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CODE CASE TYPE DESCRIPTION 
BW Breach of Warranty 
CT Breach of Contract 
DI Determination of Interests 
DJ Declaratory Judgment 
FR/FD Fraud 
GS Goods Sold and Delivered 
IR Injunctive Relief 
LT Landlord-Tenant 
MP Malpractice 
MY Money 
NG Negligence 
NT Note 
OT Other 
PD Property Damage 
PS Possession 
SP Specific Performance 
SR Services Rendered 
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Appendix 3: Docket Study Technical Notes and Model 
Results1 

 

  

1 Telluride Research Group conducted this analysis in collaboration with IAALS. 
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Technical Notes for Statistical Analysis 

For difference-in-difference models, count, hazard, logit and fractional logit models we include the 
following set of controls: number of defendants, number of plaintiffs, plaintiff type, plaintiff 
representation type, defendant type, defendant representation type, location and IAALS case type.2 Given 
the simultaneous nature of resolution date and resolution type (and, thus, the issue of temporal sequence), 
we show results for models with resolution type included as a control as well as models without 
resolution type as a control. For readability and ease of interpretation we only include the coefficients for 
judicial procedure type in the tables below.3 

Difference-in-Differences 

The differences-in-differences (DID) evaluation relies on comparing the means of different groups 
(baseline treatment, treatment, baseline control, control), estimating the effect of the treatment (pilot 
project) using ordinary least squares regression. The regression framework has two important advantages: 
1) it is easy to calculate standard errors and thus determine significance; 2) it is possible to control for 
other factors that might affect the outcome of interest. To estimate the DID model, we used the following 
equation:  

Outcomeit= β0 + β1 Treati + β2 Postt + β3 (Treat * Post)it  + Controls + ε   

• Treat is a dichotomous variable indicating if the case was part of the baseline pilot and pilot groups.  
• Post is a dichotmous variable indicating if the case was part of the comparison and pilot groups.  
• β3 (interaction) is the DID estimate and is equivalent to: 

o  (Pilot-Baseline Pilot) – (Comparison – Baseline Comparison)  

Matching 

In order to create a matched set of cases we employ a procedure known as Coarsened Exact Matching 
(CEM). CEM is a preprocessing method for reducing imbalance between treatment and control groups 
and therefore controlling for the potential confounding impact of other variables. This approach has a 
number of advantages including a high-degree of user control and an ability to apply a wide range of 
estimation procedures after preprocessing the data. In the case of the CAPP rules evaluation, CEM offers 
an alternative to DID that can help verify the results of our different models. To create a matched data set, 
we used the following variables to match the treatment (pilot) and control (baseline pilot, baseline 
comparison, comparison): number of defendants, number of plaintiffs, plaintiff type, plaintiff 
representation type, defendant type, defendant representation type and IAALS case type. The resulting 
matched data includes 159 pilot cases and 366 non-pilot cases. We use the 525 matched cases to verify 
the results of our models with the full data set.4 

2 Please note that the survival analysis graphs do not include the additional variable controls. 
3 There were 19 cases in the data for which procedure type could not be determined. These cases were coded as 
missing and not included in the analysis.  
4 For all matched models, except hazard models, we use weights for the matched sample to account for differences 
in the number of treatment and control cases per strata.  
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Right-Censored Cases 

At the time of analysis, the docket study sample contained 25 right-censored cases—cases that had not yet 
resolved and thus did not have the opportunity to fully experience the outcomes of interest. In essence, 
when we stop observing cases on an arbitrary date, we run the risk of attributing values to factors in our 
models when the true cause may be the fact that the case has not run its course. This presents an issue that 
can bias the results, particularly for the hazard and count models. Right-censoring is a common issue in 
hazard models as the normal experience is that some cases in the data experience the outcome of interest 
(“fail”) and others simply do not. Where, as here, the number of censored cases is so small and all the 
cases are right-censored for the same specific reason, the best way to ensure unbiased estimates in the 
models is to remove those cases from the analyses.5  

Explaining Differences in Model Results for Number of Motions 

With respect to analysis of the number of motions, the DID model produced substantively different results 
from the count model.  Because the DID model uses an ordinary least squares (OLS) approach to estimate 
the effect of the CAPP rules, the results rely upon a number of important statistical assumptions. One 
assumption is that the variance of the errors is constant (homoscedastic), an assumption that is usually 
met when the dependent variable is normally distributed. When the dependent variable is not normally 
distributed, OLS becomes inefficient (it does not minimize the variance of coefficient estimates).  As a 
result, standard errors may be overestimated and the results may fail to find a significant relationship 
although one exists. In the case of the motion count, there is clear evidence of heteroscedasticity:   

DID Number of Motions Count Model: Residuals (Errors) relative to Number of Motions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5 The one exception to this rule is the analysis for time to first court appearance.  Since this analysis involves an 
event occurring prior to resolution, excluding cases not yet resolved would allow knowledge of future events to bias 
the sample.  To illustrate this point, This would be analogous to running a study on cancer relapse and excluding 
patients who passed away sometime after their first relapse. 
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Note the distribution of the errors and the increasing variance of the errors as the number of motions 
increases. When models provide different results in terms of significance, we have greater confidence in 
the estimates from those models that are most appropriate (efficient and unbiased) given the structure of 
the data—here, the count model.  Nevertheless, we do note that there are differences across models.  

Interactions: Exploring CAPP Rules and Conditional Effects 

The majority of non-DID models in the analysis model the average effect of CAPP rules on a particular 
outcome.6 For instance, CAPP rules are shown to have a negative and significant effect on the time it 
takes to resolve a case. However, it may be that this effect is stronger or weaker depending on the case 
type. For reasons related to court procedures, we might expect that in contract cases CAPP rules would 
dramatically reduce case resolution time, but in insurance cases the effect would be minimal. This is 
called a conditional relationship: when the effect of CAPP rules depends on, or is conditioned by, the type 
of case. To model the conditional relationship we multiply the two variables together (interact) to obtain 
an estimate of the conditional effect. In this simplified example, the interaction of the two variables 
(CAPP rules and case type) tells us if there is a significant difference in the effect of CAPP rules on 
resolution time for contract cases as compared to insurance cases. Interactive models are used to test the 
following conditional effects: (1) whether the number of motions for extension is associated with an 
increase in time to resolution for both Pilot and Comparison set cases; (2) whether the number of motions 
for extension that are granted is associated with an increase in time to resolution for both Pilot and 
Comparison set cases; and (3) whether the effect of the CAPP rules on time to resolution varies across 
case types.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6 To model the effect of the treatment (CAPP rules) in a pre-post/treatment-control study design, we use an 
interaction. And although conceptually similar, modeling a second interaction would add excessive complexity to 
the interpretation. We therefore focus the analysis of conditional relationships on non-DID models.  
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Model Results 

Time to Resolution 

Difference-in-Differences 

Table A3-1: Time To Resolution (OLS) 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type Included Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

Pilot Group  -16.287 -29.268 

Indicator Variable (40.223) (40.045) 

   

Time Period  11.649 6.130 

Indicator Variable (15.892) (16.597) 

   

Interaction -73.675** -63.526** 

 (22.739) (22.793) 

   

Constant 61.894 100.634 

 (127.369) (56.630) 

   

Observations 815 815 

R-squared 0.177 0.112 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Hazard Model 

Table A3-2: Time to Resolution, Hazard Model (Coefficients) 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedures 0.524*** 0.503*** 

 (0.091) (0.089) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 0.323*** 0.297** 

 (0.097) (0.095) 

   

Observations 815 815 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

Table A3-3: Time to Resolution, Hazard Model (Hazard Ratios) 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedures 1.689*** 1.654*** 

 (0.153) (0.147) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 1.381*** 1.346** 

 (0.134) (0.128) 

   

Observations 815 815 

Standard errors in parentheses 
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*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

Hazard Model Matched Data 

Table A3-4: Time to Resolution, Hazard Model (Coefficients) – Matched Data 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure 0.480*** 0.418*** 

 (0.112) (0.108) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 0.407*** 0.384** 

 (0.121) (0.118) 

   

Observations 506 506 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

Table A3-5: Time to Resolution, Hazard Model (Hazard Ratios) – Matched Data 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure 1.617*** 1.519*** 

 (0.182) (0.165) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 1.502*** 1.468** 

 (0.182) (0.173) 

   

Observations 506 506 

Standard errors in parentheses 
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*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

Time to resolution for settled cases 

Difference-in-Differences 

Table A3-6: Time to resolution for settled cases (OLS) 

 (1) 

VARIABLES Settled Cases 

  

Pilot Group  -49.820 

Indicator Variable (48.137) 

  

Time Period  18.295 

Indicator Variable (19.051) 

  

Interaction -82.265** 

 (26.181) 

  

Constant 194.957** 

 (73.332) 

  

Observations 543 

R-squared 0.123 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Hazard Model 

Table A3-7: Time to Resolution for Settled Cases, Hazard Model (Coefficients) 

 (1) 

VARIABLES Settled Cases 

  

CAPP Rules Procedures 0.639*** 

 (0.108) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 0.377** 

 (0.124) 

  

Observations 543 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

Table A3-8: Time to Resolution for Settled Cases, Hazard Model (Hazard Ratios) 

 (1) 

VARIABLES Settled Cases 

  

CAPP Rules Procedures 1.894*** 

 (0.204) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 1.458** 

 (0.180) 

  

Observations 543 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Hazard Model Matched Data 

Table A3-9: Time to Resolution for Settled Cases, Hazard Model (Coefficients) – Matched Data 

 (1) 

VARIABLES Settled Cases 

  

CAPP Rules Procedure 0.600*** 

 (0.127) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 0.454** 

 (0.150) 

  

Observations 356 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

 

Table A3-10: Time to Resolution for Settled Cases, Hazard Model (Hazard Ratios) – Matched Data 

 (1) 

VARIABLES Settled Cases 

  

CAPP Rules Procedure 1.822*** 

 (0.232) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 1.575** 

 (0.236) 

  

Observations 356 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Fairness 

The hypothesis concerning fairness relates to an aggregate outcome (proportion of cases) and therefore 
requires a different modeling approach than outlined above. In order to evaluate this hypothesis, we use 
two alternative measures of association: chi-square test and Fisher’s exact test. The chi-square test allows 
us to compare the proportions across all four groups, however, assumes the minimum group size is five. 
Given we have groups sizes of five or smaller, Fisher’s exact test can serve as a more appropriate measure 
of association (computational limitations restrict the estimation to a 2X4 matrix). In neither case do the 
results suggest that there is a statistically significant relationship between CAPP rules and the resolution 
outcome.  

Table A3-11: Frequency of Resolution Outcome Across Groups 

 

Defendant(s) 
Won on All 

Claims 

Liability Not 
Determined/ 
Settlement  

Plaintiff(s) Won 
Some/Defendant(s) 
Won  

Plaintiff(s) 
Won on All 
Claims  Total  

Baseline Comparison 9 171 27 4 211 

Baseline Pilot 15 166 20 3 204 

Comparison 14 158 16 4 192 

Pilot 18 170 15 5 208 

Total 56 665 78 16 815 

Pearson chi-square=7.485   Pr = 0.587 

Table A3-12: Frequency of Resolution Outcome Across Pilot and Non-Pilot  

 

Defendant(s) 
Won on All 

Claims 

Liability Not 
Determined/ 
Settlement  

Plaintiff(s) Won 
Some/Defendant(s) 
Won  

Plaintiff(s) Won 
on All Claims  Total  

Non-pilot 38 495 63 11 607 

Pilot 18 170 15 5 208 

Total 56 665 78 16 815 

Fisher exact test, p=0.339 
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Number of Court Appearances 

Difference-in-Differences 

Table A3-13:  Number of Court Appearances (OLS)  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

Resolution Type 
Included-  

Unresolved Cases 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded- 

Unresolved Cases 
Included 

     

Pilot Group  0.394* 0.248 0.390* 0.245 

Indicator 
Variable 

(0.198) (0.282) (0.198) (0.280) 

     

Time Period  0.149 0.199 0.122 0.178 

Indicator 
Variable 

(0.092) (0.126) (0.092) (0.117) 

     

Interaction 0.670*** 0.685*** 0.712*** 0.727*** 

 (0.132) (0.188) (0.132) (0.182) 

     

Constant 0.164 -0.329 0.118 -0.355 

 (0.487) (0.438) (0.480) (0.423) 

     

Observations 815 815 840 840 

R-squared 0.561 0.136 0.555 0.137 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Count Model 

Table A3-14: Number of Court Appearances (Negative Binomial Regression) 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure 0.897*** 0.919*** 

 (0.112) (0.133) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 
16.1) 

-0.292 -0.226 

 (0.171) (0.213) 

Constant -1.134*** -1.155*** 

 (0.155) (0.202) 

   

Observations 815 815 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Count Model Matched Data 

Table A3-15: Number of Court Appearances (Negative Binomial Regression) – Matched Data 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure 0.846*** 0.862*** 

 (0.157) (0.219) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 
16.1) 

-0.456 -0.387 

 (0.267) (0.485) 

Constant -1.002*** -0.555** 

 (0.149) (0.190) 

   

Observations 506 506 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Time to First Court Appearance 

Difference-in-Differences 

Table A3-16: Time To First Court Appearance (OLS) 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type Included Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

Pilot Group  -38.170 -57.267 

Indicator Variable (65.101) (65.632) 

   

Time Period  -10.649 -12.600 

Indicator Variable (25.818) (25.683) 

   

Interaction -148.074*** -151.133*** 

 (34.741) (36.131) 

   

Constant 253.204** 258.055*** 

 (91.703) (70.814) 

   

Observations 309 309 

R-squared 0.405 0.363 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Hazard Model 

Table A3-17: Time to First Court Appearance, Hazard Model (Coefficients) 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedures 1.522*** 1.603*** 

 (0.165) (0.158) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) -0.016 0.046 

 (0.198) (0.192) 

   

Observations 309 309 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

Table A3-18: Time to First Court Appearance, Hazard Model (Hazard Ratios) 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedures 4.582*** 4.969*** 

 (0.756) (0.787) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 0.984 1.047 

 (0.195) (0.201) 

   

Observations 309 309 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Hazard Model Matched Data 

Table A3-19: Time to First Court Appearance, Hazard Model (Coefficients) – Matched Data 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure 1.860*** 1.858*** 

 (0.219) (0.210) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) -0.068 -0.065 

 (0.235) (0.227) 

   

Observations 202 202 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

Table A3-20: Time to First Court Appearance, Hazard Model (Hazard Ratios) – Matched Data 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure 6.496*** 6.410*** 

 (1.422) (1.345) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 0.943 0.937 

 (0.222) (0.213) 

   

Observations 202 202 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Time between first court appearance and resolution 

Difference-in-Differences 

Table A3-21: Time from First Court Appearance to Resolution (OLS) 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type Included Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

Pilot Group  50.099 44.811 

Indicator Variable (40.282) (38.032) 

   

Time Period  2.879 0.197 

Indicator Variable (23.978) (23.443) 

   

Interaction 56.075 50.145 

 (36.500) (33.811) 

   

Constant 103.705 -61.797 

 (74.486) (56.746) 

   

Observations 306 306 

R-squared 0.234 0.177 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Hazard Model 

Table A3-22: Time From First Court Appearance to Resolution, Hazard Model (Coefficients) 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedures -0.071 -0.127 

 (0.141) (0.134) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 0.429* 0.168 

 (0.206) (0.194) 

   

Observations 302 302 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

Table A3-23: Time from First Court Appearance to Resolution, Hazard Model (Hazard Ratios) 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedures 0.931 0.880 

 (0.132) (0.118) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 1.536* 1.183 

 (0.317) (0.229) 

   

Observations 302 302 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Hazard Model Matched Data 

Table A3-24: Time from First Court Appearance to Resolution, Hazard Model (Coefficients) – Matched 
Data 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure -0.110 -0.164 

 (0.171) (0.162) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 0.452 0.283 

 (0.257) (0.240) 

   

Observations 199 199 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

Table A3-25: Time from First Court Appearance to Resolution, Hazard Model (Hazard Ratios) – 
Matched Data 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure 0.895 0.848 

 (0.153) (0.138) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 1.571 1.327 

 (0.404) (0.318) 

   

Observations 199 199 

Standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Single Judge 

Difference-in-Differences 

Table A3-26: Single Judge (OLS)  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

Resolution Type 
Included-  

Unresolved Cases 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded- 

Unresolved Cases 
Included 

     

Pilot Group  -0.129 -0.125 -0.118 -0.117 

Indicator 
Variable 

(0.085) (0.084) (0.085) (0.085) 

     

Time Period  0.009 0.014 0.001 -0.005 

Indicator 
Variable 

(0.038) (0.038) (0.038) (0.038) 

     

Interaction 0.252*** 0.246*** 0.266*** 0.269*** 

 (0.053) (0.052) (0.053) (0.052) 

     

Constant 0.837** 0.944*** 0.823** 0.928*** 

 (0.265) (0.132) (0.264) (0.134) 

     

Observations 805 805 828 828 

R-squared 0.309 0.300 0.308 0.297 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Logit Models 

Table A3-27: Single Judge (logit)  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

Resolution Type 
Included-  

Unresolved Cases 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded- 

Unresolved Cases 
Included 

     

CAPP Rules Procedure 2.129*** 2.108*** 2.204*** 2.143*** 

 (0.346) (0.338) (0.348) (0.337) 

     

Simplified Procedure 0.302 0.335 0.324 0.348 

(Rule 16.1) (0.267) (0.262) (0.263) (0.257) 

     

Constant 1.082 1.776 1.017 1.668 

 (1.648) (1.204) (1.624) (1.184) 

     

Observations 805 805 828 828 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Matched Sample Logit Models 

Table A3-28: Single Judge (logit) – Matched Data 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

Resolution Type 
Included-  

Unresolved Cases 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded- 

Unresolved Cases 
Included 

     

CAPP Rules Procedure 1.908*** 1.875*** 1.940*** 1.902*** 

 (0.413) (0.397) (0.414) (0.397) 

     

Simplified Procedure 0.728* 0.820* 0.740* 0.830* 

(Rule 16.1) (0.335) (0.329) (0.335) (0.328) 

     

Constant -1.679 1.240* -1.675 1.234* 

 (2.299) (0.522) (2.299) (0.522) 

     

Observations 497 501 505 509 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Number of Motions 

Difference-in-Differences 

Table A3-29:  Number of Motions Filed (OLS)  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

Resolution Type 
Included-  

Unresolved Cases 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded- 

Unresolved Cases 
Included 

     

Pilot Group  -0.265 -0.588 -0.282 -0.615 

Indicator Variable (0.790) (0.794) (0.779) (0.784) 

     

Time Period  -0.101 -0.157 -0.162 -0.175 

Indicator Variable (0.455) (0.469) (0.452) (0.455) 

     

Interaction -0.181 -0.170 -0.113 -0.122 

 (0.675) (0.657) (0.665) (0.648) 

     

Constant 0.575 1.993 1.064 2.337 

 (2.508) (1.857) (2.510) (1.821) 

     

Observations 815 815 840 840 

R-squared 0.294 0.193 0.301 0.203 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Count Model 

Table A3-30:  Number of Motions Filed (Negative Binomial Regression)  

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure -0.249** -0.217* 

 (0.082) (0.098) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) -0.599*** -0.559*** 

 (0.083) (0.087) 

Constant 1.109*** 1.141*** 

 (0.101) (0.103) 

   

Observations 815 815 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Count Model Matched Data 

Table A3-31:  Number of Motions Filed (Negative Binomial Regression) – Matched Data 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure -0.265* -0.194 

 (0.123) (0.150) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) -0.841*** -0.763*** 

 (0.111) (0.139) 

Constant 1.396*** 1.593*** 

 (0.098) (0.089) 

   

Observations 506 506 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Number of Continuances7 

Difference-in-Differences 

Table A3-32:  Number of Motions of Continuance Filed (OLS)  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

Resolution Type 
Included-  

Unresolved Cases 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded- 

Unresolved Cases 
Included 

     

Pilot Group  -0.022 -0.040 -0.022 -0.040 

Indicator Variable (0.057) (0.057) (0.057) (0.057) 

     

Time Period  -0.054* -0.049 -0.054* -0.049 

Indicator Variable (0.025) (0.028) (0.025) (0.028) 

     

Interaction 0.025 0.025 0.025 0.025 

 (0.037) (0.039) (0.037) (0.039) 

     

Constant -0.128 -0.042 -0.128 -0.042 

 (0.113) (0.095) (0.113) (0.095) 

     

Observations 815 815 816 816 

R-squared 0.143 0.050 0.143 0.050 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

7 Given that multiple motions for continuance were filed in only 11 cases, cases were dichotomously coded as filing 
a motion or not, rather than using a variable counting the total number of motions.  
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Logit Model 

Table A3-33:  Likelihood of Motions of Continuance Filed (Logit)  

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure -0.612 -0.442 

 (0.334) (0.303) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) -1.423** -1.198** 

 (0.463) (0.445) 

Constant -2.404*** -2.373*** 

 (0.377) (0.357) 

   

Observations 787 790 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

 

  

47 

 



 

Logit Model Matched Data 

Table A3-34:  Likelihood of Motions of Continuance Filed (Logit) – Matched Data 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure -0.372 -0.214 

 (0.447) (0.421) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) -0.712 -0.509 

 (0.643) (0.872) 

Constant -2.435*** -2.131*** 

 (0.330) (0.316) 

   

Observations 429 454 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Proportion of Continuance Motions Granted 

Difference-in-Differences 

Table A3-35: Proportion of Continuance Motions Granted (OLS)  

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

Pilot Group  -0.922 -0.797* 

Indicator Variable (0.516) (0.296) 

   

Time Period  0.148 0.250 

Indicator Variable (0.331) (0.232) 

   

Interaction -0.303 -0.347 

 (0.401) (0.298) 

   

Constant 0.952 0.717 

 (0.667) (0.414) 

   

Observations 72 72 

R-squared 0.490 0.374 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Fractional Logit 

Table A3-36: Proportion of Continuance Motions Granted (fractional logit) 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure -3.277 -0.801 

 (4.905) (1.391) 

   

Simplified Procedure -0.072 0.685 

(Rule 16.1) (1.249) (1.072) 

   

Constant -23.001*** -20.047*** 

 (2.749) (2.458) 

   

Observations 72 72 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

 

Fractional Logit Matched Data 

Unable to estimate standard errors for constant in matched logit model due to small matched sample size. 
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Extensions 

Difference-in-Differences 

Table A3-37:  Number of Motions for Extension Filed (OLS)  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

Resolution Type 
Included-  

Unresolved Cases 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded- 

Unresolved Cases 
Included 

     

Pilot Group  -0.088 -0.190 -0.088 -0.193 

Indicator Variable (0.347) (0.349) (0.347) (0.349) 

     

Time Period  0.137 0.138 0.137 0.132 

Indicator Variable (0.211) (0.208) (0.211) (0.208) 

     

Interaction -0.634* -0.592* -0.634* -0.587* 

 (0.271) (0.263) (0.271) (0.262) 

     

Constant -1.758* -0.580 -1.758* -0.577 

 (0.811) (0.597) (0.812) (0.596) 

     

Observations 815 815 816 816 

R-squared 0.211 0.164 0.211 0.164 

Robust standard errors in parentheses, *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Count Model 

Table A3-38:  Number of Motions for Extension Filed (Negative Binomial Regression)  

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure -0.512*** -0.492*** 

 (0.115) (0.124) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) -0.836*** -0.807*** 

 (0.135) (0.143) 

Constant 0.225 0.186 

 (0.140) (0.143) 

   

Observations 815 815 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Count Model Matched Data 

Table A3-39:  Number of Motions for Extension Filed (Negative Binomial Regression) – Matched Data 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure -0.589*** -0.542*** 

 (0.148) (0.162) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) -0.983*** -1.038*** 

 (0.172) (0.176) 

Constant 0.045 -0.009 

 (0.265) (0.264) 

   

Observations 506 506 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Interaction Between Number of Motions for Extension Filed and Time 
to Resolution 

Hazard Models 

Table A3-40: Time to Resolution with Interaction Between Procedure Type and Number of Motions for 
Extension, Hazard Model (Coefficients) 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

Number of Motions for Extension -0.173*** -0.179*** 

 (0.025) (0.025) 

CAPP Rules Procedures 0.499*** 0.489*** 

 (0.114) (0.110) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 0.212 0.188 

 (0.112) (0.110) 

# of Motions * CAPP Rules -0.040 -0.055 

Procedures (0.058) (0.057) 

# of Motions * Simplified -0.069 -0.075 

Procedure (Rule 16.1) (0.087) (0.084) 

   

Observations 815 815 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Table A3-41: Time to Resolution with Interaction Between Procedure Type and Number of Motions for 
Extension, Hazard Model (Hazard Ratios) 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

Number of Motions For Extension 0.841*** 0.836*** 

 (0.021) (0.021) 

CAPP Rules Procedures 1.647*** 1.631*** 

 (0.187) (0.180) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 1.237 1.206 

 (0.139) (0.133) 

# of Motions * CAPP Rules 0.961 0.947 

Procedures (0.056) (0.054) 

# of Motions * Simplified 0.933 0.928 

Procedure (Rule 16.1) (0.081) (0.077) 

   

Observations 815 815 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Hazard Model Matched Data 

Table A3-42: Time to Resolution with Interaction Between Procedure Type and Number of Motions for 
Extension, Hazard Model (Coefficients) – Matched Data 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

Number of Motions for Extension -0.212*** -0.195*** 

 (0.039) (0.037) 

CAPP Rules Procedures 0.573*** 0.457*** 

 (0.143) (0.138) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 0.389** 0.323* 

 (0.151) (0.147) 

# of Motions * CAPP Rules  -0.127 -0.086 

Procedures (0.078) (0.078) 

# of Motions * Simplified  -0.254 -0.246 

Procedure (Rule 16.1) (0.136) (0.130) 

   

Observations 506 506 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Table A3-43: Time to Resolution with Interaction Between Procedure Type and Number of Motions for 
Extension, Hazard Model (Hazard Ratios) – Matched Data 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

Number of Motions Filed -0.212*** -0.195*** 

 (0.039) (0.037) 

CAPP Rules Procedures 0.573*** 0.457*** 

 (0.143) (0.138) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 0.389** 0.323* 

 (0.151) (0.147) 

# of Motions * CAPP Rules -0.127 -0.086 

Procedures (0.078) (0.078) 

# of Motions * Simplified -0.254 -0.246 

Procedure (Rule 16.1) (0.136) (0.130) 

   

Observations 506 506 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Proportion of Extensions Granted 

Difference-in-Differences 

Table A3-44: Proportion of Extensions Granted (OLS)  

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

Pilot Group  -0.072 -0.089 

Indicator Variable (0.088) (0.089) 

   

Time Period  0.053 0.038 

Indicator Variable (0.041) (0.040) 

   

Interaction -0.178** -0.169** 

 (0.062) (0.062) 

   

Constant 0.565* 0.340 

 (0.230) (0.212) 

   

Observations 409 409 

R-squared 0.202 0.166 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Fractional Logit 

Table A3-45: Proportion of Extensions Granted (fractional logit) 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure -0.916* -0.879* 

 (0.364) (0.349) 

   

Simplified Procedure 0.874 0.819 

(Rule 16.1) (0.510) (0.534) 

   

Constant -0.307 -2.893* 

 (1.550) (1.364) 

   

Observations 409 409 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Fractional Logit Matched Data 

Table A3-46: Proportion of Extensions Granted (fractional logit) –Matched Data 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure -1.339* -1.159* 

 (0.644) (0.532) 

   

Simplified Procedure 0.826 0.826 

(Rule 16.1) (1.036) (0.898) 

   

Constant 17.855*** 1.342* 

 (0.583) (0.616) 

   

Observations 234 234 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Interaction Between Granted Motions for Extension and Time to 
Resolution 

Hazard Models 

Table A3-47: Time to Resolution with Interaction Between Procedure Type and Number of Motions for 
Extension Granted, Hazard Model (Coefficients) 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

Number of Motions Granted -0.180*** -0.187*** 

 (0.028) (0.027) 

CAPP Rules Procedures 0.503*** 0.482*** 

 (0.111) (0.107) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 0.224* 0.191 

 (0.111) (0.108) 

# of Motions * CAPP Rules -0.052 -0.063 

Procedures (0.064) (0.062) 

# of Motions * Simplified -0.070 -0.068 

Procedure (Rule 16.1) (0.095) (0.091) 

   

Observations 815 815 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Table A3-48: Time to Resolution with Interaction Between Procedure Type and Number of Motions for 
Extension Granted, Hazard Model (Hazard Ratios) 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

Number of Motions Granted 0.835*** 0.830*** 

 (0.023) (0.022) 

CAPP Rules Procedures 1.653*** 1.619*** 

 (0.184) (0.174) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 1.250* 1.210 

 (0.139) (0.131) 

# of Motions * CAPP Rules  0.950 0.939 

Procedures (0.061) (0.059) 

# of Motions * Simplified  0.933 0.935 

Procedure (Rule 16.1) (0.089) (0.085) 

   

Observations 815 815 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Hazard Model Matched Data 

Table A3-49: Time to Resolution with Interaction Between Procedure Type and Number of Motions for 
Extension Granted, Hazard Model (Coefficients) – Matched Data 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

Number of Motions Granted -0.215*** -0.200*** 

 (0.043) (0.040) 

CAPP Rules Procedures 0.551*** 0.419** 

 (0.140) (0.134) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 0.384* 0.301* 

 (0.150) (0.146) 

# of Motions * CAPP Rules  -0.138 -0.077 

Procedures (0.086) (0.084) 

# of Motions * Simplified  -0.212 -0.198 

Procedure (Rule 16.1) (0.143) (0.138) 

   

Observations 506 506 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Table A3-50: Time to Resolution with Interaction Between Procedure Type and Number of Motions for 
Extension Granted, Hazard Model (Hazard Ratios) – Matched Data 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

Number of Motions Filed 0.806*** 0.819*** 

 (0.034) (0.032) 

CAPP Rules Procedures 1.735*** 1.520** 

 (0.243) (0.203) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) 1.467* 1.352* 

 (0.221) (0.197) 

# of Motions * CAPP Rules  0.871 0.926 

Procedures (0.075) (0.078) 

# of Motions * Simplified  0.809 0.820 

Procedure (Rule 16.1) (0.116) (0.113) 

   

Observations 506 506 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Motions to Dismiss 

Difference-in-Differences 

Table A3-51:  Number of Motions to Dismiss Filed (OLS)  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

Resolution Type 
Included-  

Unresolved Cases 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded- 

Unresolved Cases 
Included 

     

Pilot Group  0.183* 0.210** 0.183* 0.211** 

Indicator Variable (0.073) (0.072) (0.073) (0.072) 

     

Time Period  0.005 0.016 0.005 0.016 

Indicator Variable (0.028) (0.029) (0.028) (0.029) 

     

Interaction -0.024 -0.032 -0.024 -0.033 

 (0.043) (0.044) (0.043) (0.044) 

     

Constant 0.416 0.353* 0.416 0.355* 

 (0.331) (0.142) (0.331) (0.142) 

     

Observations 815 815 817 817 

R-squared 0.179 0.123 0.179 0.122 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Logit Model 

Table A3-52:  Likelihood of Motion to Dismiss Filed (Logit)  

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure -0.043 0.048 

 (0.289) (0.271) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) -0.168 -0.296 

 (0.353) (0.341) 

Constant -2.458*** -2.445*** 

 (0.301) (0.286) 

   

Observations 787 787 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Logit Model Matched Data 

Table A3-53:  Likelihood of Motion to Dismiss Filed (Logit) – Matched Data 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure -0.724 -0.461 

 (0.440) (0.414) 

Simplified Procedure (Rule 16.1) -0.978 -1.071 

 (0.587) (0.576) 

Constant -2.163*** -2.011*** 

 (0.289) (0.242) 

   

Observations 485 506 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Proportion of Motions to Dismiss Granted 

Difference-in-Differences 

Table A3-54: Proportion of Motions to Dismiss Granted (OLS)  

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

Pilot Group  -0.059 0.151 

Indicator Variable (0.297) (0.293) 

   

Time Period  -0.133 -0.063 

Indicator Variable (0.224) (0.140) 

   

Interaction -0.004 -0.166 

 (0.225) (0.194) 

   

Constant 1.304 0.661 

 (0.667) (0.508) 

   

Observations 96 96 

R-squared 0.470 0.360 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Logit 

Table A3-55: Proportion of Motions to Dismiss Granted (logit) 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure -1.256 -1.902 

 (1.258) (1.064) 

   

Simplified Procedure -2.779 -2.291 

(Rule 16.1) (1.894) (1.652) 

   

Constant 15.552* 4.730 

 (7.691) (2.646) 

   

Observations 71 81 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Logit Matched Data 

Table A3-56: Proportion of Motions to Dismiss Granted (logit)–Matched Data 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES 

 

Resolution Type 
Included 

Resolution Type 
Excluded 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure -1.737 -1.304 

 (1.367) (1.080) 

   

Constant -2.207 -1.957 

 (1.743) (1.614) 

   

Observations 27 33 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Trials 

Difference-in-Differences 

Table A3-57: Likelihood of Trial (OLS) 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Excluded 

Resolution Type 
Excluded- 

Unresolved 
Cases Included 

   

Pilot Group  -0.029 -0.030 

Indicator Variable (0.052) (0.051) 

   

Time Period  0.012 0.003 

Indicator Variable (0.025) (0.024) 

   

Interaction 0.006 0.013 

 (0.036) (0.035) 

   

Constant 0.040 0.051 

 (0.086) (0.084) 

   

Observations 815 840 

R-squared 0.057 0.054 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Logit Model 

Table A3-58: Likelihood of Trial (logit)  

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Excluded 

Resolution Type 
Excluded- 

Unresolved 
Cases Included 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure 0.245 0.230 

 (0.454) (0.453) 

   

Simplified Procedure -0.065 -0.056 

(Rule 16.1) (0.395) (0.398) 

   

Constant -1.681 -1.490 

 (1.408) (1.383) 

   

Observations 757 780 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Matched Sample Logit Models 

Table A3-59: Likelihood of Trial (logit) – Matched Data  

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Resolution Type 
Excluded 

Resolution Type 
Excluded- 

Unresolved Cases 
Included 

   

CAPP Rules Procedure 1.055 1.025 

 (0.651) (0.651) 

   

Simplified Procedure 0.387 0.393 

(Rule 16.1) (0.491) (0.490) 

   

Constant -3.489*** -3.470*** 

 (0.861) (0.859) 

   

Observations 506 515 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Appendix 4: Docket Data Demographics Tables and 
Graphs 
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Table A4-1: Distribution of Cases by Data Set8 

 Court Number of Cases Percent of Data 
Set Percent of Total 

Baseline Pilot 

Adams 26 12.7% 3.1% 

Arapahoe 37 18.1% 4.4% 

Denver 102 50.0% 12.1% 

Jefferson 39 19.1% 4.6% 

TOTAL 204 100.0% 24.3% 

Pilot 

Adams 19 8.8% 2.3% 

Arapahoe 43 20.0% 5.1% 

Denver 120 55.8% 14.3% 

Jefferson 33 15.3% 3.9% 

TOTAL 215 100.0% 25.6% 

Baseline 
Comparison 

Boulder 40 19.0% 4.8% 

Douglas 45 21.3% 5.4% 

El Paso 78 37.0% 9.3% 

Larimer 21 10.0% 2.5% 

Weld 27 12.8% 3.2% 

TOTAL 211 100.0% 25.1% 

Comparison 

Boulder 54 25.7% 6.4% 

Douglas 36 17.1% 4.3% 

El Paso 64 30.5% 7.6% 

Larimer 33 15.7% 3.9% 

Weld 23 11.0% 2.7% 

TOTAL 204 100.0% 25.0% 

TOTAL 840  100.0% 
 

  

8 Note that some of the listed percentages do not total exactly 100% due to rounding. 
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Figure A4-1: Percent of Data Set by Case Type (n=840) 

 
Figure A4-2: Percent of Data Set by Resolution Type (n=840) 
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Figure A4-3: Percent of Data Set by Time from Filing to Resolution (n=815) 

 

Figure A4-4: Percent of Data Set by Total Number of Parties (n=840) 
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Table A4-2: Time to Disposition (in Days) 

Court 

Time to Disposition (Days) 
Pre-implementation  

(Baseline Pilot, Baseline 
Comparison) 

Post-implementation 
(Pilot, Comparison) 

Average Median Average Median 
Adams 263 239 172 154 

Arapahoe 320 269 232 228 

Denver 300 265 239 231 

Jefferson 228 223 218 204 

TOTAL 285 252 228 224 

Boulder 285 220 331 348 

Douglas 282 254 284 309 

El Paso 262 271 274 269 

Larimer 270 230 291 273 

Weld 328 245 240 235 

TOTAL 280 256 290 292 
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Appendix 5: Attorney Survey Instrument 
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Thank you for your participation in this important effort to collect data on the civil justice process.  This 
is your opportunity to provide facts and feedback, not otherwise available, to help improve Colorado 
courts.  
 
In responding to the survey questions, please refer to the SPECIFIC CASE ("named case") identified in 
the letter included in the packet you received.  Although your answers should reflect what happened in 
that case, you will NOT be asked to identify the case and your completed survey will NOT be connected 
to it in any way.  In addition, your responses will be kept COMPLETELY CONFIDENTIAL within 
IAALS.  The survey results will be reported only in aggregate form. 
 
The survey should only take about 15 minutes to complete, but may require reference to your case file or 
accounting records, so please plan accordingly.  
 
NOTE: Please direct questions about the survey to Logan Cornett, IAALS Social Science Research 
Assistant, at logan.cornett@du.edu. If you have any concerns or complaints about how you were treated 
during the survey process, please contact the Chair of the Institutional Review Board for the Protection of 
Human Subjects at the University of Denver, at 303-871-4531, or the Office of Research and Sponsored 
Programs at 303-871-4050 or du-irb@du.edu. 

NOTE: For any question, if you need additional writing space please use the last survey page. 

1. Has the named case reached resolution? 

NOTE: For the purpose of this study, a case is considered resolved if every substantive claim involving 
your client has been addressed at the trial level.  For example, a claim has been addressed if it is 
dropped, dismissed (with or without prejudice), settled, resolved by default or consent judgment, or heard 
on the merits by the judge or a jury.  It also includes a decision that bankruptcy or arbitration proceedings 
control. 

☐Yes (please continue to Question 2) 

☐No (see instructions below) 

If you answered “No” to Question 1, please stop now and return the survey in the envelope provided 
with only Question 1 answered. Because most of the questions in the survey cannot be accurately 
answered until the case has reached resolution, we will send another survey to you when the named 
case has reached resolution.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

80 

 

mailto:logan.cornett@du.edu?subject=Attorney%20Survey
mailto:du-irb@du.edu


 

2. District Court in which the named case was filed: 

☐Adams County 

☐Arapahoe County 

☐Denver  

☐Gilpin County 

☐Jefferson County 

3. In one or two sentences, briefly describe the type of case, including the predominant claim asserted: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. Number of named parties: 

 Represented by you 

 Total in the case 

 
5. Official status of your client(s) in the named case: 

☐Plaintiff(s)  

☐Defendant(s)  

☐Other:   

6. Your billing structure for this case: 

☐Hourly ☐Outcome-based billing 

☐Contingency fee ☐Pro bono 

☐Flat fee for service ☐Other:  

☐Periodic fee (e.g., monthly or yearly) 
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7. What was the monetary AMOUNT IN DISPUTE between your client(s) and the other parties in the 
case?  Please round to the nearest $100.   

a. Include: Only the value of the claim(s). 
b. Do Not Include: Recoverable attorney fees or litigation costs.  

$                                                   .00 

8. Did the case involve any of the following for your client(s)? Check all that apply. 

☐Non-monetary relief (beyond a preliminary injunction or temporary restraining order) 

Please describe: 
 

☐Issues of importance beyond the particular case (to your client, your practice, or the public). 

Please describe: 

 
☐Recoverable attorney fees 

Please describe: 

 
☐None of the above 
 

9. Did your client(s) participate in any of the following in the case? Check all that apply. 
 
☐Mediation 
 
☐Arbitration 

 
☐Court settlement conference 
 
☐Another form of alternative dispute resolution:  
 
☐None of the above 
 

10. What brought the named case to resolution of ALL CLAIMS involving your client(s) in 
District Court?  
 
☐Default judgment (please skip to Question 12) 
 
☐Voluntary dismissal - no settlement (please continue to Question 11) 
 
☐Dismissed by the court (please continue to Question 11) 
 
☐Settlement (please continue to Question 11) 
 
(additional options on following page) 
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☐Summary judgment entered by the court (please skip to Question 12) 
 
☐Jury trial (please skip to Question 12) 
 
☐Judge trial (please skip to Question 12) 
 
☐Other (please continue to Question 11):  
 
 
 

11. At what point were the claims involving your client(s) resolved at the trial level? 
 

☐Immediately after filing  
 
☐During the pleading phase 
 
☐During early discovery 
 
☐Mid-way through discovery 
 
☐Near the completion of discovery 
 
☐After summary judgment motion filed, before ruling 
 
☐Immediately after ruling on summary judgment 
 
☐During pretrial preparation 
 
☐On the eve of trial 
 
☐During trial, before verdict 

 
12. Number of MONTHS the case was pending for your client(s) in District Court, excluding post-

judgment or post-settlement activity:   

                                                    MONTHS 
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13. What is your best estimate of the MONETARY COST for your client(s) to bring and/or defend the 
claims in District Court? Please round to the nearest $100. 
Include amounts even if they are recoverable from another party or will not be collected from your 
client(s). 
Do not include the value of the claim(s), post-judgment or post-settlement activity, appeal costs, or 
expenses after remand. 
(Although they appear small, there is no character limit for the number entry boxes.) 

 
a. Attorney fees:     $                                                .00 

 
b. Costs other than attorney fees (court costs, discovery, other litigation expenses, and ADR 

costs):      $                                       .00 
 

14. Was the LENGTH OF TIME to resolution at the trial level PROPORTIONATE to the dispute?   

☐Yes  

☐No, the time was too short.  
Reason: 
 

☐No, the time was too long. 
Reason: 
 

 
15. Assuming the reasonableness of your fees given the needs and decisions of your client(s) in 

the litigation context, was the TOTAL COST incurred by your client(s) for resolution at the 
trial level PROPORTIONATE to the dispute? 
Please consider the amount in controversy, the complexity of the litigation, and the importance of 
the issues.  

☐Yes  

☐No, the amount was too low. 
Reason: 

 

☐No, the amount was too high 
Reason: 
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16. Does your firm track billable hours? 

☐Yes (please continue to Question 17) 

☐No (please skip to Question 18) 

17. Billable hours spent on the named case in your office:  

 HOURS 

a. Senior attorney  

b. Junior attorney  

c. Paralegal  

 
18. Was any discovery conducted in the named case? 

☐Yes (please continue to Question 19) 

☐No (please skip to Question 22) 

19. Was discovery of any electronically stored information (e-discovery) conducted in the named case? 

☐Yes  

☐No  

20. The discovery conducted by your client(s) (not by other parties): 

TYPE NUMBER  

a. Requests for production (each single request)  

b. Requests for admission (each single request)  

c. Interrogatories (each single question)  

d. Non-expert depositions  

e. Expert depositions  
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21. Overall, the amount of discovery actually conducted by your client(s) was: 

☐LESS THAN the amount allowed by the initial case management order  

☐EQUAL TO the amount allowed by the initial case management order  

☐MORE THAN the amount allowed by the initial case management order  

22. For the named case, please indicate the level of judicial management of the pretrial process 

☐ALMOST NO judicial management 
 
☐LITTLE judicial management 
 
☐MODERATE judicial management 
 
☐ACTIVE judicial management 
 
☐VERY ACTIVE judicial management 
 

23. Was the level of judicial management indicated in the previous question appropriate for the named 
case? 

☐Yes  

☐No, there was too much management. 
Reason: 

 

☐No, there was too little management. 
Reason: 

 
24. Were all portions of the case heard by the same judge? 

☐Yes 

☐No 

25. Please indicate the level of pretrial cooperation between opposing counsel/parties to efficiently 
resolve the named case: 

☐No appearance by an opposing party 

☐ALMOST NO cooperation 

(additional options on following page) 
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☐LOW level of cooperation 

☐MODERATE level of cooperation 

☐MODERATELY HIGH level of cooperation 

☐HIGH level of cooperation 

26. Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements about the named case. 
 

 
STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE 

NEITHER 
AGREE 

NOR 
DISAGREE 

AGREE STRONGLY 
AGREE 

a. The pretrial process allowed me 
to obtain from the other side the 
information necessary to resolve 
my client’s case. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

b. The pretrial process allowed me 
to present the information 
necessary to resolve my client’s 
case. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

c. The pretrial process was fair to 
my client.     ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

d. The court handled my client’s 
case in a fair manner. ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

e. The amount of discovery 
allowed was proportional to the 
needs of my client’s case. 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 
27. Indicate the frequency of the following with respect to the named case. 

 ALMOST 
NEVER 

OCCASIONA
LLY 

ABOUT 
HALF THE 

TIME 
OFTEN ALMOST 

ALWAYS 

a. The PARTIES followed the rules of 
procedure.  ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

b. The COURT followed the rules of 
procedure.  ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
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28. At any point in the pretrial process, were: 
 

a. Sanctions warranted? ☐Yes       ☐No  

b. Sanctions imposed?  ☐Yes       ☐No 

 

29. Was the outcome of the case favorable to your client(s)? 

☐Yes  

☐Mixed feelings 

☐No  

☐Comment: 

 
30. If you could make only one CHANGE to the Colorado Civil Access Pilot Project Rules, what would it 

be?   
 
 
 
 
 
 

31. If you could make only one aspect of the Civil Access Pilot Project Rules PERMANENT, what would 
it be? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32. Please provide any additional comments on the Colorado Civil Access Pilot Project here:  
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Appendix 6: Attorney Survey Demographics Graphs 
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Figure A6-1: Distribution of Survey Responses by Court (n=691) 

 

Figure A6-2: Distribution of Survey Responses by Party Represented (n=691) 
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Figure A6-3: Distribution of Survey Responses by Case Type (n=693) 

 

Figure A6-4: Distribution of Survey Responses by Total Number of Parties (n=667) 
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Figure A6-5: Distribution of Survey Responses by Billing Structure (n=691) 

 

Figure A6-6: Distribution of Survey Responses by Amount in Controversy (n=686) 
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Figure A6-7: Distribution of Survey Respondents by Involvement of Non-monetary Relief (n=693) 

 

Figure A6-8: Distribution of Survey Responses by Participation in ADR (n=693) 
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Figure A6-9: Distribution of Survey Responses by Whether Discovery was Conducted (n=666) 

 

Figure A6-10: Distribution of Survey Responses by Resolution Timing (n=506) 
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Figure A6-11: Distribution of Cases by Resolution Type (n=692) 
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Appendix 7: Judge Survey Instrument 
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Thank you for your participation in the Civil Access Pilot Project (CAPP). IAALS is conducting this 
survey to provide information to the Colorado Supreme Court on the efficacy of the CAPP process. Your 
honest feedback is essential to evaluating the CAPP Rules, and the results of this survey will be used ONLY 
for that purpose. 

 
This survey has 12 substantive questions and will take less than 10 minutes to complete. The 
survey does not ask for identifying information. Your individual responses will NOT be 
connected to you, and will be kept COMPLETELY CONFIDENTIAL within IAALS. The 
results of the study will be reported only in aggregate form. The survey is voluntary, and you 
may discontinue participation at any time without penalty. Please direct questions about the 
survey to Logan Cornett, IAALS Social Science Research Assistant: logan.cornett@du.edu. 
 
If you have any concerns or complaints about how you were treated during the survey process, please contact Paul 
Olk, Chair, Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects at the University of Denver, at 303-871-
4531, or the Office of Research and Sponsored Programs at 303-871-4050 or du-irb@du.edu. 
 
In responding to the survey questions, please consider all of your CAPP cases pending 
during the last quarter (the period of [first date of quarter] through [last date of quarter). 
Please click the red arrow button in the bottom right-hand corner to give your consent and 
begin the survey. 
 
 
 
Please indicate the quarter for which you are completing this survey: 
 

   1st Quarter (January 1 - March 31) 

  2nd Quarter (April 1 - June 30) 

  3rd Quarter (July 1 - September 30) 
 

  4th Quarter (October 1 - December 31) 
 
 
 
Please indicate the year for which you are completing this survey: 
 

  2012 
 

  2013 
 
 
 
What percentage of your total docket during the last quarter involved civil cases? Domestic relations/family law 
cases should not be counted as "civil" for the purpose of this question. 
 
____  % 
 
 
Briefly describe the THREE most common types of CAPP cases pending in your court during the last quarter, 
including the predominant claim  asserted: 

97 

 

mailto:logan.cornett@du.edu
mailto:logan.cornett@du.edu
mailto:du-irb@du.edu


 

Please indicate your OVERALL level of judicial management of the pretrial process for: 
 
 ALMOST NO MODERATE VERY ACTIVE 

judicial LOW judicial judicial ACTIVE judicial judicial 
management  management management  management management 

Civil cases prior to CAPP 
(before January 2012) 
 
CAPP cases during the last 
quarter 
 
Non-CAPP civil cases 
during the last quarter 

  
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
  

 
For your CAPP cases, please indicate your opinion as to the frequency of the following during the last quarter: 
 
 ALMOST  ABOUT HALF  ALMOST 

NEVER OCCASIONALLY  THE TIME OFTEN ALWAYS 

The parties followed the 
CAPP Rules as written. 
 
The parties requested to 
extend CAPP deadlines. 
 
The parties requested to 
continue CAPP conferences, 
hearings, or trials. 
 
"Extraordinary circumstances” 
warranted granting the 
requested extension or 
continuance. 

  
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
  

 
When the CAPP Rules were not followed as written during the last quarter, how often did you take 
action to ensure compliance? 
 

  Almost never  

  Occasionally 

  About half the time 

  Often 

  Almost always 

98 

 



 

If you issued any Initial Case Management Orders during the last quarter, please rate the USEFULNESS of the following for determining a 
proportionate pretrial process. If you did not issue any of these orders, you may leave this question blank. 

 
 MODERATELY 

LOW MODERATELY MODERATE HIGH HIGH 
Usefulness LOW Usefulness Usefulness Usefulness Usefulness 

Pleadings 
 
Initial Disclosure 
Statement 
 
Joint Case Management Report 
 
Initial Case Management 
Conference 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
  

 
Indicate how you would compare motions practice in your CAPP cases during the last quarter to your experience with similar 
non-CAPP cases. 

 
 Moderately Moderately 

Many Fewer Fewer About the Same More Many More 

Number of DISCOVERY 
motions filed in CAPP cases 
 
Number of DISPOSITIVE 
motions filed in CAPP cases 
 
Number of OTHER motions 
filed in CAPP cases 

  
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
  

 
Considering ALL of your CAPP cases during the last quarter, please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statements. 

 
 NEITHER 

STRONGLY  AGREE NOR  STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE  AGREE 

Overall, the CAPP Rules are 
fair to PLAINTIFFS. 
 
Overall, the CAPP Rules are 
fair to DEFENDANTS. 
 
The CAPP process allows for 
the exchange of sufficient  
INFORMATION to fairly 
resolve cases on their merits. 
 
The CAPP process allows for 
sufficient TIME to fairly 
resolve cases on their merits. 
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How would you characterize the overall impact of the Pilot Project during the last quarter? (There is no word or 
character limit for the text box.) 
 

  Positive. Reason: 
 

 
  Neutral. Reason: 

 

 
  Negative. Reason: 

 

 
 

 
 
Do the CAPP Rules work better for certain types of cases than for others? 
 

  Yes 

  No 

 
 
If you answered "yes" to the previous question, briefly describe the cases for which the rules work well and 
those for which they do not work as well. 
 

 
 
 
 
Please provide any additional comments on the Pilot Project here: 
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Appendix 8: Judge Survey Demographics Graphs 
 

  

101 

 



 

Figure A8-1: Number of Responses per Court by Quarter (n=86) 

 

Figure A8-2: Percent of Respondent Judges with a Dedicated Civil Docket per Quarter (n=86) 
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Figure A8-3: Number of Times Each Case Type Mentioned (n=82)9 

 

 

 

 

9 The survey item asked respondents to list the three most common types of CAPP cases in their court. A total of 82 
responses list at least one type and some list more than 3. The graph represents a count of the total number of times 
each case type was mentioned in any response.  
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