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INTRODUCTIONI.

The judiciary’s core mission is the delivery of fair, timely and accessible

justice to Pennsylvanians. In 2015, Pennsylvania’s common pleas courts 

processed more than 680,000 cases including 175,391 criminal cases and 

168,145 civil cases. Unfilled judicial vacancies and reduced staffing persists 

largely due to fiscal constraints. There are 451 authorized common pleas 

judgeships; as of December 31, 2015, there were 423 commissioned judges and 

28 vacancies. Yet the work of the trial courts continues to evolve and become 

more complex; requiring more innovative services, to keep pace with society 

and fulfill the judiciary’s mission. Evaluating current court operations, 

workload and resources is proper and necessary to ensure that appropriate 

resources are available to manage and resolve court business timely and 

effectively while also delivering quality service to the public. 

A judicial needs assessment, or weighted caseload study, is a 

comprehensive analysis that quantifies the time it takes a judge to process 

cases, from initial filing to final disposition. It provides an objective and clear 

measure of actual workload by assigning a weight to different case types to 

show the varying degree of effort required for that case type. The weight, when 

applied to case filings and divided by available time displays a rough estimate 

of the number of judges needed to process that caseload and is the foundation 

to determining the optimum number of judicial officers to process and resolve 

current and future cases coming before the bench. 

Judge Need 

Time 

Judges 
Filings 
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In July 2012, the Administrative Office of Pennsylvania Courts (AOPC) 

submitted a grant proposal to the State Justice Institute (SJI) requesting 

funding to offset some of the expense of undertaking a statewide judicial needs 

assessment. SJI accepted the proposal in September and in May 2013, the 

AOPC contracted with the National Center for State Courts (NCSC) to perform 

the study. In the past 20 years, the NCSC completed workload assessments for 

judges in over thirty states and three countries.1 Suzanne Tallarico, a NCSC 

Principal Court Management Consultant, served as project director, assisted by 

John Douglas, also a Principal Court Management Consultant.  

 KEY COMPONENTS OF THE STUDY II.

 JUDICIAL NEEDS ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE A.

Central to the project was the creation of the Judicial Needs 

Assessment Committee (JNAC). JNAC acted as a decision-making body 

for the project to represent all common pleas judges in the 

Commonwealth. Members included judges from judicial districts large 

and small, urban and rural, and AOPC staff (see A1: JUDICAL NEEDS 

ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE MEMBERS).  

Throughout the project the JNAC: 

 Reviewed and recommended revisions to the study design 

including the time period and participants; 

 Determined the case types and case activities to use in the 

study; 

 Resolved issues affecting data collection, interpretation and 

analysis; 

 Reviewed findings at each critical phase; 

                                       
1  Alabama, Arizona, California, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Guam, Hawaii, Iowa, Kansas, Kosovo, 

Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New 
Hampshire, New Mexico, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oregon, Puerto Rico, South Dakota, 
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, West Bank, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. 
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 Served as liaison and resource to their judicial district and 

colleagues; and 

 Reconciled and finalized components including the case weights 

and judicial need model. 

 CASE TYPES  B.

The JNAC met for the first time in November 2013. The committee 

discussed which case types to include in the study from a comprehensive 

list of case types heard at the common pleas level. The selected case 

types provided a broad view of the court’s work without being too 

burdensome to track during the time study; included a mix of cases that 

vary in time and frequency on the docket; and verified statistics to apply 

to the model (Table 1). 

Case Types 

Civil  

 Tort 

 Professional Liability 

 Other Civil
2
 

Criminal 

 Homicide 

 Felony 

 Other Criminal
3
 

Family  All
4
 

Juvenile 
 Delinquency 

 Termination of Parental Rights (TPR)/Dependency 

Orphans’ Court  Adoptions, Guardianships, & Accounts 

Problem Solving 
Courts 

 Mortgage Foreclosure Court 

 Other Treatment Courts
5
 

Table 1 

                                       
2  Common Law/Statutory Arbitration, Declaratory Judgment, Mandamus, Non-Domestic Relations 

Restraining Order, Quo Warranto, Replevin, Civil Contract, Civil Real Property, Civil Administrative   
Appeals, other 

3  Criminal Misdemeanor, Criminal DUI, Criminal Summary Appeals, Grand Jury, other 
4  Custody, Support, Divorce, Protection from Abuse (PFA) 
5   Veterans, Drug, DUI, Juvenile, Mental Health, other 
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Case-related activities are the necessary tasks a judge performs 

throughout the life of a case that are case specific. Similar to case types, 

case-related activities must also capture variation in work and activities 

that reflect a judge’s work. Judges recorded time spent on case-related 

activities during the study to produce weights or average times in 

minutes that judges need to accomplish these critical tasks.  

Non-case related activities are also essential but not directly 

related to a specific case. These activities are generally administrative, 

operational or professional. Quantifying how the workday is spent is a 

time-consuming task, but a useful tool to underscore areas where 

processes can be refined and made more efficient. Table 2 provides the 

activity categories used in the model (see A2 TIME STUDY: CASE AND 

NON-CASE-RELATED DEFINITIONS). 

Table 2 
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 TIME STUDY C.

The purpose of a time study is to accumulate data on the agreed 

upon case types and activities to establish a baseline of current practice. 

The JNAC decided that all judicial officers should participate in the time 

study to make the results more accurate. 

The JNAC chose a four-week period from March 17 through April 

11, 2014 because it represents a typical month where holidays, 

vacations, conferences and meetings are on the calendar, but not 

excessive. NCSC updated the online data collection tool and drafted 

training materials to inform judges of the study procedures during the 

four-week collection period. A secure login, password, and a lack of 

personal identifiers in the data eliminated concerns regarding data 

confidentiality. The NCSC and AOPC staff trained judicial officers via 

regional on-site trainings, a series of webinars and printed instructions. 

The NCSC also hosted a help desk accessible by email or phone during 

the study. 

Judges recorded their time using an online application, and 

entered case-related time by matching the case type to the corresponding 

case-related activity and non-case-related time to one of the non-case 

related activities. 

At the conclusion of the study period, the NCSC cleaned, reviewed 

and verified the data and tabulated the total time it takes for each action 

and the frequency of each action during the period. The data showed the 

number of cases handled by each judge in each judicial district and the 

amount of judicial time necessary to perform the various tasks related to 

a case. 
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Pennsylvania’s commitment to the project was evident by the high 

participation rate statewide (Figure 1). Strong participation increases the 

study’s reliability and guarantees there is sufficient data to develop an 

accurate picture of Pennsylvania’s current trial court practice.  

Using data from the time study, a case weight was created for each 

case type, representing the varying degree of effort required to process 

that type of case. Case filings, when multiplied by the case weight, equals 

the total time required to process caseload, or workload (Figure 2).  

The study data also showed how common pleas judges allocated 

their time during the time study (Table 3). The greatest amount of 

judicial time was spent on felony cases (21.9%), followed by family cases 

(20.8%).  

Figure 1 

Figure 2 
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In terms of activities, pretrial activities (38.8%) account for the 

greatest proportion of time for all case types followed by trial activities 

(32.4%). Despite the fact that dispositions by trial are relatively rare 

events (2.1% of all criminal case dispositions in 2013; 1.5% of all civil 

case dispositions in 2013), when they occur, they require a significant 

amount of a judge’s time. The data highlights the fact that the use of 

trials as a dispositive option is a very time consuming activity for judges. 

 CALCULATIONS D.

The four-week time study period should be reflective of what an 

average court of common pleas workload resembles at a given point in 

time. Case weights applied to filings provides a powerful tool to 

differentiate the level of complexity between different case types.  

Case Type Pre-Trial In-Trial
Post-

Trial

Case-Related 

Administration

% of Total 

Time

Tort 5.0% 2.8% 0.8% 0.6% 9.2%

Professional Liability 0.9% 0.9% 0.1% 0.1% 2.0%

Other Civil 7.4% 3.1% 3.2% 1.4% 15.2%

Homicide 1.0% 1.6% 0.9% 0.2% 3.7%

Felony 7.6% 7.6% 5.6% 1.2% 21.9%

Other Criminal 4.9% 2.8% 2.9% 0.5% 11.2%

All Family 7.6% 8.1% 4.2% 1.0% 20.8%

Delinquency 1.1% 1.7% 1.3% 0.5% 4.5%

TPR & Dependency 1.2% 2.3% 1.8% 0.5% 5.8%

Adoptions, Guardianships & Accounts 1.2% 1.0% 0.5% 0.3% 3.1%

Mortgage Foreclosure 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%

Other Treatment Courts 0.7% 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 2.4%

All Case Types 38.8% 32.4% 21.9% 6.9% 100.0% 

SPECIALTY COURTS

CIVIL

CRIMINAL

FAMILY

JUVENILE

ORPHANS' COURT

Table 3 
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To determine judicial resource need, or the number of judicial 

officers needed to process caseload, the amount of time a judge has 

available to work must be added to the equation: the judge year value. 

This value is the product of the judge year and the judge day.  

 THE JUDGE WORK YEAR  E.

A judge year is the average amount of judicial work time available 

in a given year. To calculate judge year, begin with the number of days in 

a year and deduct time for weekends and holidays. The JNAC decided to 

use 104 weekend days and thirteen holidays. The JNAC further refined 

availability by determining the appropriate amount of time to include for 

committee time, continuing education, sick and vacation leave and non-

case related activities. As a comparison, the national average is 212 days 

per year; Pennsylvania’s common pleas judges have 208 days available 

(Figure 3). 

Figure 3 
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 THE JUDGE DAY  F.

The judge day number is the total amount of time a judge has each 

day to devote to case-related work. For purposes of the study, the judge 

day is divided into two separate categories: the amount of time devoted to 

case-related and non-case-related activities. 

The Pennsylvania judicial needs model is built on a standard judge 

workday of 7.5 hours per day, or, stated in another way, a nine-hour day 

with an hour for lunch and two fifteen minute breaks.6 

Data collected during the time study established the average 

amount of time associated with non-case-related activities (1.32 hours) 

and the average amount of time associated with work-related travel 

differentiated by judicial district. 

Given the variation in travel requirements by district (Table 4), the 

actual average work-related travel time for each judicial district is 

included in the judicial need model. Deducting travel time, lunch, 

breaks, and other non-case related time provides approximately six 

hours each work day for a judge to attend to cases (Table 4).  

 

  

                                       
6 The average workday in the ten most recent judge weighted caseload studies conducted by the NCSC 
   is 7.68 hours; the median workday is 7.5 hours. 

Minimum 0.83 (Venango)

Maximum 54.71 (Centre)

Median 5.74

Average 6.03

Travel Time Range

(minutes/judge/day)

Table 4 
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 JUDGE YEAR VALUE G.

The judge year value is the product of judge work year and judge 

day. Overall, a common pleas judge has 75,878 minutes a year to 

process workload (case filings multiplied by the average number of 

minutes it takes to complete that case type) (Table 5). By dividing total 

workload by the judge year value, the number of judges needed to 

process that work can be estimated (Figure 4). 

  

Table 5 
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 FOCUS GROUPS H.

Focus group meetings were held in conjunction with the 

Pennsylvania Conference of State Trial Judges in July 2014. During 

these meetings, judges were asked to review and provide feedback on the 

data collected, including case weights developed from the time study and 

the average travel and non-case specific time. The focus group sessions 

also provided an opportunity for judges to present additional information 

to NCSC facilitators and the JNAC that might be helpful in analyzing the 

time study data and to understand the data reported during the time 

study. With few exceptions, judges who participated in the focus groups 

were able to validate the case weights presented to them. Based on focus 

group feedback, the JNAC agreed to break out the case weights, using 

county class size as the determinant of case weights. The data were 

reviewed and discussed and ultimately, five sets of case weights were 

developed. County classes were grouped in the following manner and 

case weights were developed for each classification (Figure 5, see also A3 

CLASS OF COUNTY DEFINED).  

Figure 4 
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Figure 5 

 CASE WEIGHTS  I.

CASE WEIGHT CLASS 1 CLASS 2 CLASS 2A CLASS 3 CLASSES 4-8

Tort 84 109 109 111 153

Professional Liability 201 279 464 357 584

All Other Civil 126 38 57 59 71

Homicide 2005 2960 8740 1516 3460

Felony 194 90 156 111 112

All Other Criminal 16 35 35 33 50

All Family 18 25 42 22 24

Delinquency 103 110 59 49 42

TPR/Dependency 135 290 72 131 135

Adoptions, Guardianships, Accounts 224 163 227 111 87

Mortgage Foreclosure Court 7 1 0 2 2

All Other Problem Solving Courts 122 217 695 336 447

ORPHANS' COURT

PROBLEM SOLVING COURTS

CIVIL

CRIMINAL

FAMILY

JUVENILE

Table 6 
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The case weight is a multiplier that differentiates case types. Not 

all cases are the same. Cases that are more complex or consume more 

resources receive a higher case weight to make that distinction. Case 

weights were built from judge time, in minutes, spent during the time 

study on each case type (case time, frequency of event and amount of 

time spent) (Table 6).   

 STUDY RESULTS III.

To calculate the preliminary statewide case weights, the sum of judge 

time for each case type was divided by the number of cases filed for each case 

type during the study period. This data was then annualized and applied to 

calendar year 2013 case filings. The result is a picture of current practice: the 

average amount of time, in minutes, currently spent by all common pleas 

judges in Pennsylvania on each of the identified case types. 

Applying case weights to 

caseload produces workload. 

Dividing workload by the number 

of common pleas judges in that 

district shows the number of 

judges needed. For example, in 

the fictitious judicial district in 

Table 7, a judicial district had 

28,226 filings. Applying case 

weights to those filings results in a workload of 1,656,390 minutes, which 

includes 27,826 minutes added to account for the additional time a president 

judge spends on administrative work. Workload, or filings multiplied by the 

case weight (1,656,390 minutes) divided by the average available time (76,513 

minutes) means that judicial need, or 21.65 judge equivalents, are needed 

(Figure 6). 

Table 7 
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Applying case weights to filings for calendar years 2013, 2014 and 2015 

shows judges in the common pleas courts complete nearly 40 million minutes 

of case-specific work annually. Dividing the annual workload by the judge year 

value and accounting for travel and non-case-related work requirements 

results in the number of common pleas judges needed to process cases filed in 

the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. Statewide, the model indicates annual 

judge demand for 2013, 2014 and 2015 as 536, 511 and 528 (see A4 JUDICIAL 

NEED MODEL CONDENSED). 

A utilization rate represents the level at which judges in each judicial 

district are currently working, based on the expected workload produced in the 

need model (see A4 JUDICIAL NEED MODEL CONDENSED). For example, the 

judicial district in Table 7 has 13 judges and the model indicates a need for 22 

judges. Each judge in this judicial district is working at the rate of 1.67 judges. 

A utilization number greater than one indicates that the judges in that district 

need to work more than average to meet their caseload or that additional 

resources such as senior judges, masters, or hearing officers are needed. This 

rate is useful in determining the most urgent staffing needs across judicial 

districts. Over a three year average from 2013-2015, the average judge 

utilization was 1.28. Rates ranged from .84 to 2.10. Ranking these judicial 

districts by utilization highlights areas that may benefit from additional 

resources (see A7 AVERAGE UTILIZATION). 

Resources are not limited to judges. The time study also captured time of 

other professionals who perform limited judicial functions. These professionals, 

Figure 6 
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quasi-judicial officers (QJO), are instrumental in alleviating backlogs and 

keeping the docket moving. Over 1,000 quasi-judicial officers participated in 

the time study. Supplemental data from surveys sent to district court 

administrators over the last two years shows that over 90% of judicial districts 

utilize these professionals (see A9 QUASI-JUDICIAL OFFICER DATA). Typically, 

a QJO may be a law clerk, master, hearing officer, child custody officer or other 

professional who hears testimony and renders a decision. The majority of QJOs 

work with PFAs, juvenile dependency and delinquency, divorce, custody and 

child support. However, it is important to note that QJOs cannot perform the 

same work as a judge; therefore they are limited by various statutes and rules 

in the amount and type of assistance they can provide.  

When time study results were presented to the JNAC, concerns were 

raised about the accuracy of the QJO time entries. All sixty judicial districts 

refer to and use their QJOs differently. It became evident that uniformly 

applying QJO time to the model would dilute the case weights for judges. Still, 

QJO time and function should be part of any analysis when contemplating 

resources as QJOs provide a tremendous service and are usually a cost 

effective resource for judicial districts. 

Also part of the time study were senior judges, provided they were 

actively providing coverage in a judicial district during the time study period 

(see A10 SENIOR JUDGE USE BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT). Judicial districts rely 

on senior judges for a variety of reasons and are another source of support. 

Judge demand is a significant piece of information. It is quantitative and 

based on concrete inputs that can be measured and verified. However, it is not 

the sole or determining factor to assess need. The model does not take into 

account local practices, customs, or the socio-economic factors that influence 

each judicial district. 

The judicial need model uses one year of data, calendar year 2013, to 

create the case weights; and establish a baseline that measures how well 
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courts are using existing resources and where help may be needed. Since 

caseload fluctuates from year to year, data should be updated annually and 

reviewed to identify trends and anomalies and see whether a high or low 

caseload in a given year is an anomaly or something more meaningful. The 

2013 need model was updated using case filings, judge vacancies, 

complements and senior judge use for calendar years 2014 and 2015. An 

annual average using those three years is also provided. 

In March 2017, each judicial district received a copy of the judicial needs 

assessment report and relevant data. The president judge and district court 

administrator reviewed the report, verified the data and provided corrections or 

comments to the AOPC for discussion. On April 26, 2017 the AOPC and the 

NCSC presented a webinar on the judicial needs assessment process. The 

AOPC continues to provide ongoing assistance to common pleas judges and 

court administrators as they determine the best way to apply the report’s 

findings to their judical district. 

 KEY POINTS AND CONCLUSIONS IV.

The study presents the following key points: 

 A judicial needs assessment is not a simple metric that indicates 

whether a judicial district has the right amount of judges, too 

many or too few. This snapshot is really the beginning of the 

analysis and discussion for each judicial district to decide what 

combination of the three sources of judicial resources – 

commissioned judges, senior judges, and quasi-judicial officials 

must be used to meet the need. 

 Most of the judicial districts in the state have the correct number 

of judges needed to handle their caseload. 
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 By itself, the measure is limited because it does not account for the 

influence local practices, customs and other unique circumstances 

have on a judicial district’s ability to meet its judicial workload, 

such as the relative tenure of judges in a judicial district, where 

experience affects efficiency. 

 The study provides an objective measure to assess filling judicial 

vacancies and/or creating new judgeships. The report lends 

support to judicial districts that are pursuing additional 

judgeships or in filling vacancies.  

 Using utilization rate as a criterion for senior judge assignments 

will prioritize judicial districts with the greatest need (see A7 

AVERAGE UTILIZATION). 

 Eighty percent (80%) of judicial districts have a utilization rate that 

falls within the standard deviation of the state average of 1.28. 

Fifty-five percent (55%) of those judicial districts are below 1.22 

(see A8 STATE UTILIZATION). 

 By assigning judges to divisions within their court or by case type 

to assign work more evenly, president judges will have an objective 

measure of how many judicial resources are required to handle 

each type of case. 

 President judges can use the data to demonstrate the value of 

funding quasi-judicial officials to offset a higher utilization rate, 

and ease some of the workload burden on the commissioned 

judges, noting that this cannot fully replace the work of a common 

pleas judge.  
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 The judicial needs assessment model should be recalculated 

annually using annual case filings, judge complement, judge 

vacancies and senior judge use from the previous year. Case 

weights are valid for five to eight years; with a new study 

recommended after such time or when factors affecting the study 

change significantly. 



  

  

APPENDICES



 

 

 

Page 20 

 

  

 JUDICAL NEEDS ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE MEMBERS A1.

JUDICAL NEEDS ASSESSMENT STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

COMMON PLEAS JUDGES 

Name Judicial District Class of County 

Dudley N. Anderson Lycoming (29) Fifth Class 

Mark I. Bernstein Philadelphia (1) First Class 

John M. Cascio Somerset (16) Sixth Class 

Thomas M. Delricci Montgomery (38) Second Class A 

John H. Foradora Jefferson (54) Sixth Class 

Todd A. Hoover Dauphin (12) Third Class 

Jeffrey A. Manning Allegheny (2) Second Class 

Nathaniel C. Nichols Delaware (32) Second Class A 

Tina Polachek Gartley Luzerne (11) Third Class 

Michael H. Sholley Snyder & Union (17) Seventh Class 

Margherita Patti Worthington Monroe (43) Fourth Class 

AOPC STAFF 

Amy J. Ceraso, Esq. Director, Judicial Automation 

Joseph J. Mittleman, Esq. Director, Judicial District Operations & Programs 

Kim Nieves Director, Research And Statistics 

Amy J. Kehner Judicial District Operations & Programs Administrator 

Laurie Sacerdote Research Analyst 
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 TIME STUDY: CASE AND NON-CASE-RELATED DEFINITIONS A2.
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Pennsylvania Court of Common Pleas Judicial Needs Assessment Study: 2014 ------

Pennsylvania Court of Common Pleas Time-and-Motion 
Study Non-Case-Related Activity Definitions 

Non-Case-Related Administration · Includes work directly related to the administration or operation of 
the court. 

• Personnel issues 

• Case assignment 

• Calendaring 

• Management issues 
• Internal staff meeting 

• Facilities 

• Budget 

• Technology 

President Judge/ Administrative Judge Administrative Activities - Includes a ll administrative tasks that 
are undertaken only by the President Judge or Administrative Judge. 

Judicial education and training· Includes continuing education and professional development. reading 
advance sheets, statewide judicial meetings, and out-of-state education programs permitted by the state. 
Include both receiving training and providing training. 

Community activities, education, speaking engagement · Includes time spent on community and civic 
activities in your role as a judge, e.g., speaking at a local bar luncheon, attendance at rotary functions, or 
Law Day at the local high school. This activity also includes preparing or officiating at weddings for which 
you are not paid. 

Committees, other meetings a nd re lated work· Includes time spent in state, local or other work-related 
committee meetings, staff or other meetings that are job-related. Also include any work done (prep or post
meeting) for these meetings outside of the actual meeting time. 

General Legal Research - includes keeping up on legal decisions and other legal research and/or policy 
issues that is pertinent to your job. 

Travel time· Includes any reimbursable travel. This includes time spent traveling to and from a court or 
other facil ity outside one's county of residence for any court-related business, including meetings. 
Traveling to the court in one's own county is local "commuting time," which should NOT be counted as 
travel time. 

Vacation/ lllness/Military Leave - Includes any non-recognized holiday/military leave time. DOES NOT 
include recognized holidays as they have a lready been accounted for in the determination of the Judge Year 
Value. 

Other · Includes all other work-related, but non-case-related tasks that do not fit in the above categories. 

Time Study Data Reporting/Entry - Record time spent each day to record and log the time for the 
weighted caseload study. 

csc~~~~~~-
........... (...-1,w~(,~ 
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 CLASS OF COUNTY DEFINED A3.
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 JUDICIAL NEED MODEL CONDENSED A4.
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** For purposes of the JNA, Chester County (a Class 3 County) is grouped with Class 2A Counties (Bucks, Delaware and 
Montgomery) because together these counties comprise the Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical Area.  

CAMBRIA (4), 2013 

CAMBRIA (4), 2014 

CAMBRIA (4), 2015 

CAMERON-ELK (8/6), 2013 

CAMERON-ELK (8/6), 2014 

CAMERON-ELK (8/6), 2015 

CARBON (6), 2013 

CARBON (6), 2014 

CARBON (6), 2015 

CENTRE (4), 2013 

CENTRE (4), 2014 

CENTRE (4), 2015 

CHESTER .. (2A), 2013 

CHESTER .. (2A), 2014 

CHESTER•• (2A), 2015 

CLARION (6), 2013 

CLARION (6), 2014 

CLARION (6), 2015 

CLEARFIELD (6), 2013 

CLEARFIELD (6), 2014 

CLEARFIELD (6), 2015 

• 
CLINTON (6), 2013 

CLINTON (6), 2014 

CLINTON (6), 2015 

COLUMBIA-MONTOUR (6/8), 2013 

COLUMBIA-MONTOUR (6/8), 2014 

COLUMBIA-MONTOUR (6/8), 2015 

CRAWFORD (6), 2013 

CRAWFORD (6), 2014 

CRAWFORD (6), 2015 

CUMBERLAND (3), 2013 

CUMBERLAND (3), 2014 

CUMBERLAND (3), 2015 

JUDGE DEMAND & UTILIZATION RATE 

Total 

Total Cases Total Judge Total Total Judge Total Judge Senior Total Utilization 

Filed Demand Judges Vacancies Utilization Judge with Senior Judges 

Usage 

9,227 7 5 0 1.33 0.97 1.11 

9,141 7 5 0 1.37 0.97 1.15 

8,496 7 5 0 1.33 0.97 1.12 

3,821 2 1 0 2.21 0.21 1.82 

3,885 2 1 0 2.22 0.21 1.83 

3,700 2 1 0 2.08 0.28 1.63 

4,627 3 3 0 1.01 0.01 1.01 

4,433 3 3 0 0.96 0.01 0.96 

4,670 3 3 0 1.06 0.05 1.04 

5,663 5 4 0 1.25 0.20 1.19 

5,529 5 4 0 1.24 0.17 1.19 

5,299 5 4 0 1.21 0.52 1.08 

16,922 16 13 1 1.22 1.70 1.07 

16,744 15 14 1 1.06 1.15 0.97 

16,803 17 14 1 1.25 1.90 1.10 

1,974 2 1 0 1.76 0.18 1.48 

2,044 2 1 0 1.81 0.25 1.45 

1,912 2 1 0 1.61 0.32 1.23 

,. 
4,306 3 2 0 1.49 0.04 1.46 

4,002 3 2 0 1.49 0.16 1.38 

3,965 3 2 0 1.48 0.08 1.43 

2,228 2 2 1 0.85 1.12 0.54 

2,223 2 2 0 0.83 0.34 0.71 

2,270 2 2 0 0.98 0.18 0.90 

5,024 4 2 0 1.87 0.14 1.75 

4,260 3 2 0 1.70 0.12 1.61 

4,129 4 2 0 1.75 0.21 1.58 

4,468 3 3 0 1.00 0.03 0.99 

4,474 3 3 0 1.01 0.01 1.01 

4,534 3 3 0 1.02 0.04 1.01 

11,026 7 6 0 1.10 0.24 1.06 

11,150 7 6 0 1.13 0.13 1.10 

10,836 7 6 0 1.14 0.14 1.11 
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DAUPHIN (3), 2013 

DAUPHIN (3), 2014 

DAUPHIN (3), 2015 

DELAWARE (2A), 2013 

DELAWARE (2A), 2014 

DELAWARE (2A), 2015 

ERIE (3), 2013 

ERIE (3), 2014 

ERIE (3), 2015 

FAYETIE (4), 2013 

FAYETIE (4), 2014 

FAYETIE (4), 2015 

FOREST-WARR EN (8/6), 2013 

FOREST-WARREN (8/6), 2014 

FOREST-WARREN (8/ 6), 2015 

FRANKLI N-FULTON (4/8), 2013 

FRANKLI N-FULTON (4/8), 2014 

FRANKLIN-FULTON (4/8), 2015 

GREENE (6), 2013 

GREENE (6), 2014 

GREENE (6), 2015 

HUNTINGDON (6), 2013 

HUNTINGDON (6), 2014 

HU NTINGDON (6), 2015 

IN DIANA (6), 2013 

IN DIANA (6), 2014 

IN DIANA (6), 2015 

JEFFERSON (6), 2013 

JEFFERSON (6), 2014 

JEFFERSON (6), 2015 

JUNIATA-PERRY (7/6), 2013 

JUNIATA-PERRY (7/6), 2014 

JUNIATA-PERRY (7/6), 2015 

JUDGE DEMAND & UTILIZATION RATE 

Total 
Total Cases Total Judge Total Total Judge Total Judge Senior Total Utilization 

Filed Demand Judges Vacancies Utilization Judge with Senior Judges 

Usage 

20,229 12 10 1 1.19 0.05 1.18 

20,094 12 10 1 1.24 0.05 1.23 

20,152 13 10 1 1.32 0.41 1.27 

31,974 28 20 2 1.40 1.58 1.29 

29,693 24 20 1 1.21 2.21 1.09 

29,214 27 20 1 1.34 2.80 1.18 

18,780 10 9 1 1.12 1.08 1.00 

17,776 9 9 0 1.05 0.51 1.00 

17,618 10 9 1 1.12 0.72 1.04 

8,831 7 5 2 1.37 2.47 0.92 

8,772 7 5 0 1.33 1.74 0.99 

8,753 6 5 0 1.29 1.38 1.01 

2,086 2 2 0 0.9 3 0.26 0.83 

1,969 2 2 0 0.84 0.23 0.76 

2,038 2 2 0 0.93 0.32 0.81 

9,146 6 5 1 1.20 0.54 1.08 

8,966 6 5 0 1.19 0.05 1.18 

8,562 6 5 1 1.19 0.29 1.12 

2,232 2 2 0 0.86 0.00 0.85 

1,946 2 2 1 0.85 0.03 0.84 

1,966 2 2 1 0.81 0.55 0.63 

2,660 2 1 0 2.10 0.00 2.10 

2,741 2 1 0 2.11 0.56 1.36 

2,546 2 1 0 2.10 0.52 1.38 

4,008 3 3 0 1.13 0.01 1.13 

4,064 3 3 0 1.04 0.06 1.02 

4,619 4 3 0 1.22 0.29 1.11 

2,874 2 1 0 2.34 0.20 1.95 

2,684 2 1 0 2.28 0.15 1.97 

2,686 2 1 0 2.29 0.31 1.75 

3,093 2 2 0 1.17 0.33 1.01 

2,862 2 2 0 1.09 0.35 0.93 

2,865 2 2 0 1.12 0.31 0.97 
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LACKAWANNA (3). 2013 

LACKAWANNA (3). 2014 

LACKAWANNA (3). 2015 

LANCASTER (3), 2013 

LANCASTER (3), 2014 

LANCASTER (3), 2015 

LAWRENCE (5), 2013 

LAWRENCE (5), 2014 

LAWRENCE (5), 2015 

LEBANON (5), 2013 

LEBANON (5), 2014 

LEBANON (5 ), 2015 

LEHIGH (3), 2013 

LEHIGH (3), 2014 

LEHIGH (3), 2015 

LUZERNE (3), 2013 

LUZERNE (3), 2014 

LUZERNE (3), 2015 

LYCOMI NG (5), 2013 

LYCOMI NG (5), 2014 

LYCOMING (5), 2015 

MCKEAN (6), 2013 

MCKEAN (6), 2014 

MCKEAN (6), 2015 

MERCER (5), 2013 

MERCER (5), 2014 

MERCER (5), 2015 

MIFFLIN (6). 2013 

MIFFLIN (6), 2014 

MIFFLIN (6), 2015 

MONROE (4), 2013 

MONROE (4), 2014 

MONROE (4), 2015 

JUDGE DEMAND & UTILIZATION RATE 

Total 

Total Cases Total Judge Total Total Judge Total Judge Senior Total Utilization 

Filed Demand Judges Vacancies Utilization Judge with Senior Judges 

Usage 

12,508 9 9 1 0.95 1.44 0.82 

12,330 8 9 0 0.94 1.39 0.82 

12,268 9 9 0 0.95 1.45 0.82 

•• 
21,985 13 15 1 0.85 0.11 0.84 

21,391 12 15 0 0.83 0.07 0.83 

20,998 13 15 0 0.86 0.10 0.85 

. ' 
6,139 4 4 0 1.10 0.30 1.02 

6,014 4 4 0 1.04 0.60 0.90 

6,165 4 4 0 1.12 0.58 0.98 

8,183 5 4 0 1.25 0.25 1.18 

8,522 6 4 0 1.39 0.33 1.29 

8,296 5 4 0 1.36 0.26 1.27 

I, 

20,490 11 10 0 1.14 0.59 1.07 

19,979 11 10 0 1.10 0.56 1.04 

19,968 11 10 0 1.13 0.52 1.07 

17,831 12 10 0 1.19 2.29 0.97 

17,079 11 10 0 1.14 2.16 0.94 

15,741 10 10 0 1.02 1.85 0.86 

.. 
7,332 5 5 0 1.05 0.07 1.04 

7,167 5 5 0 1.01 0.31 0.95 

6,787 5 5 0 1.03 0.12 1.00 

• . . " 
2,339 2 2 0 0.90 0.44 0.74 

2,428 2 2 0 0.98 0.42 0.81 

2,271 2 2 0 0.94 0.46 0.76 

7,182 5 4 1 1.18 0.65 1.02 

7,341 5 4 0 1.21 0.01 1.21 

7,060 5 4 0 1.25 0.03 1.24 

I• 

2,824 2 2 1 1.00 0.09 0.96 

2,705 2 2 1 0.97 0.61 0.75 

2,758 2 2 1 1.04 0.54 0.82 

... 
11,672 8 6 0 1.33 0.13 1.30 

10,675 7 6 0 1.24 0.22 1.19 

10,468 8 6 0 1.30 0.30 1.24 
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MONTGOMERY (2A), 2013 

MONTGOMERY (2A), 2014 

MONTGOMERY (2A), 2015 

NORTHAMPTON (3), 2013 

NORTHAMPTON (3). 2014 

NORTHAMPTON (3), 2015 

NORTHUMBERLAND (5), 2013 

NORTHUMBERLAND (5), 2014 

NORTHUMBERLAND (5), 2015 

PHILADELPHIA (1), 2013 

PHILADELPHIA (1), 2014 

PHILADELPHIA (1), 2015 

PIKE (6). 2013 

PIKE (6). 2014 

PIKE (6). 2015 

POTIER (8), 2013 

POTIER (8), 2014 

POTIER (8), 2015 

SCHUYLKILL (4), 2013 

SCHUYLKILL (4), 2014 

SCHUYLKILL (4 ), 2015 

SNYDER-UNION (7/7). 2013 

SNYDER-UNION (7/7), 2014 

SNYDER-UNION (7/7). 2015 

SOMERSET (6), 2013 

SOMERSET (6), 2014 

SOMERSET (6), 2015 

SULLIVAN-WYOMING (8/7), 2013 

SULLIVAN-WYOMING (8/7), 2014 

SULLIVAN-WYOMING (8/7), 2015 

SUSQUEHANNA (6), 2013 

SUSQUEHANNA (6), 2014 

SUSQUEHANNA (6), 2015 

JUDGE DEMAND & UTILIZATION RATE 

Total 

Total Cases Total Judge Total Total Judge Total Judge Senior Total Utilization 

Filed Demand Judges Vacancies Utilization Judge with Senior Judges 

Usage 

34,522 30 23 2 1.29 1.57 1.20 

33,645 28 23 1 1.21 1.97 1.11 

34,091 34 23 1 1.49 2.21 1.36 

16,970 9 9 1 1.02 0.29 0.99 

15,881 8 9 1 0.94 0.80 0.86 

16,065 9 9 1 1.03 0.75 0 .95 

5,710 4 3 0 1.45 0.02 1.44 

5,253 4 3 0 1.33 0.33 1.20 

5,363 5 3 0 1.50 0.02 1.49 

112,047 107 93 6 1.15 9.74 1.04 

106,419 99 93 4 1.06 8.84 0.97 

103,761 94 93 10 1.02 9.59 0.92 

3,392 2 2 0 1.13 0.00 1.13 

3,243 2 2 0 1.12 0.02 1.11 

3,356 2 2 0 1.21 0.03 1.19 

6,869 3 1 0 3.03 0.21 2.51 

6,594 3 1 0 2.91 0.27 2.29 

6,736 3 1 0 3.00 0.25 2.40 

9,229 7 6 0 1.12 0.40 1.05 

8,790 6 6 0 1.07 0.37 1.01 

8,915 7 6 0 1.16 0.37 1.09 

3,138 3 2 0 1.28 0.70 0.95 

3,078 3 2 0 1.28 0.49 1.03 

3,080 3 2 0 1.28 0.30 1.11 

3,337 3 3 0 0 .89 0.03 0 .88 

3,305 3 3 0 0.88 0.01 0.87 

3,405 3 3 0 0.87 0.04 0.86 

1,759 2 1 0 1.60 0.14 1.40 

1,706 1 1 0 1.49 0.17 1.27 

1,790 2 1 0 1.70 0.17 1.46 

'I 

1,924 2 1 0 1.66 0.02 1.63 

1,890 2 1 1 1.74 0.05 1.66 

1,892 2 1 1 1.77 0.66 1.06 
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AVERAGE USING 2013-2015 

TOTALJUDGE Total Senior 
Judge 

Class Filings ~ Utilization 
Demand Complement Vacancies Utilization Usage (FTJE) w/ Seniors 

1 107,409 100 93 7 1.08 9.39 0.98 

2 73,344 52 43 2 1.21 5.35 1.08 

2A 27,106 24 17 1 1.36 1.67 1.24 

3 18,712 11 11 1 1.06 0.88 0.98 

4* 5,456 4 3 0 1.32 0.36 1.16 

5 5,178 4 3 0 1.27 0.35 1.12 

6** 4,928 4 3 0 1.35 0.34 1.18 

7&8 2,425 2 2 0 1.44 0.33 1.20 

8 6,733 3 1 0 2.98 0.24 2.40 

* Also includes Franklin (4)/Fulton (8) 

** Also includes Cameron (8)/Elk (6), Columbia (6)/Montour (8), Forest (8)/Warren (6), Juniata (7)/Perry (6) 
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 COURT OF COMMON PLEAS JUDGE COMPLEMENT A5.

                         

2013 2014 2015

Class 1 93 93 93

1 93 93 93

PHILADELPHIA 93 93 93

Class 2 43 43 43

2 43 43 43

ALLEGHENY 43 43 43

Class 2A 56 56 56

2A 56 56 56

BUCKS 13 13 13

DELAWARE 20 20 20

MONTGOMERY 23 23 23

Class 3 130 131 131

3 130 131 131

BERKS 13 13 13

CHESTER** 13 14 14

CUMBERLAND 6 6 6

DAUPHIN 10 10 10

ERIE 9 9 9

LACKAWANNA 9 9 9

LANCASTER 15 15 15

LEHIGH 10 10 10

LUZERNE 10 10 10

NORTHAMPTON 9 9 9

WESTMORELAND 11 11 11

YORK 15 15 15

Classes 4-8 128 128 128

4 45 45 45

BEAVER 7 7 7

BUTLER 6 6 6

CAMBRIA 5 5 5

CENTRE 4 4 4

FAYETTE 5 5 5

MONROE 6 6 6

SCHUYLKILL 6 6 6

WASHINGTON 6 6 6

4/8 5 5 5

FRANKLIN-FULTON 5 5 5

5 29 29 29

ADAMS 4 4 4

BLAIR 5 5 5

LAWRENCE 4 4 4

JUDGE COMPLEMENT

** For purposes of the JNA, Chester County (a Class 3 County) is grouped with Class 2A Counties (Bucks, Delaware and 
Montgomery) because together these counties comprise the Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical Area.  
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 COURT OF COMMON PLEAS JUDGE VACANCIES A6.

    

  

2013 2014 2015

Class 1 6 4 10

1 6 4 10

PHILADELPHIA 6 4 10

Class 2 3 1 2

2 3 1 2

ALLEGHENY 3 1 2

Class 2A 4 4 3

2A 4 4 3

BUCKS 0 2 1

DELAWARE 2 1 1

MONTGOMERY 2 1 1

Class 3 11 6 8

3 11 6 8

BERKS 3 0 0

CHESTER** 1 1 1

CUMBERLAND 0 0 0

DAUPHIN 1 1 1

ERIE 1 0 1

LACKAWANNA 1 0 0

LANCASTER 1 0 0

LEHIGH 0 0 0

LUZERNE 0 0 0

NORTHAMPTON 1 1 1

WESTMORELAND 1 1 1

YORK 1 2 3

Classes 4-8 10 4 6

4 4 0 1

BEAVER 0 0 0

BUTLER 0 0 0

CAMBRIA 0 0 0

CENTRE 0 0 0

FAYETTE 2 0 0

MONROE 0 0 0

SCHUYLKILL 0 0 0

WASHINGTON 2 0 1

4/8 1 0 1

FRANKLIN-FULTON 1 0 1

5 2 0 0

ADAMS 0 0 0

BLAIR 1 0 0

LAWRENCE 0 0 0

JUDGE VACANCIES

** For purposes of the JNA, Chester County (a Class 3 County) is grouped with Class 2A Counties (Bucks, Delaware and 
Montgomery) because together these counties comprise the Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical Area.  
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 AVERAGE UTILIZATION A7.
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 STATE UTILIZATION A8.

 

The Average State Utilization is 1.28 (based on 2013, 2014, 2015 data) 

 20% of judicial districts are between 1.22 and 1.34 (within the standard deviation ± .06 

 55% of judicial districts are below 1.22  

 25% of judicial districts are above 1.34 

75% of judicial  
districts fall within  
the red circle. 
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 QUASI-JUDICIAL OFFICER DATAA9.
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 SENIOR JUDGE USE BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT: 2013, 2014, 2015 A10.

   

 2013  2014  2015 Average

Class 1

1 9.74 8.84 9.59 9.39

Philadelphia 9.74 8.84 9.59 9.39

Class 2

2 4.81 5.62 5.61 5.35

Allegheny 4.81 5.62 5.61 5.35

Class 2A

2A 1.25 1.59 2.27 1.70

Bucks 0.61 0.59 1.80 1.00

Delaware 1.58 2.21 2.80 2.20

Montgomery 1.57 1.97 2.21 1.92

Class 3

3 0.94 0.90 0.98 0.94

Berks 1.51 1.39 1.41 1.44

Chester 1.70 1.15 1.90 1.59

Cumberland 0.24 0.13 0.14 0.17

Dauphin 0.05 0.05 0.41 0.17

Erie 1.08 0.51 0.72 0.77

Lackawanna 1.44 1.39 1.45 1.43

Lancaster 0.11 0.07 0.10 0.09

Lehigh 0.59 0.56 0.52 0.56

Luzerne 2.29 2.16 1.85 2.10

Northampton 0.29 0.80 0.75 0.61

Westmoreland 1.28 1.52 1.47 1.42

York 0.69 1.11 1.04 0.95

Classes 4-8

 0.58 0.53 0.59 0.56

Beaver 0.37 0.64 0.47 0.49

Butler 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.03

Cambria 0.97 0.99 1.02 0.99

Centre 0.20 0.17 0.52 0.29

Fayette 2.47 1.74 1.38 1.86

Monroe 0.13 0.22 0.30 0.22

Schuylkill 0.40 0.37 0.37 0.38

Washington 0.05 0.08 0.62 0.25

4/8 0.54 0.05 0.29 0.29

Franklin/Fulton 0.54 0.05 0.29 0.29

5 0.31 0.32 0.22 0.29

Adams 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01

Blair 0.90 0.67 0.54 0.70

 SENIOR JUDGE USE BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT (FTJE)

 2013  2014  2015 Average

Lawrence 0.30 0.60 0.58 0.49

Lebanon 0.25 0.33 0.26 0.28

Lycoming 0.07 0.31 0.12 0.16

Mercer 0.65 0.01 0.03 0.23

Northumberland 0.02 0.33 0.02 0.13

6 0.22 0.26 0.30 0.26

Armstrong 0.25 0.21 0.18 0.22

Bedford 0.13 0.12 0.08 0.11

Bradford 0.74 0.79 0.74 0.76

Carbon 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.02

Clarion 0.18 0.25 0.32 0.25

Clearfield 0.04 0.16 0.08 0.09

Clinton 1.12 0.34 0.18 0.55

Crawford 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.03

Greene 0.00 0.03 0.55 0.19

Huntingdon 0.00 0.56 0.52 0.36

Indiana 0.01 0.06 0.29 0.12

Jefferson 0.20 0.15 0.31 0.22

McKean 0.44 0.42 0.46 0.44

Mifflin 0.09 0.61 0.54 0.41

Pike 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.02

Somerset 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.03

Susquehanna 0.02 0.05 0.66 0.24

Tioga 0.03 0.57 0.20 0.27

Venango 0.68 0.47 0.36 0.50

Wayne 0.31 0.30 0.35 0.32

6/8 0.14 0.12 0.21 0.16

Columbia/Montour 0.14 0.12 0.21 0.16

7/6 0.33 0.35 0.31 0.33

Juniata/Perry 0.33 0.35 0.31 0.33

7/7 0.70 0.49 0.30 0.50

Snyder/Union 0.70 0.49 0.30 0.50

8/6 0.24 0.22 0.30 0.25

Cameron/Elk 0.21 0.21 0.28 0.23

Forest/Warren 0.26 0.23 0.32 0.27

8/7 0.14 0.17 0.17 0.16

Sullivan/Wyoming 0.14 0.17 0.17 0.16

8 0.21 0.27 0.25 0.24

Potter 0.21 0.27 0.25 0.24

ANNUAL AVERAGE 0.72 0.73 0.80 0.75

 SENIOR JUDGE USE BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT (FTJE)

A red number indicates senior judge use in the top ten percent statewide.  
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 JUDICIAL DISTRICT JUDICIAL NEED MODEL A11.
Red = top 10%  

Green = bottom 

10% 
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** For purposes of the JNA, Chester County (a Class 3 County) is grouped with Class 2A Counties (Bucks, Delaware and 
Montgomery) and uses the Class 2A case weights to calculate workload.  
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