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Executive Summary 

 The 2024 Appropriation Act instructed the Court of Appeals of Virginia to “examine
options for workload metrics that could be used to objectively determine the necessary
number of positions, including judgeships and personnel in the Clerk’s Office and the
Office of the Chief Staff Attorney.”

 The Court asked the Virginia Criminal Sentencing Commission to study its workload and
develop appropriate metrics for the Court to use to determine staffing needs.

 The Commission completed its study and made several recommendations relating to
some of the challenges it faced in analyzing the Court’s data.  The Commission’s
recommendations underscore the critical need to modernize the Court’s case management
and electronic filing systems, which are not currently integrated.

 The Commission identified factors that significantly impacted the average time a case
spent in each of the three main divisions of the Court: 1) the Clerk’s Office; 2) the Chief
Staff Attorney’s Office; and 3) Judicial Chambers.

 The Commission also developed an excel tool for internal Court use that calculates
staffing needs based on increases or decreases to certain salient factors.

 Changing the staffing level of any one division of the Court will affect the entire Court.
Accordingly, staffing scenarios should account for all of the Court’s divisions, keeping in
mind the ripple effects and potential bottlenecks that increased production in one division
will have on the workflow of the Court as a whole.

 The Court recommends investing in an integrated case management system for the
appellate courts and allowing the Court to further monitor the statistical trends from
emerging data.  Including the data that would result from those improvements would
improve the data set and refine the specific benchmark inputs needed to assess future
staffing needs accurately.

 The Commission’s detailed study and report support the Court’s efforts to monitor certain
data and statistical benchmarks over the first three years of its expanded jurisdiction.  The
results of the study validate the organizational changes that the Court has made to
streamline case processing and make the Court’s systems more efficient.
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Summary of Virginia Criminal Sentencing Commission  

Workload Metrics Study and Report on the Court of Appeals of Virginia 

I. Introduction:

The 2024 Appropriation Act instructed the Court of Appeals of Virginia to “examine options for 
workload metrics that could be used to objectively determine the necessary number of positions, 
including judgeships and personnel in the Clerk’s Office and the Office of the Chief Staff 
Attorney.”1  The Court neither had the expertise nor the resources to produce workload metrics 
without outside assistance.  After considering several options, the Chief Judge asked the Virginia 
Criminal Sentencing Commission (the Commission) to perform the study and develop a tool for 
the Court’s internal use to assess staffing needs based on the study’s findings. 

The Court is grateful to Director Meredith Farrar-Owens, and Chang Kwon, Ph.D., for leading 
the Commission’s efforts.  The Commission was well-suited to the task because it has assisted 
the Court in analyzing case-related data to prepare its annual reports on case workload since the 
Court’s jurisdiction expanded in 2022.  The Commission also analyzed the Court’s historical 
performance data in 2019.  Accordingly, it was familiar with the Court’s practices and data both 
before and since expanded jurisdiction. 

This report summarizes the Commission’s methodology, findings, and recommendations.  It also 
presents the metrics platform the Commission designed for the Court’s internal use.  This tool is 
capable of providing a staffing recommendation that responds to likely increases in the Court’s 
workload and/or meets certain benchmarks the General Assembly may wish to set. 

II. The Commission’s “Workload Metrics for the Court of Appeals of Virginia”:2

The Commission began its study with a background knowledge of the Court’s statistical data, 
personnel, and procedures.  But to broaden its understanding of caseflow, the Commission 
interviewed the judges who currently chair the Court’s internal committees, as well as 
supervising members of the Clerk’s Office and the Office of the Chief Staff Attorney (“CSA”).3  

1 2024 Special Session I; 2024 Appropriation Act (HB6001 (Chapter 2) “Judicial 
Department,” Item 32). 

2 The complete Commission Report has been included as “Appendix” of this report for 
review. 

3 Appendix, infra, at pages 17-18. 
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Through those interviews, the Commission developed a deeper understanding of the factors that 
could affect average case life. 

Following the interviews, the Commission sorted the cases into thirteen tracks.4  Examining 
comprehensive data from the Court’s Appellate Case Management System (ACMS), the Virginia 
Appellate Case Electronic System (VACES) filing platform, and internal spreadsheets that 
tracked information not included in ACMS or VACES, the Commission measured the number of 
days cases spent in the Court’s main divisions: the Clerk’s Office, CSA, and Judicial Chambers.5  
Using that data, the Commission developed models to identify which factors caused either a 
meaningful increase or decrease in the average time a case spent in each of the three divisions.6 

The Commission then built the workload metrics tool for the Court’s internal use.  The tool 
provides separate matrices for each of the Court’s main divisions with the input factors that the 
Commission found to be statistically significant for that specific division.7  Using the metrics 
tool, the Court can examine how changes in case filings or performance goals might affect the 
overall workload of each division.  And the tool recommends the staffing necessary to address 
the target outcome.8  Staffing scenarios need to account for impacts across the Court’s divisions 
as increases in production for any one division will have an impact on the workflow of the other 
two divisions as well. 

The Commission’s report also provides the mathematical formula underpinning the tool’s 
foundation: cumulative case-days are totaled for the three divisions and then divided by the 
number of judges/staff that comprise that respective division.9  Determining staffing needs to 
meet a performance goal or an increase in case intake, the metrics tool balances the base average 
of workload, measured by the total “case-days per year” spent in a division to the current staff 

4 A small number (159 cases or 2.5% of the total) of cases could not be sorted into the 
thirteen tracks and were tracked as “Unknown.”  See Appendix, infra, at page 18. 

5 The internal tool that was developed for the Court measures the days spent in the 
Court’s three main divisions as “case-days per year.”  Over the study period the 6,313 identified 
cases spent a total of 142,252.9 case-days per year with Judicial Chambers, 120,957.1 case-days 
per year with CSA, and 326,234.8 with the Clerk’s Office. 

6 Appendix, infra, at pages 19-21, 25, 28, 30. 

7 For example, the study found that motions for extension of time increase the amount of 
time a case spends in the Clerk’s Office but does not significantly increase the amount of time 
spent in CSA or in Judicial Chambers.  Accordingly, the Clerk’s Office platform includes input 
factors for motions for extension of time but the CSA and Judges’ platforms do not. 

8 Appendix, infra, at page 32. 

9 Appendix, infra, at page 32-33. 
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level10 with the base average of “additional workload volume expected” to the additional staff 
needed.  In the equation below, “x” is the number of additional staff needed.11 

The metrics tool was designed on Excel with formulas to solve the above equation.12  Below are 
a few screenshots from the platform for the “CSA” division: 

This screenshot of the tool’s inputs section shows the number of overall cases appealed during 
the study’s three-year timeframe and serves as the baseline for the staffing formulas.  In this base 
section, a user can change the input from “0.0” in the “Planning Scenario” to a different value.  
With 6,313 cases filed since the Court’s expanded jurisdiction, the average of new cases filed 
was 2,104 per year.  If the average were expected to increase by ten percent, the user can enter 
“10.0” into the “Percentage Change Assumed” field.13 

10 The tool allows the user to customize the staffing levels for the different divisions.  In 
the three-year period covered by the study, the Court was rarely fully staffed, and the case life 
averages showed a significant increase in time spent in CSA during a major staffing shortage in 
2024. 

11 Appendix, infra, at page 32. 

12 Appendix, infra, at page 31-32. 

13 Note that the ten-percent figure is a hypothetical.  A ten-percent increase in the average 
would mean that the Court would receive over 2,300 new case filings in an average year.  The 
Court has not experienced that level of filings in the first three years of expanded jurisdiction. 



5 

When the ten-percent increase is entered, the tool uses the “CURRENT CSA case-days per year” 
field as a baseline and increases that baseline number to reach the result found under the “CSA 
case-days under planning scenario” column.  At that point, the tool calculates “x” and provides a 
staffing recommendation to address the desired goal. 

In the example, the tool assesses the staffing needed to address the “12,095.7” additional days 
and recommends “2.0” additional staff attorneys to address the ten-percent increase in case 
filings. 

The tool has many customizable input fields that can be used to create an array of planning 
scenarios.  Another set of fields can be used to set benchmarks, such as: improving “Clearance 
Rate,” reducing the “Number of Pending Cases,” or reducing the average number of days cases 
spent with a “Merit Panel.”14  The Commission has cautioned that planning scenarios and 
performance benchmarks should be designed with caution, as certain fields can overlap.15  As an 
example, inputting a benchmark for an improved “Clearance Rate” should not be paired with an 
input seeking to reduce the “Number of Pending Cases.”  Those independent benchmarks would 
accomplish similar performance goals, and pairing them would artificially magnify the suggested 
staffing needs. 

14 The “Merit panel” designation is a relic of the pre-expanded jurisdiction Court.  Many 
fields in the Court’s current case management system refer to “Merit panels,” but almost all 
appeals are now by right.  The report refers to these panels as regional argument panels, but the 
Commission, as it was working from the ACMS data with its long-established fields, labeled 
these inputs in the platform as “Merit panels.” 

15 Appendix, infra, at page 36. 
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III. The Commission Report Recommendations:

The Commission noted that the metrics tool it developed is a first-generation platform.16  As it 
developed the tool, the Commission identified certain issues with the Court’s data collection in 
its case management and electronic filing platforms.  The Commission provided five 
recommendations that it believed would yield more accurate data and improve the tool’s 
accuracy in future versions.  The recommendations were: 

1) Modify ACMS to collect information that is now compiled in supplemental spreadsheets.

2) Issue case record numbers earlier in the filing process.

3) Require a consistent format for VACES entries.

4) Establish a method to better track the time a case remains in the Clerk’s Office waiting
for the parties or the lower tribunal to act as directed by the Court.

5) Utilize a standardized format to record lower tribunal case number[s] in ACMS.

Many of the Commission’s recommendations can be addressed by improving ACMS.  While 
working to modernize ACMS, it will be important to include data fields and reports that better 
track case movement for the many cases that move back and forth between CSA and the Clerk’s 
Office and for cases that require multiple reviews by CSA due to complex motions.17  The 
Clerk’s Office Dispositions Team also had extensive internal records that helped the Commission 
track that team’s workload.18  Data collected on those spreadsheets should also be tracked in the 
new case management system. 

The Commission’s other recommendations challenge the Court and its technology partners to 
evaluate the electronic filing system, VACES.  As with the case management system, there are 
plans to upgrade and integrate the Court’s electronic filing platform.  Future developments 
should link submissions to a case file number automatically and seamlessly.  Additionally, 
finding measures that can help guide external stakeholders (lower tribunals, parties’ counsel, and 
pro se parties) in filing more uniform submissions would improve tracking and monitoring case 

16 Appendix, infra, at page 32. 

17 See Appendix, infra, at page 16. 

18 See id. 



7 

filings.19  Currently the interplay between the Court’s Administration and Records Teams and 
lower courts and case parties is a significant blind spot for data collection in the case life process.  
Accordingly, if the filing system was better integrated into the Court’s case management system, 
data collection would improve, and the metrics tool could better analyze the staffing needs for 
the Clerk’s Office Administrative and Records teams in the future. 

In completing the workload metrics study the Commission identified the weakest areas of the 
Court’s data collection.  The Court and its technology partners should be mindful of the 
Commission’s recommendations to ensure that new versions of ACMS and VACES maximize 
tracking relevant data to enhance data-based decision making by the Court and the General 
Assembly. 

IV. Conclusion:

The Commission produced an outstanding first-generation platform to assess the Court’s staffing 
needs objectively.  This metrics-driven tool will improve as more data is collected and ACMS 
and VACES are modernized and a new integrated system is created.  As this new tool is equipped 
with more extensive data sets and more accurate data points from a modernized case 
management system, the staffing recommendations it generates will be more reliable.   

The Court is extremely grateful for the efforts of Meredith Farrar-Owens and her team to ensure 
that this tool is user-friendly and accurately identifies the factors that can extend and reduce case 
processing times.  The Court looks forward to using this tool in the future.  It hopes to integrate 
the concepts and foundations of this platform into its efforts to modernize the case management 
system, so the metrics tool not only remains current but evolves with the newest data.  
Additionally, the Court is optimistic that this tool meets the requirement set by the General 
Assembly for a viable staffing metric and provides insight into the Court’s workload. 

19 Having electronic records are a step in uniformity but there are still jurisdictions that 
submit paper records to the Court.  Notably, this year after the Commissions metrics study 
concluded, four jurisdictions (the City of Alexandria, the City of Colonial Heights, and Surry 
County) that had been filing paper records with the Court (see Appendix, infra, at page 16, n. 2) 
made the decision to begin submitting records electronically, joining the vast majority of 
jurisdictions in the Commonwealth.  Now only three jurisdictions submit records as physical 
paper files. 
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RICHMOND  VIRGINIA 23219

August 29, 2025 

The Honorable Marla Graff Decker 
Court of Appeals of Virginia 
109 North Eighth Street 
Richmond, Virginia, 23219 

Dear Chief Judge Decker: 

Earlier this year, the Virginia Criminal Sentencing Commission received a request from 
the Court of Appeals of Virginia for assistance with the development of workload metrics for the 
Court. The goal was to develop objective, empirically-based workload metrics that could be 
used as a tool for position and resource planning. As you know, the Sentencing Commission has 
assisted the Court of Appeals with trend and caseload analyses in the past and the Commission 
was familiar with the appeals process, the Appeals Case Management System (ACMS), and 
other data collected by the Court. Thus, the Sentencing Commission was in an excellent position 
to extend its work with the Court into the development of a data-driven workload metrics tool.  

For this project, the Sentencing Commission conducted interviews with Court of Appeals 
judges and key staff, completed a thorough analysis of available data, developed statistical 
models to identify key drivers of case life, and formulated a workload metrics tool that will 
allow the Court to test scenarios and estimate judge and staffing needs.  

This report, documenting the Sentencing Commission’s work, is respectfully submitted for 
your consideration. Please contact the Commission should you have questions regarding any 
aspect of the workload metrics project.  

The Sentencing Commission wishes to sincerely thank the Court of Appeals judges, Chief 
Staff Attorney’s Office, and Clerk’s Office for their detailed explanations of Court operations 
and for their swift response to questions. In particular, the Sentencing Commission would like to 
thank Robert Blosser and Gordon Dobbs, who were especially generous with their time 
throughout the project and whose expertise and insight were invaluable.  

Sincerely, 

Meredith Farrar-Owens 
Director 
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Introduction 

In April 2025, the Virginia Criminal Sentencing Commission received a request from the 
Court of Appeals of Virginia (CAV) for assistance with the development of workload 
metrics for the Court. The goal was to develop objective, empirically-based workload 
metrics that could be used as a tool for position and resource planning. For several years, 
the Sentencing Commission has assisted the Court of Appeals with trend and caseload 
analyses. As a result of that work, the Sentencing Commission was familiar with the 
appeals process, the information contained in the Appeals Case Management System 
(ACMS), and other data collected by the CAV. Thus, the Sentencing Commission was in an 
excellent position to extend its work with the CAV into the development of a data-driven 
workload metrics tool.  

The workload metrics project had several stages:  1) data cleaning and preparation for 
analysis, 2) interviews with a number of Court of Appeals judges1 and key personnel in 
the Chief Staff Attorney’s and Clerk’s Offices, 3) classification of cases into case tracks 
specified by the CAV, 4) computation of case life (i.e., duration of the case from notice of 
appeal to disposition), 5) development of statistical models to identify key drivers of case 
life, and 6) formulation of a workload metrics tool that will allow the CAV to test scenarios 
and estimate judge and staffing needs. Work on the project began in May and was 
completed in August 2025. The Sentencing Commission demonstrated a prototype of the 
workload metrics tool for the CAV and received input before finalizing the tool.  

This report documents the Sentencing Commission’s work on this project, summarizes its 
findings, provides an overview of the workload metrics tool developed for the CAV, and 
presents recommendations for data improvements to support future studies.  

Data Collection and Preparation for Analysis 

The Department of Judicial Information Technology (DJIT) provided ACMS data to the 
Sentencing Commission. This included a dataset for each case entry type (Criminal/Civil, 
Actual Innocence, Original Jurisdiction, Injunction, and Concealed Weapons Permits). These 
ACMS data files were downloaded on May 14, 2025, with the exception of the 
Criminal/Civil file, which was downloaded on June 18, 2025. In addition to these primary 
datasets, DJIT also extracted information from other tabs, or screens, used in the ACMS 
system and made this information available to the Sentencing Commission. These were: 

• Case Party – Appellant, Appellee, and Other Party tabs,
• Clerk’s Office Activity tab,
• Intracourt Activity tab, and
• Records tab.

1 The judges interviewed by the Sentencing Commission were selected by Chief Judge Marla Graff Decker. 
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Because ACMS does not capture all elements relevant to case processing or staff 
workload, supplemental data was provided by the Chief Staff Attorney (CSA) and the 
Clerk of Court of Appeals. These data proved to be vital in the analysis of workload and 
development of workload metrics. Supplemental datasets are described below. 

• The Sentencing Commission received Excel spreadsheets compiled by the CSA
listing active cases for each month of the study period, including the CSA’s
assessment of the difficulty level or complexity of the case and the number of issues
cited, the date the CSA initiated its review of the case, the date the case was
assigned to a staff attorney, and the date the staff attorney submitted work
product for review. These files also included important notes about the case, such
as when a case file was returned to the Clerk’s Office due to an incomplete record
from the lower tribunal, a deficient brief submitted by a party, or other reason.
Information in the CSA’s active case files is not currently captured by ACMS.

• The CSA provided Excel spreadsheets listing the cases referred for expedited
handling by a standing panel without oral argument (pursuant to §17.1-403).

• The Clerk’s Office made available an Excel file tracking all opinions released by
the Court. This file contained key dates, the opinion type, the number of pages of
each opinion, and relevant notes for the case. This information is not currently
captured by ACMS.

• The Clerk’s Office also provided an Excel file identifying orders released by the
Court and the number of pages in each final order. This information is not currently
captured by ACMS.

• The Sentencing Commission received Excel files documenting all motions submitted
by the parties in appealed cases. These files captured case type, the lower tribunal
name, the type of motion submitted, and the date it was received.

• DJIT provided a data file that captured the size (in kilobytes) of case records
submitted by lower tribunals. This file contained information for records
electronically submitted via the VACES system and did not include the size of case
records submitted in paper form.2 For the analysis, the size of all records
electronically-submitted in a case were summed. It should be noted that this file
did not contain CAV case number, which made it extremely difficult to match
records to the ACMS data files.

• In addition to case record sizes, the Sentencing Commission was given a data file
that captured the size (in kilobytes) of briefs filed electronically through the VACES
system. For the analysis, the size of all briefs submitted in a case were summed.

2 Six courts currently submit records in paper form only: the Cities of Alexandria, Hampton and Colonial 
Heights and the Counites of Sussex, Essex and Surry.  
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Once the Sentencing Commission received the ACMS information and supplemental files, 
the Commission cleaned and formatted the data. The data was then uploaded into the 
statistical analysis software used by the Sentencing Commission.3 Datasets were merged 
based on CAV case number into one primary dataset for the workload study. Because 
the VACES Records file did not contain CAV case number, the Sentencing Commission 
conducted several rounds of matching based on names of the parties, the lower tribunal 
name, and the lower tribunal case number. The entire process of cleaning, formatting 
and merging of the files required approximately 20,000 lines of computer coding. 
Throughout this process, the Sentencing Commission encountered missing data (e.g., for 
some cases, certain data fields were blank) and data that contained apparent errors 
(particularly dates entered into the system).  

For the development of statistical models and the workload metrics tool, the Sentencing 
Commission focused on cases filed during calendar years (CY) 2022 through CY2024. 

Interviews 

While Sentencing Commission staff was already familiar with CAV case flow due to its 
previous work with the Court, Chief Judge Marla Graff Decker and Commission staff 
agreed that input from judges and key staff would benefit the workload metrics study 
and provide the Commission with a more detailed understanding of Court operations 
and duties. Between May 27 and June 6, Sentencing Commission staff conducted 16 
interviews. The individuals interviewed are listed below. 

Judges4 
• Chief Judge Marla Decker,
• Judge Randolph Beales (Chair, Facilities Committee),
• Judge Dominique Callins (Chair, Personnel Committee),
• Judge Vernida Chaney (Chair, Technology Committee),
• Judge Junius Fulton (Chair, Continuing Education Committee),
• Judge Lisa Lorish (Chair, Modernization Committee),
• Judge Mary Grace O’Brien (Chair, Operations Committee), and
• Judge Stuart Raphael (Chair, Rules Committee)

Chief Staff Attorney’s Office 
• Chief Staff Attorney Alice Armstrong,
• Ottie Allgood (Team Leader, Senior Judge/Utility)
• Gloria Marotta (Head Paralegal),
• Janet Rosser (Team Leader, Actual Innocence/Original Jurisdiction), and
• Alan Wenger (Team Leader, Motions)

3 The Sentencing Commission uses the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, commonly known as SPSS. 
4 The judges interviewed by the Sentencing Commission were selected by Chief Judge Marla Graff Decker. 
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Clerk’s Office 
• Clerk of Court John Vollino,
• Marty Ring (Team Leader, Dispositions)
• Megan Scanlon (Team Leader, Motions)
• Deborah Uitvlucht (Team Leader, Dockets)5, and
• Stacie Venable (Team Leader, Case Records and Administration)

These interviews yielded valuable insight into Court operations, factors and case 
characteristics that impact workflow and case processing, as well as some of the 
challenges that judges, staff attorneys and Clerk’s staff face in the course of their work. 

Classification of Cases into Case Tracks 

To aid in the development of statistical models and a workload metrics tool, the CAV 
identified distinct tracks that cases follow through the appeals process. Based on 
parameters provided by CAV staff, the Sentencing Commission classified cases into 
specified tracks. Table 1 describes each track and provides the number of cases filed 
in CY2022-CY2024 that followed each track. 

Table 1: Court of Appeals Cases Filed in CY2022-CY2024 
by Case Track 

Case Tracks Specified by CAV 
Number of 

Cases Percent 
Chief Judge Dismissal (e.g., Case is Procedurally Defective) 1,375 21.8% 
Anders Case 237 3.8% 
CSA No Oral Standing Panel (Expedited) Case 634 10.0% 
Senior Judge or Standing Panel Case with Disposition (Excluding Cases 
Identified as No Oral Standing Panel) 354 5.6% 

Merit Panel - CSA Identified as Probable No-Oral Prior to April 2023 155 2.5% 
Merit Panel - Judges Agree No Oral Argument Needed (§ 17.1-403) 403 6.4% 
Merit Panel with Suggested Disposition Memo from CSA 1,002 15.9% 
Merit Panel - Chambers Case (Not Including Actual Innocence Cases) 780 12.4% 
Actual Innocence Case 103 1.6% 
Petition Case - Commonwealth Appeal 66 1.0% 
Petition Case - Other than Commonwealth Appeal 75 1.2% 
Case Withdrawn/Settled - Preliminary Review Stage 451 7.1% 
No Determination by CSA (Active Case) 519 8.2% 
Unknown 159 2.5% 
Total 6,313 100% 

5 Deborah Uitvlucht was not interviewed in person but she responded to the interview questions in written form. 
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Computation of Case Life 

After cleaning and preparing the data, completing interviews with judges and key 
personnel, and classifying cases into tracks, the Sentencing Commission began the 
analysis phase of the project. As a first step, the Commission computed the overall Case 
Life, or the length of time between the date that the notice of appeal was received and 
disposition, for each case.6 Case Life was computed for cases filed during CY2022-
CY2024 and disposed as of the date the data were downloaded (June 18, 2025, for 
criminal and civil cases and May 14, 2025, for other cases).  

Of the 6,313 cases filed during CY2022-CY2024, 5,242 (83.0%) were disposed as of 
the download date. For these 5,242 cases, the average case life was 271.8 days. For 
approximately 27% of the 5,242 disposed cases, overall Case Life exceeded one year. 
Table 2 presents average Case Life for each Case Track identified by the CAV.  

Table 2: Average Case Life by Case Track 

Case Tracks Specified by CAV 

Average 
Case Life 
(in days) 

Chief Judge Dismissal (e.g., Case is Procedurally Defective) 100.7 

Anders Case 314.9 

CSA No Oral Standing Panel Expedited Case 319.9 
Senior Judge or Standing Panel Case with Disposition (Excluding Cases 
Identified as No Oral Standing Panel) 240.6 

Merit Panel - CSA Identified as Probable No-Oral Prior to April 2023 316.1 

Merit Panel - Judges Agree No Oral Argument Needed (§ 17.1-403) 383.9 

Merit Panel with Suggested Disposition Memo from CSA 441.6 

Merit Panel - Chambers Case (Not Including Actual Innocence Cases) 452.5 

Actual Innocence Case 142.6 

Petition Case - Commonwealth Appeal 108.0 

Petition Case - Other than Commonwealth Appeal 155.8 

Case Withdrawn/Settled - Preliminary Review Stage 108.7 

All Cases 271.8 

Note(s):  Case Life was computed for cases filed during CY2022-CY2024 and disposed 
as of the date the data were downloaded (June 18, 2025, for criminal and civil cases 
and May 14, 2025, for other cases). Of the 6,313 cases filed during CY2022-CY2024, 
5,242 (83.0%) were disposed by the download date.  

6 Per the Court of Appeals, a case officially ends 30 days prior to the due date for a notice of appeal to 
the Supreme Court of Virginia. 
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Case life was then disaggregated to reflect the amount of time that a case spends in 
the Clerk’s Office, the CSA’s Office, and the judges’ chambers. The manner in which the 
Sentencing Commission calculated Case Times by role is described below.   

Clerk Case Time 

Clerk Case Time was computed as the time between the date that the notice of appeal 
was received and the date all briefing for the case was complete (this represents the 
clerks’ “front end” time with a case) plus the time between the date the case was 
received by the Clerk’s Disposition Team and the date the opinion or order was released 
by the Clerk’s Office (the “back end” time). In some instances, a case is returned by the 
CSA to Clerk’s Office pending resolution of problem or issue with the case (e.g., an 
incomplete record or deficient brief). When this occurs, the case file will remain in the 
Clerk’s Office until the additional or corrected information is received, at which time the 
file is sent on to the CSA once again. Based on the CSA supplemental data, 14.8% of 
cases are returned by the CSA to the Clerk’s Office at least once. To address this back 
and forth in case handling, the Sentencing Commission used supplemental data from the 
CSA’s Office to identify cases that were returned to the Clerk’s Office and to determine 
the amount of time the case remained in the Clerk’s Office until the case was “pulled” 
into the CSA’s Office again for review and assignment. Because the returned case is 
officially within the purview of the Clerk’s Office, this time was added to the “front end” 
time the case spends in the Clerk’s Office.  

Due to the unique way that Actual Innocence and other petition cases move through the 
appeals process, Sentencing Commission staff worked with CAV staff to determine the 
total time such cases spent in the Clerk’s Office.  

It should be noted that Clerk Case Time does not include time the case spends with the 
Clerk’s Dockets Team, as docketing is usually completed within 24 hours.  

CSA Case Time 

CSA Case Time was measured from the date the briefing period was complete to the 
date the case was assigned to the judge(s). CSA Case Time was then adjusted in two 
ways. Data indicated that, in some cases, the CSA initiated work on the case prior to 
submission of the Appellant Reply Brief (or, if no Appellant Reply Brief was filed, the 
due date for the brief). This approach allows the CSA to start reviewing the case earlier. 
When the CSA initiated case work prior to the end of the briefing period, the CSA Case 
Time was adjusted by adding the days between CSA initiation of work and the end of 
briefing  period, as it better reflects  the  total  amount of time a case spends within the 
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purview of the CSA’s Office. CSA Case Time was also adjusted to address the back and 
forth that sometimes occurs between the CSA’s Office and the Clerk’s Office. If the CSA 
sent a case back to the Clerk’s Office pending resolution of a problem or issue, that time 
was subtracted from the CSA Case Time. This reflects the fact that staff attorneys are 
not working on the case during that period. The time subtracted from the CSA Case Time 
was added to the Clerk’s Case Time, as noted above.  

If the Clerk’s Office identifies a defect in the case, it may be sent directly to the Chief 
Judge for drafting of a dismissal order and the CSA’s Office will never see the case. 
For a case handled in such a manner, the CSA Case Time was assumed to be zero.  

As Actual Innocence and other petition cases are unique, Sentencing Commission staff 
worked with CAV staff to determine the total time such cases spent in CSA’s Office.  

Judge Case Time 

Judge Case Time was calculated as the period between the date a case is assigned to 
the judge(s) and the date the case was received by the Clerk’s Disposition Team. If a case 
never progresses to point of judge assignment, Judge Case Time is computed as zero. This 
may occur if the case settled/withdrawn early in the process. Again, given the unique 
nature of Actual Innocence and other petition cases, the Sentencing Commission worked 
with CAV staff to compute the total time those cases spent in the judges’ chambers.  

It is important to note that Judge Case Time includes the time from assignment to the merit 
panel date. The merit panel date is scheduled by the Clerk’s Office. Although judges are 
reviewing cases and preparing for merit panels during that time, the duration of this “front 
end” portion of Judge Case Time is not controlled by the judges.  

Table 3 presents average Clerk Case Time, CSA Case Time, and Judge Case time for 
each Case Track. Due to time constraints, Commonwealth Appeals and Original Jurisdiction 
cases were not included in the calculation of Case Time for the Clerk’s Office, CSA’s Office 
and judges. Such cases are included in the overall case life computation. It is important to 
note that the sum of Clerk, CSA and Judge Case Times may not total the overall Case Life 
because 1) there may be an overlap of CSA and Clerk Time if the CSA pulled the case 
prior to the end of the briefing process in order to begin preliminary review, and/or 2) 
missing dates may be affecting the calculation of Case Time by role. 
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Table 3: Average Case Time by Case Track 
for the Clerk’s Office, CSA’s Office, and Judges 

Case Tracks Specified by CAV 

Average Case Time (in days) 
Clerk’s 
Office 

CSA’s 
Office Judges 

Chief Judge Dismissal (e.g., Case is Procedurally Defective) 93.7 0.0 1.4 
Anders Case 201.2 104.9 19.2 
CSA No Oral Standing Panel Expedited Case 182.5 120.2 23.6 
Senior Judge or Standing Panel Case with Disposition (Excluding Cases 
Identified as No Oral Standing Panel) 126.1 108.6 13.7 

Merit Panel - CSA Identified as Probable No-Oral Prior to April 2023 167.6 51.7 105.2 
Merit Panel - Judges Agree No Oral Argument Needed (§ 17.1-403) 197.6 111.5 81.7 
Merit Panel with Suggested Disposition Memo from CSA 216.6 81.6 149.8 
Merit Panel - Chambers Case (Not Including Actual Innocence Cases) 206.5 54.67 196.9 
Actual Innocence Case 66.6 63.2 13.3 
Petition Case - Commonwealth Appeal na na na 
Petition Case - Other than Commonwealth Appeal 42.5 61.5 58.0 
Case Withdrawn/Settled - Preliminary Review Stage 103.0 2.3 0.3 
All Cases 155.0 57.5 67.6 

Note(s):  Case Life was computed for cases filed during CY2022-CY2024 and disposed as of the date the data 
were downloaded (June 18, 2025, for criminal and civil cases and May 14, 2025, for other cases). Of the 6,313 
cases filed during CY2022-CY2024, 5,242 (83.0%) were disposed by the download date. Analysis by role excludes 
Commonwealth Appeals and Original Jurisdiction cases. 
The sum of Clerk, CSA and Judge Case Times may not total the overall Case Life because 1) there may be an 
overlap of CSA and Clerk Time if the CSA pulled the case prior to the end of the briefing process in order to begin 
preliminary review, and/or 2) missing dates may be affecting the calculation of case time by role.

Measuring Case Life Using Automated Data Versus Conducting a Time Study 

Using the approach described above, Case Life and Case Time by role is measured in days. 
Case Time for the Clerk’s Office, CSA’s Office and judges reflects the amount of time a 
case remains in each office and the judges’ chambers. It does not represent time spent 
actively working on a case. ACMS and available supplemental data are insufficient to 
measure the time spent on active case work. An alternate approach for computing case life 
is to conduct a time study. A time study requires participants to record time spent on specific 
work activities over a period of weeks or months. Using the time study approach, time spent 
on active case work can be calculated by case type. Such an approach has the advantage 
of measuring case life more precisely. However, it can be time consuming for judges, staff 
attorneys, and clerks to complete, further reducing the amount of time available to perform 
case work. Furthermore, case life measured through a time study cannot be updated without 
conducting another time study. An advantage of the approach used by the Sentencing 
Commission for the CAV project (utilizing ACMS and supplemental data) is that case life 
measures can be updated each year, as additional automated data become available. 
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Development of Statistical Models 

Once Case Time was computed for the Clerk’s Office, CSA’s Office and judges, the 
Sentencing Commission turned to the development of statistical models. The objective of 
this stage of the project was to identify key drivers of case times for each group. To 
accomplish this, the Commission developed statistical models using factors and 
characteristics contained in ACMS and available supplemental data. A separate model 
was developed for Clerk Time, CSA Time, and Judge Time as factors affecting case time 
may be different, or the same factors may have different degrees of impact across the 
three groups. The Sentencing Commission used a well-known and accepted statistical 
method known as ordinary least squares (OLS) regression. In these models, Case Time 
was the predicted outcome. The Sentencing Commission tested all of the factors in the 
available data to identify which ones were statistically significant in predicting Case 
Time. The Sentencing Commission examined cases filed during CY2022-CY2024 and 
disposed as of the download date (June 18, 2025, for criminal and civil cases and May 
14, 2025, for other cases). Key results are discussed below. Additional details regarding 
the final statistical models can be found in the Appendix. All factors listed in the final 
models are statistically significant at a level that is commonly used in social science 
research (significant at p<.05).  

Clerk Case Time 

Results from the Clerk Case Time model are shown in Table 4. The statistical model 
explains 62.2% of the variation in Clerk Case Time. In social science research, this 
percentage of explained variance is generally considered to be very good.  

Table 4 lists the factors found to be statistically significant in the Clerk Case Time model 
and the associated unstandardized coefficients. The unstandardized coefficients are 
interpreted as follows:  holding all other factors constant, a unit increase in that factor is 
associated with a change in Clerk Case Time equal to the unstandardized coefficient, as 
measured in days.  For example, as shown in Table 4, holding all other factors constant, 
a Merit Panel Chambers case was associated with an increase in Clerk Case Time of 
29.3 days on average compared to cases that are dismissed due to procedural or other 
defect (this latter type of case served as the comparison group for the model). Four 
other Case Tracks were correlated with longer Clerk Case Time. Holding all other factors 
constant, Merit Panel cases in which the judges agree that no oral argument is needed 
(pursuant to § 17.1-403) and Merit Panel cases with Suggested Disposition Memos from 
the CSA increased Clerk Case Time between 41-42 days on average. However, the 
group of cases in which the CSA has identified the case for an expedited track without 
oral argument (No Oral Standing Panel Expedited Case) had the highest coefficient in 
the model (44.1), which indicates that such cases are associated with longer Clerk Case 
Time, all other factors remaining the same.  
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Several case types also proved to be significant. Criminal Appeals by Right had the 
largest coefficient of these, adding an average of 40.2 days to Clerk Case Time. Fast 
Track cases, both Termination of Parental Rights cases and other cases identified for Fast 
Track, were associated with lower Clerk Case Time (these factors have negative 
unstandardized coefficients in Table 4).  

As discussed in the previous section, a case may be returned by the CSA to the Clerk’s 
Office due to an incomplete record, deficient brief, or other reason. The Sentencing 
Commission calculated the Clerk Case Time to include the number of days that a case file 
spent in the Clerk’s Office before the case was “pulled” into the CSA Office once again 
for review and assignment. The statistical model revealed that cases with two or more 
CSA “pull” dates increased Clerk Case Time by an average 38.4 days. The CSA’s 
assigned level of difficulty (1, 2 or 3, with 3 assigned to cases that are the most complex) 
was also a good indicator for Clerk Case Time, with time increasing by an average of 4.3 
days for each level increase (from 1 to 2, or 2 to 3). For clerks, cases from the Northern 
region had longer average case times than other regions, holding all other factors 
constant. 

Cases resolved through a Merit Panel opinion were found to increase Clerk Case Time by 
an average of 35.4 days, all other factors remaining the same. Based on the model results, 
the number of pages in an opinion also contributed to Clerk Case Time. Each page of an 
opinion was found to increase Clerk Case Time by an average of 0.4 days.  

The model results suggest that cases with one or both parties acting pro se reduced the 
total length of Clerk Case Time. It was noted during several of the interviews that pro se 
cases are often more time-consuming. In the statistical model, Clerk Case Time includes 
both the front-end time the Clerk spends with case when it is filed and back-end time when 
the case is returned to the Clerk’s Office for release. While these cases may require more 
time initially, many of these cases may end up being dismissed and disposed of quickly. 
Given the results of the analysis, pro se parties did not increase the overall Clerk Case 
Time. However, certain types of motions were significant in contributing to CSA Case Time, 
as shown in Table 4. Motions for sanctions produced the highest unstandardized coefficient 
among the motions, adding 42.5 days on average to Clerk Case Time.  

The Sentencing Commission also tested certain factors that apply only to the clerks. The 
Commission received data extracted from the Clerk’s tab in ACMS. This dataset included 
25 different tasks that are carried out by staff in the Clerk’s Office. When a clerk 
completes one of the included tasks, it is recorded in the ACMS tab. For this analysis, the 
Sentencing Commission calculated the total number of times a clerk completed each such 
task for a case. These task factors were introduced into the Clerk Time Model and four 
emerged as statistically significant. There were: Record Request from Lower Tribunal by 
Email – Total; Notes Entered into Case File – Total; Record Rejected – Total; and E-mail 
Correspondence – Total. While all tasks take time for clerks to perform, these four increase 
Clerk Case Time consistently enough that they were statistically significant in the model. 
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Table 4: Results from the Statistical Model of Clerk Case Time 

Unstandardized 
Coefficient 

Case Tracks (as specified by CAV): 
Anders Case 35.1 
CSA No Oral Standing Panel Expedited Case 44.1 
Merit Panel - Judges Agree No Oral Argument Needed (§ 17.1-403) 41.1 
Merit Panel - Suggested Disposition Memo from CSA 42.0 
Merit Panel - Chambers Case 29.3  
Compared to:  Cases dismissed due to procedural or other defect 

Case Types: 
Criminal Appeal by Right 40.2 
Civil Appeal by Right 39.0 
Other Civil Appeal 30.2 
Domestic Relations 36.8 
Workers’ Compensation 24.2 
Administrative Agency 30.4  
Compared to:  No Jurisdiction, Original Jurisdiction, Injunction, Interlocutory, 
and Contempt cases 

Fast Track Cases: 
Not Termination of Parental Rights -15.7
Termination of Parental Rights -25.2

CSA Case Management: 
CSA Number of Case Pulls – 2 or More (Excluding Reassignments to Other Attys) 38.4 
CSA Assigned Level of Difficulty (1=Least Complex; 3=Most Complex) 4.3 

Regions: 
Northern 3.9 
Compared to:  Western 

Case Resolution: 
Merit Panel Opinion 35.4 
Number of Pages in Opinion 0.4 

Attorney Types: 
One or Both Parties Is Pro Se -16.7
Appellant Attorney Is Public Defender 14.3 
Compared to: Privately retained attorneys 

Motion Types: 
Number of Motions Received - Extension of Time 17.1 
Number of Motions Received - Sanctions 42.5 
Number of Motions Received - Withdraw as Counsel 12.5 
Number of Motions Received - Dismiss Case 4.7 

Clerk's Office Activities: 
Record Request from Lower Tribunal - Email - Total 35.7 
Notes Entered into Case File - Total 2.9 
Record Rejected - Number of Times 11.6 
E-mail Correspondence - Total 25.3 

Percentage of variation in Clerk Case Time explained by the model:  62.2%
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CSA Case Time 

Results from the CSA Case Time model are shown in Table 5. The statistical model explains 
45.4% of the variation in CSA Case Time. The percentage of explained variation in CSA 
Case Time is lower than the percentage of explained variation in the Clerk Case Time or 
Judge Case Time models. This means there is more variation in CSA Case Time that cannot 
be explained by the factors/characteristics captured in ACMS and supplemental data.  

Table 5 displays the factors found to be statistically significant in the CSA Case Time 
model and the associated unstandardized coefficients. Holding all other factors constant, 
a Merit Panel Chambers case was associated with a decrease in CSA Case Time of 7.2 
days on average compared to cases that are dismissed due to procedural or other 
defect (the comparison group). This finding is different than the result for the Clerk’s 
Office, which indicated an increase of 29.3 days for a Merit Panel Chambers case. The 
CSA finding reflects the fact that, once a case is identified as a chambers case (typically 
the more complex cases), staff attorneys generally spend less time preparing materials 
before the case is sent to the assigned panel judges. Based on the final CSA Case Time 
model, other Merit Panel cases were associated with increased case time compared to 
cases dismissed due to procedural or other defect. It is interesting to note that No Oral 
Standing Panel (Expedited) Cases were found to be statistically significant, increasing 
CSA Case Time by an average of 35.0 days. All other things being equal, a Civil by 
Right case increased CSA Case Time by an average of 4.2 days compared to No 
Jurisdiction and criminal cases that were not by right (which collectively served as the 
comparison group). Other Civil cases were found to reduce CSA Case Time. 

Ways in which the CSA manages cases also affect Case Time. As noted above, the CSA 
may return a case to the Clerk’s Office due to an incomplete record, deficient brief, or 
other reason. When this occurs, the time the file remains in the Clerk’s Office is added 
to the calculation of Clerk Case Time and it is not included in CSA Case Time. 
Nonetheless, according to the statistical model, this back and forth did ultimately 
increase the total CSA Case Time. As shown in Table 5, each time the CSA “pulled” the 
case (i.e., the CSA brought a case in for review and assignment to a staff attorney), it 
increased CSA Case Time by an average of 49.0 days.  

After reviewing a case and before assigning it to a staff attorney, the CSA assigns the 
case a level of difficulty reflecting complexity of the case. The CSA assigns a 1 for the 
least complex cases, a 2 for cases involving moderate complexity, and a 3 for cases 
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that are the most complex. Cases never reviewed by the CSA (e.g., if a case was 
withdrawn/settled early in the appeals process) were assigned a 0 in the Sentencing 
Commission’s analysis. The assigned level of difficulty was found to be statistically 
significant in the final CSA Case Time model. As the level of case difficulty increases 
(from 1 to 2, or 2 to 3), the length of CSA Case Time increased by 5.7 days on average. 
The fact that the CSA assigned level of difficulty is statistically significant suggests the 
CSA’s approach provides a reasonable measure of case complexity that, itself, is 
indicative of the time it takes for the CSA's Office to complete its work on the case.  

In the CSA Case Time model, cases from the Central and Eastern regions were 
statistically significant and both were related to increases in CSA Case Time compared 
to cases from the Western region (the comparison group). For CSA Case Time, merit 
panel opinions, published opinions/orders, and the number of pages in an opinion were 
not significant; however, the number of pages in orders was significant. For every 
additional page in an order, the CSA Case Time increased by an average of 4.8 days. 

Appellant attorney types were also significant in this model. Here, pro se appellants 
added to time spent by CSA’s working the case. For example, when the appellant 
attorney was listed as a pro se inmate, CSA Case Time increased by an average of 
27.3 days, all other factors remaining the same. As in the Clerk’s Case Time model, 
certain types of motions were significant in contributing to CSA Case Time. Motions to 
Strike had the largest coefficient of all the motions in the CSA model, increasing CSA 
Case Time by 26.3 days on average.  

Finally, the year in which the case was filed was found to be significant in explaining 
CSA Case Time. Cases filed in CY2023 and the first half of CY2024 were associated 
with longer CSA Case Time compared to cases filed in CY2022.  
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Table 5: Results from the Statistical Model of CSA Case Time 

Unstandardized 
Coefficient 

Case Tracks (as specified by CAV): 
Actual Innocence -41.0
Anders Case 31.4
CSA No Oral Standing Panel Expedited Case 35.0
Merit Panel - Judges Agree No Oral Argument Needed (§ 17.1-403) 26.2
Merit Panel - Suggested Disposition Memo from CSA 22.3
Merit Panel - Chambers Case -7.2
Withdrawn or Settled Case - Preliminary Review Stage -23.0 
Compared to:  Cases dismissed due to procedural or other defect 

Case Types: 
Civil Appeal by Right 4.2 
Other Civil Appeal -18.0 
Compared to:  No Jurisdiction and criminal cases that were not by right 

CSA Case Management: 
CSA Number of Pull Dates (Excluding Reassignments to Other Attorneys) 49.0 
CSA Assigned Level of Difficulty (1=Least Complex; 3=Most Complex)  5.7 

Regions: 
Central 12.1 
East 5.3  
Compared to:  Western 

Case Resolution: 
Number of Pages in Order 4.8   

Attorney Types: 
Appellant Attorney Is ProSe Inmate 27.3 
Appellant Attorney is ProSe NonInmate 15.1  
Compared to: Privately retained attorneys 

Motion Types: 
Number of Motions Received - Dismiss Case 13.4 
Number of Motions Received - Stay - CAV Proceedings 18.0 
Number of Motions Received - Amend 12.1 
Number of Motions Received - Strike 26.3 
Number of Motions Received - Miscellaneous 4.1 
Number of Motions Received - Extension of Time 1.5   

Time Period: 
Cases filed in CY2023 19.6 
Cases filed in January-June CY2024 23.4  
Compared to:  Cases filed in CY2022 

Percentage of variation in CSA Case Time explained by the model:  45.4% 
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Judge Case Time 

Results from the Judge Case Time model are shown in Table 6. The statistical model 
explains 80.0% of the variation in Judge Case Time. The percentage of explained 
variation in Judge Case Time is the highest of all three models. The finding means that 
the factors/characteristics captured in CMS and supplemental data explain most of 
variation in time judges spend with a case.  

Table 6 shows the factors found to be statistically significant in the Judge Case Time 
model and the associated unstandardized coefficients. Holding all other factors constant, 
a Merit Panel Chambers Case was associated with an increase in Judge Case Time of 
140.0 days compared to cases that are dismissed due to procedural or other defect 
(the comparison group). A Merit Panel Case with a Suggested Disposition Memo 
provided by the CSA’s Office was found to increase Judge Case Time by 106.3 days 
on average. All other things being equal, a Withdrawn or Settled Case was associated 
with a decrease in Judge Case Time of 7.1 days on average.  

One case type proved to be significant. Civil Appeals by Right were associated with 
increased Judge Case Time, adding an average of 5.0 days. Cases from the Central, 
Eastern and Northern regions required additional Judge Case Time compared to 
Western region cases, all other factors held constant.  

Cases that are resolved through a Merit Panel opinion were associated with longer 
Judge Case Time. Based on the final model, Merit Panel opinion extended Judge Case 
Time 14.6 days on average, all other factors remaining the same. An opinion/order that 
is published increased the time judges spend with the case by an average of 8.3 days. 
The number of pages in an opinion added to Judge Case Time, as well. Each page of 
an opinion was found to increase Judge Case Time by an average of 1.7 days. Cases 
that included a rehearing after the Merit Panel had longer Judge Case Times by an 
average of 20.6 days, all other factors held constant. 

Certain attorney types were also found to be statistically significant in the Judge Case 
Time model. Having one or both parties pro se or having a public defender as the 
appellant’s attorney was associated with slightly fewer days of Judge Case Time, while 
having a government attorney representing the appellant (e.g., the Attorney General’s 
Office) increased case time on average compared to retained attorneys (the comparison 
group assigned in the model).  

The number of motions received in a case had a statistically significant impact on Judge 
Case Time, but only certain types of motions. For example, a motion for continuance of 
oral argument added 20.5 days on average to Judge Case Time.  

Finally, the year in which the case was filed was found to be statistically significant with 
the model indicating that cases filed in CY2023 and CY2024 had shorter Judge Case 
Time compared to cases filed in CY2022. 
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Table 6: Results from Statistical Model of Judge Case Time 

Unstandardized 
Coefficient 

Case Tracks (as specified by CAV): 
Actual Innocence Case 8.4 
CSA No Oral Standing Panel Expedited Case 9.3 
Merit Panel - CSA Identified as Probable No-Oral Prior to April 2023 68.6 
Merit Panel - Judges Agree No Oral Argument Needed (§ 17.1-403) 58.2 
Merit Panel - Suggested Disposition Memo from CSA 106.3 
Merit Panel - Chambers Case 140.0 
Withdrawn or Settled Case - Preliminary Review Stage -7.1
 

Compared to:  Cases dismissed due to procedural or other defect 
Case Types: 

Civil Appeal by Right 5.0  
Compared to:  No Jurisdiction or Original Jurisdiction cases 

Fast Track Cases: 
Termination of Parental Rights case -26.5

Regions: 
Central 11.4 
Eastern 9.5 
Northern 4.3  
Compared to:  Western 

Case Resolution: 
Case Included a Rehearing after Merit Panel 20.6 
Merit Panel Opinion 14.6 
Merit Panel Opinion/Order Published 8.3 
Number of Pages in Opinion 1.7 

Attorney Types: 
One or Both Parties Is Pro Se -4.9 
Appellant Attorney - Government (e.g., Attorney General’s Office) 29.8
Appellant Attorney Is Public Defender -3.9 
Compared to: Privately Retained Attorneys 

Motion Types: 
Number of Motions Received - Continuance of Oral Argument 20.5 
Number of Motions Received - Amicus 18.7 
Number of Motions Received - Death of Party 57.0 
Number of Motions Received - Seal Record/Document 12.5 
Number of Motions Received - Withdraw as Counsel 5.4 
Number of Motions Received - Cost Bond 16.1 
Number of Motions Received - PHV 7.1 
Number of Motions Received - Substitution of Counsel 9.1 

Time Period: 
Cases filed in CY2023 -7.5
Cases filed in January-June CY2024 -18.1
Cases filed in July-December 2024 -9.9 
Compared to:  Cases filed in CY2022 

Percentage of variation in Judge Case Time explained by the model:  80.0% 
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Formulation of a Workload Metrics Tool 

In this stage of the project, the Sentencing Commission focused on the development of 
workload metrics for the CAV. The goal was to develop objective, empirically-based 
workload metrics that could be used as a tool for position and resource planning. The 
Workload Metrics Tool designed by the Sentencing Commission is Excel-based and 
provides a first-generation platform for estimating judge and staffing needs. The tool 
provides a way for the CAV to modify inputs based on current trends or expected 
changes to estimate future judge and staffing needs compared to current levels. The 
Tool also provides a way for the CAV to examine outputs, or benchmarks. The tool can 
be used to specify targets for these benchmarks and generate estimates of additional 
judges and personnel needed to meet those targets. Specifically, the Tool incorporates 
measures for the length of time it takes a case to move through the appeals process, the 
clearance rate, and the number of pending active cases. The Sentencing Commission 
formulated a separate tool for the judges, the CSA’s Office, and the Clerk’s Office.7 

The Workload Metrics Tool is designed such that the CAV can test scenarios and estimate 
future judge and staffing needs that may result under each scenario. Current workload 
and current judge and staffing levels are the basis against which future scenarios are 
compared. In making the current versus future comparison, the assumption is that the 
current workload volume per judge, staff attorney, and clerk is to remain the same in 
the future. To calculate the current workload volume, the following equations were used8: 

Judges Workload Volume = Number of Cases Filed * Average Judge Case Time 
CSA’s Office Workload Volume = Number of Cases Filed * Average CSA Case Time 
Clerk’s Office Workload Volume = Number of Cases Filed * Average Clerk Case Time 

Workload volume is measured in case-days. It represents the total amount of time it 
would take to complete all of the work for the cases filed during the period of interest, 
given the current average Case Time. To calculate workload volume, the Sentencing 
Commission used the average number of cases filed per year during CY2022-CY2024. 
Using a multi-year average rather than a single-year figure reduces the effect an 
abnormal year may have on the results. Similarly, average Case Times were computed 
based on all cases filed in CY2022-CY2024 that were disposed as of the date the data 
were downloaded (June 18, 2025, for criminal and civil cases and May 14, 2025, for 
other cases).  

7 The Workload Metric Tools do not include law clerks or other staff who work in the judges’ chambers. 
8 Due to time constraints, Commonwealth Appeals and Original Jurisdiction cases were not included 
in the calculation of Clerk, CSA and Judge Case Time. Such cases are included in the overall case 
life computation.   
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The calculation of total workload volume is shown below. 

Judges Workload Volume = (6,313 cases/3) x 67.6 days  =  142,252.9 case-days 
CSA Office Workload Volume = (6,313 cases/3) x 57.5 days  =  120,957.1 case-days 
Clerk’s Office Workload Volume = (6,313 cases/3) x 155.0 days = 326,234.8 case-days 

Underlying the Workload Metric Tool is the assumption that the current ratio of 
Workload Volume per judge, staff attorney, and clerk is to remain the same in the future. 
Implicit in this assumption is that average Case Times are to remain the same in the 
future. In other words, it assumes that there will be no changes to current procedures or 
processes that would increase or decrease the average time it takes for cases to move 
through the appeals process. Given these assumptions, the number of additional positions 
needed in a future scenario can be calculated using the equations below. 

Current Judges Workload Volume        Additional Workload Volume Expected 
Current Number of Judges      X 

X = Number of Additional Judges Needed to Handle Additional Workload Volume 

Current CSA Office Workload Volume        Additional Workload Volume Expected 
  Current Number of Staff Attorneys   Y 

Y = Number of Additional Staff Attorneys Needed to Handle Additional Workload Volume 

Current Clerk’s Office Workload Volume   Additional Workload Volume Expected 
    Current Number of Clerks  Z 

Z = Number of Additional Clerks Needed to Handle Additional Workload Volume 

Using the assumptions described above, a Workload Metric Tool was created for the 
judges, the CSA’s Office, and the Clerk’s Office. Workload volume for each group was 
also calculated by Case Track, Case Category, Region and other relevant case 
characteristics. Select sections of the Judges Workload Metric Tool are shown in Figure 
1 below. In this section of the Workload Metrics Tool, the CAV can specify percentage 
increases in the number of cases in each Case Track or Case Category. The tool uses the 
current ratio of Workload Volume per judge to estimate future need for judges to 
handle the additional workload that would be produced under the specified scenario. 

= 

= 

= 
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Figure 1: Judges Workload Metrics Tool (Select Sections) 
Inputs by Case Track Specified by the CAV, Case Category, and Region 
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To examine changes in outputs or benchmarks, the CAV would utilize the portion of the 
Workload Metrics Tool developed for that purpose. Selected sections of the Benchmarks 
section of the Judges Workload Metric Tool are shown in Figure 2. This portion of the 
tool allows the CAV to estimate additional judge positions needed for the Court to 
achieve specified Case Times, clearance rates9, or number of pending active cases. As 
with the Inputs section of the Workload Metrics Tool, the Benchmark section uses the 
current ratio of Workload Volume per judge to estimate future need for judges to 
accommodate the additional workload that would be produced under the specified 
scenario.  

The Judges Workload Metrics Tool is shown in this report as an example. Using the same 
approach, Workload Metrics Tools were created for the CSA’s Office and the Clerk’s 
Office. 

After testing prototypes of the tools, the Sentencing Commission demonstrated a 
prototype of the Workload Metrics Tool for the CAV and received input before 
finalizing the Tools.   

9 The clearance rate is calculated as the number of cases disposed in a year divided by the number of 
case filings during the year. 
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Figure 2: Judges Workload Metrics Tool (Select Sections) 
Benchmarks for Case Times, Pending Active Cases, and Clearance Rate 
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Limitations 

The Workload Metrics Tools designed by the Sentencing Commission provide a first-
generation platform for estimating judge and staffing needs. The Tools have certain 
limitations which are described in this section.  

For each Tool, some sections overlap (i.e., represent the same cases) and using multiple 
sections of the Tool at the same time will result in an inflated figure for judge/staffing 
needs. For example, the Case Track, Case Category, and Region sections represent the 
same cases. The cases have simply been classified in different ways. This provides the 
CAV with flexibility in the types of planning scenarios it wishes to run. Due to this overlap, 
however, the CAV should not run scenarios changing inputs or benchmarks in the Case 
Track, Case Category, and Region sections at the same time and then sum the additional 
judge/staff numbers calculated by the Tool. Doing so will result in an inflated needs 
figure. Similarly, the CAV should not run scenarios changing benchmarks for the number 
of pending active cases and the clearance rate at the same time. In essence, pending 
cases and clearance rate are two ways to measure the number of cases not completed 
during a given time period. Using both pending cases and clearance rate sections at the 
same time will result in an inflated need figure. Both were included in the Tool to provide 
the CAV with options for running scenarios based on the measure of its choosing.  

In addition to the limitation described above, this first-generation does not have a 
mechanism for updating benchmark figures based on changes entered into the Input 
section. In other words, when the CAV runs scenarios by changing inputs, such as the 
number of cases filed, the benchmarks shown on the Tool (Case Time, Pending active 
cases, and clearance rate) do not automatically recalculate based on the input changes. 
This enhancement was suggested during demonstration of the Tool for CAV staff and 
could be added at a later date.  

Finally, the accuracy of any tool is dependent on the quality (accuracy and 
completeness) of the data used to produce the tool. In the course of the study, the 
Sentencing Commission encountered date entries that, when used to compute Case Times, 
resulted in negative values. This indicates that one or both dates used in the calculation 
was entered incorrectly by Court staff. Cases resulting in negative Case Times were not 
included in the computation of Case Times.  

Analysis also revealed that most data fields had some degree of missing information. 
While the degree of missing information was not an issue for most data fields when the 
Sentencing Commission conducted its analysis, certain fields contained a higher 
percentage of missing data. The Commission did not include fields with a large 
percentage of missing data in its statistical models, as such models would be based on 
fewer cases and the subset of cases may not accurately reflect the universe of cases 
filed with the CAV. 



COURT OF APPEALS WORKLOAD METRICS PROJECT 

37 

Recommendations 

In the course of this project, the Sentencing Commission identified areas where the CAV 
could improve the quality and availability of data. Improvements would support a more 
detailed measurement of judge, staff attorney, and clerk workload in the future. The 
Sentencing Commission’s recommendations are discussed below. 

Recommendation 1:  Modify ACMS or design another automated system to capture 
information now collected by the CSA’s Office and the Clerk’s Office in supplemental 
spreadsheets. 

Due to limitations of the legacy ACMS, the CSA records considerable detail about each 
case in Excel spreadsheets. This supplemental information includes dates and notes 
regarding cases returned to the Clerk’s Office, as well as the level of difficulty (case 
complexity) assigned by the CSA, and the number of issues cited in the appeal. It also 
includes dates related to case flow through the CSA Office, such as the date the CSA 
“pulled” the case for review and assignment, the date it was assigned to a staff attorney, 
and the date work product was submitted by the staff attorney for review by a 
supervisor. Another CSA spreadsheet documents assignments of expedited cases to 
standing panels. These spreadsheets are used as tools by the CSA for case management, 
but they contain critical information that proved to be significant in the Sentencing 
Commission’s statistical models.  

Similarly, due to ACMS limitations, the Clerk’s Office captures information about opinions 
and orders released through the Clerk’s Disposition Team that is not otherwise available. 
The Clerk’s supplemental spreadsheets record the opinion type, important dates related 
to case flow through the office, and the length of the opinion/order (number of pages). 
The length of opinion/orders proved to be relevant to Case Time as it was statistically 
significant in some form in all three statistical models. 

Should a change in key personnel occur, the critical information contained in these 
spreadsheets may not be collected or may not be collected in the same way. The CAV 
should consider modifications to its automated data systems to ensure the availability of 
these data in the future.  

Recommendation 2:  Issue CAV case numbers earlier in the process. 

In the data provided to the Sentencing Commission, there were 1,894 cases (out of a 
total of 19,360) that did not have a CAV Case Number. This amounted to 9.8% of the 
cases. In these cases, the ACMS record contained the parties’ names, case type, and the 
lower tribunal name, but nearly all other fields, including dates fields, were empty.  
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In its 2024 Report to the General Assembly, the CAV referred to these cases as “pre-case 
matters.” These matters include, but are not limited to, pre-trial bond appeals and 
motions for delayed appeals.10 The limited information that ACMS contains indicates 
that the Court may receive roughly 200 pre-case matters per year. As case numbers 
are not issued at that stage, the actual number of pre-case matters filed each year is 
difficult to determine. Presumably, these pre-case matters require attention and 
generate some amount of work for judges or Court staff. Because there is almost no 
information entered into ACMS for pre-case matters, the amount of work performed by 
judges and Court staff cannot be assessed and could not be included in the Sentencing 
Commission’s workload metrics study.  

Furthermore, lack of case numbers at the record submission stage prevented the 
Sentencing Commission from including record size in its statistical models. A number of 
individuals interviewed for this study noted that the size of the record submitted to the 
CAV is often, although not always, an indicator of the time it takes to work a case. When 
records are submitted through the VACES system, the size of the files submitted is stored 
electronically. VACES information was provided to the Sentencing Commission; however, 
the lack of case numbers made it extremely challenging to match these data to the 
ACMS dataset. Without case numbers, the Sentencing Commission attempted to match 
the files using appellant name, lower tribunal name, and the lower tribunal case number. 
Names and lower tribunal case numbers were not entered into VACES in a consistent 
format and, as with any information entered manually, were subject to human error. As 
a result, the Sentencing Commission was not able to match a sufficiently high percentage 
of the VACES record data to include record size in the statistical models. Issuing case 
numbers at the record submission stage would address this problem. As an alternative, 
the confirmation number that is generated when a record is submitted through VACES 
could be captured in ACMS or through other means. Moreover, VACES only contains 
record size for cases submitted electronically and does not capture record size for the 
six courts that only submit paper records.  

Recommendation 3:  Require consistent formatting for VACES entries. 

The Sentencing Commission found that appellant and appellee names, lower tribunal 
names, and lower tribunal case numbers were not entered in a consistent format and it 
required considerable time to clean and format the data before attempts to match 
VACES data to the ACMS dataset could be made. If possible, the CAV should require 
standardized formats for VACES entries.  

10 Report to the Senate and House Committees for Courts of Justice, Court of Appeals of Virginia, 2024. 
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Recommendation 4:  Establish a method to better account for time a case remains in 
the Clerk’s Office waiting for action by the parties or by the lower tribunal court (i.e., 
periods during which little to no direct case work is performed). 

The current ACMS does not contain sufficiently detailed information related to the 
periods during which a case remains in the Clerk’s Office awaiting action by the parties 
or when a case is returned by the CSA to the Clerk’s Office due to an incomplete record, 
deficient brief, or other reason. When the latter occurs, the Clerk’s Office must request 
the necessary documents or information and wait for the parties or the lower tribunal to 
submit the requested items.  

For the workload metrics project, the Sentencing Commission attempted to account for 
the back and forth between the Clerk’s Office and the CSA that occurs in some cases by 
using one the CSA’s supplemental spreadsheets. This spreadsheet contained CSA “pull” 
dates and notations documenting if a case was returned to the Clerk’s Office; however, 
the date the case was returned to the Clerk’s Office was not always included in the 
notes. When this occurred, the Sentencing Commission estimated the return date based 
on other dates entered into the spreadsheet. The Commission’s approach to capturing 
the back and forth between the two offices proved to be useful as these exchanges 
contributed to Case Time for both the Clerk’s Office and the CSA’s Office (see Clerk 
and CSA statistical models). Establishing a formal protocol to better account for the 
additional time a case spends in the Clerk’s Office may enable a more precise 
measurement of case flow. One such approach may be to establish a case log in ACMS 
to capture each date the file moves between the Clerk’s Office and the CSA’s Office.   

In the circumstances described in the previous paragraph, little to no direct case work 
occurs until action by the parties or lower tribunal. The Clerk’s Office has no control over 
the time it takes the parties or the lower court to respond. In the current study, this pause 
in the case was included in the Clerk Case Time. The CAV may wish to examine 
alternative approaches for future studies.   
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Recommendation 5:  Establish a standardized format for recording lower tribunal case 
number in ACMS. 

The Sentencing Commission found that the lower tribunal case number was entered into 
ACMS without any standard format. Often the way lower tribunal case numbers were 
entered into ACMS did not match other data, such as the VACES Briefs Submissions file 
or the Circuit Court CMS system. Some ACMS entries appeared to be abbreviated 
versions of the lower tribunal case number. Some ACMS entries included multiple lower 
tribunal case numbers separated in various ways (use of “and,” “&,” “through,” or “;”) 
or multiple case numbers were indicated by the use of “etc.” after the first entry. While 
Circuit Court Clerk’s Offices may use varying case numbering schemes or use 
abbreviated case numbers when submitting records in VACES, it is recommended that 
the CAV develop a consistent format for recording the complete lower tribunal case 
numbers in ACMS.  
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Appendix 

Final Statistical Models for 
Clerk Case Time, CSA Case Time, and Judge Case Time 



COURT OF APPEALS WORKLOAD METRICS PROJECT 

42 

Clerk Case Time Model 
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Clerk Case Time Model (continued) 
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CSA Case Time Model 
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CSA Case Time Model (continued) 
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Judge Case Time Model 
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Judge Case Time Model (continued) 
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