



























































































































































A. CALCULATING WEIGHTS USING DOCKETED EVENTS ONLY

If judges reported only docketed events, or if only docketed events
were used in the weight calculations, the product of the event-based sys-
tem would be a partial statement of the case related judge time needed for
the average case of a particular type. It would not be a measure of the
judge hours needed to handle the average case in its entirety however, since
time spent on undocketed activities would be excluded. The formula for

calculating the unstandardized weight would be as stated previously:

Ul; = ??:(T'F)j where, for cases of type (i)
UWi = Unstandardized Weight
Tj = Average Time for Event (3)
Fj = Average Frequency of Event (j)

The average time for event (j) is derived from the judge time study, whereas
the average frequency of event (j) comes from an examination of terﬁinated
cases. The weight, UW;, is unstandardized because it is an estimate of the
average number of judge hours needed for cases of type (i). It can be

standardized by the following calculation:

Wi = %%i where UW; = Average Number of Judge
T Hours Estimated for Cases
of Type (i)
UWr = Average Number of Judge

Hours Estimated by the
Same Event-based Procedure,
But Using Al11 Cases

Thus, for any case type that is identical to the system average, W;
will be 1.0. Case types that take twice as much time as the system average

will have a weight of 2.0, and so on. In this sense, the standardized
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weight, W;, is directly comparable to the weights produced by the Clark
method and the 1969-70 method, which were also standardized.
For comparison purposes, the formula for calculation of the Clark

weight is:

- Ti/TT

Wy = Termi /Termy where T; = Study Time Reported for

Case Type (i)
Tt = A11 Study Time

Term; = Number of Type (i)
Cases Terminated

TermT = Number of all Cases

Terminated
and that for the 1969-70 weight is:
= HETT e . .
W, N; /NT where T; = Study Time for Case Type (i)

Tr = A1l Study Time

=
Jary
H

Number of Study Cases
of Type (i)

NT = Number of Study Cases
of all Types
None of these three weights tell us much about the total judge hours
needed to process a particular type of case--though the first is closest to
that concept when unstandardized. Their value lies in the fact that they can
all be used to establish a measure of weighted caseload for each district,
such that inter-district comparisons can be made. The same calculation pro-

cedure is used for all three weighted caseloads:



Number of Weighted Type (i)
Filings for District (m)

WFm =D (W Np)j where WF
i

W; = Standardized Case Weight
for Type (i)
Npi = Number of Type (i) Filings

Expected for District (m)

The product of this calculation is then used to establish a district average
number of cases (weighted) per judgeship, and by appropriate aggregations to
also establish a national average.

In summary, then, the event-based weight that is calculated on
docketed event times only is directly analogous in application to earlier
weighting methods. Its advantages lie in the fact that it is based upon
an intuitively more satisfactory process, and that it can be updated--as
discussed in Section III--without the necessity of additional judge time

studies.

B. CALCULATING WEIGHTS USING ALL CASE RELATED TIME

The incorporation of all judge time into the case weight extends the
procedure just outlined, and has the advantage that the unstandardized weight
is then an estimate of the judge hours needed to process the average case of
a particular type. This is more satisfactory in a number of ways.

First, it guards against the introduction of bias into the weighted
caseload because of a disproportionate distribution of undocketed activities
among different casetypes. It is easy to see for instance that if the total

average time spent on each of two case tvpes is 10 hours, but that one of
them requires 3 hours of docketed activity, while the other requires 6 hours,
then using the Clark approach or the docketed event approach, the weight for

the latter would be twice as great as the weight for the former. In fact,
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the two weights should be identical. Otherwise, a district with a high
proportion of the former would be 'penalized' in the calculation of its
weighted caseload.

A second advantage of using all case time is that inter-district
comparisons can be made of the actual judge hours expended, on the
average, on the same type of case. The fact that such differences are
made explicit should aid in the assessment of deviations by particular
districts from the national averages. It would be possible for instance
to specify the case types in which the deviations occurred, thus allowing
an evaluation of whether or not cases in these areas are in fact more
demanding for one district than another. It would even be possible to
focus upon the event structure of the same case type in different districts,
thus highlighting the nature of the difference between the two. This
might show, for example, that in one district there are an average of three
motions in cases of a particular type, compared with an average of two
across the nation. The particular district should then not be subject to
an unadjusted national average, since its cases--at least of this type--are
more demanding than the national average, other things being equal.

The general point we wish to make here is that the utility of a case
weight based upon all case activity far exceeds that of the weight based
upon docketed events alone. The calculation formula for the unstandardized

weight is an extension of the one described in the previous section:

Ui =3 (TL.F); +> T2, where for Type (i) Cases
J k
T15

Average Time Expended
on Docketed Activity (J)

Fj = Average Frequency of
Docketed Activity (j)

Average Time Expended

on Undocketed Case )
Activity (k) Over The Life

of Case Type (i)

T2y
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The first part of the formula is identical to that presented pre-
viously. It aggregates the average times expended on events of different
types within a given case type. The second part of the formula brings in
the same time spent on undocketed events, which, since they are undocketed,
cannot be counted. Therefore, the average times for these activities are
calculated per case of a particular type, without regard to activity
frequence. However, as was discussed above in Section III(B), the average
observed time for undocketed activities is subject to the window effect,
and therefore is not an estimate of the time expended over the 1ife of the
average case of a given type. Therefore, the observed time has to be adjusted.

This can be accomplished by using the adjustment method developed
by R.W. Gillespie in an analysis of the 1969-70 District Court case weights.
The adjustment factor is defined as 917§¥§3 where S represents the number
of days in the study period, and Dj represents the average number of days
from filing to disposition for cases of type (i). For an analysis of the
procedure, the reader is referred to the original article by Gillespie and
to the assessment of the feasibility of case weighting (Dungworth et al, 1978.
Chapter III and Appendix B). To adjust the reported time, thus producing
an estimate of the time expended over the 1life of the average case, the

factor is applied as follows:

T2, = TRy x pij;—g where T2

TRk

As Described Above

Average Time Reported
on Activity (k) for Cases
of type (i)

D; = Average Life in Days For
Cases of Type (i)

S = Length of Time Study in Days
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The average life in days of type (i) cases can be produced from
the same AQ data base on terminated cases that is used to produce the -
event profiles. A1l other factors in the adjustment process are derived
from the study itself.

The unstandardized weight, UWj, is--after the adjustment for un-
observed time has been made--an estimate of the judge hours needed for the
average case of type (i), assuming cases are processed at the same rate and
in the same manner as took place during the period of study. Standard-
ization--UWj/UWT--permits the calculation of case weights and weighted
caseloads that correspond directly to those used presently, with the same
range of inter-district caseload comparisons that are now possible.

It should be kept in mind that the unstandardized weight, though

an estimate of the judge time needed over the life of the average case,

does not indicate the time needed for type (i) cases in a fiscal year.

This is because the average life of most types of cases is not 365 days.
Therefore, it would not be appropriate to assess the number of judgeships
needed by dividing the unweighted standardized caseload (i.e. the estimated
time needed to handle all filings from commencement to termination) by the
judge work time available in a given year. What is necessary to convert
this to a fiscal year estimate is an adjustment that corresponds conceptually
to that used to adjust time reported on undocketed case activities. The
specifics of the adjustment differ however, because in this instance we
wish to estimate the proportion of total time needed over the Tife of the
case that falls within the fiscal year, rather than the proportion of time
occurring outside the study period.

From the work done by Gillespie (1974), we know that the proportion
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of case 1ife that falls outside the fiscal year can be estimated by the

following formula:

.2 y
ﬁ—gi—r B, = EJ%LF' where D = The Average Life of
i Case of Type (i) in Days

and F = The Length of the Fiscal
Year (365 Days)

Logically, this is of course the reciprocal of the earlier adjustment. The

proportion of the 1ife of the case falling within the fiscal year, will be:

and this factor is then applied to the unstandardized weight:

Ds

when this is done--that is, the estimated average judge time needed over

the 1ife of the case is multiplied by the proportion--the result is an
estimate of the judge time that, on the average, will be needed in a fiscal
year. This estimate is then multiplied by the number of anticipated filings
to produce the total estimated judge hours needed in the given 12 month
period. The fact that the filings will be spread out over the 12 month
period, meaning that only a part of the 12 month estimate will be expended
on those particular cases, is compensated for by the case load pending at
the beginning of the period. The compensation will be most satisfactory
when average case life is relatively constant over time, and least satis-

factory when average case life is changing rapidly.
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C. CALCULATING WEIGHTED CASE-LOADS USING NON-CASE RELATED TIME
AS WELL AS ALL CASE RELATED TIME

Judge time is expended on some activities that are not related to
specific cases. Administration and ex officio activities are instances
of this. The calculation of case weights, by any of the methods discussed
to this point, ignores this time. In one sense, this is logical, since
the procedure for determining the judgeships needed in any district is
inevitably tied to the caseload of that district. As was pointed out
earlier, however, such case weights do not in and of themselves provide
an estimate of the total judge hours needed to adequately staff a district,
because they are not a complete statement of judge workload. If judge time
spent on non-case activity could be incorporated into the weighted caseload,
then it would be possible to evaluate judgeship allocations in terms of
absolute rather than just relative need. This converts the weighted case-
load to an estimated total workload, expressed in judge time. The relative
picture that is provided by existing weighting methods would still be
produced.

The procedure for incorporating non-case time into the weighted case-
Toad is simple, provided judges report it on the time forms. An average of
such time expended by all judges in the survey can be computed either by
specific activity type or by aggregation. This can be adjusted to a 12 month
period by the factor égi, where S is the number of days in the study. The
adjusted average can then be built into the unstandardized weighted caseload
by multiplying by the number of judges allocated to the particular district.

The formula for this calculation is as follows:

Annual Workload = (N of Cases X Unstandardized Adjusted Weight) + (Adjusted
Average Non Case Time X N of Judges)

V-9



In formal terms, this is as follows:

WL = 51: N [EJ: (T1.F)j + > T2, ]i+ I T3

where WLy, = Workload Estimate for District (m)
Jm = Number of Judges in District (m)
T3 = Average Time Expended per Judge

Year on all Non-case Activities

N = N of Type i Cases that are
Expected in District (m)

and all other factors are as previously
described.

The workload figures produced by this formula are an estimate of the
total number of judge hours needed to staff the particular district, assuming
that the district operated at the national average. The number of judgeships
can be calculated by dividing this estimate by the number of hours each
judgeship is expected to contribute. The 1979 Time Study suggests that most
judges work more than the customary 2080 hour work year. Whether judges'
actual working practices or standard work year figures are used in calculating
Jjudgeships is largely a matter of policy, though the choice will have an im-
pact on the number of judgeships estimated by this process. If a standard
figure--e.g. 2080 hours--is divided into workoad reports that show a higher
than standard working pattern, then the number of judgeships will be inflated

accordingly.
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VI TIMETABLE AND BUDGET

In this final section of the report we present a timetable for each
of the eight tasks--in Figure VI-I, along with an estimated number of hours
required by function--in Figure VI-2. We anticipate a period of approximately
fifteen months for completion of the project! The primary determinant of the
ability to adhere to this schedule is of course the survey of judge time
conducted in Task I. This will take one to two months to organize after
commencement of the project, and three to four months to execute. Therefore,
the task cannot be completed in less than approximately seven months. Further-
more, the collection of current case data--the information relating to the
cases judges report--cannot be specified until close to the end of the
reporting period, since it is important that as many events as possible be
included on the docket sheets that will be reproduced as a part of Task II.
Coding and processing of the docket sheets will take an additional two to
three months, thus indicating that Tasks I and II together will take an
elapsed time of about ten months. Given this condition, it is unreasonable
to expect project completion in less than fifteen months, and if there are
delays in the commencement or execution of the judge time survey, the
project could take longer than that.

In order to provide ongoing information about the state of the project,
we recommend an Interim Report on the development of the data base, to be
delivered upon completion of Task III. This will be approximately at the end
of the eleventh month, but by that time all data development should be
finished. 1In particular, Tasks I, II, III, and V should be reviewed in the
Interim Report. At the end of the fourteenth month, we recommend a draft

final report for purposes of review and comment. Assuming that these can



be made relatively quickly, it is feasible to anticipate that reactions
to reviews can be incorporated into the final report by the end of the
fifteenth month. Again, however, the schedule would be lengthened if the
turnaround time on these reviews was slow.

With respect to the direct labor hours needed for this project, we
have divided project functions into five levels. These are:

Project Director
Data Manager
Programmer/Analyst
Research Aides
Clerical/Secretarial

The Project Director will of course have overall management res-
ponsibility for the project, and will be involved to some degree in each
of thé tasks and sub-tasks. The bulk of the Project Director's time will
be devoted to the analytic problems faced in Task VII and the report
writing contained in Task VIII.

In a project of this nature, where several different data bases
are simultaneously developed and maintained, it is critical that the data
be managed carefully. This involves the monitoring and indexing of data
forms of all types. It also involves the batch control that is necessary
to insure that forms sent to keypunching are accurately keyed. Finally,
supervision of Research Aides who are actually doing coding of data forms
is a part of this function.

The Programmer Analyst, Research Aide, and Clerical/Secretarial
functions are largely self-explanatory. Perhaps the most important point
to note is that the Research Aides would be responsible, under the super-
vision of the Data Manager, for the coding of case data forms under Tasks II

and V, and for the pre-keypunch processing of judge time forms under Task I.
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The breakdown of direct labor hours by task and function is presented
in Figure VI-2. A total effort of 5466 hours is envisaged for the project.
Based on our prior experience with projects of this nature, we believe this
to be a sufficient level of effort to accomplish all eight tasks within the

time period proposed.



VI-1

CONTRACT TIMETABLE BY MONTH

10

11

12

13

14

15

Task 1
Time Study

Task II
Current Case Data

Task III

Match and Merge
Task IV

Average Event Times

Task V
Terminated Case Data

Y(1)

Task VI
Average Event Frequencies

Task VII
Produce Case Weights

Task VIII
Final Report

Deliverables

(1) Interim Report on Data Base Development (I, II,

(2) Draft Final Report
(3) Final Report

IIT and IV)

V(2)

¥(3)




VI-2 DIRECT LABOR HOURS BY TASK

Project Data Programmer/ Research Clerical/
Director Manager Analyst Aides Secretarial TOTAL
Task I
A 10 16 8 ——- 8 42
B 40 80 40 40 20 220
c 40 160 16 480 40 736
D 40 40 80 40 8 208
Task 11
A 30 20 40 40 20 150
B 30 120 120 600 40 910
Task III 20 40 100 100 20 280
Task 1V
20 20 100 40 20 200
10 -—- 20 10 —-- 40
10 --- 20 10 -—— 40
Task V
20 20 40 10 20 110
B 30 120 120 600 40 910
Task VI 10 10 40 40 20 120
Task VII
A 160 80 160 40 40 480
B 20 10 30 10 10 80
c 20 10 30 10 10 80
D 100 20 40 20 160 340
Task VIII 240 40 40 40 160 520
850 806 1044 2130 636 5466
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