involved in the system is ,to have continuing contact with them 
thrQughout the development process. This liaison should be followed 
by periodic contact when the system becomes operationa1.' 

Continuing contact will accomplish two things: First, it 
will permit a thorough appraisal of what those involved,with the 
system want it to accomplish; second, it will permit them to be 
apprised of what computers in general and the system in particular 
can and cannot accomplish. This will promote mutual understanding 
an:::'.' minimize the chance of surprises and disappointments when the 
system becomes operational. 

Legal considerations. Some changes to case management 
systems may require new"court rules and procedures or they may even 
require legislative changes. ,~his is ecpecially' true when a 
state-level system that will be an automated case-by-case system is 
superimposed over an old summary system that required only summary 
inventory data from local courts. 

c 

Any(<..need for new court rules or legislative reporting 
requirementi-1mus t be recognized during the planning process and 
included in the implementation plan. 

Financial considerations. A logical first question asked of 
those who 'propose any change is whether the benefits to be gained by 
the change outweigh the c,ost of making it. For example, if some 
recolll1llended data elements are not currentl'}T being collected, the 
cost of collecting the new data elements must be considered. In 
addition, new reporting " forms and procedures manuals will have to be, 
designed and printed, staff must be informed of the changes, "and 
data auditing procedures must be modified. In automated systems, 
there will also be the cost of writing and testing new comp'uter 
programs. If the changes require a swit~h from a manual sy~tem to 
a:a automated system, costs will be significant. Unless the benefits I) 

anticipated o,utweigh the costs, the procedures should not be add0d. 
One way to ,oft,set the" cost of change is t~J'minimize the financid 
impact of th~ change by consolid'atingoreliminating from the 
current reporting system data e!ements a9-d collection procedures 
that are of limited value. .. I 
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Calculations of the costs and benefits inherent in changing 
procedurel'l is notL easy. It may be difficult to set an exact dollar 
value £or somb of the costs involved, and it may be impossible to 
evalulte some of t-he anticipated benefits in terms of dollars. 3 
Thelc iggest gains from the changes may be inc"reased productivity and 
bett'~r utilization of court resources. Setting all the anticipated 
costs and benefits down on paper helps court managers realize the 
imj,>act of the changes that are proposed and decide how much change 
to implement and where to stop. 

Any information system must be planned in accqrdance with 
the amount of funding that will be available and the time period 
over which this funding will be available. Plans for funding must 
be coordinated among various funding,sources (e.g., state, local, 
federal) so that adequate funding is available throughout t~e system 
life span. If there is no reasonable assurance that the funds 
necessary to implement and run a system will be available when they 
~re needed throughout the life span of the system, then there is 
:·tittle point in proceeding beyon,d the preliminary analytical tasks. 
The prospect of an initial grant to cover front-end and 
implementation costs is not enough. Any cost-benefit analysis 
should examine expenses over the span of years that automated 
equipment can be e:cpected to operate, and the planning process 
should assess the costs and ability of the court to keep any 
,information system operating indefinitely. 

Managerial considerations. Any significant change in a 
court's case management information system requires manager~al time 
to plan, design, implement, and control. Training personnel on how 
to use the new system requires managerial skill, financial 
resources, and time. Supervising the preparation of new procedural 

"manuals, meeting with user groups, determining information needs, 
and monitoring system testing similarly require managerial effort. 
In addit'i.on, if the change crosses organizational line,s, managerial 
time and expertise become mandatory. 

During the design phase of' any major case management 
information syst~m effort, the cost "of these additional burdens must 
be weighed to determine whether the expected benefits outweigh the 
costs. Drastic changes can destroy the ~onfidence of the users of 
the system if management does not have time to coot:;dinate,the change 
and communicate the value of the 'change. If these managerial 

o 

3The .National Center has publ;shed an. extensive manual on 
cost-benefit analysis for the courts in State Judicial Information 
Systems Cost-Benefit Methodolo for Evaluation of S'tate Judicial 
Informafion Sys~emsWilliamsburg, Va.:,National Center for State 
Courts, 1979), and has also outlined a cos~~benefit appro~ch to 
follow in implementing an automated system('in Automated Information 
Systems, cited in Footncfte 1." . 
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considerations are forgotten or underemphasized, system failure is 
all but assured. 

i PoU tical considerations. As discussed at the beginning of 
this section, during the design of any proposed development or 
change to a case management information system, it is important too' 
involve all users of the sy~tem in the effort. Political 
considerations affect funding, support, and cooperation. Within the 
judicial branch,'administrative responsibilities may be divided 
among chief and presiding judges, the state court administrator and 
his office staff, trial court administrators, and clerks of court. 
Change may require the cooperation of persons 'not directly under the 
authority of the court. For example, in those states where the 
clerk of the trial court is an elected official, more ,coordination 
may be 'needed to obtain the support and cooperation of the clerk 
than might be required in those places where the clerk is an 
appointed court employee'. This is equally true when working with 
the local bar, district attorney, or juvenile authorities. 

(' 

Another political consideiation is that better, more 
accurate, and timely information on the operation of the court may 
make legislative and executive agencies reconsider the effects of 
their actions or policies on the activities or policies of the 
court. To be most useful, court statistics should be available when 
the 1egi;;lature is discussing court budgets and legislation 
affectin'g courts, It is' all too easy for a legislature to institu'te 
a policy (on restitution to be paid victims of crime, for example) 
without considering the effect. on the workload of the court clerk's 
office. 

»- ' " Court m9nagers should also consider the effects of a change 
to their info~ation system.on other governmental agencies' needs 
and on the public at large. A change in the data elementUs collected 
may affect not only the judicial branch of government but other 

,governmental agencies as well. For example, the courts may be a ,­
source of information to police, prosecutors, or the department of 
motor vehicles. Some data elements may need to be retained, not 
beCause they are essential to court:Dmanagement but because they meet 
the needs of other agencies. " 

Automation considerations. Two major problems are inherent 
in automating local court operations and state-level management and 
administration. 

First, the development and implementation of a full local 
case management information system can require a year or more, while 
a statewide system can require three or more years. The development 
of the various modules (appellate, criminal, civil, traffic, 
juvenile, resources) will, be uneven and the order in which theyc are 
implementea will have to be carefully planned., In the transition 
stages, ~~ents of two information systems will be operating. 
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Priorities'should be carefully thought out and based on operational 
and management needs. 

The second major problem in automation is the possibility 
that the computer may not solve the problems associated with the 
manual system. This kind of problem has several manifestations: 

. ~. Continued manua~ records/redundant data recording. The 
dup11cat10n of effort result1ng from capturing data both manually 
and on a computer is very common. A number of human factors foster 
a perpetuation of manual systems, including resistance to chan!l'e . f <=> , 
m1st;rust 0 automated records, or a, general perception that the 
automated system does not satisfy the needs of the court. 

2. Inflexibility in accommodating change. A common 
problem of automated systems has been difficulty in adapting to 
small changes in information requirements. The current genera'tion 
of computer equipment is meeting this problem with generalized 
repor~ writers, sy~te~ gen:rators, structural programming 
techn1ques, data d1ct10nar1es" and data base management systems. 

3. Erroneous dat'a. Data accuracy is a universal problem 
in all informatfbn systems. Automated systems accentuate the 
problem because of their analytical and report generation 
capabilities. Special data edit techniques ar~ needed to check 
numerical, alphabetical, size, or length characteristics. 
Particular care must be taken in data entry. 

4. P()or system design. The ability of computer hardware 
to do reliably what it haS been programmed to do has never been a 
significant ~roblem througho~t the ~ears. However, though 'computer 
technology (:t.e., the hardware and 1tS performance) has fulfilled 
and exceeded early expectations, the methodology (i.e., the people 
ski~ls and the software) ~or ustng the hardware ha~ often lagged 
beh1nd. These areas requ1re careful and constant attention both in 
planning and implementation. " ' 

\\ 

As an overview to computer systems methodology, the 
checklist shown in Figure 18, if followed, would provide the courts 
~it~ a road map for successfully recognizing most EDP problems. It II 

1S 1mportant to remember that there is no simple pat formu,la or rule 
for dealing with all the, humall , legal, financial, manageri'~l and 
po1i~ical consideratrons. In order to avoid as many problem; as 
poss1ble and to reduce the remaining ones to manageable size 
adequate time' and preparation mus t be devoted to ensuring su~cessful i'i 

change. If the change is significant or inV9lves automation, a 
short- and long-te~mmaster plan should be developed, users groups 
fO,rmed, cost-benef,1t analyses performed, and general concurrence and 
support ~btained before proceeding. Above all, t;:op man:l:igement 
support 1S mandato~y. 
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Figure 18: Checklist for avoiding court data processing problems 

o Enlist managerial support before and during the entire proje'ct~ Failureto 
involve mariagement has repeatedly been a major cause, of mediocre computer 
operations. 

I) 

,. 
o Establish quantifiable goals and objectives. 

o Engage fully qualified systems people to perform the cou'rt/EDP study. 
c.' Ij 

o Fully isolate and" analyze the recordkeeping and decision making needs of the 
court. 

o Adapt the computer system to the needs of the court, instead of modifying the 
needs of the co~rt to the computer system. 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

,;. 

Design the system in modules' if possible. In this way some of the system may 
become operationa; sooner. " 

Recognize the limitations of computers. Compromises between what is ideal 
for the court and ~hat is attainable with the computet must often be made. 

Recognize that not all court applications belong on a computer. 

Penetrate the "blue sky" optimism of vendors; quel'!tion any unreasonable or 
undocumented promises. 

Establish criteria for acquiring a system and fo~low a logical meth9dology in 
the selection of an EDP "system to meet tlJ,e court needs. 

Select the system through a competitive bidding process. 
,\ 

o Establish a project management function to ~omplete the computer " 

0 

9 .' 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

implementation on time, with the budget allocated, and with an acceptable end 
product. '>; 

'14 
Provide backup procedures in case of emergencies. (1/ 

(I 

Document the system' so that modifications can be made easily. 

Keep management }nformed of any problems which may affect the successful 
completion of the project. 

Review the sys.tem to determine if it meets the design specificati,ons. 

Utilize performance measuring tools to imprpve operations. 
,) 

Reevaluate~the" system on a continuing basis. 

Be aware of any new technologies or r.1ethodologies which could improye the 
system. 'V'. 

~1 " 

Source: National Center for State qourts, Data Processing and the Courts 
Reference nManual, Court Equipment Analysis Project, September 1917; 
p. 1-18, Figure 1.2~ (! 
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Chapter VI 

,1, 

Guidelines for the chapters that follow, 
and their relattonship to the discussion in Part I 

I.~ 

Application of discussion in Part I to Part II 

Chapter IIr in Part I discussed the management uses of court 
, informa,tion system data, follow~d in Chapter IV by a presentation of 

model data elements and collection procedures. 

Figure 19 on the next page is a'bridge between Part I ,and 
Part II of this manual in that it shows the relationship" between the 
management uses and data sets and the model output reports that 
comprise the bulk of "Part II. 

Data an~lysis is, of course, the process that turns raw data 
into useful output ~epotts for management purposes. Although each 
model output report in Part II is preceded by a face sheet that 
discusses the procedure for manipulating the data to produce the 
output report, it may be useful here to summarize in general terms '0 ,) 

some conceptual approa~hes to data apalysis. 

" Figure 19 summarizes' the purpose of creating the broad 
output report categorie~, that will be found in Part II. 

Figure 20 lists and briefly describes the major data 
analysis techniques which were discussed earlier in Chapter III, 
specific examp,es of wIfich will be discussed 011 the face shei:!ts of 
the appropriat~ models in Part II. 

I)' 

~igure 21 outlines the COIlDIlon methods 6f data presentation. 
Most of t,he model. outputrep~rts appear in Part II as tables, 'but 
each of them could also be presen~ed in chart 9r graph form. In 
many instances, such a presentation 'would have far more visual 
impact than the tables presented here. The data in the tables, 
however, are essential to "the preparation 0,£ a Chart' or graph, and 
the tables are the first step in preparing data presentation for 

(\ 

, 
, ! 

) whatever purpose the court h,~s ", in mind. ' The method of data 
presentation will vary accordi~g to the managerrent use, an.d careful 
thought should be given to t~~most e,ffective: data display for the 
particular purpose. The quantity of data presented in 'each 'output 
report also requires c0areful consideration. Data from several of 
the output reports that follow can be combined and dispiayed in a 
wide variety of ways. The data chosen should support the management 
purpose of the report, but care should be,taken not f:O overwhelm the 
viewer with more information than he needs ,or to confuse him wi,th 
J;Ilore information t;han" can be visually absorbed. 
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Figure 19: Purpose of data analysis 

General 
report 
categories 

Caseload 
') 

inventory 
reports 

Ana­
",J.ytica1 
level 

1 

Resource 1, 2, 3' 
allo~at:i.onD 
reports 

Caseflow 
1< management 

reports 

Exception 
reports 

2 

1, 2 

Performance Is 2; 3 
indicators 

Performan~e 2, 3 
evalua'tion 

Workload 
analysis 

o 

Unit cost 
reports 
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., " 

o 0 

2, 3 

1, 2, 3 

," 

Trial 
court 
models: 
Part II 

7-,19 ' 

7-19 

" Appellate 
court 
models: 
Part" II 

32-40 

20-27 ' () 41-45 

!} 

25, 27 " 45 

7-27 ,32-45 

20-27 41-45 

41-45 

, ' 

AOC 
examples in 
Appendix D 

1-6 ;( 
12-15f'rl 
17-30 

1-39 

.7-11 
31:"35 

" 

Comments 
(; 

Most common. e.aseload report. Reflects number of cases 
filed and disposed; also often includes beginning and 
end pendings and percent growth in inventory categories. 

,:\ 

,Specialty 
(clerical 
are being 

reports used" to show that, scarce resources 
personnel, judges, courtrooms, jurors, etc.) 
us~d . to maximum capacity and for least cost. 

Used to measure "the pace of litigation. Shows individual 
case status and age that can 'be compared to pre-determined 
stan.dards to indicate success or weakness of the caseflo~) 

. management system. 

13-'lp 
18, 24 
25, 27 

36-39 

'0 

Created to "indicate when individual cases are not bei.ng 
processed within normal tiJue intervals or processing 
standards; most commonly used with c~imihal speedy trial 
rules. 

Indicators used to show numbers of cases pending, filed, 
di!?posed on a per-court, per-clerical employee, or per-judge 
bdsis over a given period ,of time. 

Used" to evaluat,e personnel performance based on performance 
measurement, such as case backlog or case sta,tus, number of 
cases processed, etc. 

" Specialized reports that show th~ number of cases that are 
affected by 'specific activities, such as continuance reports, 
arraignment lis ts, offense arfalysis,' ;monthly d:(sposi tion 
reports, jury trials" etc. 

Q 

Special ty reports used for budgeting that as timate unit cos ts 
,of civil filings" criminal dispositions, etoc. 
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Figure'20: Data analysis ,techniques 
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1, .. 2!, 6, 7 
" 10, ).2, 14, 

15", 18, 31, 
32, 34, 35 
39 I) 

13, 16, 36 
38 

33,,35 

11 

{) 

The most hasic computation of number of cases pending 
at th'e, beginning 'of a reporting period; number of new 
cases 'filed, number of cases dispo~ed, number of cases 

" pending, at the end of the reporting period. 

Percentage computation of the historical rate of change of 
case volumes of some other unit of case activity over a 
au sp~cified period Of time, usually five or inore years to 
eatablish mean,ingful projefrtions. 

',:,f". '.' ", 

Data description measut;es" includin,g m,ean, median, mode, , 
ranking, and percentage computations ar~commonly used 
'in analysis of caseload or workload per judge or per court. 

~ 

,,' 
A statistiqal technique used to mel;lsure the reIa,tion among 
variables. ,Can b~ used to study relation, of caseload 0 

activity to increal3,es in population, etc." 

Data dispersion measures, ~u:ch as intervals,'rangei'/, and 
standard deviation', are used to predict pos'sible,,'variances 
in future caseload activity~' 

Percentage computation using historical time series trend 
analysis to project future growth rate's through ext;rapo­
lation. 

A statistical technique used to. project future patterns 
such, as growth incaseloads based oem past patterns of 
act£;'ity. A much",moreuaccufate technique than simple 
extrapolation. 
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Figure 21: Methods of data presentation 
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Cte]:nments 

Used where large amoun,ts of raw data are displayed 
\ indUferentcategories or sub,categorie~.~' Most commonly 

used .in annual and monthly reports 6f case data to show 
basic filil;l,.g, dispositipn, and pending inventories of 
civil, criminal, traffic, and juvenile cases per court 
unite. 

A,; graph thatQ uses bars to depict the way two variables 
.\ 

ar~ r~lated. When a histogram is applied to a frequency 
dastribut:ton of case10ad data, y~'ar data is usually 
depicted, with volume data. '~, 

" ill 

~ 

., A graph that shows the" Fe1atio~lf;;'hip of two variables 
along a horizontal aruta vertical 'axis by means of points 
and."connected line.s. Usually applied to vol\lme statis-.,· 
'tics, growth rates, aI¥i season~l analysis,. 

~ 

C:i,r.cles are often used to show the size rel~l~iortship of 
competing va;riables for 100% of the available;. r,esources. 
Usually used':i.nunit cost computations and,ror showing 
graphically ,the dHferences in' types of cases by vQ1ume. 
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Guidelines to Part II 

Forty-seven 1Ilodels of input forms and output reports are 
presented in Chapters VII, Vtl:I, and IX. The model output reports 
are examples of the kinds of data presentation and analysis that are 
needed for management purposes. The "model input forms are suggested 
ways of collecting the data needed to prepare the model output 
reports. 

The models for trial courts are contained in Chapter VII: 6 
i!lput forms (2 manual, ~. batch automated, and lon-line automated), 
and 21 output reports. 'Chapter VIII contains the models for" 
appellate courts: 4 model input forms (1 manual, 2 batch automated, 
and lon-line automated), and '14 model output reports. Chapter IX 
discusses the uses of the data received from the trial courts and 
appellate courts by the state admini£l,trative office, offer,s two 
additional model output reports, and refers to 39 examples of output 
reports from jurisdictions across the country (found in Appendix 
D). Chapter X contains a brief description of workload analysis. 

Data elements • All "of the models use the model data 
elements discuss,ed and presented in three levels of complexity in 
Chapter IV. "In order to avoid duplicating models, an intermediate 
set of data eJ.ements was chos~,n to appear in the models. Where 
possible, the minimum set of data elements also appears in 
boldface. Only one major case type (civil, criminal, traffic, or 
juvenile) appears on e~ch input form, and each major case type is 
used in turn in the fifled-in eJtamp1es. In practice, a "courtwou1d" 
use a separate form for each major case type. ' 

j;" 

The incr-;ase in complexity of the dat~i'sets (from minimum to 
intermediate to ma~imum) results by and 'large from the G-ddition of 
subheadings to the minimum data elements, and the addition of 
subheadings und~r the subheadings to form the maximum level set. 
One can do ,:'all of the stat;;istical analyses conta'ined in the model 
output reports using only the minimum data elements. The, 
information obtained' will not be as useful with minimum case 
types--civil,criminal, traffic, juvenile--as would an analysis of 
caseioad based on the various case types' found as' subheadings in the 
intermedia,te set of data elements because one does not know with the 
minim~m data elements what proportion of the caseload consists of 
time-:-consuming and complex, case types. 

" ~,ace sheets. Each model in Chapters VII, VIII, and IX is 
preceded by a face sheet to explain the model. The face sheets for 
th~ model input forms display the following h~adings: 

• {J 

, DATA COLLECTIONME'l:HOD: 
. autoJD,ated) 

(manual, batch automated, on;;"line 

onDESCRIP'IION: (of ehe model and its various versions) 
--:"",~" =~;;;;.;.;;;.;. 

o 
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(I 

PROCEDURE: (for filling in 'the input form) 

DATA SETS CAPTURED: (case types, case inventory, manner of 
disposition, events in case processing) 

COMMENTS: (relevant to th~ form but n~,t appropriate to, 
description or procedure) 

t") ADVANTAGES: (of using this particular form and data collection 
method) 

DISADVANTAGES: (af using this particular form and data 
collection m~thod) ~ 

PROVIDES DATA FOR MODEL OUTPUT REPORTS: (by number and subject) 

The face sheets for the model output r.eportsdispl::!y the following 
headings: 

PURPOSE: (of the output report fox;: management uses) 

DESCRIPTION: (of what is needed to prepare the 'output report) 

DATA SETS REQUIRED: (case types ,case inventory, manner of 
disposition, events in case processing) 

COMHENTS: (on what the analysis indicates) 

AllDITIONAL ANALYSIS: (using the same data, but avoiding the 
jc-,: inclusion of additional modelS that ,are sim, ply extensiort's of 

["r\" 
\j this particular output report)' 

these headings serve not only to explain the model itself and 
elaborate on the purpos~s it can serve but also to relate the model 
input fOrnls to the model output r,eports., 

Analytical levels. Four data sets are included in the 
case-related model data elements: case types s case inventory, 
manner of disposition, and events in case processing. The fourth, 
events in' case processing, can be broken d'own into two subsets: 'I"' c I, 

,filing a~-ti dispos'ition, and additional eventsincaseprocess~n:g. 
(,.~j <; 

The logical progression in building a data base of , 
case-related stathtics is to start with C:!;lse types, compile~case 
inventory, add manner of disposition: data next, and proceed to 
events in case processing as data collection methods become more 
soph;i.sticated,. , The same logical progression in the output reports 
that can be pr8duced with each of these data sets is followed in the 

II .' -' .', .' \:': 

presentat10n of the model:s.Data on case types csn be,used to do 
ca~eload inventory analysis, trend analysis, and projections based 

108 
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~ ..... , 
l' 

o~ tre~d,analysis. Manner-of-disposition data 
d1spos1tl.on analyses as well as trend anals' 
on trend analysis. " " y 1S 

permit manner of 
and projections b~sed 

disPositi~~ !!~:~_~:b::~e~!a;;e~:sainlcase processing--filiIlg and 
and disposed. Additional eve t ,na yze age of,cases, both pending 
display the status of pendingnc:s~: c:~ep~~;:esS1ng ~r7 needed to 
and to do trend analysis of caseflo;. re exceptl.on reports, 

This progressive relationship between data 
.... eports is displayeu graphically for t ' 1 ,sets and output 
the beginning of Chap'l:,er VII d f r1a courts 1n Figure 22 a,t 

h " " '.. ,an or appellate courts in F' 4 a~ t e beg1nn1ng of Chapter VIII. Both of these cha t 19ure 2 
wl.th Chapter IX on tP2 state adlilinistrative off' p ers, along 
mode'! output reports in this o~der which is ' J_C~, present the 

~!~~~:::~a~!o~h~!t!~e I~~alytical l~vels of; da~~m~orl:~~~~:r first 
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CJlapter VII 

Model trial court data collection (input) forms 
and management (output) reports 

3-[ 

" The quality of the analysis in a court's management reports 
depends on the clear definition of the management "functions to be 
performed and the qua~ity of the data on which they are based, as 
described in Chapter III. Figure 22 following demonstrates the 
relationship between the output reports that appear in Section 2 and 
3 of this chapter and th~ data sets found in the model input forms. 
in Section 1 below. 

Section 1. Procedures for collecting trial court cas~-related data 

This section focuses on the collection of case-related 
statistics to meet the inbernal management needs of trial courts. 
As will be seen later, many of these collection procedures are the 
same as those that ,are used in the compilation of state;..tevel 
statistics. In order for the.se procedures to be effective, they 
must be accompanied by clear instruction manuals, which include data 
elements and definitiorLs, instructions for making corrections, and 
~lili. ' 

There are three data collection procedures from'which courts 
may choose in reporting most case types. (Uncontested traffic 
cases, and possibly small claims, will be handled differently from 
the rest of the caseload', and will have their own particular 
procedures.) 

'I. Manual: 
a. Tally sheets (Model 1) 
o. Filing and disposition card,a (Model 2) 

2. Batch automated: 
a. Log sheets (Model 3) 

" 0 

b. Multi-part report of case filing and d~s,position 
(Model 4) 

c. Multi-part report: 'of" case events (Mod,.f!l 5) 

3. On ... line automated: 
a. On-line data entry screens (Model 6)(j 

Each of these qata collection: formE? r'equires the insertion 
""""jf the appropriate sets of dat,a elements. All. o£them require case 

types and manner of ·disposition data elements. Models 5 art~ 6 c " 

require in addition t:q,e event~ in case PFocessing~ . 
• > 
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Figure 22: Relationship of data sets collected to output reports that can be produced--TRIAL COURTS 

TRIAL COURT CASELOAD MANAGEMENT REPORTS,. 

Caseload inventory analysis 
OUtput pepopts 7-103 13 

Manner Of c:lisposition analysis 
output r~po!'ts 11-12 . 

Trend analysis 
output pepopts 14-18 

Ii 

Projections based on t:t:eIld analysis 
Output pepopt 19 G 

TRIAL COURT CASEFLOW MANAGEMENT REPOR:~S 

Age of ca$eS (pending and disposed) " 
'OUtput pepopts 20:22 

Statu's of cases 
OUtput peports23-24 

Exception reports 
OUtputpepopt$ 253 , 27 

Time intervru.s betwe~n events 
{Jutput pepopt 26 . '" 

Ca~e 
types 

.. Input 
foPms 1-6 

, , 
* I 
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Case 
·:i.Iiven­
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Input' 
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Everitsin case processing 
Filing and Additional 
disposition events 
Input Input 
forms 2-6 forms 2-6 
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*The broken check indicates,' that the analysis can be done without that particular data set, but 
the quality of the analysis will be im..prQ;V'ed, by h(;lvin~ that information. .; 
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All of the sets of data! elements have not been d:e:-splayed on 
tHe models in order to avoid presenting 'four different copies of 
each model--civil c~ses, criminal cases, traffic cases, and"juvenile 
cases." A court would ordinarily ,have a collection form for each of 
these case :'categories. A filled-in, example for one' major case type 
now appei9.rs below each model. 

For your convenience, the intermediate sets "of data elements 
for the' four major trial court case types and trial court manner of 
disposition are given below. The minimum and maximum levels were 
presented in Chapter IV. 

Civil case types 
Tort 
Contract;;?! 
Real prJ6perty rights 
Small claims 
Domestic relations 
Mental health 
Estate 
Appeal 

;' Extraordinary writ 
Postconviction remedy 
Other ch.il 

Criminal case types 
Felony 

('\ Misdemeanor 
Ordinance (non-traffic) 

violation 
Preliminary hearing (limited 

jurisdiction court only) 
Appeal 
Extraordinary writ 
Postconvict;ion remedy 
Sentence review only , 
Other criminal 

nail forfeiture 
Other manner of disposition 

Traffic case types 
" DWI/DUI 

Moying traffic violation-­
contested C 

,uncontested 
Earking violation-­

contested 
uncontested 

Other traffic violation--
contested 
uncontested 

C', 

Civil case manner of disposition 
Jury trial 
Non-jury trial 
Uncontested/default 
Dis~issed/withdrawn/settled 

(before trial) 
Transferred (before/during ~rial) 
Arbitration /,? 

Other manner of;{;aisposition 
'/ ' 

/1 
/, 
(/ 

Criminal case manner of disposition 
Jury trial 
, ,Conviction 

,Acquittal 
N9n-jury .trial 
,( Conviction 

/ Ac'quittal, 
NDismissed/nolle prosequi (before 

(, trial) 
Transferred 
~ilty plea 

. Diverted 

(before/during trial) 
(before trial) ,- '.i 

Traffic case manner of disposition 
Jury trial 
Non-jury trial 
Dismissed/nolle prosequi (before 

trial 
Transferred (before/during trial) 
,Guilty plea (before trial) 
Diverted 

'Bail ~1~rfeiture 
Uncontested fille pai'd" , 
Other manner of disposition 

0" 

~--" 

! ~, 

o 



as 

i 

': 

• Iii 

Juvenile case types' Juvenile manner of disposition 
Petition. denied" , ' oCriminal-type offender 

. Petition withdravm 
Matter dismissed 

Status off~.nder 0 

Non-offender" 
Other juvenile matter Transferred (waived) to adult 

court 
Transferred to other jurisdiction 
Diverted 
Petition granted (adjudication 

'i\hearing) " " 
Otfter manner of disposition 

Each col,lect.ion procedure, along with the model forms used 
to collect the data, wili be explained in moreodetail in. the face 
sheet accompanying each form. Each court must decide whl.ch 
technique is most appropriate for certain types of S!flses (depending 
on case volume or"on time spent in processing, fqr"example) or for 
the specific jurisdiction (traffic cases, for example,,! ~ay be 
processed very differently from the rest of the caselo!~d). In 
states with a two-tier trial COUl:',t structure, the inpl.i't forms 'and 
output reports will need to be adapted to be suitable for both, 
levels. Preliminary hearings in a limited jurisdiction cGurt, for 

,example, are", a case type:."w~ile in a general jurisdiction court,\ they 
are only an event in criminai' ,case processing. :, 
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Trial Court ModeJ Input Form 1: Daily case filing and disposition tally sheet 

DATA COLLECTION METHOD ~ Manual" 

" 
PURPOSE: To record e'8ch day the filing of each case at case initiation and 
the disposition at time of disposition for use in the preparation of summary 
s,l;atistics. 

A separate tally sheet is kept for civil cases, criminal cases, traffic 
cases, and juvenile cases. The heading of the tally sheet should indicate 
wh'ich of these categories is being tallied. 

DESCRIPTION: The tally sheet is designed to simplify manual data collection 
by checking the correct box under each case type and manner of disposition. 

PROCEDURE: Ali 'cases initiated or disposed each day are entered onto the same 
sheet. Additional sheets may be used if there are more cases than a single 
.sheet will hold. 

Each case is entered on a separate line. One case is entered on eacq line 
and the appropriate box under case type or manner of disposition is checked 
for each case. At the end of the day, the number of cases filed and disposed 
is counted and entered at the bottom of each page. The number of checks under 
each cas~ type and manner of disposition is also counted and the total for 
each ent~red at the bottom of each column. The grand total of cases filed and 
the tot,als for each type of filing are tabulated and entered on the final day 
of the reporting period. The total number of checks under the case type and 
manner of disposition should" equal the total number of cases on each page. By 
adding up the daily totals, weekly or monthly summary totals can be produced. 

DATA SETS 
CAPTURED': 

Case types (intermediate level. See Chapter IV for 
ml.nl.mum and maximum levels) 

Manner of disposition" (intermediate level) (; 

COMMENTS: Dai.1y case 'tally sheets assume different forms, but their basic 
functions remain the same. Civil, criminal, traffic, and juvenile case types 
are repQFted on separate forms "in order to reduce transcription errors. 

If c'ase volu'ke is high enough, this form is divided so that filings and 
dispositions are on two separate forms. 

n 

, 
ADVANTAGES: Summary data are available on a timely basis. 

,,' Inexpen'Hve in terms of materials used. 

DISADVANTAGES: Provides only sununaries of number of cases filed by case type 
and number of cases dispO's~d by mann~.r of disposition. 

No data on individu.al cases ,available for operational uses. 
No data are captured on the number of cases disposed by case type'or,on 

the manner of disposition by case type. ' 
Lax:g~,. margin for error in keeping tallies' ... Some cor",r'ectionmethod is 

needed. 

PROVIDES DATA FOR MODEL OUTPUT REPORTS 7-10--c~seload inventory analysis; 11 
and' 12--manner-of .... disposition analysil?; '17-19--trend analysis. 

. " 
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Trial Cour,tMo?i:H .,Input Form '1: Daily case filing and disposition tally sheet 

" 

DAILY CASE FILING AND DISPOSITION TALLY SHEET 

Name of~court. ________________________ ~{, __________ __ Page __ of __ _ 

1. 

2.\\ 

4. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

il(J· 

trotal' 

. c.' 

typ" 

.. .. .. 
.'tl 

.. 
co 

" <J 

'tl .. 
co 
o 
Q. 
II) .... 
'tl .. 
8 

Mannel' of dffipoSi1:ion 

'-' 
" .. 
" c ... " '" .... 

~. .. 
c 
c 
'" " 

Date. __ ~. __________________ _ 

... 
a 

I 

\) 

<) 

Filled;in example of Daily case filing and "disposition talty sheet 
,', 

DAILY CIVIL CASE ~LING AND DISPOSITION TALLY SHEET 

MADISON DISTRICT COURT 
I'"~, 

l'ag~--LOf 4- Date LWuJ lq~3 
,>~) \). ---

" " 
Case type Manner of disposi1:ion 

,~ >. , 
<Ii 'tl , .. .. ij' !! Ii " .c , co .. ., '''~ " co g ... " 'e .... " " " .. .. .... .... :> 

'tl 
.... 'tl ... .0,.., .... 

" 
.. 

'i:' " ... .. .c ° ~~ 0 
>. .. .c, 0 QJ '" 'tl ...... 
'-' " 'il .. ... ., .... , ... .. e 

.... 
" c " ~ ... co u ... 0 " 'tl :>.0 "gt1t:! ,:'C .. 0 

'tl .. ... .. C tI ... Cl. .. I .. .. , .... 
~ c ... .. '" '" QJ .... ... .:< ., '" ... I)] 1l,.., " c ... ... .. 0 .,.; <J .c '" > ... .... e- It. " 00 .. " .... ... " " u .... .. " <J " 'tl ." .. .. " '" " II) ... " c. ... ... .. ... 0 0 ' ..... 

" .. ., ........ ... ... " . 0 
, ... ... co .. .. co " u ... <II "i' " ...... " co ... .. .. c. .. .. .. ... ... QJ .. " QI . t: .. " ., ,., 0 1& ';i ;:1' " " ... .. co 

co . ," c .. 
~, " " .. oc. co .c 

~ " " u " ... i: .c .... 
8 {!. ,,8 QI a QJ " C. ". ,.,i! .. " 0 :5 ... ., .. .... ..'tl 

0:: :r: '" < '" 0 ..., z " ... < c 

1. Ve v' . 
V 

v 
" 2. V , , 

l) ,..; 
.. 

" 
3. " V 

4. V V , 
Q 

5. , V' I V ,i-

6. V V 

1. 1/' V 
" ...; ,') 

V 8. " 
" 

9. R V .v I 

100 V Q .J "-, . 
,,''-' 

, Total ,~ I ,.1 \ J." II \ 4- I \ \ ) I ! I I I " 

l;J 
I 

'0 
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Trial Court Model Input ~orm02: Filing and disposition cards 

DATA COLLECTION METHOD: Ma~ual/batch automated 
o 

PuRPOSE: To capture basi~ case-related data for the individual court at the 
time of filing and again at disposition. 

DESCRIPTION: The case tracking cards displayed are a three-part carbon set 
file card. Separate sets should be prepared .for d.vil cases, critf~nal cases, 
~raffic cases, and juvenile cases. The apprcpriate data sets for case type 
and manner of disposition, found at the beginning of thi~ section, should be 
inserted as indicated on the model. 

" PROCEDURE: The case initiation portion of the card set i~. completed when th.-a 
case is filed. The first card is placed in a card file by case type 0 

according to the month of filing. This permits tabula,tion of fif1.ng 
statistics by case type; the, number of cases filed can be counted at the end 
of the week or month. ~= , 

The second card. is separated from the first twoB,!=ld kept in an index 
file to track the case. As the case proceeds ,through the court, the second 
(9ispositi~n) .,card is fi~ed under each success'ive event heading in the index 
file. At disposition, this card is placed in~he disposition file according 
to the manner of disposition to ',serve as a record of dispositions'. (A 
photocopy of the card is sent at this time to the state administrative 
office.) Each~onth's dispositions are kepto'separate by type of disposition 
so that at the end of each month the total number of differ~nt types of 
dispositions can be counted. 

The third card is an itldexcard for an alphabetical re£eretnce file. 

DATA SETS 
CAPTURED: 

People indicators 
Case type {intermediate-level data elements} 
Manner of disposition (intermediate level) 
Events in ca.se processing (2--filing'and disposition) 

ADVANTAGES: Summary statistics can be prepared in a timely manner. 
Filing information is entered only once, reducing errors. 
Filing and disposition data available on individual c~ses, 

which permits analysis of age of cases pending and disposed. 
Individual cases can be manually tracked by arranging the cards 

in iridex: files and moving them as cases proceed through case processing. 
Summary statistics can be.-provided for stat'us of pending cases' by 

countingcard~ filed at each event. ' 
Inexpensive as £arcas materials used. 

" DISADVANTAGES: If case volume ,j.s laltge, the manual preparation and arranging 
of the index cards and "aggregation of dal:a become very time-consuming. 

PROVIDES DATA FOR OUTPUT REPORTS 7-l0--caseloa,d inventory analysis; 11 and 
12--manner-of-disposition analysis; l4-l8--trend analysis; 19--trend analysis' 
p,rojections; 20-22--age of cases. ,'J 

It,8 

-""-~+i,--~---'~-"-~"" 

f 

"\ 
\ 

o 

Trial Court Model Input Form 2: Filing and disposition cards 

,."\, FILING CARD " 
\1 

Date of filing Name of case . ' Case number 

Name of court 
" 

Judge 
G 

Type of filing ___ 
Original Remanded Reopened Transferred 

Gase tvoe: 
r---~nseit case type __ Insert case type 

., ~~nsert case type __ Insert case type 
~Ins~rt case type 0 __ Insert case eype 

DIS,POSITION CARD' 

Date of filing Name, of case Gase number 

Name of" court Judge 

Type of filmg , 
Original Remanded Reopened Transferred 

~~: . 'r 
~~nsert caseeyp~ __ Insert case type 
r---~nsert case type __ lns"rt case type 
~Insert case type __ Insert case type 

Manner of disposition: Date of dispos,ition 
~Insert appropriate \\~\ r----manner of disposition 
~ for case type " 

INDEX CARD 

~,--
Date of iilirlg Name cif case Gase numer 

Type of filmg 
Original Remanded Reopened Transferred 

. 

, 

-;,~ 

'.!:'e top section 0,£ all three cards 
is filled in simultaneously at time 
of filing by !Ueans of ,,,arbons 
between the cards • 

This card is detached and put in a 
filing index according to case type. 
All cases filed in r.hat reporting 
period would be in this index. 

This section is completed separately 
at case disposition and placed in a 
disposition file according to manner 
of disposition. 
A photocopy of the entire card is 
sent to the AOC. 

This card was completed at case 
filing. It is pUt into a card index 
alphbetically by case name, as a 
reference index for locating r.asee 
when the. case number is not known. 

Filled-in example of Filing and disposition cards 

CRI~UNAL CASE DISPOSITION CARD " 
2 AOl>iZ 1983 State VB KindeZton CR04833?2d 
Date of films Name of case Gase number 

Two-dim~nsional illustration of 
3-part filing and disposition cards: ,) 

Name of court Madison Distf.;.at COUPt Judge Holmes 

TypE of filing ___ X 
Orii;~al ~ Reopened Transferred 

Case type: 

.'~~': .. , ;,-" l 
~!elon~ __ Extraordinary writ 
I-Misdemeanor 

violation 
__ . Postconviction remedy 

\"1' 

I----0r!linance (nOll-traffic) __ Sent;en<;e review only 
r---Appeal from trial court __ 'Other "crimmal 

~, .. , ' .. " \ 
"'----". -:-.:.....,' '-' --,-~~ 

Manner of disposition: Date of disposition 23 ApriZ 83 
~Jury trial ~Dismissed/noll~ prosequi (before trial) 
~Conviction '" " Transferred (before/during trial) 
~Acquite!ll Guilty plea (before erial) 0 
,-Non-jury tdnl Diverted 
_Convictiol\ --nail forfeiture 
_AcqUittal . Other manner of disposition 
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Automated data capture. Automation of a local 'court's 
recordk~eping system requires somewhat different data collection 
procedures than are used in a manual ~ystem. 

Regardless of the type of data collection syste~~u~ed by the 
court, or the data's ultimate destination and use, the sources of the 
data ~lements are the same: the summons, complaint" indictment, 
answer, court minute, notice of motion, order, judgment, etc. To 
prepare case-related data for batch entry, clerks record filing and 
disposition data onto 9aily tally o,r log sheets or cards or on 
multi-part statistical 'forms (see Model Forms 3-5). 

In many automated systems the entire case history is entered 
directly into the computer's memory from some source document. The 
data required for the caseflow management data base can be extracted 
electronically from the automated operationa,!. management, i't1.forma:'don 
ilYstem. With on-line systems all pertinent data on the case are 
/I/ntered interactively into the operational data base (Model 6). 
~i'his is done at case filing and again whenever.. selected subsequent 
events occur. Separate screens on the data entry terminal are 
designed to capture data that describe different events. Once in 
the computer, the data may be tabulated a,ndanalyzed to construct 
statistical reports. 

Each of the following data collection forms requires the 
insertion of the appropriate sets of data elements. All of them 
require case types and manner-of-disposition data elements (wb,ich 
are displayed at the beginn,ing~';f this section). Models 5 and 6 
require in ad4ition the importJi~t events in case processing. 

These sets of data elements have not been displayed on the 
models in order to avoid presenting four different sets for each 
model--civil cases, criminal cases, traffic case, and juvenil~;\ 
cases. Instead, a filled-in example for one major case type appears, 
below the model. 

For your convenience, the intermediate-level data elements 
for events in case processing are given below. The minimum and 
maximum data elements were presented in Chapter IV. 

civil cases 

Date of filing 
Date first answer filed 
Date of first pretrial 

conference 
First scheduled trial 

date 
Date trial commenced 
Date of disposition 

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

Criminal cases and 
contested traffic cases 

Date of filing of 
complaint 

Date of indictment (or 
information) 

Firsi scheduled trial 
date 

Dcilte trial commenced 
Date of dispd~ition 

() 

120 

Juvenile cases 

Date petition filed 
Date of hearing 
Date of hea:ting 
Date of adjudica-

tion/d\~sposition 
hearing, 1 

/ 

= 

o 

C\ 

! 
! 
( 

.. .~_ .... ~'- ~, ,_ .~."~ ___ ~ __ ~" ...... ~==""",,,,,o...,-,..;t"""""''''''''''''''''''''-'''~''''''-'''' _.;U=-'~"""~"~":~~'>1,=""../~-'---="'~lll;"",,""" ;#:;'n""_-:C~~'_~·"~'r.;<-<..",~ >-,_._, 

<} 

~~ In a local court management information system, the 
preparation of summary stad.stics, both for internal local <Jourt 
management as well as for reporting to the state-level 
administrative office, should be a by-product of the automa:ed 
system; there should be no need for separate manual collectl.on of 
local court statistics to be tabu13ted and sent to the state-level, 
administrative office. (A more complet,\! discussion of automated 

C\ information systems was given in Chapter V.) 
\\ \1 ,J 

~,' 

fJ'J;",.!:;;.;:::t:.<~_ ..... ,--:::=-~~"","-... J!:!:.::t:..~~'":'t·:::;S'~""'-.. ;;:::;:;;::~!·';-.,.." .... ·...-·j 
c 

o 

o 



(I 

Trial Gourt Model Input Form 3A: Gase.f'iHng log sheet 

DATA COLLECTION METHOD: Batch data entry. (This "log could also be used for 
th~ manual collection of data on individual cases by courts wher,~ the case :1' 

volume is not too 1arg:e.) 

PURPOSE: To capture basic case-related data on individual civil cases at 
filing or case initiation for later entry into an automated information system. 

DESCRIPTION: This log sheet is designed to collect data for a 
batch automated r~porting system and serves as the input medium to the 
au'tomated sys'tem. Separate filing and disposition log sheets are used for 
each different case type in ord.er to avoid errors in entering data. 

The time period for completing this form. should be specified by the court 
and will" depend on case volume. The actual data should be entered as close to 
the occurrence as possible as part of regular daily court routine. 

DATA SETS People~ndicators 
CAPTURED: Case types (intermediate level) 

Events in case processing (l--date of filing) 

PROCEDURE: At case initiation, the clerk records the date and case number of 
the case along with the other requested information for each case. All cases 
filed on the same day or during the same reporting period are,.entered onto the 
same log sheet. Additional sheets may be used if there are more cases than a 
single log sheet will hold. Each case is entered on a separate line. 

COMMENTS: The reporting of the case type on this form is particularly 
important, because different case ':',types require widely different case 
processing resources. 

The judge assigned on this form may not be the judge who he~rs the case. 
This information is useful only in assessing the distribution of cases at case 
initiation. 

ADVANTAGES: Provides data on each case as well as the case types and manner 
of disposition data needed for sunnnary statistics. 

Sunnnary statistics can. be prepared in ~ timely'manner o 

Filing and disp,ositiondata are available onindividual cases, 
D which permits analysis of age of cases pending and disposed. 

Inexpensive in terms of materials used. 

DISADVANTAGES: Provides no assistance in case tracking for local court 
ope~ational use. 

Large margin for error in manually recopying data. A procedure must be 
formulated for making corr~ctionS'"after these data. hav~ been batched and 
entered. 

PROVIDES DATA FOR MODEL OUTPUT REPORTS 7-10 and,i3--caseload inventory 
analysis; 11 and l2--manner-of-disposition analysis; l4-18--trend analysis. 

'I"~ 
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Trial Court Model Input Form ,:3A: Case filing;. log sheet 

Name of court 

-'-__ CASE FILING LOG 

Time period "'lding '-------

1. 

2. 

3. 

Date of Type of 
filing fil1ng Case number Name of case 

Page_ Of __ 

Case Judge 
type assigned 

4. 
5. :-:: -~--~--~-~---~ 
Etc. 

____ Total entries this page 

Type of filing 
A - O~isinal filing 
B - Reopened case 
e - Remand 
D - Transfer 
E - Correction 

Case tvpe . 
Insert data elements for case types 

Filled-in example of Case filing log sheet 

MADISON DISTRICT COURT 

TRAFFIC (CONTESTED) CASE FILING LOG 
" Week ending 8 AoriZ 1983 

Date of Type of 
~ 

filing filins Case number Name of case 

1- 07/04/8Z A T!/8304692:5 Anderson Joseoh T. 

2. 07/04/8a A !I'R8a048924 ZeioZer Anna Marie 

3. 0'l!04/8;; B TR830109!11 Bc:prett Joll1'1 M. 

4. 07/04/83 A TR8J046925 Morrison DanieZ J. 
,'. 

5. 081..041.83 D !I'RBJ037653 NJrkoUls1l.i, Ioor 

6. 08/041.83 A !I'R83046925 AhToad, MUhammad I. 

7. 091.041.83 A TR8a048927 Sanders, Euoene D. 

8. 

9. 

Etc, " (f 
__ 7 __ To tal entries this p~ge 

TVEe 'o£'£1linS Case t:t!pe 
A - OrigiIl.e;·l filing WI - WI/DUl 
B - Reopened case MTG - Moving traffic Violation (contested) 
C - Remand 
D - Transfer 

PVC - Parking violation (contested) 

E - Correction 
ave - Other traffic Violation (contested) 

" 

PageL of_4_ 

Case Judge 
type aSSigned 

DrtI Brent " 

NTC Brent 

!XI'I Stone 

MT::: Brent 

NTC Evi"" 

OVC OneiU 

DWI, ~r"nt 
->', 

" 

" 

'--.- .. -~-~" .. --~------"--

p 

~ :. , 
\,,) 

f 
r 

I 
! 

I 
! 

c:J ! 
I 
~ 
I 
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Trial Court Model Input Form 3B: Case disposition log sheet 

DATA COLLECTION METHOD: Batch data entry. (This log could also be used for 
.the manual collection of disposition data by courts whe1:'e case volume is not 
too large.) 

PURPOSE: To capture basic case-related data on individual cases at 
disposition for later entry into an automated information system. 

DESCRIPTION: This log sheet is designed to collect data for a 
batch automated reporting system and serves as the input medium to the 
automated sys.tem. Separate filing and dispositions log sheets are used for 
each case type to avoid errors in entering ~ata. 

The time period for completing this form should be specified by the court 
and will' depend on case volume. The actual data .should be entered as close'to 
the occurrence as possible as part of regular daily Court routine. I: 

PROCEDU~: At case disposition, the clerk records the date and case number of 
the case along with the other requested information for each case. All cases 
disposed on the same day or during the same reporting. period are entered onto 
the same log sheet. Additional sheets may' be used if there are more cases 
than a single log sheet will hold. Each case is ~ntered on a separate line. " 

DATA SETS 
CAPTURED: 

People indi~atqrs 
Manner of disp1Ssition (intermediate-level data elements) 
Case types., {intermediate-level data elements) • 
Events incase processing (date of disposition), 

COMMENTS: ----important 
resources 

The reporting of manner of disposition eln this form is particularly 
because cases that are disposed before trial require far less court 
than those that go to trial. 

ADVANTAGES: Provides data on each case as well as the case types .r:md manner 
of disposition data needed for summary statistics. 

,Summary statistics can be prepared in a timely manner. 
Filing and disposition data are available on individual cases

J which permits analysis o.f age' of cases pending and disposed. 
Inexpensive in term~ of materials used. 

DISADVANTAGES: Provides no assistance in case tracking for local court 
operational use~ 

Large margin for error ~n manually recopying data. 
formulated for making correctibns after these data have 

A procedure must be 
been entered. 

PROVIDES DATA FOR MODEL-OUTPUT REPORTS 11-13--caseloadinventory and 
manner-of-disposition anal'ysis; 17 and 18--trend analysis and projections; 

.22--age of disposed cases. 

() 
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Trial Court Model Input Form 3B: Case disposition log sheet 

Name of c.ourt 

CASE DISPOSITION LOG 

Timeoperiod ending Page_oI __ 

10 

2. 

3. 

4. 

15, 
Etc. 

Date of Manner 
dispo- of dis-
sition Eosition Case number 

-,<,:' 

____ Total entries this pa~e 

Manner of disposition 
Insert data elements ,for 
manner of.disposition 

Case 
Name of case tl'pe 

Case tYEes 
Insert data elements for case types 

Filled-in example of Case disposition log sheet 

~ .. 
MADISON DISTRICT COURT 

TRAFFIC (CONTESTED) CASE DISPOSITION LOG 

" 

Judge 
decidin 

wee'k ending iJ Ai2riZ Z983 Page-Lof~ 

Date of Manlier 
dispo~ of dis-

" sition Eosition Case number 

l. 

p. 

t 
.,~' 

tc. 

(" 
O? If,.j/8Z DIS TR83046734 

~·?/O,;t.B3 GUI TR83046?55 
'\ (, 

Il pR83!J4G721 O?/04t.81 NOJ 

07t.N / eZ No..r TB83046785 

o7lD4{.ez BPO c TR830,;e?Ol 

07104/BZ llOt.T TR83V46823 

\\ 
__ ::.." ___ Total entries thiS page 

Manner ~f tlisEosition 
Jlii\ - Jurv trial " 
::OJ - Non:'jury trial 
DlS - Dismissed (befo~e trial) 
TR.t.'-: ~\ 1;'ransfe~rec -I ;:) 

Gel - GuUty ,:plea (before trfal! 
DIV - Diverted 
BfO - Bail forfeiture n " 
OTH - Ocher manner of disposition-

Case 
Name of case " tYEe 

Ma'ichO!Jski • Vi;,ia 0/' UTC 

S-:'mmonds, Jonathon P. Df/I 

Rotfttiaue2. ManueZ Ide 

Ha~kins, Esther H. I·!TC 

Steiq1.er, Ira T. DYlI 

Marcus. Ir..uzne -"f. UTe 

, Ca se type :'1 

DWI - DWI/Dt1I, 
MTC - Moving tr"ffic violation (contested) 
PVC - rarking violation (contested)," 
OVC - Other traffic violation (contested) 

\ l~ 
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Judge 
deciding 

One-f.H 

EtlinG 

EPent 

Man:r:1.u 

Brent 

Brent. 

.' 
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Trial Court Model Input Form 4: Multi-l>art report of case firing 
and disposition 

DATA COLLECTION METHOD: Automated--batch data entry. 

PURPOSE: To capture detailed case-;related data on individual trial court 
cases at filing and again at disposition. 

h f . k HI f d . . DESCRIPTION: T ese orms P1C up arge amounts 0 ,ata at,two events 1n case 
prqcessing-"'::at filing and it'disposition. They also produce the case docket 
sheet for oper5itional purposes. 

The court should use separate forms "for civil cases, criminal cases, 
juvenile cases, and contested traffic cases. Uncontested traffic cases, where 
case processing does not enter, would use a much simpler system, for which 
Uniform Traffic Citation procedures are a model.' ' 

PROCEDURE: The sample form should indicate on the first line whether it is 
for reporting civil cases, criminal cases, "traffic cases $ or juvenile cases. 

At case initiation the top of all the forms, including the docket sheet 
'-' 

(pag~ 2) is prepared. 
Page 1 is filed alphabetically by defendant Ie,s last name in ,an index file. 

At disposition, the date and manner of disposition are recorded and entered 
into the computer. The sheet is then placed' in the case file as,. a permanent 
disposition record. ~ 

The monthly statistical report is compiled from 
Additional information on the manner of disposition 
easily. 

People indicator. 

the computer record. 
can also be obtained 

DATA SETS 
CAPTURED: Case type (;interme~iate-1:e,vel data elements) 

Manner of dispositi~~~intermediate level) 
Events in case proces~ing (filin~ and dispositi(;m)" 

COMMENTS: Adoption of this system saves courts the time it takes "'to re-type 
the case title for the purpose of docketing, inde~ing, scheduling,' listing 
cases filed, and listing cases disposed. " Additionally, the preparation of 
court caseload statistics is a by-product of the docketing operation, thus 
assuring more reliable statistics. 0 

ADVANTAGES: Preparation of the form is an integral step in case filing, 
because one of the sheets prepared becomes the case docket sheet., 

Filing 'l.nformation is entered only once (reducing error potential) 
Filing and disposition data are available on individual cases, 

whi.ch permits analysis of age of cases pending and disposed. 
Summary statistics are easily aggregated by computer. 

DISADVANTAGES: 'Multi-part forms are expensive. 
Initial expense of automation.~, Q" 

Q " ~.. PROVIDES DATA FOR MODEL OUTPUT REPORTS 7-l0--caseload 1nventory analys1s; 
and 12--manner-of-disposition analysis; l4-l8--trend analysis; 19 ... -trend 
analysis projections; 20 ... 22.i..-age 0'£ cases." 
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~~----------~--------------
Trial Court: ~10delo Input Form 4: Multi-part report of 

case filing and disposition 

__ " __ , CASE FILING AND DISPOSITION FORM 
Name of court \I 

Judge 
Date of filing 

Case number 
Name of case 

Attorneys 

Filin,,- tvae: Case tvpe: Manner of dispOsition,: !--?"iginal Insert data Insert data elements for 
!--~eopened elements for manner of disposition 
!--~emanded calle types 
I---Transfer 

II 
___ CASE DOCKET BOOY. SHEET 

Name a f cau rt 
'Date of filing -' Judge 
Cese number ~~' 

Name\_'~ \ case Attorneys 

(? 
" 

Pil ing type: Case type: Manner of disposition: 
I--?riginal Insert data elements Insert data element:s for !--~eopened for case types manner of dispOSition Remanded 
I--Transfer 

Date Event in case processing Outcome 

!----
1--'---
1-----

" 

" 

" 

This information is"typed, 
when the case is filed, on 
all four sheets of the 
multi-part form by means 
of carbon paper inser~s. 
Three of the four sheets 
display only this filing 
and",disposition informa­
tion. Two are kept in the 
court file, the third is 
sent to the AOC when the 
case is filed. 
Wh2n th,e case is disposed, 
the dispOSition information 
is filled in on the first 
two copies, one of which is 
kept by 10 he court in the 
case file, the second,for _ 
warded to the AOC. " 

The fourth sheet is used as 
an operational docket sheet. 
The bottom section of this 
sheet is filled out manually 
and' kept in the case docket 
book. 

Filled-in example of Multi-Dart report of ca,s. e fil':ng and 
... - . 4 _ disposition 

, 

JUVENILE CASE FIL~~G AND DISPOSITION FORM 

Name of court Madison Vistrict Court Date of filing 3 A~it Z98S 
JUdge Davis 

" 
Case number JU8307J2 

Name of case 
Attorneys 00 

" I! 
0 

PB1'kins, James R. ,-

" Gordon, AZvin 
',' 

Filinn \:vne: Case type: Manner of disposition: ~?riginal __ Criminal-type __ Pet:ition denied 
_~eojJened offender -X--Petition withdrawn , I--Remanded -X--S'tatus offender Matter·dismissed " I--Transfer __ Non-offender TrBI)s{erred to adult Court __ Other juvenil.e __ TransferI'ed to other jurisdiction 

matter __ Diverted 
\\ 

" 
" 

__ Petition granted (adjudication 
hearing 

Other m~nner of dispos~~ion 

127 

Two-dimensional illust~ation 
of 4-part form: 
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Trial Court Model Input Form 5: Multi-::pti;t report of case events." 
. "~,, ,', 

I) , 

DATA COLLECTION METHOD: Automated--batch entry. (Data are entered manually 
onto this form by the local court clerk, for batch entry into the automated 
information system at either a local location or at the state administrative 

office. ) 

PURPOSE: To capt~)lre detailed case-related data on individual trial court 
cases a~, filing a~a again at disposition, and to capture case event data on 
active' cases. (Event data were not captured for the permanent case record 
with Model Fo~ 4.) 

I' I") 

,) 

PROCEDURE: These forms capture all the data captured by the earlier models, 
plus the event,~ in case processing. They are des'igned to capture da'ta needed 
fer operational purpos¢S in case prOcessing, with the information for" 
management purposes being a by-product. 

In a high-volume court, separate forms could be used for eacb case type. 
,I 

DATA SETS 
CAPTURED: 

People ,indicators 
Case type (intermediate-level data elements) 
Manner of disposition (intermediate level) 
Events in case processing (intermediate level) 

''I'', 

COMMENTS : Adoption of thi~" system saves courts the time it· takes to re-type 
the case t;i.tle for the purpose Q,f docketing, indexing, scheduling, listing 
cases fil~d, and listing cases disposed. Additionally, the, preparat:lon of 
court case statistics is a by-product of the dock~,ting operation, thus 
assuring more reliable statistics. ,," 

In a small-volume0cQurt, these two forms could be the menu screens on a 
microcomputer syst~m. 

ADVANTAGES:¥i1ing information is entered only once (reducing error 
potent;,ial) • This saves time. 

Data can be verified by cross-checking case numbers. 
Filing .,and disposition data are available on individual cases, wfiich 

permit;s'analysis of age ,of cases pending and disposed. 
Data available on events in case processing perillits assessment of the pace 

of litigation and caseflow management. 
Sunnnary statistics are easily produced by the computer. 

DISADVANTAGES: Initial" expense. of automatio~.,) 

PROVIDES 'DATA FOR MODEL OUTPUT REPORTS 7-10--caseload inventory analysis; 11 
a~d l2_-manner-of-disposition analysis; l4-l8--tr~nd ~nalysis; 19--trend 
analys,is projections; 20-22--age of cases ; 23-24"--status of cases; 
25-28--exception reports. 

o 
:] 
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Trial Court Model Input Form .5·. M It· , U I.-part report of case evenr(;s 

DATA ENTRY SHEETS FOR BATCH CASE HISTORY 
,,~:> 

CASE FILING FORM 

Nam,e of court , Date of filini!, 
., 

Name of case Case number 

Case eype (listed in nrocedures wRnual) 
Judge 
assigned Plaintiff attoJne); 

Defendant "attorney 

EVENTS IN ,0 CASE PROCESSING - ,0 

r-J!-'_'_Insert appropriate events 
~'_'_in ,case processing 

r-I-'- i', 

, 
II 

CASE D!SPOSITIO~ FOP~ 

Name of court Date of filing 

Name of. cas'e " Case number 

Case type (listed in procedures .,anual) 
Judge 
assigned Plaintiff ateorney 

1.7 
Defendant attorney 

EVENTS IN CASE PROCESSING 

r-I_I_Insert appropriate e\'ents 
1--':"'" in . case processing , ,-
~'-- Q 

MANNER OF DISPOSITION 

I---'-Ynsert data elemento for 
~manner of disposition 

I--

C' 

j 

" 

This sheet and the four copies 
behind it are filled out at the 
time the case is filed. An entry 
;Ls made each time a D.ew event 
in case processing occurs, and 
one'of the carbons is sent for 
dat~ entry. (If chree copies 
are not enough, then another 
multi-part form could be used 
to record additional events, or 
additional data can be captured 
on a daily activity report.) 

A~ the time the case is disposea, 
tbe date of disposition is 
entered and the bottom section 
of the this fifth and final sheet 
of the set is filled out. 
The final copy of the multi- 0 

part set is sent for cat a entry, 
while the first sheet is retained 
in the case file as the permanent 
disposition record. 

Filled-in example of !'!.~lti:-:-part report of ca$e events 

CIVIL CASE DISPOSITION FORM 

Name of court M,ad:f§Qn !2:i:!!Ez:i&.!t Q2uz:t Date of f11in2 04/17 IR3 

Name .of case ~t1~e l!ll ~amlil I&.gb~ 
" Cas" numbe::, CI8304.1702 

Case type aa!l~~aQ1c " 
Judge 
assigned Douer Plaintiff attorney OZson Jam"" E. 

pefendant attorney Dr>uid Kevin R. 

" " 
EVENTS IN CIVIL CASE PROGESSING 

06124183 Date first answertZUed 
07/12/83))ate of first pretrial conference 

First scheduled trial date . 
, 

Date, trial ',comm~nced 
;< \.\ ,: 

Date of disposition 07/12183 

MANNER OF DISPOSITION " 
t--~ury trial 

\~.) Uncontested/default 
f--':-~on-jury' trial. ." 0 

--T;:ansf,erred '.' . 'r 

~Dismissed/Withdrawn/settled :' Arb~,trai:ion 
, ,,(before trial) Othex:' manner of diSPosiC!~on ' 

C), 

-

Two-dimensional illustration 
of 5-part form: ,. 
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Trial Court Model Input Form 6: On-line data entry screens 

'DATA COLLECTION METHOD: Automated on-line direct data entry. 

~URPOSE: To, make ~ll case files immediately accessible; to provide t~e 
capability of manipul~t:i;hg data pertaining to"the entire caseload; to make' • • .• u 
possl.bl~ the fuOnl.torl.ng of case:flow. 

DESCRIPTION: On-line dat,a entry permits the entire case file to be entered 
into the computer and allows inquiry for case information and status at 'any 
point in case processing. The computer can also perform the time-consuming 
tasks of data' aggregation, statistical analysis, and caseflow monitoring. 

" 

DATA SETS 
CAPTURED: 

People indi9ators 
Case types (the court could use the maximum level of data 

elements) 
Manner of disposition (level is up to th'e cout) 
Events in case processing (level is up to th~, court) 

() 

" 
COMMENTS: Courts with large caseloads can afford automation better than' 
small-volume courts beca,~,Je of economies <?f:! scale~, co " 

The screens shown here deal largely Wl.th case-related data. The computer 
can, of course, accommodate the posting ofa!l kinds of operational data, such 
as the name of the court reporter, results of, the eVent, fees paid, and so 
forth, whi~ will be arranged on different menu screenS as needed. To clarify 

;, the prof~' Figure ~3 is inserted following Mod~l Form" 6, showing a typical 
on-lineinfot~ation ~ystem flow. ' , 

ADVANTAGES: Data entry~one only once for both operational and management 
purposes (saves staff time). Accu~ate. 

Data can be~erified by cross-checking case numbers. 
,Management r'eports are a by":'product of QP,erational data base. 

DISADVANTAGES: Initial expense of automation. 
Planning and development ta~e substantial amount of time. 

PROVIDES DATA FOR ~iODEL OUTPUT REPORTS 7-l0--caseload "inventory amllysis; 11 
and l2--manner-of-disposition analysis; 14-18-":'trend analysis; 19--.trend 
analysis projections;" 20-22--ageo£ cases; 23-24--status of <?ases; 
25-28--exception repprts.' 
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Trial Court Model Input Form 6: 

CRIMINAL CASE FILING 

;;~, 

On-line data'entt* screens-­
filled-in examples 

Date: 04/10/83 

Case number: CR83049763 Clerk of court: Caro l Luthe~ 
Date of filing: 04/10/83 
Case type: Felony , Case priority: 90-day trial rule 
Source of case: Preliminary hearing 
Name ~f case: state vs Anthony Wayne 

"p~iJec~ting a~torney: Robert G.' Barnes 

Name of defendant(s): Anthony Wayne 

Name of defendant's attorney(s): Philip G. Nople 

Judge aSSigned: .. Holmes Court reporter: Ada BeZle Sutter 

Date 
04/,13/83 
04/30/83 
05/15/83 
OS/24/83 
06/15/83 
06/,,1.6/83 

CRIMINAL CASE REGISTER OF EVENTS 

Events in case processing 
Pre"trial conference 
Pret~iaZ motion 
First triaZ date'scheduZed 
Continuafzae gran-ted 
Trial corronenced 
°TriaZ concluded 

CRIMINAL CASE"DISPOSITION 

Casecnumber: CR83049783 

.. Manner of disposition :,i,Jury tl'>?,aZ 
. Type of decision: Acquittal 

Sent~ncing information; 

" 

\j 
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.. Case number: 

Next event scheduled 
Trial. setting" 
Trial ,,'petting 
Trial 
Trial 
Trial conclusion 

CR83049763 

Date 

OS/29/83 
06/1.5/83 

Date: 06/16/83 

r,Y'lf ,~ I~J fl 

'\ _J~'_,_,_~ __ ....... ~~~'f!'~_P_'~' __ ", .. ~ __ " ....... __ .. ...,,_ ..... -._-.~~ 

" I 

" 

;) 
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~Figure 23: On-line' informat·ion system flow 
o 

Case filihg 
document.s 

Register of events Case disposition 
in cas~. p~pc- d6cuments 

Report control 

. OPERATIONAL 
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Statistical 
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Ca~e index lists 

Calendars 

Case inquiry 
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MANAGEMENT 
REPORTS 

Csseload 
inventory 

screen I.) 

Manner of 
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Trend analysis 

Proj ections 

Age of cases 
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Section,,2. ProceduresJor analyzing trial court c'asel.oad data 

Court case load invento~. Since the 'primary business of the 
court is to processc> cases, the most basic information needed for 
management purposes is derived from the court's caseload inventory. 
The three kinds of output reports described in this section--court 
caseload inventory, manner of disposition, and trend analysis of 
case load inventory and manner of disposition--may ,be, used by court 
managers" in making decisions on how to allocate resources--how many 
judges are needed to handle ,the caseload, what support personnel, 
what facilities (rooms and e'quipment), what fiscal support. 

Trend analysis also permits the ,court manager to f~recast 
what caseloads can be expected ne,xt year and the year following,- so 
that resource needs can be projected into the future, budget and 
appropriation requests based on such projections, judge an~ 
personnel needs calculated accordingly, and so on. These are 
fundamental requirements for carrying on the business. of the courts, 
and decisions necessary to keep cases moving through the courts can 
be based on the kinds of information in the models that follow. 

9rhere are any number of ways of displaying th~sebasic 
data. Model 7 uses an intermediate number of data elements to 
capture trial court caseload inventory, with the minimum data 
el~ments shown in boldface. Courts wanting to capture a maximum 
number of data elements will find appropriate alternate data sets 
displayed in Chapter IV. 

" 

I, " 

133 



r 
1:, 

r 
,I 

o ,I 

\ 

{I 

~\ . 

" . ,0 
;) . 

: ~f. :". 

o 

• 
~' 

(J ~. 

o 

fi 

Trial Court Model Output Report 7: Trial court caseload inventory 

PURPOSE: To'provide court managers with information on which to base 
resource allocation, both for current needs and for future planning. 
Information on the numbers of cases being processed and how they are 
disposed provides the simplest mechanism for determining how many judges 
are needed, how many nonjudicial personnel will be req,!ired to support 
the judges, how many courtrooms and other facilities ,will be required, 
and what the financial support must be to permit the court to handle its 
caseload. 

DESCRIPTION: The State Court Model Statistical Dictionary defines court 
caseload inventory as follows: !'For statistical reporting purposes, four 
uniform caseload counts that should be reported for each reporting 
period: beginning pending (cases), filings, dispositiOi'iS, end pending 
(cases).11 The most rudimentary step in recording caseload inventory is 
to count the number of cases filed and the number disposL'<!. Siqce c~se 
processing is a continuous operation, however, it is essential to know 
also how many filed cases were pending (not disposed of) at the beginning 
of .the reporting period (week, month, year), and how many were pending at 
the end of the reporting period, because these cases are the unfinished 
business of the court. The size of the pending caseload helps to 
indicat~. whether the court is completing its business'in a timely 
manner. Increases or decreases iri the pending case load indicate whether 
the time to disposition is increasing ,or decreasing. 

This model displays only basic caseloadinventory. Models 8-10, 
13-16, and 18-19 provide analysis '~f the basic caseload inventory data. 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

Case types (intermediate-level"data elements are 
displayed, with minimum data elements in boldface. See 
Chapter IV fO,r maximum d;:lta elements) 

Case inventory (beginning pending, filed, disposed, end 
pending) 

'COMMENTS: Caseload needs to be broken'down by case type, because 
different types .of cases involve widely differing activities and amounts 
of time. Differing numbers of judges and support personnel are needed, 
different numb.ers of courtrooms and .otller facilities are u,~ed, different 
amounts of fiscal support are' required. F~lony cases can t~ke much 
longer than miSdemeanors to process, particularly if they go to trial. ,. 
Similarly, "contested probate cases require much different resources than 
small claims cases. 

This. model includes the major case types. Many courts break some or 
all of these.casetypes down into subheadings. See Chapter IV--maximum 
data elements for trial court case load inventory--for an example. Some 
courts collect each felony charge individually. S"bheadings for criminal 
case~, have not\lbeen included in Chapter IV because of the existence oof 
other cla.ssification schemes, suchi1as the FBI's UnUorm Crime Reports. 
Collecting data at' this level of detail requ'ire's a very sophisticated 
reporting system as well as substantial court resources to record and 
analyze i'hese data. . 

-, 
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AilDITIONAL-ANALYSIS: 

Using case load data to measure backlog. Case load inventory data may also 
be used for other management purposes, such as assessment pf case backlog. 
For example, a formula for calculating backlog has been adapted from work done 
by Ernest Friesen: l B = P minus RT 

(Backlog [B] = Active pending caseload [p] minus the annual rate of 
c. disposition [R] times the time limit [T] set.) 

This formula defines backlog as the number of cases the court is not equipped 
to handle within the mandated time period. The rate of disposition is defined 
as the total number of cases disposed annually. Time limit is the local time 
limit for processing cases decided by the court (its management goal). For 
example, if the pending caseload is 300 cases, the time limit is 90 days and 
the rate of disposition is 1,000 cases per year, the backlog of this court is 
300 cases minus (90 days >i.: 1,000 cases/360 days) = 300 cases minus 250 cases = 
50 cases. W~ expect that 50 of the pending cases will not be disposed in the 
90-day time iimit, and these represent the backlog of the court. 

Backlog times Trial rate = the number of trials needed to clear up the 
backlog. (Trial rate is defined as the percentage of trials to total 
dispositions.) The number of trials needed can be multiplied by the average 
time taken for a trial to determine how much judge time will be needed to 
clear up. the backlog. To return to the above example, if the trial rate for 
the court is 5%, we expect that (50 cases x .05 trials/case) = 2.5 additional 
trials will need to be conducted to clear up the 50-case backlog. Resources 
can then be allocatedaccord~ngly. 

Using case load data to estimate time interval data. The case load 
inventory data elements may be used to es.timate the. expected average time to 
disposition for pending cases. To calculate this estimate, divide the number 
of cases pending at the end of the reporting period by the number of cases 
disposed during the reporting period. The result of this calculation will be 
given in reporting period units. For example, if there were 100 cases 
disposed during the year and 37 cases pending at the end of the year, we 
estimate that the average time to disposition for these 37 cases will be 37 
divided by 100, or, .37 of a year. This can be converted into months by 
multi,plying by 12-';;'.'37 times 12 = 4.4 months. 

The calculation described above is usually interpreted as the average 
amount of time needed to' dispose the pending caseload... If we assume that" 
cases are disposed, .. ~n the order that t;hey are filed, aJld that the newest case 
added to the pending caseload was filed at the end of the last day of the 
reporting period, we see that 37 percent of the year, or 4.4 months, would 
pass before. that case, the last case .. added to the pending caseload from the 
previous year, was disposed. This gives us an additional interpretation for 
end pending divided by disposed cases and can be used to estimate the pace of 
litigation in courts that do not have the capacity for cQllecting more 
detailed time inte'rval da'ta.' " 

lErnest Friesen et.al., "Justice in Felony Courts: A Prescription to 
Control Delay," Whittier Law Review, Volume 2, Number 1, p. 16. 
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Trial Court Model 
Output Report 7: Trial court caseload inventory 

Summary statistics 

Case type 

Civil cases 
Tort 
Contract 
Real property rights 
Small claims 
Dmnestic relations 
Mental health 
Estate ,/ 
Appeal 
Extraordinary writ 
Postconviction remedy 
Other civil 

Total civil 

Criminal cases 
Felony 
Misdemeanor 
Preliminary hearing 

(limited jurisdiction 
. court only) 

Ordinance violation 
Extraordinary writ 
Postconviction remedy 
Sentence review only 
Other criminal 

Total criminal 

Traffic cases 
DWI/DUl 
Contested moving 

traffic violations 
Other contested 

~.raffic violation 
Parking violation 

(uncontested) 

Total traffic 

Juvenile cases 
Criminal-tYFe offender 
Status offender 
~on-offender 

Other juvenile matters 

Total juvenile 

TOTAL CASE LOAD 

o 

Name of court 
Reporting period 

.. Beginning 
pending Filed Disposed 

137 

Include those case types 
for which there were no 
filings or dispositions 
and place zeros in the 
appropriate columns. 
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Trial Court Model Output Report 8: Trial court caseload inventory: 

Percent ofototal caseload filed for 
each type of case, 

(J 
PURPOSE: Since different types of cases take different amounts of 
processing time ?s well as differing judicial and nonjudicial resources, 
the percent of total case load filed and disposed for each type of case 
gives the court manager a better understanding of actual resource needs. 

" 
DESCRIPTION: Model Output Report 8A shows the number of cases filed for 
ea~h case type; the percent of each 'case type filed for civil, criminal, 
traffic, and juvenile cases'; and the percent of the total caseload that 
civil, criminal~ traffic, and juvenile cases represent. Model Output. 
Report 8B displays/these data graphically. 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

Case types (intermed~,ate-level data elements are displayed) 
with minimum data elements shown in boldface. See Chapter 
IV for maximum-level data elements) 

Case inventory (beginning pending, filed, disposed end pending) 
,§ 

COMMENTS: Model SA gives a graphic picture of the proportion of total W 

caseload for each type of case, but it discloses nothing about the amount 
of time required to process the various types of cases. 

ADDITIONAL ,ANALYSIS: The same type of analysis should b'~done for 
percent of total caseload disposed for each type of case. It could also 

"be done for end pending cases, showing the percent of total caselocad 
pending for each case type. 

! 
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Trial Court Model 
Output Report 8A: 

Case tYEe 

Civil cases: 
Tort 
Contract 
Real property rights 
Small claims' 
Domestic relations 
Mental health 
Estate 

Trial court caseload inventory: 
Percent of total case load filed for 

each type of case 

Name of court 
Reporting period 

Filed 
Number/Percent 

5,183 7% 
741 1% 

1,481 2% 
21,471 29% 
25,913 35% 

560 1% 
3,702 5% 

of civil 
of civil 
of civil 
of civil 
of civil 
of civil 
of civil 

SUlmnary 
statistics 

cases 
cases 
case,s 
cases 
cases 
cases 
cases 

Appeals 550 1% of civil cases 
Oth~r 14,437 19.5% of civil cases 

Total civil 74,038 10% of total caseload 

Criminal cases,: 
Felony 5,923 10% of criminal cases 
Misdemeanor 25,469 43% of c-dminal cases 
Ordinanc~ viol,ations 21,915 37% of c~iminal cases 
Extraordinary writ 73 1% of criminal cases 
Postconviction remedy 21 <1% of criminal cases 
gentence review only 12 (1% of criminal cases 
Other criminal 5,817 10% o,f criminal cases 

=. Total criminal 59,230 8% of totalcaseload 

Traffic cases: 
DWI/DUI 30,066 5% of traffic ,cases 
Contested moving traffic vi~';'Ilations 42,093 7% of traffic cases 
Other contested traffic vioLations 18,040 3% of traffic cases 
Parking violations (uncontested) " ,~ 509;507 85% 0.£ traffic cases 

Total traffic 599,706 81% of total case load 

Juvenile cases: 0 
Criminal-type offender 148 2% of juvenile cases 
Status offender ; 2,739 37% of juvenile cases 
Non-offender {\\ . 1,333 18% of juvenile cases 
Other juvenile matters 2L.l..§1 43% of juve~.ile cases 

'I, 

"' 
Total jl1venile 7,'403 1% of total case load 

TOTAL CASELOAD 740,378 100% of tota1"caseload 

,,'" 

\' 
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Trial Court Model Output Report 9: 't1-fial court caseload {nventory: 
Change in pending, number and percent 

PURPOSE: The change in pending from the beginning of the reporting 
period to the end of the reporting period tells the court manager whether 
the court is disposing of cases as fast as they are filed, and if not, at 
what rate the court is falling behind. 

c 

,-,DESCRIPTION: Model 9 is identical to Model 8, except for the addition of 
::the'two final columns. Number change in pending is found by subtracting 
beginning pending from endopending. The percent ~,s found by dividing the 
difference by the beginning pending figure. 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

Case types (intermediate-level data elements are displayed, 
with minimum-level data elements in boldface. See Chapter 
IV for maximum-level data elements) 

Case inventory (beginning pending, filed, disposed, end 
pending) 

COMMENTS: Large number or percent increases in pending cases are warning 
signs. They may indicate that case types are being incorrectly coded or 
that the court is falling behind in processing the caseload. 

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: The statistics displayed in Model 9 are for a 
one~year reporting period, but this report could also be done monthly and 
quarterly, and the change in pending calculated for each of those time 
periods. 

(1 

1/' )\, 
~--------------------------~------------
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1 Trial Court Model ~:~\ 
.! Output Report 9: Trial court caseload inventoJSl: 

Change in pending, number and percent 

Name of Court 
Reporting period (one fiscal year)' 

Beginning 
Case tXEe Eending Filed DisEosed 

Civil cases 
Tort 1,433 5,183 5,155 
Contract 205 741 725 
Real property rights 409 1,481 1,450 
Small claims 5.,937 21,471 21,416 
Domestic relations 7,165 25,913 25,627 
~enta1 health 157 560 552 
Estate 1,024 3,702 ~, 695 
Appeal 150 550 532 
Extraordinary writ 0 0 0 
Postconviction remedy 0 0 0 
Other civil 31 992 14 1 437 14 1 354 

Total civil 20,472 74,038 73,?06 

Criminal·· cases 
Felony 1,638 5,923 5,971 
Misdemeanor 7,043 24,469 25, 449~~:\ 
Ordinance violation 6,060 21,915 2~, 836 
Extraordinary writ 4 73 71 
Pos tconvic don remedy 6 21 22 
Sentence r~view only 3 12 14 
Other criminal 1,625 51 817 ~.Q. 

Total criminal 16,378 59,230 58,803 
~\ 

Traffic ~ases 
DWI!DUI 8,291 30,066 29,972 
Contested moving 

traffic violation 11,608 42,093 41,916 
Other contested 

traffic violation 4,975 18,040 17,937 
Parking (uncoI1tested) ~ 

violation 1.40,952 509 z 507 505 z 573 
Total traffic 165,826 599,706 595,398 

Juvenile cases 
Crimina1-~ype offender r 41 148 162 
Status offender' ,~ 757 2,739 2,667 

. Non-offender "'=.0.--__ ""'- 368 1,333 1,342 
Other juvenile matters),) 880 3.183 3z180 

Total juvenile 2,047. 7,403 7,351 

TOTAL "CASELOAD 204,'723 740,378 735,059 

II 
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End 
Eending 

1,4~1 
221 
440 

5,992 
7,451 

165 
1,031 

168 
0 
0 

4 1 075 
21,004 

1,590 
7,063 
6,139 

6 
5 
1 

2 1°02 
16,805 

8,375 

16,785 

.,5,078 

144,886 
170,134 

27 
829 
440 
883 

2,099 

210,045 

. { 
.J 

Summary 
statistics 

Change in 
Eending 

Number/Eercent 

+28 +2% 
+16 +8% 
+31 +8% 
+55 +1% 

+286 +4% 
+8 +5% 
+7 +1% 

+18 +12% 

+83 +2% 
+532 +3% 

-48 -3% 
-20 -1% 
+79 +1% 

+2 +50% 
-1 -17% 
-2 -67% 

,. ~-::' 
+337 +2% 
+427 +3% 

+94 +1% 

+177 +1% 

+103 +2% 

+~,934 +3% 
+4,308 +3% 

-14 -3% 
+72 " +10% 
+72 +20% 

+3 +6% 
+52 +3% 

+5,322 +3% 

!.J 

,. 
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Trial Court Model 
Output Report 10: Trial court caseload.inventory: 

Disposed cases as percent of filings 
End pending as pe~~ent of filing~ 

PURPv5~The two final columns in this model are another way of 
assessing how we1lthe court is keeping up with the caseload being 
filed. If dispo!?ed cases ,are not a large percent of filings,then the 
court is fa1ling behind. .The same is true if end pending cases are a 
large percent of filings. 

0, 

DESCRIPTION: This chart is based on Model 7, with two additional columns 
t'o contain the calculation of disposed cases as percent' of filings and 
end p~nding cases as percent ofofilings. 

a 
DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

Case types (intermed1.ate-level data elements are displayed, 
with minimum data elements in boldface. See Chapter IV 
for maximum-level data elements) 

Case inventory (beginning pending, filed, disposed, end 
pending) D 

COMMENTS: Numbers lower than 90 percent in the IIdisposed cases as 
percent 9f filings!! column are a warning. Big numbers in the lIend ,. 
pending cases as percent of filing's" (particularly if they continue to 
increase in size over a number of years) are also a warning. 

.. 
ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: The statiE!tics displayed in Model 10 are for a 
one-year reporting period, but this re'port could also be done monthly and 
quarterly, and the calculations of disposed cases as percent of filings 
and end pending cases as percent of filings could be displayed for those 
tim.e periods. 0 
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Trial Court Model 
Output Report 10: 

'.f II 

Trial court caseload inventory: 

---- -,,;. 

Sunnnary 
statistics 

II Dispo~ed cases as percent of filings 
End pending cases as percent of filings 

Case type 

Civil cases 
Tort 
Contract 
Real property rights 
Small claims 
Domestic relations 
Mental health 
Estate 
Appeal 
Extraordinary writ 
Postconviction' remedy 
Other civil 

Total cl.vil 

Criminal cases" 
Felony 
Misdemeanor 
Ordinance violation 

., Extraordinary writ 
Postconviction remedy 
Sentence review only 
Other criminal 

Total criminal 

Traffic cases 
DWr/DUr 
Contested moving 

traffic violation 
Other contested 

traffic violation 
Parking (uncontested) 

violation 
Total traffic 

.Juvenile cases 
Criminal-type offender 

'j 

·Status., offender 
Non-offender 
Other juvenile matters 

'Tota1juvenile 

TOTAL CASELOAD 

C) 

. 

. Name of court 
Reporting period, (one fiscal year) 

Beginning 
pending 

1,433 
205 
409 

5,937 
7,165 

157 
1,024 

150 
o 

,.0 
3,992 

20',472 

1,638 
\-._?,043 
-/0,060 

4 
6 
3 

1,625 
16,378 

8,291 

l~l, 608 

4,975 

140,952 
165,826 

41 
757 
368 
880 

2,047 

204,723 

Filed Disposed 

5,183 5,155 
741 725 

1,481 1,450 
21,471 21,416 
25,913 25,627 

560 552 
3,702 3,695 

550 532 
0 0 

I 0 0 
14,437 g,354 
74,038 73,506 

5,923 5,971 
24,469 25,449 
21,915 21,836 

73 71 
21 22 
12 14 

5,817 5,440 
59,230 58,803 

30,066 29,972 

42,093 41,916 

18,040 17,937 

509,507 505 1 573 
59,,706 595,398 
/7' 

.:7 
/,' 

148 162 
2,739 2,667 
1,333 "1,342 
3,183 31180 
7,403 

<;:! 
7,351' 

740,378 735,059 
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End 
pending 

1,461 
221 
440 

5,992 
7,451 

165 
1,031 

168 
0 
0 

4,075 
21,004 

1,590 
7,063 
6,139 

6 
5 
1 

2 1002 
'16,805 

8,375 

16,785 

5,078 

144 1 886 
170,134 

27 
829 
440 
883 

2,'099 

210,045 

Disposed 
cases as 

. percent of 
filings 

99% 
98% 
98% 
98% 
99% 
99% 
99% 
97% 

99% 
99% 

101% 
104% 
99.5% 
97% 

105% 
117% 

94% 
99% 

97% 

99.5% 

99% 

99% 
99% 

109% 
97% 

101% 
99.9% 
99% 

99% 

. "~.~<"""!"',,. 
---~'""-~'-.""-' .-

End pending 
cases as 
percent of 
filings 

28% 
30% 
30% 
30% 
29;% 
30% 
28% 
31% 

28% 
28% 

27% 
29% 
28% 

8% 
24% 

8% 
34% 
28% 

28% 

40% 

28% 

28% 
28% 

18% 
30% 
33% 
28% 
28% 

I,'. 28% 

."'~ ,......,,-.,~~-~-=-',.-,- "" 

'--~ 

" 

'" 

? 

~~-<-----"... -.-~ .,"-



as -

, 
I 

-
c) 

Trial Court Model Output Report 11: Trial court manner of disposition 

PURPOSE: To provide court managers with informatibn on which to base 
resource allocation, ·both for current needs and for future planning. 
Information on the numbers of cases bei~g processed and how they are 
disposed provid.es the simplest mechanism for determining how many judges 
are needed, how many nonjudicial personnelowill be required to support 
the judges, how many courtrooms and other facilities will be required, 
and what the financial support must be to permit the cour,t to handle its 
caseload. 

DESCRIPTION.;' Manner of disposition data can be recorded in any number of 
ways, but ,they should be recorded in such a way that comparisons of 
manner of "disposition can be made for total caseload, including a ,c'ount 
of judicial and nonjudicial dispositions. 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

Case types (intermediate-level data elements; minimum level 
in boldface; maximum level in Chapter IV) 

Manner of disposition (intermediate-level data elements are 
displayed) = 

COM}IENTS: Simple counts of the kinds of cases handled by the court do 
not tell the manager much about what resources are needed to process 

<::;;:7aseload unless something is known about the manner in which cases are 
disposed. Cases that go to trial or are appealed, for example, take 
substantial amounts of time compared to the case where the defendant 
pleads guilty before trial. See Model 12. ~ 

Raw numbers by themselveB convey very little meaning. 
percentages tell the court manager the proportion of each 
disposition for the total caseload. 

" ;, 
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Sunnnary 
statistics 
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Trial court manner of disposition 

Dismissed/ 
withdrawn I Uncon-

Name ot court 
De.te 

settled tested I Trans- Arb i- Jury Non-jury 
Case type (before trial) default fer red ~~ trial trial Other 
=~~~-----------;N~um=bEe::rj/i::pe::r=c::e::-;nt Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent tlumber/percent Number/percent Number/percent 

Civil cases: 
Tort 
Contract 
Real propert), 

rights 
Small claims 
Domestic relations 
Mental' health 
Estate 
Appeal 
Ext ra.o rd inary 

writ 
Postconviction remedy 
Other 

Dismiosed/ • 
nolle prosequi Trans- \~uilty Ba~l J~ry. Non-~ury 
(before trial)" Diverted fer-red, ' plea forfe1ture _ tnal tnal Other 
Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent 

II

I Case type 

Criminal cases: 
Felony 

1 
Misdemeanor 

" Preliminary hearing-' 
Ordinance violation ! Appeal 
Extraordinary writ 
Postconviction 

remedy 
Sentenc<! review 
, only 
Other 

Traffic cases: 
!lVII/DUl 
Contested moving 

traffic violation 
Other contested 

traffic violation 

Transferred Transferred Petition 
Petition Petition Matter to adult ,t? o~he: gra~ted (ad~udi-
denied withdrawn dismissed Diverted court jur1sd1ct10n cat10n hear1ng Other Total Case type 
Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent _Number/percent 

Juvenile cases: 
Criminal-type offender 
Sta tus offender 
Non-offender 
Other juvenile matters 

TOTALS 

This chart,is appr0l.'riate for a general jurisdiction trial co,:,rt. 
A limited jurisdict10n trial court would use only the appropr1ate 
case types, including preliminary hearing, and would add bound,.over 
to the manner of dispo~ition categories for criminal cases. 
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Trial Court Model 
Output Report 12: Trial court.manner of disposition: 

Percent of cases disposed by trial 

PURPOSE: Cases that go to trial require far greater court resources 
than those that are settled earlier by a guilty plea or other 
means. Efficient resource allocation requires 2.ccurate d~ta on how 
many cases go to trial. It would also be useful to know thft average 
length of trials for each, case type. 0 

DESCRIPTION: These data are derived from the data in Model 11, and 
could very easily be combined into a single display. 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

Case types (minimum data elements) , 
Manner· of disposition (minimum data elements) 

COMHENTS: The bar graphs may be scaled by percents as they are 
he~e, or they may be scaled by absolute numbers of cases. 
Percentage-based bars facilitate the comparison'of relative levels 
of jury trial, non-jury trial, and other dispositions among the 
bars; absolute number disposed-based bars demonstrate the 
differences in vol~e between the different types of dispositions 
among the bars. The accompanying pie chart amplifies selected 
portions of the bars, showing the relative frequencies of occurrenc~ 
of the different types of trials for civil and for criminal cases. 

Two more bars, one for traffic and one for juvenile, and 
corresponding additional wedges to the pie can be added for courts 
that handle traffic and juvenile"cases. "", 

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: Each different maimer of disposition could 
also be displayed" as a percent of ' total dispositions, using a pie 
chart. 
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Trial Court Model 
Output Report 12: . Trial dourt manner of disposition: 

Case tXEe (j 

Civil 

Criminal 

Total 

Percent of cases disposed by trial 

Total Number 
dispo- of jury 
sitions trials 

24,595 1,775 

54,982 2,781 

79,577 4,556 

Name of court 
Reporting period 

Percent Number 
of dis- non-jury 
Eositions trials 

7.21 4,412 

5.05 4,936 

5.72 9,348 

Percent 
of dis-
Eositions 

17.93 

8.79 

11.74 

Summary 
statistics 

Percent 
Total of dis-
trials Eositions 

6,137 25.15 

7,717 14.03 

13,904 17.47 

Percent Civil 
N=24.595 

100--

Criminal 
N=54,982 

Total 
N=79,577 

Percent of cases disposed by trial 

90 

80 

70 

60 
74.85~l 

50 

40 

30 

., 20 :: ~'=-:::':' 
':4412 -: 

10 '-:"-:' ' 
... ,-.,.... --....... 
£~!:TE:.:;: 

. I 
N= 
1,775 

N= 
47,625 

85.97% 82.55% 

'N- ',' "N=','.',: 
:',4,936::,: ',;9,348:': 

I 1 
N= N= 
2,781 4,556 

(, 

CJ 
r:-:-:-:I 
l.!....!....!.. 

1---1 - -
,?thcr Dispositions 

Non-Jury Trials 

Jury Trials 
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CIVIL 
NON-JURY 
1'1=4,412 
31.7% 

CRIMINAL 
NON-JURY 
N=4,93Ci 
35.5% 
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Trial Court Model Output Report 13: Trial court case10ad per judge 

/,' 

PURPOSE: Case10ad ~er judge is anot~e~ measure of resource needs. These 
data permit a calculation of the average case10ad that" each judge is 
handli~g. If case filings exceed the capacity of the court, then new 
judges must be added or changes made in case proc~ssing procedures. If 
such changes are made, an assessment can be made 'of whether the changes 
are permitting the judges to handle a larger case load in the same length 
of time. 

DESCRIPTION: This model takes the case load inventory data contained in 
Model 7 and divides case10ad by the number of judges sitting on the bench. 

" " 
DATA SETS Case inventory (beginning pending, filed, disposed, end pending 
REQUIRED: 

COMMENTS: The report should specify whether its data deal with 
authorized judgeships or sitting jud'ges. 

This type of report is probably most useful on the individual court 
level. The state court administration can examine these forms 'from each 
court location for a number of years to identify where case load per judge 
is particularly high, and where it is growing. These courts may be 
candidates for the creation of additional judgeships. These data may 
also be compared ~ith time to disposition figures to identify courts that 
may need help improving their case processing procedures. Courts with 
low case10ads per judge but long times to disposition could probably 
improve their procedures by implementing case10ad management techniques. 
The inclusion of the number ofltrials per judge on the table may give an 
indication of one of the underlying causes of increased delay and low 
case10ad per judge. 

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: If actual case load per judge is known, a chart' 
showing this ini;ormation would be useful, providing the types of cases 
each judge disposed can be displayed. Gross figures are misleading 
because different types of cases require different amounts of judge time. 

Case load per judge could be arranged in rank order of number of cases 
disposed. 

{J 
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Trial Court Model 
OutpU"'t Report 13: Trial court caseload per judge 

Summary 
statistics 

NU1Jlber of 
FTE judges 

Cases filed 

Average 
per judge 

Cases disposed 

Average 
per judge 

Cases pending 

Average 
per judge 

Jury t~ials 

Average 
\; per judge 

Non-jury 
trials 

Average 
per judge 

Geographic 
area 1 

Name of court 
R~porting period 

Geq!.";raphic 
area 2 

(J 

151 

Geographic 
area 3 Etc. 

Total 
cases 

FTE = full-time equivalent, or 
total judge time divided by 
the normal annual number of 
days/hours served by a ful1-
time judge. 

The data in this chart 
could be supplied for civil 
cases~ criminal cases, traffic 
cases, and juvenile cases, as 
well as for, total cases. 
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Trial Court Model 
Output Report 14: 

:\ 

Comparative analysis: 
Number and percent change in filings 
Number and percent change in dispositions 

PURPOSE: Trend analysis is used by court managers in making decisions on 
how to allocate resources--how many judges are needed to handle the 
caseload, what support personnel, what facilities (rooms and equipme~t), 
what fiscal support, and how these will change from year to year. 

DESCRIPTION: This chart requires two years of data in order to calcula,te 
the number and percent change in filings and dispositions. The same kind 
of analysis could be done monthly and quarterly in the format displayed 
on Model 15 using data from the same mon~h or quarter during the 
previous year. 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

Case types (intermediate-level data elements; minimum level in 
boldface; maximum in Chapter IV) 

Case inventory (beginni~g pending, filed, disposed, end 
pending) 

COMMENTS: A slight increase in both filings and,dispositions each year 
is expected. Warning signals to look for are increases in filings 
coupled with decreases in dispositions. This si~als that the pending 
caseload is increasing and that the c9urt is falling behind'in processing 
its caseload 

7~ 

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: Similar comparisons over time should be done with 
manner of disposition data (see Model l7)~ as well as with caseload per 
judge. 
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Sunnnary 
s,tatistics 

Trial Court Model 
Output Report 14: Comparative analysis: 

Number and percenE change in filings 
Number and percent change in dispositions 

Case type 

civil cases 
Tort 
Contract 
Real property rights 
Small claims 
Domes~ic relations 
Mental health 
Estate 
Appeal 
Extraordinary writ 
Postconviction remedy 
Other civil 

Total civil 

Criminal cases 
Felony 
Misdemeanor 
Ordinance violation 
Extraordinary writ 
Postconviction remedy 
Sentence review only 
Other criminal 

Total criminal 

Traffic cases 
WI/DUl 
Contested moving 

traffic violation 
Other contested 

traffic violation 
pkrking violation 

(uncontested)o 

Total" traffic 

Juvenile cases 
-,Criminal-type ()ffender 
Status offender 
Non-offender 
Other juvenile matters 

I.:: 

Total juvenile 

~OTAL CASEl,OAD 

f ( 

Name of Court 
Time period 

F i 1 i n g s 
percent 

1981 1982 change, 
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percent 

1981 1982 change 
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Trial Court Model 
Output Report l~: Trend analysis: 

Comparison of number of filings to 
in successive reporting periods 
and percent change in filings 

date 

PURPOSE: To follow trends on a continuing basis rather than fro~ the end 
of a reporting period to tl2~ end of the next reporting period. 

'0' . , 

DESCRIPTION: This report can be done at regular intervals, using basic 
caseload inventory, and will provide a series' of comparisons for use in 
spotting short-term trends'. Filings, for example, may consistently be 
heavier at one time 0'£ the year. Knowing this makes it easier to plan 
work;flow. 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

Case types (intermediate-level data elements; minimum are in 
boldface; maximum in Chapter ,IV) 

Case inventory (beginning pending, filed, disposed, end 
pending) 

" 
\1 

COMMENTS: In place of "year to date," "previous l2-month period" can be 
used as a means of smoothing out the meaningless variation that may 
otherwise obscure a developing trend. This table is designed to show 
recent",history (current month) and long"':term histor~y (year-to-date or 
previous 12-month period) in order to help correct for seasonal 
variations. 

ADDITIONAL AYALYSIS: Similar comparisons Dve:t time should be done with 
manner of disposition data., number:',of ;trials, or any other event the 
court man~ger wants to track. 
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Trial Court Model 
Output Report 15: 

Case t e 

Civil cases 
Tort 
Contract 
Real property rights 
Small claims 
Domestic relations 
Mental health 
Estate " 
Appeal 
Extraordihary writ 
Postconviction remedy 
Other civil 

Total civil 

Criminal cases 
Felony 
Misdemeanor 
Ordinance viOlation 
Extraordinary writ 
Postc~nvicti:on remedy 
Sentence review~only 
Other criminal 

Total criminal 

Traffic cages 
DWI/DUI 
Contestee! moving 

traffic violation 
Other contested 

traffic violation' 
Parking violation' 

(uncontes ted) 

Tota\~' traffic 

Juve~ile 'cases 
Criminal-type offender 
Statu~ offender 
Non-'offender 
Other juvenile matters 

Tod'l juvenile 

TOTAL CASE LOAD 

Trend analysis: 
Co~parison o~ number of filings to date 

Summar~ 
statistics 

perc~~t change in filinjii .' 
and 

Name of Court 

Number of 
cases filed 
this month 

'155 

Year 
to 
date 

o Number of cases 
filed last year 
this month 

Last 
year to 

\\ date 

" 

Percent 
change in 

ea:::- to date 
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Trial ,ffigurt -
Model "Output Report 16: 

(J 
Trend analysis: 
Cases filed over a six-year period 

o 

-'» 

PURPOSE: This table permits the court manager to examine recent history 
and from it to estimate what caseloads can be expected next year and the 
year following, so that resource needs can be projected into the future. 
With this information, the manager can make budget and appropriation 
requests based on such projections, calculate judge and personnel needs 
accordfii'q;ly, and so cnG 

\ \ . 
., I • 

DESCRIP: '1.;:!N: Thl.s chart requires c~,seload inventory data from more than 
two repor-dng periods. 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

-~p ~ 
Case types (intermediate-data.elements; minimum levet in 

boldface; maximum level in Chapter IV) 
Case inventory (beginnin~ pending, filed, disposed, end 

pending) a 

COMMENTS: Data from this chart can be used as input for regression 
analysis (years are the independent va!3iables, filing figures are the 
dependent variables). The regression equation is then ~sed to predict 
filings for any future year. (See Model 19.) 

The pE:i"rio,ds used for this model could be weeks or months instead of 
years. (Weeks or months will show seasonal variations, but not 
necessarily the undedyi,ng trend.) 

l' 

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: The number and percent change from the previous 
reporting period could also be displayed along with each column of data. 

This table may be constructed for filings, dispositions, pafticular 
types of disppsitions, or the case load pending at the end of the year. 
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Trial Court Model 
Output Report 16: Trend analysis: 

Cases filed over a six-year period 

Netre of court 

Cases fIled 

C,!se type 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 

Sl,1nnnary 
statistics 

Percent 
Change 

1978-1983 

" Number/percent Number/percent ,~umber/percent Number/parcent Number/pe~cent Number/percent 
elv" cast'S: 

Tort 
Contrect 
Rea I property 

rl ghts 
Smal I claIms 

., Dotrestlc 
relatIons 

Mentll I hea Ith 
Estate 
Appeal 
Extr"lIord In8ry 

wrIt 
Posti:onvlctlon 

ratredy 
ottier clvl I 

To"tal clvl I 

Crlmln!!.1 cases 
Felony 
":'Jsdetrellnor 
Or':llnllnce vIolatIon 
Extraord I n8ry wr It 
Postconvlctlon 

,ramedy 
Sentence rev rew on Iy 
other r.;;-;'.~\~a I 

\ \ 
Total. cril"~~T" 

TraffIc cases 
DWI/DUI " 
Contested ,nov I r. g 

traff Ic vIolatIon 
other contested 

traff Ie vIolation 
Park Ing vIolation 

(uncontested) 

crotal traffIc 

JuvenIle cases 
Crlmlnal-type 

offender 
Status offender 
Non-offender 
other Juvenl Ie 

matters 

Tota I Juven I Ie 
" 

TOTAL CASELOAO' 

11 
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Trial Court 
Model Output Repor,~ 17: Trend analysis: 

Number and, percent change for each manner 
of dispositl~ 

PURPOSE: Trend analysis permits the court manager to examine re~enf 
history and fram it to estimate what caseloads can be expected next year 
and th~ year following, so that resource needs can be projected into the 
future, budget and appropriation requests based on such projections, 
judge an~ personnel neecls calculated ac;cordingly, and so on. 

DESCRIPTION: This chart requires more than two'years of data in orde:: to 
compare the number and percent change indispositions. 

DATA SETS 
!lliQUlRED: 

Case types (minimum-level data elements ~isplayed; see Chapter 
IV for intermediate and maximum levels), 

Manner of disposition (intermediate-level data elements; 
~minimum and maximum levels are in Chapter IV) 

~ 
COMMENTS: Data from this chart can be u~~9[las input for regression 
analysis' (years are the indep:ndent vari~~,~Jes, ma~ner of d~sposition 
figures are the dependent var~ables). T'Q.fJc,egresnon equat~on is then 
used to predict manner of disposition >tot fany future year. 
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Trial Court Model 
Output Report 17: 

Civil cases 

"Jury trial • • • • • • 
N~n-jury trial • • • • : : : 
DLsmissed/withdrawn/settled 

(before tria 1) 
Uncontested/default 
Transferred 
Arbitration 
Other 

Total civil 
\\ 

Criminal Callell' 
Contested traffic cases 

Jury trial ••••• 
Non-jury trial • 
Dismissed/noUe • p~o;e~ui 

(before trial) 
Bound over 
Transferred 
Diverted 
Guilty plea (before trial) 
Bail forfeiture 
Other 

Total criminal and traffic 

Juvenile caoes 

Petition denied 
Petition wichdra~~ 
Matter dismissed 
Transferred to adult court 
Transferred to other 

jurisdiction 
Oivertad 

Trend analysis: 
Sunnnary 
statistics 

Number and percent change for 
each manner of disposition 

I,' 

Name of Court 

J~ 

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 
Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/pe~cent Number/percent 

/lCO% 

/100% 

,1/ 

The dotted, lines indicate the 
manners of disposition for which 
p:rce~c change over the time pe­
rLod LS particula~ly important. 

Percent 
change 
1978-82 

Petition granted 
(a<'judic;'"ion hearing) Other ,) ••••• 

Total juvenile /100% 

() 

TOTAL CASELOAD 

o 
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Trial Court Model 
Output Report 18: 

!,rend" analys i,.!: co~a<ison of dis ositions b t<ial 
Qier several reporting period~ 

PURPOS!: T<end analysis pennits the cou<t manag
e

< to examine <ec

ent 

histo<y and f<om it to estimate what case loads can be expected next yea< 
and the yea< following, so that resou«e needs can be p<ojected into the 
futu<e, budget and app<op<iation <equests based on sucb p<ojections, 
judge and pe<sonnel needs calculated acco~dinglY, and so on. " 

DESCRIPTION: This cha<t <equires the data displayed in Model i2 fo< 

~veralreport ing periods. 
Case types (intennediate-level data elements displayed; 

minimum level in boldface; maximum in Chapte< IV) 
Case invento<y (beginning pending, filed, disposed, end DA.TA. SETS - -

!!:EQUlRE~ : 

pending) Manner of disPosition (minimum-level data elements) 

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: This same kind of data display would be useful 

--- --for othe< major manner of disposition types, such as pleas before trial. 
This kind of info.,..tiO'; helps "the court manager assess more accurately" 
the judicial resources needed to dispose of each kind of case. " 

Once again, regression analysis can be performed on the data 
presented in this table. comparisons of the trial <ate a~ng case types 
can be used sS input for the development of a weighted casel

oad 
system. 

o 
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Trial Court Model Sununary 
statistics Output Report 18: 

il;, 

Trend analysis' 
Comparison of dis .. 

over several rePOS1:10n by trial port1ng periods 

Case type 

Civil cases 

Tort 
Contract 
~eal property rights 
mall claims 

Dontes tic re la tions 
Mental health 
Estate 

Dispo-

D ~ sit ions Percent 
l.SPO- b • y of 

s1.tions . tnal total 
1979 

Number/percent 

Appeal 
Extrao~inary writ . 
Postcotlviction 
Other civil remedy 

Total civil 

Criminal cases 

Felony 
Misdemeanor 
Ordinance violat' 
Extraordinary wr:~n 
Postconviction 1. Sent remedy 
Oth,ence.r:viewonlY 

er cnml.nal 

Total criminal 

Traffic cases 

DWI/DUI 
Con,tes ted moving 
Ot traffi.c violation 

her contested 
traffic vio1ation 

Total traffic 

Juvenile cases 

Cri~in~l-type of£ 
Status offender ender 
Non-offender '.' 
Oth~r juvenile ~tters 

(1ncludes traffic) 

TOTAL CASELOAD a 

~lIJDe of court 

Dispo- Dispo- Dispo-
Dispo- sitions Percent 
sitions by of trial total 

(; sitions Percent 
Dispo- b y of 
sitions trial ttl 

1982 0 a 

n0 sitionB Percent 
. l.SPO- by of 
sitions .. tnal total 

1980 1981 
.llumber/percent . Number/percent Number/percent 

L 
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Trial Court Model Output Report 19: Trial court case load inventory 
projections based on 

g trend analysis 

PURPOSE: Trend analysis permits the court manager to examine recent 
l1istory and ,from it to estimate what caseloads can be expected next year 
'imd the" year following, so that resource needs car. be projected into the 
future, O'udg~:t and appropriation requests based on such projections, 
judge and personnel needs calculated accordingly, and so on. 

DESCRIPTION: Regression analysis is a mathematical" technique of 
describing how two or more independent variables relate to the dependent 
variable. It also describes how strong the relationship or cor,relation 
is between the variables. Computer~zation has enabled the analyst to 
manipulate large quantities of data'\and easily study the 
interrelationships of all these variables to each other. 

For a more detailed discussion of regression analysis, see Lawson and 
Gletne, Workload Measures in the Courts (Williamsburg: National Center 
for State Courts, 1980) p. 116 ff. 

DATA SETS REQUIRED: Caseload in7entory. 

COMMENTS: The amount of data used fo'r a regression analysis must be 
giv~n careful consideration. Older data" from earlier years may represent 
policies and procedures no longer used in the court. Basing the analysis 
on too few data points 'may give results based on random variation of the 
data, but missing the underlying t~end. One possible solution is to 
weight. the data, giving more recent data more ,influence in the analysis. 
Before performing the regression analysis, it 1S often helpful to 
construct a graph of the data to be analyzed. This graph will often give 
indications of how the analysis should proceed--where changes occurred 
that af~ected the data and what results can be expected from the analysis. 

, ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: This kind of analysis can be done for each case 
type, using both filings and dispositions, as well as manner of 
dispodtion. 

Other independent variables ,than filings and dispositions can also be 
used to predict future trends~ such as economic indicators (for civil 
cases), population, or number of automobiles registered (for traffic 
cases). 

The data shown on ~10del 19 could' be rearranged to compare case 
dispositions with filings of the previous year as another device for 
predicting future trends. The previous year's filings" over several 
periods would be used to calculate within what percentage dispositions 
have fallen, 011 the assumption that that percentage witl carryon into 
the future. Some'range of confidence intervals should be completed along 
the prediction line so that the precision of the estimate is arso evident. 
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Trial Court Model 
OutP~t Report 19: Trial court caseload inventory projection~~ based

c 

on trend analysis 
Summary statistics 

o 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

450 

fi ~ 

~AME OF COURT 

DATE 

10 YEAR \1Oi:lKL0AD TREND AND 5 YEAR Wq)tKLOAD PROJECTIONS 

TOTAL CASES 6 

400 

350 

300 

200 

150 " 

50 

o 

0 

ACTUAL 

,. 
u 367* 

361* -().. 
/0- .- ~ ....... 34B 

331* / / n-. '0 
, ,A/ 342~ 
'. "~ 333* 

362 

276 I' .-
. :J--{:10 .. 319 .. '312~ 
A: ,287 . 

250" 247 2;!,5~O __ .~ /. 278.* 2'67 

O--a~- -'-~56 \' 

/ 
/ 

6 

/ 2119 

/242 
/ 

FILINGS 
193 

•.••.• ~\I 
1I..~~·-183 
... 166 

DISPOSITIONS 0--0 

ISS 
160 

PENDING AT END OF 

YEAR 

'. *~.JUSTED FROM 1980 ANNuAL REPORT. 

NOTE--TREND LINES COMPUTED BY LINEAR REGRESSION ANALYSIS. 
o 

FISCAL YEJ:;~ I 97Z 1973 1974 1975 1977 1978 -197fi 1980 1981 

o 

IJ 
•• __ .ij •• __ ."~~~ 

o 

Q 

I' 

o A' 0, 
o o 

..• .--4~ 

PROJECT~D ,...----.----.19 , 
_.- 406 

393 

"3~~_ 
315 • __ ~. 

. 
;) 

)j 

307 --a 
299 

291 

O-{] F I LINGS BASED ON PAST 5 YE::ARS 

(1977-l5!81) OF ACTUAL FILINGS 
./\ ~ 

_-. F I LINGS BASED ON PAST I 0 YEARS 

(1972-1981) OF ACTUAL FILINGS 

',::> 

'1982 1983 19!1 4 1985 1986 

,:;-::-:.. 
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Section 3. Procec!ures for analyzing trial court caseflow data 

Data on events in case proc~ssing can 'be used for caseflow 
managem~nt to assessC>the pace of ??J}t:igation, ~.s'tablish and monitor 
standards for case processing, and forecast caseflow. 

Case flow management output reports require information on 
the time it takes individual cases to move through the courts and 
the time intervals between critidll events in casee,processing. 
Ideally, the~e data wotdd be collected on a c~se,-by-case bas~s, from 
which aggregate statistics can be calculated. it is possible, . 
however ,to collect aggregate darta with a manual reporting system, 
either by using card index files (as described in Model Input Form 
2) or by sampling active and recently disposed case' files at regular 
intervals. Automation of c<ise-by-case repor'ting systems makes it 
much easier to enter and analyze the large volume of data.required 
to build the following output reports for caseflow management, 
needed by court. managers for decision-making and planni.ng purposes. 

'! 

Your court may not nee,r ap of the 'models displayed here, 
but can choose those that are most useful for your management 
requirements. 
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Trial Court Model Output Report 20: Age of pending cases 

~UR~OSE: To prese~t age-of-pending-cases data for the active caseload. 
Until age-of-pending-cases data are avail~ble, the court manager has no 
way of knowing whether cases are being processed within a time period 
that is acceptable to the courts, much less. acceptable to the citizens 
invo 1 ved .""'" c 

DESCRIPTION: The date of filing of each case is essential to calculating 
the age of pending cases. The time intervals chosen for display on Model 
20 should reflect the amount of time thatothe paCticular jurisdiction has 
decided is acceptable for processing each ty,?e of case. Thes:-a are 
summary statistics of the number of cases falling within each time period 
the cour~ has chosen to measure. 

(,.' 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

Cas£) types (intermediate-level data elements; minimum leve·q.. in 
boldf~ce; maximum level in Chapter IV) 

Events in case processing (date of filing) 

COMMENT: The State Court Model Statistical Dictionary emphasizes 'how 
important it is for courts to define pt'ecisely when a case is filed and 

o when it is considered disposed for statistical reporting purposes. Once 
those points are defined, the date's can ·b~· recorded and then the court 
can calcu_la~e the measure of central tendency required .to process any 
particular type of case and can indieate.the·number of easel:! that fall 
outside the norm. 
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Trial Court Model 
Output Report 20: Age of pending cases 

" 

Total 
pending 

Number/percent 

Civil caseo: 
Tort 
Contract 
Real property ~ 

rights 
Small claims 
Domestic relations 
Mental health 
Estate 
Appeal 
Extraordinary writ 
l'ostconviction, 

remedy 
Other civil 

Total civil cases 

Total 
pending 

Number/percent 

Criminal cases: 
FalC)ny 
Misdemeanor 
Ordthanc;,e violat'ion 
Preliminary hea~iJlg 
Appeal 
Extraordinary writ 
Postconviction 

remedy 
Sentence review 

only 
Other criminal 

Total criminal.~ases 

Traffic caSP,B: 
OO1/DU1 

, Contes,~';d movipg 
traffic violation 

Other contested 
,,'traffic uiolation 

" Uncont~stedpa,tki.ng 
, v~ollition .. \ " 

Total traffic'caslis 

Juvenil~ cases: 
Crimina1-typ~ offender 

~Statu9 offender 
"Non-offender 
Other .Juvenile rna tte!~ 

Total juve~\le cases 

,\' o 

\l .. 

*LeBs 
tll!,n 
90 

days 
Number/pp.rcent 

*0-30 
days 

Name ,of court 
Date 

*91-1S0 
days 

Numbar / percent' 

*31-60 
days 

Number/percent 

", 

.r? 
*181 days 

to 1 year. 
Number/percent 

*61-90 
days 

Number/'Percent 

" " 

Summary 
statistics 

1-2 
years 

Number/percent 

*91-1S0 
days 

Number/percent 

More 
than 

" 2 
I,?ears 

Number/percent 

*More 
than 

ISO 'days 
Number/percent 

I'} 

*The ,time frames shoWh in theh~ading of this model s\lou1d "reflect the time standards established for yqur Jurisdiction. 

**Measure 
of 
central 
tendency 

**Measure \' 
of 
central 
tendency 

~tfe mea~ureo~ central tendency may be I\verag<;. I?edian, or mode. ~epending' on the: degree' of sophistication of the reporting a .. 

sYdste'!1 be1ug used. . The cOllcrt \Day also want to,,1nd1cate the percent11e iJl which the meaSU1:'e of central tendency falls if me lin or 
mo e 18 used. . . '_ '.' - I 
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Trial Court Mdael Output Report 21: Age of cases at dis;~osition 

. PURPOSE: To indicate how long cases recent'ly disposed had been in the 

. court' system. 
II 

DESCRIPTION:" The date of filing and date of diSposition of each case are 
essential to calculating the age cf cases at disposition. ~e time 
intervals chosen foJ:' display on Model 21 should reflect the amount of 
time that the particular jurisdiction has decided 'is. acceptable for 
processing each type of case. These aresuunnary statisticso of the number 
of cl3ses disposed 'within each time' peri"od the court has chosen to me'tlsure. 

DATA SETS Case types (inte;mediate~level data elements; minimum 1eyel in 
REQUI.RED: 901dface; maximum level in Chapter IV 

Events in case processing (dates·· of filing, disposition) 

COMMENT: The State Court Model Statistical Dictionary emphasizes how 
important it is for courts to define precisely when a case is filed and 
when it"is considered disposed f,or statistical reporting purposes. Once 
these points are defined, the dates can be recorded, and then the court 
can calculate the measure of central tende~cy requi'red to process any.­
particular type of case, and can indicate '-the number of cas~s falling 
outs.ide the norm. (1' 
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Trial Court Model 
Output Re,port~ 21: Age of cases 'of disposition 

Q 

;"1' 

o Total [\ *0-90 
penCling days' 

____ ---".~. Number/percent NUmber/percent 

'Civil 'caees: 
Tort 
Contract 
Real property 

rights 
Small claims 
Domes tic re la tions c 

lIental health" 
Estate 
Appeal " 
Extraordinary ,writ 
Postcon'1.iction 

remedy 
Other civil 

Total civil cases 

Criain81 cascs: 
Felony 
Misdemeanor 
Ordinance violation 
Preliminary hearing 
Appeal 
Extraordinary writ 
Postco~viction a 

remedy.. " 
Sentence review­

only 
Other criminal 

Total criminal caoes 

Traffic case8: 
Wi/DUl 
Contested moving 

traffic violation 
Other contested 

traffic violstion 
Uncontested parking 

violation 

Total traffic cases 

Juvenile cases : 
Criminal-type offender 
'Status offender 0 

Non-offender 
Other juvenile "'JlUltters 

Total juvenile cases 

*Less 
than 
90 

.. 

Naine of court 
Date 

*9L-180 
days. 

Number/percent 

" 

, 
~ '; 

*181 days 
to 1 year 

Number/percent 

o 

*1-2 
years 

Number/percent 

Suunnary 
statistics 

*More 
than 

2 
years 

Number/percent 

**Measure 
of 
central 
tendency 

**Measure 
of 
central 
tendenc 

.p 

*The timeJrames shown in the heading of this model should reflectothe ,time standards estahlished for your juri(~diction. 
to '1!\ . 

~lie measure of c,entral t,endency JIUIY he averagti, mel\inn, or mode, del'ending on the degree ofsophistice,tlon of the reporting 
system heingoused. 'Jhe courtml!Y aho want to indicate the Percentile in which the mea.!lure of central tendency falls,' if ll1ennor 

"mode is used. ' ().' (l 
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CAge of disposed cases by 
manner of disposition 

PURPOSE: To indicate how long cases "recently. disposed had been iIi the 
court system, as well as the"length of time taken for each manner of 
disposition. 

DESCRIPTION: The date of filing and date ~of disposition of each case are 
essential to calculating the age of cases at disposition. The time 
inteFvals chos.en for display on Model 22 sh'oul~ "reflect the amount of" 
time\ that tb,eparticu1ar jurisdiction has deCided is acceptable for 
processing each type of case •.. These are summary statistics of the number 
of cases disposed and the "manner of dfsposition within each time period 
the court has chosen to measure. ,0 . ' , 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

Case types (intermediate-level data elements; minimum level in 
boldface; maximum level in Chapter IV~' 

Events in case processing (dates of filing, disposition) 
" Manner of disposition 

"COMMENTS: This is{!. further~nalysis of the information displayed in 
Model 21 to show age" of dispo~ed criminal cases1>ymanner of 

'disposition. Similar analysis could be done for ,,'civil, traf.i1.c, and 
juvenile case dispositions. 
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Trial Court Model. 
Output Report 22: Age of disposed cases by 

manner of'dispositiOLl 

Manner of disposition 

Cases disposj!d by jury trial: 
Number of cases disposed 
Mean age 
Median age 
0-90 days: 

number 
percent 

91-180 days: 
number 
percent > 180 days l' 
number 
"'percent 

\ 

Cases disposed by non-jury 
trial: 

Number, of cases disposed 
Mean age 
Median age 
0-90 days: 

number " 
percent 

"91-180 days:"' 
nllmber 
percent 

> 180 days: 
number 
percent 

CaseS' disposed after guilty or 
'nolo contendere plea: 

, Number of cas,es dl,sposed 
Mean age 
Median age 
0-90 days: 

numb~r 
percent 

91-180 days: 
number 
percent > 180 days: 
Jlumber 

""percent 

'\\ 

Cas,es dismissed;' nolle prd"sequi 
pt other dispositipn: 

Number of cases disposed 
Mj!snage 
Median age 
0-90 \lays: 

numbl\r,(, 
percent 

91-180 ,days: 
" number 

percent, 
> 180 days: 
. number 

percent 

(i1 

Misde-." Felony ~ 

o 

Name of co~rt 
Date 

Appea~ 
Ordi- of ., 
nance trial 
viola- court 
~ ~ 

" 

Q 

171 " 

.) Extra- Post-
ordi-

, .... 
con-

nary iiviction 
~ remedy 

,,; 

'" 

~ 

Summary 
statistics 

, 
Sen-
tence Other 
review crimi~ Total 
.~ !l!L. ~ 
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Trial CO"urt Model Output Report 23: Status of pending cases 

PURPOSE: This table shows summary statistics of the number of cases 
wa~ting at each event in case processing. This ,information assists the 
court manager in calculating how many cases are leaving the syste~ (how 
many failures 1:0 answer lead to defaults, 'how many Jailures to retIuest a 
trial date lead td settlements, etc.). If the periods between events are 
lengthy or t:he number of ca.ses is large at one event or another ,these 
data p1ermit the court maT'~ager to assess where ther~may be bottlenecks in 
the pr.ocessing system that\-are leading to delay so that ste,p,~,-- c!ln be 
taken to eliminate the bot\\1enecks o'r very old cases can be dismi~ssed. 
The data also permit an as~~ssment of whether the delay is being )caused 
within the court or by indiyidmi'ls outside the control of the court,. 

DESCRIPTION: These data require only acbunt of'the number of cases 
waiting at each step. ,;rhe easiest method ofcfarriving at stich a c04nt 
by processing the data through a computer. These' counts can also be 
produced manually by keeping appropriate ',sets of card index boxes, as 
described in Model lnput Form 2. 

Stat48 of pending cases on a"case-by-case basis (which"is an 
operational report) cannot be obtain~dmanual1y without an extravagent 
use'of personnel time. Case-by-case information on more than a. small 
number of cases requires automation to be cost-effec,~ive.' 

~, 
(j 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

is~ 

','( 

Case types (interme'~)?tce':levet data elements; minimum-level 
data elements itt boldface; maximum in Chapter IV) 

Events in case processing (intermediate-level d~:~j'a elements. 
See Chapter IV for minimum and maximum leveh) 

" \: ~. 

COMMENT: Cases t);1at are treated'as dispofied for statistical purposes may 
not in fact be removed from the jurisdiction of the court. These should 
be osubtracted from pending caseload and 'reported under "other manner of, 
disposl.tion." lnclude under this classification civil cases such as 
trusteeships or guardianships that last long periods of time; criminal 
ca,!,!es in "which the defendant has absconded or i~, "l-' fugitive, if these 
cases are considered inactive; as well as abatement by death of 
defendant; and juvenile ca.ses that have been adjudicated or disposed but 
have, not been. terminated. (See Model 24 following for an example.)' 
Include separ"ately all cases that are transferred to an inactive status. 
The ~ourt should report how long cases are c~r~ied on the calendar before 
they areiiputon inactive s'tatus. 
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Trial Court Model 
Output ~eport 2~: Status of pending cases 

Sunnnary 
statistics 

Case type 

civil cases: 
Tort 
Contract 
Real property rights 
Small claims 
Domestic rel~tions 
Mental health 
Estate 
Appeal 
Extraordinary writ 
Postconviction remedy 
Other civil 

Case type 

Criminal cases:' " 
Felony 
Misdemeanor 
Ordinance violation 
Appeal , 
ExtraordUnary wri~ 
Postco~viction remedy 
Sentence review only 
Other cdminal 

Traffic ellles: 
IMt/DUI 
Contested moving 

traffic violation 
Othelk conte'sted 

traffic violation 
Un~ontested parking 

vio1atioti ., 

Total 
I,:ases 
pending 

Total 
cases 
pending 

Name pf court 
Date 

Awaiting 
first 
answer 

Nwnber/percent 

Awaiting 
indictment 

( information) 

'Awaiting 
first pretrial 

conference 
Number/percent 

Awaiting 
first setting 

of trial 

Awaiting 
first setting 

of trial 
Number/percent 

Awaiting 
beginning 

of tri>ll 

Awaiting 
beginning 
of trial 

Nwnber/percent 

Awaiting 
disposition 

Nwnber/percent Number /percent Nwnber/percent Nwnber/percent 

0-

Awaiting 
Total Awaiting Awaiting Awaiting (,adjudicationl 

Awaiting 
disposition 
Nwnber/percent 

cases intake first interim " disposition Awaiting 
~c~as~e~tYup~e ____________ ~ ____ ~p~en~d~i~ng~ __ ~~d~e~c7i~si~03n,~ __ ~~h~e~ar~i~¥~~ __ ~d~i~s~po~s=i~t1~'0=n7-__ c~h~e~ar~i~n~g~~ __ -.~te~rm~in~a~t~io~n, 

Nwnber!percent Nwnber/percent Number/percent Number/percent Nwnber/percent 

Juvenile" casel : 
qrilllinal-type offender 
Status, offender 
Non-oHii'llder 
Other juvenile ma~ters 

o 
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This model applies to a general jurisdiction 
court or a unified trial court. It should be 
adapted for a two-tier trial court where the 
preliminary .. , hearing takes, place in a limited 
jurisdiction court. ' 
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Trial Court Model Output Report 24: Inactive case inventory 

PURPOSE: This is an operational report "that is 
an accurate picture of status of pending cases. 
,carried in the pending caseload, their age will 
of pending case~ dat;a. 

c/ 

import~nt in presenting 
If 'inactive 'cases are 

be reflected in the age 

DESCRIPTION: Cases that are inactive should be tre"ated as di~'pos'ed for 
statistical "purposes, but may not in fact be removed from the 
jurisdiction of the court. These Should be subtra'cted from pending " 
caseload and reported under "other 'manner of disposition. II Include under' 
this classification civil cases such as trusteeships or gua,rdianships 
that last long periods of t.ime; crimina~ cases in which the defendant has 
absconded or is a fugitive, if these cases are considered" inactive, as 
well as abatement by death of defendaIlt; and juvenile cases th.at have 
been adjudicated pr disposed, but have not been terminated.,. '" Include all 
cases that are transferred t,o an inactive 'status. The court should 
report how long cases are carried on the calendar before tfie,Y are put on 
inactive status. 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

Case types (minitnum-level data elements. 
intermediate and maximum levels) 

See Chapter IV for 

COMMENT: This list may be ordered" chronologically by the date put Qn 
inactive. status, the date the case was filed, alphabe'tically, or by case 

,number. Different orderings may be produced for different uses. For 
example, the police department may want an alphabetical listing of ,\the 
criminal inac~ive pending cases to check whether persons arrested are 
wanted by the court. The court may want the same list in chronological 
order by date put on inactive status if there is a policy of purging 
cases long inactive. ,., ," 

The total number of cases listed should be printed' after each section 
so that the court knows how many civil, criminal, traffic,and juvenile 
cases are on inactive status. 
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Trii~' Court Mode 1 
Outgut Report'24: Inactive case inventory 

Sunnnary 
statistics 

Case 
. number Name.of case 

Civil CAses 

. Total 

Criminal eases: 

Total 

o 

Traffic eases: 

Total 

Juvenile cases: 

'Total 

Name of Court 
Date 

'Case Filing 
type date 

r,'" 

(I 

o 

1.\ 

Case 
status 

(; 

l: 1-\ 

')~~ "{\ 
Date 
designated 
inactive 

Reason 
designated 
inactive 

() 

'r? 

This is,) an operational report that is 'important in 
, pre~~nting "all accurate picture of statu"s of pending 
cases. ~ 

.fj 
/J 

175 "r; 

n 
; 

" " 

,. 



o. 

1..'" 

'(,1 

" Q 

{J .0 

o 

r'· ',- . '" '.' 

li 

co 

"(;1' 

(} 
il 

, 0 

,,' \) 

r:.·. 1 
.... '.·'. " :; ~ 

q 

,e 

-

j ~' 

o 

r 

11 ,> 

' .. t, 
"."\ 

I' 
f ; .. Q 

(, 

\J Ii 

() 

. '.I 

" () 

0· 

. " 
Q 1"> 

o 

!'~rl 

(,' .Q ,." 

o· 

.. , 
.~ • ,f) 

:. 0 

. " I' . 
() .. 

..?fl 

,.) 

~, 

9' 

\.-' ' 

o 

'" 

" 
.... ,.' 

o 

o 

• 0 

, G 

'i £} 

c .' 

.0 

" --...:--~------'---

l' J 
... \. 

[ 

r 

p ~) 

o Delay lJ.ssessment. GrosS time spans from filing to 
disposition dO'not tell th~ court mapager whether there is delay. 
occurring in the processing 6f cases, or where such delay might be 
occurring in caseflow. Delay~assessmentrequires eo record of time'" 

,. intervals between'iJ.spei::.ific~'veftts in case, processing. 

Time ,intervals between events in case processing. Many 
courts today do COLlect time in~erval data, but there is Little 
~greement among courts as to which events in case processing are the 
significant ones to reco:fd. In trial court case processing, the 
events are .,more numerous, than in appellate court~ and there is less 
unanimity on the s,ignificance o~ each event in managing caseflow. 
General agreement seems to exist that it is useful to know how long 
trials last, and how much t..:fme is spent in pretrial activities 
because these have not tra'ditionally bee.ll considered to be under tne 
control;" of the court • 

A subs.tantial literature on caseflow management ~'xists, but 
even here "the events that researchers have chosen to meaSUre vary 
considerably. In an evaluation of LEAl\,' s court delay-re,ductioon 
programs,2 it was found that data from the sites studied did not 
permit distinctions between events in case processing~ so that only 
three time frames could" be assessed: lower court time, which was 
defined as the perigdfrom arrest until uthe trial court gains 
control of th~ case; trial ,court time; the period from when the 
trial cpurt of general juriisdiction'first gain~ control of a case 
until 'disposition on the merits; and sentencing time. 

" 

o 

" The Pretri.~l Delay Reduc,tion Project (a collaboration of the 
Nationa! Center for State Cou:t:'ts, National Conference of 
Metropolitan Courts, and the Courts '''Division of LEAA) used different 

'J sets of measures to compare disposition times. The oyerall civil 
case measures used were tort~dispositiontime, trial list 
.dif'lposition time, and tim~ to jury trial. The 'Criminal case. 
measures used "'~Je to,t:al court disposition t,ime, upper cO~rt" 
disposition ti~e,and time" to jury trial. A final measure qf " 
case16ad, a backlog i lldex, was obtained by" dividJng the nUII1~'er of 
casas, pending in a court at, the beginni'ngoof thepyearby that year's 
dispositions. " .••• the higher the' backlog index, "the more ~ 
pending cases. a cqu,;rt; has" relative to ~xpected yearly 

" productivity."3 '" 

\'il 

2David W. Newbau~r, Marcia J. Lipetz, Mary Lee Luskin, John Paul 
Ryan, Managing the Pace of Justice: An ,Evaluation of LEAA' s~"Court 
~ax-Reduction Programs. (Washington, D.Cd National Institute of 
Justice, 1981), p.18-1g. 

3Thomas Church, Jr., Alan Ca:rlson, Jo-Lynn tee, and Teresa: 'Tap,' 
Justice Deta ed: The'Pace of Liti ation in :Urban Trial Courts 
Wil1;j.amsburg, Va.: National Center for State.;Cch)rts, 1978 ,~p. 7-16. 
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In a later publication of the Pretrial Delay Reduction 
Project, the authors emphasize the importance of collecting 
~,'informationabout major events in a 'case and about characteristics 

;1 thought.to be relevant to the, pace with which",cases move through the 
court. "4 '. A lis t of sugges ted events was provided (this lis t is 
indluded in.a matrix of several similar lists gleaned from some of 
the major caseflo~ management studies, which will be found in 
Appendix B)'~ 

One theme that emerges in much of the work that has been 
done on caseflow management is that the court can and should control 
case procesRing. Data on particular events are essential if the 
court is to" take cont"rol qf them and manage the progress of cases 
through the' court. Such data are essential in determining the pace 
of litigation, pinpointing d~lay in case processing, formulating and 
instituting a new continuance policy, and setting standards for case 
processing. The choice" of which events to monitor can be made on 
this basis. The COSCA Committee on Statistics a~d Information 
Systems has chosen a model set G·f events for civil, criminal, 
traffic, and juvenile case processing that can be found in Chapter 
IV. 

(i 

Summary statistics can b,e provided to J,Jldicate age and 
status of pending cases by court carse management reporting systems 
that are manual or only partially automated (Models 20-25). Courts 
that have not automated their information system or are not ready to 
automate should not, however, disr;arc1 the possibility of "collecting 
data on events in case processing." As mentioned at the' beginning of 
this;. section, information on date of filing and disposition can be 
collected manually, and two, alternatives to c,fl-se-by-case reporting 
exist whereby additional iriformation on events in case processing 
can be provided manually. One a:Cternative is to keep file boxes of 
index cards, one box for each type of case and one card for "each 
individual,. case, on which the minimum essential dates in ttie 
processing of that case are recorde4. (See Model Input Form 2 for 
an example.) These cards can'be arranged behind color-coded 
dividers, filed by date of the next even~, and moved each time a 
case progresses to tne next event •. Counts of total numbers of cases 
(status of pending cases) at "each evento can pe made periodically " 
(once a month, for example) and recorded, and cases that have 'passed 
the court I s time standard" be identified. The other alternative Cis 
to sample caseload in c~€r to collect. diita on a portion" (perhaps 
ten per cent) of the total caseload,' assuming that these cases are 
typical, . rather than to try to eva].uate the .entire caseload. 

4Larry L'. Sipes, Alan M. Carlson, Tere~,a Tan, Alexander B. Aikman, 
and Robert W. Page, Jr., Managing to Reduce Delay (Williamsburg, 
.Va.: National Center for State Courts, 1980), p. 165. 
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Whatever method is used, information on the'time sp~nt in 
case processing· is" essential if court managers are to control the 
f~ow.of cases through the. court and try ·to bring case pi:-ocessing 
w~thu.1 the standards that the court has set as minimal to the till"-'ly 
dispensation of justice. ~ 

. . .Automation.is necessary ~n order to provide output reports 
~ndl.catl.ng events l.n case processing on a case-by-case basis, 
especially in large volume, ,.high activity courts. 

Ex:eption reports:" In ad?it,iOl1. to pinpointing' de~ay, data 
o~ eve~ts l.n case process~ng p~rml.t the court m~nager to add a 
dl.mens10n to age of pending .cases' l1nformation. He now knows not 
only ho~ many cases have beeh pe,pding certain lengths o,f time but 
also w~1ch cases and how many are, at each stage in case processing. 
Except~on reports C~n .be created that show' cases that are not within 

. the normal range of time required," as shown in Mo'del 27 and action 0 

can be taken either to require processing to continue dismiss the 
case, or to remove it to inactive status. ' 
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Trial Cbart Model Output-Report 25: 
~~ , 

Criminal case exception re,.20it: 
cases pending over 90 days 

PURPOSE: In order for the court to take control of the flow of 
cases through the cou~t, rather .than leave it to prosecutors or 
attorneys, the court manager needs data on events in case processing~ 

DESCRIPTION: This is an exception report" indicating those cases not 
meeting a particd~larti~e standard,which can be available at any 
time with on-line ~nquiry capability. Similar reports could be 
requested for civil cases, traffic cases, or juvenile cases. 

This kind of case-by-case reporting requires automation to be 
cost-effective and produce output reports in a timely fa.shion. 

DATA SETS Case types 
REQUIRED:' Events in case processing 

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: These kinds of operational data make it 
possible to prepare m~nagement reports such as Model 26 or similar 
case listings for all cases waiting in queue at any event in case 
processing. 0 
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Trial Court,Model 
Output Rep~'rt 25: 

Jeffer~on County 

Case 
number 

'000000 

000000 

000000 

Case title 

State v Beckel; 

·State v Schwartz 

State v Hughes 

000000 ' Etc. 

". 

'II 

o 

Crimillalcase .. excePtion report: 
Cases pending over 90 days 

Date of 
event 

00/00/00 
00/00/00 
00/00/00 
00/00/00 
00/00/00 
00/00/00 
00100/00 
00/00/00 
00/00/00 

00/00/00 
" 00/00/00 

00/00/00 
00/00/00 

00/00/00 
00/00/00 
00/00/00 
00/00/00 

c, 00/00/00 

r; 

Name of court 
Date 

OPEN CRIMINAL CASES 

Case type / event' 

" Felony 
Filing of complaint 
'Al;rest 
Arraignment 
Prelimin~l:Y hearing 
Indictment 
Moti'ons hearing 
Set ,for trial 
Trial commenced 
Date of judgment 
Sentencing hearing 

Misdemeanor 
Filing of complaint 
Arrest 
Arraignment 
Pretrial settlement 

conference 
Sentencing hearing 

Felony Ii' 
Filing of complaint 
Arrest 
Arraignment 
P~eliminal:Y hearing 
Indictment 
Set fo r trial 

Date of 
next event 

00/00/00 
00/00/00 

00/00/00 

00/00/00 

O%oloo 

~is exception report should be present~d 
~1th the oldest case first and the others 
ranked according to ase; 

c 
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Case-by-case 

Judge 
assigned 

Wilson 

Bruin 

Smith 

., 

Cases pending 
over 90 days 

132 

108 
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Trial Court Model 
Output Report 26: 

~, 

Status ,of pending cases according,~t.2' 
particular events in \Case processing 

'" 

PURPOSE: To :i.:ndicate1 what cases are waiting ~~ qU,~ue at any ey~nt in 
(I., case processing. 

DESCRIPTION: This model is simply a list '('0£ cases that the co~puter has 
sorted ,according' to the neJ{t sch~duled even~ in each case. '7 

, DA'TA SETS REQUIRED: Case types (level of data elements "is up to the court 
Events in case processing (level is up to the cour't) 

" ,,' 

COMMENT: When case volume is ,l?rge). automation is necessary flo sort 
cases <\lccording to the next event sfheduled in each case. 
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Trial Court Model 
Output Report 26: 

Event: TRIAL DATE 

Civil cases: 

To till 

CrUainal cases': 

c' 

Total 

Traifi.: caee. t 

Total 

Juvenile, caaea: 

0 

SET 

~ 

o 

f", 

Status of pending cases according to 
,.particular events in case processing 

f.:: 

Case 
~ 

'" '-Name of Court 
Date 

o 

Case type 

(t 

(I 

Date 
tria. 
.!.l!L. 

Number'lof 
,scheduled 
trial dates 

o 

!!uch a case list~'Jlg can be made for 
each event .in cas'e processing where' 
the court must' take ,some action. The 
Hst ~an be sorted nilmeiically by case 
nlllliber' or date scheduled." or ~'lpha­
betically by defendant's, name. 

Date 
trial 
scheduled 
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Event sChedtlling. 4nother benefit of information on events 
in ,caSe processing is ~hat it assists the court in actually 
sched'iling ev~nts' in a coherent lIi{~y rather than on tlru· basis of 
", ~ G--' 

aggragatecaseload numbers. Calendars can be set, cases set for 
trial, and judges assigned fo~ a specific roster of cases on a 
F;pecific time schedule decideq by the. co~rt.Experience ha~ shown 
that these operational data are essential in promoting the most 
efficient use of "court resources. They also permit the court to " 
schedule witnesses, juries, "attorneys, and 9 policeappearances as 
,they will actually be needed, saving time and preventing frustration 
for/these individuals. -Models of operational reports are not 
iQ,cluded he:re but would incJude dockets, calendars, indexes of cases 
(listed by case number, defendane's name, or length of time 
pending), lists ,of attorneys, and so forth. 

Standards for trial court caseflow .management. Court 
"control of event.s in case processing also permits, the court "to 
establish standards for caseflow processing and to monitor court 
performance ,in meeting those standards. Every court,~ if it hopes to 
~ '\ . " ... .-
process 1tS. case load ~xped1t10usly, should set standards that would 
perlJlit it to do,so and then implement procedures that 'will 
accomplish the goals set. ,- -

The ABA co~ission on Standards of Judicial'Administration 
has provid~d guidelines for caseflow management goals .• , (Standards 
Relatingtq, Trial Courts wil.l be found in Appendix c. ) "COSCA' in 
1982 appointed a committee to devel~pi"'national time standard$ for 
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Trial Court Model 
Output Report 27: 

~ 

Trial court exception report: 
Cases pending longer than your juri'~diction' s minimum 

time standard 

PURPOSE: This"chart shows the number of cases waiting at each eventJ-n 
case processing and the time each has been waiting~since the last eve~t. 
This information assists the" court manager in calculating how many cases 
are leaving the system (how many failure"s to answer lead to defaults, how 

'many failures to request a trial date, lead to settlements, etc.). If the 
time periods between events are lengthy or the numb~r of cases is large 

£J d (.. at one ~vent pr another, these data perm1t the court manager to assess 
where there may be bottlenecks in the proc~ssing system that are leading 
to delay so that steps can be taken toeIiminate the bottlenecks .or v~,ry 
old cases can be dismissed. The data also permit an assessment of ' 
whether the delay is being caused Within the court or 1?,y individuals 
outside the control of the court. 

DESCRIPTION: "This model differs from Model 23 in that it indicates the 
status of each case in the case10ad rather than providing s~mmary 
statistics. Case-by;"ca!5e reporting on this scale can only beG doner.;w~\th 

'automa.tion. 
" 'I I) 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

" Case types (minimum-level data 'elements. See Chapte:r"I.V' for 
intermediate and maximum levels) 

,Events~ in case processing 

COMMENT: Each"",jurt should have its own standards for 
~pans for case processi'ng. 

acceptable ti11le 
o 

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: This report may b~e produced for selected events and 
used as a schedule'~ It may also be used as an exception report, listing 
only those cases that h~ve exceeded a specific standard for t,ime between 
events. It may be printed in chronoJ,ogica1 9rder by date ·of next event 
or date of last event, alphabeticallY by cas~ tit1e,or by case number,. 
It may be used as a g~~def,or conducting a year-end aUdit of a sample of 
or a1~ active pending -cases. For this use, the Ii,sting should be It 

produced by case number and~matc:hed against all active case files. All, 
cases found to be previous1~ disposed should be removed from the active 
files in' the recordkeeping S)Tstem. ,Other errors can be corrected" at the 
same time. 
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Trial Court Model 
Output Report 27: 

" 

Civil ,cases pending 
longer than your 
jurisdiction'!! 
minimum time 
standard 

Criminal case. pendin~ 
19nger than your 
jurisdiction's 
minimum time 
st,!1ndard 

JUvenile case. pa~ding 
longer than your 
jurisdiction' s N 

minimum time 
standard \i 

Traffic case. (corit~s~'ed) 
pending longer than 
your jurisdiction's 
minimum time standard \) 

Trial court exception report: 
Cases pending longer than your 

jurisdiction's minimum time standard 

Case 
~ 

, (,) 

!I 'J 

,Name of court 
Date 

Case 
Name of case 1m' 

" 

187 
" 

Time 
since 

Date Nature last 
of last of last event 
~ ~ (days) 

\''--..-

Case-by-case, 

l\ge 
Next of 

Next event case 
~ ~ (days) 



\1 

C' 

(\ 

·..,------ ------------- - -"--

Forecasting for caseflow management. In order to do 
forecasting for caseflow management, tre~d analysiscan.be ~one on 
time-to-disposition dat;fl, on age of pend~ng cases, o~ t~me ~nt~rvals 
between events in cas~ processing, on status of pend~ng.cases, a~d 
on events scheduled in case process~n~. • [Exa~ples are. ~n~luded ~~ 
Appendix D to illustrate some of these k~nds of analy~~s. . These 
are not models, but simply illustrations of the ways ~n wh~ch 
particular jurisdictions are analyz,j.ng'an,d ~isplayi~g case:re~ated 
statistics. For instance, Example "1 gives ~nforma:~on on Jur~es 
sworn and number of jury .trials rover a lO-year per~od, a~ well as on 
the number of civil cases awaitingotrial per authorized Judge over a 
ten-year period.] 

These kinds of ~nalyses permit the court to compare its case 
processing performance with previous years a~d .toplan case 
processing for future years~ 

2Referencest'0 the examples are all contained in. brackets to 
differen.tiate them from the models in this manual. 
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Chapter"VIII ' 

Mo~el appellate court data collection (input) forms 
and management (ou~put)reports ..... 

(/' 

The quality of the analysis in,a court's management reports 
depends on the clear definition of management functions to be 
performed and the quality of the data on which they are based, as 
described in Chapter III. Figure" 24 following demonstrates tRe 
relationship between the outp~t reports that appear in Settion 2 and 
3 of this chapter and the data sets found in the model input forms 
in Section 1 .below. 

" 

Section 1. Procedures for collecting appellate court case-related data 

This section focuses on the collection of case-related 
statistics to meet the intel:"nal management needs of, appellate 
.courts. As will be se~n later, many of these collection procedures 
are the same as those .that are used in the compilation of 

"state-level statistics1t In order for these procedures to be C' 

effective, they must be ~ccompanied by clear instruction"manuals, 
which'include data elem~nts and definitions, instructions for making 
corrections, and the ~ike. 

There are three data collection procedures from which courts 
may choose: 

Co ' 

\ 
") 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Manual/batch automated: 
. a." Filing and disposoition 
b. Log sheet's (Model 29) 

Batch auUomatea: 

o 

cards (Model 28t 

a. Mult:fr\"part report of case events (Model 30) 
\"" 

On-line adh,pmated: 
a. nOn-line \\ftata entry" sci~en (Model 31) 

" 
" I' 

o 

\~ach procedure, a1on~~ with model forms used to cqUect the data, 
~~11 be eXPlain:d in ,\oro det~il 0 in the text accompanying each model I 

I 1 
,\ '\ \ . 

".\ 

1\ 
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Figure 24: "Relationship of :ata sets collected to out~ut reports ~~at '""" bseEPTrOdsUC~~_APPELLATE CQ:RT~·----- --I,: 
D A T"A 

~------------~G~a-s-e----~~~~Ma~n-n-e~r~o~~~E~v-e-n-~t-s~in~-c-c--ls--e-,-p-r-o-c-e-s-s~in--g '1 (, 

APP~LLATE COURT CASEtOADMANAGEME~~ REP0&tS 
~ 

Case10ad inventory apalysis ,;P 

~tput 2'eports 323 34-38, 

Manner of disposition anaLysis 
Out~\ pepopt 35 

• .(,~' . ,,< 

Trend analysis 
Output pepopt 39 

o 

c' 

Projec;tions based on trend anCl~ys:is 
Output pepopt 40 

APPELLATE COURT CASEFLOW MANAGEMENT REPORTS o ' 

Age of cases (pending and disposed) 
Output pepopt ~1" 43 

Status of ,', cases 
Oupput pep,opt 41" 44 

II 

" Exception reports 
Output pep~pt 45 () 

() iJ 

Time intervals between events 
Output pepopt 4~", 44' ," 0 

Case 
types 
Input 
forms 28-31 

inven~ of dis- ' Filing and Additional 
tory position dispos'ition events 
Aggpegate 0 Input Input Input 
data [OPTTlS 28-31 [O!'l1l8 28-30 ,,[om 31 

Q 

,J 
,_~, -----/-----------------------------~~ir-----------------~Q-------

*~ ,J ,J 

o 

,Jo a ,J ,J 
,J J~ j 

------~----------~{~~---------------------------------------------

,J ,J. r,J ,J 
\'0 " 

*The broken check ind:tcat~s that' the anal.ysi~ca.n be don~ witho.ut th~\r particular 
but the quality 'of the anaIysis will be improved by having that info\pnation. 

data "set, 
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Appellate Court Model Input Form" 28: Filing and dispositioli< cat:~s 

·9 

I,' 

DATA COLLECTION METHOD: Manual/batch automated 

PURPOSE: To capture basic case..:'related data for the" individual court at the 
time of filing and again at disposition~ 

(\ 

DESCRIPTION: The case tracking cards disp'layed' a-r~. a, three-part ", carbq-q .~et 
file, card. The appropriate data sets for c~se type an,d manner of disposition 

'Should be inserted as indicated on the model~' 
(), 

PROCEDURE: The,case initiati'On portion of the card $et is cOJUpleted at time 
of filing". The v first card is placed in a card fire by c'aee, type according to 

"the month of filing. This permfts tabulation of filing "statisticsb~' ca.se" 
type; the number of cases filed can be counted "at ,the end of the 'week or month., 

The second card is separated from the first two and kept in an index file 
to track the case. As the case proceeds through the court, the second 
(disposition) card is filed under' each 'successive event heading in the index 
file. At disposition,this card is placed in the disposition file according 
to the manner of disposition to serve as a reco:i:'doof dispositions. (A 
photocopy of the card is, sent at this time to the state administrative 
office.) " Each month's dispositions are kept separate by type of disposition 
so that at the end of each month the total number of different types of 
'disposiJions can be counted. 

e <, The third card is for an alphabetical reference index file. 

DATA SETS 
CAPTURED: People indicators 

Case type (intermediate-level data elements) 
Manner of disposition (intermediate level) 
Events in c~se processing (2--filingand disposition) 

25 

ADVANTAGES: Sunnnary statistics, can be prepa~ed in a timely manner. 
Filing information is entered only once, reducing errors. 
Filing ana disposition "data available on indivIdual 'cases, which permits 

analysi~' of age of cases pending and disposed. 
, Indiv:i,dual cases can be manually tracked by arranging the cards in index 

files and 'moving 'them aSI.cases proceed through case processing. 
Sunnnary statistic~ can be provided for status of pending cases by counting 

cards filed at each event. ~ 
Inexperisive materials'used. 

DISADVANTAGES: If 
of the index cards 

~ ",< 
\1' 

case volume is large, the manual prep,,!;ration an.d arranging 
and ag~regation of data become very time-consum~ng. 

PROVIDES DATA FOR OUTPUT REPORTS 32, 34-38--caseload 1nventoryCanalysis; 
35--manner.£of.,..disPQ,sition "analysis; 39--trend analysis; 40--trend analysis 
projections; 41 al\d 43.,..-age of cases. 
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AppeUate Court"'Model Input Form 28: Filing and disposition cards 

FILING CARD 
~ 

Name of."' CDUr:~ 
" 

Date of filing ea"se number Ii 

Case type: 
r---:nsert case type " _,_Insert' c,,"se type 
r---Insert case type __ Insert case type 

Ii 0 

\\ 

I DISPOSITION CARD 
" 

u 
N~me cif" court ., 

Date of f'iling Case number .. ," ... ..,. 
Case tvpe: , 
t--:nsert case type Insert case type 
r---Insert case type Insert case type 

!Manner of disposition.': Date of disposition 
r---Insere manner of _'_, _Insert mailner of disposition 
_dispotion __ Insert manner iif disposition 

.!; 

INDEX CARD 

~me of court, __________________________ _ 

iDate of filing,,-, ________ _ Case number, ______ --'-__ -"-__ --I 

The 'top section of all three cards is 
Hllr': in simultaneously at. time of 
filing by means of carbon between the 
cards. (1 

The top card is then detached ,and put 
in a filing index according to "case 
type. All cases filed in that reporting 
period would be in this index. 

(-. \~ ,,) '1:, 
Thi~ section of the second card ~s com­
pletedat disposition and put in a file 
according to manner of disposition. 
A copy of the entire card is sent to the 
AOC. . 

This third card was completed at case 
filing and put in an alphabetical card 
index to use ,in locating cases when the 
case numo.er is n?t known. 

Filled-in example of Filing and disposition cards 

~ DISPOSITION CARD 

Name 0 f cO\lrt An. State SUl':'!'eme Court 

Ilate of filing 06(03(83 ',Case number CI8204083Z 

.' Name of ,case Rodripuez V8 A,erne PoUlB1' 

Paeel X __ -;B~1'OlJ~"':-::, ,......;.. __ _ 
Enbanc _..!De::7Zan=d"--....... ___ . 

Aeke!'mln 

Case t e: 
Request to appeal: 

Civil case 
-Criminal "case 

POGcconvictio~ remedy 
Agministr~t~ve agency 
Juvenile case 

Sentence review only 

Appeal: 
X Civil'case 

Criminal case 
_'_Postconviction remedy 
__ ,Administrative agency 

Juvenile case 
Qr~ginal proceeding: 

, OrigintiL,jurisdiction 
Disciplinary matter 

' __ ' Advisory, opinion 

"~-'/i;;;;';::;;;:-;;T":i'<~;;::;;:;;:--'--n::=-::&====-;;;;-7;;='~~ Manner of dis osition'; Date of dispo"ition 09/22/83 
Opinion 
, Other deciis,ion 

Granted 
Denied 

Memorandum decision' 
Other decision 

" Qranted 
Denied 

__ Ord",r (decision without opinion) 
Ocher decision 

-'-Granted 
--, -Denied C 

7"'Dismissed!wichdrawn!settled 
--Transferred 
" Other Ranner of disposition 

Two dimensional illustration of a 
3-part filing and disposition card: 

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

\:1 () 

(3 

::--. ' 

" ! 

_~j_'.----:-----~---.. _~_~-~.~-~-~~-~~~ __ -_~ __ "~~~~ __ ~~~D~~ ___ ~_~_.~_~~~~~_~1~9_3_)_C_, __ ~ __ ,~~ __ ~\_.::::=====8=====~_j ___ _ 
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Appellate C,ourt Model Input Form" 29A: Case~filing log sheet 

DATA COLLECTION METHOD: Batch data entry. 
the manual collection of data on individual 
volume is not too Jarge.) 

(This .log ,could also be used for 
eases' by courts where .the case , 

PURPOSE: To capture basic case-related data on individual c~vil cases at 
filing or case initiation for later entry into an auto;nsted informatfon system. 

DESCRIPTION: This log sheet is designed to collect, data for a batch automated, 
reporting system and serves as the input medium to the automat.ed system. 
Separate filing and disposition log sheets are used ,for each diff~ren~_c!:1se 
type in order to avoid errors in entering data. , ,. - -

The time period for completing, this form, should be specified by t,hecourt 
and will depend on case volume.. The actual data shoul,d be entered as close to 
the' occurrence as possible as part of regul~r daily' court" routine. 

\) ,~ 

DATA SETS 
CAPTURED: ,People indica'tors 

,Case types (intermediate level) 
Events in case processing (l--date 

C> 

c: 
of. filing) 

PROCEDURE: At case initiation, the clerk records the date'and case number of 
the case along with the other requested information for each case. Alle,cases 
filed on the same day or during the same reporting period are enteredonto.the 
same log sheet., Additional sheets may be usep if there are more cases' than a . 
single log sheet will'hold. "Each case" ~s entered on a separate line. 

r~ II 

COMMENTS: The reporting of the case type on this. form is particularly 
important, l?ecause different case types r~quire,widely,different Cl:l,Se 

processing resources. 

ADVANTAGES: Provides data on each cas,e as weii:~asthe case types and man,ner­
of-disposition data n~eded for sl.umnary'stat'istics. 

SUIlll1lary statistics can be "prepared ,in a tif!lely manner. 
Filing and disposition data are available on individual cases, which 

permits analysis of age of cases p,endihg and~ disposed. 
Inexpensive materials. used. 

,1 

DISADVANTAGES: Provides no assistance in case tracking 
Large margin for error in manually recopying data~ 

formulated for making corr,ections a,fter these data have 

fo;, operationaJ use· 
A procedure must be 
been entered. 

PROVIDE.8 DATA FOR MODEL OUTPUT REPORTS 32, 34-38--case.1oad:frtvento:r;y analysis; 
35--manner~of-dispositiort analysis;' .39--trend analysis; 40:-trena analysis 
projections; 41 and 43--age of cases. 
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Appe~late Court Mode~ Output Report 29A: Case filing log sheet 
() 

T~e p(lriod endin"-s _______ _ 

1. 

1. 

Date of 
filing of 
notice of 
appeal Case number Name of case 

Name of court' 

APPELLATE CASE FILING LOG 

Page_of_. _. 

Case 
c;' type 

Panel 
assign­
mE:nt 

4~" -------~_:---~,-----------------------'--'---~----l 
5. 

~------------------~~------~·-·--------~--------------I 
Etc., 

--" ____ Total entries this page" 

C",se types: 
Insert:' da ta elements for case type.~ 

Filled-in example of Appellate case filing log 
, " 

Any state Supreme Court 
.-

0 
,APPELLATE CASE FILING LOG 

" J Week. ending (j~/22/85 () Page....Lo£LL-

Date of C 
, 11 

filing of " Pan··el 
, tlotice of , Case assign-

appeal Case number;·, .Name of case type -c: ment 

1. 01 '18/8~ CR82078186 stat6 VB Anthonu Rabatini ., APCR 2 ,\ 
u 

'" 2. 0~/18/83 . 'CR82109845 Stat e VB B et;:rona E. Hi(u:rinhottom !I(~CR 1 
.' 

3. 04.1..191-83 
~-;-

CI810~0387 Anthony' P. JOneB vs Aof.\e PO"",l' ROCI' < 
-'. --

4. 041-201-83 J!.A81!09t298 Bal'baPa. J." Smith 'VB Pl'ioe ~,g~l'd CO=II1 AARQ 1 -
5. 04t.201-B3 DN8206002? Any' State Bar VB James M. Beokman \', 

,) 
OPD~J ;; "" ., 

" 
" 6. 04/21/83 CR82020729 state vs Eloise .TesBut> " ,4PCR 2 

""'. 
7 • 041-221-83. " JV82111'145 Petition in behatf. of. EttslJol'tn B. !!'homrJSO!' RQJV 1 

8.=--uii22/83 SR8202011~6 State VB Dominio Esnosito 
" 

SERO 2 

" II 
9. 

p 

" Etc. 
" 

/I Total entries t:his page 

., 
r~ 

ease tl!eesl (, 

Request to app~al.: Appeal: 
'RQCV - Civil 'case APCV -. Civil cas~ ". < 

" nQCR - Crimi~~lcase Al'CR ~ Criminal case ' ."':~ 

RQPC, - Pos'i:convictio!l. reined)' Al'PC - Postconviction remedy 
" " RQAA - Admi~istrative "gency APAA- Administrative agency 

'RQJV - Juvenile caSe APJV - Juvenil.a case " 
\'~) 

SERD - Se!1t,ence revie,::, only case Original 'proceeding: 
O!"PJ - Original j ut'isdict!on 

" " ,,' 
OPDH - P,,sciplirtary matter 0 

" 
OPAD ,,- Atlyisory opinio~ 0 

". 
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Appellate Court Model' Input Form 29B: Case disposition log sheet'" 

" 

DATA COLLECTION METHOD: Batch data entry. (This log could ,also be used"for 
the manual collection: of disposition data by court:s where case volume is not 

.too large.) 

PURPOSE: To ,capture basiLc case-related ,data on individual cases at 
disposition for later entry into an automated info~ation system. " 

"DESCRIPTION: This log sheet is designed to collec't data for a batcQ. automated 
reporting system and's.erves as the input medium to the autolIlated sy.stem. 
Separate filing and disposition log sheees are used for each case type to 
avoid errors in entering data.. '. ' ," 

,,' The time period for compl'eting this form should be specified by tpe court 
and will depend on case volume. The actual data should ~,e entered as close ,to 
the occurrence as possible as par~~~f regu~ar daily court rq~tine. 

o \/ a v ' 

Q':' llROCEDbRE'':~At case d~ispositi~n, the clerk records the date and case number of 
'the case atong with the other requested information for each case. All cases 
disposed on the same .day or during the same reporting period are enteredlP~to 
the same log sheet. Additional sheets may be \lsed· if there "are'more cas~'s a 

than a single log ?I>heet will hold'. Each case i~. entered on a.separate line. 

a 

DATA SETS 
CAPTURED: 

\I,{ 

People indicators " 
Manner of ~disposition (intermediate-level data elements) 
Case" typ~s (intermediate-level,\data elements),. 

o. 

Events 1.n case processing (date of disPQ's1tion) 

COMMENTS': Th~ reporting of manner of disposition' on,\ this" form is' 
import;ant because cases that are dismissed requi~,e far les's court 

" ,'- ,\:.:.1 

than those that are disposed by'a full opinion,. 

o 

" particularly 
resources 

ADVAN,TAGES : Provides data on each case as well as the case types and manner­
pf-di$position data needed for suunnary statistics. 

S\lunnary statistics can' be p'repared in a timely manner. 
F'iling and disposition data ar~ available on indi;'idual cases" which 

permit'S analysis oJ ag'e ,of c\~ses pending and;disposed~; , .'U; 

Inexpensive materials u~,ed. ~)~~ "," . ,) 

DISADVANTAGES: ProJides no assistance Gin case tracking "(operational uses). 
Large'margin for error in manually recopying data.' A pkoc~.dure must be 

formulated for ~aking corrections atter othese"data have been entered. <9 ,,,. 
,~ (I -:;; 0 

PRQ.vID~ DATA FOR MODEL OUTPUT REPORTS 32, 34-38--:'caseload inventory analysis; 
35--manner-of-dispos'itionanalysis; 39-..,.trend analysis; 40--trrend analysis 
projections; 41 and 43--age of' cases~. ~. .," 
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Appellate Court Model Input Form 29B: Case disposition log sheet 
Q. 

Name of court 

APPELLATE CAS~ DISPOSITION LOG 

Time period ending'-_____ ,--~ 
Page_, of 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Date of 
.sis osition 

Manner of 
dis osition Name of case 

Ca.se Panel 
t e assi ned Case number 

'~()1 --:----:----:-----------1 
--~II~~--------~------,~------I 

lll~~--~---------------------------1 

Etc.. 

_~.;,-_.Total entr.ies this page 
~. 

" 
~~er of disposition: 
;nserr:, data elements for manner of disposiFfon 

Case tyPes: 
Inse!:" data elements for case types 

Filled in example of Appellate case disposition log 

I 

Any Stat~ Supreme Court 

o APPELLATE CASE DISP9,SITI9N LOG 

Week ending I,' 04/22183 
Page...L,of_l_ 

" 
Date of 
d:sposition 

Manner of 
disposition Case number Name of case 

Case Panel 

1. 04/18/83 ORDE- DENI '" 01'83010036 
l' 

2. 04119/83 MEftm - OTDE OR82021034 

Habeas corpus in behaZf ~.pJohn J. Eppo 

state vs Marian Mo Uno RQCR 

3. 04/19/83 THAN 

4. 04/20/83 OPIN - OTDE 

CI820112085 " ;,Martene Jenks vsFacific Pl'O~tSI Ina. 

CR821297611'State VB AdsZbert M. Merton 

o 

RQCI 3 

APCR S 

S. 04/20/83' ~ dRDE - DENI 'PC83020121 

6. 04/21/8i DISM..o . CR82119123 

7. 04/22183 MEMO - GRAN CP,83022022 

8. \~ {) 

9; 

Etc. 

__ ..!.7 ____ T.otal entries this page 

~Mari~er of disposition 
OPIN- Opinion 0 

OTDE -: Other decision 
GRlIN - Granted 

'} .) 

o 
DENI'- Denied 

" MEMO .- Memorandum decision ,., D 
OTDE Othel' decisi:/)n 
GRAN - ,; Granted 
DENI- Denied 
ORnE .- Prder(decision ~ithout opinion) 
OIDE - "Other decision 
GRAl; - Granted 
DE:a - Denied" 
DISH - Dismis'sed/withdrawn/settled 
IRA!: '- Iranferred 
MAI~' - Oth,ero "",nnerp! "disposition' II 

; "U 

o 

Petition in behaZf of Bruae Johnson AEPC· 2 
p . ..;:::~,7=f,"-::---'-.2£.~':"'-.L __ 

s,tate VB IBkandsr Shabbur RQCR 1 

State VB BrolTLieZZW. Patton RQCR 

Case t~ 
Reques t to appeal: 
RQCV - CiVil case 
.RQCR,.- C.iminal case 
RQPC - Postconviction rE;medy 
RQAA - Administrative agency 
RQJV - ~~veni1e case 

" 
. SERA - Sentence rev~.o:lY 

Q "\)(, 

l] 0 

,1,97 

Appeal: 0 " 

APCV - Civil case 
APCR- Crimlnal case 
APPC - Postconviction remedy 
i'J?M - Adll!in:1strative agency 
APJV - Juvenile ¢ase 

Original proceeding: 
OPOJ - Original jurisdiction 
OPDM - Disciplinary matter 
9PM,l - Advisory opinion 
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Appelfate Court Model" Input Form 30:
0 

Multi-part report of case events 

'\ 

DATA COLLECTIONMET'HOD: Automated--batch d~ta entry~ (Data,;areentered c 

manually onto this form by the local couxtcl~rk, for batch entry into the 
automated information system at either a local 1oca'tion or at the state 
admini~trativ.e office.) :(1 ~ 

PURPOSE: To capture detailed case-related dataonoindividua1 appellate court 
cases at fi~ing and again at disposition~ and'to capture case event aata on 

1,', • 

actl.ve cases. 

PROCEDUR:E: These forms capture all the data captured by the earlier morlels', 
plus the events in case processing. They are designed to capture data needed 
for operationa1::purpos~s in caseprocessing,with the inforin8"tion for. local or 
state-lev,el management purposes being a bY7product. <! 0 

DATA SETS 
CAPTURED,: 

People indicators 
Case type (intermediate-level data elements) 
Ma~ner of disposition (intermediate level) " 
EV,~nts in case 'processing, (intermediate lev~l) 

,I" J 
COMMENTS: Adoptipn of this syst;:~m saves" courts "the .."ime "it takes to re-type 
the ,case title for the purpose of dOCke1:ing,ihdexing, sq,heduling, listing 
cases filed,and Hsting cases disposed. Additionally, the preparation of 
court ,case statistics is a 'by-product of the docketlng operation, thus" 
assuring more reliable information. 5) 

In a small-volume court, these two form~, could be the m~nu screens"OJl a 
microco!llPuter system.O!} 

o 0 

o 
ADVANTAGES: Filing information h entered only once (reducing error 
potenthll). ';, This ,saves. time.' , 

,Data can be verified by cross-checking case. numbers. ,a -
Filing and disp?sitioIl data" are avail,able on individU'alcases, 

which permits anaJ.y:sis of age of cases pending and dispos'ed. fj 

Data available on events in case processing penuit assessment of 
the pace of J.itigation and, ,case£low managetne~. 

Summary stat~st_ic~:rare easqy eprod~ced by the(.'~omputer. 

DISADVANTAGES: Ini'i:i.i'l expense of automation. ' 
~ 

" 

PROVIDES DATA FORQM01}~!;;'=iOUTPUT ,REPORTS 32, 34-38--~aseload'inventory analysis; 
35~::nan~er-Qf~dispo~tionanalysis'; 39--trend analysis; 40--trend analysis 
proJec.tl.ons; 41 and 43--age of cases. ~, 
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Appellate Court Modei Input Form,30: Multi":'part report of case events 

DA1'A EJ.."TRY SHEETS FOR BATC!! CASE !!ISTORY 

APPELLATE CASE nLING FORM 

lName 0 f court Case 'number 

Panel CaSE; name 
En banc- o 
Judges -, - 0 

Case type 

" 
Ap,pellant attorney 

~~' Defendant attorney 

EVENTS IN CASE PROCESSING 
I I Insert appropriate data elements 
I I events in case. processing 

" 

,APPELLATE CASE DISPOSITION FORM 

~ame of ~~urt " Case 'number 
0 

Panel Case n~me n 

En b.mc-
Judgest~ ,-, - Case type 

Appellant attorney 
" 

~, Defendant att9rney 

" 0 

EVENTS IN CASE PROCESSING 
I 1 Insert appropriate 
1 1 events in en'se processing 

" 
MANNER Or; DISPOSI.TION 
f,--Illsertappropriate data "'elements 
f,--for, man'l)er of disposition ij ,-, " 

) 

" 

This sheet and the foul" copies 
behind it are filled out at the 

'time the case ;ls filed. An e,!ltry 
is . made each t:\me a new event in 
case processing Qcc~rs, and one 
of the carbons is sent for data 

" entry, (If three. carbons are not 
enough, ,.then another multi-part 
form could be used to record addi­
tional ever.ts, or additional data 
can be captured on 'a daily activity 
report.) 

At the time the case is disposed, 
the date of disposition, is 
entered'and the boctom section of 
this fifth and final shE;e~ of the, 
set is completed. 
The final copy of tne multi-part-, 

: .. set is' sent for data" entry t t': 

while the first sheet is retained 
in the case file as the permenant 
disposition record, 

() 

Fi~,l~d-in example of Multi-part report of .case events 

'APPELLATE CASE DISPOSITION FORM 

ame of court An" state Supreme CotU't Case number CR82l089S2 

"Panel X CaSQ name ,state VB Dominic R. Notf{' , p 

En bane­
Judges· --XppZec./ 

Deuce 
~Wo;rothington 

('i 

EVENTS IN CASE'PROCESSING 
pate 
MIlS/OS Notice'of appeal 

-- Case' ty~ A peat ;. C'R 

Appe1lant attorney 
Adam Bronof,)s ki 

'Defendant attorney 
DarZelle Penoroke 

OSI25/8Z Court reporter's transcript 
10124183Under advisement 
12113182De'~sion 

.. received 
05Il818Z~eco~d received 
07109183 Appellant' sQrie!: received 
08124183 Respondent's brief received 

I" I Request fo, en bane 
hearing" or 

.. ·rehearing" 

.' MANNER OF DISPOSITION 
.' Opinion' 

Other decision 
Granted 
Denied " " 

X. Memorandum decisiQm. 
X Other decision 

Granted 
))enied 

Order 
-- Other d'eciston 
--Granced 
-.-. -Deniell ' 
~smissec/withdrawn/settled 
--Transferred 
; Other ~nn~~ of disposit;ion 

IJ 
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Apjiellate Court Mo~el Input Form 31: On-line data entry screens 
.:'ty" 

o 

DATA COLLECTION METHOD: Automated on-line direct dat:a entry. 
~) 

PURPOSE: 0 To make all case files inunediately accessible; to provide the 
capability of manipulating d!;lta pertaining to the entirecaseload; t'o 
make~p?ssible the monitoring of caseflow,~ 

DESCRIPTION: On-line data entry~ermits the entire~case file t~ be 
entered into the computer and allows inquiry for case information and : 
status at any point in case processing. The computer can also perform 
the time-consuming tasks of data aggregation, statistical analysis, and 

,p 
caseflow monitoring. 

DATA SETS People indicators: 
CAPTURED: Case types (the court could use the maximum level of data 

elements) 
" Manner of disposition (level of ,data elements is up tq the 

court)" 
Events in case processing '(levei "of data element,s is up to 

court) 
!.\ 

COMMENTS: - Courts with large caseloads can afford automation better than 
small-volume cOJ,lrts because of economies, of scale. J) 

"The "screens shown here deal largely with case-r~lated dat~. The 
computer can, of course, acconunodate the posting or-, all i<inds of () 
operational data, such as the name of the c,ourt reporter, r 7sults of, the ,,<; 

event, fees paid, and so forth, which will be arranged, on d~f,ferent menu 
screens as needed. To' clarify the process, Figure 25 is inserted"" 
f'ollowing Model Form 31, ,showing a typical on-line information:, sY"stem 
flow. 

ADVANTAGES': Data en.t'ry done only once for both op.er~~iona~ and !Banagement .~, 
purposes (saves staff t:i,me) 0' Data i~, accurate, current, and ;as complete 
as court informat i.Qn needs' require. -

Data can be verified by cross-checking case numbers. 
l1anagemey.t" reports are a by-product 9f the operational data base. 

~ Ct(~.J II 

!'-,.;_JADVANTAGES: Initial expense of autofuation. 
Pla~ning ",and' development t!ake substantial t,ime. 

\) 

PROVIDES DAT.A FOR OUTPUT REPORTS 32,;34-38-":~aseload inV'entotyanalysis; 
35;"-manner-of-disposition analysil;; 39--trend analysj.s ;40--t;,retid , " 
analysis p,;rojection"s; 4]. and 43-~age of cases;" 41 and 44--status of 

'" p 
ca~es; 45--except~on report~ ~ 
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" Appellate Court Model Input Form 31: On~line data entry screen--
filled-in example 

APPELLATE CASE FILING 

Case number: CI81112910 
Date notice of appeal ,filed: 04/18/83 
Case type: Appea~ - Civil case 
Sd'urce co{ case: Madison District; CO'Ur't 

. Name of case: Ar'lene Bnl.rlo vs Pacific PT'oducts3 

Date first filed in trial court: 09/22/81 
Date of judgment in trial court: 03/17/82 Trial 
Appealed by: Defendant 
Person filing documents: Defendant's attoT'ney 

Date: 

Inc. 

court judge: 

Transcript required: No Date transcript ordered: 
Court reporter 

Burns3 N. J. 

A'&-'''''-..,;j".' __ E_s_t_im_-:a_t_e_~_r _n_u_m __ be_r_o_f_p_a_g_e_s_: __________ n_ 

'------------""tjo~(~.~ ... )·-'j " 

Date 
OS/22/83 
06/30/83 
07/22/83 

t~~~ 09/28/83 
" 10/22/83 

APPELLATE CASE REGISTER. OF E\r"E~\ 

Events in case process~ng 
Recor'd r'eceived 
AppeUant's bri~f r'ecei~ed 
Respondent's b~ef rece~ved 
under' advisement 
Decision 

APPELLATE C~E" DISPOSITION Q. 

o .. 

Case number: CI81~12910 

Manner o~o disposition: MernomndW1l dec-f,sion 

, " 

201 \) 
'" 

Case number: CI81112910 

Date: 

tXffirmeCl 

• l.. ... !' .. '~" 
.~ ,.' .... 

-"..: ... ...:t'- .. 

o 

\>~."'~, :'~~-----"":--......... -~~-----' '~' --':"-. -""-=--~··""·I':·· 
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Figure 25 : On-line information system flow 

Case filing 
doeu~entsl 

Register of events 
. in. ClOse prl)c- . 
essing 

OPERATIONAL II 
REPORTS 

Sta::isticsl 
~eports 

Case index lists 

= 
Calendars: 

Case inquiry 
reports 

D 

" 

" 0' , 

Case di~position 
docum~nts 

Report conerol 
screen 

.~ 

invent:ory 

o Manner of 
q, disposition 

Trend "s::aly&i& 

Projections 

2.0~ 

,,", 

Data base.inquiry 
sc.reen 

\' () 

l(ame/sddress 
tU., screen 

" 

o 

" 

. " 
n" 

, 
, 

G I 

. " 

,\1 

, " " ' " 
Section 2. Procedures f~r an1Zing appellate court caseload data 

. Court caseload inventof~. Since the ~rimary business of the 
court is to proceSSo cases, the mbst basic -information needed for 
management purposes is derive-Cl ft\om the court's caseload inventory. 
The three.kinds of output repor:s~de~c:ibe~ in'this section:--court 
caseload 1nyentory, manner of d1SP,?s;J.t10n,' and trend. analys1s of 
caseload inyentory and manner of. dlsposition--may b,e us~d by court 
~,a,~agers in~making decisions on ail~ca~ing resource's--how many 
Judges are j,aeede,d .to handle the casE,\load, 'wha.t support personnel, 
facili~ies /(rooms and equipment), arid fiscal support are needed. 

Trend analysis also permits the court"manager to forecast 
what caseloads can be expected next year and the year following, so 
that resource needs can be projected into the future, budget and 
appropriatio~ requests based on such projections" judge and 
personnel needs calculated accord~,ngly, ancf so on. These are 

'fundamental requirements for carrying on the business of the( 
courts--processing cases.. Decisions n:ecessary to keep cases .moving 
through the co.urts can be based on the kinds of information in the 
models that follow. 

There are any, number of ways of displaying these basic 
data. Model 32 uses im intermediate number of data elements to 
c~ptU1::.e appellate court caaeload, inventory, with the minimum data 

,elements shown in boldface. Courts wanting to capture a maximum 
number of data. elements will find appropriate alternate data sets 
displayed in Chapter IV. 0 
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Appellate Court Model 
Output Report 32: Appellate cour'i: caseload inventory 

PURPOSE: To provide court managers with'information on which to base 0 

resource allocation, both for current needs and for future planning. 
Informatio,! on the numbers of cases being processe'd and how they are 
disposed' provides the simplest mechanism for determining how many judges 
are needed, how many nonjudicial personnel wil.1 be required to support 
the' juqges, how many courtroom!; and other facilities will be required, 
and what the financial support' must be to permit the cou~t to handle its 
caseload. 

DESCRIPTION: The State Court Model Statistical Dictionary defines court 
caseload <:inventory as follows: "For statistical reporting purposes, four 
uniform case load counts that should be reported for each reporting 
period: beginning pending (cases), filings, dispositions, end pending 
(cases)"." The most r,u,dimentar.y step in recording caseload inventory is 
to count, the number of cases filed and the number disposed. Since case 
processing is a continu()us operation, however, it is essential to !snow 
also how many filed cases were pending (not disposed of) at the 'beginning 
9f the reporti~g p~riod (week; month, year), and how many were pending at 
the end of the reporting period, because these cases ~re the unfinished 
business of the court. Increases or decreases in the number of cases 
pending indicate whether' the court is com~leting~its busin~ss in a timely 
manner. 

DATA SETS 
I{EQUIRED: 

Case types (intermediate-level data elements are displayed, 
with minimum. data elements in boldface. See Chapter IV for 
maximum data elements) 

Case " inventory (beginning pending, filed" disposed, end 
pending) . 

COMMENTS: Caseload heeds to be broken down'by case type, because 
different types of cases involve widely differing activities and amounts 
of time. Differing'numbers of judges and support personnel are heeded, 
different numbers of courtrooms .and other facilities, different. 'amounts 
of fiscal sup'port. Appeals argued on the 'merits, for example, take much 
longer than sentence review only cases. This m04el includes the. major 

. c " 
case types. a 

Many courts break some or all of these case types down into 
subheadings. See Chapter IV--maximum data elements for'~ppellate court 
caseload inventory--for an example. 

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: The average number of cases per justice, filed"and 
disposed, could be added to this model, qr displayed separately. 

'-() 
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"ppellate Court 'Model 
Ou tpu t Repor t 32: ,!;A:l:p:.£:p:.::;e;.:l;.:l:,::a:.:t:,::e;:..· ..:c:.:o:.:u:.:r:..:t=--c::;;a::.=.se=l.:;.o.::a.::d-=i=n;.:.v..;:e=n;,,;;;t..;:o..;:r~y 

Name of court 
Reporting period 

Case types 

Requests to appea:!, 
Civil I' 

Criminal 
Postconviction remedy c0 ;( 
Appeal of administrative agency case 
Juvenile 

Total requests to appeal 

Appeals 
Ci vil appeals 
Reques~s to 'appeal gran~ed that became 

civil appeals 
Criminal appeals 
Requests to appeal granted, that became 

criminal appeals 
Postconviction remedy cases 
Requests to appeal granted that became 

postconviction remedy cases 
Appeal of administrative agency case 
Requests to appeal granted that became 

appeals of administrative agen~y cases 
Juvenile appeals 
Requests to appeal granted that became 

juvenile ap~eals 

Total appeals 

Beginning 
pending 

Sentence review only ~ 
Original proceedings 

Original jurisdiction cases 
Disciplinary matters 
Advisory opinions 

Total original proceedings 

TOTAL CASES '\0 

(, 
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Summary 
statistics 

Disposed 
End 
pending 
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APpellateCou(t Model ,. " 

Output Rep07t 33: 'Appellate court manner of disposition 

,1 
II 

f II I ~ 
PURPOSE; To provide court managers"with information on which to base 
resourfJe allocation, both for current nee.dsand for future planning. 
Inforr.iation on' the numbers of cases being processed and how they are 
disPf.lseq)provides the si~pl:s,: mechanism for",.determinin~ how many judges 
are .• needed, how many non]udl..cl..al personnel wl..Il be ,.requl..red to .support 
th~ judges, how many court'rooms and other faci.'lities will be required, 
~i1d what the financial support must be to~p~rmit the court to haIl-dIe its 

caseload. r: 
''1~ . 

DESCRIPTION: Manner of disposition dat~a can be recorded in any number of 
ways, but they should be recorded in such a way that comparisons of 
manner of disposition "can be made" for total caseload. 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

" ;, '" 

Case types (i.'ntermediaJ:e-level data elements; minimum l,evel 
in 1:Jloldface; maximum level in Chapter IV) 

~ann~r of disposition (intermediat~-level data elements 
are displayed) 

COy.MENTS: Simple counts of the kindsof·cases handled ~y the court do 
not tell" the m~nagetJ a great deal about what resources are needed to 
process cas~load unless something is known about the manner in which 
cases are dispose'd.AppeaJs that are argued on the merits, C for example, 
take substant~al\amounts of time compared to requests to appeal or 
sentence review only cases. " 

Raw numbers by them\~elves convey very little mea'lling. PerceLltages 
could. be added to this report to tell the court manager the 'proportion of 
each manner of disposition for the total caseload. 

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: The percent of cases disposed by each manner,· of 
disposi,tion c,ould r• either be added to this model or shoml separately. 

The number of opinions, memoranduJIl decisions, and orders written per 
judge could :7d to this model or displayed separately. 

.. , 
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Appellate Court' Model 
Output Report 33: Appellate court' manner· of __ disposition 

Case "type 

R~que8t8 t~ appeal: 
Civil 

. Criminal 

/
~t •• 

. 

os COnVl.ct10n. 
remedy 

~ Appeal of adminis­
trative agency case 

Juvenile 

Appellla: 
Civil appeals 
Req~es;sto appeal 

granted that became 
civil appeals 

Crimi~al appeals 
Reques ts to" appeal .. 

granted that became 
criminal appeal!!." 

Fostconviction remedy 
appeals 

.", Reques ts to appeal 
granted. that became 

'" postco~viction 
remedy cases 

Appeal of administrative 
agency case 

Requests to 4ppeal 
granted thit became 
appeals of adminis­
trative agency cases 

Juvenile appeals " 
Requests to appeal 

granted that became 
juvenile ap'peals 

Total appeals 

Sentence review only: 
o 

,.Original.· proceedilllla : 

Opinion 

Other 
deci- Gran- De­
s ior.il ted nied 

r 

" 

Original jurisdict;Lon case 
" D'isciplinary matter 

Advisory opinion 

Total original proceedings 

TOTAL '.CASES 

,.:; 

(,) 

s 

Name of court:. co 
Reporting period 

Memorandum 
d"ecision 
Other 
deci- Gran- De­
sion ted nied 

o 
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Order (decision 
without opinion) 
Other 
deci- Gran- De-
sion ted nied 

.JJ 

Dis-
missed/ 
with-
drawn/,. , 
~ 

" Surmnary 
statistics 

Other 
manner 
of Total 

Trans- dispo- cases 
ferred sition disposed 

G 
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Appellate Court Model Output 
Report 34A and B:' Appellate court case load inventor.x.: 

Pe.rcent of total, caseload filed for each type of case 
" ,-

PURPOSE: Since different types of cases take~~ifferent amounts of 0 

processing time as:) well as differing judicial and nonjudicial resources, 
the percent of total caseloadfiled and disposed for each type of case 
gives .. 'the court manager a Hetter un.derstanding of actual resource needs. 

.' ,DESCRIPTION: Model OUtput Report, 34A shows the nuihber of cases filed for 
each case type,.· the "percent ofedch case type filed for each case type, 
and the percent of. the !=otal caselo;:td that each major case category 
represents. Model Output Report 34B displays the data" graphically. 

\\, ,/ J 

DATA SETS" 
REQUIRED: 

r· . .' 
Case type,s (intermediate-.l-Ievel data elements are displayed, 

with minimum data elements shown in boldface. See Ch.!lpt~r, 
IV for maximum-level data elements) 

Case inventory (beginning pending, filed, disposed, end 
pending) 

t\ 
COMMENTS: ;Jhis a.nalysis is basic to knowing what type o~ d,~mands "for 
service are placed on the court. The court can learn what percentage of­
its caseload is discretionary (percent requests to appeal), what: 
percentage of the appeals it hears cwere mandatory and what percent 
discretionary, what percentage were original· proceedings, and soforth~ 
Compar.ing similar tables over recent years, the·, court' can l:!.ee if there 
are shifts from one case type to another'; for example, are ,sentence 
reviews making up an increasing.portion of the caseload7 

'" )'''''j ,~\ r.: 

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: The same type of 
pe~cent of total caseload disposed for 
be done for'end pendirtg cases, showing 
pending. (, 

o 

. .208 

() 

" -
analysis should be done for " 
each 'type of ca~e. It l>ccSf11c:i-' also' 
the percent of totalccaseload 
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Appellate Court Model 
otitput Report 34A: .Appellate court caselbad inventory: 

SUImnary 
statistics 

G Per~ent of, total caseload filed 
for each .type of case 

Case type 

Requests to appeal 
Civil 
Criminal 
Postconviction remedy 
Appeal from adminis-

trative agency 
Juvenile 

Total 'requests to appeal 

Appeals 
Ci vil appeals 
Requests to appeal that 

became civil appeals 
Criminal appeals 
Requests that became 

criminal appeals 
Postconviction remedy 
Requests that becameo 

postconviction remedy 
"appeals 

Appeals from admin­
,istrative agency 

Requests that became 
"~dministrative 
agency appeals 

Juvenile appeals 
Requesl;:s that became 

juvenile ap~eals 

Total appeals of right 
Total requests granted 

sent~nce., review only 

"Original proceeaings' 
Original jurisdiction 
D~sciplinar'l matters 
Advisory opinions . 

cases 

Total original proceedings 
[! 

TOTAL CASES 

o c 

,\ 

Name of court ., 
Date 

Filed 
Number Percent 

208 40% of 
231 45% of 
17 3% of 

37 7% of 
24 5% of 

517 69% of 

18 16% of 

(64) f) 42% of 
29 25% of 

(67 ) 44% of 
15 13% of 

( 8) 5% of 

20 18% of 

,( 5) 3% of 
32 28% of 

( 9) 6% 9f 

114 15% J)f 
(153) 21% of 

8 1% of. 

17 16% of 
52 50% of 
~ 

0 ~.~ 

34% of 

105 14% of· 
. '. 

744 100% of 

(; 

209 

requests to appeal 
requests to appeal 
requests to appeal 

requests to appeal 
requests to appeal 

total caseloa!l 

appeals of right 

requests to appeal granted 
appeals of right 

requests to appeal granted 
apP~als of right 

requests to appeal gtanted 

appeals of right 

requests to appeal granted 
appeals o~ right 

requests to appeal granted 

total case load 
total case load, 

total case load 

original proceedings, 
original proceedings 
original proceedings 

total caseloa~ 
" ;;. 

\\ 

total case load 
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Court Madel Appellate 
Output Report 34~: Appellate court caseload inventory: 

~ercent of total caseload file'd 
for eaen"tYpe of case 

\\ 

o 

TOTAL 
CASELOAD 

S'entence a 

,,~eview ,,/ 
only 1% 
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Appe lla0te Court "Model \, 
c· Output Report 35: Appellate c'bur'i: caseload inventory: 

Change in pending, number and percent 

Q 

PURPOSE: The change in pending from the beginning of the reporting 
period to the end of the reporting.<' period tells the court: manager\)hether 
the court is disposing of cases as fast as they are filed, and if not, at 
what pace the court is falling behind. ~ 

DESCRIPTION: Model 35 is identical to Model 32 except for the addition 
of the two final columns. Number change' in pending is found b; 0 

subtracting beginning pending and end pending. The percent is found by 
dividing the difference by the beg,~nning pending figure. 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

" Case types (intermeq,ia'fe-level data elements are displayed", 
witl11Uinimum-level data elements in boldfgce. See Chapter 
tv for maximum-level data elements) 'D 

Case inventory (beginning pending, filed,'disposed, end 
penging) 

COMMENTS: Positive "percent 
They may indicate that case 
may indicate that the court 

changes in pending cases are warning signs. 
types are being- incorrectly coded, or they 
is falling behind in processing the caseload. 

'0 ~ ;:-, 0 ,-' :..' r', 'I 

,ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: . _ The statistics displayed in Model 35 at'e for a 
one-year reporting period, but this report could also be done monthly and 
quarterly, and the change in pending calculated for each o£ those time 
pf-riods. " 

o Example 2 in Appendix D provides 
appellate cases filed,. disposed, and 
for each. -

o 

Q 

not only a graphic display of 
pending, put also shows the average 
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Appellate Court Model 
Output Report 35: Appellate court caseload inventory: 

<::} ,Change in pending,'nulllber and ~cent 

Case types 

Requests to appeal 

;:, 

.Civil 
Criminal 
Postconviction remedy 
Appeal of administrative 

agency case 
Juve,nile 

Total requests to appeal 

Appeals 
Civil appeals 
.Reques ts t() appeal granted 

that;, became ci viI appeals 
CriminaL appeals 
Requests to appeal granted 

Ehat became criminal appeals 
Postconviction remedy cases 
Requests to appeal granted . 

that became ,post conviction 
remedy cases 

Appea~ of administrative 
agency case 

Requests to appeal granted 
that became appeals of 
administrative" agency cases 

Juvenile appeals . 
Requests to appeal granted 

that became juve~ile appeals 

Tot,at appeals 
; \i r:l 

Sentence review only 

Originai "proc~ediugs .. 
" Original jurisdiction case 

Disciplinary matter ' 
Advisory opinion 

Total original proceeclings 

TOTAL CAllES 

If 

o 

Beginni~ 
pending' 

,i 

25 
23 

5 

17 
_9 

79 

42 

34 

17 

19 

116 

o 

3 
o 

__ 0 

3 

198 

Name of court 
Reporting period 

'.'-7, 

208 
231 
17 

I'" 37 
\\~ 

517 

18 

29 

15 

20 

( 64) 

( 67) 

" ( 5) 
32 

114 (153) 

8 

17 
52 

--1§. 

105 

744 

213 

Disposed 

137 64) 
134 67) 

12 8) 

32 5) , 

16 9) 

331 (153) 

57 

93 

17 

27 

237 

8 

15 
52 

--1§. 

103 

697 

9) 

f\t 

End 
pending 

'-' 

32 
53 

2 

17 
_8 

112 

.67 

37 

10 

"15 

17 

146 

o 

5 
o 

__ 0 

5:; 

263. 

Sutmnary 
statistics 

" 

'r 

Change in 
pending 

number/percent 

+7 
+30 
-3 

o 

+28% 
130% 
-60% 

-1.. -11% 

+33 +42% 

+25 +60% 

+3 +9% 

+6 .. 150% 

-2 

.~-,-" 

+30 

+2 
o 
o 

--0 

(. +2 

+65 

~12% 

-11% 

;) , 

\I 
+26% 

+67% 

+67% 

+33% 

n r;:~~ ____ _ 
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Appellate. Court Model 
Output Report 36: Appellate court case load inventory: 

Disposed.cases as percent of filings 
End pending as percent of filings ' 

PURPOSE: The two final c;.olumns,in this model are another'way of 
assessing how well the court is keeping.up with the case load being 
fi1ed~ If disposed cases are not a large percent of filings,' then the 
cogrt is falling behind. :;rhe same is true if end pending cases are a 
large percent of filings. 

DE~.CRIPTION:This chart is based on Model 32, w,ith two 
c1111umnsto contain the ca. icu,lation of dispos"ed, cases. as 
f~lings and end pending cases as percent of filings. 

c 

~s 
a dd.;i.t.iona I, 

f. 

percent of 

DATA SETS 
'. REQUIRED: 

"Case types (intermediate-level data elements 
with minimum data elements hi boldface. 
for maximum-level data elements) 

are displayed, 
I.,,~, ' 

See Chapter IV 

Case inventory (beginning pending, filed, disposed, end 
pending) 

COMMENTS: Numbers be19w 90 to 
filingslO column are a warning. 
~ercent of filiJ.lgs" are also a 
~ncrease from year'to year. 

,95% in the "disposed cases as percent of 
~~g numbers in the "end pending cases as 
1'< • I). • ", C • 

W&~n1ng, part~cularly 1f they cont1nue to 

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: The statistics"displayed in Model 36 are for" a 
one~year reporting period, but this report could also be done monthly and 
quarterly, and the calcu1.ations of disposed ,~ases as percent of filings, 
and end pending cases as. percent, of filings could be displayed ,forothose 
time" periods. 

'(J 

214·, 

o. 

'V 

\ .\ 
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Appellate Court Model '. 
Output Report 36: Appellate court, case load 1nventory ~,; 

Disposed cases as percent ofefilin&s 
End pending cases as percent of filin&s 

" Beginning 
Case types .pending 

Requeots to appeal 

civil 
Criminal 
Pos tconviction rel!!edy 

.. Appeal of administrative agency case 
Juvenile 

Total re~uests to appeal 

Appeals 

ci vil appeals . (, 
Reques ts to appeal granted that became' 

civil appeals 
,Criminal appeSls " 
Requests to appesl granted that became 

criminal appeals 
Postconviction remedy cases 
Requests to appeal granted that ber.ame 

postconvi.ction remedy cases 
Appeal of"adlllinistrative, agency case 
Requests to appeal grant~9 chat"became 

appeals of admin.istrative agency cases 
Juvenile appeal s 
tteques ts to appeal granted that became 

juvenile appeals Q 

Total appeals 

Sentence review only 
" 

Original proceedings 

Original jUrisdiction case 
Disciplinary matter 
Advisory opinion 

Total origi,ra1 ?l:"oceedingsc 

TOTAL CASES 

(, 

~.'." , 

25 
23 

5 
17 

-2. 

79 

42 

34 

4 

17 

19 

\,16 

0 

3 
0 

-l! 

.~ 

198 

Name of court 
Reporting period 

208 
231 
,,17 

" 37 
-1i 

517 'J 

u! 

'29 
( 64) 

( 67) 
15 

8) 
'20 

( 5) 
32 

,,( 9) 

114 (153) 

8 

17 
52 
~ 

105 

744 

215 

Disposed 

137 ( 64) 
134 ( 67) 

12. ( 8) 
32 ( 5) 
16 ( 9) 

" 
331 (153) 

57 

93 

17 

27 

J 
237 

8' 

15 
52 
36 

103. 

697 

" 

End 
pending 

32 
53 
2, 

17 
8 

112 

67 

37 

10 

15 

17 

146 

0 

c 5 
0 

-l! 

5 

263 

;; 

Sununary 
statistics 

Disposed 
cases as 
percent of 
filings 

97% 
87% 

118% 
100% 

" 104% 

94% 

70% 
,::;=, 

97% 

74% 

108% 

105% 

105% 

100% 

88% 
iOOl 
100% " 

98% 

94% 

,~ 

End pending 
cases as 
percent of 
filings 

15% 
Z3% 
12% 
46% 
33% 

22% 

82% 

39% 

43% 

60% 

41% 

55% 

297-
0% 
0% 

5% 

35% 

" 
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Appellate Court Model' 
Output Report 37: Comparative analysis: 

Number and percent change in~ filings 
Number and percent change in dispositions 

, ,~ 

PURPOSE: 'Trend analysis is used by court managers in making decisions on 
how to allocate resources--how many judges are needed to handle the 
caseload, what support personnel, what faci.lities (rooms and equipment), 
what fiscal support, and how these wi1l' change from yea,1=' to year. 

u 

DESCRIPTION: This chart requires two yea,rs of data in ordei- to calculate 
th.e number and percent change in filings and dispositions. 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

Case types (intermediate-level data elements; minimum 
level in boldface; maximum in Chapter IV) 

Case inventory (beginning pending, filed, disposed, end 
pending) " 

" COMMENTS: A slight increase in bbth filings and dispositions each year 
is expected. Warning signals to look for are increases in filings 
coupled with decreases in di,~positions. This signals that the" pending" 
case load is increasing and that the court is fa1ling behind in processing 
its caseload. • 

c 

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: Similar comparisons over time should be done with 
manner-of-disposition data as weli as with case load pe;- judge. 

Q 

.1:. 
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Appellate Court Model Summary 
statistics Output Report 37: Comparative analysis: 

Number and percent change in filings 
!Number and percent change in dispositions 

Case tvpes 

Requests to appeal 

Civil 
Crim:i:na1 
Post~onviction remedy 

• b. 
Appeal, of adm:!.nl.stratl.ve 

ag~ncy case 
Juvenile 

Total requests to appeal 

Appeals 

Ci vil appeals 
Requests to appea~ granted that 

became civil appeals 
Criminal appeals 
Requests' to appeal granted that 

became criminal appeals 
Postconviction remedy cases 
Requests to appeal gran~ed that 

became postconviction remedy 
cases 

Appeal 9£ administra~~~e agency 
case'" 

Requests to appeal granted that 
became appeals of" administrative 
agency 

Juvenile 
Requests 

became 

cases 
appeals 
to appeal granted 
juvenile appeals 

Total appeals 

Sentence rene; only 
.' 

Original proceedings 

Original jurisdiction cas,es 
Disciplinary matters 
Advisory opinions 

Total original proceedings 

TOTAL CASES 

that 

Name, of court 

F i 1 i"n g s 
1981 ~ Percent change 

r; 

217 

Di s P 0 5 i t ion 5 

1981 1982 Percent chan~e 

r\'~ 0 
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Appellate Court Model 
Output Report 38: Tre'nd analysis: 

Cases filed over a.four-year period 

PURPOSE: Trend an~lysis permits the court manager to forecast what 
caseloads can be expected next year "and the year following, so that 
resource needs can be pt'ojectedointothe future. Budget and appropriation 
requests can be based ~n such projections, judge and personnel needs 
calculated accordingly, and soo qn." . 

DESCRIPTION: This chad: requir;es caseload inventory data from~.more than 
two r~porting,\ periods. 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

o 
Case types (intermediate-level data elements; minimum 

level in boldface; maximum level in Chapter" IV) 
Case inventory (beginning pending, filed, disposed, end pendin~) 

COMMENTS: The periods used for this model could 'be weeks or 'months 
instead of years. 

::} 

~TIONAL ANALYS IS: The number and percent change 
reporting period .,could also be displayed along with 

The same" kind of information cO!;1ld be displayed 
for end ~endings. 

o 218 

J:rom the previous 
each column of data. 
for cases diiposed or 

o. 

() 

o 

I 

C! 

" 

o 

ci; 

" ' 

o 

Appellate Court Model 
Output Report 38: Trend analysis: 

Cases filed over a four-year periol 

Case types 1979 

Requests to appeal 
~percent 

Civil ,J 
Criminal ~ 
Postconviction remedy 
Appeal of administrative 

agency case 
Juvenile 

Total requests to appeal 

A~peais 

Civil appeals 
Requests to appeal granted 

that became civil appeals 
Criminal. appealS' , 
Requests" to appeal granted 

that b~c~~i~inal ap,peals 
PostconvLctLon~~wedy 

Requests to appeal granted' 
that became postconviction 

remedy ca~es 
Appeal of administrative 

agency case 
Requests to appeal granted 

that became appeals of 
administrati'0' agency cases 

Juvenile appealS 
Requests to appeal granted 

that became juvenil~ appeals 

Total .r.ppeals 

Sentence review only 

Original proceedings 

Original jurisdiction cases 
Disciplinary matters 
Advisory opinions 

•• G,· d~ Total o~~gLnal procee, Lngs 

TOTAL 9ASES 

," 

_-.....,7 .. :> ___ ~ __ ~. __ ••• ' 

Name of court 

Cas e s f i 1 e d 
1980 1981 

Number/percent Number/percent 

"219 

Sunnnary 
statistics 

1982 
Number/percent 

Q 

o 

Percent 
change 
1979-82 

() 

, I' 
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Appellate Court Model 
Output Report 39: Trend analysis: 

Number and percent change for each 
manner of dispositi'on 

JURPOSE: Trend analysis permitSbthe court manager to f~xecast 
caseloads can be expected next year and the year followi.ng, so 
resource needs can be projected into the future. Budget and 
appropriation r-equests can be b~sed on sucl:J. projections, judge 
personnel needs calculated accordingly, and so on. 

o 
what 
that 

and 

DESCRiPTION: This chart requires more than two years of data in order to 
compare the number and percent change in filings 'and dispositions,-

DATA SETS Case types (minimum-level data elements displayed; see 
REQUIRED: Chapter IV for intermediate and maximum levels) 

COMMENTS~ Examples 3, 4, 5, and 6 in Appendix D are other ways' of 
displaying appellate court trend analysis. 
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Appellate Court Model 
"Output Repo, rt 1;;:'9'. T d " ... ren analysis:. 

n Number.and percent change for each 
II f . -

CaGe type 

Requeats to appeal: 
-~ Opinions written 

,Other decision 
Granted 
Denied , 

Hemorandtml decisions 
Other decision 
Granted 
Denied 

Orders (decisions 
• -.,/';. \~ . .1 

w1thouS,. ",\inion) 
Other iiecision 
Granted 
De'lied C' 

Di~ssed/withdrawn/sett1ed 
Transferred 
Other manner of~'di'8Position 

Total '" " 

Appeals: 
Opinions written 

Other decision 
Granted ,(' 

~ Denied 
~Memorandtml decisions 

Other decision 
Granted " 
Denied 

Orders (decisions c:-, 
without opinion) 

Other decision 
Granted 
Denied 

Dismissed/withdrawn/settled 
Transferred 
Othe,r manner of disposition' 

Total " 

\" 0 original proceedinge: 
Opinions written 

Other decision 
" ;;:~h:ant'ed 

Denied 
Hemorandtml decisions 

Other decision 
Granted" 
Denied 0" 

'Orders (decisions 
without opinion) 

tlthe;r decision 
Gianted (,' 
Denied (I 

Dismissed /wi thd rawn./set tIed 
Transferred ' 
Other manner of dispo~ition 

Total 

Sentence "review' oniy: 
Opinions written 

'Other" decision 
Granted ' 
Denied 

"" 'Et,c. 
\}!' 

TarAL DISPOScTIONS 

manner 0 d1sposition 

Name of Court 

1978 1979 19'.10 '" 
Ntmlber/percent Nl.UIlber/percent Ntmlber/percent 

/100% 

/100% 

Q 

/100% 

Summary 
statistics 

o 

19,31 Percent ___ , ___ , 1982 change 
Ntmlber/Percent N b / _ tml er percent ~ 

o 

o 
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Appellate Court Model . Y 
Output'Report 40: Appellate court caseload inventory 

proje~fiohs based on trend analysis 

PURPOSE: Trend analysis permits the court manager to forecast what 
caseloads can be expected next y~ar and the. year following, "so "that 
~e,source needs can be projected :l~to the 'future. Budget and " 
appropriation requests can be based on such projections, judge and 
personnel needs call'culated accordingly, and so on. 

G 

DESCRIPTION: Regression analysis is ~, mathematical technique for 
describing how two or mbre independent variables relate to the dependent 
variable. It also describes how'strohg the relationsttip or correlation 
between the variables is. The use of computers has enabled the analyst 
to manipulate large quantities of data and, easily study the inter~ 
relationships oLall these variables to each other., 

For a more detailed discussion of regression analysis, "see Lawson and .. 
Gletne, Workload Measures in the Court ,(Williamsburg : National Center for' 
State Courts, 1980), pp. 116 ff~ 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

Case types (minimum~level data elements) 
Case inventory 

it 
~'c 

'~~ 

COMMENTS: T~e amount of data used for a regression analysis must be 
given careful consideration. Older data from earlier years may repres€:nt 
policies and procedures no longer us~d in the court. Basing the analysis 
on too few data points may give results based on pandom variation of the 
data, but missing the under:.lying current trend. One possibl:~ solution is 
to weight the data, (giving more recent data more influence in the 
analysis. Before\~performin.,g the regression analysis , it is often helpful 
to construct a graph of the'd'ata to be analyzed. This graph will often 
give indications of how the analysis should proceed, where changes 
occurred that affected the data, and what results can be expected from 

,the analysis. 
The model does not include original jurisdiction cases, which is why 

total cases are more than appeals and requests to appeal cOinbined. 
" ,-

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: This kindoof a~alysis can be done for each case 
type, using both filings and dispositions, as well as manner of 
disposition. " 0 

" Other independent variables thim filings and dispolhions can also be 
used to pred:i,ct future trends, such as economic indicators (for civil " 
cases) or population. 
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Summary statistics .A.ppellate,Court Model 
Output Repo,ft 40: Appoellat'e court cas.eload inventory projections based. on trend analysis 
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"Section 3.' Procedures for analyzing appellate court caseflow data 

Data on events in case processing can 1?e used for caseflow 
management, to assess the pace of litigation, establish arid monitor 
standard's for case processing, and fo'recast caseflow. 

Case flow management output reports require inform~tion on 
the time it takes individual cases to move through the courts and 
the time intervals between crCitical events in case processing. , 
Ideally, "these data would' be collected on a case-by-case basis, from 
whi~,h aggregate statistics could be calculated. It is possible," 
however, to collect some of these data with a manual reporting 
system, either by using r:'card index files (as 'described in Model 29) 
or 'by sampling case files at regular int~rvals. Automationof 
case-by-case reporting systems makes it much easi~r to enter and 
analyze the Ulrge volume of data required to build output reports in 
forms tha't are ul)eful to court Illanagers for" decision-making and 
planning purpo'ses. Because appellate court caseloads are not 
normally very large, however, aggregate data on events in case 
processi~ can be provided lnan\lally in most inst~nces. 
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Appellate Court Model 
Output Report 41: Appellate caseflow: ,'.I 

Number of pending cases by status and age 

PURPOSE: This model shows summary statist;cs for both the number and the 
age of cases waiting ~t each event in cas,e processing. This information" 
assist$ the court manager in calculating how many cases are leaving the 
system (how many ,failures to file briefs lead to dismissal, etc.). If 
the time periods between events or the number of cases is large at one 
event or another, these data permit the court manager to "assess where 
there may be bottlenecks in the processing system that are leading to 
delay so that steps can be taken to elimi~ate the bottlenecks or very old 
cases can be dismissed. "The data also permit an assessme1J.t "of whether 
the delay is being caused within the court or 'by individuals outside the 
control of the court. 

DESCRIPTION: "These data reqJire only a cc)Unt of the number of cases 
waiting at each step. The e~Lsiest method of arriving at such ~ count is 
by processing the data through a computer. These counts can also be 
produced manually by "keeping •• appropriate sets of card index boxel?, as 
described in Model Input FO~l 28. " , 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: Case types (interO~ediate-level" data elements; minimum-level 

data elements i.in boldface; maximum in Chapter IV) 
Events in case prdcessing (intermediate-level d,ata elements. 

See Chapter I,r for minimum and maximum)" 
j! ,. 
I' 
II 

COMMENT: The State Court Model Statistical Dictionary emphasizes how 
important it is for'/ Courts td define precisely when a caSe is filed and 
wb,en it is conSidered disPos4fd for statistical reporting purposes. Once 
these points a're defined, thEr dates can be recorded, and then the Court 
can calculate the measure of I: central tendency required to proc~ss any 
particular type of case and ~~an indic\~,~e the number of cases falling 
outside the norm. I: 

I' 

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: The da!~a on which this report is based also can be 
used to produce Model Outputll Report 42 following. 
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Appel~ate Court Model 
Output Report 41: Appellate caseflow: 

Number of pending cases by status and a.ge 

., Request's 10 ""pea I 

Appeals 

CIvil appeals 

Requests to appeal 
granted that bec.me 
cIvIl appeals 

CrImInal appeals 

Requests to appe., 
granted that became 
cr'lmlnal appeals 

Postconvi ctlon 
remedy 

RequesTs to appeal 
granted th at became 
postconvlctlon, 
rerredy cases 

~ 

Appeals of admlnls­
trat r va agency cases 

Requests to appeal 
granted that beo,ame 
appeals of admInIs­
tratIve agency cases 

Juven I 10 appea I ~ 

Req".sts t., appeal 
gr.nted that bec.me 
JuvenIle appeals 

Tot. I appeal s 

Sentertcs revIew ally 

OrIginal ~d'ngs 

Orlgl~al 
Jurl.sdlctlon cose 

Olscl~lIn.ry '1IOtt..r 
o " 

Advisory opinIon 

Total' O<"'g'o.' 
proceedIngs 

TOTAL CASES 

Name of court 
O.te 

Not ready for orel argument" or submission 
AwaITIng 

court AwaItIng AwaItIng A.altlng 
reporterls court appallantls respondenT's 
transcrIpt recor" brIef brIef 

61- 61- 61- 61-
0-60 120 >120 0-60 120 >120 0-60',20 >120 0-60 120 >120 
days days days days days days days days days days days days 

x X X x X x X X x X 

(\ 

X X X x X X x X X X X X 

x X X x X X X X x X X 

x X X X X X X x X X 

x X )( X X x x X ,« 

NOTE: ;'X" riQans data are not ,.., levanT /0<" that >:e I I. 

Rea~ for ·o,al Under 
~igume"i edvlsemen+ 

or (ai,gued or 
subm Iss Ion submiTted) 

91- 91-
0-90 180 >189{0-90 180 >180 
days days day' £ aeyS: days days \_, 
X X X 

x X X 

x X X 

X X X 

x x X 

x X X 

x X X 
V 

X X X 

x X 

x x 

Summary 
statistics 

Measure 
To-ral of 
cases centra I 

,pend I 09 tendency 

x 

x 

x 

(Co""",nt: ""Not ready fO<" 01"01 \~rgument 01" submIssion" plus ''Reedy fo; 01"01 argu~nt 01" submIssIon" plus "Under advIseMent" equals .otol 
'J pend f ng. " 
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Appellate Court Model 
Output, Report 42: Time interval data for dispos'ed cases 

PURPOSE: This chart shows summary statistics for the length'of, time that 
disposed cases waited ~or the next event in case processing, along with 
the ,median and mean length of time that those cases waited. These data 
permit the court manager to assess how much time is being absorbed in 
case processing, as well as whether the average pace of litigat~on is in 
line with the processing standards adopted by the court. .The data also 
permit an 'assessment of whether delay is being caused within the court ~or 
by individu~ls outside ,the control of the court. 

DESCRIPTION: These data require only a count of the number of £:lfses 
waiting at each step and arrangeme,nt of cases according to the length of 
time they have been pending. The easiest method of arriving at such a 
count is by processing the data through a computer. These counts can 
also be produced manually by keeping approp~iate sets ,of card index 
boxes, as described in Model Input Form 28. 

DATA SETS 
REQU!RED: 

Case types (intermediate-level data elements; minimum-level 
data elements in boldface; maximum in Cpapter IV) 

Events in case processing (intermediate-:level data elements. 
See Chapter IV for minimum and maximum) 

COMMENT: The same data that. were used to produce Model Output Report 41 
are used to produce this report. 

Th~s report displays basic data that could 
number of different WaYS. These data would be 
bar graphs showing the amount, of time required 
disposition. c 

be used or displayed in' a 
particularly effective in 
for each manner,of c .. 

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: In order to do forecasting for caseflowmanagement, 
trend analysis Can be done on time-to-disposition data, on age of pending 
cases, on time intervals between events in case processing, on status of 
pending cases, and on events, scheduled in case processing. [Example 11 
it). Appen~ix D, fti: example, displays' comparative analyses of time on 
appeal over an eight-year ,period, with percent change for the period.]" 

These kinds of analyses permit the court to compare its case 
processing performan,ce with previous years and to plan case processing 
for future years. 
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Appellate Court"Model 
Output Report 42: Time i~terval data for disposed cases 

Summary 
statistics 

Notice of appea~ ;J 

to 
re~dy for oral argument 

or Bubmission 

Name of court 
Reporting period 

Ready for oral argument 
or submission 

to 
under advisement 

Under advisement 
(argued or submitted) 

to 
decision 

Total time 
notice of appeal 

, to 
decision 

Number 
of Median Mean 

Number 
of Median Mean 

Number 
of Median Mean 

Number 
of Hedian Mean 

£!se Tn"" 

Appeals 0' 

Civil appeals 

cases 

o 

Request to appeal granted that 
,beeame civil appeals, 

Criminal appeals 

Requests to appeal granted 
that became criminal appeals 

~ostconviction remedy appeals 

Requests to appeal granted 
that became poatconviction 
remedy cases 

Appeals of administrative 
agency cas,e 

Requests to appeal grant~d 
that became appeals of 
administrativeagenc~ cases 

Juvenile appeals 

Requests to appeal granted that 
" became juvenile appeals 

Total appeals 

Sentence review only 

Original proceedings: 

Original~jurisdiction case 

Disciplinary matter 

Advis~ry opinion 

Total originsl proceedings 

TC1rAL ,CASJ;;S. 

x 

X 

X 

x 

x 
X 

x 

x 

x 

X 

X 

X 

eases 

NOTE: "X" means data are not relevant for that catego,ry. 

cases cases 

x X 

X X 

X X 
t::; 

X X 

[Comment: 
the time interval steps should be modified accordingly.} 

1:n states that use only oral argument or submhsion, " () 
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Appellate Court Model Output Report'! 43: Age of cases at disposition 

PURPOSE: To indicate how long cases recently disp'osed had been in (r.:Pe 
court system. 

DESCRIPTION: The date of filing and the date of disposition of each case 
are essential to calculating the age of cases at disposition. The time 
intervals chosen for display",on Model 43 should reflect the amount of 
time that the particular jurisdiction has decided is acceptable for 
processing each type of case. These are summary statistics of the number 
qf cases disposed within each time period the court has chosen to measure. 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

Case types (intermediate-level data elements; minimum level in 
boldface; maximum level in Chapter IV c 

Events' in ca.,se processing (dat:es of filing, disposition) 

COMMENT: The State Co'urt Model Statistical Dictionary emphasizes how 
important it is for courts to define precisely when a case is filed and 
when it is considered disposed for statistical reporting, purposes. Once 
these points are defined, the dates can 'be recorded, and then the qourt 
can calculate the measure of central tendency required to process any 
particular typ,~ of case and can indicate the number of cases falling 
outside the norm. 

"ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: Age of cases by manner of disposition could also'be 
shown. 

Other ways of displaying time-to-dispositiqn data appear in Examples 
7, 8, 'and 9 in Appendix D. 
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Appellate Court Model 
Output Report 43: Age of cases at disposition 

Case types' 

Requests to appeal 

Civil 
Criminal 
Postconviction remedy 
App~al of administrative agency case 
Juvenile 

Total requests to appeal 
" 

Appeals 

civil appeals 
Requeets to appeal granted that became 

civil appeals 
Criminal appeals 

Total 0-60 
disposed days' 

Re'quests to appear granted that became 
criminaL~appeals 

, Postconviction remedy cases <;:J 
Requests to appeal granted that became 

postconviction remedy cases 
"Appeal, of administrative agency caSe 
-Requeats to appeal granted that became 

aJilpeals of adminis'trative agency cases 
Juve,nile appeals 
Requests to appeal 8,ranted that became 

juvenile appeals 

Total appeals ~ 

Sente,nee ,review only 

Original proceedings 

Original jurisdiction cases 
Disciplinary matters 
Advisorybpinions 

Total original proceedings 

'" TOTAL CASES 
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61-120 
days, 

Summary 
statistics 

More 
than 
120 days 

Measure 
of central 
tendency 
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Appellate Court M()del ", 0 

Output Report 44: Status,; of pending case~ according to 
particular events inl!case 'processing 

~ 

(/ 

PURPOSE: To indicate what cases are waiting in queue at any event in 
case processing. 0 

DESCRIPTION,: This- model is simply a listingofpending.J cases that the 
computer has sorted according to the next scl).eduled eventifi:~ach case. 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

Case types(':l~'vel of data elements is up to the court) 
Events ip. case processing (level is up to the court) 

COMMENT: When case volume is large, automation is necessary to sort 
cases according to the next ev:entscheduled in each case. " 
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Appellate Court Model Case-by-case 
Output Report 44: Status of pending cases according to 

Q'particular events in"case ~rocessi!Yt 

(f 

I) 

c:l 

Name of court 0 

Date 

Event: READY FOR ORAL ARGUMENT OR SUBMISSION 

Case 
number 

Civil appeals: 

Criminal appeals,,: 
~, ' 

o 

Postconviction remedy c:ases: 
o 

Appeal of a~inistrative 
agency cases: 

Juvenile appeals: 

l\ 

o 

o 

\) 

Name of ca,se 

.J 0 

o 

,) 
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Case 
~ 

~' 

Date ready for 
oral argument 
or submission 

The list can be sorted 
alphabeticalJy by case 
name, numerically by case " 
number, or by age 0 1£ case. 
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Appellate Court Model 
Output Report 45: Appellate court exception report: 

Appeals pending longer than your jurisdiction's 
minimum time standards 

PURPOSE: Data on events in case process~ng c~n be used to assess the 
pace of litigation, establish and monitor standards for "case processing, 
and(~\orecast caseflow. 

-Exception reports can be used to identify inactive cases" and to clean 
; \' '() - (:. ~ 

dockets of cases that have been'pending longer than court standards 
permit. r; ";'1 

DESCRIPTION: This model differs from Model 41 in that this report 
indicates the status of. each case in the caseload rather than J;>roviding 
summary statistics. Unless case volume is quite small, case-by-case 
Feporting can only be·ddne with automation. 

The date of fHing and "date of. last event of each case are essential 
to determine if,the case is being processed within acceptable time 
limits. The acceptable time limits for each stage of case processing 
should be'ubased on legal and practical considerations, such as ~peedy 
trial rules and constitutional or court rule procedural requirements. 
T,nis model 'is simply'a listing of those cases that have exceeded the 
acce,ptable time li~its fo'r t;:he event list~d under 'Nature of last event' • 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

Case types 
Events in case processing 

COMMENTS: Each court should have its own stand.z'rds for acceptah,le time 
spans for case processing. 

The ABA Commission on Standards of Judicial Administration has 
provided guidelines for caseflow ma'nagement goals. (Standards rel.£~ing 
to Appellate Courts are fou,nd in Appendil.t G.) COSCA. in, 19~2 appointed a 
commit~,ee to develop national time standards for case processing. 

ADDITIONAL AI.~ALtSIS: Another way of displaying comparisons with time 
standards is shown':' in E}~lmple 10 in Appendix D. 
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Appellate Court Model '() " Case-by-case 
Output Report 45: Appellate court except ion r.eport: 

Appeals pending longer than your juridiction's :) 
minimum time standard ';j 

Civil appeals: 

Case 
number 

Criminal appealS: 

" Postconviction 
remedy cases: 

Appeal of adminis­
trative agency 

I; 

cases: 

Juvenile appeals: 

o· 

~-,') 

Name of court 
Date 

Case 
Name of case ~ 

Filing 
date 

Date 
of 
last 
event 

Nature 
of 
last 
event 

Age 
of 
case 

If the appellate court caseload is large, 
a separate report would be"filed i.or each 
of the case types at the left. A 
separate report could also be prepared 
for each event, to show all cases over­
due for that event. ' 
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Figure 26: 
, 

R~lationship of information systems in local trial cout'ts and appellate courts 
to the state court administra.tive office informa)tion system 

Trial court information system 
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Section 2., Proci9dures for analyzing AOe caseloaddata~ 
:.' 

. ~ 

Caseload inventory analysis. Only oue model of a statewide 
trial court caseload inventory is provide1d here--Model 46, which is 
a statewide version of Trial Court Model Output Report 23. It 
aggregates data from judicial districts, circuits, or other 
jurisdictions. The AOC will, of course, prepare statewide reports 
of all the ~umwary statistical reports. presented in Chapter VII for 
trial courts. Thqse presented in Chapter VIII for appellate courts 
will already be c"omplete, unless the state has an intermediate 
appellate court with several divisions fr01ll which data must be 
aggregated. 

QThe raw figures of court caseload inventory do not tell the 
cour't a K€eat deal. ,Their usefulnes"s for resource allocation 

Qdepends on the various ways in uhich the c.;lselo,ad data can be 
analyzed. A number of examples of additional ways to display 
case load inventory anaiysis are provided in 'Appendix D to supplement 
the models in this manual. A very simple mathematical calculation, 
for example, indicates the proportion of total caseload statewide 
for each type of case, and this can be' displayed any number of ways, 
either "for an"individuai court or for a court system. (See Model 8 
in Part II.) [Example 12 in Appendix D shows a combination of cases 
filed and disposed.] 

Another simple calculation relates the caseload inventory to 
the Q.umber ,,6f~ judges (see Model 15)". [Examples 13 is an example of 
caseload "per judge, combined with subcategories of caseload 
inventory data.] 
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lAoc Model Output Report 46: Trial court case load inventory: 
Percent of total case load for each c 

type of case 

,;0 

PURPOSE: Since different types of cases take different amounts of 
processing time as well as differing judicial and nonjudicial 
resources, the percent of total caseload filed and disposed for each 
type of case give!;; the court manager a better understanding of 
actual resource needs. 

DESCRIPTION: Model 46 shows the number of cases filed for each case 
type; the percent of each case type "filed for civil, criminal, 
traffic, and juvenile cases; and the percent of the total case load 
that civil, criminal, traffic, and juvenile cases represent. These 
data could also be displayed graphically. . 

DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

. il 

Case ·;jtypes (intennediat~-level data elements are 
displayed, with minxmum data elements shown in 

"boldface. See Chapter IV for maximum-level data 
elements) 

Case inventory (beginning pending, filed, disposed, end 
pending) 

COMMENTS: Model 46 gives the proportion of total caseload for each 
type of case, 'but it discloses nothing about the amount of time 
required to process the various types of cases. 

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: The sa$~ type of analysis should .be do'ne for 
percent.of t:otal case load disposed for each type of case. It could 
also be done for end pending cases, showing the percent of total 
case load pending for each case type. . I' 

!J 

o 

240 

1 

C) 

AOC Model 
Output Report 46: Trial court caseload inventory: 

Percent of total caseload 
for each type of case 

STATf 
Name of cou,rt 

Date 

Ju~icial disotrict. __________ _ 
I) 

Beginning 
pending Filel 

Sunnnary 
statistics 

Disposed' 
End 
pending 

r~~~ ___________________________ ~N~um~bep!percent Eounty . Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent 

Abi~n County 

Civil cases: 
Tort 
Contract 
Real property 
Small claims 
Domestic relations 
Mental health 
Estate 
.Appeal (lower court) 

(admin. agency) 
Extraordinary writ 
Postconviction remedy 
Other civil 

Total civil cases 

Criminal cases: " 
Felony 
Misdemeanor 
Ordinance violatiotr 
Preliminary hearing 
Appeal 
Extraordinary writ 
Postconviction remedy 
Sentence" review only 
Other criminal 

Total criminal cases 

Traffic ease.: 
OWl/OUr . 
Contest.ed moving traffic violat18tJ. 
Other contested traffic violation 
Uncontested parking violation 

Total traffic cases 

Juvenile eases: 
Criminal-type offender 
Status offender 
Non-offender 
Other ju";'enile matters 

Total juvenile cases 

"Abington County total 

Burlingame County 

Civil cues: 
Tort 
Contrac:,t'·· 
Real property rights 
Etc. 

c 
STATEIOTALS 

D 

241 

Separate reports for civil cases, 
cri.minal cases, traffic cas:s, " 
and juvenile cases may prov1de 
better space utilization as wel~ 
as more useful information. 
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These analyses make it "possible to rank the jurisdictions 
throughout a state [as is shown in Example 14 in Appendix D.]. 
Total caseload by type of case and total number of judges handling 
that case load also permit the display of the average number of cases 
handled by each judge. 

.Another kind of ranking uses population of each jurisdiction 
as a :ra::iable." [Exanip~e 15 ranks~the municipal courts of a ,state by 
popul~t10n, an~ ,then d1sp~ays not only cases filed and disposed, but 
also 1nclujes cases appealed and revenue for each municipal c'ourt. '". 
Example 16shows'both comparative populations per jurisdiction and 
average numbers of cases per judge.] 

" The ultimate 
0 

step in this analys~,s of caseload per judge 
would be to compare average caseload per judge with" actual caseload" 
per judge, or the average caseload per jurisdiction with the actual 
caseload peJ;; jurisdiction. These" kinds of comparis'ons sho~ld give 
court managers a reasonable sense of the volume of cases that each 
judgecshould be able to process under the current operating 

,conditions in the court or courts. 

A variety of other calculations provide usefu! information 
for assessing resource needs. Disposed cases statewide can be 
calculated as a percent of filed cases, or end pending cases as a 0 

percent.of fil:d cases (see Model.lO). Both the number and percent 
change 1n pend1ng caseload stateW1de from, the beginning to the end 

oof the reporting perio~ can be shown (see Model 9). The ratio of 
filings to dispositions can be calculated, as can the ratio of total 
cases terminated to total caseload, by jurisdiction ranked' civil . " , , 
(!,ases term1nated to total caseload, by jurisdiction ranked' 
criminal . ca:'se~ . terminated to total caseload, by jurisdictio~, 
ranked; Juven1te, traffic, and each individual case type "terminated 
to total caseload, by jurisdiction, ranked. AIL of these 
calculatipns help to determine what proportion of the judiciary's 
respurces are ne~ded to process each type of case, and how much the 
cas?load vai~es' from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. [Examples 17 and 
18 111 Append1x D show these kinds of analyses.] 

Comparisons of the manner of disposition of each type of 
case, should be possible. "Disposition types can be shown as a 
p~rcent of total dispositions, qS well as the percentage of cases 
d:sposed. by each m~nner of d~sposition. Particularly importan:,t, 
s1n~: trl.als are t1me-consum1ng, the number of trials (both jury 'and 
non-Jury) should be shown as a percent of total dispositions (see " 
Model 12). ' 

[Examples 19 and 20 in Appendix D display criminaL ari'a civil 
manners of disPQ.sition in two urban '·courts. Examples 21 and 22 
comparE! the dispositions of criminai cases in the trial courts with 
the number of criminal appeals filed in the appellate court.] 

" 
Case10ad projections. The caseload inventory and inanner':..of-' 

dispositiqn data just described are use£ul in making immediate 

d.!,) 

242 

.~-"~ .• ----,.....-_ •. _.!;.- ~ 

~ 1 

b ~ 
11 

~, 
0 ; 

I 
i 
j 

1 

() () 

\ 

Ii •• 1 decis,;i.ons on resource allocation, but informat:lOn about a s.1ng e 
reporting period is insufficient for planning what resources are 
going to be needed next year, because there is no guarantee that the 
same conditions will prevail in the next reporting period. In orde'r 
to do longer-term resource allocation planning, trend analysis 
should be dbne on case load inventory and manner-of-disposition 

'statistics (as was done for trial courts in Models 14-18 and for 
appellate courts' in Model 37-39). Trends in reqent years should 
give some indication as to what can be expected fn thefnear future 
so that projectionrs can be made as to the anticipated (~ize of future 
case load and the probable ways in which it will be processed and 
disposed. 

Trend analysis of caseload inventory and manner of 
disposition statistics. As soon as data are available for more than 
one year, trend analysis can be done on all the kinds of ' information 
described above. 

The simplest example matches this reporting period's data to 
the previous reporting period (as in Models 14 and 28). These 
models should be expanded at the state level to di~play multi-year 
statistics for filings in each .eographic location in a court as 
~ell as for eac~ type of case •• 

[Example 23 in Appendix D demonstrates that trend data of a 
time-consuming event like trials over the course of a single year 
can also be helpful in forecasting caseload processing~~eeds.] 

t, ~~ 

The change in case load and manner of disposition from year 
to year is important, but really significant trends require data 
over a period of several, years. [Example 3 in Appendix D, mentioned 
earlier in Chapter VIII, providescourt-of-last-resort statistics 
Dver a six-year period, and provides percentages of total 
disposi.tions for each manner of disposition in a year, as well as an 
average for all six years. Example 24 displays five years of 
caseload inventory data for an individual trial court circuit,~ as 
well as number of cases (civil, criminal, juvenile) handled by each 
judge in each year. Comparisons among the circuits are also 
provided. Examples 4, 5, and 6 are graphic presentations of 
appellate statistics over periods of several years tha;~1 make trends 
more visible than numerical data do.] 

These kinds of trend analyses can indica~~=~anges in 
caseload over ,time for each type of case, and<::.such changes c-an be 
~expressed as a percent of a base year chosen for management 
, purposes. Trend ana1.yses can compare volumes of cases filed, 
disposed, anrl pendi.r{~ for each type o,f case; variationsOin" 
Proportion of total caseload for each type of case; and can make 
these comparisons for each jurisdiction, each cour~, or each judge. 
Size of case load over several years can also be compared with the 
'humber of judges available in each year. Percentage" increases in 
number of authorized judgeships in each jurisdiction can be compared 
to total~caseload. 
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Data over longer periods of time t.han the last five; or six 

yeats are most useful for trend analysis because short-term fltrEmds 
often do not coincide with long-term trends... [Examp~e 25 pres<;nts 
20 years of data for cases filed, disposed, and pend1ng, and g1ve~ 
th~ average number of cases per judge for each year. E~amp~e 26,18 
a graph showing" the ratio of cases commenced to ~0~ulat1On 1Il;::,>1960, 
1970 and 1980. Ex~mple 27 displays long-term f1l1ng trends for an 
enti~e state, with an additional comparison of urban and rural 
areas. Short-term trends over periods of months can"also be 
compared with long-term trends over periods of years, as 
demonstrated ~n Example 28.] 0 

Trends statewide c£.~ be analyzed and displayed for' all of 
the data that were discussed earlier under trial court and a~pellate 
court caseload inventory and manner of dispos~,tion, and will be . 
useful for case load ,projections. The final step in trend analys1s, 
is, of course, to make projections i~to the "future based on ~ren?s . 
of the past. [Example 29 in Appendix D shows a one-year proJect10n 
b,ased on four years of qata.] 
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Section 3. Procedures for analyzing AOe caseflow data 

Only qne model (AOe Model Output Reports 49A and B) is 
presented to show the aggregation of age of pending cases and 
disposed"cases for a statewide jurisdiction. The state 
administrative office should also prepare the following statewide 
analyses: ~ 

Age of disposed criminal cases by manner of disposition (si~ilar 
to Trial Court Model Output Report: 22). 

Status of pending cases (summary stati&itics) for trial courts 
(similar to Trial Court Model Output Report 23). Appellate 
court status of pending cases output reports will already he 
available. ' 

Numbers and percentages of case:1 at each event in case 
processing (Trial ·Court Model Output Report 26 and Appellate 
Court Model Output Report 44). [Examp'le 30 in Appendix D 
shows: the number of cases disposed at e)bhevent in case 
processing.] " , 

Exception reports for both trial (Model 25) and appell~'te courts 
(Hodel 47). 

Lists of continuances and cases rescheduled for trial. 
Evaluations of how well both trial and appellate courts are 

conforming to statewide standards, using time interval data. 

[Example 31 in Appendix D displays the range and average 
number of months elapsed between filing and date of verdict for one 
type of case, by jurisdiction. Another ,~ay of calculating average 
case processing time is by dividing ,the pending caseload by the 

, average number 'of monthly dispositions ,to see how many months will 
be ne~t;led to process several different case 'types. Example 32 
displays median time to disposition in each county for several 
d1fferent ways of handling 'cases. 

,. 
EX,ample 33 in Appendix D provide information on time spent, 

in pret,tdal activities. Example 34. shows how many trials consumed 
va.:rious lengths of time. Example 35 gives the median time between 
events in'~rimin:a,l cases froIl!- a:r,rest to disposition.] 
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AOe/Hodel Output"'Report 47A and B: Age of pending cases 
Age of civil cases at disposition 

PURPOSE: To pi'esent data on age of pending cases and age pf 
disposed cases for the active caseload. Until these data are 
available, the court manag'er has no way of knowing whether cases aTe 
being pro~essed within a period that is acceptable to the ~ourts, 
not to mention acceptable to the citizens involved. 

DESdtt~'::PTION,: The date of filiug and date of disposition of each 
C,;ise:-{"'?:~I essenti.al to- calculating the age of pending and d~sposed 
case\./} The time intervals chosen'for display on Model 47' should 
reflect the amount of time that the particular jurisdiction h?s 
decided is acceptabll for processing each type of case. Thes~ are 
sununary statistics of the number of cases falling within each time 
period the court has chosen to meafoure. , 1 
DATA SETS 
REQUIRED: 

Case types (interml?dia~e-level data elements; minimum 
level in boldface; maximum level in Chapter IV) 

Events in case processing',(date of filing) 

COMMENT: The State Court Model Statistica.'l Dictionary etpphasizes 
how important it is for courts to define precisely when a case is 
filed and when it is considered disposed for statistical reporting' 
purposes. Once those points are defined, the dates can be recorded, 
and then the AOe can r.;lilculate the measure of central tendency 
statewide for proces~,ing any particular type of case and can 
indicate the number of case:,; that fall outside 1=he norm. 

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: The court may want to analyze further tne 
information displayed in Model 47 to ,51how the age of those cases 
that went to trial, or to show age of disposed criminal cases by 
manner of disposition, as shown in Model 22. Similar analysis could 
be done for civil, traffic, and juvenile .case dispositions. 
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AOC Model 
Output Report 47A: ~e of pending cas~s 

Sl)nunary 
statistics 

Judicial district 
" 

County 
Total 
pending 

Number/percent 

Abington County 
Civil caaeo: 
" Tort 

Contract 
Real property rights 
Small claims 
Domes tic "re la tions 
Mental health 
Estate 
Appeal (lower court) 

(admin. agency) 
Extraordinary writ 
Postco~viction remedy 
Other civil 

Total civil cases 

Criminal cases: 
Felony 
Misdemeanor 
Ordinance violation 
Preliminary hearing 
Appeal 
Extraordinary writ 
Postconviction remedy 
Se~tence review only 
Otller crill!~l 

Total criminal cases 

Tr~ffic cases: 
D\-lI/DUI 
Contested moving 

traffic violat~p-'\ 
Othe r conte .. ted i "­

traffic violat~ _>~ /i 
Unconstested pariCu11f 

violation 
T(~,tal traffic cas,-\~ 0 

,,, Juvenile cases: 
" Criminal type-offender 

Status offender 
Non-offender 
Other juvenile matters 

Total juvenile cases 

Abington County total 

Burlingame County 
Civil caQ"7'1: . 

Tort --
Contract 
Real property r.i,ghts 
Small claims 
Domestic relations 
Men tal health 
Estate 
Etc •. , 

*Less than 
90 days' 

Number/percent 

State 
Name of court 

Date 

*91-180" *181 days *1-2 
days to 1 year y~ars 

Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent 

*More 
than 

2 years 
Number/percent 

D 

"'The t,imecframes sho-;,m in the he'!ping of this mod~l should reflect the time standards established for your jurisdiction. 

**Measure 
of 
central 
tendency 

~; :l<*Th~ mea,~ure )~of central ~endency may be average, median, or mode, depending on the degree of ,sophistication of the repori:\ng 
system being/used. ~The court may also want to indicate the percentile in which the measure oi central tendency falls. 

i V) ',', 

2,47 
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AOC }iodel 
Output Report 47B: Age of civil' cases at disposition 

'i\ 

Judiciitl district'--__________ _ 

county 
Total 

dis osed 
Number pe rcent 

Al-,ington 

Tort 
Contract 
Real property right9 
Small claims 
Domestic relations 
Mental health 
Estate 
Appeal (lower court) 

(admin. ag~ncy) " 
Extraordinary writ, 
Postconviction remedy 

. Other civil 

Burlingame 

I) Tort 
Contract 
Real property rights 
Small claims 
Domestic relations 
Mental health 
Estate 
Appe~l (lower court) 

(admin. agency) 
Extraordinary writ 
Postconviction remedy 
Other civil 

Cloister 

Tort 
Contra'ct 
Real property rights 
Etc. " 

.. u 

DISTRICT TOTALS 

*Less than 
90 da s 

Number percent 

c 

State 
N,!!"e of Court 

Date 

*91-180 
da s 

Number perc-ant 

j} 

Sunnnary 
statistics 

() 

*More 
than 
2 ears 

Number percent. 

*The time .frames shoon in the heading of this ,;.;;reI should .,reflect the time stanclar~s estabHshed for your jurisdiction. 

" 

~-----~---

**Measure 
of 
central 
tendenc 

o 

**Til' .. measure of centraltenqency may be average, median, or mod~, depending~on the degree of sophistication ,of the reporting 
system, being"used. The court'may also want to itt#cate the percentile in which the measure of central tendency fafls. 
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Chapter X 

Relationship of 'case management information 
to workload ,measures 

o D 

o 

The kinds of data needed to produce reports for workload ~ 
management 'requ~s additional" sets of data elements, for which th~' 
~odels and ~eporf:ing.g~~~~ ha~e"not yet been cho~en. These would 
l.nclude measures of Jud;LCl.al and other pers'onnel tl.me spent on 
workload as well 2S on court events/acti~ities other than case 
p,rocessing.l In aU likelihood these data will not "be collected 
and reported by a court unless it has an automated information 
system, although some ti,me measures are reported manually in some 
courts (New Jersey, for example, requires reports of time spent from 
courts that are not automated). 

Workload includes both case processing and all other matters 
handled by a court that involve time and money. Data on judicial 
and.otherpersonnel time spent on workload and on court activities 
other tha~i2aseflow events can be used to measure court performance 
and productivity fon more sophisticated resource allocation tharb is 
possible ,with only caseload inventory, as well as for workload " 
forecasting to determine r.esource needs in the future. 

Some of the suggested data elements would be the following 
for trial courts: 

Civil: Number, type~land length of hearings 
Number and type of motion hearings 
Judge time spent, by case type 

Criminal: 

Juvenile: 
(( 
e-

Number, type, and length of hearings 
Number and type of motion hearings 

. .:::' 
Number of continuances 
Judge time bpent", by case type 

Number, type, and length of hearings 
Judge (time spent, by case type 

() 

'Type of services provided and resources required 

lFurther discusslon of resource needs can be found in Task Fo~ce 
on Principie~ for Asse'ssing "the Adequa~y Q,f' Judicial Resources, 
Assess:Lng the Need for Judicial Resources (Williamsburg, Va.: 
National Cente~? for~tate Courts, 19~3)'~.,! 
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Workload measurement techniques. A discussion of workload 
measures is found in another National Center publication: 2 

'The specific data elements necessary for worklQad, 
measurement var~,among measurement systems. These systems 
include micro measurement, weighted caseload systems, Delphi 
combined with historical weighted caseload and conse,nsus 
building, large-unit output costs, small-unit output costs, 
and program-planning-budgeting systems. In ?ny of these 
systems '" the data elements necessary depend on the level of 
measurement detail desired. 

The three weighted caseload models--micro measures, 
Delphi, and historical data--require different data elements 
to be collected and analyzed. The, California approacp., 
applying micro measures to arrive at case weights, measures 
the time required for various case activities. Thus, the 
various case activities must be collected on an ongoing 
basis. The Kentucky system of arriving at weights through 
the Delphi process', calculates total case time. This model 
requires only that raw caseload data be collected on an 
ongoing basis. The use of historical data in the Alaska 
model may not be'possible to duplicate in any other 
juris4iction. The systeW uses data from audiotape 
recordings to measure workload and to arrive at case w:eigh~s. 

Three examples of the use of historical data are • • • 
the South Dakota, Michigan, and Oregon examples, {where] the 

data 'necessary include historical personnel and :/caseload 
information combined with projected case filing data. 3 

In New York and Connec,ticut, historical data were 
combined with consensus building' to 'develop a 
workloa.d-measurement system. Again, historical personnel 
and caseload data, coupled with projected case filing 
information, are neces~ary. 

Unit cost systems have been"developed in Colorado and 
Gook County, Illinois. The Colorado example uses large-unit 
costs to determin~ workload and performance standards. Data 
requirements include the number, actl.vity, and salaries of 
court employees, as well as historical case termination data 
ancr proj~cted case filing data. The small-unit cost system 
developed in 'Cook County calculates costs for several units 

2Harry O. Lawson and 
Court (Williamsburg, 

"pp. 150-151. 

Barbara . .H Gletne, Workload Measures "in the 
Va.: N~uional Cep.ter for State Courts, 1980), 

3Also ~sed in Pennsylvania~' 
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of activity. The data necessary for this system include 
historical and projected data concerning the number and 
salaries of the personnel invol~ed in the work units. 

Hawaii is the only state-funded court system using the 
program-:planning-budgeting system (PPBS). Hawaii maintains 
a large data base that includes time measure.s of various 
case events, such as time from filing to disposition. A 
large automated system, such as Sj'IS, may be necessary for 
data collection requirements for thisYmodel. 

Once the data have been collected, they must be 
monitored and updated to ensure that the purposes of the 
workload system are realiged. Several issues are important 
in discussing the need to monitor and update a 
workload-measurement system. They include data reporting, 
fr.equency of data reporting and monitoring, formulae 
validation, and formulae adjustments. 

The data necessary to monitor and update a 
workload-measurement system are the same as are needed to 
develop the original study. The data el,~ments should be 
collected on an ongoing ,basis, prefe,rably as part of the 
jurisdiction's management "information system. 

:) 

The workload-measurement system should be updated and 
monitored as often as the data are corlected and the system 
used. Constant verification of the system permits the 
manager ,to conduct management audits and to' present budgets, 
confident tha'tthe standards accurately represent what 
should be expected in any jurisdiction. 4 . 

Judicial and other personnel time spent. Decisions pn 
al,.locating resources and forecasting workload cen be based on the 
actual caseload that must be handled by the court, as described 
earlier under ,.caseload management. Or the court, can calcJllate, as 
discussed above, the amount of time, that judges and other,. personnel 
must spend in processing different types of cases and in handling 
the o,ther business of th:ifi court. The second' method requires (. 

estimatesot the time "ac¢.uaUy spent in the 'Various activities 
requ~re4, not "only in case processing but' in all the other 
r e4uirements of the total workload. 

(, 

Rather than presenting models, "this chapter mentions 
examples that the court manager can examine for ax;~icabi1ity 
owU::J cO,urt. 

() a 
;,':, 

/5 

'0 

to his Y; 

4More detailed explanations o~, thj,e workload measures are found' 
e'lSewhere in Lawson. " 
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[The ana~ysis in Example 36 in Appendix D, for example, 
displays the number of dispositions that the court has achieved 

~1 based on the number of judge days that. have been made available., 
Thts kind of information is useful in forec'asting the number of 

') 

judg.~~ 
l' 

needed to handle future caseloact.], ' .. 

Data on judge time spent in processing e~ch type of case Can 
be used to work out weights that can be assigned to each case type, 
in order to reflect more accurately how much judge ti~e each type of 
case is going to require. [Example 37 in Appendix D summarizes the 
incr.ease in trial judge hours between 1970 and 1980. Example" 38 
gives a graphic comparison of the difference between actual case 
filings and the time it will take to process those. cases, while 
Example 39 compares filings by case type with weighted units for 
case type.] 

These example,s deal with,\the average amount of time spent in 
processing each type of case. Time spent can also be broken down 
cifcording to specific activitiesc' in case processing, such as civil 
settlelnents in one state, in the ,~xample shown below: 

civil settlement.--judge hours t 1975-1980 

1975 () 1980 Differenc,e Percent 

civil 
Generai equity 
Matrimonial 
District Court 

14,328.7 
867.1 

1,268.2 
1,502.0 

l8,/f94.0 
1,830.4 
3,578 •. 7 

"1,701.5 

",4,165.3 
+ 963.3 
+2,310.5 
+ 199.5 

+ 29.1 
+llLt 
+182.2 
+ ''13.3 

(-;:. 

Events other than case processing. The Model Statistical 
Dictionar.Y, defines lIcourt workload" as "all matJ:ers, including 
caseload, handled by a court that involve time and effort." In 
addition to knowing hqw much total judge, time is available, the 
court ne~ds to knq~ how much of that time will be spent in., 
activities gther than cas'e processing. 

/,:. 
Some jurisdictions separa~ely count par~icular ,,)activities, " 

such as motions, hearings~ and continuances. New Jersey, for . 
example, provides c3seload inventory statistics fcfr the following 
activities under the heading "Type or· motion or petition": 
accelerate appeal of motion; ad i:nte~im relief; ame~dJ suppleme:~t 
record; l\appea~ pro hac vilce; assignment of counsel; bail; 
clarification; aonsolidate appeals1 cos~; counsel fees; counsel fees 
and costs; dismiss ct'oss appe~l; file cross appeal; file ~'E.ro ,,' 
tunc,:i file over length b,rief; file respondent I s b:r:'ief as within. time; 
file supplemental brief; free transcript;, leave to appeal,' appeal as 
indfgent, appear as '~micus curiae, intervE;lne, withdraw as attorn~y ;., 
motion to dismiss appeal; motion to dissolve stay; motion to extend 
time; ,rehearing or reconsideJ;:.a.tion; relay'on brief previou~Jty filed; 
remand--final; remand--temporaryc; restr.ain; stay; strike; summary 

,dispoeition; suppress .brief; va~ate; vacate dismissal and reinstate; 
miscellaneous. C) (J I)" " 
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Another state displays days of assistance received and 
rendered by courts through assignments or use of commissioners, 
referees, or temporary judges--activitiesthat increase th.3 amount 
of judge time available to process cases... Still another shows a 
recap of the days spent by judges on assignments outside their own 
counties, over a five-year period--activities that decrease the 

~.:) amount of judge time available within the jurisdiction •.. Another 
state summarizes the time spent in travel in each jurisdiction of a 
district cou:r:t, while a different state displays the time lost 
b~cause of changes of judicial personnel in one reporting period and 
over a five-year period. All of these examples are attempts. to 
grapple with the question of how much can he accomplished in the 
time that judges have avai1ab~e to handle their total workload~ 
These kinds of information, if" available and properly analyzed, can 
assist the court manager in allocating resources and forecasting 
workload. 
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Appendix A: Computerized information systems survey instrument 
" II 

and data analysis . 

INFORMATION SYS-r:EMS ,SURVEY' 

,]he Information System" Survey, a copy of which appears on the next 
two pages, was sent to the following: 

All members of the Conference of State Court Administrators 
All apper'late court clerks " 
Pu-esiding and "administrative judges of all .jurisdictions 
Clerks" indtrial court administrators' i.,n jurisdictions with 

populations exceeding' 100,000 
All members of th'e National Association of Trial Cour't 

Administrators' , 
All members of the Natioonal Association for Court dJ ~ 

Administration 
All members of the 

Clerks 
National Association of, App,ellate Court 

Q~ 
The "selection statisticsllOthatapp~ar on the page following the 
sllrveyCl indicate the number of respon~es received and the n~mber of 
courts (ch,at reported both manual systems and automated functiona fur 

v the variQus modules. ro 0 '<! ~ 

'F~l1owing t~e ,selection statist).c~ is a listing by zip code of the 
,,,' r:ecordso that wet'e' ent.greg from the' surveys J;eturned. C1 

These records are avai1~ble from theuState Judicial Iilf~mation 
°Systems project of the National Center for ,State Cou;rts, 300'Newport 
,Avenue l Wi11ia~sburg, Va. 23185. 
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INFOP..MATION SYSTEM SURVEY 
, 

o 

P lease" identify your court: 

COURT NAME: 

STATE: LOCATION: 
" 0 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: 

POPULATION SERVED 

A J»1INISTRATIVE 

-----------­" 

i,J CONTACT_, ____ ~ ____ ~ _________________ __ 

TITLE 
STREE=T----------------~---------------

CP'Y/STATE~ ____ =~,._--------
ZU POOD· --------'8 . ....;.::;-

o 

JURISDICTION: 

v 
,1 

--' 

'-"-

~\PPELLATE 
GENERAL 
LIMITED 
OllHER 

DA'tA PROCESSING 
CONTACT 
TITLE o'_----------------------~ 
STREET 
CITI/S~T~A~TE~----~------------

ZIP PHONE " 
---~- ---~------

Is your ,~nformaUon system MANUAL ___ ?,' If so, please send us copies of yq,ur output reports" You need 

~ 
t 
~, 

, J 

k r 
I 
~ 

not complete the rest of this queqtionnaire. 
AUTOMATED ? If so, please fill out the blanks" that follow, and send us copies 

of your output reports. 
o 

, Using an "r please fill in only those" court functions which are computerized. For case processing' ~ 
functions (on the reverse side of this sheet), please complete for each case type within your jurisdiction. 
Indicate whether the processing mode is batch or on-line. If ypur system requires;Af' combination of batch and 
on-;-line(:,rocessing for any given function, place an "X" in b~th columns. (I I 'J ('j 

NON-CASE RELATED FUNCTIONS 

c Financial Management Personnel Administration 

BUDGETING 
, 

GENERAL LEDGER ACCOUNTING 

G RANTS MANAGEMENT 

PURCHASING 

DISBURSEMENTS 

r' PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 

l 
:1.; 

OTHER ____ --,--------
\' 

Primary Computer 

HA.ImlARE (MAKE/MODEL) 

,) 

T~LECOMMUNICATIONS 

LANGUAGE 

of ILE STRUCTURE 

o 

258 
{i' o 

t 
POSITION/CLASSIFICATION CONTROL 

PAYROLL 

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION 

JUDICIAL ASSIG~NT 

JUDIC]AL TIME/WO~LOAD 

EMPLOYEE' PERSONNEL FILE 

VACATION/SI~ LEAVE ACCRUAL 

OTHER~ ____ ~ ______ __ 

II'. 

? 

() 

o 

" 

o 

G 

1 

o 

o 

Case PrQeRsing 
v 

INDEXING 

DC)cKETING 

SERVICE OF PROCESS 

WARRANTS 

M+N1ITES 

JlJDQfENT/DISPOSITION 

CALENDARING 

C ASE-TRAO<ING 

EVIDENCE INVENTORY CONTROL 

CASE STATISTICS 

JURY SELECTION 

JUROR PAYR,OLL/COSTS 
"~ 

JUROR POSTPONEMENT 
"" (r7 

JUROR SERVICE 

JURY MANAGEMENT STATISTICS 

F I~ AND FEE ACCOUNTING 

ALIMONY/SUPPORT 
o " 

" TRUST ACCOUNTING 
a Ii 

GARNISIDIENT ACCOUNTING 
a 

WITNESS COSTS 

BAIL 

Primary Computer 

HARDWARE (MAKE/MODEL) 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS" 

LANGUAGE 

FI~E STRUCTURE 

o 
- '-'--'-'",- ~',,, -- .. -..- ........ -•. , •. --,~ .~. ,-" .. " y-""-,.>,<---,;-.' .. ~-"-,,,,.,"""'..,...,,~:<''''<.''''"'''~'''''...,.,.,.,..'"-.,~ ... ~~~- .. ~~. 

CIVIL 

(CASE-RELATED FUNCTIONS 

SMALL 
CRIMINAL JUVENILE CLAIMS 

o 

C) 

~ 1 D ~ 

C\I----I-~ 

o IJ 

----..---..".,~-
'-----J 

259 

(i 

DOMESTIC' 
RELATIONS 

IS 
t 

o 

() 

1---1---10 

PROBATE 

- ~ i ~ 

.::: fy:::. 

t t,~ .... ~.~~~. 't:I--";!.~~ 

o 

1 1 ,~ 

C::) 

I 

o 

c, 



o 

I' el 

o 

c 
{j 

(] 

c, 

,\\ 

o 

.' r 

,.,;. 

o 

<;j 

o o 

o 

" 

o 

o 

'" 0 

6.-'" 

" 

(j 

o )" 

'Il 

" 0, 

(,;,'. 

q 
fl.. Do 

"' ..... 

I)' 

~)" 

o 

" o 

Q 

Q 

0', 

a " 

r-

" " 

c 

" 0 

c " 

(\ 

(.'i 

D. 

o 

o 

i 

~ : 
; 0 

__ .. _____ ~ ........ '''~..:.. ..... -;-_ .--...._._._..",~_.--....,.""'_ ... __ ,_~~ .• _~, ____ ,_,~", ___ ,_",,", •• _____ ._. ___ ,"':; :C, .. ' .... '!~t 

Q 

" ""(;)'" ~ 
"0 

-:,!' 

Q 

o 
'j 

o 

I) 

:) ./) 

c' 

o~. 

q 
,.' . 

i 
0: 

o 
::-; 0 

o 
,r;, 



\j 

" " 

" 

o 

'0 

'.':!' 

0. 

(f 

\>. " 

J 

r 

-', 
,0 

'\., 
',I '.1 

- --~- --------:- ----

''. " ' 
-~--,----'~-,.---<~------.-, ----'-" .. -.. -.--.-~ -~""----.-.-- . --.-~- ~~, -~-~ .. 

" 

**" S'EL,F.CI;rON" 
~'."" 

II :; 

TOTAL NUM!3EIf (IF JU/HEm CTI ON') I 
TOTAL N!1~R~H OF AUTOIv\ATEn SYSTEMS I 
TOTAL ~iJ!.IBr:R OF MAN:JAL SYSTEMS' 

TOTAL APPEr.ATE 
TOTAL GENERAL 
TOTAL UMITG'IJ 
TOTAL A.O.C. 

COURTS' 
COURTS' 
COURT')' 

" COURTS I 

"363 
1.0 1) 
157 

53 
231 
109 
31 

TOTAL COURTS HANDlP1G FrNA~ICIA/. !.{MrAGEMENT' 
TOTAL COtJRTS HANI1LING PERSONNEL A8MINISTRATlONI 

134 
137", 

"1 
TOTAL GENtr?AI. r.oURTS SF.RVING;PC)PJILATImis OVER 
T(}"FM:: LII.fITFn COURTS Sr:RVI~IG POPULATIONS .oVE~ 

J DO. nOD', 
100,000" ' 

1,77 
8:f 

PSRCEtlTAOE OF TOTAL FUNCTIONUTILIZATlm,(', 10 % ;"i 

PIPF.X PIG I 
I)OCKETING' 
SEJ:?VJGE OF PROCESS I 
W .v?J=wm:; I 
MINUTES: 0 
']!JllGEI,I,!NT/1) ISPOSITI Ot-.[. 
CAI.F.NnMIING I 
CASE-TRACKINGI v 

EVII1ENCE PIVT. CO"lTqOLL: 
CASE STATISTICS' 
JurlY SELECTIONI 
JUROR PAYROLL/COSTS I 

, JIJROR POSTP(>NEMENTI 
Jlmo!? !')ERVICE: " 
JURY MGT STATlSTICSI 
FI NE ANI) F1:F. ACC()U~TlNG' 
A LV-WillY /SUPPORT,' 

CIVIL 

" 00 
71)' 

33 
28 
:>6 
8::: 
75 ~ 
74 

CRIMf"'AL ____ 2 __ _ 

I?9 
101 
31 
81 
34 

:g~ 
1i8 

16 

(7) " 

.\. \ ... '. 

\ \ 
JUVE"IILE 

" 51 
·44 
1.7 
25 
IR, 
43 
36 
45 

7 
73 
26 
23 
16 

1116 
15 
23 

STATLRTICS ** 

S.,MALL 
CLAI'~S 

55 
"" 31 

16 
II 
II 
34 
28 
26 

.3 
54 
15 
15 
II 
1,1 
.8 
25 

3 

o 

O()MES'fIC 
RELATH)NS t· 

o 

67 
48 
20 " 
17, 

"22 
54 
48 
47 

q" , 

TRUST ACCOUNTING: 
GI\P./lJISI-fMF.NT ACCOU"'TIt..IG8 

'CJ <'wrNES5 COST: 

9 
114 
101 
80 
Sq 
72 
50 
48 
25 
18 
24 
20 
14 

132 
Q6 
78 
6( 
71 
56 
67 
14 
1 fJ' 
8 

25 
55 

7 
7 
4 

10 
14 

(I I () 
9 
3 
5, 

80 
.'31 
26 
20 
20 
17 
29 
52 
10 
1.3 
a 
8 RAIL' 

TOTAl., COURTS HM.rnU ~rG: 

% 8R TOTAl. .9U!?ISnrCTION~1 

o 

." '.--

,'0 

''I. 

o -: 

'"~ 

IOf 84 1.17 
(l 

177 

49 % 5:> % 23 % 

semTEn RY: 
SYSTE'IS SEI.ECTEO I 
COUI?T!l S~LEr.n:n: 
ilo nl/l.ES S Ei.ECTF.n: 

'~'.~ -, 

Nona MASTER FI I.E WAf> NOT' SORTED ! 
o AUTOMATED" RnclMANUcAL SYSTEMS~ 
- ALL OF TH~ FOUR COURTS WERE SELECTE!). 

AUt) OF THE MOQlILES WERE !'iF.tECTED. 

" 

\' , 

o C 

o t~ ;l 

.' Il 

0" Q. 

\"; 

TRAFFIC 

79 
61 
23 

. 57" 
oj B' 
73 
59 
,68 

9 
87 
31 
27 
22 
23 

,; J 6 
62 

3 
13 

6 
15 
35 
" 
117 

32 % 

'.0 " 'U,' 
" I 

o ' 

"-

'.' -;' II 
o 

PIWBATE 

'0 

" {) 

lj 

43 
.28 

8 
8 

14 
32 
22 
26 

6 
54 
17 
16 
12' ' 
12 
, J 
20 

4 
12 
3 
5 
5 

17 

21 % 

, " 

o 

cj 

o 

" 

() 

TOTAL 
FUNCTIONS 

154 
129 
56 

100 
44 

140 
125 
142 

2.1 
163 
113 

;) c 88 

" 

Q' " 

67 
82 
59 
93 
63 , 
2] 
30 
.13 
67 

o 

42 % 
36 ::.: 
15% 
28 % 
[2 % 
31,1 % 
34 %. 
31) % 

6 % 
45 % 
31 % 
24 % 
IH % 
23 ~~ 

'" ,~ 26 % 
17 % 
7 % 
B % 
q ~~ 

Ig %0 

" 

\\ 

9,. 

! \,) 

'. 

,~ 

6 , 

, 
\ 
,\ 

.I'n"· 

......-, ... " ". ~' -I, ' 

o 

c' 0 

1.) 

o 

," 

" " r 

(\ 

.r~ 
". . '1 

,', <21 

t). ' 

"~ (::: (t ~H 

o 

\ 

o 

(j 

\ 

Ii' 



···r·.'····· .• '.'··,· 

'.' 
i ' , 

::. {j 

::!J" 

'. dO 

\) 

.. 1\ 

o 

() 

.', 

,0 

o 

Q. 

Q 

', .. ' 

, .. 

o 

(}, 

'i~, 

'" r,{ 

o 

f) 

o · '" J 
I 
I 

o 

r 

HEe()H!) 
NUM I1I!R 

0001 
. '0002 

8003 
OM4 
.0005 
()006 
O(}07 

" l)?Joa 
0009 
0010 
001,,1';..., 
:0012 
0013 
nOl4 
nOI'3 
nOIf> 
0017 

~G\18 
OOIC) 
O()?O 

" '10;>1 
00'-2 .[\.) 

0\" 0023.; 
I-' 1)024 

0025 
OO?6, 
0027 
OO?8 

'OO?9 n • 
OO'H] 
0031, 
0032 
0033 
00.14 

" [J035 
00.16 
n017 
'l038 
oOj\Q 
OOAO' 
noP! 
001\2 o ?Ot)43 

nOM 
0015 
00110 
00117 
0lM8 

. OOI)Q 
n050 
OO~I 
005? 
OOIj] 

a_..c......y.:_ ... ,. 

,~ 

t) ,', 

(") 
\.' 

" 

-~, N r:::~:~-"" ~: ,':. , 
,,,-) * S E L E C T I () N I N. 0 E X 
, , 

(\ 

::;UHVEY 

* * 
COUqT NAME STATE 

------~-----------~------------

SUPEIHOR .\" l) ISTR leT ' AK 
NINTH JUnrCIA!1 CtRClJIT AI. 
100H JunrCIAL CIRCUIT U At. 
AnMPI OFFICE OF COtJt?TS .:AL 

o or 1~r;lnT ,:;" A L 
CIHCUIT P;OISTRICTCOUI1T AL 
CP?6UITCt?TI!. DISTIHCT CRT At. 
CIRCIJIT COURT nF~'qllTLEn cnUNTYAI. 

· 13TJ.l JUnICIAL crt?CUIT At. 
, SUPRFME COUt?TOF ALARMIA AL 
· CHT of CRIM INAL A'PPEALS OF M. At. 

COUI?T()FCIV1L APPEALS OF 'At . At 
CIRCUIT & DISTRICT COURTS' AL 
TUSCALO<>SAC!iuNTYnISTRICT COU At 
'PUI!'O\SKI cout-rry CIRcrjJT COURT AR; 
l'lASHINGTON ,COUNTY CiRCUIT CRT AR 

" SUPI?EM'U',COl,ll?l'OR API ZONA AZ 
PHq[:NIXcClTYCOORT ... ,', AZ 

, SUPEIHOR COurrf.(, OF ~IMHCOPA COU AZ 
· SUP~RI()t? ',COUPF , 'AZ 

PIMA c()IJNTY J~UST!CE c..~0'RTS AZ 
TUCSON CITY COUqT /1" AZ 
Pl'~ACOUNTY QJUVEN ILE COURT A'l 
COURT SERV ICES Be 
.NEST J<EQM ~1U1\'I cl PAL COURT ci. 
LOS ANGEl.ES SUPERIOR COuRT CA~, 
SUP~RIOR COURT, COUNTY OF SAN CA 

. SJJPERIOR C6URT, SAN MATEO CNTY " CA 
SAN DI EGO S,UPERIOR COURT CA 
SAN ·nIEGC') SUPERIOI? COURT CA 
RERKELEY ALBANY JUrHCIAL Dl'STR CA 
FRE'-H>NT NEW A RK U~II O"f CTY MUNI C CA 
LOS" ANGELES '. COUNTY S\JPER lOR CT CA 
CONTRAC()STA Ct.iTY SUPEtlI()R CRT" CA 
SACRAMENTO '~UNIcrpAL C(,mRT CA 
HONTEflEY mUNTY MUNICIPAL cnUR CA 
SA"! qi::t?JAqO,lNO CN'fY ':'lUP CT" <,CA 
~AN nr EGO CNTYSUPER lOR, COURT" CA 
RA"lTA CLAI?A COUNTY SUPt:I?H>R cO CA 
OPANGE C()U~ITY sUPE!HOP,~,·C()URT CA " 
SANTA t\AR~AtlA" SUPERIOR LCOURT CA 
SANTA fJAtlf3ARAsUPqRH>Q ' CA 
SUPERIOR C()UHT CA' 
S()LAN() 'iUPEllIOP \) ,. C.A 
COU!:?T ()F"APPEAL~ THIRD DISTIHC CA 
sUPqe'ME tOURT OF r:AUF(H?NIA CA' 
SONOMA COIJ~rry $UPT!RIOP C()UPTCA 
ALA\l E,OA .,j'iUPERIOR COURT . CA 

· SANTA 'WHA '~UN,ICIPAL cq@T CA' 
17TH JUDICIAe n1STRICT co 
AnAMS COUNTY COUI1T CO 
EL PASO COUNTY COURT CO 
nENVEJ.?G()!JNTY COURT C(' 

, 0 

'·' ... ·.·1··.· 
.. ' if& 

,; !t 

LOCATION 

FMRqANKS 
CHEROKEE 
..IEFFEI?SON CNTY 
'.HlNTGOMERY 
-CALHOUN COlJNl'V 
CHOCTAW COUNTY 
QENEV:"-. AL" 
GREENVl LLE. At. 
MCll'lILE" 
~llO"ltGOMERY 
MONTGOMERY, AL 
MONTGOI,IEI?Y, AL 

'TALLAnEOA CNTY 
TUSCAUJOSI\ 
LlTn.E ROcK 
FA YE:5ITEV I tLE 

, I1H OENI )( 
PHOENIX 
PHOEN£ X . 
PINAL COUNTY 
TUCSON' .' 

. TUCSON 
TUCSON'" 
VICTORJ,A . 

,;1215 TQUXTUN AV·, 
LOS A~GELES CO' 
REDW(Xm. CI TY 
REDWOOD CI TI'l 
SAN OIEGO 
SAN nIEGc} . 
BERKELEY 
FREMONT 
LOS ANGELES 
MARtl~EZi. 
SACRA~ENlh" 
SAL'! NAS, MONTES? 
!'fAN" l'lERNMnI "'0 
SAN ,on! EGO 
SAN JOSE . 

~1~i~~~~~A~1 
SANTA'BA1?I3APA 
VENTUqA C() uNTY 
FAIRFIEUf 
SACnA'.Ir:NTO 
SAN FRANCISCO 
sANTA POSA 
OAKLANn ' 

. S:ANTA jl,lARiA 
BRIGHlrm 
!'IIU GI-!Tf)~' 
COU>RAn08 PR ING 
J)ENVEtl ,j 

f! 
o 

" o 

o 

RI:SP(;Nsnn.F. <'\GENC~ 

stATE counT SYSTE·\1 
UNIFlr:D JUDICIAL SYSTEM 

" UNIFIEf) <YUDCL SYSTM. ST OF AI. 
~UJ'RE\lF.;COURT 
MANUAl: 
MANUAL 
MANUAl 
MANUA{ 
MANUAL.. , 
NONE, (MANUAL) 
NO~E(MANUAL) 
f.!p:ME (MAl'JUAU 
~A,NUAL ' 
Mi\NUA{. 
'PULASKI COUNTV Cl,RCiJ IT COURT 
MANUM_ 'C) 

SUPI1F-ME coulir 
CITY OF PHOENIX 
C()IJRT AmHNIsTRATOR 
CLERK OF THE SUPEI?I{)R CP,URT 
JUST! CE COURllS <:.I 

CITY OF TtJCSO~ 
PIMA COUfllTY JUVENRE COURT 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 
COUNTY. OF KERN 
COUNTY CLERK " " 

gr;~~i~gt~~~ 
COUNTY CLERK' 
C(j'u~nY CLERK 
MUNICIPAL .COURT 
ALAMEDA'COUNTY 
COUNTY CLERK & CLERK OF SUP GT 

o 

COUNTY CLERK' 0 
CITY OF SACRAMENTO , 
MO"ll'EREY COLINTY MUNICIPAL COUR 
C;U'PERIOR C{)UI?T 0 

COUNTY CLERK " 0" 

COUNTY CLERK" 
COUll/TV CLERK 
SUPERWR COURT 
COUNTY PU:RK";RECOf?DER 
COUNTY CLERK ANn ,RECORDER 
N~U~ . 

'SUPREME COURT. 
MANUAL ," ~ 
SUPEf?PlR COURT 
MA~UN, 1 
.Jun I drAL .' DRP A RTMENT" 
co JUI1InIAL DEPT 
FOfJlrfl-l .JUDICIAL nISTRt·CT 
CQl,ORADO Jun ~C I AI..!'t2PT 

. ' .. ' 

.' 

.. 
o . 

. , 

.. o. 

Co," 

~\ 

J.>OPULATIO>.J . APP'cm", LIM 

HQ,O()'() 
70,001) 

671,:324 
3.869,000 

120,000 
'18,000 

la, 
22,000 

300,000 
3.8(,9.000" l( 
3,869,000 x 
3.869.000 X 

65,000 
137. OOO~ 
350,000' 
100,000 

2,718,~15 
'1,508,000 
h300,OPO 

100,000 
650.000 
500,000 
590,000 

10' 
150.000 

7,500,000 
580.700 
550,000 

1 .• 912.6on 
1,912.,600 

150,000 " 
250,000 

7,400,000 
65n.00o 

.' 1,100,000 
2 clO.OOO 
$93,000 

2.00Q,000 
1,300.000 
2,000,000 

300,000 
297,000 
530,000 
235,OOf) 
I)' 0 

< 7,400~000 
, 304.000 
1,000,000 

.,40,,000 
~60,OOO ~ 
246,000 
350,000 
490.000 

X 

x 
x 

o 

" 

r; 

" . 
Q. 

\ -:>, 

", 

O. 
t .... 

x 
x 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

,X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
x '0 

x-
X 
)( 

X 

x 
x, 

x 

X 

x 

X 

X 
X 
X 

., 

X 
X \) 

x 
x 

X 
X 
X 
X· 

,x 

'. ''': 

.. ~ . 

Aoq 

x 

X 

(/ ) 

." 

() 

i 
:1 ,,' 

o 

" 

:,.'~.~ .• -'.'. 
-.,: ~ 

;) 

\\ 
. 0 • '11 

o 

r,-'> 



as 

;) 

o 
.' r 

o. 

(j " 

o rJ 

o 

Q 

o , 

\ :, 
, ' 

• 

\ 
I 

I 
I r 
1 
I , 

,.,1 

REC{)f?l) 
NUMREI? 

0054 
00'55 
0056 
0057 
005A 
f)05Q 
(lOAO 
flr,61 
OOfl? 
OO()1 
nDM 
OO~5 
f)()M 

, 0067 
'1Qf,H 
OOA9 
n070 
n071 
oon 
f)073 

J 00'/4 
0075 

K) 0076 

() 

* * S E L E C T IoN 
II 

STATE LOCA.TION 
-~,----- --:....; ... -------------------

JEFFEf?')ON CNTY I)[STRICTCOURT CO 
ROULm::!? ~mlI CIPAL COURT co 
HOFFAT COlINTY'C()MlJINEO COURT co 
DELTA r;o'~I3PJ~n 60 

G()LDEN 
FlCjULDER 
CRAIG 
DELTA< 

() 

co 13m A Il'l SUP R EM E COlI RT ce)~ 
1.1UMJr.IPAt O')URT OF GIlf:~NWO()n",v·.=~.g{1 ~ 

nENVEf? 
ENGL EI'IOO D . 
FOPT 'AORGAN I)ISTQIGT COURT OF MORGAN CCm"lT C.O 

rlOlItOER MUNICIPAL O'llJRT CO 
cotOPAI)O ST. JUI)ICIAL nEPART·\.IJ: Co 
JEFFERSON COUNTY COURT' oceJ 
OTE~O nISTRICf COURT CO"' 
LI 1TI.ET()~~ MUN I CI PAL C()(J~T CO, 
NORTHGLENN I~UN ICIPALCOURT CO 
NOf?THGL':N"I MUfIIICIPAL C01JRT CO 
I1ISFlICT COURT CO 
CHAFFEE COUNTY r)lSTI1ICT COURT CO 

.' ALL SUPERIOR COURTS, 'CT 
.lI S nICmU CT CT FOR DC DC 
~SUPf:JH O!? COURT DE 
MUNICIPAL COURT DE 
CIRCUIT COU"ITYCOURTS FL 
20m CIRCUIT COURT, LEr: Co FL 
MARION COUNTY CIRCUIT C(fORT FL' 

ROULOE!? 
nENVE~ 
GOWEN 
U JUNTA 
LITTLETON 
NORUfGLENN 
N()RTHGI~E~N 
PUEALO 
s~{,rnl\. . 
STATEWInE 
311D I!. CONST NW 
WILMINGTON 
WI LM I NGTC)N 
nAOE COUNTY 

" FT MYERS 
OCALA 

FL 
FL 4QP SOUTH ST I 0"1 no 77 

: l\J 0078 BREVARD CNTY CIRCUT & CNTY CRT 
FL R!?ADENTON I' 0079 , CIRCUIT Il. CNTY Cln-~'ANATEE CTY 

, 0080" COLLI EI? COUIIITY -. PL COLLI J:Q co wry 
FL FT. LAIJDERDALE 
FL GA I NESVI LL E 
F!. JACK~)NVI'-LE 
FL LEE COUNTY 
FL ORLANJ1{) ( 
FL ORLAND9 '." 

I 
OORI CIRCUIT ANn COUNTY COURTS 

. 008:2 CIRCUIT COURT, ALACHUACY 
008.1 CIRCUIT ~ CO'UNTY COURT-4TH CIR 

\

' 0084' TWENTIGTH JUI1ICIAL CII?CUIT 
nOA5 ORANGE co CIRCUIT & COUNTY CTS 

0087 15TI1 JunlCIAL CII?CUIT ! 
!}O':l6 flAXI(O OF AMERICA. ,Y"lC. 

Ft. PALM A~ACIi C"JTY 
. t)om~ , POLK CIRCIJ IT ANn COUNTY, 

I 
008'9 CHAI?t.OTfR CIIITY CLBRK'S OFFICF. 
0090 nr~mHCT CRT OF APPEAL, 5 nrST 

I 0091 FIRST JUI)ICIAL CH?CUIT 
. 0092 ?OTHi:1un "CIRCUIT. CHARLOTTE CO 

I J 000.;1 INf)JAN RIVER CNTY CIRCT ~ CNTY 
OO'H SUPF,RIOJ? COURT 
fJ095 SUPF,R I or{ COURT. noUGYERTY CNTY 

't, 009fl Amnlll 3)FF'iCE OF THE COURTS 
,.1)007 FULTON COUNTY' SUPERIOR COUPT 

Of)<)8 CLAYTO~~ SUPF.R lOR COURT 
I rJOC}9 CCAYTC)N COUNTY )UVF.:~rru~- COURT 
1 nf 00 CLAYTO"J SIJPERIOR r,OUI?T 
I 0 I () I CLf, qKE '5UPE!?IC>R f- fitA IF. COURTS 'J 0102 SUP!?EMF. CoURT OF GEORGIA " 

,' ........ , .• '" (1)~·111(0~~3 AnMPHsTRATrC>N OFFICE 
. SUPREME CT Il. INTEI?MEn CT OF iiI 

FIFTH CI RC:I} IT CO UllT" 
, ..... , or06" FIRST CIRCUIT C()U'?T 

, l_~_:-..~~~u~ ~ r" 
c· 

,., , 

FL POLK COUNTY 
FL rUNTA GORI)A 
FL nAYTCmA REACH 
FL PE~JSACOLA 
FL "PENSACOLA, FL 
FL VERO FJEACf'L,;FL 0 
GA SAVA"'''IAH' 
GA AL~ANY. GA " 
GA ATLA"lTA 
GA A TI"AtlTA' . 
GA CLAYTON" COUNTY' 
GA JemESFlORO 
OA JONESRORO 
OA ATHENS 
GA ATLANTA. GA 
HI HONOLIJLU. HI 
HI HONOL!JLU 
HI"" UNUE.KAUAI 
H I ·'HdN()I~liLU. HI 
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I N () E X *"* 
rHrRPO"lSI ~r.F. AGENCY 

COI.()J?~no STATE JUDICIAL 
CITY Of= nOULIJER 
(MANUAL> 
I-IA"IUAL 
(MANUAL> 
MA"1UAL 
(M~IIIU~L) ~ 
CITY QF ROUtnER 
CO JUDICIAL nF.PT 

CHIEF nISTRICT JUOOE 
MANUAL' . ·"n " 
CITY OF NORTHGLENN 
CITY OF "lOI?THGLENN, 
.TUnICrAI.. DEPART'.IENT 
(MANUAL) . 
STATE. JUDICIAL OEPT 
FEDERAL 
NONE (MANUAL> 
(MANUAL>' . 
CLr:FiK OF CIRCUIT COURT " 
CLERK 
CLERK OF CIRCUIT COURT 
AOC ., . () 

nEPT 

CLERK OF CIRCUIT & COUNTY CRTS 
CLERK 
CLERKs OF COURTS/BOARD 
CLERK 
CLERK 
CLERK 
CLERK'S ()FFI CE 
CLERK 
VENDO I? ( co 1.11.1 ERC I AU 
CLERK . 
CLERK OJ; COURTS 

(MANUAL> 
(MANUAL> 
CLERK 
(MANUAL> 
COUNTY 
C(lONTY 
ADMIN OFFICE OF THE COURTS 
COUNTY 0 

CO(J NTY CO MMI !'is H) NE RS 
CLAYTOM CO(JI-.lTY JUVENILE COURT 
COUNTY COMA! ISS lONERS 
N()NE "(MANUAL> 
(MANUAL> 
AOC 
(MANUAL> 
NoNE (MANUAL) 
N/A 

,f 

POPULATIO~r APP' GEN 

500.00'0. 
78.000 
15.000 
21. ??5 

3.000,000 X 
5.500 

?2.COIJ 
80.0]0 

2,500.000. X 
400.000 

25.00r) ',;1 
_~2. 500 
30,000 
030.000 

126,000 
IC.OOf) 

3,107,576 
.638,000 . 
600~000 
80,000 

1.626,000 
230".000 
1.35.000 

Q,47I,OOO 
272.95Q 
148.000 
95.000 

1,016,000 
154,000 
600,.ODO 
214.8f;17 
460,000 

10 
570,000 
321,000 
53.000 

1,662,209 X 
421.000 
300,000 () 
63.000 

;:Jon, 000 
10/ ,000 

',5.3QhOOQ 
5~QO,000 
150,35], 
150.91'0 
f50,000 

o 
"0 )( 

763,000 
.1 .000, opo x 
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7b,'.001) 
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tv 
0'1 
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'Rr:ccJRn 
l-flJMnr::n 

0107 
01013 
'1109 
OliO 
0111 
011;:> 
0113 
1')114 
0115 
0110 
0117 
0118 
0119 
OPO 
oi?1 
01 ?2 
0123 
01;:>1\ 
0125 
0126. 
0127 " 
0128 
nl?9 
0J.10 
n III 

'OLP 
0133 
0134 
0135 
Ol3fJ 
01.17 
013f3 
0139 
Ol4Q 
Ol'll 
01";:> 
0143 
OI"tI 
0145 " 
0146 
0147 " 

,0148 
01"9 
0150 
0151 
0152 

. 0153 
nr54 
0155 ' 
0156 
0'157 
0158 
n15? ' 

~, I·' ," 
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nlSTl1ICT COlIRT OF FHlST CIRr:IT 
1 ST pNr).lR[l .P.5"fH CIRCUIT CRTS 
POI . .KcoUtIITynISTI?I ~r COURT . 
SUPf1,r::ME r.OUIU OF IOWA 
DISTRICT COURT 

~~g~~Ng().~~~ic,71~T~~~iRi6~RT 
CLERK OF f1IS'r CT-','UNNr;I1A("O CTY 
4THJIlf) ,nrSTJUCT, Af)A COUNTY 
InN-IO SUPHEME CT & CRT OF APPL 
INTERMEDIATE APPELI.AT!! COIlRT 
CIRcuiT .COUHT OF COOK COUNTY 
18TH JUDICIALCI RCUITCOIJRT 
CIRCUIT COURT OF KANECOU"'TY 
MACo.'" coUtny CHICUITCOURT 
I LLI/IIOIS APPELLATE CRT-4TH "r'>ST 

~ LAKE SUPEqiCHl COUQT-JUVEt.1ILE D 
SIJPERIOR CT OF LAKE CNTY' 
ST • JOSEPH f>UP!::RIOR 

SELEC,TION 

STATE LOCATION 

HI HONOLULU. HI 
HI ~"EIGI1'3()R I SLDS 
I A fJES Mf) INES 
IA nES 140I/IlF.S 
IA FAYETfr:; co 
IA CEDAR RAPII)S 
IACLARION' 
IA FOREST CITY, IA 
m BOISE. 
m SenSE. In 
IL 5 DISTRICTS 
It. COOK COuNTY 

, IL DUPAGE COUNTY 
IL GENEVA 
IL DECATUR 

~~
~IN~N~ SPRINGFIELD, IL 

GARY 
"GAR'UCRONN 

I\~ SO BEND MISHAWA 
I ~1LAFAYETfE SUP,SUPII ,CrRC:r,2CNTYS,&JUV CT 

RARTON C()(JNTY~,5TJHCTC(WRT 
I)OUGLA5 COU/IlTY IjISTRICT COU!?T 
W.YANr>O.TtP COUNTY 0 ISTR I CT COUR 

K~J GREAT !'lEND 
"""~ 'LAWRENCE 

. .10HN50'" COUNTY nIST. COURT 
THIRn .JunWIAL DISTRICT COURT 
nrSTRlcT COURT-18TH JUI)ICIAL 0 
SHERmAN COUNTY DISTI1ICT COURT 
STAI{fON COUNT'{ nlSTRICT COURT 

d? .JEFFERSON OJ RCUn COURT p " 

'JUnICIAL DEPARJ~E"'T 
VIA RR,EN COUNTY 
;>4TJ-J JUI)ICIAL nISTRICT COURT 
LeWISI AjijA SUPREME COURT ' 
~IST JUnICIAL [)ISTlHCT COURT 
CI)URT OF APPEAL, THIQI) CIQCUIT 
CVl. nlsT CRT ,PARISHOF OflLEA!iS, 
FIRST JUnIC!h1. I)tSTlfICT 

" CJ,f}.'lO nISTRICT COURT 
AATOt-iROUGE CITY COURT 
TRIAL COURT 
I'iEI.<' REnFORD" mSTRI€T COURT 
PROBATE Ii. FAMILY COURT nER,T 
HpUSING COunr,-,\hEPT,CiTY OF RSI., 
ADl,IINOFFICE'dF THE COURTS 
1ST JUl)lClAL CtRCIJITOF MD 
D!S\RICT amRT OFMARYLANfl 
GOURT OF APPEALS 
C I Rell I T CTFc)R ALL EGAt-lY C/Il TV 
CIRCUIT CT F<H1 AALJIMORE CNTY 
THIIW JUfJICIAl, CIRCUIT. 
LM~ COURT 
SUj:'J::R,I ()i1 '.1 noURT 
SUPJIEMF.. '/UDIQ,I At COORT 

KS K.C. 
KS. OLATHE " 
KS SHAWNEE. COUNTY 
KS ~IICHITA . 
KS HOXIE." KS 
KS JOHNSON, KS 
KY LOUISVILLE 
KY FRANKFOI1T . 
KY Rov/U t'lG GREEN 
LAGI1ETNA 
LA NE'W()m~EANS 
LA AMITE. LA 
LA LA K F. GH A RL ES'. 
LA NEW ORLEANs 
t;A Sli!?EVEP()RT 
LA~" SHREVEPORT, LA 
LA RAIO"! ROUGE 
MA ROSTON 
MA . NE~I B~DFORD . 
MA SPRI NiJFI E{cD, MA 
MA BOSTON, MA 

• MD BAL TI 1,I()!1E 
Mil !')NOW HILL, MD 

. Mn STATE l'HnE 
MD A'lNAPC)UR 
MnCUMRERLAND 

M
f'l' TO~IS()~I. .'.In 
h RAtTOI!.HARTFORnc 

IE . PORTLAND 
k~F. f>TATEI'IIOE 
MI; PO HTI. &.Nn 

". --:----".-~.q:, .... --.......-."-"3-o<-J_----- ...... ~ '~""'i1. __ .- , ... --~- ........ -~-,.­
.<"., .: 

.q 

It· 
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I N D E X '~ * 
f1ESPO~ISI Bt.F. A'J ENCY 

N/A 
N/A, 
IOWA SUtPREME COURT 
OFFIr.E OF THE"COUI?1 ADMIN 
<MANUAl.) 
IOWA SUPREME COURT 
IOWA SUPREME COURT 
NONE ( MbNUAU 
"II A " 
AnMIN ()FFICE OF THE COURTS. 
AlWIN OFC OF THE ILLINOIS cfs 
CLERK OF THE 'CIRCUIT OOU!?T 
COURT 
JAN C4.RL~ON. cLgm< CJ I1CU IT CRT 
MANUAL 
MANUAL 
N/A . 
ot. ADM.· 
N/A 
MMIUAL 
N/A 
DIstRICT COURT 
N/A 

0" NIA 

,'"' 

THI RD JUDICIAL DISTfnCT 
N/A 
MA"!UAL 
MANUAL 
COURT AnMINISTRATOR 
AOC 
I<Y AD'AINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF CT 
eLEPK OF C()UIIT 
JunrcIAL A£JMI:NISTRATOR'S OFFCE 
fU .. NUAL 
MANUAL 
MANUAL 
J,lANUAL 
MANUAL" 
RATON r!OUGECITY COURT 

- OFFICE OF CHIEF ADMI N JUSTICE 
MANUAL U·· 

"MANUAL . 

JUIJICIAL INFORMATION SYSTEMS 
AD~HN(JFFICE OF COURTS 

7 nISTl?ICT COURT OF MI\RYLAN£J 
'~ANUAL 
MANUAL 
CLERK'S OFFICE 
JUVENII.E SEI1VIQES AnMINISTqATI 
AOI] 
An~lp.tTSTAiVE OFFICE OF THE COU 
:.IANUA!. .. 

POPULATIPN 

763.000 
ro 

303,170 
2,911.oon 

25,000 
170. 000 
500,243 

130 
168,0()f) 
944,000 

11.500,000 
7,000,000 

680,000 
380.000 
135,000" 

10 
600,000 
522,Q65 
'-409 000 
200,000 
'66~OOO 
.67,640 

~ 185,000 
276.000 
185,000 
300.000 

4,750 
2,500, 

700,000 
3,644,000 

70,06':3 
400.000 

4,139,000 
147.MI 

10 
1,000,000 

376,650 
375.000 
350,000 

'5,146,000 
500,000 
461 ~65q 
670,000 

1.0CiO,OOO 
'14i.too 
4,?23~OOO 
4,000" 000 

aO,obo 
655.600 

1,000,000 
1,125,001') 
,1,125,000 
I,OOO,OOQ 
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RECORf) 
NIJ~\RER 

OI~O(\. 
Olf) I ~ 
01 {)2 
Clio.} 
01(>4 
01 n:l 
01 h6 
0ln7 
(JIM 

"0169' 
,OL70 

r, 01-' I 
0172 
0!73 
0174 
0175 
017h 
0177 
(Jf 78 
017Q 
0180 
0181(> 
0lfl2 
OlR3 
0184 
0185 
Olaf.;; 
I)p'7 
OIRF.! 
01 A!} 
Olf/Q 
OIQI 
0192 
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COURT ~AME STATE~ LClCATION 
~---- ,-~----~--------

() 

15TIt mSTRICT COUf?T'MI A't,lN AHAOR 
4TH JUf)ICIAL CIRCUIT COURT eMI JACKS()N, 
9TH JunICIAT.CIPCU!T COUPT (. MI KALMAZOC> 
161H DISTRICT, COORT MI LWONIA , , 
48TH DISTRICT COURT MI BUX1MFIEtnHILL 
I QTH DISTQICT COURT ' /.II nEARB()#t-~ 
RECC)RnR~~'S COURT 0 MI DETROIT 
I)lSTRICT COURT 9-1 .. '. , IH, KAtAMAZOO 
30TH JUOICIAL CIRCUIT COURT MI lANSING 
46TH' OISTQYCT COUJ?T (ll MI~ SqUTHFIELn 
'eM/CUn COUIH - 13TH nISPHCT MI 0 lELAN!) 
46TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT MI OTSEGO CNTY 
31ST CIRCUIT COURT MI PORT HURd't.r· 
34TH JIHJlCIAl"CIRCUIT PH ,.ROSCOMMC)N CNTY 
22NrJ"j UnlCI "vL CI RCU IT 0 IAI \'lASHT~NAW CNTY 

'c! 3QTli DISTRICT c(lURT /.\:l ~RASEI? 
43Rn nISTHICT COUI?T /) MI HAZEL PARK' 
.1411-1 nlSTI?ICT '.. MI HOMUUis, ~ICHIG 
.':1911-1 rJISTRICT ~COIJRt MI .Rt)SEVIl.LE 
44m O<!STRICT COURT 1.11 ROYAL "OAK" 
7Q.TI-i nJSTRICT §TATE COURT oM.! SAGINAW 

'4f'UA nISTRlCT COURT , C 1.11, STERLI t.rG HEIGHT 
co. ST. LOljIS COUNTY/DISTRICT tOUR .piNfJUUJTY '" . 

FOU!1TH JUniCIAL DISTR'tCT . ,~, loiN MINNEAPOLIS 
OLMSTEn CNTY DST 8. CMTY COURTS MN QOCHESTER, MN 
SUPREIoIE C<lU,RT. 'I c:. MN ST PAUL 
nIsTRI'CTCdUP.T.?t.rO JunICIAl MN STPAUL 
.R1-'JE FI\RTH CoUt.JTY nI5TRICT MN MANKATO 
SCOTT COWITY nrST'iHCT.Jl. 'blUNTYMN SHAKOPFE 
RAW~EYo.c~J'rY MUN CT Mt.! ST PAUL COUR11:/0 
rnSTRICT .Jl. COUNTY COURT "IN "PIPESTONE eN!'f 
P.AM5F.Y COI-lM1YrrlsTR!CT COURT M'" ST PAUL 

. LA~E COUNTY MN TWo HAJ?BO£?S G 

COOK COUNTY COURT .: MN GRAND JAARI\ IS 
JUVENILE CT r,J-tJ!) JUQ, nST MN RAMSEY COUNTY 
RUCHANAN "COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT MO ST J()SEP.H 

OJ 93 
01'14 
0195 
01'% 
0197 
OI<l8 

".If BOONE COU>.JTY CI qCU~.T COURT 1.10 COLUMB I A 

01 <)9 
0;>00 
0;>'01 
0202 
0;>03 
0;>04 
,0205 
0;>00 
0;>07 
0?08 
O?'OQ 
0210 

0;> " O?I? 

1"\.., , 
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16TIi JUnICtAL CI~ COl)RT Mp KANSA<) CITY 
JACt<;,c>ON ,COUNTY .~IJv' CT '10 KANSAS CITY 
101H JunICIAL CT OF MIC;S(JURI MO KANSA<) CITY 
ST. lOl!IS CIRCUIT C,OURT; MO ST LOUIS . 

, U $ COURT OF APPEALS-8TH CIRCU MO ST. LOUIS 
BLACK JACK ~WNICIPAr:.. c'MO SLACK JACK' 

"COLUMBI A MUN ICIPAL COU.RT 1010 0 COLUMBIA 
ST lJIUI<) CNTY (;IR CT MO. HA,?-ELW()O() 
CIRcUIT MS TALKSON 
~Nn CIRCUIT CT DIST of;' MS" MS '1-lARRIS()N QNTY 
16-n:J JUf)ICIAt DlST-POWf1F.R R.IYI? 1.11' RPOArJUS, ~n 
SUPRE~\E C()URT . " /.IT' I;IELEN~ 
MONTANt,\ SUPREM~ COURT, MT HELE~I\ ,., 
ElGl-fTHJUrJICI At rnSTRIGT /.IT" Gf/EAT FAI.I.S, MT 
An~1 IN OFPICE Of' TI-fE COIHlTS NO RA'-E~GH ~ 
SUP~~I Oq C()URI NC A~HEYl' .tE 
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INn E x ** 
RESPONSIRLE AGENCY" 

CITY OF At.lN ARBOR 
COUNTY OF JAG~S(lN, MICHIGAN 
CI PCU IT COUQT Amn NI STQ A TOR 
~/A . 
()AKlMfn COUNTY DATA 
CITY OF rJEAI?BORN' 
MICHIGAN SUPREME COURT 
N/A 
N/A 
CITY OF SOUTHFIELD 
MANUAL " 
MANUAL 
MANUAL 
MANUAL, 
MA~UAL 
MANUAL 
CITY'OF HAZEL PAI?K 
MANUAL 
N/a. ",' 
MA..,UAL 
MANUAL 
MAt.rUAl 
ST. LOUIS COUt.rTY 

'HENNEPIN CNTY BRn/SUPREME CT 
N/A 
HIJ;(>RMATION SYSTEMS OFFICE 
N/A 
CLERK OF C~>URT 

ON/A 
PAl NICIPAL COURT 
(MANUAL> 
(MANUAL> 
(MANUAL> 
(·MANUAL) 
(MANUAL> " " 
RUCHANAN COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT 
tva. 
CIRCUIT CT-16TH JUn CIRCUIT 
MUNICIPAL nIVISIO~ 
N/A . 
FEDERAL 
,,(MANUAL> 
(MANUAL> 

"'{MANUAL> 
GI Qr.UIT CLERKS OFFrCE 
(MANUAL>' 
ClF-RK OF COURT o.FFICE 
COURT AO'AlJ"\ISTRATOR'S OFFICE 
COURT ADMINISTRATION OFFICE 
n\ANUAU . 
AOC \) () 
Anc 
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POPULATION APP GEN LIM ADC 

I 10,000 
145,ono 
?12.' 0(1) 
I OO,Of)O 
136,000 
100.000 

2,000,000 
212.-000° 
280, ono, 
75,492 
14,007 

,30,000 
148.000 
'17,374 

265.000 
15,000 
20.Q19 

','. '50,.000 > 

.. 10" 

75,000 
228,000 
200,600 
240,000 

l.OOO,OOO 
100,000 

4,000.000 
400,000 
.52.400 
43.784 

420.000, 
11",690 

" 500. oon 
13.300 
4,092 

·500,000 
8.7,888 

, 100,000 
624,180 
629,000 
629.000 
453,085 

a 
. 5,000 
65,000 
16,000 

250,000 
191,918 

3.500 
78"',690 
786, 000 
00,000 
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Rf:CORD " 
t.TUHnEH 

O?13 
0214 
O?15 
0216 
0217" 
O? 1 B 
0219 
0;>::>0 
i)~:;>J 
02;>2 
O?;>3 
0;>~4 

0"5 
');I;:>Q 

0227 
Q;>?f! 
0;>2Q 
0;>10 
O::?,.11 
0212 

.' 0?:n 
0?.14 
0;:>115 
();> ~(, 
0;:>17 
0;>38 
0;>3c) 
0240 
0;:>4 I 
0242 
0243 
0;:>44 
0;>115 
0;:>'46 
0247 
0248 

" 0;.>49 
02'30 
(PSI 
0?52 

o f)253 
0?54 
0255 
0;:>5(:, 
f);> 57 
0258 
(P59 
n;:>f,o 
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** S~LECLION I N D E X * * 

--~----------------------------

1'lUi JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
MORTH Cl\qOUHA COURT OF APPEAL 
NORTH I)AKOTA SUPREME COURT 
'DISTPICT . 
nISTI1ICT COURT, NE CF."ITI?AL .IUD 
MUNICIPAL 'COURT " 
COUNTY COURTS, STATElnOE 
SUPI?EME COURT 
DISTIHCT COURTS. STATEwiDE 
·JF,W IM\.IPSHII'?E 5UPR'E\lECOURT 
\\ERI? JM tiCK COUNTY SUPER lOR cnUI? 
I3EI.K'IAP COUNTY SUPEL?IOQ COUllY 
rIASf-{UA t){STRICT COURT 
EAST OI?ANGE MUNICIPAL COURT 
Supnl':ME ct)uRT 
SUPERIOR COllRT 
Uf,I!'D~,1 (,COU~ITY SUPF.1?IOQ COUI?T 
SUPERIOR COURT . 
SUPF.IBOR COURT-MORRIS COUNTY 
PASSAIC COUNTY 

o SlIPERIoR COURT. PASSAIC CNTY 
APPf.!LL.4.TE rnVISIOII/ SUPERIOR co 
,sUPERIOR COURT OF NJ 
SUPER lOR COURT< 
GLot1r.ESTI!Q CMTY nISTRICT CRT 
MONMOUTH COUII/TY, SUPER lOR CRT 
11TH JUrnCIAL OISTI?ICT COURT 
CC>.IJRT OF APPEALS 
DISTJ.?ICP COURTS 
MAGI'$TRATE COURTS 
8TH JU,pICfAL nISTRICT COURT, 
r.LARK COUNTY JUV8HLF-'COURT 

. ~;EV I\nA COURT SYSTEM(, ' 
v OFFICE OF COURT AOMINISTRATION 

ADMIN, .JUDGF.',S 'OFF/3m> JUD mST 
STATE SUPRI:\4F. COIJRT 
SUPt?EME ".CClURT"C' 0 

COM'A 155 lONE!? OF ,.1 UR(jI:?S 
APPELLATE OIVSN OF .suP crn-I ST 
APPEl.tATr.: TERM-$,UPRr:ME COURT 
SUPJ?EMF. CRT APPI':LLATF. IJIV;'3 I')P 
I~ON!WE CNTY COMR INED CRT ACTIV 
APPEJ.I.ATE DIVISION-4TH nFPT 
SUPI?EME CRT OF NE'I/ YORK 
SUI·1M IT' nOUNTY OOllQT OF COMMOI'l 
AKRO'" \uHlICIPAL COUt:?T 
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
HMII! ,TON COUNTY J lIV8'1 I I.E COUt:?T 
CUYAHOGA .cnUNTY COURT OF COW~O 
CIF.VFLI\Nn MU'" rCIP>\L COURT 
FRAhlKUN COUNTY 'W~II CT PAl. COlI!? 
FRANKLIN CmmTYr:OUl?T ()F CO/.1W> 
SUPQI!MF. COUQT OF OHIO 

. ,\~, 

I)" 

0, • 

RESPO"lSII'ILF. A')ENCY 
"--------------- ---~----~--------------------

NC 
NC 

" DURHAM Ar1'HN OFFICE QF mURTS· 
RALEIGH, fIIC (MANUAL> 

i\ 'Nn 'HISMAQCK .COlJRT APMINJSTRATORS OFFICE 
NO' nICKINSON (MANUAL) 
HD GRAUO FOI1I(S " (MANUAL) 
NE LI NCOLN N/ A 
NE "LInCOLN (MANUAL> 

" NE LINCOLN (MANUAt) 
"' NE LINCOLN (MANUAL> 

NH COnCCH10 OFFICE OF AD'oUNISTRATIVE SVCS 
NH CONCORD OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 
NH LA'Cc>NI A OFFI cr:' OF AnM INI STRATI cm 
Nli NASHUA OFFICE OF AOMINI5TRATIVE SVCS" 

, NJ EAST ORAllfnE CITY OF EAST OR4.NGE 
NJ TRENTON SUPRE'AECOURT 
NJ RURUNGTON COUN tVA 
NJ ELIZABETH' COORT AnMINI'STqATOW'S OFFICE 
NJ HUnSONC()UNTY COURT ADI,HNISTRATOR 

(( NJ "MORRISTOWN 0 COURT AnMINISTI?ATOR'S OFFICE 
NJ PATEI?SON PASSAIC CCfUNTY DUAL CT AD'UN 
NJ PATERSON N/A 
NJ TI?ENTON JM r S 
NJTRENTON. NJ STATEWInE 
NJ ESSEX COUNTY (MANUAU 
NJ WO(>nBUR'1' (MANUAl) 
NJ FREEHOUl JUDICIARY 
NM AZTEC (MANUAL> 

NM, 55' ATlIITATAE, .. FI'nE'E' <MANUAL> 
NM. (MANUAL) 
NM STflTE"fIDE (MANUAL> 
NV CLARK CdUNTY CLARK COUN1Y CLERK 

,tJV '-AS VEGAS N/A rJ 

NVCARSOhf CITY (MANUALJ 
NY N/A 
NY I] ALAANY" NY 0 FFICE c)'F COURT ADM IN 
NY RUFFAL(>/'EIH E CO' OFFI CE OF COURT AnMI NI STRA TI ON 
NY NEW YeJRK COUNTY CLERK.~Y COUNTY" 
NY IWCHESTER C(>~4)'\ISSIONER OF JUROR.S 
NY 27 MADISON,NY (MANUAl). 
NY 61) CEWfRE 5T NY (MANUAL> 
NY n AU1ANY' (MANUAL) 
wI R(>Cf,iESTER <f>\ANUAl) 
NY. P.QCHF.:STER. NY (MANUAL> 
NY COUNTY OF BRONX (MANU>\U 
em AKRON " A/SAJ I S 
OH AKrn:)N CITY OF AKRON 
OH STARK COUNTY tVA 
OH CINCPlNATI f-!A!.IILTml COIJNTY,JUV€NILE COURT 
OHCLEVELANn 130Arm OF COUNTYCOWHfiSIONER5 
OH ClEVELANn MUN IC'IP,4L COURT 
Of-! . COl.UMI1USC11'V OF, COLU '~f3US 
OH COLU/A"lUS" N/A . 
OH COLUMf3US,. Of-! SUPPE',tE'COURT OF OHIO 
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POPLJLATIO"I 

160,OOr) 
5.f302.000 

640,000 
45.00f) 

100,000 
192,900 

15.000.000 " 
1'~500,OOO 
I.SOO.OOO 
1.000,000 
1,000,000 

20,000 
1,000.000 

, 10 
7.37:3.00f) 

363.000 
550.000 

, 55'7, 000 
400.000 
480.00f) 
448.000 

7.373.000 
8.000,000 
, r • 00f). 000 

I QQ. 9 i7 
,500,O()0 

'0 
1,250.000 
I .250~000 
1,250.000 

450.000 
460,,000 
800,000 

17.634,000 
286.000 

1.200,000 
1.200.000 

711.917 
2;000,000 
3.0nO.Ooo 
2,329.542 

0750.000 
10 

.1,200,000 
450.00() 
136,000 
378,82.1 
Q24.018 

1.300.000 
560.000 
(WO.OOO" 
8n9, 10'1 

16,7'19,000 
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f?Ecorm 
~fUM REfI 

02(i6 
0207 
0268 
020Q 
O?70 
0?71 
0272 
0;>73 
0274 
0275 

\) 0')76 
0')77 
O?7fl 
0;>79 
O,)HO 
0;>8 I 
02H2 
0;>83 
11284 
02f:l1) 
0')86 
02·'17 
0')88 
()289 
0290 
0;>·) I 
0292 
0,)93 
0294 
0295 
0296 
02'17 
02()8 
0299 
(bOO 
03 () 1 
0302< 
()303 
()304 
0305 
030(> 
0307 
03!l8 " 
()3()q 

0310 
O::l1J 
OJ I:? 
f)313 
03 lA, 
031S 
1);31 n 
0.117 
0318 

" ' 

(5' 

*,' * ~ S F. L E Cdf ION 

COURT ~IAME 

CUYAHOGAc FAU:'S 1.\uN ICIPAL~COUrn~ 
MO~ITGOl~EI'?Y CTY JUVr:~IILE COURT 
LUCAS COUNTY JUVENILE COURT 
TOLEnA MUNICIPAL COUPT" ,'.i 
STARK COUNTY COMMON PI.I;AS· C!?T, 
C(JM.~ON PLEAS CRT /MONTG. COUNTY 
COM'.H)N PtE,AS CRT /1.{ONTGOI,f~I?Y CT 
CRT OF GOMlI,dN PLEAS- nllRJC 
LUCAS P,NTYCRT OF COI.IW)N PLEAS 
SIJW~ IT 'COUNTY COMMC)N PLGAS cnu 
RYIHA MUNICIPAL COURT 
KETfF.RP,lG MUMICIPAt'COURT 
TIFFIN MUNICIPAL COURT G 

(lKC I-IU~IICIPAL courrrs 
oTUr.S A COU\fTY JUV F~ILE COU RT 
EUGENE MU"J lCIP"l,.. 
t'lI\SHIMGTON "COUNTY nISTI?ICT COU 
1.llJ1:TNmfAH COUNTY Cl RCU IT COURT 
OREGON SUPREME CRT. CRT OF APPL 
AT)~IN OFFI.CE OF PA courm') 
CRT OF COMMON PLEAS/31 ST .JU!1 
I<JESTI,\OqELANI1 Ct-JTY CRT COMM PLS 
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
MOMTGOI-4ERY" COUNTY COMMON PLEAS 
PHILADF.LPHIAIAU~ICIPAL COURT 
PH ItA'- COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
COURT OF C()'~MON PLEAS 
ERIE vCNTY CRT COMMON PLEAS 
COUtH OF FIRST INSTANCE 
A LL COURTS 
UNIFIEr) JU!1ICIAL SYSTEM 
nAVInSC)N,CNTY CHANCERY COURT 
CIRCUIT 
KNOX COUr\ITY CR 1M INAL COURT 
S(J.PRF.MF,; ,COURT 
nISTRICT COURTS 
OFFICE OF COU'RT ATJMnirSTRATION 
CRIMINAL nrSTRICT COURT #2 
I OTH/.S6THn I '-TH/3f)6TH-
HARRIS COUNTY r)ISTRTcT COURT 
O!)F.SSA MUN ICIPAL" COURT 
DIstInCT COURTS 
COURT OF CRIMINAt APPEALS 
13TH COURT OF APPEALS 
327TH .WnICI AI. nIST couln 
=>66TH .JunICIAL OISTRICTCOIJRT 
54TH DISnYCT C()UI?Y 
1 4,)Nr)/~38TH/3 18T1-f nIST eRTS 
7 nISTCRTS/3 C~JTY CRTS 
70TH/ln!ST/244Tl-f nIST, clirs 0 

I) GRAYSON COUNTY DI"iTRICT COURT 
PROBATF. COUJ:?T '33 
THIRn CIRCUIT COURT 

---- ~.~ ....... -"-
.• j, 

IJ 

" J' ' 

I:) 

" _ .. - ~.<,--, .. -

" " 
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STATE LOCATIO'" 

OH CUYAHfJGA FALLS 
OH nAYTO'l, 
OH TOLEm 
OH TOI.EnD 
em;, CANTON 
Ol-f DAYTON 
01-1 T)A YT{)~I 
OH RICHtANO coui-lTY 
OH TOLEDO 
OH AKRON 
OH ELYRIA 
OH ' KETfEI?ING 
OR MUNICI PAL I3LnG 
OK OKLAHOMA CITY 
OK TULSA 
OR EUGENE 
OR HI tL5130RO 
OR "PORTLAND 
OR SALEM 
PA PHILAT)E[PHIA 
PA ALLENTOWN 
PA GREENSBURG 
PA A LLEGH ENY CNTY 

" P A NO RR I,sTOWN 
PA PHILADELPHIA 

.~ ~~~~~Ag~~~~}A 
PA G ERIE 

°PR PUERTP RICO 
RI 
SO" PIERRE, SO 
TN NASHVI LLE 
TN nAVlnSON COUNTY 
TN KNOXVILLE 
Tt.! NASHVILLE 
TX ORANGE 
TX AUSTIN 
TX I)ALLAS 
TX GALVESTON 
IX HoUSTON 
TX OnESSA 
TX AUSTI~l 
TIC AUSTHI 
TX CORPus CHRISTI 
TX Ei. PASO COUNTY i) 

"TX ERATH It. H()()n 
TX ,",CLPP-lAN C~JTY 
TX MInLAtln 
TX NUECES COUNTY 
TX "ODESSA' 
TX SHERM.&.N 
Tx' HOUSTOt-l 
liT OGDEN 

o 

0' 

a 

INDEX ** 
RF.sPel'~SI I3I.E AGENCY 

CLERK OF COURTS 
.. COURT 
NOqTHI~EST OHIO REGIONAL INI=O 
NOqtH'~FST OHIO REGIONAL P-IFO 
(,MANUAL> 
(MANUAL> 
N/A 
(MANUAL> 
N/A 
(MANUAL> 
(MANUAL> 
(MANUAL> 
<MANUAL> 
COURT 
(MANUAL> .-;; 
CITY GOVT. 
WA"iHIIIlGTOt.l COUNTY DISTRICT COT 
COURT 
OFFICE OF STATE CRT AnMINISTN 
~mnN OFFICE 
AnMINOFFICE OF PA COURT 
N/A <) " 0 

COURT INFO SYSTEMS 
COURT ADMINISTRATOR 
COURT Ar>'HNISTRATION 
COURT ADMINISTRATION 
DISTRICT CRT Anf.lIW OFFICE 
(MANUAL> 
ADMIN OFFICE UF THE COURT 

o,RO JUDICIAL SYSTEMS & SCIE"ICES 
UNIFIEn JU!1ICIAL SYSTEM 
NA~HVILLE METROPOLITAN GOV'T 
N/A . , 0 

KNOX COUNTY CRIMINAL COURT CLF.: 
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY'S OFFICE 
ORANGE COUNJY 
OFFICE OFC()Ut:;lT ADMINISTI?ATION 
ntH-I METCALFE, JUnGE 
DISTRICT CLERK 
HA RlHS C()UNTYDISTRI CT GLE,9K 
~ITY OF ODESSA 
(MANUAL> 
(MANUAL> 
CMANUI\L> 
(MANUAl:.) Q 

(MJ\NUAU 
<MANUAl) 

, (MI\NIJAU 
(MANUAL) 
(MANUAL> 

D 

POPULATIOr..J o\PP GEN LI ~I AOC 

190.000 
000.000 
500.000 
355,001) 
350.000 
608,4!3 
572.000 
26~,OOO 
500.000 
500.000 " 
11f).000 
100.000 
'150,000 
834.000 
461,552 
100.000 
250,000 
500,000 

2,.578.000 )( 
11,8611.728 X 

271.335' 
396.000 

1.450.085 
650.(01) 

1.700.000 
1,700.000 

313.000 
300.000 

3.115.000 
1.000,000 

689,000 
478,000 
475.000 
100,000 

x 
X 
X 

x 
x 
.x 
X 

'~, x 
x 

x 

x 
x 
x 
X 

"x Ci 

x 
x 
X 
x 
x 
x 

x 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

x 
x 
x 
X 

x 
x 
x 
x 
X 

'II X 
X 

x 

x 

x 
x 
x 
x 

x 

4,500.000 X 
84,000 

14.228.383 X 
1,556,000 

190,000 
2.409~OOO 

125,000 
419.000 x ,'.; 

10 X 
10 X 

480.000 X 
, 50,000 X 

x 

x 
x 
x 

X 

x 

'. C , 

'J. 
! 

170.000 X 
, 80.000 X I~ 
300.000 X " 
1.50.000" X' . ~ 

(MANUAL> 
(MANUAL) 
COURT 

89.989 X,, 0 ", p 

- Q 2.40,9.000 X 
• -400,000 X 

_ .... ;:; .. _ . ..i-<--..!, ....... ~~--~~-~'------~--- ~-.~- .. ~-~-------. ~ ...... -.Q --"--0-' ---- .,/ 

j~J 

!! " 

\ : , (,-

"' 

. ,-' 

'" J,.,. 

••.• (t 

• 

\) 

o 
", ~ " \ , , 

" 

G 

\, 

\ 

\, 

. (1 

.(5 

I 1f 

! 
.. j 

.. ./' 

\ 
j " , 

() 



.. &£ & 2S 

,~. II . 

r·

···.'··" 

r 

o 

() 

o 

<. ~~""""~~-"'-__ i< __ ""'_'," ___ • • _~. ____ ._~_~~;::;:_~_~_,,~~~""'~ _____ , 

i) 

Q' 

RECORn 
NUMRER 

0319 
03::>0 
03" 1 
03;?;:> 
03::!J 
01;>4 
03?5 
03?b 
03::>7 
03?'f3 
03?9 
0310 
0331 
(3)?!) 
03131. 
0314 
03.15 
0316 
OJ37 ., 
03.18 
0339 
0340 
03-1-1 
034;:> 
0343 
0344 
0345 
0346 
0347 
0348 
03·<1Q 
0350 
03') 1 
0352 
0353 
0354 
0355 
03o:;() 
0357 
'03"18 
'()3SQ 

0360 
03"'1 
f)362 
031':>3 

o 

.. 

u 
b 

* * SELE"CTION I N 0 EX 
" to, 

COURT NAME STA:rE 
-'~---------------------~----~ 

~;; 

SFCONO JUhICIAI. f)ISnICT UT 
UTAH STATE TRI AI. COURTs UT 
5TH mSTCOU1n. 9TH Cl RC CRT UT 
UTAH SUPREME COURT UT 
CIQCLJIT COURT. PRINCF. WM CNTY V'A 
PICHMO~JI1JUV~"'ILE , .. Il. omH:STIC VA 
CIRCU IT COURT _ VA 
7TH" ,JUnICI.At CI RCUIT c(lllRT VA 
HENRICO COUNTY CIR{:IJIT COURT VA 
CIl"lCUIT C()URT.THVISlot.I 1 G. VA 
YOnK COlJ~JTY GP.lERAL nI!';",TPICT" VA 
PITTSYlVANIA GENERAL "I1IST1nCT VA 
PRINCE WILI . .IAM GENFPAL nIs'hnc VA 
NORFOLK JUVF,t-JILE VA 
4TH JU,rHCIAL CIRCUIT COURT VA 
FOUAUT'ER COU"'TY '1ENF,RAf. niSTRI VA 
SUPREME COURT OF VER.MONT VT 
THURSTON COUNTY nrSTRICT COURT WA 
SEATTLE MUNICIPAL COURT WA 
GRAYS ~ARBOR COUNTY SUPERIOR' C ,. WA 
AFC-ISI1 COVERING ATTACHEn JURI WA 
KING CO rHSTRICT COURT,) WA 
ROXBURY DISTRICT COURJ "WA 
SPOKANE C()lJNTY SUPERIClR~COURT WA 
APOKANE nISTRICT/MUNICIPAL CT WA 
IStA\i'I0-SAN JUAN ,;COUNTIES WA 
KLIC \IJAT CNTY SUPERIOR "CRT WA 

"MERCER ISLAND mSTRICT l'lA 
MILWAUKEE.MUNICIP~L COURT I'll 
CI RCUIT COURTS OF WALWORTH CNT ~IJ, 
STATE CJ>URTS WI 
WISCONSIN CIRCUIT COURTS I'll 
FIRST JUQ OST CIq CTS I'll 
OZAUKEE COUNTY r.IRCU IT COURT I'll 
5TH nr ST.q] CT-AOM INISTPATIVE WI 
WASI-fINGTON CCo)(lNTY CIRCUIT CT WI 
NISC SUPI? CRT/CRT OF APPLS WI 
JEFFF.RSON COl:f~~TY CIqCUIT CT",WJ-;7 
r.IRCLJH COURTS. 3RI1 Jun AI1MIN wr 
CI PCUIT COURT. I'll 
nANE COUNTY HJVENILE COURT,,", WI 
WAI.lKFSHA COINTY CIRCUIT COURTS·" I'll 
WFSTVIRGl~ll h, SUPqF.',fE COURT. "'IV 
t~Y()M ING SlJ~·REMF. COURT Wy" 
SEVENTH JUOICIAL OI!'?nICT WY" 
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G 
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s()rHF.n BY I () 

, SYSTF.MS SEI.I;;Cnm l 

COURTS" SEI . .ECTF.111 
1.10I1UI.F,S SEl.ECTF.[)1 

:. 1; 

. , .. ~ . ,. 

\~ oj 

" .0 

LOCATIO~l 

,fi 
OGl1EtJ-AD'.' 017!7fC 
SAL;r LAKE cYTY 
flEAVEI?/I RON/WAS 
SALT,LAKF. CITY 

,MANASSAS 
RICHI.fOrm 
ROANOKE ClTY 
"'EWPOICT NEWS 
RICHMflNO 
QICHW)NO 
YOI?KTOWN 
r.H ATH AM , 
MANASSAS 
NORFOLK 
NORFOLK 
WAI?RPITON 
MONTPELIER 
OLYMPIA 
SEATTLE 
MONTESONA 
OLYMPI A 
SEATP-fi 
SEATT'~E 
SPOKANE 
SPOKNlE 

, COUPEY-I '-LE 
QOl,.I1ErlOALE. II 
MERCER 1. SLANO 
81.8 WEST."WISCON 
ELKHORN 
MADlSC)N 
MAI1lS0N 
MILWAUKEE 
PORT l'lASHINGTON 
ROCK.GREF."'.OANE 
WEST~END 
MAI1ISOw,-WI 
JEFFERSON 
JEFFERSON.OZAUK 
KENOStjA 
~AnISnN 
WAUKESHA. WI 
CHARLF.ST()N . 
CHEYEfcJNE. WY 
CA!';PEq. WYOM ING 

RESPONSIBI.E AGENCY 
-----------------------------­,. 

TRIAL COURT EXECUTIVE 
STATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR 
(1.\1\ NUll '-> . 
(~~Af'JUAL> 

CLF.RK OF THE CIRCUIT. COURT 
COURT-
CITY OF ROANOKE 
(MANUAL> 

,CLERK. CIRCUIT COURT 
(MANUAL> 
{MANUAL> (j 

(MANUAL> 
'. (MANUAL> 
(M~[JAl) 0 
COMPENSATION BOARI1 
(MANUAL> . 
OFFICE OF COURT AnMINISTRATOR 
COUNTY·' 
COURT 
AOC 
ADMINISTRATOR FOR THE COURTS 
mSTRICT COURTS 
COURT 
SPOKANE-COUNTY. SUPERIOR COURT 
SPOKANE nISTRICT/MUNICIPAL CT 
(MANUAL] 6 

(MANUAl) 
, (MANUAL> 

MILWAUKEE. 
CLF.RK OF CIRCUIT COURT 
DIRECTOR OF STATE COURTS 
WISCONSIN GT INFORMATION SYSTE 
CIHEF JUOGE-FI RST JUO DsT 
CLERK OF COURTS 
\'/1 INFO SYSTEM 
SE WISCONSIt::' REG PLNG COlA 
(MANUAL> '. 
(MANUAL> 
(MANUAL) 
(MANUAL> 
{-MANUAL> 
(MANUAL> 
WI;:=iT VIRGI~lIA SUP.!?EME CC)U!?T 
(MANUAl) 

.(MANUAL>· 

NOTF.t MASTEl? FI I.E WAS 1IJ,l,)T SORTED 
AUTOMATF,O ann MA~WAL SYSTEMS. 
AtL err.) tHE 1;f0lH? COIJRTS \'iERE SELECTED. 
AU" OP THE'~(mOLES 1~r:RE SELECTE!). 
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POPULATION 

AOO.OOO 
1.500.000 

50.000 
1.520,000 

166,665 
219,000 
100.000 
145.000 
180.735 
100.000 
44.000 
66.147 

170.000 
270,000 
261.400 
35,000 

506,000 
130.000 
500.000 

33.000 
4.200,000 
1.300.000 

60,000 
375,000 
320.000 
'. 47,C)D0 

10, 000 
o 

680.0QO 
71.000 

4.666,000 
4.000.000 
1.049,000 

67.000 
500.00l) 
85.550 
" 10 
61':>.436 

250,000 
120.000 
32.3,000 
285.000 

1.949.644 
469.557 

71. 000 
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Events in c,ase processing-.;... 
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EVENTS IN CIVIL CAsE PROCESSING, suggested:in sevt.ralmana~eJ'!ient Studies 
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See B~bliography for rulltitles. 
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several management studies" n o 

EVENTS IN CRIMINAL CASE PROCESSING, "suggested in 
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EVEN'l'S IN JUVENILE' CASE PROCESSING, suggested in several management studies 
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Appendix C 

Standards Relating to Appellate CQurts 
American Bar Association Commission on 
St~nda~ds of Judicial Administration 

(American B~r Association, 1977) 

o 

------,..-

3.50 Caseflow Management.: General Principle. "An appellate court· 

" o 

should supervise and control the pr:epara.tion and presentation 0'£ all" 
appeals coming before it. Its management procedures should: 

(a) Take effect from the time the notice of appeal is" filed and 
continue through final disposition of the app~~l; 

« c 

(b) Facilitate early differentiatiqn of ,cases, according to their 
complexity, common subject matter, common'parties, and other 
relevant criteria; 

"~I 

(c) Make possible termination gf cases within the tiilie standards 
stated in Section 3.52·; 

(d) Conform to the rules of "procedure and administrative 
> 

regulation!" established for the c~urt system as a whole; 

(e) Be established through consultation with affected staff and the 
bar, stated in writing, and made kn,ownto the,bar and the public. . 

I) ., 

'''. (1. '-Cl 0 

(Commentary andreferell,ces not included.) 

3.51 Caseflow Managemen~ Program. 

(a) 'Administrativ~ and Judici~>1 A",thority. A caseflow management 
prggramshlJ,uld recognize the distinction between administra~,ive 
authority in the Ifreparation and presentation of an ,appeal and thea 
judicial authority of the trial" and appellate courts "to decide 
questions incidental to the determination of ~n individual caS'e. \\ 
Whatever, is~ the division of judicial authority between trial and 
appellatecqurts, administrative authority over appellate ca,ses 
.should be "veste~, exclusively in the court to which the appeal ,is 
taken. - . 

(b.) c:ontinuous Monitoring. The appellate. court should moni~ 
compliance with procedura'l rules and time requirementsfor,' 
p'reparation of the record and submission of b,::iefs. It should:, ha~ 

. a' record and information system to :.aid this supervision and to 

.. permit period'ic review of the status and progtessof all 'cases.. It 
should hav~ exclusive ~uthority to grant eitensions. of time and to 
permit: other depart\!\res from procedural requirem.ents. 'I" 
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(c) Administration., The program should be administered by the 
court ,,,s "staff under the supervision 6f the presiding judge. A staff 

~, member in each #ourt from which appeal~ may be taken should be 
responsible to fhe appellate court for all matters concerning 
preparation of records in appeals from that court. ~=. 

3.52 Standards of Timely Disposit,ion. t ' 
(a) Purpose. A.tim~.~t~ndar? shoul9fle an administrat~~~8~1 
establish~ng a t1me w1th1n wh1cho cases can. be expected ~o be 
determined. Variation from the standard should be permitted when 
necessary to accommodate special problems in individual cases and 
fluctuations in the flow of the court's work. The court, on its own 
motion or on motion ofa party,. should be enpowered to shorten or 
extend the normal schedule for processing a case where 'the interests 
of justice require. 

,;(b) Time Standards. 
{} 

(1) Record. The record should be completed with 30 days after 
it is ordered. ~ ~horte; time should b~ provided in appeals that 
normally do not require transcripts, for example appe?als from 
iriterloclitoryordeJts. 0 

0, Ii ,-

(2) Briefs." if\ppellant' s qrief should be filed within 30 days 
after" the record ~,'s filed in civil cases and ,20 days in criminal 

• Ii .• 

cases. The br1efs of "appellee or respondent and other part1es 
should be filed wi/thin 30 d,ays afte£ appeqant"' s brief :LS filed' in 
civile cases and 2d days in criminal cases. Reply br:G:fs should be 
optional and requiLredto be filed within 10 day:s after respondent's 
brief has been fi!Led.' " 

II 
II \\ 1".- _ 0 <, 

(3) Argument and Submission. Oral argument, or tIle decision 
conference in cases noe orally argued, should' be held promptiy after 
the briefs are closed. Responsibility for the court's opinion or 
memorand~ should be a,ssigned at the dec.ision conferenc,~ and 
preparation of the opinion"ot memorandum commenced as ,soon as 
possible. 

o 

(4) Decision., For a court sitting in panelso-f three judges,· 
the 'average: time f01;, renderkag decision should not exceed 30 d~ys; 
the maxi,mumtime for any case, except one of ext:t::~ordinary 
complexity,o should not" exceed 6q days. For a court sitting in . 
l~rgerpanels, the average time shouldoy.ot exceed 60 days; the 
maximum time, except in cases of e,]ttraordinary complexity, should 
not exceed 90 days. 

3.53, Conference to Simplify Presentation of ApReals. " The court 
should 'De empowered ,on its own motion 'or on motfbn of a party, to 
direct counsel tor the pa-nties to appear at a conference before a. 
judge or judicial officer of th~ court: 
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(a) Prior to the'preparation of the record when its preparation 
be extraordinarily complicated, to establish an agreed statement 
a~lor part of the facts and to reduce the portions of'the 
t~anscfipt or other parts of the record to be prepared; 

may 
of 

() 

(b) After "preparation of the record when there are: complex issues' 
or mUltiple parties to be heard, to regulate the order of 
presentation and to conso~idate the presentation of parties having 
similar positions. 

(J 

3.54 Case Assignment Procedures. In a court that sits in panels, 
assignment of judges to panelsspould be by a procedure, established 
by. the whole court, under wh~ch ea/ch~~udge sits with all others for 
substantially equal periods. \l Ass"'- f of cases among paI},els 
should be by a rotation procedur( lstered by the count's staff 
but pending cases involving relate., ?6.esshoulc'!, be assiigned to the 
same panel. Respo~sibility for pre1-lring opinions shourla be 
4ssigned among the judges participating in the decisioit~through 
proced~res supervised by the judge who presides in the decision 
conference. 
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Standards;?Relating·to Trial Courts 
American Bar Association Commission on 

Standards of Judicial Administrat"ion 
~ (Americ'an Bar Association, 1976) 

(j 

2.50 Caseflow Management': General Principle. The, court should 
supervise and control the mo~ement, of a~l ,cases on ~ts docket, from 
the time of filing through f1nal d1spO,s1t10n. Its management 
procedures 'should be applied imP:1lrtially to all lit~ga~t~, afford 
adequate attention to I~pe merits of each case, and rac111tate prompt 
determination of all cases. 

2.51 Caseflow Management Pro~jgram. . Each court shou'ld have a 
caseflow manageme~t program e~pres~ed in w:i~ten r:gulations./ln 
unified court systems with centralued adm1n:-strat10n, a~l tn.a1. 
court units may be included in the program; 1n decentral1zed , 
system~, each geographical unit of the trial court s~oul~ estabhsh 
it.s oWn program, subjec~ tocent'rally promulgated gU1dehnes. The 
program should include the following elements: 

(a) Time standards. Normal time int~r'vals should be established 
for clisposition of e~.ch type of ,.case and for completiQn o~ each of 
its principal stages~ The intervals should not ~xce~j th?se stated 
in Section 2.52. Opportunity should be afforded the part1es to 
obtain on good cause, reasonable departures from tli": no~al" 
schedule but the court should be especially restra1ned 1n 
permi,tti~g extensions in criminal, )~ve~ile, child ~ustody, and 
other cases in which delay may bel.nJurl.ous to" the 1nterests of a 
party'or the public. 

,~ 

(b) Minimization of sched'the conflicts. Scheduli~ procedures ,1' ;) 
should so operate that conflicts in s;hedules of attorneys and otth:j;" 
necessary participants are reduced to a m:-nl.mum. Courts, state and 

" federal, in areas having more than one tr1al court should cooperate 
to achieve this objective. 

- '\ 

(c) Centralized supervision. '~h~ presiding judge should 
administer the program; with authority ~o assign and reassign cases 
among judges as circumstances may require. Staff functions should 
be carried out by the court's administrative offi~e. 

(d) Continuous monitoring. The c01.lrt' s record and information,= 
system should be s~ designed tht the status' and progress of all 
cases is under continuous observation by the court staff and is 
reviewed by the presiding judg~; at regularinterv~ls. 

(Commentary and ~eferences not included.) 

o 
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2.52 Standards of Timely Disposition. 

(a) Trial. Trial or hearing on the merits of a case should beoheld 
within, the following time limits: 

(1) Criminal: o 

(i) ,.0 Crimes : The limits provided in 'American Bar Association 
Standards Relating to Speedy Trial; 

"(ii) Infractions: 45 days from arrestor summons; 

(2) Juvenile: The limits provided ih AmericanBa,r Association 
Standards" Relating to Juvenile Just'ice. 

(°3' ) Civil: 

(i) Cases involving child cus tody, support of dePJ~ndents, or 
cormnitment to an" institution: 45 days from filing; 

(ii) Cases using summary hearing procedures, as in sma1.l 
claims: 30 days from fi~ing; 

(iii) OtWer ci'Jiil cases: six months except in particular 
types of cases where a'!V longer interval is deemed necessary because 
of normally encountered eventualities such as exceptionally 
complicated discovery, stabilization of. injury in personal injury 
cas('!s, and settl~ment of financial affairs in probate cases. 

(b) Pre-Commenc~ment; Gustody. In criminal, juvenile, and other 
cases in which a persortmay be taken into custody before 
commencement of judicial proceedings, tim~ standards should be 
specified within which a determination., mu~t be made on his release 
from custody, on bailor otherwise. 

(c) Matters Under Judicial Submission~ Matters under submission to 
a judge or judicial officer should be promptly determined. Short 
deadlines should be set for party pres'entation. of briefs and 
affidavits and for production of t,ranscriptso Decision where 
possible should be made from the benc;h or within a few" days of 
submiss~on; except in extraordinarily complica't~d "cases, a decision 
should be rendered not later than 30 days after submission~ 

2.53 Identifyi~g and M~maging Protracted Cases. Procedures should 
be established for early identification of cases that may be 
protracted and for giving the~ speci31 administrative supervision 
where appropriate~ . 

o 
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2.54 Managing Potentda'llyDisruptive Cases. In cases in which 
disruption is reasonably anticipated, the following special 
superviso,r measures should be .taken: 

(a) Case Assignment. The case should be assigned to an individual 
judge for all ,purposes. The assignment should be made to a judge 

"with extensive trial experience and proven ability to maintain 
judicial demeanor and ~ fair-min~ed outloo~ un .• der d~fficult 
circumstances. \\ . . q 

(b) Establishing Special 'Rules. The judge in charge of the case 
shouldr'£ormulate special rules for the case after consultation with 
counsel and ~hould require the assistance or counsel in maintaining 
decorum of participants. Where the spe~ial rulesomay impinge on the 
operations of the court as a whole~. theyshouldo first be reviewed 
w'ith the presiding judge. " 

(c) " Firm Enforcemertt •. The rules 'of court, including the special 
., rules established by the .,judge, should be enforced patiently but 

firmly. Warning should be given before resort is made to 
disciplinary measures. A party who refuses to comply should be 
excluded from the courQo.om but' allowed to. W~ar the proceedings by" 
electrical transmission. Spectators who refuse to cJmply should be 

~xcluded. ~ Counsel who refuse, to" comply should l;>e cited for 
contempt, re:e.~rred to the appropriate professioLlal' disciplinali;~ 
bo.dy, or iem~ved from the case, depending upou circumstances. 

2.55 Managing IlShort Cause" Dockets. Court's having a substantial 
volume of "short causes" should facilitate prompt hearing "o.f those 
requiring minimumcqurt tJmewhile giving.additional court time for 
those of tmusual complexity." p,.;roc'edures 'should include one or a 
combination of the following: 

" (a) Identifying unusually complex short causes in advance of 
'hearing and assigning them to a separate .nearing calendar;') 

(b) On the hearing date at which many short causes have been 
scheduled, reassigning apparentlycc>mplicated cases tp judges, 
judicial officers, or lawyer hearing officers on c~H as "backup." 

" ~, ,0 

(c) J!alendarin~ all short cauEJ'es on a master calendar, assigning 
uncontested oor routine matters to a single judge ou Judicial office, 
and ass£gning more complex matt?rl'g to judges serving Fhe m~ster . 

assignmen't calendar-. 0 . ' '.... ••• ~, . "j' 
(d~ Where the l>u~iness of the court includes. a .. s';lbstanhal v,~l~e" 
of' unscheduled ex.parte matte;s (such as apphcaSl.onsfor tempc:?clry 

,l'estrainingorders, approval of settlements, and, orders for 
I) pUblication) ,designating a single judge or judicial officer t'o hear 

them in chambers. 

" 

0 

I 
I) 

/ 

, 
" 

"0 

'U \" 

Q 

/ 
. ~r 

1" .~. 

.'iI· , 

.oJ 

2.56 Firm Enforcement. The court should firmly and uniformly 
enforce its caseflow management procedurE7.s. 

(a) Continuance of a hearing or trial should be granted only by a 
judge for good cause shown. In individual case assignment systems, 
all continuances should be reported to the presiding judge; in other 
case assignment systems, they should be determined by the presiding 

.or assignment judge. Extension of time for co~pliance with 
deaqlines not involving a court hearing should be permitted only on 
a show-iv.g that the extension will not interrupt the scheduled 
movement of the case. 

\'----; 

(b)- R~quests for cbntinuances and" extensions, and their" 
diSPOsi)tion, should be recor.ded in the file of the case. Where 
contin~~nces ~~d.extensions are requested with excessive frequency 
or on l.l,substantl.al grounds, the court should adopt one or a 
combination of the following procedures; " 

'j 

(1) Cross-referencing all reque~ts for continuances and 
extensions bY' the name of the lawyer requesting the~; 

(2) Requ1ring that Bequests for continuance and stipulations 
for extension be endorsed in writing by the litigants as well as the 
lawyer; . 

(3) Summoning lawyers "who persistently request. continuances and 
extens~rons to ,,warn them of the possibility oJ sanctions .and to 
encourage them to ~ake necessary adjustment in management of their 
practice. " Where such'measures fail, restrictions may properly be 

°imposed on the number of cases in which the lawyer may participate 
at anyone time. 

(c) Where a ju'dge is persistently and unreasonably indulgent in 
granting continuances o~. extensions, the presiding judge should take 
appropriate corrective actio~. 

o 
/) 

, 
t!.' 

D 
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Appe,pdix D: 
Examples of output reports ~, 

to illustrate Chapter VII, VIII, and IX 

" 

The purpose of this appendix is to use real-life examples to 
illustrate I'l0~e of the data usage concepts presenJ;;e'd in this 
manual. No' j:;udgment or endorsement has been made"of any particular 
dis'play technique used in the examples. 

"\:j ,. 

" ,. 

I) 

I Preceding p~ge. blank 

'\) 
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EXAMPLE 1 
" (Juries sworn and numbe:i:o, of jury trials over a lO-year period.~ 

Number of civil cases awaiting trial per authorized judge) 

TABLE XXI-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR. COURTS 
NUMBER OF JURIES SWORN AND JURY TRIALS·,AND JURIES SWORN AND JURY TRIALS· 

AS PERCENT OF DISPOSITIONS 

1...'<' 

Filiatlyeu 
19'71-7i. ........................... .. 
1872-73 .............................. " 

::t~~::::::::::::::::::::::::: ' 
11l75-76. .......................... :.. " 

1VT/!;-77 ............................. . 
11177-78. ........................... .. 
19'7S.79 ............................. . 
lm.8l ............ ; ............... .. 
11l11O-81. ............................. . 

8,8118 
8,4'71 

.7,911 
7,816 
7,913 

(EXCLUDING CIVIL DISMISSALS FOR LACK OF PROSECUTION) 
Fiscal Vea,. 1171-72 ~hrough 1180-81 ' 

..... pMC«Jt 

of dJgiO!/iom 
(Jury JuritJI (Jury 

TriMlI) _ TriMlI) 

1.8 
1.9 
1.9 
1.7 

(7,8116) 1.11 (1.4) 

(8,m) 
(7_) 

II (7,1lC11) 
(7$3) 
(7,1511f) 

1.5 
1.4 
1.4 
1.4 
1.4 

(1.4) 
(1.3) 
(1.1) 
(1.3) 
(1.3) 

JuritJI -2,738 
3,W 
1.740 
1,648 
2,4f7 

S,3&'7 
2,19G 
2,C»C 

11 1,714 
1/!1ff 

(Jury 
trUb) 

(2,M5) 

(2Jm) 
(2,OG) 

II (1,810) 
(1,910) 0 
(1.7811) 

..... ptm:eDt 

of diIpo!itiolJl 
Jun.. (Jwy 
_ TriMlI) 

11.8 
11.6 
11.3 
U 
U (3.9) 

3.9 ~. 

311 
3JI 
2.8 
U 

(3.7) 
(3.3) 
(iJI) 
(3.1) 
(2.6) 

JuritJI 
...am ... 

4.SO 
4,851 
4,e!)O 
II,ISS 

I1,1III6 
II,1IN 

.4,7118 
5,000 
II,(N8 

(Jury 
TriMlI) 

(UIII) 
\. " 

(11,179) 
(4.1114) 

'. (4;;l73) 
(4,4311) 
(4,1144) 

TABLE XXIV-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH SIX OR MORE 
() JUDGES G-NUMBER OF CIVIL CASES AWAITING TRIAL 

Court 
Alameda .............................................................................. .. 
Cantra CoIta ....................................................................... . 
FremG .................................................................................. .. 
)(em .................................................................................... .. 
Lot AnaeIa ......................... ;; .................... : ......................... . 

Marin .................................................................................... . 
Moaterey ............................................................................ .. 
Oranp ............................................................................... '" 
Bivenide ............................................................................ .. 
Gcramento ....................................................................... .. 

~ Bemudlno .................................. , ................................ . 
Sm Dieao ............................................................................. . 
Sm FrmciIco .......................... "' ........................................ . 
Sm JCMICI111n ................................................................. " ...... . 
8m Mateo .......................................................................... .. 

Smta B.ubua ..................................................................... . 
Slmta au. ......................................................................... . 
Soooma ................................................................................ .. 
StanlIlawI ............................................................................ .. 

~~~~::::. .. :::=::::::::::::::::::::::::~ .. ~::::=::::~::::::: 

., 

P£R AUTHORIZED JUDGE ~ AS OF JUNE ,:Jr), 1972 " 

1m 
1411 
190 
110 
105 
138 

1811 
1151 

084 
96 

lS8 

90 
101 
301 
184 
101 

87 
lOS 
1l!9 
ft8 
59 
112 

1973 

Ifill 
1112 

cU4 
107 
U1 

188 
1151·, 
91 

100 
137 

ro, 
118 
840 
1111 
101 

!Ill 
88 

Ifill 
63 
114 
79 

THROUGH 1.1 

1f1!4 
174 
196 

,,110 
&1 

231 

119 
78 

117 
115 
1116 

100 
140 
1114 
1411 
104 , 

'6k 
116 

231 
64 
44 

Ul 

Number of cJvil cuaf .w.JtiDgtTiM/ per .utborimd 1+ 
1m 1!116 1977 1tm1 

177 1103 SIl6 163 
214 SIl6 198 !U9 
1111 1114 129 1411 
81 110 114 141 

II1II IIS8 .323 ., 371 

14'1 " 
81 

171 
134 
171 

106 
1118 
iUI 
1118 
138 
4'1 
118 

219 
105 
71 

1ft8 

183 
1111 
1114 
138 
171' 

liS 
196 
Q 
11151 
143 

':2 
83 

273 
l07 
110 
231 

186 c' 

,73 
BI 
1110 
1118 

148 " 
~ 
191 
1811 
1!X5 

107 
96 

U1 
89 

1110 
140 

151 
1:1 

274 
i89 
lS8 

1114 
~ 
179 
1l1li 
IN 

141 
1iIl 
ill! 

911 
71 

1111 

1!1'19 
131 
iff 
1411 
11151 
416 

Iml 
" 41 

3lI4 
1111 
134 

Ift8 
1112 
1118 
216 
76 

103 
'IN 
231 
1l1li 
71 

lIN 

Source: Part H: Annual Reporf of the Administrative Office of the 
Cal/i:fornia Courts, january 1, 1982, pp.' 83 and 88. 
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0. 

..... ~t 
of d/gJtJtlltioIJI 

.furiM (Jury 
ftUD triib; 

7.0 
8.11 
;;.s 
II.l 

10.0 (9.4) 

11.3 
10.6 

.11.7 
Q.8 
8.7 

(lCl.ll) 
(10.0) 

• (9.1) 
(8.7) 
(7.8) 

Jf8).. 1!J81 
,U1I6 " 1S7 
'lQl ' 174 
130 0 104 
131 I] 96 
3118 3lI9 

127 76 
41 48 

2!14 228 
117 1ZI 
117 711 

£21 1l1li 
1111 1117 
as 173 
lIIIII 274 
III till 

Ill. 
'xoo 
106 
188 
44 

1116 

11iS 
63 
88 

lUI 
III 

1114 

I 

"'.;: :.lI:/~~~";;o 
" . 

\, 
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~ EXAMPLE 2 " ., 
(Cases filed, disposed, and pending, and the average for each) 

Figure 4. COURTS OF CIVIL APPEALS 
Cases filed, disposed and pending 1980 

~o .. --------------------............ ----.. --........ ----------------~ 
420~----------------------4 

400J-------~------------~.· ··~------------------------------------~--------------'1 

~Ol_----------------------; 

360 ~--__ ------~-----------;. 

340 1-----------------_,_---1 

3~ It@~----------------~------------------------i7~r~ 
300 I-------~--------------; 

z 280 1------------------r-"1----1 
c 
3: 
01 
m 
:a 
o 

260 

240 

." 220 

~ 200 
III 

180 

A~erage 

====t:::f-=t.1I!Fl :: Filings 

160 

140 
120 

100 

80 

60 
,\, 

40 

20 

o 

a 

F I LED r::::::D 

Source: 

DISPOSED t~j@] PENDING_ 

o 

Texas Judicial Council) Fifty-Second Annual 
Court Administration)Fourth:An~ual Report, 
p. 121. 
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EXAMPLE" 3 
€'T~end analysis: appe:l.late court caseload disposed, by'manner of disposition 
ov~r a ,6-year period) 

MICHLGAN ~~PREME COURT 

II CASEL~D, DESCRIP~IVE REPORT •• 6" YEAR:PER1OO, YEARS ENDING. ON 6/30 

YR 

80 
79 
78 
77 . 
76 
75 

AVERAGE 

TOTAL .OF CASES 
COM'LETED 
(A+B+C+D) 

],5'i7 
1,508 
1,487 
1,145 
1,060 

786 

0;100%) 
(100%) 
(100%) 
( 100%,) 
(100%) 
( 100%) 

100% 

1\. 

COMPLETED BY 
OPINIONS 

114 ( 7.,5%) 
127~ ( 9.1%) 
96 ( 6.4%) 
12~ (11.2%) 
135 (12.7%) 
113 (l~.3%) 

,1 " 

9.5% 

B. 
o 

COMPL.ETED BY 
FINAL ORDERS u "" 

W/OQPINrON~ " 

205 (13.5%) 
175(11.:~) 
130\.-..\.( 8".7%) 
103 ( 8.9%) 
166 (15.6%), 
HO (13.9%) 

11. 7~ 

c. 
COOPLETED BY 
D~NIALS(jF 

LEAVE TO APPEAL 

1,179 (77.]%) 
1;161 (76.9%) 
1,2.30(82.7%) 

889 (77.6%) 
,. 733 (69.'1%) 

733 (69.1%) , 

76.6% ' 
. " 

CASES COMPLETED = Court work completed, jurisdiction relinquished. 

COMPLETEO BY OPINIONS = Self-explanatory., " 0 

.. D. 

COMPLETED BY 
DISMISSALS & 
WITHDRAWALS 

19 ( '1 .• 3%) 
34 ( 2.2%) 
31 ( 2.0%) ., 
24 ( 2.0%) 
26 ( 2.4%) 

~46 (59.4%) 

2.0% 

,\ ~j 

NO. OF GRANTS & 
PERCENTAGE GRANTED* 

84 ( 6.0%) 
55 ( 4.0%) 
92 ( 6.6%) 

110 (10.8%r 
121 (13.0%) 
10Z (15.8%) 

9.4~ 

<. _ (J , 

FINAL ORDERS WITHOUT OPINIONS. These are orders issued in respo{lse to an application for 'leave to appeal, Il.ursuant to 
GCR 1963, 852.2(4)(g) or 853.2(4), reversing, reversing in par1;. affirming. remanding for specific proceedings. etc •• 

Jlithout farmal opinion but with specific reasons« stated". in the order, for'· the action taken. There, is no oral argument 
in these cases. Thts jsa more summary proc!!dure t,~an. the leave granted pl"pcess which. because it involves pri'nted;, 
briefs, oral arguments and formal <opinions, takes appro'ldmate1y .15 months. longer to complete a case., .I 

DENIALS, OF LEAVE TO APPEAL. In general an appeal as of ri~h~to the Court of Appeals exists with regard' to' final . 
judgments of the lower courts. Const 1963, Art IV. 4, an GR 1'963{ 8.52.1 and 853.1 vest t~ej Supreme Court with the 

,discretion to deny a"further appeal. ~ 

DISMISSALS & WITHDRAWALS. Of. the few cases in this category, most are dismissed or wUlidrawn by the action and 
consent. of both parties. Te~per:.cent a.re dismissed b'y the. Court on motion charging failure tO~di1ige.nt1Y pursue the 
appeal., .' "U ' "..." . 

c *GRANTS. 0 Orders granting leave to appeal do not conip1ete Court. action on a ca~~. Therefore, they are not included as 
~case completions. The number of the orders granting leave to .app~al each ,Year is compared. as a percentage, to the 

tohls of columns B, C, and 0, not including A'~ Thus the percentageaccurate1yreflectso the proportion of grants made 
to app1ication~ for leave to appeal acted upon. In all op'klinn ,.cases,' agrjint order was ,issued but usually l'Iot in the 
same year the opinion °was issued.. . 

" \~ " 
(!.. ;~J 

() 

" 

SGurce: ~ichigan, i919-80 'If . Report of State Court .Administrator, ,p. 9. 
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EXAMPLE 4 
(Trend analysis: Supreme Court' filings and dispositions)' 

o· 

a .\ 

D 

Supreme Court Caseload 
(I " 

Case Filing$ 
Q , Again Set Record 

New al>peals fileJi with the Supreme. Court in 
1980 again were the highest number in the history of 
the state. DlJring 1980, 402 new appeals were tiled, 
22 more tlJan the 1979 re'cord high of 380 new ap­
peals, and 5.8% higher than last year's filings. 

I,. (\ 

430 

, 390 

350 

310 

270 

190 

150 

NEW APPEALS FILED IN SUPREME cOUR'P~' " 

~ 
u / 

,.... 
" 345 ,) 

, 307 /" ............... ~ 
;/ -'5 

0:, 

243 ~ 
7' 
252 

/ 
. 

iss 
, 

" 
'72 '73 '74 '75 '76 '77 '78 '79 

\) 

, 

"Dispositions H,ighest 
In History 

. Along with tlie record case filings, the. Idaho Su-' 
preme Court set an all time record for the number of \) 
appeals .on whi.ch it completed action. The Court dis­
posed of 341 appeals in 1980,\'a 3% increase bver the 
previous record of 331 dispositions, which was ,set in 
1979. 

390 

350 

310 

270 

230 

190 

150 

o 

APPEALS DISPOSED OF BY SUPREME COURT 
II , 

G' 341 

3;~ --
~ '" 267 27,! V " 

2/ '" '" /' 227 

"-.' / 228 

" 174 
, 

., 
" '77 '78 '7,9 1980 '75 "76 '72 '74 

""" 

:) 

\! 

Source: '+,he Idaho Courts, 1980 "Annua1; Report, po,? tOo 

o 
,p 

(m l) 

D 

285 
, " 

i 
h 
I 
i 
t' 
" 

I ~ 
I 

o I'" 
\ 

~ r' 
[1}~""~D""-n"",'",,,,"O"l"","i"""------""""'~-'-:-""""'~-----'-~~\r" _~_.,-_.,.--.;:--__ .;;:o ____ ""_'_"";".;'IC)l .> 

'.0. .-

." 
fj .. 

.. ~ 

" 



( ,-

as m u 

EXAMPLE 5 
(Trend analysis: SupremeJCourt caseload over a 5-year period) 

OISP flL- PEIlD-
!fiGS ING 

1975 

"SUPREME COURT STATISTICS 
By Calendar Year 

OISf, FlL- PEND-
INGS ING 

!lISP FlL- PEND-
INGS IIlG 

OISP FIL- PEND-
INGS ING 

1976 C' 1977 1978 

DISP FIL- PEND-
INGS ,ING 

1979 

188 by Court 
~ opinion FIVE-YEAR SUMMARY 

OF SUPREME COURT ACTIONS 

~ not ready 
~ for calendar 

CAL- TOTAL OPINIONS/ TOTAL NOT READY 
ENDAR TOTAL DISPO- .' CASES PENDING FOR 
YEAR FILINGS SITIONS DISPOSED ACTIONS HEARING 

I' 

1975 218 ,196 111/12~ 223 134 
1976 297 252 131/152 270 152 
1977 280 246 99/130 315 139 
1978 279 331 202/244 263 162 
1979 334 323 165/212 2'78 96 

PROJ. 1980 321 
(, 

100 386 250 

Source: Benchmark--,*"nnual Report of the, South Dakota Unified Judicial System, 
Fiscal Year 1980, p. 16. 
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EXAMPLE 6 
(Trend analysis: Types of appeals decided over a 5-year period) 

TYPES OF ,APPEALS DECIDED 1976-80 
appeals appeals 

180 r-~-----------1~~~r----"--118(t 

160~---------------fl~~~~ 160 

matrimonial 
'140 1------------1 9% ~';';':':":';"':~-i:-I;::, 140 

120r-------~~~~-1~ 120 

100 H-:ntii~~ 

80 80 

60 , 60 

40 

1976 77 , 78 79 80 

Source: New Jersey Judiciary, 1979-80 Annual Report, p. 36. 
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EXAMPtE'7~ 
(Tim:~,oto~ dispos~ti~rl bxevents in ap,pellate Court processing) 

"'". , 

~! f} , 

I 
'·1 

, ;0 So'u;rce : 

I~; ~ 

NotiGe of Appeslto Record 
Ce~,tification 

Record Certificlltion. to Last 
Brief 

Last Brief' to Arg~'ent or 
Sr,ubmission ". I, 

ArglDnentor 0Subli1is~io~' to 
Circulatior,1 of Dratt Opinion 
or Recommendation 

? " ~ .. 
Circulatiq,oof. DraftOpiniori, 0: 

Recommendatl,on to Publfca.Uol 

Publicatil)n'to Closin 

Aver~ge Time to Disposition 
n 

Shortest 'Total Nhmberof Days 

Longest Total~umber of Days 

Number of .Cases A~era ed 

0, 

. ~ " 

Alaska Court System, 

.,s 0. 

\' 

TABLE 6 

" ALASKA SUPREME COURT. 
AV:ERAGE TIME TO DISPOSI'1;IO~(IN DAYS) B! STAGE OF PROCESSING 

For Cases Clo~ed by Opinion or MO&J and Manoate 

~Y 1980"-81 
Civil trimina1 Sentence . Civil· 
Appealfl. ,Appeals Appeals AppealS . 

91 

137 

153 

33 

~57 

191 

"1,492 

(180) 

. a 

..;,'.- . 

~42 

199 

173 
f!" 

\I~ »-

129, 

17 

737 

215 

54. 

55 

143 

154 

13 

\';06 

3'!jl 

,., . 

''\ 

7jiS., 

104 

145 

89 

po 

107 

34 

609 

214 

1,408 

1979 
Crimi.nal 
Appeals 

124 

195 

,,13 

125 

20 

599 

108 

1,803 

107) I 

~entence 

Appeals 

64 

93 

11 

H9 

87 

11 

395 

220,1' . 

722 

(38) 

'£:), '. 

"~.p' 

Civil 
Appeals 

99 

123 

71 

126 

99 

21 

53!f 

26 

874 

, (103) 

~, 

1978 
Criminal 
Appeals 

124 

173 

72 

;1 ~ 

145 

83 

15 

612 

41 

1,126 

(93) 

.~ 

Sentence 
Appeals 

60 

69 

6 

130 

79 

14 

358 

130" 

724 

(31) 

" ',,0 
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EXAMPLE 8 ,b 

(Time to dispos,ition by evep.ts in appellate case pro"cessing) 

'J 

o 

o 
Q 0 

o 
o 

~. 0 r, jj 

A';'ERAGE N"UMBER "OF' DAYS 
FOR APPEALS TO BE DECfbED 

~ 
Q 1000 ,'-, ..---------.. ,-.---------'-+---"------;·1' 

",,,~~(D c '" { .~ 
900 

BOO 

600 

300 

.",200 

100 

'78 '79 cao 
,_c, CIVIL 

0' 

APPEALS 
~ 

<') 
Q 0 . 

LEGtNoh~ 
FILING TO 
AT-ISSUE 

o 

o 
o 

-" 00 
Q 

The Idaho cour~s., 

'7~ '79 'BO ','. 

CRIMINAL 
APPEALS 

1,,<;<:'1 
AT-ISSUE TO 
HEARING 

o c, 

'7B '79 '~o 

AGENCY 
'APPEALS 

I:;:;:;:~W'" 
tiE}iRINfo'TO 

() FINAL CLOSURE 
.1:) 

o 

o <~'J6 D 

() 

o 
':;.'J 

" 0 

" -, '-0 

~) 

1980 .Annua1 Re~ort, p. 11. 
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EXAMPLE 9 0 

(Time to disposition by events ~n appellate case processing) 

MEASUREMENT 

MEAN 
MEDIAN 
RANGE LOW 

HIGH 

MEAN 
MEDIAN 
RANGE LOW 

HIGH 

MEAN 
MEDU.N 
RANGE LOW 

1;;IGH 

MEAN 
MEDIAN 
RMlGE LOW 

HIGH 

~IEAN 
cMEDIAN 

RANGE LOW 
"HIGH 

MEAN 
MEDIAN 
RANGE LOW 

HIGH 

MEAN 
MEDIAN 
RANGE LOW 

HIGH 

MEAN 
MEDIAN 
RANGE LOW, 

HIGH 

MEAN 
o MEDIAN 

RANGE LOW 
HIGil 

Source: 

JUDGEMENT BELOW 
TO DATE OF 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 

1 MO. 10 DAYS 
1 MO. 9 DAYS 
o MO. 0 DAYS 

13Z MO. 22 DAYS 

1 MO. 8 DAYS G 

1 MO. 9 DAYS 
o MO. 2 DAYS 

12 MO. 15 DAYS 

1 MO. 8 DAYS 
1 MO. 9 DAYS 
o MO. ODAYS 

10 MO. 4 DAYS 
.. '\1" 

1 MO. "6 DAYS 
1 MO. 8 DAYS 
(} MO. (} DAYS 
6 MO. 6 DAYS 

1 MO. 9 DAYS 
J MO. 9 DAYS 
'0 MO. 0 DAYS 
11 MO. 3 DAYS 

1 MO. 7 DAYS 
1 YoO. 10 DAYSc

" 
o MO. 0' DAYS 

13 MO. 0 DAY8 

1 MO. 3 DAYS 
1 MO. 8 DAYS 
O'MO. 0 DAYS 
6 MO; 27 DAYS 

1 MO. 29 DAYS 
1 MO. 8 DAYS 
o MO. 0 DAYS 

132 MO. 22 DAYS 

1 MO. 6 DAYS 
1 MO. 9 flAYS 
o MO. 0 DAYS 
4 MO. 20 DAYS 

o 

SUPERIOR COURT--APPELLATE DIVISION 

TIME INTERVALS FOR DISPOSITION OF, APPEALS DECIDED, 

TABLE I--ARGUED AND DECIDED 

September I, 1979 to AugUst 3., 1980 

DATE OF APPEAL 
TO DATE 
PERFECTED 

7 MO. ';;12 DAYS 
5 MO. 15 DAYS 
o MO. (} DAYS 

42 MO. 29 pAYS 

6 MO. 28 DAYS 
5 MO. 4 DAYS 
o MO. 0 DAYS 

29 MO. 24 DAYS 

, 
6 MO. 22 DAYS 
5 MO. 13 DAYS 

,,,,,,,a_MO. 0 DAYS 
'''3l MO. ~ DAYS 

7 MO. 26 DAYS 
5 MO. 19 DAYS 
,0 MO. 0 DAYS 

33 MO. 7 DAYS 

7 MO. 15 DAYS 
5 MO. 23 DAYS 0 

o MO. 13 DAYS 
40 MO. 25 DAYS 

7 MO. 11 DAYS 
"",,'5 MO. 13 DAYS 

o MO.' }) DAYS 
26 MO. 16 DAYS 

7 MO. 15 DAYS 
SMO. 23 DAYS 
o MO~ 0, DAYS 

32 MO." 17 DAYS 

7 MO. 24 DAYS 
5 MO. 13 DAYS 
i MO. 20 DAYS ~ 

42. MO. =29 DAYS 

8 MO. 18 DAYS 
~ MO. 24 DAYS 
o MO. 5 DAYS 

30 MO. 4 DAYS 

DATE PERFECTED 
TO DATE ARGUED 

6 MO. 1 DAYS 
5 MO. 28 DAYS .. 
o MO. 0 DAYS 

28 MO. 12 DAYS 

5 MO. 23 DAYS 
5 MO. 21 DAYS 
o MO. 0 DAYS 

14 MO. 24 DAYS 

6 MO. 15 DAYS 
6 MO. 13 DAYS 
o MO,. 1 DAYS 

21 'MO. 22 DAYS 

6 MO. 1 DAYS 
5 MO. 25 DAYS 
'0 MO. ':, 5 DAYS 

13 MO. 13 DAYS 

5 MO. ,26 DAYS 
6 MO. 0 DAYS 
(} UO. 0 DAYS 

, 14 MO. 7 DAYS 

6 MO. 12 DAYS 
6"MO. ,4 DAYS o MO. 0 DAYS 

25 MO. 9 DAYS 

6 MO. 9 DAYS 
6 MO. 3 DAYS 

,O,MO. 0 DAYS 
22 MO. 5 DAYS 

5 MO. 26 DAYS 
5 MO. 22 DAYS 
o MO. 6 DAYS 

28 MO. 12 DAYS 

93 MO. 17 DAYS 
'3 MO. 11 DAYS 
o !l0. 1 DAYS 
8 MO. 22 DAYS 

DATE ARGUED 
TO 

DATE DECIDED 

o MO. 24 VAYS 
o MO. 15"DAYS 
o MO. 0 DAYS 

24 MO. 26 DAYS 

o MO. 22 DAYS 
.0 ~O. 14 DAYS 

. 0 MO. 0 DAYS 
8 MO. 25 DAYS 

1 MO. 2 DAYS 
o MO. 23 DAYS 
o MO. 2 DAYS 
4 MO. 27 DA,YS " 

o MO. 22 DAYS 
o MO. 10 DAYS 
o MO. 7 DAYS 

24 MO. 26 D6YS 

o MO. 22 DAYS 
o MO. 10 DAYS ' 
o MO. 7 DAYS 
3 MO. 11 DAYS 

1 MO. 1 DAYS 
0" MO. 15 DAYS 

,,0 MO. 0 DA,YS 
6 MO. 0 DAYS 

o MO. 21 DAYS 
OcMO. 16 DAYS 
o MO. 0 DAYS 
2MO" 12 DAYS 

o MO. 25 DAYS 
o MO. 16 DAYS 
o MO. 9 DAYS " 
"MO. 17 DAYS 

o MO. 12 DAYS 
o MO. 12 DAYS 
(} MO'. 4 DAYS 
o MO. 23 DAYS 0 

,I 

DATE OF APPEAL 
TO DATE 
DECIDED 

14 MO. 5 DAYS 
13 MO. S DAYS 
o MO. 0 DAYS 

53 MO. 3 DAYS'" 

13 MO. 14 DAYS 
,,12·MO. 22 DAYS 

1 MO. 8 DAYS 
38 MO. 23 DAYS 

~4 MO. 7 DAYS 
13 MO. 25 DAYS 
o MO. 10 DAY!; 

37 MO. 4 DAYS 

'14 MO. 19 DAYS 
12 MO. 20 DAYS ' 
2 MO. 2 DAYS 

41 MO. 5 DAYS 

i'3°MO. 26 DAYS 
12 MO. 25 DAYS 

1 MO. 25 "DAYS 
45 MO. 20 DAYS 

14 MO. 21 DAYS" 
13 MO. 23 DAYS 
'OHO. ODAYS 
37 MO. 24 DAYS 

, 

D" ATE PERFECTEDll' 
TO DATE ' 
DECIDED ' 

6, MO. 23 DAYS i'" 
6 MO. 0 DAYS ~ 
o MO. 0 DAYS 

31 MO. 9 DAYS 

6 MO. 16 DAYS' 
6 MO. 8 DAYS 
o MO. 0 DAYS 

19 MO. 6 DAYS 

, 
. 7 MO. 16 DAYS , 

7 MO. 11 DAYS I" 
o MO. 1 DAYS 

22 MO. 6 DAYS 

6 MO. 23 DAYS 
6 MO. 15 DAYS 
o MO. 27 DAYS 

31 MO. 9 DAYS 

6 MO. 12 DAYS 
6 MO. 12 DAYS 
o MO. 19 DAYS 

14 MO. 22 DAYS 
~r 

7 MO. 11 DAYS 
6 MO. 29 DAYS 
o MO. 0 ;)Aye 

29 MO. i9 DAYS 

14 MO. 15 DAYS 'MO. G DAYS 
13 MO. ,'DAYS 6 MO. 24 DAYS 
o MO. 0 DAYE C MO. 0 DAVe 

37 MO. 1'6 DAYs" 22 MC. 16 DAYS 

,,<:14 MO. ,,12 DAYS 
13 MO. 18 DAYS 

2 MO. 26'DAYS 
53 MO. 3 jlAYS 

o 

12 MO. 14 DAYS 
7 MO, 7 DAYS 
o MO. 18 DAYS 

34 MO. 22 DAYS 

6 MO. 18 DAYS 
6 MO. 10 DAyS 
o MO.' 13 DAYS 

28 MO. 25 DAYS 

:3 MO. 26 DAYS 
3 MO. 2Q. DAYS 
o MO. ~ DAYS 
9 MO. 5' DAYS 

New Jersey 1~;~9-80 Judi'b~'i1ry Statistical Supplement, p. B-lO. 
New Jersey also provides TableII--Submitted and decided; Table 
III--Total, argued or submitted and. decided; Table IV--Civil total, 
argued or submitted and decided; and Table Vo--C1;iminal tota!; argued 
or ~ubmitted and decide4,. 

l\ 
(j 

o 

290 

\ 
\ 

a. 

-".. 

o 

EXAMPLE 10 
(Compar"i.son of time to disposition actually required with time set, by~ court 
standards) 

\} 

. TABLE 3 
COMPARISON OF TIlE TIME 'PRESCRIBED IN THE RULES FOR PERFECTING 

. " n , AN APPEAL AND THE ACTUAL TIl\1E USED 

Prescribed By Rules Average Act ual Average Actual Average Actual 
" Time 1978 Time 1979 Time 1980 

" e Civil Criminal Civil Criminal Civil Criminal Civil Criminal 

From'filing Entry of Judgment 
to filing Notice of Anneal '0 60 10 41 '25 ,49 10 49 13 
From filing Notice of Appeal .. " " 

Jo filing of Complete Record ~J 50 50 44 38 48 40 36 53 
From filing of Complete Record 

v 

to filinj!; Appellant's Briefs 40 40 43 46 45 35 41 61 
,From filing Appellant's Briefs ') 

~ 
" 

to filing Appellee's Briefs 30 30, 32 30 32 28 32 36 
v 

From At IssueJcase ready for 
N/A" 

,; 

43 41 35 calendaring) to' Hearing , " , " N/'A 38 42 30 
From Hearini to Decision' u N/A' N/A 49 .54 77 58 77 32 

Source': -
North Dakota Judicial Council~ Annual Report 1980, p. l2. 
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EXAMPLE 11' 

(Comparative analysis of time to dfsposition dver an 8-year period) 

,) 

.) 

. TABLE 8 ., 
COMPA~riVE ANALYSIS OF TIME ON APPEAL 

Stages of Appeal\ 
NUlT,Jb~r of Days % Change 

1974 1975 1976 1977 .. 1978 . 1980-1981 

Time ~rm notice of appeal to filing 
of r ,\cord 62 63 82 ,,'103 124 3.8 

~ime from filing of record to 
" completed briefing 90. 94 122 .124 134 124 12A 

Time from completed briefing to 
argument or submission 62 67 101 103" 93 85 4.3 

Time from argument or submission 
to decision 97 155 127

0 126 121 118 112 7.1 
Overall time from notice of appeal 

to decision 311 4S2 456 472 0449 7.4 

" 
,~ 

\.If, 

C 

" ,., 

Source: District of ColumbiaCoqrts, 1981.Annua1 Re'port, p. 24. 
""il 

292 
o 

\) 

0(. 

". 

or) 

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

o 

c 

1\ 

*. 

t.\ 

" 

0 
0 

" 

\. 
.",' 

t) 

" 
..;, 

I). 

1 

" (IV 

.0 

.,. 

EXAMPLE 12 
(Proportion of ~ota1 caseload filed artd disposed) 

o 

Source: 

DISTRICT COURTS 
(High Volume Courts) 

CASELqAD COMPOSITION FY 80181 

" TRAFFIC CASELOAD . 
COMPOSllJON OF DISPOSITIONS 

¥ 

MISDEMEANOR CASE LOAD 
COMPOSITION. OF FILINGS 
,/ 

.' TRAFFIC AND 
CITATIONS 

70.5% 

N·ON.TRAFFIC 
CAses 
29.5% 

NON·TRAFFIC CASELOAD 
COMPOSITION OF FILINGS 

.~ 

MISDEMEANOR 
',51.5'1. ' 

FELONY CASELOAD 
COMPOSITION OF FILINGS .. 

(, 

Alaska Court'System, 1981 i~nnua1 Rep.ort, p.35. 
".~. "F .. 
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EXAMPLE 13 
(Case19ad per judge, combined with subcategori.es o'f case10ad inven~ory data) 

---------------------~(~}7'~~'----~----------------------------------------~~" 
R?;;;"\'J/O-I4: Dispositions per juilge, Common Pleas.Caseload 

Comparison for Pennsylvania's 
59 JudiCial Districts (l 

Table 20 presents a comparison of 
district caseloads showing per judge 
filings for common pleas filings. 
dispositions and inventory: 

Roll' /: Number of judges in each 
district; e.g.: 1,2.3. 

Roll' 2: Number of districts by 
number of judges: e.g:: 24 districts 
nave I judge, 13 districts have 2 
judges. 

Table 20 

Roll' 3: Population,.by category of 
district; e.g,!, all. one-judge districts 
totalled 1,182,800 people. 

~ ROIi' 4: Avemge population by " 
district size~ e.g.: tne one-judge 

"districlS"averaged 49,283 people, 

ROII's 5-9: Filings per judge ir'r 1980 co 

for criminal. civil. Family Court. 
Orphans' Court and miscellaneous " 
cases. For example. in the I.~ districts 
with two judges, each judge averaged 
291 criminal filings and 134 civil 
filings_ " 0 

easeload bt Judge: Filings, Dispositions and Inventoryd 2/J 1/80 

Number of Judges • 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Judicial Districts 24 J3 2 '6 

Population 

ROII's /5-/9: Pending caseload per 
judge: 

ROil' 20: Total filings per judge. For 
example, judges in the six~udge 
districts averag~d 843 to:al common 
pleas filings in 1980; Philadelphia 
judges averaged' 1030 filings. 

ROil' 2/: Total dispositions per 
Judge. 

ROIl' 22: Total pending caseload per, 
judge. " 

9 12 39 81' 

Population/Jud¥es 49,283 52,95Q 57.300 43.025 45,640 50,422 48.385, 52,044 48,641 ,44,871 

" 
38,297 22,030 

Cases Filed: 
,C,riminal/Judge 

Civil/Judge 

Family/Judge 

Orphans'/Judge 

OtheriJudge 

Cases Disposed: 
Criminlil/Judge 

Civil/Judge 

Family/Judge 

OfIJ~ans'/Judge 

''Other/Judge 

246 

107 

411 

37 

171 

235 

78 

413 

168 

'Cases Pending: End of Year 
Criminal/ludge 109' 

Civil/Judge 77 

Family/Judge 101 

Orphans'/Judge 4 

Other/Judge 36 

Total: 
Filed/Judge 975 

Disposed/J udge 933 

Pending Jodge 347 

291 329 200 242 321 

134 84 101 108 84 

386 292 142 337 248 

54 o 65 58 62 

156 290 222 168 125, 

255 247 182 204 228 

65 82 82 7\ 68 

357 191 153 337 240 

56 o 66 63 60 

150 190 216 161 124 

161 184 1)2 107 181 

132 ~5 51 95 46 

102 0' 11 22 27 

4 o 4 10 

23 22 14 " 

[) 

189. 

154 

109 

47 

83 

153 

75 

110 

44 

85 

124 

117 

9 

4 

456 

91 

214 

22 

227 

348 

81 

174 

22 

150 

120 

60 

210 

2 

96 

252 

116 

488 

31 

260 

232 

78 

473 

228 

150 

408 

64 

221 

215 

69 

310 

33 . 64 

263 '" 209 

104 85 

86 146 

60 169 

11 o 

13. 45 

229 III 

325 151 

. 622 

64 99 

154 

181 92 

163 60 

395 612 

64 

176 46 

79 68 

207 163· 

23 100 

" 19 

1.023 795" 732 914 843 "582 1,016" 1,147 1,071 979 1,030 

,884 ----7-I-r--~70-2------83-7~--~72~2~--4~6~,-.,--~7~7~5--~I~.O~79~--~86~7~---9~8~5~'--~9~0~9 
l) 

440 233 207 0284 D 281 262 488 274 445 ,~ U

1 
" /. 

Administrative Office 6f the Pennsylvania, Courts, 1980 An.imal 
J?,. 29. . . \, ..... '\, ,', ./ 

Source: 

{j 

\ 
f.f.' 

() 

Report." 
.... , () 

[i {) 

o 

I) 

';': ()., 
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EXAMPLE 14 a 

(:l~anking of: jurisdictions ~throughout a state according to felony cases 
, filed, disposed, and pending) 

. " 

o 

Source: 

Administrative Director 
of the Courts, State of 
Oklahoma, Report on the 
Judiciar{, 1977, p. 225. 
Oklaho1ll8 also provides 
Rat;io of t.ota1' cases te.r­
minatedto total case- ' 
load; Ranking of total", 
cases filed,-terminated 
a~fl pert'ding; ~anking of 
combined civil cases; 
Ranking of combined cri­
mi.nal cases;. plus rank­
ingsbfsix case types. 

RANK 
-1-

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
~j 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33' 
34 
35 ,~ 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 

"42 
43 
44 
43 
46 " 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
6} 

68 " 
\) 69 

70 
71 
72 
73 c 
7/{ . 

75 
76 
77 

COUNTY 
OKi:AiiOMA 
TULSA 
COMANCHE 
CLEVELAND 
MUSKOGEE 
PITTSBURG 
GARFIELD 
PAYNE 
WASHINGTON 
O!MULGEE 
CANADIAN 
POTTAWATOMIE 
OTTAWA 
SEQUOYAH 
STEPHENS 
MAYES 
CREEK 
ROGERS 
SEMINOLE 
JACKSON 
KAY 
CARTER 
McCURTAIN 
TEKAS 
UFLORE 
DELAWARE 
CUSTEIt 
OSAGE 
CHEROKEE 
BRYAN 
LINCOLN 
McINTOSH 
PONTOTOC 
CADDO 
GRADY" 
WOOWARD 

, GARVIN 
,LOGAN 
"ATOKA 

CRAIG 
McCLAIN 
COOCTAW 
WASHITA 
BLAINE 
ADAIR 
WAGONER 
PAWNEE 
MURRAY 
HASKELL 
BECKHAM 
TILLMAN ., 
HUGHES c 

CIMARRON 
KINGFISHER 
NOBEL 
WOODS 
BEAVER 
JEFFERSON 
COTTON 
JOIRISTON 
LATIMER 
COAL 
MAJOR " 
KIOWA 
l'USHMATAHA 
NOWATA 
LOVE 
HARPER 
MARSHALL 
DEWEY 
OKFuSKEE 
ALFALFA 
GREER 
ELLIS 
HARMON 
GRANT 
ROGER MILLS 

STATE ToTAL 

RANKING OF FELONY CASES 

FILED, TERMINATED AND PENDING 
D 1977 

CASES 
FILED 
4,685 

3,492 
1,335 

545 
450 
366 
360 
349 

" 324 
322 
,114 
306 
299 
298 
280 
274 
270 
265 
260 
254 
2'50 
247 
238 
233 
230 
192 
185 
174 
174 
171 
157 
155 
152 
147 
1{<0 
136 
124 
123 
123 
119 
117 
112 
107 
f06 
100 

97., 
95 
94 
88 
83 
75 
74 
73 
11 
70 
68 
65 
64 
61 
59 
57 
57" 
56 
54 
46 
46 
44 
43 
41 
41 
31 
30 
28, 
22. 
19 
19. 

-J1 
20,819 

~, 
TULSA 
OKLAHOMA 
COMANCHE 
CLEVELAND 
!'OTTAWATOMIE 
MUSKOGEE 
SEMINOLE 
PAYNE 
KAY 
STEPHENS 
CREEK 
MAYES 
PITTSBURG 
WASHIN~TON 
OKMULGEE 
LEFLORE 
GARFIELD 
CANDIAN 
ROGERS 
CUSTER 
TEXAS 
JACKSON 
OTTAWA 
McCURTAIN 
CADDO 
CARTER 
CHEROKEE 
SEQUOYAH 
POTOTOC 
WOOWARD 
LINCOLN 
OSAGE 
CRAIG 
MURRAY 
CHOCTAW 
BRYAN 
WASHITA 
DELAWARE 
McCLAIN 
McINTOSH 
LOCAN 
GRADY 
HASKEloL 
BECKHAM 
WOODS 
l'AWNEE 
ATOKA 0 
JEFFERSON 
BLo\,INE 
NOBLE 
CIMARRON 
MARSHALL 
BEAVER 
TILLMAN 
.\DAIR 
WAGONER 
COTTON 
HUGHES 
MAJOR 
NOWATA l) 

JOHNSTON 
COAL 
LATIMER 
PUSHMATAHA 
LOVE. 
KIOWA 

'"GREER 
KINGFISHER 
ALFALA 
DEWEY 
.HARPER 
GARVIN 
OKFUSKEE 
HARMON 
GRANT 
ROGER MILLS 

CASES 
TERMINATED 

3,652 
3,310 

690 
649 
475 
,441 
360 
332 " 
330 
313 
307 
297 
286 
257. 
241 
235 
214 
210 
204 
204 
200 
198 
193 
193 
193 
191 
169 
162 
158 
146 
142 
124 
124 
123 
122 
120 
119 
118 
110' 
106 
104 

99 
86 
86 
84 
82 
81 
80 
77 
76 
73 
71 
71 
70 
69 
66 
66 . 
63 
59 
56 
55 
55 
53 
47 
47 
47 
41 
39 
39 
34 
33 
30 
28 
2" 
24 
21 

f:LLIS ___ 1_7 

18,174 

CASES 
cOUNTY PENDING 
OKi:AiiOMA 8,'E3 

" COMANCHE I, 349 
. GARFIELD 481 
CREEK 476 
GARVIN 466 
TEXAS 464 
CARTER 449 
ROGERS 429 
GRADY 419 
OKMULGEE 414 
SEQUOYAH 407 
MUSKOGEE 399 
POTTAWATOMIE 379 
JACKSON 357 

" CANADIAN 353 
PITTSBURG 348 
TULSA 336 
OTTAWA 292 
STEPHENS 284 
DELAWARE 241 
PAYNE 220 
McCLAIN 208 
CHEROKEE 201 
WASHINGTON 183 
MAYES 179 
CLEVELAND 164 
OSAGE 152 
McCURTAIN 141 
Me INTOSH , 137 
LINCOLN 129 
ADAIR 126 
BLAINE " 121 
KIOWA 120 
SEMINOLE 115 
WOODWARD 114 
CRAIG 110 
!lAY 106 
WAGONER 105 

,WASHITA 95 
BRYAN 94 
LOCAN 88 
WOODS 85 
MURRAY 73 
,LEFLORE' 73 
JEFFERSON 73 
ATOKA 70 
HARPER 67 
OKFUSKEE 64 
CHOm'AlI 62 
CADDO 61 

., MARSIY.LL 56 
CUSTER 53 
ALFALFA 50 
KINGFISHER" 48 
MAJOR' 10.. 47 
LOVE 47 
CIMARRON 40 
COTTON 38 
.BEAVER 38 
TILLMAN 37 
DEWEY " 3~, 
PUSHMATAHA 33 
HASKELL 32 
COAL 27 
PONTOTOC 26 
JOIRISTON 26 
NOWATA 24 
HUGHES 20 

"N08LE 19 
GREER 17 
BECKHAM 16 
LATIMER 15 
GRANT, 15 

. pAWNEE " 13 
ELLIS 10 
ROGER MI~LS 2 
.HARMON ___ 2 

20,920 

RANK 
-1-

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
,55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
11 
72 
73 
74 
7Jj 

76 
77 
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EXAMPLE 15 
(Municipal' 
appealed) 

cQ.urts of a state ranked by popUlation; cases filed, disposed, and 

.1980 
Population 

HOUSTON 
DALLAS 
SAN ANTONIO 
EL PASO 
FORT WORTH 

AUSTIN 
CORPUS CHRISTI 
LUBBOCK 
ARLINGTON 
AMARILLO 

PALM VALLEY 

1,594,086 
904,078 
785,410 
425,259 
385,141 

345,496 
231,999 
173,979 
160,123 

'149,230 

I GARLAND 
" 140,368 

138,857 
118,102 
112,560 
109,943, .. 

BEAUMONT 
PASADENA 
IRVING 

WACO 101,261 
ABILENE '" 98,315 
WICHITA FALLS 94,201 
LAREDO 91,449 
ODESSA 90,027 

1J 

BROWNSVILLE 
SAN ANGELO 
RICHARDSON 
PLANO 
GRAND PRAIRIE 

GALVESTON 
PORT ARTHUR 
BAYTOWN 
VICI'ORlA 
DENTON 

KILLEEN 
BRYAN 
HARLINGEN 
TEMPLE 

. ,; TEKAS CITY 
~ 

j 
CARROLLTON 
COLLEGE STATION 

;, HURST 
!: TEXARKANA 
)~ N RICHLAND HILLS 

84,997 
73,240 
72,496 
72,331 
71,462 

70,525 
70,508 
67,053 
67,042 
62,762 

61,902 
61,195 
56,926 
50,695 
48,063" 

46,296 
44,337 
43,543 
~2,483 
41,403 

40,591 
37,272 
31,420 " 
31,271 
30,592 

MUNICIPAL COURT ACTIVITY 
Summary o~ 1980 Reported Activity by City 

Ranked by Population 

CASES FILED CASES DISPOSED CASES APPEALED 
TRAFFIC NON-TRAFFIC TRAFFIC NON-TRAFFIC TRAFFIC NON-TRAFFIC 

Non-,; State City 
Parking Parking ~ Ord. 

Ndh- State City Non- ' State City 
parki~g Parking ~ Ord. 

446,553 
282,102 
211,952 
112,49~, 
136,303 

112,800 
92,428 
93,87(~ 
44,4r:1 " 
53,989 

32,821 
.,47,943 

27~029 

25,570 
16,093 
20,967 
27,386 
22,155 

11,871 
42,442 
12,311 
14,072 
11,638 

25,648 
22,356 
11;919 

8,867 
14,649 

17,570 
5,717 

11,750 
10,184 

6,964 

13,510 
15,117 
12,443 
14,906 

6;016" 

10,215 
11; 684 
'8,122 
6,904 
2,694 

559,7,04. 
206,439 
177 ,254 
151,829 

.106,834 

223,476 
"39,315 

70,752 
4,400 

60,745 

1,780 
31,659 

2,601 

15,581 
21,661 
!l6,913 

108,441 
.75;929 

2 
44,987 
1,881 
1,597., 

96 

123,750 
1,743 

725 
790 

36,880 

100,392 
3,513 

587 
4,241 
9,665 

4,278 
49 

1,280 
12,346 

o 

922 
5,501 
1,483 

437 
1;429 

55,6'70 
8,838 

17,764 
2,059 

16i452 .. 

, 10,634 
, 1.\,189 

4,658 
4,051 
6,288 

12,961 
4,353 

2,17.0 

1,796 II 
4,897 
5,796 

850 
6,013 

961 
6,738 
3,846 
l,4,Cl,3' 
4,8!;1 

4,426 
1,164 
1,633 
1,966 
2,880 

9,118 
1,097 
1,910 
1,147 

975 

,020 
.:z,110 
1,882 
1,435 
4,013 

691 
1,282 
1,025 
1,912 
3,961 

Parking Parking taw Ord. 
" 

12,890 
49,052 

4.54 
1,546 
4,970 

143,985 
237,840 
190,174 
101,132 
111,394 

l,17S 108,462 
3,559; 96,460 

370 . 76,184 
4U 44,374 

3,311 57,984 

1,151 
729 

617 

371 
468 

o 
1,050 

477 

234 
289 

1,171 
219 
490 

214 
664 
496 
423 
191 

'117 
172 
755 

83 
96 

1,307 
121 

1,803 
,,280 

720. 

274 
95, 

533 
259 
641 

30,459 
46,422 

25,867 

22,769 
16,480 
20,821 
23,833 
25,023" 

10,944 
" 31,820 

11,!l86 
12,996 
11,985 

29,136 
21,221 

,11,358 
I, 9,511.. 

14;615 

9,104 
4,285 

10,699 
. 9,743 

5,563 

11,521 
14,129 
10,159 
14,334 

5,682 

8;863 
11,836 

7,665 
6,5:Z5 
1,966 ~, 

188',822 
102,914 

58,576 
95,186 
83,016 

36,643 
5,107 

15,911 
7,372 

12,169 

225 361 ,. IH· 935 
34: 334 15: 737 
44,529 4,84.0 

3,997 3,258 
66,219 5,623 

1,759 
33,845 

1,108 

16,041 
19,604 
44,981 
44,003 
52,993 

2 
31,890 
1,003 
1,109 

63 

71,216 
705 
765 
633 

33,552 

31,713 
637 
376 

4,187 
3,960 

2,140 
33 

804 
11,015 

37 

637 
2,844 
1,494 

562 
l,42Q 

q --- 0 

10,898 
4,383 

1,932 

2,032: 
4,631 
3,252 
2,768 
5,626 

1,00:2 
6,965 
3,944 
1,241 
5,906 

4,802 
1,101: 
1,608 
2,591 " 
2,795 

3,177 
1;105 
1,603 
1,135 

923 

698 
1,916 
1,422 
1,382 
3,698 

639 
1,000 
i,059 
1,551 
3,437 

8,574 
28,750 

320 
1,863 
4,345 ., 

1,413 
3,002 

'270 
363 

2,355 0 

147 
12,945 

.153 
629 

4,123 " 

155 
61 

4,634 
1,613 

77 

1,186 927 
487 34 

638 " 1,070 

309 
852 

o 
1,023 

345 

219 
193 
887 
205 
763. 

170 
231 
477 
398 
219 

117 
187 
.690 

74 
84 

794 
78 

986 
253 " 
349 

233 
102 
395 
2l}3 

, "386 

34 
202 

o 
14 

1,877 

46 
334 
679 

81 
124 

o 
786 
325 

70 
o 

23 
34 
13 

2 
191 

208 
241 

3 
237 
49 

248 
181 
509 

61 
35 

'3 
. 20 

o 
29 
35 

2 
o 

o 

o 
2 
o 
o 

10 

o 
1: 
o 
o 
o 

o 
2 
1 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

3 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

70 
o 
;3 

42 
974 
42 

8 
146 

67 
6 
o 
4 

97 

70 
15 

5 
1,520 

21 
2 

227 

12 
1 
o 
4 

25 

152 
o 

81'? 5 

8 
46 
o 
0" 

'1,113 

1 
99 
58 
4 

65 

o 
36 
21 

3 
o 

6 
15 
o 
4 

54 

34 
'Z4 

o 20 ,;. 

29. 

7 
3 

Q 50 
37 

101 

2 
1 
o 
8 

75 

o 
0, 

14'" 
o 
o 

o 
8 
G 
4 
o 

o 
6 
o 
O. 
1 

2 
o 
o 
,? 
o 

~ 2 
o 
9 
1 

2.6 

R{NenUe 
(in $) 

14,180,972 
11,475,898 

3,053,881 
2,384,355 
3,400,311 

3,088,066 
1,741,610 I 
1,377,282 I " 
1,253,963 I 
1,310,040 . 

1',095,871 
1,223,667 

--~ 

690,943 

.. 9i9,920 
454,280 
589,914 
~424, 721 
57'l,,250 

326,859 
764,159 
665,448 
503,298, 
694;466 

u 

794,541 
pt3,962 

'(361,296 
334,276 
431,426 

4119,964 
218,824 
346,323 
233,224 
193,227 

286,205-
380,780 
327,594 
372,532 
279,806 

'""-.~ 32~,445 
'376,398 
254,653 
241,727 
141,933 

o 

1 0 

Source: Te;Kas Judicial Council, E,ifty-Second Annual Report; Office of Court 
Administration, Fourth Annual Report, Calendar Year 1980, ,po 179. 

- t) (I 

Q 

296 

,) 

,) 

\ 
\. 

,.;:. 

_.,_. __ ."_-'-' ....... , ....... ......,.~~=_.".~"'~~_"''''''''''''.,~v"-'''~_.,,..." __ ",... __ ~-?· "..,._ • ......" _.,.--....,,~ ......... ~ ,-<- .... ' __ >_ •• ~_ •• _ ,. 

() \\ 

EXAMPLE 16 r, 
.. (Comparative popUlations per jurisdiction and average number of cases pe;r 
judge) 

'J 

RATIO OF FILINGS PER JUDGE IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS OF ILLINOIS 
DURING CALENDAR YEAR 1979 

Number Population " Totsl Number Number of Judges* 
(?, 

of 1970 Census Land Area of Cases FU3d 
Circuit Counties (Official Count) (Square Miles) During 1979 Circuit Associate Totsl 

« 

1st · ...... ' ...... 9 191 873 3242 45622 14 4 18 
2nd ...... , ...... 12 199194 4796 35848 . 13 3 ~'16 

3rd ............. 2 J 264.946 1 1 fa 61660 8 .. 9 17 
4th ................. \9 ??AR~oI1 ':.5.01125 0116.569 11 4 15 
5th ....... ,"' ...... 5 192·441 2 885~ 42730 9 5 14 
6th ............. 6 353,035 3.178 71.370 12 9 21 
7th ...... ' ....... , 6 ·?A~ AAA ,;3.485 68667 10 7 17 
8th ............ ~ 8 149507 3918 , 29186 10 4 14 
9th ...... ' ....... 6 193.514 3.904 42693 9 7 16 

10th ..... ~ ..•..... 5 339786 2129 85105 10 10 20 
1'Ith ............. .5 223011 3863 66255 9 " 6 15 
f2lh ............. 3 380280 2647 120296 9 12 21 
13111 ......•. ~' .... 3' 176485 2453 39890 7 6 , 13 
14th .............. 4 300122 2492 72325 12 8 20 

·f5th· " 5" 170.717 3.13A ~R759 8 \ .~ 5 13 • •• ' • • 0 • ........ 

16th • ••• 10 •• ,.l'it ••••• 3 '349033. 1472 .101.348 11 7 1·8 
17th · ............ 2 272063 803 76.623. 7 9 16 
18th • ••••• (it. 9 .' ••• 1 491 882 C' 331 153403 10 14 24 
19th · ... ,- ........ 2 494193 1068 157752 10 14 24 
20th ... . ~p ••••• 1 5 368923. ',. 2652 69958 11 11 22 
Downstate Total ... ' .. 101 5,621,607 54,993 1,427,059 200 154 354 
Cook County".. ..... 1 5492369 954 2404898** 175 .. Y2.7 302 
State Total ........ 102 11,113;976 55,947 3,831,957** t'J75 2'81 ,656 

*Count taken on December 31, 1979... " 
**o,oes not ~9~?ude CircuifCourt of Cook County District O~e (City of CJ:'icago) "ha,ng-on" tickets . 

'" o 

~ 

Number of 
Cases Filed 
Per Judge 

2535 
2241 
3.627 
3.105 
3052 
3399 
4039 
2085 
2668' 
4255 
4417 
5728 
3068 
3616 
3.058 
5630 
4789 
6392 
6573 
31;3Q-. 
4031 

., 7963 " 
5,841 

o 
~ource:" Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts, 1979 Annual Report to 

the Supreme Court of Illinois, p. 125. 'i! 
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EXAMPLE 17 
(Caseload inventory of~n entire county by case type).' 

Source: 

'.\..\-

.. 
" STATISTICAL REPORT ON THE CIRCUIT CQLJRT,OF COOK COUNTY, ilLINOIS FOR CAlEND.AR YEAR 1979 

,. TREND OF CASES IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY 0" 

DIVISION" 

A 
W 

CHANCERY 

DOMESTIC 
RELATIONS 

c 
o 
u 
N 
T 
Y 

PROBATE 
G 

JUVENILE 

COiJnly Department 

Type of Case 

Addamnum I ~ 
over Jury •••...•••• ~.o. 

$15.000 I Non-Jury •.• , .. ; ..... , 
TaX. " " .. ~ .............. 4 " •• i Y!' • . " •. ~ 
Condemnation ........ , .••••.•.••. 
Miscellaneous Remedy •••..•• _ . , • " 

Subtotals ... _ , 
Chancery ................... : ... . 

Domestic Relations ...... , ........ . 

Pending 
At Start 

48.011 
12.598 

1.5jl 
216 

2.186 
64522 
6.040 

22.175 

, Filed 

4.719 
21.973 
14.814' 

~49 

2.028 
43.683 

8.475 

28.064 

Reonsta'ted 

699 
614 

1.880 
9 

174 
3.376 

715 

2.891. 

" Transferred 

+14.345 
-14.345 

o 
o 

o 
.0 

o 

Total Added 

19.763 
8.242 

16.694 
158 

.2.202 
47.059 

9.190 

30.955 " 

Inventory 
Pending· Increase (+) 

Terminated .At End Decrease (-) 
--~~~----~------~ 

19.048 
6.561 

16,453 
126 

2.054 
44.342 

9.903 

48.698< +687 
14.2641> +1.666 
"1.737' + 226 

<)248 +32 
2.341' +155 

67.288' +2.766 
5.10S- -932 

16.795' -5.380 

I_T~a~x~.~.~.~ .• ~.~.~.~.~ •• ~.~.~.~.~ •. ~.~.~.~.~ .• ~.~.~.~.~.-r~~23~.~527.5~~ __ 1~0~A~2~1~1;_ __ --~0~·--r-__ ~-0~-t----~~10~.4~2~1~+-~_1~9~.48~~: __ -t~~14~.~46~3~.-+ ___ -~9~.0~6~2~-1 
Mental Health. • • • • . . •• • • • • . • •• • • • 47 4.826 0 0" 4.826 4.807 66 +19 
Adoption. Marriage 01 Minors 

~an~d~R~e~c~~~ro~~~JN~o3'n~.~su~p~p=ort~.~.~.~ •. ~.~.~.~.-r~~·=9.~1~22~~~~5~.9~3~8-f __ -.. __ ~0~· __ f-~ ___ 0=--f ____ ~S~.9~38~-t~~4~.6~2~6 ___ 4-__ ~10~.434~~.-f __ ~+~1~.3~1~2~~ 
MUnicipal Corporations .••. ,'..... • . . 271 41., 0 0 " 41 7 3050 +34' 

I Subtotals • • . . • 32.965 . 21.226 0 0 21.226 28.923 25.268 -7.697 
Estaies. Guardianshi~s " ___ .' 
& Conservatorships' ',;.'..;.'"',,,_ ,-' :.; .. "'.;,.; • ..;. • ..;.."'. _. _. -;'1-' ___ --__ ~_-';"'t-~-"8.:.;.9-'34"-. _"'+_-----0-· --t-~--'-' 00--t_::--__ 8:.;;.9_34.....;'+_-'.1-;:4.;..5:.;7..;;9-··~+_-'2;;.1.:..1-1'-1-· -+ __ -,-+",2-,,1.,_1_11,---; 
Delinquency. Dependency. _~1 
Neglect & SuperJision • . .• ' ••.•..•• o 19.529 11 ~'1.7.7~fin 8.9530 +1.764 7.189, 17.684' 1.845' 

CRIMiNAl Felony (Indictment & InformationL •.••• 5.B72 
138.763 

8,701' 
136.767 

3.3420 (.~ 

12.169 
o 12.0~~3/,-f)-\\~ 1--,-,;;11",.0==4~20'--+-,.i5?:.54~SO-l'--"';''7=--~32",7:---1 

Counly Depaltmem Subtotals ••• ' .• o. 148.936 \' 162.889 150.068 +11.305 
MUnicipal Department 

r-______ -t ____ ~T~y~p~e..;;0-'-f7c~a~se~.------------;_~<E~~_r--~~~~--_.~o__+--~~<n.~-f"'~_7,~~~'--~~~-+---~~~+----~~-; 
law I Jury ••.•.• , .••..• '" 15.936 013,774 1.946 +4;359;.""t'·.+-:--:;1~~~.0::;7!_;::~=ic..::.-;.;1i=4.~3~23~-f __ -,1",6",.6~B~2'I:-l __ -:'.+.;7,;.46~ __ 1 o 

I 
S 
T 
R 

s~&':.";,~, lNon-Jury .......... ,'" 40.891 12~il30 1,645 4.3.11) .,. 120.:;;:5", 115.823 45.562' +4.671 
Small Claims ... ,.. ............... 9.11083 •• :70 737 - -49' 84.458 84.728 8.839' -271 

+20.691 

I " C 
T 

f3;:r~g~~~~~~.e~~: ~~s,~~~'. ~~c:.. . .. • ~o 38Jl I 0 0 ~ ~86 386' ~ __________ 

S Felony (Information) .'l ..... " , • . . . • . . 1.000 6 Z33' 39 0 6.292, 6.352 "960> -40 
Felony (Preliminary Hearings) .•••. _. • • 4.508' .3!1.8i7 il 0 38.877" 35.481 15.3~3· +10.865 

riH~ou~s=in~g~"~"i'~'~'~'~"~'~'~'~'~"~'~'~'~'~'~'--~ .. ..;;.~.+~..;;1.::;2.~~~-f __ ~9~.3~2~6-;:·+-___ ~0~+~ __ -:-0~+~ __ ~9~.3~2~6-;:-f--,2~2~.2~7~9-,--r __ .::;20~;~72~4~' '4-__ ~+~8~.~~8=--4 
Paternity &, Non·Support •. ' ..•• ,.; • :. • • . 222" 9.987" 328." 0" 10.315" 9.871" 7.58" +536 
Misdemeanors an~ , 
Ordinance Violations ............ _.. 30.422' 342.517 0 0,;' 342.517 324.115 76.153" +45.731, 

ONE 
THRU 

$I)!; 
Traffic ...................... :... __ 5.776.805 0 0 5.776.B05 2.816;319 " __ ----....: ' 

Municipaf Departmert: I Subtolals ••• :. 219.016' 6.457.952 9.209 0 '06.467.161'3.531.727 310.633 4-91;617 
Grand Totals •.•• )\ ............. , • . 357.i79 6.594.719 21.378 _. --c-.. ~ .. L-, 6.6~?097 3.694.e'1~ 460.701 +102,!!22 

FOOTNOTES: (0) Preliminary figures on pending counlin the Probate Division represent only cases filed after Jimuary 1.1977. but continuous efforts have been made in revieWing qlder cases; 
(a) Computer adjustment of ,..28,cases; (b) Computer adjustment of +85 ~ses; Ie) Jncludes cases which-were filed Originally as law non-jury cases; (d) COmputer adjustment o! - is Cases: (e; 
COmputer adjustment of +7=es; (f) c.'<:Imputer .idjustment of +49 ~ses. but does not include P081aw jUlY and lBla\,! non-juiy cases on special ~Ien\:':lrs (military, appeal. bankruptcy and 
insurance liquidation); (g) fnvel'lt!lnes sought in the.se·case ~tegQries; (h),Jncludes cases reinstated after review of dormant ~Iendar; (i) Indi~!es a review of tax case filing procedures in the 
COunty Division; (j) Indicates continuous efforl tl'Hid the County DiviSion of "old" tax objection ~ses; (k) Includes 1 ,276 ~ses filed against adults for theabuse,of children per Genaral Order 
78'9; II) Jncludes +1.016 ~ses reinstated.prs\!iooslycountcd"as new cases and some cases reinstated as a result of new warrant ~Iendar; em) Includes 585 cases terminllted against adults' 

'\ fO("the abuse of children per General Order 78-9; (n} Includes 753 Indictments transferred to suburban municipal districts; (oj Indicates special review'of ~ses on warrants and results 01 
cOoperMive mventory between Stales Altornats,Office and Clerk's Office in Criminal Division; (p) Includes terminations on all cases filed i~ .Crimlnal elivislon as they are reported; (q) Includes 

" adju~!m.ent of -,10 cases as a result 01 physical'inventories and no-progress~lIs; (r) Includes adjustment of + 129 cases as a result of phYSi~l. inventories and no-progress ~lIs; (5) Includes -
adjusfrnent of{f'l ~se as a result of physical inventorIes and no-progress calls: (t) InCludes adjustmant of+21.641·~ses as'aresult 01 eh~icallnventorie's, taken In the Housitig Division 01 the 
)stMuniciIiaI uistrict; (u) Indicatespreflminaryeffort.tQ reporl patemjly and non-support .actions in aU districts. Pending counts represent cases In subUrban municipal districts only; (v) Does not 
/lnciude lsI M!.lnici~ar ql<trict ~ses I!~d paternily gases for the 2~d ~unicipa!,,~)jsfrict .whlch were reported as cri!"inill actions; (w)4ndicates :results of computer inve~tories and computer 
!l'purges" taken dunng tho,yo"r: (x) Adjustment of -219 cases and IndICates dJro~ratlVe effort to determine pending count before ~i} ... assignment becomes computenzed; and (y) Includes . 
adjustment: (If t20 caS~s as a resu~ of; physical Inventories and reviem of high PriOri~c_ for dispOsition. . ',H 0 ." 

;,). . " - '0-

Administ~rative., Office 0 of tbeIllinpis Courts, 
0" the Suprt;me Court of Illinois; p. 178. 
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EXMtPLE 18 , 0) 

(Caseload inventory hy county, with a projected average age in months) 

..... H " 

\) 

Table 32 0 

rConc(uded) 
" THE SUP.REME couRT - CIVIL TERMS 

Actions Received, DisJ,os®tJJ ad Change ''in Pending and Projected Average Age 
by County, District, and Region 

December 31, 1979.through December 28, 1980 
. ~' .. 

", .. 
'~l ",-, Change in Pending 

~ Received Disposed End Pending " ActionS' 

.', Non- Contested Non- Contested Non- Contester:! Non-
" m'iltri- M.trI- .matrl~J "Mlltrl- matrl- Maul- matri- Contested 

County lind Region Dept_ Dist. monla! monia! Tot.1 monial 'm,onial Total "monlal monia! Total monial mats. 

'"len " 
. Richmond'.". , .•• __ . 2 2 713 183 896 18;1 ~91 614 24 6j8 9 -4 
Rockland •.• ' ...... "2 9 1.095 pl26 1.221 1.294 165 1.459 817' 55 872 -189 -30 
St. Lawrence. , .. , " 3 4 102 )[ '54 156 83 '37 120 63 26 89 ' 15 10 
Saratoga .•• , .. , , , . , 3 4 307 60 367 222 39 261 302 41 343 71 14 
Schenectady ... ; : .. 3 4 696 100" 796 730" 97 827 717 63 780 -82 6 
Schoharie, .... .{.I • , ' 3 " :; 42 30 / '12 80 32 112 21 7 28 " -36 -I 
·Schuyler .... , , . , , , .• 3 6 , 

20 3 23 18 5 23 4 0 co 4~'i'" ,I -2 
Seneca., . , " .•..•. 4 7 53 38 ,,91 '36 17 

. ?53 11 10 21 -3 2 
·'Steuben .• , •••. , .... 4 7 147 " 88 235 163 100 I" 263 ' 52 34 86 -19 -6 
Suffolk ............ 2 10 4.781 11224 6.005 6.534 1.923 7.557 4.693 415 5.108 -1.640 160 
S~lIivan· .. '9.'; • , .••• 3 :; 269' 14 '283 :\07 " 17 324 204 6 210 -41 -I 
TIoga •.•....... ,., 3 " 6. 70 15 8S' 48 13· 61 14 7 21 -4 4 
Tompkins' ... , ..... " 3 6 147 . 34 181 128 37 165 105 14 11.9 0 '. 18 -I 
(Ulster .... , ... ,':, ... 3 3 391 63 454 399 48 447 !.'l55 51 406 I 12 
Warren .. :. -...... "\1' 3 4 102 20 " 122 94 13 Q 107 83 17 100 13 8 
Washington ••.. : '". 3 (~ 43 20 63 S6 21 77 14 3 17 -15 -4 
Wayne. ;','" •.. '." 4 7 60 55 c 115 53 81 134 47 28 75 -3 7 Q 

Westchesler •..... 2 9 6.329 466 6.7~~ 4.868 515 5.:\83 4.166 169 4.335 1.249 -149 il Wypming •.... . 0. 4 ,,8 " 34 17 51 "6!J,~, 19 79 19 2 21 -24 -4 . 
yates ....... . ,.", '4 7 18 " 9 27 R\ ~O 25 6 I 7 -I 0 
Bronx., .•.. ,. I 

c; 
I 3.116 301 3.417 4.44' j" 324 4.769 1.524 57 1.581 -1.372 -15 ... 

Total District ... " 1 '10.696 705 11.401 15.788 786 16.514 8;134 242 11.376 -5.209 " -76 
Total District .. " 2 4.956 1.139 <~6.095 8.118 1.108 9.226 4.980 177 5 • .157 '2.937 35 . ., 

Total District. , ., :I 1.9\8, 340 '2.258 2.192 320 2.512 1.722 184 1.906 '-253 30 
Total District, " 4 1.705 I:> 371" 2.076 1.642 348' 1.990' 1.627 221 1.848 I ~ 7 " .. 
Total District ... 5 ?,.I06 856 2.962 2.632 863 ~tt~5 1.443 413 1.856 ,465 -31 
,T9tal Dislricl'. ... " 1.132 262 0 ,1.394 1.193 264 1,..57 628 119 747 -76 -3 
'Total District •. 7 1.415 ' '1.038 .2.~53 2.297 1.:102 3.599 478 250 728' -935 -246 
Total.,D'lstrict .. 8 2.570 1.310 3.880 4.429 1.61J I" 6.042 2.813 393 3.206 -1.1129 

, 
-319 .. 

Total District . . , . .,. ,c' 9 9.441 887 10.328 8.250 964 9.214 6.250 368 6.6.18 972 -190 
Total District .. ,.",- 10 1:l.97.~ 2.086. 16.061 15.336 1.981 17.317 13.829 826 1~.655 -1.196 256 
Tqtal District, -.", 11 4.583 ". 721 5.304 .5.760 ,771 6.531 3.259 70 3.329 -1·084 -22 

Total Outside NYC 34.262" i:15O 41.~1'2' 37j?71 7.655 45.626 28.790 2.'774 ~1.5611f-'-3.781 -496 
Total NY~. . .. .. 2d~235 2.565 22.800 2~i666 2.665 32.331 16.373 489 16;802 -9.230 ·63 

" /:'-' 

-13.011 0:: Total NYS,. .... . 54,497 " 9.715 64.212 67.637 10.320 77.957" 45.163 3.263 411.426 -559 

NOTE: In 1980. the Supreme Court dis~~ed of 52.143 uncont\lSled matrimoni~1 cases: 23.!l83 cases in New York City and 29:058 c";;es Upstate, 

Source: State of New York, 
the Courts "",p. 52. 
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Non-
. malri-,. 

Total monie! 

5 01% 
-219 -111% 

25 31% 
"85 30% 
.76, .1]-10% 
~37 -63% 

-I 33% 
-I Q-21% 

-25 -26% 
-1.480 -25%0 

-42 -16% 
0 -22% 

17 20% 
13" 00% 
21 .\8% 

-19 -51% ' 
4 -06% 

1.100 42% 
-28 -55% 

-I "-14% 
-1.387 -0 -47%' 

-5.285 -39% 
-2,902 -37% 

-223 -12% 
8 00% 

-496 -24% 
-79 -10% 

-1,181 -66% 
-2.148 -39% 

782 18% 
-940 -07% 

-1.106 -24% 

-4.277 ~\II,% ,-
-9.293 -36% 

13.570 :22% 

'::-." 

'. 

II 
Percent 

Contested' Projected 
Mat'I-· Average 
mocl..l Total Age'(mos.) 

-14% 00% 8 
-35% " -2Q% II 
62% 39% 7 
51% 32% 13 
10% -08% 11 

-12% -56% 4 
00% -20% 2 
25% "-04% 4 

-15% -22% /4 
62% -22% /9 

oQ -14% ' -16% «( 8 
33% 00% 4 

-{)6% 16% 8 
30% 03% G 10 
88%0 26~ 10 

-57% .. :52% 4 
\." 

'l'l " 33'7. 05% 6 0 

-46% . 34% '. 8 
-66~/o -57% 5 
00'7. -12'7. ~ " :,-20% -46% 5 () 

-23% .-38% 7 
24% "36'% II 
19%. -10% 9 

" 
03% .00% 11 

-06% -21% 7 
-02% -G9% 6 
-49% -61% 4 
-44% -40% II 
-34% 13% 8 
44% -{)6% 10 

" 
-23% -24% 7 

-15% -11% 8' 
-11% -35% 7 

·14% -21% II 
(.7.2 
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i\ EXAMPLES 19 and 20 v 

'"(Criminal' and civil manners of disp<?,sition in two urJ?an courts) .j 

Table 22 
...... , mE CRIMINM. COURT OF THE CITY OF NEW YOm<. -CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS 
"JCu~ DlsP9s~ ofb, Nature of DlsposidoD 

;ti 'Arrest Cases 

1979 and 1980 

New York Bronll K11111 OueeDl 'Rlchmonci 
Activity' 1979 1980 1979 1980 1979 19110 1979 19110 1979 .. 1980 

Dismissals 23, ISO 18,491 16,834 13,804 22.762 17,531 13,745 12,528 1,846 1.947 c 
42.591 36.486 13.865 12,242 20.157 18.815 14,649 13.035 1.846 1.888 Pleas of guiily 

Acquittals ISO 166 ,. 182 134 133 110 193 182 45 42 
Convictions '; 141 200 65 72 68 68 112 83 3S 35 
Referrals to grand ju~' 5.467 6.103 3,528 4.703 4.249 4.927 l,86Q 3.827 538 481 
Other dispositions " 3,555 3,328 2,345 2.026 3.125 3,085 2,096 '1,888 124 10Ii 
Total dispositions 75.054 64,774 36,819 32.981 SO.494 44.536 33,655 31.543 4.434 4.499 

Filings 78.377 67.365 36.526 34,033 SO,243 44.462 33.556 32,644 
\) 

4,665 4,464 
Dispositions as % of filings 96 96 101 97 100 100 100 97 95 101 

\\ 

39 ,,40 42 " 43 Dismissals as % of dispositionS 31 29 46 42 45 41 
Pleas as % of dis.oositions 57 ~ 56 38 37 40 42 44 41 2 "42 

• . 
1 1 ~" . • 1 I 2 2 Verdicis as % of dispositions '1 

Referrals to grand jury as % of dispositions' 6 9 10 14 
Otlier dispositions as % of dispositions 

8 II 9 12 12 II 

'Inc,ludes w8i~ers of indictment. 

~jJ r 
Source: 

State 'of New York, 
Third Annual Report 
of the Chief Admi­
nistrator of the 
Courts, 1981, p. 44 
and 59,. \, ,. 

7 5 6 6 6 7 6 6 3 2 

" 

Tabl~39 

TIiE.CiVIL90URTCF THE CITY OF NEW YORK " 
Acdoll" ad Special Proc&dlngs DIsposed of by Stage I!!ld Nature and by CoU!lty' 

-December 31. 1979 through Decem~(!r 28. 1980 

A CIVIL ACTION PARTS 
I.; 

Inter-

" 
1m DIs-

0 Before Trial Durlnl Trial After Trial 
pos). 
dons 

" Settle, DefaUlt I .' , Seeded DIs-
DIscoo- ~u:; , Marke~ Con· or Vllr- agree-
dn1aed sent Dis- Decision diet ment ,. 

"or (In- i oH 'ullg. con- Du- of of or 
County Dismissed quest) Calendar' ment dnued missed Court Jury MIstrIal 

~~~l::: : :: :: : : : ::; : 2,286 5SO 319 ... 46 8 87 31 6 
8.952 1,457 <OJ 1.242 7 428 28 264 234 .35 

New York' ........... 10.632 2.040 2,654 8 345 36 623 203 38 
Queens' ............. 5.726 1.102 3.792 3 94 16 231 125 28 
Richmond ....•. , .... 677 192 79 ... 16 c.i 4 37 27 1 

Iota! New York City .. 28.273 5.341 °8.086 18 929 92 1.242 620 108 .. 
'Includes J cases thai wenl to the mililllry reserve calendtw. 
'Arbitradon P:Ojlram data not itjclu~:. ror ,hese statistics sec Chapler 4. 

"f)'." \...' 

B HOUSING PART -
0 Inter' 

1m DIs-
Before Trial DurIng Trial After Trial poll). 

,!, 
dons 

Settle, Default Seidell DIs-
DIscon- JucIg- Con- " or Ver- agree-.. 
tlDned ment Marked sent DIs- Decillon diet I' 

ment 
or (In- oH

e 
Juclg- f;:On- DIs- of of ~ 

CoDDty \. DIsmIaed quest) Calendar ment dnued mlued Com Jury MIstrIal 
Bronx •• '; . " .. ', ....... 1.308 64 55 0 

305 ... " , ,r·· '" ... 
Kings .••..• '. ........ ,,444 J86 " '6 21 29 9 146 " ... "' ... 
New York ............ 623 144 '" " .. ' 2 .. , '" 

... ." ... 
Queens .............. 554 194 6 ... 1 ... 2 ... . .. 
Richmond" .•.. , .... 23 5 ''''~', . ... ... . .. 12 .., . .. 
Total New. York City .. 2,952 593 67 21 30 9 467 ... ... 

300 

TcealNYC 
1979 19110 

. 

78,337 64,301 
93;108 82.466 

703 634 
421 458 

16,642 20.041 
11,245, 10.433 

200.456 178.333 

20:1.367 182.968 
99 ,97 

39 36 
46 46 

I I 
8 11 
6 6 

" 

Adjust. 
ments 

by 
Court "Total 

... 3,333 

.. ,' 12.647 .. , 16.579 ... ' 11.117 .. . 1.033 

. ", 44.709 

D 

AdJust 
ments 

by 
Court Total 

.., 1,732 ... 841 . .- 769 ... 757' ... 40 

..-. 4.139 

l 

I 

I 

I 
I 

J 
I 

[to 

/) 
,-) 

\ 

\j 

EXAMPLES 21 and 22 
(Comparison of criminal dispositions in trial courts with the number of 
appeals filed in appellate courts) 

Year 

1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 

Criminal Appeals Fi~\ed* vs 
Superior Court Crimin~l \.lJHspositions 

Superior Court 
0 

New 
Criminal Criminal 

Dispositions Appeals 

14,284 491 
14,374 507 
1lr.'~ 664 670 
13,,817 710 
12,956 ··739 
~5,220 863 

Ratio ---
3.4% 
3.5% 
4.6% 
5.1% 
5.7% 
5.7% 

*''New'' criminal appeals does not include tl}ose appeals 
.tran$ferred to a division", of the .Court of Appeals from another 
division or the Supreme Court. 

. Source: 1980 Report on Case10ads and Operations of the Courts of 
Washington, Office of the Administrator for the Courts, 
Olympia, Washington, p. 23. 

COH!'ARISotl OF FELONY CASE ACTIVITY " 
ANNUAL REPORT 1980 

LIMI'!ED 
JURISDICTION 

LEVEL 

COHHON PLEAS 
LEVEL 

APPELLATE. 
LEVEL 

-

Office "of the "Admi­
n.istrative Director, 
Ohio Courts Summary 
1980, p. 43. 

FILINGS BINDOVERS 
ARRAIGN- TERMIN-

MENTS AT IONS 
TERMIN­

FILINGS ATIONS 
FIRST DISTRI,CT 

BUTLER 
CLERMONT 

. CLINTON 
HAMILTON 
WARREN 

D1STRICT TOTALS 

SECOND DISTRICT 
CHAMPAIGN 
CLARK 
DARKE 
FAYETTE 
GREENE 
IWlISON 

c MIAMI 
HONTGXlMERY 
PREnLE 
SHELBY 

DISTRICT roTA!.'; 

THIRD DISTRICT 
ALLEN 
AUGLAIZE 
CRAWFORD 
DEFIANCE 
HANCOCKcc 
HARDIN 
HENRY 
.LOGAN 
HARION 
MERCER 
PAULDING 
PUTNAM 
SENECA 
UNION 
VAN WERT 
WYANDOT 

DISTRICT roTALS 

1,598 1,263 
669 317 
136 67 

6,485 5,O~\8 
571 . 3)~8 

9,459 1,143 

118 100 
855 217 

0 0 
52 32 

378 299 
99 49 

352 217 
Q 2>.263 1,384 

3 2 
97 152 

4,217 2,452 

302 277 
11 16 
94 56 

162 55 
92 . 61 
35 '.1 16 
35 14 
39 .8 

215 158 
90 56 
45 . 37 
29 24 

258 177 
72 26 

101 66 
39 22 

1,679 t,0~9 

301 
II 

," 

" .-

598' 485 
373 375 
40 39 

3,926 2,872 
266. 160 

5,203 3,931 501 455 

109 88 
329 304 
200 119 

78 59 
377 373 

99 80 
179 180 

2,239 l,S85 
70 55 

"1:32 161 
3,812 3,274 252 199 

363 208 
115 67 
131 122 
131 117 
255 250 
20 25 
34 39 
67 77 

242 168 
47 28 

107 66 
23 24 

1.74 128 
75 65 
87 68 
62 50 

Itc933 1,520 147 118 

o 



1080 

95 

850 

750 

660 

EXAMPLE 23 
(Trend analysis: Comparison of filings, dispositions, pending) 

(), \) 

COURT"OF COMMON PLEAS 
"CRIMINAL DIVISION* 

NEW~ASES vs. CASE ADJUDICATIONS.:> 
" ' 

G 

"New ,Cases 

Case Adjudications 

,: ~ __ ~~~!~~I __ ~J~~J~~I __ ~~~JL-~JL-~I~~L-"~~~iJ __ ~)~~JL-__ L) __ -LI __ -LI __ -1I~-JI __ -JI __ -JI __ -1I~~) 
Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun. Jui. Aug.?ep. Oct. Nov.' Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar.' Apr. May Jun. Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. 

EN,D OF TERM INVENTORY OF CASES TO BE,ADJU()~CATED 

• Includes Homicide, Criminfil Calendar and Criminal List Programs 
(j 

>] 

Source: The philadelphia Court of C~~on Pleas, '1981 Annual Repo'~t", p. 57. 
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,EXAMPLE 24 
(Caseload inventory data over a 5-year period, including number ~)f cases per 

r:J j~dge) 

OVERALL 
WORKLOAD 
STATISTIC 

ACI'ONS 
PER 

JUDGESHIP 

," 

FILINGS 1/ " -
. l~' 

TERMINATIONS 

Pending 2/ -
PERCENT CHANGE IN 
TOTAL FILINGS: 

C tHCU I T COURT 
STATISTICAL PROFILE 

c' fl S CAL 
.' 

.] 

1978 1977 1976 
1979 

" 
1978 ' 1977 

" 

~0,215 19,077 18,138 

16,950 17,43~ 16,153 

18,632 15,367 1:5,725 

Over +6% 
Last Year 

,Current year over earlIer years 0 +11% 
(, n " ",-, 

,. 

NUMBEij OF JUDGESHIPS 14 13.5 13 

c Total 1,444 1,413 1,395 
Based 

0 

on CIvIl 842 837 848 
FIlIngs 

CrL.rn!rl'.!i1 327 318 257 

Juvenlla 275 257 291 

", 

Pending cases 31 1 ,331 ,,:1,096 1,056 

" 
'" 

1st Circuit 

YEA R 
.. ' 

1975 
1976 

19,486 

17 ,959 

11,710 
, 

+4% 

13 

1,499 

845 

307 

346 

901 

1974 
1975 

20,i41 

17,506 

10,684 

Q 

* 

13 

1,549 .' 

846 

'\ 317 

387 

821 

0 

FY 1978-79 
NUMERICAL 
STANDING 
AMONG 20 

cr;rT' 

5 

5 

7 

9 

7 

NOTES: 1/ Crfmlnal count. Is "number ofdefendants". 

21 "Pending" Isco"l'ut'ed. It Is NOT a figure reportec;l by the Clerk of ,C\?urt. 
Unreported termlnl!ltlons or mas$ dispositions by court order, etc. could result In 
"actul!Il" pendIng being less. " 

;31 The a~thor (zed number 01 J udgas fb~ tM next FY Is u'sed to cO"l'ute th I s average. 

* Ipsigniflcant change. 

Source: Flodda Jud:i,cia,l Counci 1, 1980 "Annual" Report; p. 41~' 
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EXAMPLE 25 
(Caseload inventory data for a tria.l court over a 20-year period, including 

average numo'er of cases per judge) " 

CIRCUIT COURT , 
~ 

mSTbRICAL SUMMARY !lATA 

J Average # 

# Cases Cases Cases CommCases 

Year Judges Commenced Concluded Pending Per Judge 

1960 73 54,048 53,153 " 55,412' 740 \ ~ " 
1961 73 57,527 54,436 59,612 788 

0 

1962 "75 60,472 57,155 
I'; 62,969 806 

1963 75 65,467 61,581 66,842 873 

1964 79 66,435 63,549 71,760 841 

1965 79 66,694 64,754 73.738 8~ 

1966 85 65,255 66,685 70,249 768 

1967 87 68,130 65,423 71,389 .783 -" 
,\ 

0 . 1968 96 69,604 67,993 12,125 725 

lJ 

" 

1969 96 73,614 71,587 74,850 767 

1970 99 " 79~400 ,:, 74,842 78,809 802 

1971 99 83,.154 81,047 80,805 840 

1972 99 85,581 Sl,995 81,715 865 

1973 99 88,751 85j31~ 82,832 896 

1974 100 98,249 9J,81O " 87,694 982 

1975 103 104,582 101,193 93,867 1,015 

::..~ 
1976 ." 104 106,819 105,324 96,448 1,027 

)977 107 J17,351 .,111,693 101,574 1,097 i' 

1978 107 125,05'~) 115,244 . 114,888 l,t69 
" 

1979 109 130,46,1 122,100 " 123,249 r- t,208 
0 

.' 
1980 111 138,986 129,3?8 132,877 1,251 

• G 

I 
o ~ 

i ' \ 
CJ C-----'· , , 

') ... rr~r 
, D 

Sourc;~ : I>Office of the Executive" Secretary, Commonwealth of Virginia, State of 
" 

the Judiciarl Re}2ort, 1980, p. c-1L 
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EXAMPLE 26 " 
(Ratio of cases commenced to popu1a'tion in three different years) 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF 
CASES PER 10,000 PEOPLE " 

200 

175 

150 

125 

100 
1960 '" 

YEAR 

CIRCUIT COURT 

RATIOS OF CASES. COMMENCED AND POPULATION 
1960, 1970 AND 1980 

1970 1980 

Source: Office of the Executive Secretary, Connnonwealth of, Virginia, State of 
the' Jtidi~iarl Jlepor't, 1980, p. G-19. 
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c 

filing trends, "with a comparision pf urban and rural area) 

Number Of Filings Fler Judge 1964-1979 \, 
!I 
10,OOOr---~------------------------~----------~ __________ ~~--------------------------____________ ----______ -, 

8,00(1 

6,000 /'- ' 
'-'/ ........ """........ .,-.-------

;-/ ------.......... 
---~~--.-,;)--.--.-------.-------"., -;;.-.-----------------

5,000 

3.000 

.................. 
~ ~ 

............... ......................... (j 0 

........... _ ..•.. _ .. _ ............ -.. _ .. _ .. _ ... _ ........ --...... ---... ,-..... ~ ........ -.. -....... : ......... , ....... ; ........................................ _................. ., 

4,000 o 

2,000 

:.1" 

1,000 

o~~~~~ __ ~~~~~.~~~~~~~~~~ __ ~~~~ __ ~~~~~~~~ __ ~~~~~ __ ~ 
'1964 (> J965 1966 1967 1968 1,969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976" 1977 0 1978 1979 

. Cook COunty""""" ____ _ 
Statewide Average---------
Downstate ••• , •• " .... , ,'" •••• 

4dministrative,})ffice of the 
Illinois J!ourt~, 1979 Annual 
Report to the Supreme Court of 
Illinois", p.43. 
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EXAMPLE 28 
(Short-term trends--in months--compared with long-term trends--four years) 

Filings 
29,000 

TABLE XXXIX 
MUNICIPAL COURT 

Misdeltleanors Fi1i~gs per Month (Statewide) 

'\ I . 

January 
February" 
March 
ApHl 
May 

, June 
July'> 
AugustO 
September 
October 
November 
December 

Source: 

8 

28,000 

27,000 

26,000 

25,000 

24,000 

23,000 

22,000 

21,000 

20,000 

19,000 

18,000 

17,000 

16,000 

15,000 

14,000 <;:: 

\ 
\ 
• 

-.. 

\ 
I, 

\ 

. . 

. \ . 
I'"~ '.",,,\ . "\."-, 

q .'-. J \ I , • .,.". • .-. 

,.c: 

. . 
.. _ .. ~ 

.' . . 

., '-.' 

1,3 • 000 
Jan Feb Mar Apr May .Tun Jul Aug s~p Oct l-10V Dec 

'~ 

------'--1977 

Fi,1ings 
1977" 

13,963 
15,276 
19,819 
19,256 
21,1,12 
21,193 
20,769 
23,fl76 

" 21,018 
18,985 
18,492 
15,786 

---1978" 

Filings 
1978 

13,9"20 
15,224 
'19,087 
18,784 
22,457 
2.2,64,4 
23,394 
24,596 
21,548 
20,768 
19,340 

\"16,326 

••.••.• 1979 

Filings 
1979 

17,318 
16,236 
21,719 

'20,213 
23,020 
23,536 
25,633 
25,712 
22,949 
25,331 
22,!;i17 
20,514 

24,237 
20,972 
20,,528 
26,531 
25,829' 
26,,319 
28,919 
26,845 
27/528 
24,823 
20,734 
'21;'7136 

Office of the Administrative Director, Ohio Courts Summary," 1980, p. 
92. ~ Ohio provides the s"am~ ,chart 'for criminal arraignments, persoonal 
injury cases, domestic relations, juvenile, felony, OMVI, other 
traffic, contract, small claims, etc.' ' 
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EXAMPLE 29 
(One~year projection 
of case10ad based on 
four years~ of data) 

() 33,000 

30,000 

() 

27,000 

24,000 

21,000 
IJ Ii 

18,000 

1S,000 

12, 000 -

9,000 '-

6,000 -

o ,. 'i::! 
o.\4~.9;urce : The Fa.mily court 

of- Delaware, 
Annual Report 
FiscaL Year 1981, 
p. 1,1. 

,.- L, \ 

~. (\ (.J 

3,OQO 

o 
o 1977 

, \) " {' 

-.~ .. 

'--"'.~.-, -~-=--'~-------
'J ::, 

,'! 

THE FAMILY COURT qF THE STATE OFo DE~.AW~ 

ACTUAL FILINGp FOR FISCAL YEARS 1977 THROUGH 1981 

PROJECTED FILINGSE'OR. 1982 

rt· 
l\ 

o 

'fOTAL FILINGS" 

(Complete breakdown for 
1977 unavailable) 

II 

I' 

o 
o 

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY /, 
:..._..l_ .... 

'0 

ADULT CRIMINAL ...... -..,._,_. 
__ --,;..... ... ---~-.----- un -

" 

o 

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 
rtscAII YEAR 
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EXAMBLE 30 
(Number or .:::ases disposed at each event in ca-se processing);:' 

> 
J-i 
.-I 
:5 
(!J 
I­o 
Z 

Source: 

0 

" 

.' 

1 

o 

. DISTRICT COURTS , 
DISPOSITION qF: MISDEM~ANORS 

1979 

18,827 ., 
0 

COMPLAINT 
. , .. 

1,ii~2 o R 0 
... 

0 
., 

735 'I 543 
. COMPLAINTWiTHORA~JN BAIL FOR~rruRe 

~ 
" 

211 6,230 
DISMISS 

ARRAIGNMENT GUILTYPLSA 

,. 
0 

0 

.. 
5,'05.0 3,,997 
DISMISS CHANGE OF PLEA 

01) 

'.' 
0 " C"\ 

TRIAL. " 
64" 312 ., 

" 

ACQUIT COURT CONVIc;r ";.---
'J 

0 " 
o " ,. 

" 234 0 c'282 
JURY, ., 

ACQUIT' 
',,~ 

CONVICT --.. 
MISTRIAL' 

2 " 15 ,-.); 0 

.' 

DISMISS CHANGE OF PLEA 

r 
r I.-__ S_E_N_T_EN_C..".I_N_G.:..-----JI " 

Alaska Court System, '1979 Annual} Report, p. H.D-30.' 
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EXAMPLE 31 

(Time to disposition for one typ,a, of case''in sever~n jurisdictions) 
~----) 

District One 

District Two 
District Three 
District Four 
District Five 
District Six 
TOTALS 

LAW 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY 
MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT, DISTRICTS ONE THRU, SIX, LAW JURY CASES 

DURING CALENDAR YEAR 1979 

AVERAGE TIME INTERVAL BETWEEN DATE OF FILING, 
AND DATE OF TERMINATION OF LAW JURY CASES 

, Cases Terminated By Verdict 

Number of Month!!" Elapsed Between Date of Filing 
Verdicts and Date of Verdict 

Reached During 
The Period Maximum Minimum' Average 

300,000 Series 
(Personal Injury) 189' 70,8 0.4 ;35.1 
Torts, Contracts, 
etc. 322* 106.5 1.3 32.2 
Sublotal ~ 

511* 106.5 0.4 33.3 ------ 16 '..;., 40.7 0.9 14.8 ------ 40** 99.0 7.2 24.0 ------ 17 51.5 11.0 26.1 ------ ,; 19 70.1 7.8 23.9 ------ 24 28.4 6.3 18.1 ------ 627 ,106.5 0.4 31.2 

*IQcludes 41 verdicts entered on cases transferred from the Law Division; 10 entered on small claims cases transferred in; 1 verdict 
on a forCible entry and detainer action; and 1 verdict on a jOint action suit. 

* * Includes 1 verdict on a ci'li: paternity suit. 

Cases Terminated by Any Means Including Verdict 
Total Number Months Elapsed Between Date 9f Filing 

of Cases and Date of Termination ~ 

Terminated During 
the Period* Maximum Minimum Average 

300,000 Series 
(Personal Injury) 7,571** 90.0 0.4 27.0 
Torts, Contracts, 

5,718** " (r' Distric! One etc. 121.0 0.4 (11/ 26.6 
Subtotal 13,289** 121.0 0.4 " 26.8 " 

District Two ------ 148 45.5 0.7 13.7 District Three (l ............ 341 99.0 0.7 '15.6 .• 
" District Four -- .. _-- 345 51.5 0.2 16.3 District Five ............ 217 " 

76.1 0.1 15.4 
District Six :'; ," 

400 ...... \~~,~, .. 30.3 0.6 12.1 TOTALS " 

14,740 121.0 0.1 25.6 
...... " ...... 

"Does reflect multiple dispOSitions of cases during the period. 
**Includes small claims cases'transferred in as a result ofojury demands entered. 

Source: Administrative Office of, the Illinois Courts, 1979 Annua{Report to 
the Supreme Court of Illinois, p'. 18SV 
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CEXAl1PL1!: 32 
(M.edian time to disposition in each oounty) 

TABLE 17: MEDIAN TIME LAPSE IN DAYS BY MANNER OF HANDLING , . 1980 .. ' 

".11 ea ... ~ Adjudlc:.tory ca ... Consent Decree Cms?1s 

Median Days From 

Modlin " ModlIn 
Dlya From " Days From 
RII.".I to Ref.,.,al to R.fe"al to Adjudication to Referra'to 

County Tol.Il Dllpoai,tlon Tol.Il Dispoation Adjudication Disposition Tol.Il Disposition 

Adams 92 39 53 59 34 22 1 a 
AII"~heny 6,565 36 4.927 46 46 1 10 a 
Armstrong 165 30 51 96 52 29 1 a 
Boaver 851 63 267 68 30 16 Hi9 54 

24 41 16 1 2 a Bedford 1B 20 
" 484 69 125 81 52 1 33 98 811fks 

Blair, 204 NIA 166 NIA " NIA NIA 34' NA 
Bradford 168 41 52 74 41 1 35 '" 35 

88 365 88 83 1 225 <J 100 Bucks 993 
I 252 59 41 16 ',16" 58 Butler 402 53 

Cambria 443 68 210 78 70 1 143 6S 
Cameron 14 a 8 a a a 3 a 
Carbon 116 42 44 44 32 1 3 a 
Centre 116 31 32 50 45 1 48 29 
Chester 372 48 135 50 39 1 96 66 
Clarion 10 35 26 37 31 1 1 a 
Clearfield 200 24 62 37 31 1 73 20 
Cfinton 128 25 15 a '; a a 4 a 

Columbia 145 15 40 61 33 " 30 2 a 
Crawford 245 56 167 54 52 1 42 , 66 
Cum~larid 464 42 170 30 28 1 1 a 
Dauphin 621 64 209 58 36 8 120 18 
Delaware 1.436 63 1,152 80 12 11 151 55 
Elk ,', 62 50 9 a a • 5 a 
Erie 719 50 ~, 348 54 56 1 131 71 

55 14 162 42 40 1 Fayette 438 22, 
12 a a 10 a Forest 38 24 a 

franklin 281 20 25 46 43 1 111" 17 
Fulton 35 28 5 a a a 20 25 
Greene 60' 18 28 18 18 1 3 so 
Hunlil'!gdon 73 106 14 a • a 6 • 
Indiana ',47 15 32 50 43 1 37 " 14 ~ 
Joffmon 136 32 41 45 42 1 36 21 " 

2 a 21 11 7 • ,a • 0 Juniata 
'16 273 44 219 43 39 1 57 Lackawanna 

lancaster 697 20 273 49 38 1 28 11 
Lawrence 161 51 67 67 45 9 16 59 
Labanon 270 10 4,3 30 29 1 42 8 

90 221 82 68 1 46 61 Le\\lgh 628 
1 '112 49 Luzerne 647 38 261 46 

" 
44 

I 
323 2:: 188 31 22 1 24 38 Lycoming 

58 50 45 1 1 a McKean 100 21 
50 38 1 2 a Mercer 262 48 241 

1"-'" 0' 29 43 22 ~, -Mifflin 29 43 
Monroe 126 64 59 10~ 46 30 43 47 
Montgomery 1.414 61 548 40 21 15 202 67 
MOI1tour 15 a 7 a a a 1 a 
Northampton 500" 44 184 84 55 22 21 49 

Northumberland 325 69' .94 60 45 1 7 a 
Perry 25 21 4 a a a 2 a 
Philadelphia 14;061 43 0,440 54 54 1 2.228 33 · " 7 a Pjke ,,16 31 4 a .. 

59 24 23 63 59 1 5 • Poller (, (I 
1 55 72 331 59 111 82 61 Schuyfkill 

" ," 3 a a 16 47 SnVilor 28 50 'a 
69 .. 71 71 1 5 a Som .... t 224 4S') 

(l 
c -12 a 9 • • a Sullivan 

Susquat}anna 40 63 25 92 36 () 54 14 a 

68 35 30 1 54 37 TIOga 141 34 
53 (131 28 3 a • • 19 Union 

" 32 82 81 1 0 -Venango 61 90 
Warren lI9 23 35 63 52 1 36 22 
Weshlngton 619 27 271 24 24 1 78 37 

• 3 a Way". 30 15 6 a a 
77 " 57 367 78 78 1 159 Westmoreland 865 

16 154 58 21 2 a Wyomi.g 48 21 
'19 60::\ 19 1()1 66 45 1 26 Vorl\ 

'Not calculated for 15 cases or leu 

o 
" Source: 

o o 

'Office' of General Counsel, Juvenile Court Judges I 
geml~ylvania Juvenile Court Disposftions 1980, p. 
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~---, 

Informal Cases 

ModlIn 
Days From 
Referral to 

Total Ois-,osltlon 

38 32 
1.628 17 

107 21 
391 51 

52 19 
326 65 

':C, 4 .j-; ..... 

;L~~ 
81 

403 75 
134 44 

90 36 
,3 • 69 39 

36 26 
141 35 

43· 32 
,65 17 

109 23 

103 11 
36' 63 

r:!93 48 
298 58 
'li7 17 

48 39 
240 37 
221 16 

16 20 

145 23 
10 a 
29 17 
53 94 
78 14 
53 21 
18 15 

,,38 50 
396 13 
84 49 

185 9 

361 111 
268 24 
111 14 
41 11 
19 10 
0 -

24 45 
664 83 

7 • 
295 33 

234 71 
19 19 

<'. 1,393 3 
\t) 5 a 

31 10 
165 3 ," 

9 a 
150 39 

3 • 
1 • 

19 5 
9 a 

29 98 
18 22 

270 ,25 " 21 14 

339 '/ 
41 

30 15 
475 16 

0 

Commission, 
23. 

(/ 

\ 

> 

" 

o 
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~:1 EXAMPLE 33 111 

~"'" (Time spent in pretrial activities in all the counties of" a state) , ~ \::; ~ 
~::." l L 1 ~; Q Ii 

"~~ fl 0' 0" 'i; 

l' d Q ," 

}" CIVIL CASEFLOW " 0 , '0 ' 

~ • I' 1979' j 
11 ~o 0 :1, 
ru Average No. Days Pre-Trial "Average "NO. 'Days Pre-Trial Average No. Day,s Pre-Trial,; 0 j 
1) Memo to Pre-Tri a 1 Conf. Conf. to Jury Td a 1 Conf. to Jury-Waived Tri a r (!" 

Ii "H 
f:l o~, <, DA YS;, , DA Y5DA YS (I 
il o~ 'l 61:" ,,121- 181- 240-, 0-61- 121-' 181- 240- 0- 61- 121- 181;.. 240- '~ , ii Count,\' , 60 120 180 240 Up, iiP 120 180 240 Up ,60 120 180 240 UP 0 I 
!i Androscoggi n 633 28 14 20 a a a a 6 2 a 4 2 5 q 
J! Aroostook. 41 1"6' 3" 1 7 a a 2 1 5 3 a a 0 4 "\1 

v IIi Cumberland 14 38 43 19 15 6 10 1Z" 4 ]'3 9 8 10 a 5 if 

~ Franklin 12 4 3 a a ,a 1 \, a a 1" 3 a a 1 1 ~ 
J W Hancock 10 18 6' c 1 2 a 2 2 a 2 1 2 1 2 ' 1 !J (: 
I t; Keonebec 31 27 1.2 2 4 a a ] '0 6 1 2 a 1 a n 
fl· Knox 7 16 4, S 3 a 2" 1 ,. 4 a 3 1 a 3 U 
ij, lincoln 11 9 1 a 3 a 3 a 1 1 a 3 0 a 0 1 ;1 
Y Ox ford 2 10 3 a 4 a a a 1 1 2 1 1 a a "i 

J
II pp:nobstcot., 8

9 
29 '05 3" 06~ c 02 00 02 00 02 42 7

1
, 3

1 
3
1
, 8

1 
1 I lsca aquls ,', . C' •• 

1\ " Sagadahoc ,,15 10 "2 12 a 1 1 1 a l' 2 a 1 2 ,.,1
1 'gil ~ Somerset 15 18 7 3 1 1" l' 1 2 2';) 3 c 0' 2 1 a ' 

~ Wa 1 do co 8 1411 ~ 2 00 a, .,l 1 4 a 31" 1" 2.. 3 H 
~ Was'hington 8 10 8 42 b " 1 3 3 0' 3 ~.l, 

1M York 29 86 30 P '. "7 19 1 6 1 7 13 a 20 2 1 2 H 
)1,' 0 ~ 

'11 
H STATEWIDE 22'(5 320 166 61 90 10 S ,27 25 20 61 34 53 29J 15 39 ¥1 

H ~ IlL c,,,," (.~ \) " ~ 
:;., t t 

Ii 0 

i:, • , • ll!\'~' l ' ! 
~ 'l • 

'j 

1 Source: Sta.te of Maine, Administrative Office of the"Courta"Annua1 Report " n, 
J 9 53 ~J .,1 197 ,p. • at.t 
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EXAMPLE 34 I) 1: 1 

(Time C011sumed in tri,;ls) 

G ') 

'() 

,). C 

SUPERIOR COURT ,LAW DIVISION. Q ' , '. 

DUBATION OF CIVIL TRIA.LS CONCLUDED 
SEPT~MBER I, 1979 TO AUGUST 31, 1980 

'>'.-----.-. ---,..----...-.1,..'-' -,-, ""'--D-U-R-AT-I-O-N-O-F--"""-" I' 

" TRI/~l.,S CONCLUDED 

COUNTY 
ATLANTIC 
BERGEN' 
BURLINGTON 
CAMDEN 
CAPE MAY (] 
CUMBERLAND 
ESSEX 
GLOUCESTER

c 

HUOSON 
HUNTE.RDON 
MO~RCER O;:c 

c/, M ':~DLESEX 
./MONMOUTH 

I MORRIS' 
OCEAN 
PASSAIC 
SALEM 
SOMERSET 

,SUSSEX 
UNION 
WARREN 
TOTAL 

TOTAL I 
YEAR AGO 

89 
994 
150 
228 

13 
81 

~33" 
105 
413 

42 
154 

,700 
49$ 
302 . 
275 
292 

2:4 
138 
55 

459 
27 

~,973 

5,955 

f/)Z~" 
(/)<t" 
WJ:'-' 
...It--

7q% 
72% 
62% 
36% 
'38% 
84% 

\:69% 
58% 
52~/0 

62%' 
57% 
59 Cto 
74% 
,61% 
69% , 

, 45% 
67% 
52% 
'55% 
63% 
44% 

" j" 

62% 

22% 5% 
21% 3% 
26% 7%0 
51%, II % 
62% 0% 
15°k 1% 
g5% 4% 
34% c 7 0/0 
36%""','7% 
26 ok 7 % 
29%' II % 
33% 5% 
22% 2%" 
28% 8% 
28% 2% 
44% 6% 
33% 0% 
43% 3% 
36% 5% 
30% 4% 
41% 15% 

29% 5% 

'30~o 5% 

(/) 

a:: ~ " 
W a 
> o It) 

3% 
4% 
5% 
2% 
0% 
o Ok 
2% 

01% 
5% 
5% 
3% 
3% 
g,,% 
3% 
1 % 0 

5% 
0% 
2% 
4% 
3% 
0% 

3% 

,3% 

" STATE TOTALS" 1979 -80 

Source: New Jersey Judiciary 1979-80 Statistical Supplement, p. E-2. 
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,EXAMPLE 35 

,,(Median time between events in c<rimillal case processing) 

DUPAGE COUNTY CR I M I NAL CASE" PRQCESS I NG 

Date of" 
Arrest 

INTER-EVENT TIMES 

/" 

213* (320**) 
(',' 1----------"-________ .:..,,; ---~::-----__l 

Date of., 
36 (5:3) Preliminary 
r-';- H~arlng 

(412') Date Information 
or Indictment 

50 (89) FUed 
" 

(401 ) 

I '89 (140) 

(459***) 

o 
99 (209) 

I.: 

(472) 

" 
1~ (22) 

(450) 

IDate of FI;st 
Arraignment 

F I rst,~ Schedu I ~d. 'j 

91 (152) Trial Date 
(443) 

(177) 

" (61 ) 

for Jury verdicts: 179 (299) 

(59) 
for Jury verdicts: 270 (245) 

~----------------------------~------.---r-----------~ 
(5'7) 

Date f~la"l 
Commenced 
" 

2 (71) 

(61) 

d 

o 
D!seosltIOI"l' 

o 

" \l 

*Median elapsed time between events In days, half of the cases, took longer, half less time. 
**75th Percent,He In days; this Is the time within which 75% of the cases ,,~ampled completed this stage. 

<. 
***Numberof cases 11'\ sample from which timEt estimates were derived. 

SOQrce: Fre:t,rial D~lay :!?,roject,QnNa.t~~nal Center fqr S,J;:ate Courts. 
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EXAMPLE" 366 

(Number of dispositig:ns based on the nUIllber of jud'ge days available) 

Figure 3 
Disposition/Judge Day 

61 

() o 

Figure 4 ,~ , . ,:. '. ~ 
:; Filin~s, Disposition arid (J,tven)ory 

Volume in Thousands 
\1 

Volume in Thousands 

,,66 
64" • 

o Q 
380 .-----,---,...:;:........,.-----r-..,.--------r'O"":-.::....,.-..:;;..--,.,':"I Filings 

62 
60 
58 
56 
54 

) 52 

24 
c 23 

22 
21 '. 

" 
-. .--

o 

20 
19 c' ------_ •.. 
18 

2.0 
1.5 
I 

o 
1976 197:7' 1978 1979 

Dispositions - - -_. - - _,', 
" ·1, 

Total Judge Days -----------• .;-
Regular Judge Days - --~ -
Visiting Judge Days -,....--

F!gure 5 

J980 

o Disposition Ratios 

Cl 

360 

340 

160 

120 

100 

80 

o 
1976 

o 

.. .u!,,,-~~------­----. :) 

1977 1978 

.--- -

o I~OO =--~".---..,..--------r__-------..,..--------__, 

.95 

.90 

.85 

., 0 

0<1 1976 1977 1978 

o 

1979 

Year 

1976 
1977 
1978 

.,)919 
1980 

1980 

, , , , 
,/ 

,~ ," 
'" ,'-, 

/ 

1979 

Ratio: 
D/F 

.9909 

.9744 
,9701 
.9495 
.8809 

, , 
/ 

I 
[)is:]osit1ons 

o 

Inventort' 

1980 

Source:' Adminis.trative Offi>:e of ,!:he :!?ennsy:J,vania Courts, 1980 Annual Report, 
o p. 26. ~ 
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EXAMPLE C37 
,~ 

(j i;' 

(Increase in trial judgecihours over"a 10-year period) 

Q 

,') 

"PERCENTAGE INCREASE in TRIAT,. JUDGE HOURS between 1970" &. 1980 

per,cent 

200 

Trial Judge Hours J.970 • 1980 • Bifferenc~ __________ "'"--__________ '" _ ·e, 

75 

% 

() 

Matrimonica.l General 
, Equityu 

~.~ 

175.3 88.4 

.) 

0., 

Civil. •...•... ~ •. 72.981· .•. 85,367 •. r • ••• +12. ~86 
Criminal. •...••.. 47,076. :.75 t 653 ....•. +28.577 
Gen~!a1 Equity .... 8,348 •.. 15,729;: .. " •••. + 7,38'1 
Matrimonia1~ ..... '11,1329 ..• 32,569 .•..• ~+20, 740" 
Juvenile & Domes-

ti'c Relations ... 28,797 .... 38,026 ...... + 9,229, 
District. tZourt. •. 18,054 ... 26:,.858 ..•... +8,804 

o (' , 

';2:-
Tota1 .•..... ~187,085 .. 274,202 .•... J+87,117 

<.) 

c' 

Crimina.;L District 
"" 

,Juvenile c& 
Dortl.cRel. 

Civil 
" Court 

I) 

60.7 ·48.8 
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EXAMPLE 38 \\ 
(Comparison between caseload inventory'an~.actual case processing time, using n 

weighted filings) 

0,' 

Source: 
':. G 

o 

ErrunentDomaon 
~t.IHeaHh 

Habeas Corpus 

Appealslmm 
Lowt!f courts 

,Juvoook, 
q.,pend<:ncy 

Probate & " 
Guardtanshtp 

P",sonalInJUfY I' 

Q.,ath & Property 
Dama!l" 

Olhofi C.v~ 
~omplalnls 

Otli.reMI 
Ptillhon~ 

Fam~y law 

CO.' 

Flgw. G-CAUFORNIA SUPERIOR COURT 

Categories as Percentage of Total Filings Compared With Categories as 
Perceniage of Total Weig1ted Units and Required Judicial Positions 

Fiscal Year 19Si'HJ1 

Percentot 
Filings ,.Total 

1.719 
3.786 

14.929 

15.032 

22.679 

80.998' 

93.916 

1.13.91 ~ 

177 255 241/ 

\;.,' 

\' 

Re<Pred 
WeigI1tod Ju<ic1a1 

Units Positions 

157.634 
215.874 

2 Eminent DOmain 
3 Menlat health 

Appeals from 
829.060 11 Lower Courts 

Other CMt 
1.283.402 ' 18 Petitions 

Probate & 
1.800.156 25 Guardianship 

.menie 
2.240.820 30 Dependency 

.menile 
4.893.914 86 DelinQuel\cy 

Personal inJUrY. 
Death & Prop­
erty Damage '5.774.24i\1\ 78 

8.013.893 ! 110 Family Law 

Other C.v.1 
13.518.735 185 C,omplaints 

18.370.800 251 

Rart II: Annual Report of the Administrative Office of the 
Gali,,fornia Courts, January 1, 1982, p. 73 •. 
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EXAMPLE 39 
(Compari$on of ca$e filings by case type with weighte'd unitsif,or each case 
type), 

Source: 

Figur. 1e--1'ERCENT DISTRIBUTION' OF FiliNGS AND WEIGHTED 
FIUNGS: FO" MUNICI~AL ,COURTS 

Fiscal Year 1980-81 

Group C Misdemeanors 2% II 
Civil 3% ---'-'----

~:-:..-.---- Group A Misdemeanors 2% 
r----'-----FelOny Preliminaries 1 % 

.--_____ Group B Misdemeanors 1 % 

.------Group 0 Misdemeanors 2% S~II CI~' 3%, J 
(i • 

Filings 

Group B 2% ---., 
,I .... ------Group 0 2% I r-"'·,_'" __ --:.;c' __ parking 1 % 

" i' Felony 

Weighled 
Filings 

PreUminaries 
19% 

Group A 
26% 

'Componenls may nol lolal 100% due 10 rounding 
Ci 

Part II: Annual Report of the Administrative Office of the 
i California Courts, January 1 t 1982, p. 119.' 
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