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SUBJECT: Judicial Impact Statement for S. 2648, The Judicial Improvements Act of 1990 

Attached for your information is the ' Judicial Impact Statement for an amendment to 
Title 1, of the United States Code, S. 2648, the Judicial Improvements Act of 1990. This 
proposed legislation requires the courts to take a number of significant steps in identifying 
and reducing delays in adjudicating civil cases. The impact statement addresses the 
requirements of S. 2648 that are beyond the requirements of the Judicial Conference 
14-Point Program. 

The bill may have significant resource impacts on the Judiciary in the areas of: 
(1) differential treatment of civil cases; (2) pretrial procedures; (3) discovery-case 
management conferences; (4) alternative dispute resolution programs; (5) District Court 
assessments; (6) advisory groups; (7) automated systems; and (8) administrative support. 
The terms used within the bill are somewhat vague, and the courts will have some 
discretion in the level of resources that can be applied to meet the requirements of the bill. 
Therefore, precise values could not be developed and these estimates represent a "worse 
case" scenario, except where noted, in which all courts implement a maximum level of 
activity. Given these limitations, the bill would cost the Judiciary $42 million and 308 staff 
years or FTEs in 1991 and $37 million and 308 FTEs annually for following years. This 
compares to a first-year cost of $111 million and 764 FTEs for the original draft Civil Justice 
Reform Act S. 2027. 
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JUDICIAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
JUDICIAL IMPROVEMENTS ACT OF 1990 S. 2648 
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lation were recently the Judicial 
through adoption of a 14-

igned to improve civil case management in the 
To the extent the 14 
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been However, 
requires several activities not required by the 14-Point Program 
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(1) a detailed review and classification of cases at 
of filing; (2) a requirement that judic of 

involved process and other significant events 
occurring in the pretrial period; (3) scheduling 
management conferences for complex cases; (4) an authorization to 

appropriate cases to alternative dispute resolution 
programs; and (5) undertaking several new automation activities. 

To implement S. 2648, the Judiciary would be required to 
expend an estimated $42.1 million and 308 years or 1-

equivalents (FTEs) during the first year and $36.9 million 
and 308 FTEs during each successive year. Of this total, 

of courts cost $5.2 lion 9 FTEs 
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The impact of the proposed lation will vary according 
to the extent to which the courts are engaging the 
practices and procedures contained in the and the final 
interpretations of the bill's did 
not attempt, except where noted, to quantify current resource 

which are now in 
activities proposed lation. Therefore, 

estimates a "worse case" in which 
courts implement a maximum level of activity. The actual 
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source purchases in order to meet procurement schedules; 
(4) revising the Long-Range Automation Plan, which may be 
contrary to Congress' intent when it established the Judie 
Automation Fund. 

The following summary details significant annual costs 
of S. 2648. All are to reoccur ly with 
the exception of the automation equipment. 

Provision: Differential treatment of c cases 

This section 
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This estimate not 
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a review and 
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when 
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necessary to fund 

at a 
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of divisional offices. 
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11. 

sifying 

to 
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ion: 

f would the 
events occurring during 

suggest that 65 percent 
workload will be performed by 
by District Court Judges. 
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suggest that 
will per 
Court Judges. 
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Subtotals 

1-
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-=..! 
4.5 

3 
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~ 
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each court have more 
program in place. The 

than one alternative 

court chooses to develop two 
resolution programs. This provision also grants 

of arbitrator resource 
provision has made adjustments for the 20 
possess alternative dispute resolution programs. 

Support f { 1) ..... . 
Support Staff (JSP-7/8) ....• 
Arbi trator ..........•.. 
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of dispute 
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Provision: Periodic District Court assessment 

This provision requires that each District Court assess the 
once every two years while the 

years. This proposed legis 
assessment s years. 
resource impact on the Judic 

an assessment once every 
will require one additional 

a 

Provision: Advisory groups 

lation differs from the Judic 
's requirements that an advisory group be formed 

requires the services of a court reporter for each 
S advisory group would meet only 

periods during the year, a full-time would not be 
required. The most cost effective means of implementing this 
provision would be hiring court contractors. 

S in K 
Contract Reporters...... .6 

Provision: Automated case disposition information 

will requ additional computer capacity not only 
for prov ion, but to support the activities of other 

4 



sections. The equipment cost includes both hardware and 
software. The proposal would probably the: (1) use of 
modeling tools in the Integrated Case Management Systems 
installed in the Courts; (2) need for new reports and reporting 

I and (3) participation from the 

Analysts { 12/13) ...•• 
Equipment ........... ' ... . 

5.1 9 

General: Administrative support 

Implementation of the proposed legislation would require on-
going administrative support to and the additional 
employees required by the bill. 

Admin. Staff ( /9) .•. .1 2 
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