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Executive Summary
Findings

This abbreviated workload assessment establishes a set of workload values or case weights that
provide uniform and comparable measures of the number of judicial officers needed to provide
effective case resolution. Application of workload standards to fiscal year 2023 filings results in the
need for a total of 88.85 FTE, or an additional 17.85 district court judicial officers in the Eighth
Judicial District in Clark County, NV.

Post judgment requirements heavily influenced the family and juvenile workload standards in this
review. Multiple appellate court decisions requiring additional evidentiary hearings and changes in
the law occurred since the last review in 2005. In general, these decisions and changes to the law
improve the quality of the record regarding decision making but also require additional time to
prepare and make available calendar allocation.

A thorough review of adult and minor guardianship workload demonstrated an improved efficiency
in case management by the reduction of time dedicated to various tasks. However, there is a
continued need for additional judicial resources.

Changes in workload weight to some civil case types accounted for changes in case management and
processing writs. A more detailed breakdown of criminal cases is necessary in order to get a clearer
picture of future need.

Judicial officer activity type descriptions were insufficient in the 2005 study to clearly explain the
current work. The working group made adjustments to descriptions that appear in the appendices
so that the current review would be more accurate. These changes create the foundation for a future
time study.

The weighted caseload review did not have the benefit of using the original data to determine the
activities and times that established workload baseline. However, the over 100 years of judicial
experience on the panel and the consistently conservative approach to adjustments to time creates
the level of confidence necessary to support and present the updated numbers and descriptions in
this report.

Recommendations

1. Consistent with most of the National Center for State Courts’ weighted studies, the Delphi
methodology used in this report should be a starting point for determining judicial need and should
be used in conjunction with other data points for determining the need for judicial officers. Due to
the strengths and weaknesses of this method, we recommend a time study once every ten years.

2. The legislature meets every other year in Nevada. Judicial future needs should be updated every
other year, during the off-legislative year, using a Delphi panel or Caseload Study Committee of
judges.

3. Integrity of case weights is affected by multiple influences likely to impact case processing time.
In the Eighth Judicial District Court, the Chief Judge has the authority by rule to establish
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committees. Itis recommended that a Caseload Study Committee be created and that the District
Court establish this committee by rule.-

I. Project Soqpe

A. Background: 2005 Weighted Caseload Study

Most if not all government services and functions across Clark County, NV have been impacted by
years of population growth. The Eighth Judicial District Court was faced with the same challenge of
meeting the demands placed upon the court system. The question remained as to how many judicial
officers were needed to successfully complete the work in an efficient and effective manner. The
EJDC enlisted the expertise of the National Center for State Courts (NCSC) to assist in the
completion of a weighted caseload study. The workload assessment using both time study and
qualitative analysis concluded that the court needed 15 additional judicial officers at that time.

B. In Assessing the Need for Judges and Support Staff?, a monograph funded by the State Justice
Institute published in 1996, the NCSC argues that determining caseload standards with different
weights, or workload standards, is the best method for measuring case complexity and determining
the need for judges and quasi-judicial officers. In July of 2024, Chief Judge Jerry Wiese commenced
a working group of the most experienced judges across all case types and assigned Judge Art Ritchie
as chair and tasked him with:

e Examining the 2005 weighted caseload study conducted in the Eighth Judicial District Court
and other examples of weighted caseload studies.

» Review the workload standards established in 2005 and update the amount of time dedicated
to each hearing type and provide some reasoning and justification for any changes.

o Complete the review within 30 days.

II. Project Methodology
A. Introduction

Because of the short time frame, Judge Ritchie scheduled a series of three required meetings. The
first meeting introduced the study group to the Delphi workload study approach and presented the

group with:

o  Delphi worksheets and explanation of the Delphi methodology and a review of non-related
cage activity by an expert from the NSCS.

» A copy of the definition of Delphi Methodology from page 14 of the Florida Delphi-based
Weighted Caseload Project Final Report in January 2000,

¢ A more recent definition of Delphi Quality Adjustment Groups from the Study for Georgia
State & Judicial Officers.

e The National Center for Juvenile Justice Family Division Assessment Report October 2019

The study group was then tasked with:

1. Areview of current workload activity of calendars and percentage of work over the last 1-
6 months. This review would establish a sense of workload based on hearing/activity

i V. Flango and B. Ostzom, Assessing the Need for Judges and Court Support Staff (Netional Center for State Courts, 1996).
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types and whether the hearing/activity types listed in 2005 should remain, be deleted, or
renamed.

2. Based on experience and expertise, review how much time was dedicated to the
respective hearing/activity types in an effort to validate or adjust the workload time
established in the 2005 study.

3. Meet and confer and establish either an increase or decrease in time dedicated to each
hearing/activity type and what percentage of those hearing types were involved in each

case. Provide a justification for any adjustments.
4. Present raw data to court administration to enter the data into the Delphi worksheets

and review the results.
5. Write, review, and approve a final report and recommendation to the Chief Judge.

B. Case Type and Events

In the 2005 study, there were four criminal case types, fourteen civil case types, six juvenile
case types and eighteen family case types. The working group reviewed all the case types and
activities that make up the case type and added warrants and specialty courts and removed drug
court. Consistent with other Delphi updates, the group modified descriptions of activities/events
that make up case types. A more thorough expansion and review of case types and
activities/descriptions is likely to be needed should a lengthier time study analysis occur in the
future. For example, an Alabama Delphi Study delineated criminal case types at their circuit court
level to account for differences in weight by capital crimes, person crimes, property crimes, felony
other, and drug. This delineation improves the reviewer’s opportunity to pinpoint the weight of each
case type thus creating a more vahid weighted measure.

C. Delphi Data Collection

Essentially, a Delphi study uses “expert opinions” to review the data elements utilized in the
2005 weighted caseload standards rather than conduct a new time study. Judges reviewed their
individual workloads and evaluated them against the workload standards set in 2005. Judges were
faced with reviewing their individual caseloads against the 2005 results because the raw data was
not available. The outcome of those evaluations was relayed to court administration who entered the

new values into the Delphi spreadsheets.

D. Judge Year Value

In an effort to compare equally to the 2005 study, the standards adopted in the 2005 study
were used except for one additional holiday, Juneteenth. As a result, we used 85,470 annual judicial
minutes as the judicial availability. Based on the recommendation of the NCSC, we now show non-
case related time as deduction of minutes to create the judicial availability. It should be noted that
there are varying judge year values, some higher some lower, being applied across the United States

trial courts.
HI. Interpretation of the Model
A. Judicial Officer FTE Needs Estimated by the Model

Based on 2023 calendar year filings, the judicial workload assessment update supports 17.85
additional District Court judges, 9.59 in civil/criminal and 8.26 in juvenile/family.

B. Qualitative Factors Affecting the Determination of Resources

According to the National Center for State Courts, many factors affect judicial resource needs. These
factors can include culture, attorney practice styles, local calendaring practices (tracks), urban areas

5
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and efficiencies through specialization and economies of scale. All these factors should be taken into
consideration when evaluating workload and can be done when a more comprehensive time study

occurs.

IV. Conclusions

The integrity of a judicial resource request to the executive and legislative branches is of paramount
importance to the Eighth Judicial District Court. Filings per judge and time to disposition were the
leading indicators used in previous requests and resulted in adding judges, 2009(6), 2011(9), and
2019(6). While filings per judge is an important metric, it is not the only one. Weighted caseload
analysis is nationally recognized as a leading benchmark for analyzing judicial need and resources.
Court leadership believed it was important to review this approach before submitting its formal
request for new judges. Ultimately, the Eighth Judicial District Court’s weighted caseload study
update concluded that additional judicial resources are required. Further, a complete time study
should be completed in the near future to verify and/or reset new judicial resource needs.

The committee membersghip is comprised of extraordinarily experienced judges who have spent
numerous hours reviewing their own work and communicating with court administration to
complete this project. There is little doubt that our review and the adjustments made to various
parts of the 2005 study not only reminded us of the tremendous amount of work asked of this district
but also the great pride we take in our responsibilities. This task also subgtantially reinforced our
confidence in a request for additional judicial resources. Ensuring that our executive and legislative
partners understand these needs is essential to our branch of government and creating the
opportunity to prioritize a safe and secure community.

%{/a 7

Judge Art Hit7{ie,

Lt ta )/ j ‘{4’/024?’}4-—-—
"J_L;@e Susan Johngon | ﬁ
C G\\idg,

u
Judge C‘y:lathla Gi -
v) T ),/,zé.

/

Judg7ﬁryaf Duckwo

F-6



Eighth Judicial District Courts’ Final Report and Recommendation
2005 Weighted Caseload Study Update

Juvenile/Family Model Worksheet
Weighted Caseload Analysia _
. - * includes Teopen  “inchudesreopen — =
Case Type " |Case Weight (minutes) Annual Filings |Annual Filinga Case Weight (minutes) | Case Weight (minutes)
I 1 2005 Stud 2005 Study 2023 Ugdats 2028 Usinz 2006 Stud, 2028 Fudicial C ittee Review|
Adoptions 1200 p4z 12.00 12,00
Child Custody _ 100.00 CL110| 2,573 100.00 22.10
Divorce £6.00 _ 12,598 15,014 56.00 ‘
Separate Maintenance 69.00_ 180 265 200 ’ 1.1
|Anmalment 5.00. 791 551 600, | . 600
Neme Chagge _ 1500~ 60 2,634 1500 \ 16.00
Paternity Suita_ 54.00 7 e28 2,841 54.00 ‘ ;
Termination of Parental Rights 128.00 . B1B 382 128.00 123.00
Guardianship Adult - amended from 2005 147.00 1,287 | 2,197 147.00
Guardianship Minor - amended from 2006 147.00 . 2,685 147.00
Mental Commitments 80.00 785 10,445 80.00 5
Child Support 45.00 _ 5689 8194 45,00 45,00
Temporary Protective Orders 30.00 8260 10,864 30.00
Abuse Charge 73.00 a1 : L 72.00
Delinquent Charge 2600 8,383 4,767 26.00 52
Petition for Emancipation 285.00 16 18 286.00
Abugs/Neglect Charge 205.00 782 1,434 206,00 237.96
Deteation/Briradition Hearings 15,00 3,686 2,123 1600,
Protective Custody Hearings 15.00 1,941 1.660 16.00 16.00
Specmlty Courts 221 48.00 131.50
Total Filings 46,748 | 60.921
Case Specific Worklond (Weighta = Filings) 2,096,595 3,325,096 3,681,271
Judge Average Annual Availability (AAA)’ 117,450 117,450
State holiday (13 days) (6,850 -5,860
Vacationfsick/admin (-29 days) (13.060) ~18,060/
[Non-case related activity (218x60min pldw) -18,080
\AAA for Case Specific Workload L 98,650 ss,47o|
Judge Resource Calculations
Funded FTE Positions (All judges/hearing mastera) .2 35 34/
Travel ) 02 0,38 0.86
Non-case related activity - ] 554 10.08
FTE Judge Resource Supply 14.28 25.58' 33.64
FTE Judge Resource Predicted Demand 21.27 3375 4180
Ditference ~7.01 *B.19 -5.96
‘otal Judge FTE i 2701/ 44.18 42.26
Percentage under (-%) or over (+%) FTE (Tatal FTE - |
Funded FTE)/Funded FTE | -85.07% -92.76% . -24.30%
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Civil/Criminal
Wexghted Caseload Analysis
does notinclude  * does not inclnde
B T00pEn recpen

Case Type Casp Weight (minutes) Annual Filings [Ancual Filings |Case Weight (minutes) Case Weight (minutes)

2005 Study 2005 Study 2023 Update 2028 Usiny 2605 Stud L 2023 Judicial Committee Review!
Felony & Gross Misdemeanor Crimes® 110,00 ALK 8223 _ 11000 _ 118.00
Misdemeanor Appeals (Lower Court)™ 20.00 108 62 20.00 20.00
Drug Court Petitions™ 4800 606 845 48.00
Criminal Petitions” 166.00 98 108 166.00 1710
Pl-auto _ 59.00 3,770 5,185 69.00 _ 59.00 |
Other L~ 220.00 1,250 2,968 22900 _ 229.00
Medical Malpragtice 26800 Bar 199 268,00 ‘ 268,00 [
Real Estate-Non-Construction Defect 160.00 a58 1,781 160.00 | 160.00 |
Construction Defect 1090.00 52 4 1090.00 1090.00
Petitions for Judicial Review 124.00 291 2368 12400 124.00
Business Court Cages _.26100 203 238 261,00 345,0
Compromise Minor Claim 1500 1,087 2,518 1600 ‘ 1500
Contract Disputes 8578.00 ] 3,887 8573.00 | L0
Givil: Appeals 3800 T 284 3800, 88.00
Civil: Petitions _ 82.00 " 511 82.00 8200
Probate 105,00 2,197 4878 10500
Civil: Other 86,00 9102 2,689 35,00 1.80
Coing Home Prepared* 205.00 (i 3 205.00
Specialiy Courts* 416 48.00 {
Warrants 2501 10.00
Total Filings 28,085 [ 85,878
Case Speq'igiq Workload (Woights x Filinga) 2,666,860 17.816,701 8,848,368
Judge Average Annual Availability (AA4) 117480 117,450/
State holiday (18 daye) -5860 6,850
Vacationfsick/admin (-29 days) -18060 18,060
Ncn case m]ated antmw (ZJQxSOmm pfday) -13,240
AAA for Gue Bpecific Workload GRRED 86,410
Judge Resource Cal:ulahona .
Funded FTE Positions (All j /h ing 24 37 a7
Travel () 0.41 0.88 0.36
Non-case related activity ._BE9 10.08 o)
FTE Judge Resnume Supply 14.28/ 2656 3664
FTE Judge Resnuru Predicted Demand 27.08 17578 4523
Difference -12.80 148,16 8.60
Total Judge FTE .. 3680 186.15 46,68
Percentage under (-%) or over (+%) FTE (Tutal l“l‘E . )
[Funded FIE)/Funded FTE ___ "6B.32% -408.12%" +26.91%
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SAMPLE Singlo habd
Ratonale weight % Year
_change Value 3

Adjustment

cent At do all of the s Clalrms -no longer the 15% 100% | 3530 35410 ]
hesrings. 40% settle {
EAMPLE small 082 anhow. Wiktan dedlsions arsestmasd 1 i) n 20 _ 5% 100% | 3530 35410
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- e 0% 100% | 3530 #5430 ]
o % 200% | 3530 5410 ]
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| . = % 100% | 3223 85AR
. N 0% 100% | 8223 W5A0 |
—% wox | 8223 5401
10 5% 5
us

Qaininal: 0% | 103 B5ATO
Patitions wox | 103 wsAm| |
0% W3 ESATD [
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66 5% s
m
Ratonsle welght % Your | cnewd
?1- Auto change t_| i Valus additon
— X 100% | 5185 ESA70
% 100% 5385 25470
o% 300%  BASS 854 |
= %, w00% 5388 mwAT
— i 100% 585 asAm |
b o% [
2 =
Tatirale welght % Year casewt
Stz 1l ——— SR . | _NL..“'J_E'_"'_‘__! e Addlton
_eoo 00 0% 100% 2968 BSATD
- - e 00% | 2988 8SATD
o o% 200% 2868 65470
0% 00K 2968 BSATO
== ————— o% . 100% 2968  B5AT0
m % o
=]
Medical Rationale welght % Yeor casawz
Mulpractice change fvewt _Fling Valye agdition
1 o% 005 599 85ATD
o% 00 | 199 5470
0% 008 189 ASATD
% 100% 193 25470 D
20 % [
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Real Estate Non- Fationats fusewt
Construction addition,
Dafect
o
Faborale asewr
sddition
0% 00% 34 85470
% ]
it Freq rnplled Fatorsle welght % Year casawt
Judiclal Review (mins] - Need change fyent _ Fiflng  Velue wdAton
0.00 0% 100% 1368 85470
0.00 o% 0% 1368 85AT0
.00 o% 100% 2368 35470
0.00 % 100% 2,368 654D
0.00 o% 100% 2350 83470
24 Total 0.00 0% [)
24 ; .
Business Court Adfustment  Freq tmplled Rationale walght % Your casewt
Cases mins} %, Need FIE _ change _fvmt Aung Veloe e
0.00 100% 235 65470
0.00 % 0% 238 85470 l
0.00 % 200% | 230 85470
0.00 o% 0% | 233 85470 _—
261 o% e
261
Fatonsle walght % } Yeur casewr
Bstvesy, change oo | e Valus sddidon
Add Rube 16 conferemce uctivity 1% 100% 238 85470 1
Add Non-dscovery Preuial haarings & motions &% 100% 238 85AN )
Add Discavary hesting & motions 1% oU% 238 8SATQ | 150
404 Setierment Confesence a% 00K 238 85470 &
Adjust pretriat confacencay'zal endar call 1% 100% 238 85470 9
Add Bench Trial / Prove ug / Defaultas s and activity _ 24% 100% 238 85470 322
A3 Lury Trlak as titeand activity 1% 100% 238 85400 b
A d frepatation 31% 100% 235 BSA%0 a3
=1 Total % 1024
1345
n Freq Rationale i
Minor dslm |rn|n| 96! addidan
18 Total ©
15
Adjustment Freq Inpiied Rationale casmwt
Contract Disputes mins, %) Need [FTE| addidon
=g Rediewby Dept 22 Modity
0,63 = 14
3450 iensy 758
0.1 Add Pretrial hearlng sod smations, N 5
Friowseatem Rermove 2005 analyal usvment, 218
£
Tos i all st
analvsl. ‘adjustnent 286
Add newtench wial 4
Add juryiat 7
115
Add post 3
I Add newieasarelated admindstrationforders 64
357 Total  -157.98 - 3455
108
Adjusbment  Freq nplied Radonale casewt
(mins) %) Need |FIE agdidon
dvif: Appeals 0.00
0.00
0.00
E] Totsl [T °
3 B - -
implied Fationale walght % casewt

addidon

iiiﬁig

Totet

Adfystment
avll: Patitions |rn|nll
£l
L
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Ratanate weight % , Year oazawt
Prohate _ change Event | Aline  valne o _adddon
Reviewed with Comvs<lanes and recommmand s dGitional acvity Peition o 0% | 4878 EATD: s
Remave cutrant case wal ght for case refatad administration and add new adjustment -207% 0% 4878 uﬁwi L 1
A noc e, including dechslons 15% 00K | 4gIm 85ATD | t
dectilons commisstoner % 0% | 4878 85ATD: 2
wor % 00% | AR ESATH ! 7
Adjustjury trisl from 2005 - 4N 100% | 4878 85470 | 25
adipstjery sl 0% 100% | 478 85AT0 s
Add Judiciid ¢a30 relased administrationorders % 10K | 4878 85ATD 3
108 102% - s
5 _
Ratianate weight % Yoar ] casemt
avil: Other change Leass | Filing  valua addition
po ing A% 100% 1589 SAM ] 2
% 100% | 2623 BSA0 | 4
% 00% | 2609 85470
0% 100% | 1689 85470
% 1% H
a
Golng Home Retionala welght % | Yaar I casewt
Frapared _change Eaifing Veiwo, | . 3ddNn
% 100% | 23 -uw%i
% w0 | 73 esan
0% wo% | 13 esA%0:
% 00% | 73 BSAN |
5 o% o
w5 —
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SAMPLE small 0.62 ate now havinghearings. 40% setle {3 sninutes], SG% taka 30 min and 10% 115% 100% 3530 85010 15
Claims take an hour. Weitten declsions ate estimated 1 trial In 20, 100% 3530 g5410! 6
100% 3,530 85410
100% 3530 eEA10)
23
Adjstmeat  Freqg  Imglied Ratlonals welght % Year l | casemt
[mins] Nead (FTE) e _change Event  Filing  Value © additlon
000 Dt ota) tege it sisllar WO chianed 0% 100% 870 85470
0.00 — S - 100% 870 85470
Adoptions 0.00 0% 100% 870 65470 |
000 = - . 0% 100% B70  ESATD!
000 o o - 0% wo% &0 #5470 !
12 000 0% 0
2
Adjustment  Freq tmplied Rationafe weight % ’ Year caremt
{emiers| Need (FTE) e change Event ! Alings  Valua addition
« Rue 162, Rule 15. Wﬂm"
0.20 hearings on clvii d { arefiled. T 7
1n post nemt work, Appilata Caurt declston Kelly 2024
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Invalving medical dectsions
child Qustody Increase in post judgementwork. Appallata Gourt decision Arcella 2017
0.05 requiring courts to hold evidentiary hearings for education matters, schoof % 100% 2573 85470 2
chofce, |
msnscl tive chany ntlegs custody. Requires dus process
o = :’;B o s rd'l'n):uu ""! Reg L 5% 00% 2573 85470 5
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032 hearings In post 3% 100% | 15014 85470 2
m!wg‘wa d!_dllwg ‘
Appel declaton Arcella 2017
biloroe 0.32 vmlnunm h MI evidentizry huﬂm far education matters, school 3% 100% | 15014 ASATD 7
Nus:zsc slative change Joint lagal custody. Requires due process
Jhear; lnwum g1 ¥ :u;_:l;. ~ ,v . Ntd pres 9% WoE | 308 AT | 3
T S e st s | 7
) — 0% 100% | 15014 85470
0% 100% | 15014 35470
- S— 0% 100% | 15014 85470 |
5% 3% 22
B .
Lo L mls b i = LY e S
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T —— S change Event SR L
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8/2017 on civil 12% 100X 255 85470 ?
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o
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- B % 100% | 551 esa7a
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Name Change mins| Need (FTE) I . _thenge
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0.00 —
0% = N
0.00 . o o O%
T e S 0%
15 0%
15
Impliad Ratlonale welght %
Patamity Sults £T1 _change
Rule 16.2, Rule $6.205 2872007
0.22 heatings on clvil domestic cases where 2 complaint and answer are filed. 13%
Increasai post Judgement work. Appellate Court decishon kelly 202
0.06 hold: ngs in pest 3%
Invaking medicel declsioms - o
Increase I post judgement work. Appellate Court decision Arcella 2037
0.08 requiring courts to hold avidentiary haarings $or educstion matters, school 3%
cholea I
017 MRS 125C leglsiative change joint legal custady. Requires due procass %
bearinginall, regarding custod,. & =L
Gergh i n
o change of y;mﬂan and custody = - 2%
E' Teuat 0.73 41%
7
ot freq trplied Rationale weight %
Parsntal Rights ming Need (FTE change
0.00 _m
000 0% _
0.00 0%
: 0.00 [
123 Total 0.00 0%
23
Adult Adjustment  freg Rationsle weight %
Guardianship i Need [FTE change
B2ot Q removed preulal hearings and motions < 2%
Renamed lnitlal appearance latal Cliatlon 13%
Remowved non-trial dispesition - 38%
Addad activity - Accountings %
Added activity - Othar petitions 8%
‘Added activity - Campllance 2 yr reviens %
Added sctivity - Return bearing 1%
Added aatvity - Chambans calendar 1%
Added activity - Orders to show cause 1%
Added ardvity - Status checks % _
Red r sl
- 82%
w 4%
Frag Radonale walght %
change
Dept hsaring and - 9%
Renarmed Injtial apposrance Inttial Citation 396%
Removed non-aial dispasition 605%
Adted activity - Accoumings 0%
Added activity - Other petilions C120%
Added sctivity - Compliance 3 yr reviews 100%
Added getivity - Return heatlng r;ﬁz-
Added activity - Chambers ealendar 40%
Evidentiary Hearlngs/Trial 1805
‘Added actlvity - Status checks 15%

Reduce cuse related 3dm

Adjustnent  Freg
mins|

Reviewed by Dapt 1, adjustment to Non-trial disposttion
Reviewed by Dept 1, increaseto case-rélatad administration

Gy

Final Report and Recommendation

Year casewt
Event _ Fllings  Vaius addition

100% 2634 85470
100% 26385 15470
100%  2,63% 85470
00% 2834 85,470
100% 2,634 ASAD

Yeor casawt
et Flltngs_ Value sddition
100% 2881 85470 ! 7
100% 2841 85470 ]‘ 2
100% 2841 45470 2
100% 2841 25470 5
100% | 2381 854700 7

2z

Casewt

additlen

0

i Yeor casowt

bt (Rlng valve . addition
100% 2397 85410 - 2
100% 2197 85470 | 10
100% 2197 35470 - 3o
100% 2187 25470 a
100% 2197 85470 [
100% 2287 35470 5
100% 2197 35470 1
100% 2197 35470 1
100% 2497 85470 1
1006 2157 85470 s
100% 2197 85470 S
- @

Yoar l cosewt
Evert_{ Fillng  Value addition
100% | 2585 §5470
100% | 2685 A5470 0
100% | 2685 85470 + 2
100% | 2885 SSA70 2
100% | 2685 35470 6
100% | 2685 85470 s
100% | 2,635 85470 2
100% | 2685 8SAT0 2
100% | 2,685 25470 9
100% | 2685 BSATQ 1
100% | 2,885 85470 54
. g2
‘ Year catawt
Event | Fillng  Value addition
100% | 10445 25470 R T}
100% I 10445 85470 -1

100% 10445 8S470
100% 10445 85470
100% 10445 85470

15
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Adjustment Freg Implled Rationale welght %
Child Sepport mins) Nead FTE change
0.00 0%
0.00 0%
.00 0%
0.00 2 0%
a5 TJatal 0.00 o
5
Ratlenale
Temporary Adjustment  Freq Implied welght %
Protective Orders. Need |FTE| change
0,05 HM removal sctivity en category . 1%
0.06 W™ ramoval non-rlat as a category - 2%
[:% New hearings established by live TPO courl, extension beartngs 5%
0.27 Hew Inltal hearings established by live TP0 count 7%
E ! %
3
Rationale welght %
Abuse Charge change
Combined Abus # end Meglect Into Neglect category and ranamad. 0%
%
0%
0%
n o
»
Delinguent Adjustment Freg Inplied Ratianale waight %
Charge change
1 Review by Department 8 using averaga of cases ovar lan-luly 2024, 1%
Review by Department 8 using average of cases over lan-July 2024. 5%
Review by Departent B uslng average of cases over Jan-loly 2024. 1%
Review by Departownt B using averaga of cases over Jan-July 2024, 4%
Leglslative and court practice chenges, nead complexity of children I1%
court practice chai == il 2%
Rew ” 54 Jan-dyiy 2024. 4%
Dept B, teview of activity. Remaved, warkload evaluared in othar categary . %
ce 36%
court ch eed hildre: %
2500 109%
5215
Petition for Rationale welght %
Emancipation mins| FTI change
Ravlew by Department B using average of cases over Jan-fuly 2024. -833%
0%
— o
0%
%5 -B83%
30
Rationale weight %
Neglect Charge [
NAS 4328157 post adjudicatory kearings 15%
NRS 432D, 555 post adjudicatory hearings 2%
At 4%
Sami-Annual reviews 7%
Annual foviews 9%
Genera| Call of Docket/Calendar 3%
Placement Hoarlags not deljngated In origins] study 1%
THP Trisls not delinested in ariginal study 2%
Motlons 1%
Adoptions 1%
UCCIEA 0%
GQuardlanship citstions 0%
Name changes 0%
Aust &%
tnidal TR - 1%
8%

Final Report and Recommendation

Evart | Filing  Velue

100% | 3.19¢
00% | 3,194
100% | 3,19¢
00% | 3,194

Event ! Filing:  Value

00% 10358
100% 10356
0o% 30354
100% 10,354

85470
65,470
85470
85470

Year

85410
85410
85410
25410

|

Event _ Fillng.  Valus

100% Q
% a
100% L
100% a

t_{ Filln,
200% 4,267
100% 4,767
00% 4,767
0% 4757
100% 4757
W00% 4767
100% 4,767
100% 4,267
100% 4,787
100% 4,787

Year
Sant  Fling  Value

1008 1,430
1008 1434
100% | 1,438
100% | 1434
100% | 1034
100% 1434
100% | 1434
100% | 1434
100% | 1434
100% | 1434
100% | 1,434
100% | 1434
100% | 1434
100% L4348
00% | 1,434

asAl0

25410
35410
85410
35,410
25410
85410
85410
85410
85410
#5410
85410
85410
85410
85410

casawt
addiven

casewt

LTI

“!

casewt
addnion

casewt
addiden
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Detentian/ Ratiotiafie
Extradit Freq imolied weight %
Hearings mins, Need (FTE! __ change
026 m:;vkv Dépc B to madify title of activity and evaluatien of tims spent on 218%
%
%
%
15 218%
5
Axionats
Protactiva weight %
Qustody Hearings __ change
25%
o% =
o%
15 5%
0 ’ -
Ratlonala welght %
Specklty Courts _change
Intdal Peiitian add activity o5
Status Chacks wdd aclivity 53%
In-amtody add activity 4%
& add activity 40%
0 100%

F-15

Final Report and Recommendation

casewt

addition

100% 2,023 BS540 - 10
100% 2123 85410
100% 2123 B5AID
100% 2,123 B5A410

- 10

tear casewt

Event _ Aflag  Valve | addirion

100% 1550 85410 5
100% 1,550 85410
100% 1,550 A5430
300% 1550 85410

5

Year casewt

e Glogy_veduest 3édiden

1008 221 85410 5

100% 221 85410 6

100% w2 85410 5

100% | 221 85410 48

z

15



FEighth Judicial District Courts” Final Report and Recommendation

2005 Weighted Caseload Study Update

APPENDIX E: Civil/Criminal Case Weight Composition
Revised August 2024

Case
weight
case % of  breakdown
case type weight activity total (minutes)
Felony and Gross Misdemeanor 115.00 Initial Appearances/Arraignment/Plea 8.81% 10.13
Crimes Pretrial Hearings & Motions 20.88% 24.01
Pretrial Conference/Calendar Call 0.94% 1.08
Bench Trial 0.05% 0.06
Jury Trial 30.51% 36.09
Post Judgment Writs 1.04% 1.20
Post Judgment Activity 6.79% 781
Probation Revocations 7.37% 8.48
Case-Related Administration/ Preparation 23.61% 27.15
Total 115.01
Misdemeanor Appeals (Lower Court)  20.00  Pretxial Hearings & Motions 13.65% 2.73
Post-Judgment Activity 36.35% 7.27
Case Related Administration/ Preparation 50.00% 10.00
Tatal 20.00
‘Drue-ConetPetitions 0.00
Criminal Petitions 17100 Initial Appearance/Arraignment 2.34% 4.00
Pretrial Hearings & Motions 12.87% 22.00
Post Judgment Writs 3.51%. 6.00
Post Judgement Activity 28.07% 48.00
Probation Revocations 16.37% 28.00
Case Related Administration/ Preparation 36.84% 63.00°
Total 171.00
Specialty Courts 121.50 Initial petition 4,12% 5.00
Status checks 52.67% 64.00
In custody/show cause 3.70% 4.50
Case related administration/staffing 39.51% 48.00
Total 121.50
Search Warrant Duty 10.00 Review and approval/denial 100.00% 10
Total 10

16
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Final Report and Recommendation

Eighth Judieial District Courts’
2005 Weighted Caseload Study Update
PI-Auto 59.00 Pretrial Hearings & Motions 12.85% 7.68
Settlement Conference 5.12% 3.02
‘Pretrial Conference/Calendar Call 2.81% 1.66
Bench Trial 1.93% 1.14
Jury Trial 19.93% 1176
Post J udgément Activity 0.41% 0.24
Case Related Administration/ Preparation  56.97%: 33.61
Total ‘ ' 59.01
All Other P.L 229.00 Pretrial Hearings & Motions 13.69% 31.36
Settlement Conference 3.36% 77
Pretrial Conference/Calendar Call 0.97% 2.21
Jury Trial 53.44% 122.38
Post Judgment Activity 0.13% 0.29
Case Related Administration/ Preparation  28.41% 65.07
.Total 229.01
Medical Malpractice 268.00 Pretrial Hearings & Motions 37.14% 99.54
Settlement Conference 13.89% 37.23
Pretrial Conference/Calendar Call 3.55% 9.51
“Jury Trial
Post Judgment Activity 0.10% 0.26
'Case Related Administration/ Preparation 15.32% 121.46
Total 268.00
Real Estate Non-Construction Defect  160.00 Pretrial Hearings & Motions 15.63% 25.01
Settlement Conference 11.48% 18.37
Pretrial Conference/Calendar Call 1.36% 2.18
-‘Bench Trial 23.80% 38.08
Jury Trial 30.22% 48.35
Case Related Administration/ Preparation 17.51% 28.02
Total 160.01
Construction Defect 1090.00 Initial Appearance/Arraignment 1.10% 11.96
Pretrial Hearings & Motions 19.44% 211.85
Settlement Conference 30.56% 333.15
Bench Trial 9.40% 102.61
Case Related Administration/ Preparation 39.50% 430.53
Total 1020.00
Petitions for Judjciaf Review 124.00 . Pretrial Hearings & Motions 16.58% 20.56
Case Related Administration/ Preparation 83.42% 103.44
‘Total 124
17



Eighth Judicial District Courts’ Final Report and Recommendation
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Business Court Cases 1845.07 Rule 16 Conferences/Hearings 0.0111518 15
Non-discovery hearings & motions
Pretrial Hearings & Motions ¥ #DIV/IO! 469
Pretrial Conference/Calendar Call ¥ #DIV/O! 1.08
Post Judgment Activity ¥ #DIV/0! 0.04
Bench Trial ¥ #DIV/o! 20.25
Jury Trial

Settlement Conference

Case Related Administration/Preparation

Total 26.01

Compromise Minor Claim 15.00 Pretrial Hearings & Motions 32.73% 4.91
Settlement Conference 14.07% 2.11

Post Judgment Activity 5.87% 0.88

Case Related Administration/ Preparation 47.40% 7.11

Total 15.01

Contract Disputes 108.20 Initial Appearance/ArraignmentMotions 12.94% 14
Pretrial Hearings & Motions 4.62% 5

Settlement Conference 3.70% 4

Pretrial Conference/Calendar 9.24% 10

Bench Trial 3.70% 4

Jury Trial 6.47% 7

Post-Judgment Activity 0.28% 0.3

Case Related Administration/ Preparation 64

Total 108.3

Civil Appeals 38.00  Initial Appearance/Arraignment 2.00% 0.76
Pretrial Heavrings & Motions 2.00% 0.76

Pretrial Conference/Calendar Call 4.00% 1.52

Case Related Administration/ Preparation 92.00% 34.96

Total 38

Civil Petitions 82.00 Pretrial Hearings & Motions 7.04% 5.77
Post-Judgment Activity 16.90% 13.86

Probation Revocations 67.61%" 56.44

Case Related Administration/ Preparation 6.93

Total 82

Probate 53.65 Pretrial Hearings & Motions 10.34% 5.56
Petitions 9.32% 5

Settlement Conference 0.37% 0.2

Bench Trial 31.95% 17.14

Jury Trial 9.32% b

Case Related Administration/ Preparation 49.04% 26.31

Total Y 53.65

18
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Civil: Other

41.30

0.00

Final Report and Recommendation

Initial Appearance/Arraignment

Pretrial Hearings & Motions

Settlement Conference

Pretrial Conference /Calendar Call

Bench Trial

Jury Trial

Post Judgment Writs

Post Judgment Activity

Case Related Administration/ Preparation
Tatal

Protrial Hoari & Mot
Sinne Flobid. Aduinisienis
Total

F-19

0.02% 0.01
29.64% 12.2
9.36% 3.86
0.31% 0.13
0.73% 0.3
9.81% 4.05
13.10% 5.41
0.29% 0.12
36.85% 15.22
41.30
19
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APPENDIX F: Juvenile/Family Case Weight Composition

Revised August 2024
Case
weight
case % of breakdown
case type weight  activity total (minutes)
Adoptions 12.00 Initial Appearance 32.76% 3.93
Pretrial Hearings & Motions 14.76% 1.77
Non-Trial Disposition 18.00% 2.16
Case Related Administration 13.08% 1.57
General Call of Docket/Calendar 21.42% 2.57
Total 100.00% 12
Child Custody 122.10 Pre-Judgement Motions 24.05% 29.36
Post-Judgement Motions 10.07% 12.29
Case Management Conferences 14.32% 17.49
Family Mediation Center Returns 13.69% 16.59
Prove-Up Hearings 4,10% 5
NJ Trial 10.11% 12.34
Post-Judgment Evidentiary Hearing 4.34% 5.3
Settlement Conferences 1.54% 1.88
Case Related Administration 17.90% 21.85
Genepal-Callef Decket/Calendas Lull
Total 122.10
Divorce 78.10 Pre-Judgement Motions 17.11% 13.36
Post-Judgement Motions 14.78% 11.53
Case Management C: 2.56% 2.00
Family Mediation Center Returns 2.56%. 2.00
Prove up hearings 2.56% 2.00
NJ Trial 15.80% 12.34
Post-Judgment Evidentiary Hearing 14.08% 11
Settlement Conferences 2.41% 1.88
Case Related Administration 28.16% 21.99
General Callef Docket/Calendar-Call
Total 78.10
20
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Separate Maintenance

.Name Change

Paternity Suits

Final Report and Recommendation

‘Pre-Judkement Motions
Post-Judgement Motions

Case Management Conferences
Family Mediation Center Returns
NJ Trial

Post-Judgment Evidentiary Hearing
Settlement Conferences

Case Related Administration
Genesal Callof Decket/Calendar-Call
Total

Pre-Judgement Motions
Post-Judgement Motions

Case Management Conferences
Family Mediation Center Returns
NJ Trial

Poat-Judgment Evidentiary Hearing
Settlement Conferences '

Case Related Administration -
Generel-Call of Boelret/Calender-Call
Total

- Pretrial Hearings & Motions
Non-Trial Disposition
Case Related Admmistration
Total

Boweh-Telel

Pre-Judgement Motions
Post-Judgement Motions

Case Management Conferences
Family Mediation Center Returns
"NJ Trial

Post-Judgment Evidentiary Hearing
Settlement Conferences

Case Related Administration

Total

F-21

15.64% 12.68
16.97% 13.76
8.63% 7
3.40% 2.76
24.66% 20
23.63% 19.16
2.32% 1.88

3.86

81.10

3.6

84
15

36.24
11

23.8
5.06

76.1

21
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Termination of Parental Rights 123.00
Minor Guardianship 108.06
Adult Guardianship 80.00
Mental Commitments 15.00
Child Support 45.00

Initial Appearance
Pretrial Hearings & Motions
Non-Trial Disposition

.Bench Trial

Post-Judgment Activity

Case Related Administration
General Call of Docket/Calendar
Total

Initinb-Appearance

Initial Citation Hearing
Accountings

Other peotitions

Annual Reviews (Rule 11)
Return Hearings
Chambers Calendar
Status Checks

Orders to Show Cause
Evidentiary Hearings/Trials
Case Related Administration
Total

Initial Citation Hearing
Accountings

Other petitions

Annual Reviews (Rule 11)
Return ﬁearinga
Chambers Calendar
Status Checks

Orders to Show Cause
Rule 5 Hearings

Case Related Administration
Total

Non-Trial Disposition
Case Related Administration
Total

Initial Appearance
Pretrial Hearings & Motions

Pretrial/Trial Management Conference

Non-Trial Disposition

Bench Trial

Sentencing .

Post-Judgment Activity

Case Related Administration
Total

F-22
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3.63
3.06
21
40.49
0.38
70.86
2.48
123

wup-wm:nc;mg

=23
<

108

- O ek e QT O W

47
80

10
15

0.45
12
0.23
0.12
0.49
0.49
19.77
22.26
45.01
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Temporary Protective Orders 32.86
Abuse-Charge 73.00
Delinquent Charge 52.16
Petition for Emancipation 30.00

Heard by He afing ‘Master

Abuse/Neglect Charge 237.96

Final Report and Recommendation

Pretrial Hearings & Motions
Pretrial/Trial Management Conference
Extension hearings

Non-Trial Digposition

Bench Trial

Post-Judgment Activity

Case Related Administration

Total

InitialA
Seatenein_g

Case-Relatod Admini ;

Potal

Initial Appearance

Pretrial Hoarings & Motions

Non-Trial Disposition

Bench Trial

Senteneing Report and Disposition
Post-Judgment Activity

Case Related Administration

General Call of Docket/Calendar
Certifications

Total

Pretrial Hearings & Motions
Bench Trial
Total

Adjudicatory Hearings
Post Adjudicatory Hearings
Semi-Annual Reviews
Annual reviews

Placement Hearings

TPR trials

Adoptions

UCCJEA

Guardianship citations
Name changes

Pretrial Hearings & Motions
Non-Trial Disposition

Beneh Frial
Senteneingt-Disposition

Case Related Administration
General Call of Docket/Calendar
Total

F-23

11.42

1.55

17.89
32.86

4.72

6.5

10

4.34

0.12
42.68

30
30

32.83

17
21

6.7

35.62
79
31.81
237.96

23


https://Relat.ed

Eighth Judicial District Courts’ Final Report and Recommendation
2005 Weighted Caseload Study Update

Detent;ion/Extraditian Hearings 4.72  Initial Appearance 4.72
Heard by Hearing Master Pretrigt Hoavings-&-Motions
Bepeh-Tried
Post-Judpment-fetivdty
Total 4,72
Protective Custody Hearings 1500 Initial Appearance 15
Total 15
Specialty Courts 12150 Initial petition 5
Status checks 64
In custody/show cause 4.5
'Cas¢ related administration/staffing 48
Total 121.6
24
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