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Natlonal Ievel data collectlon
The State Jud1c1a1 Informatlon Systems, progect (SJTS) was ¢

1n1t1até§>1n 1974 to assist trial and appellate 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, analyze, -and dlssemlnate state court caseload
o ‘statlstlcs and to help the state courts improve the quality of the

0 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 Admlnlstrators
”(COSCA) from which a committee of experienced court personnel
provides: pollcy guidance for the projects, with fundlng provided for i
both projécts by the Bureau of Justlce Statistics in the U. S.
Department ‘of Justlce. oy S ; S ‘ L,

£l

LSRR WIS DR
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The NCSP s“flrst publlcatlon was State Court Caseload
.. Statistics: The State of the Art, which documented the 1eve1>of
« collection and publication or availability of state-level caseload:
_ ‘ " statistics and the general uses of these statistics.l  This survey
R also indicated the difficulties that would be encountered. in the ‘ , o
 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report series of state court . .
statistics because of the wide variations and uncertain accuracy <and ;
4 ‘reliability of the aggregated caseload data and the varylng uges and
e comparablllty of case. types and- dlsposltxon categor1es from state to . . . ;
s state. L PR ‘ : ‘ ‘ 8 | R a - : -
; .e"\, : : . ; : ERRRTE B s i .
. . The SJIS progect pub11shed a similar State of the Art : ~“" . N
report, which documented the level of gtatewide development of court” ., . 5 ; :
case management information systems.2 It indicated the extent of ‘ ’ . ggﬂ“
computer usage within the state court systems and the number and B
types .of court functlons for which programmlng modules had been
developed Wlth partlcular empha31s on case—related systems.

La
o

. . E N 2 u - . e : - 3 L
T © R S

jiNatlonal Court Statistics PrOJect ‘State Court Caseload L S R 3‘1{¢ff1}jy
~ Statistics: State of the Art. (Washlngton, D.C.: U.S. Government v o
~vPr1nt1ng Offlce, 1978) T R L R

. om . : .
5 . . s . . . B ]

2State Jud1c1al Informatlon Systems PrOJect, State of the Art
8 1978, -updated in 1980, 1981 (W1111amsb?xrg, Va.: National Genter for R
i State Courts, 1979, 1980, 1981) e et : o .
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haiing tﬁe,éast‘five sears, both projects produced - With the publication of the Statg Court Model Annual

oy . . . ” e . o N P t the state court

additional publications which further documented the similarities = Report/ in that same year, the NCSP hope 0 glvz b are cour”s
and differences existing in-the state courts that affect their further assistance in reporting reliable data and in increasing the
ability to collect ahd disseminate comparable case statistics and to internal usefulness and effectiveness of:their own published annual

‘develop systemsﬂthat can produce and aﬁely7e these data. Two reports. The ramifications of folloving these guidelines was the
noteworthy documents are the State Court Organization, 1980 report SubieCt :g a c:sesstudycprepaﬁeg iuz;ng ;h; nexE %ea;ﬁengiizhigsis
(produced by NCSP)3 and the State Gourt Jnformation Systems and I?P ﬁme; ;Q%,zne ;a;e o:rz ace ngath epord.ff ) Lot
Statistical Reference Series (produced by SJIS).%4 In these two of the Mode nual Report demonstrate € meed tor a compiete

ablications ark found in-depth profiles of the indi idual st teﬂ examination of the relationship between the model data elements, the
Eourt Jurlsdlctlons caseflos aﬁd information proce:31ﬁg a ! caseload information collected, the individuals using it, the

> ’ different management uses to which it was put, and the data
i:::;gzgenz;tistzzegz affect the i°1IZCt1°n anﬁ use of court collection forms and procedures mnecessary to collect case-related
statis f‘ Or management anc research purposes. ; data. This Court Case Management Information Systems.Manual with
The need for a nationwide guide or model d1ct10nary in which Model Data Elements, Collection Forms, and Management Reports is the
esult of that examination. : ‘
basic case-related terms were defined became even more apparent as result of that examina l;
the NCSP project staff attempted to compile its first annual report :
of state court caseload statistics. As a result, the COSCA ~ 1 ;
Committee and the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) agreed that it B Local and SﬁateJevei data ‘ycollectlon
was:necessary to promote the collection of comparable data, - They The‘collectiOn and" reporting of court case-related
SEread o sty ohe uany ants and definiiomt heies gend by ohe infornation is one of the ¢raditional functions of state-level
. adiinistrative offices of the courts (AOC). All state court
Szzznttl::Saﬁgrngzzz:fz;ngi:rgzgtza;egozles agd iebcategoileshof administrative offices reduire trial dnd appellate courts to collect
many dzga clements ideﬁtifiedpby thz éJISspiojeiz ;:gigg;:m;tzoz and report some case-related information on their operations, and
that should be collected by a court information system were’ nearly all state aduinistrative offices. produce an amnual
-surveyed along with the tZrms being used b eachystate in it s statistical report. .  The type of  informition collected and the level
annual feport. The resulting modelgfor reertlng caseload . ; & of analysis performed, however, depend in large measure on the
statistics at the state level was published in. 1980 in the State Y research or management gsgs for which th; information is
Court Model Statlstlcal D1ct10nary 5 : needed—--often. determine y the extent of management control exerted
* ) " ' , ‘ e by the AOC over the local courts. Therefore, if caseléad data are
. to be useful to state-~level court managers, they must be collected
blie ‘ 3
Justlce g:;: g:rminiizgz, S;Egézzzztﬁs Z%Aﬁgi g;gﬁlonizz oingrlmlnal " with a spec1f1c court management function in mind. Likewise, the
released at the same tlme: gave the state courts tﬁelr f;rst 2 needs of all local courts are not the same, but their management
A : 2 * N . o R . .
reliable guidelines for the definition, collection, and reporting of ” functxdns Shm-lld c'letermlne_what c.lata.they@ collect. Large courts
comparable caseload data in their annual roboits that are heavily involved in monitoring case delay need more
, ; P * : detailed caseflow data than do small courts with less’ ‘caseload
s L (2 B Tl ' . & " volume and limited managerial resources. Thus, before any decision
—_—— ' ' , s . e is made as to what statewide information to collect or what uses to’
3 - i make of information already being collected, the administrative
(gzz;zzatogougtCStaglztlzs erJecz PState Cogz; Orggylzaglon, ;980 ) , L offices and local court managers should have their common management
gton, 0 » bovernment frinting 1ce, 982 o : - functions in mind and should jointly determine what their true
4State Jud1c1a1 Information Systems Project, §£§E§.§QE£E ' ) i ':zgozzzszg:n:nga::nzgiTZZElzeeds are:in order £ e11m1nate wasteful
Information Systems and Statistical Reference Series, Volumes'l, 2, 2 . “ &
"and 3 (Wllllamsburg, Vas: Natlonal Centensfor State Courts, 1981 ) A it
1982). . ‘ ‘ s S : g ’ - . : .
' g » 7N t 1 C t Stat1 ti P o ct St te Cou t Model Annual
5Nat10nal Court Statistic t : s : ational Cour stics Proje & 3
~D1ct10nar (Washant;z IDSCPrOchS’ gzsgingzzztpf:iiinztggzizzc;j L Report (Wllllamsburg, Va.: National Center for State Courts, 1980)
s s o Y L
1980). : : ’ S '

I8 ® . i . 5 PR o ! - R I _ 8V1ct0r E. Flango ‘and Mary E. Elsner, Implementlng the State’ Court
GSEARCH GrouP, Inc., chtlonary of Crlmlnal Justlce Data I e ‘ S ‘:l“;J' = ’ . %giitsAn?ggi)Report (W1111amsburg, Va.. National Ceater for State :
Termlnologz ‘Second Edition (Washlngton, DeCut s S. Government S o Co . ' : ? , R et '
Printing Office, 1981) R [ERPIR o = ' T ' '
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A vast gulf separatesca minimum tally.of»theVnumber of cases
processed, which is all that many courts publish, from the -
intimidating array of data elements suggested by some'qf the .
information system and caseflow management studies ?hat have b?en.,
written. In the recent past, the predominant“techn}que used: within
the state court systems for building court'info¥mat10n §ystems §as;
been to éollect, orl a piecemeal basis, all the 1nform§tlon required
for solving immediate problems from the vast amount ?t case-relateg
data currently available or thought to have a Potentlal use to. the
court. This evolutionary approach to infprmatlon szsteﬂs has been
repeated each time a new problem has emerged‘and‘a nﬁw system ‘has
been required to solve it. This so-called ?bottom up apprqach has
resulted in the inclusion of almost every piece of 19f9rma§10n 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 often.led
to the c¢ollection of redundant data or of data not suited for either
operational or management purposes. Those collegting the data haye
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 completeq@gs»of the data begin to fall
off, and the management and information value of the da?a ha§
suffered. This situation is unnecessary and can be av01d?d.1f
proper planning and systems development techniques, are utilized.

Those uéing the -data have not necessarily done any‘bet?ef in
analyzing it. The selective aqg,meaningful use of large quant;tlesc
of data requires a clear understanding of the cqntent’of the
information and the management reports needed for planning and
research as well as tlie purposes they can and shoyld serve., - One‘of
the constantly recurring themes .of the research literature on case
management is the)ﬂament that no data'§u§t?p1e for the part?cu%gr ’
study were avai}gﬂle,‘even‘in the courts with the most sophisticated
information systems. This dearth of useful management data forced
the researchers to go directly to case records and extract Fhe
information they sought from a limited sample of cases. 'This
situation can_be averted with proper planning andvawareness of the
information needs of all court users. S

The material contained in thi¥ report is presented in an
effort to share what the NCSP and SJIS projeqt.staffs have learned
about the uses, functions, and types of effective case management

reports and data. _It also presents an opp0rtupity for the reader to

learn more about techniques for developing systems that can provide

L3 [y 1
. NP ) . ] . . S ion
accurate, reliable, and ¢omparable court case management informat

without the redundant, costly, and time-consuming activities .
associated with the evolutionary or "bottom up" approach te systems
- development. R e < . , : v

w8

Y e

Purpose of the manual o BN

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 of common terminology, methods of counting
and reporting, definitions, and usage should be tackled in a
systematic manner. Before doing this, however,-each state

administrative office should seek the cooperation of the appropriaté /

local trial and appellate court officials before taking any major
action. The model data elemerts, collection forms, and management
reports contained in this report are offered as aids to the state
administrative office and local trial and appellate court officials
engaged in these management activities.

/
i
v

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 what case-related information is essential for -
efficient local court management, at the same time satisfying the
information needs of state-level managers and researchers. Tt 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-level management purposes. The need to expand the data base
or change the data elements collected should depend on the functions
to be performed and 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 compiling the

same or partially the same data for different users. That kind of
evolutionary or "bottom up" .approach to data collection is

‘redundant, inconsistent, prene ‘to error, -absorbing valuable court
" resources and clogging the court system with fruitless activity it -
“ecan ily“afford. : ST “ :

a

The approach to systems building described in this report.
assumes that it is more cost-effective to determine both statewide
and local court statistical and management information requirements -
before designing or developing a major information system. This
so-called “top down" approach.to systems management requires state’
and local participation in ‘every major data design, development, and
collection effort. Once local- and state-level court statistical .

and managemeént information, requirements are determined, the actual

~development and iﬁplementation of the resulting coordinated s

"
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1nformat10n system can proceed on a local, Mas-needed,"
building-block basis very similar to that used in the "bottom up" s 7
approach.

To aid in the implementation of this approach, both .
statewide and local court management information requirements are
dlscussed, and then sets of basic case-related data elements that
can provide the required management information are presented (in
Chapter IV). These model data elements are the minimum determined
by the NCSP and SJIS projects and the COSCA Court Statistics and

information Systems Committee (CSIS) as necessary to provide
comparable state court caseload statistics and management&
information, as well ‘as for use in local- and state~level
operatlonal control, and statewide plannlng axtivities. To fulfill
the ptimary function of this report, model data collection forms for
use with different levels of automation are described and
illustrated, along with a set of model management reports for each
level of court (in Chapters VII, VIII, and IX)

iy o

écope and Iimitations of the manual

ThlS manual is 11m1ted to a study of the case management
functions and the information requirements of trial and appellate
courts and of state court administrative offices. Partlcular
attention.is given to case-related statistical reportlng
technlques. The report presents a general framework for ‘the case
management system development process 'and the problems associated
with that process. It then-illustrates'and describes several: sets
of collection forms and management reports for each court level and
for the AOC, us1ng uniform sets of data-elements.

The‘manual does not look at or profess to 1nc1ude w1th1n its
scope personnel financial, or other resource management functions
and their information requlrements. It does' not purport to be a o
definitive treatise on the subJect of case ‘management. Rather, this
study reflects the state of the art of statistical and case :
management reporting systems and is an attempt to relate past

national and local court case management efforts to the . - & \%
bulldlng—block approach tradltlonally used in. developlng 1nformatlon)
systems. ot o o . o

o em . . - ’ . ’ @

Research methodology

The - general court case management systems framework, model
statlstlcal data elements, court case-related 1nformat10n R e
requirements concept, model case—rerated data collectlon forms, and
model case management reports presented i this manual are based on
the extensive research and experience of the National Center staff
and the COSCA CSIS Committee members. » Although specific source v
materials are noted when apprOprlate, ‘the follow1ng served as the R
principal foundations for the study. : '

)

S

1. Work done in earlier phases of the SJIS and NCSP>’
projects by the National, Center with the cooperation and
guidance of the COSCA CSIS Committee.

2. A search of literature and project reports on state
S 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 modules. (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 modules found in selected
administrative offices, trial courts, and appellate
courts. b

In the paragraphs below, the foundations upon which the

! report is pr1nc1pa11y based are br1ef1y dlscussed..

Earller National Center SJIS.and NCSP works - Through the
work of the State Judicial Information Systems and National Court:
Statigtics projects, the National Center has published many
meaningful and interrelated volumes on the subject of case
statistics and court information systems. Those most directly
related to the current effort are: State Judicial Information
Systems: The State of the Art, published in 19785 updated 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 of the above research has been

extensive séarch of available literature and published project

to focus the atténtion of the National Center and the Conference of
State Court Administrators on the specific problems of data
collection, analysis, use, and reporting at both the local and the
state levels. Local-level data collection is recognized as the
starting point, since it is there that individual cases originate
and are processed and case-related information is collected and
reported for both local and state uses

Literature search. This publication. is also based on an®

reports. The literature search included an examination of the
findings-ofﬂmajor national-scope, federally funded projects such as
the Pretrial Delay Reduction, State Court Financing, National
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Symposium on Reducing Court Delay, and State Court Planning
projects.
reports, and
published state and trial court project reports on case management.
The project staff reviewed many published works in the related
fields of court delay, caseflow management, and criminal justice *
information systems, as well as surveys that outlined standards for

. court statistics, to obtain a more complete perspective on the

problems associated with collecting, reportlng, and using court case
statlstlcs. :

o’
“

A substantial body of literature .on case management exists.
The striking impression left from a review of this research material
is the repetitiveness of the recommendations and conclusions that
court control of caseflow should be imposed through the increased

.analysis and use of tymely and accurate case processing statistics.
For example. J . I

The key to successful caseflow management is effective
control by the court of the processes and resources necessary to
move a case from filing to disposition . . .. "The Court . . .
should . . . establish prescribed time periods for varlous
stages of the criminal caseflow process Ceel? oo

Among the factors which contribute to delay are: .o
didregard of reasonable . . . filing requirements . . . and the

~absence of sanctions . . ., 'liberal policy of granting motions
- for extension of time; lack of case management policy; need for
modern documenting and calendaring tools® .. . ., absence . . . of

any statistical data to document the areas in which delays
oceur.10 . . '

e
Q @

‘ o f 2
The objectives of total case management are, to reduce -

- overall case—proce331ng time, subject the litigation process, to
+ - ecourt superv131on from commencement to termination, and 1ncr)ase
_the court's disposition rate. Case management commences w1th

the determination that the court shall contrpl caseflow. Once
this determination.has been made, the court next specifies the °
number of months within which lawsuits should be concluded. The
court further spec1f1es the maximum possible. perlod for '
completion of each mAJor step in a 1awsu1t.o ’

I B Soown
. ‘ o

9American Judicature Soc1ety, Cr1m1na1 Caseflow Management =

.Chester County, Pennsylvanla, 1976, pp. 1 and 11. B

9 “ B
10State of Connecticut Judlclal‘Department Case Management of the
Dockets of the Supreme Court and Appellate Se531on “of Superlor Gourt

Prolect 1978, PP~ :28-29. o S . e

)

Also included in this. group of materials were comparatlve
- studies,. publlshed state and trial court annual ‘

)

R

G
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- gystem modules be1ng used’ by the trial and appellate-courts.

" the revised survey were used to update that data base.

" Operating a case management system frequently involves new
or revised procedures for scheduling court appearances such as
pretrial conference, motions and trials; 'grantlng continuances;
setting the volume of trials at a realistic level; identifying
individual cases which fail to comply with court prescribed time
standards ’

This manual attempts to pull together the previous work of
the SJIS and NCSP projects and integrate w1th 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 cases.’ From this body of work a framework is derived -

‘for defining court statistical and management information

requirements and for suggesting model data collectlon and management

reports that can be used by state administrative offices, appellate,

courts, and trial courts to. 1mprove case processing.

State court administrative office survey. The framework
outlined in this publication is also based upon an extensive survey
of the various statistical reports and data collection forms

_currently 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 1nstruct10n/procedures manuals for
completing and using the forms. Project staff analyzed and
cra331f1ed this material, identifying from it states with useful or
original materials for later follow-up.

requested.

w

State court tr1a1 and appellate court survey. A two-page
survey instrument was developed as a device to document information
This
survey was ‘an expanded version of the instrument used in Phase VI of
the SJIS project to collect information for inclusion in the )
Computerized Court Function Index data base. The data received from
The expanded
survey requested participating’ courts to send copies to the ‘National
Center of all data collection forms and management reports used in
managing their caseload/caseflow/workload. The target audience
included all members of COSCA, all appellate court cleiks, presiding
and administrative judges at all jurisdictiom levels, general

@

’Jurlsdlctlon clerks and trial court administrators in Jurlsdlctlons
~with populatlons exceeding 10C,000.

This audlence of over 2, 000

LA

TN

11Larry L. Slpes et al Manag ng to Reduce Delay (W1111amsburg,
Va.. Natlonal Center for State Courts, 1980), p. 6 o
D

These states were contacted
< by telephone and more complete documentation or materials were

P R R .

RIEONSNC ime A

e e e e

e T 0

P S
5




[}

BT T e D R e

2

= »
[

included all members. 07 the National Assocmatlon of Tr1a1 Court
- Administrators, the National Association for Court Administration,
and the ‘National Assoc1at10n of Appellate Court Clerks. ’

After rev1ew1ng ‘the responses and the materlals received
from the various courts, project staff identified selected courts
for later follow-up and verificationi. These were contacted by
telephone and. were requested to send more complete information.

Y s .

:Site visits of selected _AOCs, trial courts, and appellate
courts. Project staff thoroughly reviewed the materials received
from the two survey efforts. After extensive telephone contacts” and
‘the receipt’ of additional 1nformat10n, several ‘AOCs, trial courts,
and appellate courts were selected for possible site visits. The
bases for site selection were: size of court, size of caseload,
type of court, type of caseload, level ofs jurisdiction, existence
and level of automationm, and number and nature of operat10na1 case'
management modules. ' : ¢ : %

‘Report structure ~ A

This publlcatlon is divided 1nto three parts. The first

consists of five chapters that construct a general framework for . v'

understanding, building; and improving a court case managément
information system. Those readers who have a strong background in’ ..
information systems may want to study the model- datatelements in
Chapter IV and then move directly to Part IT. . . !

The second part also conSLSts of five chapters which present
and illustrate séveral 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.
. S Cap Y

&

Part III includes supplementary material related to Parts I
and II--geveral appendlces to: prov1de amplification and supporting
materlal that can be: useful when 1mp1ement1ng the general framework.

-Within, Part I,”Chapter L of the report contalns acdlscu331on
of the general management concept of systems-or information
‘ management, while Chapter 11 appllPS that concept to the court
“environment ‘and reviews the basic’ or primary case management

functlons ‘performed by local trial and appellate courts.

" Chapter. III contalns a thorough discussion of the p0331b1e ‘

management uses.of case-related statistics within state: a
admlnlstratlve offices and in the 1oca1 tr1a1 and appellate courts.
: Chapter IV extrapolates from those varled management uses a
3 deflned set of information requirements thdt can suppert £ all the
necessary case-related reports for each court level and for staten
admlnlstratlve offlces.

‘-
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‘Chapter V presents a general discussion of how arcourt goes
about implementing an effective caseflow management infofmation
system, and the constraints put‘on the court manager. It cautions
the court manager against moving too fast and suggests several ways
of overcoming the unavoidable obstacles which will be met whenever
change occurs within an organization, large or small. In dealing
with these obstacles, Chapter- 'V suggests that the court manager will
be most successful if systems analysis techniques are used to
determine specific and unlque court information requirements,

o e
* Within Part 11, Chapter VI includes guidelines on using the
models contained in Part II and explains ‘how to incorporate them
1nto the framework presented 1n Part I.

Chapters VII and VIII present the actual data collection
v forms and management reports for:trial court (Chapter VII) and
o> appelldte court (Chapter VIII) case management. Chapter IX

discusses the relationship of ‘the information needs of state court
admlnlstratlve offices to the administrative needs of the trial and
appellate courts, and provides further.elaboratids' on.the.
information needs of ‘state.administrative offices by suggesting
riodels and offerlng examples of special statistical and planning
reports for use in state-level management. Finally, Chapter X

. © Pprovides a general perspective.on thé relationship of workload

‘ «anaTy31s and- measurement to case management and long-term plannlng.
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Information systems management:
concepts, definitions, and requirements

B < I

_ One of the phenomena of our industralized society has been
the "information explosion” brought about by the need to know what.
is going on in order to survive and prosper. At times, the enormous
amount of information being generated has threatened -to swamp
organizations large and small, public and private. The development
of information prOcessing~systems‘to'handle”growing information
resources has often been haphaziard and unst;uCtuféd, with little
concern for overall organizational information needs. ‘New
information systems have often been designed to.collect, process,
and report only that specialized -information needed for.a specific
application; as a result, duplicate or redundant data have been =
collected and stored because of insufficient interaction between
organizational users and the applications. ' :

| ~ 'The growth of the'ccngtef‘industryahés-rgsulted'in part

- from society's efforts to keep from drowning in a great mass of
paperwork and to bring organization and structure to information
processing. The state courts face ‘the same paperwork -dilemma
because their caseloads have Béenoincreasing dramatically,l their

- Ppersonnel and financial resources are strictly limited, and their

S procedures and techniques are often antiquated and inefficient.
Althoughjthqfstate‘é%ur;s were much slower than most other public

agencies in turning to computers, many court officials now recognize

- the computerfs'utility,fdrfsolving many court information processing
uproblems;'fThey‘have’foupd'that many court case management ‘ o
operations such as preparing calendars and notices, monitoring case

stati%tics‘&fe*amenable"to‘automatidn.k
‘ 4 The growing availability of,lowergpfiged;vmgre capable, and
~easiéfitoéoperate~computer~syétems,'coupled‘with increasing court .
ainférmatiqn;pfocessing“prdblems;~1eadéyt0‘the[eibeqﬁa;iqn that state
courts will continue to develop-court information systems that use
the latest in computer technology. Inasmuch as.a court's ok
~effectiveness depends upon a flow of information which is acturate,
‘ relevant, and timely, the potential‘for‘¢omputer~basedQinfqrmation'
~systems to provide sugh,informaEiOh;efficiently’éndweéonomically‘is};
-of increasing importance. In developing mew computer-based e
information systems, court managers wust: learn from’the experiences
- of others and avoid pitfalls already encountered by them. ‘It is

Cy

< progress  through the adjudication prpcééS,»and’preparing management

e o . g . EN A

1see Flango and' Elsner,. "The Latest Court GCaseload Data: ‘An
" -Advance Report," State Court Journal, Winter 1983 > pp. 16-22.
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important, therefore, that every court manager have a“basic -
understanding of the concept of information systems management.

. . } |
What is a court management inforrﬁ?‘ation system?

A widely accepted definitioﬁ\i§‘that a management
information ‘'systems is an =
integrated, man/machine system for providing information to
support the operations, management, and decision-making
functions in.an organization. The system utilizes computer
hardware and software, manual procedures, management and
decision models, and a data base.2

o

o

This classic definition refers not to data or data '
processing, but rather to a. ''system for providing information to
support decision-making:" Here data are assumed to be. the raw

material for information and consist of symbols that represent some

quantity or action; data processing occurs when data are recorded,
stored, sorted, manipulated, summarized, retrieved, and reproduced
into information. Data, then, become 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]
decisions."3 . Since the value of information is related to

R . e e, Loe @ . . .
“decision making, an 1nfogmat10n processing system 1s a system

through which data are processed not only for the purpose of
performing a standard clerical function but also for the purpose of
being converted into information that has some value associated with
decision making.

A management information system (MIS) then becomes a
computer-based information processing system that uses the. power,
speed, and accuracy of the computer to provide information for
management and to support decision making. It is more than a data

processing system using the computer to replace or support clerical

operations. It is a system that integrates daily transaction or
clerical processing activities with operational, tactical; and
‘policy decision-making activities. : PP ’

"Remember that 'computer' and 'information system'-are not

' synonymous.™ You can "conceptually discuss information systems

‘without computers, but it is the power of#thé computer which makes

o . : . v i
2} . e

2Gerdoﬁ Qévis,'MénégemehﬁjInformation Systeﬁs:bConceptual

« Foundations, Structure, and Development (New York:iMcGrdw-Hill»Book‘

Company, 1974), p. 5.

[CR

Lt

4Larry P. Polansky, Computer Use'Iﬁ~The‘Couf€s: Planning, ‘ :
Procurement, and ImplementatipnﬁConBiderations_(Washipgton,fD.C.:,;
The American University Criminal Courts Technical Assistance -

4
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‘SDaViS, OE. Cit-, Po k5-4
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an ‘MIS possible. The question is not whether a computer sheuld be
useg in management information systems, but the extent to which
various processes should be computerized.'d The-ihtegrated s
man/machine concept found in the definition for an MIS "implies that
some tasks are best performed by man, while others are best
performed by machines"® and still others require an interaction
between man and the computer.

To assist the reader in understanding the significance of
the manage?ent information systems approach to court management, the
rest of this chaptér will build ‘a conceptual framework for viewing
and und?rstanding what is meant by a court MIS. This will be
accgmplished first by depicting a conceptual structure of an MIS
?ased»&¢ th level of 'management activity involved, and'second by
111us?tat1d¥ the conceptual structure.of the MIS in terms of the
organizatiorjal functions involved. These two approaches will then
be merged t¢) 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, and build an operational MIS. '

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

. Coyrt managers bear the responsibility for developing and
1@p1em§nt1?g the court's policy, controlling its performance, ard
dlrect}ng its qperations.“ The information systems activity is no
exception. The goal of every court manager should be to design a
court MIS that integrates the people, machines, and financial
resources available. Court managers at all levels (clerks trial
cou?t.admlhistrators, presiding judges, and state court ’ )
a¢m%nlstrators) should participate in the development of 4 clear
policy that includes the purpose and role. of the court MIS, an |

' explanation of its inter-organizational and intra-organizational

relationships to all levels of the court management structure, and

’kthg process by which the court MIS is to mdet the decision-making
- objectives of each management level while satisfying the day-to-day

operational and information needs of the individual courts The
establishment of such a coordinated cdurt management policy will
strengthen the development of an organizational statewide.court MIS

and ensure the accomplishment of the goals set by the managers at: -

‘each level of the state court system,

In order to do this, each couré:manager must understand the

mrelatio?shiPS“pf-his responsibilities to those of the personnel -
~below him and the managers above’ him. ‘ :

) Each court manager must ° -
under§tand the dlgferences in the management funétions'(control,
p%annlng,,ayd dec1§10n making) performed at each level in the court
structure, in the information requirements to perform these

W

i :

6pavis, op. cit\., p.“S.'
w ' o h W : ' . L
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functions, in the characteristics of the information needed to make:
decisions, and in the types of decisions that are made. ,
Understanding the importance of this way of viewing the management
information /structure of a state court system is easier if you

_ conceptualize the state court system as a pyramld with its varlous
"~ levels of management, flow of information, ‘and flow of
decision-making as depicted in Flgure 1.7

The bottom level of the pyramld—-the transaction §rocessing
level--represents the operational activities that collect, process,
and transmit 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 operatlonal activities
are extremely structured and well-defined. Any decision-making
act1v1ty that does occur is highly structured 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 daily
reports, and inquiry processing in response to daily individual
questions about the status of specific cases filed in that court.
The information needs of this level are well~defined, structured,
narrow in scopé, and require current, accurate, and detailed
case~by-case data. Detailed, case-specific information flows from
this level upward through the management structure, while the
communication of decision rules and procedures flows down from upper

levels of management, 'to be 1mp1emented and followed by the
employees at  this lower level.

e

(/

4

The next level up——the operatlonal planning and control

level--represents the information requirements and characteristics

* of the decision-making dctivities 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 by de31gnated deputy clerks. ‘The
daily operations that they monitor and control often requlre
immediate decision responses in well-defined, case-specific areas.
The decision$ usually follow pre-established rules and procedures,
and a large proportion of their planning 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 responSLble to see that the daily case
processing; report proce331ng, and inquiry response activities at ~ °
the transaction processing level are scheduled and completed and
that performanceyreports on these activities are prepared’ fBr
higher=-level management. The volume and flow of detailed case data
from this, level upward is less than the volume of data flowing
upward from the transactlon level; hoﬁéver,<deta11ed case exception
reports, performance reports, and schedules are being prepared for

"use by higher management and for control purposes. -Predetermined

3%
&

/See Davis, op. cit., Chapter 8, pp. 191-229 for further-
*.discussion of the st: structure of an MIS based on the level of
management act:1v1ty performed.

;&
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Fiéure f: Structure of a state court management 1nformat10n system
based on information flow and use between
management  levels =
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o

Adapted originally from Robert V. Head, “"Management Information
Systems: A Critical Approach," Datamation, May 1967, p. 23.
/Further adapted from Gordom Davis, Management Information
( Systems- Conceptual Foundations, Structure, and Development, p.
222, Figure 8-13. : _ col T

N

‘dec1e10n rules are still prevalent at this level and procedures for
performlng case—related activities remaln quite stable.

The th1rd level-~-the tactzcal planning, decision-making, and
control level--is often referred to as the middle management level.
The decision-making activities that occur here are predomlnantly of
a control and monitoring nature. The activities 1n this 1eve1 dre

el 19
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performed by the local trial or appellate court presiding or chief
Judge and the local or regional court administrator.. They require
information that will enable actual performance to be measured
against planned performance (case standards, workload exceptioms,
" budgets, etc.). If there are wide variances, there may be an
immediate need for further information to enable proper controlling
actions .to be taken. This level formulates budgets, allocates and
determines the need for local personnel, fiscal support, and
facility resources, and analyzes the ability of the local court to
handle case processing burdens. This type of management control
requires data that are in summary or exception and performance
report form, rather than the detailed individual case information

Figure 1A: Structure of a large trial court management 1nformat10n
system based on Figure 1

i e e e e

needed by the clerk of court for daily operational control. - : ; \ i
Management monitoring occurs less frequently-at this level than ‘%Aﬁ

under lower-level operational monitoring conditions. Since C.

informatjon is used less frequently, it begins to lose its need for T ;
immediate currency and detail, as well as its need for absolute’ : %

. precision. The management control function, however, still requires - ' °l ment 3 j
informjition that is more precise, current, and detailed than that § . information T, C
neededffor the policy planning and strategic dec131on—mak1ng “ for policy 2;
functilon, planning and »

strategic decision f? . B

et

The top level of the pyramld represents the management
act1v1t1es that are performed by the state court leaders (the
supreme court, judicial council, chief justice, and state court
administrator) who formulate administrative policies that have an

making by chief presiding
judge or local council °

\ | . : . %
- ~ 3

oy
:
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impact on the court system statewide. This type of strateglc and o \ » : ; . -~ Management information for \\ ® {
non-repetitive decision making is usually based on less structured, { | fical planning, decision making \& . < g
more predictive information that has been compiled over time from ) . ‘ ’ céntrol by trial court adminlstrator€>; . é
several different sources, ircluding case activity, financial el o or regional court administrators \ G
activity, staffing lévels, and facilities usage files. Strategic o k ' Y o
planning and control strategies develop over fairly long periods of o : - \ %% -
time, the shortest of which is usually a year (a budget cycle). The ‘ T ‘Management information fur operational < % !
information required to support this activity is usually general,v - planning, decision making, and control ‘;59 % RS §
has lost much of its need for immediate currency, and demands less . by clerk of court \ % -
precision since most of these decisions are judgmental in nature. and , L :U b
tend to predict future organizational needs and directions. This ‘ L N / ; \ %\

“highest level of court manggement tends to concentrate on systemwide o R Transaction processing and inquiry response data base, \ \
needs, such as additional judgeships, court facilities, and speedy ‘ e collected and maintained by clerical and \
trial programs, while the lower levels implement the_intent, of top : o . ;i'/”i'“ admlnistratlve support personnel . - ‘ Q&
management's actions and process case act1v1t1es. N g g , - S - : , - ‘
In summary, Figure 1 shows that the level: of management B Sy \a o i v L ‘ ‘
activity affects the type of decision made (structured/decision , ) . - ~ Adapted from Figure 1.
rules VSt unstructured/Judgmental dec151ons) .and the characteristics : , : o . o R _ - ' B :
and the typ{/vof information required (current detailed, highly ; R , . U E . ' AL \ C ‘ R
,curate data vs. older, aggregated, less precise data) to’ support ‘ Lo : ' . _ i
tnose decisions. The pyranld structure ot Figure 1 wenld.apply - Flgure 2 below, attempts to uemonstrate the marked contrast o
equally well to a large trial court, as demonstrated in Figure 1A.“ 7 : in 1nformat10n and decision characteristics that exists among the v c
' ‘ ' Lo » ; ' ‘ various levels of management deplcted in Figure 1 and dlcussed above. S ’ R
g * : a L o . .
i ) e
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Figure 2: Information requlrements and dec1s1on characterlstlcs

~decisgion

by leve1 of managiﬁent, A
i “Management “Strategic
Operational control: Presiding plannlng Supreme
Characteristics gontrol: , justice or local court and'state :
«f_ information ~ Clerk of court .~ *administrator court-administrator
Source of data Largely internal Largely external
- (clerk’S‘office)" (indices)
. Scope : Well-defined, narrow --- Very wide s
(case—related only) ‘ o + (crossing several
o functions, i.e., case
management
finance, personnel)
Level of : G o
aggregation ‘Detailed/case-by~case - Aggregate/summary
IR L S L ‘data/exception
- o 0.t o . reports
Time horizon - Current use - k“uFuture/predlctlve
kd {3 >(7
- Currency/age ‘ ‘ S ‘ ) b1
of data . Highly current (daily) As’ current as po331 e
- ' (1 to 5 ‘years) .
Required . Ll e " ‘
degree of j . s B SRS
data preclslon Very precilse Precise
Frequency of ‘ . R v
. use ¢ Constant Infreguent
. Form of T : R = e :
decision .More structured - ;‘Less structured
., Type of ) o : . S
“ Decision rules , Judgmental

o

'Orlglnally adapted from G.A. Gorry and M.S. Scott Morton, “Framework for
Management Information Systems," Sloan Management Review, Fall 1971, p. 59
Further adapted from Gordon. Davis, Management Information Systems:

¢ Conceptual Foundatlons, Structure, and Development, p. 207, Table 8—2. =

Structure of a court MIS based on organlzatlonal funotlons

A second way to study ‘the structure of & court MIS is to.

dlscuss it in the context of ‘the more convent10na1 functional

approach to management..
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In the funct10na1 approach an organlzatlon
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~of each level of management within the subsystem for which the data

S i e

is viewed as-a system made up of a group of separate but related
subsystems each performing a specific but necessary function for the
organization. Each of these functional subsystems is assumed to
perform all the transactions necessary to complete its own
functions Each is assumed to include a transaction processing
system and  a management structure which provides operational
control, evaluates and monitors performance, and performs strategic
planning "and policy-making functions.

The type of data that are collected and the levels of
analysis performed on the data within each functional subsystem
depend on the operational, management, and strategic planning needs

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, beforé any decision can be
made as to -which data to collect, there needs to be a thorough
understandlng of the different mdnagement functlons performed in the
court or court system, the 1nterre1atlonsh1ps among the various
components of the court system, and the information needs of each
component and its management structure.

‘Court management functions. To utilize this approach in a
court environment® and to perform the first step in developing a
functional court management information system, a court would need
to conduct a func¢tional requlrements analysis. This analysis should
determine all the functions that must be performed within each
component (individual trial courts, appellate courts, or AOC) of the
court system. The~ana1y81s is completed when the specific pieces of
information that are required to support the performance of those
functlons are then identified.

. Many reports:and articles have been written that discuss the
various functions of local and-.state court systems. In State Court
Organization,: 1980, compiled by the National Court Statistics
Project, the COSCA CSIS Committee divided the activities of.
state-level court administrative offices into‘eight’functions;

'management, information Systems,.éouft support services, finance and

Gl

nk%%) 8See Natlonal Court Statlstlcs PrOJect, State Court Organlzatlon,
1980, (W1111amsburg, Va.: Natlonal Center’ for State Courts, 1982)

budget, personnel administration, education and training, public
infermation and liaison, and planning and research.® Not all v
state-level administrative offices perform all of theseé functions,
nor 'do they all“perform the same functions in the same way. In the
area of budget and: finance, for example, some administrative offices
collect, only financial 1nformat10n while in other states the
admlnlstraglve office may set trial court budgets. This wide
variation in court management functions that are performed by state
admlnlstratlve offices makes each state somewhét dlfferentrand
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serves to remind us that each state court system may require - . o ‘ There are certain functions that must be performed if the
sllghtly dlfferent levels or types of management information. ' courts are to work, regardless of the level of administration. What

\ < oy K . ( distinguishes one local or state court system from "another is not so
- In 1980 the American Umlver31tv Criminal Courts Technlcal ¢ ° . §§% much the totality of the functions performed, but the distribution .
Assistance PrOJect prepared a series of volumes on trial court " : " of responsibility for these functions among the different levels of"
administration in which they classifed the functional activities of . management and the different«levels of court administration.
trial courts as recordkeeping, flnanc1ng, caseflow, planning, and N
physical facilities management. (They also produced a related Consequently, in asse531ng a_local or state court system's
yolume on the use and need for computers and information systems “in | : “MISs needs, the court systeﬁ%@hould b/ considered as a whole rather
the trial court management structure. ) A comparison of these two - L " than as the strategic planning, management control, and operational

“lists reveals many similarities in the basic management “functions
that are performed.  Therefore, when assessing the level and type of ; redundant systems development experienced under an evolutionary’
court,information to collect on a local or statewide basis, it must . 1 : approach, and will maximize the amount of information that can be

be remembered that trial and-appellate court administrators perform i»n,~ . transmitted between the trial appellate, and administrative offices
many of the same functions for their partlcular courts that ] 4 of the state court system. At the same time, the flnanclal and

functions of each court separately. This will minimize the

state~level administrative offices do on a statewide basis.  Trial . ' human resource costs will be m1n1m1zed
and appeilate courts also perform the additionmal, strictly ,
operational functions and activities related to the processing of : ‘ ' Figure 3 is an illustration of the structure of a court MIS
individual cases that are not performed by state-level offices.: ’ : . based on the functional approach to management. The court
Some of these activities are: ' organization functional subgmstems that are represented in the
, B . : figure are those most commonly found in all &tate courts in one form
.0 fﬁdjudication: The hearing and deliberation of cases by ; or another and in one degree or another. The four functional
judges, either in court or in chambers. , P subsystems (case-related management, personmnel management, budget
- ‘ o - * and accounting, and logistics and facilities management) are
o Case processing: Filing, docketing, -and indexing of cases; ! discussed briefly in the following paragraphs to illustrate that the
continued updating of the case record; and ass]_stance to o functional approach to’ management can incorporate each
litigants. : E ©»  level~of-management activity (strategic planning, management
] . v ) ; control, and operational control) discussed in the previous section
o Calendar management: Scheduling of cases, case assignment, : . and illusirated in Figures 1 and 1A. Figure 3 is significant in -
and notification of hearing/trial dates. ‘ T R ‘ 1llustrat1ng graphically the interrelationships that exist between
‘ : ‘ the various functions performed by a court and the different levels
o Service of process:. Serving summonses, wr1ts, warrants, of management activity that exist in a court, regardless of .the ’
and executing judgments. ) : H = . court's Jurlsdlctlon.
AN . =
“ o Records management: Forms design and procurement; case and , ‘ Case management subsystem.  The. case—related subsystem is
exhibit records maintenance; microfilming, storage, . ¢ the heart of the administrative function of any court system. This
retrieval,; and destruction of records; and ev1dence and ° subsystem generally includes all transaction processing and
exhibit “storage. X , ) , : IR management control activities related to the initiation, handling,
., i ( ) _ i and disposition of cases that come before the court for
0 Financial'management' Fee/fine receipt and disbursement, - RN R adjudication. The transactions that are processed by manual or
bail receipt, child support processing, and general ‘ ’ O automateéed means, are the actual filing of the case and any other
case-~related accountlng. , B , SN Lo day-to-day notice, summons, motion, hearing, continuance, or other
sl SR R ) : " action leading to the disposition of the case. The operational
o  Courtroom support: Court attendants;- security before, v control activity-includes the hiring and training of clerical
during, and after trials; court reporting; court clerks;. i IR R E , personnel to process cases, the day—-to-day scheduling of case
‘language interpreters; law libraries; and prlsoner e : ’ R , processing activities, the daily preparation of reports on the ,
transportation. . SO f L R - status of individual cases, and the daily processing of individual -
. . o Lo S : : R T p case-related inquiries. > The management control activity evaluates
0 Investigation and supervision: Performance of - ' S ' . o ‘case processing performance by comparing actual performance to
- . investigations; supervision, collection of fines; intake, B predefined standards. The strategic planning activify involves
bail investigations; and witnesa/victim assistance; . , S ) statistical analys1s of case data to provide' input to future
5 , ‘ ) ' B S " caseflow management decisions and preparation of special variance
o fhurz: Jury ,selection and management, juror orlentatlon : . S . S reports for predicting future case proce331ng condltlons for hlgher
programs.. ; o o o e o .Vf; v . management-. con31derat10n. ‘ .
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%,,’ ~ Figure 3: Structure of a court management information system and distribution of supplies and equlpmen ,1and maintenance of §§ :
: : /based on Organizational functions and management . facilities. .THe transactions to be processed by court clerlcaf/and 0 L
: / actlv ties performed v ' administrative pelsonnel include requlsltlon orders, recediving P
L - N : : o Y N reports, purchase oﬁdezW, .and ‘inyoices. The operat10na1 control: i
i N k=1 PR < function uses transactlon 1nformatlon to determlne out—of—stock ! ;
. ; ° 3 g o o , items in supply; aged or broken equipment for replacément, and . ¢
i g 8 0 : . B N « E i
s i L \ > 2 PR S * overdue purchases not yet received from ouppllers. The management :
o i . ) m . o 2 control information generated by the transaction system will enable i
B v £ v e Bw B, 8 management to compare costs and delays involyed in purchasing’ items Lo
S . Gy v . é
R ¥ £ b B T & ws o i X from yarious suppliers afid to assess the effects of varying L
. e o a8 g ﬁ g 9 g 2 | ~ inventory levels of vital'supplies on clerlcal performance. ° ;
4 o ¢ g g P Ei HeH | o Q; Strategic plamning occurs when an analysis is performed on various . [
# . : - AR . E &
] ; B 29 B9 838 o 4 . ’ : : . equipment alternatives to determine which are most cost-effective, H
& - . v o T & b
: TN R 2o dw gy oo - and also when new procedures for supply and equipment purchase are N o
I3 . d
: 5 g SR MM OH W 8w , . analyzed to determine their ultimate effect on the ability of i
Lo . . 0o <& 588 B8 uwg vy R vendors. to deliver goods and services. In most state 'courts, \ ; .
. g ‘84 ed ®d w A . : - purchase of sug,lles remains a local matter, while major equipment o0 E
2 . : s I\ A
: ~s - B Se 48 3E vy g . (such as computer) purchases are bedoming a state responsibility. 5 .
P o8 g5 o8 oF &84 The d t b lid, h di fth tent g ‘
. o . m8 g8 95 T ] =) , - The description above is vali owever, regardless o e extent of 5
‘ o L9 . ‘  w'H 9% §H 8y w@ S e local- or state—level involvement at each management level ° i
e Court management activities . @ H o e 2 - R ‘ . L7 . i
5 = 5 - 1 R * T [=] ’ o) . 1 . . - @ : & H‘
o ., ° © o & = © ( R ° g Personnel management subsystem.' The personneleanagement LI
‘ » R (‘ S e ” ‘ . . function covers the recruiting, testing, hiring, training, payment, o S
P S o I . 1 ' S o ; : an# termination of all court persémnnél. The transactions .that . e
: Strateglc planning, . - - TS ' 2 ‘ result. from the hiring of clerical and administrative personnel e oo
g : . " . “ . PR s e . o
o E = ol o , E -1 include preparation of personnel files containing employment data, i
o § i) j
b Management plannlng and contxo i ' 0 determination of training requirements and pay rates, preparation of f
A ¢ ; . U o | 1 ) paychecks, and” eventually preparation of termination notices. The : 5
j queratlonalgcontrol = : : : ' '  operational control function establishes procedures for determining ' S
ol R [ f T ] pay rates, frlnge benefits, etc. ' The management. controlofunctlon% 0 £
h Case transaction processing R T B T A o : requires a series of analytical reports showing variances from e 5
- 3 3 : N - « o o b b P Lo ; ' ST ' planned standards or  guidelines for actual hiring practices, wage . :
B SRR increases, training costs, and recruiting costs. Strategic planning ek
o s F g 7 _ ‘ .o ) oL ‘ o » . becomes involved when the management control functlon, for example,:
y - . Adapted from Gordon Davis, Managenent Information Systems: Conceptual S s ‘ " has shown.that current and ant1c1pated court EEO/affirmative action o .
(S T "t . oo - . —— - R , B ok ‘,
: ‘ Foundations, Structure, and Development, Figure 8-10, p. 215. , : I i , . progress .or objectiveg are unacceptable and transaction and ‘ , . ,
) | v - TR R R ‘ Pl o e : S : operational information’ is used to generate alternatlve strategles 5 o -
N , . S oo . RN R L : - for meetlng established goals. . : e EEE i
t S a e : T ' - . N S o ; : 9 S e o : , > !
b ) Operatlonal case- management requlrements are stlll set ER - L R v'vﬂ\7 s I Trlal court personnel management act1v1t1es usually occur ‘
" predomlnantly by local .clerks of court. Tact1ca1 management ° R e Ny w1th1n the local c¢ourt. They can occur all or-im part om a - : ®
“» control, exceptiom reporting, and adherence to speedy trial = = S PR S : - gtatewide basis, ﬁowever, depending on whether the state eourt: , . “
g0  “ standards,are increasingly becoming part of state-level ° . - e S TR system is-a unified court-system and whether there is a statewide o e B
= _ ‘admlnlstratlve respon31b111r1es, although local trial court control S g R e ©court-related civil service system.: Regardless, ea@nylevel of ' i R
B B .- 1is still mandatory. Most strategic planning activites and' » e _ o LR ',personnel‘management act1v1ty still becurs, whether it is controlled® ; ¢ SRR ONS
é determination of state~1eve1 comparability of data are being - ¢ - Joos b, by local authorltles or by state-level authorltles. S e T : v
i ~instituted by sﬂate-level admlnlstrators, with the’ cooperatlon and’ B ' : L S R P : S : S :
! : : o R : G et e o o . “
g ass&stance of t ial court admlnlstrators.a R , v ; . R L R ’,;. aBudget.and accountlng subsystem. Budget and accounting Ch oy
; i o o \. W LT Teter R S T T I R . encompasses the- c1ass1fy1ng of all court financial- transactions , o S B T
E: g 2 . I B . g e Yoo : . ) . 5 i
E; : Loglstlcs and fac111t1es man;gement subsystem. The o R . B AT .- (suchas ‘support payments, flnes, and fees) and regording and = . i
i loglst1cs and’ facr11t1es managbmﬂnt subsyster Aincludes. such T T g B NERE Sy ~.. 0 summarizing them in standard accountlng and financial records. It 1
H I e M B f T : . ety T bt B W g | o £
L activities ds purchasing and receiving of clerical and BT e e T TRy o e can also involve the‘yearly preparatlon of operatlonal trial or 4 - . i
4. : o . . - y . " n 1 :
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&3 ultimately support its decisions.

L

data become input to court records, where gp?ropria?e; and.are use:

to smonitor the performance of specific individuals in geet}ngwcour

" Clerks and local administrators use budgetary reports,

' lyses, and other management control

reports to determine whether the necessary funds ?re-ival}azliczzrs
' e inue te. Strategic plannin

chable the court t6 continue to opera ;

when, for example, state or local court managers determine through

anal;ses that speedy trial rules are not be}ng met and more -

resources should be allocated to support criminal case processing.

directives.
exception listings, cost ana

Buéget and accounting activit%es are universal io alltlivgis
of the state court system. What distlngulshei\?ne‘loca cozrof“r
another or one state .court system from another*ls'the exgen o
actual state-level responsibility for these fu?ctlog;.ag iccgl
involvement in them. 1If a state cou;t sys?em is unil 1et, dZ 2
budget and accounting functions are more likely to be‘sda?niztrative
and in some cases administered or controlled by state admi ‘

offices.

Constructing 'a court management information system -
. LA '
" ini i 3 » then] is an
A management information system~. . . [ hen
informatioi system that, in additiom to prov1d1ng all'necgssary
transaction processing«ﬁpr’anuorganizatlon, provides informat

. 0 . 9
S .
and processing support for~ gnagement and decision functions

" In ordervforian MIS to support,deci§ion making,»trangactton
data must be well organized and accessible in a da?a baseil ngzn o
information systems must build a .data base, which is a co ef
interrelated data organized in a way to redu?e dupl%cat;on 2
information to a minimum, to proviqe for rag;d Fetrlevad :nﬁ et
reorganization of the data for various applications, and to g ‘
various listings and output reports.

To support all the manageméﬁt functions of thﬁgs?ate courts,
a court information system must incluqe most ?f‘the earlier eral
discussed functional subsystems, and information f;pm one or sgf- Sf
of them must be integrated into a viable data base and be capable

‘ ts that
i d in order for management to prepare .repor
S e ope Within the context of the state

“courts, in a manually operated system and in many automated systems

data are used at ‘the local level to produce local operational output

reports, some of which are then sent.on to the state-Lgtil .
administrative office to become the input for the stage .eved onit
information syztem.. The output reports at both the state and loc:
levels should be anaiY;eﬁ‘gnd integrated by state—level ton i N
administrators to get a bétte;:ggpture.of how the}tota% system is
functioning. When problem areas are discovered, the necessa;ythe
information to resolve the preblem should be fed ba;k thrpug

bl

%Davis, op. cit., p. vii.

&

v

ion .
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chain of command to be used by the “appropriate managers in
correcting the problem. )

The conceptual structure of a statewide court MIS discussed
in 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 court management information system must include
function-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
structure in Figure 4 is a synthesis of the management activity and
functional 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
least in part, computer-based, the conceptual MIS uses common
programs where practical and operates best where a data management
pProgram 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
court information and management support functions. It graphically
illustrates 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 less detailed and are required

‘less frequently than the information needs of either of the other

two intermediate management activities.
) ) W . i
The figure also displays the commonly’ accepted management
concept that organizational functions are separable in terms of the
activities performed and that they can be represented and developed

. as separately operable subsystems. The four functional subsystems

represented in' figure 4 are those commonly found in every court, but
are in no way meant -to.be definitive or limiting. Each functional
subsystem has its own uniquely defined information requirements  that

support its own operational control, management, and planning
activities, B R e o
‘Figure 4 also recognizes that there may be common procedures
and applications that are used by more than one functional
subsystem, but that there are also unique procedures and
applications used by only one or two functional subsystems. 1In
reality, the more common the procedures and application packages
that are utilized, the greater the integration of the court MIS-and
the more effective and efficient it is in supportingodecisidﬁ~making
activities, ‘ . o : :
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‘10Paéaphrased from Dav1s.
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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 p0331b1e, stored only once, and all reports of court
activity and all 1nqu1r1es for court data should then utilize the
same data- source. This does not necessarily mean that all data must
reside in one 1arge file, but that all pertinent data are captured,

Y

stored only once (except for reasons of security, ease of access, or’

timing in terms of initial systém 1mp1ementat10n), and logically
related 10 _ X B

o

0

This position is supported by most MIS authorities and, is
also recognized by most court MIS authorities.. "The data base
should ‘be: buflt up directly from routine recording of operational
transactlons. Thus, no speclal effort would be required to gather

“the dataLfor the systems since data entry becomes a routlne part of
normal operatlons

The court MIS concept ‘assumes dlrect, unrestrlcted upward
and downward information flow and encourages 1ntegrated transaction
processing between functional subsystems (that is, collecting and
recordlng“case—related personnel, and financial data at the polnt
and timefofﬂltq occurrence) .’

13

o
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The’ model also recognizes that information needs of state
admlnlstratlve office personnel or chief and.presiding judges are
'different from those of trial or appellate court clerks or trial
court administrators. As one travels higher up the organizational

.management hierarchy, administrative decision-making becomes

increasingly less well-defined and less routine. The problem of
gpecifying management information requlrements 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- are fnalogous to those of the*
courte, - In the courts, as in the business world, there is a
correlation beiween the four levels of management activity and the.
characterlstlcs of their 1nformat10“frequlrements. (Refer to Figure
2.) The information needed by the clerk of court and others at the

- lowest "level of the management structure (operatlonal control) is

well deflned quite detailed, and narrow in scope. “It is used very
frequently and therefore must be: tlmely and accurate. In contrast,.
the information used by the supreme court or the AQC and others at
the top level of management (strateglc plannlng) is not well
defined. To be useful, strateglc planning information must be
highly. aggregated .and broad in scope, crossing several functional
subsystems and even pull;ng ‘information 'from external sources.
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11Burton K. krelndel et al Nat10na1 Evaluatlon Program Phase I

Summary Report, Court InformatlonfSystems (Washington, D.C.:

National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Law
Enforcement A381stance Admxnlstratlon, March 1977) Pe 6. :
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Generally the aggregated data are nsed only once and are so abstract

“that the base transactional information need not be 100 percent

precise. The information needs of mid-level court managers (trial
court admxnlstrators, a331gnment judges, and the 1like) fall
somewhere between 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®ish what management information is
important in scheduling trials, and even more difficuit to specify
what information is needed to support rule formulation, judgeship
allocation, or program planning. The very nature of the work being
performed dictates a more abstract use of information at the higher
administrative levelso S 9 Y

The model also correctly shows the flow of information
collected by the transaction processing activity, using common or
unique procedures, from-the common data base to each level of
management-as its individual needs require. Information is accessed sy
by each respective management level as needed to support its control o
and decision-making functions. When new information is generaE“H‘as
a result of some management act1v1ty, 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
completely to the case-related functional subsystem.

"Each of the functional subsystems identified in Figure 4
requires a digcrete set of data elements. These subsystems may
differ from local 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 court,

and from local- 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 automation of
varying degrees of sophistication. Needless to say, the data
processing method will largely determlne the quality and quantity of

data that can bé collected, processed, and analyzed and the
usefulness of the integrated data base. @ °

Ideally, this manual would deal with and explaln in detail
all the major functional subsystems, show how they interrelate, “

 discuss the processing implications, and explain how data from each

must be integrated to solve the particular management problems
involved.  Time and resources do not permit this, however; this
report will focuston:.only the first, the case-related subsystem,

with the hope that the structure is such that the other subsysteims

can be analyzed separately by the reader. Although the next chapter
of this" text applies the above MIS conceépt only to the case

, management funct10na1 subsystem, it is posslble for the reader to

carry the concept forward on@hls dwn.
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.and use caseflow data.
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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 vsed in
isolation.  If it is so used, the resulting output reports will
present only a single-dimensional picture of court operations and
nanagement problem-solving. Resource allocation based only on

" case-related data, for example, ignores the importance of

1nformat10n?generated 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 subsystem's capability at the“present
time--namely the ‘generation of caseload data. A few dozen large
metropolitan courts and perhaps a dozen staté court systems collect
Even fewer collect and use workload data.
Since caseload information was the.focus of tThe 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 operatlon 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 subsystem is frequently combined, Many

courts, for example, collect stme defendant data along w1th caseload
inventory data, perhaps at the instigation of the local prosecutor'’s
office or other criminal justice agency. Certainly courts that have .

responsibility for support-units such as pretrial services or
probation collect data on those activities as well as case~related

“data.

For the purpose of conceptualizing a model court management
information system, however, the NCSP and SJIS staff have found it
helpful to separate.the functional subsystems in the manner of
building blocks by defining them in terms of the data elements
required to build them. In this way the terminology of a case
management subsystem can be made manageable because all the -
applications or modules that are a part of that subsystem are
identified and the data elements meeded for the applications are
identified, related to each other, and .clearly defined. This
approach also makes it easier to develop the rationmale for
collecting-each type or analytical level of data element. As will
be shown, the data elements for the case-related subsystem should be
structured so that all case-related data can be included in the data
base structure for that subsystem. Data that are not case-related

“ghould appear in the: data base structure for one of the other
.subsystems. '
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Summary s

The four functional subsystems in Figure 4, then, can be
:gaid to represent the components of a court information system.
What functional subsystems are actually used and what functions are
actually included in each subsystem 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 and the efficient
daily operation of the court.l2 '

The next chapter discusses the functions and pdmponentsﬂof
the case-related subsystem, while Chapter 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 i
analytical levels—~caseload, caseflow, and workload--each of whichk
is discussed in Chapter IV. ‘These three levels of analysis‘are ==
determined by the different levels of management informatiggeneeded
by the courts; and in order to move from one level Eo t@e‘next,”
increasing levels of sophistication in the data coliection 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 constraints 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 decisions  are explained in
detail in Part II of this monograph.. S ¢ ‘

0 0

- i RN PO
8

12For a discussion of requirements analyses, see Statg}Judicial
Information Systems Project, Automated Information-Systems: Planning
and Implementation Guidelines (Williamsburg, Va.,: National Center-

for State Courts, 1983). : ~ : : :
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~“Case-related information subsystem:

primary functions, components, and apblications

»

R This chapter deals with the. management planning and control
activities that are an integral part of the case~related subsystem
of a court MIS. As reflected earlier in Figure 3, the case-related
subsystem is only one of four major information subsystems (the
others are personpel, finance and accounting, and logistics and,
facilities) required for a comprehensive MIS that meets the needs of
wodern court mdnagers. The purpose of this chapter is to give a
more complete discussion of the functions, components, and general
applications 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
by each case being processed by the court from the point of its
initial filing to the point of its final termination or
disposition. The subsystem should assist in the efficient and
effective control of the flow of each individual case through the

. court adjudication process. The subsystem should provide

information that will enable court managers to judge the performance
of the ‘transaction or case processing system dnd 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 activities of the top managérs of the courts. In
sum then, the function of the case-related information 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. ' e '
. X 4]

@

: The case-related subsystem (and ‘each of the other court
information subsystems, for that matter) Has four ma jor .system
components whose functions' should be defined: Figure 5 below, has
been extracted from Figure 4, the "Conceptual framework of a court

-management information system,' to show more easily those components

and their relationship.to each other. The components are: 1)

" management and clerical personnel, 2) case-related information

requirements, 3) analytical and application processing procedures,
and 4) an interrelated data base. : ' EERAR I ‘
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Management and clerical personnel. All organizations have
transactions that must be processed. The clerical persomnel
component. of the case-related subsystem collects and processes the
case transactions needed to carry out the court's day-tc<day.
operations. The ultimate effectiveness of any court information

system depends on the quality of the data collected during the
transaction processing activity. The management personnel perform
the three identified management and control activities——operational
control, case management, and strategic planning. The management
' 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
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‘Adapted from Gordon Davis, Managem;nt Information Systems: Conceptual
Foundations, Structure, and Development, P. 220, Figure 8-11.
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Case-related information requirements. The information 8
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 depends, on the quantity and quality of the data collected by
the transaction proces$ing activity. Great care must be taken to
identify for collection only those data that have real value: that
is, data‘that will be used to support operational and
decision-making activities. Cost and ease~of-data—collection
criteria should be used to determine the ultimate value of data

' before they are collected. ' Otherwise, data captured may be too much
or too little to meet system information needs. ' : ’
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Integrated application processing procedures. The third
chpongnt of the subsystem is that set of common rules, management
dlrectlyes, analytical techniques, applications, and transaction
processing procedures needed by the subsystem to process each case
transaction from point of filing to point of dispositioh and to
support ?anagement°control and decision—makingWactivities. The
transaction pfocessing procedures collect the data and store it for
later access in the data base. The application programs sort,
merge, and manipulate the data within the data base and create
contFol and performance reports for use by management. Specialized
rout}nes and analytical packages are used to create special reports
to aid 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
Fefer to'any;manually gathered or computerized store of :
1nformat19n., The exiétence of.a data base implies the elimination
or reduction of redundant data storage and duplicate file storage.
Therefore,’opce a transaction or piece of data is collected and
processe? by the subsystem and entered into its data base, the
transa?tlon or data can be easily accessed through application or
analytical procedures and used for other purposes. The case-related
§ub§y§tem data base, by definition, is that set of uniquely related
individual files (or fully integrated files) that contain all
case-related data captured by the transaction processing activity or
generated by application or amalytical programs. Almost all
system~wide court case information needs can be satisfied directly
(by data.collection) or indirectly (by data generation) from
transaction data initially collected at the local court. Therefore
a high degree of cooperation must exist between local- and ’
state~level court officials in determining their information needs
8o t?at the resulting data base does in fact contain the information
required by all levels of court administration. ‘

Information flow through the case-related subsystem

~Although information flow is not a major physical éomponent
ofwthe.subéystem, it is nevertheless an integral part of its
operation and effectiveness. It is important that information flows
quickly. and directly within and between the various levels of the
court structure as ‘depicted earlier in Figure 1. It is equally
important that information flow be unencumbered by needless
procedures or "dampening" effects that may change the quality or.
value of the information being transmitted.

] ?n Figure 5, above, all data processed and converted to .
1nfbr@atlon Fo support the operational control, management, and
plannlng activities of the court are’captured by the transaction
processing system following a get of standardized or umique
pro?e§dres., The data collected by the transaction processing
activity are stored in an integrated common data base (if one
exists) or in one of a set of uniquely related data bases. To
ensure that the transaction processing operations are being
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performed effectively, a set of standard control reports are
produced for management control personnel. Standard court
directives or decision rules are followed by clerical and
first-level court management personnel to ensure smooth and
consisteént case processing and to carry out most operat10na1 control .
activities.. On a perodic, but regular basis, a series.of
performance and evaluation reports are generated by the subsystem
using standard and special analytical procedures. These special
management reports are used by the second-level managers (presiding
judges and trial court administrators) to monitor and evaluate the
performance of the transaction processing and operat10na1 control
activities and to make recommendations for improving case processing
technlques. All standard operational control: reports, special
management reports, and any other analytlcal information generated
by manipulating the data contained in the data base are available as
information sources to partially meet the systemwide strategic
plannlng needs of the top court managers (chief justice, supreme »
court, AOC). Information flow proceeds dlrectly and freely from one
management level, to the next. The use of the common data base and
common transaction processing and management procedures eliminates
data redundancy, ensures data quality, reduces clerical and ’
management activity, and prov1des greater flex1b111ty in reporting
and u31ng 1nformat10n. ~

Major applications of the case related subsystem

This section dlSCuSSGS 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, 1Eﬁls becoming morée necessary to discuss
computer-based as well as manual 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.f

As in all court information;functional subsystems, the
management activities supported by the case processing transaction
system of the case-related "subsystem are: Strategic planning, case
management, and operationmal control. The management needs of each
of these will be briefly reviewed, followed by a more 1n—depth :
overview on each. s , Co :

o As mentioned, the strategic planning activity is relatively
undefined and broad in scope. It is the top management function -

. commonly performed by the chief justice, supreme court; state court

administration, or judicial council.  1Its data base is derived from
the case management control data base supplemented by external, ‘
noncase-related ‘data. Financial and personnel data often supplement
case management data durlng the obJectlve formulatlon and plannlng

<
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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' participants. 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

perform effective case management is built up of internal case

courts and their support units (e.g., clerks of court,

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
admlnlstratlve office management personnel. The data base needed to

transaction data and summaries provided by operations and supported
by internal or external standards, rules, and upper management
expectatlons of case proce331ng performance. The case management : ¢
activity is supported by a series of planning models, variance :
reports, and problem.ana1y31s techniques. Performance evaluation is

important to efFettlve case management control.

‘Operational control activities include the day-to-day
clerical and administrative functions of the appellate and trial
, court
reporters, administrative clerks, jury officials) in processing
individual court cases. . The data base needed to perform operat10na1
control is built up of intérnal data generated from case
transactions that are part of case processing activity. The
operational control activity is supported by standard, regularly
produced status reports, schedules, and special 1nqu1ry ’
capabllrties. Having access to individual case transactions is very
1mportant to operatlonal control. :

o

« The da11y case proce331ng or transaction processing
activites of the local trial or appellate courts provide the

internal data necessary for tracking court cases ‘and for preparing = By
daily reports to support operational control and case management ’ . b
act1v1t1ea/ The typical local trial or appellate court case &

processing system performs some or all of the following operational
functions: docketing, indexing, calendar preparation, notice and 2
symmons preparation, and management and statistical report
generatlon. The docketing, -indexing, calendar printout, and the.
court papers printouts support .day-to-day operational control
activities of the clerks and first-line supervisors. The management
and statistical report generation function supports the periodic
case management control adctivities of the middle managers. All case
processing Systems, whether ‘manual or computer-based, permit
individual 1nqu ies by 1nterested partles to retrleve 1nformat10n
on specific cases’. , e . : R o -
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Case management and strateglc planning apphca’uons 0 o processed. Case activity and event data are needed for this level
B ) , of analysis. These reports address questions of delay, establish
b All case management applications of the case~re1ated ’ - time *standards for case-processing, and monitor individual case - :

functlonal subsystem are designed to produce a series of performance . ' . progress. *The ¢third level, workload ana1y51s for strategic planning i , | : N

Leports, exception reports, or evaluation reports that can'be used and research is the most sophlstlcated level of data analysis. It ’ :

by state administrative, trial court, and appellate court personnel utilizes not only caseload volumes and activity data but.also actual

‘to control case management. All of the reports and statistical or estimated judicial and nonjudicial workload. It addresses some :

ranalyses produced by the case management activity are restatements _ of the same concerius of the Level 1 judicial and facilities resource 4
' or summaries of case transaction data and are usually produced as a ) allocation and caseload forecasting, but usually from a systemwide- '

by-product of operational control activities. The variety of . and longer-term perspective. It also attempts to focus more an the

o

@

reports, produced by a court is limited only by the number and . resource utilization and operational activities of judicial and
quality of data elements it collects, and it is possible for these ! ; ' nonjudicial personnel rather than on the expediting and monltorlng i
to vary from court to court Wlthln any given court system. ” - ; SR of individual cases, in comtrast to Level 2 analys1s.
ALl strategic plannlng applications of the case-related _ k . v Perhaps another way of categorizing these levels of
functlonal.subsystem are designed to produce specialized, often f analysis, then, is by identifying and zeroing in on the subject of
one-of-a-kind analytical reports, forecasts, resource allotments, : o “the analysis.  Level 1 focuses on case volume and the court as an
and research reports that can be used by tep court managers to set ) entity; Level 2 focuses on monitoring individual cases and their
goals and objectives and to make administrative rulings and - ’ . ' movement through the court; Level 3 deals with optimizing local and
system—wlde policies. Although some of the reports and statistical ’ P statew1de resource utilization activities of-the individual trial
analyses produced by middle managers for top administrative ’ R v ... and aeoellate courts and the statewide administrative operations of , :
officials are restatements or summaries of exception reports, ‘ ) “" the court system. ’ 5
performance reports, and short—term forecasts, most are new : k , ‘ & ‘ :
analytical reports generated by merging case-related performance i ' ’ Identification of the data elements necessary for each of B
reports and forecasts with other functional (persomnel and - ' ; these analytical categories flows from the identification of the i
financial) performance reports and. forecasts. - The strategic ‘ ‘ analyt1ca1 methods used by them and the reports required to satisfy
plannlng'functlon;also requires the use of non-court data such as : management information needs. This is discussed further in Chapter
population figures, per caplta incomes, economic indicators and ’ , IV where major data elements are identified. These data elements : : i
forecasts, and data from other state court systems for comparatlve : f” o ‘are also divided into three categories correspondlng to the levels f
ana1y31s. , SRR R : ‘ . o Vof ana1y31s 1dent1f1ed here and illustrated in Figure 6. As a’court :
\\vﬁ\ ; L L ' . system progresses from one level of analysis to another, the set of :
] Generally, case management and strategic planning ' data elements required to perform the analysis expands. There is, P
appllcatlons that can use case-related data can be grouped into - . . ) ‘however, a core set of data elements that each level requlres. : - ﬁ
three basic analytical categories based on the type of data utilized ' , Level 1 analysis requires caseload and inventory data and manner of :
by the application and the type\of analysis performed on the data. o ’ disposition data, consisting of, aggregate statistics on case filings i
These three analytlcal categorles are: . , o and case dlspos1tlons. Level 2, caseflow evaluation and performance 3
. : . ! _ :an31YSlS, requlres case-by-case data with information on lntervenlng ?
Level 1: Summary caseload inventory data and aggregated ! o N 1 case events and 1nd1v1dua1 case activities. “Level 3 requires ' ;

clerical and judicial time measurements and workload data. Most

caseload analySJS reports: N ,
' b JU - rural and suburban courts, -however, have not progressed much beyond

kS

Level 2: Case monltorlng, case status data, and caseflow g, Level 1 in either analysis or data element collection. Generally, ' y
evaluation and performance measurement reports s o ‘the need for individua¥ case data--Level 2 analysis—-has been most y . _
' R e b ) acute at the large metropolitan trial court level where many complex O LN
Level 3: Judicial and nonjudicial workload analysis data for = © . Y ° day-to-day opefational decisions are made and where individual cases = .
: resource allocation, planning, and research reports' s ' are processed and must be monitored to ensure that the court meetd ' T
: . : . ; ' ‘ ‘ : its speedy trial rules. State-level officials are, however, ngw R
. Level 1, caseload 1nventory and caseload analy81s reportS, o ' o . * - becoming more interested in local “and statewide case management N
examines aggregate filing and disposition data and generally is not ‘ RS - control activities, not only in the criminal area, but also in civil . iy
concerned with intervening case events or case actions. It PO : SEPUSEE I  and juvenile activities. This growing interest is being encouraged 3
addresses questions of local trial or-appellate court® judicial . ¥ : S by local courts (and required by state legislative and publie N
resource allocaticen and short-term caseload inventory forecastlng. - ' ﬂg’m.t ‘ SR ‘ interest groups) and by the recognition-'by the state supreme courts v |
Level 2, caseflow evaluation and performance analysis reports, ° ' o | . ‘that their superintending powers extend to the admlnlstratlve - - o

act1v1t1es of the trial and appellate courts.”’

” o

focuses on the movement of cases and the’ speeQin:hﬁwhlch cases are

0
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Therefore, it is important to determine court needs -and
develop good information systems to provide the data. Once it is
clear what data are to be collected, by whom, and for what purpose,
a decision can be made as to the most appropriate analytical methods
to use. Different uses require different types of analysis. There
are also different levels of sophistication and different levels or
quality of analysis that can be applied. For example, decisions on
judicial assignments and the need for additional judgeships can be
made on the basis of caseload trends or weighted cdseloads. In most

. . L. ; ‘ situations aggregated caseload volume' statistics will provide an
Figure 6: Three basic analytical levels and their applicability ‘ ’ T ;

= - A adequate analysis; however, a more accurate analysis can be
to the case management and strategic planning activities performed with the use of weighted caseload or even workload data.
, o o A decision, however, is necessary as to the most cost—effective
Data Manzgement General : 1 . level of analysis to use in a particular sitmation. While weighted
analysis ' aeglicat%on : management uses ‘ , . caseload data may provide more accurate results, the costs of

. . obtaining that information may not be worth the added benefit.

Figure 6, below, gives a graphic representa?i?n.of the type
of data analysis required to support management activities. It 2180
shows the general management use that can be ‘made of each typelo )
data analysis and lists reports that‘can @g pro@uced as a resu to
the different levels of data collection, a?alys1s, and‘reportlng

activities.
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LEVEL 1: N , \ . . ) These types of decisions must be made by the court managers only
Case status and "V, Case management Resource'a;locatlon after g thorough review of their needs.
court caseload analysis “and control : Fore?astlng i | i ) - “ ‘ .
Public relations . " Another trend ‘that has affected court informaticn systems
and information o has been the increased level of augohation‘among local courts and
National trend analysis state administrative offices, prompted by increased demands from
_ : : : ; ’ court and non-court users for case~related data analysis. The need
LEVEL 2: . L ) ° ' % for more detailed caseload data and -case tracking information has
i : ‘ Resource allocation ) T . . s g 5 Ao . : .
Caseflow evaluation Case management : Jat : . ] prompted state administrative offices to develop, in conjunction
_ and performance measurement and control Forecasting ) 5 with local trial and appellate courts, new data collection
. 4 Caseflow management ) - 1 : procedures such as case-by-case reporting systems. One of the
Performance measurement Vo i initial issues for state administrative offices and local court =
Public relations '% managers when revising their information system is the point at e
and information .o 8 ’ | which automation is necesary to handle the new information needs and
National trend analysis ok analytic requirements. - A o ’
LEVEL 3: ’ w T e . o The eatire situation may perhaps be best summed up by
Workload analysis for Strategic:plannlng.: Resource allocation stating that as state administrative offices assume grsater case
planning and research and policy Forecasting » management responsibility, their need for more detailed case-related
: o Caseflow management , information also in¢reases. The ancillary result of this movement
Performance measurement ’ , must be that computer-based case management systems are developed
o Pgbllc'relatlo?s ; ’ ﬁ with or by local courts to meet not only state needs but also their
; and information .o own local operational needs. ‘This addition of managewent ‘'
i National trend analiysis ; responsibilities on the part of state administrative offices does
: & . i not, however, indicate a lessening of the responsibilities of
: ki individual local court managers. All case processing activities
) Lo q . unificatién " {% _~ will still occur in the local courts, requiring continued on-site
Because of speedy trial actlvlt}es‘én - eour - r \Jjcase management and case processing information systems. .
efforts, there has been a noticeable shift }n’rgcent yeari rgm ‘ : : . Case-related information .systems, have become more complex with these
solely local control of case management activities to a stére,«ffiée ’ . ~+ 'added demands for information by both local-court and state-level
control between local court managers and.state admlplStra‘1;?fg in o - 4 ‘ managers. As a result, the need and demand for\Eomputer-based case
managers. At the same time there has been a '°9mensuﬁtets dlon the PN « B management subsystems, that are a part of an integrated ‘court
the kinds and format ‘of the data elemepts that are co hezhe local IR © ¢ . ~ management information system are becoming more widespread thoughout
local level and in the methods of analysis §s§d at ?ot the : S . B S the state court Systems. ’ ‘ -
and state level. 'Many more state-level administrative qfflces a§e~ PR ’ ) . D | k n |
now monitoring criminal c?u?t casef}ow,to éccom?o?aze thiiznszzetze | , A R s .  Chapter ITI will take un in-depth look at the' local- and
trial rules, and are g?q@lrlﬂg.t?e @911?°t1°? ok lniorma 1t of (TR R : : : state-level strategic planning and management control uses of
status and age of individual civil and Juvenlle,caseS as a resu B SRR ¢ R : SN R , o B
new administrative authority -and rgles.,; ‘ e \ 5 \ o
K ) ’ i ; @ o7 !
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case-related data, concenéﬁating on the three analytical levels
discussed above. Chapter 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 IIIL.  To p?ovi§e
complete discussion of the case~-related ‘subsystem appllcatlons3
however, the last section of this chapter discusses the operational
control applications that exist in local courts. If.the reader
feels sufficieéntly versed in these applicatioms, it is possible to
skip this section and proceed to Chapter IIT. -

Operationél control -applications

. (3 3 » v ‘
* One of the most effective uses of computers within the state
court,éyétems has been to support or replace manual ca§e processing
applications. The typical computer-based case processing

application captures case data at the point of orig;gal filing and
tracks all case activity from that point on. The extent of the
activity data captured dictates the effectiveness of the system.
The case activity data generally thought to be needed(go support a
computer-based transaction. processing system include some or all of
the following data elements:l '
= ' —~—case number, case name;
' --filing data;
‘——type of “case, type of charge;
--list of case participants, e.g.; plainti
“defendale, attorneys, judges, etc.j
- ——scheduled and actual events in case processing,
event data, disposition data; and
--manner and date of final disposition.

£fs,

<

J

/
The aoéu;I/data collected by the computer-based transaction
procesging gystem will depend on the needs of the,individua]_..court’f
The docketing, indexing, or other operational: control functions a
computer-based system performs will also depend on th? real or
perceived needs of the court involved. If a computerized case,
processing capability exists at the locaybt;ial or appe%late court,
‘the management and statistical information needed by the state
administrative office from that court can also be generated as a
by-product. The fdeal way for a state court system to meet all of
its information requirements then, whether they are 1oca1~lor‘ .
state~level, would be for state and local managers to work toget?er
to develop, where needed, an integrated, computer—bésed transaction
processing system with each of the following operational gqgtrol |
functions. : : woE

a

1A complete listing of:the recommended set of model data elements -
can be found in Chapter IV. o :
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‘Docketing. Docketing is thg\clerical process of recording
case events in a log book or registel of actions--perhaps the most
tedious and time-consuming operationall task performed by a clerk of
court. When a docket entry is posted by hand, the posted
information is often unreadable and is uSuallywﬂéae in a large,
hard-bound volume. When a docket entry is posted by typewriter, it
i$ 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

- computer files, it becomes thé foundation for an integrated case

processing system. Each case event or transaction is converted and
stored in the computer file as it occurs and ¢an be accessed in
whole or in part with other case information. This makes it
possible for the court manager to automate the indexing,
céﬂendaring, or management and-statistical report functions, since
the case action information stored in the register of actions is the
same case information needed for those applications. For that
reason, it is very important that all case information needed for
these future applications be maintained in the register of actions
and that a common data base be set up to allow free and flexible
access to the needed case <information.:

© Data entry in a computer enviromment 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 entries.
The comnuter -converts the alpha-numeric code to a full text entry
whenever output is requested. This process reduces data entry time,
improves data entry accuracy, fosters higher productivity, and
ensures that uniform, standardized data entries are made by each
clerk. Aftef a case closes, the entire set of docket entries
relevant to that case can be printed out and stoked in the case file

“or with other permanent records of the court.

Indexing. Whenever a new case is filed, clerical personnel
generate, either manually or by a computer program, a set of
operational control indexes and cross references to make it easier
to identify and locate a case as it progresses through the court.
Most case indexes are set up by using one or .more of the following
identifiers: .case number, filing date, type of cdse, type of
charge, E%gintiff's name, defendant's name, or attorney's name. K If
the indeX is genergifed 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.
P B . . N - . ‘;'/ ) © w

by .party name or are ordered by case number. Therefore, when an
inquiry;occurs, it is a simple matter to ldcate the case, provided
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one knows either the correct case number or correct spellifg of onme
party's name. In most automated indexing systems, it is possible to

" locate, by the 'use of phonetic coding, the correct case even if the

party name is incorrectly spelled. The computer will perform a .
search for all party names that matchk or are similar to the phonetic

code and will print out 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 m?st
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 a-
variety of calendars or lists of case actions that are :scheduled to
be heard by the court. Most court 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, and 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 backlogs, and assist in
case management. Long-range calendars are especially useful for
determining 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 order to determine the optimum date for-
holding the next hearing. Those participants usually‘invqlved'aye
the judge, .attorneys for both parties, and the parties. In criminal

- cases, police officers and witnesses become very important. T@e )
court clerk must match all the participants' data with the available

time slots for eachscourtroom 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, the difficulty of predicting case fall-out, and
the problem of controlling attorney conflicts and consolidating
police officer appearances. These scheduling difficulties require

 gubstantial clerical judgment and involvement in the determination

46

related applications.

of the daily and long-range calendars. Although mathematical
algorithms have been developed and.programmed into computers to
Yassist" 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 schedules, 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 of court to 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 notice" to each case participant that he has agreed to
meet for a particular judicial proceeding at a certain date, time,
and courtrcom 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 calendars, attorney hearing and trial date notices,
police officer appearance notices, and notices to sheriffs to
transport prisoners to court.or to serve subpoenas. Examples of the
second type of notices are: warrants for arrest, summons, for
witnesses, and subpoenas. -

Other operational control applications. A discussion of
specific case-related operational control applications could also
cover such specialized court activities asg parking ticket
processing, moving traffic violation processing, warrant and summons
control, casge transfer activities between courts, and maintaining
prisoner inventories and interfacing with criminal history and
criminal justice information system (CJIS) processing activities.
Jury selection, jury questionnaire administration, juror notices,
and support and alimony payment case processing are also closely

[
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e T e By S SR e "~ Strategic planni’ng and man‘aéément'cmtrol uses

“ ” | o T I . of case-related data to support decision making

, _ : . ; o v Chapter I described a conceptual framework for a court ‘ i

b S S » R IR O A o management”information system and defined four levels of management ;

. . ) S e - T . . ‘ i activities (case transaction processing, operational control,

# , - ) ’ v N ‘ ‘ T o SR ' management planning and control, and strategic planning) assoc1ated L

: ' ‘ ' : ol ’ ‘ with all court information systems. The chapter also identified
o ‘ « four basic functional subsystems (case-related, personnel,

, e ' ' . ) s Lo financial, and logistics) commonly associated with all court o

_ ‘ TN T R S B T : management act1v1ty and information systems. s G g o

3 . L e . " A ) ‘/ ‘ L N Lo ’ o . . . {‘

g - o o ' T C ' ‘ ‘ ‘ ! Chaptér II chused on the subject of this manual, the

" : I e T g e e T e e R ‘ ’ " case-related functional subsystem. It discussed the components ; ‘
- P ‘) o G : . - ’ : » (individuals responsible, information requirements, procedures, and !
: . . S P

A S IR S IR o ‘ L : ) ' , . - . data base) that make up the case-related functional sub#ystem and o N

i _ . . v ; . explained the flow of information through the various components of RRTE N
i ° i e S . : ; o the subsystem. It then related the functions of the mAJor P
‘ ’ T : ! - ‘ o - management activities discussed in Chapter I to each of the system

components given in Chapter II. Finally, it discussed the

. ; ; . § ' o . operational control applications of case-related data typically .
, LR » L ! o . . O T LR L ¢ performed by local trial and appellate court managers to track and
. S : ST e e S A 'monltor case’ ‘processing. - - RS

0

S . S = G E U R R T AR  This chapter ,will take an 1nadepth look at the local and S
o LA vyl': B N L A I S ’ state-level management control and strategic planning applications e oL
‘ 4 o - S - SIS e S T : , . of case~related data. To do this, we will first identify the ‘ :

- Ce e L e T e T T e S e e " specific court management fasks that require case-related data to

- ' E A . ~ e T e e e T SRR support -their declslon—maklng activities. We will then. identify and
hEe e L e T T e e ST © .+ discuss the major appllcatlons or uses of case-related data that

= N T B I T REART LA S B LSt R SR T e meet the information requirements of these management tasks.

: : e ERRI SR ' St ‘ ‘ ‘ General case management report lists will be given and model output
s, °  reports referred to throughout the chapter to support the dlscu331on.

“ o

Cere S L mj‘;v““"_:_ ,”f‘xa e LT e e e e ‘ © " Those fanagement tasks and appllcatlons that require only

N N e g

?;.;. LTSI ST v e e T e e ESIR R . personnel, financial, or logistical data are not the subject of this ‘ . <
> g L A T e e g-¥\° ) ©»  manual and will not be discussed. The court's case-related . " A~

; : PR N PR R LR TG G S i I : funct10na1 subsystem, by definition, manipulates only case-related -
AT e B TR e L T R e e e e e T LT T e T e e ,  data. “Although its data base contains a variety of related people
- ‘ . N e e R e T e e B D T D B e TR R ' indicators (judges, attorneys, witnesses, defendantg, etc.), o
NG T T T I T L I e T T e e > ~logistics indicators (courtrooms), and financial 1nformat10n (case - T
' ‘ e e T B DL N L e g T e T T e T o ‘cost, fines, fees, etc.) involved with a court case, these entities - - S
L e ;Cﬂfﬁf~: i - are important only so far as they relate to the actual court.case, ‘
LR e o . .- and that relationship must be clearly deflned in management reports ‘ A
LR LR e ‘and applacatlons.n - o - T o , o o he
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Chapter IV will recommend a set of specific model
.case-related data elements that must be collected by the
case-related functional subsystem to provide -the information
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 referenced in this chapter will be
-shown .in Chapter IV so that court managers can begin to determine
which data elements a case-related functional subsystem must collect
in order to meet the court's specific management needs.

Court management %'asks supported by case-related data-

During the past decade, many studiés have been conducted and
reports.and articles have been written about the management tasks
performed by personnel in the state courts.l . The National Center,
working with a committee of the Conferenceiof State Court
" Administrators, analyzed compared, and summarized the results of
these studies and came up with a list of seven major court
management tasks that require case-réelated data for effective
decision making. These tasks are: case management, information
systems' support and proce331“g, facilities and support services
utilization, finance and bué geting, personnel adm1n1strat10n, pub11c
1nformatlon, and plannlng and reésedrch.

The National Court Statistics project surveyed each
state-level office to determine to what extent and for what courts
in the statewide system each of these tasks was actually performed
by its personﬁel. The responses to that survey are included in
Table 23 in State Court Organization, 1980 and indicate that these

\tasks are common among all offices at the state level. Involvement
'in the different tasks varies widely from state to state and is
caused by, among other things, variations in statutory,
constitutional, and administrative authority, in court structure,
and by wide variations 1n the progress of court unlflcatlon 1n\the
state. ° ¢ '

< a

. Because of these varlatlons, it is 1mp0331ble to identify a
complete and absolute set of case~related data that is sufficient to
support each state's AOC management task information needs. It is
possible, ho "however, to identify an adaptable and expandable 'core set
of case-related model data elements afid model output reports that
satisfy to a varying degree the major information requlrements of
each of these seven basic management tasks.  Each state offlce could
then supplement these model data elements and management task and

1See the blbllography at the end of th1s manual.

2These ‘headings appear in Table 23 of State Court Qgganlzatlon,
1980 prepared by the National Court Statistics Project oo
(W1111amsburg, Va.: National Center for State Courts, 1982), pp.
94~97. o R
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" each management level within a state court system.

o

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. N
@

A similar analysis of the management tasks performed by
appellate and trial court personnel reveals the same situation. All
appellate and trial court administrative personnel deal, on-some
level; with personnel, financial, facilities utilization, public
relations, and case management tasks. In addition, they peérform the
operational and transaction processing activities discussed in
Chapter I1 that are unique to them and not generally performed by
state administrative persounel. 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, i.e.,
differences in statutory, constitutional, and administrative
authorities within and between state:court systems. Therefore, _
because of these variations, no complete and absolute set of
case-related data (short of the entire case record) that is ‘
sufficient to support information needs of all trial and appellate
courtyg can be identified. A smaller, adaptable and expandable set
of model case-~related data elements can be presented, however, along
with model output reports that will satisfy the major information
needs of most trial and appellate courts. ‘These model data elements
and output reports can then be supplemented by local court managers
with those data requirements unique to their own information needs.

Using the above approach, it is possible to merge the two

core sets of model data elements (state-level and local court

thereby creating one common model set of case-related data
as approprlate, by
U31ng 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 basic set of case-related data needed by that office to

support its case management tasks. -

levels),
elements and output reports that can be used,

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
requirements but also the planning and research needs of non-court
researchers, legislative personnel, and national lawmakers.
makes possible a national data base of historical case volume

- statistics that are comparable and reliable.

o+

: These seven ba81c management. tasks that use case-relited

~data to make or support decision-making activities are related in

the® following section to the ‘management uses and applications of
case-related data. From this starting point, the National Center,
«in*conjunction with the Conference of State ‘Court Adm1n1strators,
has ‘developed the’ core set of model data elements presented in -

It also-

S

2 b - PR —————




By

o

Bl

Chapter IV and the model output reports presented in Part II of this
..manual. » . ; . v : ,

Management uses of case-related data

Using both past studles and project-collected data as well
as analyses of the relationship of case-related data to each ‘of the

above identified management tasks, NCSP and SJIS staff determined a
that there are six prlmary management uses or applications areas for

case-related data. ; , ; Q

1) resource allocation,
" 2) forecasting, .
3)  caseflow management,
@  4) performance measurement,
5) public information, and
6) mnational trend.analysis.

In order to satisfy the needs of a court system, therefore,
local trial and-appéllate court 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 designed to illustrate
graphically the relationship of the case-related information
requirements of local- and state-level managers to the court MIS
concept developed in: earlier chapters. Each of the afiove primary
management uses for case-related data will be discussed. in ‘the
sections that follow, with direct reference to this concept: and the
management, tasks being supported. :

Resource allocatlon. One of the essent1a1 purposes for
‘collecting case-related data in the court environment is to~jssgist
the court manager in making decisions on the allocation 'of the
various resources--personnel financial; and fac111t1es——that are
needed to carry out the prlmary function of the court (i.e., to
process and<manage cases in a timely manner). As a’management - .
appllcatlon, resource allocation affects all areas of court
organization and-has a direct or indirect impact on several
management tasks and management levels. In order to allocate the:
court's resources effectively, managers have to know how many Judges
are needed to hear the current and projected caseload. and where

these judges are needed,; how many nonjudicial personnel are needeg R ..

to support the judges, and what courtrooms, offlces, and other
facilities and equipment will be needed to process expected
,caseloads effectively. .In addition, court. -managers will need to o
‘determine the expected cost of providing these gervices and the ‘§f
~estimated ‘income (fees, flnes,;etc ) resultlng from.these gervices.
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All of these financial, logistical, and personnel resources will
have to be allocated properly to achieve efficient operation of the
entire court systém and to accomplish the primary business of the
court, i.e,, the efficient processing ofﬁall cases.

Resource allocation occurs at all levels of court management
and is both a short— and long-term management tpol. In‘ the local
trial or appellate  court, the clerk of court i§ responsible for.tbe
daily operation’ of the court and the daily assignment of'nonJudlclal
personnel to process case transactions. The‘a551gnment judge, often
assisted by a trial court administrator, will allocate new cases to
judicial personnel and will assign or schedule courtroogs.to meet
current needs. Chief 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
spead case processing. r

. ) U

‘Whereas short-range resource allocation activities are
performed daily, weekly, or monthly and are used primarily for'
immediate assignment of resources, long-range resource allocation
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 data are used to

' make projections to determine the need for additiofial judgeships,

courthouses, and capital equipment. They are also used to support
annual operating budget requests and requests for extraordinary
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 caseload inventory data (number
of beginning pending cases, number of new cases filed, number of
cases disposed, and number of end pending cases) cannot, howgver,
give a true and accurate reflection of the requirements of either an
individual court or of an entire court system. It is difficult to
determine the actual number of judicial and nonjudicial resources
required using only caseload inventory data unless the court kno%?
the types of cases being processed and how those cases are
disposed. More actual resources are needed to process major felony
criminal cases than to process misdemeanor cases. Similarly, on the -
civil side, more time and resources are needed to process contested
probate ‘and bankruptey cases than small claims cases. For that
reason, 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--particularly those cases that went to
trial. . :

Even these caseload data are not sufficient in and of
themselves to enable a court manager to project accurately what
) [ . .
resources are needed to process a tourt's cases. A second level of

7

oo

I

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 actuall’ -
takes to process a specific type of case, whether civil, criminal,
or juvenile. When caseflow management data elements are available
to court managers, they help %o.refine long~range projections.
Short—rangg assignments and schedules are also easier to make and
more likely to be correct. ‘
1

A third level of data can also be used to support resourcé
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 1ong—ranggm
resource projections and estimations. Workload projections ard
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 ratre. Where
used, workload data, combined with caseflow and caseload inventory
data, provide court managers with optimum data with which to make or
support their resource allocation and determination decisions.

N

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 specific use and users. If the users
are policy managers and the use is related to annual budget
projections, caseload 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 caseflow data are
most likely to be used to schedule cases and to allocate 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 sell: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 dllocation o
management tasks. An expanded version of this figure appears at the
end of Chapter IV, Figure 16, where it includes reference to the

data levels involved and model reports contained in Part II of this
manual. ; ,

Forécasting. A second purpose for collecting and analyzing
case-related data is to enable managers to project or forecast
future caseload, caseflow, and workload activities. Historical
case-related data describe the type, volume, and age of case .
activity that has ‘taken Place in the local trial court or state
court system in the past, while forecasting involves estimating 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 caseloads, caseflows, and workloads which will

3
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Figure 8:

Specific managemént reports for
resource allocation o
General -
report ) o : e
category Specific reports ‘ Data reported -
Resource Determination of need * | Population per judge
allocation - for judges per case-type o
reports \ ’ Population/circuit
\\ “density : ,
Case filings per judge
: , Dispositions per judge
o . - Pendings per judge
, Number of attorneys
: per judge
Determination of need Current rate of growth
for personnel, financial, of filings, dispositions,
logistical resougces pendings ’
o Current year number of
o filings per judge, etc.
Current year backlog,
o : in working days
Daily docket report Usage rate of courtrooms,
judges, etec.
v Trials concluded by By case type
® judges ' By manner of dlsp031tlon

{jury, non-jury, etc.)
By case type
By manner of disposition

Trials concluded by
magistrates, part-
time judges, retired
judges, ete.

. .
occur in individual courts or within the entire state court system.

The two most commonly used statistical methods are data analysis and
data generation. L

Data ana1y81s technnques 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-term case activity. The most common data analysis technlques
describe the basic statistical characteristics of the data known as
the measure of central tendency (mean, median, and mode) while
others describe the dispersion patterns of the data (range, interval
analysis, and standard deviation). Other data analysis techniques

‘that can be used to study historical data are data smoothlng

techniques to normalize seaséGial ‘and random ‘variations in the data,
correlation analysis to determine the exmstence of relatlonshlps ‘
between data elements, and trend ana1y31s to ‘compute rztes of change
in caseload filings, dispositions, or “pendings. Data ana1y31s
technlques usually treat past data, so that short-term “judgmental

v
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and operational decisions benefit from knowledge of the past. Data
analysis techniques are used to support the caseflow management,
resource allocation, public information, finance and budgetlng, and
research and plannlng tasks.

Data generatlon is the technique of using data analysis
information about historical data to generate future trends based on
historical patterns and characteristics. The basic difference
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 occurrences, while

" data’ generation utilizes this knowledge of ‘the past and generaté

future trends upon which to. forecast the quallty and quantity of
future (short—~ or 1ong-term) occurrences. ' The most common data °
generation techniques are time series extrapolations where
historical trend analyses are extended into the future based on
extrapolation of the measures of central’ tendency and historical
growth rates. More sophisticated data generation occurs when court
planners utilize regression analysis to extrapolate  future
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 resource
allocation, budget analysis, impact analyses, and plannlng and
research.

~ The type of case~related .data that is most commonly used in
forecasting is cdseload inventory data broken down into case types.
Rowever, forecasting techniques can be and are applied to manner of
dlsp031tlon, case event, time interval, and JudlClal workload data.
The primary reason for the use of basic caseload inventory data is
that this type of data is readily available tc all court managers
and planners, and it is of sufficient detail and accuracy for most*
policy interpretations_and planning activities. That is, court

, : ; v
planners and researchers are. usually forecasting long-range resource

needs and allocation based on past caseload actxvlty, studying the
short- and long-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 1s
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 caseload inventory data reflecting
adequate case type and -manner of disposition detail. Most planners
find an analysis of tﬁns type of data, along with future projections’
based on identifiable “trends, patterns, and data characterlstlcs,

“sufficient -to support upper management strategic plannlng and policy

actlv;tles., \
Forecasting techniques <an, of course, be applied to case
event, time intervdl, and workf ad data. When court managers are
planning changes in case processing procedures or when local courts
are centemplating rule changes (such as speedy trial rules) that
will affect the procegsing of entlre categories of cases, case event
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Figure 9: Analysis of the effect‘of a jurisdictional change
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Figure 12A—MUNICIPAL AND SELECTED* SUPERIOR COURT CIVIL FILINGS 7
W A %
BEFORE AND AFTER LOWER COURT URISDICTIONAL CHANGE
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and time interval data are especially useful. Analysis of these
types of data helps operational managers to estimate current and
future backlogs,. determine past and future processing times, and
gtudy the effects on caseflow of proposed changes in procedures.
Data analysis of case event and time interval data is, therefore,
necessary to support management decisions on short-term resource
allocation, delay assegsment, system perfermance evaluation, and
caseflow management. oo T

The types of management reports thétﬂcan be generated by the

case-related*subgystem to ‘'support forecasting activities will be

~determined by the level of the management users (policy vs.

operational), use of the forecast (resource allocation vs. system

iperformance.assessment), and the timing of the forecast (short- or
long-term). ., Most forecasting reports will be in tabular form and

can be easily converted to charts
/ ’ :

/ qr~graphs; Today, many computer

@ : : o
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systems have graphics packages that visually display or print out
data in histograms, bar charts, and ‘line graphs for immediate use by
court planners and managers. ) .

‘Caseflow management. In the State Court Model Statistical
Dictionary, court caseflow is defined as "the process by which cases
move through the court from filing umtil court jurisdiction is
terminated." Caseflow management is the active monitoring,
controlling, and managing of caseflow so that each case moves
through the court without undue delay. In order for the court to
takeﬂ%ffectivg control of the flow of individual cases through the
court, rather than leave their’ progress to chance or to prosecutors
or attorneys to control, the court manager needs to know when
specific case events are taking place in ‘the processing of
individual cases and the acceptable time intervals between these ‘
events. " . o "

s
s .

' Ay . ‘

“Case event and time interval data for monitoringméad
controlling caseflow support the operational ‘control and management
control levels of court managément. 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 gnd the judge responsible for handling the individual
case, The management control level is responsible for monitoring
the pace of litigation to ensuré& satisfactory progress of each
case. This level of management, which is the responsibility of the
trial court administrator and the chief presiding judge, uses

.
W

caseflow processing time standards established by policy managers

(supreme court or judicial council) as compliance or performance
criteria when monitoring their court's case activities.

Therefore, two types of management reports are needed: The
first lists the progress and the 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 individual events are-
completed. This provides the operational court manager with- the
opportunity to monitor the case continously and assist in its
progress. The second type of management report lists those‘bages
where accepted time limits have been exceeded and processing delay
is occurring. (See Figure 10.) The management control managers use
these reports to identify delinquent cases and to rexecute compliance
to court policy by making the necessary adjustments to facilitate
processing. The éssential difference béetween the actions of: the.two
levels of management is that the operational control level is -

- responsible for monitoring daily case processing and needs more

detailed informatiogn, while the management control level is applying
the "exception report' principle and becoming involved in the case
process only when significant deviations from court time interval

" policies and expected caseflow progress occur.

A subétanﬁial amdunt of~1itexature on caseflow mahagément
existg, but surprisingly, there is little 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 specific events used for measurement by individual
researchers were determined more by data availability than by
meaningful choice. TFor example, in an evaluation of LEAA's court
éelay reduction programs, it was found that data from the selected:
'sites were not complete or comparable enough to permit any
consistent monitoring of time intervals between events, so gross«,
lower court time and general jurisdiction court time to: disposition
were used rather than event interval measures.3 .
The COSCA CSIS. Committee has developed a set of case &vents
and processing intervals that it feels are-significant for appellate
courts to record. These events, which were included in the Mpdel
Annual Repert publication, have been commonly accepted and have been
incorporated into the model appellate caseflow data element lists
given in Chapter IV. (This set of appellate event data is also
incorporated into Mcdel Output Reports 41 and 42 in Chapter VIII.
Similar appellate event data are found in-Examples 7, 8, and 9 in
Appendix D.) 1In trial court case processing, 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 dilemna, COSCA recently formed a

standing committee to develop and recommend time standards for case

" processing, based on common event data. In the interim, NCSP and

8JIS gtaff, working with the COSCA CSIS Committee, have identified a

list of events that has been incorporated 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
caseflow management studies, a summary of which can be found in
Appendix B. R

In sum, the central theme that emerges from all caseflow
management and delay studies is that the court must take 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 processing-in a 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 support caseflow management. An
expanded version of this-figure appéars 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. ”

o

¢

3Qavjd W Neubauer, Marcia J. Lipetz, Mary Lee Luskin, John Paul
Ryan, Managing the Pace of. Justice: " An Evaluation of LEAA's Court

- Delay 'Reduction Programs (Washington, D.C.: WNational Institute of

Justice, 1981), p. 18-19. o

o
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Figure 10: Specific management reports for
g caseflow management

General
report o
catggory Specific reports Data reportéﬁn
Caseflow Age of cases By case type w
management ~ Pending By judge
At disposition By ‘manner of disposition
Status of cases By case type
A . . By judge
ge of cases at each By case type
event in case.
processing
&) Time intervals between By case type
events in case Mean, median, range
Processing
 Exceptions reports By case type
) Age of cases
" Current time lapse data ‘By case type
compared to court
standards
Special action reports
Delay Disposition time measures By case type

assesspent Mod L By manner of disposition
edian time intervals ’

« between events in cage
processing

Percentage of cases

- exceeding time standards

Percentage of cases
settled by trial

Percentage of cases in
which trials begun

- By case type
By case type

Trial begun on day
§cheduled; in 7 days;
i

Number of defendants "4 days
awaiting sentencing

Number of juveniles
awaiting court action

Performance measurement. Court policy should be accompanied
by me?hods to measure compliance with policy and to evaluate the
court 's performance in meeting that policy. Likewisé court rules
procedyre§, and legislative mandates reQuire some metﬁods for ’
estab}lshlng_court compliance and for measuring the effect of that
compliance on the court's performance. In order to assess the
effect of recent changes in rules, pProcedures, or policy on court
?erfo?mance, it is necéssary to first establish that the ﬁew process
is being adhered,;o. Levels of compliance can be measured throuszh
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field observation, interviewing, and case-related data analysis and
measurement. A primary reason for collecting and analyzing
case-related data 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 1ts
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.

Performanée measurement activities cut across court
organizational lines and support the evaluatlon and execution of
several management tasks. Court planners “evaluate the performance
of existing processes to determine their compliance with court
policy and recommend changes or inmnovations to top management that
Middle managers (trial court
administrators, presiding judges, etc.) are able to establish
caseflow processing standards and then to monitor actual court
performance in meeting those standards.  GOperational managers are
able to establish clerical case proce331ng quotas .and then to
evaluate employees' performance in meeting those quotas.
Case-related data can support and help evaluate financial and

budgetary performance when they are used to compute unit/cost

information that can,be compared to expected unit cost results.
Workload analysis reports indicate the daily, monthly, or yearly
activity of a court or process. These réports can be compared to
desired standards or efficiency levels so that adjustments can be
made where netessary. {Lase-related data’ can be used to support
performance measurement and evaluation activities of the perscunel,
f1nanc1a1 and loglstlcal subsystem. They can be used to support
casefloy management activities, assess delay in case processing,
evaluate process or personnel performance; and measure resource
utilization. In addition, when used with caseload projectionms,

performance data can be used to study the effects of continued

performance 'at that level on the elimination of or the building up
of case backlog or deélay.

The type Of case-related data that are used to evaluate
policy compliance and system performance depends upon the specific
management application being used. The collection and use of
caseflow management data, however, enables managers to perform the
most 1n—depth data ana1y31s and evaluation of a court 8 actual ‘
performance. The primary reason for this is that case event and
time interval data, when combined with caseload inventory and manner
of disposition: data, provide the wealth of detailed t1me-spec1f1c
informatioft 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 and(tlme interval data enables the
manager to identify interim outputs that can be compared with
standard outputs or expectations for those particular parts of the

" process.

The types of management reports that should be generated by
case-related subsystems to support performance measurement
activities are caseflow management, performance exception, resource
ut111zatlon, performance indicator and evaluation, and workload
analysis reports. These reports, if generated daily or weekly;
assist’ the management and control slevel in monitoring and
identifying 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 and researchers to identify system
bottlenecks, and policymakers use annual summaries to. evaluate
system compliance to new rules and the effect of new policies on
céurt processes.

- s

Figure 11 gives a listing of specific case-related output
reports that can be used to support performance measurement. An
expanded version of this, figure appears at the end of Chapter 1V,
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 statute 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
caseload activity. However, the courts would be remiss if they did
not take the opportunlty to provide the public and external
policy-making agencies with information that will generate support

for the courts, while at the same time dlspnlllng false notions

about the operations and function 6f the court system.
- Case-related data, when put in the proper narrative context

through the use of information releases, monthly newsletters,

spec1a1 activity reports, and annual reports, can clearly identify

the’ successes of the court system in processing its caseloads,

reducing case backlogs, eliminating delay, adhering to recentv

legislation, or initiating necessary procedural or structural

reforms. State court policy officers, and to a lesser extent 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.

#

&)

The types of case—related data that are needed for the o o

public education, publlc relations, and information activities of
the court encompass all three analytical data levels. Caseload

inventory data are’especially useful for 1nc1u31on in annual reports

@ . B

D

it e SRR T ARSI T e M DL e

R R

8 -
R R

PASRET




$

L‘;

&

W

@ 1

Oz

- R N\

/‘/’A

< AT , (jury, non-jury) 1
Number of appeals disposed By case type
By manner of disposition:
Settlements, pretrial
conferences, hearings,
motions, 'sentences, -
other proceedings
By case type
By manner of dlsp031t10n
v : N Judge time spent
_ Workload analysis Judge time gpent
» - Nonjudicial personnel
© time spent
By case type : J ,
By cases disposed -

Number of events in case
processing concluded”

~Number of dispositions®

i

and for forecastlng local, reg10na1 or state case act1v1ty
“growths, CasefIOW'management data are especially useful for: "special
news releases to 1dent1fy courts in which dramatic reductlons have.

o

o

Figure 11: Specific management reports for
’ - performance measurement .
General . o
- report ( ol u “
category Specific reports Data reported
Performance Jury tr1al utilization ,Percentage of guilty’
indicators index v : pleas, jury verdlcts,
» : ‘ : " - court decisions -
Adjudications per judge ‘Cases filed, pending,
: continued, disposed,
P v ; etc., per judge 0
Activity per clerical Number of cases indexed, '
employee " scheduled, processed
- ) ~ Number of summonses pre-
o pared, notices mailed,
3 ¢ calendars prepared
Workload analysis , Time/days of courtroom
. usage
4 E o Judge time spent
' s Number of cases on
docket, number heard,
time in court
Average number of cases
. by docket; average
» - time in court
Cases that exceed court By case ‘type .
time standards By court : s
i ’ By judge o
Performance ' Number of trials con- By case type : o §#
evaluatiop, cluded ‘ By manner of d1sp031tlon éf»J

7

J

been made in case backlogs and processing times. Workload data,
where available, can be used to support caseload inventory data
reports ‘to the leglslature and other funding agen¢ies. Such reports
dramatize increasing demands on existing resources, thereby

‘justifying requested increases in budgetatry, logistical, and

personnel resources. Caseload data are useful for educating the
general public on the enormity of the .case processing task facing
the courts, while at the same tlme, caseflow data will give the
public an idea of how long it takes to process individual cases.

The 1mportance of generating, through the case-related.
information subsystem,. accurate, reliable, and timely data and -
publishing it for public and legislative consumptlon cannot be

i,over—empha31zed. 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 image can suffer
irrevocably. In this age of accountability, the true posture and
activity of the courts should be readily available and reported in a -
nanner that generates support. for the state court systems, rather
than be left to chance or media initiatives.

The types of reports produced by the case-~related subsystem
to meet the pub11c information needs of ‘the court should generally
be brief, concise summary reports. They should be unencumbered with . o
excessive detail’ and should emphasize one or two major points of
importance. The reports should be accompanied by explanatory
narrative, with graphics used for high visual impact.

Policy mandgers are generally involved with the release of
news and information about the case activity of the courts; They
also are the managers who provide legislative and other external
policy-setting agencies with requlred case and activity reports.

- Management control and policy execution managers are. usually

involved with the establishmerit and execution of court education

programs and the.development of data for use by policymakers to

justify resource requests. ~Operational court managers are generally
responsible for providing individuals with specific information on
particular cases &nd with informing and educatlng prospectlve

participants on their role and importance in the case processing’ P

CYcle P ° : . : ‘ : i\\-’/,‘:r:.f .

National trend analysis. Case-related data are useful for )
identifying state, regional, and national trends in court<activity

- and 4n litigation growth, for evaluating proposed procedural or

legislative innovations, and for studying the effects of national " ‘
legislation or state const1tut10na1 changes that w11l/have an impact #
on the state court system. As: dlscussed in the earlier section”on
forecasting, caseload, caseflow, and workload data can, all be used

to pro;ect trends and tﬂﬂperform impact analyses. Y o
" There is -great diversity, hoWever, in the level and amount
of case-related data collected aniy reportéd by the state court

‘systems and an even greater varleny of reportlng perlods,
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. definitions, and case catégories used by the states ‘when reporting

these data. As a consequence, it is extremely difficult to collect
complete and comparable caseflow and workload data that can be used
for national trend analysis, or caseload data other than the most °
basic caseload inventory data. In the State Court Model Statistical
Dictionary, court caseload inventory is defined as consisting of
"four uniform case counts that should be reported for each reporting
period: beglnnlng pending cases, new filings, dispositions, and end
pending cases." These four data elements are 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 bpainess 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 support
requests for the addition of new-resources to local or state court
budgets. - In some states the need for comparative state-by-state and
national caseflow data has become even greater because of decllning
financial resources. \ . ?

A national compilation of court case—related statistics can
be used to identify and evaluate the effect'of different procedural
innovations or structural changes on the efficiency of the courts in
those states where change has occurred. Comparative data enables
court planners and managers to 1dent1fy precisely which types of :
cases are clogging the courts and to devise strategies to deal with
that particular problem. For example, if one state adds speedy
trial rules or institutes do-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 effectlvely and to inform other courts about successful
programs or procedures. Data on current caseloads will also provide
a benchmark from which to evaluate new programs and procedures. The
existence of a nationaludatabase of.state court case -inventory
statistics encourages.court research in much the same way that the
availability of economic statistics encourages economic research.
In a sense, “what is counted, counts" because more attention is =
“focused on it. 1In essence, comparable.case-related statistics are
an invaluable-tool for persomnel responsible 'for state court
management and planning, as well as for state and national
leglslators, researchers, media reporters, and the public, becauae
they can be used to 1dent1fy . , o e —

a N
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1. - the total volume of state court cases in the ‘country;

o
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2."  national trends 1n 11t1gation and other court
. activities;.

3. evolving caseload problems;
A s
0 <

- the effects of long-term programs‘and legislation;

5. court systems that are operating effectively so that,
where applicable; successful programs and procedures

can be identified and shared; .
; 6. the impact on‘the courts of organizational,kproéedural,
"and structural changes in the “states; and
/»/ . :
7. the peedﬂfor judicial personnelaand resources.
The lack of nationally comparable state court{caseloadk

inventory data hinders the work of state, regional, and national
strategic planning and policymakers. Therefore, the National Center
for State Courts has developed a national data base of state court
: caseload statistics that consists of case 1nventory data from the
years 1975 through 1978 as well as partial data for 1981 and 1982.
The intervening years are currently being compiled. As more-states
adopt .the model data elements recommended .in this manual and the
concomitant definitions in the model dictionary and then report
their data u51ng the Model Anunual Report as a guide, the
comparability, accuracy, and completeness of this data base w111
grow. This will enable policymakers and researchers to access a
viable nati onal data base to identify national trends, and then to

forecast and analyze the 1mpact of proposed leglslac1on on the state .

and federal courts.
e - In a national context,
. court problems will become more readily aoparent once this caseload
inventory data base is firmly established. This will enable '
law-makers and ‘court administrators to identify national caseload
trends, along with regional and state variations, and to plan and to
respond accordingly. . The identification®of such‘ctaseload trends is
a precondition to effective resource dllocation and utilization and
o to effective plannlng and evaluation of innovation where state court
caseload activity is affected by federal court caseload activity.
It is also a precondition to the eventual collegtion and, g¢ompilation
of an effective, complete, and comparable national data base of -
caseflow or workload data. : -
‘ - Q <
Figure 12 gives a listing of specific case-related output
reports that can be used to support national trend analysis. 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 tnis manual.
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Figure 12:

General

report

category
P

Specific management réports for

national trend analysis

Specific feports

Data reported

B

Caseload
inventory

Manner of

disposition

o

Case listing

. // <

Apgregate court data

Active and disposed case

listipg by judge

. Y .
Active “and disposed case

listing by attorney
Number of judgments

entered during

period

Arraignment 1listg—-

summary and detailed

Sentences imposed

A

5 Reopened cases

gepérting

Beginning pending, filed, °

disposed, end pending

By case type

By case type ,
Population estimates,

. number of judges, judges

by type, number of

filings, filings by
type, etc., can be

compared to .

- dispositions, jury

Ca
Ma
Ca

trials, case types, etc.
se inventory

nner of dispositjion

se inventory '

Manner of disposition.

By
By

By
By
By
By
By
By

case type
amount of judgment

case type
defendant

case type

judge

type of sentence
case type '
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Chapter IV o .,
1 o ' ‘ : :
Model data elements - :

B
&

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 \ Y
current status of each case in order for them to track, monitor, and -
control the progress of the case. It is cumbersome 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
planners and policymakers to refer to individual case files when
trying to gather composite, condensed, or syzmary case information
with which to make resource allocations, fofécasts, or performance
evaluation-decisions. These are two of the principal reasons for
the development and maintenance of court management information
systems. : L .

When court managers are developing court information
systems, the first task they perform i§ 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

- output 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
management uses and reports that are desired, on the volume of cases,

- Processed by the court, on the needed responsiveness sof the. system

. Pty ) - e ’ s
require¢ & the users, and 'en whether a manual or automated . . <
processti; = - method is used to'generate the reports.

O . o . U

< . S . . ==

Prior development of model case-related data elements’ . et

There have been sevéral national and commercial efforts to
develop a core set of case-related data elements that could be
collected by all trial and appellate courts and that would satisfy
the most basic and necessary case data requirements for court
management information purposes. The impetus for developing model. L
data element sets for reporting case information has come from I
several directions. At the request of the Law Enforcement ' -
Assistance Administration and with the support of several state
court leaders, SEARCH Group, Inc.,_developed a set of data elements
and included these in a series of publications degcribing the

B
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modules that should make up a model state court information‘system.
SEARCH later developed a similar set of dat§ elements.and lls§ed
them in a publication describing a model- trial court information
system.l INSLAW. (while funded by LEAA) developed a set of
operational and management control %ata elements for the.couﬁts
segment of their New PROMIS system.“ .The Naticnal ?ounc11 0
Juvenile and Family Court Judges stud%ed the operational and ?ase
management information needshof juvenile courts gnd developedland
reported a' general model data’seqxfor use in thglr JISRA;mode
juvenile information system.3

A second impetus in generating interest in“model case data
element sets for state trial and appellate courts has bee? the
steadily growing consensus among court managers that's@arlgg
experiences and expertise can lead to management eff1c1e9¢1es that
are not possible if each court or court sys?em operates in
isolation. This attitude has led to statewide and regional efforts
to develop similar court case ;information systems and hés sparke@
the. concepts of infermation and technology transfer. S%nce sharing
and transferring court informationr system concepts, de31gns, and
modulés is much simplified if data elements and 1nform§t10n
requirements are similar, most court managers are seeking to
identify some commonality among all court needs and users.

In point of fact, almost every resear?h study:that has
analyzed or attempted to develop model court 1nform§t10n‘systems and
those that have studied caseflow manageggmf‘ﬁave pointed out the
importance of identifying what case %%QQ elements must be collected
for court management purposes. The ﬁ?gor drawback of many of the§e
information system examples is that fﬁ%y proceeded on the assumption
that if the court.collected everythlug it could possibly use, court
officials would have what they needaed’ when they were read¥ to
analyze data and produce management reports. Although this may be

true theoretically, a surplus of data has proved to be an inhibiting

lsee, SEARCH Group, Inc., Technical Report No. 12, SJIS State
Judicial Information Systems Final Report (Phase I) (Sacramento:
SEARCH Group, Inc.), 1975; Technical Report No. 17, SJIS State
Judicial Information System Final Report (Phase I1I) (BSacramento:
SEARCH Group, Inc.) 1976; Technical Report No. 31, SJIS State
Judicial Information System Final Report (Phase III). Volume II:
Topics of Data Utilization (Sacramento: SEARCH Group, Inc.) 1978.

2Instityte for Law and Social Research, PROMIS for the Courts: A
New Cojaputerized Information System for Management of the Court
(Washingtog: The Institute, 1979).

3Boxerman,”Lawrence A., Juvenile Justice Infor@ation Systgms: 1,
2, 3r A National Model {Renmo: National Council of Juvenile and
Family Court Judges, 1977). -
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factor in bridging 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
automated systems to collect dnd process the data in a timely manner
and to '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 model
output reports presented in Part II of this manual 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 Nation4l Center for State
Courts a national data base of case~related court statistics. This
effort, funde¢initially by LEAA and later by the Bureau of Justice
Statistics, proved to be 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 Natiocnal Center staff,
to identify and define an initial set of model data elements that
can provide the necessary caseload information required by most state
courts. The results of this effort were published by the National
Center in the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary and the State
Court Model Annual Report. .

A second directive that led to the development of sets of
model reRortigg forms and output reports for trial and appellate
courts also came at the request of COSCA., They asked that the
National Center, ‘through the State Judicial Information Systems
projgct, 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 designed for use by trial court, appellate
court, and state-level administrative office managers.

3

Finally, they requested that the model data sets, reporting
forms, and output report sets be expandable so that users could
incrementally add data sets and output reports as their information
needs increased. This has the concomitant bhenefit 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.

b

Analytical levels of the model data element sets

0

The included recommendations for model data elements
approach the construct of the trial and appellate court data sets

o
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' from the follow1ng two perspectlves. 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 each 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 appellate 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 maxXimum data elements
recommended by the National Center and the Conference of State Court
Administrators for that particular analytical data level. )
The first general analytical data level (Level 1) is

designed to tell how many cases are processed by a court during a

specified period. The volume or caseload statistics analyzed at

Level 1 are used to support public information requirements of the

courts, long-range forecasting, and national trend analysis, and for

allocating resources.

The second general analytical data level (Level 2) is
designed to tell what cases are being processed by the court,
how long it takes to process the cases, and at what stage of
processing each case may be found. This type of analytical data is
useful for scheduling, monltorlng, and controlling case activity and
progress, as well as for méasur1ng case times and volumes.

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, resourceﬂ
*)allocatlon, and performance measurement.

This approach to constructing the trial and appellate court
model data sets provides greater fle¥Xibility and expandability than
any previously developed or recommended model. While this approach
indicates to the court manager the minimum required data set, it
also gives incfemental 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 model data sets by the state trial
and appellate courts, resulting 1n greater comparability of state
court data. ! :

Recommended model data sets

. o i
The National Center and the Conference of State Court
Administrators recommend that all sfate trial and appellate courts
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o ° the people involved in the particular case.

Q

collect case-related information using the following four model data

sets as building blocks: |

: ; 1. People indicators: Levels 1-3
i 2. Caseload data elements for caseload management and
‘ ' resource allocation: ZLevel 1 b .
3. Caseflow data elements for caseflow management and
resource allocation: Level 2 '
4. Workload data elements for resource allocation and .
" performance measurement: Level 3

People indicators. A case file dontains the names of all of
In reporting case -
statistics, each court has to decide which peoples’' names are
important to. record. .

Even the simplest reporting systems should keep track of the
number of defendants invelved in criminal cases. The COSCA
committee determined that filings should be counted as “the number
of documents filed to commence cases in order to establish a uniform.

. unit for counting cases.' The number of charging ‘documents may
- differ from the number of defendants involved. Therefore, 1f a
court wants a truer account of its work activity during a particular
reporting period, it must also keep track of the number of
. defendants involved in criminal, traffic, and juvenile cases.
Likewise, to have an accurate inventory disposition count, the
number of defendants whose cases are disposed in crimipal, traffic,
and juvenile cases should be recorded along with the actual number
of cases disposed. This gives the court a better idea of the volume
of its work, and counting people in this manner is consistent with
analytical Level 1 éata characteristics.

. Additional people indicators mu§t be agreed 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!s management.

Caseload inventory. It is recommended that the minimum set
of -data elements collected and reported by a court’ consist of what
is commonly referred to as' caseload imnventory data. The number of
cases filed and disposed of in a reporting period are clearly
included in this data set, but the court also needs ta know how many
cases -were pending at the beginning of any reporting périod and how
many were pending at the end of the same reporting period-ip order
‘to compare court performance from reporting period to reporting .
_period. It is recommended, therefore, that the court caseload

beginning pending cases, filed cases, disposed cases, and end
pending cases. Caseload inventory data ‘are the most basic. ‘
analytical Level 1 type of data. . R : )

s
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: iaventory data set in both appellate courts and trial courts include"

e Bt L e et AL ST

Y

o

I

~ the “tracking and recording of evﬁ“'
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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 caseload inventory
data, these elements complete the analytical Level 1 Model Data
Element, Set. These data provide“the basis for output reports at

NE

both the local and state level that show caseload inventories broken’

o

down bYLcase types and manier of disposition for a specified
reporting period. Management reports based on these data can be
used to support resource allocation and caseload forecasting, as
well as planning and research activities at both the local and state
level. These ddta are also used for general public information on
court activity and in national trend analysis.

o8 N !

Caseflow management. Caseflow management data consists of
case event data on each specific case processed by the court and
makes it possible to compute time intervals between the occurrence
of selected case events. Caseflow management data elements
constitute the analytical Level 2 Model Data Element Set. . These
data elements (event tracking and time interval computation), when
combined with analytical Level 1 caseload management data elements,
can generate output reports: that are used td measure the pace of"
litigation by case type and to establish standards for case
?rocesging, as'gell as to monitor actual case processing and compare
it to the standard. Caseflow management can he used to forecast
court delay at the local and statz levels as well as to set
schedules and assign cases. ) :

: =

Workload vand performance measurement. Workload and
performance measurement data are¢ defined as consisting of data on »
actual judicial and nonjudicial{flﬁ% spent on case processing and
¢ that are not caseload- or
caseflow~related. . This data catééafy also includes performance
measurement and activity analysis data (see Figure 16 at the end of
this chapter). . ‘
evaluation studies. . Workload and performance measurement data
elements constitute analytical Level 3 data elements. Management
?utput reports from this data category.are also used to perform
impact analysis studies and to forecast future resource needs.

B

. The three analytical levels of data derive logically from
the "natural sequence in which courts collect case information and
normally expand their data collection efforts. ' Caseload iﬂventory
and management data are the first data collected and analyzed by the
court.. These data can be co@lected manually, are easily summarized

‘or aggregated, and caseload {inventory and management’ reports have

traditionally been used as the primary basis for allocating court
resources. ' _ '
Caseflow management data usually require a more
§ophisticated data collegtiod}system>and an ability to capture
information on individual, casés.» The»ideal.is a case-by-case
reporting system, which requires automation in order t6 record the

_status of all pending cases and to do extensive analysis of time
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It is used for resource allocation, utilization, and”
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intervals between events in total caseload. It is, however,
possible to capture some caseflow data with card indexes or by
sampling cases in a manual reporting system, but the effort and
resources required are substantially greater than those needed for
reporting only summary caseload information. - For this reason, as
case volumes grow and as courts move from caseload to caseflow data
collection efforts, it becomes important for them to examine the-
‘cost and benefits of automatlng their c¢ase information collectlon
practlces.

oG

m

- The third,level (workload data on judge and n01Jud1c1a1 tlme

- spent in case processing and events other than caseload) requlres an

_elements at the three different levels of complex1t¥ should make it .

additional set of data elements, which cannots be collected,
processed and analyzed economicalily without automation, except by
sampling. Collection at thiy 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 noét shown and the treatment of Level 3 in this manual,
found in Chapter X, is descriptive rather than definitiven
Remember, at each analytlcal data level the complexity of
the data elements needed to collect the information necessary to
produce the desired output reports can vary considerably. In this

‘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 appellate
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 system. All of the output reports can be prepared
using any of the three levels, but the quality of the analysis w111
be much more restricted with the minimum set than with the
intermediate set. . : v

Only the intermediate set of data elements is displayed on
the data collection foring and the output reports in this manual. ¢
This is done to avoid unnecessary repetition of the model® 1nput and
output forms. The reader 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.

1

Wenbelleve that presentatlon of sebs of the: model data

easier for the court manager to examine his reportlﬁg system and to
establish priorities to determine what information he needs to
collect and to 1dent1fy data elements that are not essential. Ha,
will also be able ‘to look at the recommended data €lements his court
does not collect and evaluate hoth their potent1a1 usefulness and
the cost of collecting them before decldlng 'to add them" to hlSk‘

reportlng system. , . o
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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,\fac111t1es data, support unit data--which are
not presented in this manual.

~ 7y ,
|7 Ve

Level 1. Caseldad 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 Annual Report. The model data
elements are separated into, appellate coyrt cases and trial court
cases. [The recommended court case types and manners of disposition
are shown in Figure 1l4. :

‘Model data elements for case types and manner of

disposition . .

Figure l4:

The model data elements for case types are separated ‘into appellate ccurt cases
The recommended appellate court case types are as follows:

Case types.

and trial court cases.

Minimum data elements Intermediate data elements Maximum data elements

Request to appeal
. Civil case request
A to appeal

Request to appeal Request to appeal O<
Civil case request to appeal
{by subject matter of case;
see civil case)
Criminal case request to appeal
(by subject matter of case;
see criminal case)
Postconviction remedy case request
to appeal
Request to appeal of administrative
agency case
Juvenile case request to appeal
(by subject matter of case;
see juvenile case)
Sentence review only case
Appeal case
Ciwil case appeal
(by subject matter of case)
Criminal case appeal.
(by éubject matter cf-case)
Postconviction remedy case
Appeal of administrative agéncy case

. Criminal case request
i to appeal

Postconviction remedy

case request to appealt
Request to appeal of

administrative agency case
Juvenile caseé request

to appeal

“
o
Sentence review only case

Appeal case
Ciwvil case appeal

Sentence review only
Appeal case
¥

Criminal case appeal

.. Postconviction remedy
2 Appeal of administrative
agency case
Juvenile casa appeal Juvenile case appeal
(by subject matter of case) P
Original proceeding case
Original jurisdiction case -

Original proceeding case
Original jurisdiction
Disciplinary mattar Disciplinary matter
Advisory opinion Advisory opinipn case %

o on —

=z

Original proceeding
_case

5,

(continued)
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. Figure 14.
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(continuedl
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% The recommended models for trial:court cases are separated-into four categorzes--c1v11

cr1m1na1 traffic,’

Minimum data elements

and juvenile--and are as follows:

Ao,
Civil case

Criminal case

Traffic Case¥

) Felony‘case

Traffic Case

Intermediate data elements

Civil case

Tort case

i

Maximum data elements

Civil case

Contract case

Real property riglts
Small claims case- W
Domesti¢ relations case’

Mental health case
Estate case

Appeal case

(&)
Tort case . ) o
Auto tort case E
Professional tort case
‘ Product-liability tort case
Other tort case ‘

Contract case

Real property rights case
Small claims case

Domestic relations‘case e

‘Marriafd dissolution case

Support/custody case
Adoption case :
Other domestic relations case <

Mental health case
Estate case

Probate/wxllsllncestate case

Guardianship/conservatorship/
trusteeship case

Other estate case

Appeal case

Appeal of admxnxstrat;ve agency
case
Appeal of trial court case

Extraordinary writ case Extraordinary writ'case
Postconviction remedy case o
Other civil case

Criminal case [subcategorles for criminal

Other civil case

Criminal case

Misdemeanor case

Preliminary hearing o

o

Ordinance’ (non-traffic)
viclation case

Appeal case

Extraordinary writ case
Postconviction remedy
Sentence review only
Other criminal case

DWI/DUL case

Moving traffic violation

Contested
Uncontested “
Parking violation case
Contested
Uncontested
Other traffic v1olat10n
Contested
Uncontested

78

Felony case

cases have not besn included because
other class1f1éat1on schemes, such as

the FBI's Uniform Crime Reports, are
already available] . N

kY

(Subheadings appropriate to your

jurisdiction)
Misdemeanor case

(Subheadings app:opr1ate to your

jurisdiction)
Preliminary hearing

(limited. jurisdiction court onmly)®

. Ordinance (non-trafflc) violation

case .
Apneal case . o
éf Appeal of trial court case
Extraordinary writ case

‘Rostconviction remedy case

Sentence review only case
Other criminal case

W

“ Traffie Case (Wisconsin case types)

‘DWI/DUI case

[

o

Hoving traffic violation--contested

4

Hit ‘and run

Operating after revocation or

" suspension

Reckless driving

Speeding *

Fleeing and eludiny

Other rules (Ff the road (movgng
vielations)

Other (equipment vxolatlons,
registration, etec,)

Parking violation--contested
~=uncontested

Other traffic violation-~-contested

=-uncontested

--uncon:esteé

e e

Figure 14:

Juyenile case

Commént-

Traffic cases*

(continued)

Juvenile case

Cr1m1na1-type offender

Statis offendér case
N 1 )

. Non-offender case

Other juvenile matters

’r\

Juvenile case

Criminal-type ‘offender case’

(Subheadings appropriate to your

jurisdiction)
Status offender case

(Subheadings appropriate to your

jurisdiction)
Non-offender case

(Subheadings appropr1ate to your

jurisdiction)

Other Juven:ie watters

O

have been separated from criminal cases because their numbers:are very large.

and the“way in which they are processed is generally very différent from the processxng of other
c¢riminal cases. B
The ABA Committee on: Traffic Court Reform, Standards for Traffxc Justice (ABA, 1974)
recommends this:
Section 2.6--Separation o; Traffic Cases.
court business, and traffi¢ sessions or divisions should be establxshed wherever the caseload is B

suff1c1en:.;
»  ‘Commentary:

"

5

Traffic cases should be treated apart from other

Separation of traffxc cases reduces wattlng‘t1me, permits use of opening remarks

for educatzon about available constitutional sdfeguards, heafing procedures and traffic safety

goals, and facilitates case processing.

Periodic, regular assignment to traffic court allows a

judge to develop expercxse and a consxstent policy of educational penalization.

Lol

Manner of disposition.

o

i

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 judicial decisions, and a tally of the :

outcomes—-by type of outcome-vfor defendants in criminal cases and traffic cases.

B

The manner of disposition for ‘appellate court cases outlxned below permits a count of the

1mportant ways of issuing appellate court decisions, with a cas® count to be reported under the types

of decision’ in each category.

appellate cases, whenever possible, between cases that are-civil or criminal.

W

Maximum data elements

Minimum data elements-:

Opinion

N

a Dismissed/withdrawn

settled

disposition

ther manner of

Intermediate dats elements

Opinion
Other decision

.. Granted/denied :
“Memorandum decision E
Other decision

Granted/denied
Order (decigion

without op1n:on)~

Other decision

Granted/denied
Dismissed/withdrawn/
gettled
Transferred -
- ‘Other manner of

disposition o

S

[}

-

Opinion
. Affirmed
Modified -
Reversed

Reversed ‘and remanded.

Remanded -
Granted/denied
Memorandum decisgion
Affirmed
Modified
Reversed
Reversged and remanded
Remanded | 5
Granted/denied *
Order (decision
without opinion)
Affirmed
Modified
Reversed
Reversed and remanded
Remanded
Granted/denied

“ Dismissed/withdrawn/

settled
Transferred
Other manner of

disposition

(S

The distinction should be made in :he manner of disposition of

(continued)
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j o i ’ In the manner o"' disposition scheme for trial court casesg” following, a case coun: should be ) : . B L
Criminal casg manner oF disposition and traffic case : R &

i reported under civil case manner of disposition.,
} : manner of disposition provide for.a count ((f trials and a count of defendant u:.sposnxons. ) ) )
) . . . .. The scheme above provides for an accounting of the manner of dispogition in all cases except :
N . ; N . N . E ) " juvenile. Because the handling of juvenile cases in the state trial courts was in a transition o

status, no manner of d:.spos:.twn scheme was included in the earlier model.

i . s
C:Lv:.l ¢ase manner of disposition®’ R 4 The following 'juvenile disposition categories, taken from JISRA (Juverule Infomat:.on Syst:am
: ) and Records Access) have been adopted by the COSCA Cmnnu.ct:ee for use at th:.s time. :
Jury trial | : : 5 ‘ . i ' 4 i
i Found for defendant Muumum data elements  Intermediate data elements = Maximum data elements )
: ) : . Found for plaintiff L i )

; ) ) . ) . R _Dismissed . o : ) ) e

Maximum data elements

Intermediate ‘data elements

Minimum data elements

Civil case manner
of digposition
©Jury tgial

Civil case manner
of disposition
Jury trial

Petition denied Petition 'deniad Petition denied

L e g o i

) o ' Nom-jugy trial " Non-jury trial Non=jury trial ER . . ¢ oo . , Petition withdrawn Petition withdrawn
. = DA : ) .. Found for defendant ) : . } Matter dismissed Matter dismissed
: . . : Found for plamnff » o . o . = Transferred’(waived) to "  Transferred (waived) to adult court
; § +*Dismissed : s " : . .adult court’ ' ; : :
: ) 7 (Uncontested/default * Uncontested/default 2 Trat}sfg:red to other juris~ Transferred to other jurisdiction I
i Dismissed/with- ‘Dismissed/withdrawn/ Dismissed/withdrawn/settled . .dlctwn
drawn/settled -{before trial) : Diverted Diverted i

settled (before-trial)

“Petition granted

: (before trlal) . Transferred Trausferred (before/during tri&l) L . n Pefition granted (adjudica- Petition granted (adjudication hearing)
§ Arb:.t;ratlon Arbitration (ad_]l:\d:.cat:lon tion hea.r.ing)" . : E N
Other manner of -Other manner of Other manner .of dlsposxtlon hearing) . .

- disposition disposition . Other Other Other _

£

Criminal -cese manner
3 of disposition

N
Criminal case manner
of disposition

Criminal case manner of disposition’

Comment; Net::.onal Center staff will coordlnate with JISRA staff at the National Council of

;
N 4

; Jury trial Jury, trial Jury trial Juvenile and Family Court Judges in defz,nmg the model juvenile dsta elements.,
i . Convzctmn Conviction e -
b : Guilty plea .-
Acqum:t:gl ® Acquittal ' . o

Dismissed by Judge :
Dismissed by prosecutor =

3

Non-_]m:y tr1a1 ‘Non—jury triél : » ‘© Non=jury trial @ b i
; ’ an Conviction : Conviction Y 3 ) 4
b L - Guilty plea o . . W 5 5
- Acquittal Acquittal . - s : _ !
o Dismissed by judge: ) " !
‘f ‘ ST ) =z Dismigsed by prosecuto? N . f
B Dismissed/riolle pro- Dlsm:.ssed/nolle pro— L9 Dismissed (before trial) . ~ -
[ - Sequi (before trial) sequi (before trial) Nolle prosequi, o - ¢ . §
i . ; Bound over ‘ Bound- over ! = ‘ :
& Transferred ) Tratsferred (before/durmg trial) @ R 4
’! Diverted Diverted . &= = s
M Guilty plea (before trial) . Guilty plea (before t:rlal) E ®
B! el . Bail -forfeiture Bail forfeiture , . o o
od Other wmanner of Other mannér; of. _-Other manner of disposition E > N o ! )
ool disposition digposition M o .
:: | | < ;
0 H Traffic cade manner Traffic case manner Traffic case manner of disposition ) ¢
‘ { of dispesition “ of disposition : : o . ‘ : o, .
9 : Jury trial Jury trial Jury trial - : - x
5 . o “ Conviction B S ©
- Guilty plea . A = X o , s
[ N ) N (}t Acquittal N, g . . SR Y
e o Ar Dismigsed K ) Wy ! e ©
: o, Non=jury trial Non-jury trial Non-jury trial Level 2. Caseﬂow vmanagementﬁ - .
. h & Conviction o N ; ) S 3 "
; o Guilty plea : o o i £
| Aequittal ! The basis for cas»ﬂflow management .is-the ‘equence of events A
' firred T fDmm;s?Ed /d " ceial) o in a.case'as it progresses from filing to dlsposl“'lon. The model : ” L .
i o T ansfe 2 urip ia ) : g 0
' ; ‘ Drvereed Dioerogred tpsfore/during trial) . ‘ : ; S - data elements for cadeflow management of appellate coift cabe events 2
Lo ' ‘ . Guilty plea (before trial) Guilty plea.(bafore tnal) . ;"'iv"‘ : o are in-the Model Statistical chtlonary. "The model for trial court \‘ N
. i . v Bail forfeiture Bail forfeiture - T y ' Y B . o R
' Dismissed/nolle '/Zs- Dismissed/nolle pro- Dismissed/nolle prosequ). ."ag o case events was chosen in. 1982 under the guidance of the COSCA Court . S RN
l sequi ‘(beforezytial) sequi (before trial) (before trial) ) , Foot Stat:l.stlcs and Information Systems Committee, and will be added to e
H ; irki ine i ' : g B .
" Parking: fine : Uncontested parking fine paid , , i the State Court Model Statistical D1ctlonary vhen it is revised in : TR e
i Other manner of: Othér manner; of Other manner of disposition . : R R
: disposition " disposition - v S . 5 y 1983, (A survey of events in case process:mg from a number of
: . N N . N . e . i . "
. : o . ' . R o b caseflow management studies is found in Appendix B.) . A R
i . . o R (continued) T , SRR T SO R e . : . L
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Figure‘15: .Model data elements for events in case processing .

)

)

/) The basis for caseflow management is the sequance of events 1n a caseé as it -progresses from
f111ng to ‘disposition. The model data elements for caseflow management of appellate court case events
are in the Model Statistical’ Dictionary. The model for trial court case events was chosen in 1982
vnder the guidance of the COSCA Court Statistics and Information Systems Commxttee, and will. be added
to the State Gourt Model Statistieal Dictionary whén it is-revised in 1983, (4 survey of events in
case processing from a number of castflow management studies is found in Appendix B. )

Events in case processing. For appellate court cases; the model data elements for everit

processing are as follows: ) . ) S : , . ) 4

: e
Maximum data elements o
Date of first filing in trial court - T
Date of filing of notice of appeal s
Datn court reporter's transeript ordered
Extensxons granted. to court reporters
Date court reporter § transcript >
received N
.. ‘Date record received
Date appellant's brief received

Minimum data elements

Intermediate data elements

Date of filing of
notice of appeal

Date of filing of notice
of appeal

Date court reporter's

_ transcript received

Date record receiyed

Date appellant's brief
received -

Date respondent's brief Date respondent's brief received

received s B : )

Date ready for oral argument or submission

Date under advisement (date of oral argument
‘or subm1ss1on)

‘Date ‘under advigement -(date
of oral argument or sub-

; mission
Date of decision Date of decision (disposi- . Date of decision (disposition)
(disposition) tion)

Request for en banc hearxng Request for en banc hearing or rehearing

o -or rehelring

For trial court cases, the model data elements for events in case processxng, separated

. aecording to civil, crxmlnal, traffic, and juvenile cases, are as follows' <

Minimum data elements Intermediate data eléhents”k Maximum data elements

Civil cases: o

Date. of filing

Date first answer filed

Date. case put on alternative track
o ‘ : (mediation, arbitration)
Dete of completion of discovery
Date of first pretrial confererte
Daté- of pretrial order (certificate
2 of readiness, note of issue) } @
Dates of filing of motion(s)
First scheduled trial date

(number of continuances) =

Civil cases:
Date of filing
Date first answer- filed

Civil éases: |
Date of filing

Date of first pretrlal
- conference

First scheduled trial
date (number ui’
. continuances) ‘
“7p Date trial commenced Date trial commenced
5 T, Date trial concluded “ i
“Date judgment entered
Date of disposition

Date of disposition “ Date of disposition

- ‘ Date of motion for a'new trial °
: : : : (appeal)- s
<
. ‘ d B
G L

) &
S
- : , R - (continued)

/\ ’ ) o e

=

Figures 15 (continued)

Criminal casges and Criminal cases and traffic Criminal cases and traffic cases

traffic cases: cases: [except for parking violations]
Date of filing Date of filing of com- Date of filing of complaint
plaint Date of arrest

Date of atrraignmeat (lower court)
Date of diversion * B
Date of preliminary hearing
" Date of indictment (or information)
Date of arraignment (upper court)
Date of conferences
Date(s) of motions (pretrial)
First scheduled trial date
(number of continuances)

Daté of indictment (or
‘information)

First scheduled trial
date (number of
continuances)

Date trial commenced ° Date trial commenced

. . . Date trial concluded

Date judgment entered

‘Date of dispoeition (if mot by trlal)
Date of sentencing

Dates of post-trial motions (appeals)

o

Date of disposition Date of disposition

(A}

Juvenile cases:
Date petition filed

Juvenile cases:
Date petition filed

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 irnterim disposition (pretrial

., or pradisposition diversion)

Date of adjudication/disposition
hearing

Date and type of services provided

Date of tPrmlnatxon

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

Date of adjudica-
tion/disposition
hearing -

Date of adjudication/
disposition hearing

kg

Level 3. Workload measures
Model data elements for Level 3--workload-—have not been

chosen ‘yet nor have any model input forms or output reports been |

prepared. A descrlptlve treatment of workload appears ‘in Chapter X

T

I - o

Summary . i R

3

In order to relate the discussion of the management uses, of
court ‘information system data found in Chapter III to the analytical”
levels of data collection dlscussed in thls chapter as well as the
model output reports in Part II, Figure®l6 following preserts a
summatry 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
examples found in Part II of this manaal. ‘ -

Y

83 : =
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S , : Figure 16: A summary of specific management reports ‘and , . - :
' . . the klnds of data requlred ' o . _ L e , S . 4 0 ‘
; ) » : ! s i ) » o : i Trial Appellate Aoc 7 '
: Trial Appellate = AGC e o . . L " General = . eourt court = . examples o b . o
i General court court - examples “ T X . - report Analytical models in models in in dix D Specifi orts Date resited f
; re[t;ort . A;nal;{txca]:‘ x;cd:l;lm ‘EOd:l;Im zn dix D specits s 5 t vorted category level Part II ‘Part II Appendix D Specific repor p
. o.ca O eve a ar enaglx eCl 1C re Or 8. a . - PN s : d
4 . »Eategory 4 ] PP, : P L 2 Eporte ; belay .- 2 . 26 4 7 Disposition time Time intervals between '
i Caseload 1 7 32 2, 4 . Caselisting ¢ - > Beginning pendlng, f:.led assessment/ L - 8 measures - gventss;: case :
" . inventory 8 5. s 32 ST 235 24 ; L disposed, end pending age and . S ?.0 Meg;::ezimeginteyrvals
& 9 N 3 ‘25 : o " ‘By cadse type - status of . o “ b ‘ . ;
“.7 10 35 3 0 . Manter of disposition By case type cases reports ) 211 bet“e"o::::; in 5
: 118 . 36 . 1 Aggrégate court data . Population est::.mtea, ’ ) - B case p: 8 o
; f L 12. ©.37 * .6 : _number of judges, - b 27 45 Percen:dage ogac:ses Yy case type "
N ; . 13 L3 12 judges: by type, . exceeding tim
T s : B < B i4 s 39 15 3 K nuober of filings, . N standards 5 .
<o 15 40 16 , : filings by type, i T * Percentage of Seas v case type
PRPEE 16 \ 17 ' : = j etes, can be compared : ' settled by trial = .
AR . “ a “ k : L Percentage of cases in Trial begun on day
% - 17 o 19 . PN d;spos:.t::.ons, jury < & L9 ) .
oF 18 T 20 . trials, case types, = which trials begun scheduled; in 7 duys;
i : i E = in 14 days “
: e w1907 o4 26 etc. 4 - P n 14
% : L - 13, 24, 27 Case mventory hs:mg ; Case .inventory > g N“mng.. of defendant':s ?
¢ “ ) ; 14 . by judge - ¢ Manner of diaposition awaxt:.gg]sentg;lc:tng b
| - = ‘Case inventory listing Case inventory Number o Juven‘;: est_
H " by attorney " Manner of dispesition awalting court action
: - B - Number 'of judgments By case type ; - . . ' L
AR : entered during . By amount of judgment Performance 1, 2, 3 Lo 1 Jurydtnal utilizaticn Perizzts:agguol ;g]::;-;zcs
! o 5 réporting period : indicators : incex zourt’ d:czions : o
§ . Arraignment ligte—- ) By ‘case type ) : X 5 faxae . : R : di :
v ' . -summary and detailed | By defendant ) “ B S 13 Adjudications per judge ca:sxs;tif:v.];::, 252 mg;r‘
* : Sentences imposed By case type ¢ ’ o o
P L s . « . judge i
: By judge dexed I
g o By type of -seatence Activity per c].encal Number of cases. indexed, i
I v R 4 ; B . o emp].oyee scheduled, processed 1
« o Ve N ’ eOpened cases y cane type - ' Number of summonses pre- B o
. Resource 1, 2,3 7 “ ° 3 13 Detemmacmn of need : Population per judge a :z::i::l “::;:;:ars )
i allceation 8 a3 4 for Judges per case type prepar;d { :
Tepotts 9 34 - 15 Populat cuit s i
p o % 13 ogexl;aal:;n/ur ui F ) J a3 Workload analysis Time/days of coiirtroom " v
) ' . a s 34 - usage
Y 1i 36 2 . Case filings per judge ) B 35 Judge time apent ) i
14 37 3 ‘ LW Dispoaitions per judge It Number of cases on s N
15 38 1 Pendings per judge . 36 N docket ~umber heard " {
“ “ S 16 -39 Rumber: of attorneys R Sy . g; o o tggeei; :ourc‘ ’ 2 .
' 17 40 . . ' Juper judge 7 E - " © o &
i3 - 19 Q\ii Determination of need d\‘xtrent rate of growth § 39 N v Ay:rnigc;\::l?ezv:;;:!ies
. N 13 B for personnel, fi- of filings, disposi~ E ) t}i'me in court i
; . # 5. 4 nancial, Icg:l.sncnl tions, perdings B g ' . d court By case tybe - 9
B i1 e ‘ 6 Tesources n Current year number of i o G 27 Z) 43 ca:;;;:z;&;:::;: cou B;: court P ‘
L . «
L », 12 . - : ~filings per judge, ete. : - ) ™ By ud Q
L ) . 28 . “ " Current year backlog, in N © : ‘ . . Y. judge
DB B K 29 ’ ' ‘ working days S-ntean disparity gy t::;t;yg; sentence -
> s © . Daily docke: report: Usage rate of court- (’) : n§ number of offenses :
. rooms, judges, etc. ' W s 5 : i
B 12, 18 . 1, 25 . Trials concluded by - "By case type & : . - B & type i
‘ : Jjudgesa By manter of disposition ¢ Performance. .2, 3 o 12 ““'Z‘{ELE‘ trislg con nz :::ne:ygf‘ disposition 1
5 o o N i , ) (jury, nof-jury, etes) evaluation “ (jury, non-jury)
- . el Tri Uded b B; di L .
¢ . ) : r;:li::::i:ie ait— By x::::e: og 1‘apoa1t1°“ AN i 33 3, 6 Number of appeals sBy case type . L.
4 ” o . O ¢ g d » P tored Y =yP LN IS o b disposed By manner of dxspog;gxon "
o , ‘:‘e judges; retire . E 5 Number of events in case Settlements, pretrial
. " o “Ju 8“’ etey @ procéssing concluded confererces, . o .
£ N . 0 5 s : P . “ . ; ' ! hearings, motions A
TR o . Cageflow ° "2 : cL P . Age of cases B By cage type : E § ; s:n:emg:‘e;, other ' o
o K : management ' 0 = 41 T Pending By judge W : » proteedings ‘ +
. - R . 21, 22 43 7, 315 32 At digposition. - By manner of- d;sponnon N N . . . ied type o Lo
! .23 i 28 -Statug of cases . By case type - N T ' 1 33 ~ 2 s Number of dispositions :z ::::erygz disposition Lo W
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v 0 o v . ‘ . Workload analysis Judge timeé spen .
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: Figure 16 (continued) ' v : - . : Chapterv S
%) S - - AT . a4 R Yo ) B - " = . .
o M By - ’
” Trial Appellate  AOC . o e -
e T Aefal o Amellats A R Factors to consnder in planmng methods and
- " report " Analytical models in . - models in . in : L e . : . s
f category level: Part II Part I1 ° ~ Appendix D Specific_reports Data reported procedures fOr CO"eCtlng Case related data 5
: Workload 2, 3. : - Continuance analysis gy Number: of cases .- o : . .
I analysis - g ke ’ : -scheduled that were "
- s o continued, by casge ' q
, type % d - o : B ? i ;
b Offense snalysis , ;Bypg_;sg“tgge g \ : Change to a court's case management 1nformatlon systim “
. K : By case inveptory . - S p should never be instituted unless necessary. Trial, appellate, and i
» o ’ A By manner of disposition ° 7,
i ‘Caseflow analysis Number of cases set for ~state administrative managers bear ‘the responsibility for .
2 N b 2:;:‘1"3::“ go off the establlshlng the policy and dlrectlon of all the court's
; 5 @ Number of dismissals _ activities: -The development, implementation, and management of the . i
' g:t::dgﬁtpla‘mnﬁ court case maﬁagement system is no exception.. All court leaders ' 3 )
& e g 3
1 ‘ . Number of judgments 3 ! - should participate in the developméiit of “an expressed philosophy i
:L’ " :Zﬁ:f}md{ by time .that includes, at a minimum, a statement of purpose for a court i
: 2 2 - p . v
: 21 Number of cases o " information system (be it manual or automated), the 1dent1f1cat10n €
i heduled, txied, . o
% : A Zisioﬁe‘é zbyxtime : ‘of the court's information and reporting requirements, an = :
; j} 34 “period, by case type . - o0 explanation of the organizational relatlonshlp within and between :
: g as i “ fumber of defauilts, [ level d (administrat d 1 ),
T pleas, by case type - e court levels and court managers (administrators, judges, clerks
g; : . ““;‘bef of m“:“s,s indication of the process by which the “court information system is
3 o & edrings ce
o ‘ ‘39 R tlm: pgr;.o: by - g expected to meet the objectives of the court, and a set of basic H
i . ’ judge, by case type . guidelines for theblmplementatlon, day—to-.-day operatlon, and i
4 o N 5 management of the court information system. If this appreach to ¢
i ‘ ) ! court management is' followed, managérs are better able to recognlze< 5 £
: ' the need for change and respond to that need. N B i
‘ 2 K 7
: o ks ® 4
i i @ When 1nd1v1dua1 or state—level courr eff1c1encv lags, the b
T i P . 5 ¥
! ; N @ , : responsible court managers recognlze ‘that 4 problem exists. i
‘ g ‘ ‘Normally, the court mandger is able to 1dent1fy the court's needs, i
i e o o o . analyze the problems, and issue the necessary revised procedures to - Ho,
§ ve ° operating personnel without making major changes. Some problems,
" % however, grow worse, regardless of the short-term solutions ptoposed {f‘
¢ 3 R . ) by management. The more complex problems become apparent whén R
; § . long-standing needs for case management 1nformat10n go unfilled. ‘ 4
7 | x = When enough of these problems exist and their solutions are not
: ' ’ kf readily apparent, the court manager should undertake an evaluation {0t
of the current needs of the court and“determine whether alternative, ..
0 . o techniques for managing information—-either new or enhanced manual ¢
; B i data collection procedures, or a major change to an automated
- o v . o gr:;\ system~-will solve the problems. No court manager should begin to .= [
3 : ) ' " ‘automate his court without first conducting a thorough systems ' - f} '
i ‘ o ) A ) ) study. , Through careful ‘analysis of the éourt's information ' \
+ Ay A Y
0% ' flow~~yhere information comes from, who needs it,.what is done with 0
i N v it, what happens because of -it, and how it is collected, processed, s N
3 . s ' and analyzed-—the proper system (whether manual or" automated) .can, be b
5 ' s developed to meet the court's needs. ¢ 5 %
“f{ 2 WR : TS B " -
] G A
1 : ¢ @ g o )
; . ~ ‘ ; ok Slnce thls manual deals with' data collectlon and ,analySJ.s, 8 .
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‘automation required to process and analyze caseload, caseflow, and .
workload data to produce operational, management, and planning '
‘reports; and the relationship of the level of automation to data

collection,: ana1y51s, and reportlng requirements. o o

I

Different methods of data colle‘ction .

The method by which trial and appellate court information is
-gathered depends cn the nature of the data to be collected and the
types of analysré/to be performed, as well as on the structure of
the court system and the level of antomation being used. There are
two basic data collection techniques: (1) summary or aggregate
reportlng and (2) case—by—case reporting. ) y ¢

@

) i o
) E 1 s

Data collection methods and procedures for producing output; reports

Summary reporting. Summary statistics of local court data "
are obtained by tallying cases as they are filed and disposed, and,
compiling aggregate courtwide caseload statistics.,

The main advantage of summary reporting is its 51mp11c1ty
and relative low cost to the trial court, appellate court, and
state-level administrative offices. It is a good system for those
states that need or desire only basic ‘caseload inventory data--case
filings, case dispositions, manner of filings, type of disposition,
and number of pending cases:

The 1nventory is much asthe name implies. Each month a.
clerk goes through all active cases,\usually by examining the

- court's gocket book to count all f111ngs/dlsp031t10ns/pend1ng cases

for the month. Some courts, however, have developed tally sheets ~°
for keeping track of cases as they are filed and disposed. (Model
Input Form 1 in 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 the case processing event ‘which provides
somewhat greater accuracy in the figures. It also gives the cdourt
an 1dea of current case activity. : . E . LA
. . o i A ot
Case tracking cards“are used very mich in the samé fashion
as the log sheets. At case filing a card is completed for each:
case., ‘This card is then filed according°to the current case event
so that at the end of each month the clerk has- only to go to the -

. ™.
card file to.count .the number of cases filed under each category to

complete the monthly\\atlstlcal report. The use of.either tally/log
sheets or case tracking cards for preparatlon of monthly summary
forms permits the capture of some aggregated age-of—cases :
information for use by the court as a by-product of theustatlstlcal
gathering operatlon. o ‘ { :
. u (y

Summary data have several dlsadvantageS' They usually do
.mot provide enough information on which to base many day-to-day case
management dec1s1ons, such as Jud1c1a1 or non—Jud1c3a1 pez‘sonne1

[}
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. Individual case-by-case reporting °

assignments. It is difficult to monitor status of cases, nor can
summary data be used to 1dent1fy those cases 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 1nformat10n on which to base ’
day-to-day case management declslons, nor are they adequate for

court ‘managers responsible for day-to—day operations. Another
drawback to the use of summary reports is that the additional time
required by court personnel to compile summary statistics makes this

- method of reportiag tlme-consumlng and expensive for court clerks.

Often summary reports require a complete census of the court' 8 .

ﬂentlre active caselodd each month.

Summary reporting is, however, the only method available in
those states where the state-level administrative office, local
trial courts, and appellate courts do not have at least some level
of automated data processing capablllty. Although summary
statistics can also be obtained in an automated system, individual
case reports, case monitoring, and delay assessment data cannct 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 gtatistics are reported . e
through summary data. . - N

Case—-by-case reportlng. As increasing artentlon is devoted
to case management and delay assessment and reduction, ‘the trend has I
been toward reporting case-related statistics on a caqe-by-case =
basis. Case-by-case reporting is more flexible than summary
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 cases: (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 on the reporting form or CRT
‘and sent to the appropriate local or &tate administrative manager

for compilation and use. In addition to providing the ‘basic
caseload inventory statlstlcs,’case—by—case reports permit both the
local court and the state administrative office to compute age’ “of

- pending cases, time to disposition data, average time to

‘disposition, exception reports, and time interyal reporys:
'is ideal for analytical purposes
because it permlts ‘a central office the flex1b111ty to generate

Although some of this information, such as age—of—cases, .
data, can: be obtained through aggregate case /reporting, it is
tlme-consumlng to compile’ and requires that the clerk of the court
manually tabulate it. Through automatlon,’casemby—case information

o

INational Gourt Statistics Project, Stdte Court Caseload
Statistics: Staté of theAArt (Wllllamsburg, Va.: National Center

. for State Courts, 1978), .82,
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can be analyzed and many:differént types of management control and
planning reports can be generated without further clerical
involvement. -

[

R

14
4

Types of case-by-case reporting forms

&

There .are three types of manually ggnerated case-by-case
reporting forms that can be used to collect case-Felﬁt?d data: (1)
multiple case filing/disposition log sheets, €2) individual case
tiling/disposition cards, and (3) multi-part forums. s

Multiple’éase‘filing/case disposition log sheets: All cases

“filed or disposed for the day are entered onto one log sheet.

(Model Input Forms 3A and 3B in Chapter VII and 29%A and %QB i? ]
Chapter VIII are examples.) Date of filing and.date of disposition
are included, =s well as the manner of dispositlon.. Event gnd
interval reporting are difficult to gather using this technique,

These sheets are quite similar 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 AOC.
These data have a tendency to become dated because of their
aggregéted nature. This technique also is limited in the amount of
dats that can be collected without placing an undue burden on
clerical staff. Log sheets are used by a number‘of.statesa )
including Arkansas, Colorado, Idaho, Illinois, Maryland, Missouri,
North Carolina, and Texas.

" Individual case filing?disposition cards. - At case
initiation, the clerk completes the case initiation portion of the
card .as a separate step. (Model Input Eorms 2 and ?8 are
examples.) =The card can then-be kept in an index file behind
dividers for each event in case processing. If-it is moved after
each event occurs, 'a manual count can be made periodically ?f‘the
number of cases waiting in queue at each event. The disposition .

" card is filled in at the appropriate time and provides disposition

statistics. Summary counts can also be made of the age of cases at
disposition. Copies of the cards may als¢ be sent to a local
computer or to the AOC for batch entry into a computer. 5

Like any method(gégganually ;ecording case—by—caserdata on a
reporting form, one disadvantage is the chance for error to occur in
the preparation of the form or at the time of batch data entry
because information is recorded twice. As a court's case volume
increaseé, these procedures can become an unmanageable burden on
States using this type of form include Kentucky,
Nebraska, Tennessee, Wisconsing and Puerto Rico.

Hﬁlti—part forms. These are: used exclusively with automated
information systems. (Model Input Forms 5 and 30 are examp%es.)

The individual case information sheet is one part of a multi-part
" 7

kv
%
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case processing form that is usually designed tc be an integral part.

of case processing.” Multi-part forms can provide individual 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. (7

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 information
more than ounce, thus saving considerable time and reducing the
opportunity for.clerical recording errors and for data entry error.
The initial filing information is batch entered into a local trial
or appellate court computer or 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 data 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 case 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 ising multi-part forms are Alabama,
Alaska, Florida, Kansas, Maine, Minnesota, Montana,-North Carolina,
North Dakota, South Carolina, and Wisconsin. . e '

[

‘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, including all basic case
inventory data, age of cases at disposition or age of cases at
different intervening case events, and lists of 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 occur. Some systems using this data collection technique do
not, however, report until disposition. In this situation
management planning reports analyzing age of .cases. and processing
times between events ccan still be computed, _but'management control:
of ¢ase processing (exception reports) events is more.difficult.

Disadvantages of multi-part forms are that they are more
expensive to use and require time by trial court or state
administrative office staff to Prepare and enter the data into the
computerized data base. Because much more data are being r%ported
and entered into the information system; the:system is able to
produce more useful management reports than any other system. 'These"
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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. s
On-line direct data entry. An on-line case management
information system is the final step toward complete automation of
the case-processing activity. With such 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 planmning !
statistics are a by-product of the case recording/updating process
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 staff time 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 inkto 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 increased data accuracy,
completeness, and availability. ‘

o

Automation of data collection

The level of automation used by local trial and appellate
courts and among state-level court information systems varies
extensively. These systems can, however, be classified”as being (1)
completely manual systems; (2) batch oriented or partially automated
systems, or (3) on-line or fully automated systems. The level of -
automation 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
1 7.§= ) ¢ E ’ i

_ ‘A manual (hand-generated, processed; and analyzed) system
can handle only summary statistics effectively. A batch or
partially automated system (one that uses a computer to aggregate, -
summarize, manipulate, analyze, and prepare reports) is capable of*
handling a much larger volume of case data and of generating case

event, time series, and time interval reports. On-line operational

= or fully automated systems are able to generate all necessary

operational reports upon request, give up-to~the-minute case
activity reports, and generate any type of management or planning
reports requested.’ In many states the information needs of
appellate or trial courts will be satisfied by %anual‘systems,
whereas the case volumes and operational needs of other courts, A
particularly large metropolitan trial courts, demand batch oriented
or on-line systems. s S
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Fi;ure 17: Level of automation required by the collection of |
- different levels of case-related data ;

Level of automation required

ical 1 l’ Batch/partially Fully
lytical levels
ﬁ?adZta collection Manual automated automated
Level 1: <Caseload hX)
Caseload inventory X
Manner of disposition
, . '
Level 2: Caseflow
v. . * X
‘Filing/disposition X X
Other events in . < V <
case processing’ X X
Time interval data
Level 3: Workload
| X
Perférmance measures: § x

Weighted caseload

O

As discussed earlier in this monograph, ogergtmonal, e
management, and statistical plann?ng and research regirts czg,resu
from three basic levels of analysis: cageload,;cage qw,d§
workload. Most types of caseload a?alys1s (beglnnlgg Sen 1n§i1
filings, dispositions, and end pgndlng) can be provide m;nu toi;ted
because caseload analysis calls ?or"summa?y data, although au ona
systems can be useful at even thls,SUm@ary 1gve1. When, 'owe;ilin .
the level of analysis passes from consideration of ?gg?eggtel caseg‘

r,and dispositions to consideration of the status of individua

““in court operations, use of computers is almost essential. This

means that caseflow and workload analysis~cannot readily be Lvsic
performed without the aid of com?uters, because caseflowdana { i
calls for detailed data on individual cases; and WOfkl?a an? y
calls for detailed data on court op?ratlons. ;Descr}ptlons o iven
managementfféponts based on these §1fferent k1nds'qf data are g

in Chapter IV and in Part II of this manual.

Au&oﬁated‘case management information systems can'su?pirt
. functions at both the local and state levels. Whl}e most’t{iatew
court functions are performed only atkshe lo?al level, agpg 'a“orted
courts typicalli,have°a state—leye} orlentgtlon and can» e sggz are
by state-level offices. Although 1nter@edla;§ appellege cquz et
often decentralized, their local or regional 1nformat10nhnee 8
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also be supported by :state-level offices. General court management
functions are performed at both the local and state levels, and the
current trend in state administration is toward more centralized
court management by the state-level administrative office.

1f a fully-automated local or regional (on—-line)' case
management capability exists, however, the information generated to
stipport trial and appellate court operations can also be used to
support management functions. In other words, manageément control
and. statistical planning reports are provided as a by-product of the
local court operations. On the other hand, management and "
statistical reports are almost never required to contain all
information pertaining.to 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 loecal
level, the systems and application packages that support- these» - N
functions 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 be run on state—-level computers.

“ A key element in the efficiency of computer’ usage is that
data should be entered only once, although the data may have many
uses. To realize 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 bé accomplished - :
electronically (e.g., by telecommunications) or by periodically .
sending a computer-readable medium (e.g., tape or diskette) :
containing the data to the state-level office for merging with-the-
existing statewide data base. T

CAnalyses“bf case datasstored in this manner result in
management and statistical planning reports that are used at both
the state and local levels.. The state's needs for increasingly

detailed reports on all courts within the state court structure are a

satisfied. TLocal trial and appellate court needs for 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 trial
and appellate courts. This means that local data used to produce
state~level management and planning repérts, as well as local trial
and appellate court operational and management reports must be
recorded accurately, efficiently, and as timely as possible.

o

A major consideration in systems design, therefore, ia how .
to get locally entered data to the staté level to gemerate the = .
needed reports. - If only caseload analysis ig being condiucted for
these reports, only giimmary information need be sent to the. state
level. On the other hand, other types of analyses require that

b ' ] ' 5

&

detailed data on individual cases be sent to the state. Therefore
the level of analysis, the type of information, and the accuracy a;d
completeness of management reports desired will, in large part,
determi?e whether a summary reporting or a case-by~case reporting
systg%?}s:needed;;o collect and report case-related data. Likewise,
the de§1re'for timely, up-to—date operational and delay assessment
data will dictate the need for more advanced case-by-case collecting
procedures or on-line systems. ‘

‘ These analytical needs, along with the related communication
costs, also determine 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
computer where the needed data could be extracted and manipulated
for al} localities statewide? Or is it more efficient and cheaper
to periodically perform the data extraction at each location and
thep send this lesser amount of data to the state-level computer?
There_aF% many variations on this scenario if less than full
automation exists: at thg}local level. A second question results
from the answer to the“first: how best to send the required data to
the §tate level--manually on forms or electronically using remote
terminals——and how best to enter and‘process the data on the

«state~level computer?

N

Obstables to change

Change does not occur automatically simply because a court
manager realizes that more management information is needed. -
Ineft}a is inherent in all organizations, large or small, and some
re31s?ance’to even the best of ideas is inevitable. Resistance to
changlvg a court's,case—related information system can come from
many dlffeggnt quarters, especially if automation is involved.
C@ange.can legitimately be opposed on the basis of human, legal,
ﬁ}nanclal, managerial, 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.

' g .vguman considerations. Organizational support and assistance
in defining needs and goals must be solicited not only from top
»@anagemenibbut.also from all-working*levelJpersonnel of the system.
In a court environment, the péople involved with the system include’

’ ;hoée-cle:i?al persomnel in various types of courts and in the court
cadministrative off;ces who -supply data to the system. Also included

=)
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For detailed information on automating an information system, see

State Judicial Information Systems: Project, Automated Information

-Systems: Planning and Implementation Guidelines (Williamsburg, Va.:

_ National Center for State CourUs, 1983). : AR
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. system want it to accomplish;

are sx\tem users such as court clerks; judges and justices, local
court apd administrative office management personnel, and any others
who useksystem reports (e.g., justicegrof the peace, quasi-judicial
officers). All of these should be 1ﬁtegrated into a users group,
which is involved not- only in planning the system, but also in

. implementing, monitoring, and evaluating it.

Additional involved groups may include state judicial
officials, who may be users of some of the system outputs, state
legislators and planhers, who may fund and approve the gystem; and
executive branch personnel, who may run the system on their computer
or whose systems may interface with the court's system. A major
factor in gaining the support of the disparate people and groups who
are involved in the system is to have continuing contact with them
throughout the development process. This liaison should be followed
by periodic contact when the system becomes operational.:

Continuing contact will accomplish.-two things: First, it
will permit a thorough appraisal of what those involved with the
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 d1sapp01ntments when’ the
system becomes operational. :

Legal cousiderations. Some changes to case management
systems may require new court rules and procedures or they may even
require legisldtive changes. This is especially 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.

Any@need for new court rules or leglslatlve reportlng
requlrements ‘must be recognized during the planning process and
included in the 1mp1ementatlon 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 cost of making it. For example, if some
recommended data elements are not currently 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 bé modified.” In automated systems,
there will also be the cost of wr1t1ng and testlng new computer
programs. If the changes require a switch from a manual system to
aa automated system, costs will be significant. Unless the benefits
anticipated outwelgh the costs, the procedures should not be addéd.

. One way to offset the cost of change is to minimize the financial

impact of the change by consolidating or ellmlnatlng from the

' current reporting system data elements and collectlon procedures

that are of 11m1ted value.
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* procedures is not. easy.

. manuals, meeting with user groups, determlnlng information needs,

Jnformation system operating indefinitely.

‘the system if management does not have time to coordinate the change

Calculations of the costs and benefits inherent in changing L
It may be difficult to set an exact dollar
value for some of the costs involved, and it may be impossible to
evaluite some of *he anticipated benefits in terms of dollars.3

The tiggest gains from the changes may be increased productivity and
bettzr utilization of court resources. Setting all the anticipated
costs and benefits down on paper helps court managers realize the
impact of the changes that are proposed and decide how much change
to implement and where to stop.

Any information system must be planned in accordance 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 the system
life span. If there is no reasomable assurance that the funds
necessary to implement and run a system will be available when they

are needed throughout the life span of the system, then there is
“little point in proceeding beyond the preliminary analytical tasks.

The prospect of an initial grant to cover front-end and ;
implementation costs is not enough. Any cost-benefit analysis 3
should examine expenses over the span of years that automated ' i
equipment can be expected to operate, and the planning process
should assess the costs and ability of the court to keep any

Managerial conSLderatlons.‘ Any significant change in a
court's case management information system requires managerial time
to plan, design, implement, and .control. Training persommnel on how
to use the new system requires managerial skill, financial
resources, and time. Superv1sxng the preparation of new procedural (

and monitoring system testing similarly require managerial effort.
In addltlon, if the change crosses organizational lines, managerial
time and expertise become mandatory. .

During the design phase of any major case management
information system effort, the cost of these additional burdens must
be weighed to determine whether the expected benefits outweigh the
costs. Drastic changes can destroy the confidence of the users of

and communicate the value of the ‘change. If these manager1a1

a

3The National Center has published an exten31ve manual on

cost-benefit analysis for the courts in State Judicial Information o o

Systems, Cost-Benefit Methodology for Evaluation of State Judicial o
Informaélon Systems (Williamsburg, Va.: National Center for State - »

Courts, 1979), and has also outlined a cost—beneflt approach to o o
follow in 1mp1ement1ng an automated system'in Automated Information ) , :
Systems, cited in Footnote 1. ; ) !
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considerations are forgotten or underemphasized, system failure is
all but assured. . »

" political comsiderations. 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 to,
involve all users of the system in the effort. -Political o
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 attormey, oOT juvenile authorities.

Another political conside§$tion 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 legislature is discussing court budgets and legislation
affecting courts. It is’all too easy for a legislature to institute
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;paﬁagers should also consider the effects of a change
to their information system on other governmental agencies' needs
and on the public at large. A change in the data elements 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 courtfmanagement but because they meet
the needs of other agencies. ' )

Automation considerations. Two major problems are inherent

v

_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 they-are .
_implementeﬁ will have to be carefully planned.. In the transition
stages, segments 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 mnot solve the problems associated with the
manual system. This kind of problem has several manifestations:

‘ ; 1. Continued manual records/redundant data recording. The A
dupl}cation of effort resulting 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 change,
mistrust of automated records, or a general perception that th:
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 generation
of computer equipment is meeting this problem with generalized
report writers, system generators, structural programming

~techniques, data dictionaries, and data base management systems.

[Q

. 3. Erronmeous data. Data accuracy is a universal problem
in all information systems. Automated systems accentuate the
problem‘because~of their analytical and report generation
capabilities. Special data edit techniques are needed to check
numerical, alphabetical, size, or length characteristics.
Barticular care must be taken in data entry.

4, Poor system design. The ability of computer hardware
to d9 reliably what it has been programmed to do has never been a
significant problem throughout the years. However, though éomputer
technology (i.e., the hardware and its performance) has fulfilled
and exceeded early expectations, the methodology (i.e., the people
skills and the software) for using the hardware has often lagged
behind. These areas require careful and constant attention, both in
planning and implementatio%: ‘

, As an overview to computer systems methodology, the
c?ecklist shown in Figure 18, if followed, would provide the courts
Vlty a road map for successfully recognizing most EDP problems. It o
is important to remember that there is no s{mple pat formula or rule ﬂ
for dealing with all the, human, legal, financial, manageriél, and
political considerations. In order to avoid as many problems as
possible and to reduce the remaining ones to manageable size,
adequate time-and preparation must be devoted to ensuring successful
change. If the change is significant or involves automation, a

. short- and long-term master plan should be developed, users groups

fo;med, costhenefIt‘ahalyses performed, and general concurrence and
support obtained before proceeding. Above all, top management

- gupport is mandatory.
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Figure 18:

W

A\

Checklist for avoiding court data processing problems

Enlist”managerlal support before and during the entire project. Failure to
involve management has repeatedly been a major cause of mediocre computer
operations.

n

Establish quantifiable goals and objectives.
Engage fully qualified systems people to perform the court/EDP study.

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

Adapt the computer system to the needs of the court, instead of modifying the
needs of the court to the computer system.

De51gn the system in modules if possible.
become operational sooner. 0

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

o

Recognize that not all court applications belong on a computer.

Penetrate the "blue sky™ optimism of vendors; question any unreasonable or
undocumented promises.

Establish cr1ter1a for acquirlng a system and follow a logical methodology in
the selection of an EDP system to meet the court needs. o

Select the system through a competitive bidding process.’

Establish a project management function to complete the computer .
implementation on time, w1th the budget allocated, and with an acceptable end
product. ‘ \

Provide backup procedures in case of emergencies. 'Q}V

i8]

Document the system”so that modifications can be made easily.b

Keep management informed of any problems which may . affect the successful
completion of the prOJect. ‘ :

Review the system to determine if it meets the design specificatipns.‘

Utilize performance measuring tools to improve operations. !

o

Reevaluatestheusystem on a continuing basislr

Be aware of any new technologies or methodologies which could improve the
system. o o .

In this way some of the system may

Source:

National Center for State Courts, Data Processing and the Courts
Reference » Manual, Court Equipment Analysis Project, September 1977,
P 1- 18 Figure 1 24 - . oo
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Chapt{er Vi

G:uidelinesfor the chapters that follbw, | ;
and their relationship to the discussion in Part |

Q
.

Application of discussion in Part | to Part Ii :

Chapter III in Part I discussed the management uses of court
information system data, followed in Chapter 1V by a presentation of
model data elements and collection procedures. - 3

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 aﬁhlysis is, of course, the process that turns raw data
into useful output reports 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

some conceptual approaches to data analysis.

Figure 19 summarizes the purpése of creating the broad

; output report categories 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 examples of wHich will be discussed on the face sheets of
the appropriate models in Part II. R

\ " W

Figure 21 outlines the common methods of data presentation.
Most of the model output reports appear in Part II as tables, -but °
each of them could also be presented in chart or graph form. In
many instances, such ‘a presentation ‘would have far more visual
impact than the tables presented here. The data in the tables,
hewever, are essential to the preparation of a chart or graph, and
the tables are the first step in preparing data presertation for

' whatever purpose the court hss. in mind. The method of data

presentation will vary according to the managerent use, and careful
thought should be given to the most effective data display for the
particular purpose. The quantity of data presented in each output
report also requires careful consideration. Data from several of
the output reports that follow can be combined and displayed in a
wide variety of ways. The data chosen should support the management
purpose of the report, but care should beﬁtaken not to overwhelm the

- . o ¢

viewer with more information than he needs or to confuse him with

more information than can be visually absorbed.
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! ’ ’ ; Trial - Appellate ‘ ; : . . _ j P
’ : General Ana- court court AOC . ) S ' g
report -lytical  models: models: examples in : ;
i categories level Part 11 Part.II  Appendix D Comments ‘ =
: Caseload 1 7-19° '*32440‘ 1-6 Most common caseload report. Reflects number of cases : | : W
i inventory B : s 12-15 filed and disposed; also often includes beginning and 4
: reports 17-30 ~end pendings and percent growth in inventory categories. *j
. Resource 1, 2, 3¢ 7%19 32-40 1-39 ‘Specislty reports used, to show that scarce resources ; ‘ ‘ e
allocation, e . (clerical personnel, judges, courtrooms, jurors, etc.) ‘ -, : s [
reports are belng used to maximum capac1ty and for 1east coste.
% CesefloW~ 2 - 20-27 6)41—45 ¢7?}1 Used to measure the pace of l;tlgation. Shows individual ‘é )
‘ maﬁagement 31-35 case status and age that can be compared to pre—determlned 4
. reports . T standards to indicate success or weakness of the caseflow, A
7 . management system. : I
[ v : s o , - ‘ ) .- . | 8
. 2 Exception 1, 2 25,27 .45 Created  to .indicate when individual cases_ are not being b
’ o - reports ' " - processed within normal time intervals or processing 5
: . standards; most commonly used with crlmlnal speedy trial 4 o
i a . rules. . J s 7 : R o
4 Performance'l, 2;;3 7-27 }2—45 . 13~16 Indicators used to show numbers of cases pendlng, filed, b X >
indicators. . 18, 24 vdisposed on a per-court, per-clerical employee, or per—judge k : o
o = R 25, 27 deiS over a glven,period of time. ? 7
¢ i Performance 2, 3 20-27 41-45 Used: to evaante personnel performance based on performance g
e ‘evaluation ‘ measurement, such as- case backlog or case status, number of ﬁ* o \
' cases processed etc. ‘ %;‘ §
. , Workload 2,3 20-27 . 41-45 36-39 Speciallzed reports that show the number of cases _that are 0o S ; :
# . § . analysis R L affected by specific activities, such - as continuance - reports, ¢ [ &
. o ; ‘ S 5 . arralgnment lists, cffense analy51s,(monthly dispositlon §~j
L ; - reports, jury tria]s, atc. ‘ . » i
L - Unit cost 1, 2,-3 Spec1a1ty*reports used for budgeting that estimate unit costs L\;_ L /f,, B L
. " reports of civil ‘filings, crlminal dispositions, etec. . : BN o R T T L B SON
v'5‘“  s .
L . G e g ; 2
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FigureiZO:' Data analysis,teChniques & . 5 |
) : Trial~ ‘Appellate ' : ; ¥ '
R Ana= | court court AOC e ‘
Common - ' ‘lytical - fiodels: models:  examples in N - , -
techniques level @ :Part II Part II Appendix D- ,Comments' S e
Inventory . 1~ vb J-19 432ﬁ40 7—90 ' The most basic computation of number of cases pending
analysis 0! i e - - 30, 35 @,'at the beginning "of a reporting: period number of new -
o : . o . ceot ~ cases filed, number of cases disposed, number of cases
: & “.pending at the end of the reporting period._
S " . . ; . . . , £
Trend 1, 2,3 - 14-19 37-40 1, 3-8 ‘,,Percentage computation of the historical rate of change of
analysis : B ‘ 21-28 ':case volumes of some other unit of case activity over a
' - -37 : a, specified period 6f time, usually five or more years to
€ & ,establish meaningful progections.
FDescriptive 1, 2,3 . 8-10 34 37 1,;25 6, 7 ‘ Data description measures, including mean, median, mode,b
v - analysis R 125 14 ¢ 39 o 10y, 712, LTy ranking,vand percentage computations are commonly used
o 15 ‘ ~15, 18, 31, in analysis of caseload or workload per judge or per court.
b 7 = O » 32, 34, 35 : o Y
»r,w‘ o . 39 . 1 o s ,» . w ) ‘
;Corrélation 1,2, 30 _‘13 16 36 A statistical technique used to measure the relation among
analysis. 38 variables. €an be used to study relation.of caseload
' 5 ' ’ activity to increases in population, etc..
Disgersion 1, 25-3 T 33,;35' Data dispersion measures, such as intervals, ranges, and -
analysish SR ) 5 " standard deviation, are used to predict possibleuVariances
: S 5 i future caseload activlty.; .
Eorecastingﬁ 1,2, 3 LLE ‘ ‘11 ,Percentage computation using historical time series trend

time series

 lation.

fsuch as growth ‘in caseloads based on past patterns of = ¢

analysis to prOJect future growth rates through extrapo~

e

A statistical technique used to project future patterns

activity.. A muchrmoreoaccurate technique than simple
extrapolation.c; e )

&
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¢ e L SO P . - Figure 21: - Methods of data presentation : B SO R R .
L T , S  Trial  Appellate S ' A c
g s e ‘ : ' Ana- court  court ~  AOC ; . T
ST ey [ : -‘Common + »lytical ‘models: models:: examples in . B T e X " o N . L =
‘ ,'1,. IR g - methods ~ level G'Part II Part II  Appendix D - g@mments.ﬁ » ‘ L L ‘ ' L ! _ o
,“5 : ’ SR ' B I T R : Tables 1, 2, 3 “7 8A ‘J;32334A 1, 3,7 . o Used wheré'large .amounts of raw data are»displayed‘ : ‘§ . ’
: S : ERRS o : 9211 35-39 9-11, 13 . in different categoriés or subcategories. Most commonly f o : :
» . o - . 13-18 41,45 14-23 - used in annual and monthly reports .of case data to show B T AR o
- o o 20-27 . s 24, 25, 31-34 basic filing, disposition, and pending inventories of IR , e
R § A , o . R ; ‘ civil, criminal, traffic, and Juvenile cases per court . L R S W o 0

! L P ' I ; S unlt.f’ R . .8

. ad . Histogram 1, 2, 3 " 12 ‘ : 2,5, 6 - . A graph thatauses bars to depict the way. two variables :
‘ . 30 D(bar chart) . . f‘ § 8, 37, 38 - are related. When a_histogram is applied to a frequency A ] , . ; Lo ,
- e T e e s o .. . distribution of caseload data, year data is usually - s s ; S 4
} s | : % o | - S el 3 ' depicted with Volume data. - R & : ! : ' Lot
g o : i Frequency = 1, 2, 3 19 « 40 . 4, 23 e A graph that shows the relationship of two variables 3' o . {
S = | polygon . SR oL 2629, 36 '  along a horizontal and a vertical axis by means of points =~ . - ° - e
e R e i' (1ine graph) e o .4, and’ ‘connected lines. Usually applied to volume statis-’ N e R S f
B e B R R » i T e P . ' L o tics growth rates, and seasonal analysis. _ : . LR L T S
LA SR i o s e T o IR . “ n ’ e % 4 PR ,

=

T Pie chart = "1, 2, 3 8B, 12, 348 - 12, 34, 39 . Circles are often used to sHow- the size relationship of L e R e
el e T e 1o Bt o IR P ‘ . 9 -.competing variables for 100% of the available resources. BT S L

S ‘ ' ' L ‘ ‘Usually used in unit cost computations and for showing -
~graphically the differences in types of cases by volume.
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“and 21 “output reports.

‘output reports u51ng only the minimum data elements.-

o preceded by a face sheet to explain the model..

Ay
W

o

Guudehnes toPartil . e . .

Forty—seven models of 1nput forms and- output reports are
‘Presented in Chapters VIIL, VIII, and IX. The model output reports
are examples of the kinds of data pregentation 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 contalned in uhapter VII: 6
.input forms (2 manual, 3 batch automated, and 1 on-line automated)
Chapter VIII contains the models for
appellate courts: 4 model input forms (1 manual, 2 batch automated,
and 1 on-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 administrative office, offers 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 discussed and presented in three levels of complexity in
Chapter IV.. In order to avoid duplicating models, an intermediate
set of data elements was chosen 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
Juvenlle) appears on each input form, and each major case ‘type is
used in turn in the filled-in examples. In practlce, a court would,
use a separate form for each major case’ type. :

. The 1ncrease in complex1ty of the data sets {from minimum to
intermediate to maximum) results by and large from the i ddition of
subheadings to the minimum data elements, and the addition of
subheadings under the subheadings to form the maximum level set.

One can do:all of the statistical analyses contained in the model
The -
information obtained will not be as useful with minimum case
types—-c1v11 criminal, traffic, juvenile--as would an ana1y31s of
caseload based on ‘the various case types found asg subheadings in the
intermediate set of data elements: because one does not know with the-

“minimum data elements what proportion of the caseload con31sts of
T t1me~consum1ng and complex case types. .

&

Each model in Chapters VII VIII, and IX 1s
The face sheets for: -
the model: 1nput forms dlsplay the follow1ng headlngs'

Face sheets.

DATA COLLECTION METHOD‘
' automated)

(manual batch automated on—llne

(of the model and 1ts varlous verslons)

D)
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H . ) , . . . N o . ) P
! PROCEDURE: (for filling in the input form) ; ’ :
i : TR , , on trend analysis. Manner-of-di iti %
: ) . . e . - ) . . .. . 2 =dispositi i i
; ~DATA SETS CAPTURED: (case types, case inventory, manner of disposition analyses as well as tgend agzld?Fa Pesmlt @ann?r of , g
b disposition, events in case processing) - on trend analysis. |@1ysis and projections based v
; COMMENTS : (relevant to the form but not appropriate to . ) - The first subset of events in case prééessi. —~filing ‘ é
E _—EEEE;{btlon‘or procedure) - A d13p031tion data--is necessary to analyze age of caggs ;1z:g ang; :
T o and disposed. Additional events i » 20t pending
i N . . . . p > ° vents 1 : i
£ ADVANTAGES : (of using this particular form and data ;pllectlon display the status of pending case: c:ze Ezocess1ng are needed to :
: method) o | ' - .and to do trend analysis of caseflo;. prepare exception reports, ?
: ;DISAgyANzéGES=yt§°§)US1ﬂg this particular form and;détac . e ?his'prOgrefsive relationship between data sets and output E
¢ collection metho . ° ;}POE s 1s displayed graphically for trial courts in Fighre 22 pt ;
: - : T ’ ‘ . . e beginning of Chapter VII, and f : : . a %
o  PROVIDES DATA FOR MODEL OUTPUT REPORTS: (by number and subject) at the beginning of Chapter VIII Eitﬁpﬁiliite cogrts or Y Bure 24
Lot — = v : - . _ ‘ with Chapter IX on thz state y . C ese chapters, -along 3
f he administrative offic !
y g ; o model output reports in this i : -ce, present the :
: : ‘ . . . . order 1 i ©
?‘ The face sheets for the model output reports.dlspk;y‘the following representation of the analytical 1évZ?;c:f}§ simply aHOFher . :
: headings: | ‘ 4 . ) discussed in Chapter II. ' data collection first i
5 = @ y RN
o :f . | E B | > r\l,\.{) v \t\'\r \' 4
E L PURPOSE: (of the output report for management uses) 0 L ?
b DESCRIPTION: (of what is needed to prepare the output report) ; . %
? DATA SETS REQUIRED: (case types, case inventory, manmner Qf ; p o 5
o disposition, events in case processing) . Q - ) L
ks COMMENTS: (on what the analysis indicates) : : o N » ) % -
i L o T o e ' o : AN v {
b ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: (using the same data, but avoiding the g , P N\, r
&4 inclusion of additional models that are simply extensions of : | S 4 , 3
» “"\)  this particular output report)’ » : : : PR ' : = :
B 1% These headings serve nof only to explain the model itself and N o i
o elaborate on the purposes it can serve but also to relate the model. e :
5 . input forms to the model output reports.. . R T , s !
R o Cra i
1' . o w . o g N W ()(&" g - E
, Analytical levels. Four data sets are included in the oo e T
3 case-related model data elements: case types, caSe-fnventory,“, B :
g manner of disposition, and events in case processing. The fourth, ot g
0 o events in'case processing, can be broken down intg twq<sub§ets: .
£ filing a~4 disposition, and additional events in case processing. .
: . L AR ‘ A . . el R :
Z S The logical progression in building a data base of .
i case-related statistics is to start with case types, compile case ‘ o o
: inventory, add msnner of disposition data next, and proceed to ‘ : . ~
] events in case processing as data collection methods become more 0. ’ A
: b sophisticated. The same logical progression in the output reports - : ; e
: that can be produced with each of these data sets is followed in the ' ~ o N o
: pregentation of the models. Data on case types can be used to do . s
.caseload inventory analysis, trend analysis, and'projections(Based > ' S
© : ‘ “ - ' B ‘ ‘ ) v s 2 # ' . o T ©
‘ ¢ ' : L R = o § o
. ES a s ‘ e : ! : ) " . ‘ P " tv L
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Chapter VII o % .
L e ol > : Fomwm f2amce- £ é «
| , : Model trial court data collection {(inpiit) forms ;
’ PN and management (output) reports '
: ¢ i - | ‘ ) h '1
) : . The qua11ty of the analysis in a court's management reports 5
: depends on the clear definition of the management functions to be 47 g
! ° A performed and the quality of the data on which they are based, as )
! described. in Chapter III. Figure 22 following demonstrates the
y relationship between the output reports that appear in Section 2 and :
o 3 of this chapter and the data sets found in the model 1nput forms. .
in Section 1 below. it
. :
' Section 1. Procedures for collecting trial court case-related data i
< : o ) . ] - 1'
g : This section focuses on the collection of case-related i
statistics to meet the internal management needs of trial courts. o
. ' 5 As will be seen later, many of these collection procedures are the 3
B ’ . ‘ same as those that are used in the compilation of state-level A
. : statistics. In order for these procedures to be effective, they: SIS
must be accompanied by clear instruction manuals, which include data §§§3
’ > ! elements and deflnltlons, rnstructlons for maklng correctlons, and 1
- o o * the like. . i
: B S ,,5b' There are three data collection procedures from' which courts ) :
; K : N ‘may choose in reporting most case types. (Uncontested traffic A
? 5 ) ° R cases, and possibly small claims, will be handled differently from B
- AT 'the rest of the caseload, and will have their own particular : o
© v Y o . ; procedures.) L - :
e 8 . - k4
FRR s " . @ ! R ‘1. Manual: :
R e ' Lo E ; _a. Tally sheets (Model 1)
D LR g % b. F111ng and disposition cards (Model 2) s
RSN “ S e R . 1 3
o , wt.”.eb%f"iee : . : 2. Batch audtomated: : ;
“ , RO ST LTt . . ol - a. Log sheets (Model 3) .
el - - R . : . " oK b. Multi-part report of case filing and d1sp031t10n ,
B [ IR ¥ PR o ° 1 o (Model 4) .
. ¢ e ‘ o S ; L 0 ] L Ca Multl-part report of" case events (Model 5) .. o
.‘,\ » g o u,;u b : ‘? ) Q ; . s » ] ) : g
= RS A W2 i : e 3. On-line automated , @ i
R O s S ‘ , ‘a. On-line data entry screens (Model 6)(? ’ i
- “ & : !: S ;t,{r i ;;?v g ) Each of these data collectlon forms requires the insertion
N N g ' . _of the appropriate. sets of data elements. All of them require case =
e e el o R types and manner of disposition data elements. Models 5 and 6 S :
SN ;MK;;E; A ' requlre in addltlon the events ‘in case processlng. IR o v (
: By N | S ~ ~ G
N 0 o “ D . ?;’: | ) s . o‘“ 0 . L//
b e > 11 \ Precedmg page bIank =
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- Figure 22: Relationship of data sets collected to output reports that can be produced—-TRIAL COURTS ;
DATA SETS 0 .
- ¢ ’ Case Manner Events din case processing
Case inven- of dis- Filing and Additional
D types tory position. disposition = events ; : 0.
‘ ' . Input Aggregate Input Input Input ! 5
. . : forms 1-6 data ¢ - * forms 1-6 forms 2-6 forms 2-6 » ’
5 . . B ‘ o ¢ . ’ ‘
TRIAL COURT CASELOAD MANAGEMENT REPORTS -
4 s ‘Caseload inventory analysis | : ) /J ‘ ] . 1 o “
Output reports 7-10, 13 ' Q/ , ‘ ; e
Outp 1% - +Ys g .; s L ) " A | i 5
Marner of disposition analysis ’ , » ; o
- Output reports 11-12 * &,’ 'J ~/ , v &,
P / ‘ k o N
* a- Trend analys1s . ‘ : ' »
‘ - H Ou.tput reports 14- 18 N/ o /J ,\/ o
CN . = t ' v .
. Projections based on trend analysls g o _ . ‘ i
; . Output report 19 ¢ ,~/ * ,J . A/ , ‘ . ;
; B 5 ) tok " ‘ o ‘ : : :
& TRIAL COURT CAS,EFLOW MANAGEMENT REPORIS o s e {
) » N ( ; =
a ! Age of cases (pendlng and dJ_sposed) e 7 ! B o
Output reports 20-22 ~/ * &,v' ' ,
’ Status of cases. 1 s 7 ' o ’
o Output raports 23—24 . S /J . - .
' Ca . . Exceptlon reports S ) ) ' ; . :
. L N Output r'eports 25 27 ,J ’ L ,~/ t ~/ : w
5/\3 ¢ @ [ G i . -
L L Time mtervals between events ! ' : o - 5
S Output report 26 : ,J \ , /- e
’ R ' . , *The broken check mdicates that the analys:l.s can be done without that partlcular data set, but s -
S ; the qual:Lty of the analys1s will be 1mproved by havmg that informatlon, e . o s
,“" S “
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ALl of the sets of data elements have not been displayed on
the models in order to avoid presenting four different copies of

each model~-civil cases, criminal cases, traffic cases,
cases. A céurt would ordinarily have a collection form
A filled-
now appears below each model.

these case ‘categories.

u

and’ juvenile
for each of

in example for one major case type

For your convenience, the intermediate sets of data elements

for the four major trial court case types and trial court manner of
The minimum and maximum levels were

disposition are given below.
pPresented in Chapter 1IV.

Civil case types

iv3
<

Civil case manner of disposition

Tort Jury trial .
Contract? Non—-jury trial
Real pn@perty rights Uncontested/default
Small claims Dismissed/withdrawn/settled
Domestic relations @ (before trial) .
Mental health ’ Transferred (before/during trial)
o Estate Arbitration 7 ‘
Appeal . Other manner oﬁ?éispositioﬁf
7 Extraordinary writ y ' '
Postconviction remedy 7 =
Other civil
Criminal case types ~ Criminal case manner of disposition
. Felony " Jury trial
" Misdemeanor * Conviction v
Ordinance (non-traffic) - Acquittal vl
violation Non~-jury trial
) Preliminary hearing (limited / Conviction
. ~ jurisdiction court only) / Acquittal | .
Appeal S, o "Dismissed/nolle prosequi (befoge
Extraordinary writ trial) ~
Postconviction remedy Transferred (before/during trial)
- Sentence review only Guilty plea (before trial)
Other criminal g . Diverted, )
Bail forfeiture : :
Other manner of disposition
. Iraffic case typas - ’ . Traffic case manner of disposition
" DWI/DUL - oo ~Jury trial ‘
e ‘Moving traffic violation~- 7 - Non=-jury trial ° )
contested ° e i Dismissed/nolle prosequi (before
" .uncontested ) . trial g . ‘
‘Barking violation-- Transferred (before/during trial)
contested Luilty plea (before trial)
b uncontested .Diverted
Other traffic violation-- Bail.%grfeiture
contested - o Uncontested fine paid - . .
uncontested Other manner of disposition ’ s
u SN (% )
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Juvenile case types Juvenile manner. of disposition ,
,Criminal-type offender ..« . Petition denied .
Status offender ST : - Petition withdravn
Non-offender - 5 Matter dismissed.
Other Juvenlle matter ’ t‘  Transferred (waived) to adult
‘ ' court

Transferred to other Jurlsdlctlon

Diverted

Petition granted (adjudlcatlon
shearing) :

Other manner. of dlsp081t10n

Each collection procedure, along with the model forms used
to collect. the data, will be explained in mores detail in the face
sheet accompanylng each form. FEach court must decide which
technique is most approprlate for certain types of cases (dependlng
on case volume or“on time spent in processing, for. example) or -for
the specific Jurlsdlctlon (traffic cases, for example, may be
processed very differently from the rest of the caseroad) In
states with a two-tier trial courf structure, the anut forms ‘and
output reports will need to be adapted to be suitable for both .
levels., Preliminary hearings in a limited jurisdiction court, for 9
_example, are a case type. while in a general jurisdiction court“they
are only an event in crlmlnaljcase processing.

N
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'DATA COLLECTION ﬁETHOD:

, DESCRIPTIONi

‘functlons remain the same.

Trial Court Model Input Form 1:

[

Manual®

PURPOSE'_ To record each day the filing of each case at case initiation and
the disposition at time of disposition for use in the preparation of summary

. sgatistics.,

A separate tally sheet is kept for civil cases, criminal cases,’traffic
cases, and juvenile cases. The heading of the tally sheet should indicate
which of these categorles is be1ng tallied. ‘

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

n

 PROCEDURE : A}i‘eases 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.

~ Bach case is entered on a separate line. One case is entered on each line

- and the. approprlate box under case type or manner of disposition is chiecked

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 case type and manner of disposition is also counted and the total for

each entered at the bottom of each column. The grand total of cases filed and
the totals 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 Case typesv(intermediate level, See Chapter IV for
" CAPTURED: . minimum and maximum levels)

Manner of disposition' (intermediate level) . o
COMMENTS : 'Daily case tally sheets assume different forms, but their basic

Clv11, criminal, traffic, and juvenile case types
are’ reported on separate forms *in order to reduce transcription errors.

~_If case volume is high enough, this form is divided so that filings and
dlspos1t10ns are on two separate forms. -

Summary data are available on a timely basis.

ADVANTAGES :
) - Inexpensive in terms of materials used. ' -
DISADVANTAGES Provides only summarles of number of cases f11ed by case type

and number of cases dispesed by manner of disposition. ‘ .
‘ No data on individual cases avallable for operational uses.
“No data are captured on the number of cases disposed by case type or on

,the manner of d13p031t10n by case type.

Large margln for error in keeping ta]lles.: Some correction method is

needed. . o ) o e

e

PROVIDES DATA FOR MODEL OUTPUT REPORTS 7 10—~caseload 1nventory ana1y51s, 11

and‘12——manner-of-dlsp081tlon analy31s‘ '17-19--trend analysis.

7

o116

o Pr‘egé;éding page blank

Daily case filing and disposition tally sheet
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Trial Court Model Input E;‘o‘rm° 2: Filing and disposition cards . . : Trial Court Model Input Form 2: Filing and disposition cards
DATA COLLECTION METHOD: Manual/batch automated . ; . o FILING CARD : . The top section of all three cards 1
S f . o “ . N ) is filled in simultaneously at time : .8
O - oo - . . . . : : - of filing by rieans of carbons ;
PURPOSE' To capture basic case-related data for the individual court at the s ’ Date of filing Name of case » ' Case number between the cards. |
time of filing and again at dispos ition. : C ’ Name of court 5 Judge : This card is detached and put in a :
& - . . & . [ : filing index according to case type.
: " |Type of filing _ . All cases filed in rhat reporting
DESCRIPTION: The case tracking cards displayed are a three-part carbon set ‘ ‘ ' case type: Original Remanded Reopensd Transferred period would be in this index.
file card. Separate sets should be prepared for civil cases s criminal cases, . e case type Inserc case type ‘
traffic cases, and juvenile cases. The appropriate data sets for case type o : —[ncerr case e o ——insert case e : %
and manner of disposition, found at the beginning of this: section, should be o ‘ .
inserted as indicated om the model. B 7 :
) { Vo DISPOSITION CARD N ‘ . :
PROCEDURE: The case initiation portion of the card set is completed when the ' e - : = . o
—rene i . e o B ame. . 0f case Se num ~
casg is filed. The first card is placed in a card file by case type . . ~ : namber : / L
according to the month of filing. This permits tabulation of filing - : ' . [Name of*court ' S Judge, o R
statistics by case type; the number of cases filed can be counted at the end , Type of filing . :
) . . ' Original Remanded Reopened Transferred
of the week or month. = . ] Case_type: v » . :
The second card is separated from the first twofand kept in an index i __Ezgz case g;: "_E:::E case :ype ’ -
2 N B . L — € ype N I
file to track the case. As the case proceeds through the court, the second e Insert case type Insert case type :
(dlsposxtlon) card is filed under each successive event heading in the index ( i 1 : - This section is completed separately
file. At disposition, this card is placed in the disposition file according ' ‘ lMan_n;-rMi_smLtiﬂ= Date of disposition at case disposition and placed in a '
. nsert appropriate disposition file according t e g
tc the manner of dlSpOSlthn to.serve as a record of dispositions. (A ) manner of disposition \< . : of disposition. § B0 mammex .
photocopy of the card is sent at this time to the state administrative : v . for case type . |2 ;:°§2cg§z of the encire card is -
office.) Each tonth's dispositions are kept- separate by type of disposition e : " . ) :
so that at the end of each month the total number of different types of S > TROER CATD . This card wvas compieted at case
dispositions can be counted. - ‘ ' . M T filkilgg-i I ia put inte a card index
. alphbetically by case name, as a g
The third card 1s an iadex card for an alphabetlcal reference file,. . e . Date of £ilirig - Name 6f case Case numer reference index for locating pases H
@ “ » B - @ when the case number is not known. E
, R : LI BN o Type of filing , ] !
DATA SETS People indicators o Original Remanded Reopened Transferred L
‘CAPTURED: Case type {intermediate-level data elements) ‘ i\ , A . -
Manner of disposition (intermediate level) v - )
Events in case processing (2--filing' and disposition) _ B T
- w3 o - . ] ? = - : 4 . ] o . . L4 L .. Fy
ADVANTAGES: Summary statistics can be preparéd in a timely manner. . g : : Filled-in example of Filing and disposition cards
Filing information is entered only once, reducing errors. ’ Y e ‘
oy [] » » . . . - ;Y
Filing and disposition data available on individual cases, - 4 ; S : T O TSR
which permits analysis of age of cases pending and disposed. o ‘ : ‘ ‘ | tvo-dimencional 41lust
\ : : “ : 2 April 1983 State ve Kindelton CRO483372d .~ o-dimensional illustration of
Individual cases can be manually tracked by arranging the cards | , : ) ; Date of Tiling THeee of vace e i 3-part filing and disposition cards: o
in index files and moving them as cases: proceed through case processing. i e \\; : Iame of court  Madison Distbict Court sudge  Eolmes . . ‘ ’ q
Summary statistics can be. prov1ded for st:atus of pending cases by i : : ' , ‘ o
. . @ . ) N Type of filing : )4 - —_—
count:Lng cards. filed at each event. « : : . i, . ¢ ‘ Origfnal Remanded Reopened. Transferred T ” :
Inexpensive as far as materials used. : ) . : - PR ‘ case typs: RN
‘ i . ‘ 0 ' ‘ o - ‘ X _Felony ____Extraordinary writ - R
o 2. - ) : P - ) - n [___Misdemeanor ___. Postconviction remedy A e B
DISADVANTAGES: 1If case volume is lakge, the manual preparation and arranging O - g;gi:;“gjoﬁnﬁﬁsaiﬁ?t violacion S‘é‘;ii“i;;‘iﬁi‘{“ ety ‘ N \_
of the index cards and.aggregation of data become very time-consuming. . , R N » ' . N = :
) ‘ > . ' o ) S . 7 } ) Manner of disposition: ‘ Date of disposition 33 Aprii a3 —': - . - '. i
PROVIDES DATA FOR OUTPUT REPORTS '7-10--caseload inventory analysis; 11 and o Ty exial , _L_?ismigsed/201(-%:;!07:11“1“ (bsiiﬁ)mm R
L nviction oy ransferre ore/during U . w T L
12—-manner-of—d:.sp031t10n analysis; 14~18--trend analysls, 19--trend analysis P e T Acquitral T Guilty plea (before trial) - ¥ ; - PSR
y — e BN . - Non=~jury trial Tbiverted * - :
FRNEY prOJectLons, 20~22 age of cases. ‘ ’ . . . gm0 S SN Conviction - Bail forfeiture : ;
v oo N ] ‘ N N . . ¢ N Acquittal ) Qther manner of disposition : 9 . "
1 o
¢ . o 3 i
L 118 “ \. 119 i
s ; " E
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Automated data capture. Automation of a local court's

recordkeeping system requires somewhat different data collection
procedures than are used in a manual system. ’

B

Regardless of the type of data collection system. used by the
court or the data's ultimate destination and use, the sources of the
data elements 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 daily tally or 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 operational management informa:ion
gystem. With on~line systems all pertinent data on the case are
Mntered interactively into the operational data base (Model 6).

"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 and ‘analyzed 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 (which
are displayed at the beginningfgf this section). Models 5 and 6
require in addition the importart 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 juvenile;

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.

Criminal cases and
contested traffic cases

Civil cases

Juvenile cases

Date of filing

Date first answer filed

Date of first pretrial
conference

~First scheduled trial

date
Date trial commenced
Date of disposition

Date of filing of
complaint

Date of indictment {or
information)

' First1schédu1ed trial

date ,
Date trial commenced
Date of disposition

Q

120

Date petition filed
Date of hearing
Date of hearing

" Date of adjudica-

tion/disposition
hearing.’
S

4

O

a4

B

%

~

3

In a local court management information system, the
preparation of summary statistics, both for intgrnal local court
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 collection of

local court statistics to be tabulated and sent to the state~level.

administrative office. (A more complete discussion of automated

\  information systems was given in Chapter v.)

A , 3
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Trial Ggurt Model Input Form 3A: Case filing log sheet - ‘
. , S s _ - Trial Court Model Input Form 3A: Case filingxlqgisheet

W R
e}

0

i
I
|8
i
¥

ko)

{ ' DATA COLLECTION METHOD: Batch data entry. (This “log could also be used for :
f the manual collection of data on individual cases by courts where the case A ¢ s i ) | Name of court
t volume is not too large.) ’ : ‘ ' . o CASE FILING LOG
. < o Time period ending
§ PURPOSE: To capture basic case-related data on individual civil cases at i o gﬁ;f g Ca Pxi“?g——
. filing or ¢ase initiation for later entry inté an automated information system. . - . & Case number Neme of case e Jadge
; DESCRIPTION: This log sheet is desigred to collect data for a ; 2.
i batch automated reporting system and serves as the input medium to the 1.
: automated system. Separate filing and disposition log sheets are used for : . .. j
each different case type in order to avoid errors in entering data. . S — ' -

The time period for completing this ‘form should be specified by the court ‘ > & - . : ” . . p
and will. depend on case volume. The actual data should be entered as close to Eee. ¥
the.occurrence as possible as part of regular ‘daily court routine. Total entries this page :
DATA SETS People indicators : A Type of filing Case. tvpe _ ;
CAPTURED: Case types (intermediate 1eve1) \\ /\’ ‘; - g:;g:‘:: i:i:ﬂs Insert data elements for case types .

Events in case processing (l--date of filing) te - -G - Renand . :
* s E - Eorrecizon :
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 S, 1 o :

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 : Filled-in example of Case filing log sheet ' o ;

single log sheet will hold. Each case is entered on a separate line.

COMMENTS: The reporting of tﬁé”cgse 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 hears the case.

formulated for making corrgctionmrafter these data have been batched and
entered. . . ‘ ‘ '

PROVIDES DATA FOR MODEL OUTPUT REPORTS 7-10 and 13--caseload inventory
analysis; 11 and'12——mannerfof—disposition analysis; 14-18--trend analysis.

i
N
N

&

<

i}

iy

Week ending_ 8 dpril 1982

MADISON DISTRICT COURT

TRAFFIC (CONTESTED) CASE FILING LOG

Page 4 of 4

7 Total entries this page

U vpe of' £iling
A « Origingl filing
B~ Reopened case

Case type
NI ~ DNI/DUI

MIC - Moving traffic violation (contested)

S @ ¢ - Remand .
K . o D - Transfer gVC ~ Parking viclation (contested) .
i E - Correction VC. - qcher trafiic violation (contested)

123"

ST

R T

d
‘ This information is useful only in assessing the distribution of cases at case . Date of - Typs. of
H . ¥ . . A " g - ;
& init latlon . : . filing filing Case number  Name of case Case Judge ;
) ] ) ) o Y 1. 07/02/83 4 TRE3046923  Andercon, Joseph T .. 2selgned
. ADVANTAGES: Provides data on each case as well as the case types and manner o, orsorses 4 ens0adt . DRI Brent '
y ——————— N . . - 224 L :
; of disposition data needed for summary statistics. s o ; Zeigler, Anng Merie MIC | Brent
! , ' o e - . . ‘ . o7 B i rent
: Summary statistics can be prepared in a timely manner. 07/08/85 B TR630109¢1  Berrett, Johm M. Wz b
P . ., B g e o . 7 . B Stone
; Filing and disposition ‘data are available on individual cases, 4. 07/0¢/85 4 TR83046825  Morrison, Daniel J
y R . . . . . " ; - - MTZ Brent
i which permits analysis of ;ge of cases pezﬂlng and disposed. o 5. 08/04/83 D TR83037653 __Markowski, Iaor , :
; Inexpensive in terms of materials used. ' urC Eving :
; ‘ . i S Y 6.. 08/04/83 A& TR83046925 _Ahmad, Muhammad I. ove oneiil
: . . . . ‘ 7. g8/0¢ gret
: DISADVANTAGES: Provides nmo assistance in case tracking for local court /5/04/83 A TR630¢8927  Sanders, Bugene D. it Jevens :
. operational use. : B ‘ \F
Large margin for error in manually recopying data. A procedure must be 0 ’ 9. B
: Ete. ':s » }
P
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Trial Court Md&el Input Form 3B: Case d{sposition log sheet

n

DATA COLLECTION METHOD: Batch data entry. —(This log could also be

used for

the manual collection of disposition data by courts whetre 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 system.
each case type to avoid errors in entering data. o

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

PROCEDURE: ‘At case disposition, v
the case along with the other requested information for each case.

Separate filing and dispositions log sheets are used for

the court

as close' to

P

the clerk records the date and case number of

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 entered on a separate line. -

DATA SETS People indicators ;
CAPTURED: Manner of dispbsition (intermediate~level data elements)
~ Case types, {intermediate-level data elements) .
Events in case processing (date of disposition)-
COMMENTS: The reporting of manner of disposition on this form is particuiarly

important because cases that are disposed

resources than those that go to trial. .

ADVANTAGES: Provides data on each case as well as

of disposition data needed for summary statistics.
.Summary statistics can be Prepared in a timely manner.
Filing and disposition data are available on individual

which permits analysis of age of cases pending and disposed.
Inexpensive in terms of materials used. '

cases,

8

DISADVANTAGES:
operational use.

Large margin for error in manually recopying data.
formulated for making corrections after these data have

PROVIDES DATA FOR MODEﬁrOUTPUT REPORTS 11-13-~caseload}inventbry and

22--age of disposed cases.

manner-of-disposition analysis;

a4

before trial require far less court °

the case types and manner

Provides no assistance in case tracking for local ‘court

A procedure must be
been entered.

17 and 18-~trend analysis and projections;

7

e
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Trial Court Model Input Form 3B: Case disposition log sheet
a o i
Name of court
CASE DISPOSITION LUG
Page  of
Time period ending S
Date of Manner Cose  Judge
dispo- of dis- : Judge
siigon position Case number Name of case type eci :mﬂ
1.
2.
3.
by
5
Kl
Etc. -
Total entries this page
] i Case types .
Ma;s::r:fd:::P:i;;igzs for Insert data elements for case types
manner of dispeosition -
N
v "
Filled-in example of Case disposition log sheet
R HADISON DISTRICT COURY
TRAFFIC (CONTESTED) CASE DISPOSITION 10G . o,
- Page £ of 4
Week ending 8 April 1983 2 £ of 4
Date of Manner i o case  Iudge
dispo= of dis- o ' . - Judge
o sisioﬁ position  Case number MName of ca's»e type eci g
’ ;i = MTC _ Oneill
1. 0?/5);&{/83 DIS TR83046734 Manchamsk‘l:.- 2
7 ‘ : ;” hon ] DWI _ Eving
2. b'7,/0§/53 GUT TR82046755 Szmmands‘ Jonathon P. - M
' 5 ' A, : C . 2rent
3. 07/04/8% NoJ "mpozossral Roag'zauez, Manuel MTC £
; esking, E HIC  Manalu
Y W. grfeefez  wol TR83046785 __Haskins, Esther H, :
L C__DWI  Brent
b. 07/0¢/82 BFO « TR330SE701 Steigler; Ira T. z
: ) MTC  Brent
B. 02/0¢/27 oI TR83046623 Mareus, Duane M,
7.
K.
b. A - , -
fl
Q Ete “
. .
£ Total entries this page
Manner of disposition : < " Case tyge/D“I‘ " Y
oy = ey Sria \ ‘ e < o X fic violation (contested)
N0J - Nop-jury trial MTIC = Moving tr%f ic vio s
BIS ~ Dismissed (before trial) PVC - Farking violation (contested). )
TRN < Transferred oy " e . QUC « Other traffic violation (contested) . "
GUIL = Guilty "';‘123 (before :rfgl) i , .
DIV - Diverted - . . L
’ BFD - Bail forfeiture | . ;
OTH. -~ Ovher manner of disposition® .
‘ ’ y i - iy
7 ' .
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Tfial Court Model Input Form 4: Multi-part repo?t'of case filing v
' o and disposition

DATA COLLECTION METHOD : Automated*-hatoh'data entry.

PURPOSE:

DES CRIPTION:

To capture detailed case—related data on individual trial court
cases at filing and again at disposition.

These forms pick uphlarge amounts of data at:.two events in case

proce351ng——at filing and at- dlspos1t10n. They also produce the case docket

sheet for operational purposes.
The court should use separate forms for civil cases, cr1m1na1 cases,

juvenile cases, and contested traffic cases. Uncontested traffic cases, :here
case processing does not enter, would use a much 51mp1er system, for whic
Uniform Traffic Citation procedures are a model.

it is
cases.
sheet

PROCEDURE: The sample form should indicate on the first 1ine.whethir
for reporting civil cases, criminal cases, traffic cases, or Juzen; :
At case initiation the top of all the forms, 1nc1ud1ng the ocke
d.
(Paggaéi islzrzzizg alphabetically by defendant $.last name in -an sndei flée.
At disposition, the date and manner of dlspoeltlon are recorded and en er:nt
into the computer. The sheet is then placed ' in the case ‘file as a perman

..disposition record.

The monthly statistical report is complled “from the computer recordd
Additiondl information on the manner of d1sp031t10n can also be obtaine

easily.

DATA SETS People indicatorw

CAPTURED: - Case type (1ntermed1ate—1eve1 data elements)
Manner of dlsp081t£b {intermediate level) . |
Events in case proce331ng (f111ng and;dlspos1t1on)
COMMENTS : Adoptlon of this system saves courts the time-it takes‘to re~type

dex1ng scheduling, listing
e title for the purpose of docketlng, in s

zzze:azlled and listing cases dispcsed. ’ Additionally, the preparation of
court caseload statistics 1is a by—product of the docketlng operatlon, thus

assuring more rellable statlstlcs. O
ADVANTAGES : Preparatlon of the form is an 1ntegra1 step in case filing,

because one of the sheets prepared becomes the case docket Sheit.éial)
Filing ‘information is entered only once (reducing erroi poten
Filing and disposition data are available on 1nd1v1duad cases,

which permits analysis of age of cases pending and dispose . .
Summary statistics are easily aggregated by computer. o

Multi-part forms are expensive.

DISADVANTAGES: - ) S ;
) ‘Initial expense of adtomation.

Q'- QCO
ad S t analy313' 11
PROVIDES DATA FOR MODEL OUTPUT REPORTS 7-10--caseload 1nven ory 5

and 12--manner-of-disposition analysis; 14—18——trend ana y31s, 19——trend .

analysis progectlonS' 20- 22—-age of cases. S e

— , | ] 7 o 126 EE ? B
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Trial Court Hodel” Input

'Form 4

Multi-part report

of

case filiggﬁand

disposition

Name of ‘court v

I

CASE FILING AND DISPOSITION FORM

Date of flling

Judge

Case number

[Name of case

Attorneys

Filing type: Case type: Manner of disposition:
| Original Insert data Insert data elements for
Reopened elements for manner of disposition
Remanded case types : '

Transfer

i

Name of court

CASE DOCKET BOOK SHEET

Judge

.~  -Date of filing

Cese. number

N
Name 3 % case

a5

Attorneys

Tiling type:

- Lase type: Manner of disposition:
Original Insert data elements Insert data elements for
Reopened for casé types X manner of disposition
| ____Remanded
Transfer
Date

Event in case processing

Outcome

Filled-in example of Multi

This information is typed
when the case is filed, on

. all four sheets of the

" multi-part form by means
of carbon paper inserts,
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,

When the case is disposed
the disposition 1nformation
is filled in on the first
two copies, one of which is
kept by the court in the
case file, the second for~
warded to the AOC.

The fourth sheet is used ag
dn operational docket sheet,
The bottom section of this
sheet is filled out manually
and kept in the case docket
. book.

~part report of case flllng and disposition

<

.

Ly o

JUVENILE CASE FILI}gG

Name of court Madison District Court

AND DISPOSITION FORM

Jidge  Davis

Date of filing 3 Arwil 1983 |
Casé number  JUB30732

Kame of case

Perkins, James R.

3

Attorneys = .
7 -

Goz-don,; /'1,21:1271

Filing type: Case type: Manner of disposition:
X_ Original - — . Criminal-type Petition denied
| Reogened . Offender © X_Petition withdrawn o
Remanded b.d Status offénder . Matter dismissed
Transfer Non~offender Transferted to adult court
__._Other juvenile —Transferred to other Jurisdietion
. matter —_Diverted -
G 5 Petition granted (adjudication
N a hearing

Other manner of disposition

QA

Two~dimensional illustratlon
of lo-parc form: -

AeTthin, W e i
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Trial Court Model_ Input Form 5: Multi-part ‘report‘obf case events

i‘ o . . “ .
L ‘ . S - DKTA ENTRY SHEETS FOR BATCH CASE HISTORY
' - DATA COLLECTION METHOD: Automated—-batch entry. (Data are entered manually v ; & . ‘ . CASE FILING FORM - This shees and the fous copi,
- . - " - . B . . . : B es
b onto this form by the local court clerk, for batch entry into the automated : , o Name of court, . bate of filing " a zﬁmdhic are £illed ost at the
: . . - . . . . . .« - . " g i " IR et
: information system at either a local location or at the state administrative . T Name of case . Case number | ia'made each tine 8 new event
; office.) . ’ - : B : ga:e type_ (listed in vrocedures manual) ) . . in case processing occurs, and ‘
N . . . o I . R udge " one: of th b . :
o - ) “ . L ; S S . assigned SR " Plaintiff attormey . 'aa:;en:r;.caf:‘.i“:hﬁesiﬁ;iﬁ? : i
PURPOSE: To capture detailed case-related data on individual trial court s \\! . _ Detendant sattormes :ﬁt';f;a::mx; then another ’
cases at filing and again at disposition, and to capture case event data on Z X ‘ ;‘;dﬁ;‘?fdlagditit’nalbevehts, or . o
. v - ‘ 3 : : _r - o Sy TS B onal dat s N
active cases. (Event data were not captured for the permanent case record ° | . E"E“Tj IN____.°  CASE PROCESSING on & daily activii; rzpzf_l;f;red
- ‘ . ] N . y ot . . of Insert appropriate events ‘
with Model Form 4.) . : S ' [~/ /_4in case
@ A W - b . . | /[ __in case processing
y . » i : . . S Aot i
_ PROCEDURE: These forms capture ‘all the data captured by the éarlier models, v . - .
plus the events in case processing. They are designed to capture data needed S ® CASE DISPOSTTION FORM e ‘ \ ;
. ., . E s - - . . v . » } T _ N Y
for operational purposésin case processing, with the information for » . Nr o _— o . Ap ehe time ;::psasi:;s i:smse?ly ;
- . | . ame orf Ci 14 ) :
management ‘purposes being a by-product. T o , s ‘ I Name of O“,:r ' Date of fildng . | erfxte;ed and the bottom section - ;
: : s : me of case 9 : of the this fifth and final shee i
- ase type. s ) ) : Case number, nd final sheet ;
In a high-volume court, separate forms could b’e used for each case typ o _ cose sybe. (tasied o moeiures mmal . . | of the set ic filled out.
o i : . B - Judge - : The final copy of the multi- ° » :
“DATA SETS People.indicators ; 3 SRR ' posigned Flaincift attorney Philc the firet sheet ie rerained
CAPTURED: Case type (intermediate-level data elements) ‘ ‘" - S : ‘ Defendant attorney, ~ Tepoettion tease the permanent
: : Manner of disposition (intermediate level) : § : L : SN S : .
Events in case processing (lq;g;medlate level) ‘ o  |/_7_neeer sppropriate events - |
) . S I « g e & u . : e [ /7 / _in'case processing
COMMENTS: Adoption of this system saves courts the time it takes to re-type : R e ‘ )
the case title for the purpose of docketing, indexing, scheduling, listing : S ’;nsm i Tenich £
- » » . I3 3 ) o H @ . ments Ior
i cases f;,léd, and listing cases disposed. Addltlonally, the preparation of N g I » [ manner of disposition
S court case statisties is a by-product of the docketing operation, thus o | — :
' assuring more reliable statistics. : ‘ ' s ‘ ‘, . : )
In a small-volumeccourt, these two forms could be the menu screens oOn a SR ' _ . ' SR
microcomputer system. s ° N : )
S * ADVANTAGES: Filing information is entered only once (reducing error o S o iiladls : : - e N |
A R i 1ed—;n example of Multi-part report of case events : b

potential). This saves time. . ; ;
‘Data can be verified b'yvcross-checking case numbers. :

Filing and disposition data are available on individual cases, which S : ’ .
v‘permits:analysis of age of cases pending and disposed. ‘ : : g ; CIVIL CASE DISPOSITION FORM Two-dimensional illustration
Data available on events in case processing permits assessment of the pace e , Name of court_ Modison Distriet Cowpt ___ Date of filing 04/17/83 o >part fomt ‘ :
¢ of litigation and caseflow management. S v ‘ , . ) '\‘\ . Name of case__Jones va dome Light _~  Case mumber CI85041702 :
: Summary statistics. are easily produced by the computer. . ‘ SR o 3:3::”2 Longeact e . Bhwes Bl e :
" . ) B . . . oy, me——— e e o -
b . ’ . . P S \ o : - assigned.  popay : Plaintiff artorney Oison  James E. o il e e —~ :
: DISADVANTAGES: Initial expense of automation.. ‘ Sy o ‘ pefendant astorney Tmi TorE ] =T e W — g .
f": ::‘ - . “ “ ‘ ToE = | : i ~“ - O S —— . b o §— : i
J “ . ’ : . ] N ] ; ) g ° i
PROVIDES DATA FOR MODEL OUTPUT REPORTS 7-10--caseload inventory analysis; 11 ‘ : - EVENTS IN CIVIL CASE PROCESSING \ —_— ;
- < T - T . ; o = : o o - |08/24/83 Date : : o !
. ‘and lZ--manner-of~disposition analysis; 14-18-~trend analysis; 19--trend . N , Eﬁ@@%,,:z B e ey conference s L 5 g
: analysis projections; 20-22--age of cases; 23-24--status of cases; , ' , col . ————iiiiiii‘.?i“““" trial date ol v T N T ] ‘~ !
=20 i ‘ o ' : Co . SRR : : | B reommence . _ Date of disposition_07/12/82 R S m M Voo
25-28 except}on reports. ¢k i : : L SE e ‘ © [MANNER OF DISPOSITION P ; : c [
i : ° o : ) “ } - RRE ' |_Jury trial LR i) Uncontested/default ¢ e
: ) : o E R . : S : . o e ) . Non-jury-trial = o s -~ - ___ Transferred” - .
oo Ty L o . - e - - - : S ¥_ Dismissed/withdrawn/settled  ° Arbitration LN
. (/ D : » o ‘ | . ’ o R ‘ . L : - [« (before trial) : Other manner of di'spnsiq@;on > SRR
B ’{///f 1 \ RN L o . o . : . e B . B . ) - T ., - — a0 - I— - o ! a
P ' o N $
4 ; . o v . " > FAREN <N
- ‘ . ; ] _ P o 4 ; o -
“’ e ;': I . X M r . 8
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On-line data entry screens

Trial Court Model Input Form 6:

@ . Y o )
! o

&

'DATA COLLECTION METHOD: Automated on-line direct data entry.

PURPOSE: o make all case files immediately accessible; to provide tpé N
capability of manipulating data pertaining to.the entire caseload; to make’
possible the monitoring of caseflow. . ' .
DESCRIPTION: On-line data 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.

6]

DATA SETS People indicators

CAPTURED: Case types (the court could use the maximum level of;déta
o elements) o S R
o Manner of disposition (level is up to the cout) R
Events in case processing (level is up to the court)
COMMENTS: Courts with'large caseloads can afford"aufbmatign better than’

small-volume courts becarge of economies of scale. = :
The screens shown here deal largely with case-related data.
can, of course, accommodate the

as the name of the court reporter, results of the event, fees paid, and so
forth, whicll will be arranged on different menu screens as needed.

¥

The computer

- Y e . &
on-line information system flow.

* ADVANTAGES: Data entry done only once for both operational and management

purposes (saves staff time). Accurate. - s .
Data can be verified by cross-checking case numbers.
Management reports are a by=product of operational data base.

DISADVANTAGES: 1Initial expense of automation. o ; .
: ’ Planning and development take substantial amount of time.

PROVIDES DATA FOR MODEL OUTPUT REPORTS 7-10--caseload ,inventory andlysis; 11

and 12--manner-of-disposition analysis; 14-18--trend analysis: 19--trend
analysis'projections;°20—22—~agefof cases; 23~24--status of cases;

25-28~-exception reports., > ] ‘ o , °
o
; -
=
& = | v :
o ¢ ,r’i"f ‘ | =}
7 , & .
™~ ”
 @ \/f
: 130 7 o
a

posting of all kinds of operational data, such

) To clarify
. the pr0ﬁ€§s, Figure 23 is inserted following Model Form 6, showing a typical

()

<

1fP}6jechting attorney: Robert G.-Barnes

CRIMINAL CASE FILING Date: 04/10/83
Case number: CR83049763
Date of filing: 04/10/83 o
Case type: Felony . . Case priority:
Source of case: Preliminary hearing -
Name ‘of case: State vs Anthony Wayne

Clerk of court: UCarol Luther

90-day trial rule

Name of defendant(s): Anthony Wayne

Nameﬂof defendant's attorney(s): PFhilip G. Noble

o

Judge assigned: . Holmes

Court teporter: Ada Belle Sutter

' - SR O e el SRS LT
A . . "‘\\\\
. RN
N
A ; v v ; o~
Trial Court Model Input Form 6: On—line data enfry screens——
” ‘ 0 filled-in examples

NI

i
E
i
-
i
H
N
Y
£
i
i &
i
1
i
51
13
4
i
t
1%
D
1‘
i
4
H
b
vid
3
{
i
i
H
i
I3
i
3l
%‘ (=
Al
H
YR
10
H
i W
‘S
£ 5
H
S
i
[
K
i Y
" o
© ?1
e
i
i
i
H i
o :
v
i

- CRIMINAL CASE REGISTER OF EVENTS - Case number: \”C’R83049765
E;te | Events in case processing Negt event.scheduled Date
04/13/83  Pretrial conference Trial setting.
04/30/83  Pretrial motion Tr%alngetttng o /50
05/13/83  First trial date scheduled Tr?az‘ 02;?5;83
05/24/83  Continuance granted Tr%al ‘ 06/1.
06/15/83 . Tridl commenced Trial conclusion
106/16/83 Trial concluded
’ ~CRIMINAL CASE: DISPOSITION Date: 06/16/83
|case coumber: crososzes
- |Manner of disposition:N:Jury trﬂal'
‘|Type of decision: ;Acqutttal
Sentencing information; g i
¢ . Ut L Tl jf131 | ~0“ R o
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:Figure 23

&

On-line- information system flow

@

[

Case filiﬁg
documents
essing

i

@ * OPERATIONAL
REBORTS-

Statistical
reports

Case index lists

Case“jacke:s:iabels

Register of events
in case, proc~

Printer

Calendars

Case inquiry *
reports

Dockets

i
o

@

Case disposition
documents

Report . control
screen &

Display terminal]

MANAGEMENT
REPORTS

: Caseload
inventory . o

Manner of E
disposition

Tténd analysis
B

Projections

T

Age of cases

Status of cases

Exception reports

()} | Data base imquiry
screen

| Name/address
file screen

Computer

Time standards .

o

£

[

%

a

©
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. Section-2. Procedures.for analyzing trial court caseload data

= - Court caseload inventory. Since the ‘primary business of the
court is to process-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
caseload 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 persomnnel,
what facilities (rooms and equipment), what fiscal support.

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
appropriation requests based on such projections, judge and
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.

“There are any number of ways of displaying these basic
data. Model 7 uses an intermediate number of data elements to
capture trial court caseload invertory, 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. '
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-DESCRIPTION:

/

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 required to support
the judges, how many courtrooms and other facilities w111 be required,
and what the f1nanc1a1 support must be to permit the court to handle its
caseload.

The State Court Model Statistical Dictionary defines court:
caseload inventory as follows: *MFor statistical reporting purposes, four
uniform caseload counts that should be reported for each reporting
period: beginning}pending (cases), filings, dispositiois, end pending
(cases)." The most rudimentary step in recording caseload inventoty is”
to count the number of cases filed and the number dlsposéd. Since case
processing is a continuous operation, however, it is essential to know
also how many filed cases weres 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
indicate whether the court is completing its business in a timely
manner. Increases or decreases in the pending caseload indicate whether
the time to disposition is increasing or decreasing.

This model displays only basic caseload inventory. Models 8-10,
13-16, and 18-19 prov1de analysis 'of the basic caseload inventory data.

f

DATA SETS Case types (intermediate-level.data elements are
REQUIRED: displayed, with minimum data elements in boldface. See
Chapter IV for maximum data elements)
Case 1nventory (beglnnlng pendlng, filed, disposed, end
pendlng) w
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 numbers of courtrooms and other facilities are used different
amounts of fiscal support are required. Felony cases can take much
longer than misdemeanors to process, partlcularly if they go to trial. -
Similarly, ‘contested probate cases requlre much dlfferent resources than
small. claims cases.

This model includes the major case types. Many courts break somekor
all of these case types down:into subheadings. See Chapter IV--maximum
data elements for trial court caseload inventory--for an example. Some <
courts collect each felony'charge individually. S+bheadings for criminal

case§ have not°been included in Chapter 1V because of the existence .of

other classification schemes,. such‘as the FBI's Uniform Crime Reports.
Collectlng data at this level of detail requires a very sophisticated.
reporting system as well as substantial court resources to recoxrd and - ..
analyze these data.

s LN . (continued)
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ADDITIONAL-ANALYSIS:

Using caseload data to measure backlog. Caseload inventory data may also
be used for other management purposes, such as assessment of case backlog.
For example, a formula for calculating backlog has been adapted from work done
by Ernest Friesen:! B = P minus RT .

(Backlog [B] = Active pending caseload [P] minus the annual rate of

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 x 1,000 cases/360 days) = 300 cases minus 250 cases =
50 cases. We expect that 50 of the pending cases will not be disposed in the
90-day time limit, 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 allocated -accordingly. '

Using caseload data to estimate time interval data. The caseload
~inventory data elements may be used to estimate 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 tho 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
multiplying 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 _in the order that they are filed, and that the newest case
added to the pending caseload was filed at the end of the last day of the A
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 pendlng 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 collecting more
detalled time interval data. ’

lErnest Friesen et. al., "Justice in Felony Courts: A Prescription to
Control Delay," Whittier Law Review, Volume 2, Number 1, p. 16, :

=l
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Trial Court Model

. Summary statistics
Output Report 7: Trial court caseload inventory

Name of court
Reporting period

) " Beginning ) End
Case type pending Filed Disposed pending

Civil cases
Tort
Contract
Real property rights
Small claims
Dommestic 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
traffic violation
Parking violation
(uncontested) i b

SO

Total traffic . ~

Juvenile cases
Criminal~-type offender “ .
Status offender - ¢ Include those case types
Non—offender for which there were no
Other juvenile matters . filings or dispositions
5 and place zeros in the
Total juvenile . v appropriate columas.

TOTAL CASELOAD

NS
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' ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS:

Trial court caseload invenéory.
Percent ofcototal caseload filed for
each type of case .

Trial Court Model Output Report 8:

d

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
gives the court manager a better understanding of actual resource needs.
DESCRIPTION: Model Output Report 8A 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 caseload that
civil, criminal, traffic, and juvenile cases represent. Model Output:
Report 8B displays these data graphically.

DATA SETS Case types (intermediate-level data elements are displayed,

REQUIRED: with minimum data elements shown in boldface. See Chapter
IV for maximum-level data elements)
Case inventory (beginning pending, filed, disposed end pendlng)
COMMENTS: Model 8A gives a graphic picture of 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.

The same‘type of analysis shoulﬁ bz; 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 caseload

pending for each case type.

P!

ORI 8 S

Trial Court Model

‘ . . Summary
- Output Report 8A: Trial court caseload inventory: statistics
Percent of total caseload filed for ‘
each type of case
Name of court
Reporting period
W
, Filed

Case type Number/Percent
Civil cases:

Tort : . 5,183 7% of civil cases

Contract L . : 741 1% of civil cases

Real property rlghts 1,481 2% of civil cases

Small claims
Domestic relations

21,471 29% of civil cases
25,913 35% of civil cases

Mental health 560 17 of civil cases
-Estate 3,702 5% of civil cases
Appeals . ; ' 550 1%Z of civil cases
Other Lo 14,437 19.5% of civil cases
Totadl civil : ¢ 74,038 10% of total caseload
Criminal cases: ™
Felony 5,923 10% of criminal cases
Misdemeanor . 25,469 43% of criminal cases
Ordinance violations 21,915 37% of criminal cases
Extraordinary writ - o 73 1Z of criminal cases
Postconviction remedy . 21 {1% of criminal cases :
Sentence review only 12 1% of criminal cases

Other criminal 5,817 10% of criminal cases

Total ¢riminal 59,230 §§:bf total caseload
Traffic casges: o )
DWI/DUI 30, 066 5% of traffic cases
Contested moving traffic vlhlatlons 42,093 7% of traffic cases
Other contested traffic v1ofat10ns 18, 040 3% of traffic cases
Parking violations (uncontested) 509,507 85% of traffic cases
Total traffic ’ AR -~ 599,706 81% of total caseload
Juvenile cases: Lt s
Criminal-type offender * e ‘ ‘ 148 2% of juvenile cases
Status offender PR 2,739 37% of juvenile cases
Non-offender R 1,333 18% of juvenile cases
Other juvenile matters i o 3,183 43% of juvenile cases
Total juvenile 7,Z03 1% of total caseload
* TOTAL CASELOAD i 740,378  100% of total.caseload
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Trial Court Model
OQutput Report 8B:

%2
Real
Contract property
3
Other criminal 10%
o " Or¥
i

o

Trial court caseload inventory:

v

Percent of total ‘caseload filed for .

each type of case

N
=3

TOTAL

" juvenile

Name of court
Reporting period

"

Iraffic cases

817

T e

- JUVENILE

[s3
Stg'ugs

offender
357

Othert 2%
I

43z

o

141

@Nonf-of‘fender ; 187
/ C?iminalftxpe offender

P

Summary:
statistics

a

-+ Contésted
moving
violations

Other
con-—

Uncontested parking B
violations 85%
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Trial Court Model Output Report 9: 'irial court caseload inventory: . : . )
- Change in pending, number and percent Trial Court Model ) S Summary
- ' Output Report 9: Trial court caseload inventory: statistics
o : ' " Change in pending, number and percent
; . . ) e e i . Name of Court , !
! PURPOSE: The change in pending from the beginning of the reporting Reporting period (ome fiscal year) A
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. ) .

{-A“‘DESCRIPTDION: Model 9 is identical to Model 8, except for the addition of
~the" two final columns. Number change in pending is found by subtracting Change in
beginning pending from end’pending. The percent is found by dividing the Beginning . , . End pending
difference by the beginning pending figure. E Case type pending Filed Disposed pending _Number/percent

‘ . . ‘ . : Civil cases ;

DATA SETS Case types (intermediate-level data elements are displayed, ? Tort ' 1,433 5,183 5,155 1,461 28 +27

REQUIRED: with minimum~ievel data elements in boldface. See Chapter ﬁ} Contract : 205 741 725 221 +16 +8%

IV for maximum-level data elements) Real property rights 409 1,481 1,450 440 +31 +8%

R Case inventory (beginning pending, filed, disposed, end, ; Small claims. 5,937 21,471 21,416 5,992 +55 +1Z

ﬁpending) N Domestic relatioms 7,165 25,913 25,627 7,451 +286 +4%

Mental health 157 560 552 165 +8 +5%

’ . . . : . Estate 1,024 3,702 3,695 1,031 +7 +12

COMMENTS: Large number or percent increases in pending cases are warning . _Appeal 150 550 539 168 +18 +19%
signs. They may indicate that case types are being incorrectly coded or Extraordinary writ 0 0 0 0
that the court is falling behind in processing the caseload. Postconviction remedy 0 0 0 0

N : - Other civil 3,992 14,437 14,354 L 4,075 +83 +27%

_ ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: The statistics displayed in Model 9 are for a Total civil. 20,472 74,038 73,306 = 21,004 ¥332. ¢ +3R j
one~year reporting period, but this report could also be done monthly and / Criminal -cases _
quarterly, and the change in pending calculated for each of those time . " Felomny 1,638 5,923 5,971 1,590 -48 ~3% :

; periods. ’ " Misdemeanor ‘ 7,043 24,469 25,4497 7,063 =20 -1%
5 X Ordinance violation 6,060 21,915 21,836 6,139 +79 +1%
: ' Extraordinary writ & 73 71 6 +2 +50%
: Postconviction remedy 6 21 22 5 -1 -17%
$ Sentence review only 3 12 14 1 L —2 -67%
. Other criminal 1,625 5,817 5,440 2,002 ;; +337 +27%
Vi Total criminal 16,378 59,230 58,803 6,805 T+427 +37% E
Traffic cases f
F DWI/DUT 8,291 30,066 29,972 " 8,375 +94 +1% i
it » Contested moving , 5
traffic violation 11,608 42,093 41,916 16,785 +177. +1% i
Other contested : i
) ) : traffic violation 4,975 18, 040 17,937 . .5,078 +103 +27% v
i i | Parking (uncontested) “ ? ' i
' violation 140,952 509, 507 505,573 144,886 +3,934 +3% i
Total traffic 165,826 599,706 595,398 170,134 +4,308 +3% %‘
: Juvenile cast L wo 5
Criminal-type offender . 41 148 162 27 -6 =32
a i v Status offender _ * 757 2,739 2,667 829 +72 +10% J
. A  Non-offender = ..~ 368 1,333 1,342 440 +72 +20% &
% : Uther juvenile matters) 880 '_. 3,183 3,180 883 +3 +6% 5]
| i Total juvenile ' 2,047 7,403 7,351 2,099 +52 +3% - i
Z 5 f TOTAL “CASELOAD 204,723 740,378 735,059 210,045  +5,322 +3%
} A k 3 H »’%
L
) ‘ E ) ‘ i
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Trial Court Model

‘OQutput Report 10:

PUREOSE?T The two final columns in this model are another way of
assessing how well the court is keeping up with the caseload being

If disposed cases are not a large percent of filings, then the
court is falling behind. 1
large percent of filings. * ‘ %

filed.

DESCRIPTION: This chart ishbaSed on Model 7, with two additional columnsm.
to contain the calculation of disposed cases as percent of filings and
end pending cases as percent of filings.

o c, ' s

DATA SETS Case types (intermediate-level data elements are displayed,
with minimum data elements in boldface.
for maximum-level data elements)

Case inventory (beginning pending, filed, disposed, end
pending) : oo

REQUIRED:

COMMENTS: Numbers lower than 90 percent in the "disposed cases as
percent of filings" column are a warning.
pending cases as percent of filings" (particularly if they .continue to
increase in size over a number of years) are also a warning, ) o

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS:

Trial court caseload inventory:

Disposed cases as percent of filings e

one-year reporting period, but this report could also be dene 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

time periods,

End pending as percent of filings

.The same is true if end pending cases are a

See Chapter v

The sﬁétigtics displayed in Model 10 are for a

]
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Trial Court Model ‘ Surmary
Output Report 10: Trial court caseload inventory: statistics
'~ ,Disposed cases as percent of filings
- End pending cases as percent of filings
Y Q .
) .Name of court
Reporting period (one fiscal year)
Disposed End pending
cases as cases as
Beginning . End ‘percent of percent of
Case type pending Filed Disposed pending filings filings
Civil cases
Tort 14433 5,183 5,155 1,461 99% 28%
Contract . 205 741 725 221 98% 30%
Real property rights 409 1,481 1,450 440 98% 30%
Small claims 5,937 21,471 21,416 5,992 98% 30%
Domestic relations 7,165 25,913 25,627 7,451 997% 29%
Mental health 157 560 552 165 99% 30%
Estate 1, 024 3,702 3,695 1,031 99% 28%
Appeal 150 550 532 168 97% 31%
Extraordinary writ: 0 0 0 0
Postconviction' remedy .0 0 0 0
Other civil 3,992 14,437 14, 354 4,075 99% 28%
Total civil o 20,472 74,038 73,506 21,004 99% 28%
Criminal cases
Felony 1,638 5,923 5,971 1,590 101% 274
. Migdemeardor 7,043 24,469 25,449 7,063 1047 29%
Ordinance violation k;é,060 21,915 21,836 6,139 99.5% 28%
®Extraordinary writ 4 73 71 6 97% 8%
Postconviction remedy 6 21 22 5 105% 24%
Sentence review only 3 12 14 1 117% 8%
Other criminal 1,625 5,817 5, 440 2,002 947% 347
Total criminal 16,378 59,230 58,803 "16,805 99% 28%
Traffic cases
DWI/DUI 8,291 320,066 29,972 8,375 97% 28%
Contested moving “ .
traffic violation 711, 608 42,093 41,916 16,785 99. 5% 40%
Other contested \ L/ ,
traffic violation 4,975 18,040 17,937 5,078 997 28%
Parking (uncontested) .
violation 140,952 509,507 505,573 144, 886 99% 28%
Total traffic 165,826 59%,706 595,398 170,134 99% 28%
Juvenile cases 4/%7
Criminal-type offender 41 - 148 162 27 109% 18%.
ﬁStatus:offender 757 . 2,739 2,667 829 97% 30%
Non-offender ‘ 368 1,333 °1, 342 440 101% 33%
~ Other juvenile matters 880 3,183 3,180 883 99, 9% 28%
lTotaljuvenile 2,047 7,403 B} 7,351 2,099 997 28%
TOTAL CASELOAD . 204,723 740,378 735,059 210,045 99% “ 8%
i}
145~
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Trial Court Model Output Report 11: Trial court manner of disposition

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 belng processed and how they are -7
disposed provides the simplest mechanism for determining how many judges
are needed, how many nonjudicial personnel(w111 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 court to handle its
caseload.

R

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 count
of judicial and nonjudicial -dispositions.

DATA SETS Case types (intermediate-level data elements; mlnlmum level
REQUIRED: in boldface; maximum level in Chapter IV)
Manner of dlSpOSltlon (intermediate~level data elements are
displayed) =

COMMENTS: Simple counts of the kinds of cases handled by the court do
not tell the manager much about what resources are needed to process
“Yaseload 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 themselves convey very little meaning. The computed
percentages tell the court manager the proportion of each manner of"
disposition for the total caseload.
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Trial Court Model
Output Report 11:

Summary

Trial court manner of disposition statistics

Name of court
Date

Dismissed/
withdrawn/ Uncon~- o

* gettled tested/ * Trans- Arbi- Jury Non=-jury
(before trial) default ferxed tration trial trial Other

Total
Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent

Cagse type

Civil caseés:
Tort
Contract
Real property
rights
Small claims ) -
Domestic relations
" Mental health
Estate
Appeal
Extraordinary
writ ;
Postconviction remedy
Other

Dismissed/

nolle prosequi Trang— Suilty Bail Jury Non-jury

‘ plea forfeiture trial trial Other

Case type  (before trial)® Diverted ferred Total
Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent

Criminal cases:
Felony . =
Misdemeanor :
Preliminary hearing”
Ordinance violation
Appeal
Extraordinary writ
Postconviction .
remedy : i
Sentence review '
. only
Other

Traffic cases:
DWI/DUI
Contested moving
traffic violation B
Other contested .
traffic violation

© ) Transferred Transferred Petition
Petition Petition Matter to adult to other granted (adjudi-
denied withd rawn dismissed Diverted court jurisdiction cation hearing Other

Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/gercent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent

Case type Total

Juvenile cases:
Criminal-type offender
Status offender
Non-offender
Other juvenile matters 5

TOTALS

This chart is appropriate for a gemeral jurisdiction trial court.
A limited jurisdiction trial court would use only the appropriate
case types, including grelxmxnagx hearxng, and would add bound over
to the manner of dxspoazt1on categories for criminal cases.
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. DESCRIPTION:

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 gullty plea or other

means. Efficient resource allocation requires accurate dgta on how
many cases go to trial. It would also be useful to know the average

* length of trials for each case type.

These data are derived from the data in Model 11, and

could very ea311y be combined into a s1ng1e display.

DATA SETS Casé types (minimum data elemeﬁts) .

REQUIRED: Manner: of disposition (minimum data elements) v
'COMMENTS: The bar graphs may be scaled by percents as they are

here, 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 volume between the different types of dispositions
among the bars. The accompanying pie chart ampllfles selected

portions of the bars, showing the relative frequencies of occurrence

of the different types of trials for ¢ivil and for c¢riminal 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 manner of disposition could

also be displayed, as a percent of: total dispositions, using a pie
chart.
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Trial Court Model , N Summary -
Output Report 12: Trial court manner of disposition: statistics
Percent of cases disposed by trial
Name of court
Reporting period
Total Number Percent Number Percent Percent
dispo-  of jury of dis- non-jury of dis- Total of dis-
Case type” sitions trials positions trials positions trials positions -
0
Civil 24,595 1,775 7.21 4,412 17.93 6,137. 25.15
Criminal 54,982 2,781 . 5.05 4,936 8.79 7,717 14.03
Total 79,577 4,556 5.72 9,348 11.74 13,904  17.47
Percent CVil Criminal Total Percent of cases disposed by trial
N=24.595 N=54,982 N=79,577
100 :
90 -
80 N: N= =
18. 408 47.625 65,673
70
60 74.85%¢ 85.97% 82.55% .
CRIMINAL
5 NON-JURY NON-JURY
0 N=4,412 N=4,936
35.5%
40
30
20 |t ) CRIMINAL
.. " JURY
o | MR e T R N=2,781
e -" 4, 9'16 9.348 S 20.0%
==;—:Tz-;ﬁ a=:.—-::3: TR
| | | CIVIL JURY
= N= N= N=1775 “
1,775 2781 4,556 12.8% ‘

[C__] Other Dispositions

i

[Fo - Non-dury Trials

Jury

Trials
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Trial Court. Model Output Report 13: Trial court caseload per judge

: P
PURPOSE: Caseload per judge 1is another measure of resource needs.
data permit a calculation of the average caseload that-each judge is
handling. 1If case filings exceed the capacity of the court, then new
judges must be added or changes made in case processing procedures. If
such changes are made, an assessment can be made of whether the changes
are permitting the judges to handle a larger caseload in the same length

These

of time.

DESCRIPTION: This model takes the caseload inventory data contained in
Model 7 and divides caseload by the number of judges sitting on the bench.

. DATA SETS Case inventory (beginning pending: filed, dispoeed, end pending

REQUIRED:

COMMENTS: The report should specify whether its data deal with
authorized judgeships or sitting Judges.

This type of report is probably mest useful on the 1nd1v1dual court
level. The state court administration can examine these forms ‘from each
court location for a number of years to identify where caseload per judge
is particularly high, and where it is growing. These courts may be
candidates for the creation of additional Judgeshlps. These data may
also be compared with time to disposition flgures to identify courts that
may need help improving their case processing procedures. Courts with
low caseloads per judge but long times to disposition could probably
improve their procedures by implementing caseload management techniques.
The inclusion of the number of/trials per judge on the table may give an
indication of one of the underlying causes of increased delay and low
caseload per judge.

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: If actual caseload per judge is known, a chart

showing this information 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.

Caseload per judge could be arranged in rank order of number of cases
disposed.

2
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TriaL,Cour; Model "Summery.
Output Report 13: Trial court caseload per judge statistics
o Name of court
Réporting period
Geographic  Geographic  Geographic Total
e area 1 area 2 area 3 Etc. cases
.. »
Number of
FTE judges
Cases filed
Average -
per judge
Cases disposed
Average
per judge
Cases pending
Average
per judge
Jury trials
FTE = full-time equivalent, or
Average total judge time divided by -
* per judge the normal annual number of
days/hours served by a full- -
Non-—-jury time judge.
trials The data in this chart
¢ @ could be supplied for civil
Average cases, criminal cases, traffic
per judge cases, and juvenile cases, as
’ well as for total cases.
‘:) \l\% o
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Trial Court Model -

Output Report 14: Comparative analysis: ' i
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 personmnel, what facilities (rooms and equipment),
what fiscal support, and how these will change from year to year.

DESCRIPTION: This chart requires two years of data in order to calculate
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 wusing data from the same month or quarter during the
previous year. " » ’

DATA. SETS Case types (intermediate-level data elements; minimum level in

REQUIRED: boldface; maximum in Chapter IV)

‘ Case inventory (beginning pending, filed, disposed, end
pending) ’ 7

-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 signils that the pending
caseload is increasing and that the court is falling behind’ in processing
its caseload : b
07

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: Similar comparisons over time should be done with

manner of disposition data (see Model 17), as well as with caseload per
judge. "
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Trial Court Model
Output Report 14:

Comparative analysis:

Summary

statistics

Number and percent change in filings

Number and percent change in dispositions

. Case type

Civil cases

Tort

Contract

Real property rights
Small claims
Domestic relatioms
Mental health
Estate n
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

DWI/DUI

Contested moving
traffic violation

Other contested
_traffic violatiom

Parking violatiom
(uncontested)®

n

Total® traffic

Juvenile cases ,
Criminal-type offender
Status offender
Non~offender
Other juvenile matters

Total juvenile

" TOTAL CASELO0AD

n

Name of Court
Time period

Filings

Dispositions

percent

1981 1982

changeﬂ

percent
change

1981 1982

Py
I
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Trial Court Model

Output Report 15: Trend analysis: _ , o
B : . Comparison of number of filings to date .

in- successive reporting periods
and percent change in filings

PURPOSE: To follow trends on a continuing basis rather than from the end
of a reporting period to tin end of the next reporting period.

U .
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 oné time of the year. Knowing this makes it easier to plan

workflow. o .

Case types (intermediate~level data elements; minimum are in

_ boldfacé; maximum in Chapter IV)

Case inventory (beginning pending, filed, disposed, end
pending) :

A

i\

DATA SETS
REQUIRED:

COMMENTS: In place of "year to date," "
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 history (year-to-date or

previous 12-month period) in order to help correct for seasonal )

<

variations. . e o,

ADDITIONAL AYALYSIS: Similar comparisons over time should be done with

manner of disposition data, number-of ‘trials, or any other event the

court manager wants to track.

/

<

previous 12-month period" can be

remer il

)74

\ /
Trial Court Model M
Output Report 15: Trend analysis: h Ty
Coyparlson of number of filings to date‘ Trebiatics
in successive reporting periods and
bercent change in filings
‘Name of court
K E:?Eerf?f Year ,Number of cases Last | Percent
Case type h'_s 1led to filed last year ‘yedr to cha 1
| ‘ this month date this month * date yeafg: 13
Civil cases : o
Tort : v
Contract
Real property rights
Small claims h

Domestic relations
Mental health

Estate

Appeal

Extraordihary writ
Postconviction,remedy
Other civil

Total civil

Criminal cageg
Felony
Misdemeanor
Ordinance violation
Extraordinary writ
Posthnviction remedy
Sentence reviewsonly ‘
Other criminal ) o

Total criminal

Traffic cases
DWI/DUI
Contested moving
traffic violation
Other contested ’
traffic violation ° o
Parking violation : :
. (uncontested) ' l

Tota&ftraffic

Juvenile ‘cases
Criminal-type offender
Status offender
Non-offender ° ’
Other juvenile matters } ’ e

Tot4l juvenile

&

TOTAL CASELOAD ’ , .
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Trial}éburt : -
Model Output Report 16: Trend amalysis: =* =

Cases filed over a six~—year period

4 =

. P

/) W . oo

o

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 uneeds
accor&f@qu, and §0 Cn.

PURPOSE:

DESCRIP”QJ This chart requires caseload inventory data from more than
two reportlng perlods.
4 &
DATA SETS Case types ‘(intermediate-data ‘elements; minimum level in
REQUIRED: boldface; maximum level in Chapter iv)
‘ Case inventory (beginning pending,-filed, disposed, end “
pending) M

COMMENTS: Data from this chart can be used as input for regression.
analysis (years are the 1ndependent variables, filing figures are the
dependent variables). The regression equation is then used to predict
filings for any future year. (See Model 19.)

The periods used for this model could be weeks or months instead of
years. (Weeks or months will show seasonal variations, but not
necessarily the undérlyi?g trend.) .

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS: Tﬁe 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, particular
types of dispositions, or the caseload pending at the end of the year.
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Trial Court Model
Output Report 16:

Case type ! 1978

Summary
Trend analysis: statistics
Cases filed.over a six—year period
Name of court
. , Percent
b . Cases flled Change
1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1978-1983

« Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/be#cenf‘ Number /percent

Civll cases: =
Tort
Contract
Real property
rights
Small clalms
+ Domestlc
relations
Mental health
Estate
Appeal
Extraordinary
writ
Posteonviction
ramedy
Other clvil

Total clvli

Crlminal cases
Felony
Misdemeanor
Ordlnance vlolation
Extroordlnary writ
Postconvictlion
sromady
Sentence revleu only
Other ¢ T ‘pal
iy
Total. crfh,m{ I

Y
Trafflc cases;,
owi/mul
Contested moving
traffic violstion
Other contested
traftic violation
Parklng vioiatlon
{uncontested)

—Jotal trefflc

Juvenile cases
Criminat~type =
ot fender
Status offender
Non~offender
Other Juvenlle
matters

Tota) juvenife
)

TOTAL CASELOAD
P
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Trial Court
Model Output Report 17:

i
W

PURPOSE:

[~
o

Trend analysis:

Number and percent change for each manner -

; recent’
Trend analysis permits the court manager to examine re ,

1story an rom 1t to e timate W at case oads can'be ex ected next year
hist d £ i sti h 1 P Yy
g a

and the year following,

so that resource needs can be projected 1ato the

future, budget and appropriation requests bgsed on such projectlons,
jﬁdge ;nd personnel needs calculated accordingly, and so on.

k : i dez to
DESCRIPTIGN: This chart requires more tha? twoyears of data 1in or ’
compare the number and percent change in dispositions..

DATA SETIS
oals oo

Case types (minimum-level data elements displayed;

S
'3

see Chapter

i i i levels) i
1V for intermediate and maximum ‘ n
Manner of disposition (intermedlateflevel data e%ements,
"minimum and maximum levels are 1n ChapterUIV _

T

_REQUIRED :

. o . .
COMMENTS: Data from this chart can be u§g§755 input fo; zggrizitzzn
. i ia anner of dispos:
analysis- (years are the independent varisa ses, m

Ry i ion is then
figures are the dependent variables). The regression equatiom 1S

used to predict manner of disposition 5

@gf/any future year.

S
s
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Trial Court Model

Output Report 17: Trend analysis:

Number and percent change for
each manner of disposition

(,w Name of Court
—

1978 1979 = 1980 1981

Summary
statistics

Percent
1982

Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent

Number/percent

change

Civil cases

Jdury trial o o h e v e s e e e v e e e
Non-jury trial . . « + « « .
o Dismissed/withdrawn/settled
(before trial)

e . L T T

D T T S P

1978-82

I R Y

L R I T R

Uncontested /default
Transferred
Arbitration

Ocher

Total civil . /100%
IS

Criminal coses

Contested traffic cases

Jury trial « « o o ¢ 4 . s

Non-jury trial « « « « « .

Dismissed/nolle prosequi
{before trial)

Bound over

Transferred

Diverted

Guilty plea (before trial)

Bail forfeiture

Other

Total criminal and traffic
Juvenile canes

Petition denied

Petition withdrawm

Matter dismissed

Transferred to adult court

Transferred to other
jurisdiction

Diverted

Petition granted

Other i

Total juvenile

TOTAL CASELOAD s

. e
. e

« s e
LT

6

/100%

/1002

X

i}

.
.

L )
L

.

7

. .
Ly

L S R T

e s s

. « o ls a

4 e s s 2 4 s e e e e s e e s s

(adjudicaijion hearing) » « o v o v v o it it e e e e e e e e e e e e

The dotted: lines indicate the
manners of disposition for which
percenc change over the time pe-
riod is particularly important.

*
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— ' Trial Court Model . Summary .,
Trial Court Model 'frend" analysis: . . 3ons b trial . Output Report 18: Trend rfmalysm:. o ) statistics
Output Report 18: Tison of dis ositl ~riods N : i, Comparison of disposition by trial
Bt - ar —everal reportilt . ‘ over several reporting periods
ove E3 R 33
s ecent ‘ . .
examlne ¥ . : lame of court
anager LC : e ear .
: ‘ ;s permits the court mds gca.n be expected ne'X::,oyt:‘ne .
g: Trend analysis Pv what caselod be projected 1m - o .
PURPOSE: it to estimate ¥ e needs can :ections, ‘ Dispo- Dispo- Dispo- Dispo- -
istory and frOm * : o that resourc d on such PrOJe sitions Percent sitions Percent sitions Percent sitions Percent
hist r follOWlng': s . . requests base 4 so on. : P . B Dispo- by of Dispo~ by of .Dispo~ by of Dispo~ by of
and the yez £ and approprlatl()n d accordingly’ ana S ’ ‘sitions__trial total sitions trial total sitions trial total sitions  trial total
! budge - ulate o Case type 1979 1980 1981 1982
' future d Pzrsonnel needs calcr ed in Model 12 for ) . Number/percent Number/percent Number /percent Number/percent
]Udge = ires the data d‘lsplaye . Civil cases
. t requl
. This char ~
w' t’Ii:'ng periods. displayed3 L 'g::rt
. or . s - ntract .
several rep . _1evel data eleﬁ.lent cer IV) ¢ Real property rights
L (intermediate . maximum in ChaP a , Small claims
A SETIS Case LyPeS 1 in boldface; : i1led disposed: en 7 Domestic relations
1_)_&'_1‘____._— mi.ni-m“m leve " . endi_ng s fileaqd, - u Mental health
RE UIRED: invv\ntory (beglnnlng P £ ) istace
Case = ments ppeal
pendiﬂ-g . (mi.ni.mum"level data elew = Extraopdinary writ
z ition . i Postconviction remedy
Mannex of dispos data display WOUld be us(’r’i\{ Other civil
. . a tr]_ . .
. kind of before .
o aagszs: This same KA 00 S g preas befort Ly Total civil
ADDITIO N net of dlspo,»sltl manager assess ™0 @« Criminal cases g
for other major manné® = helps ‘the court h kind of case-
01:' +nd of i_nfor.?matl()n dispos& °£ eac the data Felony -
This kin ! ces needed to . be’performed on 4 c"ase types W Hisdemeanor
N : suydicial TEesour . alysis can : ate afwong Ordinance violation ”
3 the ju sion analy h trial ¢ tem- Y 4 T s
in, regres s sons of the N aseload sys . Extraordinary writ \
Once agatis = table. Comparis of a welghted ¢ 2 Postconviction remedy . ¢
d in this a elOPment Sentence review only
esente the dev . R
pr d as input for “ . Other criminal
;Y can be use ( ‘@ :
¢ . [} ’ Total criminal . !
S AN . t
N Traffic cases > : N & t
. s DWI/DUL
=l = Contested moving
0 P traffic vielation
? Other contested
: @ traffic violation :
P N L ‘
Total traffic i i
Juvenile cases ’ o \ ' ;
Criginel-type offender B A '
® i 5 ¢ Status offender . . ;
) h o Non-offender =,
" Other juvenile matters
(includes traffic) - P
v - Total Juvenile ’ o R .
a ~ ) u . -3
o o 3 5 o )
It} TOTAL CASELOAD ({J " : N
o .
: : /
£l
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Trial Court Model Output Report 19: Trial .court caseload inveantory
' projections based on
trend analysis

PURPOSE: Trend analysis permits the court manager to examine recent
history and from it to estimate what caseloads ¢an be expected next year
‘and the year following, so that resource needs can be projected into the
future, budget and appropriation requests based on such projections,
judge and persounel 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 correlation
is between the variables. Computerizafion 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 inventory.

COMMENTS: The amount of data used for a regression analysis must be
given 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 trend. One possible solution is to )
weight the data, giving more recent data more influence in the analysis.
Before performing the regression analysis, it is 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 affected 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 g
disposition. : ,

Other independent variables than filings and dispositions can also be
used to predict future trends; such as economic indicators (for civil
cases), population, er number of autémobiles registered (for traffic
cases). v

The data shown on Model }9 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 cdlculate within what percentage dispositions
have failen, on the assumption that that percentage will carry on into
the futiire. Some ‘'range of confidence. intervals should be completed along
the prediction line so that the precision of the estimate is also evident.
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T Output Report 19: Trial court caseload inventory projection{\ based on trend analysis “ | 18
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Section 3. Procedures for analyzing trial court caseflow data

Data on events in case procissing can be used for caseflow
managemént to assess,’the pace of Xitigation, establish and monitor
standards for case pfocessing, and forecast caseflow.

Caseflow management output reports
the time it takes individual cases to move
the time intervals between critical events in case.processing.
Ideally, these data would be collected on a case~by-case basis, from
which aggregate statistics can be calculated. It is possible, .
however, to collect aggregate data 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 case-by-case reporting 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 glanﬁing purposes.

require informatiom on
through the courts and

Your court may not need all of the ‘models displayed here,
but can choose those that are most useful for your management

n

requirements. : \
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20:

rial Court Model Output Report Age of pending cases

PURPOSE: To present age-of-pending-cases data for the active caseload.
Until age—of—pendlng-cases data are available, 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

involved. S -
DESCRIPTION: The date of filing of each case is essential to calculating

The time intervals chosen for display on Model

i~

the age of pending cases.

20 should reflect the amount of time that-the p&rticular jurisdiction has

decided is acceptable for processing each type of case. These are
summary statistics of the number of cases falling within each time yerlod
the court, has chosen to measure.

DATA SETS Casé types (1ntermed1ate-1eve1 data elements'”mlnlmum leved in
REQUIRED: boldface; maximum level in Chapter 1IV) S g
: Events in case processing (date of filing) -

COMMENT: The State Court Model Statistical Dictionary emphasizes ‘how
1mportant 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 court
can calculate the measure of central tendency required.to process any
particular type of case and can indicate.the mnumber of cases that fall
outgide the norm.
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Trial Court Model

Output Report 20: Age of pending cases

N

@ Name of court
Date

Summary,
statistics

g ety

9 R *Less ¢
.than
iy Total 90

. L F
a %91 ~180 *181 days
pending days

days to 1 year

1-2
years

More
than
(‘2

mears

**Measure
of
central
tendency

Number/percent - Bumber/percent Numbzr/percent Number/percent

Number/percent

Civil cases:
- Tort
Contract R
Real property & . :
rights
Small claims o B
Domestic relatibns )
Mental health
Estate
Appeal
Extraordinary writ % v v
Postconviction. '
remedy
Other civil

Total c¢ivil cases

w

Number/percent

*31-60
days

*0~-30
days

Total

pending

*61-90
days

*91-180

days

*More
than
180 days

**Measure "
of
central
tendency

Number/percent = Number/percent

Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent

Criminal casen: ;
Felgny o
Misdemeanor 3
Ordinance violafion B
. Prelxmlnary hearing
Appeal
Extraordinary writ
Postconviction
remedy S &
Sentence review ’
only S ; o 3 K
Other criminal ks

Total criminal,cases

‘Traffic cases:

_ DWI/DUL

7 Contested moving ’

3 traffic violation

[ Other -contesteéd

: ~traffic’ violation

" Uncontested parking 2 o
vxolatxon

Total traffic’casés ) 5
"Juvenile cases: Lo L ! s
Criminal-type offender a ‘
;Status offender '
Non-offender s ° - e
Other juvenile matters o v : @
Total juve})\i.lgi cases . N v
; 8 . . ; 2

£ . R . . k Y

© -

!

A w

##Tie medsure of central tendency may be average, median, or modg,
aystem being ugéd.
mode is used. PRS

3 5 - o jl ‘ : - = -

et e i e vt e s o FBis] : i

&

i

*The time frames shown in the headxng of this model should .reflect. the t1me standards estab11shed for yaur Jurisdiction.

dependxng on the degree of sophxstzcat1on of the reporting o
- The court may also ‘want c061nd1cate the percentile in which the measure of -central tendency falls, if mean or
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N ‘Tnial Court Model Output Report 21:

i

‘PURPOSE: To indicate how long cases recently disposedﬂhad'been in the

,court system.

o

DESCRIPTION”

=

Age of cases at disposition’

O

The date of filing and date of disposition ofveacﬂ case are

essential to calculating the age cf cases at disposition. The time

intervals chosen for display on Model 21 should reflect the amount of
time that the particular jurisdiction has decided is acceptable for

These are summary statistics of the number-
of cases dlsposed‘wzthln each time perlod the court has chosen to measure.

processing each type of case.

~ REQUIRED:

DATA SETS Case types (1ntermed1ate-1eve1 data elementS' minimum level in”
boldface; maximum level in Chapter IV
Events in case processing (dates of f111ng, d13p081t10n)

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 for statistical reporting purposes.

these points are defined,

Q

St

&

the dates can be recorded, and then the court
can calculate the measure-of central tendency requlred to process any.
particular type of case, and can 1nd1cate ‘the number of cases falling
outside the norm.

4
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Trial Court Model , . Summary )
Output Report=2l: Age of cases of disposition statistics
D s = «
= 8
X Name of court
‘ a ‘ Date ~
57 ’
] R *More **Measure
. C . : than of
> 7" Total . B %090 *91-180 *181 -days *1<2 2 central
pending . days days . to 1 year years years tendency
B Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent
«Civil ‘cases: !
- Tort &
Contract .
Real property &
rights
Small claims ! "
Domestic relations = . N R
Mental health o
~Egtate 3
Appedl . N
Extraordinary writ ¢
Postconviction
remedy Coa )
Other civil 9
Total civil cases ¥
w0 N
*Less . **ﬁeasure
than s : ] *More of
Total 90 = %91-~120 *121-180 *181 days than central
ndin; days days days to 1 vear 1 year tendency =

Criminal cases:
Felony
Misdemeanor

Ordinance violation
Preliminary hnarxng

Appeal

Extraordinary writ -

Postconviction
remedy -

Sentence revxew
only

Other criminal

Totel criminnl cagses
Traffic cases:

D1/DUL
Contested ‘moving

poy

traffic violation

Other contésted

traffic violation
Uncontested parking

violation
Total traffxc cases

Juventle ‘cRBEes $

w

Criminal-type offender

‘Status offender
Non-of fender

Other juvenile ‘matters

Total ‘juvenile cases

@

Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent

i

3

Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent

o

3

L

*The txme framea shown in the headxng of thza model ahould reflect<the txme standards establxahed £or your Jurxsdxct;on. Sy

**The measure of cent;al tendency may be avernge, median, or mode. dependxng on the’ degree of sophxsbxcat1on of the reportzng
‘gystem be;ngsused. The court may ‘also want to indicate che p@rcentxle xn which the measure of central tendency falls, ‘if mean or

Mode is used.
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Trial DoertvModeinutput'Report 22:

‘Age of disposed cases by
- .manner of disposition

PURPOSE: To. 1nd1cate how long cases recently disposed had been irn the

court system, -as well as the«length of t1me taken for: each manner of .
SO dlsposltlon.

a

@

. e . .

DESCRIPTION

essent1a1 to

calculatlng the age of cases at disposition. The time

1ntervals chosen for display on Model 22 should reflect the amount of! u#?

tlmesthat the particular jurisdiction has detmded is acceptable for
processing each type of case. . These are summary statlstlcs of the number
: of cases disposed and the manner of dlsp031t10n w1th1n each time perlod
° the court has chosen to measure. : .

DATA'SETS~ Case types (1ntermed1ate—1eve1 data elements; mlnlmum Level in
REQUIRED:. .boldface; maximum level in Chapter IV -

' : ~, Events in case processing (dates of flllng, dlsp031t10n)

- Manner of dlsp031t10n

e

o

. ° COMMENTS ; This is a further analySLS of the 1nformat10n dlsplayed in
Model 21 to show age.of . dlsposed criminal cases by manner of C
" disposition. Similar analysis could be done” for ‘eivil, trafflc, and

. Juvenlle case. dlsp081tlons. - , " :

o

RGP : L ) ; o

gy : . p lx‘ N K " )

o

g

:; ‘ ‘QK{“ i : ,bl e ;‘-j{j() H. v }:';;‘ ;‘ : ”[4  "" e
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The date of f111ng and date of d1sp051t10n of each case are t

e
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Trial Court Model:
Output Report 22:

[
(S
D]

Lo PO RO )
Manner of dlaposltlon

Cases dlsposed by jury triald
Number of. cases dlsposed
Mean .dge
Median age

- 0-90 days:
. number
percent

91-180 days:
number
percent

> 180 days ¢
" number
<¢ercent

Cases dlsposed by non-Jury
trial:
Number, of cases disposed
Mean age
Median age
'0-90 dayst
' . number
... bercent
%91-180 days-‘
number
percent
.. » 180 days: -
number
percent

ége of disposed cases by

9

Ceses‘disposed after guilty or - .

nolo contendere pleat

" Number of cases dlsposed

Mean age:
Median age
0-90 days:
- number
percent
91~180 ‘days:
N " number
®. . percent
180 days:
© . pumber
. .percent

W

Cases  dismissed; nolle prokequi

or other disposition:
Number of cases dxsposed
Mean age
Median age
0-90-days::
 number
. percent
91180 days:

- number
-percent
>'180. days: -

. mumber. - .
percent

Q

Felony -

BN
DR
Misde-

meanor'

manner of ‘disposition

Name of couyrt

Date

Appeal

Ordi- of «
nance
viela~

trial
court
. case

- B

Extra-
oxrdi-
nary
writ

.tion

[,

.

Post=. '
con~
fviction

remedy

~only

Sen=
tence
review

&

Summary

statistics

w,

Other
crimi-
-nal "

Total

I

¢ases

P

«

e
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i
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Lo . Trial Court Model Output Report 23; Status of pending cases R - | - output Report 23: Status of pending cases statisties

* . w 0

! ' S . P

: l i ) B ; : . : i Name of court .

i ¢ . = 5 : ; ‘ : : : : . Date : . S

i ’ . e D Lo . L ) . . : {

5 PURPOSE: This table shows summary statistics of the number of cases RN S . . . L Ty !

K DN ; . ) . ‘. . . . e . ; ’ S : v : . “ i

waiting at each event in case processing. This information assists the T C : 7 K v ‘

; court manager in calculating how many cases are leaving the system (how . v Total = - Awaiting “Awaiting Awvaiting - Avaiting L :

3 ¥ : B . » i> . - cases first first pretrial = first setting beginning Avaiting ;

: many failures to answer lead to defaults, how many failures to request a - R ‘ . Case_type . . _pending answer conference of trial of Erial disposition ;
trial date 1ead f..O settlements, etc.). If the perlods between events are . /_" 2 : . Nmnber/percent Number/per_cent Number/percent Number/percent Nntnberlpercent . ’
lengthy or the numbet of case§ is large at one event or another, these T\ L 1 civil cases: - : , . F : > T Lo

¢ . data permit the court marager to assess where there may be bottlenecks in . [ R Tt et o ‘

the prbcessing system thal\elzre leading to delay so that stens can be : o) I 4 : Real property rights ;

H a0 e P . ‘

; taken to eliminate the bot/ ) enecks or very old cases can be dlsmlssed. h L > Small claims e . :

) The data also permit an asSessment of whether the delay is being caused | Mental health 8 =, 1

§ . within the court or by 1nd1v1dua1s outside the control of the court, ‘ V i:;::i :

l ‘ E l : ° NS Extraordinary writ . = . o o

DESCRIPTION: These data require only a count of the number of cases EETE S fopcconyiorion renecy

% waiting at each step. The easiest method of“arriving at such a count is* o . e :

4 by processing the data through a computer. These counts can also be . S . , Total Avaiting “Kwaiting Avaiting N

i - od d ma 1 ro ;|_aﬂ.;e gets of card 1ndex boxes, as ¢ ’ cases indictment first setting teginning Avaiting

& . produced manually by keep ng appropr ot ¢ \1’ ’ . E 4w Case type pending (information) of trial ¢ of trial .disposition

k ‘ descrlbed in MOdel Input Form 2. ) N ’ . . S Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent Number/percent

b - .Status of pending cases on a’*case-—by—case basis (whlch 15 .an v ‘ o ‘ ‘ S

operational report) cannot be obtained manually without an extravagent ¢ SR , . ~ . » o

‘ use of personnel time. Case-by-case information on more than a small ' : o Cf;:;g:; cases: -

; number of cases requires automation to be cost-effective.. : o : ' : Misdemeanor ‘ '

§ . } ‘ . o ( . Ordinance violation i

i . . L ‘. . L s . . ’ P ’ e S o i _Appeal ) 3 ) :

g ' DATA SETS ° Case types (1ntermeur te-level data elements; minimum~<level . Bt Extraordinary writ ' :

. hepnramer—— . B R i . B : R d i e b . . B ) L

§ REQUIRED: - data elements ir boldface; maximum in Chapter IV) . , = e teopyistion Temey ' ‘ s , ' ' ‘

# - . ) a P . o . IS

o T . Events in case processing (intermediate-level da%a elements. ; , Other criminal SRR e : . » o - _
IR See Chapter v for minimum and maximum levels) . = S AR N Tt‘ff}c cuses: c ) : . .
; , 0 . : S DWI/DUI e : 7
R - - . Contested movin . o FA ’ oo
COMMENT: Cases that are treated- as dlsposed for statlstlcal purposes may treffic vielacion @ , S , S
not in fact be removed from the jurisdiction of the court.A These should - - Wl : . Other contésted . ' » o : . g e
. - . - ; ‘traffic violation .
be .subtracted from pending caseload and reported under ' ‘other manner of: )) ) ' Uncontested parking ' o e
disposition." Include under this classification civil cases such as = ' : s ‘violation ‘ : ‘

) trusteeships or guardianships that last long periods of time; criminal . T I ,

7 )2 PN = - - - Awaiting

: cages in‘which the defendant has absconded or ig a fugltlve, if these R (ST S , Total - Avaiting Avaiting = Awaiting cadjudication/
cases are considered inactive, as well as abatement by death of ) : oy » cases .~ intake first j].t}t:erim_ . t«disposition Avaiting

o N Case type pending -~ decision. hearing isposition ° _hearing termination
defendant; and juvenile cases that have been adjudicated or disposed but o - —= Rumber/percént — Number/percent — Number/percent ~ Number/percent  Number/percent

. have not beenﬂ terminated. (See Model 24 following for an example.) o L ; S ; i L "o . ;

SR ‘  Intlude separately all cases that are transferred to an inactive status. R L Juvenile ‘cases: o ‘ . R Cw ‘ )

‘o *  The court should report ‘how long cases are carrled on the calendar before . E R : g-:iz!iﬂﬂ;';ypz offender : . N

. o ST vl . atus offende .

: they are *‘put on inactive status. . ; . ) ; L . et .. Non-ofinder it

' 5 ) R K ) ‘ KR o e IR Other juvenile matters " ) u R

& . . ; . . ! . g R B B .

& o “ o - ‘.« :

4 . PO :

y . e : : A : S . L X ‘ ! : ' e . i 5 . I :

o ) w ' TR ) P s L S =) ) ) Y “ T, This model applies to a genersl jurisdiction
. B . . S IR o . T L : : ) ! court or a unified trial court. It should be

i . ' B c S 5 S . o e o RIS ) L . ‘ . He ) e Co 5 adapted for a two-tier trial court whére the

‘ : ° ‘ SN ‘ - - cHe - R Y e e SR R v : - ‘ ' ; preliminary hearing takes place in a limited

! cel ' e R o - - : . Jurn.sdictlon court. . :

: . ; o _ R . e , .

| o 5 "ia s , : ! p :

iR * g’ (9“ s .. i = 1 1 E

g « N ? . : e f' P B : ; N i . 173 : ) . . "
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R ‘ Trial Court Model Output Report 24: Inactlve case inventory e L _ o - . Lfe . : i T :
Ry o IR . e ] . § ; o ) S Trial Court Model o g “ .k
:, i : R g : o ’ Output Report 24: I ive 5§ ) . ummary :
i PR ' R + + - Inmacta A . .
: 0 ; . : & v s ’ . : 0 : L y ) ve case inventory . statistics . ¢ b
:‘ " i\ B . . ’ p . O‘O : o § ;
] . ‘ o ) , ; !
F - PURPOSE: This is an operational report ‘that is important in presentlng ‘ " T : ‘ : _ Neme of Court . :
L an accurate picture of status of pending cases. 1f inactive ‘cases are | , : ' g ’ o Date = . e . B - - . ;
¢ ; “.carried in the pending caseload, thelr age w1ll be reflected in the age . - ' e ‘ : 4 . ?
. of pendlng cases data. _j : = ; ’ S PR : Q,‘_' ' : , " v ‘ o RS N o :
S el : oo ] . . : Case "Ca , Date Reason i .
3 = DESCRIPTION Cases that are 1nact1ve should be treated as dlsposed for o , ' ’ humber Name of case se’  Filing Case designated  designated i
— e e . . - ) t . . " 0 i
- statistical purposes, but may not in fact be removed from the , { ¢ . o " ~ ) — i date _ status  inactive inactive ;
i _ jurisdiction of the court. These should be subtracted from pending - L ' ' RS . Civil cages '« _ ‘ R : b
3 caseload and reported under "other ‘manner of disposition." Include under . : . . Lo,
L this classification civil cases such as trusteeshlps or guardianships o ' : o ' v " i
b that last long periods of time; crimina® cases in which the defendant has R e ‘ o ' o . &
4 ‘absconded or is a fugitive, if these cases are considered.inactive, as ) BRI : ' : : 5 i
3 well as abatement by death of defendant; and juvenile cases that have . ; o ' - : o ‘ 4
1 been adjudicated or d1sposed but have not been terminated. ~ Include all - : o Pobal _ ‘ . '
; ‘ T B ota : N :
L cases that.are transferred to an inactive status. The court should . _ - SIS ~ , : , R : - By
; report how long cases. are carrled on the calendar before tliey are put.on . ‘ : - » s . ] , -0
‘ inactive status. o e ., " Criminal cases: . : " : b
. % o DATA SETS Case types (m1n1mum~level data elements. See Chapter IV for - ‘ : . ‘ v ~ @ ;
] REQUIRED: | 1ntermed1ate and maximum levels) v . i ~ - : ’ ' ) j
¢ ) ) - . " N N B () . i
. . A i . o s
; . COMMENT: This list may be ordered chronologically: by the date put on T T , - . o e
‘ Co inactive;status, the date the case was filed, alphabetically, or by case - EETEDE PRI T Toral o “
. : . R al ~
. number. Different orderings may be preduced for diffevent uses. For : ST : ‘ s
: example, the pollce department may want an alphabetical listing of the . = [T ’
criminal inactive pending cases to check whether persoms arrested are i o » U S Traffic cases: . ' .o
wanted by the court. The court may want the same list in chronologlcal ) - " o B i : . w f @
order by date put on lnactlve status if there .is a policy of purging o . L i ) C ~ ‘
cases long inactive. . . ' : 1 ' , , g ’ S . >
a o ‘ . k g o = 3
The total number of cases llsted should be prlnted after gach sectlon , , o S ’ - i ) . ;
; : so that. the court knows: how many c1v1l cr1m1na1 trafflc, ‘and Juvenlle : ; R ‘ o ’ ; , v - f%@“
: S cases aré on 1nact1ve status. © ' . Lo ~ . - e e  Total o : : : ,
| @ ‘ L ’ ‘ ° B PR . . @ ) Y @ ‘r' °
e po® i @ o T " "Juvenile cases: ' a :
PG i) - ) : o o ) : N . . . . .
A o - o : ) HEE I g . & ' ) S . ]
. B . i : ) z{hf' \ . o . ; . ) . : \\3 ,_7‘ P . i
F | 3 ; . i ] o R L [t . o > y j(/é
i - @ ‘ B o b .
] ¢ ® 3 = o E L
g ) S e “y Q = i s . : ) ) . 5 . Lo
i : . e R : o s , - B . ST L o " : |
N A W . . i - “ ‘ . P S Total ; ‘ . ] ) L @ EASED
\‘ K v . : . 5 | 2 g ' 7 Lo
: /’)* : ' o ) ‘ . : " o S o AT {4 v < ¢ ' : : . This km an” operati ‘ 1 N
B ' el o O @ ’ ‘ o : : ‘ SRS NP R R - ", 'presenting as act:i:::e r:z:tt thzt s Tmportant In
i ' et . ‘ : : : R I ‘ i ‘ L e, - S ure of st
4 e : o ’ S o o C e : St o Er ) ’ : casesg., . P status of pending .
2 ’ :i‘: L} ¢ " ’ ® . 0 B < & . .
¥ . . ‘ , . ; X
- ‘E s ; - 1 A : B " )
g4 . ‘ : 174 . . ‘ § : :
; t ) ) . ‘ . . . | N » " : ‘\_ ‘ S ; < o o | L 2 . o : . : \ X . . 175 ) . v & v ‘ X L e )
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) “'O Delay asseSsment.~ Gross time spans from filing to
dlsp031t10n do not tell the court manager whether there is delay.

occurrlng in the processing of cases, or where such delay might be

occurring in caseflow. Delay assessment requlres a record of
° 1ntervals betweenmspeclflc events in case proce331ng.

o ' Tlme‘antervals between events in case proce331ng. Many
o . .. courts today do collect time interval data, but there is little

agreement among courts as to which events in case proce331ng are the’

significant ones to record. “In trial court case processing, -the

events are.more numerous than in appellate courts and there is less

unanimity on the 31gn1f1cance of each event in managing caseflow.

General agreement seems to exist that it is useful to know how long

trials last,and how much time is spent in pretrial activities

because these have not tradltlonally been con51dered to be under the

7

control’ of the court. =

o

A substantlal 11terature on caseflow management exists, but

even here the events that: researchers have chosen to measure vary
e con51derab1y. In an evaluatlon of LEAA's court delay-reduction
. programs,2 it was found that data from the sites studied did not

three time frame