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Introduction and Background

The 1997 appropriations bill1 passed by the General

Assembly required the Comptroller’s Office to conduct a

judicial weighted caseload study to provide

policymakers an objective means to determine the need

for judicial resources. The Comptroller’s Office

contracted with the National Center for State Courts in

1998 to conduct a time study to determine the case

weights that are used to calculate workload and full-time

equivalent judges (FTE judges) needed by each judicial

district. In 2007, the Comptroller’s Office contracted with

the National Center of State Courts to develop a revised

weighted caseload model for Tennessee’s general

jurisdiction trial judges based on a new time study and

case filings in FY 2006.2 The 2007 model was adjusted

in 2009 to better reflect the time required to handle

complex appeals from administrative hearings in District

20 (Davidson County). Tennessee Code Annotated

(TCA) 16-2-513 requires the Comptroller of the Treasury

to update the judicial weighted caseload study annually

to assess the workload and need for judicial resources,

or FTE judges. This update provides estimates based on

cases filed in FY 2012.

The estimated number of FTE judges that courts need is

calculated by multiplying the total number of case filings

by case weights (average minutes per case for each

type of case) and dividing that number by the judges’

annual availability for case-specific work.

The quantitative weighted caseload model can

approximate judicial workload and the need for judicial

resources, but it has limitations. Other factors, such as

availability of judicial support staff and local legal

practices, also affect judicial resources. State officials

should always consider these and other court-specific

factors when assessing the need for judicial resources.
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Exhibit 1: Filings by Case Type, FY 2012

Note:  Numbers do not add to 100 because of rounding.
Source: Chart produced by Office of Research staff with data
provided by the Tennessee Administrative Office of the Courts
(AOC).

1 Public Chapter 552 (1997), Section 12, Item 35
2 National Center for State Courts, Tennessee Trial Courts,

Judicial Weighted Caseload Study, 2007,
http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/. See study for a complete
explanation of methodology and qualitative issues to
consider.

http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/RE/judicial07.pdf
http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/RE/judicial07.pdf
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Exhibit 2: Changes in Trial Court Case Filings by Case Type, FY 2010 to FY 2012

Note:  (a) Administrative hearings complex are estimated at 35% of total administrative hearings for Davidson County only.
Source:  Calculations by Office of Research staff based on data provided the AOC.

Analysis and Conclusions
Case Filings

In FY 2012, 203,561 cases were filed in Tennessee’s

state courts. Criminal cases accounted for 43 percent of

cases, followed by domestic relations cases at 29

percent and civil cases at 27 percent. (See Exhibit 1.)

Overall, filings increased from the previous year by 586

cases (three-tenths of a percent). Criminal cases

increased by about one percent, civil cases decreased

by about one percent, and domestic relations cases

increased one-tenth of one percent.  The largest

changes included an increase in the number of

probation violations (2,204 cases) and a decrease in

contract/debt/specific performance cases (1,092

cases). The number of major felony, other felony, DUI,

criminal appeals, damages/torts, real estate, and

divorce with children cases decreased substantially

(over 100 cases each). The number of guardianship/

conservatorship, probate/trust, other general civil,

workers compensation, child support (outside of

divorce), divorce without children, and orders of

protection cases increased substantially (over 100

cases each). Exhibit 2 shows the changes in case

filings by type of case.
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Exhibit 3: Yearly Trend in Number of Judicial Resources (FTE Judges)

Source: Calculations by Office of Research staff based on data provided by the AOC.

Full Time Equivalent Judges

Based on FY 2012 case filing data and workload,

the state has an estimated net excess of 6.65 FTE

judges. (See Exhibit 3.) The weighted caseload update

for FY 2011 showed an estimated excess of 3.45 FTE

judges. The FY 2010 update showed an estimated

excess of 1.06 FTE judges. The change in FY 2012 is

due primarily to a decrease in the more time-intensive

contract/debt/specific performance cases and major

felonies.

Exhibit 4 shows the estimated deficit or excess of FTE

judges by district over time.3, 4 According to the weighted

caseload model, four districts show an estimated need

for judges in FY 2012 by 0.8 (rounded) FTE judge or

more:

 District 19 (Montgomery and Robertson

counties) shows a need for 2.04 FTE judges in

FY 2012, and has shown a need for over one

judge for the last seven years.

 District 20 (Davidson County) shows a need for

0.94 FTE judges for FY 2012, and has shown a

need for one to three additional judges for the

last seven years.

According to the weighted caseload model, five districts

show an estimated excess in FY 2012 by 0.8 (rounded)

FTE judge or more:

 District 30 (Shelby County) shows an excess of

4.03 FTE judges in FY 2012, compared to an

excess of 2.73 judges in FY 2011, and 2.32

judges in FY 2010.

 District 9 (Loudon, Meigs, Morgan, and Roane

counties) shows an excess of .80 FTE judges

in FY 2012, and has shown an excess of about

one judge for the last seven years.

 District 11 (Hamilton County) shows an excess

of 1.07 FTE judges in FY 2012 and .94 FTE

judges in FY 2011.

 District 17 (Bedford, Lincoln, Marshall, and

Moore) shows an excess of 1.06 FTE judges in

FY 2012 and .75 FTE judges in FY 2011.

 District 3 (Greene, Hamblen, Hancock, and

Hawkins) shows an excess of .86 judges in FY

2012 and .82 judges in FY2010.

 District 24 (Benton, Carroll, Decatur, Hardin,

and Henry) shows an excess of .85 judges in

FY 2012.

3 See Appendix A for a map of Tennessee Judicial Districts.
4 See Appendix B for the detailed calculations of judicial resource need statewide and by judicial district.



Exhibit 4: Difference between Actual Number of Full Time Equivalent (FTE) Judges and Need for FTE
Judges by District, FY 2008 – FY 2012

4

Source: Calculations by Office of Research staff based on data provided by the AOC.



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

Source: Administrative Office of the Courts, 2006.

Appendix A: Tennessee Judicial Districts
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Appendix B:  Tennessee Judicial Weighted Caseload Update, FY 2012, Case Filings per
Judicial District
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Source:  Model developed by National Center of State Courts in 2007 with a revision to case weights for Administrative Hearings in
2009.  Data for FY 2010 filings provided by the Tennessee Administrative Office of the Courts.
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