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As directed by the General Assembly, in 2013, the Comptroller’s Office contracted with the 

National Center for State Courts (NCSC) to conduct a new time study by the state trial judges to 

update the 2007 weighted caseload study.  This report reflects the estimated judicial resources 
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judicial need; other qualitative factors should also be taken into account when determining 

judicial staffing needs. 
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Executive	  Summary	  
	  

Findings	  
	  
Adequate	  resources	  are	  essential	  if	  the	  Tennessee	  
judiciary	  is	  to	  effectively	  manage	  and	  resolve	  
court	  business	  without	  delay	  while	  also	  
delivering	  quality	  service	  to	  the	  public.	  	  Meeting	  
these	  challenges	  involves	  assessing	  objectively	  
the	  number	  of	  state-‐level	  judicial	  officers	  
required	  to	  handle	  the	  trial	  court’s	  caseload	  and	  
whether	  the	  judicial	  resources	  are	  being	  
allocated	  and	  used	  prudently.1	  
	  
At	  the	  direction	  of	  the	  General	  Assembly,	  the	  
Tennessee	  Office	  of	  the	  State	  Comptroller	  
contracted	  with	  the	  National	  Center	  for	  State	  
Courts	  (NCSC)	  to	  help	  measure	  judicial	  workload	  
in	  the	  Tennessee	  trial	  courts.	  	  Both	  the	  NCSC	  and	  
the	  State	  Comptroller’s	  Office	  worked	  closely	  
with	  the	  Administrative	  Office	  of	  the	  Courts	  
(AOC)	  to	  design	  and	  implement	  this	  study.	  	  A	  
clear	  measure	  of	  court	  workload	  is	  critical	  to	  
determining	  how	  many	  judicial	  officers	  are	  
needed	  to	  resolve	  all	  cases	  coming	  before	  the	  
court,	  and	  the	  measures	  should	  be	  re-‐established	  
every	  five	  to	  seven	  years	  to	  keep	  up	  with	  
changing	  laws	  and	  practices.	  	  The	  updated	  
weighted	  caseload	  study	  replaces	  the	  Tennessee	  
judicial	  weighted	  caseload	  model	  that	  was	  last	  
updated	  in	  2007.	  
	  
This	  assessment	  establishes	  a	  set	  of	  workload	  
standards	  that	  provide	  uniform	  and	  comparable	  
measures	  of	  the	  number	  of	  judicial	  officers	  
needed	  to	  provide	  effective	  case	  resolution.	  	  
Application	  of	  the	  workload	  standards	  to	  FY	  
2012-‐13	  filings	  results	  in	  the	  need	  for	  60.46	  
criminal	  judges,	  53.91	  civil	  judges	  and	  42.76	  
domestic	  relations	  judges.	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  This	  study	  only	  addresses	  the	  work	  of	  state-‐level	  trial	  
court	  judges,	  and	  does	  not	  address	  the	  work	  conducted	  
in	  the	  general	  sessions	  courts	  or	  their	  judges.	  

	  
	  
	  
	  

Recommendations	  
	  
The	  NCSC	  proposes	  four	  recommendations	  to	  
maintain	  the	  integrity	  and	  utility	  of	  the	  case	  
weights	  and	  judicial	  needs	  model.	  	  	  
  
1. First,	  judge	  need	  should	  be	  updated	  on	  an	  

annual	  basis	  using	  the	  most	  recent	  case	  
filings.	  	  Calculating	  judge	  need	  on	  an	  annual	  
basis	  necessitates	  that	  cases	  be	  counted	  
consistently	  and	  accurately	  across	  
jurisdictions	  for	  all	  case	  type	  categories	  
defined	  in	  this	  report.	  
	  

2. Over	  time,	  the	  integrity	  of	  the	  case	  weights	  is	  
affected	  by	  multiple	  influences	  that	  are	  likely	  
to	  impact	  case	  processing	  time.	  	  Periodic	  
updating	  should	  continue	  to	  ensure	  that	  the	  
case	  weights	  continue	  to	  accurately	  
represent	  the	  judicial	  workload.	  
	  

3. The	  weighted	  caseload	  model	  presented	  in	  
this	  report	  should	  be	  the	  starting	  point	  for	  
determining	  judicial	  need.	  	  There	  are	  
qualitative	  issues	  that	  an	  objective	  weighted	  
caseload	  model	  cannot	  account	  for	  that	  
should	  be	  taken	  into	  account	  when	  
determining	  judicial	  staffing	  level	  needs.	  	  
Those	  issues	  that	  result	  in	  longer	  or	  shorter	  
case	  processing	  times	  should	  be	  considered.	  
	  

4. 	  The	  AOC	  should	  work	  to	  identify	  and	  count	  
those	  cases	  that	  are	  tried	  and,	  for	  a	  variety	  of	  
reasons,	  are	  re-‐tried	  without	  going	  through	  
the	  appeals	  process.	  	  When	  such	  cases	  are	  re-‐
tried,	  they	  are	  counted	  as	  a	  single	  case	  in	  the	  
workload	  model,	  but	  they	  may	  account	  for	  a	  
significant	  amount	  of	  time	  in	  conducting	  a	  
subsequent	  trial.	  
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Project	  Design	  
	  
The	  NCSC	  study,	  in	  cooperation	  with	  the	  criminal,	  
civil	  and	  domestic	  court	  judges	  and	  members	  of	  
the	  AOC	  and	  the	  Comptroller’s	  Office	  was	  
completed	  in	  a	  series	  of	  interrelated	  steps.	  
	  
Workload Assessment Advisory Committee 
	  
An	  initial	  step	  in	  the	  study	  was	  the	  establishment	  
of	  a	  policy	  committee	  to	  provide	  oversight	  and	  
guidance	  throughout	  the	  life	  of	  the	  project.	  	  
Specifically,	  the	  committee,	  called	  the	  Workload	  
Assessment	  Advisory	  Committee	  (WAAC),	  refined	  
the	  approach	  and	  the	  content	  of	  the	  assessment	  
and	  resolved	  important	  issues	  affecting	  data	  
collection,	  interpretation	  and	  analysis.	  	  During	  a	  
series	  of	  in-‐person	  and	  telephone	  meetings,	  the	  
WAAC	  monitored	  the	  development	  of	  the	  
workload	  assessment	  methodology	  and	  reviewed	  
findings	  at	  each	  critical	  phase	  of	  the	  study	  and	  its	  
completion.	  	  The	  committee	  was	  chaired	  by	  the	  
Honorable	  E.	  Shayne	  Sexton,	  Criminal	  Court	  
Judge	  from	  the	  8th	  Judicial	  District,	  and	  was	  
comprised	  of	  judges	  representing	  trial	  courts	  in	  
jurisdictions	  across	  the	  state.	  
	  
Time Study 
	  
To	  establish	  a	  baseline	  of	  current	  practice,	  NCSC	  
staff	  utilized	  a	  time	  study	  to	  measure	  the	  amount	  
of	  time	  judicial	  officers	  currently	  spend	  on	  
various	  activities	  throughout	  the	  day,	  including	  
case-‐related	  and	  non-‐case-‐related	  activities.	  	  The	  
WAAC	  decided	  that	  all	  judicial	  officers	  would	  
participate	  in	  the	  time	  study.	  	  During	  the	  11-‐week	  
time	  period	  spanning	  June	  16	  through	  August	  31,	  
2013,	  95.3	  percent	  of	  Tennessee	  judges	  
participated	  in	  the	  time	  study.2	  	  The	  large	  
number	  of	  participants,	  statewide,	  ensures	  the	  
reliability	  of	  the	  study	  and	  guarantees	  that	  there	  
are	  sufficient	  data	  for	  the	  development	  of	  an	  
accurate	  and	  valid	  picture	  of	  current	  practice	  –	  
the	  way	  judicial	  officers	  in	  Tennessee	  process	  
cases.	  
	  
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  Judges	  were	  asked	  to	  enter	  six	  weeks	  of	  data	  during	  
the	  eleven-‐week	  period.	  	  This	  method	  allowed	  the	  
NCSC	  team	  to	  accommodate	  a	  summer	  data	  collection	  
period	  without	  losing	  time	  to	  summer	  vacations.	  

 
Sufficiency of Time Survey 
	  
To	  gain	  perspective	  on	  the	  sufficiency	  of	  time	  to	  
perform	  key	  case-‐related	  and	  administrative	  
activities,	  the	  NCSC	  administered	  a	  survey	  to	  all	  
judges.	  	  The	  aim	  of	  the	  survey	  was	  to	  determine	  
whether	  judges	  feel	  they	  have	  enough	  time	  to	  do	  
a	  reasonable	  job	  in	  performing	  necessary	  duties	  
under	  the	  current	  staffing	  and	  casework	  levels.	  	  
Overall,	  the	  numerical	  ratings	  provided	  by	  judges	  
indicated	  that	  they	  generally	  have	  adequate	  time	  
to	  perform	  the	  duties	  they	  are	  expected	  to	  
complete.	  	  However,	  many	  judges	  provided	  
additional	  comments	  to	  explain	  the	  various	  kinds	  
of	  issues	  that	  can	  complicate	  time	  availability.	  	  
These	  comments	  contained	  information	  relating	  
to	  scheduling	  of	  trials,	  taking	  work	  home	  to	  be	  
prepared	  for	  hearings	  and	  not	  having	  enough	  
time	  to	  adequately	  write	  thoughtful	  decisions	  and	  
opinions.	  	  Ultimately,	  most	  judges	  indicated	  that	  
they	  typically	  work	  more	  than	  8	  hours	  a	  day	  in	  
order	  to	  complete	  their	  work	  to	  their	  level	  of	  
satisfaction.	  
	  
Focus Groups 
	  
Focus	  group	  meetings	  were	  held	  in	  six	  locations	  
across	  the	  state.	  	  Focus	  groups	  were	  held	  with	  
judges	  for	  two	  primary	  reasons.	  	  First,	  judges	  
were	  asked	  to	  review	  and	  provide	  feedback	  on	  
the	  data	  collected,	  including	  the	  case	  weights	  
developed	  from	  the	  time	  study	  and	  the	  average	  
travel	  and	  non-‐case	  specific	  time.	  	  Second,	  the	  
focus	  group	  sessions	  provided	  an	  opportunity	  for	  
judges	  to	  present	  additional	  information	  to	  NCSC	  
facilitators	  and	  the	  WAAC	  that	  might	  be	  helpful	  in	  
analyzing	  the	  time	  study	  data	  and	  to	  better	  
understand	  the	  data	  reported	  during	  the	  time	  
study.	  	  For	  the	  most	  part,	  judges	  who	  participated	  
in	  the	  focus	  groups	  were	  able	  to	  validate	  the	  case	  
weights	  presented	  to	  them.	  	  Some	  judges	  
indicated	  that	  the	  summer	  months	  were	  not	  
representative	  of	  typical	  court	  work,	  especially	  in	  
terms	  of	  the	  number	  of	  trials	  that	  are	  held.	  	  A	  
review	  of	  the	  data	  indicated	  that	  the	  proportion	  
of	  time	  recorded	  for	  trial	  time	  was	  equivalent	  to	  –	  
or	  greater	  than	  –	  the	  proportion	  of	  time	  spent	  in	  
trial	  during	  the	  2007	  time	  study.	  	  Based	  on	  this	  
information	  and	  the	  fact	  that	  judges	  were	  able	  to	  
select	  the	  most	  representative	  six	  weeks	  of	  an	  
eleven-‐week	  data	  collection	  period	  convinced	  the	  
WAAC	  that	  the	  data	  collected	  were	  sound,	  
representative	  and	  reliable.	  
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Calculating Judicial Resource Need 
	  
The	  application	  of	  the	  updated	  case	  weights	  to	  FY	  
2012-‐13	  filings	  results	  in	  the	  expected	  judicial	  
workload	  for	  the	  state	  of	  Tennessee.	  	  Dividing	  the	  
workload	  by	  the	  identified	  judge	  year	  value	  
results	  in	  the	  number	  of	  judicial	  officers	  needed	  
to	  effectively	  process	  the	  cases	  filed	  (see	  the	  full	  

report	  for	  detail	  on	  the	  methodology).	  	  The	  
updated	  model,	  based	  on	  the	  2013	  case	  weights	  
and	  FY	  2012-‐13	  case	  filings	  indicates	  the	  need	  for	  
a	  total	  of	  157.13	  judicial	  officers	  statewide	  (the	  
judicial	  need	  displayed	  is	  based	  upon	  the	  
individual	  travel	  requirements	  per	  district,	  the	  
statewide	  average	  travel	  time	  is	  displayed	  in	  the	  
need	  table	  below).	  	  	  	  

	  
2013	  Tennessee	  Trial	  Court	  Judges	  Need	  Model	  
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I. Introduction	  
	  
The	  Tennessee	  Office	  of	  the	  Comptroller	  
contracted	  with	  the	  National	  Center	  for	  State	  
Courts	  (NCSC),	  working	  closely	  with	  the	  
Tennessee	  Administrative	  Office	  of	  the	  
Courts	  (AOC),	  to	  measure	  the	  amount	  of	  
judicial	  work	  in	  the	  Tennessee	  Trial	  Courts.	  	  
Clear	  and	  comprehensible	  information	  on	  
the	  amount	  of	  work	  to	  be	  done	  is	  central	  to	  
determining	  how	  many	  judges	  are	  needed	  to	  
process	  cases	  coming	  before	  the	  courts.	  	  
Adequate	  resources	  are	  essential	  if	  the	  
Tennessee	  judiciary	  is	  to	  effectively	  manage	  
and	  resolve	  court	  business	  without	  delay,	  
while	  also	  delivering	  quality	  service	  to	  the	  
public.	  	  Meeting	  these	  expectations	  requires	  
an	  objective	  method	  to	  assess	  the	  number	  of	  
judges	  required	  to	  handle	  cases	  and	  how	  
closely	  resources	  are	  allocated	  equitably	  
across	  the	  State.	  	  In	  responding	  to	  these	  
challenges,	  judicial	  leaders	  around	  the	  
country	  are	  increasingly	  turning	  to	  
empirically	  based	  workload	  assessments	  to	  
provide	  a	  strong	  foundation	  of	  judicial	  
resource	  needs.1	  	  
	  
A	  basic	  premise	  of	  workload	  assessment	  is	  
that	  all	  cases	  are	  not	  equal.	  	  Workload	  
assessment	  is	  a	  resource	  methodology	  that	  
weights	  cases	  to	  capture	  the	  varying	  
complexity	  and	  corresponding	  need	  for	  
individual	  attention.	  	  As	  a	  result,	  a	  more	  
accurate	  assessment	  of	  the	  amount	  of	  time	  
required	  to	  manage	  the	  courts’	  work	  is	  
gained.	  
	  
Workload	  studies	  have	  the	  added	  advantage	  
of	  providing	  standardized	  assessments	  of	  
need	  among	  jurisdictions	  that	  vary	  in	  
geography,	  population	  and	  caseload	  
composition.	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  The	  NCSC	  has	  conducted	  judicial	  weighted	  caseload	  
studies	  in	  25	  states	  since	  2000.	  	  Many	  weighted	  
caseload	  studies	  for	  court	  staff,	  probation	  officers	  and	  
others	  have	  also	  been	  conducted	  since	  2000.	  	  Two	  such	  
judicial	  studies	  have	  been	  previously	  conducted	  in	  
Tennessee;	  the	  first	  in	  1999	  and	  the	  second	  in	  2007.	  

	  
This	  report	  describes	  the	  methods	  and	  
results	  of	  the	  NCSC’s	  comprehensive	  
assessment	  of	  judicial	  officers	  in	  Tennessee’s	  
state-‐level	  trial	  courts.2	  	  The	  current	  
assessment	  addresses	  the	  pertinent	  question	  
of	  how	  many	  judges	  are	  needed	  in	  Tennessee	  
to	  provide	  for	  the	  effective	  management	  of	  
cases	  in	  an	  empirically	  based,	  rigorous	  
manner.	  	  Based	  on	  this	  rationale,	  the	  primary	  
goals	  of	  the	  study	  were	  to:	  
	  
1. Develop	  a	  clear	  measure	  of	  judicial	  

workload	  in	  Tennessee.	  
	  

2. Establish	  a	  transparent	  formula	  for	  the	  
Comptroller’s	  Office	  and	  the	  AOC	  to	  use	  
in	  assessing	  the	  appropriate	  levels	  of	  
judicial	  resources	  necessary	  to	  provide	  
for	  the	  effective	  handling	  of	  cases.	  

	  

II. Workload	  Assessment	  
Advisory	  Committee	  
(WAAC)	  

	  
The	  first	  step	  in	  the	  workload	  assessment	  
was	  to	  establish	  a	  policy	  committee	  to	  
provide	  oversight	  and	  guidance	  throughout	  
the	  life	  of	  the	  project.	  	  Specifically,	  the	  
committee,	  called	  the	  Workload	  Assessment	  
Advisory	  Committee	  (WAAC),	  was	  charged	  
with	  refining	  the	  approach	  and	  content	  of	  
the	  evaluation	  and	  resolving	  important	  
issues	  affecting	  data	  collection,	  
interpretation	  and	  analysis.	  	  Over	  a	  series	  of	  
in-‐person	  meetings,	  the	  advisory	  committee	  
monitored	  the	  development	  of	  the	  workload	  
assessment	  methodology,	  worked	  closely	  
with	  the	  NCSC	  project	  staff	  to	  identify	  issues	  
particularly	  relevant	  to	  specific	  jurisdictions	  
(e.g.,	  extensive	  travel	  requirements,	  
fluctuating	  case	  filings)	  and	  reviewed	  and	  
finalized	  each	  phase	  and	  the	  results	  of	  the	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  This	  study	  only	  addresses	  the	  judicial	  needs	  for	  the	  
state-‐level	  trial	  courts	  and	  not	  the	  needs	  for	  general	  
sessions	  court	  judges.	  
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study.	  	  The	  Honorable	  E.	  Shayne	  Sexton,	  
Criminal	  Court	  Judge	  from	  the	  8th	  Judicial	  
District,	  chaired	  the	  committee.	  	  The	  
committee	  was	  comprised	  of	  trial	  court	  
judges	  representing	  jurisdictions	  across	  the	  
state.	  	  A	  complete	  list	  of	  members	  of	  the	  
WAAC	  can	  be	  found	  in	  the	  
Acknowledgments	  section	  of	  this	  report.	  
	  
One	  of	  the	  first	  responsibilities	  of	  the	  WAAC	  
was	  to	  identify	  and	  define	  the	  parameters	  for	  
which	  data	  would	  be	  collected	  during	  the	  
workload	  assessment.	  	  This	  included	  
identifying:	  (a)	  the	  types	  of	  cases	  for	  which	  
to	  generate	  case	  weights,	  (b)	  the	  tasks	  and	  
activities	  (case-‐related	  and	  non-‐case-‐related	  
activities)	  that	  judges	  perform	  in-‐	  and	  out-‐of-‐
court,	  (c)	  the	  timeframe	  during	  which	  the	  
data	  would	  be	  collected,	  and	  (d)	  the	  length	  of	  
time	  that	  needed	  to	  be	  captured.	  	  Members	  
of	  the	  NCSC	  project	  team	  met	  with	  the	  WAAC	  
in	  April	  2013	  to	  establish	  these	  study	  details.	  	  
	  
Case Types 
	  
A	  fundamental	  assumption	  of	  the	  study	  is	  
that	  the	  more	  complex	  a	  case,	  the	  more	  
judicial	  time	  is	  necessary	  to	  handle	  it.	  	  
Knowing	  the	  average	  amount	  of	  time	  
devoted	  to	  different	  types	  of	  cases	  allows	  for	  
the	  estimation	  of	  judicial	  need	  in	  relation	  to	  
the	  number	  of	  and	  relative	  complexity	  of	  
cases	  handled.	  	  Developing	  an	  appropriate	  
set	  of	  case	  type	  categories	  is	  important	  
because	  they	  should	  reflect	  the	  way	  cases	  are	  
actually	  counted	  in	  Tennessee.	  	  They	  also	  
should	  be	  aggregated	  into	  a	  meaningful	  but	  
limited	  number	  of	  categories	  that	  are	  likely	  
to	  remain	  stable	  for	  the	  foreseeable	  future.	  	  
Following	  this	  logic,	  the	  WAAC	  determined	  
that	  time	  study	  data	  should	  be	  collected	  on	  
30	  case	  types.	  	  Figure	  1	  shows	  the	  trial	  court	  
case	  types,	  FY	  2012-‐13	  case	  filings	  and	  the	  
percentage	  of	  total	  filings	  for	  each	  case	  type.3	  	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3	  The	  WAAC	  also	  included	  a	  case	  type	  category	  for	  out	  
of	  jurisdiction	  case-‐related	  work.	  	  This	  category	  is	  not	  
shown	  as	  a	  case	  type	  in	  Figure	  1	  because	  the	  data	  was	  
treated	  differently	  in	  the	  workload	  model.	  	  The	  time	  
associated	  with	  this	  work	  may	  be	  used	  in	  the	  future	  to	  

A	  full	  description	  of	  the	  case	  types	  is	  
presented	  Appendix	  A.	  
	  

Figure	  1:	  Tennessee	  Trial	  Court	  Filings	  
	  
Case	  Types	   FY	  2012-‐

13	  
Filings	  

%	  of	  
Total	  
Filings	  

Cr
im

in
al
	  

First	  Degree	  Murder	   540	   0.26%	  
Post-‐Conviction	  Relief	   561	   0.27%	  
Felony	  A	  &	  B	   6,931	   3.27%	  
Felony	  (C,	  D	  &	  E)	   33,680	   15.91%	  
DUI	   3,661	   1.73%	  
Recovery	  (Drug)	  Court	   1,012	   0.48%	  
Criminal	  Appeals	  (includes	  
Juvenile	  Delinquency)	  	  

376	   0.18%	  

Misdemeanor	   9,252	   4.37%	  
Other	  Petitions,	  Motions	  &	  
Writs	  

1,998	   0.94%	  

Other	  Petitions,	  Motions	  &	  
Writs	  –	  Prison	  Districts	  

3,065	   1.45%	  

Probation	  Violation	   28,601	   13.51%	  

G
en

er
al
	  C
iv
il/
O
th
er
	  

Administrative	  Hearings	   273	   0.13%	  
Administrative	  Hearings	  –	  
Davidson	  County	  

131	   0.06%	  

Contract	  Debt/Specific	  
Performance	  

5,917	   2.80%	  

Damages/Tort	   9,876	   4.67%	  
Guardianship/Conservatorship	   2,225	   1.05%	  
Judicial	  Hospitalization	   641	   0.30%	  
Juvenile	  Court	  Appeal	  (Civil)	   193	   0.09%	  
Medical	  Malpractice	   385	   0.18%	  
Probate/Trust	   13,168	   6.22%	  
Other	  General	  Civil	   12,396	   5.86%	  
Real	  Estate	  	   1,662	   0.79%	  
Workers	  Compensation	   7,607	   3.59%	  

D
om

es
tic

	  R
el
at
io
ns
	  	   Child	  Support	   12,704	   6.00%	  

Divorce	  with	  Minor	  Children	   12,871	   6.08%	  
Divorce	  without	  Minor	  Children	   16,905	   7.99%	  
Residential	  Parenting	  	   2,228	   1.05%	  
Protection	  of	  Children	   3,900	   1.84%	  
Orders	  of	  Protection	   8,042	   3.80%	  
Other	  Domestic	  Relations	   8,483	   4.01%	  
Contempt	   2,377	   1.12%	  

Total	  Filings	   211,661	   100.00%	  

 
Tasks and Activities  
	  
Judges	  perform	  a	  variety	  of	  functions	  in-‐	  and	  
out-‐of-‐court	  that	  can	  be	  directly	  related	  to	  
the	  processing	  of	  cases	  (case-‐related	  
activities)	  or	  non-‐case-‐related	  activities.	  	  
NCSC	  staff	  worked	  closely	  with	  the	  WAAC	  
who	  developed	  a	  comprehensive	  list	  of	  
judicial	  activities.	  	  The	  list	  of	  activities	  served	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
develop	  a	  “credit”	  that	  can	  be	  applied	  to	  the	  need	  
model	  for	  jurisdictions	  that	  engage	  in	  this	  type	  of	  work.	  	  
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as	  an	  organizing	  device	  to	  guide	  data	  
collection	  during	  the	  time	  study.	  	  In	  addition,	  
these	  categories	  were	  the	  foundation	  for	  a	  
structured	  quality	  adjustment	  review	  
process	  (see	  Section	  IV	  Quality	  Adjustment	  
of	  this	  report).	  	  A	  list	  of	  the	  seven	  case-‐
related	  and	  the	  eight	  non-‐case-‐related	  
activities	  are	  provided	  in	  Figures	  2	  and	  3.	  	  A	  
more	  detailed	  description	  can	  be	  found	  in	  
Appendices	  B	  and	  C.	  
	  
In	  addition	  to	  the	  activities	  for	  which	  time	  
was	  recorded,	  three	  check-‐box	  items	  were	  
placed	  on	  the	  data	  collection	  instrument.	  	  For	  
cases	  involving	  re-‐opened	  files	  (this	  option	  
applied	  to	  eight	  specific	  case	  types	  identified	  
in	  Appendix	  A),	  the	  use	  of	  interpreters	  or	  
when	  one	  or	  both	  parties	  included	  a	  self-‐
represented	  litigant,	  judges	  were	  asked	  to	  
identify	  that	  time	  through	  the	  use	  of	  a	  check	  
box.4	  
	  

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4	  By	  also	  providing	  the	  amount	  of	  time	  associated	  with	  
these	  special	  circumstances,	  NCSC	  analysts	  were	  able	  
to	  determine	  the	  additional	  time	  associated	  with	  case	  
processing	  when	  these	  conditions	  existed.	  	  The	  WAAC	  
determined	  that,	  since	  the	  time	  associated	  with	  these	  
pro	  se	  and	  non-‐English	  speaking	  litigants	  is	  included	  in	  
the	  case	  weights,	  that	  this	  information	  should	  not	  be	  
incorporated	  differentially	  in	  the	  model.	  	  

Figure	  2:	  	  Case-‐Related	  Activities	  
	  

Pre-‐Trial	  Activities	  	  -‐	  Routine	  matters	  that	  occur	  in	  
cases	  before	  a	  trial	  or	  other	  disposition	  is	  reached	  
and/or	  before	  a	  case	  goes	  to	  trial.	  	  Examples	  of	  
activities	  include:	  initial	  appearance/arraignment;	  
pre-‐trial	  hearings	  and	  motions;	  pre-‐trial	  conference;	  
calendar	  or	  docket	  call;	  pre-‐trial	  management	  
conferences;	  non-‐trial	  disposition	  activities	  and	  
administrative	  activities	  occurring	  pre-‐trial.	  
	  
Bench	  Trial	  Activities	  -‐	  All	  activities	  associated	  with	  
bench	  trials,	  whether	  the	  work	  is	  done	  in	  or	  out	  of	  
the	  courtroom,	  incident	  to	  the	  conduct	  of	  a	  trial	  or	  
adjudicatory	  hearing	  in	  which	  the	  judge	  is	  the	  trier	  
of	  fact	  and	  includes	  hearings	  to	  memorialize	  an	  
agreement.	  	  Also	  includes	  administrative	  activities	  
that	  occur	  during	  the	  bench	  trial	  phase	  of	  a	  case.	  
	  
Jury	  Trial	  Activities	  -‐	  All	  activities	  associated	  with	  
conducting	  a	  jury	  trial,	  including	  jury	  selection	  and	  
activities	  through	  entry	  of	  verdict	  –	  or	  –	  through	  a	  
guilty	  plea,	  settlement	  or	  dismissal	  prior	  to	  verdict.	  	  
Also	  includes	  administrative	  activities	  that	  occur	  
during	  the	  jury	  trial	  phase	  of	  a	  case.	  
	  
Post-‐trial	  Activities	  -‐	  Activities	  related	  to	  a	  case	  
after	  a	  disposition	  has	  been	  reached,	  including	  
sentencing,	  post-‐judgment	  hearings	  and	  orders,	  
post-‐judgment	  writs	  and	  petitions	  (for	  cases	  not	  
included	  in	  the	  Reopened	  Domestic	  Relations	  case	  
types)	  and	  any	  administrative	  activities	  that	  occur	  
post-‐trial/post-‐disposition.	  
	  
Judicial	  Settlement	  Conferences	  -‐	  All	  time	  spent	  
conducting	  settlement	  conferences	  (for	  cases	  filed	  
in	  another	  district).	  
	  
Out	  of	  Jurisdiction	  Worker’s	  Comp.	  Panels	  -‐	  All	  
time	  spent	  working	  on	  workers’	  compensation	  
panel	  cases.	  
	  
Out	  of	  Jurisdiction	  Other	  -‐	  Other	  time	  spent	  on	  out	  
of	  jurisdiction	  case-‐related	  work.	  
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Figure	  3:	  	  Non-‐Case-‐Related	  Activities	  
	  

General	  Administration	  -‐	  Includes	  all	  time	  
associated	  with	  general	  court	  administration,	  such	  
as	  personnel	  issues,	  case	  assignment,	  non-‐specific	  
legal	  research,	  professional	  reading	  of	  law	  journals	  
and	  other	  related	  literature.	  
	  
Committees,	  Meetings	  and	  Related	  Work	  -‐	  
Includes	  all	  time	  spent	  in	  committee	  meetings,	  
including	  en	  banc	  meetings,	  state	  or	  local	  
committee	  meetings	  and	  local	  staff	  meetings.	  	  Also	  
includes	  work	  associated	  with	  such	  meetings,	  such	  
as	  reviewing	  materials	  or	  developing	  meeting	  
materials.	  
	  
Community	  Activities	  and	  Speaking	  Engagements	  -‐	  	  
Includes	  all	  time	  associated	  with	  community	  
outreach	  and	  community	  activities	  in	  which	  work	  
was	  conducted	  in	  the	  official	  capacity	  as	  a	  judge,	  
such	  as	  speaking	  at	  local	  bar	  luncheon,	  
school/college	  or	  community	  organizations.	  
	  
Work-‐Related	  Travel	  -‐	  Includes	  all	  non-‐commuting	  
travel	  time	  for	  activities	  required	  in	  your	  capacity	  
as	  a	  judge/elected	  official.	  
	  
Vacation,	  Holiday,	  Illness	  or	  Other	  Leave	  -‐	  Includes	  
all	  time	  away	  from	  the	  court	  due	  to	  vacation,	  state-‐
authorized	  holiday,	  illness	  or	  other	  personal	  leave	  
time.5	  
	  
Other	  -‐	  Includes	  any	  non-‐case-‐related	  activities	  
that	  are	  not	  included	  in	  the	  list	  but	  are	  required	  of	  
you	  in	  your	  capacity	  as	  a	  judicial	  officer.	  
	  
NCSC	  Data	  Reporting	  Time	  -‐	  All	  time	  associated	  
with	  tracking	  and	  entering	  data	  for	  the	  current	  time	  
study.	  

III.	  Time	  Study	  
	  
To	  establish	  a	  baseline	  of	  current	  practice,	  
NCSC	  staff	  used	  a	  time-‐and-‐motion	  study	  to	  
measure	  the	  amount	  of	  time	  judicial	  officers	  
currently	  spend	  on	  various	  activities	  
throughout	  the	  day,	  including	  case-‐related	  
and	  non-‐case-‐related	  activities.	  	  The	  WAAC	  
agreed	  that	  all	  judges	  should	  participate	  in	  
the	  time	  study	  to	  ensure	  the	  most	  accurate	  
and	  reliable	  data.	  
	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5	  Allowance	  for	  judicial	  leave	  is	  provided	  in	  the	  judge	  
year	  value,	  described	  later	  in	  this	  report.	  	  Since	  this	  
time	  is	  accounted	  for	  in	  the	  year	  value,	  it	  is	  necessary	  
for	  judges	  to	  record	  time	  off	  so	  it	  can	  be	  addressed	  by	  
statistically	  replacing	  actual	  leave	  time	  with	  the	  
average	  of	  the	  work	  time	  recorded.	  

During	  the	  eleven-‐week	  time	  period	  (June	  16	  
to	  August	  31,	  2013),	  95.3	  percent	  of	  judges	  
(143	  of	  150	  filled	  judicial	  positions)	  in	  
Tennessee	  participated	  in	  the	  time	  study.6	  	  
The	  large	  number	  of	  participants,	  statewide,	  
establishes	  the	  reliability	  of	  this	  study	  and	  
ensures	  that	  there	  are	  sufficient	  data	  for	  the	  
development	  of	  an	  accurate	  and	  valid	  picture	  
of	  current	  practice—the	  way	  judicial	  officers	  
in	  Tennessee	  currently	  process	  cases.	  	  
During	  the	  time	  study,	  judges	  tracked	  and	  
recorded	  the	  time	  they	  spent	  conducting	  
court	  business.	  	  Specifically,	  they	  tracked	  
case-‐related	  work	  by	  case	  type	  and	  activity	  
and,	  for	  non-‐case-‐specific	  work,	  they	  tracked	  
the	  amount	  of	  time	  by	  the	  activity	  category.	  
	  
Figure	  4	  presents	  a	  detailed	  picture	  of	  the	  
percentage	  of	  case-‐related	  time	  trial	  court	  
judges	  are	  currently	  spending	  on	  cases,	  
statewide.	  	  There	  are	  three	  primary	  case	  
types	  in	  which	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  trial	  court	  
judges’	  time	  is	  spent.	  	  These	  three	  case	  types	  
are	  felony	  C,	  D	  and	  E	  (12.4%),	  divorce	  with	  
minor	  children	  (11.42%)	  and	  damages/tort	  
(10.37%).	  	  In	  terms	  of	  activities,	  the	  greatest	  
proportion	  of	  time	  for	  all	  case	  types	  
(44.82%)	  is	  spent	  on	  trial	  activities,	  which	  is	  
interesting,	  given	  that	  trial	  dispositions	  are	  a	  
relatively	  rare	  event	  (1.03%	  of	  all	  
dispositions	  in	  FY	  2012-‐13).	  	  This	  data	  
highlights	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  use	  of	  trials	  as	  a	  
dispositive	  option	  is	  a	  very	  time	  consuming	  
activity	  for	  judges.	  
	  
Taking	  a	  closer	  look	  at	  filings	  and	  the	  
percent	  of	  time	  spent	  on	  each	  case	  type	  
provides	  an	  illustration	  of	  the	  utility	  of	  the	  
weighted	  caseload	  methodology.	  	  As	  
previously	  shown	  in	  Figure	  1,	  filings	  for	  
probation	  violations	  represent	  over	  13	  
percent	  of	  the	  total	  trial	  court	  filings.	  	  In	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6	  To	  ensure	  consistency	  in	  the	  tracking	  of	  time,	  NCSC	  
staff	  held	  training	  sessions	  for	  judges.	  	  Three	  in-‐person	  
sessions	  were	  held	  during	  the	  week	  of	  May	  20,	  2013;	  
two	  webinars	  were	  held	  (one	  on	  May	  29	  and	  one	  on	  
June	  5),	  and	  a	  plenary	  session	  was	  held	  at	  the	  Judicial	  
Conference	  in	  June	  2013.	  	  Additionally,	  written	  
materials	  were	  made	  available	  to	  all	  judges	  prior	  to	  
and	  during	  the	  time	  study	  period.	  
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contrast,	  Figure	  4	  reveals	  that	  trial	  court	  
judges	  only	  spend	  less	  than	  four	  percent	  of	  
their	  case-‐related	  time	  on	  these	  cases.	  	  
Conversely,	  medical	  malpractice	  cases	  
represent	  less	  than	  one	  percent	  of	  filings	  and	  
nearly	  four	  percent	  of	  the	  time.	  	  In	  other	  
words,	  caseload	  is	  not	  the	  same	  as	  workload.	  	  	  
	  
Figure	  4:	  Percentage	  of	  Judge	  Time	  Reported	  

by	  Case	  Type	  and	  Case-‐Related	  Events	  	  
During	  the	  June-‐August	  2013	  Time	  Study	  

	  
Case	  Types	   Pre-‐

Trial	  	  
All	  
Trial	  
Work	  

Post-‐
Trial	  	  

Total	  

Cr
im

in
al
	  	  

First	  Degree	  Murder	   .97%	   2.13%	   .24%	   3.34%	  
Post-‐Conviction	  Relief	   .32%	   .37%	   .93%	   1.62%	  
Felony	  A	  &	  B	  	   3.46%	   4.37%	   .86%	   8.69%	  
Felony	  (C,	  D	  &	  E)	   6.89%	   4.05%	   1.45%	   12.40%	  
DUI	   1.22%	   1.08%	   .12%	   2.42%	  
Recovery	  (Drug)	  Court	   1.05%	  (all	  recovery	  court	  

time)	  
1.05%	  

Criminal/Juvenile	  
Delinquency	  Appeals	  

.02%	   .01%	   0%	   .03%	  

Misdemeanor	   1.44%	   .60%	   .19%	   2.23%	  
Other	  Petitions,	  Motions	  &	  
Writs	  (all)	  

.99%	   .08%	   .51%	   1.58%	  

Probation	  Violation	   1.25%	   .92%	   1.59%	   3.77%	  

G
en

er
al
	  C
iv
il/
O
th
er
	  

Administrative	  Hearings	  
(Non-‐Davidson	  County)	  

.28%	   .29%	   .11%	   .58%	  

Administrative	  Hearings	  
(Davidson	  County)	  

.26%	   .16%	   .19%	   .60%	  

Contract	  Debt/Specific	  
Performance	  	  

2.72%	   1.79%	   .69%	   5.21%	  

Damages/Tort	   5.14%	   4.48%	   .74%	   10.37%	  
Guardianship/	  
Conservatorship	  

.38%	   .53%	   .31%	   1.22%	  

Judicial	  Hospitalization	   .02%	   .07%	   0%	   .09%	  
Juvenile	  Court	  Appeal	  (Civil)	   .16%	   .28%	   .03%	   .47%	  
Medical	  Malpractice	   1.34%	   2.45%	   .04%	   3.83%	  
Probate/Trust	   .90%	   1.01%	   .50%	   2.41%	  
Other	  General	  Civil	   2.98%	   1.84%	   .67%	   5.50%	  
Real	  Estate	  	   1.12%	   1.24%	   .64%	   3.00%	  
Worker’s	  Compensation	   1.01%	   1.17%	   .35%	   2.53%	  

D
om

es
tic

	  R
el
at
io
ns
	  	  

Child	  Support	   .34%	   .98%	   .57%	   1.90%	  
Divorce	  with	  Minor	  
Children	  

2.89%	   6.08%	   2.45%	   11.42%	  

Divorce	  without	  Minor	  
Children	  

1.36%	   3.16%	   .90%	   5.41%	  

Residential	  Parenting	   .29%	   1.25%	   .36%	   1.89%	  
Protection	  of	  Children	   .49%	   1.36%	   .10%	   1.95%	  
Orders	  of	  Protection	   .50%	   1.40%	   .14%	   2.14%	  
Contempt	   .16%	   .60%	   .17%	   .93%	  
Other	  Domestic	  Relations	   .43%	   .86%	   .21%	   1.49%	  

Total	  Judge	  Case-‐Related	  Time	   39.77%	   44.82%	   15.41%	   100.00%	  

	  
 
 
 

Preliminary Case Weights 
	  
The	  data	  collected	  during	  the	  time	  study	  
allows	  for	  the	  construction	  of	  preliminary	  
case	  weights	  for	  the	  case	  types	  defined	  by	  
the	  WAAC.	  	  By	  developing	  separate	  case	  
weights	  for	  different	  case	  types,	  the	  model	  
accounts	  for	  the	  fact	  that	  case	  types	  vary	  in	  
complexity	  and	  require	  different	  amounts	  of	  
judicial	  time	  and	  attention.	  	  Relying	  solely	  on	  
the	  sheer	  number	  of	  cases	  to	  assess	  the	  
demands	  placed	  on	  judges	  ignores	  the	  
varying	  levels	  of	  resources	  needed	  to	  
process	  different	  types	  of	  cases	  effectively,	  as	  
can	  be	  seen	  by	  comparing	  the	  distribution	  of	  
cases	  and	  time	  expenditure	  in	  Figures	  1	  and	  
4.	  
	  
The	  preliminary	  case	  weights	  are	  calculated	  
by	  first	  annualizing	  all	  data	  recorded,	  then	  
summing	  the	  judicial	  officer	  time	  recorded	  
for	  each	  case	  type	  and	  dividing	  the	  number	  
of	  cases	  disposed	  for	  each	  case	  type	  during	  
FY	  2012-‐13.7	  	  This	  result	  provides	  a	  picture	  
of	  current	  practice:	  	  the	  average	  amount	  of	  
time	  currently	  spent	  by	  trial	  court	  judges	  in	  
Tennessee	  on	  each	  of	  the	  identified	  case	  
types.	  	  An	  example	  of	  the	  calculation	  of	  
preliminary	  case	  weights	  for	  a	  DUI	  case	  is	  
presented	  in	  Figure	  5.	  

	  
Figure	  5:	  	  Calculating	  Preliminary	  Case	  

Weights	  for	  DUI	  Cases	  
	  

Time	  
Recorded	  
Annualized	  
(minutes)	  

÷	   FY	  2012-‐13	  
Dispositions	  

=	   Preliminary	  
Case	  Weight	  

306,670	   ÷	   3,462	   =	   89	  
	  
During	  the	  time	  study,	  trial	  court	  judges	  in	  
Tennessee	  reported	  a	  total	  of	  306,670	  
minutes	  of	  weighted	  case-‐related	  time	  
devoted	  to	  DUI	  cases.8	  	  Dividing	  the	  time	  by	  
the	  number	  of	  FY	  2012-‐13	  DUI	  case	  
dispositions	  (3,462)	  yields	  a	  preliminary	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7	  The	  AOC	  provided	  case	  disposition	  data.	  	  	  
8	  All	  time	  reported	  during	  the	  time	  study	  was	  weighted	  
to	  reflect	  one	  year	  of	  time	  in	  order	  to	  ensure	  
consistency	  with	  the	  FY	  2012-‐13	  disposition	  data.	  
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case	  weight	  of	  89	  minutes.	  	  This	  number	  
indicates	  that	  on	  average,	  trial	  court	  judges	  
in	  Tennessee	  are	  currently	  spending	  1.48	  
hours	  (89	  minutes)	  processing	  a	  DUI	  case	  
from	  filing	  to	  resolution,	  as	  determined	  by	  
the	  time	  study.	  	  The	  complete	  set	  of	  
preliminary	  case	  weights	  for	  the	  Tennessee	  
trial	  courts,	  developed	  using	  this	  method,	  are	  
displayed	  in	  Figure	  6.	  
	  

Figure	  6:	  Preliminary	  Case	  Weights	  
(minutes)	  

	  
Case	  Types	   Preliminary	  

Case	  Weights	  

Cr
im

in
al
	  C
as
e	  
Ty
pe

s	  

First	  Degree	  Murder	   776	  
Post-‐Conviction	  Relief	   381	  
Felony	  A	  &	  B	  	   157	  
Felony	  (C,	  D	  &	  E)	   45	  
DUI	   89	  
Recovery	  (Drug)	  Court	   167	  
Criminal	  Appeals	  (includes	  Juvenile	  
Delinquency)	  

11	  

Misdemeanor	   29	  
Other	  Petitions,	  Motions	  &	  Writs	   28	  
Other	  Petitions,	  Motions	  &	  Writs	  –	  Prison	  
Districts	  

57	  

Probation	  Violation	   18	  

G
en

er
al
/C
iv
il/
O
th
er
	  

Administrative	  Hearings	  –	  Davidson	  
County	  

496	  

Administrative	  Hearings	  –	  Non	  Davidson	  
County	  

204	  

Contract	  Debt/Specific	  Performance	  	   104	  
Damages/Tort	   135	  
Guardianship/Conservatorship	   70	  
Judicial	  Hospitalization	   19	  
Juvenile	  Appeal	  (Civil)	   287	  
Medical	  Malpractice	   1,320	  
Probate/Trust	   24	  
Other	  General	  Civil	   58	  
Real	  Estate	   259	  
Workers	  Compensation	   41	  

D
om

es
tic

	  R
el
at
io
ns
	  	   Child	  Support	   20	  

Divorce	  with	  Minor	  Children	   106	  
Divorce	  without	  Minor	  Children	   40	  
Residential	  Parenting	  	   108	  
Protection	  of	  Children	   65	  
Orders	  of	  Protection	   32	  
Contempt	   14	  
Other	  Domestic	  Relations	   73	  

	  
The	  preliminary	  weights	  represent	  the	  
amount	  of	  time	  judicial	  officers	  currently	  
spend	  on	  processing	  cases.	  	  They	  do	  not	  
necessarily	  capture	  the	  full	  amount	  of	  time	  
necessary	  for	  trial	  court	  judges	  to	  perform	  
essential	  tasks	  and	  functions	  with	  maximum	  
effectiveness	  –	  the	  time	  they	  should	  be	  

spending.	  	  The	  process	  of	  moving	  from	  “what	  
is”	  to	  “what	  ought	  to	  be”	  is	  documented	  in	  
Section	  IV	  of	  this	  report.	  	  Before	  determining	  
whether	  any	  quality	  adjustments	  must	  be	  
made,	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  assess	  the	  validity	  of	  
the	  preliminary	  case	  weights	  to	  see	  whether	  
the	  implied	  workload	  could	  have	  been	  
accomplished	  with	  the	  judicial	  officers	  
currently	  in	  place.	  	  To	  do	  this	  requires	  
determining	  the	  judge	  year	  value.	  
	  
Determining the Judge Year Value   
	  
In	  every	  workload	  study,	  three	  factors	  
contribute	  to	  the	  calculation	  of	  resource	  
need:	  case	  filings,	  case	  weights	  and	  the	  judge	  
year	  value.	  	  The	  relationship	  of	  these	  
elements	  is	  expressed	  as	  follows:	  
	  

Workload	  =	  Cases	  Filed	  *	  Case	  Weights	  
	  

Resource	  Need	  =	  Workload	  ÷	  Judge	  Year	  Value	  
	  
The	  judge	  year	  value	  represents	  the	  amount	  
of	  time	  in	  a	  year	  judges	  have	  to	  complete	  
their	  work.	  	  Arriving	  at	  this	  value	  is	  a	  three-‐
stage	  process	  that	  entails	  calculating	  how	  
many	  days	  per	  year	  are	  available	  for	  judges	  
to	  perform	  work	  (the	  judge	  work-‐year)	  and	  
then	  determining	  how	  many	  business	  hours	  
each	  day	  are	  available	  for	  case-‐related	  work	  
as	  opposed	  to	  non-‐case-‐related	  work	  (the	  
judge	  day).	  	  Multiplying	  these	  two	  measures	  
together	  and	  then	  by	  60	  minutes	  gives	  the	  
judge	  year	  value,	  which	  is	  an	  estimate	  of	  the	  
amount	  of	  time	  (in	  minutes)	  the	  “average”	  
judge	  has	  to	  process	  cases	  during	  the	  year.	  
	  
a.	  The	  judge	  work-‐year.	  	  Calculating	  the	  
“average”	  judge	  work-‐year	  requires	  
determining	  the	  number	  of	  days	  per	  year	  
that	  judges	  have	  to	  perform	  case-‐related	  
matters.	  	  Obtaining	  this	  number	  involved	  
working	  closely	  with	  the	  WAAC	  to	  deduct	  
time	  for	  weekends,	  holidays,	  personal	  days,	  
vacation,	  short-‐term	  illness	  and	  education	  
days.	  	  After	  deducting	  these	  constants	  from	  
365	  days,	  it	  was	  determined	  that	  judges	  in	  
Tennessee	  have,	  on	  average,	  210	  days	  
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available	  each	  year	  to	  perform	  judicial	  
activities	  (Figure	  7).	  
	  
Figure	  7:	  Calculating	  the	  Judge	  Work-‐Year	  

	  
Total	  Days	  in	  a	  Year	   	   365	  

Subtract	  non-‐working	  
days	  

	   	  

Weekends	   -‐	   104	  
Holidays	   -‐	   12	  
Vacation/sick/other	   -‐	   27	  
Education/training	   -‐	   12	  

Total	  Days	  Available	  for	  Assignment	   -‐	   210	  
	  
b.	  The	  judge	  day.	  	  The	  judge	  day	  is	  
separated	  into	  two	  parts:	  the	  amount	  of	  time	  
devoted	  to	  (1)	  case-‐related	  and	  (2)	  non-‐case-‐
related	  activities.	  	  	  
	  
1. Case-‐related	  time	  for	  judges	  includes	  all	  

time	  devoted	  to	  activities	  such	  as	  the	  
following:	  

• Pre-‐trial	  activities	  
• Bench	  trial	  activities	  
• Jury	  trial	  activities	  
• Post-‐trial	  activities	  
• Judicial	  settlement	  conferences	  

	  
2. Non-‐case-‐related	  time	  for	  judges	  

includes	  time	  devoted	  to	  activities	  such	  
as	  the	  following:	  

• General	  administration	  
• Committees,	  meetings	  and	  

related	  work	  
• Community	  activities,	  speaking	  

engagements,	  etc.	  	  
• Education	  and	  training	  
• Work-‐related	  travel	  

(differentiated	  by	  judicial	  
district)	  

• Other	  non-‐case-‐related	  activities	  
	  
The	  Tennessee	  judicial	  needs	  model	  is	  built	  
on	  a	  standard	  judge	  workday	  of	  8	  hours	  per	  
day.9	  	  Data	  collected	  during	  the	  time	  study	  
established	  the	  average	  amount	  of	  time	  
associated	  with	  non-‐case-‐related	  activities	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9	  In	  2007,	  the	  Tennessee	  judicial	  needs	  model	  was	  built	  
on	  a	  7.5-‐hour	  day.	  	  For	  the	  current	  study,	  the	  judges	  
executive	  committee	  agreed	  to	  use	  an	  8-‐hour	  day	  in	  
the	  judicial	  needs	  model.	  

(78	  minutes	  per	  day)	  and	  the	  average	  
amount	  of	  time	  associated	  with	  work-‐related	  
travel	  (differentiated	  by	  judicial	  district).	  	  
Given	  the	  variation	  in	  travel	  requirements	  by	  
district,	  the	  actual	  average	  travel	  time	  per	  
judicial	  district	  was	  included	  in	  the	  judicial	  
need	  model	  (see	  Appendix	  D	  for	  individual	  
judicial	  district	  travel	  requirements).	  
	  
c.	  	  The	  judge	  year	  value.	  	  Multiplying	  the	  
judge	  year	  by	  the	  number	  of	  hours	  in	  a	  day	  
available	  for	  case-‐related	  work	  (8	  hours	  
minus	  non-‐case-‐related	  time	  and	  travel	  time)	  
yields	  the	  amount	  of	  time	  available	  per	  year	  
for	  judges	  to	  work.	  	  Therefore,	  the	  judge	  year	  
value	  for	  judges	  ranges	  from	  65,856	  minutes	  
per	  year	  in	  the	  12th	  judicial	  district	  (a	  high-‐
travel	  district)	  to	  84,420	  in	  the	  7th	  judicial	  
district	  (a	  no-‐travel	  district),	  with	  an	  average	  
of	  79,044	  minutes	  per	  year	  (210	  days	  x	  6.5	  
hours	  per	  day	  –	  average	  travel	  time	  x	  60	  
minutes	  per	  hour).	  
	  
Figure	  8:	  	  Average	  Judge	  Year	  Calculations	  

for	  Tennessee	  Trial	  Court	  Judges	  
	  

Total	  Hours	  per	  Day	   	   9.0	  
Subtract	  	   	   	  
Lunch	  break	   -‐	   1.0	  
Travel	  time	   -‐	   .43	  
Other	  non-‐case	  
related	  time	  

-‐	   1.30	  

Total	  Case-‐Related	  Hours	  
per	  Day	  

-‐	   6.2710	  

IV. Quality	  Adjustment	  
	  
Sufficiency of Time Survey 
	  
The	  time	  study	  is	  intended	  to	  measure	  the	  
amount	  of	  time	  judges	  currently	  spend	  
handling	  cases,	  but	  it	  does	  not	  inform	  us	  of	  
the	  amount	  of	  time	  judges	  should	  spend	  on	  
activities	  to	  ensure	  the	  quality	  processing	  of	  
cases.	  	  To	  gain	  perspective	  on	  the	  sufficiency	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10	  Rounding	  processes	  preclude	  the	  number	  of	  hour	  
and	  minute	  translations	  to	  add	  precisely.	  	  The	  average	  
amount	  of	  travel	  time	  rounds	  down	  to	  .4267,	  and	  this	  
number	  accounts	  for	  the	  variation	  in	  translation	  from	  
number	  of	  hours	  per	  day	  to	  minutes	  per	  year.	  
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of	  time	  to	  perform	  key	  case-‐related	  and	  non-‐
case-‐related	  activities,	  the	  NCSC	  
administered	  a	  web-‐based	  organizational	  
assessment	  survey	  to	  all	  judges	  in	  August	  
2013.	  	  The	  results	  of	  the	  survey	  were	  
reviewed	  and	  discussed	  by	  the	  WAAC	  to	  
evaluate	  the	  preliminary	  case	  weights	  and	  
ensure	  that	  they	  provide	  sufficient	  time	  for	  
quality	  service	  to	  the	  public.	  
	  
The	  web-‐based	  survey	  first	  asked	  
respondents	  to	  rank	  the	  average	  case	  
processing	  time,	  for	  each	  caseload	  type	  
(criminal,	  civil	  and	  domestic	  relations),	  from	  
lowest	  to	  highest.	  	  This	  information	  was	  
obtained	  in	  order	  to	  compare	  the	  time	  
requirements	  with	  the	  actual	  case	  weights.	  	  
Next,	  the	  questionnaire	  focused	  more	  
specifically	  on	  judicial	  tasks,	  and	  
respondents	  were	  asked	  to	  assess	  whether	  
they	  have	  enough	  time	  to	  do	  a	  reasonable	  job	  
in	  performing	  necessary	  judicial	  duties.	  	  The	  
list	  of	  specific	  judicial	  duties	  was	  organized	  
around	  the	  major	  court	  categories	  (criminal,	  
civil	  and	  domestic	  relations)	  for	  which	  
judges	  tracked	  their	  time	  during	  the	  time	  
study:	  pretrial	  activities,	  bench	  trial,	  jury	  
trial	  and	  post-‐trial.11	  
	  
Specifically,	  for	  each	  of	  the	  four	  separate	  
case	  activity	  categories	  identified,	  judges	  
were	  asked	  to	  evaluate	  the	  statement,	  “When	  
I	  think	  about	  the	  following	  [CRIMINAL,	  
CIVIL,	  DOMESTIC	  RELATIONS]	  case	  types,	  I	  
feel	  that	  I	  am	  generally	  provided	  with	  
adequate	  time	  –	  without	  feeling	  rushed	  –	  to	  
complete	  the	  identified	  phases	  of	  the	  case	  
with	  a	  level	  of	  quality	  with	  which	  I	  am	  
satisfied.”	  	  Survey	  respondents	  were	  offered	  
a	  five-‐point	  response	  scale	  ranging	  from	  the	  
positive	  “Almost	  Always”	  (5),	  to	  the	  negative	  
“Almost	  Never”	  (1).	  	  For	  duties	  that	  
respondents	  did	  not	  regularly	  perform	  or	  did	  
not	  apply	  to	  their	  position	  or	  caseload,	  a	  
response	  of	  “Does	  Not	  Apply”	  was	  available.	  	  
An	  example	  of	  the	  survey	  layout,	  illustrating	  
one	  activity,	  is	  provided	  in	  Figure	  10.	  	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11	  NCSC	  staff	  developed	  the	  initial	  survey,	  which	  was	  
reviewed	  and	  revised	  by	  AOC	  staff.	  

Overall,	  98	  of	  the	  150	  trial	  court	  judges	  
statewide	  (65.3%)12	  participated	  in	  the	  
survey.	  
	  
Figure	  10:	  	  Sufficiency	  of	  Time	  Survey	  Layout	  
	  

When	  I	  think	  about	  the	  following	  CRIMINAL	  CASE	  TYPES	  -‐	  I	  feel	  
that	  I	  am	  generally	  provided	  with	  adequate	  time	  to	  complete	  the	  
following	  tasks	  to	  a	  level	  of	  quality	  with	  which	  I	  am	  satisfied:	  
*1st	  Degree	  Murder	  
Pretrial	  activities:	  

5	   4	   3	   2	   1	   NA	  	  
Almost	  
Always	  

Frequently	   Occasionally	   Seldom	   Almost	  
Never	  

Does	  
Not	  
Apply	  

	  
NCSC	  staff	  compiled	  the	  responses	  and	  
analyzed	  the	  results	  of	  the	  survey.	  	  For	  each	  
activity	  an	  average	  response	  score	  was	  
generated.13	  	  A	  general	  overview	  of	  the	  
survey	  is	  provided	  in	  Appendix	  E,	  and	  a	  
complete	  set	  of	  the	  results	  can	  be	  found	  in	  
Appendix	  F.	  
	  
Generally,	  an	  average	  rating	  of	  3.0	  or	  greater	  
indicates	  that,	  as	  a	  group,	  judges	  generally	  
have	  sufficient	  time	  to	  adequately	  complete	  
their	  work.	  	  In	  the	  current	  survey,	  there	  were	  
no	  areas	  that	  scored	  below	  this	  threshold,	  
suggesting	  that	  judges	  have	  sufficient	  time	  to	  
complete	  most	  of	  their	  work.	  
	  
Several	  respondents	  provided	  comments	  to	  
further	  explain	  the	  nature	  of	  their	  time	  
constraints	  regarding	  various	  case	  types.	  	  
While	  the	  overall	  ratings	  indicated	  that	  
judges	  have	  sufficient	  time	  to	  do	  their	  work,	  
their	  comments	  provide	  insight	  into	  the	  
specific	  difficulties	  they	  have	  juggling	  the	  
work	  demands.	  	  One	  judge’s	  comment	  sums	  
up	  a	  common	  sentiment	  regarding	  time	  
availability:	  “I	  almost	  never	  have	  adequate	  
time;	  however,	  whether	  or	  not	  I	  have	  the	  
adequate	  time,	  I	  make	  the	  time	  to	  be	  certain	  
that	  I	  perform	  the	  task	  to	  the	  best	  of	  my	  
ability.	  	  This	  frequently	  means	  working	  
considerably	  more	  than	  an	  8	  hour	  day.”	  	  Many	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12	  There	  are	  152	  judicial	  positions	  in	  Tennessee;	  
however,	  two	  were	  vacant	  at	  the	  time	  this	  survey	  was	  
conducted.	  
13	  Responses	  of	  “Does	  Not	  Apply”	  were	  treated	  as	  
missing	  data.	  
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judges	  reported	  the	  need	  to	  take	  work	  home	  
in	  order	  to	  prepare	  for	  hearings	  on	  the	  
following	  day,	  as	  indicated	  by	  this	  comment:	  
“Almost	  without	  fail,	  I	  review	  all	  court	  files	  the	  
night	  before	  hearing	  or	  trial.”	  	  Judges	  also	  
indicated	  that	  trials	  frequently	  take	  time	  
away	  from	  other	  regularly	  scheduled	  events,	  
as	  indicated	  by	  comments	  such	  as	  this:	  “In	  
my	  court	  there	  are	  usually	  six	  cases	  set	  for	  
trial	  every	  Monday,	  Tuesday	  and	  Wednesday.	  	  
Other	  matters	  (motions,	  petitions,	  probation	  
hearings,	  etc.)	  are	  usually	  set	  on	  Thursday	  and	  
Friday.	  	  When	  a	  matter	  comes	  on	  to	  be	  heard	  
we	  give	  it	  the	  time	  needed	  to	  deal	  with	  it	  
properly.	  	  The	  pressure	  is	  the	  backlog	  of	  cases	  
that	  have	  to	  be	  reset	  when	  one	  case	  is	  being	  
heard.”	  	  It	  was	  also	  a	  common	  concern	  that	  
judges	  have	  limited	  time	  to	  write	  thorough	  
decisions,	  such	  as	  this:	  “I	  need	  more	  time	  to	  
write	  complete	  opinions.	  	  Currently	  I	  feel	  that	  
to	  finish	  one	  case	  I’m	  stealing	  time	  from	  the	  
prep	  for	  the	  next	  case.”	  	  Finally,	  this	  last	  
comment	  characterizes	  the	  theme	  of	  
comments	  throughout	  the	  survey	  and	  likely	  
conveys	  the	  reason	  for	  the	  high	  ratings	  in	  
terms	  of	  perceived	  adequacy	  of	  time	  for	  
judges	  to	  do	  their	  work:	  	  “I	  began	  serving	  the	  
court	  after	  (many)	  years	  of	  private	  practice.	  	  I	  
did	  not	  go	  to	  court	  unprepared	  during	  the	  
years	  of	  private	  practice	  and	  I	  do	  not	  go	  to	  
court	  unprepared	  now.	  	  I	  do	  not	  work	  7	  ½	  or	  8	  
hour	  days.	  	  I	  generally	  get	  to	  work	  around	  
8:15	  and	  generally	  leave	  around	  7	  p.m.	  	  I	  
generally	  take	  work	  home	  on	  the	  weekends.”	  
	  
To	  highlight	  those	  case	  types	  judges	  
reported	  having	  some	  struggles	  meeting	  
work	  and	  time	  demands,	  Figure	  11	  presents,	  
the	  case	  types	  and	  case	  processing	  phases	  
for	  which	  average	  scores	  were	  less	  than	  3.5,	  
which	  is	  slightly	  higher	  than	  the	  threshold	  
scoring	  we	  typically	  use	  to	  indicate	  time	  
constraints.	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

Figure	  11:	  	  Sufficiency	  of	  Time	  Survey	  
Findings	  –	  Activities	  for	  Which	  Judges	  Lack	  

Time	  
	  
Case	  Type	  &	  Activity	   Average	  Score	  
Complex	  Administrative	  Hearings	   	  

Pre-‐trial	  activities	   3.47	  
Post-‐trial	  activities	   3.30	  

Medical	  Malpractice	   	  
Pre-‐trial	  activities	   3.46	  

Residential	  Parenting	   	  
Pre-‐trial	  activities	   3.41	  

	  
Focus Groups 
	  
After	  the	  sufficiency	  of	  time	  survey	  data	  and	  
the	  preliminary	  case	  weights	  were	  reviewed	  
by	  the	  WAAC,	  NCSC	  staff	  held	  six	  focus	  
groups	  across	  the	  state	  to	  obtain	  
impressions	  and	  feedback	  about	  both	  pieces	  
of	  information	  from	  judges	  across	  the	  state.14	  	  
At	  each	  focus	  group,	  NCSC	  staff	  provided	  a	  
brief	  orientation	  to	  the	  process	  used	  in	  
preparing	  the	  preliminary	  time	  study	  case	  
weights	  and	  a	  review	  of	  the	  non-‐case	  specific	  
and	  travel	  time	  recorded	  by	  judges	  during	  
the	  time	  study.	  
	  
The	  focus	  groups	  had	  two	  additional	  aims	  in	  
terms	  of	  information	  gathering.	  	  First,	  since	  
time	  study	  data	  were	  collected	  during	  the	  
summer	  months15	  (which	  we	  generally	  do	  
not	  recommend),	  NCSC	  staff	  queried	  the	  
participants	  about	  the	  degree	  to	  which	  the	  
work	  in	  which	  they	  engaged	  is	  
representative	  –	  or	  not	  –	  of	  work	  they	  do	  at	  
other	  times	  of	  the	  year.	  	  Second,	  NCSC	  staff	  
provided	  an	  opportunity	  for	  judge	  
participants	  to	  inform	  them	  about	  qualitative	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14	  Focus	  groups	  were	  held	  on	  September	  16,	  17	  and	  18	  
in	  Nashville,	  Memphis,	  Jackson,	  Morristown,	  
Chattanooga	  and	  Knoxville.	  
15	  NCSC	  consultants	  who	  regularly	  conduct	  workload	  
assessment	  studies	  do	  not	  recommend	  collecting	  data	  
during	  the	  summer	  months.	  	  Historically,	  many	  judges	  
indicated	  that	  court	  work	  slows	  down	  during	  the	  
summer	  months	  due	  to	  vacations	  taken	  by	  both	  staff	  
and	  judges.	  	  Given	  the	  urgency	  of	  the	  need	  to	  have	  the	  
study	  completed,	  a	  summer	  data	  collection	  was	  the	  
NCSC’s	  only	  option.	  	  In	  an	  effort	  to	  ensure	  the	  highest	  
quality	  of	  data,	  judges	  were	  provided	  an	  eleven-‐week	  
time	  period	  in	  which	  to	  capture	  six	  full	  weeks	  of	  data.	  
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issues	  regarding	  their	  specific	  court	  or	  
judicial	  district	  that	  they	  felt	  we	  needed	  to	  
understand	  to	  have	  a	  complete	  picture	  of	  
judicial	  staffing	  needs.	  
	  
Quality Adjustment Process 
	  
After	  convening	  the	  focus	  groups	  and	  
obtaining	  feedback	  on	  the	  preliminary	  case	  
weights	  and	  the	  data	  collection	  period	  and	  
process,	  the	  WAAC	  met	  to	  review	  all	  of	  the	  
data.	  	  The	  focus	  group	  participants’	  views	  on	  
the	  process	  and	  the	  preliminary	  case	  weights	  
were	  shared	  with	  the	  WAAC.	  	  This	  
information	  was	  used	  as	  a	  guide	  when	  
reviewing	  the	  preliminary	  case	  weights	  with	  
an	  eye	  toward	  making	  any	  necessary	  quality	  
adjustments.	  
	  
For	  each	  case	  type,	  the	  WAAC	  members	  were	  
asked	  to	  indicate	  whether	  they	  believed	  the	  
case	  weight	  provided	  sufficient	  time	  to	  
achieve	  a	  level	  of	  quality.	  	  The	  members	  
voted	  on	  each	  case	  type,	  one	  by	  one.	  	  If	  a	  
committee	  member	  or	  members	  had	  
particular	  issues	  or	  concerns	  about	  a	  
particular	  case	  weight,	  that	  issue	  was	  tabled	  
for	  later	  discussion.	  	  Once	  all	  of	  the	  case	  
types	  had	  been	  reviewed,	  those	  items	  that	  
had	  been	  tabled	  were	  brought	  back	  before	  
the	  committee	  for	  further	  discussion.	  
	  
Several	  issues	  discussed	  by	  the	  WAAC	  are	  
worth	  mentioning	  in	  this	  report.	  	  First,	  the	  
administrative	  hearing	  case	  weight	  was	  
computed	  separately	  for	  the	  20th	  judicial	  
district,	  Davidson	  County,	  and	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  
state.	  	  The	  WAAC	  reasoned	  that,	  legislatively,	  
certain	  types	  of	  cases	  that	  fall	  within	  this	  
category	  can	  only	  be	  filed	  in	  Davidson	  
County,	  and	  these	  cases	  are	  often	  more	  
complex	  and	  time-‐consuming.	  	  An	  analysis	  of	  
the	  data	  confirmed	  that	  all	  time	  associated	  
with	  all	  administrative	  hearings	  (including	  
those	  recorded	  as	  complex	  and	  those	  
recorded	  as	  routine)	  was	  greater,	  on	  
average,	  than	  time	  spent	  on	  this	  type	  of	  case	  
in	  all	  of	  the	  other	  districts.	  	  For	  this	  reason,	  
the	  administrative	  hearing	  case	  weight	  was	  

computed	  separately	  for	  Davidson	  County	  
and	  for	  the	  non-‐Davidson	  County	  districts.	  
	  
Second,	  a	  similar	  discussion	  occurred	  in	  
relation	  to	  the	  case	  type	  category	  for	  other	  
petitions,	  motions	  and	  warrants.	  	  The	  WAAC	  
reasoned	  that	  the	  overwhelming	  majority	  of	  
these	  cases	  come	  in	  from	  prison	  inmates	  and	  
the	  cases	  are	  filed	  in	  the	  county	  in	  which	  the	  
prison	  is	  located.	  	  As	  a	  result,	  courts	  in	  which	  
prisons	  are	  located	  have	  a	  different	  type	  of	  
case	  makeup	  in	  this	  case	  type	  category,	  and	  
these	  cases	  often	  are	  more	  complicated	  and	  
time-‐consuming	  to	  resolve.	  	  An	  analysis	  of	  
the	  data	  confirmed	  this	  differentiation,	  and	  
so	  separate	  case	  weights	  were	  computed	  for	  
the	  counties	  in	  which	  prisons	  exist	  and	  those	  
in	  which	  there	  are	  no	  prisons.	  
	  
Third,	  the	  committee	  reviewed	  the	  data	  
associated	  with	  reopened	  cases	  to	  determine	  
whether	  separate	  case	  weights	  should	  be	  
computed	  when	  certain	  case	  types,	  such	  as	  
divorce	  cases,	  are	  reopened.	  	  After	  reviewing	  
the	  data,	  the	  committee	  agreed	  that	  
combining	  the	  original	  and	  the	  reopened	  
adequately	  accounts	  for	  all	  judicial	  work	  
associated	  with	  reopened	  cases.16	  
	  
Finally,	  law	  clerks	  were	  asked	  to	  record	  their	  
case-‐related	  time	  during	  the	  data	  collection	  
period.	  	  The	  WAAC	  reviewed	  case	  weights	  
that	  included	  law	  clerk	  time	  and	  case	  
weights	  that	  did	  not.	  	  In	  the	  end,	  the	  law	  
clerk	  time	  was	  excluded	  from	  the	  case	  
weights	  for	  two	  reasons.	  	  First,	  not	  all	  law	  
clerk	  time	  was	  recorded,	  and	  second,	  since	  
law	  clerks	  do	  not	  exist	  uniformly	  across	  the	  
state,	  the	  WAAC	  agreed	  that	  this	  time	  should	  
be	  excluded	  from	  the	  case	  weight	  
computations.	  
	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16	  Some	  of	  the	  data	  associated	  with	  reopened	  case	  
types	  was	  unusually	  high,	  and	  some	  unusually	  low,	  
either	  because	  of	  incorrect	  data	  recording	  associated	  
with	  reopened	  cases	  or	  because	  of	  the	  relatively	  rare	  
occurrence	  of	  reopened	  cases	  in	  some	  categories.	  	  By	  
combining	  original	  and	  reopened	  case	  time,	  the	  
committee	  ensured	  that	  all	  time	  associated	  with	  those	  
case	  types	  was	  included	  in	  the	  final	  case	  weight.	  
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Interpretation	  of	  the	  time	  study	  findings	  
were	  supported	  by	  looking	  “inside	  the	  
numbers”	  for	  each	  case	  weight	  to	  see	  how	  
total	  time	  is	  distributed	  across	  pretrial,	  trial	  
and	  post-‐trial	  activities.	  	  Perspectives	  on	  the	  
way	  judicial	  officer	  time	  is	  spent	  over	  the	  life	  
of	  a	  case	  can	  add	  focus	  and	  precision	  to	  the	  
case	  weight	  discussions.	  	  Completed	  “inside	  
the	  numbers”	  information	  was	  provided	  to	  
the	  WAAC	  for	  all	  case	  types	  under	  
investigation	  in	  the	  workload	  assessment	  
study.	  	  For	  example,	  Figure	  12	  illustrates	  
these	  results	  for	  divorce	  with	  minor	  
children.	  
	  
Figure	  12:	  “Inside	  the	  Numbers”	  Example	  for	  

Divorce	  with	  Minor	  Children	  case	  type	  
	  

Divorce	  
with	  
Minor	  
Children	  

Average	  
time	  when	  

event	  
occurs	  

(minutes)	  

*	  

Event	  
Frequency	  

=	  

Preliminary	  
Case	  Weight	  
(minutes)	  

Pre-‐trial	   27	   *	   100%	   =	   27	  
Bench/Jury	  
Trial	  

493	  
*	  

11.48%	  
=	  

56	  

Post-‐Trial	   23	   *	   100%	   =	   23	  

	   	   	   	   	   106	  
	  
Considering	  divorce	  with	  minor	  children	  
cases,	  it	  is	  known	  that	  100%	  of	  all	  cases	  
include	  pre-‐trial	  activity	  and	  the	  estimated	  
average	  time	  spent	  on	  such	  matters	  is	  27	  
minutes	  (derived	  from	  the	  time	  study).	  	  As	  
such,	  pre-‐trial	  activities	  contribute	  27	  
minutes	  to	  the	  total	  case	  weight	  of	  106	  
minutes.	  	  Trials	  (jury	  and	  bench)	  occurred	  in	  
11.48%	  of	  the	  divorce	  with	  children	  cases	  
that	  were	  disposed	  in	  FY	  2012-‐13;	  but	  when	  
they	  occur,	  typical	  trials	  last	  493	  minutes	  
(8.22	  hours).	  	  Combining	  these	  two	  factors	  
(493	  *	  .1148	  event	  frequency)	  means	  that	  
trial	  time	  contributes	  56	  minutes	  to	  the	  
overall	  case	  weight.	  
	  
The	  utility	  of	  the	  event	  level	  analysis	  is	  that	  it	  
allows	  the	  WAAC	  to	  see	  the	  average	  time	  
currently	  being	  spent	  by	  event	  as	  they	  
evaluate	  whether	  current	  practice	  is	  
sufficient	  to	  do	  a	  job	  of	  reasonable	  quality.	  	  
In	  addition,	  if	  an	  adjustment	  to	  current	  
practice	  seems	  warranted	  to	  improve	  the	  

quality	  of	  case	  processing,	  the	  overall	  impact	  
of	  the	  adjustment	  on	  the	  case	  weight	  can	  be	  
calculated.	  	  The	  WAAC	  reviewed	  each	  of	  the	  
case	  types	  for	  their	  areas	  of	  expertise.	  	  Upon	  
seeing	  how	  the	  trial	  time	  can	  be	  estimated	  by	  
using	  actual	  trial	  rates,	  the	  WAAC	  members	  
found	  the	  case	  weights	  to	  be	  more	  
meaningful.	  
	  
The	  final	  case	  weights	  (presented	  in	  Figure	  
13),	  which	  are	  the	  same	  as	  the	  initial	  case	  
weights,	  have	  a	  direct	  impact	  on	  total	  
workload	  and	  ultimately	  on	  the	  overall	  need	  
for	  judges	  in	  Tennessee.	  	  This	  relationship	  is	  
the	  focus	  of	  the	  next	  section	  of	  this	  report.	  	  	  
	  
Figure	  13:	  Final	  Case	  Weights	  (minutes)	  

	  
Case	  Types	   Preliminary	  

Case	  Weights	  
Cr
im

in
al
	  C
as
e	  
Ty
pe

s	  
First	  Degree	  Murder	   776	  
Post-‐Conviction	  Relief	   381	  
Felony	  A	  &	  B	  	   157	  
Felony	  (C,	  D	  &	  E)	   45	  
DUI	   89	  
Recovery	  (Drug)	  Court	   167	  
Criminal	  Appeals	  (includes	  Juvenile	  
Delinquency)	  

11	  

Misdemeanor	   29	  
Other	  Petitions,	  Motions	  &	  Writs	   28	  
Other	  Petitions,	  Motions	  &	  Writs	  –	  Prison	  
Districts	  

57	  

Probation	  Violation	   18	  

G
en

er
al
/C
iv
il/
O
th
er
	  

Administrative	  Hearings	  –	  Davidson	  
County	  

496	  

Administrative	  Hearings	  –	  Non	  Davidson	  
County	  

204	  

Contract	  Debt/Specific	  Performance	  	   104	  
Damages/Tort	   135	  
Guardianship/Conservatorship	   70	  
Judicial	  Hospitalization	   19	  
Juvenile	  Appeal	  (Civil)	   287	  
Medical	  Malpractice	   1,320	  
Probate/Trust	   24	  
Other	  General	  Civil	   58	  
Real	  Estate	   259	  
Workers	  Compensation	   41	  

D
om

es
tic

	  R
el
at
io
ns
	  	   Child	  Support	   20	  

Divorce	  with	  Minor	  Children	   106	  
Divorce	  without	  Minor	  Children	   40	  
Residential	  Parenting	  	   108	  
Protection	  of	  Children	   65	  
Orders	  of	  Protection	   32	  
Contempt	   14	  
Other	  Domestic	  Relations	   73	  
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V.	  Calculating	  Judicial	  Resource	  
Need	  
	  
To	  determine	  the	  staffing	  needs	  for	  judges	  
the	  final	  case	  weights	  were	  applied	  to	  FY	  
2012-‐13	  filings.	  	  Judicial	  need	  is	  determined	  
by	  first	  calculating	  the	  workload	  by	  
multiplying	  each	  case	  weight	  by	  the	  number	  
of	  cases	  for	  that	  case	  weight	  in	  each	  judicial	  
district.	  	  The	  product	  is	  then	  divided	  by	  the	  
judge	  year	  value,	  which	  results	  in	  the	  
number	  of	  judges	  needed	  to	  handle	  the	  
annual	  workload.	  	  Figure	  14	  contains	  the	  
statewide	  need	  calculations	  for	  trial	  court	  
judges	  in	  Tennessee.	  	  Appendix	  H	  presents	  
this	  information	  for	  each	  judicial	  district.	  	  
	  
The	  application	  of	  the	  quality	  adjusted	  case	  
weights	  to	  FY	  2012-‐13	  filings	  results	  in	  over	  
12	  million	  minutes	  of	  work	  for	  the	  trial	  
courts.	  	  Dividing	  the	  workload	  by	  judge	  year	  
value	  and	  accommodating	  travel	  and	  non-‐
case-‐related	  work	  requirements	  results	  in	  
the	  number	  of	  trial	  court	  judges	  needed	  to	  
effectively	  process	  the	  cases	  filed	  in	  FY	  2012-‐
2013	  in	  the	  state	  of	  Tennessee.	  	  Statewide,	  
the	  model	  indicates	  the	  need	  for	  157.13	  trial	  
court	  judges	  across	  the	  state.17	  
	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
17	  More	  specifically,	  the	  sum	  of	  157.13	  is	  derived	  by	  
determining	  judicial	  need	  for	  each	  district	  individually,	  
and	  accounts	  for	  the	  individual	  travel	  requirements	  of	  
each	  district.	  	  When	  the	  average	  travel	  time,	  shown	  in	  
this	  table	  is	  used	  to	  compute	  judicial	  need,	  the	  
resulting	  judicial	  need	  is	  156.29.	  
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Figure	  14:	  Statewide	  Trial	  Court	  Implied	  Judge	  Need	  
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VI. 	  Recommendations	  
	  
The	  case	  weights	  adopted	  by	  the	  WAAC	  
indicate	  the	  need	  for	  157.13	  FTE	  trial	  court	  
judges	  to	  process	  the	  annual	  incoming	  
caseload	  of	  Tennessee	  effectively.	  	  These	  
case	  weights	  are	  grounded	  in	  current	  
practices	  (as	  measured	  by	  the	  time	  study),	  
and	  were	  reviewed	  for	  quality	  by	  members	  
of	  the	  Tennessee	  judiciary.	  	  Four	  
recommendations	  are	  made	  to	  maintain	  the	  
integrity	  and	  utility	  of	  the	  case	  weights	  and	  
the	  model	  developed	  herein.	  
	  
Recommendation #1: 
 
The	  NCSC	  recommends	  updating	  the	  judge	  
need	  on	  an	  annual	  basis	  using	  the	  most	  
recent	  case	  filings.	  	  Calculating	  judge	  need	  on	  
an	  annual	  basis	  necessitates	  that	  cases	  be	  
counted	  consistently	  and	  accurately	  across	  
jurisdictions	  for	  all	  case	  type	  categories	  
defined	  in	  this	  report.	  	  For	  example,	  a	  single	  
criminal	  defendant	  and	  the	  corresponding	  
most	  serious	  charge	  should	  constitute	  one	  
case.	  	  For	  the	  weighted	  caseload	  study	  to	  
remain	  valid,	  the	  AOC	  should	  work	  with	  the	  
district	  clerks	  to	  ensure	  the	  accurate	  and	  
reliable	  reporting	  of	  comparable	  filing	  data	  
between	  and	  across	  districts.	  
	  
Recommendation #2: 
 
Over	  time,	  the	  integrity	  of	  the	  case	  weights	  is	  
affected	  by	  multiple	  influences,	  including	  but	  
not	  limited	  to,	  changes	  in	  legislation,	  legal	  
practice	  technology	  and	  administrative	  
factors.	  	  Examples	  may	  include	  the	  
increasing	  number	  of	  treatment	  courts	  
across	  the	  state	  as	  well	  as	  new	  policies	  such	  
as	  e-‐filing.	  	  Periodic	  updating	  should	  
continue	  to	  ensure	  that	  the	  case	  weights	  

continue	  to	  accurately	  represent	  the	  judicial	  
workload.	  
	  
Recommendation #3: 
 
The	  NCSC	  recommends	  that	  the	  weighted	  
caseload	  model	  presented	  in	  this	  report	  be	  
the	  starting	  point	  for	  determining	  judicial	  
need	  in	  each	  judicial	  district	  across	  the	  state.	  	  
There	  are	  some	  considerations	  that	  an	  
objective	  weighted	  caseload	  model	  cannot	  
account	  for	  that	  should	  be	  taken	  into	  account	  
when	  determining	  judicial	  staffing	  levels	  
needs.	  	  For	  example,	  in	  smaller	  jurisdictions	  
where	  caseloads	  are	  likely	  to	  be	  smaller	  than	  
in	  more	  populace	  jurisdictions,	  issues	  related	  
to	  the	  citizens’	  access	  to	  justice	  should	  be	  
considered.	  	  In	  larger	  jurisdictions,	  where	  
many	  attorneys’	  practices	  require	  them	  to	  be	  
in	  several	  courtrooms	  at	  the	  same	  time,	  
scheduling	  conflicts	  may	  result	  in	  longer	  case	  
processing	  times.	  	  Therefore,	  issues	  of	  local	  
culture	  that	  result	  in	  longer	  or	  shorter	  case	  
processing	  times	  should	  be	  considered.	  
	  
Recommendation #4:  
	  
The	  NCSC	  recommends	  that	  the	  AOC	  work	  to	  
identify	  and	  count	  those	  cases	  that	  are	  tried	  
and,	  for	  a	  variety	  of	  reasons,	  are	  re-‐tried	  
without	  going	  through	  the	  appeals	  process.	  	  
When	  such	  cases	  are	  re-‐tried,	  they	  are	  
counted	  as	  a	  single	  case	  in	  the	  workload	  
model,	  but	  they	  may	  account	  for	  a	  significant	  
amount	  of	  time	  in	  conducting	  a	  subsequent	  
trial.	  	  Discussions	  that	  arose	  during	  the	  
weighted	  caseload	  study	  suggested	  that	  this	  
issue	  arises	  frequently	  enough	  that	  such	  
cases	  should	  be	  counted,	  for	  workload	  
purposes,	  as	  a	  separate	  case	  (or	  that	  such	  
cases	  should	  at	  least	  receive	  the	  weight	  of	  a	  
second	  trial).	  
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Appendix	  A:	  Case	  Type	  Definitions	  
	  

CRIMINAL	  CASE	  TYPES	  
1	   1ST	  DEGREE	  MURDER	  
	   Includes	  all	  cases	  involving	  a	  1st	  degree	  murder.	  
2	   MAJOR	  FELONY	  (A	  &	  B	  FELONIES)	  
	   Includes	  all	  class	  A	  or	  B	  felonies.	  
3	   OTHER	  FELONY	  (C,	  D	  &	  E	  FELONIES)	  
	   Includes	  all	  C	  through	  E	  felonies.	  
4	   DUI	  
	   Includes	  all	  DUI’s	  (regardless	  of	  type	  or	  class).	  
5	   TREATMENT	  COURTS	  
	   Includes	  any	  case	  that	  has	  been	  placed	  in	  problem	  solving	  court	  (DUI,	  Family,	  Drug	  and	  Mental	  

Health	  Courts).	  
6	   MISDEMEANOR	  
	   Includes	  all	  non-‐DUI	  misdemeanor	  cases.	  
7	   PROBATION	  VIOLATION	  
	   Includes	  any	  cases	  involving	  a	  probationer	  who	  has	  violated	  the	  terms	  of	  his/her	  probation	  

sentence	  (regardless	  of	  the	  original	  offense	  type).	  
8	   CRIMINAL/JUVENILE	  DELINQUENCY	  APPEALS	  
	   Includes	  both	  adult	  criminal	  appeals	  and	  juvenile	  delinquency	  appeals.	  
9	   OTHER	  PETITION,	  MOTIONS	  &	  WRITS	  
	   Includes	  any	  cases	  where	  the	  defendant	  has	  filed	  a	  post-‐judgment	  petition,	  motion	  or	  write,	  

including	  habeas	  corpus,	  suspended	  sentence	  and	  habitual	  motor	  vehicle	  offenders.	  
10	   POST-‐CONVICTION	  RELIEF	  
	   Includes	  any	  case	  involving	  the	  filing	  of	  a	  petition	  challenging	  the	  lawfulness	  of	  his/her	  conviction	  

and/or	  sentence.	  
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DOMESTIC	  RELATIONS	  CASE	  TYPES	  

11	   PROTECTION	  OF	  CHILDREN-‐	  PATERNITY,	  ADOPTION,	  LEGITIMATION,	  SURRENDER,	  TPR	  (361,	  362,	  363,	  
364)	  

	   Cases	  involving	  court	  actions	  to	  prove	  that	  a	  person	  is	  the	  father	  of	  an	  illegitimate	  child	  and	  to	  
enforce	   support	   obligations;	   legalizing	   the	   status	   of	   an	   illegitimate	   child;	   adoption	   of	   a	  minor	  
child;	  and	  parental	  or	  guardian	  termination	  of	  parental	  rights.	  	  

12	   DIVORCE	  WITH	  MINOR	  CHILDREN	  (371)	  
	   Includes	  all	  cases	  involving	  the	  termination	  of	  a	  marriage,	  permanent	  separation	  between	  

husband	  and	  wife,	  where	  there	  are	  minor	  children	  involved.	  	  
13	   DIVORCE	  WITHOUT	  MINOR	  CHILDREN	  (372)	  
	   Includes	   all	   cases	   involving	   the	   termination	   of	   a	   marriage,	   permanent	   separation	   between	  

husband	  and	  wife,	  and	  annulment	  where	  there	  are	  no	  minor	  children	  involved.	  	  
14	   CHILD	  SUPPORT,	  WAGE	  ASSIGNMENT,	  INTERSTATE	  SUPPORT	  (385,	  387,	  391,	  392)	  
	   Includes	  all	  case	  type	  activity	  to	  set	  the	  terms	  of	  child	  support	  or	  wage	  assignments;	  and	  cases	  

received	  from	  another	  state	  or	  sent	  to	  another	  state.	  	  
15	   ORDERS	  OF	  PROTECTION	  (381)	  
	   Includes	  petitions	   for	   orders	  of	   temporary	  protection	   filed	  by	   a	  person	   seeking	   relief	   from	  an	  

allegedly	  violent	  person,	  who	  is	  currently	  or	  formerly	  a	  household	  family	  member.	  	  
16	   OTHER	  DOMESTIC	  RELATIONS	  (401)	  
	   Includes	  domestic	  cases	  that	  do	  not	  logically	  fit	  into	  any	  of	  the	  above	  categories.	  	  
17	   RESIDENTIAL	  PARENTING	  WITH	  OR	  WITHOUT	  CHILD	  SUPPORT	  (383,	  384)	  
	   Includes	  cases	  to	  set	  the	  terms	  of	  a	  parenting	  plan	  for	  unmarried	  parent;	  reopened	  cases	  for	  

purposes	  of	  modifying	  visitation	  or	  custody	  arrangements	  whether	  or	  not	  it	  includes	  a	  
modification	  of	  child	  support	  issues.	  	  	  

18	   CONTEMPT	  (382)	  
	   A	  reopened	  case	  alleging	  the	  order	  of	  the	  court	  has	  been	  violated	  or	  an	  original	  case	  where	  the	  

order	  was	  handed	  down	  from	  an	  outside	  jurisdiction	  
	  

Use	  the	  “Reopened	  Case”	  box	  if	  you	  are	  recording	  time	  on	  a	  	  
reopened	  case	  in	  any	  of	  the	  following	  categories:	  

	  
REOPENED	  DOMESTIC	  RELATIONS	  CASE	  TYPES	  

14	   CHILD	  SUPPORT,	  WAGE	  ASSIGNMENT,	  INTERSTATE	  SUPPORT	  (385,	  387,	  391,	  392)	  
	   Includes	  all	  case	  type	  activity	  to	  set	  the	  terms	  of	  child	  support	  or	  wage	  

assignments;	  and	  cases	  received	  from	  another	  state	  or	  sent	  to	  another	  state.	  	  
15	   ORDERS	  OF	  PROTECTION	  (381)	  
	   Includes	  petitions	  for	  orders	  of	  temporary	  protection	  filed	  by	  a	  person	  seeking	  

relief	   from	   an	   allegedly	   violent	   person,	   who	   is	   currently	   or	   formerly	   a	  
household	  family	  member.	  	  

17	   RESIDENTIAL	  PARENTING	  WITH	  OR	  WITHOUT	  CHILD	  SUPPORT	  (383,	  384)	  
	   Includes	  cases	  to	  set	  the	  terms	  of	  a	  parenting	  plan	  for	  unmarried	  parent;	  

reopened	  cases	  for	  purposes	  of	  modifying	  visitation	  or	  custody	  arrangements	  
whether	  or	  not	  it	  includes	  a	  modification	  of	  child	  support	  issues.	  	  	  

18	   CONTEMPT	  (382)	  
	   A	  reopened	  case	  alleging	  the	  order	  of	  the	  court	  has	  been	  violated	  or	  an	  original	  

case	  where	  the	  order	  was	  handed	  down	  from	  an	  outside	  jurisdiction	  
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GENERAL	  CIVIL	  CASE	  TYPES	  

NOTE:	  	  All	  General	  Sessions	  Appeals	  should	  be	  recorded	  under	  the	  case	  type	  of	  the	  original	  appeal,	  e.g.	  
Damages/Torts,	  Contract/Debt	  or	  Real	  Estate	  Matters).	  
19	   ROUTINE	  ADMINISTRATIVE	  HEARINGS	  (APPEALS)	  (513)	  
	   Includes	  judicial	  review	  of	  a	  state	  or	  local	  administrative	  agency	  proceedings.	  
20	   COMPLEX	  ADMINISTRATIVE	  HEARINGS	  
	   Cases	  filed	  under	  the	  Administrative	  Procedures	  Act.	  
21	   CONTRACT/DEBT/SPECIFIC	  PERFORMANCE	  (461,	  462)	  
	   Includes	   any	   action	   involving	   agreements	   or	   contracts	   (expressed	   or	   implied).	   	   This	   includes	  

recovery	  of	  money	  for	  services	  performed,	  sales	  of	  goods,	  money	  loaned,	  damages	  for	  performance	  
of	   simple	   contracts	   (expressed	   or	   implied),	   and	   liens	   by	   a	   builder	   or	   furnisher.	   	  Where	   damages	  
would	   be	   an	   inadequate	   compensation	   for	   the	   breach	   of	   an	   agreement,	   the	   contractor	   or	   vendor	  
will	  be	  compelled	  to	  perform	  specifically	  what	  he	  has	  agreed	  to	  do.	  	  Examples	  include:	  	  
Agreements	   in	   writing	   to	   buy	   or	   sell	   land;	   Contracts	   to	   execute	   or	   renew	   leases;	   Contracts	   to	  
execute	  a	  mortgage;	  Contracts	  to	  insure;	  Contracts	  for	  chattels	  of	  special	  value.	  	  	  
	  
If	   a	   payment	   for	   personal	   injury	   or	   death	   is	   involved,	   it	   should	   be	   coded	   under	   471	   -‐	  
Damages/Torts.	  	  

22	   DAMAGES/TORT	  (471)	  
	   Includes	   all	   cases	   involving	   action	   to	   recover	  money	   as	   compensation	   or	   indemnity	   for	   personal	  

injury	  or	  death.	  	  For	  this	  study,	  a	  tort	  is	  an	  injury	  or	  wrong	  committed	  against	  a	  person	  by	  a	  party	  
who	  either	  did	  something	  he	  or	  she	  was	  obligated	  not	  to	  do,	  or	  failed	  to	  do	  something	  that	  he	  or	  she	  
was	  obligated	  to	  do.	  	  

23	   MEDICAL	  MALPRACTICE	  (451)	  
	   Includes	  all	  tort	  actions	  involving	  medical	  malpractice	  claims.	  
24	   REAL	  ESTATE	  MATTERS	  (481)	  
	   Includes	  all	  matters	  pertaining	  to	  land,	  including	  contracts	  for	  the	  sale	  of	  land,	  suits	  dealing	  with	  

ownership,	  foreclosure	  proceedings,	  easements,	  water	  rights,	  rights	  of	  way,	  boundary	  disputes,	  
condemnation	  proceedings,	  and	  partitions.	  

25	   WORKER’S	  COMPENSATION	  (491)	  
	   Includes	  all	  cases	  involving	  action	  to	  determine	  the	  right	  to	  compensation	  under	  the	  Worker’s	  

Compensation	  Act.	  
26	   PROBATE/TRUST	  (501,	  573)	  
	   Includes	  all	  cases	  involving	  the	  administration	  of	  decedents’	  estates	  and	  all	  cases	  involving	  the	  legal	  

possession	  of	  real	  or	  personal	  property	  held	  by	  one	  person	  for	  the	  benefit	  of	  another.	  	  
27	   JUVENILE	  COURT	  APPEAL	  (CIVIL)	  
	   Includes	  all	  CIVIL	  juvenile	  court	  appeals.	  
28	   GUARDIANSHIP/CONSERVATORSHIP	  (571,	  572)	  
	   Cases	   in	  which	  a	  person	  (conservator/guardian)	   is	   lawfully	   invested	  with	   the	  power	  and	  charged	  

with	  the	  duty	  of	   taking	  care	  of	   the	  property	  or	  rights	  of	  another	  person	  who	  is	  considered	  by	  the	  
court	  as	  incapable	  of	  managing	  his	  or	  her	  own	  affairs	  or	  caring	  for	  him/herself.	  	  

29	   OTHER	  GENERAL	  CIVIL	  (581)	  
	   Includes	   actions	   that	   are	   not	   included	   in	   any	   of	   the	   other	   categories.	   	   Common	   examples	   are:	  

property	   damage	   suits,	   employment	   discrimination	   suits,	   un-‐liquidated	   damages,	   salary	   suit	  
initiated	   by	   a	   county	   official;	   non-‐domestic	   relations	   contempt;	   tax	   matters;	   special	   remedy	  
injunctions;	  writs	  of	  mandamus;	  quo	  warrant;	  name	  change;	  foreign	  judgments;	  minor	  settlements.	  	  

30	   JUDICIAL	  HOSPITALIZATION	  (541)	  
	   Cases	   in	  which	  a	  person	  (conservator/guardian)	   is	   lawfully	   invested	  with	   the	  power	  and	  charged	  

with	  the	  duty	  of	   taking	  care	  of	   the	  property	  or	  rights	  of	  another	  person	  who	  is	  considered	  by	  the	  
court	  as	  incapable	  of	  managing	  his	  or	  her	  own	  affairs	  or	  caring	  for	  him/herself.	  	  
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Use	  the	  “Reopened	  Case”	  box	  if	  you	  are	  recording	  time	  on	  a	  	  
reopened	  case	  in	  any	  of	  the	  following	  categories:	  

	  
REOPENED	  GENERAL	  CIVIL	  CASE	  TYPES	  

26	   PROBATE/TRUST	  (501,	  573)	  
	   Includes	   all	   cases	   involving	   the	   administration	   of	   decedents’	   estates	   and	   all	   cases	  

involving	   the	   legal	  possession	  of	   real	  or	  personal	  property	  held	  by	  one	  person	   for	  
the	  benefit	  of	  another.	  	  

28	   GUARDIANSHIP/CONSERVATORSHIP	  (571,	  572)	  
	   Cases	  in	  which	  a	  person	  (conservator/guardian)	  is	  lawfully	  invested	  with	  the	  power	  

and	  charged	  with	  the	  duty	  of	  taking	  care	  of	  the	  property	  or	  rights	  of	  another	  person	  
who	   is	  considered	  by	  the	  court	  as	   incapable	  of	  managing	  his	  or	  her	  own	  affairs	  or	  
caring	  for	  him/herself.	  	  

29	   OTHER	  GENERAL	  CIVIL	  (581)	  
	   Includes	   actions	   that	   are	   not	   included	   in	   any	   of	   the	   other	   categories.	   	   Common	  

examples	   are:	   property	   damage	   suits,	   employment	   discrimination	   suits,	   un-‐
liquidated	  damages,	  salary	  suit	  initiated	  by	  a	  county	  official;	  non-‐domestic	  relations	  
contempt;	   tax	   matters;	   special	   remedy	   injunctions;	   writs	   of	   mandamus;	   quo	  
warrant;	  name	  change;	  foreign	  judgments;	  minor	  settlements.	  	  

30	   JUDICIAL	  HOSPITALIZATION	  (541)	  
	   Cases	  in	  which	  a	  person	  (conservator/guardian)	  is	  lawfully	  invested	  with	  the	  power	  

and	  charged	  with	  the	  duty	  of	  taking	  care	  of	  the	  property	  or	  rights	  of	  another	  person	  
who	   is	  considered	  by	  the	  court	  as	   incapable	  of	  managing	  his	  or	  her	  own	  affairs	  or	  
caring	  for	  him/herself.	  	  

	  
	  

OUT	  OF	  JURISDICTION	  CASE-‐RELATED	  WORK	  
31	   OUT	  OF	  JURISDICTION	  CASE-‐RELATED	  WORK	  
	   Includes	  casework	  done	  on	  cases	  not	  filed	  in	  your	  jurisdiction	  (Note:	  	  settlement	  conferences	  will	  

be	  recorded	  under	  the	  specific	  case	  type	  even	  though	  they	  are	  out-‐of-‐jurisdiction	  cases).	  
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Appendix	  B:	  Case-‐Related	  Activity	  Definitions	  
	  
	  

A.	  	  PRE-‐TRIAL	  ACTIVITIES	  
Includes	  routine	  matters	  that	  occur	  in	  cases	  before	  a	  trial	  or	  other	  disposition	  is	  reached	  and/or	  
before	  a	  case	  goes	  to	  trial.	  	  Examples	  of	  activities	  include	  the	  following:	  

• Initial	  appearance/arraignment	  
• Pre-‐trial	  hearings	  and	  motions;	  
• Pre-‐trial	  conferences;	  
• Calendar	  or	  docket	  call;	  
• Pre-‐trial	  management	  conferences;	  
• Non-‐trial	  disposition	  activities	  (plea	  uncontested	  dissolution;	  nolle	  prosequi,	  dismissal);	  
• Administrative	  activities	  occurring	  pre-‐trial	  

	  B.	  	  BENCH	  TRIAL	  ACTIVITIES	  
Includes	  all	  activities	  associated	  with	  bench	  trials,	  whether	  the	  work	  is	  done	  in	  or	  out	  of	  the	  
courtroom,	  incident	  to	  the	  conduct	  of	  a	  trial	  or	  adjudicatory	  hearing	  in	  which	  the	  judge	  is	  the	  trier	  
of	  fact	  and	  includes	  hearings	  to	  memorialize	  an	  agreement.	  	  Also	  includes	  administrative	  activities	  
that	  occur	  during	  the	  bench	  trial	  phase	  of	  a	  case.	  
	  C.	  	  JURY	  TRIAL	  ACTIVITIES	  
Includes	  all	  activities	  associated	  with	  conducting	  a	  jury	  trial,	  including	  jury	  selection	  and	  activities	  
through	  entry	  of	  verdict	  –	  or	  –	  through	  a	  guilty	  plea,	  settlement	  or	  dismissal	  prior	  to	  verdict.	  	  Also	  
includes	  administrative	  activities	  that	  occur	  during	  the	  jury	  trial	  phase	  of	  a	  case.	  	  	  
D.	  	  POST-‐TRIAL	  ACTIVITIES	  
Includes	  activities	  related	  to	  a	  case	  after	  a	  disposition	  has	  been	  reached,	  including	  sentencing,	  post-‐
judgment	  hearings	  and	  orders	  (for	  cases	  not	  included	  in	  the	  Reopened	  Domestic	  Relations	  case	  
types),	  post-‐judgment	  writs	  and	  petitions	  (for	  cases	  not	  included	  in	  the	  Reopened	  Domestic	  
Relations	  case	  types)	  and	  any	  administrative	  activities	  that	  occur	  post-‐trial/post-‐disposition.	  	  	  
E.	  	  JUDICIAL	  SETTLEMENT	  CONFERENCES	  
Includes	  all	  time	  spent	  conducting	  settlement	  conferences	  (for	  cases	  filed	  in	  another	  district).	  	  
F.	  	  OUT	  OF	  JURISDICTION:	  WORKERS’	  COMP.	  PANELS	  –	  USED	  ONLY	  FOR	  OUT	  OF	  JURISDICTION	  
Includes	  all	  time	  spent	  working	  on	  workers’	  compensation	  panel	  cases.	  
G.	  	  OUT	  OF	  JURISDICTION:	  OTHER	  –	  USED	  ONLY	  FOR	  OUT	  OF	  JURISDICTION	  
Includes	  other	  time	  spent	  on	  other	  case-‐related	  work	  (count	  settlement	  conference	  work	  as	  
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Appendix	  C:	  Non-‐Case-‐Related	  Activity	  Definitions	  
	  
	  

H.	  	  GENERAL	  ADMINISTRATION	  
Includes	  all	  time	  associated	  with	  general	  court	  administration,	  such	  as	  personnel	  issues,	  case	  
assignment,	  non-‐specific	  legal	  research,	  professional	  reading	  of	  law	  journals	  and	  other	  related	  
literature.	  	  	  
	  I.	  	  COMMITTEES,	  MEETINGS	  AND	  RELATED	  WORK	  
Includes	  all	  time	  spent	  in	  committee	  meetings,	  including	  en	  banc	  meetings,	  state	  or	  local	  committee	  
meetings	  and	  local	  staff	  meetings.	  	  Also	  include	  work	  associated	  with	  such	  meetings,	  such	  as	  
reviewing	  materials	  or	  developing	  meeting	  materials.	  
	  J.	  	  COMMUNITY	  ACTIVITIES,	  SPEAKING	  ENGAGEMENTS,	  ETC.	  
Includes	  all	  time	  associated	  with	  community	  outreach	  and	  community	  activities	  in	  which	  you	  
engage	  in	  your	  official	  capacity	  as	  a	  judge,	  such	  as	  speaking	  at	  local	  bar	  luncheon,	  school/college	  or	  
rotary	  club.	  
K.	  	  EDUCATION	  AND	  TRAINING	  
Includes	  all	  time	  spent	  in	  judicial	  training,	  judicial	  continuing	  education	  and	  attending	  judicial	  
conferences,	  whether	  in-‐person	  or	  on-‐line.	  	  	  	  
L.	  	  WORK-‐RELATED	  TRAVEL	  
Includes	  all	  non-‐commuting	  travel	  time	  that	  for	  activities	  required	  in	  your	  capacity	  as	  a	  
judge/elected	  official.	  
M.	  	  VACATION,	  HOLIDAY,	  ILLNESS	  OR	  OTHER	  LEAVE	  
Include	  all	  time	  away	  from	  the	  court	  due	  to	  vacation,	  state-‐authorized	  holiday,	  illness	  or	  other	  
personal	  leave	  time.	  
N.	  	  OTHER	  
Include	  any	  non-‐case-‐related	  activities	  that	  are	  not	  included	  in	  the	  list	  but	  are	  required	  of	  you	  in	  
your	  capacity	  as	  a	  judicial	  officer.	  
O.	  	  NCSC	  DATA	  REPORTING	  TIME	  
All	  time	  associated	  with	  tracking	  and	  entering	  data	  for	  the	  current	  time	  study.	  
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Appendix	  D:	  Travel	  Requirements	  by	  Judicial	  District	  
	  
	  

	  	  

AVERAGE	  Daily	  
Travel	  Time	  per	  
Judge	  by	  District	  

	  	   2013	  
District	  1	   23.0	  
District	  2	   16.5	  
District	  3	   56.7	  
District	  4	   29.1	  
District	  5	   0.2	  
District	  6	   11.3	  
District	  7	   0.0	  
District	  8	   73.3	  
District	  9	   60.9	  
District	  10	   38.8	  
District	  11	   0.2	  
District	  12	   88.4	  
District	  13	   79.8	  
District	  14	   4.7	  
District	  15	   43.0	  
District	  16	   3.0	  
District	  17	   57.1	  
District	  18	   2.2	  
District	  19	   46.4	  
District	  20	   5.8	  
District	  21	   27.7	  
District	  22	   33.3	  
District	  23	   84.6	  
District	  24	   51.1	  
District	  25	   67.7	  
District	  26	   15.9	  
District	  27	   64.5	  
District	  28	   40.6	  
District	  29	   39.8	  
District	  30	   1.4	  
District	  31	   3.2	  
State	  Average	   25.6	  
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Appendix	  E:	  An	  Overview	  of	  the	  Sufficiency	  of	  Time	  Survey	  
	  
The	  Sufficiency	  of	  Time	  survey	  results	  are	  contained	  in	  Appendix	  F.	  	  To	  help	  in	  interpreting	  the	  
results,	  a	  brief	  guide	  is	  outlined	  below.	  
	  
Basic	  Survey	  Overview:	  
The	  survey	  is	  organized	  around	  the	  30	  case	  types	  and	  four	  functional	  case	  processing	  areas	  (Pre-‐
trial	  activities,	  Bench	  trial	  activities,	  Jury	  trial	  activities	  and	  Post-‐trial	  activities).	  	  Within	  each	  
functional	  area,	  the	  survey	  questions	  are	  listed	  along	  with	  the	  number	  of	  the	  question	  as	  it	  was	  
contained	  within	  the	  online	  survey.	  	  In	  the	  results,	  the	  questions	  have	  been	  sorted	  based	  on	  the	  
responses	  (see	  the	  explanation	  below).	  
	  
Survey	  Results:	  
For	  each	  case	  type	  and	  each	  activity,	  the	  average	  time	  sufficiency	  rating	  is	  provided.	  	  This	  rating	  is	  
the	  average	  of	  scores	  from	  5	  (high)	  to	  1(low)	  for	  all	  judges	  that	  responded	  to	  each	  of	  the	  case	  
types	  and	  activities	  listed.	  	  Only	  respondents	  that	  chose	  one	  of	  the	  five	  applicable	  responses	  to	  
each	  statement	  (“almost	  always,”	  “frequently,”	  “occasionally,”	  “seldom,”	  and	  “almost	  never”)	  are	  
included.	  	  Individuals	  that	  did	  not	  answer	  a	  question,	  or	  reported	  that	  the	  task	  “does	  not	  apply”	  to	  
their	  work,	  are	  not	  included	  in	  the	  response	  rate.	  	  	  For	  example,	  40	  judges	  recorded	  a	  valid	  
response	  to	  the	  question	  regarding	  pre-‐trial	  activities	  for	  first	  degree	  murder	  cases.	  
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Appendix	  F:	  Sufficiency	  of	  Time	  Survey	  Results	  –	  At-‐A-‐Glance	  
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Appendix	  G:	  Inside	  the	  Numbers	  for	  All	  Case	  Types	  
	  

“Inside	  the	  Numbers”	  provides	  a	  breakdown	  of	  the	  case	  weights	  by	  the	  activity1.	  	  The	  
tables	  show	  how	  the	  time	  and	  frequency	  of	  each	  activity	  contribute	  to	  the	  overall	  case	  weight.	  	  In	  
the	  example	  of	  divorce	  with	  minor	  children	  cases,	  below,	  pretrial	  activities	  of	  some	  type	  occur	  in	  
100%	  of	  these	  cases,	  so	  the	  impact	  on	  the	  overall	  case	  weight	  of	  106	  minutes	  is	  27.	  	  When	  a	  bench	  
or	  jury	  trial	  occurs	  (in	  11.48%	  of	  the	  cases),	  the	  trial	  takes,	  on	  average,	  493	  minutes	  or	  
approximately	  8.21	  hours.	  	  Since	  trials	  occur	  relatively	  infrequently,	  the	  total	  amount	  of	  the	  case	  
weight	  attributed	  to	  jury	  trials	  is	  56	  minutes.	  	  	  
	  

An	  “inside	  the	  numbers”	  breakdown	  for	  all	  case	  types	  is	  provided	  in	  the	  next	  pages.	  
	  
	  

Divorce	  with	  
Minor	  Children	  

Average	  
Activity	  
Time	  	  

*	  
Event	  

Frequency	   =	  
Case	  Weight	  
(minutes)	  

Pre-‐trial	   27	   *	   100%	   =	   27	  
Bench/Jury	  Trial	   493	   *	   11.48%	   =	   56	  
Post-‐Trial	   23	   *	   100%	   =	   23	  

	   	   	   	   	   106	  

	  
	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Actual	  trial	  (bench	  and	  jury	  combined)	  frequencies	  were	  used	  to	  compute	  the	  figures	  in	  the	  tables	  below.	  
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Appendix	  H:	  Judicial	  Need	  Model	  by	  Judicial	  District	  
	  
The	  following	  pages	  present	  the	  judicial	  need	  model	  for	  Tennessee	  by	  judicial	  district.	  	  The	  map	  
below	  is	  presented	  to	  direct	  the	  reader’s	  attention	  to	  the	  location	  of	  each	  of	  the	  identified	  judicial	  
districts.	  
	  

	  
	  
	  
District 1 - Carter, Johnson, Unicoi, and Washington Counties 
District 2 - Sullivan County 
District 3 - Greene, Hamblen, Hancock, and Hawkins Counties 
District 4 - Cocke, Grainger, Jefferson, and Sevier Counties 
District 5 - Blount County 
District 6 - Knox County 
District 7 – Anderson County 
District 8 – Campbell, Claiborne, Fentress, Scott, and Union Counties 
District 9 – Loudon, Meigs, Morgan, and Roane Counties 
District 10 – Bradley, McMinn, Monroe, and Polk Counties 
District 11 – Hamilton County 
District 12 – Bledsoe, Franklin, Grundy, Marion, Rhea, and Sequatchie Counties 
District 13 – Clay, Cumberland, DeKalb, Overton, Pickett, Putnam, and White Counties 
District 14 – Coffee County 
District 15 – Jackson, Macon, Smith, Trousdale, and Wilson Counties 
District 16 – Cannon and Rutherford Counties 
District 17 – Bedford, Lincoln, Marshall, and Moore Counties 
District 18 – Sumner County 
District 19 – Montgomery and Robertson Counties 
District 20 – Davidson County 
District 21 – Hickman, Lewis, Perry, and Williamson Counties 
District 22 – Giles, Lawrence, Maury, and Wayne Counties 
District 23 – Cheatham, Dickson, Houston, Humphreys, and Stewart Counties 
District 24 – Benton, Carroll, Decatur, Hardin, and Henry Counties 
District 25 – Fayette, Hardeman, Lauderdale, McNairy, and Tipton Counties 
District 26 – Chester, Henderson, and Madison Counties 
District 27 – Obion and Weakley Counties 
District 28 – Crockett, Gibson, and Haywood Counties 
District 29 – Dyer and Lake Counties 
District 30 – Shelby County 
District 31 – Van Buren and Warren Counties 
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