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1995 Year End Report by Chief Justice William H. Rehnquist On
the Federal Judiciary

Introduction

This year marks my tenth occasion as Chief Justice to issue an annual report on the federal judiciary.
Since Chief Justice Warren Burger began the tradition, this year-end report has served as a valuable way
to speak to Congress, the Executive branch, the Judiciary itself, and the public at large. Over the years |
have noticed how some issues reappear while others mark a new direction or watershed. This year we
have seen both the return of old issues and the emergence of new ones.

The Third Branch has long stood as a powerful example of the way in which a properly functioning
legal institution in a democracy can work -- when there are three separate, independent, co-equal,
interactive branches of government. It is a separateness that, as James Madison noted, is "essential to the
preservation of liberty,” and as Montesquieu stressed, is required, because "there is no liberty if the
power of judging be not separated from the legislative and executive powers."

Last year | highlighted the relationship between the federal judiciary and Congress and this year | return
to this theme. The past year's events make this an easy choice for a leitmotif again. Our nation's
Founders ensured judicial independence through constitutional provisions that grant federal judges life
tenure during good behavior and protect members of the federal judiciary from reductions in
compensation. But the drafters of the Constitution also were careful to secure an equally important
interdependence and interaction among the branches.

The Constitution places the independent judiciary it creates within a democratic government that is
ultimately accountable to the people. One of the challenges of American government is to preserve the
legitimate independence of the judicial function while recognizing the role Congress must play in
determining how the judiciary functions. The Constitution gives Congress authority to determine the
size, jurisdiction, and structure of the judicial branch, the level at which it will be funded, and, within
limits, the basic procedural rules the courts apply. Congress, though, has historically recognized that
close consultation with the judiciary is a vital ingredient to ensure appropriate exercise of these
responsibilities. Naturally, Congress and the courts view these matters from different perspectives, but
those differences, as often as not, result in a sort of Hegelian synthesis which is better than either
perspective standing alone. Over the last twenty years, four statutes exemplify Congress' increasing
interest in judicial administration: the Speedy Trial Act (1974); the Judicial Conduct and Disability Act
(1980); the Sentencing Reform Act (1984); and the Civil Justice Reform Act (1990). Some have
criticized Congress for becoming involved in these areas; others view the legislation as an appropriate
exercise in oversight.

At present there are two issues of concern to the judiciary which illustrate this often creative tension
between Congress and the courts. The first is the current governmental "shutdown™ because of the
inability of Congress and the President to agree on appropriation bills. It would be a mistake to regard
this dispute as some sort of Washington-based turf battle. Important questions of policy are involved,
and since Congress and the President are both part of the law-making process it is understandable why
each maneuvers to have its own view prevail.

But the judiciary is not part of the law-making process, and nothing in the judiciary's budget involves
any dispute of principle between Congress and the President. Because of this, | have requested both the
House and the Senate to separate the judiciary's budget from the comprehensive appropriation for
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Commerce, Justice, State, and the Judiciary, of which it is traditionally a part. There is simply no reason
for depriving the public of any part of the function which the judicial branch performs because of
disputes between the executive and legislative branches with respect to other agencies included in the
larger appropriation bill.

The second issue arises because of the plan of Senator Charles Grassley, Chairman of the Senate
Judiciary Subcommittee on Administrative Oversight and the Courts, to send questionnaires to all
judges asking about the amount of time they devote to judicial and related tasks. There can be no doubt
that answers to some form of such questions could aid Congress in making decisions about judicial
salaries, permitted outside income from teaching, creating new judgeships, and filling existing
vacancies. There can also be no doubt that the subject matter of the questions and the detail required for
answering them could amount to an unwarranted and ill-considered effort to micro-manage the work of
the federal judiciary. We must hope that the Committee's inquiries are designed to obtain information
which is the legitimate prerogative of Congress without trenching on judicial independence.

During my ten-year tenure as Chief Justice, | have seen the continuing cultivation of a positive
relationship. Congress has consistently balanced economic, practical, political, and constitutional
considerations. Since its inception, Congress has cooperated with the Judicial Conference of the United
States, the judiciary’s policy-making body, and the Administrative Office of the United States Courts.
Congress has also benefitted from the research of the Federal Judicial Center in a variety of policy areas.
The forging of an effective working relationship with Congress has occurred when the federal bench
simultaneously has maintained its independence and impartiality while participating in a suitable
manner. As an example, from 1985 to 1995, the total judiciary budget has grown by 180 percent due to
the support of Congress.

Examples of accountability include the recent General Accounting Office Report on the federal
judiciary. The Report, among other things, reviews the relationship between the Administrative Office
and the Federal Judicial Center. It reaches positive conclusions about the continued independence of the
Administrative Office and the Federal Judicial Center, concluding that there is little or no duplication of
work between the two agencies, and thus no cost savings to be had in merging them. This type of
inquiry is entirely legitimate, appropriate, and | hope it will continue to be used in a responsible fashion.
I am confident that such examination will not only reveal the value of the work of agencies such as the
Federal Judicial Center and the Administrative Office, but will reinforce the continued need for
independence and strong financial support from Congress.

Other old pressures have resurfaced. In one of Chief Justice Burger's last year-end reports he drew
attention to the critical problem posed by inflation shrinking judges' compensation. Although a
Quadrennial Commission on Executive, Legislative and Judicial Salaries had been established to address
the problem of compensation, its recommendations have fallen victim to political pressures. The
problem then, continues to be a problem now; unless a solution is found to deal adequately with the
issue of judicial salary erosion, it will be difficult to attract outstanding lawyers to the bench and retain
them.

To resolve this type of financial strain in the face of dwindling resources requires cooperation. Similarly,
I think it is important that appropriate representatives of the Congress and the judiciary sit down
together to discuss and evaluate other current challenges facing the legal system. Renewed cooperation
such as the upcoming Three Branch Conference, where we can gather in small groups to focus on
specific issues, is a welcome forum.

A recent example of how the process of cooperation should work involved the discussion of courthouse
construction. Over the last few decades, the judiciary began to outgrow the courthouses built primarily
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in the 1930's. This is a complicated process, involving the judiciary, which has a need for space, the
General Services Administration, which has a large and complicated building program to manage, and
Congress, whose members are interested in ensuring that the courts in their home states are properly
served and that their constituents share in the economic benefits of construction. In response to
criticisms, the judiciary prioritized its needs using objective criteria such as the amount previously
expended, the need for courtrooms, security risks, leasing pressures and the number of years of
occupancy strain.

Such examples of cooperative relations whereby the judiciary sets its own priorities in order to aid the
Congress in dispensing scarce resources is why | have supported the process of long-range planning. |
am hopeful that Congress will give serious study and consideration to the Long Range Plan for the
Federal Courts, which the Judicial Conference is currently in the process of approving. This plan was
developed to help guide future administrative action and policy development by the Conference and
other judicial branch authorities. Among its commentary are a number of sections relating specifically to
Congress' oversight role and the continuing interaction of, and communication among, the three
branches. While I do not expect every part of this plan to become national policy, | believe it is a
valuable document that offers a framework for the interests of the federal judiciary, and provides a road
map for serious study from which the other branches could certainly benefit. As underscored by the
plan, the courts, both federal and state, require adequate resources to accommodate the impact of new
legislation.

A continuing emerging issue raised by the Long Range Plan is caseload growth. All judges, lawyers, and
even many casual observers of the judicial system, are aware of the increase in filings in the various
federal courts of appeals. There are several different ways to try to solve this problem. One is to expand
the number of judges who hear appeals -- either by increasing the number of judges on each circuit, or
creating some hybrid court between the present trial courts and courts of appeals. Another approach is to
begin limiting the appeal as of right from the trial court to the court of appeals further than it is already
limited. Others have advocated splitting circuits, or a unified court of appeals. As is to be expected, each
solution has generated debate. The Judicial Conference is strongly opposed to unlimited expansion of
the federal judiciary, because an appellate court that is too large often becomes unwieldy, and may have
difficulty maintaining consistency of precedent. Carefully controlled growth is required in this area.
Whether, or how, to attempt to circumscribe the appeal as of right is a matter for debate and one which |
hope will be the source of study and robust discussion.

I1. The Year in Review
A. The Federal Courts' Caseload

The most significant factor in the Federal Courts' caseload in 1995 is that filings increased in the 12
regional courts of appeals, the district courts, and the bankruptcy courts. Overall, district court filings
climbed 4 percent as civil filings[1] increased 5 percent and criminal filings[2] remained stable. United
States bankruptcy court filings[3] increased 6 percent, reversing two years of decreasing filings that, in
turn, had followed eight years of sustained growth. After declining 4 percent in 1994, appeals filings[4]
rose 4 percent in 1995, reaching 1993's all-time high of 50,000 cases. Prior to last year's decline, appeals
filings had increased every year since 1978.

External forces, such as legislation and changes in the economy, have the potential to exert a substantial
influence on the judiciary's caseload. The 104th Congress has been extremely active on many issues of
critical importance to the judiciary. Passing legislation in any of these areas has the potential to affect
the caseload of the federal courts in ways that may be significant, but are currently hard to gauge.
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Developments in the economy, such as the current increase in private debt, will likely have an impact on
future trends in bankruptcy filings.

The number of judicial vacancies is another factor which has and will greatly affect the workload of the
courts. As was the case last year, the pace of nominations and confirmations in 1995 has been high and
represents a significant achievement in keeping the number of judicial vacancies low, although the
Senate process slowed in late October. During the First Session of the 104th Congress, President Clinton
nominated 86 persons for Article 111 judgeships. At this time fifty-four of these nominees have been
confirmed by the Senate. Thirty nominations are either pending before the Senate Judiciary Committee
or awaiting floor action.

[1] Civil case filings in the U.S. district courts increased from 236,400 to 248,300, a 5 percent increase. This rise
resulted mostly from increases in private cases involving federal question litigation. Federal question litigation rose 13
percent, primarily due to personal injury product liability cases which nearly doubled. This sizeable increase was due
to breast implant cases which were removed from state to federal courts following the bankruptcy of Dow Corning.
Other areas of federal question litigation that increased were civil rights filings which rose 13 percent and prisoner
petitions which rose 9 percent. In contrast, diversity of citizenship cases declined 6 percent, mostly as a result of a 30
percent drop in personal injury/product liability cases. Cases involving the U.S. government as plaintiff or defendant
dropped 5 percent, primarily as a result of decreases in cases brought by the U.S. government to recover on defaulted
student loans (down 13 percent) and overpayment of veterans' benefits (down 62 percent).

[2] Criminal cases in the U.S. district courts remained stable in 1995, rising from 45,500 to 45,800, an increase of
approximately 1 percent. The overall increase in criminal filings would have been greater but drunk driving and
traffic violations, usually misdemeanors, fell 26 percent. Drug filings were stable, rising only 1 percent and remained
at 25 percent of all criminal case filings. Immigration offenses were 53 percent higher in 1995, and weapons and
firearms filings rose 16 percent.

[3] For the first time in 2 years, filings increased almost 6 percent in the U.S. bankruptcy courts, rising from 838,000
to 883,000. This was primarily due to increases in Chapter 7 and 13 cases. Chapter 7 filings, which account for over 68
percent of all bankruptcy filings, rose 5 percent and Chapter 13 filings, which account for 31 percent of all
bankruptcy filings, rose 9 percent. Filings of Chapters 11 and 12 continued to drop at 21 and 5 percent, respectively.

[4] Returning to the historical trend, the number of appeals filed in the 12 regional courts of appeals rose in 1995 by
almost 4 percent from 48,000 to 50,000. Original proceedings, bankruptcy and civil appeals all experienced increases
in filings, up 27, 21 and 6 percent, respectively. Criminal appeals declined 5 percent, with drug-related appeals
experiencing the most notable drop.

B. The Supreme Court of the United States
IN MEMORIAM

On June 25, 1995, the death of Chief Justice Warren Burger brought to an end a memorable judicial
career. Chief Justice Burger presided over the Supreme Court for seventeen years, authoring important
opinions, lending his leadership to questions of law and judicial policy, and playing an important part in
the creation of various institutions such as the National Center for State Courts, the Institute for Court
Management, and the state-federal judicial councils. He worked tirelessly to improve the agencies of
judicial administration, broaden their programs, and implement policies such as the drafting of the
standards of criminal justice for the American Bar Association. All these efforts contributed mightily to
the improved functioning of the judiciary.

C. Caseload Statistics
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The total number of case filings in the Supreme Court again increased, although less dramatically than
in the previous Term, and the number of cases heard and decided on the merits declined. During the
1994 Term, case filings totalled 6,996, up from 6,897 the previous Term, a 1.4 percent increase. Filings
in the Court's in forma pauperis docket also increased slightly -- up 1.3 percent, from 4,796 to 4,858.
The Court's paid docket experienced a jump of 38 cases from the previous Term, reaching 2,138. It was
an increase identical to that from the 1993 Term. The Court decided 94 cases in the 1994 Term,
compared to 99 the previous Term. Signed opinions accompanied 82 of the decisions, a drop of two
from the 1993 Term. Again last Term, there were no cases set for reargument.

I11. The Administrative Office of the United States Courts

The Administrative Office, established in 1939, enables the judiciary to conduct its own affairs and
carry out its responsibilities for the proper administration of justice. Among its responsibilities, the
Judicial Conference of the United States is charged with surveying the condition of business in the
courts and making recommendations to promote uniformity of management procedures and expeditious
conduct of court business. With assistance from its standing committees, the Judicial Conference
oversees the programs and operations of the judiciary.

The Director of the Administrative Office is supervised by the Judicial Conference of the United States,
and the Administrative Office provides the principal staff work that enables the Conference to carry out
its policymaking and oversight functions. The Administrative Office plays a pivotal role in federal court
administration, and the breadth of the agency's functions is evidenced by a solid record of
accomplishments, e.g. monitoring judiciary operations and programs, collecting and analyzing data,
allocating resources, conducting studies and evaluations, identifying opportunities for cost reductions
and efficiencies, designing new systems, providing technical assistance and advice to the courts,
monitoring legislative proposals that would affect the judiciary, and fostering communications with the
other branches of government and the public.

The judicial councils of the circuits, also created in 1939, are granted authority to make all necessary
and appropriate orders for the effective and expeditious administration of justice within their circuits,
and the judicial councils, among other things, consider allegations of judicial misconduct or disability
under 28 U.S.C. 8 372(c). The courts themselves have substantial responsibility for their own
administration, and each individual judge is responsible for the management of his or her cases. These
complementary elements of the judiciary's uniquely effective governance structure support the
fundamental principle of judicial independence.

The Administrative Office continues to do an admirable job of providing leadership and support to the
federal courts despite severe budget constraints. While the courts' workload and staff have expanded, so
has the demand for services from the Administrative Office. The budget increases for the Administrative
Office have not kept pace with the greater expansion of the judiciary; this imbalance has intensified in
recent years. The agency's appropriation has grown only 6 percent since 1992 -- not nearly enough even
to cover inflation -- while the courts' budget increased 22 percent. The outlook for 1996 and beyond
does not promise financial relief.

Of particular note among the many achievements this year, the Administrative Office: conducted
Economy Subcommittee-sponsored studies to control costs; assisted in the completion of the Long
Range Plan for the Federal Courts; coordinated the judiciary's communications with the 104th Congress
on legislation and appropriation matters affecting the federal courts; expanded the new Court Personnel
System and the Cost Control Monitoring System; began conducting program administration reviews of
federal defender organizations; installed the Data Communications Network at 83 court sites; assumed
direct responsibility for the automation training and support centers in Arizona and Texas and for the
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Central Violations Bureau; sponsored a Summit on Supervision of Offenders; promulgated new quality
standards for pretrial services, petty offense presentence investigation, and post-sentence investigation
reports; developed information for the judicial councils of the circuits on bankruptcy appellate panels;
issued standards for the conduct of court reviews; improved automated statistical reporting; and took
numerous steps to reduce the judiciary's space costs.

1995 marked the tenth anniversary of L. Ralph Mecham's tenure as Director of the Administrative
Office, and | join many others throughout the judicial branch in recognizing this milestone of service
and leadership.

IV. The Federal Judicial Center

In March, Judge William Schwarzer concluded five years of leadership of the Center when he reached
the mandatory retirement age for the Center's Director. During his stewardship the Center added to its
reputation as a nationally recognized research institution whose studies were marked by excellence. |
have every expectation that Judge Rya Zobel, of the United States District Court for the District of
Massachusetts, as the Center's seventh director, will not only continue this tradition, but enhance it.

In an ever more challenging environment, the Federal Judicial Center continues to carry out its statutory
mandate -- to educate and train judges and court staff, conduct research concerning the operation of the
courts and assist the Judicial Conference and its committees with analysis and evaluation of court
procedures.

In 1995, the Center provided orientation seminars for almost 200 federal judges and continuing judicial
education programs to about 2,500 judges. The topics ranged in variety from the intricacies of DNA, to
the changing law of sentencing, to the use of alternative procedures for resolving litigation. The Center
responded to an imminent increase in the number of trials under federal death penalty legislation by
offering trial judges advice and assistance, began a project to help federal courts manage the growing
number of cases filed by prisoners and others without lawyers, and published manuals to help judges try
complex cases, often with scientific evidence.

Center educational programs reached nearly 20,000 supporting staff of the federal courts system
including probation and pretrial services officers, employees of the clerks' offices, and others. These
programs reveal the mix of administrative and management issues facing the federal judicial system,
such as instructing probation officers on the supervision of mentally ill or addicted offenders, stressing
the importance of customer service in dealing with litigants, lawyers, and the public, and teaching the
importance of security and safety.

Because of the Center's growing reliance on alternative educational methods, four out of every five court
support staff who participate in Center education do so in programs held at the work site, saving travel
dollars. Center video programs are major instruments for orientation of new judges and court personnel.
Interactive instructional programs let deputy clerks learn about federal procedural rules on their desk top
computers. On-line computer conferences instruct judges and staff on how to be better managers, and let
them exchange experiences with colleagues across the country without leaving their offices.

The judiciary, the bar, and the Congress are reassessing many of the procedural rules that determine how
federal courts operate. In 1995, Center analyses informed the committees of the Judicial Conference and
relevant congressional committees of the actual operations of rules governing imposition of attorney
sanctions, class actions, pretrial discovery, jury selection, and fee shifting.

yre:7

http://www.uscourts.gov/tth/jan96ttb/1lyearend.html 1/23/2009



1995 Annual Report of the Chief Justice Page 7 of 7

The Center will be an important contributor in helping the judiciary learn to do more with less, without
sacrificing quality. Independent studies will be required to evaluate the effects of new projects, demands
for continuing educational programs in complex areas of the law, and Center's support for Judicial
Conference Committees will increase as more becomes expected from the judiciary. | am confident that
the Center, under Judge Zobel, will be able to meet these challenges and hope that Congress will
continue to support the Center with all the resources it needs.

V. United States Sentencing Commission

After an extended tour of eight years as chairman of the United States Sentencing Commission, Judge
William W. Wilkins, Jr., from the United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit, was replaced
by Richard P. Conaboy, a district court judge from the Middle District of Pennsylvania. Judge Wilkins
should be commended for his skillful guidance of the Commission on the challenging questions and
issues raised in the sentencing arena.

Day-to-day the Commission is focused on amending guidelines; writing statutorily required reports; and
facilitating a working relationship with the executive, legislative and judicial branches. The guidelines
have been under constant review since their enactment and last year 25 of 27 amendments submitted to
Congress became effective on November 1. Judge Conaboy has promised a plan of continuity,
assessment, simplification, and management review during his tenure.

Conclusion

Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes observed, albeit in dissent, that "[t]he great ordinances of the
Constitution do not establish and divide fields of black and white." The subjects of current interest in
which both Congress and the judiciary have a role to play illustrate the truth of his comment. No one
doubts that it is Congress, and not the judiciary, which makes laws. No one doubts that it is the
judiciary, and not Congress, which decides cases. But in the great gray area between these core
functions, there must be give and take in order to work out common sense solutions to recognized
problems.

http://www.uscourts.gov/tth/jan96ttb/1lyearend.html 1/23/2009
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1996 YEAR-END REPORT ON THE FEDERAL JUDICIARY

CHIEF JUSTICE WILLIAM H. REHNQUIST

l. Overview

Once again this year -- in my eleventh annual report on the state of the judiciary -- I am struck by the
paradox of judicial independence in the United States: we have as independent a judiciary as | know of
in any democracy, and yet the judges are very much dependent on the Legislative and Executive
branches for the enactment of laws to enable the judges to do a better job of administering justice.

Federal judges have tenure during good behavior, and their compensation may not be diminished. And,
since the time of Chief Justice John Marshall, these independent judges have exercised the authority to
have the final say as to the meaning of the United States Constitution and the laws enacted by Congress.
But it is Congress which decides how many federal judgeships there should be, and of what type they
should be; Congress decides what kind of cases federal courts should hear, as well as, within limits,
what procedures they should follow. Congress must appropriate money for the judiciary's budget and
determine the salaries of all federal judicial officers.

The 104th Congress enacted two bills of great importance to the judiciary, both of which contained
major parts of recommendations by the Judicial Conference: the Antiterrorism and Effective Death
Penalty Act, and the Federal Courts Improvement Act. Unfortunately, judges can only regret that
Congress failed to repeal Section 140 of the Continuing Resolution Act of December 15, 1981, Public
Law 97-92 ("Section 140"), which provides that no cost-of-living salary increases shall be granted to
federal judges without express legislative approval. The Senate version of this year's Federal Courts
Improvement Act included a provision repealing Section 140, but that provision did not make it through
the legislative process.

Congress compounded the negative impact of failing to repeal Section 140 when it declined in October
to approve the 2.3 percent Employment Cost Index ("ECI™) adjustment in salary for federal judges in
January of 1997. This marks the fourth year in a row that federal judges have not received an ECI
adjustment. The result is that federal judges today are paid no more than they were paid in 1993 -- which
means that at this writing, inflation has reduced their salaries by 8.6 percent. In terms of dollars, federal
judges are paid between $12,865 and $13,645 less than what they would have been paid if Congress had
approved the ECI adjustments in the past four years.

The significance of Congress' failing both to repeal Section 140 and to grant an ECI adjustment to
judges' salaries cannot be overstated in terms of its effects on the morale and quality of the federal
judiciary. Section 140 jeopardizes the ability to retain and recruit to the judiciary the most capable
lawyers from all socio-economic classes and geographical areas, including high-cost-of-living urban
areas. We must ensure that judges, who make a lifetime commitment to public service, are able to plan
their financial futures based on reasonable expectations.

While federal judicial salaries lag behind inflation, the salaries of the profession from which federal
judges are recruited have fared differently. Today, the average salaries of partners in the nation's largest
law firms are nearly two and one half times the salaries of federal judges. The National Law Journal
reports that the average salary per partner in the nation's largest law firms in 1993 was $310,644 and the
average salary of top corporate general counsel was $662,707. In contrast, in 1997 district and circuit
court judges will be paid $133,600 and $141,700, respectively. Clearly, this disparity between the
salaries of the judicial and legal professions cannot continue indefinitely without compromising the
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morale of the federal judiciary and eventually its quality.

Judges realize that in smaller cities across our country these salaries will buy more than they do in
metropolitan areas, and that lawyers' earnings vary considerably from place to place. But the judges are
not expecting or requesting any major adjustment in their pay. They are only asking that the pay that
was set some years ago be adjusted for increases in the cost-of-living since that time -- a benefit that
many working people in the private sector, and almost all employees of the federal government,
regularly expect and receive.

I recognize that some members of Congress have said that they should not receive any cost-of-living
adjustments until the federal budget is balanced. This kind of decision is obviously up to Congress,
which has the primary responsibility for coming up with a balanced budget. But the judiciary can play
only a small part in the effort to balance the national budget. Congress, therefore, should not subject the
judiciary to the same sort of incentives that Congress might impose on itself.

The federal judiciary is certainly mindful of the nation's effort to balance its budget. Indeed, the federal
judiciary has made significant contributions within its own budget. Federal judges, who serve without
compensation on committees of the Judicial Conference, such as the Budget Committee, have
implemented management policies in the federal judiciary that, according to the Administrative Office
of the U.S. Courts, saved the American taxpayers millions of dollars last year alone. By comparison, the
amount of money involved in ECI salary adjustments for the federal judiciary is insignificant. The
Office of Management and Budget projects that an ECI adjustment of 3.1 percent will be due to judges
in January 1998. If approved by Congress, that adjustment would cost approximately six million dollars,
which is equal to only about one-quarter of one percent of the estimated total judiciary budget for fiscal
year 1998. And this percentage is from a judiciary budget that in turn is only two-tenths of 1 percent of
the entire federal budget. In short, federal judges in this country need and have earned pay adjustments,
and we therefore must renew our efforts to persuade Congress to repeal Section 140.

Another shortcoming in Congress' 1996 record on legislative matters concerning the federal judiciary
that will confront us again in 1997 is its decision not to create additional federal judgeships. Despite an
increasing caseload and the fact that no new Atrticle 111 judgeships have been created since 1990,
Congress declined the Judicial Conference's request to create such positions. A similar request for new
bankruptcy judgeships also was not acted upon by Congress. Circuit court judges continue to be
especially squeezed between time constraints and heavy dockets. Eventually, Congress will have to
reconcile this mismatch between federal caseload and judicial personnel. Either the former must be
reduced or the latter increased if the quality of justice administered by the federal judiciary is to be
maintained.

Notwithstanding the problems of judicial administration that Congress and the federal judiciary did not
resolve in 1996, there were significant achievements this past year. Two pieces of legislation bearing on
matters of judicial administration deserve specific recognition: the Antiterrorism and Effective Death
Penalty Act was signed into law on April 24th; and the Federal Courts Improvement Act was signed on
October 19th. Both of these laws contain valuable reforms that will improve the administration of
justice. They are also commendable examples of the results that can be achieved when Congress
consults with members of the federal judiciary as it considers laws bearing on judicial administration.

The habeas corpus provisions of the Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act ("Antiterrorism
Act") are especially important. For many years the federal judiciary has been flooded by successive and
repetitious habeas corpus petitions from state prisoners, especially in death penalty cases. State and
federal courts have often duplicated each other's efforts or, even worse, worked at cross-purposes. Eight
years ago, retired Justice Lewis F. Powell chaired a committee to investigate the problems in this area
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and make appropriate recommendations. That committee -- the Ad Hoc Committee on Federal Habeas
Corpus Review of Capital Sentences -- began a process of legislative-judicial consultation, primarily
through the Judicial Conference, that came to fruition in the habeas corpus provisions of the
Antiterrorism Act.

Relevant provisions of the Antiterrorism Act establish one-year deadlines for filing petitions; require
certificates of appealability; limit successive petitions; and restrict access to the federal judiciary if a
claim was adjudicated at the state level. In capital cases, the law has narrowed federal habeas corpus
jurisdiction. If a state provides a mechanism for the appointment, compensation, and payment of
reasonable litigation expenses of competent counsel in state post-conviction proceedings brought by
indigent prisoners whose convictions have become final for state law purposes, those prisoners' access to
federal habeas corpus review is limited. These reforms of habeas corpus review reflect the wisdom of
Alexander Hamilton's observation that “the national and state systems are to be regarded as one whole"
and they will improve the quality of justice by coordinating and unifying the work of state and federal
courts.

The Federal Courts Improvement Act contains thirty-one provisions endorsed by the Judicial
Conference. Some of these provisions are identical to those recommended in The Long Range Plan for
the Federal Courts adopted by the Conference in 1995: Section 201 expands the authority of magistrate
judges; Section 205 raises the amount-in-controversy requirement in diversity jurisdiction cases; Section
401 increases filing fees in civil cases; and Section 605 abolishes the Special Railroad Court. Derived
from a long range integrated plan composed by experienced federal judges, these reforms are especially
valuable.

To encourage such deliberate and thoughtful reforms in the future, I have in the past year established a
new mechanism that will institutionalize long range planning in certain Judicial Conference committees.
In this era of expanding federal litigation but shrinking resources, long range planning for the federal
judiciary is as essential as legislative-judicial consultation on proposals concerning judicial
administration before Congress.

The Year in Review
The Federal Courts' Caseload

As in 1995, the most significant highlight in the caseload of the Federal Courts in 1996 is that filings
rose in the 12 regional courts of appeals, the U.S. district courts, and the U.S. bankruptcy courts. U.S.
bankruptcy court filings soared 26 percent, from approximately 883,500 petitions to over 1,111,000,
exceeding the one million mark for the first time in the history of the United States courts. Filings under
chapters 7, 12, and 13 all increased. Chapter 7 filings, which accounted for over 68 percent of all
bankruptcy filings, rose 27 percent. Chapter 13 filings, which accounted for 30 percent of all bankruptcy
filings, rose 24 percent. Chapter 12 filings also increased 24 percent, but accounted for less than 1
percent of all bankruptcy filings. Filings under chapter 11, which accounted for 1 percent of all
bankruptcy filings, remained essentially stable in 1996, dropping less than 1 percent.

Overall, district court filings climbed nearly 8 percent as civil case filings increased 8 percent, from
approximately 248,300 to 269,100. A key reason for this growth was a rise in total private cases (up
nearly 15,000 cases). This rise primarily resulted from an 18 percent jump in diversity of citizenship
cases, mainly in personal injury/product liability filings (mostly related to the breast implant cases filed
in the Northern District of Alabama), which jumped 56 percent. However, many of these cases were
filed twice (i.e., once when they were transferred from state courts to federal courts, and again when
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they were subsequently transferred from the district courts where they were originally filed to the
Northern District of Alabama as part of Multidistrict Litigation Docket Number 926). The second major
area of increase in private cases was federal question litigation, which grew 4 percent. This rise resulted
chiefly from personal injury cases (up 82 percent) and civil rights employment cases (up 25 percent).
The surge in private personal injury cases was directly related to an influx of oil explosion cases in the
Middle District of Louisiana, where total civil filings more than doubled. Cases involving the U.S.
government as plaintiff or defendant jumped 13 percent, primarily due to marked increases in U.S.
plaintiff recoveries of defaulted student loans (which nearly quadrupled) and federal prisoner petitions
related to motions to vacate sentence (up 62 percent).

Criminal cases in the U.S. district courts rose 5 percent, from nearly 45,800 to 47,900. While the 5
percent increase in drug filings contributed to this growth, the most significant factor was immigration
cases, which went up 40 percent to approximately 5,500. Virtually all of the increase in immigration
filings was concentrated in districts along the border with Mexico. Weapons and firearms filings
declined 13 percent, and drunk driving and traffic cases decreased 3 percent.

The number of appeals filed in the 12 regional courts of appeals rose 4 percent in 1996 to attain an all-
time high of almost 52,000 in 1996. Both criminal and civil appeals increased, rising 7 and 6 percent,
respectively. Administrative agency appeals, bankruptcy appeals, and original proceedings decreased,
dropping 14 percent, 14 percent, and 6 percent, respectively.

The number of judicial vacancies can have a profound impact on a court's ability to manage its caseload
effectively. Because the number of judges confirmed in 1996 was low in comparison to the number
confirmed in preceding years, the vacancy rate is beginning to climb. When the 104th Congress
adjourned in 1996, 17 new judges had been appointed and 28 nominations had not been acted upon.
Fortunately, a dependable corps of senior judges contributes significantly to easing the impact of
unfilled judgeships. It is hoped that the Administration and Congress will continue to recognize that
filling judicial vacancies is crucial to the fair and effective administration of justice.

The Supreme Court of the United States -- Caseload Statistics

The total number of case filings in the Supreme Court declined from 6,996 in the previous Term to
6,595 in the 1995 Term-a decrease of 5.7 percent. Filings in the Court's in forma pauperis docket
declined from 4,858 to 4,500-a 7.4 percent drop. The decline in the Court's paid docket was only 43
cases, from 2,138 to 2095 -- a 2 percent decrease. During the 1995 Term, 90 cases were argued and 75
signed opinions were issued, compared to 94 cases argued and 82 opinions issued in the 1994 Term. No
cases from the 1995 Term were scheduled for reargument in the 1996 Term.

The Administrative Office of the United States Courts

In the face of continuing fiscal austerity, the Administrative Office of the United States Courts continues
to strengthen federal courts' capabilities to administer justice effectively. A decade ago, Administrative
Office Director Leonidas Ralph Mecham launched an effort to delegate to the courts many of the
administrative authorities Congress earlier had granted to the Administrative Office Director. As a
result, the federal courts today are better able to manage their resources effectively and cope with
resource shortages. Decentralized budget, procurement, and other management authorities have enabled
each court to make decisions locally about how to achieve economies and where to devote its limited
resources most productively. Combining flexibility and local accountability, decentralized judicial
administration has been key to the success of the federal judiciary's ability to bring innovation and
economy to the courts' operations while preserving high standards for the delivery of justice.
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An important achievement in decentralization occurred this year with the full implementation of the
Court Personnel System. The new system provides the federal courts with a modern human resource
management program that gives each court the authority to determine the appropriate number and types
of staff positions within overall budget limits. Within funding controls, jobs will be designed and
compensation levels set based on each court's needs compared with standard benchmarks. In concert
with the existing decentralized budget and procurement authorities, the decentralization of personnel
management authority augments the capability of court managers to determine how to use budgeted
funds most effectively -- enabling consideration, for example, of whether it would be most advantageous
to spend limited additional funds on two entry-level positions, one senior position, contract services,
computers, or other matters.

Throughout this year, the Administrative Office continued to play a central role in the judiciary's efforts
to economize. The agency analyzed program and operating costs, conducted studies and evaluations, and
identified opportunities for improvement or savings. The Administrative Office made recommendations
to Judicial Conference committees and implemented Judicial Conference economy measures, assisted
the courts in making changes, and communicated with Congress and others regarding the judiciary's
needs and accomplishments. Many new approaches for improving program performance and reducing
costs have been successful, and others hold promise for the future. Early this year, the Administrative
Office published a report detailing the judiciary's numerous economy achievements, which amounted to
more than $250 million annually in both savings and cost avoidances.

One of the more promising means of increasing the efficiency of judicial administration and the business
processes in the courts is the use of technology. The Administrative Office is working with Judicial
Conference committees, judges, and court personnel to increase the use of automation in the courts.
Dozens of automation projects are under way, including new systems for financial accounting, jury
administration, and library administration. Imaging, internet and web technologies, satellite video-
conferencing, and other cutting-edge technologies may substantially improve routine court operations
and reduce the volumes of paper handled. Electronic alternatives offer promise for streamlining court
administrative operations, simplifying filing processes for litigants, saving time and money, and
improving accessibility, accuracy, and usefulness of information.

In 1996, the Administrative Office registered many accomplishments that should help the courts operate
more effectively. They include development of architecture standards for information systems in the
judiciary; continued installation of the judiciary's data communications network; identification of
efficient court administration practices through the Methods Analysis Program; completion of a study by
the National Academy of Public Administration on alternative court administrative structures; continued
development of a national automated bankruptcy noticing system; issuance of a contract to a service
center to build jury wheels for district courts; coordination of a comprehensive space inventory;
agreement with the Department of Justice on implementing a pretrial drug testing pilot program; and
completion of more than 100 financial audits.

The Administrative Office continues to make the best of its own budget, which has been growing at a
much slower rate than the judiciary's as a whole. In the face of an escalating workload, the judiciary's
budget has risen 60 percent since 1991. The Administrative Office's funding grew only 23 percent in the
same period. The agency has had a hiring freeze in place for several years, and its staff size is smaller
today than it was two years ago. From a long-term perspective, the Administrative Office's portion of
the total judiciary budget has substantially declined. Twenty years ago, the Administrative Office
accounted for 3.6 percent of the judiciary's funding. Ten years ago, its portion was 3.1 percent; five
years ago, it was 2.5 percent; and now it is 1.5 percent.

Since its establishment in 1939, the Administrative Office has provided a wide range of support and
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services in administrative, financial, statistical, legislative liaison, technical, legal, communications, and
program management areas for the federal judiciary, as well as staff support to the Judicial Conference
of the United States and its committees. The agency has been shifting its emphasis away from the direct
provision of administrative services better handled by the courts themselves to focus on program
development, management, communications, analysis, and review functions critical to the operations of
the Judicial branch. While the nature of its work has been changing, the demands on the Administrative
Office to provide support to the judiciary nonetheless continue to grow.

The Federal Judicial Center

The Federal Judicial Center is the federal courts' agency for continuing education and research. Much of
the Center's work in 1996 helped implement legislative actions. The Center inaugurated a newsletter to
alert federal courts to decisions interpreting last April's Prisoner Litigation Reform Act, which governs
inmate lawsuits over the conditions of their confinement, as well as to decisions regarding the habeas
corpus provisions of the Antiterrorism Act which govern how federal courts handle prisoners' habeas
corpus petitions.

Last September, from its studio here in Washington, the Center broadcast a videoseminar on "New
Developments in the Federal Law of Habeas Corpus,” which analyzed the new habeas corpus provisions
for the benefit nationwide of approximately 1,700 federal judges, judicial staff, and others. The
broadcast was part of the Center's efforts to help federal judges with death penalty litigation, and it also
marked a new era in the Center's education and training programs. Developments in satellite technology
now justify placing "downlinks" in federal courthouses to enable judges and court staff to receive
educational broadcasts. Next year, the Center, the Administrative Office, the United States Sentencing
Commission, and, of signal importance, federal courts across the country will establish a broadcast
network in the federal courts. This effort is an excellent example of cooperation among the agencies.
The Center's expertise in videoproduction and curriculum design will enable the entire third branch to
make good use of this form of communication and education. | am grateful to the Congress, especially
to Chairman Harold Rogers of the House Appropriations Subcommittee, for pressing the Center and the
courts to explore use of this new technology.

Such broadcasts cannot replace education that allows judges and staff from different regions the
opportunity for sustained sharing of techniques, but they add another dimension to Judicial branch
education while responding to legislative demands to reduce travel costs. The Center's satellite
broadcasts continue its efforts to provide training through videocassettes and other in-court methods.
Eighty percent of federal court support staff who receive training from the Center received it at their
work site.

As to prisoners' condition-of-confinement cases, the Center's new Resource Guide for Managing
Prisoner Civil Rights Litigation provides practical advice on effective management of cases under the
Prisoner Litigation Reform Act. The Resource Guide is part of a broader Center program to help federal
courts with pro se litigation -- cases filed without lawyers. Such cases impose special burdens on courts
to ensure that they are handled fairly and efficiently.

The first interactive electronic federal court "kiosk" began operations this November. It was a joint
project of the United States District Court for the District of Columbia and the Center and was instituted
in part to help with non-prisoner pro se litigation. Several state courts, such as Arizona's, have kiosks to
let citizens file cases and get information about schedules, jury duty, and employment opportunities,
thus enhancing services while saving staff time for other work.
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The Center's education programs in 1996 reached over 30,000 judges and Judicial branch staff. These
programs addressed case law and legislative developments, giving special attention to such areas as the
use of bankruptcy appellate panels, science and health care issues in litigation, jury selection and
operations, supervision and investigation of defendants and offenders, and effective court management.

The Center's research -- primarily in response to Judicial Conference committee needs -- included a
major survey of judges and chief probation officers on sentencing statutes and guidelines and analysis of
the operation of Federal Rules of Procedure governing class action litigation.

Lastly, at the suggestion of Judge Rya Zobel, the Center's Director, the Center's Board began a year-long
analysis of the priorities the Center should assign to its many missions. | am confident that the results of
this planning process will help maintain the Center as a vital element in improving federal judicial
administration.

United States Sentencing Commission

Review of the sentencing guidelines was a top priority of the U.S. Sentencing Commission in 1996. The
review's objective was to reduce the complexity of guideline application and to assess how well the
guidelines are meeting the congressional objectives outlined in the Sentencing Reform Act of 1984. To
this end, the Commission declared a moratorium on guideline amendments in 1996 (except for those
necessary to implement congressional directives). The action was well received throughout the judiciary.

The amendment hiatus allowed commissioners to gather insights from judges, attorneys, probation
officers, and academics on recommended changes, and to begin narrowing the options for possible
guideline amendments. In addition, the Commission expended considerable resources reviewing and
responding to sentencing-related legislation enacted by Congress involving mandatory restitution,
terrorism, international counterfeiting, drug trafficking, and immigration. By year's end, the Commission
plans to publish a series of amendment options for comment.

The Commission appointed Dr. John H. Kramer as its Staff Director in July 1996. Dr. Kramer is
Executive Director of the Pennsylvania Commission on Sentencing and a Professor of Sociology and
Criminal Justice at The Pennsylvania State University. Finally, the Commission plans to distribute its
first televised Public Service Announcements in 1997. The ads target "at-risk" youth with an educational
message about the significant punishments that result upon conviction for federal crimes.

Conclusion

The federal judiciary's achievements and disappointments of the past year illuminate both the basic
principle of separation of powers and the interdependent relationship that exists between Congress and
the judiciary. In the words of Justice Robert Jackson, "While the Constitution diffuses power the better
to secure liberty, it also contemplates that practice will integrate the dispersed powers into a workable
government. It enjoins upon its branches separateness but interdependence, autonomy but reciprocity.”
To preserve liberty, the Judicial branch of the federal government is separate, equal, and independent
from the Legislative branch. Yet both must work together if feasible solutions are to be found to the
practical problems that confront today's federal judiciary.

Over the years, Congress has properly recognized the need for close consultation with the judiciary,
thereby contributing to a proper reconciliation of judicial independence with the basic principle of
democratic accountability. The Antiterrorism Act and the Federal Courts Improvement Act are two
examples of what can be accomplished when the branches of government work together. We look
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forward to working with Congress in the coming year to resolve the ongoing problems faced by the
judiciary.
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I. OVERVIEW

As | review the state of the Judiciary this year and compare it with the 11 previous years | have served
as Chief Justice, | am impressed by the degree to which our relations with Congress have dominated
1997. Congressional responses and initiatives on judicial issues ranging from funding to salaries, and
from federal jurisdiction to judicial vacancies, all have had a significant influence on the Judiciary over
the past year. The results have been mixed--which is scarcely surprising--and therefore we will face
some of the same challenges in 1998 that confronted us in 1997. Despite the work that remains to be
done, I am encouraged by the Judiciary's ability to perform its essential role in our constitutional
structure of government.

A. Funding, Salaries, Jurisdiction, and VVacancies

I first would like to express my gratitude to Congress for its financial support of the Judiciary. In a time
of scarce resources, Congress responded favorably to the careful financial plan adopted by the Executive
Committee of the Judicial Conference of the United States. These moneys will be used wisely and
economically. The Judiciary supports fully the national goal of eliminating the budget deficit and has
instituted a formal process to identify and implement initiatives to reduce or avoid costs.

I also wish to extend the thanks of the federal judges to Congress for the 2.3 percent Employment Cost
Index ("ECI") adjustment that it approved to take effect on January 1, 1998, as well as my appreciation
to the members of the Judicial Conference of the United States, the Federal Judges Association, the
Magistrate Judges Association, the National Conference of Bankruptcy Judges, the Federal Bar
Association, the American Bar Association, judges, the staff of the Administrative Office of the United
States Courts, and various other bar groups for all the time and energy they invested this year on the
issue of judicial compensation. In particular, Ralph Mecham and his legislative staff, and Judge Barefoot
Sanders and the members of his Committee on the Judicial Branch, deserve special recognition.

In my last Year-End Report, I noted that Congress had not granted federal judges an ECI adjustment in
four years, thereby reducing judges' salaries in constant dollars by 8.6 percent. During 1997, the
aforementioned groups and organizations worked very hard to rectify the situation. They urged Congress
both to repeal Section 140 of the Continuing Resolution Act of December 15, 1981, Public Law 97-92
("Section 140"), which provides that no salary increases shall be granted to federal judges without
express legislative approval, and to provide a catch-up pay adjustment equal to the ECI adjustments not
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granted since 1993.

Although we are pleased that Congress approved the 2.3 percent adjustment, it is obviously not an
enduring solution to a problem that continues to endanger the morale and quality of the federal
Judiciary. In general, all the adjustment does (assuming that inflation in 1997 is about 2.3 percent) is to
ensure that federal judges are, in absolute terms, no worse off than they were at the end of last year. It
prevents further deterioration of "real"” judicial salaries. But it does not redress previous loss, or the
disparity I noted last year between federal judicial salaries and the salaries of the profession from which
federal judges are recruited.

The federal Judiciary must shortly go back to Congress to seek the relief it needs and deserves. Only
then will judges who make a lifetime commitment to public service be able to plan their financial futures
based on reasonable expectations of compensation.

With regard to the non-monetary problems currently troubling the federal Judiciary, most are directly
related to its large and expanding workload. Fiscal Year 1997 saw courts of appeals and bankruptcy
filings at their highest rates in history. District courts also were very busy. In addition to a small increase
in civil filings, there was a 5 percent increase in criminal cases in 1997, producing the largest federal
criminal caseload in 60 years. Many factors have produced this upward spiral, including laws enacted by
Congress that expand federal jurisdiction over crimes involving drugs and firearms, Supreme Court
decisions, large class-action litigation, and changes in executive prosecution policies. Unless steps are
taken to stop or reverse this trend, either the demands placed on the federal Judiciary will eventually
outstrip its resources, or the Judiciary will become so large that it will lose its traditional character as a
distinctive judicial forum of limited jurisdiction.

Since December 1990, the last time Congress created any new judgeships, the number of cases filed in
courts of appeals has grown by 21 percent and those filed in district courts have increased by 24 percent.
Largely because of this expanding caseload, in March 1997 the Judicial Conference of the United States
recommended to Congress the creation of 12 permanent court of appeals judgeships and five temporary
court of appeals judgeships as well as 24 permanent and 12 temporary district court judgeships. After
several months of deliberation, Congress extended 11 existing temporary judgeships for an additional
five years--for which the Judiciary is grateful--but did not create any additional judgeships. A judgeship
was added to one district by taking another away from a different district, but that was as far as Congress
was willing to go.

In general, Congress has declined to eliminate the disparity between resources and workload in the
federal Judiciary by an expansion of the number of judges. There have been instances, however, in
which Congress wisely has acted to reduce this disparity by enacting laws that in effect decrease the
number of potential filings in federal court. In 1996, Congress enacted the Antiterrorism and Effective
Death Penalty Act, which streamlined habeas corpus procedures for both state and federal prisoners, and
the Prison Litigation Reform Act (PLRA), which did the same for prisoners' civil rights actions.

Although it is too early to make definitive judgments concerning the impact these laws will have on
prisoner suits, the evidence thus far strongly suggests that they will have a positive effect. The one-year
statute of limitations for both state and federal prisoner applications for writs of habeas corpus produced
a sharp rise in applications between February and April 1997, but then they dropped off sharply. As of
June 1997, the number of habeas corpus applications has fallen well below the average number of
monthly filings during the 15 months prior to the law's enactment in April of 1996. PLRA achieved a
similar result. Monthly civil rights filings by prisoners decreased 46 percent from April 1996 to
February 1997.
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With the limited degree of hindsight available to us--and keeping in mind that there are many variables
that could affect the future rate of prisoner filings in federal court--the Effective Death Penalty Act and
the PLRA appear to be promising examples of how Congress can reduce the disparity between resources
and workload in the federal Judiciary without endangering its distinctive character. Unfortunately,
Congress' efforts to enact legislation of this type have been sporadic and inconsistent. | therefore call on
Congress to consider legislative proposals that would reduce the jurisdiction of federal courts. For many
years, diversity of citizenship cases have been identified as one such area in which Congress could enact
some very useful reforms.

Should Congress, conversely, consider expanding the jurisdiction of the federal Judiciary, it should do
so cautiously and only after it has considered all the alternatives and the incremental impact the increase
will have on both the need for additional judicial resources and the traditional role of the federal
Judiciary. In particular, the Judicial Conference of the United States has raised concerns about
legislation pending in Congress to "federalize” certain juvenile crimes, maintaining its long-standing
position that federal prosecutions should be limited to those offenses that cannot or should not be
prosecuted in state courts.

This desire to federalize new crimes or civil causes shows that the federal Judiciary has become a victim
of its own success. The congressional desire to federalize stems from the sense that the federal courts, by
and large, render a brand of justice that is both more dependable and more efficient than that rendered
by some of the state systems. But no small part of the success of the federal system--its ability to attract
first-rate talent, for example--is because the federal courts have traditionally been courts of limited
jurisdiction. If the federal system ends up with the same sort of potpourri of cases that state courts must
necessarily decide, it may lose the special competence that now sets it apart from many state systems.

If federal jurisdiction remains at its current level--or, worse, increases--judicial vacancies will aggravate
the problem of too few judges and too much work. Currently, 82 of the 846 Article 111 judicial offices in
the federal Judiciary--almost one out of every ten--are vacant. Twenty-six of the vacancies have been in
existence for 18 months or longer and on that basis constitute what are called "judicial emergencies.” In
the Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, the percentage of vacancies is particularly troubling, with
over one-third of its seats empty.

Judicial vacancies can contribute to a backlog of cases, undue delays in civil cases, and stopgap
measures to shift judicial personnel where they are most needed. VVacancies cannot remain at such high
levels indefinitely without eroding the quality of justice that traditionally has been associated with the
federal Judiciary. Fortunately for the Judiciary, a dependable corps of senior judges has contributed
significantly to easing the impact of unfilled judgeships.

The institutions that have the constitutionally assigned powers of nominating and confirming judicial
nominees bear some of the responsibility for the current situation, but structural aspects of the
appointment process also contribute to the existing high level of vacancies. For example, a larger
Judiciary increases the average number of retirements per year and the corresponding number of
nominees. The additional burdens placed on the appointment process by such an increase may slow it
down. An appointment process that might work well to fill the vacancies of a 700-member Judiciary
might struggle with a Judiciary of 800 or 850 members. Accordingly, increasing the size of the federal
Judiciary so that it can handle expanded workloads might have the unintended effect of increasing the
vacancy rate, perhaps leaving unaffected the gap between resources and workload that motivated the
initial increase in the number of judges. This ironic result strongly supports the common-sense
conclusion that, in this country, a bigger federal Judiciary is not necessarily a part of a solution for every
public-policy question.
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Whatever the size of the federal Judiciary, the President should nominate candidates with reasonable
promptness, and the Senate should act within a reasonable time to confirm or reject them. Some current
nominees have been waiting a considerable time for a Senate Judiciary Committee vote or a final floor
vote. The Senate confirmed only 17 judges in 1996 and 36 in 1997, well under the 101 judges it
confirmed during 1994.

The Senate is, of course, very much a part of the appointment process for any Acrticle 111 judge. One
nominated by the President is not "appointed” until confirmed by the Senate. The Senate is surely under
no obligation to confirm any particular nominee, but after the necessary time for inquiry it should vote
him up or vote him down. In the latter case, the President can then send up another nominee.

B. Special Commissions and Appointments

During 1997, two measures to study important issues pertaining to the federal Judiciary were initiated.
This past fall, in another example of the way the three branches of our government work together,
Congress passed a bill creating a Commission on Structural Alternatives for the Federal Courts of
Appeals which the President signed into law on November 26, 1997. This Commission will study the
structure and alignment of the nation's court of appeals system, particularly the Ninth Circuit, and report
within 12 months its findings to the President and Congress. In accordance with the provisions of this
law, | appointed to this Commission Retired Justice Byron R. White; U.S. Circuit Judge Gilbert S.
Merritt of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit; U.S. Circuit Judge Pamela Ann Rymer of the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit; U.S. District Judge William D. Browning of Arizona; and
N. Lee Cooper, former President of the American Bar Association, of Birmingham, Alabama.

The second effort to study issues of importance to the federal Judiciary was generated within the Third
Branch. In July of 1997, the Federal Judicial Center requested the Executive Committee of the Judicial
Conference to consider and recommend that the Judicial Conference concur in the FJC's recently
adopted strategic plan. Because the strategic plan at points would affect the Administrative Office of the
United States Courts, the Executive Committee recommended that | appoint an Ad Hoc Committee of
the Judicial Conference to study the merits of the motions and make a report and recommendation to the
Conference for its consideration in March 1998. The Conference approved the Executive Committee's
recommendation on September 23, 1997, and on October 20, 1997, | appointed Judge Wm. Terrell
Hodges as Chair of the Ad Hoc Committee and Judges William H. Barbour, Jr., Boyce F. Martin, Jr.,
Robert L. Miller, Jr., and Stephanie Kulp Seymour as members.

Il. THE YEAR IN REVIEW
A. The Federal Courts' Caseload

In 1997, the caseload of U.S. Bankruptcy Courts soared to a record level for the second consecutive
year, climbing 23 percent. More than 1,350,000 petitions were filed in Fiscal Year 1997, easily topping
the previous record of approximately 1,111,000 filings recorded in Fiscal Year 1996. Filings under
Chapters 7 and 13 were responsible for the increase, with the overall jump in filings emanating
predominantly from non-business petitions. Chapter 7 filings, which accounted for more than 70 percent
of all bankruptcy filings, rose 26 percent. Chapter 13 filings, which constituted 29 percent of all
bankruptcy filings, increased 18 percent. Chapter 11 filings, which amounted to less than 1 percent of all
bankruptcy filings, dropped 11 percent. Chapter 12 filings, which equalled less than 0.1 percent of all
bankruptcy filings, declined 12 percent.

In addition, criminal cases increased 5 percent, civil filings 1 percent, and appeals filings 1 percent.
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This 5 percent increase in criminal cases brought the total number of criminal cases to 50,363, the
highest level in over 60 years. This year's increase was due primarily to filings related to drug and
immigration cases in the southwestern border districts of the United States. Drug case filings rose 13
percent to 13,656 and immigration case filings increased 21 percent to 6,677. Filings of weapons and
firearms cases and drunk driving and traffic violations remained stable.

The number of civil filings in the U.S. district courts was 272,027. The small increase in filings was
attributable primarily to increases in actions involving the United States as a plaintiff or defendant and
in filings pertaining to federal question jurisdiction, usually in personal injury/product liability cases.
U.S. plaintiff or defendant actions increased 23 percent in 1997, rising from 48,755 to 60,004 cases.
U.S. plaintiff cases increased 35 percent, primarily because filings involving contract actions almost
doubled. The influx of recoveries of overpayments related to defaulted student loans grew from 4,460 to
9,043 and was the key reason for the overall increase in contract actions. The number of filings with the
U.S. as defendant also rose, primarily because of a 46 percent jump in social security filings. Social
security disability insurance cases increased 47 percent, rising by more than 2,400 cases, largely as the
result of the Social Security Administration's processing of a large backlog of cases. Prisoner petitions
dropped 8 percent this year primarily because of a 31 percent drop in civil rights petitions filed by
prisoners. This reduction stemmed from the PLRA, which, among other provisions, places limitations on
how prisoner petitions may be filed. This drop nearly offsets the other increases in the civil caseload in
the district courts, resulting in the small percentage increase in filing overall. The drop in prisoner
petitions contributed to a 2 percent decrease in total federal question litigation. However, a 90 percent
rise in personal injury/product liability cases related to breast implants contributed to the overall national
rise. Civil filings in the Eastern District of Michigan skyrocketed by more than 10,000 cases as a result
of the recent decision involving Dow Chemical in the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals. This decision led
to the filing of breast implant cases in Eastern Michigan, where Chapter 11 federal bankruptcy
proceedings involving the Dow Corning Corporation are pending.

Appeals filed in the 12 regional courts of appeals set a record level of more than 52,300. The overall
increase resulted from administrative agency appeals and original proceedings, which rose 56 percent
and 16 percent, respectively. Civil, criminal, and bankruptcy appeals declined, falling 3 percent, 2
percent, and 19 percent, respectively.

B. The Supreme Court of the United States--Caseload Statistics

The total number of case filings in the Supreme Court increased from 6,597 in the previous term to
6,634 in the 1996 Term--an increase of slightly more than 0.5 percent. Filings in the Court's in forma
pauperis docket increased from 4,500 to 4,578--a 1.7 percent rise. The decline in the Court's paid docket
was only 40 cases, from 2,095 to 2,055--a 1.9 percent decrease. During the 1996 Term, 90 cases were
argued and 80 signed opinions were issued, compared to 90 cases argued and 75 opinions issued in the
1995 Term. No cases from the 1996 Term were scheduled for re-argument in the 1997 Term.

I11. UNITED STATES SENTENCING COMMISSION

The Sentencing Commission, like the federal Judiciary, suffers from serious delays in the appointment
process. The terms of Vice Chairman Michael Gelacak and Commissioners Michael Goldsmith and
Judge Deanell R. Tacha expired in late 1997. These commissioners will continue to serve for up to one
year or until new appointments are confirmed, but their vacancies must be considered in the light of
three previous vacancies on the seven-member panel. The long and the short of the matter is that for the
Commission to function properly six appointments to vacancies are needed. Two of the positions have
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been vacant since October 1995, one of the positions has been vacant since May 1997, and the three
remaining positions have been vacant since October 1997. The Judicial Conference of the United States
acted promptly in making its recommendations to the President with regard to the judicial vacancies on
the Commission. But the President has simply not made any nominations to fill these vacancies. The
function of the Sentencing Commission may not be well known to the general public, but it serves a
vitally important function in the enforcement of the criminal law in federal courts. Its statutory function
is seriously hindered by this inaction.

Sentencing-related research continued as a top agency focus in 1997. Early in the year, the Commission
reported results from its first survey of public attitudes towards federal sentences. More than 1,700
citizens throughout the United States expressed their opinions on crime and punishment as part of a
study of "just punishment,” one of the four statutory purposes of sentencing. Also this year, the
Commission submitted to Congress a second report and recommendation on revising the federal cocaine
sentencing policy. It again unanimously recommended that the disparity in federal penalties for powder
cocaine and crack cocaine be reduced and suggested a range of possible options to accomplish this end.
Another Commission report to Congress concluded that "broad and inconsistent use of money
laundering penalties" is contributing to substantial unwarranted disparity.

The Commission formed an office of legislative and public affairs in 1997 to communicate more
effectively with Members of Congress, the Commission's many customers, and the public. In addition,
the agency inaugurated a series of "mini-hearings™ on specific guideline-related topics to increase public
input into the ongoing assessment of the Sentencing Guidelines' effectiveness.

The Commission produced two public service announcements in 1997 to deter youth from becoming
involved in drug crimes. These 30-second announcements, distributed to more than 5,000 network and
cable television stations, received extensive exposure across the country. Additionally, the Commission
is examining ways of using new technologies like electronic mail and document imaging to collect,
analyze, and archive more efficiently the massive amounts of federal sentencing data it receives each
year.

IV. ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES COURTS

The Administrative Office of the United States Courts serves the Judicial Conference of the United
States and the federal courts in many ways. It collects data and analyzes statistics, consults with the
courts about their needs and priorities, makes improvements in judicial administration, and implements
and promotes Judicial Conference policies and programs. In addition, it is instrumental in the Judiciary's
success in obtaining adequate appropriations and in communicating the Judiciary's views to Congress on
legislative matters that affect the operations of the Judiciary.

Led by the Administrative Office's efforts, the federal Judiciary has achieved an impressive devolution
of management authority and control away from Washington to the individual federal courts. The
Director has delegated to local federal courts many of his statutory financial, personnel, procurement,
and other administrative authorities. This kind of decentralization has benefited both the Judiciary and
the taxpayer because it encourages every court to find innovative ways to increase efficiency and save
money. Decentralized management has established the Judiciary as an archetype for other complex
public and private institutions, and it has also garnered the attention of judicial leaders and
administrators from other nations.
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The key to the success of the budget decentralization program is national spending controls combined
with local accountability and flexibility. The individual courts determine how to spend funds for staff,
equipment, supplies, and services to meet their particular needs. To enhance this program further, the
Administrative Office this year simplified the way it allots operating funds to the courts. Funds
previously allocated in 40 separate expense categories were combined in one aggregate amount based on
formulas developed by teams of statisticians, financial analysts, program experts, and court staff. As a
result, the paperwork burden for preparing each court's budget request was substantially reduced or
eliminated, and the courts were assured of an equitable distribution of these operating funds.

The Administrative Office is testing prototype electronic case file systems, which will enable courts to
receive, store, and retrieve documents electronically. Also this year, testing began on a new state-of-the-
art financial accounting system for the courts. Experiments demonstrated that mobile computing enabled
probation officers to access information away from the office, allowing them to spend more time in the
community supervising offenders. New systems for personnel and payroll processing, jury
administration, and library administration are also in progress. An evaluation is under way to assess the
practicality and cost-effectiveness of a variety of technologies, such as real-time reporting, digital-audio
recording, and evidence presentation devices that show promise to facilitate courtroom procedures. In
concert with the Federal Judicial Center, the Administrative Office is helping to develop a federal
judicial television network that will broadcast educational and informational programming by satellite to
judges and court employees nationwide.

V. FEDERAL JUDICIAL CENTER
The Federal Judicial Center provides education, training, and research for the federal Judiciary.

This summer the FJC Board approved a strategic plan to guide the FJC in the years ahead. The plan
recommends some changes in the FJC's research operations and discontinuance of its occasional support
of automation innovations in the courts. It also responds to Congress' interest in reducing government
spending on travel by directing the FJC to continue its emphasis on satellite broadcasting and other
forms of "distance learning."” This year, for example, the FJC introduced a newsletter series and a
satellite broadcast that will help probation officers deal with the problems presented by particularly
difficult offenders, such as members of street or prison gangs.

Almost 85 percent of the 34,000 judicial branch participants in FJC programs received training in their
own courts. Next year FJC broadcasts will reach even larger audiences through the federal judicial
television network described in the previous section. | also participated in a satellite broadcast by
introducing the FJC's July 1997 review of major decisions in the Supreme Court's 1996 Term.

Among its research products this year, the FJC provided the Judicial Conference's Civil Rules
Committee an interesting analysis of the effect of "pretrial disclosure” rules that the Conference adopted
in 1993 to reduce litigation costs and delays. These rules allow courts to direct attorneys to disclose
pretrial materials to opponents rather than requiring them to ferret out each other's materials through
traditional discovery. Although a majority of attorneys surveyed by the FJC thought "disclosure™ made
little difference, those who perceived an effect--a reduction in cost and delay, and an increase in
fairness--favored its adoption in all federal courts.

FJC research assisted other Judicial Conference committees. For example, its review of alternative
dispute resolution programs in "demonstration districts” under the Civil Justice Reform Act provided a
view of the efficacy of these programs different from one that emerged from a separate study of the
Act's pilot districts. And the Judicial Conference this year approved a "risk prediction index™ that the
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FJC developed to help probation officers determine the likelihood that an offender may commit another
crime and tailor supervision plans accordingly. Within three months of the Conference's approval of the
new "RPI," the FJC produced a multi-media training plan for probation offices.

These activities demonstrate the value of a separate research and education center within the judicial
branch to provide policymakers and judges fresh perspectives on the vexing issues the courts confront in
adapting procedures for their improved management.

IN MEMORIAM

The Judiciary and the country lost a dear friend and dedicated public servant in 1997. Justice William J.
Brennan, Jr., passed away on July 24, 1997. Justice Brennan served on the Supreme Court of the United
States for 33 years. In that capacity, he has left his mark on many important areas of American
constitutional law as well as on the lives of those who had the privilege of serving with him. He was a
warm hearted colleague who will be missed by all who knew him.

VI. CONCLUSION

There are many reasons for those of us who serve in the Judiciary to take pride in our accomplishments
in 1997. It was a year in which a Judiciary composed of fewer judges took on an increased workload.
We are all indebted to the senior judges in our country who have contributed greatly to meeting the
demands placed on the Judiciary. The American public continues to hold the Judiciary in high regard.
The American Judiciary continues to command respect abroad. Representatives of other judicial systems
frequently visit our courts, and from my conversations with them it is clear that there is international
recognition of an able, independent federal Judiciary in this country. Let us strive to uphold this splendid
tradition as we go forward toward the millennium.
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The 1998 Year-End Report of the Federal Judiciary
Chief Justice William H. Rehnquist
Overview

The federal Judiciary enters the last year of the 20th century immersed in many of the same
struggles that have defined our federal system of government for 210 years. The ad-
ministration of justice is affected not only by the relationships among the Judiciary and the
other two branches of the federal government, but also by the balance of power between the

federal and state governments. In this, my 13" Year-End Report, | will address several of the
problems affecting the Judiciary in 1998.

I am pleased to report on the progress made in 1998 by the Senate and the President in the
appointment and confirmation of judges to the federal bench—a need that I raised in my 1997
Report as one for which both the Executive and Legislative Branches bore responsibility. The
Senate confirmed 65 judicial nominees in 1998, a figure that is above the average number of
judges nominated and confirmed in recent years. These appointments will help address the
disparity between the courts' workload and their resources. | also note my gratitude to senior
federal judges who, despite their semi-retired status, continue to help ease backlogs in courts
around the country.

I also extend my thanks to Congress for continuing to provide adequate financial support to the
Judiciary as we work together to maintain a balanced budget. The Judiciary remains committed
to fiscal responsibility, and for its part, requested the smallest percentage funding increase in 20
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years for fiscal year 1999, even as it faces a growing caseload. The Third Branch is particularly
appreciative of the appropriation for the construction of 13 new or expanded courthouse
facilities for fiscal year 1999. The new courthouses will replace aging and obsolete facilities
and are much needed to alleviate overcrowded conditions and reduce security risks.

Appointments, Jurisdiction, and Salaries

Although the Judiciary is strengthened by the progress made on important issues in 1998,
serious problems continue to confront us. The most pressing of those problems are not new, but
they have grown in importance either from the neglect or ambivalence of the other branches of
government. They are: (1) the failure to appoint any Commissioners to the United States
Sentencing Commission—all seven Commissioner positions are vacant; (2) the growing
caseload in the federal Judiciary resulting from continued expansion of federal jurisdiction; and
(3) the continuing relative decline in judicial salaries. There are, of course, many challenges
facing the Judiciary. | focus primarily on these three problems, however, because they need
immediate attention. All three are soluble.

Appointments to the United States Sentencing Commission

The political impasse on the appointments to the United States Sentencing Commission, which
has been problematic for the past few years, has now reached stunning proportions. There
currently are no Commissioners at the Sentencing Commission and no nominations are
pending. The failure to fill these vacancies is all the more egregious when one considers the
fact that the seven Commissioners authorized by statute have staggered six-year terms, and that
there are additional statutory constraints to insure a bipartisan Commission. For example, at
least three of the Commissioners must be federal judges, and no more than four can be
members of the same political party. The fact that no appointments have been made to fill any
one of these seven vacancies is paralyzing a critical component of the federal criminal justice
system.

The Sentencing Commission was created under the Sentencing Reform Act provisions of the
Comprehensive Crime Control Act of 1984. Its principal purposes are to reduce disparity in
sentencing in the federal courts; to establish sentencing policies and practices for the federal
courts, including guidelines prescribing the appropriate form and severity of punishment for
offenders convicted of federal crimes; to advise and assist Congress and the Executive Branch
in the development of effective and efficient crime policy; and to collect, analyze, research, and
distribute a broad array of information on federal crime and sentencing issues, serving as an
information resource for Congress, the Executive Branch, the courts, criminal justice
practitioners, the academic community, and the public.

Although the staff of the Commission has been able to carry on the Commission's routine
functions, in its present state the Commission is unable to perform some of its core and crucial
responsibilities. For example, there are no Commissioners to propose guideline amendments or
to take action on Congressional directives or implement legislation. There are no
Commissioners to resolve or address circuit conflicts in Sentencing Guidelines interpretations.
Every commission needs to make adjustments or respond to changing circumstances or new
information. The Sentencing Commission is unable to do so until Commissioners are
appointed. With criminal cases in federal courts reaching historic levels, the Judiciary needs a
fully functioning Sentencing Commission. If we are going to have Sentencing Guidelines, the
Sentencing Commission must be empowered to do its work. The President and the Senate
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should give this situation their immediate attention.
Caseload and Expanding Jurisdiction

The number of cases brought to the federal courts is one of the most serious problems facing
them today. Criminal case filings in federal courts rose 15% in 1998—nearly tripling the 5.2%
increase in 1997. Over the last decade, Congress has contributed significantly to the rising
caseload by continuing to federalize crimes already covered by state laws. A series of such
laws have been enacted in the past few years, including, to name a few, the Anti-Car Theft Act
of 1992, the Child Support Recovery Act of 1992, the Animal Enterprise Protection Act of
1992, and the recent arson provisions added to Title 18 in 1994. In contrast, the effect that the
Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act and the Prison Litigation Reform Act are having
on habeas corpus proceedings and prisoners' actions continues to appear positive.

The trend to federalize crimes that traditionally have
g mppm been handled in state courts not only is taxing the
: ehag i rﬂt:};é‘m : _Judiciary's resources and affec_:ting its budget needs, but
r e 1t also threatens to change entirely the nature of our
ety e federal system. The pressure in Congress to appear
LR e M responsive to every highly publicized societal ill or

only s taxing the . . . i .
Ty b outrced sensational crime needs to be balanced with an inquiry

o into whether states are doing an adequate job in these

LR C RS particular areas and, ultimately, whether we want most of
also threatens to

T e our legal relationships decided at the national rather than
L aee LBl |ocal level. Federal courts were not created to adjudicate
gt | local crimes, no matter how sensational or heinous the
& crimes may be. State courts do, can, and should handle

“— such problems. While there certainly are areas in
Qﬂ. "ﬁ- criminal law in which the federal government must act,
the vast majority of localized criminal cases should be
decided in the state courts which are equipped for such
matters. This principle was enunciated by Abraham

Lincoln in the 19™ century,
and Dwight Eisenhower in the 20t century—matters that can be handled adequately by the

states should be left to them; matters that cannot be so handled should be undertaken by the
federal government.

Recently, the Commission on Structural Alternatives for the Federal Courts of Appeals, chaired
by Retired Justice Byron R. White, noted that the structure and alignment of the appellate
courts is affected by the volume of appeals, which is in turn driven by the jurisdiction of the
federal courts. The Commission said in its Final Report that "significant changes need to be
made in the jurisdiction of the federal courts,”" and emphasized the importance of "restraint in
conferring new jurisdiction on the federal courts, particularly in areas traditionally covered by
state law and served by state courts...."

In 1995, the Judicial Conference of the United States, after much study, adopted the Proposed
Long-Range Plan for the Federal Courts for the next century. Recommendation 1 of the Long-
Range Plan reads as follows: "Congress should commit itself to conserving the federal courts
as a distinctive judicial forum of limited jurisdiction in our system of federalism. Civil and
criminal jurisdiction should be assigned to the federal courts only to further clearly defined and
justified national interests, leaving to the state courts the responsibility for adjudicating all
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other matters.” In accordance with this principle, the Long-Range Plan recommends that
federal courts should only have criminal jurisdiction in five types of cases:

(1) offenses against the federal government or its inherent interests;
(2) criminal activity with substantial multi-state or international aspects;

(3) criminal activity involving complex commercial or institu- tional enterprises most
effectively prosecuted using federal re- sources or expertise;

(4) serious high level or widespread state or local government corrup- tion; and
(5) criminal cases raising highly sensitive local issues.

Although Congress need not follow the recommendations of the Judicial Conference, this
Long-Range Plan is based not simply on the preference of federal judges, but on the traditional
principle of federalism that has guided the country throughout its existence.

Similarly, Justice White and Judge Gilbert Merritt included a separate statement in the Final
Report of the Commission on Structural Alternatives for the Federal Courts of Appeals that
describes the core functions of federal courts, the role federal courts should appropriately have
in criminal matters, and the factors that should be considered before assigning new
responsibilities to the federal courts. Those factors include determining whether the proposed
legislation would assign work to the federal system that is within its core functions; whether
states are inadequately addressing the perceived need; whether the federal courts have the
capacity to take on new business without additional resources or restructuring; and the extent to
which proposed legislation is likely to affect the caseload, and in turn whether the federal
courts have the capacity to perform their core functions and fulfill their mandate for "just,
speedy, and inexpensive determination” of actions. Other factors include the cost of delay to
litigants and whether the perceived needs are, or could be, served as well by alternatives such
as alternative dispute resolution or administrative proceedings.

Many others have written on how Congress might appropriately balance jurisdiction between
state and federal courts. A common element of the recommended threshold standards for
federal criminal legislation is remedying demonstrated state failure. Such an approach would
reduce the likelihood that a particularly high profile or egregious event would be enough on its
own to justify new federal laws. Such an approach also is more consistent with judicial
federalism and with Alexander Hamilton's observation in the Federalist No. 82 that "the
national and State systems are to be regarded as ONE WHOLE." A re-examination of diversity
jurisdiction is also warranted.

Diversity jurisdiction was originally enacted as part of the Judiciary Act of 1789 when there
was reason to fear that out-of-state litigants might suffer prejudice at the hands of local state
court judges and juries, and there was legitimate concern about the quality of state courts.
Conditions have changed drastically in two centuries. At the very least, there simply is no need
to allow in-state plaintiffs to avail themselves of diversity jurisdiction to remove matters to
federal court. These lawsuits account for a substantial percentage of the federal caseload, and
as state law is applied in such cases in any event, there is no good reason to keep them in
federal court.
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I have requested Chairman Howard Coble of the Subcommittee on Courts and Intellectual
Property of the House Judiciary Committee to conduct hearings in the next session of Congress
on the issue of the general expansion of federal jurisdiction caused by federalizing state crimes,
and on curtailing federal diversity jurisdiction. Chairman Coble has demonstrated an interest in
the federal courts' caseload and, in the most recently concluded session of Congress, sponsored
the Alternative Dispute Resolution Act, which directs federal courts to provide alternatives to
litigation in court and gives them flexibility in how to do so.

Judicial Salaries

For the fifth time in the past six years, Congress has denied federal judges, top officials in the
Executive Branch, and its own members cost-of-living salary adjustments. Since January 1993,
the value of the salaries for these positions has declined 16% when measured against the
Consumer Price Index. The relative cumulative loss of purchasing power during this period for
a federal district judge exceeds $77,000.

Federal judges, who have made a lifetime commitment to federal service, should not be
required to bear these continuing financial penalties. The vast majority of career government
employees and retirees receive inflation adjustments annually. Career employees may also
receive added locality pay adjustments. Denying cost-of-living adjustments to top officials is a
regressive approach to compensation and is counter-productive to the common sense goal of
encouraging capable individuals to enter the Judiciary. The 1989 law providing for annual cost-
of-living salary increases for these positions should be allowed to operate as intended.

Panel Attorney Compensation

Another issue of concern is the rate of pay that court-appointed attorneys receive to defend
individuals in criminal cases. By statute, the Judiciary bears the responsibility for ensuring that
defendants in federal criminal cases receive legal representation. If the defendant is unable to
pay, the Judiciary must provide a lawyer to vindicate the defendant's rights. This responsibility
is met through Federal Defender Offices, Community Defender Offices, and attorneys in
private practice who are appointed by the court, generally referred to as "panel attorneys."

Congress established maximum hourly rates of compensation for panel attorneys in 1964 with
the passage of the Criminal Justice Act. Since the first adjustments to those rates in 1970, the
maximums have fallen far behind inflationary effects. In 1986, Congress authorized the
Judicial Conference to set higher maximum hourly rates of up to $75. Since then, the Judicial
Conference has approved the higher rate in 93 of 94 judicial districts upon a finding of
demonstrated need. However, Congress has appropriated funds only sufficient to pay up to the
$75 rate in part or all of 16 districts. In other districts, because of a one-time authorized
increase, panel attorneys may only be paid $65 for in-court work and $45 for out-of-court
work.

The Judiciary's budget request for fiscal year 2000 will include funds sufficient to pay all panel
attorneys at the $75 rate. | respectfully urge Congress to give very serious consideration to this
request. Inadequate compensation for panel attorneys is seriously hampering the ability of
judges to recruit attorneys to provide effective representation. The Judiciary, in turn, is taking
steps to insure that defender services' costs are reasonable.

Technological Advancements
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The federal Judiciary continues to progress toward the next century with the help of
technological advancements. Installation of a nationwide data communications network in the
Judiciary was completed in October, one year ahead of schedule. More than 700 Judiciary sites
and 28,000 Judiciary employees are now linked electronically by a secure internal electronic
communications network. Similarly, the Judi-ciary's Internet sites are increasingly used to
disseminate publications, statistics, and other information about the federal Judiciary and its
programs. Use of this technology is expected to generate savings of about $1 million annually
in paper and postage costs. Judicial opinions are regularly posted on the Internet in many
circuits, as are schedules, local rules, fee schedules, and job vacancies. Prototype electronic
case files systems which could allow courts to receive, send, store, and retrieve case-related
documents in electronic format also have been developed and are being tested in a number of
district and bankruptcy courts.

This year, the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts completed a preliminary assessment of
the use of courtroom technologies—video evi-dence presentation, videoconferen-cing,
electronic methods of taking the record, and access to external databases—which confirmed
that such technologies can, in many cases, reduce trial time and litigation costs, and improve
fact-finding, jury understanding of evidence, and access to court proceedings. This year also,
the Federal Judicial Center, along with the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts and the
U.S. Sentencing Commission, launched the Federal Judicial Television Network to provide
some education and information to judges and staff throughout the country without the need for
travel.

Information Assistance to Foreign Judiciaries

Representatives from judicial systems of countries from around the world who are engaged in
reforming their systems continue to seek to learn more about our Judiciary. This year more than
500 representatives of 41 foreign judiciary systems formally visited the Supreme Court of the
United States alone seeking information about our system of justice. Information was provided
on topics ranging from judicial independence to judicial review, the Rule of Law, and the work
of the federal courts. The International Judicial Relations Committee of the Judicial Conference
also continues to play an impor-tant role in providing information and technical assistance to
developing judicial systems worldwide.

Special Commissions
Commission on Structural Alternatives for the Federal Courts of Appeals

In December 1997, pursuant to a law passed by Congress creating the Commission on
Structural Alternatives for the Federal Courts of Appeals, | appointed Retired Justice Byron R.
White; Judge Gilbert S. Merritt of the United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit;
Judge Pamela Ann Rymer of the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit; Judge
William D. Browning of the United States District Court for Arizona; and N. Lee Cooper,
former President of the American Bar Association, to serve as Commissioners. The
Commission elected Justice White as Chair and N. Lee Cooper as Vice Chair. The Commission
was created to study the structure and alignment of the Federal Courts of Appeals, with
particular reference to the Ninth Circuit. In less than nine months, the Commission held six
public hearings across the country, took testimony from 89 witnesses, and, with the assistance
of the Federal Judicial Center, conducted extensive research on structural alternatives,
including surveys of all district and circuit judges and a large sample of appellate lawyers. The
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Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts also provided valuable assistance to the Commission.
On December 18, 1998, the Commission filed a comprehensive Final Report with Congress
and the President which contains a thorough analysis of both historical and contemporary
information about the federal circuit system. The Commission's recommendations are thought-
provoking and should serve as a useful guide to Congress and the Judiciary for years to come. |
commend the Commission for its thorough work in such a short time.

Additionally, in 1998 | appointed an Ad Hoc Committee of the Judicial Conference—chaired
by Judge Wm. Terrell Hodges, and consisting of Judges William H. Barbour, Jr., Boyce F.
Martin, Jr., Robert L. Miller, Jr., and Stephanie Kulp Seymour—to study certain aspects of the
Federal Judicial Center's strategic plan as it related to the Administrative Office of the U.S.
Courts. The Ad Hoc Committee recommended two motions to the Judicial Conference of the
United States which more clearly define the judicial educational and training roles of the
Federal Judicial Center and the Administrative Office of the U. S. Courts. Both motions were
approved by the Judicial Confer-ence, and the Judiciary extends its gratitude to this Committee.

The Year in Review

The Federal Courts' Caseload

For the first time in 26 years, criminal filings experienced a double-digit increase, growing by
15 percent. In 1998, filings of criminal cases grew 15 percent to 57,691 cases. This means that,
on average, each authorized federal judge handles 89 criminal filings per year. Not since 1972
have the criminal filings risen by double digits. That year, filings rose 14 percent, and the
courts received more immigration cases than fraud cases. Twenty-six years later, immigration
filings have once again exceeded the number of fraud filings, making immigration-related
offenses the second most significant offense category after drug law violations. The increase in
filings related to drugs and immigration occurred primarily along the southwestern border
districts, although drug-related filings rose or remained stable in more than 57 districts across
the nation. Nationwide, immigration filings rose 40 percent to 9,339 cases, and drug filings
rose 19 percent to 16,281 cases.

Filings in U.S. courts of appeals and U.S. bankruptcy courts also rose, by 3 percentand 5
percent, respectively. Appeals filed in the 12 regional courts of appeals rose 3 percent in 1998
to a record level of more than 53,800. The overall increase resulted from civil and bankruptcy
appeals, which rose 6 percent and 4 percent, respectively. Criminal appeals remained stable,
while administrative agency appeals and original proceedings dropped 14 percent and 8
percent, respectively. Although bankruptcy petitions increased from approximately 1,350,000

to more than 1,400,000, attaining a record high for the 11t consecutive quarter, the 5 percent
increase represented a slowing of the double-digit growth seen in the two previous years.
Filings under Chapter 7 accounted for more than 70 percent of all bankruptcies and, with a 7
percent growth, were the main cause of the continued climb in the bankruptcy numbers.
Chapter 13 filings, which made up 28 percent of all bankruptcy filings, rose a modest 1 percent.
Chapter 11 filings and Chapter 12 filings, each of which constitutes less than 1 percent of all
bankruptcy filings, dropped 22 percent and 9 percent, respectively.

In contrast, civil filings declined 6 percent. The number of civil filings in the U.S. district
courts was 256,787. The 6 percent decline in filings was attributable primarily to decreases in
federal question litigation, filings involving the United States as a defendant, and diversity of
citizenship filings. Federal question litigation filings dropped 6 percent from 156,596 to
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146,827. The overall decline in these filings was largely a result of a 22 percent decline in
personal injury cases, of which the 4,300case decline in product liability filings (mostly breast
implant cases) had the greatest effect. In addition, a significant decline in federal question
litigation involved state prisoner petitions, which dropped by more than 3,200. The overall
reduction in state prisoner petitions likely results from the continuing effects of the Prison
Litigation Reform Act, which, among other provisions, places limitations on how prisoner
petitions may be filed. Filings with the United States as defendant fell by 12 percent from
39,038 to 34,463.

This decline stemmed chiefly from a 34 percent decrease in prisoner petitions filed by federal
prisoners. Motions to vacate sentence decreased 46 percent (nearly 5,400 filings), mostly as a
result of the subsiding effects of the Bailey v. United States Supreme Court ruling, which
restricted the imposition of enhanced penalties for using firearms in violent crimes or drug
trafficking offenses, and the 1996 Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act, which
provided a one-year limitation period for filing state habeas corpus petitions and federal
motions to vacate sentence. Diversity of citizenship filings declined 6 percent (more than 3,200
cases) largely because of the drop in personal injury/product liability filings related to breast
implants.

The Supreme Court of the United States Caseload Statistics

The total number of case filings in the Supreme Court increased from 6,634 in the previous
term to 6,781 in the 1997 Term—an increase of slightly more than 2.2 percent. Filings in the
Court's in forma pauperis docket increased from 4,578 to 4,694—a 2.5 percent rise. The
increase in the Court's paid docket was by only 30 cases, from 2,055 to 2,085—a 1.46 percent
increase. During the 1997 Term, 96 cases were argued and 91 signed opinions were issued,
compared to 90 cases argued and 80 opinions issued in the 1996 Term. No cases from the 1997
Term were scheduled for re-argument in the 1998 Term.

Administrative Office of the United States Courts

The Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts serves as the central support agency for the
administration of the federal court system. The agency provides core administrative services
and support in many areas and implements and promotes Judicial Conference policies and
programs by issuing guidelines, standards, and procedures; providing technical assistance and
training; and conducting reviews and evaluations.

The Administrative Office also prepares and submits the Judiciary's budget to Congress. This
year, the Administrative Office enhanced the Judiciary's long-range planning and budgeting
process to anticipate budget and program needs over the next five years. This process will
strengthen the connections between project plans and budget formulation and execution
processes, thereby improving the Judiciary's ability to set priorities, determine resource
requirements, and implement program plans.

The agency also has been working with court staff to address computer programming issues
relating to the advent of the year 2000. The Judiciary's national case management systems and
software have been successfully modified and tested to ensure they are Year 2000 compliant.
Agency staff are also working with individual courts to make necessary modifications to their
locally developed systems.
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The agency implemented a new advisory structure in 1998, streamlining how it obtains input
and advice from judges, court managers, and other Judiciary employees essential to the
development of policy recommendations and the deployment of useful programs, systems, and
services.

As part of a report to Congress this year on the rising costs of the federal defender services
programs, the Administrative Office developed a list of recommendations for containing
defender service costs. Independent consultants also studied the cost, availability, and quality
of appointed counsel in federal death penalty cases. Their final report made a number of
recommendations to ensure that expenditures in federal death penalty cases stay within
reasonable limits.

The Administrative Office completed an analysis of the federal probation and pretrial services
system's home confinement program, which monitors non-violent federal offenders and
defendants in their homes on a daily basis as an alternative to pretrial detention or post-
conviction incarceration. The findings demonstrated that home confinement is both a
successful and cost-effective alternative. The estimated average daily cost of federal custody in
1997 was $64.32, while the estimated average daily cost of home confinement supervision was
$17.98.

The Administrative Office received two awards for excellence this year. In recognition of the
Judiciary's long-range facilities planning process used to forecast space requirements for the
federal courts, the agency received the General Services Administration's 1998 Annual
Achievement Award for Real Property Innovation. It also received the National Performance
Review's "Hammer Award,"” which recognizes efforts to help build a federal government that
works better and costs less, for a collaboration with the Department of Veterans Affairs
resulting in reduced costs for office supplies for Judiciary and Department of Veterans Affairs'
offices nationwide.

The Federal Judicial Center

The Federal Judicial Center improves the operation of the federal courts through research and
education. This April, the FJC began operation of the Federal Judicial Television Network,
which broadcasts education and information to more than 200 court sites with satellite
receiving equipment installed by the Administrative Office. The Judiciary's broadcasting
network is the second largest in the federal government, behind only the Social Security
Administration. By January 1999, the Network will broadcast more than 500 hours of
programming, including 39 programs that the FJC produced specifically for the network.

Appropriately, Congressman Harold Rogers of Kentucky introduced the FJC's first broadcast.
Chairman Rogers believes strongly in "distance education"—providing education without the
money and time that travel requires. So does the FJC. Last year, over three-fourths of the
30,000 participants in its education programs used distance education technologies including
but not limited to the Network.

Technology and science also influence the substance of FJC education because they affect the
litigation process. Satellite broadcasts show probation officers how offenders under supervision
may be using the Internet illegally and helped judges handle evidentiary problems created by
the use of computer simulations to recreate events.
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At the request of a Judicial Conference committee, the FJC is evaluating whether panels of
experts appointed by judges in the breast implant litigation might be appro-priate for other
types of litigation. It is working with the American Association for the Advancement of
Science and the National Academy of Sciences to help federal judges who want to call on the
scientific community for assistance with scientific evidence. The FJC is preparing a new
edition of its Reference Manual on Scientific Evidence to help judges exercise their scientific
evidence "gatekeeping” role, and it has provided research and analysis for the Mass Tort
Working Group that | appointed last year to assess the seemingly intractable problems posed by
mass tort litigation. In anticipation that judges will benefit from additional advice in this area, |
have appointed a new Board of Editors, chaired by Judge Stanley Marcus of the Center's Board,
to work with the FJC on revisions to its Manual for Complex Litigation.

These efforts are only part of the FJC's much broader offerings that orient new judges and court
staff, analyze legislative and case law developments that affect their work, hone skills of court
and case man-agement, and inform all members of the Judicial Branch of their obligations
under the codes of conduct and ethics statutes that govern them.

The United States Sentencing Commission

In the absence of Commissioners, the Commission staff has continued its work on tasks such as
developing policy options to implement recent amendments in criminal statutes and to further
previously established priorities; providing training and technical assistance to the criminal
justice community; preparing the fiscal year 1998 annual report and sourcebook of federal
sentencing statistics; conducting sentencing-related research; and serving as a clearinghouse for
federal sentencing information.

In January 1998, the Sentencing Commission published for comment a number of proposed
amendments implementing broad changes in the guidelines covering theft, fraud, and other
economic crimes and addressing issues relating to telemarketing fraud, congressional
initiatives, and proposals to eliminate conflicts among circuits. Subsequently, three public
hearings were held to receive comments on the proposed amendments.

On May 1, 1998, when some Commissioners remained in office, the Sentencing Commission
sent to Congress 11 sentencing guideline amendments, which took effect November 1, 1998.
Several of these amendments resolved conflicting appellate court interpretations. The
Commission also adopted an amendment providing for increased punishment in fraud cases
involving mass marketing or sophisticated concealment techniques, crimes that impact large
numbers of vulnerable victims. The sophisticated concealment amendment was modified by
additional guideline amendments adopted by the Commission in September in response to the
Telemarketing Fraud Prevention Act of 1998. Commission research staff estimates the
combined effect of the amendments will be to increase sentences in telemarketing fraud cases
from a current average of 21 months to a minimum of 33 months, representing an approximate
57 percent increase.

Throughout 1998, Commission staff continued to include as one of its top priorities the
systematic study and analysis of the guidelines for fraud, theft, and tax offenses. Additionally,
in advancing the Commission's research and information dissemination agenda, Commission
staff in the fall presented a number of papers at the Annual Meeting of the American Society of
Criminology. Topics included computer offense conduct, immigration offenses,
methamphetamine offenses, and sentencing guidelines for juveniles. In 1998, the Commission
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received documentation on more than 50,000 cases in which sentences were imposed under the
guidelines and trained approximately 2,400 individuals at 44 training sessions, including
ongoing programs sponsored by the Federal Judicial Center and the Department of Justice.

While the staff has been able to carry on its routine functions, the Commission needs
commissioners to develop necessary guideline amendments to implement legislation, address
circuit conflicts in guidelines interpretation, and remedy any other application concerns.

In Memoriam

This year, the Judiciary lost a friend and colleague, and the nation lost a distinguished servant,
when Lewis F. Powell passed away on August 25. Justice Powell was appointed to the
Supreme Court by President Richard M. Nixon in December 1971. He took the oath of office in
January 1972 and served for more than 15 years before retiring in 1987. A true patriot and
public servant, he practiced law before volunteering to serve in the Air Force in World War 11
and again before accepting the appointment to the Supreme Court. Lewis Powell was a warm,
good man of uncommon influence, personal grace, and fair-mindedness. He endeared himself
to all who worked with him, and he will be greatly missed.

Conclusion

As we prepare to complete the work of this millennium and embark upon the next, the
Judiciary may take a fair measure of satisfaction in that, despite the challenges we face, the
United States court system continues to serve as a global standard of excellence. We must
dedicate ourselves to maintaining the splendid tradition of our Judiciary, and to preserving a
proper balance with the other branches of government and the states as we continue to work
together.

@Back to the top
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The 1999 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary

Overview

The 1999 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary—my 141 as Chief Justice—provides an
oppor-tunity to review the state of the Judiciary not only for the past year, but also to reflect
briefly on its status this past century, which, I hasten to point out, has another year to run. Just
ask the makers of 2001: A Space Odyssey. Our society experienced enormous technological

and industrial advances in the 20 century. We entered the century traveling in horse and
buggy, on steamboat, or by rail, and we leave it thinking of man's landing on the moon as old

news, to use but one example. Changes in the federal Judiciary in the 20t century may appear
less extreme by comparison, but are nonetheless remarkable.
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One hundred years ago, there were 108 authorized federal judgeships in the federal Judiciary,
consisting of 71 district judgeships, 28 appellate judgeships, and 9 Supreme Court Justices.
Today, there are 852—including 655 district judgeships, 179 appellate judgeships and 9
Supreme Court Justices. In 1900, 13,605 cases were filed in federal district courts, and 1,093 in
courts of appeals. This past year, over 320,194 cases were filed in federal district courts, over
54,600 in courts of appeals, and over 1,300,000 filings were made in bankruptcy courts alone.

These changes in the federal Judiciary reflect not merely a growth in the population of the
United States, but also have been in response to the increasing jurisdiction of federal courts.
Some increase in federal jurisdiction has been a natural result of the industrialization and

technological development and the corresponding regulation of it in America in the 20t
century; some in recent years, however, has resulted from unnecessary federalization of
traditional state law matters. Of course, technological advances have had other profound
impacts on the Judiciary. A century that began with some federal judges still riding the circuits
con-cludes with judges communicating by video conferencing, using a Federal Judicial
Television Network, and in some instances reviewing briefs filed electronically.

Notwithstanding changes and adaptations within the federal Judiciary over the last 100 years,
perhaps the greatest contribution it has made to our society and the way in which we govern
ourselves has been its stability and relative predictability. These traits—consistent throughout
the century—have been secured by the Judiciary's independence and are dependent on a
healthy support of the other branches of government.

Public recognition of the strengths of the federal Judiciary is encouraging. In a February 1999
Gallop Poll, 80 percent of Americans surveyed stated that they had a "great deal” or "fair"
amount of trust in the judicial branch of government, far exceeding figures for the other
branches. And a February 1999 report of an American Bar Association nationwide survey on
the American system of justice concluded that "at least conceptually, there is strong support for
the justice system. The data indicated that 80 percent of all respondents either strongly agree or
agree . . . that in spite of its problems, the American justice system is still the best in the
world."
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The public's views are a function of more than the structure of our government and the
independence of the Judiciary. Those views are shaped by the dedication and hard work of
federal judges who continue to dispense justice despite an increasing workload and a relatively
decreasing salary. We are particularly indebted to our senior federal judges who continue to
help with the courts' workload with little incentive other than devotion to public service.

The past year has been one of improvement in the Judiciary. Last year at this time, | singled out
three significant problems facing the Judiciary that needed immediate attention: (1) the need to
appoint all seven Commissioners of a vacant United States Sentencing Commission; (2) the
continuing relative decline in judicial salaries; and (3) the growing caseload in the federal
Judiciary. I noted that all three problems were soluble. This year, | extend thanks on behalf of
the entire Judiciary to Congress and the Executive Branch for the significant progress we have
made on two of the three problems, and for efforts made to address the third.

First, | am pleased to report that the political impasse on the appointments to the United States
Sentencing Commission was overcome in 1999. All seven Commissioners were confirmed by
the Senate in November, and U.S. Circuit Judge Diana E. Murphy of Minneapolis, Minnesota,
is the new Chair. The Sentencing Commission, among other things, reduces disparity in
sentencing, establishes sentencing policies and practices in federal courts, and advises Congress
and the Executive Branch in the development of crime policy. This much-needed Commission
may now address a backlog of work caused by the vacancies and can promulgate guidelines to
implement a significant amount of sentencing and crime-related legislation enacted by the

105™ Congress.

Second, for only the second time since 1993, | can report some adjustment in the salaries of
federal judges. Effective today, federal judges will receive a 3.4 percent Employment Cost
Index adjustment in accordance with the Ethics Reform Act of 1989 (2 U.S.C. § 461). The
Judiciary is appreciative of the adjustment, but it should not be confused with a raise in salary.
We must continue to work for more appropriate compensation for federal judges to maintain
the quality and morale of the federal Judiciary.

And, third, I commend the Senate Government Affairs Committee and its Chair, Senator Fred
Thompson, for holding hearings on May 6, 1999, on the issue of controlling the federalization
of crimes that are better left to state laws and courts to handle. The hearings were held in part
as a response to issues I raised in last year's Report, and focused also on the American Bar
Association's Task Force on Federalization of Criminal Law, a bipartisan Task Force chaired

yre:38

http://www.uscourts.gov/tth/jan00ttb/jan2000.html 1/23/2009



The Third Branch Page 4 of 4

by former Attorney General Edwin Meese. The Task Force concluded that the ultimate
safeguard for maintaining our balanced Constitutional system must be a "principled recognition
by Congress for the long-range damage to real crime control and to the nation's structure
caused by inappropriate federalization." As Chairman Meese elaborated at the hearings, the
"expanding coverage of federal criminal law, much of which has been enacted without any
demonstrated or distinctive federal justification, is moving the nation rapidly towards two
broadly overlapping, parallel, and essentially redundant sets of criminal prohibitions, each
filled with different consequences for the same conduct. Such a system has little to commend it
and much to condemn it."

Eliminating unwarranted federalization of crime will help control growth in federal courts and
preserve them as courts of limited jurisdiction. | urge the Congress to continue to examine this
issue, and to refer to guidelines on federal courts’ criminal jurisdiction set forth in the Long
Range Plan for the Federal Courts adopted by the Judicial Conference in 1995 as detailed in my
Year-End Report last year.

In the meantime, certain federal courts continue to feel the effects of an increased workload.
Congress responded to this problem in 1999 by creating nine new judgeships—four in the
Middle District of Florida, three in Arizona, and two in Nevada. The Judicial Conference of the
United States seeks additional judgeships in approximately 25 percent of the judicial districts in
the United States. Federal courts in U.S. border areas face a crisis in workload created by an
unmanageable number of immigration and drug-related cases. The Judicial Conference has
been seeking additional judgeships for a number of years, particularly in those areas most
affected by such cases, including the Southern District of California, the Southern and Western
Districts of Texas, and the Districts of Arizona and New Mexico. More judges are also needed
in four Courts of Appeals in the country—the First, Second, Sixth, and Ninth Circuits need
judges to meet their workloads and to maintain the quality of justice provided in those courts.

Clearly, the Judiciary does not advocate growth for growth's sake, but must respond to its
workload. In that regard, the workload in some jurisdictions of the federal Judiciary is such that
some vacancies will not need to be filled. Four vacancies are thus affected: the existing
vacancy in the United States District Court for the District of Columbia, and prospective
vacancies in the United States District Courts of the District of Delaware, the District of
Wyoming, and the Southern District of West Virginia will not need to be filled. The Judicial
Conference has so advised the Executive and Legislative Branches.

Next »
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2000 YEAR-END REPORT
ON THE FEDERAL JUDICIARY

l. Overview

The 2000 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary is my 15th report as Chief Justice.
Despite the seesaw aftermath of the Presidential election, we are once again witnessing an
orderly transition of power from one Presidential administration to another. This Presidential
election, however, tested our Constitutional system in ways it has never been tested before.
The Florida State courts, the lower federal courts and the Supreme Court of the United States
became involved in a way that one hopes will seldom, if ever, be necessary in the future.

I am pleased to report that a federal courts improvement bill was enacted for the first time in
four years. The Act includes nearly 30 provisions covering a wide range of issues of
importance to federal court operations. Thanks are due to Congress for creating ten new
district judgeships and for confirming 39 judges during the last year, including three in
Arizona, one of the Southwestern states where judges are so urgently needed. | hope that the
107th Congress will take action on the Judicial Conference's request to establish ten
additional court of appeals judgeships, 44 additional district court judgeships and 24 new
bankruptcy judgeships.

Although Congress responded to many of the Judiciary's legislative priorities during this year,
I will focus in this report on what | consider to be the most pressing issue facing the
Judiciary: the need to increase judicial salaries. | will also discuss proposed legislation that
would effectively bar judges from attending privately sponsored seminars.

I1. Judicial Compensation

One key to the independence of the federal Judiciary is that Article I11 of the Constitution of
the United States guarantees federal judges tenure during good behavior and prohibits
reducing their compensation while in office. Yet the federal courts of course depend on
Congress for funding, including any increase in judicial compensation.

At the Constitutional Convention, the framers saw the necessity of allowing periodic
increases in judicial salaries. Although the original draft of the compensation clause of Article
I11 contained a prohibition on either decreasing or increasing the salary of a sitting judge, the
delegates to the Convention recognized that freezing judges' salaries would be unworkable
and would nullify the protections of life tenure. The delegates agreed that Congress ought to
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be able "to increase salaries as circumstances might require . . . 1 They noted three
independent factors that could justify raising judicial salaries: inflation, an increased
workload or societal expectations. As Alexander Hamilton explained:

It will readily be understood, that the fluctuations in the value of money and in the state of
society, rendered a fixed rate of compensation [for judges] in the Constitution inadmissible.
What might be extravagant to-day, might in half a century become penurious and

inadequate.2

The delegates also recognized that the Judiciary would require persons "of the first talents”

and that to attract them the pay would have to be substantial.2 Today, all of these factors point
to the need for a salary increase for the Judiciary.

I recognize that the salaries of federal judges are higher than average salaries in many
occupations, and that some may be skeptical of the need to raise the salaries of judges who
already earn more than $140,000 per year. But in order to continue to provide the nation a
capable and effective judicial system we must be able to attract and retain experienced men
and women of quality and diversity to perform a demanding position in the public service.
The fact is that those lawyers who are qualified to serve as federal judges have opportunities
to earn far more in private law practice or business than as judges.

In order to continue to attract highly qualified and diverse federal judges -- judges whom we
ask and expect to remain for life -- we must provide them adequate compensation. To
paraphrase a statement made by George Mason at the Constitutional Convention, | fear that
otherwise the question will be not who is most fit to be chosen, but who is most willing to
serve. We cannot afford a Judiciary made up primarily of the wealthy.

We should abandon the approach to judicial salaries that puts off the inevitable increases until
salaries have so eroded in value that substantial increases are necessary. The Commission on
Executive, Legislative and Judicial Salaries (known as the "Quadrennial Commission™) was
devised in 1967 to solve this problem through an independent commission of private sector
members that would recommend to the President appropriate salary changes for the Judiciary
as well as the Congress and senior Executive Branch officers. 2 U.S.C. 88 351 et seq. The
President was to take these recommendations into account in making his salary
recommendations to Congress. Unless Congress acted to disapprove them within 30 days, the
salary rates recommended by the President would be implemented.

The Quadrennial Commission, whose members were appointed every four years by the
President, the Speaker of the House, the President of the Senate and the Chief Justice, first
met in 1968. Although the President's recommendation to Congress was less than the
Commission's recommendation, it was implemented in 1969. The 1973 Quadrennial
Commission's recommendation and the President's recommendation based upon it were not
implemented. The 1977 Quadrennial Commission for the first time recommended different
rates of pay for Level 1l Executive Branch officers ($60,000), Members of Congress
($57,500) and court of appeals judges ($65,000). The President recommended $57,500 for all
three categories, which was implemented in 1977.

The 1981 Quadrennial Commission's recommendation and that of the President were not

implemented. The 1985 Quadrennial Commission made no salary recommendations, but the
1987 Quadrennial Commission recommended that the rates of pay for Level Il Executive
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Branch officers, Members of Congress and court of appeals judges be raised to $135,000; the
President recommended $89,500 for Level Il Executive Branch employees and Members of

Congress, and $95,000 for court of appeals judges.* The recommendations were implemented
in 1987. The 1989 Quadrennial Commission's recommendation and the President's
recommendation based upon it were not implemented, but they laid the groundwork for the
enactment later that year of the Ethics Reform Act.

In addition to the Quadrennial Commissions, in 1975 Congress enacted the Executive Salary
Cost-of-Living Adjustment Act, which gave judges, Members of Congress and high-level
Executive Branch officials the same automatic cost-of-living adjustments accorded to other
federal employees, unless specifically rejected by Congress. In practice, however, Congress
frequently rejected or reduced the cost-of-living adjustments due under the Act. In 1981,
Congress enacted section 140 of Public Law No. 97-92, which requires specific congressional
action to give judges cost-of-living adjustments.

As the President noted in transmitting his 1989 salary recommendations to Congress, "[e]very
one of the Commissions that has met over the past 20 years concluded that a pay increase for
key Federal officials was necessary." Cong. Rec., vol. 135, pt. 1, p. 251, Jan. 19, 1989. The
President also noted that the 1989 Quadrennial Commission had "documented both the
substantial erosion in the real level of Federal executive pay . . . since 1969 and the
recruitment and retention problems that have resulted, especially for the Federal judiciary."
Id. Because neither the Quadrennial Commissions' recommendations nor cost-of-living
adjustments were regularly implemented, periodic crises in federal pay continued to arise.

The Ethics Reform Act of 1989, Public Law No. 101-194, was the latest effort to resolve this
problem. It provided a cost-of-living adjustment that year, followed by a pay raise the
following year, for a total increase in judicial pay of nearly 35%. The Act also provided for
yearly upward adjustments (automatic unless rejected by Congress for Members of Congress
and Executive Branch officers, but still requiring legislation for judges) based upon the
Employment Cost Index (ECI). Since 1993, however, there have been only three adjustments
in the salaries of federal judges -- a 2.3% adjustment in 1998, a 3.4% adjustment in 2000 and
a 2.7% adjustment effective today. The 1989 Act also replaced the Quadrennial Commission
with a different form of commission; that commission has never even met.

Although the Judiciary is appreciative of any upward adjustment, these small and infrequent
increases have once again allowed federal judicial salaries to erode. This unfortunate situation
should not continue. As in the late 1980s, we are facing a critical moment in judicial
compensation. The need for increased compensation for federal judges has been raised in 13
of the last 19 Year-End Reports, yet during that time judicial salaries have not even kept pace
with inflation. And they have been far outpaced by salaries of lawyers in the private sector.

Twenty years ago, those lawyers who were appointed to the federal bench from private
practice earned an average of about $131,000 just prior to their appointments. As of January
1, 2001, our federal district court judges make $145,100 and our court of appeals judges are
paid $153,900 per year. Yet many partners in top firms in large cities now make in excess of
$500,000 per year. It is no wonder that during the 1990s, 54 federal district court and court of
appeals judges left the bench. While we cannot say that these judges left because of salary
concerns alone, this number compares with 41 judges during the 1980s and just three during
the 1960s.
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If the federal Judiciary had received the ECI adjustments called for by the Ethics Reform Act
of 1989, district court judges would now be paid about $159,300 and court of appeals judges
$168,900. Instead, the compensation of federal judges continues to lag far behind both
inflation and the spiraling compensation of attorneys in private practice. Many judicial law
clerks, who work for federal judges for one or two years immediately after graduating from
law school, leave their clerkships to work for top firms in big cities and immediately make as
much as the judges for whom they clerked. While most of these law clerks have been out of
law school for only a year or two, our federal judges are necessarily already experienced
attorneys when they are appointed. Becoming a federal judge is an honor and a privilege, and
requires a devotion to public service. But even the most devoted public servant should be
fairly compensated.

Toward the end of the 106th Congress, there was a move to repeal the ban on honoraria for
judges imposed by the Ethics Reform Act of 1989, in an effort to ameliorate the effect of
lagging salaries and Congress's failure to implement cost-of-living adjustments envisioned by
the Act. This move was met with an outcry against what some feared would create the
appearance of impropriety, even though any honoraria would be governed by the strict
standards of the Code of Conduct for United States Judges, just as they had been before 1989.
Yet many of those who condemned any effort to repeal the honoraria ban recognized the
genuine need to increase salaries for the federal Judiciary.

The 107th Congress has a real opportunity to solve the problem of inadequate judicial
compensation, particularly in light of the current budgetary surplus. First, Congress should
act to pass legislation to restore foregone ECI adjustments by increasing judicial salaries by
9.6% and the President should sign this legislation. Second, because judges are appointed for
life and expected to remain on the bench, increases in judicial compensation should not be
tied to increases for non-career public servants. Third, future Ethics Reform Act increases for
the Judiciary should be automatic. Finally, some form of the Quadrennial Salary Commission
should be revived in order to advise Congress and the President periodically as to appropriate
compensation for senior government officials. I am hopeful that during the next year, we can
work together to bring about a lasting solution to ensuring consistent, adequate compensation
for the Judiciary.

I11. Privately Sponsored Seminars

Last July, after a private organization issued a report critical of judges’ attending private
educational seminars at the expense of the seminar sponsors, legislation was introduced that
would prohibit federal judges from accepting "anything of value in connection with a
seminar.” The Judicial Education Reform Act of 2000, known as the Kerry-Feingold Bill (S.
2990 (106th Cong.)) would give the Board of the Federal Judicial Center the power to
authorize government funding for judges to attend only those "seminars that are conducted in
a manner so as to maintain the public's confidence in an unbiased and fair-minded judiciary."

The assignment to the FJC Board -- or to any government board -- of authority that is
tantamount to deciding what seminars or educational meetings federal judges may attend --
and to decide it under the extraordinarily vague standard set out above -- has most of the
elements commonly associated with government censorship. Such a proposal seems quite out
of place in this country, with its tradition of freedom of speech and of the press. As Justice
Holmes famously noted (in his dissent in Abrams v. United States, 250 U.S. 616, 630 (1919)),
"the ultimate good desired is better reached by free trade in ideas" than by censorship.
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Existing legal and ethics provisions properly restrict judges from accepting benefits from
parties to litigation before them and provide for disqualification in any instance where a
judge's impartiality might reasonably be questioned. The current financial disclosure
requirements also ensure that information regarding attendance at private seminars at the
expense of the seminar sponsors is available to the public.

At its meeting in September, the Judicial Conference of the United States opposed the Kerry-
Feingold Bill, noting that it is overly broad, raises potential constitutional issues and would
mandate an inappropriate censorship role for the Federal Judicial Center. Subsequently, the
FJC Board also opposed the bill. In addition to the reasons cited by the Judicial Conference,
the FJC Board explained that the legislation would jeopardize the Federal Judicial Center's
ability to cosponsor seminars with law schools and other organizations, as it occasionally
does now. The legislation is also opposed by the Federal Judges Association and the deans of
a number of law schools.

The Federal Judicial Center's mandate is to provide continuing education for federal judges
and court personnel -- and for over 30 years the Center has ably performed this task. Later in
this report, | describe the range of programs for judges presented by the Center last year.
Nevertheless, the Center cannot provide every federal judge education each year on the wide
array of subjects that judges may confront, including topics primarily of local concern.
Seminars organized by law schools, bar associations and other private organizations are a
valuable source of education in addition to that provided by the Federal Judicial Center. The
effect of S. 2990 would be dramatically to restrict the information made available to federal
judges through seminars by requiring that the content of that information and the identities of
its presenters be weighed against a prediction of public confidence in fair-mindedness. This is
contrary to the public interest in encouraging an informed and educated Judiciary, and
contrary to the American belief in a free trade in ideas.

IVV. The Year in Review

Information Assistance to Foreign Judiciaries

As | have noted in previous Year-End Reports, many representatives of foreign judicial
systems continue to turn to our Judiciary for education and technical assistance. This year
over 900 representatives from more than 60 foreign judicial systems formally visited the
Supreme Court of the United States seeking information about our system of justice. The
Federal Judicial Center, the Administrative Office of the United States Courts, and the
International Judicial Relations Committee of the Judicial Conference have been instrumental
in providing international visitors with information, education and technical assistance to
improve the administration and independence of foreign courts and enhance the rule of law.
At the same time, we have gained valuable insights into our own judicial system by
exchanging information with these foreign visitors.

The Federal Courts' Caseload

In Fiscal Year 2000, filings in the 12 regional courts of appeals were essentially static,
growing by four cases from the previous year to 54,697.2 In the district courts, civil filings
showed a similar pattern, declining by less than 1% to 259,517 cases,® while criminal filings
rose for the sixth straight year.” The increase in criminal filings was echoed by a 7% gain in
the number of defendants requiring pretrial services.8 The number of persons on probation,
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which is less directly affected by criminal filings, went up by 3%.2 Filings in U.S. bankruptcy
courts continued a decline that began last year, falling 7% from 1,354,376 to 1,262,102.19

The number of judicial confirmations increased 40% from 25 in 1999 to 35 in Fiscal Year
2000, while the count of vacancies grew from 62 as of September 30, 1999, to 66 one year
later. In addition to the 35 confirmations mentioned above, the Senate confirmed four judicial
nominees on October 3.

The Supreme Court of the United States - Caseload Statistics

The total number of case filings in the Supreme Court increased from 7,109 in the 1998 Term
to 7,377 in the 1999 Term - an increase of 3.8%. Filings in the Court's in forma pauperis
docket increased from 5,047 to 5,282 - a 4.7% rise. The Court's paid docket increased by 31
cases, from 2,061 to 2,092 - a 1.5% increase. During the 1999 Term, 83 cases were argued
and 79 were disposed of in 74 signed opinions, compared to 90 cases argued and 84 disposed
of in 75 signed opinions in the 1998 Term. No cases from the 1999 Term were scheduled for
re-argument in the 2000 Term.

V. The Administrative Office of the United States Courts

The Administrative Office of the United States Courts serves as the central support agency
for the administration of the federal court system. Among the Administrative Office's most
important responsibilities are preparing, under the guidance and direction of the Judicial
Conference and its Committee on the Budget, the Judiciary's annual budget request, and
subsequently submitting that request to Congress. Because the Judiciary's appropriations bill
is included with those of the Departments of Commerce, Justice, State and certain other
federal agencies, the Judiciary's budget was once again delayed this year because of policy
differences between the Congress and the President. Although these issues had nothing to do
with the federal courts, the uncertain budget situation had the potential to jeopardize the
effective and efficient operation of the Judicial Branch. Ultimately, however, under the
leadership of the Judicial Conference's Budget Committee, chaired by Judge John G.
Heyburn, 11, and Administrative Office Director Leonidas Ralph Mecham, the Judiciary fared
well in the Fiscal Year 2001 appropriations bill. The 8% funding increase will enable the
Judiciary, for the first time in two years, to hire new staff. This will come as especially
welcome news to the Southwestern border courts, which have experienced a 125% increase in
criminal caseload over the past three years.

Because much of the Judiciary's budget is expended for the salaries of its personnel, the
Judiciary devotes considerable attention to developing scientifically derived staffing formulas
based on the functions and work requirements of the different court offices. In order to ensure
staffing formulas reflect current work, they are updated periodically. After an intensive study
of all major staffing formulas, new formulas were developed and implemented this year. The
new staffing formulas reflect efficiencies realized in all program areas since the last formulas
were developed, as well as new work.

An independent comprehensive study of the Judiciary's space and facilities program was
completed this year. The consultant's report described numerous program achievements,
including actions to achieve savings in the space and facilities program, a useful U.S. Courts
Design Guide, and an effective long-range facilities planning process. Due to the efforts of
the Judicial Conference's Committee on Security and Facilities, chaired by Judge Jane R.
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Roth, the Administrative Office and the General Services Administration, Congress approved
funding for eight critically needed courthouse construction projects totaling $559 million over
the next two years.

A top priority of the Administrative Office is developing and implementing new technologies
and systems that enhance the management and processing of information and the
performance of court business functions. Implementation of a new system for processing
Criminal Justice Act panel attorney payment vouchers was completed this year, and agency
staff continued to deploy new systems for jury administration and financial accounting.

This past year, development work continued on case management/electronic case file systems
that will replace the current core case management systems for the appellate, district and
bankruptcy courts. These new systems have the potential to change dramatically court
operations because they will also include electronic case filing capabilities which will reduce
the volume of paper case files. Today's technological capabilities that allow relatively easy
access to information require careful consideration of issues related to security and privacy.
Because court documents often contain private or sensitive information, the Administrative
Office, under the guidance of the Judicial Conference Committee on Court Administration
and Case Management, is studying the privacy and security implications of electronic case
files. Also, the Committee on Rules of Practice and Procedure is considering changes to the
federal rules to accommodate the practicalities of digital processes.

In 2000, the Administrative Office launched the federal law clerk information system, a new
data base accessible through the Judiciary's Internet Web site that allows prospective law
clerk candidates to obtain information about upcoming or existing employment opportunities
as law clerks to federal judges. Within days of the system going live, information on more
than 300 law clerk positions was posted on the Web site.

Community outreach programs are an important means of increasing the public's
understanding of the federal Judiciary. This year, more than 1,300 high school seniors at 34
court locations across the country participated in a Law Day program sponsored by the
Administrative Office called Judicial Independence and You. The program won an
Outstanding Law Day Activity Award from the American Bar Association's Standing
Committee on Public Education.

V1. The Federal Judicial Center

One element of an effective and independent judicial system is a capacity to provide its
judges the continuing education they need to do their jobs. Within the federal judicial system,
that is the major role of the Federal Judicial Center.

Along with the Judicial Conference, the FJC's Board, which | chair, last year cautioned
against proposals, such as the Kerry-Feingold Bill I discussed previously, that would unduly
restrict judges' ability to attend privately funded educational programs. That caution,
however, should not diminish the essential role of the FJC and the financial support that it
needs. Law schools and public policy organizations cannot, and should not be expected to,
offer judges education in the full range of their responsibilities.

Federal judges today face cases involving complicated statutes and factual assertions, many
of which straddle the intersections of law, technology, and the physical, biological and social
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sciences. FJC education programs and reference guides help judges sort out relevant facts and
applicable law from the panoply of information with which the adversary system bombards
them. The FJC thus contributes to the independent decisionmaking that is the judge's
fundamental duty.

Last year the FJC presented nine orientation seminars for new judges on basic topics such as
civil and criminal procedure, case management, sentencing, evidence and ethics. Twelve
three-day continuing education programs each covered multiple areas such as law and the
Internet, employment law, sentencing, habeas corpus, prisoner litigation and capital case
litigation, as well as the new evidence and procedure rules, electronic discovery, statistics,
genetics, relations with the media and ethics. Eleven other programs, from two to four days
long, each dealt exclusively with a specific subject, such as intellectual property, employment
law, environmental law, case management, bankruptcy law or mediation.

These programs were designed and coordinated by the FJC's staff of judicial education
specialists, with guidance from the FJC's Board and advisory groups of judges. The FJC also
presents a few joint programs with law schools. Last year it worked with the University of
Alabama, Boalt Hall at the University of California and the Georgetown Law Center. For
every program, the FJC has two main goals: to ensure that the curriculum includes the
competing aspects of the topic, and that it is up-to-date on both substantive law and
procedure.

The FJC has been particularly responsive to the Supreme Court's trilogy of decisions, starting
with Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals, Inc., 509 U.S. 579 (1993), which requires
judges to inquire more vigorously into the reliability of all expert testimony, while honoring
the jury's fact-finding role. In 2000, the FJC released the second edition of its nationally
recognized Reference Manual on Scientific Evidence. The Manual does not instruct judges
about what evidence to admit or exclude. Instead, it helps judges identify and narrow issues
in areas ranging from multiple regression analysis, to epidemiology, to engineering practices
and methods. Because the Manual is easily available on the FIJC's Web site and from
commercial publishers, it also helps lawyers deal with complex evidence. In addition, this
year a series of programs on the federal Judiciary's satellite television network will help
judges analyze scientific evidence under the Daubert standards and also under Markman v.
Westview Instruments, Inc., 517 U.S. 370 (1996), which expands judges' responsibilities in
patent cases.

FJC programs also reach other topics, such as recent broadcasts on the ramifications of the
Supreme Court's decision last term in Apprendi v. New Jersey, 530 U.S. 446 (2000), a
forthcoming online collection of materials to assist judges assigned federal death penalty
prosecutions, and a handbook for judges on the strengths and weaknesses of various types of
alternative dispute resolution mechanisms and how to implement court-based "ADR"
effectively.

VII. The United States Sentencing Commission

At an investiture ceremony held at the Supreme Court of the United States on January 5,
2000, | administered the oath of office to the seven new members of the United States
Sentencing Commission. The new Commission consists of Judge Diana E. Murphy (chair),
Judge Ruben Castillo (vice chair); Judge William K. Sessions, Il (vice chair), Mr. John R.
Steer (vice chair), Judge Sterling Johnson, Jr., Judge Joe Kendall, and Professor Michael E.
O'Neill. These seven voting commissioners are joined by ex-officio members Mr. Michael J.
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Gaines and Mr. Laird C. Kirkpatrick. The Commission announced on March 9 the
appointment of Timothy B. McGrath as its new staff director. Mr. McGrath had served as the
Commission's interim staff director for the 18 months prior to his appointment.

The Commission on May 1, 2000, sent to Congress a number of amendments to the federal
sentencing guidelines that will significantly increase penalties for some serious crimes. Many
of the newly enacted guideline provisions are in response to congressional concerns and
address such serious crimes as the improper use of new technology in copyright and
trademark violations, sexual offenses against children, methamphetamine trafficking, identity
theft, cell phone cloning, telemarketing fraud and firearms offenses.

Co-sponsored by the U.S. Sentencing Commission and the Federal Bar Association, the Ninth
Annual National Seminar on the Federal Sentencing Guidelines was held May 3-5 in
Clearwater Beach, Florida. Presentations were made on a variety of topics including the fraud
and theft guidelines, restitution, drug issues, firearms offenses, immigration offenses,

criminal history, relevant conduct and grouping of multiple counts. The seminar was attended
by 368 people, primarily U.S. probation officers and defense attorneys.

The Commission announced on August 8 its priorities for the amendment cycle ending May
1, 2001. The priorities include work on an economic crimes package; money laundering;
counterfeiting; further responses to the Protection of Children from Sexual Predators Act of
1998; firearms; nuclear, chemical and biological weapons; unauthorized compensation and
related offenses; offenses implicating the privacy interests of taxpayers; the initiation of a
review of the guidelines relating to criminal history; and the initiation of an analysis of the
operation of the "safety valve" guidelines.

On October 12 and 13, the Commission presented its Third Symposium on Crime and
Punishment in the United States. The symposium, "Federal Sentencing Policy for Economic
Crimes & New Technology Offenses,” focused on current economic crime sentencing and the
ways in which new technologies have impacted the landscape of criminal activity. The
Commission co-sponsored this symposium with the Committee on Criminal Law of the
Judicial Conference, the ABA White Collar Crime Committee and the National White Collar
Crime Center.

I commend Judge Murphy and the staff of the United States Sentencing Commission, as well
as Director Mecham and the staff of the Administrative Office of the United States Courts
and Judge Fern Smith and the staff of the Federal Judicial Center, for their sustained
contribution to an independent and effective Judiciary.

VIII. Conclusion

For several years, | have noted that we would have to continue to work to increase
compensation for federal judges to maintain the quality and morale of the federal Judiciary. I
look forward to working with the 107th Congress and the President to resolve this continuing
problem.

Despite all of the challenges we face, the Judiciary can look back upon 2000 as a year of
many accomplishments. We have learned to be more efficient and are in the forefront of
innovative initiatives such as electronic filing and distance learning. Supported by hard-
working staff, federal judges continue to administer justice day in and day out,
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notwithstanding an increasing workload and a salary whose real value has eroded
substantially over the past decade. We can be proud that our courts continue to serve as a
standard of excellence around the world.

Finally, I offer my best wishes to President-elect Bush and Vice President-elect Cheney and
to the members of the 107th Congress, just as | extend my best wishes to President Clinton

and Vice President Gore and to those legislators who have concluded their elective service.

And I extend to all my wish for a happy New Year.

1 2 THE RECORDS OF THE FEDERAL CONVENTION OF 1787, p. 44 (Max Farrand ed.,
1911) (hereinafter Farrand).

2 The Federalist No. 79 (Lodge ed. 1908), pp. 491-492.
3 2 Farrand, at 429.

4 The Quadrennial Commission's mandate was to recommend salary changes for the Judiciary
as well as Congress and senior Executive Branch employees. For simplicity, | have referred
only to its recommendations for Level 1l Executive Branch employees, Members of Congress
and court of appeals judges.

5 Original proceedings increased 18%, and criminal appeals rose 4%, which offset declines in
filings of bankruptcy, civil, and administrative agency appeals, down 9%, 2%, and 1%,
respectively.

6 The decline in civil filings in the U.S. district courts was only 754 cases or three-tenths of
1%. Though the total number was essentially unchanged, specific areas of civil litigation
experienced significant increases and decreases. Federal question litigation declined 3%,
falling by more than 5,000 cases. This was chiefly attributable to a 40% overall decline in
personal injury cases, mostly related to asbestos and breast implant filings. Diversity of
citizenship filings also fell, declining by 2% to 48,626, largely due to decreases in personal
injury/product liability filings. Offsetting these declines were increases in U.S. plaintiff or
defendant actions which grew 9%, rising from 65,443 to 71,109 cases. U.S. plaintiff cases
increased 10%, primarily because filings involving contract actions grew by 9%. Recovery of
overpayments related to defaulted students loans, increasing from 21,816 to 24,329, was the
primary reason for the overall contract action increase. The number of filings with the U.S. as
defendant also rose, for the most part attributable to a 14% increase in social security filings
and a 9% rise in prisoner petitions. The Social Security Administration devoted resources to
clearing a backlog and, as a result, social security supplemental security income cases
increased 19%, or by more than 1,000 cases, and disability insurance cases increased 11%,
rising by more than 700 cases. Prisoner petitions related to motions to vacate sentence rose
10% while habeas corpus prisoner petitions grew by 8%.

" Filings of criminal cases rose 5% to 62,745, and the number of defendants increased 4% to
83,963. Fiscal Year 2000 cases and defendant numbers are the highest since 1933, when the
Prohibition Amendment was repealed. This caseload growth raised the criminal cases per

authorized judgeship from 93 to 96, in spite of nine additional Article 111 judgeships created
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in November 1999. Immigration and firearms cases were chiefly responsible for the increase,
with immigration filings growing by 1,509 cases, a 14% rise over last year, and firearms
filings growing by 1,020 cases, a 23% jump over last year. The courts received 12,150
immigration cases, 63% of which were in five Southwestern border districts-Southern District
of California, District of Arizona, Southern and Western Districts of Texas, and District of
New Mexico. For the fourth straight year, weapons and firearms filings rose, with the district
courts receiving 6,223 defendants in 5,387 firearms cases. These filings amounted to 9% of
all criminal case filings, two percentage points more than they did last year.

8 In Fiscal Year 2000, the number of defendants entering into the pretrial services system
increased to 85,617, while the number of defendants interviewed went up 6% and the number
of pretrial reports prepared increased 7%. During the past five years, pretrial reports prepared
and cases requiring pretrial services each rose 35%, persons interviewed grew 26%, and
defendants released on supervision increased 22%. Cases requiring pretrial services have
risen each year since 1994, and this year's total is 53% higher than that for 1994.

9 There is an average lag of several years before defendants found guilty and sentenced to
prison appear in the probation numbers. Supervised release following a period of
incarceration continues to account for a growing percentage of the probation population, now
standing at 64%. Of the 63,793 persons serving terms of supervised release, 54% had been
charged with drug-related offenses.

10 Following four years of continuous growth, during which filings first exceeded the one-
million mark, declines in filings of both personal and business bankruptcy petitions have been
reported for the past two years. Drops in Chapter 7 and Chapter 13 petitions were primarily
responsible for the overall decline. Filings under Chapter 11, which represent about 1% of all
bankruptcy filings, were the only ones showing an increase, up 9%; those filings, however,
generally require more judge involvement than do the filings under other chapters of the
bankruptcy code. Chapter 7 filings, which constituted 70% of all bankruptcy filings, dropped
9%. Filings under Chapter 13, which accounted for 30% of all bankruptcies, fell 1%. Filings
under Chapter 12 plunged 32% since provisions of the code expired on July 1.
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——
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January 1, 2002, 12:01 a.m. E.S.T.

2001 YEAR-END REPORT
ON THE FEDERAL JUDICIARY

l. Overview

The 2001 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary is my 16th. 2001 will surely be
remembered by the entire country, including the federal Judiciary, for the terrorist attacks of
September 11 and the anthrax contamination that followed.

I received word of the first strike on the World Trade Center as the 26 federal judges who are
members of the Judicial Conference of the United States were preparing to convene at the
Supreme Court the morning of September 11. It soon became clear that we would have to
cancel the Conference session and evacuate the building, the first cancellation of a
Conference meeting since its creation in 1922,

Just six and a half weeks later, our Court was forced to evacuate the building again after
traces of anthrax were found in our off-site mail facility. For the first time since our building
opened in 1935, the Court heard arguments in another location -- the ceremonial courtroom in
the District of Columbia E. Barrett Prettyman Federal Courthouse. The Court was also forced
out of its quarters in the Capitol when the British burned part of the Capitol building in
August 1814.

Despite the effects of events since September 11, the federal courts, along with the rest of our
government, have gotten back to business, even if not business as usual. Our Court has kept
its argument schedule, federal (and state) courts have met, albeit with heightened security,
and within three weeks, the Judicial Conference completed by mail all of the business that
had been on the schedule for September 11 and that could not be postponed.

I1. Ensuring a Well-Qualified and Fully Staffed Judicial Branch

The federal courts were created by the Judiciary Act of 1789, which established a Supreme
Court and divided the country into three circuits and 13 districts. This structure has obviously
changed greatly since 1789, but one thing has not changed: the federal courts have functioned
through wars, natural disasters, and terrorist attacks. During times such as these, the role of
the courts becomes even more important in order to enforce the rule of law. To continue
functioning effectively and efficiently, however, the courts must be appropriately staffed.
This means that necessary judgeships must be created and judicial vacancies must be timely
filled with well-qualified candidates.
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Promptly Filling VVacant Judgeships

It is becoming increasingly difficult to find qualified candidates for federal judicial vacancies.
This is particularly true in the case of lawyers in private practice. There are two reasons for
these difficulties: the relatively low pay that federal judges receive, compared to the amount
that a successful, experienced practicing lawyer can make, and the often lengthy and
unpleasant nature of the confirmation process.

Of the inadequacy of judicial pay I have spoken again and again, without much result. Judges
along with Congress have received a cost-of-living adjustment this year, and for this they are

grateful. But a COLA only keeps judges from falling further behind the median income of the
profession. | can only refer back to what | have previously said on this subject.

I spoke to delays in the confirmation process in my annual report in 1997. Then as now |
recognize that part of the problem is endemic to the size of the federal Judiciary. With more
judges, there are more retirements and more vacancies to fill. But as I said in 1997, "[w]
hatever the size of the federal judiciary, the President should nominate candidates with
reasonable promptness, and the Senate should act within a reasonable time to confirm or
reject them. Some current nominees have been waiting a considerable time for a Senate
Judiciary Committee vote or a final floor vote. The Senate confirmed only 17 judges in 1996
and 36 in 1997, well under the 101 judges it confirmed during 1994."

At that time, President Clinton, a Democrat, made the nominations, and the Senate, controlled
by the Republicans, was responsible for the confirmation process. Now the political situation
is exactly the reverse, but the same situation obtains: the Senate confirmed only 28 judges
during 2001. When the Senate adjourned on December 20th, 23 court of appeals nominees
and 14 district court nominees were left awaiting action by the Judiciary Committee or the
full Senate. When | spoke to this issue in 1997, there were 82 judicial vacancies; when the
Senate adjourned on December 20th there were 94 vacancies. The Senate ought to act with
reasonable promptness and to vote each nominee up or down. The Senate is not, of course,
obliged to confirm any particular nominee. But it ought to act on each nominee and to do so
within a reasonable time. | recognize that the Senate has been faced with many challenges
this year, but | urge prompt attention to the challenge of bringing the federal judicial branch
closer to full staffing.

The combination of inadequate pay and a drawn-out and uncertain confirmation process is a
handicap to judicial recruitment across the board, but it most significantly restricts the
universe of lawyers in private practice who are willing to be nominated for a federal
judgeship. United States attorneys, public defenders, federal magistrate and bankruptcy
judges, and state court judges are often nominated to be district judges. For them the pay is a
modest improvement and the confirmation process at least does not damage their current
income. Most academic lawyers are in a similar situation. But for lawyers coming directly
from private practice, there is both a strong financial disincentive and the possibility of losing
clients in the course of the wait for a confirmation vote.

Former magistrate, bankruptcy, and state court judges, as well as prosecutors and public
defenders, have served ably as federal district and circuit judges, bringing their insights into
the process gained from experience. But we have never had, and should not want, a Judiciary
composed only of those persons who are already in the public service. It would too much
resemble the judiciary in civil law countries, where a law graduate may choose upon
graduation to enter the judiciary, and will thereafter gradually work his way up over time.
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The result is a judiciary quite different from our common law system, with our practice of
drawing on successful members of the private bar to become judges. Reasonable people, not
merely here but in Europe, think that many civil law judicial systems simply do not command
the respect and enjoy the independence of ours. We must not drastically shrink the number of
judicial nominees who have had substantial experience in private practice.

The federal Judiciary has traditionally drawn from a wide diversity of professional
backgrounds, with many of our most well-respected judges coming from private practice. As
to the Supreme Court, Justice Louis D. Brandeis, who was known as "the people's attorney"
for his pro bono work, spent his entire career in private practice before he was named to the
Supreme Court in 1916 by President Wilson. Justice John Harlan served in several
government posts early in his career, but the lion's share of his experience prior to his
nomination by President Eisenhower in 1954 was in private practice. When appointed to the
Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit, a year before his appointment to the Supreme Court,
Justice Harlan succeeded Judge Augustus Hand. Judge Hand and his cousin, Learned Hand,
are well known as great court of appeals judges; both spent virtually all the time between
their graduation from law school and their appointment as federal judges in private practice.
Retired Justice Byron White, who played professional football for the Detroit Lions on the
weekends while attending Yale Law School, was in private practice in Colorado for nearly 14
years before joining the Justice Department as deputy attorney general to Robert Kennedy.
Less than a year later, President Kennedy named Justice White to the Court. Justice White
was the circuit Justice for the Tenth Circuit, where Judge Alfred P. Murrah served as a district
judge in Oklahoma and as a judge on the court of appeals. Judge Murrah, who spent his entire
career in private practice before becoming a judge, is remembered for much more than having
the Oklahoma City federal building named after him. Before being named a judge on the
Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit, Justice Thurgood Marshall spent his career in the
private sector. He first opened his own law practice in Baltimore and then for many years
worked as the top lawyer for the NAACP, becoming known as "Mr. Civil Rights." Justice
Marshall left his seat on the court of appeals to become Solicitor General of the United States
before President Johnson named him to the Supreme Court in 1967. John Brown, Richard
Rives, Elbert Tuttle and John Minor Wisdom, well-known for their courage in enforcing this
Court's civil rights decisions as judges on the Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit, all served
almost exclusively in private practice before their appointments to the bench.

On behalf of the Judiciary, | ask Congress to raise the salaries of federal judges, and | ask the
Senate to schedule up or down votes on judicial nominees within a reasonable time after
receiving the nomination.

Creating Necessary New Judgeships

Last year | expressed hope that the 107th Congress would take action on the Judicial
Conference's request to establish 10 additional court of appeals judgeships, 44 additional
district court judgeships and 24 new bankruptcy judgeships. No additional court of appeals
judgeships have been created since 1990. No new bankruptcy judgeships have been created
since 1992, although the number of cases filed has increased by nearly 500,000 since then.
The 107th Congress has not created a single new judgeship.

Despite a significant increase in workload, the Courts of Appeals for the First, Second, and
Ninth Circuits have not increased in size for 17 years -- since 1984. During that time period,
appellate filings in the First Circuit have risen 65%, in the Second Circuit they have risen
almost 58%, and in the Ninth Circuit appellate filings have almost doubled -- rising 94.6%.
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The Judicial Conference has asked that the Congress create one new appellate judgeship for
the First Circuit, two judgeships for the Second Circuit, five for the Ninth Circuit and two for
the Sixth Circuit, which has had only one additional judgeship since 1984.

Congress has recognized the crisis faced by the overwhelming caseloads in the Southwestern
border states. Although we are thankful that Congress has provided additional judges during
the 106th Congress for four of the five affected districts, it has not alleviated the very serious
problem faced by the Southern District of California, based in San Diego, a district with no
judicial vacancies. The judges there have the highest number of filings per judge of any
federal district court in the nation and the Judicial Conference has requested that eight
additional district judgeships be created for this district.

I urge the Congress to act on all of the pending requests for new judgeships during its next
session.

I11. International Judicial Exchanges

The federal Judiciary continues to play a vital role in the development of independent judicial
systems in countries around the world. This year over 800 representatives from more than 40
foreign judicial systems formally visited the Supreme Court of the United States seeking
information about our system of justice.

On September 25, 2001, | led a small delegation representing the federal Judiciary on a
judicial exchange in Guanajuato, Mexico. The visit was at the invitation of Genaro David
Gobngora Pimentel, President of the Mexican Supreme Court, and followed a similar visit to
Washington by a Mexican delegation in November 1999. Our traveling to Mexico within two
weeks of the September 11 attacks underscored the importance of this exchange. | am
grateful to President Gongora Pimentel and his colleagues for their invitation to meet with
them in Mexico and for their commitment to strengthening cross-border judicial relations in
North America.

The visit brought home not only the close connections of our two countries, but the
importance of working with other judiciaries to improve the functioning of all judicial
systems. The Federal Judicial Center, the Administrative Office of the United States Courts,
and the International Judicial Relations Committee of the Judicial Conference have also
provided many international visitors with information, education, and technical assistance to
improve the administration and independence of foreign courts and enhance the rule of law.
Through these judicial exchanges, we also gain valuable insights into our own judicial system
by exchanging information with foreign visitors and by visiting foreign courts. Improving the
administration of justice -- here and in other courts around the world -- has become even
more important in the age of the global economy.

IVV. The Year in Review

The Supreme Court of the United States

The work of the Supreme Court continues to grow modestly, putting an increasing strain on
the Supreme Court's building, the infrastructure of which has not been changed in any basic
way since the building was opened in 1935. | wish to thank Chairman Byrd, Ranking
Minority Member Stevens, Chairman Young, Ranking Minority Member Obey, Chairman
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Hollings, Ranking Minority Member Gregg, Chairman Wolf, and Ranking Minority Member
Serrano for their efforts to secure funds to modernize our Supreme Court building. I am
hopeful that the remaining funds necessary to implement our building modernization
program, which has been in the planning stage for several years, will be included in our Fiscal
Year 2003 appropriation. Significant safety and security upgrades to the Supreme Court
building are included in the project and should not be delayed.

The total number of case filings in the Supreme Court increased from 7,377 in the 1999 Term
to 7,852 in the 2000 Term -- an increase of 6.4%. Filings in the Court's in forma pauperis
docket increased from 5,282 to 5,897 -- an 11.6% rise. The Court's paid docket decreased by
138 cases, from 2,092 to 1,954 -- a 6.6% decline. During the 2000 Term, 86 cases were
argued and 83 were disposed of in 77 signed opinions, compared to 83 cases argued and 79
disposed of in 74 signed opinions in the 1999 Term. No cases from the 2000 Term were
scheduled for re-argument in the 2001 Term. Although the closing of our building did not
delay any scheduled arguments, the interruption in mail delivery in the Washington area may
have an impact on the number of cases heard by the Court this Term.

The Federal Courts' Caseload

In Fiscal Year 2001, filings in the 12 regional courts of appeals rose 5% to 57,464 -- a new
all-time high.2 Civil filings in the U.S. district courts fell 3% to 258,517,2 and, after six

consecutive years of growth, the number of criminal cases and defendants declined slightly.3
The essentially static level of criminal filings was reflected in a 1% gain in the number of

defendants activated in the pretrial services system.* The number of persons on probation and

supervised release went up by 4% to an all-time high of 104,715.2 Filings in the U.S.
bankruptcy courts climbed 14% from 1,262,102 to 1,437,354, following two years of

decline.b
V. The Administrative Office of the United States Courts

The Administrative Office of the United States Courts serves as the central support agency
for the administration of the federal court system. In light of the terrorist attacks of September
11 and the ensuing anthrax contamination, the Administrative Office played a pivotal role in
ensuring that the federal courts around the country had effective security precautions and
mail-screening procedures in place. An emergency response team was convened to work with
the staff of the affected courts in New York to get communications and computer systems
working and to return the courts to normal operations as soon as possible. In November 2001,
Administrative Office Director Leonidas Ralph Mecham created a Judiciary Emergency
Preparedness Office to focus on the planning aspects of crisis response.

Even before September 11, court security was a high priority. A study of the court security
program by independent security experts was completed in November. The consultants
concluded that although there have been substantial improvements in court security over the
last two decades, security needs continue to grow. They recommended options for enhancing
the physical security of courthouses, addressing security needs during court proceedings,
improving the protection of judges in and outside the courthouse, and conducting background
checks on employees. The Judicial Conference's Committee on Security and Facilities and the
Administrative Office are currently reviewing the report's recommendations.
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One of the Administrative Office's key priorities is to secure adequate funding from Congress
so that the federal courts can carry out their critical work and maintain the quality of justice.
Director Mecham, Judge John Heyburn 11, chair of the Judicial Conference's Budget
Committee, and Judge Jane Roth, chair of the Security and Facilities Committee, deserve
credit for their efforts in this area. The funding provided to the courts for fiscal year 2002
represents a 7.1% increase and will provide the courts adequate staff (including probation and
pretrial services offices) to meet growing workloads. | want to express thanks to the Congress
for funding an increase in the rates of pay for private "panel™ attorneys accepting
appointments under the Criminal Justice Act to $90 per hour. This has been a high priority for
the Judiciary for several years. | am also pleased to report that Congress has continued to
provide significant funds for the courthouse construction program, funding 15 needed
courthouse construction projects costing $280 million.

Last year, an independent consultant concluded that the Judiciary is making effective use of
technology and that it is doing so with fewer resources invested in technology when
compared with other organizations. The Administrative Office continues to develop and
implement automated systems that will enhance the management and processing of
information and the performance of court business functions. Deployment of a new
bankruptcy court case management/electronic case files system began this year, and it is now
operating in 14 bankruptcy courts. The system's electronic case files capabilities include the
ability to receive and file documents over the Internet. The creation of electronic files will
reduce the volume of paper records and make these records more readily accessible. Testing
of the district court case management/electronic case files system began in 2001, and
development work on the appellate court system is underway.

Under the guidance of the Judicial Conference's Committee on Court Administration and
Case Management, the Administrative Office completed a two-year study on how to balance
privacy concerns with the rights of the public to access court electronic records. After
extensive public comment, the Committee recommended that civil case documents be made
available electronically to the same extent they are available at the courthouse (except that
certain personal identifiers will be partially redacted). A similar policy will be followed for
bankruptcy case documents assuming necessary statutory changes are enacted. The
Committee recommended that there be no electronic access to documents in criminal cases at
this time. These policies were endorsed by the Judicial Conference in September, and several
Conference Committees, supported by Administrative Office staff, are currently working to
implement them.

A review of the Judiciary's use of libraries, lawbooks, and legal research materials - both hard
copy and electronic - was completed in 2001. While the use of on-line legal resource
materials is expanding and continues to show promise for increased use, the study concluded
that a clear and compelling need continues to exist for lawbooks and other legal research
materials in hard-copy format. The Judicial Conference adopted recommendations to control
costs further and to improve the management of court libraries.

V1. The Federal Judicial Center

The Federal Judicial Center, the federal courts' statutory agency for education and research,
last year provided education to some 50,000 participants in traditional and distance education
programs and continued its research and analysis to improve the litigation process. A few
highlights of the Center's work in 2001 follow.
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Science and technology. Litigation is increasingly dominated by scientific and technical
evidence. The Center's efforts to help judges included its acclaimed Reference Manual on
Scientific Evidence, now in its second edition, and a six-part Federal Judicial Television
Network series, Science in the Courtroom, on principles of microbiology, epidemiology, and
toxicology, and how to manage cases involving these types of evidence. Other judicial
education programs dealt with genetics, the human aging process, astrophysics, and the
impact of computer technology on the law of intellectual property.

To assist federal judges in dealing with the sophisticated technology many attorneys use to
present evidence, the Center provided federal judges its Effective Use of Courtroom
Technology: A Judge's Guide to Pretrial and Trial, developed in cooperation with the
National Institute for Trial Advocacy. It also provided judges a Guide to the Management of
Cases in ADR, which it prepared in light of the growing use of alternatives to traditional
litigation.

Management skills for federal courts in uncertain times. Center programs responded to
another challenge facing the courts: the need for leadership skills and management practices
befitting the complex organizations that federal courts have become. Courts must integrate
technology with increasingly sophisticated business practices, and deal with growing
caseloads and diverse workforces and litigants, while pursuing their overarching purpose to
deliver justice for all.

Demystifying the legal process. The Center assisted the Judicial Conference's Advisory
Committee on the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure with a different type of challenge. The
Committee has proposed a requirement that attorneys use "plain language™ in the notices they
send to potential class members in class action suits and asked the Center to develop
illustrative language as examples. The Center tested alternative wordings with focus groups
of ordinary citizens typical of class members. This testing explored recipients' willingness to
open and read a notice as well as their ability to comprehend and apply the information it
contained. From this research, the Center produced illustrative notices, which remain on the
Center's Web site (www.fjc.gov) for public comment and use.

International judicial cooperation. Given its international reputation, the Center gets frequent
visitors from other countries seeking to create or enhance their judicial branch research and
education centers. Although it does not use its own funds in responding to these requests, the
Center has been of assistance this year in important ways. It hosted seminars or briefings for
422 foreign judges and officials representing 34 countries. The Center also responded to more
specific requests for assistance. For example, a delegation from the Russian Academy of
Justice spent a week at the Center attending a program on teaching methodology. Three
Center representatives traveled to Moscow for a follow-up workshop focusing on distance
learning and judicial ethics. Center personnel also played an important role in the U.S.
delegation’s visit to Mexico, which | described earlier, and will continue that relationship by
organizing a seminar next May in Washington for interchange with Mexican judicial
educators.

VII. The United States Sentencing Commission

On May 1, 2001, the newly reconstituted United States Sentencing Commission completed its
first full sentencing guidelines amendment cycle and submitted to Congress a package of
guidelines amendments covering 26 areas. This package of amendments resolved 19 circuit
conflicts and included responses to nine new congressional directives (five with emergency
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amendment authority). For the first time in years, there are no congressional directives
awaiting implementation by the Commission.

The amendments include a multi-part, comprehensive economic crimes package with a new
loss table that significantly increases penalties for crimes involving high-dollar loss amounts,
but gives judges greater discretion in sentencing defendants convicted of crimes with
relatively low loss amounts. The amendments also increase the penalties for ecstasy and
amphetamine trafficking; counterfeiting; high-dollar fraud offenses; child sex offenses; and
the use of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons. The Commission also expanded
eligibility for first-time, non-violent offenders to obtain relief under the guidelines' "safety
valve" provision and it clarified that participants who play a limited role in a crime are
eligible for an adjustment to their sentences under the guidelines' "mitigating role" provision.
The guidelines went into effect November 1, 2001.

On June 19, 2001, the Sentencing Commission held a public hearing in Rapid City, South
Dakota, in response to the March 2000 Report of the South Dakota Advisory Committee to
the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, which recommended that an assessment of the impact
of the federal sentencing guidelines on Native Americans in South Dakota be undertaken. As
a result of suggestions made at the hearing and subsequent written submissions, the
Commission is forming an ad hoc advisory group on issues related to the impact of the
Federal Sentencing Guidelines on Native Americans in Indian Country.

The Tenth Annual National Seminar on the Federal Sentencing Guidelines, co-sponsored by
the Commission and the Federal Bar Association, was held May 16-18, 2001, in Palm
Springs, California. More than 400 federal judges, U.S. probation officers, and attorneys
attended. During fiscal year 2001, Commission staff also participated in training for
thousands of individuals at training sessions across the country (including ongoing programs
sponsored by the Federal Judicial Center and other agencies). Commission staff continue to
work with the Federal Judicial Center and the Administrative Office to plan and develop
educational and informational programming for the Federal Judicial Television Network.
During the year, the Commission's "HelpLine™ provided assistance to approximately 200
callers per month.

Finally, congratulations are due to Sentencing Commission Chair Diana E. Murphy who,
together with Judge Frank M. Coffin of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the First Circuit,
received the 19th Annual Edward J. Devitt Distinguished Service to Justice Award on
September 10, 2001. This award recognizes Article 111 judges who have achieved exemplary
careers and have made significant contributions to the administration of justice, the
advancement of the rule of law, and the improvement of society as a whole.

VIII. Conclusion

Once again the Judiciary can look back upon the year ended as one of accomplishments in the
face of adversity. In spite of the terrorist attacks that have affected the entire country, our
courts continue to conduct business, day in and day out. We continue to find ways to perform
our work more efficiently.

Despite an alarming number of judicial vacancies, our courts continue to serve as a standard
of excellence around the world. At bottom, federal judges are able to administer justice day in
and day out because of their commitment and the commitment and hard work of court staff
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around the country. My thanks go out to all of them.

| extend to all my wish for a happy New Year.

1 Original proceedings surged 48%, largely as a result of a rise in habeas corpus petitions
filed by prisoners. Criminal appeals grew 5%, administrative agency appeals increased 2%,
and civil appeals rose 1%. Bankruptcy appeals fell 5%. Appeals filings have increased 22%
since 1992.

2 Filings with the United States as plaintiff seeking the recovery of student loans dropped
47%. New administrative procedures implemented by the Department of Education led to
fewer such filings in the federal courts. Excluding student loan filings, total civil filings
increased 1%. Total private case filings fell less than 1%. Filings related to federal question
litigation were consistent with the total decline in private cases, falling less than 1% to
138,441. Diversity of citizenship and civil rights filings each rose less than 1%. Filings
related to federal question litigation and diversity of citizenship were greatly affected by the
stabilization of personal injury/product liability case filings related to breast implants, oil
refinery explosions, and asbestos. Despite an 11% decrease in total filings with the United
States as plaintiff or defendant, filings with the United States as defendant increased 10% to
40,644. This was mostly due to a 23% surge in federal prisoner petitions and an 8% rise in
social security filings. Motions to vacate sentences filed by federal prisoners grew by 36%.
Social security filings related to disability insurance and supplemental security income rose
9% and 6%, respectively. Civil filings have increased 9% since 1992.

3 Filings of criminal cases dropped by 37 cases to 62,708, and the number of defendants
decreased 1% to 83,252. As a result of the creation of 10 additional Article 111 judgeships,
criminal cases per authorized district judgeship declined from 96 to 94. This was the first
decrease in cases per judgeship since 1994, when the effects of a hiring freeze on assistant
U.S. attorneys was being felt. In succeeding years, federal courts saw increases in criminal
filings, primarily due to immigration and drug law-related cases in districts along the
Southwestern border of the United States. This year, drug cases rose 5% to 18,425, firearms
cases rose 9% to set yet another record at 5,845, traffic cases rose 6% to 4,958, robbery cases
rose 8% to 1,355, and sex offense cases rose 8% to 1,017. Immigration filings fell by 873
cases, a 7% decline over last year due to fewer immigration cases reported by the Western
District of Texas, the Southern District of California, and the District of New Mexico.
However, in the Western District of Texas and in the Southern District of California, the
decline in immigration filings was offset by a rise in drug filings. As a result, overall criminal
filings increased 2% in the Western District of Texas and declined 3% in the Southern
District of California. Criminal filings since 1992 have increased 30%.

4 In 2001, the number of defendants activated in the pretrial services system increased 1% to
86,140, and the number of pretrial reports prepared rose 1%. During the past five years,
pretrial services case activations and pretrial reports prepared each rose 24%, persons
interviewed grew 16%, and defendants released on supervision increased 25%. Pretrial case
activations have risen each year since 1994, and this year's total is 54% higher than that for
1994,
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5 There is an average lag of several years before defendants found guilty and sentenced to
prison appear in the probation numbers. Supervised release following a period of
incarceration continues to account for a growing percentage of those under supervision and
now stands at 65% of this total. In contrast, the number of individuals on parole is small and
declining, composing only 4% of those under supervision. Of the 104,715 persons under
probation supervision, 42% had been charged with a drug-related offense. The number of
persons on probation has increased 22% since 1992.

6 Nonbusiness petitions rose 14% and business petitions increased 7%. Filings increased
under all chapters except Chapter 12, jumping 17% under Chapter 7, rising 7% under Chapter
11, and increasing 8% under Chapter 13. Bankruptcy filings under Chapter 12, which
constituted 0.03% of all petitions filed, fell 31%. This decrease resulted from the expiration
of the provisions for Chapter 12 on July 1, 2000. Subsequently, Public Law 107-8 extended
the deadline for filing Chapter 12 petitions to June 1, 2001, and Public Law 107-17 extended
the deadline further to October 1, 2001. Bankruptcy filings have increased 47% since 1992.
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m Supreme Cmnt of the United States

——
JOBS LINES

EMBARGOED FOR RELEASE
January 1, 2003, 12:01 a.m. E.S.T.

2002 YEAR-END REPORT
ON THE FEDERAL JUDICIARY

l. Overview

The 2002 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary is my 17th. As | look back on these
reports, | am struck by the number of issues that seem regularly to crop up, or perhaps they
never go away -- judicial vacancies, the need for additional judgeships, judges’ salaries,
judicial appropriations. Each of these issues relates to the fundamental interdependence of our
three separate branches of government when it comes to funding our nation's priorities.
Although Article 111 of the Constitution of the United States protects federal judicial
independence by promising district and appellate judges tenure during good behavior and "a
Compensation, which shall not be diminished during their Continuance in Office,"” the federal
courts of course depend on the Legislative and Executive Branches for funding and staffing. |
am concerned about the effect of the current budget impasse on the courts and reiterate my
request that Congress extricate the Judiciary by promptly passing a full-year appropriation
that addresses the needs of the federal courts.

In this report, | will focus on three key priorities for the federal Judiciary: creating sorely
needed new judgeships, promptly filling judicial vacancies, and increasing judicial pay.

I1. Creating Necessary New Judgeships

In my last two Year-End Reports, | expressed hope that Congress would take action on the
Judicial Conference's request to establish ten additional court of appeals judgeships, 44
additional district court judgeships, and 24 new bankruptcy judgeships. We are grateful that
in November, Congress created eight permanent district court judgeships and seven
temporary district court judgeships, converted four temporary district court judgeships to
permanent status, and extended one temporary district court judgeship for an additional five
years.

But no additional court of appeals judgeships have been created since 1990. Despite a
substantial increase in workload, the number of judgeships in the Courts of Appeals for the
First, Second, and Ninth Circuits has not increased for 18 years -- since 1984. During that
time period, appellate filings in the First Circuit have risen 56%, in the Second Circuit they
have risen almost 70%, and in the Ninth Circuit appellate filings have more than doubled --
rising almost 115%. The Judicial Conference has asked that Congress create one new
judgeship for the First Circuit, two judgeships for the Second Circuit, five for the Ninth
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Circuit, and two for the Sixth Circuit, which has had only one additional judgeship since
1984.

No new bankruptcy judgeships have been created since 1992, although the number of cases
filed has increased by over 570,000 since then. In 1992, each bankruptcy judge handled an
average of 2,998 cases; each now handles an average of 4,777 cases.

I urge the 108th Congress to act on all of the pending requests for new judgeships during its
next session.

I11. Promptly Filling Vacant Judgeships

I spoke to delays in the confirmation process in my Year-End Report in 1997 and again last
year. As | have noted in previous reports, to continue functioning effectively and efficiently,
our federal courts must be appropriately staffed. This means that judicial vacancies must be
filled in a timely manner with well-qualified candidates. We appreciate the fact that the
Senate confirmed 100 judges during the 107th Congress. Yet when the Senate adjourned,
there were still 60 vacancies and 31 nominations pending.

With the same party now controlling the White House and the Senate, some will think the
crisis has passed and that the confirmation process does not need to be fixed. Be that as it
may, there will come a time when that is not the case and the Judiciary will again suffer the
delays of a drawn-out confirmation process. On behalf of the Judiciary, | urge the President
and the Senate to work together to fix the underlying problems that have bogged down the
nomination and confirmation process for so many years. It is of no concern to the Judiciary
which political party is in power in the White House or the Senate. We simply ask that the
President nominate qualified candidates with reasonable promptness and that the Senate act
within a reasonable time to confirm or reject them.

IV. Increasing Judicial Pay

Despite my annual entreaties, there has been no effective action taken to resolve the mounting
problem of judicial and other high-level Executive and Congressional pay. In fact, unless the
108th Congress acts, judges will not even receive the cost-of-living adjustment that nearly
every other federal employee will receive during 2003. But | am hopeful that during the next
year, a real solution to the pay crisis can be achieved.

At the risk of beating a dead horse, | will reiterate what I have said many times over the years
about the need to compensate judges fairly. In 1989, in testimony before Congress, I
described the inadequacy of judicial salaries as "the single greatest problem facing the
Judicial Branch today." Eleven years later, in my 2000 Year-End Report, | said that the need
to increase judicial salaries had again become the most pressing issue facing the Judiciary. It
remains the most pressing issue today. We cannot continue to use an arrangement for setting
pay that simply ignores the need to raise pay until judicial and other high-level government
salaries are so skewed that a large (and politically unpopular) increase is necessary. This
salary crunch also affects others in the public service by artificially compressing the salaries
of those whose pay is tied to these higher salaries.

Inadequate compensation seriously compromises the judicial independence fostered by life
tenure. That low salaries might force judges to return to the private sector rather than stay on
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the bench risks affecting judicial performance -- instead of serving for life, those judges
would serve the terms their finances would allow, and they would worry about what awaits
them when they return to the private sector.

This is not a hypothetical concern: According to the Administrative Office of the United
States Courts, more than 70 Article 111 judges left the bench between 1990 and May 2002 --
either under the retirement statute if eligible or simply resigning if not -- as did additional
numbers of bankruptcy and magistrate judges. During the 1960s, only a handful of Article 111
judges retired or resigned. Although we cannot say that the judges who are leaving the bench
are leaving only because of inadequate pay, many of them have noted that financial

considerations are a big factor.! The fact that judges are leaving because of inadequate pay is
underscored by the fact that most of the judges who have left the bench in the last ten years

have entered private practice.Z There will always be a differential between government and
private sector pay for excellent lawyers. But the Judiciary, in particular, will be compromised
if there is too wide a gap. At the present time there is not just a gap, there is a chasm.

We do not want experienced judges to leave because they cannot afford to put their children
through college or because their salaries are eaten away by inflation. It is not fair to the
judges or to those who have litigation in the federal courts. Every time an experienced judge
leaves the bench, the nation suffers a temporary loss in judicial productivity. It takes time for
a new judge to gain the experience necessary to judge well and manage an ever-increasing
docket efficiently. The judicial system benefits from the infusion of new judges required
when judges leave after a lifetime of service. But our system cannot long tolerate the regular
loss of experienced, seasoned judges now occurring.

Diminishing judicial salaries affects not only those who have become judges, but also the
pool of those willing to be considered for a position on the federal bench. I am not suggesting
that there is a shortage of lawyers lined up to apply for vacant judgeships. But many of the
very best lawyers, those with a great deal of experience, are not willing to accept a position
knowing that their salary will not even keep pace with inflation. Our judges will not continue
to represent the diverse face of America if only the well-to-do or the mediocre are willing to
become judges.

I recognize that the salaries of federal judges are higher than those in many occupations, and
that some may be skeptical of the need to raise the salaries of judges who already earn at least
$150,000 per year. But it is not fair to compare judges' salaries to salaries in other
occupations. Those lawyers who are most qualified to serve as federal judges have
opportunities to earn far more in private law practice or business than as judges. | am not
suggesting that we match the pay of the private sector -- but the large and growing disparity
must be decreased if we hope to continue to provide our nation a capable and effective federal
judicial system. Providing adequate compensation for judges is basic to attracting and
retaining experienced, well-qualified and diverse men and women to perform a demanding
position in the public service. We need judges from different backgrounds and we want them
to stay for life.

The federal Judiciary in the past has been able to attract experienced and able lawyers who
have had extended and successful experience in the private sector. Their experience in that
sector brings a perspective and an independence that is vital to the Judiciary. But it is these
potential candidates who are deterred by the current level of compensation. Although we

cannot hope to come close to the amount they earn in private practice, the appeal of public
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service makes up a good deal of the difference. That appeal is not enough at the present level
of compensation.

During the past year, the National Commission on the Public Service, chaired by Paul
Volcker, has been looking into various issues relating to restoring and renewing the public
service, including pay. Justice Stephen Breyer and I, along with Chief Judge Deanell Tacha
of the Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit, testified before the Commission last July,
focusing on the critical need to raise judicial pay in order to continue to attract well-qualified
nominees to the federal bench and to keep them there for life. It is obvious that the current
approach to judicial and other high-level salaries does not work. | hope that the Volcker
Commission will suggest a way for the government to implement a permanent solution. And |
urge the Congress and the President to take up this issue early in the new year.

V. The Year in Review

The Supreme Court of the United States

As | noted last year, the infrastructure of the Supreme Court's building has not been changed
in any basic way since the building was opened in 1935. I remain hopeful that the remaining
funds necessary to implement our building modernization program, which has been in the
planning stage for several years, will be included in our Fiscal Year 2003 appropriation.
Significant safety and security upgrades to the Supreme Court building are included in the
project and should not be delayed.

The total number of case filings in the Supreme Court increased from 7,852 in the 2000 Term
to 7,924 in the 2001 Term -- an increase of 1%. Filings in the Court's in forma pauperis
docket increased from 5,897 to 6,037 -- a 2.4% rise. The Court's paid docket decreased by 68
cases, from 1,954 to 1,886 -- a 3.5% decline. During the 2001 Term, 88 cases were argued
and 85 were disposed of in 76 signed opinions, compared to 86 cases argued and 83 disposed
of in 77 signed opinions in the 2000 Term. No cases from the 2001 Term were scheduled for
re-argument in the 2002 Term.

The Federal Courts' Caseload

The federal courts experienced record levels of activity in 2002. Significantly affected were
the U.S. bankruptcy courts, where the number of filings grew 8% -- from 1,437,354 to

1,547,669.2 Civil filings in the U.S. district courts climbed 10% to 274,8414 and criminal
cases rose 7% to 67,000 with the number of defendants growing 6% to 88,354.2 The number

of persons on probation and supervised release went up by 4% to a new record of 108,792.
This increase was matched by a 4% gain in the number of defendants activated in the pretrial

services system.” Filings in the 12 regional courts of appeals increased 0.2% to 57,555,
another all-time high.8

V1. The Administrative Office of the United States Courts

The Administrative Office of the United States Courts serves as the central support agency
for the administration of the federal court system. One of the Administrative Office's key

priorities has always been to secure adequate funding for the Judiciary from Congress. As |
noted above, the fiscal year 2003 budget process has been a difficult one, and it still has not
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been resolved. Despite the efforts of Judge John Heyburn, 11, chair of the Judicial
Conference's Budget Committee, Director Leonidas Ralph Mecham, his staff, and many
others, the Judiciary, like most of the federal government, is currently operating under a
continuing resolution. Because there continues to be uncertainty over the level of funding that
will be provided to the Judiciary in 2003, agency staff are closely monitoring funding issues.

Since 1985, over $5 billion has been appropriated for 75 courthouse projects. Eleven
additional projects totaling more than $300 million are likely to be funded by Congress in
2003 based on last year's request, and 26 buildings will be requested by the Judicial
Conference this year for fiscal year 2004. Despite this level of success, there is still a
significant backlog of projects. Administrative Office staff and the Judicial Conference
Committee on Security and Facilities have revised the way projects are prioritized in the
Judicial Conference's five-year courthouse construction plan to ensure that the most critically
needed projects are considered by Congress.

This past year, a primary focus of the Administrative Office was to enhance court security
and emergency preparedness. The Administrative Office created court security and
emergency preparedness Web sites to provide timely security-related information to the
courts, it broadcast security-related and emergency preparedness programs over the Federal
Judicial Television Network and provided numerous briefings for judges and court managers.
With the help of an independent consultant and the courts in New York, a continuity-of-
operations model plan was produced to assist courts nationwide in developing their own
individual plans. The model plan lays out steps to be taken to safeguard the welfare of
Judiciary employees and the public and to ensure that essential functions and activities can
continue and that normal functions can resume as quickly and safely as possible.

Director Mecham has spearheaded the decentralization of administrative and budgetary
authority to the courts, and implemented modern automated systems to meet changing needs
of the courts and their users. The delegation of management authorities from the
Administrative Office has given courts considerable flexibility regarding the expenditure of
funds and the hiring of personnel. Last year, a Management Oversight and Stewardship
Handbook was published and training on management oversight was provided to chief district
judges and chief bankruptcy judges. This year, a companion program for court executives
was launched. In addition, a number of actions were taken this year to strengthen internal
controls, including revising policies regarding contracting and procurement, property
management, travel and transportation, time and attendance, and the appropriate use of
government equipment, including information technology.

Another key Administrative Office responsibility is developing, implementing, and
supporting new systems and technologies for the courts. A significant project underway is the
continuing implementation of case management/electronic case files systems, which began in
the bankruptcy courts in 2001. These systems will provide appellate, bankruptcy, and district
courts with both a new case management system and the ability to manage electronic case
files. The Administrative Office also completed installation of a new national electronic mail
system, which includes a security feature that allows a sender to encrypt an outgoing message
so it may only be read by the intended recipient. An automated jury management system has
now been implemented in district courts and a new case-management system for probation
and pretrial services offices has been installed in more than 20 districts.

VII. The Federal Judicial Center
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The Federal Judicial Center is the federal courts' statutory agency for education and research.
A few highlights of its work in 2002 include:

Public understanding of the judicial process -- Its interactive Web site, "Inside the Federal
Courts," available at www.fjc.gov, helps federal court employees, as well as the media and
citizens of this and other countries, understand the Judicial Branch's structure and operation.
An 18-minute video, An Introduction to the Patent System, is now available for judges who
wish to show it to jurors to help explain patents and the patent process. Bar associations are
making copies available to lawyers and the public.

Education for federal judges and court personnel -- In 2002, at least 16,600 federal judge and
support staff participants received orientation and continuing education through over 300
national, regional, and local seminars, and an estimated 7,500 viewed FJC programs on the
Judicial Branch television network. These, along with publications, Web-based programs, and
video and audiocassettes covered topics as diverse as redistricting, mediation, scientific
evidence, federalism, law and the Internet, cyber terrorism, and supervision of sex offenders.
(The Center also provided six programs for over 850 federal defenders, assistant defenders,
and their staffs.)

Judicial Ethics -- Two publications provided guidance to judges and law clerks: Recusal:
Analysis of Case Law Under 28 U.S.C. 88 455 & 144 and Maintaining the Public Trust:
Ethics for Federal Judicial Law Clerks. The Center, with the assistance of Administrative
Office staff, provided a report requested by the chair and ranking member of the House
Subcommittee on Courts, the Internet, and Intellectual Property on chief judges' public orders
under the Judicial Conduct and Disability Act of 1980.

Technology in the litigative process -- At the request of a Judicial Conference committee, the
Center is assessing the Conference's Criminal Case Files Pilot Program to identify whether
on-line availability of criminal case files might pose special dangers to witnesses and others.
The Center's courtroom technology project, which last year produced Effective Use of
Courtroom Technology: A Judge's Guide to Pretrial and Trial (with the National Institute for
Trial Advocacy), this year began an analysis of the perceived need for increased use of
videoconferencing in federal criminal proceedings and the possible impact on trial rights.

Civil litigation -- A range of projects is in place to help a Conference advisory committee
determine how, if at all, the federal rules should regulate discovery of information and
evidence in digital form. Requests of other Conference committees led to assessments,
currently underway, of class action filings, and of court orders to protect release of
information about settlements.

Alternatives to traditional litigation -- To help federal court alternative dispute resolution
administrators implement the 1998 Alternative Dispute Resolution Act, the Center is
producing an ADR manual, model referral orders and other forms, model local rules,
guidance for selecting and training ADR neutrals, and questionnaires for evaluating ADR
programs.

Interjudicial relations -- Pursuant to statute, the Center staff worked with the Department of
Justice to assess the effectiveness of the State Justice Institute, a private non-profit
organization that Congress established to improve justice in state courts. The Center
presented seminars or briefings for 522 foreign judges and officials representing 81 countries.

yre:66

http://www.supremecourtus.gov/publicinfo/year-end/2002year-endreport.html 2/18/2008



2002 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary Page 7 of 10

More specific assistance included a two-day seminar for representatives of the Mexican
Instituto de la Judicatura and the Canadian National Judicial Institute, a follow-up to the
September 2001 judicial exchange in Mexico that I led, and collaboration with the Center for
Russian Leadership at the Library of Congress on a series of exchange programs for Russian
judges and law professors. (The Center does not use its own funds for these activities' direct
costs.)

New director -- U.S. District Judge Fern M. Smith has announced her intention to return to
San Francisco next July, when she completes four years of service as the Center's director.
Judge Smith has been an able and dedicated director and on behalf of the federal Judiciary, |
thank her for her exceptional service. The Center Board, which I chair, will announce the
selection of a new director in February.

VII1I. The United States Sentencing Commission

During the past year, the United States Sentencing Commission set up two ad hoc advisory
groups on significant guideline topics, with both groups slated to operate for 18 months. In
February, the Commission announced the formation of the Ad Hoc Advisory Group on
Organizational Guidelines whose mission is to review the general effectiveness of the federal
sentencing guidelines for organizations and corporations. In May, the Commission announced
the formation of the Ad Hoc Advisory Group on Native American Issues to consider methods
to improve the operation of the federal sentencing guidelines in their application to Native
Americans prosecuted under the Major Crimes Act.

On May 1, 2002, the Commission submitted to Congress a package of guideline amendments
that provide sentencing increases and/or expanded coverage for a number of offenses. The
amendments went into effect on November 1, 2002. The Commission adopted a multi-part
amendment in response to the USA PATRIOT Act, providing severe penalties for a host of
terrorism offenses, including offenses against mass transportation systems and interstate gas
or hazardous liquid pipelines. It also increases sentences for terrorist threats that substantially
disrupt governmental or business operations or result in costly cleanup measures. The
Commission also expanded guideline coverage of offenses that involve bioterrorism,
including a new guideline to cover the provision of material support to foreign terrorist
organizations.

In response to concerns raised by the Executive Branch and by Native American tribes that
the guidelines inadequately addressed offenses involving cultural heritage resources, the
Commission developed a new guideline that specifically covers such crimes. Other areas of
Commission action included sex trafficking, money laundering, and drug trafficking. Also in
May 2002, the Commission provided Congress with a comprehensive 112-page report on
cocaine sentencing issues.

On August 28, 2002, the Commission adopted its policy priorities for the amendment cycle
ending May 1, 2003. The Commission primarily plans to respond on an emergency basis to
the Sarbanes Oxley Act of 2002 and to the Bipartisan Campaign Finance Reform Act of
2002, to continue implementation of the USA PATRIOT Act, to respond to the Public Health
and Security and Bioterrorism Preparedness and Response Act of 2002 and to the Terrorist
Bombings Convention Implementation Act of 2002, and to continue its work on several
studies reflecting the operation of the guidelines over the past 15 years.

yre:67

http://www.supremecourtus.gov/publicinfo/year-end/2002year-endreport.html 2/18/2008



2002 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary Page 8 of 10

One of the Commission's statutory obligations under the Sentencing Reform Act of 1984 is to
train criminal justice professionals in guideline application. In carrying out this responsibility,
the Commission sponsored, with the Federal Bar Association, the Eleventh Annual National
Seminar on the Federal Sentencing Guidelines, attended by more than 400 participants.
Commission staff also trained thousands of individuals at many sessions across the country
(including ongoing programs sponsored by the Federal Judicial Center and other agencies).
Commission staff continue to work collaboratively with the Federal Judicial Center and the
Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts to plan and develop educational and informational
programming for the Federal Judicial Television Network. Throughout the year, the
Commission's telephone "HelpLine" provided guideline application assistance to
approximately 200 callers per month.

The appointments of Commissioners Sterling Johnson, Jr., and Joe Kendall expired October
1, 2001, but both continued to serve under the governing statute until Congress adjourned
sine die on November 22, 2002. Their departure pares the number of voting commissioners
down to five members, making it harder for the Commission to function effectively. |
encourage the President and the Senate to act swiftly to fill these two vacancies.

IN MEMORIAM

We lost a good friend and a dedicated public servant during the last year. Justice Byron R.
White passed away on April 15, 2002. Justice White was the 93rd Justice to serve on this
Court and the first to have served as a Supreme Court law clerk. He served on the Court for
more than 31 years. Justice White was a rare combination of brilliant scholar and gifted
athlete. He was an able colleague and a valued friend who will be missed by all who knew
him.

IX. Conclusion

All of us in the Judiciary can look back upon the year ended as one of many
accomplishments. Despite rising caseloads, too many judicial vacancies, and too few
authorized judgeships, our courts continue to deliver the highest quality of justice and to
serve as a standard of excellence throughout the world. My thanks go out to all of the federal
judges and court staff around the country whose dedication and professionalism keeps our
courts running so well.

I extend to all my wish for a happy New Year.

1 See, e.g., "Insecure About Their Future: Why Some Judges Leave the Bench," The Third
Branch, Vol. 34, No. 2, February 2002.

2 June 14, 2002, Statement of Leonidas Ralph Mecham, Secretary of the Judicial Conference
of the United States, submitted to the National Commission on the Public Service, at p. 7;
"Federal Judicial Pay Erosion - A Report on the Need for Reform,” by the American Bar
Association and the Federal Bar Association, February 2001, p. 15, n. 46.

3 The 1,547,669 filings represent a new all-time high. Nonbusiness filings increased 8% and
business petitions rose 2%. Filings under chapter 7 increased 7%, filings under chapter 11
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increased 11%, and filings under chapter 13 increased 10%. Bankruptcy filings have risen
72.5% since 1993.

4 Filings involving federal question jurisdiction increased 18%, chiefly as a result of personal
injury cases quadrupling to 29,636. Most of these cases were related to asbestos filings,

where marked increases occurred nationally. Diversity of citizenship filings increased 16%,
with personal injury cases, which grew by 32%, accounting for most of the increase. Most of
these cases were filed in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania and the District of Minnesota.
During the past year, both of these districts reported substantial increases in new filings
related to the Bayer Company, with filings in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania rising by
more than 3,500 cases and the District of Minnesota reporting more than 2,000 new filings. In
anticipation of continued growth in these cases, they are being transferred to the District of
Minnesota under Multidistrict Litigation Docket Number 1431 after being filed in their
respective local jurisdictions. Despite the overall increase in civil filings, excluding personal
injury, civil filings decreased 2%. Filings involving the United States as plaintiff or defendant
dropped 15%, mostly because of a 36% decline in cases with the United States as plaintiff.
Most of these filings involved the United States seeking the recovery of overpayments and
enforcement of judgments related to defaulted student loans, which fell by 60%. Filings with
the United States as defendant decreased 3%, mostly due to a sharp decline in federal prisoner
petitions, which fell 17%. Despite the overall decline in U.S. defendant-based filings, Social
Security filings increased 7%, primarily as a result of a 13% increase in supplemental security
income filings. Over the last ten years, civil filings have increased 20%.

5 Nationwide, criminal filings rose in 65 districts, with 50 districts receiving 10% more
filings than they did in 2001. Criminal cases per authorized judgeship rose from 94 to 101.
During the last nine years, criminal filings and criminal cases per authorized judgeship rose
every year except in 2001. In 2001, cases per judgeship declined as filings that year remained
stable and ten new judgeships were created. This year's report covers the first full year of
caseload statistics since the attacks of September 11, 2001. In 2002, overall criminal filings
rose primarily due to increases in firearms, immigration, drug, and fraud cases. Federal courts
received more defendants charged with firearms offenses and with fraud than in any previous
year. Firearms filings surged 26% to 7,382 cases, fraud filings increased 8% to 8,204 cases,
and drug filings rose 4% to 19,215 cases. Immigration cases, after declining in 2001, jumped
12% to 12,576 cases. Filings of cases involving extortion and racketeering climbed 27% to
594, and sex offenses increased 17% to 1,187. Offenses involving violation of aircraft
regulations and explosives also rose. Criminal filings have risen 43% since 1993.

6 Persons serving terms of supervised release following their release from prison totaled
73,189 on September 30, 2002, and constituted 67% of all persons under supervision, while
the number of individuals on parole declined 9% to 3,384 persons and comprised 3% of those
under supervision. The number of persons on probation declined 1% to 31,272, due to a drop
in the number of times probation was imposed by magistrate judges. Of the 108,792 persons
under supervision, 43% had been charged with drug-related offenses, up 1% from one year
ago. There are now 25% more persons under supervision than there were in 1993.

" The number of defendants in pretrial services cases opened in 2002 increased 4% to 89,421,
and the number of pretrial services reports prepared also rose 4%, while the number of
defendants interviewed increased 2%. In conjunction with all pretrial services cases closed
during the year, a total of 206,715 pretrial hearings were held, an increase of 6% over the
total in 2001. During the past ten years, pretrial services cases activated have increased 57%.
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8 An influx of immigration administrative agency appeals related to the Board of Immigration
Appeals' effort to clear its backlog of cases was responsible for the overall rise.
Administrative agency appeals surged 75% and criminal appeals grew 3%, which offset
declines in original proceedings (down 34%), bankruptcy appeals (down 12%), and civil
appeals (down 2%). Appeals filings have grown 15% over the past ten years.
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2003 YEAR-END REPORT
ON THE FEDERAL JUDICIARY

I. Overview
This Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary is my 18th.

I am pleased to report that the Senate confirmed 55 District Court judges during 2003, leaving
only 27 vacancies out of 680 judgeships. At the same time, 13 Court of Appeals judges were
confirmed, but 17 nominations remain pending.

Unfortunately, Congress failed this year to raise judicial salaries significantly. I would like to
thank all of the people -- including the President and his staff, certain Members of the Senate
and House (from both sides of the aisle) and their staffs, judges, staff at the Administrative
Office of the U.S. Courts, the Volcker Commission, bar associations, law school deans and
others outside of government -- who worked so hard during the last year to get Congress to
increase the pay of judges beyond a modest cost-of-living adjustment. We came remarkably
close, but will have to continue the effort in 2004.

The Fiscal Year 2004 budget process has been a difficult one, and the Judiciary's
appropriation for the fiscal year that began on October 1 will not be enacted until sometime in
January, 2004, at the earliest. The delay in enacting an appropriations bill has disrupted the
Judiciary and forced it to operate at inadequate levels of funding under continuing
resolutions.

We appreciate that, for Fiscal Year 2004, the omnibus appropriations bill currently pending
includes $222 million for new courthouse construction and $248 million to repair existing
courthouses. The Judiciary's funding for Fiscal Year 2004 included in the omnibus
appropriations bill, however, is inadequate.

The continuing uncertainties and delays in the funding process have necessitated substantial
effort on the part of judges and judiciary managers and staff to modify budget systems,
develop contingency plans, cancel activities, and attempt to cut costs. Many courts may face
hiring freezes, furloughs, or reductions in force. | hope that the Congress will soon pass a
Fiscal Year 2004 appropriation for the Judiciary, and that in future years the Judiciary's
budget is enacted prior to the beginning of the fiscal year.

In this report, I will focus on the relationship between the Judicial Branch and the Legislative
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Branch.

I1. Relations Between the Congress and the Judiciary

During the last year, it seems that the traditional interchange between the Congress and the
Judiciary broke down when Congress enacted what is known as the PROTECT Act, making
some rather dramatic changes to the laws governing the federal sentencing process.

It is well settled that the definition of what acts shall be criminal is a legislative function, as is
the prescription of what sentence or range of sentences shall be imposed on those found
guilty of such acts. Congress indicated rather strongly, by the PROTECT Act, that it believes
there have been too many downward departures from the Sentencing Guidelines. It has taken
steps to reduce that number. Such a decision is for Congress, as was the enactment of the
Sentencing Reform Act of 1984 nearly 20 years ago that laid the basis for the current regime
of guideline sentencing.

But the PROTECT Act was enacted without any consideration of the views of the Judiciary.
It is, of course, the prerogative of Congress to determine what to consider in enacting a
statute. But it surely improves the legislative process at least to ask the Judiciary its views on
such a significant piece of legislation. It is Congress's job to legislate; but each branch of our
government has a unique perspective, and taking into account these diverse perspectives
improves the process. That was the point of the Judicial Conference's resolution of last
September concerning the PROTECT Act.

Among the provisions in the Act that many find troubling is that requiring the collection of
downward departure information on an individual judge-by-judge basis. Congress may, of
course, change the rules under which judges operate. And there can be no doubt that
collecting information about how the Sentencing Guidelines, including downward departures,
are applied in practice could aid Congress in making decisions about whether to legislate on
these issues. Collecting downward departure information on a judge-by-judge basis, however,
seems to me somewhat troubling. For side-by-side with the broad authority of Congress to
legislate and gather information in this area is the principle that federal judges are not to be
removed from office for their judicial acts. The subject matter of the questions Congress may
pose about judges' decisions, and whether they target the judicial decisions of individual
federal judges, could appear to be an unwarranted and ill-considered effort to intimidate
individual judges in the performance of their judicial duties. In any event, the Justice
Department, through the United States Attorneys' Offices, can obtain judge-specific
information on an informal basis. And the Department can choose to appeal downward
departures that it feels are unwarranted.

Obtaining the views of the Judiciary before the PROTECT Act was enacted would have given
all members of Congress the benefit of a perspective they may not have been aware of on this
aspect of the legislation and other aspects that deal with a delicate process that judges
understand very well. Congress may well have enacted these provisions of the PROTECT Act
in any event. But at least judges would have known that the process included a meaningful
opportunity to have their views heard.

In 1939, on the 150th anniversary of the inauguration of our government, the Congress
invited Chief Justice Charles Evans Hughes to address a joint session of Congress. He paid
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tribute to the legislators before him and to those who had preceded them.

In thus providing the judicial establishment, and in equipping and sustaining it,
you have made possible the effective functioning of the department of
government which is designed to safeguard with judicial impartiality and
independence the interests of liberty. But in the great enterprise of making
democracy workable we are all partners. One member of our body politic cannot
say to another -- "'l have no need of thee." We work in successful cooperation by

being true, each department to its own function, and all to the spirit which

pervades our institutions. . . . 1

The history of co-operation between Congress and the Judiciary in drafting such laws bears
out Hughes' observations. In 1891, Congress enacted the Evarts Act, which established the
United States Circuit Courts of Appeals. The circumstances in the federal courts before
passage of the Evarts Act would seem familiar today. The nation's growth after the Civil War,
along with the expansion of federal jurisdiction, strained the appellate capacity of the system,
while the trial courts struggled to deal with serious delays.

Reform was necessary, but "[s]tubborn political convictions and strong interests . . . made the

process of accommodation long and precarious.” 2 By the end of the 1880's, Chief Justice
Morrison Waite, Justice John Harlan, and Justice Stephen Field all spoke out publicly urging
Congress to take action to relieve the Supreme Court of its crushing burden, and, more
broadly, to make federal courts accessible to litigants. In 1890, Congress began to take
serious steps to remedy the crisis.

That year, the Senate Judiciary Committee, chaired by William Evarts of New York, reported
out of committee a bill that created intermediate federal appellate courts, which Supreme
Court Justices favored, while retaining as much of the traditional federal court structure as
possible, as favored by many of the lawyers in and represented by Congress. After seven
months of wrangling over the final form of the legislation, the Evarts bill was signed by the
President in March 1891 -- establishing a new tier of appellate courts and making the district
courts full-fledged trial courts. By working together with the Judiciary, Congress enacted a
decisive remedy. During the Supreme Court's 1890 Term, 623 new cases had been docketed.
During its 1892 Term, only 275 new cases were filed.

Throughout the last century, Congress took many steps to alter the federal judicial system,
some at the urging of federal judges, some not, but almost always in consultation. During the
1920's, when the Supreme Court was still housed in the Capitol Building, Chief Justice Taft
and other members of the Court were visible to many legislators -- too visible in the minds of
some -- promoting certain ideas and resisting others.

Congress agreed with Taft to create the Conference of Senior Circuit Judges (now the Judicial
Conference of the United States). It passed the Certiorari Act of 1925, sometimes called "the
Judges' Bill" because members of the Court had such a strong hand in crafting it. That statute
addressed the very serious caseload congestion in the Court by giving the Court more
discretion as to which cases to hear. Some members of Congress were doubtful -- why
shouldn't every litigant have a right to get a decision on his case from the Supreme Court?
Chief Justice Taft responded that in each case, there had already been one trial and one
appeal. "Two courts are enough for justice," he said. To obtain still a third hearing in the
Supreme Court, there should be some question involved more important than just who wins
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this lawsuit.

The Certiorari Act greatly reduced the number of decisions in either state courts of last resort
or federal appeals courts that parties could appeal to the Supreme Court as a matter of right. It
greatly expanded the cases in which parties could seek review only by filing a petition for a
writ of certiorari with the Court, leaving it for the Court to decide whether or not to grant the
petition and hear the case. This authority made the single biggest difference in the Supreme
Court's docket. No longer did the Court have to hear almost every case an unhappy litigant
presented to it. Instead, for the most part, the Court could select only those relatively few
cases involving issues important enough to require a decision from the Supreme Court.

Congress, however, hardly gave Chief Justice Taft all he sought. It rejected his proposal for
"judges-at-large,” whom the Chief Justice could assign to districts with serious backlogs,
favoring instead what is now our system of temporary assignments. Taft's labeling his idea a
"flying squadron of judges" probably did little to convince members of Congress of its merits.
Similarly, Congress resisted his and others' efforts to establish uniform rules of procedure in
federal courts, although that basic idea was adopted in the next decade.

Also, in the 1930's, interplay between the three branches brought about the basics of our
current system of federal court governance. President Roosevelt's original idea of replacing
the Justice Department as federal court administrator with a "proctor"” appointed by the
Supreme Court was transformed by legislative-judicial consultation into the statute creating
the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts, which functions under the direction and
supervision of the Judicial Conference. Similarly, in the 1960's, Congress, with the advice of
the Judicial Conference and Chief Justice Warren, created the Federal Judicial Center to
provide the Judiciary with independent research and education programs to improve judicial
administration. The FJC provides both initial training and a sort of continuing education for
judges and court staff. It publishes manuals, conducts research and, along with the
Administrative Office, has made a real difference in improving judicial administration.

The legislation | have described above, and many other statutes -- and proposed statutes --
over the years, have not necessarily been the product solely of harmonious judicial-legislative
cooperation. Members of Congress and judges bring different perspectives to the same
problems, and those different perspectives can create different conclusions and disagreements
over both ends and means. That is inherent in our system of government.

Congress, by design, is accountable to the people and, in a Republic, has a responsibility to
hold other branches accountable as well. Members of Congress, and their constituents, may
see the administration of justice and operation of the courts from different perspectives than
do judges, and judges are bound to respect those perspectives. Judges, though, have a
perspective on the administration of justice that is not necessarily available to members of
Congress and the people they represent. Judges have, again by Constitutional design, an
institutional commitment to the independent administration of justice and are able to see the
consequences of judicial reform proposals that legislative sponsors may not be in a position to
see. Consultation with the Judiciary will improve both the process and the product.

I11. The Year in Review

The Supreme Court of the United States

yre:74

http://www.supremecourtus.gov/publicinfo/year-end/2003year-endreport.html 2/18/2008



2003 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary Page 5 of 11

This year we broke ground on our long-anticipated building modernization program. It is my
hope that we remain on schedule and complete the project under budget.

The total number of case filings in the Supreme Court increased from 7,924 in the 2001 Term
to 8,255 in the 2002 Term - an increase of 4 percent. Filings in the Court's in forma pauperis
docket increased from 6,037 to 6,386 - a 5.8 percent rise. The Court's paid docket decreased
by 17 cases, from 1,886 to 1,869 - a 1 percent decline. During the 2002 Term, 84 cases were
argued and 79 were disposed of in 71 signed opinions, compared to 88 cases argued and 85
disposed of in 76 signed opinions in the 2001 Term. No cases from the 2002 Term were
scheduled for re-argument in the 2003 Term. This year the Court reconvened a month earlier
than usual to hear a full day's argument in the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act cases.
Written opinions deciding the cases were handed down in December.

The Federal Courts' Caseload

In Fiscal Year 2003, the federal courts experienced record highs in filings in most program
areas, and a decline in only one. Filings in the 12 regional courts of appeals grew 6 percent

from 57,555 to 60,847, a record number.3 Criminal case filings increased 5 percent to an all-
time high of 70,642, surpassing the previous record reported in 1932, the year before the

Prohibition Amendment was repealed.? In contrast, civil filings declined 8 percent to
252,962.2 Filings in the U.S. bankruptcy courts increased 7 percent from 1,547,669 to
1,661,996, the second consecutive year filings have set a record.® The number of persons on

probation and supervised release went up by 2 percent to an all-time high of 110,621.” There

was a 7 percent gain in the number of defendants activated by pretrial services.

IVV. The Administrative Office of the United States Courts

The Administrative Office of the United States Courts serves as the central support agency
for the administration of the federal court system. One of the biggest challenges facing the
Administrative Office in 2003 was working to secure adequate funding for the Judiciary from
Congress so that the federal courts can carry out their critical mission.

The Administrative Office also plays a pivotal role in identifying and promoting efficient
practices, systems, and programs in the Judiciary. More than ten years ago, Director Leonidas
Ralph Mecham implemented a budget decentralization program that allocates funds based on
equitable formulas, and gives court managers considerable flexibility regarding the
expenditure of those funds. Courts send back any funds they do not need in a given year so
the funds can be used where they are most needed. This budget approach eliminates the "use
it or lose it" concept that applies in many federal organizations. It has generated substantial
savings, which has reduced the amount the Judiciary has had to request of Congress. Under
this program, the courts now manage annually about $2 billion. This past year, contractors
performed an independent assessment of the budget decentralization program and concluded
that it has been enormously successful for the courts and might serve as a model for other
federal agencies.

In 2003, the courts and the Administrative Office made substantial progress in implementing
new electronic case management systems (known collectively as CM/ECF systems) that
enable federal courts to receive and process case filings electronically. The ability to file case
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documents over the Internet and to access court records electronically is a significant
achievement that will make it easier for attorneys and others to do business with the courts.
Such a system currently is operating in two-thirds of the bankruptcy courts nationwide, and a
district court system is now operating in a third of the federal districts. The design of an
appellate court system is well underway. More than 10 million cases are on CM/ECF systems
and over 40,000 attorneys nationwide have filed documents in federal courts over the
Internet.

The Public Access to Court Electronic Records (PACER) system allows users to obtain case
and docket information, such as a listing of all parties and participants in a case, a chronology
of case events and court opinions, from federal appellate, district, and bankruptcy courts via
the Internet. This inexpensive, fast and comprehensive system has proven to be very popular,
and there are nearly 300,000 registered users. This past year, the Judicial Conference, based
on a successful pilot program, endorsed a new policy permitting electronic access to criminal
case files to the same extent as public access to criminal case files at the courthouse (the
Conference had previously adopted policies regarding access to appellate, civil, and
bankruptcy case files). Administrative Office staff currently are working with Conference
committees to develop guidance for the courts to implement this policy.

Courtroom technology systems, including video evidence-presentation systems, video
conferencing systems, and electronic means of taking the record (e.qg., realtime reporting
capabilities), have been installed nationwide. Agency staff are completing the deployment of
a modern financial accounting system throughout the Judiciary. A new case-management
system for probation and pretrial services offices has been installed in more than 60 districts,
and a new human resources/payroll system for court employees was implemented.

Court security continues to be a high priority. With assistance from Administrative Office
staff, most federal courts have developed or are in the process of developing continuity-of-
operations plans. The Administrative Office is currently working with experts and court
officials to design a program for conducting simulated emergency exercises that will test
individual court plans. Several key enhancements were made this past year to national
communications systems that provide judges and court administrators with reliable
communications links with the Administrative Office, other federal agencies, and local police
and fire departments.

V. The Federal Judicial Center

The Federal Judicial Center is the federal courts' statutory agency for education and research.
In September, Judge Fern M. Smith stepped down after four successful years as Center
director and returned to the Northern District of California. The Center's Board, which | chair,
selected Judge Barbara J. Rothstein of the Western District of Washington as the Center's
ninth director. She assumed her duties in September.

A few highlights of the Center's work in 2003 include:

Civil litigation. Among its efforts to help judges handle civil litigation fairly and effectively,
the Center completed the fourth edition of its Manual for Complex Litigation. An impetus for
this new edition was the growing number of claims for damages allegedly caused by
defective products, often referred to as "mass torts.” | am grateful to Judge Stanley Marcus of
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Miami, who chaired the Board of Editors that worked with the Center to produce this new
edition.

In the same vein, the Center has added to the illustrative class action notices that it has
developed at the request of the Judicial Conference's Civil Rules Advisory Committee. Class
action notices advise prospective class members about the litigation and their rights in respect
to it. The Committee asked the Center to develop illustrative notices to help lawyers comply
with a recently imposed requirement in the Civil Rules that notices "concisely and clearly
state” information about the action "in plain, easily understood language." The most recent
additions include Spanish-language versions of some previously released notices. All are
available on the FJC's Web site (www.fjc.gov).

Research performed for the Civil Rules Committee includes an examination of the incidence
of sealed settlement agreements in federal district courts and the circumstances surrounding
the sealing of settlement agreements. Center researchers are also working with the Committee
to develop an amendment to clarify, given current information technology, what constitutes a
"document™ or "data compilation" subject to discovery under Rule 34. This is an extension of
the Center's work on civil discovery of documents stored in electronic, and sometimes
inaccessible, formats.

Criminal litigation. The Center this year reported its positive evaluation of the Judicial
Conference pilot program referenced earlier involving public electronic access to documents
in criminal cases. In September, the Conference approved continuation of the program, with
Center monitoring, until the Conference approves specific guidance for system-wide
implementation.

Judgeships and judges. The Center has under way intensive efforts to develop revised "case
weights" for both the federal district and bankruptcy courts. The weights represent the relative
burden imposed by different types of cases and are essential for the Judicial Conference's
determination of the need for new judgeships in the various districts.

In a related project, the Center is assisting the Judicial Conference's Bankruptcy Committee in
developing guidelines, model questionnaires, and alternative approaches that bankruptcy
judges can use to obtain interim reviews from attorneys who practice before them regarding
their performance in areas that the courts of appeals are to consider, pursuant to statute, in
connection with the reappointment of bankruptcy judges who have served their 14-year
terms.

Education for federal judges and court personnel. In 2003, the Center provided orientation
and continuing education to at least 13,000 federal judge and support staff participants
through 400 national, regional, and local seminars. Over 800 federal defenders, assistant
defenders, and their staffs attended five Center programs. FJC programs on the Judicial
Branch's television network reached an estimated 17,000 viewers. These, along with
publications, Web-based programs, and video and audiocassettes, covered topics as diverse as
terrorism and the law, employment discrimination, court managers' legal and financial
responsibilities, and probation officer supervision of offenders with mental disorders.

Assistance to foreign judiciaries. Center experts participated in several technical assistance
projects (funded by other agencies) such as a seminar on distance education for the judicial
branch, sponsored by the Russian Academy of Justice in Moscow.
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V1. The United States Sentencing Commission

During the last year, the United States Sentencing Commission spent much of its time
responding to a number of congressional directives related to major crime legislation. The
Commission unanimously approved amendments to the federal Sentencing Guidelines
implementing provisions of the USA PATRIOT Act regarding terrorism offenses, the
Sarbanes-Oxley Act involving white collar frauds, the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act
concerning election law violations, the Homeland Security Act regarding cybersecurity and
attacks on critical infrastructure, and the PROTECT Act.

Along with the amendment implementing the PROTECT Act directive, the Commission
submitted a report to Congress that closely examines the rate of downward departure from the
guidelines. The Act directed the Commission "to ensure that the incidence of downward
departures are substantially reduced"” and to allow for early disposition programs as
authorized by the Attorney General. The report concluded that the downward departure rate
has increased from 5.8 percent in Fiscal Year 1991 to 18.1 percent in Fiscal Year 2001.
Approximately 40 percent of the downward departures granted in Fiscal Year 2001 were
government initiated. If all of the government initiated downward departures were excluded,
the departure rate would be about 10.9 percent. In preparing the report, the Commission
considered an analysis of the sentencing documents submitted to it by the courts, the case law
involved, the record from a series of public hearings held by the Commission, public
comments received from solicitations published by the Commission in the Federal Register,
and the input of the bench and bar in several parts of the country where the Commission
conducted training sessions for judges and practitioners.

Two ad hoc advisory groups, one on the organizational Sentencing Guidelines and one on
Native American sentencing issues presented their final reports and recommendations to the
Commission last fall. The Organizational Guidelines Group, chaired by former United States
Attorney B. Todd Jones of Minnesota, recommended amending the existing organizational
guidelines in order to reflect contemporary legislative, regulatory, and corporate governance
requirements. On November 5, the Commission voted to publish for public comment a
proposed Sentencing Guideline's amendment that incorporates the specific recommendations
of the advisory group with final action anticipated by May 1, 2004.

The Advisory Group on Native American Sentencing Issues was chaired by Chief Judge
Lawrence Piersol of the United States District Court for the District of South Dakota and
included a number of individuals who are enrolled tribal members. The advisory group was
formed in response to concerns regarding the impact of the federal Sentencing Guidelines on
Native Americans sentenced under the Major Crimes Act. The group's final report concludes
that the sentencing impact on Native Americans resulting from federal criminal prosecution
varies from offense to offense and among jurisdictions. The report and recommendations of
each group can be found on the Commission's Web site (www.ussc.gov).

On September 2, 2003, the Commission adopted its policy priorities for the amendment cycle
ending May 1, 2004. The priorities include responding to the PROTECT Act directive and
consideration and implementation of the recommendations made by the two ad hoc advisory
groups. The Commission also is continuing its work in a number of other areas, including
terrorism, manslaughter and assault, sex offenses and child pornography, immigration
offenses, public corruption, and criminal history, as well as its work on a study geared toward
analyzing the guidelines in light of the goals of sentencing reform described in the Sentencing
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Reform Act and the statutory purposes of sentencing set forth in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)(2).

Based upon a recent General Accounting Office report, Federal Drug Offenses: Departures
from Sentencing Guidelines and Mandatory Minimum Sentences: Fiscal Years 1999-2001
(October 2003), that recommended improving document submission and tracking by the
courts and the Commission, a coordinated effort is underway by the Administrative Office of
the U.S. Courts, the Federal Judicial Center, and the Sentencing Commission to review
relevant standardized documents and training of court personnel.

Two preexisting vacancies on the Commission were filled on June 25, 2003, when United
States District Judge Ricardo H. Hinojosa and former Deputy Assistant Attorney General
Michael E. Horowitz were sworn in as Commissioners. On October 31, 2003, the terms of
one other Commissioner, Michael E. O'Neill, and two Vice Chairs, United States District
Judge Ruben Castillo and Chief Judge William K. Sessions, 111, expired. The President
nominated Chief Judge Sessions for reappointment, and the nomination was approved by the
full Senate on December 10, 2003. Commissioner O'Neill and Vice Chair Castillo continue to
serve under the governing statute until Congress adjourns sine die or new Commissioners are
appointed. | encourage the President to complete the nomination process for the remaining
two positions and hope the Senate will timely act on the appointments.

VII. Conclusion

I am proud of the job our courts continue to perform, year in and year out. | want to thank all
of the federal judges and court staff around the country whose hard work and commitment
ensure that our courts continue efficiently to dispense justice.

The year just passed stands out by reason of the U.S. led invasion of Iraq that began in
March. We have all been touched by the fighting in Irag, and having several employees of the
Supreme Court called to serve in the military brought it closer to home. My condolences go
out to those who have been injured, and to their families and the families of those who have
been killed.

| extend to all my wish for a happy New Year.

1 Cong. Record, House, March 4, 1939 at 2250.

2 Felix Frankfurter and James M. Landis, The Business of the Supreme Court, The MacMillan
Company, 1928, p. 85.

3 Administrative agency appeals surged 73 percent, bankruptcy appeals increased 7 percent,
and criminal appeals increased 3 percent, which more than offset declines in original
proceedings (down 7 percent) and civil appeals (down 3 percent). A continued influx of
immigration administrative agency appeals related to the Board of Immigration Appeals’
effort to clear its backlog of cases was responsible for the overall rise. Appeals filings have
increased 26 percent since 1994.

yre:79

http://www.supremecourtus.gov/publicinfo/year-end/2003year-endreport.html 2/18/2008



2003 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary Page 10 of 11

4 Filings increased in 63 districts, and 35 districts received at least 10 percent more filings
than they did in 2002. Since 1993, criminal case and defendant filings have risen in each year
with the lone exception of 2001. The growth in filings this year caused criminal cases per
authorized judgeship to climb from 101 in 2002 to 104 in 2003, despite the 15 additional
judgeships authorized by Congress that became effective on July 15, 2003. In 2003, the
overall growth in the criminal caseload stemmed primarily from immigration and firearms
cases, as filings for these offenses reached their highest levels ever. Immigration filings
jumped 22 percent to 15,400 cases to surpass the previous record set in 1954 when the
Immigration and Naturalization Service began a repatriation project to remove illegal
Mexican immigrants. Firearms filings climbed 23 percent to 9,075 cases pursuant to the
expansion of Project Safe Neighborhoods. Filings of drug cases declined 1 percent nationally,
but still increased in 50 districts. Fraud cases related to nationality laws increased 26 percent
to 301 cases, and passport fraud cases rose 57 percent to 411 cases. Criminal filings have
risen 55 percent since 1994.

5 Filings related to personal injuries dropped 33 percent, primarily as a result of decreases in
personal injury/product liability cases involving asbestos (such filings had soared 98 percent
the previous year). Excluding personal injury cases, civil filings otherwise were relatively
stable, falling 1 percent.

Total private civil filings fell 8 percent as federal question filings related to asbestos dropped
99 percent. Overall filings involving federal question jurisdiction fell 13 percent, chiefly
because personal injury cases decreased 80 percent. Much of this decline can be attributed to
asbestos filings, which plummeted by nearly 24,000 cases as far fewer plaintiffs filed cases
alleging injuries from asbestos.

Filings involving the United States as plaintiff fell 24 percent, largely due to a 52 percent
decrease in student loan cases, which continued a trend that began in 2001 following the
implementation of administrative measures by the Department of Education to improve the
collection of these debts. Filings with the United States as defendant decreased 3 percent,
mostly because of a 6 percent decrease in Social Security cases related to disability insurance
and supplemental security income. Diversity of citizenship filings rose 8 percent, with
personal injury cases accounting for the bulk of the increase. Over the last ten years, civil
filings have increased 7 percent.

6 Nonbusiness filings increased 8 percent and business petitions fell 7 percent. Filings
increased under all chapters except chapter 11, surging 117 percent under chapter 12,
climbing 9 percent under chapter 7, and increasing 5 percent under chapter 13. Bankruptcy
filings under chapter 11, which comprised less than 1 percent of all petitions filed, declined
13 percent. Bankruptcy filings have increased 34 percent during the last ten years.

7 Persons serving terms of supervised release following their release from prison totaled
75,680 on September 30, 2003, and constituted 68 percent of all persons under supervision,
while the number of individuals on parole declined 8 percent to 3,129 persons and comprised
only 3 percent of those under supervision. The number of persons on probation declined 2
percent to 30,602, due to a drop in both the number of persons on probation imposed by
judges and by magistrate judges. Of the 110,621 persons under supervision, 44 percent had
been convicted of a drug-related offense, up 1 percent from one year ago. There are now 24
percent more persons under supervision than there were in 1994,
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8 The number of defendants in pretrial services system cases opened in 2003, including
pretrial diversion cases, increased 7 percent to 97,317, and the number of pretrial reports
prepared also rose 7 percent, while the number of defendants interviewed increased 5 percent.

In conjunction with all pretrial services cases closed during the year, a total of 221,199
pretrial hearings were held, an increase of 7 percent over the total in 2002. During the past ten
years, pretrial services cases activated have increased 67 percent.
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2004 YEAR-END REPORT
ON THE FEDERAL JUDICIARY

I. Overview

This Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary is my 19th.

In last year's report, I focused on the need to repair the relationship between
the Judicial Branch and the Legislative Branch. There is still much work to do, but
during the year many judges and members of Congress have worked together to
begin to improve the relationship, and I thank all of them for their efforts. In part
because of criticism by members of Congress, in May I appointed a committee,
chaired by Justice Stephen Breyer, to evaluate and report on the way the Judicial
Conduct and Disability Act of 1980 is being implemented. At the invitation of
Representatives Judy Biggert and Adam Schiff, I met with the bipartisan
Congressional Caucus on the Judicial Branch. Sitting down face-to-face helps to
establish better working relationships. I hope that these and similar efforts
continue in the coming years.

In this report, I will address the funding crisis currently affecting the federal
Judiciary. I will also focus on the recently mounting criticism of judges for engaging

in what is often referred to as "judicial activism."
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I1. The Judiciary's Budget Crisis

The Fiscal Year 2005 budget process has been very difficult. The Judiciary's
appropriation for the fiscal year that began on October 1 was not signed into law
until December 8. The recurring delays in enacting annual appropriations bills
have severely disrupted its operations. Nine out of the last 10 fiscal years began
with no appropriations bills passed for the Judiciary.

The continuing uncertainties and delays in the funding process, along with
rising fixed costs that outpace any increased funding from Congress, have required
many courts to impose hiring freezes, furloughs, and reductions in force. In some
cases they have had to cut back services available to the public. During Fiscal Year
2004, this resulted in a 6 percent reduction -- 1,350 positions -- in employees other
than judges and the staff who work in their chambers. The area of probation and
pretrial services was particularly hard hit.

In March I asked the Executive Committee of the Judicial Conference,
chaired by Chief Judge Carolyn Dineen King, to develop an integrated strategy for
controlling costs in Fiscal Year 2005 and beyond. The Committee did a yeoman's
job, producing a comprehensive cost-containment strategy, which was endorsed
unanimously by the Judicial Conference in September 2004. The strategy entails a
moratorium on some courthouse construction projects; improving workforce
efficiency; a study of basic changes in the Judicial Branch's approach to
compensation for non-judges; promoting more effective use of technology; a study of

possible program changes to reduce costs in defender services, court security,
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probation and pretrial services, and bankruptcy case processing, among others; and
regular examination of court fees to reflect economic changes.

This effort has involved nearly all of the committees of the Judicial
Conference and court staff throughout the country, as well as the Administrative
Office of the U.S. Courts and the Federal Judicial Center. I thank everyone who is
participating in this effort.

Implementing this cost containment strategy will ameliorate but not end the
Judiciary's funding crisis. As the Judiciary's workload continues to grow, the
current budget constraints are bound to affect the ability of the federal courts
efficiently and effectively to dispense justice. One way in which Congress could
immediately relieve the judicial budget crisis facing the country would be to
reassess the rent that the Judiciary is required to pay to the General Services
Administration for courthouses around the country. These rental payments today
account for no less than 20 percent of the Judiciary's budget.

Another issue that I hope will be addressed this year is the critical need for
additional judgeships, especially in the courts of appeals. In early 2003, the
Judicial Conference requested nine permanent and two temporary court of appeals
judgeships. No new court of appeals judgeships have been established since 1990
and three of the courts for which new judgeships are needed -- the First, Second and
Ninth Circuits -- have not had any new judgeships for 20 years. I urge the members
of the 109th Congress to ensure that the judgeship and funding needs of the federal

Judiciary are met.
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III. Criticism of Judges Based on Judicial Acts

Criticism of judges has dramatically increased in recent years, exacerbating
in some respects the strained relationship between the Congress and the federal
Judiciary. But criticism of judges and judicial decisions is as old as our republic, an
outgrowth to some extent of the tensions built into our three-branch system of
government. To a significant degree these tensions are healthy in maintaining a
balance of power in our government.

By guaranteeing judges life tenure during good behavior, the Constitution
tries to insulate judges from the public pressures that may affect elected officials.
The Constitution protects judicial independence not to benefit judges, but to
promote the rule of law: judges are expected to administer the law fairly, without
regard to public reaction. Nevertheless, our government, in James Madison's
words, ultimately derives "all powers directly or indirectly from the great body of
the people." Thus, public reaction to judicial decisions, if it is sustained and
widespread, can be a factor in the electoral process and lead to the appointment of
judges who might decide cases differently.

John Marshall, who is known as the Great Chief Justice, was roundly
criticized for Supreme Court decisions involving the authority of the national
government -- decisions that are now recognized as essential building blocks of our
nation. Federal judges were severely criticized 50 years ago for their unpopular,
some might say activist, decisions in the desegregation cases, but those actions are

now an admired chapter in our national history. On the other hand, criticism of the
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Supreme Court's decision in the Dred Scott case, which Charles Evans Hughes
rightly described as a "self-inflicted wound" from which it took the Court at least a
generation to recover, proved correct.

Although arguments over the federal Judiciary have always been with us,
criticism of judges, including charges of activism, have in the eyes of some taken a
new turn in recent years. I spoke last year of my concern, and that of many federal
judges, about aspects of the PROTECT Act that require the collection of information
on an individual, judge-by-judge basis. At the same time, there have been
suggestions to impeach federal judges who issue decisions regarded by some as out
of the mainstream. And there were several bills introduced in the last Congress
that would limit the jurisdiction of the federal courts to decide constitutional
challenges to certain kinds of government action.

A natural consequence of life tenure should be the ability to benefit from
informed criticism from legislators, the bar, academe, and the public. When federal
judges are criticized for judicial decisions and actions taken in the discharge of their
judicial duties, however, it is well to remember two principles that have long
governed the tenure of federal judges.

First, Congress's authority to impeach and remove judges should not extend
to decisions from the bench. That principle was established nearly 200 years ago in
1805, after a Congress dominated by Jeffersonian Republicans impeached Supreme
Court Justice Samuel Chase. Chase was charged for actions he took in trials during

the 1790s, sitting as circuit justice, and later for a series of grand jury charges. The
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grand jury charges, coming near the time of the Supreme Court's 1803 decision in

Marbury v. Madison that the federal courts have the power to declare an act of

Congress unconstitutional, led the House to impeach Chase and send the matter to
the Senate for trial.

Although there were 25 Jeffersonian Republicans and nine Federalists in the
Senate, on each count, the Republicans failed to muster the two-thirds' vote
necessary to convict. Chase was by no means a model judge, and his acquittal
certainly was not an endorsement of his actions. Rather, the Senate's failure to
convict him represented a judgment that impeachment should not be used to
remove a judge for conduct in the exercise of his judicial duties. The political
precedent set by Chase's acquittal has governed the use of impeachment to remove
federal judges from that day to this: a judge's judicial acts may not serve as a basis
for impeachment. Any other rule would destroy judicial independence -- instead of
trying to apply the law fairly, regardless of public opinion, judges would be
concerned about inflaming any group that might be able to muster the votes in
Congress to impeach and convict them.

Congress confirmed this underlying principle almost 25 years ago when it
passed the Judicial Conduct and Disability Act authorizing anyone to file a
complaint against a federal judge for misconduct or disability affecting the judge's
ability to discharge his duties. If the charges are substantiated, they can lead to
various kinds of discipline short of removal from office. Congress made clear,

though, that the statute did not authorize complaints "directly related to the merits
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of a decision or procedural ruling." The appellate process provides a remedy for
challenges to such decisions or rulings.

If judges cannot be removed from office for judicial decisions, how can we be
certain that the Judicial Branch is subject to the popular will? The answer to that
question may be found in President Franklin Roosevelt's clash with the Supreme
Court of the 1930s. The Court had invalidated legislation FDR thought was
essential to restore the country to prosperity during the Great Depression.
Roosevelt, and an overwhelmingly Democratic Congress, faced a Court that had for
30 years been reading into our Constitution a doctrine of "freedom of contract"
which was hostile to social legislation, and had adopted a very limiting view of
congressional authority under the commerce clause.

In FDR's view, the Court had become a roadblock to the progressive reforms

needed in the nation, and he planned to use his immense political resources to bring

the Court into step with the President and Congress. In February 1937, Roosevelt
proposed a plan to "reorganize" the Judicial Branch, but the crux of his proposal
was that the President would be empowered to appoint an additional six Justices to
the Court and thereby enlarge the Court’s membership up to a total of 15.
Roosevelt's true aim, of course, was to "pack" the Court all at once to produce a
majority sympathetic to the New Deal. Despite his huge majorities in both Houses
of Congress, however, the bar, the press, and eventually public opinion began to

rally against the proposal, and it was defeated.
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President Roosevelt lost this battle in Congress, but he eventually won the
war to change the judicial philosophy of the Supreme Court. He won it the way our
Constitution envisions such wars being won -- by the gradual process of changing
the federal Judiciary through the appointment process. Although Roosevelt
appointed no Justices during his first term, in his second term he nominated and
the Senate confirmed five, producing a Court that was much more sympathetic to
the New Deal. During his entire tenure as President, FDR appointed seven
Associate Justices and one Chief Justice.

In this way, our Constitution has struck a balance between judicial
independence and accountability, giving individual judges secure tenure but
making the federal Judiciary subject ultimately to the popular will because judges
are appointed and confirmed by elected officials. It is not a perfect system --
vacancies do not occur on regular schedules, and judges do not always decide cases
the way their appointers might have anticipated. But for over 200 years it has
served our democracy well and ensured a commitment to the rule of law.

No doubt the federal Judiciary, including the Supreme Court, will continue to
encounter challenges to its independence and authority because of dissatisfaction
with particular decisions or the general direction of its jurisprudence. Let us hope
that the Supreme Court and all of our courts will continue to command sufficient
public respect to enable them to survive basic attacks on the judicial independence

that has made our judicial system a model for much of the world.
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IV. The Year in Review

The Supreme Court of the United States

The total number of case filings in the Supreme Court decreased from 8,255
in the 2002 Term to 7,814 in the 2003 Term -- a decrease of 5.3 percent. Filings in
the Court's in forma pauperis docket decreased from 6,386 to 6,092 -- a 4.6 percent
decline. The Court's paid docket decreased by 147 cases, from 1,869 to 1,722 -- a
7.9 percent decline. During the 2003 Term, 91 cases were argued and 89 were
disposed of in 73 signed opinions, compared to 84 cases argued and 79 disposed of in
71 signed opinions in the 2002 Term. No cases from the 2003 Term were scheduled
for reargument in the 2004 Term.

The Federal Courts' Caseload

Civil and appellate filings increased in Fiscal Year 2004. Criminal filings were

essentially static, and bankruptcy filings declined. Civil filings rose by 11 percent,!

' Much of the increase in civil filings came about because of a 16 percent growth in
federal question filings (i.e., actions under the Constitution, laws, or treaties of the United States
in which the United States is not a party in the case). In particular, there was a doubling of
special statutory actions related to financial investments, which in the District of South Carolina
resulted in a surge of 19,244 additional cases. Federal question filings related to personal
injury/product liability, labor laws, and protected property rights also increased in 2004.

Personal injury/product liability filings more than doubled to 2,221 cases because of a variety of
new cases filed nationally; labor law filings grew 6 percent due to cases filed under the Fair
Labor Standards Act; and a 7 percent rise in protected property rights actions consisted largely of
copyright and patent cases.

Total diversity of citizenship filings increased 11 percent, mostly as a result of a
62 percent spike in personal injury/product liability filings. Most of these cases were filed in the
Northern District of Ohio and the Eastern District of Pennsylvania. The Northern District of
Ohio had many new filings under Multidistrict Litigation Docket Number 1535, which addresses
alleged injurious effects of welding devices. The Eastern District of Pennsylvania had many new
filings under Multidistrict Litigation Docket Number 1203, which addresses the alleged injurious
effects of certain diet drugs.
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10
filings of appeals grew 3 percent,? criminal filings grew less than 1 percent,3 and filings

in the bankruptcy courts declined for the first time since 2000, falling 3 percent to

Filings with the United States as plaintiff or defendant fell 2 percent. Cases with the
United States as plaintiff dropped 8 percent, largely due to a 24 percent decline in foreclosure
cases. Filings with the United States as defendant rose by only 137 cases to 38,391. Filings of
Social Security cases fell 7 percent; however, this reduction was offset by a 22 percent jump in
motions to vacate sentence and a 13 percent rise in habeas corpus prisoner petitions.

Over the past 10 years, civil filings have risen 19 percent, mostly as a result of increases
in personal injury/product liability, Social Security, and labor law cases.

? Filings in the 12 regional courts of appeals grew from 60,847 to 62,762, a record
number. Administrative agency appeals surged 23 percent, original proceedings rose 13 percent,
and criminal appeals increased 4 percent, which more than offset 4 percent declines in both
bankruptcy appeals and civil appeals. The overall rise was due in large part to a continued influx
of challenges to the decisions of the Board of Immigration Appeals -- as that agency cleared its
backlog of cases -- and a jump in second or successive motions filed by inmates with habeas
corpus petitions. Appeals filings have increased 25 percent since 1995.

3 Case filings increased in 44 districts, and in 29 of those districts the increase was at
least 10 percent above 2003. The slight national increase in filings coupled with the expiration
of a temporary district court judgeship caused criminal cases per authorized judgeship to rise
from 104 in 2003 to 105 in 2004. The growth in the criminal caseload stemmed primarily from
increases in cases involving immigration, sex offenses, and firearms, with filings for these
offenses reaching their highest levels ever. Immigration cases climbed 11 percent to 17,021.
Sixty-nine percent of all immigration cases were filed in five districts along the nation’s
southwestern border, each of which received more immigration filings than in 2003. Sex offense
cases jumped 24 percent to 1,638, largely due to cases in which defendants were charged under
laws relating to sex crimes involving juveniles. Firearms case filings climbed 3 percent to 9,352,
rising in 52 districts. Nineteen districts received 25 percent or more case increases because of
Project Safe Neighborhoods, which supports partnerships among federal, state, and local law
enforcement agencies to promote the prosecution of firearms violations under federal laws in
communities that have been most affected by gun violence. Drug cases fell 3 percent overall to
18,440, despite increases in such filings in 43 districts. The number of drug case filings has been
affected by the government’s focus on national security and the commitment of federal resources
to anti-terrorism efforts. Filings of fraud cases fell 7 percent to 7,539. Social Security fraud
cases fell 31 percent to 672 as these filings returned to their 2001 level, the year the Department
of Justice began prosecuting defendants for identity theft under Social Security laws. Income tax
fraud cases grew 15 percent to 496, and passport fraud cases grew 9 percent to 449. Since 1995,
criminal case filings have grown 55 percent.
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1,618,987 in 2004.4 The number of persons on probation and supervised release went up
by 2 percent to an all-time high of 112,883,5 and there was a 3 percent gain in the number
of defendants activated by the pretrial services system.é
V. The Administrative Office of the United States Courts

As the central support agency for the federal courts, the Administrative
Office of the U.S. Courts performs a wide variety of functions. This past year, the
staff of the Administrative Office devoted much of its time and energy to addressing
critical funding shortages for the federal Judiciary. Director Leonidas Ralph
Mecham and his staff played pivotal roles in helping the federal courts cope with

the impact of reductions in personnel and services, and launched an intensive effort

* Nonbusiness filings decreased 3 percent, and business petitions fell 4 percent. Filings
decreased under all chapters except Chapter 11, falling 66 percent under Chapter 12, 4 percent
under Chapter 13, and 2 percent under Chapter 7. The reduction in Chapter 12 filings occurred
because the legislation authorizing this chapter expired on January 1, 2004. Bankruptcy filings
under Chapter 11, which comprised less than 1 percent of all petitions filed, grew 2 percent.
Even though filings declined in Fiscal Year 2004, they have soared 83 percent over the last 10
years and remain at close to peak levels.

> Persons serving terms of supervised release following their release from prison totaled
78,594 on September 30, 2004, and they constituted 70 percent of all persons under post-
conviction supervision. The number of individuals on parole declined 7 percent to 2,914 and
comprised only 3 percent of those under supervision. The number of persons on probation
declined 6 percent to 28,882, due to a drop in the imposition of sentences of probation by both
district judges and magistrate judges. Of the 112,883 persons under post-conviction supervision,
44 percent were convicted of a drug-related offense, the same as one year ago. There are now 32
percent more persons under post-conviction supervision than there were in 1995.

® The number of defendants in pretrial services system cases opened in 2004, including
pretrial diversion cases, increased 3 percent to 100,005. Pretrial services officers prepared 2
percent more pretrial reports, while the number of defendants interviewed increased 3 percent.
In conjunction with all pretrial services cases closed during the year, a total of 223,092 pretrial
hearings were held, an increase of 1 percent over the total in 2003. During the past 10 years,
cases activated in the pretrial services system have increased 62 percent.
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to communicate with Congress about the effects of funding shortfalls on judiciary
operations and services.

In conjunction with Judicial Conference committees, the Administrative
Office is engaged in more than 50 cost-containment initiatives related to space and
facilities cost control, workforce efficiency, compensation review, effective use of
technology, and program changes. Chief among these initiatives are thorough
reviews of the facilities planning processes and design standards for courthouses; a
review of judiciary compensation systems; process redesign and methods analysis
programs; a review of administrative support services in the courts; probation and
pretrial services program revisions; defender services program studies; and the
1dentification and implementation of more cost-effective service delivery models for
information technology.

Both Fiscal Years 2004 and 2005 began with no appropriations bills passed
for the Judiciary. This required the Administrative Office to dedicate considerable
time anticipating and responding to the unpredictable budget situation. Staff
developed contingency plans, recalculated detailed budgets for the operation of the
federal court system, modified program activities, and kept the courts informed so
they could make informed management, budget, and personnel decisions.

The continuing resolutions passed by Congress when it was unable to
complete work on appropriations bills did not provide enough funds to continue
current operations. In response, the Administrative Office developed and issued

guidance on budget and workforce planning, furloughs, job abolishment, and buyout

yre:93



13
and early-out retirement programs. The Administrative Office's human resources
staff answered thousands of downsizing questions from concerned court managers
and employees.

Due to budget constraints, the Administrative Office itself had over 100
vacancies -- leaving nearly 10 percent of its positions unfilled -- notwithstanding the
increase in work. Anticipating the budget crisis, the Administrative Office already
had begun efforts to cut program costs where feasible. Many ideas for achieving
economies were considered and implemented, in consultation with court advisory
groups. In support of the Judicial Conference and its committees, the
Administrative Office produced extensive analyses of short- and long-term resource
requirements.

In addition to the extensive budget and cost-containment activities, the
Administrative Office focused its remaining resources on core business necessities
and projects that will deliver future benefits. Emergency preparedness and
continuity of operations remained high priorities. Significant progress was made in
2004 in making courts safer and in ensuring their continued and effective operation
in the event of a crisis.

The deployment of vital information technology systems continued
throughout the year. The installation of a new financial accounting system was
completed so that for the first time ever, all courts are using a single, integrated
financial system. The Judiciary’s human resources management information

system was extended to cover all court personnel. The agency also completed the
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installation of a probation and pretrial services case-management system in all
districts. Deployment of modern case management and electronic filing systems
has now reached almost all bankruptcy courts, and is in place in well over half the
district courts. These systems are key to managing increasing workloads in a
limited-growth environment.
VI. The Federal Judicial Center

The Federal Judicial Center is the federal courts' agency for education and
research. In 2004, the Center provided continuing education to at least 11,000
federal judge and support staff participants through 396 national, regional, and
local seminars. Many more benefited from FJC programs on the Judicial Branch’s
television network and from Center publications, Web-based programs, and video
and audio cassettes. Additionally, over 600 federal defenders, assistant defenders,
and their staffs attended three Center programs.

Although Center programs covered the range of legal, procedural, and
management challenges facing judges and court employees, a recurring theme in
much of the Center's work this year was helping judges and court managers
1dentify, and share with colleagues, ways to maintain quality services and effective
operations in periods of budget austerity.

The Center itself has long faced this same challenge. Over the last 10 years,
its appropriation has increased a mere 13 percent. In response, the Center has
reduced its travel expenditures by 15 percent and its staff by 19 percent. The

Center's Board, which I chair, this year committed the Center to continued
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economizing so as to maintain current levels of service, believing that as the federal
courts face the challenges of serious cost containment, their need for the Center's
work is greater than ever.

Some specific highlights of the Center’s work in 2004 are outlined below.

For several years, judges and lawyers have debated whether courts of appeals
should prohibit citation to so-called unpublished opinions. The Judicial
Conference's Standing Committee on Rules of Practice and Procedure, in
cooperation with the Appellate Rules Advisory Committee, has asked the Center to
report next spring on the possible impact of a rule permitting citation of
unpublished opinions.

Center researchers also analyzed local court of appeals rules that impose
requirements beyond those in the national rules on the form and content of
appellate briefs, to help the Advisory Committee evaluate proposed amendments to
the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure.

The Center provided the Advisory Committee on Civil Rules its study of
sealed settlement agreements, based on an examination of over 288,000 cases. The
study found 1,270 cases that appear to have sealed settlement agreements,
suggesting a national sealed settlement agreement rate of 0.44 percent.
Researchers also found that in 97 percent of these cases, although the settlement is
sealed, the complaint is not, so the public has access to the plaintiffs' allegations.

The Center completed its work to develop new statistical case weights for the

district courts. The case weights reflect the relative burden imposed on district
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judges by different types of cases and are an important, objective tool that assists
the Judicial Conference in formulating its requests to Congress for additional
district judgeships. The Center is also developing revised case weights for the
bankruptcy courts.

As I mentioned earlier, last spring I asked Justice Stephen Breyer to chair
the special study committee to assess the federal Judiciary's administration of the
1980 statute that permits anyone to file a complaint alleging that a federal judge
has engaged in misconduct or is unable to perform the duties of the office. I asked
the Center, along with the Administrative Office, to support the study committee
through rigorous, objective research on this sensitive subject, and I am grateful for
the work that they began this year and that will continue through 2005.

VII. The United States Sentencing Commission

Judge Diana E. Murphy resigned as chair of the United States Sentencing
Commission on January 31, 2004. Judge Murphy became chair in 1999 and
oversaw significant accomplishments, including the issuance of a special report to
Congress on disparities in cocaine penalties, an overhaul of white collar offenses
under the guidelines, and the completion of a special report to Congress on
departure trends. I thank her for her service.

In August, President Bush appointed Judge Ricardo H. Hinojosa of McAllen,
Texas, to be the new chair of the Sentencing Commission. Judge Hinojosa has
served as a member of the Sentencing Commission since May of 2003; his

appointment as chair was confirmed by the Senate on November 21, 2004. In
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addition to the appointment of Judge Hinojosa, the Senate also confirmed Ms. Beryl
A. Howell as a commissioner on the Sentencing Commission, and confirmed the
reappointments to the Commission of Judge Ruben Castillo (vice chair) and
Professor Michael E. O’Neill.

On April 30, 2004, the Sentencing Commission sent to Congress a package of
amendments that revised standards for corporate compliance and ethics programs
and modified penalties for crimes including public corruption offenses, possession of
certain destructive devices, mishandling of hazardous materials offenses, trafficking
in the drug GHB, and fraudulently obtaining a U.S. passport. The amendments
became effective November 1, 2004.

In May 2004, over 460 attendees participated in the 13th Annual National
Seminar on the Federal Sentencing Guidelines. The seminar was co-sponsored by
the U.S. Sentencing Commission and the Federal Bar Association in Miami Beach,
Florida. In November 2004, the Commission held a series of public hearings in
Washington, D.C., to hear testimony from judges, prosecutors, the defense bar,
victims rights groups, and academics on the current status of federal sentencing
policy and the challenges facing the Commission. In addition, throughout the
summer and fall of 2004, Commission members and staff attended numerous
seminars and conferences related to the Supreme Court’s ruling in Blakely v.
Washington.

Throughout the year, the Commission published a series of reports, including

Fifteen Years of Guidelines Sentencing, a comprehensive review of the research
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literature and sentencing data; and two reports on recidivism: (1) Measuring
Recidivism: The Criminal History Computation of the Federal Sentencing
Guidelines and (2) Recidivism and the “First Offender.”

In Fiscal Year 2004, the Commaission received documentation on
approximately 70,000 cases sentenced under the guidelines. Also, the Commission
staff provided training at 74 seminars with over 6,600 participants. Commission
staff continue to work with the Federal Judicial Center and the Administrative
Office of the U.S. Courts to plan and develop educational and informational
programming for the Federal Judicial Television Network. During the year, the
Commission’s “HelpLine” provided guideline application assistance to
approximately 100 callers per month.

VIII. Conclusion

Because of the budget crisis, this was a particularly difficult year for judges
and court staff throughout the country. I want to thank them for their continued
dedication. We can all be proud of the job our courts perform in efficiently
dispensing justice.

On a personal note, I also want to thank all of those who have sent their good
wishes for my speedy recovery.

Finally, I offer my best wishes to President Bush and Vice President Cheney
and to the members of the 109th Congress, just as I extend my best wishes to those
legislators who have concluded their service. I extend to all my wish for a happy

New Year.
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2005 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary

L Introduction

New Year’s Day in America means football, parades, and, of course, the Year-
End Report on the Federal Judiciary. I am pleased to carry on the tradition launched by
Chief Justice Burger, and continued for the past 19 years by Chief Justice Rehnquist, of
issuing on New Year’s Day a report on the state of the federal courts. I recognize that it
is a bit presumptuous for me to issue this Report at this time, barely three months after
taking the oath as Chief Justice. It remains for me very much a time for listening rather
than speaking. But I do not intend to start the New Year by breaking with a 30-year-old
tradition, and so will highlight in this Report issues that are pressing and apparent, even
after only a few months on the job.

First and foremost: the state of the federal judiciary is strong. We celebrated on
September 24th the 250th anniversary of the birth of Chief Justice John Marshall. If
Marshall were able to observe the work of the federal courts today, there doubtless would
be much that would surprise him. But he would see in the work of the men and women
who took the same judicial oath he did the same commitment to uphold the Constitution
and to fulfill the Framers’ vision of a judicial branch with the strength and independence

“to say what the law is,” without fear or favor. Marbury v. Madison (1803).
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I1. Violence Directed at Judges

No review of the year just passed can ignore the violent events that took place in
Illinois and Georgia in February and March. The Nation was shocked by the horrific
murders of a U. S. District Court judge’s husband and mother by a disappointed litigant,
and the terrible incident in Atlanta in which a judge, court reporter, and deputy were
killed in the Fulton County courthouse. These attacks underscored the need for all
branches of government, state and federal, to improve safety and security for judges and
judicial employees, both within and outside courthouses. We see emerging democracies
around the world struggle to establish court systems in which judges can apply the rule of
law free from the threat of violence; we must take every step to ensure that our own
judges, to whom so much of the world looks as models of independence, never face

violent attack for carrying out their duties.

III.  Appropriations and Judicial Independence

Article IIT of our Constitution seeks to protect judicial independence by providing
that district and appellate judges serve during good behavior and receive “a
Compensation, which shall not be diminished during their Continuance in Office.” These
provisions alone, important as they are, cannot guarantee judicial independence, and a
strong and independent judiciary is not something that, once established, maintains itself.
It is instead a trust that every generation is called upon to preserve, and the values it
secures can be lost as readily through neglect as direct attack.

In recent years, the budget for the federal judiciary and the ever-lengthening

appropriations process have taken a toll on the operations of the courts. There are two
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areas of concern that have come to the fore and now warrant immediate attention and
action. The first may come as a surprise to many: unlike many other elements of the
federal government, the judiciary is required to pay a large and ever-increasing portion of
its budget as rent to another part of the government — the General Services
Administration (GSA). According to information compiled by the Administrative Office
of the U. S. Courts, while the judiciary spends almost sixteen percent of its total budget
on GSA rent — twenty-two percent of its “salaries and expenses” appropriations — only
three percent of the Department of Justice budget goes toward GSA rent, and the
Executive Branch as a whole spends less than two-tenths of one percent of its budget on
GSA rent. During fiscal year 2005, the judiciary paid $926 million to GSA in rent, even
though GSA’s actual cost for providing space to the judiciary was $426 million. The
disparity between the judiciary’s rent and that of other government agencies, and between
the cost to GSA of providing space and the amount charged to the judiciary, is unfair.
The federal judiciary cannot continue to serve as a profit center for GSA.

Escalating rents combined with across-the-board cuts imposed during fiscal years
2004 and 2005 resulted in a reduction of approximately 1,500 judicial branch employees
as of mid-December when compared to October 2003. We are grateful that our fiscal
year 2006 appropriation provides the judiciary with a 5.4 percent increase over fiscal year
2005. While this should allow the courts to restore some of these staffing losses, the
judiciary must still find a long-term solution to the problem of ever-increasing rent
payments that drain resources needed for the courts to fulfill their vital mission.

A more direct threat to judicial independence is the failure to raise judges’ pay. If

judges’ salaries are too low, judges effectively serve for a term dictated by their financial
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position rather than for life. Figures gathered by the Administrative Office show that
judges are leaving the bench in greater numbers now than ever before. In the 1960s, only
a handful of district and appellate court judges retired or resigned; since 1990, 92 judges
have left the bench. Of those, 21 left before reaching retirement age. Fifty-nine of them
stepped down to enter the private practice of law. In the past five years alone, 37 judges
have left the federal bench — nine of them in the last year.

There will always be a substantial difference in pay between successful
government and private sector lawyers. But if that difference remains too large — as it is
today — the judiciary will over time cease to be made up of a diverse group of the
Nation’s very best lawyers. Instead, it will come to be staffed by a combination of the
independently wealthy and those following a career path before becoming a judge
different from the practicing bar at large. Such a development would dramatically alter
the nature of the federal judiciary.

Chief Justice Rehnquist wrote often about the need to raise judicial pay — going
so far as to say in his 2002 Year-End Report that he felt at risk of “beating a dead horse.”
Despite his entreaties, however, the situation has gotten worse, not better. According to
information gathered by the Administrative Office, the real pay of federal judges has
declined since 1969 by almost 24 percent, while the real pay of the average American
worker during that time has increased by over 15 percent.

Three years ago, in January 2003, the National Commission on the Public Service
concluded that “Congress should grant an immediate and significant increase in judicial,
executive and legislative salaries” and that “[i]ts first priority in doing so should be an

immediate and substantial increase in judicial salaries.” Yet no effective action has been
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taken to address this problem. I am not the first person to observe that the way judicial
and other high-level government salaries are set — allowing the salaries to stagnate until
large increases are required — simply does not work. And all those in public service
whose pay scales are tied to those of higher-level officials feel the pinch of compressed
salaries.

I understand that it is difficult for Congress to raise the salaries of federal judges,
especially in a tight budget climate. I also understand that it is the responsibility of
Congress to do difficult things when necessary to preserve our constitutional system. Our
system of justice suffers as the real salary of judges continues to decline. Every time an
experienced judge leaves the bench early, the judiciary suffers a real loss. Every time a
judge leaves the bench for a higher paying job, the independence fostered by life tenure is
weakened. Every time a potential nominee refuses to be considered, the pool of
candidates from which judges are selected narrows.

If Congress gave judges a raise of 30 percent tomorrow, judges would — after
adjusting for inflation — be making about what judges made in 1969. This is not fair to
our Nation’s federal judges and should not be allowed to continue. Unfortunately, judges
do not have a natural constituency to argue on their behalf. They do not serve a particular
group, and courts — by their very design — often have to render unpopular decisions.
Judges must rely on the Congress and the President to increase their pay.

The federal judiciary, as one of the three coordinate branches of government,
makes only modest requests of the other branches with respect to funding its vital mission
of preserving the rule of law under our Constitution. Those of us in the judiciary

understand the challenges our country faces and the many competing interests that must
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be balanced in funding our national priorities. But the courts play an essential role in
ensuring that we live in a society governed by the rule of law, including the
Constitution’s guarantees of individual liberty. In order to preserve the independence of
our courts, we must ensure that the judiciary is provided the tools to do its job.

A New Year inevitably kindles fresh hope. In the coming year, the men and
women of the federal judiciary will faithfully discharge their heavy responsibility of
ensuring equal justice under law. The other two branches of government can aid us in
that effort by, first, enacting a significant pay raise for federal judges, and, second,
eliminating or at least sharply lowering the courthouse rent that the judiciary is required
to pay GSA. These two steps — whose budgetary impact would be vanishingly small —
would go a long way toward maintaining a strong and independent federal judiciary with

the resources to administer justice efficiently and fairly. And that is priceless.

IV.  In Memoriam

On September third, the Nation lost a distinguished and dedicated public servant,
and we in the judiciary lost a good friend and colleague. William H. Rehnquist led the
Third Branch of our government for almost 19 years. He will be counted by history —
an avocation to which he offered four books of his own — as among the handful of great
Chief Justices of the United States. For the many of us both within and outside the
judiciary who were fortunate enough to know him personally, he will always be

remembered as a fair, thoughtful, and decent man.

V. Conclusion
I want to thank the judges and court staff throughout the country for their
continued hard work and dedication to our common calling over the past year. I extend

to all my wish for a Happy New Year.
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Appendix

Workload of the Courts

The Supreme Court of the United States

The total number of case filings in the Supreme Court decreased from 7,814 in the
2003 Term to 7,496 in the 2004 Term — a decrease of 4.1 percent. Filings in the Court’s
in forma pauperis docket decreased from 6,092 to 5,755 — a 5.5 percent decline. The
Court’s paid docket increased by 19 cases, from 1,722 to 1,741 — a 1.1 percent
increase. During the 2004 Term, 87 cases were argued and 85 were disposed of in 74
signed opinions, compared to 91 cases argued and 89 disposed of in 73 signed opinions in
the 2003 Term. No cases from the 2004 Term were scheduled for reargument in the 2005
Term.

The Federal Courts’ Caseload

Filings in the U.S. bankruptcy courts surged to an all-time record during 2005,
rising 10 percent to 1,782,643." This growth stemmed from the passage of the
Bankruptcy Abuse Prevention and Consumer Protection Act of 2005. Appeals

also reached new levels due in part to a surge in criminal appeals and prisoner

' Nonbusiness filings increased 10 percent, and business petitions decreased 2
percent. While chapter 7 and chapter 12 filings grew 17 percent and 53 percent,
respectively, chapter 11 and chapter 13 filings dropped 36 percent and 6 percent,
respectively. The reduction in chapter 11 filings represented a return to a more typical
level after last year’s 220 percent rise in chapter 11 petitions filed in the Southern District
of New York. Bankruptcy filings have soared 60 percent over the last 10 years.
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petitions.” In contrast, district court civil filings declined by 10 percent, primarily as

a result of decreases in federal question filings and diversity of citizenship cases.’

? Filings in the regional courts of appeals rose 9 percent to an all-time high of
68,473, marking the 10th consecutive record-breaking year and the 11th successive year
of growth. This increase stemmed from upswings in criminal appeals, original
proceedings, and prisoner petitions following the U.S. Supreme Court’s decisions in
Blakely v. Washington, 542 U.S. 296 (2004) and U.S. v. Booker, 543 U.S. 220 (2005),
and from continued growth in appeals of administrative agency decisions involving the
Board of Immigration Appeals (BIA). As large as the increase is, it would have been
higher had not the Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit’s operations been affected by
Hurricane Katrina. That court’s data include 92 appeals filings for the month of
September, significantly lower than the 700 to 1,000 it reported for each month from
October 2004 to August 2005. Nationwide, criminal appeals rose 28 percent to 16,060.
The largest increases were in cases involving drugs (up 31 percent to 6,099), immigration
(up 55 percent to 2,896), firearms and explosives (up 23 percent to 2,505), and property
(up 15 percent to 1,967). Administrative agency appeals rose 12 percent to 13,713,
primarily due to challenges to BIA decisions, which began rising in 2002. Appeals
filings have increased 32 percent since 1996.

3 Specifically, total federal question filings dropped 16 percent because of the
substantial decline in filings (19,630 cases) in the District of South Carolina. In the
previous year, an abnormally high number of cases related to personal property financial
investments were filed in this district. Federal question filings related to civil rights also
fell last year, declining by 10 percent. Most of these cases involved employment issues
and other types of civil rights issues.

Total diversity of citizenship filings dropped 8 percent, mainly as a result of a 15
percent decrease in personal injury/product liability filings. The District of Minnesota
reported a large drop in cases involving the anticholesterol drug Baycol. The Central
District of California reported declines in multidistrict litigation cases involving both
hormone replacement therapy medication and diet drugs. The Northern District of Ohio
saw a major decrease in filings in multidistrict litigation cases which addressed claims of
injuries caused by welding rods containing manganese.

Filings with the United States as plaintiff or defendant rose 8 percent. Cases with
the United States as defendant climbed 9 percent, mainly as a result of a 29 percent jump
in prisoner petitions. Especially significant was the 45 percent rise in motions to vacate
sentence. In addition, federal habeas corpus prisoner petitions increased 16 percent.
Increases in both motions to vacate sentence and federal habeas corpus prisoner petitions
are, in part, related to the Booker decision. Filings related to the recovery of defaulted
student loans and drug-related seizures of property increased 18 percent and 6 percent,
respectively.

Over the past 10 years, civil filings have declined 6 percent, mostly as a result of
decreases in prisoner petitions, civil rights employment cases, and personal
injury/product liability cases.
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Criminal filings dropped by a small amount,” as did the number of defendants in cases
activated by pretrial services.” Persons under postconviction supervision remained stable

at 112,931.°

4 Criminal case filings declined 2 percent to 69,575, and defendants in these cases
declined one percent to 92,226. This drop was likely attributable in part to the effects of
Hurricane Katrina. After Katrina, district courts in the Fifth and Eleventh Circuits
reported fewer cases than normal. The decrease in filings in 2005 lowered the cases per
authorized judgeship from 105 to 102. The median case disposition time for defendants
rose from 6.2 months in 2004 to 6.8 months in 2005, as courts took longer to process
post-Booker cases.

Overall drug cases declined 1 percent to 18,198; the numbers of defendants,
however, rose 1 percent to 32,637. Immigration filings rose less than 1 percent, but,
nonetheless, stood at record high levels of 17,134 cases and 18,322 defendants.
Prosecution of sex offenses rose 9 percent to 1,779 cases, primarily due to an increase in
filings of sexually explicit material cases. The criminal filing category with the largest
numeric increase was non-marijuana drug filings, as cases went up 5 percent to 13,102
and defendants climbed 6 percent to 25,121. Firearms and explosives cases declined 4
percent to 9,207 cases. This year’s decrease was the first since 1996, a period during
which criminal case filings grew 45 percent.

> The number of defendants in pretrial services system cases opened in 2005,
including pretrial diversion cases, fell less than 1 percent to 99,365. Nevertheless,
pretrial services officers prepared 1 percent more pretrial reports, and the number of
defendants interviewed increased 2 percent. In conjunction with all pretrial services
cases closed during the year, a total of 231,060 pretrial hearings were held, an increase
of 4 percent over the total in 2004. During the past 10 years, cases activated in the
pretrial services system have increased 52 percent.

% Persons serving terms of supervised release following their release from prison
totaled 82,832 on September 30, 2005, and they constituted 73 percent of all persons
under postconviction supervision. The number of individuals on parole declined 5
percent to 2,778 and made up only 2 percent of those under supervision. The number of
persons on probation declined 8 percent to 26,554, due to a continuing drop in the
imposition of sentences of probation by both district judges and magistrate judges. Of
the 112,931 persons under postconviction supervision, 44 percent had been convicted of a
drug-related offense, the same as one year ago. There are now 27 percent more persons
under postconviction supervision than there were in 1996.
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2006 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary

Between December 19 and January 8 there are 32 college bowl
games—but only one Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary. I once
asked my predecessor, Chief Justice William H. Rehnquist, why he released
this annual report on the state of the federal courts on New Year’s Day. He
explained that it was difficult to get people to focus on the needs of the
judiciary and January 1 was historically a slow news day—a day on which
the concerns of the courts just might get noticed.

This is my second annual report on the judiciary, and in it [ am going
to discuss only one issue—in an effort to increase even more the chances
that people will take notice. That is important because the issue has been
ignored far too long and has now reached the level of a constitutional crisis
that threatens to undermine the strength and independence of the federal
judiciary.

I am talking about the failure to raise judicial pay. This is usually the
point at which many will put down the annual report and return to the Rose

Bowl, but bear with me long enough to consider just three very revealing
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charts prepared by the Administrative Office of the United States Courts.
The first shows that, in 1969, federal district judges made 21% more than the

dean at a top law school and 43% more than its senior law professors.

Today, federal district judges are paid substantially less than—about half—
what the deans and senior law professors at top schools are paid. See, e.g.,
Report of the National Commission on the Public Service, URGENT
BUSINESS FOR AMERICA: REVITALIZING THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT FOR THE
21°" CENTURY 22-23 (January 2003) (the Volcker Commission Report). (We
do not even talk about comparisons with the practicing bar anymore.
Beginning lawyers fresh out of law school in some cities will earn more in
their first year than the most experienced federal district judges before

whom those lawyers hope to practice some day.)
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The next chart shows how federal judges have fared compared not to
those in the legal profession, but to U.S. workers in general. Adjusted for
inflation, the average U.S. worker’s wages have risen 17.8% in real terms

since 1969. Federal judicial pay has declined 23.9%—creating a 41.7% gap.

Some of you may be thinking—*“So what? We are still able to find
lawyers who want to be judges.” But look at the next and last chart. An
important change is taking place in where judges come from—particularly
trial judges. In the Eisenhower Administration, roughly 65% came from the
practicing bar, with 35% from the public sector. Today the numbers are
about reversed—roughly 60% from the public sector, less than 40% from

private practice. It changes the nature of the federal judiciary when judges
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are no longer drawn primarily from among the best lawyers in the practicing

bar.

This is not the first time this issue has been raised in one of these
annual reports. Twenty years ago Chief Justice William H. Rehnquist
submitted his first year-end report. He specifically focused on the
inadequacy of judicial compensation. He pointed out that Congress had
failed, over a period of nearly two decades, to provide judges with salaries
commensurate with increases in the cost of living and the importance of
their responsibilities. Chief Justice Rehnquist emphasized that, because a
capable and qualified federal judiciary is essential to the proper functioning
of our system of government, judicial compensation is critically important to

the country as a whole. Congress responded to these arguments through the

yre:112



Ethics Reform Act of 1989, Pub. L. No. 101-94, 103 Stat. 1716 (1989),
which provided for a phased-in adjustment that helped to make up for the
previous years of salary erosion. However, the mechanisms set up in that
Act to prevent future salary erosion have failed, and judicial salaries have
continued to fall further and further behind the cost of living.

In the face of continuing congressional inaction to fix these problems,
the late Chief returned to this subject again and again in his year-end reports.
Sixteen years later, Congress has still not enacted a salary increase,
providing instead only occasional and modest cost-of-living adjustments. A
bad situation once again has reached the level of a crisis.

As Chief Justice Rehnquist observed, federal judges willingly make a
number of sacrifices as a part of judicial life. They accept difficult work,
public criticism, even threats to personal safety. Federal judges, who have
historically been leaders of the bar before joining the bench, do not expect to
receive salaries commensurate with what they could easily earn in private
practice. They can rightly expect, however, to be treated more fairly than
they have been. Judges, who have the obligation to make decisions without
regard to public favor and who must frequently make unpopular decisions,
have no constituency in Congress to voice their concerns. They must rely on

fact, equity, and reason to speak on their behalf. Those considerations make
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clear that the time is ripe for our Nation’s judges to receive a substantial
salary increase.

Congressional inaction in the face of this situation is grievously
unfair. Since Chief Justice Rehnquist first called for a pay raise twenty years
ago, the decline in real compensation has continued. Judges who willingly
make substantial sacrifices in support of public service are being asked to
bear unreasonable burdens. In the face of decades of congressional inaction,
many judges who must attend to their families and futures have no realistic
choice except to retire from judicial service and return to private practice.
The numbers are sobering. In the past six years, 38 judges have left the
federal bench, including 17 in the last two years. If judicial appointment
ceases to be the capstone of a distinguished career and instead becomes a
stepping stone to a lucrative position in private practice, the Framers’ goal of
a truly independent judiciary will be placed in serious jeopardy.

Inadequate compensation directly threatens the viability of life tenure,
and if tenure in office is made uncertain, the strength and independence
judges need to uphold the rule of law—even when it is unpopular to do so—
will be seriously eroded. And as Alexander Hamilton explained, “[t]he
independence of the judges once destroyed, the constitution is gone, it is a

dead letter; it is a vapor which the breath of faction in a moment may
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dissipate.” Commercial Advertiser (Feb. 26, 1802) (reprinted in The Papers
of Alexander Hamilton, Volume XXV 525 (Columbia University Press
1977).

The American people and their government have a profound stake in
the quality of the judiciary. The dramatic erosion of judicial compensation
will inevitably result in a decline in the quality of persons willing to accept a
lifetime appointment as a federal judge. Our judiciary will not properly
serve its constitutional role if it is restricted to (1) persons so wealthy that
they can afford to be indifferent to the level of judicial compensation, or
(2) people for whom the judicial salary represents a pay increase. Do not get
me wrong—there are very good judges in both of those categories. But a
judiciary drawn more and more from only those categories would not be the
sort of judiciary on which we have historically depended to protect the rule
of law in this country.

We are at the point where reason commands action. The National
Commission on the Public Service described judicial pay as “the most
egregious example of the failure of federal compensation policies” and
unambiguously recommended, four years ago, that Congress enact ‘“an
immediate and substantial increase in judicial salaries.”  Volcker

Commission Report 22. The budgetary cost of that action is miniscule in
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proportion to its value in preserving the strong and independent judiciary
that is vital to our constitutional structure. No doubt a judicial salary
increase would be unpopular in some quarters, but Congress—Ilike the
courts—must sometimes make decisions that are unpopular in the short term
to promote a greater long-term good. Congress has a constitutional
responsibility to do so.

I raised the issue of judicial compensation in my first year-end report.
Much of what I say in this report is not new. Nevertheless, I have no choice
but to highlight this issue because without fair judicial compensation we
cannot preserve the quality and independence of our judiciary, which is the
model for the world.

As we enter the new year, the federal judiciary remains strong, but it
needs the support of the coordinate branches if it is to maintain the strength
and independence it must have to fulfill its constitutional role. That is the
challenge for the coming year.

I thank the judges and court staff throughout the country for their
continued hard work and dedication. I am very grateful for the personal
sacrifices they and their families make every day. As Robert Frost reminded
us “from the heart,” we work as one, whether “together or apart.” I extend

to all best wishes for a Happy New Year.
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Appendix

Workload of the Courts

The Supreme Court of the United States

The total number of cases filed in the Supreme Court increased from
7,496 filings in the 2004 Term to 8,521 filings in the 2005 Term—an
increase of 13.7%. The number of cases filed in the Court’s in forma
pauperis docket increased from 5,755 filings in the 2004 Term to 6,846
filings in the 2005 Term—a 19% increase. The number of cases filed in the
Court’s paid docket decreased from 1,741 filings in the 2004 Term to 1,671
filings in the 2005 Term—a 4% decline. During the 2005 Term, 87 cases
were argued and 82 were disposed of in 69 signed opinions, compared to 87
cases argued and 85 disposed of in 74 signed opinions in the 2004 Term. No
cases from the 2005 Term were scheduled for reargument in the 2006 Term.

The Federal Courts of Appeals

The number of appeals filed in the regional courts of appeals in fiscal
year 2006 declined by 3% from the record level set in fiscal year 2005. The
courts of appeals received 66,618 filings. All categories of appeals, except
original proceedings, declined. Before 2006, the number of appellate filings
had declined only twice since 1959. The past year’s decline stemmed from

decreases in criminal appeals and federal prisoner petitions following the
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filing deadline for cases affected by the Supreme Court’s decision in United
States v. Booker, 543 U.S. 220 (2005), as well as a reduction in appeals from
administrative agency decisions involving the Board of Immigration
Appeals (BIA).

Nationwide, the number of criminal appeals dropped by 5% to 15,246
filings, after rising by 28% in 2005 in response to the Booker decision.
Despite that decline, the number of criminal appeals in 2006 surpassed by
more than 25% the number of filings in the years before the Court’s decision
in Blakely v. Washington, 542 U.S. 296 (2004). The number of
administrative agency appeals fell by 4% to 13,102 because of a reduction in
the number of cases that the BIA completed in 2005. Since 2002, the
number of BIA appeals has soared by 168%. The number of civil appeals
declined by 3% to 31,991 as the statute of limitations expired for the filing
of Booker-related habeas corpus petitions. The number of prisoner petitions
filed by state prisoners rose by 3% to 11,129 filings. The number of original
proceedings climbed by 9% to 5,458 filings, as prisoners continued to file
second or successive motions seeking permission to file habeas corpus
petitions. The courts of appeals continue to receive petitions from the
backlog of state prisoners affected by the Blakely decision, who must

exhaust their state court remedies before seeking relief in federal court.
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Despite the year’s overall decline, the total number of appeals increased by
16%, or 9,063 filings, from 2002 to 2006.

The Federal District Courts

Over the past five years, the number of civil cases filed in the United
States district courts has fallen by 6%, or 15,300 cases. The decline has
occurred primarily in cases involving civil rights, personal injury, and Social
Security claims.

Nevertheless, the number of civil cases filed in 2006 increased by 2%
to a total of 259,541 cases. That growth occurred primarily because of a
sharp jump in asbestos-related diversity cases in the Eastern District of
Pennsylvania. Excluding those filings, civil cases declined by 4% from
2005 to 2006, as federal question cases involving prisoner petitions and civil
rights dropped significantly. The national median time from filing of a civil
case to its disposition was 8.3 months, which reflected a decline from the
9.5-month median period in 2005.

The increase in asbestos-related diversity cases in the Eastern District
of Pennsylvania resulted in a 29% increase in the national figure for
diversity of citizenship cases, totaling 18,179 cases. Cases in which the
United States was a plaintiff or defendant declined by 15% to 44,294 cases,

while those in which the United States was a defendant fell by 17%. The
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latter number declined because federal prisoner petitions decreased by 33%
(down by 5,978 cases) as filings returned to levels consistent with the
number of petitions filed before the Supreme Court’s decision in Booker.

The number of criminal cases filed in 2006 decreased by 4% to
66,860 cases and 88,216 defendants. The decline stemmed from shifts in
priorities of the United States Department of Justice, which directed more of
its resources toward combating terrorism. The number of criminal cases
filed in 2006 is similar to the number of cases filed in 2002, when criminal
case filings jumped by 7% following the terrorist attacks on September 11,
2001. Although the number of criminal case filings declined in 2006, the
median time for case disposition for defendants climbed from 6.8 months in
2005 to 7.1 months in 2006. The median time period, which was 27 days
longer than in 2004, reflected an increase in the time that courts needed to
process post-Booker cases.

The number of drug-related criminal cases decreased by 4% to 17,429
filings. The number of defendants charged with drug crimes fell by 6% to
30,567 individuals. The number of immigration-related criminal cases,
which rose to record levels in 2005, declined by 5% to 16,353 cases. The
number of defendants charged in those cases decreased by 4% to 17,651

individuals. Most of the decline in immigration-related criminal cases is
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attributable to a decline in cases charging offenses involving improper first-
time entry. Sex-related criminal cases climbed by 6% to 1,885 filings, and
the number of defendants charged in those cases increased by 8% to 1,975
individuals.  Criminal cases involving firearms and explosives cases
declined by 6% to 8,678 filings, and the number of defendants charged in
those cases dropped 5% to 9,800 individuals. For the second consecutive
year, the number of criminal cases declined. The number of cases had risen
in nine of the previous ten years.

The Bankruptcy Courts

The number of filings in the United States bankruptcy courts fell from
1,782,643 cases in 2005 to 1,112,542 cases in 2006. The past year’s
number, which reflects the lowest number of bankruptcy cases filed since
1996, was 38% below the record number in 2005, when filings soared as
debtors rushed to file before the October 17, 2005, implementation date of
the Bankruptcy Abuse Prevention and Consumer Protection Act of 2005.
The 2005 surge in filings accelerated until the implementation date, and
more than half of the total 2006 filings occurred in the first month of the
fiscal year. Non-business filings dropped by 38%, and business petitions fell

by 20%. Chapter 7 and chapter 13 filings declined by 38% and 36%,
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respectively, and chapter 11 filings dropped by 10%. Chapter 12 filings rose
by 3%, reflecting 12 more filings than the previous year.

Pretrial Services

The number of defendants activated in pretrial services, including
pretrial diversion cases, dropped by nearly 3% from 99,365 cases in 2005 to
96,479 cases in 2006. As a result, the number of pretrial services reports
prepared by Pretrial Services officers declined by more than 2%. The
number of cases opened in 2006, including pretrial diversion cases, was
nearly 6% greater than the 91,314 cases opened in 2002. During that same
period, the number of persons interviewed grew by 1% from 63,528 to
64,018 individuals.

Post-Conviction Supervision

The number of persons under post-conviction supervision in 2006
increased by less than 1% to 114,002 individuals. As of September 30,
2006, the number of persons serving terms of supervised release after their
release from a correctional institution totaled 85,729 individuals. That
number constituted 75% of all persons under post-conviction supervision,
compared to 73% in the previous year. Persons on parole declined by nearly
10% from 3,183 individuals in 2005 to 2,876 individuals in 2006. The

parole cases accounted for less than 3% of post-conviction cases. Because
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of a continuing decline in the imposition of sentences of probation by both
district court judges and magistrate judges, the number of persons on
probation decreased by 5% to 25,178 individuals. That figure represented
22% of all persons under post-conviction supervision. Proportionately, the
number of individuals under post-conviction supervision for a drug-related
offense remained unchanged from a year ago at 44%.

From 2002 to 2006, the number of persons under post-conviction
supervision grew by 5%, an increase of 5,210 individuals. The number of
persons released from correctional institutions who served terms of

supervised release increased by 17% over the same time period.
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2007 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary

On a warm and sunny Wednesday in September of the past year, a
Russian judge, accompanied by a fellow Russian and two American judges,
walked among the white headstones of Arlington National Cemetery. Like
other visitors, the Russian judge came to pay his respects and lay a wreath at
one of the markers. And like others navigating the solemn rows of white
stones, he and his companions asked for directions from fellow visitors. A
teacher leading a group of school children offered to help, and she led the
judge to the grave of a former Army private who had served his country in
World War Il and again in later life.

The teacher asked the Russian judge, through an interpreter, why he
wished to honor the memory of William H. Rehnquist. The judge,

Justice Yuriy lIvanovich Sidorenko of the Supreme Court of the Russian
Federation, explained that, in Chief Justice Rehnquist’s later years, they had
become friends. The teacher remarked that she did not know much about
our former Chief Justice, and she invited Justice Sidorenko to speak to her

students about their friendship. Standing near the Chief Justice’s headstone,
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Justice Sidorenko provided an impromptu and personal insight into their
shared interest in the rule of law. He expressed his admiration for our late
Chief and described how the American jurist had provided advice and
encouragement to Russian judges as they took up the challenge of reforming
their judiciary in the post-Soviet era.

During his September visit, Justice Sidorenko expressed similar
sentiments in a private meeting with my colleagues and me. He recalled
how, when they first met in 2002, Chief Justice Rehnquist had noted his
Swedish heritage. They discussed the 1709 Battle of Poltava, where
Peter the Great of Russia won a decisive victory over invading Swedish
forces. Justice Sidorenko recounted how, when he later encountered
difficulties with the Russian legislature in achieving judicial reforms
inspired by the example of American courts, the Chief Justice sent him a
handwritten note of encouragement: “Remember Poltava.”

Few could have imagined these episodes a mere 25 years ago.

Justice Sidorenko’s words are poignant, but his actions in seeking to reform
the Russian judiciary reflect a more fundamental truth that should resonate
with all Americans: When foreign nations discard despotism and undertake
to reform their judicial systems, they look to the United States Judiciary as

the model for securing the rule of law.
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In recent years, even mature democracies with established traditions
have modified their judicial systems to incorporate American principles and
practices. For example, Great Britain, which exported its common law
system to the American colonies some 400 years ago, has recently imported
the distinctly American concept of separation of powers. It has transferred
the House of Lords’ judicial review functions to an independent Supreme
Court. Japan has adopted trial procedures inspired by American jury
practice, while South Korea is increasingly employing American-style oral
advocacy in its judicial review proceedings. But perhaps most important,
our federal courts provide the benchmark for emerging democracies that
seek to structure their judicial systems to protect basic rights that Americans
have long enjoyed as the norm.

Most Americans are far too busy to spend much time pondering the
role of the United States Judiciary—they simply and understandably expect
the court system to work. But as we begin the New Year, | ask a moment’s
reflection on how our country might look in the absence of a skilled and
independent Judiciary. We do not need to look far beyond our borders, or
beyond the front page of any newspaper, to see what is at stake. More than
two hundred years after the American Revolution, much of the world

remains subject to judicial systems that provide doubtful opportunities for
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challenging government action as contrary to law, or receiving a fair
adjudication of criminal charges, or securing a fair remedy for wrongful
injury, or protecting rights in property, or obtaining an impartial resolution
of a commercial dispute. Many foreign judges cannot exercise independent
judgment on matters of law without fear of reprisal or removal.

Americans should take enormous pride in our judicial system. But
there is no cause for complacency. Our judicial system inspires the world
because of the commitment of each new generation of judges who build
upon the vision and accomplishments of those who came before. | am
committed to continuing three of my predecessor’s important but unfinished
initiatives to maintain the quality of our courts.

First, I will carry on the efforts to improve communications with the
Executive and Legislative Branches of government. The Constitution’s
provision for three separate but coordinate Branches envisions that the
Branches will communicate through appropriate means on administrative
matters of common concern. Each has a valuable perspective on the other.
The Branches already engage in constructive dialogue through a number of
familiar forums, including the Judicial Conference, congressional hearings,
and advisory committee meetings. But the familiar avenues are not

necessarily the only ones.
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The Judiciary has a special interest, rooted in history, in improving
relations with the Legislative Branch. Until 1935, the Congress and the
Supreme Court were both housed in the Capitol, and it has been observed
that the sharing of common space encouraged mutual understanding, respect,
and collegiality even as the legislators and judges performed their distinctly
different responsibilities. 1 am assured that my colleagues are happy in our
separate building and not inclined to move back to the Capitol (even were
we invited), so | have asked the Administrative Office of the United States
Courts to consider other opportunities for improving inter-Branch
communication and cooperation. The separate Branches may not always
agree on matters of mutual interest, but each should strive, through
respectful exchange of insights and ideas, to know and appreciate where the
others stand.

Second, | share my predecessor’s view that the Judiciary must
relentlessly ensure that federal judges maintain the highest standards of
integrity. Federal judges hold a position of public trust, and the public has a
right to demand that they adhere to a demanding code of conduct. The
overwhelming majority do. But for those who do not, the Judiciary must
take appropriate action. Last year, a study committee commissioned by the

former Chief Justice and chaired by Associate Justice Stephen Breyer issued

yre:128



a Report on the Implementation of the Judicial Conduct and Disability Act
of 1980. While the study committee found that, overall, the Judiciary does
an excellent job of handling complaints about judges, it also found that there
remains room for improvement. The Judicial Conference has implemented
eight of the twelve recommendations in the Report, and the remaining four
will be considered at the Conference’s next meeting.

James Madison observed in Federalist No. 51 that, if men were
angels, there would be no need for government. Likewise, if judges were
beyond imperfection, there would be no need for judicial discipline
procedures. History and human nature teach that the Judiciary must be
continually vigilant in maintaining the high standards of judicial office.
When entertaining a complaint about a judge, the Judiciary must apply the
same qualities of reason, impartiality, and wisdom that epitomize the judicial
process. The Judiciary cannot tolerate misconduct. The public rightly
expects the Judiciary to be fair but firm in policing its own.

Finally, I am resolved to continue Chief Justice Rehnquist’s twenty-
year pursuit of equitable salaries for federal judges. Over the past year,
congressional leaders and a wide range of groups that value a capable and
independent Judiciary have made progress on this matter. The House

Judiciary Committee passed a bill by an overwhelming bipartisan vote of 28
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to five that would help reverse the steady erosion of judicial salaries since
1969, the benchmark year that Congress has utilized in recent years for
assessing federal pay levels. The bill would restore judicial pay to the same
level that judges would have received if Congress had granted them the
same cost-of-living pay adjustments that other federal employees have
received since 1989—not a full restoration but a significant one. The Senate
Judiciary Committee was considering a similar bill when the 2007 Session
ended. We are grateful for the continuing support of the bipartisan
leadership in both the House and the Senate, as well as the support of the
President, on this vital legislation. The legislation reflects a commitment on
the part of the Legislative and Executive Branches to carry out their
constitutional responsibilities with respect to the Judicial Branch, and | urge
prompt passage as a first order of business in the new session.

The pending legislation strikes a reasonable compromise for the
dedicated federal judges who, year after year, have discharged their
Important duties for steadily eroding real pay. This salary restoration
legislation is vital now that the denial of annual increases over the years has
left federal trial judges—the backbone of our system of justice—earning
about the same as (and in some cases less than) first-year lawyers at firms in

major cities, where many of the judges are located.
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I do not need to rehearse the compelling arguments in favor of this
legislation. They have already been made by distinguished jurists, lawyers,
and economists in congressional hearings, letters, and editorials—and
seconded by a broad spectrum of commercial, governmental, and public
interest organizations that appear as litigants before the courts. | simply ask
once again for a moment’s reflection on how America would look in the
absence of a skilled and independent Judiciary. Consider the critical role of
our courts in preserving individual liberty, promoting commerce, protecting
property, and ensuring that every person who appears in an American court
can expect fair and impartial justice. The cost of this long overdue
legislation—Iess than .004% of the annual federal budget—is miniscule in
comparison to what is at stake.

In closing, | thank the judges and court staff throughout the Nation for
their continued hard work and dedication. | am grateful for the personal
sacrifices they and their families make every day. As we face the challenges
of the coming year, | offer this note of encouragement: Remember
Philadelphia. On a daily basis, you are continuing our Founders’ profound
commitment to posterity made in that city with the promulgation of our

Constitution 220 years ago.

yre:131



Appendix

Workload of the Courts

The Supreme Court of the United States

The total number of cases filed in the Supreme Court increased from
8,521 filings in the 2005 Term to 8,857 filings in the 2006 Term—an
increase of 4%. The number of cases filed in the Court’s in forma pauperis
docket increased from 6,846 filings in the 2005 Term to 7,132 filings in the
2006 Term—also a 4% increase. The number of cases filed in the Court’s
paid docket increased from 1,671 filings in the 2005 Term to 1,723 filings in
the 2006 Term—a 3% increase. During the 2006 Term, 78 cases were
argued and 74 were disposed of in 67 signed opinions, compared to 87 cases
argued and 82 disposed of in 69 signed opinions in the 2005 Term. No cases
from the 2006 Term were scheduled for reargument in the 2007 Term.

The Federal Courts of Appeals

The number of appeals filed in the regional courts of appeals in fiscal
year 2007 decreased by 12% to 58,410. All categories of appeals, except
bankruptcy appeals, fell. The decline of the past two years was the result of
a reduction in appeals from administrative agency decisions involving the
Board of Immigration Appeals (BIA), as well as decreases in criminal

appeals and federal prisoner petitions brought about by the Supreme Court’s
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decision in United States v. Booker, 543 U.S. 220 (2005). The decline is the
second successive drop after the record level set in fiscal year 2005.

Across the nation, the number of criminal appeals dropped by 14% to
13,167 filings, approaching levels that existed before criminal appeals
soared in response to the decision in Booker. The number of administrative
agency appeals fell by 21% to 10,382, because of a reduction in the number
of cases that the BIA completed in 2006. However, this drop has occurred
in the context of a BIA caseload that reached a record level in 2005, and had
expanded more than fourfold between 2001 and 2007. The number of civil
appeals declined by 5% to 30,241. The overall number of prisoner petitions
decreased by 8% to 15,472 filings, as filings by state prisoners declined.
The number of original proceedings fell by 31% to 3,775 filings. This
decline primarily stemmed from a reduction in filings of second or
successive motions for permission to seek habeas corpus relief, which fell to
levels similar to those reached before Booker.

The Federal District Courts

Civil filings in the U.S. district courts remained relatively stable,
falling less than 1%, or 2,034 cases, to 257,507. Diversity of citizenship
filings were chiefly responsible for this small decline as the number of cases

in this category dropped by 7,751 or 10%. Diversity of citizenship filings
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were, in turn, disproportionately affected by a decrease of more than 11,000
personal injury cases related to asbestos and diet drugs in the Eastern
District of Pennsylvania.

Federal question filings grew 3% to 139,424 due to cases arising from
personal injury, labor law, and contract disputes. The Southern District of
New York reported an influx of more than 6,500 personal injury filings
related to the terrorist attacks in New York City on September 11, 2001, and
the Middle District of Florida had over 6,200 personal injury/product
liability filings under multidistrict litigation number 1769, which involves
claims that the antipsychotic drug Seroquel caused diabetes-related injuries.
Labor law cases grew 13%, largely because of more than 2,400 Fair Labor
Standards Act cases filed in the Northern District of Alabama. The plaintiffs
In these cases allege unfair labor practices by a department store in that
region.

Filings with the United States as plaintiff or defendant increased 3%
(up 1,170 cases) to 45,464. Cases with the United States as defendant rose
2% (up 863 cases), as filings of statutory actions related to consumer credit
increased 55%. Cases with the United States as plaintiff increased mostly as
a result of a 12% (up 273 filings) rise in defaulted student loan cases. The

national median time from filing to disposition for civil cases was
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9.6 months, up more than 1 month from 8.3 months in 2006. This increase

resulted from the disposition of more than 6,300 oil refinery explosion cases

in the Middle District of Louisiana that have been pending more than three
years.

The number of criminal cases filed in 2007 rose by 2% to 68,413
cases, and defendants in these cases increased 1% to 89,306. The median

case disposition time for defendants declined slightly from 7.1 months in

2006 to 7.0 months in 2007, yet this disposition time remains 21 days longer

than in 2004, an indication of the time that courts have needed to process
post-Booker cases.

Property offense cases grew 7% to 12,621, and defendants in such
cases rose 6% to 16,277. Fraud cases rose 13% to 8,101, and fraud
defendants climbed 10% to 10,804. Immigration filings increased 2% to
16,722 cases and 17,948 defendants. The charge of improper reentry by an
alien accounted for 74% of all immigration cases. Sex offense filings
jumped 31% to 2,460 cases, and defendants in such cases climbed 30% to
2,572. The growth in sex offense filings stemmed primarily from filings
related to sexually explicit materials, and to a lesser degree, from all other
sex offenses. Traffic offense filings for both cases and defendants jumped

22% to 4,427 and 4,429, respectively. Drug cases dropped 2% to 17,046,
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and defendants charged with drug crimes fell 2% to 29,885. Filings of drug
cases and defendants declined as filings associated with non-marijuana drugs
fell.

The Bankruptcy Courts

Filings in the U.S. bankruptcy courts fell 28% from 1,112,542 in 2006
to 801,269 in 2007. This is the lowest number of bankruptcy cases filed
since 1990, and is 55% below the record number of filings in 2005, when
filings soared as debtors rushed to file before the October 17 implementation
date of the Bankruptcy Abuse Prevention and Consumer Protection Act of
2005. Nonbusiness filings dropped 29%, and business petitions fell 5%.
Chapter 13 filings rose 14%, while filings under Chapter 7, Chapter 11, and
Chapter 12 fell 42%, 2%, and 4%, respectively.

Pretrial Services

The number of defendants activated in pretrial services, including
pretrial diversion cases, rose by nearly 2% from 96,479 in 2006 to 97,905 in
2007. As aresult, the number of pretrial services reports prepared by
Pretrial Services officers increased by 2%. The number of cases opened in
2007, inclusive of pretrial diversion cases, was less than 1% greater than the
97,317 opened in 2003. During that same period, the number of persons

interviewed decreased nearly 4% from 66,824 individuals to 64,099.
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Post-Conviction Supervision

The number of persons under post-conviction supervision in 2007
increased by 2% to 116,221 individuals. As of September 30, 2007, the
number of individuals serving terms of supervised release after their release
from a correctional institution totaled 89,497 and constituted 77% of all
persons under post-conviction supervision. During the previous year,
persons serving terms of supervised release were 75% of all those under
post-conviction supervision. Persons on parole fell more than 10%, from
2,876 individuals in 2006 to 2,575 individuals in 2007. Parole cases now
account for less than 2% of post-conviction cases. Because of a continuing
decline in the imposition of sentences of probation by both district court
judges and magistrate judges, the number of persons on probation decreased
by 5% to 23,974 individuals. That figure represented 21% of all persons
under post-conviction supervision. Proportionately, the number of
individuals under post-conviction supervision for a drug related offense
remained unchanged from a year ago at 44%.

From 2003 to 2007, the number of persons under post-conviction
supervision grew by 5%, an increase of 5,600 individuals. The number of
persons released from correctional institutions who served terms of

supervised release increased by 18% over the same time period.
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This past November, the Smithsonian Institution completed an
acclaimed renovation of its National Museum of American History, which
houses many of our Nation’s most treasured historical artifacts. The
highlight for many visitors is the Star-Spangled Banner Gallery, which
provides a permanent home for the garrison flag that flew over Fort
McHenry on the morning of September 14, 1814. The appearance of the
flag at dawn marked the success of American soldiers in repulsing a British
attack during the War of 1812 and inspired Francis Scott Key to compose
the song that has become our national anthem.

The Smithsonian Institution has painstakingly preserved this fragile
flag. It lies solemnly unfurled behind a glass wall in a darkened
conservation chamber. The flag bears scars from the pitched battle, but it
also shows blemishes, regrettably, from later neglect. The stripes are frayed,
the canton is worn, and one of its fifteen stars has gone missing. Souvenir

collectors during the nineteenth century snipped away fabric from its edges.
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This tattered flag nevertheless inspires deep reverence. Why? Because it
speaks eloquently to the sacrifices of every American who has contributed to
the preservation of the United States.

Our country wisely preserves and maintains its national symbols. As
citizens, we should strive with no less determination and vigor to preserve
and maintain what our flag signifies and our anthem celebrates. The
Constitution that secures the freedoms we hold dear endures not only
because it enables self-government, but also because individuals come
forward to participate in the function of governing, through voting and jury
duty, through military and civilian service, and through elected and
appointed office. A great government depends on all its citizens to
contribute their talents and ideals in response to their Nation’s call.

The Judiciary depends on such people, who have made American
courts the envy of the world and the model for new democracies. As I have
previously pointed out, however, widespread esteem is no reason for
complacency. In last year’s report, I identified my goals of strengthening
the Judiciary by promoting greater inter-Branch cooperation, maintaining
high standards of judicial conduct, and restoring fair compensation for

federal judges. This year, as the Nation faces severe economic strains, I
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would like to note briefly what the dedicated men and women in the
Judiciary are doing to control the costs of administering justice.

The Judiciary, including the Supreme Court, other federal courts, the
Administrative Office of the United States Courts, and the Federal Judicial
Center, received a total appropriation in fiscal year 2008 of $6.2 billion.
That represents a mere two-tenths of 1% of the United States’ total
$3 trillion budget. Two-tenths of 1%! That is all we ask for one of the three
branches of government—the one charged “to guard the Constitution and the
rights of individuals.” Alexander Hamilton, Federalist No. 78.

Despite the miniscule amount the Judiciary adds to the cost of
government, the courts have undertaken rigorous cost containment efforts, a
process begun four years ago, long before the current economic crisis. In
September 2004, the Judicial Conference—the judges who set policy for the
Judiciary—endorsed a cost-containment strategy that called for examining
more than fifty discrete operations for potential cost savings. My
predecessor, Chief Justice William H. Rehnquist, was well known for
insisting that the courts operate efficiently. The Judiciary nevertheless has
found new ways to achieve significant savings in three general areas: rent,

personnel, and information technology.
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The Judiciary has initiated a program to contain rent costs, which
accounted for about 19% of our 2004 budget. We first identified and
eliminated rental overcharges through an extensive audit of rent
expenditures. We then adopted growth caps, which will result in space
limitations for judicial personnel—including judges—and deferring new
construction. Those efforts have produced significant savings. In 2004, the
Judiciary estimated that it would devote $1.2 billion of its 2009 budget to
rent. The Judiciary now estimates its rent requirement will be $1.0 billion, a
17% reduction.

We have also examined ways to control the growth of personnel costs,
which accounted for 57% of the Judiciary’s 2004 budget. The majority of
the Judiciary’s personnel budget—nearly 90%—is for support staff,
including clerks, secretaries, and administrative personnel. The Judiciary
has revised the way it sets salaries for court employees to ensure that
compensation is not out of line with employee responsibilities, job skills,
and performance. The courts are continuously looking for other ways to do
more with less. For example, judges now employ not more than one career
law clerk to assist them with legal research and associated duties, where in
the past many judges employed two or even more. Judges instead are

making greater use of less experienced “term” law clerks who can provide
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useful service for one or two years at a lower cost. As additional measures,
the Administrative Office and the Federal Judicial Center instituted self-
imposed hiring freezes, trimmed budget requests, and voluntarily declined to
fill vacant positions to reduce expenses. In aggregate, those measures
should save as much as $300 million from 2009 through 2017.

The Judiciary is steeped in history, but not tied to the past: We have
increased efficiency through the use of information technology, which
accounted for 5% of the Judiciary’s 2004 budget. The courts now routinely
use computers to maintain court dockets, manage finances, and administer
employee compensation and benefits programs. The Judiciary has achieved
significant savings through more cost-effective approaches in deploying
those systems. For example, the courts have found that they can employ
new technology in tandem with improvements in their national data
communications network to consolidate local servers and other information
technology infrastructure. The Judiciary’s consolidation of its jury
management program resulted in a savings of $2.0 million in the first year
and an expected annual savings of $4.8 million through 2012. A similar
consolidation of the probation case management system is projected to save
$2.6 million over the same period. The Judiciary is currently undertaking a

consolidation of technology in its national accounting system, which is
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expected to achieve savings and cost avoidances totaling $55.4 million
through 2012. Those at the Office of Management and Budget or the
Congressional Budget Office may not be impressed by these numbers, but
don’t forget: The entire Judicial Branch accounts for only 0.2% of the
Nation’s budget. For us, these are real savings.

The Supreme Court itself has worked hard to contain costs, holding
back on requests for new funding until absolutely necessary. For 2009, the
Court submitted a budget that called for no new spending and requested only
the standard, government-wide inflationary adjustments to its budget. The
Court’s personnel have kept an eagle eye on expenditures for an ongoing
building renovation—the first since the building was completed in 1935—to
update and repair antiquated systems and improve security. That renovation,
now expected to be completed in 2010, has fallen behind schedule. That
apparently is not unusual in Washington. But this project remains on budget
despite those setbacks—a welcome departure from the Washington norm.

As all these efforts illustrate, the Judiciary is committed to spending
its tiny share of the federal budget responsibly and will continue to make
sacrifices to contain the costs of administering justice. We have worked
amicably with our appropriators in Congress to achieve these results. But

the courts cannot preserve their vitality simply by following a non-fat
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regimen. The Judiciary must also continue to attract judges who are the best
of the best.

During these times, when the Nation faces pressing economic
problems, resulting in business failures, home foreclosures, and bankruptcy,
and when Congress is called upon to enact novel legislation to address those
challenges, the courts are a source of strength. They guarantee that those
who seek justice have access to a fair forum where all enter as equals and
disputes are resolved impartially under the rule of law.

The courts decide issues of momentous importance to the litigants and
to a broader community of persons affected by the outcomes of precedent-
setting decisions. The legal issues in today’s global, technology-driven
economy are increasingly complex, and judges must respond with wisdom
and skill acquired from study, reflection, and experience. If the Nation
wants to preserve the quality of American justice, the government must
attract and retain the finest legal minds, including accomplished lawyers
who are already in high demand, to join the bench as a lifelong calling.

I suspect many are tired of hearing it, and I know I am tired of saying
it, but I must make this plea again—Congress must provide judicial
compensation that keeps pace with inflation. Judges knew what the pay was

when they answered the call of public service. But they did not know that
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Congress would steadily erode that pay in real terms by repeatedly failing
over the years to provide even cost-of-living increases. Last year, Congress
fell just short of enacting legislation, reported out of both House and Senate
Committees on the Judiciary, that would have restored cost-of-living salary
adjustments that judges have been denied in past years. One year later,
Congress has still failed to complete action on that crucial remedial
legislation, despite strong bipartisan support and an aggregate cost that is
miniscule in relation to the national budget and the importance of the
Judiciary’s role. To make a bad situation worse, Congress failed, once
again, to provide federal judges an annual cost-of-living increase this year,
even though it provided one to every other federal employee, including
every Member of Congress. Congress’s inaction this year vividly illustrates
why judges’ salaries have declined in real terms over the past twenty years.
Our Judiciary remains strong, even in the face of Congress’s inaction,
because of the willingness of those in public service to make sacrifices for
the greater good. The Judiciary is resilient and can weather the occasional
neglect that is often the fate of those who quietly do their work. But the
Judiciary’s needs cannot be postponed indefinitely without damaging its
fabric. Given the Judiciary’s small cost, and its absolutely critical role in

protecting the Constitution and rights we enjoy, [ must renew the Judiciary’s
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modest petition: Simply provide cost-of-living increases that have been
unfairly denied! We have done our part—it is long past time for Congress to
do its.

[ am privileged and honored to be in a position to thank the judges and
court staff throughout the land for their continued hard work and dedication.
When our Nation’s flag is proudly raised above courthouse plazas across the
country each morning, these men and women once again take up the
responsibility of preserving the rule of law. They can claim common cause
with others in civilian and military service who, like the patriots at Fort
McHenry, are guardians of liberty.

Best wishes for the New Year.
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Appendix

Workload of the Courts

The Supreme Court of the United States

The total number of cases filed in the Supreme Court decreased from
8,857 filings in the 2006 Term to 8,241 filings in the 2007 Term—a decrease
of 7%. The number of cases filed in the Court’s in forma pauperis docket
decreased from 7,132 filings in the 2006 Term to 6,627 filings in the 2007
Term—also a 7% decrease. The number of cases filed in the Court’s paid
docket decreased from 1,723 filings in the 2006 Term to 1,614 filings in the
2007 Term—a 6% decrease. During the 2007 Term, 75 cases were argued
and 72 were disposed of in 67 signed opinions, compared to 78 cases argued
and 74 disposed of in 67 signed opinions in the 2006 Term. No cases from
the 2007 Term were scheduled for reargument in the 2008 Term.

The Federal Courts of Appeals

The number of appeals filed in the regional courts of appeals in fiscal
year 2008 rose by 5% to 61,104 filings. All categories of appeals increased
except bankruptcy appeals. After declining for two consecutive years,
administrative agency appeals grew by 12% to 11,583 filings, primarily
because challenges to the Board of Immigration Appeals decisions climbed

by 13% to 10,280 petitions for review.
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Criminal appeals rose by 4% to 13,667 filings. That increase stems
from sentencing appeals in non-marijuana drug cases. On November 1,
2007, the United States Sentencing Commission issued an amendment to its
sentencing guidelines that reduced the penalties for most crack cocaine
offenses and prompted numerous appeals. Civil appeals also increased by
4% to 31,454 filings. Prisoner petitions rose by 9% to 16,853 filings.
Overall, non-prisoner civil appeals dropped by 1% to 14,601 filings. Both
state and federal appeals in that category declined. Bankruptcy appeals fell
by 9% to 773 filings. The number of original proceedings in the appeals
courts decreased by 4% to 3,627 filings.

The Federal District Courts

Civil filings in the U.S. district courts increased by 4%, rising from
257,507 cases to 267,257 cases. Diversity of citizenship filings grew by
22%. Excluding the diversity filings, the number of civil cases decreased by
3% during fiscal year 2008. That decline reflects a reduction in federal
question cases involving personal injury, as well as cases involving labor
laws, protected property rights, and contracts.

The rise in diversity of citizenship filings, reflecting an increase of

15,838 cases, resulted primarily from the near doubling of personal injury
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cases related to asbestos and diet drugs in the Eastern District of
Pennsylvania.

Federal question case filings dropped by 3% to 134,582 cases.
Personal injury filings declined by 46% (down by more than 5,200 cases)
primarily as a result of large decreases in filings in the Southern District of
New York and the Northern District of Alabama. The Southern District of
New York, which in 2007 had reported a surge of more than 6,500 personal
injury filings related to the terrorist attacks in New York City on
September 11, 2001, had 3,900 fewer personal injury filings this year.
Labor law cases fell by 10%, down by more than 1,800 cases. The Northern
District of Alabama, which had received more than 2,400 filings under the
Fair Labor Standards Act in 2007, had 2,300 fewer of those cases in 2008.
Copyright cases declined by 27%, down by 1,166 cases nationally.

Filings that involved the United States as plaintiff or defendant fell by
3% to 44,164 cases, a decline of 1,300 cases. The number of cases in which
the United States was a defendant dropped by 4%, down by 1,385 cases, as
filings of federal habeas corpus prisoner petitions decreased by 8%. The
number of cases in which the United States was a plaintiff remained
relatively stable. That number rose by less than 1%, as a result of a 10%

increase in defaulted student loan cases.
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The number of criminal cases filed in 2008 rose by 4% to 70,896
cases, and the number of defendants in those cases increased by 3% to
92,355 defendants. The median case disposition time for defendants
declined slightly from 7.0 months in 2007 to 6.8 months in 2008, as the
proportion of defendants convicted of immigration law violations, which
typically have shorter processing times than other crimes, rose in the overall
criminal caseload.

Immigration criminal case filings jumped by 27% to 21,313 cases, and
the number of defendants in those cases rose by 26% to 22,685 defendants.
That growth in immigration cases resulted mostly from filings addressing
improper reentry by aliens and filings involving fraud and misuse of visa or
entry permits in the five southwestern border districts. Sex offense case
filings grew by 9% to 2,674 cases, and the number of defendants in those
cases climbed by 7% to 2,760 defendants. The increase in sex offense
filings stemmed from cases involving sexually explicit material and sex
offender registration. The number of drug cases dropped by 7% to 15,784
cases, and the number of defendants charged with drug crimes fell by 3% to
28,932 cases. Those reductions occurred when investigative agencies

shifted their focus from drugs to terrorism and sex offenses.
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The Bankruptcy Courts

Filings in the United States bankruptcy courts rose by 30% from
801,269 cases in 2007 to 1,042,993 cases in 2008. The increase in
bankruptcy filings in 2008 is nearly equal to the decline in bankruptcy
filings that occurred in 2007, the first fiscal year in which all 12 months of
filings occurred after the Bankruptcy Abuse Prevention and Consumer
Protection Act of 2005. The bankruptcy courts received 1,112,542 filings in
2006, which encompassed the last weeks before the effective date of the
Act—October 17, 2005. The number of bankruptcy filings in 2008 was 6%
below that figure. Between 2007 and 2008, non-business filings, which
accounted for 96% of all filings, rose by 30%, and business filings increased
by 49%. Chapter 7 filings increased by 40%, Chapter 11 filings by 49%,
and Chapter 13 filings by 14%, while Chapter 12 filings fell by 8% in 2008.

Pretrial Services

Both the number of defendants activated in pretrial services, including
pretrial diversion cases, and the number of pretrial services reports prepared
by Pretrial Services officers increased by 2% in 2008. The number for

defendants activated increased from 96,259 persons to 98,244 persons.
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Post-Conviction Supervision

In 2008, the number of persons under post-conviction supervision
continued to increase, this year by 4% to 120,676 individuals. As of
September 30, 2008, 95,159 individuals were serving terms of supervised
release after serving terms of imprisonment at a correctional institution,
representing 79% of all persons under post-conviction supervision. In
comparison, during 2007, the number of persons serving terms of supervised
release represented 77% of all those under post-conviction supervision.
Persons on parole declined almost by 8%, from 2,575 individuals in 2007 to
2,378 individuals in 2008. Parole now accounts for less than 2% of post-
conviction cases. Both district judges and magistrate judges are imposing
fewer sentences of probation, and the number of persons on probation
decreased by 994 to 22,980. That number represented 19% of all persons
under post-conviction supervision. Approximately 46% of the persons
under post-conviction supervision are being supervised on account of a

drug-related offense.
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2009 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary

Chief Justice Warren Burger began the tradition of a yearly report on
the federal judiciary in 1970, in remarks he presented to the American Bar
Association. He instituted that practice to discuss the problems that federal
courts face in administering justice. In the past few years, I have adhered to
the tradition that Chief Justice Burger initiated and have provided my
perspective on the most critical needs of the judiciary. Many of those needs
remain to be addressed. This year, however, when the political branches are
faced with so many difficult issues, and when so many of our fellow citizens
have been touched by hardship, the public might welcome a year-end report
limited to what is essential: The courts are operating soundly, and the
nation’s dedicated federal judges are conscientiously discharging their
duties. I am privileged and honored to be in a position to thank the judges
and court staff throughout the land for their devoted service to the cause of
justice.

Best wishes in the New Year.
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Appendix

Workload of the Courts

The Supreme Court of the United States

The total number of cases filed in the Supreme Court decreased from
8,241 filings in the 2007 Term to 7,738 filings in the 2008 Term—a decrease
of 6.1%. The number of cases filed in the Court’s in forma pauperis docket
decreased from 6,627 filings in the 2007 Term to 6,142 filings in the 2008
Term—a 7.3% decrease. The number of cases filed in the Court’s paid
docket decreased from 1,614 filings in the 2007 Term to 1,596 filings in the
2008 Term—a 1.1% decrease. During the 2008 Term, 87 cases were argued
and 83 were disposed of in 74 signed opinions, compared to 75 cases argued
and 72 disposed of in 67 signed opinions in the 2007 Term. One case from
the 2008 Term was reargued later that Term.

The Federal Courts of Appeals

In 2009, filings in the regional courts of appeals declined 6% to
57,740. Filings of criminal appeals, bankruptcy appeals, and original
proceedings rose, but reductions occurred in filings of civil appeals and
appeals of administrative agency decisions. Overall, the decline stemmed
mainly from a drop in administrative agency appeals involving the Board of

Immigration Appeals.
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The Federal District Courts

Civil filings in the U.S. district courts rose 3%, increasing by 9,140
cases to 276,397. Filings of diversity-of-citizenship cases and cases
involving federal questions (i.e., actions under the Constitution, laws, or
treaties of the United States in which the United States is not a party in the
case) grew as the courts received more cases related to asbestos, civil rights,
consumer credit, contract actions, and foreclosures. Filings of cases in
which the United States was a party fell 2% to 43,144, as filings related to
student loans and prisoner petitions declined.

Diversity-of-citizenship filings climbed 10% (up 8,752 cases),
primarily as a result of a national increase in personal injury cases related to
asbestos. Most of the asbestos filings took place in the Eastern District of
Pennsylvania. Federal-question filings rose 1% to 136,041. Filings of cases
involving consumer credit, such as those filed under the Fair Credit
Reporting Act, increased 53% (up 2,143 cases), fueled in part by the current
economic downturn, particularly in the nation’s most populous districts.

Criminal case filings (including transfers) rose 8% to 76,655, and the
number of defendants climbed 6% to 97,982, surpassing the previous record
for the number of defendants, 92,714, set in 2003. The number of criminal

cases reached its highest level since 1932, the year before ratification of the
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Twenty-first Amendment, which repealed prohibition. In that year, 92,174
criminal cases were filed.

Increases occurred in cases related to immigration, fraud, marijuana
trafficking, and sex offenses. Filings in other offense categories with
significant numbers—non-marijuana drugs and firearms-and-explosives—
declined. Immigration filings climbed to record levels, as cases jumped 21%
to 25,804, and the number of defendants rose 19% to 26,961. This growth
resulted mostly from filings addressing either improper reentry by aliens or
fraud or misuse of a visa or entry permit. The charge of improper reentry by
an alien accounted for 80% of all immigration cases and 77% of all
immigration defendants. The vast majority of immigration cases—88%—
were filed in the five southwestern border districts.

The Bankruptcy Courts

In 2009, a total of 1,402,816 bankruptcy petitions were filed in the
U.S. courts, an increase of 35% over the 1,042,806 filed in 2008. The 2009
total represents the greatest number of bankruptcy filings since 2005, when
many debtors rushed to file petitions before October 17, 2005, the date on
which the Bankruptcy Abuse Prevention and Consumer Protection Act of

2005 (BAPCPA) took effect. In 2009, the number of bankruptcy filings
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exceeded 2008 totals in 93 of the 94 districts, and nine districts experienced
increases of 60% or more.

Bankruptcy filings rose by 45% under Chapter 7, 68% under
Chapter 11, 47% under Chapter 12, and 13% under Chapter 13. Business
petitions climbed by 52%, and non-business petitions increased by 34%.

The Federal Probation and Pretrial Services System

On September 30, 2009, the number of persons under post-conviction
supervision was 124,183, an increase of nearly 3% over the total one year
earlier. Persons serving terms of supervised release after leaving
correctional institutions rose more than 4% this year and accounted for 80%
of all persons under supervision. Cases opened in the pretrial services

system, including pretrial diversion cases, grew by nearly 6% to 105,294.
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2010 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary

In 1935—in the midst of the Great Depression—many Americans
sought respite from the Nation’s economic troubles at their local movie
theaters, which debuted now-classic films, such as Mutiny on the Bounty,
Top Hat, and Night at the Opera. Moviegoers of that era enjoyed a prelude
of short features as they settled into their seats. As the lights dimmed, the
screen beamed previews of coming attractions, Merrie Melody cartoons, and
the Movietone newsreels of current events. The 1935 news shorts also
provided many Americans with their first look at the Supreme Court’s new
building, which opened that year.

Seventy-five years later, the Supreme Court’s majestic building stands
out as a familiar and iconic monument to the rule of law. The architect’s use
of classical elements and durable stone has aptly captured the Court’s
imperishable role in our system of government. Thanks to the genius of
those who framed our Constitution, and those who have maintained faith

with its words and ideals over the past two centuries, the American people
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have a Supreme Court and a national judicial system that are the model for
justice throughout the world. But that is no reason for complacency. As the
world moves forward, the courts must be responsive to change, while
preserving their place as the venue where justice is achieved through
impartial judgment and dispassionate application of law. The judiciary, no
less than other public and private enterprises, must engage in strategic
planning to anticipate and overcome new challenges in the immediate and
more distant future.

The Judicial Conference—the federal judiciary’s policymaking
body—is examining the need to adapt for the future through thoughtful and
deliberate processes. The Conference, which includes all the chief judges of
the federal courts of appeals as well as experienced district judges from each
of the regional circuits, is the proper body to chart a course for the courts
over the long term that preserves the judiciary’s unique role in our system of
government. Its members are engaged trustees of a cherished institution,
and they have an obligation secured by a solemn judicial oath to safeguard
the integrity of the judicial process. They also have the perspective,
experience, and wisdom to evaluate the positive and negative effects of

change on the quality and fairness of the judicial system.
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This past September, the Judicial Conference approved the Srategic
Plan for the Federal Judiciary.” The plan recognizes the fundamental
mission of the courts to provide fair and impartial resolution of legal
disputes, and it embraces the underlying values that characterize the
judiciary, including independence, impartiality, excellence, and fidelity to
the rule of law. The plan identifies seven long-term issues that are critical to
the future operation of the federal courts. The judiciary’s central objective
is, of course, to do justice according to law in every case. Accomplishing
that objective requires, however, a determined focus on subsidiary issues,
including managing the courts’ public resources, maintaining a skilled
workforce of judges and support staff, deploying new technologies that
enable the courts to do more with less, and developing rules and procedures
that provide litigants with reasonable and economical access to the judicial
process. It also requires focus on issues that extend beyond the courthouse,
such as fostering positive relations with the coordinate branches of
government and enhancing the public’s understanding of the role of the
courts.

The Judicial Conference’s plan sets out goals and the strategies for

attaining them. The goals and strategies are necessarily stated in general

" See http://www.uscourts.gov/uscourts/FederalCourts/Publications/StrategicPlan2010.pdf
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terms, which reflect the uncertainties that emerge in any attempt to foresee
the future. They are also subject to regular review and revision in response
to change. Those goals and strategies, though inexact and alterable, are vital
in setting national priorities. But goals and strategies are not enough. The
judiciary must take determined steps to translate aspirational objectives into
concrete actions. That responsibility rests in significant measure with the
Judicial Conference’s committees and the judges who serve on them. The
ultimate success of strategic planning depends on the contributions of
individual judges who participate in committee work and take time away
from their pressing dockets to develop specific initiatives and put them into
practice.

I am grateful to the federal judges and administrative staff who have
developed the Strategic Plan for the Federal Judiciary, as well as the
committees and their staffs who will implement it. Their work will, |
believe, have a lasting impact. Some of the results we are looking for, such
as cost savings, improved efficiency, and reduced backlogs, are readily
quantifiable. Others, such as maintenance of the public trust, are more
difficult to calculate. But we owe the public our best efforts even if the

results cannot always be reduced to precise measure.
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There are, however, some immediate obstacles to achieving our goals.
Two stand out at the beginning of this new year: an economic downturn that
has imposed budgetary constraints throughout the government, and the
persistent problem of judicial vacancies in critically overworked districts.

Budgetary constraints are nothing new for the judiciary. Chief Justice
Rehnquist’s 2004 year-end report addressed what he described as the
“Judiciary’s Budget Crisis.” He noted that the recurring delays in enacting
annual appropriations bills, as well as rising fixed costs that had outpaced
increased funding, had severely disrupted the judiciary’s operations. In
response, Chief Justice Rehnquist directed the Judicial Conference to
develop an integrated cost containment strategy for fiscal year 2005 and
beyond. Since that time, the judiciary has worked closely with Congress in
exercising self-imposed fiscal discipline, and Congress in turn has stood
ready to provide funding for the judiciary’s vital needs. This year, Congress
will face extraordinary challenges in addressing the federal deficit. The
judiciary will continue to move forward with the initiatives begun by my
predecessor to control judicial expenditures.

Those initiatives include focused efforts to reduce judicial costs
through more efficient use of office space, information technology, and

support personnel. On space, the judiciary has worked with the General
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Services Administration to reduce its rental rates through fixed term
agreements. The courts have also implemented new cost control programs
that have contributed significantly to a reduction of 365,000 square feet of
current space usage from the needs projected in 2005. On technology, the
judiciary has realized savings by consolidating and standardizing data
systems throughout the federal courts. On personnel, the judiciary has
tightened its standards for adding additional support staff. It now evaluates
staffing requests through new formulas that reflect best practices within the
court system. That approach will enable the judiciary to reduce by 60% its
request for new court staff in fiscal year 2012.

The Supreme Court itself i1s doing its part. I have asked Court
personnel to monitor Court operations and seek out opportunities to reduce
spending by improving operations and cutting unnecessary expenses. As a
result of those efforts, and notwithstanding increases in operating costs
owing to inflation, the Court expects to voluntarily reduce its fiscal year
2012 appropriations request to less than its fiscal year 2011 request. Not
many other federal government entities can say that.

As I explained in my first year-end report, those of us in the federal
judiciary understand the challenges our country faces and the many

competing interests that must be balanced in funding our government. The
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judiciary’s needs are strikingly modest compared to the government as a
whole—Tless than two-tenths of 1% of the federal budget for one of the three
constitutional branches of government. But the courts are committed to
working closely with the President and Congress to shoulder our share of the
burdens of reducing the federal deficit. We will strive to reduce costs where
possible, but we ask in return that our coordinate branches of government
continue to provide the financial resources that the courts must have to carry
out their vital mission.

The judiciary depends not only on funding, but on its judges, to carry
out that mission. The Constitution, as one of its many checks and balances,
entrusted the selection of new judges to the political branches. The judiciary
relies on the President’s nominations and the Senate’s confirmation process
to fill judicial vacancies; we do not comment on the merits of individual
nominees. That is as it should be. The judiciary must respect the
constitutional prerogatives of the President and Congress in the same way
that the judiciary expects respect for its constitutional role.

Over many years, however, a persistent problem has developed in the
process of filling judicial vacancies. Each political party has found it easy to
turn on a dime from decrying to defending the blocking of judicial

nominations, depending on their changing political fortunes. This has
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created acute difficulties for some judicial districts. Sitting judges in those
districts have been burdened with extraordinary caseloads. I am heartened
that the Senate recently filled a number of district and circuit court
vacancies, including one in the Eastern District of California, one of the
most severely burdened districts. There remains, however, an urgent need
for the political branches to find a long-term solution to this recurring
problem.

We should all be grateful to the judges and court staff throughout the
country—and especially those in overburdened districts—for their selfless
commitment to public service. There is no better example of that than the
work of our retired senior judges. Although they are under no obligation to
do so, many of them continue to carry substantial caseloads. They do this
for no extra compensation. We would be in dire straits without their service,
and the country as a whole owes them a special debt of gratitude.

Despite the many challenges, the federal courts continue to operate
soundly, and the Nation’s federal judges continue to discharge their duties
with wisdom and care. I remain privileged and honored to be in a position
to thank the judges and court staff for their dedication to the ideals that make
our Nation great.

Best wishes in the New Year.
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Appendix
Workload of the Courts

In 2010, nearly all major areas of the federal judiciary had larger
caseloads. Filings of bankruptcy petitions climbed 14% to nearly 1.6
million. Filings in the U.S. district courts grew 2% to 361,323 in response to
a 2% increase in civil case filings (totaling 282,895) and criminal case
filings (totaling 78,428). The number of persons under post-conviction
supervision rose 2.5% to 127,324. Cases opened in the pretrial services
system increased 6% to 111,507. Only the federal courts of appeals
experienced a reduced caseload this year with 55,992 filings, a decrease of
3%.

The Supreme Court of the United States

The total number of cases filed in the Supreme Court increased from
7,738 filings in the 2008 Term to 8,159 filings in the 2009 Term—an
increase of 5.4%. The number of cases filed in the Court’s in forma
pauperis docket increased from 6,142 filings in the 2008 Term to 6,576
filings in the 2009 Term—a 7.0% increase. The number of cases filed in the
Court’s paid docket decreased from 1,596 filings in the 2008 Term to 1,583

filings in the 2009 Term—a 1.0% decrease. During the 2009 Term, 82 cases
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were argued and 77 were disposed of in 73 signed opinions, compared to 87
cases argued and 83 disposed of in 74 signed opinions in the 2008 Term.

The Federal Courts of Appeals

Filings in the regional courts of appeals dropped 3% to 55,992.
Filings of original proceedings increased, and filings of civil appeals
remained stable. Reductions occurred, however, in filings of criminal
appeals of many types, and filings of appeals of administrative agency
decisions decreased in response to a decline in appeals involving the Board
of Immigration Appeals, which made fewer decisions, thereby reducing the
pool of cases that could be appealed.

The Federal District Courts

Civil filings in the U.S. district courts rose 2%, increasing by 6,498
cases to 282,895. Cases filed with the United States as plaintiff or defendant
remained stable, decreasing by 107 cases to 43,037.

Filings of federal question cases (1.e., actions under the Constitution,
laws, or treaties of the United States in which the United States is not a party
in the case) climbed 2% to 138,655 as the courts received more cases related
to consumer credit, civil rights, labor laws, Social Security, and foreclosures.

Many of these cases arose out of the economic downturn.
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yre:167



Filings of diversity of citizenship cases (i.e., cases between citizens of
different states) rose 4% to a new record of 101,202. Most of these cases
addressed claims of personal injury or product liability. Filings of
multidistrict litigation related to asbestos that were transferred to the Eastern
District of Pennsylvania and severed into separate filings grew 2% to
48,588.

Criminal case filings (including transfers) rose 2% to 78,428, and the
number of defendants in those cases also grew 2% to reach an all-time high
of 100,366. Immigration offenses accounted for much of the criminal
caseload as filings of immigration cases increased 9% to 28,046 and the
number of defendants in those cases increased 8% to 29,149. The majority
of immigration cases—73%—were filed in the five southwestern border
districts. Most of the immigration cases—83% —involved charges of
improper reentry by aliens.

Filings of fraud cases also set a new record. Cases grew 12% to
9,371, and the number of defendants in those cases rose 13% to 12,639.
Significant increases were reported for offenses related to identification
documents and information, most of which involved false documents and

information presented by illegal immigrants. Filings of cases involving drug
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offenses decreased 5% to 15,785, and the number of defendants in those
cases declined 2% to 29,410.

The Bankruptcy Courts

Filings of petitions for bankruptcy totaled 1,596,355, a 14% increase
over the previous year’s filings and the highest number received since 2005,
the last full year before the Bankruptcy Abuse Prevention and Consumer
Protection Act of 2005 took effect. Filings rose in 73 of the 90 bankruptcy
courts. Although business petitions fell 1%, nonbusiness petitions grew
14%. Bankruptcy filings increased by 16% under Chapter 7, fell by 4%
under Chapter 11, and grew by 9% under Chapter 13.

The Federal Probation and Pretrial Services System

On September 30, 2010, the number of persons under post-conviction
supervision was 127,324, an increase of 2.5% over the total one year earlier.
The number of persons serving terms of supervised release after leaving
correctional institutions rose more than 3% and accounted for 81% of all
persons under supervision. Cases opened in the pretrial services system this

year, including pretrial diversion cases, grew nearly 6% to 111,507.
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In 1920, American baseball fans were jolted by allegations that
Chicago White Sox players had participated in a scheme to fix the outcome
of the 1919 World Series. The team owners responded to the infamous
“Black Sox Scandal” by selecting a federal district judge, Kenesaw
Mountain Landis, to serve as Commissioner of Baseball and restore
confidence in the sport. The public welcomed the selection of a prominent
federal judge to purge corruption from baseball. But Judge Landis’s
appointment led to another controversy: Could a federal judge remain on
the bench while serving as Baseball Commissioner? That controversy
brought to the fore a still broader question: Where do federal judges look
for guidance in resolving ethics issues?

Since 1789, every federal judge has taken the same solemn oath to
“administer justice without respect to persons,” to “do equal right to the poor
and to the rich,” and “to faithfully and impartially discharge and perform”

the duties of judicial office. But for the first 130 years of the Nation’s
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existence, federal judges had no formal source for guidance on the broad
array of ethical issues that might arise in the course of judicial service.

Judge Landis resolved his situation by resigning his judicial commission in
1922 to focus all his efforts on the national pastime. The controversy,
however, prompted organized efforts to develop more guidance for judges.
That same year, the American Bar Association asked the Nation’s new Chief
Justice, former President William Howard Taft, to chair a Commission on
Judicial Ethics.

Within two years, Chief Justice Taft’s commission produced the
ABA’s 1924 Canons of Judicial Ethics. The 1924 Canons were advisory.
As Chief Justice Taft explained, their 34 general principles served as “a
guide and reminder” that federal and state judges could consult in
discharging their duties. Since that time, the Judicial Conference of the
United States—the policy-making body for the lower federal courts—has
adopted and regularly updated its own Code of Judicial Conduct to provide
guidance to federal judges. The 1924 Canons provided the foundation for
that ongoing undertaking.

Some observers have recently questioned whether the Judicial
Conference’s Code of Conduct for United States Judges should apply to the

Supreme Court. I would like to use my annual report this year to address
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that issue, as well as some other related issues that have recently drawn
public attention. The space constraints of the annual report prevent me from
setting out a detailed dissertation on judicial ethics. And my judicial
responsibilities preclude me from commenting on any ongoing debates about
particular issues or the constitutionality of any enacted legislation or pending
proposals. But I can provide some clarification on how the Justices address
ethical issues and dispel some common misconceptions.
A. The Code of Conduct for United States Judges

What is now known as the Judicial Conference of the United States
was created by Congress in 1922 to provide national guidance to the lower
federal courts. The Chief Justice chairs the Judicial Conference, which
includes the chief judge of each of the 13 federal judicial circuits and a
district judge from each circuit. The Judicial Conference conducts much of
its work through 25 committees, including the Committee on Codes of
Conduct. As noted, that committee has promulgated and periodically revises
the Code of Conduct for United States Judges. It also provides advice, on a
formal and informal basis, to judges and judicial employees on the meaning
and application of the Code’s provisions.

The Code of Conduct, by its express terms, applies only to lower

federal court judges. That reflects a fundamental difference between the
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Supreme Court and the other federal courts. Article III of the Constitution
creates only one court, the Supreme Court of the United States, but it
empowers Congress to establish additional lower federal courts that the
Framers knew the country would need. Congress instituted the Judicial
Conference for the benefit of the courts it had created. Because the Judicial
Conference is an instrument for the management of the lower federal courts,
its committees have no mandate to prescribe rules or standards for any other
body.

Some observers have suggested that, because the Judicial
Conference’s Code of Conduct applies only to the lower federal courts, the
Supreme Court is exempt from the ethical principles that lower courts
observe. That observation rests on misconceptions about both the Supreme
Court and the Code.

All Members of the Court do in fact consult the Code of Conduct in
assessing their ethical obligations. In this way, the Code plays the same role
for the Justices as it does for other federal judges since, as the commentary
accompanying Canon 1 of the Code explains, the Code “is designed to
provide guidance to judges.” It serves the same purpose as the 1924 Canons
that Chief Justice Taft helped to develop, and Justices today use the Code for

precisely that purpose. Each does so for the same compelling practical
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reason: Every Justice seeks to follow high ethical standards, and the Judicial
Conference’s Code of Conduct provides a current and uniform source of
guidance designed with specific reference to the needs and obligations of the
federal judiciary.

The Code of Conduct is not, of course, the only source of guidance for
Justices or lower court judges. Because it is phrased in general terms, it
cannot answer all questions. And because the Code was developed for the
benefit of the lower federal courts, it does not adequately answer some of the
ethical considerations unique to the Supreme Court. The Justices, like other
federal judges, may consult a wide variety of other authorities to resolve
specific ethical issues. They may turn to judicial opinions, treatises,
scholarly articles, and disciplinary decisions. They may also seek advice
from the Court’s Legal Office, from the Judicial Conference’s Committee on
Codes of Conduct, and from their colleagues. For that reason, the Court has
had no reason to adopt the Code of Conduct as its definitive source of ethical
guidance. But as a practical matter, the Code remains the starting point and
a key source of guidance for the Justices as well as their lower court

colleagues.
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B. Financial Disclosure and Gift Regulations

In addition to establishing the Judicial Conference, Congress has
enacted legislation addressing a number of specific ethical matters. In
particular, Congress has directed Justices and judges to comply with both
financial reporting requirements and limitations on the receipt of gifts and
outside earned income. The Court has never addressed whether Congress
may impose those requirements on the Supreme Court. The Justices
nevertheless comply with those provisions.

The Justices file the same financial disclosure reports as other federal
judges. Those reports disclose, among other things, the Justices’ non-
governmental income, investments, liabilities, gifts, and reimbursements
from third parties. For purposes of sound administration, the Justices, like
lower court judges, file those reports through the Judicial Conference’s
Committee on Financial Disclosure. That committee provides guidance on
the sometimes complex reporting requirements.

The Justices also observe the same limitations on gifts and outside
income as apply to other federal judges. To provide additional guidance for
lower court judges, the Judicial Conference has promulgated regulations
governing both of those subjects. In 1991, the Members of the Court

adopted an internal resolution in which they agreed to follow the Judicial
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Conference regulations as a matter of internal practice. As a result, the
Justices follow the very same practices on those subjects as their lower court
colleagues.

C. Recusal

Congress has directed that federal judicial officers must disqualify
themselves from hearing cases in specified circumstances. As in the case of
financial reporting and gift requirements, the limits of Congress’s power to
require recusal have never been tested. The Justices follow the same general
principles respecting recusal as other federal judges, but the application of
those principles can differ due to the unique circumstances of the Supreme
Court.

The governing statute, which is set out in Title 28, Section 455, of the
United States Code, states, as a general principle, that a judge shall recuse in
any case in which the judge’s impartiality might reasonably be questioned.
That objective standard focuses the recusal inquiry on the perspective of a
reasonable person who is knowledgeable about the legal process and
familiar with the relevant facts. Section 455 also identifies a number of
more specific circumstances when a judge must recuse.

All of the federal courts follow essentially the same process in

resolving recusal questions. In the lower courts, individual judges decide for
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themselves whether recusal is warranted, sometimes in response to a formal
written motion from a party, and sometimes at the judge’s own initiative. In
applying the Section 455 standard, the judge may consult precedent,
consider treatises and scholarly publications, and seek advice from other
sources, including judicial colleagues and the Judicial Conference’s
Committee on Codes of Conduct. A trial judge’s decision not to recuse is
reviewable by a court of appeals, and a court of appeals judge’s decision not
to recuse 1s reviewable by the Supreme Court. A court normally does not sit
in judgment of one of its own members’ recusal decision in the course of
deciding a case.

The process within the Supreme Court is similar. Like lower court
judges, the individual Justices decide for themselves whether recusal is
warranted under Section 455. They may consider recusal in response to a
request from a party in a pending case, or on their own initiative. They may
also examine precedent and scholarly publications, seek advice from the
Court’s Legal Office, consult colleagues, and even seek counsel from the
Committee on Codes of Conduct. There is only one major difference in the
recusal process: There is no higher court to review a Justice’s decision not

to recuse in a particular case. This is a consequence of the Constitution’s
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command that there be only “one supreme Court.” The Justices serve on the
Nation’s court of last resort.

As in the case of the lower courts, the Supreme Court does not sit in
judgment of one of its own Members’ decision whether to recuse in the
course of deciding a case. Indeed, if the Supreme Court reviewed those
decisions, it would create an undesirable situation in which the Court could
affect the outcome of a case by selecting who among its Members may
participate.

Although a Justice’s process for considering recusal is similar to that
of the lower court judges, the Justice must consider an important factor that
is not present in the lower courts. Lower court judges can freely substitute
for one another. If an appeals court or district court judge withdraws from a
case, there is another federal judge who can serve in that recused judge’s
place. But the Supreme Court consists of nine Members who always sit
together, and if a Justice withdraws from a case, the Court must sit without
its full membership. A Justice accordingly cannot withdraw from a case as a
matter of convenience or simply to avoid controversy. Rather, each Justice
has an obligation to the Court to be sure of the need to recuse before

deciding to withdraw from a case.

yre:178



As with other ethical questions, Justices and lower federal court
judges contemplating recusal can take good counsel from the principles set
forth in Canon 14 of the original 1924 Canons of Judicial Ethics. That
Canon addresses judicial independence. It provides that a judge ““should not
be swayed by partisan demands, public clamor or considerations of personal
popularity or notoriety, nor be apprehensive of unjust criticism.” Such
concerns have no role to play in deciding a question of recusal.

I have complete confidence in the capability of my colleagues to
determine when recusal is warranted. They are jurists of exceptional
integrity and experience whose character and fitness have been examined
through a rigorous appointment and confirmation process. I know that they
each give careful consideration to any recusal questions that arise in the
course of their judicial duties. We are all deeply committed to the common
interest in preserving the Court’s vital role as an impartial tribunal governed
by the rule of law.
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When the Chicago White Sox took the field in 1919, they surely had
no idea that their play would trigger a chain of events that would lead to the
development of a code of conduct for federal judges. The public’s

confidence in the integrity of the federal courts led to the appointment of a

10
yre:179



federal judge to address the Black Sox Scandal. And when the federal
judiciary encountered an ethical issue of its own, it took the lead in
articulating ethical standards to bolster that confidence. Since that time, the
judiciary has continued to revisit and revise those standards to maintain the
public’s trust in the integrity of its members.

As Alexander Hamilton put it in The Federalist No. 78, federal judges
must “unite the requisite integrity with the requisite knowledge” to carry out
their duties under the Constitution and laws. Throughout our Nation’s
history, instances of judges abandoning their oath “to faithfully and
impartially discharge and perform” the duties of their office have been
exceedingly rare. Judges need and welcome guidance on their ethical
responsibilities, and sources such as the Judicial Conference’s Code of
Conduct provide invaluable assistance. But at the end of the day, no
compilation of ethical rules can guarantee integrity. Judges must exercise
both constant vigilance and good judgment to fulfill the obligations they
have all taken since the beginning of the Republic.

I end this year once again with gratitude to our federal judges and
court staff throughout the country for their selfless commitment to public
service in the face of demanding dockets and tightened budgets. I am also

grateful to Congress, in these times of fiscal constraint, for its careful
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consideration of the judiciary’s financial needs. Despite the many
challenges, the federal courts continue to operate soundly, and the Nation’s
federal judges continue to discharge their duties with wisdom and care. 1
remain privileged and honored to be in a position to thank the judges and
court staff for their dedication to the ideals that make our Nation great.

Best wishes in the New Year.
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Appendix
Workload of the Courts

In 2011, caseloads increased in the U.S. district courts and in the
probation and pretrial services offices, but decreased in the U.S. appellate
and bankruptcy courts. Total case filings in the district courts grew 2% to
367,692. The number of persons under post-conviction supervision rose 2%
to 129,780. Cases opened in the pretrial services system also went up 2%,
reaching 113,875. In the U.S. courts of appeals, though, filings dropped
1.5% to 55,126. Filings in the U.S. bankruptcy courts, which had climbed
14% in 2010, declined 8% this year to just below 1.5 million petitions.

The Supreme Court of the United States

The total number of cases filed in the Supreme Court decreased from
8,159 filings in the 2009 Term to 7,857 filings in the 2010 Term, a decrease
of 3.7%. The number of cases filed in the Court’s in forma pauperis docket
decreased from 6,576 filings in the 2009 Term to 6,299 filings in the 2010
Term, a 4.2% decrease. The number of cases filed in the Court’s paid
docket decreased from 1,583 filings in the 2009 Term to 1,558 filings in the
2010 Term, a 1.6% decrease. During the 2010 Term, 86 cases were argued
and 83 were disposed of in 75 signed opinions, compared to 82 cases argued

and 77 disposed of in 73 signed opinions in the 2009 Term.
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The Federal Courts of Appeals

Filings in the regional courts of appeals fell 1.5% to 55,126. Growth
occurred in original proceedings and bankruptcy appeals. Appeals arising
from the district courts decreased. Although civil appeals remained fairly
stable, reductions occurred in many types of criminal appeals. Appeals of
administrative agency decisions declined as a result of the continued drop in
filings related to the Board of Immigration Appeals.

The Federal District Courts

Civil filings in the U.S. district courts grew 2% to 289,252 cases.
Fueling this growth was a 2% increase in federal question cases (i.e., actions
under the Constitution, laws, or treaties of the United States in which the
United States is not a party in the case), which resulted mainly from cases
addressing civil rights, consumer credit, and intellectual property rights.

Cases filed with the United States as a party climbed 9%. Those with
the United States as plaintiff increased in response to a surge in defaulted
student loan cases. Cases with the United States as defendant rose largely
because of growth in Social Security cases.

Although criminal case filings (including transfers) remained stable
(up by 12 cases to 78,440), the number of criminal defendants increased 3%

to set a new record of 102,931. Growth in filings occurred for defendants
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charged with drug crimes, general offenses, firearms and explosives
offenses, sex offenses, and property offenses.

Filings for defendants charged with immigration offenses fell for the
first time since 2006, decreasing 3%. The southwestern border districts
accounted for 74% of the Nation’s total immigration defendant filings, up
from 73% in 2010.

The Bankruptcy Courts

Filings of bankruptcy petitions declined 8% to 1,467,221. This was
the first reduction since 2007, when filings plunged after the Bankruptcy
Abuse Prevention and Consumer Protection Act of 2005 took effect. Filings
for 2011 were lower in 87 of the 90 bankruptcy courts. Nonbusiness
petitions fell 8%, and business petitions dropped 14%.

Bankruptcy petitions decreased 10% under chapter 7, 16% under
chapter 11, and 4% under chapter 13.

The Federal Probation and Pretrial Services System

The 129,780 persons under post-conviction supervision on September
30, 2011, represented an increase of 2% over the total from the previous
year. The number of persons serving terms of supervised release after their
departure from correctional institutions grew 2% to 105,037, and amounted

to 81% of all persons under supervision.
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Cases opened in the pretrial services system in 2011, including

pretrial diversion cases, rose 2% to 113,875.
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Imagine a young seaman, two hundred years ago, standing night
watch at the rail of an American frigate. Just one generation removed from
the war for independence, he finds his Nation once again squaring off in
battle with Great Britain, the world’s preeminent sea power. The sailor has
ample reason to be anxious. Britain’s Royal Navy includes 115 ships of the
line and 126 frigates, while the United States Navy consists of only 17
vessels. Perhaps the seaman musters confidence from the name of his ship:
USS Constitution.

Named by President Washington himself, the Constitution was one of
six frigates Congress authorized in 1794 to bolster the fledging United States
Navy. The name was apt. The ship’s designer, Joshua Humphreys, drew on
venerable Old World principles and New World ingenuity to engineer a
nautical vessel uniquely suited to the country’s needs. Like the Framers,
Humphreys produced an American original. He fashioned a ship long on

keel but tight of beam. Constructed from frontier timber and copper bolts



forged by Paul Revere, the Constitution was durable but economical, nimble
yet powerful. Christened with a bottle of madeira—the favorite beverage of
future Chief Justice John Marshall— she launched on October 21, 1797.

During her early years, the Constitution patrolled the eastern seaboard
and saw action in the Caribbean and along the Barbary Coast. But she
became the stuff of legends two hundred years ago, at the outbreak of the
War of 1812. Called into battle off the coast of Nova Scotia on August 19,
the Constitution engaged and decisively defeated the British warship HMS
Guerriere. The American ship’s sturdy oak hull repelled the Guerriere’s
18-pound cannon balls, earning her the nickname “Old Ironsides.” Four
months later, the Constitution repeated the feat off the coast of Brazil. On
December 29, she traded broadsides with HMS Java and reduced the British
ship to an unsalvageable wreck.

The War of 1812 was fought over a wide field of battle. Measured
against the whole war effort, the Constitution’s unexpected victories did not
play a decisive role in the outcome of the conflict. But facing long odds, she
did her part and did it well. The triumphs of Old Ironsides boosted
America’s sagging morale during the early days of the war. Her exploits
were celebrated in the paintings of Thomas Birch, the poetry of Oliver

Wendell Holmes, Sr., and the prose of James Fenimore Cooper. Through



two centuries, she has remained a symbol of American courage, skill, and
tenacity. Currently docked in Boston Harbor, USS Constitution is still
seaworthy and boasts the title of the world’s oldest commissioned vessel
afloat.

Two hundred years after the War of 1812, our country faces new
challenges, including the much publicized “fiscal cliff” and the longer term
problem of a truly extravagant and burgeoning national debt. No one
seriously doubts that the country’s fiscal ledger has gone awry. The public
properly looks to its elected officials to craft a solution. We in the Judiciary
stand outside the political arena, but we can continue to do our part to
address the financial challenges within our sphere. The Judiciary recognized
this responsibility eight years ago, when the Judicial Conference, under the
leadership of Chief Justice Rehnquist, first put in place an aggressive
cost-containment strategy. Four years ago, in my 2008 Year-End Report, I
provided a summary of some of the Judiciary’s efforts. It is time to revisit
that subject.

Now as then, the Judicial Branch continues to consume a minuscule
portion of the federal budget. In fiscal year 2012, the Judiciary, including
the Supreme Court, other federal courts, the Administrative Office of the

United States Courts, and the Federal Judicial Center, received a total



appropriation of $6.97 billion. That represented a mere two-tenths of one
percent of the United States’ total budget of $3.7 trillion. Yes, for each
citizen’s tax dollar, only two-tenths of one penny go toward funding the
entire third branch of government! Those fractions of a penny are what the
courts need to keep court facilities open, pay judges and staff, manage the
criminal justice system (including pre-trial, defender, and probation
services), process civil disputes ranging from complex patent cases to
individual discrimination suits, and maintain a national bankruptcy court
system. Those fractions of a penny are what Americans pay for a Judiciary
that is second to none.

Even though the Judiciary consumes such a tiny portion of the federal
budget, it must continue to do its part to search out cost savings in the face
of the government’s budget deficit. In 2004, the Judicial Conference
endorsed a cost-containment strategy that called for examining more than
fifty discrete operations for reducing expenses. Since then, the Judiciary has
focused on three principal targets for realizing those savings: rent, personnel
expenses, and information technology.

Our most significant cost containment success has been in controlling
rent costs. In fiscal year 2005, GSA rental payments accounted for nearly

24 percent of the Judiciary’s Salaries and Expenses account. To reduce



those costs, we first undertook an extensive audit of rent expenditures to
identify and eliminate overcharges. We then adopted growth caps, which
will result in space limitations for judicial personnel—including judges—
and deferring new construction. In fiscal year 2005, rent was projected to
grow by an average of six percent per year, reaching more than $1.4 billion
by fiscal year 2013. As a result of cost-containment efforts, the fiscal year
2013 interim financial plan for GSA space rental totals less than $1.1 billion,
a reduction of almost $322 million from the fiscal year 2005 projection.
Rent is now 21 percent of the Salaries and Expenses account.

But we cannot stop there. We are attempting to identify usable space
in courthouses for judiciary employees, such as probation and pretrial
services officers, who are currently in space leased elsewhere. That leased
space can then be relinquished to reduce recurring rent costs. In addition,
we are continuing to examine other ways to better utilize space, such as
consolidating libraries and taking advantage of digital library collections, to
assist in reducing overall budgetary needs.

We have also examined ways to control the growth of personnel costs,
which accounted for 62 percent of the Judiciary’s fiscal year 2005 budget.
The majority of the Judiciary’s personnel budget—nearly 85 percent—is for

support staff, including clerks, secretaries, and administrative personnel.



The options for further savings here are limited. The rates of pay for judicial
support staff have stayed the same for the past three years: Like other
federal employees, judicial support staff have not received the standard cost-
of-living increases designed to ensure their salaries keep pace with inflation,
so they have seen a real decline in their salaries. (Federal employees are
currently scheduled to receive a modest cost of living adjustment in 2013.)
Despite those curbs on pay increases, we continue to ask these public
servants to do more with less by streamlining business practices and
adopting management measures to improve efficiency.

For example, we are continuously reviewing and revising position
descriptions to ensure that every employee’s compensation is consistent with
job responsibilities, skills, and performance. We are also updating staffing
formulas to match personnel to workloads. In the case of bankruptcy courts,
a new staffing formula for bankruptcy clerks’ offices, approved by the
Judicial Conference in September 2012, will reduce expenditures by more
than $100 million annually. Updated formulas for district courts, courts of
appeals and circuit units, and probation and pretrial services offices will be
developed and implemented in 2014 and 2015. As additional measures, the

Administrative Office and the Federal Judicial Center have instituted



rigorous cost-savings measures, trimmed budget requests, and voluntarily
declined to fill vacant positions to reduce expenses.

We are continuing to look for ways to achieve still greater savings in
personnel costs. One promising avenue is the practice of sharing
administrative services among court units within and across judicial districts
and programs. For example, the district and bankruptcy courts within a
single district may be able to develop mechanisms for sharing personnel and
resources to achieve economies and eliminate redundancies. The Judicial
Conference has directed individual courts to develop local plans for sharing
administrative services. To encourage this practice, the Judiciary is updating
its work measurement formulas to reflect a presumption of sharing.

We have also been able to leverage additional savings through the use
of information technology, which accounted for six percent of the
Judiciary’s fiscal year 2005 budget. The courts have achieved significant
savings through more cost-effective approaches in deploying the computer
systems they use to maintain court dockets, manage finances, and administer
employee compensation and benefits programs. For example, the courts
have realized economies by consolidating servers and other information
technology infrastructure. They have extended those consolidation efforts to

their jury management programs, probation case management systems, and



national accounting system, which should generate annual savings of several
million dollars beginning in fiscal year 2014. As part of the Judiciary’s
national data and communications system, the courts are now implementing
a national “voice-over-IP” telephone system to achieve additional savings by
providing data, voice, and video services on a single network. They are also
increasingly relying on computer-assisted legal research to reduce the costs
of purchasing law books and maintaining brick-and-mortar libraries.

The Supreme Court continues to set a good example on cost
containment. Since 2004, the Court has searched for opportunities to
conserve taxpayer funds. In fiscal year 2012, the Court requested an
appropriation of $75.55 million to fund its judicial operations—a 2.8 percent
decrease from its fiscal year 2011 request of $77.76 million. In fiscal year
2013, the Court’s appropriation request rose to $77.16 million, largely in
response to new judicial security needs—but still less than its fiscal year
2011 request. Since that time, the Court has engaged in further cost-cutting,
implementing more than $2.2 million in expense-reduction measures,
primarily in the areas of financial and human resources management. For
fiscal year 2014, the Court will submit an appropriation request of $74.89

million—a 3.7 percent decrease from its fiscal year 2011 request,



notwithstanding unavoidable inflationary cost increases for goods and
services over the past three years.

The Judiciary has been doing its part to carefully manage its tiny
portion of the federal budget. Because the Judiciary has already pursued
cost-containment so aggressively, it will become increasingly difficult to
economize further without reducing the quality of judicial services.

Virtually all of the Judiciary’s core functions are constitutionally and
statutorily required. Unlike executive branch agencies, the courts do not
have discretionary programs they can eliminate or projects they can
postpone. The courts must resolve all criminal and civil cases that fall
within their jurisdiction, often under tight time constraints. A significant and
prolonged shortfall in judicial funding would inevitably result in the delay or
denial of justice for the people the courts serve.

I therefore encourage the President and Congress to be especially
attentive to the needs of the Judicial Branch and provide the resources
necessary for its operations. Those vital resource needs include the
appointment of an adequate number of judges to keep current on pending
cases. At the close of 2012, twenty-seven of the existing judicial vacancies

are designated as presenting judicial emergencies. I urge the Executive and



Legislative Branches to act diligently in nominating and confirming highly
qualified candidates to fill those vacancies.

Despite the financial and resource constraints, the Judiciary continues
to discharge its duties, even under the most trying circumstances. A
hallmark of our courts has long been their resilience and fortitude in the
most challenging times. When Hurricane Sandy struck the eastern seaboard,
it caused devastating damage to public and private property, destroying
essential communications and transportation infrastructure. In response, the
federal courts promptly activated their continuity of operations plans.
Judicial personnel reported to work, notwithstanding their own personal
circumstances, and courts maintained communications with jurors, lawyers,
and staff, while making arrangements to address urgent court matters. As
just one example, the United States District Court for the Southern District
of New York conducted emergency hearings in lower Manhattan the day
after the storm hit, working in a building without heat or hot water that was
only sparsely lit by gas-fueled emergency generators.

Over the span of two hundred years, some things remain the same.
Then as now, our Nation owes a debt of gratitude to those who answer the

call of their country and provide loyal and selfless service for the benefit of
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their fellow citizens. There are countless examples of such service through
our judicial system, but this year I would like to draw attention to just one.

On September 30, 2012, Mark R. Kravitz, United States District Judge
for the District of Connecticut, passed away at the age of 62 from
amyotrophic lateral sclerosis—Lou Gehrig’s Disease. We in the Judiciary
remember Mark not only as a superlative trial judge, but as an extraordinary
teacher, scholar, husband, father, and friend. He possessed the temperament,
insight, and wisdom that all judges aspire to bring to the bench. He
tirelessly volunteered those same talents to the work of the Judicial
Conference, as chair of the Committee on Rules of Practice and Procedure,
which oversees the revision of all federal rules of judicial procedure. Mark
battled a tragic illness with quiet courage and unrelenting good cheer,
carrying a full caseload and continuing his committee work up until the final
days of his life. We shall miss Mark, but his inspiring example remains with
us as a model of patriotism and public service.

[ am privileged and honored to be in a position to thank all of the
judges and court staff throughout the land for their continued hard work and
dedication. In a certain sense they share the heritage of those sailors who
stood on the decks of Old Ironsides. But they also share a vantage that was

not yet within the sailors’ sight. Throughout its history, our Nation has
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withstood daunting tests and always emerged strong, secure, and optimistic.
We can all look forward with confidence, beyond the pitch of dark waters, to
more promising horizons. We know from experience that our durable
Constitution provides the framework needed for able hands to overcome any
obstacle, consistent with the rule of law.

Best wishes in the New Year.
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Appendix
Workload of the Courts

In 2012, caseloads increased in the U.S. appellate courts and
probation offices, but decreased in the U.S. district courts, bankruptcy
courts, and pretrial services system. Filings in the regional courts of appeals
grew four percent to 57,501. The number of persons under post-conviction
supervision rose two percent to 132,340. Total case filings in the district
courts, however, declined five percent to 372,563. Cases opened in the
pretrial services system fell four percent to 109,242. Filings in the
bankruptcy courts dropped 14 percent to 1,261,140.

The Supreme Court of the United States

The total number of cases filed in the Supreme Court decreased from
7,857 filings in the 2010 Term to 7,713 filings in the 2011 Term, a decrease
of 1.8 percent. The number of cases filed in the Court’s in forma pauperis
docket decreased from 6,299 filings in the 2010 Term to 6,160 filings in the
2011 Term, a 2.2 percent decrease. The number of cases filed in the Court’s
paid docket decreased from 1,558 filings in the 2010 Term to 1,553 filings in
the 2011 Term, a 0.3 percent decrease. During the 2011 Term, 79 cases
were argued and 73 were disposed of in 64 signed opinions, compared to 86

cases argued and 83 disposed of in 75 signed opinions in the 2010 Term.
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The Federal Courts of Appeals

Filings in the regional courts of appeals rose four percent to 57,501.
Growth occurred in all types of appeals except civil appeals, which
decreased one percent. Criminal appeals climbed 12 percent. Original
proceedings and bankruptcy appeals also rose, and appeals of administrative
agency decisions grew in response to higher filings related to rulings by the
Board of Immigration Appeals.

The Federal District Courts

Civil case filings in the U.S. district courts fell four percent to
278,442. Cases involving diversity of citizenship (i.e., cases between
citizens of different states) declined 15 percent, mainly because of a drop in
multidistrict litigation filings.

Cases filed with the United States as plaintiff decreased as defaulted
student loan cases, which had surged in 2011, declined this year. Cases with
the United States as defendant rose in response to growth in Social Security
cases and motions by prisoners to vacate their sentences.

Filings for criminal defendants (including those transferred from other
districts), which had reached an all-time high in 2011, dropped nine percent
this year to 94,121. Excluding transfers, reductions occurred in the number

of defendants charged with nearly every major offense, including drug
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crimes. Filings for defendants charged with immigration violations
decreased 10 percent. The southwestern border districts once again
accounted for 74 percent of the nation’s total immigration defendant filings.

Growth was reported for defendants accused of firearms offenses.
Filings for defendants prosecuted for regulatory offenses also increased.

The Bankruptcy Courts

Filings of bankruptcy petitions fell 14 percent to 1,261,140. Filings
were lower in 89 of the 90 bankruptcy courts. Nonbusiness petitions
declined 14 percent, and business petitions dropped 16 percent. Bankruptcy
petitions decreased 16 percent under Chapter 7, 12 percent under Chapter
11, and 10 percent under Chapter 13. After the Bankruptcy Abuse
Prevention and Consumer Protection Act of 2005 took effect, bankruptcy
filings had a significant downturn. This was followed by a large influx of
petitions from 2007 to 2010.

The Federal Probation and Pretrial Services System

The 132,340 persons under post-conviction supervision on
September 30, 2012, represented an increase of two percent over the total
one year earlier. Persons serving terms of supervised release after their
departure from correctional institutions grew three percent to 108,372 and

amounted to 82 percent of all persons under supervision.
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Cases opened in the pretrial services system in 2012, including

pretrial diversion cases, fell four percent to 109,242.
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2013 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary

The year’s end brings predictable constants, including the revival of
favorite phantoms—Scrooge’s ghosts and George Bailey’s guardian angel—
who step out from the shadows for their annual appearance and then fade
away. Who doesn’t welcome the familiarity of the seasonal cycles, or
retelling classic stories that, at their core, contain important truths? There
are, however, some cycles from which we would all wish a break. At the
top of my list is a year-end report that must once again dwell on the need to
provide adequate funding for the Judiciary.

I would like to choose a fresher topic, but duty calls. The budget
remains the single most important issue facing the courts. This year,
however, let’s take a page from Dickens and Capra. Let’s look at what has
made our federal court system work in the past, what we are doing in the
present to preserve it in an era of fiscal constraint, and what the future holds

if the Judiciary does not receive the funding it needs.



Through over two hundred years of committed effort, our federal
court system has become a model for justice throughout the world. I know
this first-hand from my conversations with foreign judges and judicial
administrators, who visit our courts to gain insights, share ideas, and
improve their own systems. Foreign jurists—especially those from
emerging democracies who best understand the debilitating effects of
injustice—uniformly admire the efficiency, fairness, and transparency of
United States courts. They want to know the secret of our success. They are
not surprised when I commend the intelligence and integrity of our federal
judges, whose selfless commitment to public service is the core of our
justice system. But they do raise an eyebrow when I also point out the vital
role of the Legislative Branch of government.

The Framers of our Constitution created “one supreme Court,” but
they vested Congress with the power to ordain and establish “inferior
Courts.” Congress met that challenge through wise statesmanship wrapped
in obscure legislation. Judges and lawyers recognize the importance of the
Judiciary Act of 1789, which laid the foundation for our federal court
system. But only legal historians appreciate the enduring significance of the
Evarts Act of 1891, which created the regional courts of appeals; the

Judiciary Act of 1925, which authorized the Supreme Court’s exercise of



discretionary review; or the Rules Enabling Act of 1934, which gave federal
courts the power to promulgate their own rules of procedure. In each of
these enactments, farsighted Members of Congress worked in close
collaboration with Members of the Judiciary, improving the structure of the
federal courts to meet the needs of the people they serve.

The past teaches a critical point that resonates beyond the din of
pundits and polls: The United States courts owe their preeminence in no
small measure to statesmen who have looked past the politics of the moment
and have supported a strong, independent, and impartial Judiciary as an
essential element of just government and the rule of law.

And what of the present? We in the Judiciary recognize what should
be clear to all: The Nation needs a balanced financial ledger to remain
strong at home and abroad. We do not consider ourselves immune from the
fiscal constraints that affect every department of government. But, as I have
pointed out previously, the independent Judicial Branch consumes only the
tiniest sliver of federal revenues, just two-tenths of one percent of the federal
government’s total outlays. We nevertheless recognize our obligations and
are committed to doing our part in reducing federal expenditures.

We began our cost-containment efforts nearly a decade ago, long

before the talk of fiscal cliffs and sequestration came into vogue. As I



explained last year, the Judiciary adopted a plan in 2004 to contain rent
payments, adopt space limitations for judicial personnel, and curtail new
construction. It also launched a policy to control personnel costs by
updating staffing formulas, eliminating unnecessary positions, and matching
qualifications against pay. At the same time, the courts looked for creative
ways to further curb expenses through innovative approaches to getting the
work done. Over the past decade, the courts have become increasingly adept
at leveraging available manpower through cost-effective deployments of
information technology. Court administrators squeeze as much as they can
from every dollar by carefully planning and timing upgrades of the computer
systems the courts use to maintain court dockets, manage finances, and
administer employee compensation and benefits programs. In recent years,
the courts have focused on reducing redundancies and realizing economies
of scale by sharing administrative services—such as financial and personnel
management systems—among court units within and even across judicial
districts and programs.

By its own initiative, the Judiciary had already achieved significant
cost reductions when the sequester provisions of the Budget Control Act of
2011 went into effect on March 1, 2013. The five percent across-the-board

sequestration cut reduced Judiciary funding by nearly $350 million in fiscal



year 2013—a reduction on top of the cost savings that the courts had already
achieved. The impact of the sequester was more significant on the courts
than elsewhere in the government, because virtually all of their core
functions are constitutionally and statutorily required. Unlike most
Executive Branch agencies, the courts do not have discretionary programs
they can eliminate or postpone in response to budget cuts. The courts must
resolve all criminal, civil, and bankruptcy cases that fall within their
jurisdiction, often under tight time constraints. And because many of the
Judiciary’s expenditures, such as rent and judicial salaries, must be paid
regardless of sequestration, the five percent cut that was intended to apply
“across-the-board” translated into even larger cuts in discretionary
components of the Judiciary’s budget.

The Executive Committee of the Judicial Conference—the judicial
body responsible for funding allocations—responded to the sequester by
adopting a number of emergency measures. Among its actions, the
Executive Committee imposed a 10 percent reduction on funding allocations
to court units, which resulted in further staffing losses in the courts. The
combined effects since July 2011 of flat budgets followed by sequestration
reduced on-board court staffing levels by 3,100 (14 percent) to about 19,000

employees—the lowest staffing level since 1997, despite significant



workload increases over that same period—and reduced federal defender
offices staffing by 11 percent in fiscal year 2013 alone.

Sequestration cuts have affected court operations across the spectrum.
There are fewer court clerks to process new civil and bankruptcy cases,
slowing the intake procedure and propagating delays throughout the
litigation process. There are fewer probation and pretrial services officers to
protect the public from defendants awaiting trial and from offenders
following their incarceration and release into the community. There are
fewer public defenders available to vindicate the Constitution’s guarantee of
counsel to indigent criminal defendants, which leads to postponed trials and
delayed justice for the innocent and guilty alike. There is less funding for
security guards at federal courthouses, placing judges, court personnel, and
the public at greater risk of harm.

The Judiciary continues to look for ways to conserve funds in light of
these constraints. For example, the Judicial Conference recently adopted a
“No Net New” policy for courthouse space, in which any increase in square
footage within a circuit must be offset by an equivalent reduction in square
footage within the same fiscal year. The Conference has also targeted a

three percent reduction in Judiciary space by the end of fiscal year 2018.



The only exceptions from these policies are new courthouses and repair and
alterations projects specifically approved by Congress.

We in the Judiciary are grateful that Congress has recognized the
special challenges the courts face. It restored a portion of the Judiciary’s
lost funding when it enacted a continuing resolution in mid-October to
resolve the lapse in appropriations. We welcome Congress’s initiative in
passing the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013, which establishes “top-line”
budget caps for fiscal years 2014 and 2015. That legislation provides an
opportunity for the Judiciary to receive some needed relief from
sequestration in those years.

But what does the future hold for Congress’s funding of court
operations? On December 5, 2013, the Judicial Conference appealed to
Congress to approve an appropriation of $7.04 billion for the Judiciary for
fiscal year 2014. The Conference calculated this amount, which again is less
than two-tenths of one percent of total federal outlays, as needed for the
federal courts to operate successfully. That amount strikes a fair balance. It
is $180 million less than the Judiciary’s original budget request (we were
optimistic), $120 million less than the amount approved by the Senate

Appropriations Committee in its version of the Judiciary’s spending bill, and



only $13 million more than the amount approved by the House
Appropriations Committee in its bill.

The Judicial Conference’s revised appropriation request includes
$5.05 billion for the salaries and expenses account that funds court
operations nationwide, which is $49 million above the House level, and
$41 million below the Senate level. That request would restore some staff
positions in clerks of court and probation and pretrial services offices. It
would also reverse cuts to drug and mental health testing and treatment
services and restore funding for location monitoring of defendants awaiting
trial and offenders on post-conviction release. And it would reinstate
funding needed to maintain information technology systems and to invest in
cost saving technologies.

What would be the consequence of forgoing this funding in favor of a
hard freeze at the sequester level? The future would be bleak: The deep
cuts to Judiciary programs would remain in place. In addition, faced with
inflation-driven increases in the “must-pay” components of this account, the
Judicial Conference would need to cut allocations to the courts nationwide
by an additional three percent below fiscal year 2013 levels. Those cuts
would lead to the loss of an estimated additional 1,000 court staff. The first

consequence would be greater delays in resolving civil and criminal cases.



In the civil and bankruptcy venues, further consequences would include
commercial uncertainty, lost opportunities, and unvindicated rights. In the
criminal venues, those consequences pose a genuine threat to public safety.

The Judicial Conference also requests $1.04 billion for its defender
services account. That level of funding would support 210,000 defense
representations in fiscal year 2014 and also pay deferred defense
representation vouchers that, with the sequester, could not be paid in that
year. The consequence of forgoing this funding in favor of a hard freeze at
the sequester level would be increased delays of criminal trials. The
Judiciary would also be forced to continue a temporary, emergency $15 per
hour rate reduction for private attorneys representing indigent criminal
defendants that was necessitated by uncertainty regarding fiscal year 2014
funding.

The Judicial Conference seeks $498 million for the court security
account and $54 million for the fees-of-jurors account. Each of those
requests is /ess than the respective House and Senate proposed levels. A
hard freeze at the sequester level for court security would result in a
deepening threat to public safety at courts around the country. A similar

hard freeze on juror fees would result in funding for juries running out two



months before the end of the fiscal year, again meaning potential delays for
both criminal and civil trials.

Congress has set a target of January 15, 2014, to complete the
appropriations process for fiscal year 2014. In the coming weeks, and into
the future, I encourage the President and Congress to be attentive to the
needs of the Judicial Branch and avert the adverse consequences that would
result from funding the Judiciary below its minimal needs. The Judiciary
continues to depend on the vision and statesmanship of our colleagues in the
Executive and Legislative Departments. It takes no imagination to see that
failing to meet the Judiciary’s essential requirements undermines the
public’s confidence in all three branches of government. Both 4 Christmas
Carol and It’s a Wonderful Life have happy endings. We are encouraged
that the story of funding for the Federal Judiciary—though perhaps not as
gripping a tale—will too.

[ am privileged and honored to be in a position to thank all of the
judges, court staff, and judicial personnel throughout the Nation for their
continued excellence and dedication. This past year, they have
demonstrated admirable grit, fortitude, and creativity in matching the

Judiciary’s limited resources to the many demands of justice. In the face of
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unprecedented challenges, the federal courts continue to discharge their
responsibilities with wisdom, diligence, and care.

Best wishes in the New Year.
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Appendix
Workload of the Courts

In 2013, caseloads increased in the U.S. district courts, remained
relatively stable in the probation offices, and decreased in the U.S. appellate
courts, bankruptcy courts, and pretrial services system. Total filings for civil
cases and criminal defendants in the district courts grew one percent to
375,870. The number of persons under post-conviction supervision on
September 30, 2013, fell less than one percent to 131,869. Filings in the
regional courts of appeals declined two percent to 56,475. Cases opened in
the pretrial services system dropped six percent to 103,003. Filings in the
bankruptcy courts decreased 12 percent to 1,107,699.

The Supreme Court of the United States

The total number of cases filed in the Supreme Court decreased from
7,713 filings in the 2011 Term to 7,509 filings in the 2012 Term, a decrease
of 2.6 percent. The number of cases filed in the Court’s in forma pauperis
docket decreased from 6,160 filings in the 2011 Term to 6,005 filings in the
2012 Term, a 2.5 percent decrease. The number of cases filed in the Court’s
paid docket decreased from 1,553 filings in the 2011 Term to 1,504 filings in
the 2012 Term, a 3.2 percent decrease. During the 2012 Term, 77 cases

were argued and 76 were disposed of in 73 signed opinions, compared to 79
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cases argued and 73 disposed of in 64 signed opinions in the 2011 Term.
The Court also issued five per curiam decisions during the 2012 Term in
cases that were not argued.

The Federal Courts of Appeals

After rising four percent in 2012, filings in the regional courts of
appeals dropped two percent to 56,475 in 2013. Appeals involving pro se
litigants, which amounted to 51 percent of filings, fell one percent. Criminal
appeals decreased 13 percent. Slight reductions occurred in appeals of
administrative agency decisions and civil appeals. Original proceedings
grew 20 percent, and bankruptcy appeals grew 12 percent.

The Federal District Courts

Civil case filings in the U.S. district courts rose two percent to
284,604. Cases involving diversity of citizenship (i.e., cases between
citizens of different states) climbed four percent, largely as a result of
increases in personal injury and product liability filings.

Cases filed with the United States as defendant increased four percent,
driven by growth in Social Security cases. Filings with the United States as
plaintiff fell 13 percent as cases involving defaulted student loans continued

to decline.
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Filings for criminal defendants (including those transferred from other
districts) decreased three percent to 91,266. Excluding transfers, fewer
defendants were reported for most types of major offenses, including drug
crimes. Filings for defendants charged with immigration violations dropped
five percent. The southwestern border districts accounted for 75 percent of
the nation’s immigration defendant filings.

Defendants prosecuted for sex offenses rose 10 percent. There also
were increases in defendants charged with violent crimes and regulatory
offenses.

The Bankruptcy Courts

Filings of bankruptcy petitions fell 12 percent to 1,107,699. Fewer
petitions were filed in 86 of the 90 bankruptcy courts. Consumer (i.e.,
nonbusiness) petitions decreased 12 percent, and business petitions declined
17 percent. Bankruptcy petitions dropped 14 percent under Chapter 7, 10
percent under Chapter 11, and eight percent under Chapter 13.

After the Bankruptcy Abuse Prevention and Consumer Protection Act
of 2005 took effect, a significant reduction in bankruptcy filings took place.
Filings of petitions subsequently rose from 2007 to 2010. This year’s total is

31 percent below that for 2010.
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The Federal Probation and Pretrial Services System

The 131,869 persons under post-conviction supervision on
September 30, 2013, was less than one percent below the total one year
earlier. Persons serving terms of supervised release after leaving
correctional institutions increased one percent to 109,379 and constituted 83
percent of all persons under supervision.

Cases opened in the pretrial services system in 2013, including

pretrial diversion cases, declined six percent to 103,003.
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2014 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary

On November 10, 1893, the Washington Post identified an emerging
technology that was reshaping American society: Pneumatics! The miracle
of compressed air had led to the creation of new contraptions, including
pneumatic tube systems that relied on air compressors to transport
cylindrical containers hundreds of feet within buildings. Pneumatic tube
systems had found favor in banks and department stores, enabling clerks to
transmit documents rapidly from one office to another. Noting this and
other applications of pneumatics, the Washington Post lightheartedly
proclaimed, “The present era is likely to be known to history as the
pneumatic age.”

News of this dawning era was slow to reach the Supreme Court. It
was not until 1931 that the Marshal of the Court proposed installing a
pneumatic tube system in the Courtroom for the benefit of the press.

Architect Cass Gilbert incorporated that technology into the design of the



Court’s current building, concealing the gray metal tubes behind mahogany
desks and beneath the marble floor.

When the Court opened the doors of its new Courtroom in 1935, it
also revised its procedure for issuing decisions. Under the new “hand-
down” protocol, immediately before a Justice announced a decision in the
Courtroom, the Clerk of the Court directed messengers to hand copies to a
small group of journalists stationed in front of the bench. The journalists
then dispatched the copies through the pneumatic tubes to their colleagues in
the press booths one floor below, saving the messengers dozens of steps and
precious minutes in communicating the news of Court actions.

For thirty-six years, virtually all of the Court’s decisions reached the
press through those portals. A notable exception was the Court’s 1954
decision in Brown v. Board of Education. Chief Justice Warren made a
point of delaying delivery of his short opinion until he had read it in full in
open Court. But not even things gray can stay, and the venerable steel
hardware ultimately outlived its usefulness. In 1968, John P. MacKenzie,
the Supreme Court reporter for the Washington Post, described the Court’s
process of transmitting decisions as “perhaps the most primitive . . . in the
entire communications industry.” The Court’s pneumatic age ended in

1971, when Chief Justice Burger authorized the removal of the pneumatic



tube system at the same time that he introduced the Court’s familiar curved
bench.

The Washington Post’s celebration of the marvels of pneumatics,
followed by the Supreme Court’s belated embrace and overdue
abandonment of a pneumatic conveyance system, illustrates two tenets about
technology and the courts, one obvious and the other less so. First, the
ceaseless growth of knowledge in a free society produces novel and
beneficial innovations that are nonetheless bound for obsolescence from the
moment they launch. No one should be surprised that the same surge of
creativity that pushed courts from quills to hot-metal type will inevitably
propel them past laser printers and HTML files as new technologies continue
to emerge. Second, and perhaps less evidently, the courts will often choose
to be late to the harvest of American ingenuity. Courts are simply different
in important respects when it comes to adopting technology, including
information technology. While courts routinely consider evidence and issue
decisions concerning the latest technological advances, they have proceeded
cautiously when it comes to adopting new technologies in certain aspects of
their own operations. In this year-end report, I would like to describe

progress the courts have made in taking advantage of information



technology, recognizing that the courts will always be prudent whenever it
comes to embracing the “next big thing.”

Article III of the Constitution specifies the distinctive role of the
federal courts, which sets the judiciary apart from other private and public
institutions. Article III invests the federal courts with a strictly limited
power, and responsibility, to decide prescribed categories of “cases” and
“controversies.” Under our constitutional scheme, the courts are neutral
arbiters of concrete disputes that rely on parties with genuine grievances to
initiate the process and frame the issues for decision. The courts’ passive
and circumscribed role directly affects how courts deploy information
technology. The courts understandably focus on those innovations that, first
and foremost, advance their primary goal of fairly and efficiently
adjudicating cases through the application of law.

As one example, the courts have integrated computer-assisted legal
research into their case resolution process. Judges and clerks once spent
countless hours in the law library, poring through law books and indices just
to find the law. They now have access to extensive legal databases and can
quickly locate relevant authority through search commands on desktop
computers, tablets, and mobile devices. The federal judiciary has likewise

modernized courtrooms to take advantage of technological innovations in



exchanging information and ideas. Attorneys can rely on computer-assisted
graphics, video, and other technological aids to introduce evidence and
facilitate communications with judges and juries. But perhaps most
important, the courts have deployed new technologies to automate the filing,
acceptance, and retrieval of the vast inflow of litigation documents that
reach the courts every day. Throughout the country, clerks’ offices have
revolutionized case docketing and administration through electronic case
filing and case management—known within the federal courts as
“CM/ECE.”

True, in today’s high-tech world, the idea of CM/ECF may seem to
some mundane. In the realm of computer science, electronic case filing
cannot rival the dazzling design technologies that empower engineers, or
even the vivid gaming technologies that entice adolescents and the young-at-
heart. Nevertheless, CM/ECF is vitally important to the cause of justice
because it can make the courts more accessible, and more affordable, to a
diverse body of litigants, drawn from every corner of society, who often
enter the courthouse reluctantly, apprehensively, and only as a last resort.

As members of the legal profession know, the basic concept of
CMV/ECEF is simply stated: A litigant, through a lawyer or as a

self-represented party, can file documents using the Internet by logging onto



the system, entering basic information about the case, uploading the
document for filing, and submitting it to the court. But the nationwide
implementation of CM/ECF—which has restructured operations of the entire
federal court system—was no modest feat. The federal judiciary began
design of the architecture in the 1990s and began implementation in 2001.
CM/ECEF currently contains, in aggregate, more than one billion retrievable
documents spread among the 13 courts of appeals, 94 district courts,

90 bankruptcy courts, and other specialized tribunals. More than 600,000
attorneys have filed case documents using CM/ECF, and they currently file
electronically more than 2.5 million documents each month.

But this system is not limited to attorneys. By logging onto the Public
Access to Court Electronic Records (PACER) system, and paying a modest
user fee—in many cases, no fee—members of the public from Alaska to
Florida can instantly access and review federal court filings located in
courthouses across the Nation. PACER has enabled thousands of reporters,
academics, and members of the public to find court records in a way that
would have been impossible before the advent of CM/ECF.

The Administrative Office of the United States Courts is currently in
the midst of developing its “Next Generation” CM/ECF system, which will

increase the functionalities of the system for both bench and bar. For



instance, the enhanced system includes a “central sign-on” feature that will
allow court users and attorneys to file and retrieve information in any federal
court using the same login and password, greatly simplifying access to the
system. Future development efforts will provide automatic calendaring
notices to interested parties that will improve access to court proceedings
while minimizing scheduling conflicts. Other new features are designed to
increase efficiency and ease of use, saving time for judges, court staff, and
other system users.

The Supreme Court is currently developing its own electronic filing
system, which may be operational as soon as 2016. Once the system is
implemented, all filings at the Court—petitions and responses to petitions,
merits briefs, and all other types of motions and applications—will be
available to the legal community and the public without cost on the Court’s
website. Initially, the official filing of documents will continue to be on
paper for all parties in all cases, with the electronic submission an additional
requirement for parties represented by attorneys. Once the system has
operated effectively for some time and the Supreme Court Bar has become
well acquainted with it, the Court expects that electronic filing will be the
official means for all parties represented by counsel, but paper filings will

still be required. Parties proceeding pro se will continue to submit



documents only on paper, and Court personnel will scan and upload those
documents to the system for public access. The Court will provide more
information about the details of the system, including the process for
attorneys to register as authorized filers, in the coming months.

These new systems are important steps forward. Indeed, the federal
judiciary’s CM/ECF system was pioneering technology when it was
introduced, and it remains the premier model among court systems around
the world for electronic case management. Nevertheless, the federal courts,
including the Supreme Court, must often introduce new technologies at a
more measured pace than other institutions, especially those in private
industry. They will sometimes seem more guarded in adopting cutting-edge
innovations, and for good reason, considering some of the concerns that the
judiciary must consider in deploying new technologies.

For instance, the federal courts, like other government institutions, are
subject to the federal procurement process, which understandably sacrifices
speed in favor of fair procedures for commercial hardware and software
vendors to compete for the government’s business. Courts are likewise
subject to the federal appropriation process. Congress faces the difficult task

of developing a budget for the entire government, and legitimate



disagreements over funding priorities can complicate the planning of
nationwide computer system upgrades and roll-outs for the judiciary.

The federal courts, however, also face obstacles that arise from their
distinct responsibilities and obligations. The judiciary has a special duty to
ensure, as a fundamental matter of equal access to justice, that its case filing
process is readily accessible to the entire population, from the most tech-
savvy to the most tech-intimidated. Procedural fairness begins in the clerk’s
office. When deploying CM/ECF, the judiciary must make sure that its
operating instructions are clear, its applications and dashboards are intuitive,
and its systems are compatible with a broad range of consumer hardware and
software. Unlike commercial enterprises, the courts cannot decide to serve
only the most technically-capable or well-equipped segments of the public.
Indeed, the courts must remain open for those who do not have access to
personal computers and need to file in paper, rather than electronic, form.

The courts also have important security concerns that must be
satisfied before new systems go live and continuously throughout their
operational life. Litigation often involves sensitive matters: Criminal
prosecutions, bankruptcy petitions, malpractice suits, discrimination cases,
and patent disputes may all lead to the collection of confidential information

that should be shielded from public view to protect the safety of witnesses,



the privacy of litigants, and the integrity of the adjudicatory process. Courts
understandably proceed cautiously in introducing new information
technology systems until they have fairly considered how to keep the
information contained therein secure from foreign and domestic hackers,
whose motives may range from fishing for secrets to discrediting the
government or impairing court operations.

The federal judiciary also faces implementation challenges in light of
its conscious decision to maintain a decentralized system of organization.
For 225 years, since the enactment of the Judiciary Act of 1789, the federal
courts in each state have exercised a fair degree of operational independence
to ensure that they are responsive to local challenges, capabilities, and needs.
The individual courts have had considerable latitude to experiment with new
technologies, which has led to some courts initiating local innovations.
When the Administrative Office plans a nationwide initiative, such as Next
Generation CM/ECEF, it must devote extensive resources to conferring with
judges, court executives, and lawyers across the country, examining what
has worked on a local basis, and identifying features that should be adopted
nationally. These deliberations ensure that the implementation of a national
system takes due account of local experience, including both successes and

failures.
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Federal judges are stewards of a judicial system that has served the
Nation effectively for more than two centuries. Like other centuries-old
institutions, courts may have practices that seem archaic and inefficient—
and some are. But others rest on traditions that embody intangible wisdom.
Judges and court executives are understandably circumspect in introducing
change to a court system that works well until they are satisfied that they are
introducing change for the good.

As technology proceeds apace, we cannot be sure what changes are in
store, for the courts or society generally. Innovations will come and go, but
the judiciary will continue to make steady progress in employing new
technology to provide litigants with fair and efficient access to the courts.
The sculptures that adorn the Supreme Court provide a reminder of that
resolve, a resolve that has outlived the Court’s long-gone pneumatic tube
system. The often overlooked east pediment, installed on the rear portion of
the building, features images of historic lawgivers and other symbolic
figures. It is flanked by imagery drawn from a well-known fable: A hare on
one side sprints in full extension for the finish line, while a tortoise on the
other slowly plods along. Perhaps to remind us of which animal won that

famous race, Cass Gilbert placed at the bases of the Court’s exterior
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lampposts sturdy bronze tortoises, symbolizing the judiciary’s commitment
to constant but deliberate progress in the cause of justice.

I am privileged and honored to be in a position to thank all of the
judges, court staff, and judicial personnel throughout the Nation for their
continued excellence and dedication. I wish to extend a special thanks to
District Judge John Bates, who will step down on January 1, 2015, as
Director of the Administrative Office of the United States Courts and return
to his duties as a United States District Judge for the District of Columbia.
The judiciary has benefited enormously from his wise counsel, strong
leadership, and steadfast commitment to the cause of justice. I am grateful
for his service.

Best wishes to all in the New Year.

12



Appendix
Workload of the Courts

In 2014, caseloads held steady in the U.S. district courts and probation
offices, but decreased in the U.S. appellate courts, bankruptcy courts, and
pretrial services system. Total filings for civil cases and criminal defendants
in the district courts grew less than one percent to 376,536, with civil cases
increasing four percent while filings from criminal defendants decreased 11
percent. The number of persons under post-conviction supervision rose
nearly one percent to 132,858. Filings in the regional courts of appeals fell
three percent to 54,988. Cases opened in the pretrial services system
declined eight percent to 100,068. Petitions filed in the bankruptcy courts
dropped 13 percent to 963,739.

The Supreme Court of the United States

The total number of cases filed in the Supreme Court decreased from
7,509 filings in the 2012 Term to 7,376 filings in the 2013 Term, a decrease
of 1.77 percent. The number of cases filed in the Court’s in forma pauperis
docket decreased from 6,005 filings in the 2012 Term to 5,808 filings in the
2013 Term, a 3.28 percent decrease. The number of cases filed in the
Court’s paid docket increased from 1,504 filings in the 2012 Term to 1,568

filings in the 2013 Term, a 4.26 percent increase. During the 2013 Term,
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79 cases were argued and 77 were disposed of in 67 signed opinions,
compared to 77 cases argued and 76 disposed of in 73 signed opinions in the
2012 Term. The Court also issued six per curiam decisions during the 2013
Term in cases that were not argued.

The Federal Courts of Appeals

In the regional courts of appeals, filings decreased three percent to
54,988. Appeals involving pro se litigants, which constituted 51 percent of
filings, declined three percent. Total criminal appeals fell eight percent.
Appeals of administrative agency decisions dropped 16 percent. Bankruptcy
appeals fell 14 percent. Total civil appeals increased one percent.

The Federal District Courts

Civil case filings in the U.S. district courts rose four percent to
295,310. Cases involving diversity of citizenship (i.e., disputes between
citizens of different states) increased 13 percent, mainly because of growth
in personal injury and product liability filings.

Cases filed with the United States as defendant fell five percent,
mostly because of reductions in prisoner petitions and Social Security cases.
Filings with the United States as plaintiff declined 14 percent as cases

involving contracts and cases involving forfeitures and penalties decreased.
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Filings for criminal defendants (including those transferred from other
districts) dropped 11 percent to 81,226. Excluding transfers, fewer
defendant filings were reported for all types of major offenses. Defendants
charged with drug crimes declined 14 percent. Defendants prosecuted for
immigration violations fell eight percent, with the southwestern border
districts accounting for 77 percent of national immigration defendant filings.

Defendants accused of property offenses (including fraud) decreased
11 percent. Reductions also occurred in defendants charged with firearms
and explosives crimes, sex offenses, traffic offenses, and violent crimes.

The Bankruptcy Courts

Filings of bankruptcy petitions decreased 13 percent to 963,739.
Fewer petitions were filed in all bankruptcy courts but one (filings rose three
percent in the District of Puerto Rico). Consumer (i.e., non-business)
petitions declined 13 percent, and business petitions dropped 19 percent.
Bankruptcy petitions fell 15 percent under Chapter 7, 20 percent under
Chapter 11, and nine percent under Chapter 13.

After the Bankruptcy Abuse Prevention and Consumer Protection Act
of 2005 took effect, a steep reduction in bankruptcy petition filings occurred.

Filings thereafter rose from 2007 to 2010, but have fallen in each of the last
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four years. The total for 2014 is 40 percent below the total for 2010, and the
lowest total since 2007.

The Federal Probation and Pretrial Services System

The 132,858 persons under post-conviction supervision on
September 30, 2014, was nearly one percent above the total one year earlier.
Persons serving terms of supervised release after leaving correctional
institutions grew two percent to 111,585 and amounted to 84 percent of all
persons under supervision.

Cases opened in the pretrial services system in 2014, including

pretrial diversion cases, decreased eight percent to 100,068.
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In 1838, John Lyde Wilson, a former governor of South Carolina,
made a grim contribution to the literature of dispute resolution by publishing
“The Code of Honor; or Rules for the Government of Principals and
Seconds in Duelling.” That 22-page booklet, sized to fit comfortably
alongside a gentleman’s matched pair of dueling pistols, specified the
procedure for issuing a challenge, the duties of seconds, and the proper
conduct of the duel itself. More detailed than its predecessors, the Irish and
French dueling codes, Wilson’s rulebook set out time limits, the form and
methods of written communications, the obligation to attempt reconciliation
without bloodshed, and—if attempts at mediation failed—how to pace off
the field of battle. Wilson professed that he was not advocating that
adversaries settle their disputes through duels, but he claimed that dueling
was inevitable “where there is no tribunal to do justice to an oppressed and
deeply wronged individual.” He suggested that laying out practices and

procedures to ensure that duels would be conducted fairly—including



provisions for resolving disputes through apology and compromise—would
in fact save lives.

It may be that Wilson’s code had exactly the opposite effect,
glorifying and institutionalizing a barbarous practice that led to wanton
death. Our Nation had lost Alexander Hamilton to a senseless duel in 1804.
Abraham Lincoln and Mark Twain could have perished in duels if their
seconds, in each instance, had not negotiated an amicable solution. But
others were not so fortunate; one historian has calculated that, between 1798
and the Civil War, the United States Navy lost two-thirds as many officers to
dueling as it did to more than 60 years of combat at sea.

Public opinion ultimately turned against dueling as a means of settling
quarrels. By 1859, eighteen of the 33 States of the Union had outlawed
duels. Following the Civil War, a public weary of bloodshed turned
increasingly to other forums, including the courts, to settle disputes. But
reminders of the practice persist. When Kentucky lawyers are admitted to
the bar, they are required, by law, to swear that they have not participated in
a duel.

Today, Wilson’s pamphlet stands on the bookshelf as a largely
forgotten relic of a happily bygone past. But it is also a stark reminder of

government’s responsibility to provide tribunals for the peaceful resolution



of all manner of disputes. Our Nation’s courts are today’s guarantors of
justice. Those civil tribunals, far more than the inherently uncivilized
dueling fields they supplanted, must be governed by sound rules of practice
and procedure.

The Rules Enabling Act, 28 U.S.C. §§ 2071 et seq., empowers the
federal courts to prescribe rules for the conduct of their business. The
Judicial Conference—the policy making body of the federal judiciary—has
overall responsibility for formulating those rules. Consistent with that
charge, Congress has directed the Conference to “carry on a continuous
study of the operation and effect of the general rules of practice and
procedure.” 28 U.S.C. § 331. The primary work is done through the
Conference’s Committee on Rules of Practice and Procedure (known as the
Standing Committee), which in turn enlists guidance from advisory
committees that focus on the specialties of appellate, bankruptcy, civil, and
criminal procedure, and the rules of evidence. Those committees solicit
recommendations, conduct public hearings, draft proposed rules, and
propose amendments for the Judicial Conference’s consideration. If the
Judicial Conference concurs, the proposed rules and amendments, together
with a report on their promulgation, are submitted to the Supreme Court for

its approval. If the Court approves, the rules are then laid before Congress,



by the annual deadline of May 1, for its examination. Unless Congress
intervenes by December 1, the new rules take effect.

This process of judicial rule formulation, now more than 80 years old,
is elaborate and time-consuming, but it ensures that federal court rules of
practice and procedure are developed through meticulous consideration, with
input from all facets of the legal community, including judges, lawyers, law
professors, and the public at large. Many rules amendments are modest and
technical, even persnickety, but the 2015 amendments to the Federal Rules
of Civil Procedure are different. Those amendments are the product of five
years of intense study, debate, and drafting to address the most serious
impediments to just, speedy, and efficient resolution of civil disputes.

The project goes back to 2010, when the Advisory Committee on
Civil Rules sponsored a symposium on civil litigation, which brought
together federal and state judges, law professors, and plaintiff and defense
lawyers, drawn from business, government, and public interest
organizations. The symposium, which generated 40 papers and 25 data
compilations, confirmed that, while the federal courts are fundamentally
sound, in many cases civil litigation has become too expensive, time-
consuming, and contentious, inhibiting effective access to the courts. The

symposium specifically identified the need for procedural reforms that



would: (1) encourage greater cooperation among counsel; (2) focus
discovery—the process of obtaining information within the control of the
opposing party—on what is truly necessary to resolve the case; (3) engage
judges in early and active case management; and (4) address serious new
problems associated with vast amounts of electronically stored information.
The Advisory Committee on Civil Rules set to work on those
problems. Over the next three years, the Committee drafted proposed
amendments and published them for public comment. It received more than
2,300 written comments and held public hearings in Dallas, Phoenix, and
Washington, D.C., eliciting input from more than 120 witnesses. The
Committee then revised the amendments in response to the public
recommendations. The proposed amendments received further scrutiny
from the Standing Committee, the Judicial Conference, and the Supreme
Court, before submission to Congress. The amended rules, which can be

viewed at http://www.uscourts.gov/federal-rules-civil-procedure, went into

effect one month ago, on December 1, 2015. They mark significant change,
for both lawyers and judges, in the future conduct of civil trials.

The amendments may not look like a big deal at first glance, but they
are. That is one reason I have chosen to highlight them in this report. For

example, Rule 1 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure has been expanded


http://www.uscourts.gov/federal-rules-civil-procedure

by a mere eight words, but those are words that judges and practitioners
must take to heart. Rule 1 directs that the Federal Rules “should be

construed, administered, and employed by the court and the parties to secure

the just, speedy, and inexpensive determination of every action and
proceeding.” The underscored words make express the obligation of judges
and lawyers to work cooperatively in controlling the expense and time
demands of litigation—an obligation given effect in the amendments that
follow. The new passage highlights the point that lawyers—though
representing adverse parties—have an affirmative duty to work together, and
with the court, to achieve prompt and efficient resolutions of disputes.

Rule 26(b)(1) crystalizes the concept of reasonable limits on
discovery through increased reliance on the common-sense concept of
proportionality:

“Parties may obtain discovery regarding any nonprivileged matter that

1s relevant to any party’s claim or defense and proportional to the

needs of the case, considering the importance of the issues at stake in
the action, the amount in controversy, the parties’ relative access to
relevant information, the parties’ resources, the importance of the
discovery in resolving the issues, and whether the burden or expense

of the proposed discovery outweighs its likely benefit.”
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The amended rule states, as a fundamental principle, that lawyers must size
and shape their discovery requests to the requisites of a case. Specifically,
the pretrial process must provide parties with efficient access to what is
needed to prove a claim or defense, but eliminate unnecessary or wasteful
discovery. The key here is careful and realistic assessment of actual need.
That assessment may, as a practical matter, require the active involvement of
a neutral arbiter—the federal judge—to guide decisions respecting the scope
of discovery.

The amended rules accordingly emphasize the crucial role of federal
judges in engaging in early and effective case management. The prior
rules—specifically Rule 16—already required that the judge meet with the
lawyers after the complaint is filed, confer about the needs of the case, and
develop a case management plan. The amended rules have shortened the
deadline for that meeting and express a preference for a face-to-face
encounter to enhance communication between the judge and lawyers. The
amendments also identify techniques to expedite resolution of pretrial
discovery disputes, including conferences with the judge before filing formal
motions in aid of discovery. Such conferences can often obviate the need
for a formal motion—a well-timed scowl from a trial judge can go a long

way in moving things along crisply.
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Recognizing the evolving role of information technology in virtually
every detail of life, the amended rules specifically address the issue of
“electronically stored information,” which has given birth to a new
acronym—“ESI.” Rules 16 and 26(f) now require the parties to reach
agreement on the preservation and discovery of ESI in their case
management plan and discovery conferences. Amendments to Rule 37(e)
effect a further refinement by specifying the consequences if a party fails to
observe the generally recognized obligation to preserve ESI in the face of
foreseeable litigation. If the failure to take reasonable precautions results in
a loss of discoverable ESI, the courts must first focus on whether the
information can be restored or replaced through alternative discovery efforts.
If not, the courts may order additional measures “no greater than necessary”
to cure the resulting prejudice. And if the loss of ESI is the result of one
party’s intent to deprive the other of the information’s use in litigation, the
court may impose prescribed sanctions, ranging from an adverse jury
instruction to dismissal of the action or entry of a default judgment.

The rules amendments eliminate Rule 84, which referenced an
appendix containing a number of civil litigation forms that were originally
designed to provide lawyers and unrepresented litigants with examples of

proper pleading. Over the years since their publication, many of those forms



have become antiquated or obsolete. The Administrative Office of the
United States Courts assembled a group of experienced judges to replace
those outdated forms with modern versions that reflect current practice and
procedure. They have largely completed their work. The Administrative
Office has already posted 12 revised forms on the federal judiciary’s
website, with three more to follow in the next month. See

http://www.uscourts.gov/forms/pro-se-forms.

The 2015 civil rules amendments are a major stride toward a better
federal court system. But they will achieve the goal of Rule 1—*“the just,
speedy, and inexpensive determination of every action and proceeding”—
only if the entire legal community, including the bench, bar, and legal
academy, step up to the challenge of making real change.

I think we are off to a good start. The Federal Judicial Center, which
is the educational and research arm of the federal judiciary, has created a
training program for federal judges to ensure they are prepared to introduce
the procedural reforms in their courtrooms. Training is necessary for
lawyers too, and the American Bar Association and many local bar
organizations have initiated educational programs and workshops across the
country. The practical implementation of the rules may require some

adaptation and innovation. I encourage all to support the judiciary’s plans to


http://www.uscourts.gov/forms/pro-se-forms

test the workability of new case management and discovery practices
through carefully conceived pilot programs. In addition, a wide variety of
judicial, legal, and academic organizations have supplied key insights in the
improvement of both federal and state rules of practice, and they are
continuing to provide their perspectives and expertise on the rollout of the
new rules. I am confident that the Advisory Committee on Civil Rules will
continue to engage the full spectrum of those organizations in its ongoing
work.

The success of the 2015 civil rules amendments will require more
than organized educational efforts. It will also require a genuine
commitment, by judges and lawyers alike, to ensure that our legal culture
reflects the values we all ultimately share.

Judges must be willing to take on a stewardship role, managing their
cases from the outset rather than allowing parties alone to dictate the scope
of discovery and the pace of litigation. Faced with crushing dockets, judges
can be tempted to postpone engagement in pretrial activities. Experience
has shown, however, that judges who are knowledgeable, actively engaged,
and accessible early in the process are far more effective in resolving cases

fairly and efficiently, because they can identify the critical issues, determine

10



the appropriate breadth of discovery, and curtail dilatory tactics,
gamesmanship, and procedural posturing.

As for the lawyers, most will readily agree—in the abstract—that they
have an obligation to their clients, and to the justice system, to avoid
antagonistic tactics, wasteful procedural maneuvers, and teetering
brinksmanship. I cannot believe that many members of the bar went to law
school because of a burning desire to spend their professional life wearing
down opponents with creatively burdensome discovery requests or evading
legitimate requests through dilatory tactics. The test for plaintiffs’ and
defendants’ counsel alike is whether they will affirmatively search out
cooperative solutions, chart a cost-effective course of litigation, and assume
shared responsibility with opposing counsel to achieve just results.

[ am hardly the first to urge that we must engineer a change in our
legal culture that places a premium on the public’s interest in speedy, fair,
and efficient justice. But I am motivated to address the subject now because
the 2015 civil rules amendments provide a concrete opportunity for actually
getting something done.

In the nineteenth century, a change in culture left dueling by the
wayside and left us with lessons learned. Joseph Conrad’s novella

“The Duel” tells the tale, taken from fact, of two gallant French cavalry
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officers, D’Hubert and Feraud. Estranged by a trifling slight, they
repeatedly duel over a 15-year period. According to newspapers of the era,
the real-life antagonists, Dupont and Fournier, would cross swords and draw
blood whenever their military service brought them near to one another.
Conrad’s characters, like the real ones, relentlessly persist in their personal
feud through the rise, fall, reemergence, and ultimate exile of Napoleon, as
the world transforms around them. In the end, these soldiers, who should
have been comrades in a patriotic cause, spent much of their adult lives
focused on a petty squabble that left them with nothing but scars. We should
not miss the opportunity to help ensure that federal court litigation does not
degenerate into wasteful clashes over matters that have little to do with
achieving a just result.

Another year has quickly passed, and once again, I am privileged and
honored to be in a position to thank all of the judges, court staff, and judicial
personnel throughout the Nation for their continued excellence and
dedication.

Best wishes to all in the New Year.
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Appendix
Workload of the Courts

In the 12-month period ending September 30, 2015, caseloads
decreased in the Supreme Court, the regional appellate courts, the district
courts, the bankruptcy courts, and the pretrial services system. Growth
occurred, however, in the number of persons under post-conviction
supervision.

The Supreme Court of the United States

The total number of cases filed in the Supreme Court decreased by
4.65 percent from 7,376 filings in the 2013 Term to 7,033 filings in the 2014
Term. The number of cases filed in the Court’s in forma pauperis docket
decreased by 5.50 percent from 5,808 filings in the 2013 Term to 5,488
filings in the 2014 Term. The number of cases filed in the Court’s paid
docket decreased by 1.47 percent from 1,568 filings in the 2013 Term to
1,545 filings in the 2014 Term. During the 2014 Term, 75 cases were
argued and 75 were disposed of in 66 signed opinions, compared with 79
cases argued and 77 disposed of in 67 signed opinions during the 2013
Term. The Court also issued eight per curiam decisions during the 2014

Term in cases that were not argued.
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The Federal Courts of Appeals

In the regional courts of appeals, filings dropped four percent to
52,698. Appeals involving pro se litigants, which amounted to 51 percent of
filings, fell four percent. Total civil appeals decreased seven percent.
Criminal appeals rose three percent, as did appeals of administrative agency
decisions, and bankruptcy appeals grew seven percent.

The Federal District Courts

Civil case filings in the U.S. district courts declined six percent to
279,036. Cases involving diversity of citizenship (i.e., disputes between
citizens of different states) fell 14 percent, largely because of a reduction in
personal injury/product liability filings. Cases with the United States as
defendant dropped seven percent in response to fewer filings of prisoner
petitions and Social Security cases. Cases with the United States as plaintiff
went down 10 percent as filings of forfeiture and penalty cases and contract
cases decreased.

Filings for criminal defendants (including those transferred from other
districts) held relatively steady, declining one percent to 80,069. Defendants
accused of immigration violations dropped five percent, with the
southwestern border districts receiving 79 percent of national immigration

defendant filings. Defendants charged with property offenses (including
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fraud) fell six percent. Other reductions were reported for filings involving
traffic offenses, general offenses, regulatory offenses, and justice system
offenses. Drug crime defendants, who accounted for 32 percent of total
filings, rose two percent. Increases also occurred in filings related to
firearms and explosives, sex offenses, and violent crimes.

The Bankruptcy Courts

Bankruptcy petition filings decreased 11 percent to 860,182. Fewer
petitions were filed in all bankruptcy courts but one—the Middle District of
Alabama had three percent more filings this year. Consumer (i.e.,
nonbusiness) petitions dropped 11 percent, and business petitions fell 12
percent. Filings of petitions declined 14 percent under Chapter 7, eight
percent under Chapter 11, and three percent under Chapter 13.

This year’s total for bankruptcy petitions is the lowest since 2007, the
first full year after the Bankruptcy Abuse Prevention and Consumer
Protection Act of 2005 took effect. From 2007 to 2010, bankruptcy filings
rose steadily, but they have fallen in each of the last five years.

The Federal Probation and Pretrial Services System

A total of 135,468 persons were under post-conviction supervision on
September 30, 2015, an increase of two percent over the total one year

earlier. Of that number, 114,961 persons were serving terms of supervised
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release after leaving correctional institutions, a three percent increase from
the prior year.
Cases activated in the pretrial services system, including pretrial

diversion cases, fell five percent to 95,013.
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As winter approached in late 1789, Justice David Sewall of the
Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court received unanticipated
correspondence from President George Washington. Washington informed
Sewall that he had been appointed and confirmed as United States District
Judge for the District of Maine, then still part of Massachusetts. The matter
was not open to discussion; Sewall’s commission was enclosed. Writing
from his home in York, Sewall noted that the appointment was “unsolicited
and unexpected,” and he expressed concern that his service as a state
supreme court justice would not fully prepare him for the task. “In this new
appointment,” Sewall explained, “the Judge is to stand alone, and unassisted,
and in some instances in matters of the greatest magnitude—Such as relate
to the life of Man.” Grateful for the privilege of national service and the
honor of appointment, he hoped to vindicate the President’s confidence and
secure the “approbation of my fellow Citizens.” “All I can promise on the

occasion, is, that I will endeavour to merit them—by striving to discharge



the duties of the office with fidelity and impartiality according to the best of
my abilities.”

President Washington appointed all thirteen original United States
district judges in like fashion, and most responded with similar humility and
trepidation. Despite their modesty, however, they were a distinguished
group. John Sullivan of New Hampshire had been a general in the
Revolutionary War, delegate to the Continental Congress, and—before the
formation of the Union—President of New Hampshire. James Duane had
served five years as Mayor of New York. William Paca had signed the
Declaration of Independence and served as Maryland’s governor. David
Brearley signed the Constitution for New Jersey, as Gunning Bedford, Jr.,
did for Delaware. William Drayton, appointed in his native South Carolina,
had served more than a decade as Chief Justice of the British colony of East
Florida. Francis Hopkinson of Pennsylvania, a poet and musician as well as
a lawyer, designed key precursors of the Great Seal of the United States and
the United States flag famously attributed to Betsy Ross. These individuals
are not well known in our era, but they launched the new system of United
States district courts and set the course for the important role those

institutions would come to play in the new republic.



The men and women across the country who today serve as district
judges are generally not well known either, but they deserve tremendous
respect. While the Supreme Court is often the focus of public attention, our
system of justice depends fundamentally on the skill, hard work, and
dedication of those outside the limelight. This year, I would like to
recognize the crucial role federal district judges play in the operation of the
Third Branch and highlight some of the challenging and often overlooked
facets of their service.

United States district judges are the principal trial judges of our
federal system. Congress has authorized 673 district judgeships, as well as
four territorial positions. The active judges receive assistance from more
than 500 senior district judges, who are eligible for retirement with full pay
but still continue to work—most in a part-time capacity, but many
full-time—without additional compensation.

As Justice Sewall observed 237 years ago, district judges “stand
alone, and unassisted.” Unlike politicians, they work largely outside of the
public eye. Most Americans have some sense of their role, but that
perception has surely been shaped, for better and worse, by movie and
television portrayals of the American jury trial. In the typical depiction, the

trial judge has a bit part, sitting passively amidst the soaring rhetoric of the



attorneys, the heroism or villainy of their clients, and the moral compass of
the jurors. Real-life trials usually lack that drama—but then they are not
meant to be entertainment. Rather, they are carefully structured mechanisms
for resolving legal disputes through an adversarial process. In conducting
trials, the district judge serves as the calm central presence to ensure fair
process and justice for the litigants.

The judge is responsible for supervising the important pretrial process
and conducting the trial itself. He resolves discovery disputes, manages the
selection of the jury, rules on the admission of evidence, determines the
proper and understandable instruction of the jury, and resolves any issues
surrounding the acceptance of the verdict and entry of judgment. Each of
those steps requires special knowledge, sensitivity, and skill. The judge
must have mastery of the complex rules of procedure and evidence and be
able to apply those rules to the nuances of a unique controversy. As the
singular authority on the bench, he must respond to every detail of an
unscripted proceeding, tempering firm and decisive judgment with
objectivity, insight, and compassion. This is no job for impulsive, timid, or
inattentive souls.

The character of a district judge is most starkly evident in a criminal

trial. Most criminal charges are resolved through the plea bargaining



process, but those cases that go to trial place especially high demands on the
court. The judge must move the process forward in accordance with the
Speedy Trial Act, consistent with the defendant’s right to constitutionally
adequate representation. He must promptly decide motions and make
evidentiary rulings as the trial proceeds, typically without the luxury of calm
consideration and research in the quiet of chambers. The judge must
carefully guide the jury on the elements of the offense and the prosecution’s
burden of proof. If the trial results in conviction, the judge faces the somber
task of sentencing.

Most district judges agree that sentencing is their most difficult duty.
The judge must confront the offender, face-to-face, and take just account of
human failing. The judge must consider the perspectives of the prosecutor,
the defendant, and the victim, and impose a penalty that, by design and
necessity, will alter the direction of the defendant’s life. In determining
appropriate punishment, his discretion is confined by legislative
determinations, and guided by carefully considered sentencing guidelines
and a presentence report. At the end of the day, the sentence nonetheless
critically reflects the judge’s wisdom, experience, and educated grasp of
what he observed firsthand in the courtroom. In delivering the sentence, the

judge speaks as the voice of the community.



Although the district judge has a visible and vital presence in the
courtroom, many more judicial responsibilities are conducted in chambers.
For every trial, there are scores of cases waiting in the wings—the typical
federal judge has more than 500 cases on the docket. In the face of that
daunting workload, the district judge must be a jack of all trades. The judge
must first be an able administrator in managing the ceaseless stream of cases
and 1ssues that pass through the court. He must be adept at juggling dozens
of different matters at any given time, making sure that nothing slips through
the cracks.

A district judge, however, must be more than a capable administrator.
The judge must be an active and astute problem solver. Litigation is costly,
and everyone benefits if disputes can be resolved efficiently with minimal
expense and delay. As I explained in my 2015 Year-End Report, the
Judicial Conference—the policy making body of the federal courts—has
revised the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure to emphasize the judge’s role in
early and effective case management. Those procedural reforms encourage
district judges to meet promptly with the lawyers after the complaint is filed,
confer about the needs of the case, develop a case management plan, and
expedite resolution of pretrial discovery disputes. The reforms are

beginning to have a positive effect because already extremely busy judges



are willing to undertake more active engagement in managing their dockets,
which will pay dividends down the road. A lumberjack saves time when he
takes the time to sharpen his ax. This year, we will take a step further and
ask district judges to participate in pilot programs to test several promising
case management techniques aimed at reducing the costs of discovery.

A district judge’s skillful exercise of docket administration and case
management can often narrow a case to a small number of issues truly in
dispute and may even resolve the matter through settlement. In other
situations, the pretrial process may reveal that the controlling issues are
purely questions of law that can be resolved through summary judgment
without trial. In those situations, the district judge has the responsibility—
always in the first instance, and frequently in the last—*“to say what the law
1s.” As Justice Sewall recognized, a judge must do so “with fidelity and
impartiality,” without fear or favor.

District judges are the first to encounter novel issues, and they must
resolve them without the aid of guiding precedent. Because they work
alone, district judges do not have the benefit of collegial decision-making or
the comfort of shared consensus. And because of the press of their dockets,
they face far more severe time and resource constraints than their appellate

brethren.



You might be asking at this point why any lawyer would want a job
that requires long hours, exacting skill, and intense devotion—while
promising high stress, solitary confinement, and guaranteed criticism. There
are many easier and more lucrative ways for a good lawyer to earn a living.
The answer lies in the rewards of public service. District judges make a
difference every day, and leave a lasting legacy, by making our society more
fair and just. That sense of civic duty is evident in the many ways that our
district judges give voluntary service, in addition to their usual
responsibilities, to the courts and their country.

Congress directs that district judges, in order of seniority, may take
their turn to serve as the chief judge of their district court. A chief judge
voluntarily takes on the additional responsibility of superintending the
administration of the court and its professional staff. Those administrative
responsibilities include all aspects of running a courthouse, including
personnel issues, budget matters, and introduction of new technologies. Few
individuals who became judges did so because they were anxious to have
such duties. The judges who take on the title of “chief” nonetheless perform
those time-intensive chores without any additional rewards and very little

thanks. Their service is essential to judicial self-governance.



District judges make contributions outside their own courthouses by
volunteering their services to other courts. They may lend their time and
energy to overburdened sister districts, to the regional courts of appeals, or
to specialized tribunals, such as the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court.
District judges also volunteer to assist the Judicial Branch as a whole
through service on the Judicial Conference. Thirteen district judges serve on
the 27-member Conference, applying their experience and expertise to the
improvement of the Branch. In addition, 169 district judges serve on the
Conference’s 25 committees and actively participate in developing policy on
a broad spectrum of issues, including the judiciary’s budget, security
arrangements, codes of conduct, and rules of procedure.

District judges also make contributions to the judiciary’s educational
programs. They volunteer service to the Federal Judicial Center as board
members, advisors, and instructors, providing training for new judges and
continuing education for more experienced colleagues. District judges
likewise volunteer service to the United States Sentencing Commission,
where they participate in developing and revising sentencing guidelines.

Just four days after Congress created the Nation’s first thirteen district
judgeships, President Washington wrote to Edmund Randolph that he

“considered the first arrangement of the judicial department as essential to



the happiness of our country and to the stability of its political system.”
Washington stated that he was anxious to select “the fittest characters to
expound the laws, and dispense justice.” Over the more than two centuries
since that time, the Nation’s need for its best has not diminished. Not every
able individual has accepted the call and—in our imperfect world—a few
who have accepted have not been up to the task. But those are rare
exceptions. Since Washington made his first thirteen appointments, each
American generation has produced selfless, patriotic, and brave individuals
who have stepped forward to serve their country with distinction as federal
district judges. Our Nation is justly proud of our current district judges and
grateful for their service.

Once again, I am privileged and honored to be in a position to thank
all of the judges, court staff, and judicial personnel throughout the Nation for
their continued excellence and dedication.

Best wishes to all in the New Year.
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Appendix
Workload of the Courts

Inthe 12-month period ending September 30, 2016, the number
of cases filed in the Supreme Court decreased, while the number
filed in the regional appellate courts and the district courts increased.
Filings in the bankruptcy courts also decreased. Cases activated in the
pretrial services system decreased, while the number of persons under
post-conviction supervision increased.

The Supreme Court of the United States

The total number of cases filed in the Supreme Court decreased by
7.94 percent from 7,033 filings in the 2014 Term to 6,475 filings in the 2015
Term. The number of cases filed in the Court’s in forma pauperis docket
decreased by 10.24 percent from 5,488 filings in the 2014 Term to 4,926
filings in the 2015 Term. The number of cases filed in the Court’s paid
docket increased by 0.02 percent from 1,545 filings in the 2014 Term to
1,549 filings in the 2015 Term. During the 2015 Term, 82 cases were
argued and 70 were disposed of in 62 signed opinions, compared with 75
cases argued and 75 disposed of in 66 signed opinions during the 2014
Term. The Court also issued 12 per curiam decisions during the 2015 Term

in cases that were not argued.
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The Federal Courts of Appeals

In the regional courts of appeals, filings rose 15 percent to 60,357.
Appeals involving pro se litigants, which accounted for 52 percent of
filings, increased 18 percent. Total civil appeals decreased two percent,
criminal appeals grew one percent, appeals of administrative agency
decisions fell nine percent, and bankruptcy appeals fell ten percent.

The Federal District Courts

Civil case filings in the United States district courts increased
five percent to 291,851. Cases involving diversity of citizenship (i.e.,
disputes between citizens of different states) fell five percent. Cases
with the United States as defendant increased 55 percent as a result of
prisoner petitions related to the Supreme Court’s decision in Welch v.
United States, No. 15-6418 (Apr. 18, 2016), which provided a new
basis for certain prisoners convicted under the Armed Career Criminal
Act to challenge their sentences. Cases with the United States as
plaintiff decreased 19 percent as fewer cases involving defaulted student
loans and forfeiture and penalty cases were filed.

Filings for criminal defendants decreased three percent to 77,357.
Defendants charged with drug crimes, accounting for 32 percent of

total filings, fell three percent. Defendants charged with immigration
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crimes decreased less than one percent, with the southwestern border
districts receiving 82 percent of national immigration defendant filings.
Defendants charged with property offenses decreased 13 percent,
largely because defendants charged with fraud also fell 13 percent.
Filings involving regulatory offenses, sex crimes, general offenses, and
justice system offenses also declined, while filings related to firearms
and explosives and violent crimes increased.

The Bankruptcy Courts

Bankruptcy petition filings decreased six percent to 805,580.
Fewer petitions were filed in 71 of the 90 bankruptcy courts. Consumer
petitions fell six percent, and business petitions fell two percent. Filings
of petitions declined nine percent under Chapter 7 and one percent under
Chapter 13. Filings increased six percent under Chapter 11.

This year's total for bankruptcy petitions is the lowest since 2007,
which was the first full year after the Bankruptcy Abuse Prevention and
Consumer Protection Act of 2005 took effect. From 2007 to 2010,
bankruptcy filings rose steadily, but they have fallen in each of the last

siX years.
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The Federal Probation and Pretrial Services System

A total of 137,410 persons were under post-conviction supervision
on September 30, 2016, an increase of one percent over the total one year
earlier. Of that number, 118,242 persons were serving terms of supervised
release after leaving correctional institutions, a three percent increase from
the prior year.

Cases activated in the pretrial services system, including pretrial

diversion cases, fell three percentto 91,7009.
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2017 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary

In October 1780, while American patriots engaged the British in
decisive battles for independence, a storm was brewing in the Caribbean.
The Great Hurricane of 1780—the deadliest Atlantic hurricane on record—
tracked a course from the Lesser Antilles to Bermuda, leaving a trail of
destruction that touched both Florida and Puerto Rico. Historians estimate
that more than 20,000 people died. The “Great Hurricane” was just one of
several storms that ravaged the Caribbean and Gulf of Mexico that fall. In
all, more than 28,000 perished.

Nearly two and a half centuries later, we remain vulnerable to natural
catastrophes. Modern communication has enhanced our ability to learn of
impending disasters, take precautions, and respond to those in need. But
today’s news cycle can also divert attention from the continuing
consequences of calamities. The torrent of information we now summon

and dispense at the touch of a thumb can sweep past as quickly as the storm
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itself, causing us to forget the real life after-effects for those left in
misfortune’s wake.

Federal disaster response is primarily the responsibility of the
executive and legislative branches of the federal, state, and territorial
governments, which can muster, fund, and deploy the resources needed to
respond to emergencies. Still, during this season of holidays and
celebrations, we cannot forget our fellow citizens in Texas, Florida, Puerto
Rico, and the Virgin Islands who are continuing to recover from Hurricanes
Harvey, Irma, and Maria, and those in California who continue to confront
historic wildfires and their smoldering consequences. The courts cannot
provide food, shelter, or medical aid, but they must stand ready to perform
their judicial functions as part of the recovery effort. The federal judiciary
has an ongoing responsibility to prepare for catastrophes and ensure that the
third branch of government remains open and functional during times of
national emergency.

Court emergency preparedness is not headline news, even on a slow
news day. But it is important to assure the public that the courts are doing
their part to anticipate and prepare for emergency response to people in

need.



The Administrative Office of the United States Courts is the agency
within the judicial branch responsible for providing the broad range of
managerial and program support necessary for federal courts throughout the
country. The Administrative Office staff addresses matters that span the
federal court system, including human resources, information technology,
and facilities stewardship. The Administrative Office has established an
Emergency Management and Preparedness Branch that maintains continuity
of operations programs within that agency and provides training and
consulting functions for hundreds of court units across the country. That’s
no small task for a court system that employs 30,000 people and includes 12
regional courts of appeals, 94 district courts, 90 bankruptcy courts, and a
collection of other specialized tribunals, probation and pretrial services
offices, and federal defender offices.

Our federal courthouse communities vary in size. Some large cities,
like Houston, are home to dozens of federal judges and have substantial
support teams for busy dockets. Smaller locales, like Key West, may have
only a single judicial officer and a handful of court employees. The deadly
hurricanes of 2017 and other emergency events brought home the need for a
national response capability to deal with emergencies on a scale both large

and small. Preparation begins with planning. The judiciary must anticipate



the broad range of calamities that might strike, ranging from severe weather
to earthquakes, from cyberterrorism to on-the-ground terrorist attacks. The
planners must identify the particular risks and available resources by region
and locality to calculate how to deploy manpower and maintain channels of
communication. Plans must be scaled to enable prompt and flexible
response to both foreseeable and unforeseeable consequences of emergency
events.

The Emergency Management and Preparedness Branch provides
critical consultation and planning support for federal courts throughout the
country as they design their emergency plans and run drills. But the Branch
also goes a step further by operating a Judiciary Emergency Response Team,
which offers courts facing an emergency a single point of contact for
logistical support. The Response Team serves as a principal node for
communication and a clearinghouse for information. It provides a central
source for assisting personnel and directing resources to support the affected
court’s administrative needs, including procurement, information
technology, facilities, and security.

I recognize that this might sound like trying to fight fire with
administrative jargon. But imagine yourself one of a handful of employees

of the bankruptcy court in Santa Rosa, California, when raging wildfires



suddenly approach the courthouse where you work and state officials order
evacuation—as happened this past September. The staff members did not
face the emergency alone; they had at their disposal a professional response
team to assist in making quick decisions to protect personnel, relocate
services, and ensure continuity of operations.

The Administrative Office’s national support system includes the
provision of remote information technology resources. These resources can
enable courts to keep case management and electronic filing systems online
for judges, attorneys, and court personnel, who can continue their work from
safe locations during and after storms and other emergency events. These
resources also allow courts with public websites to provide the bar and
public with critical updates and notices about operations. During Irma,
Harvey, and Maria, the Administrative Office’s communications team
monitored the status of all affected courts and provided regular public
updates on the judiciary’s own central website (http://www.uscourts.gov)
and on the Administrative Office’s Twitter feed.

The courts are continuously enhancing and enlarging their response
capabilities, building on gradual improvements over the past 30 years. The
Administrative Office and individual courts learned valuable lessons from

the Loma Prieta earthquake that struck San Francisco in 1989, the
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September 11 terrorist attack in 2001, and Hurricanes Katrina and Rita,
which devastated the city of New Orleans and other parts of Louisiana and
Mississippi in 2005. Those upgraded emergency preparedness practices
were put to the test by the 2008 floods in Cedar Rapids, lowa, the 2012
Superstorm Sandy in New York and New Jersey, and the 2016 floods in
Baton Rouge and surrounding parishes. The severe weather events of this
past summer, affecting disparate parts of the country so close in time, placed
unique challenges on our emergency response capabilities.

The hurricanes brought flooding, power outages, infrastructure
damage, and individual hardship to Texas and Florida. But the judicial
districts of the Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico were especially hard hit.
Judges and court employees responded in dedicated and even heroic fashion.
They continued to work even in the face of personal emergencies,
demonstrating their commitment to their important public responsibilities.

The Judicial Emergency Response Team assisted local judges and
court employees in finding missing court personnel, securing buildings, and
continuing or resuming court operations. But the efforts did not stop there.
The storm also affected persons subject to the courts’ continuing
jurisdiction. For example, the courts have responsibility to hear legal claims

of individuals detained in criminal proceedings prior to sentencing, and



special measures were required for those in custody in Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands. Before Hurricane Maria made landfall, the Justice
Department’s Bureau of Prisons moved more than 1,200 detained
individuals to mainland facilities in Mississippi, Florida, Alabama, and
Georgia. In addition to facilitating secure transport arrangements with the
U.S. Marshals Service, judicial personnel made arrangements to ensure
assignment of mainland judges to handle urgent proceedings, the provision
of necessary language interpreter services, and continued access to lawyers
in the Federal Defender system. I happened to be in Jackson meeting with
Mississippi federal judges when word arrived that a large number of the
detainees would be sent to that state. Many of the judges in the room raised
their hands on the spot to volunteer to take on the extra work.

For individuals who had completed terms of imprisonment but were
serving sentences of supervised release, the Administrative Office’s
Probation and Pretrial Services Office stepped in to assist. The office joined
in tracking individuals and responding to location monitoring alerts in every
district affected by the hurricanes when local staff was unavailable. The
Probation Office for the Southern District of New York took the initiative to

help colleagues in the District of Puerto Rico by monitoring electronic arrest



notices. That office’s generous support freed local probation officers to tend
to their own families and homes.

The Administrative Office and affected courts also learned some
lessons about improving future response. They discovered gaps in our
communications protocols for Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands arising
from widespread power outages, impaired cellular networks, and limited
internet connectivity. The scope of infrastructure damage on those islands
impeded efforts to reach key personnel during and immediately after storms.
Going forward, the Administrative Office will do more to pre-position
essential equipment, such as satellite telephones, batteries, generators, and
emergency supplies on islands and other areas susceptible to hurricanes and
flooding. The Administrative Office will also identify and develop better
backup communications systems and networks to reach critical personnel
when routine telecommunications services are down or mainline power is
lost.

The most important lesson learned is a gratifying one. Judges and
court employees responded to daunting challenges with extraordinary
neighborliness, generosity, and dedication. For example, when the chief
probation officer for the District of Puerto Rico made it to work on the

second business day following Hurricane Maria’s destructive passage



through San Juan, he discovered 25 members of the District’s probation staff
already at the office, raring to go. They assembled search parties to fan out
across the city and nearby areas to find the 40 staff members unaccounted
for at that time. Another example comes from the Virgin Islands. Court
employees in St. Thomas, who endured catastrophic damage from Hurricane
Irma, took up a collection to assist their counterparts in St. Croix when it
was hit by Hurricane Maria two weeks later—even as they themselves coped
with their own loss of homes, food, clothes, and personal effects. Court
employees around the country not only assisted with the workloads of the
affected courts, but also contributed funds and sent care packages to help
their colleagues struggling with loss or damage to their homes. And many
other court employees have made generous contributions to disaster relief
charities, directly or through the Combined Federal Campaign.

The courts also received critical assistance from our colleagues in the
Executive Branch. The judiciary owes special thanks to the United States
Marshals Service and the General Services Administration (GSA). Among
other duties, the Marshals Service provides security for judges and staff.
Deputy marshals and court security officers around the country safeguard
our facilities and our people. The GSA, which manages the hundreds of

courthouses and other federal buildings, worked with local court employees



to confront flooding, mold, damage to power generators, and the inherent
challenge of operating when public electric and water services are
unavailable. All these public servants helped us restore operations as
quickly as possible.

Congress has provided that, “All courts of the United States shall be
deemed always open for the purpose of filing proper papers, issuing and
returning process, and making motions and orders.” 28 U.S.C. § 452. On
fair weather days, it is easy to take that provision for granted. When disaster
strikes, it can be honored only through the tireless efforts of judges, court
employees, Administrative Office staff, and the many friends of the
judiciary. I know full well that many members of the public, including
members of our court family, continue to face hardship. We should continue
to keep them in our thoughts and prayers.

Last year, in my annual report, I noted that federal trial judges must
often work alone, without the benefit of collegial decision-making or the
comfort of shared consensus. But this year, we have many rich examples of
federal judges working together, with the support of court employees and
Administrative Office staff, to keep courthouses open and operational.

Those examples are a reminder that we have a national court system that can
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work collectively to address challenges that would overwhelm individual

courts.

We have a new challenge in the coming year. Events in recent
months have illuminated the depth of the problem of sexual harassment in
the workplace, and events in the past few weeks have made clear that the
judicial branch is not immune. The judiciary will begin 2018 by undertaking
a careful evaluation of whether its standards of conduct and its procedures
for investigating and correcting inappropriate behavior are adequate to
ensure an exemplary workplace for every judge and every court employee.

I have asked the Director of the Administrative Office to assemble a
working group to examine our practices and address these issues. I expect
the working group to consider whether changes are needed in our codes of
conduct, our guidance to employees—including law clerks—on issues of
confidentiality and reporting of instances of misconduct, our educational
programs, and our rules for investigating and processing misconduct
complaints. These concerns warrant serious attention from all quarters of
the judicial branch. I have great confidence in the men and women who

comprise our judiciary. I am sure that the overwhelming number have no
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tolerance for harassment and share the view that victims must have clear and
immediate recourse to effective remedies.

Once again, [ am privileged and honored to be in a position to thank
the judges, court staff, and judicial personnel throughout the Nation for their
continued excellence and dedication. Let’s not forget the victims of the
disasters that occurred over the past year. I hope we can all find
opportunities to assist our fellow citizens who remain in need.

Best wishes to all in the New Year.
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Appendix
Workload of the Courts

In the 12-month period ending September 30, 2017, the number of
cases filed in the Supreme Court decreased. The number of cases filed in the
regional appellate courts, the district courts, and bankruptcy courts also
decreased. Cases activated in the pretrial services system declined, as did
the number of persons under post-conviction supervision.

The Supreme Court of the United Sates

The total number of cases filed in the Supreme Court decreased by
2.63 percent from 6,475 filings in the 2015 Term to 6,305 filings in the 2016
Term. The number of cases filed in the Court’s in forma pauperis docket
decreased by 3.47 percent from 4,926 filings in the 2015 Term to 4,755
filings in the 2016 Term. The number of cases filed in the Court’s paid
docket increased from 1,549 filings in the 2015 Term to 1,550 filings in the
2016 Term. During the 2016 Term, 71 cases were argued and 68 were
disposed of in 61 signed opinions, compared to 82 cases argued and 70
disposed of in 62 signed opinions in the 2015 Term. The Court also issued

one per curiam decision during the 2016 Term in a case that was not argued.

13



The Federal Courts of Appeals

In the regional courts of appeals, filings fell 16 percent to 50,506.
Appeals involving pro se litigants, which amounted to 50 percent of filings,
declined 20 percent. Total civil appeals increased one percent. Criminal
appeals fell 14 percent, appeals of administrative agency decisions decreased
five percent, and bankruptcy appeals declined four percent.

Original proceedings in the courts of appeals, which include prisoner
requests to file successive habeas corpus proceedings in the district court,
dropped 60 percent this year to 5,486, accounting for most of the overall
caseload decline. These filings had spiked in 2016, after the Supreme
Court’s decision in Welch v. United States, No. 15-6418 (Apr. 16, 2016),
which provided a new basis for certain prisoners convicted under the Armed
Career Criminal Act to challenge their sentences.

The Federal District Courts

Civil case filings in the U.S. district courts fell eight percent to
267,769. Cases with the United States as defendant decreased 29 percent.
That reduction returned filings to typical levels, following a spike in 2016
caused by post-Welch challenges to criminal sentences. Cases with the
United States as plaintiff increased five percent because of actions related to

foreclosures. Cases involving diversity of citizenship (i.e., disputes between
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citizens of different states) fell seven percent as personal property damage
cases dropped 40 percent.

Filings for criminal defendants (including those transferred from other
districts) changed little, decreasing less than one percent to 77,018.
Defendants charged with property offenses fell six percent, mainly in
response to a five percent drop in defendants charged with fraud.

Defendants accused of immigration violations declined two percent, with the
southwestern border districts receiving 77 percent of national immigration
defendant filings. Drug crime defendants, who accounted for 32 percent of
total filings, fell one percent, although defendants accused of crimes
associated with drugs other than marijuana rose four percent. Reductions
also were reported for filings involving sex offenses, general offenses, and
violent crimes. Filings for defendants prosecuted for firearms and
explosives offenses rose 11 percent. Increases also occurred in filings
related to traffic offenses, regulatory offenses, and justice system offenses.

The Bankruptcy Courts

Bankruptcy petition filings decreased two percent to 790,830. Fewer
petitions were filed in 56 of the 90 bankruptcy courts. Consumer petitions
dropped two percent, and business petitions fell six percent. Filings of

petitions declined two percent under Chapter 7 and five percent under
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Chapter 11. Filings under Chapter 13 remained relatively stable, decreasing
one percent.

This year’s total for bankruptcy petitions is the lowest since 2007,
which was the first full year after the Bankruptcy Abuse Prevention and
Consumer Protection Act of 2005 took effect. From 2007 to 2010,
bankruptcy filings rose steadily, but they have fallen in each of the last seven
years.

The Federal Probation and Pretrial Services System

A total of 134,731 persons were under post-conviction supervision on
September 30, 2017, a reduction of two percent from one year earlier. Of
that number, 116,708 persons were serving terms of supervised release after
leaving correctional institutions, a one percent decrease from the prior year.

Cases activated in the pretrial services system, including pretrial

diversion cases, declined three percent to 88,750.
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In the spring of 1928, Justice Louis Brandeis labored over what would
prove to be a momentous dissent. Federal agents had uncovered “a
conspiracy of amazing magnitude to import, possess and sell liquor” in
violation of the National Prohibition Act. See Olmstead v. United States,
277 U.S. 438, 455 (1928). Prosecutors secured convictions based, in
significant part, on evidence obtained when the agents listened in on the
home and office telephones of the defendants. The Supreme Court rejected
the defendants’ contention that the wiretaps, conducted without a warrant,
constituted an unreasonable search or seizure prohibited by the Fourth
Amendment. But Justice Brandeis dissented, and his understanding that
such electronic surveillance can constitute a search was embraced by the
Court nearly 40 years later. See Katz v. United States, 389 U.S. 347 (1967).

In drafting his far-sighted dissent in Olmstead, Brandeis noted that
“[t]he progress of science in furnishing the Government with means of

espionage is not likely to stop with wire-tapping.” 277 U.S., at 474.
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Brandeis had planned to give as an example the newly invented technology
of television that, he would explain, enabled the government “to peer into
the inmost recesses of the home.” It fell to his law clerk to tell him:

“Mr. Justice, it doesn’t work that way! You can’t just beam a television set
out of somebody’s home and see what they’re doing.” The Justice was
unrelenting until that young clerk, Henry Friendly, produced scientific
articles to support his position, and Brandeis eliminated his reference to
television in the final version of the dissent. See DAVID M. DORSEN, HENRY
FRIENDLY: GREATEST JUDGE OF HIS ERA p. 30 (2012).

As the exchange between Brandeis and Friendly illustrates, judges
benefit from the assistance of their law clerks, who bring energy, new
learning, and fresh perspectives into their chambers. Law clerks of course
do not share judges’ authority to decide cases, but judges nevertheless look
to their clerks for help with research, testing legal analysis, and preventing
mistakes. The benefits flow both ways. Law clerks learn the legal craft
from jurists who have earned positions of high trust and responsibility
within the profession. While Brandeis benefited from his clerk’s help in
understanding a nascent technology, Friendly saw how a master jurist with a

clear vision of the interests at stake could craft a transformative dissent.



That experience surely shaped Friendly’s own service, years later, as a
distinguished federal judge.

This coming year will mark a full century since Congress first
provided funds to pay for legally trained assistants to federal judges. Each
day, in courts across the country, judges and law clerks work together in a
collaborative spirit to advance the cause of justice. Circuit judges, district
judges, magistrate judges, and bankruptcy judges, like many state
colleagues, employ law clerks to help perform their public work efficiently
and optimally. The judge serves as a mentor, teacher, and supervisor; the
clerk provides a wide range of assistance, such as performing legal research,
drafting memoranda, and tracking action and needs for attention on busy
dockets. The law clerk’s responsibilities will vary depending on the type of
court and nature of the workload. But consistently, the relationship is one of
close association, candid intellectual exchange, and confidentiality.

Recent events have highlighted that the very qualities that make the
position of law clerk attractive—particularly, the opportunity to work with a
senior member of the legal profession in a position of mentorship and
trust—can create special risks of abuse. Similar concerns have of course
been highlighted with respect to misconduct in other prestigious and high

profile professions.



| noted these concerns at the conclusion of my 2017 Year-End Report,
and | asked the Director of the Administrative Office of the United States
Courts to convene a working group that would evaluate the sufficiency of
the safeguards currently in place to protect law clerks and all other judiciary
employees from inappropriate conduct in the workplace. | specifically asked
the Director to examine whether changes were needed to the Judiciary’s
codes of conduct, its guidance to employees respecting confidentiality and
reporting of misconduct, its educational programs, and its processes for
investigating misconduct complaints. The Federal Judiciary Workplace
Conduct Working Group, consisting of judges and senior judicial
administrators, assembled soon thereafter and rapidly completed its charge,
Issuing its report on June 1, 2018.

This year, | would like to provide a brief update on the Working
Group’s efforts and the important actions that have followed from them.
Although the Working Group found that the Judiciary compares favorably to
other government and private sector workplaces, it did not give the Third
Branch a completely clean bill of health. It determined—»based on input
from employees, advisory groups, and court surveys—that inappropriate
workplace conduct is not pervasive within the Judiciary, but it also is not

limited to a few isolated instances involving law clerks. The Working
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Group concluded that misconduct, when it does occur, is more likely to take
the form of incivility or disrespect than overt sexual harassment, and it
frequently goes unreported. On the positive side, the Working Group
determined that the Judiciary does have in place key foundations for
combatting inappropriate conduct, including committed leadership, an ethos
of accountability, positive workplace policies and practices, and established
training programs. But the Working Group concluded that more could be
done, especially in encouraging all employees—not just law clerks—to
come forward in reporting misconduct, and it set out a series of specific
recommendations to improve the workplace environment.

| endorse those recommendations, which focus on three discrete areas:
First, the Working Group proposed that the Judiciary revise its codes of
conduct and other published guidance to delineate more clearly the
obligations and responsibilities that promote appropriate behavior. Second,
the Working Group suggested that the Judiciary strengthen and streamline
its internal procedures for identifying and correcting misconduct,
incorporating more informal alternative mechanisms for employees to seek
guidance and register complaints. Third, the Working Group recommended

that the Judiciary expand its training programs to raise awareness of conduct



issues, prevent inappropriate behavior, and promote civility throughout the
Judicial Branch.

The Working Group addressed its recommendations to the Judicial
Conference of the United States, which is the policymaking body for the
federal court system. The Conference, which I chair, is composed of
twenty-six other federal judges—the thirteen chief circuit judges and thirteen
trial judges from each of the federal circuits that together cover the entire
Nation. The Conference formulates judicial policies, including codes of
conduct and procedures for judicial and employee discipline, through a
committee system employing other experienced judges from throughout the
federal courts. The Conference promptly referred the Working Group’s
recommendations to three relevant committees—the Committee on Codes of
Conduct, the Committee on Judicial Conduct and Disability, and the
Committee on Judicial Resources—for consideration and action. Between
June and September, those committees swiftly formulated proposed changes,
which they unveiled at the September meeting of the Judicial Conference.

The Committee on Codes of Conduct has proposed changes to the
codes governing the conduct of both judges and employees to state explicitly
what has always been implicit in them: Judges and judicial employees may

not engage in abusive or harassing behavior; must be civil and respectful in



dealings with co-workers and subordinates; and may not engage in
retaliation against persons who report misconduct. The proposed changes
also address the obligations of judges and judiciary employees to report
observed misconduct to those who can take action to stop it.

The Committee on Judicial Conduct and Disability has proposed
correlative revisions to the Judiciary’s rule governing disciplinary
procedures to enlarge the definition of workplace misconduct and to make
clear that such behavior is actionable. The proposed revisions also make
clear that the duties of confidentiality shared by judges, law clerks, and court
employees do not pose any obstacle to reporting or disclosing misconduct.

The Committee on Judicial Resources is implementing changes to the
Judiciary’s Model Employment Dispute Resolution Plan to broaden its
coverage and streamline the procedures for judicial employees to report
misconduct. Those changes extend protections to interns and externs and
significantly lengthen the time that employees have to seek relief.

The Judiciary is, of course, an independent and self-governing branch
of government, but it has nevertheless sought input from all interested
quarters. The Working Group welcomed advice from Members of
Congress, the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, non-profit

organizations, and private citizens. On October 30, the Committee on Codes



of Conduct and the Committee on Conduct and Disability held a joint public
hearing to obtain comment from judges, judicial employees, ethics experts,
past and future law clerks, and members of the public. That input will assist
the committees in fine-tuning their proposals before the next meeting of the
Judicial Conference in March 2019.

Judicial Conference action is necessary to revise the Judiciary’s codes
of conduct and the rules governing disciplinary proceedings. But some of
the Working Group’s other proposals could be implemented immediately
through administrative action, and the responsible entities have already
moved forward. The Administrative Office of the United States Courts—the
judicial entity responsible for the day-to-day management and operation of
the federal courts—responded to the need for enhanced informal advisory
processes by creating the Office of Judicial Integrity. That office, led by an
experienced senior court administrator, will work with the circuit courts to
provide a national clearinghouse for monitoring workplace conduct issues
and will provide employees throughout the Judiciary with an independent
source for confidential guidance and counseling. Similarly, the Federal
Judicial Center (FJC), which is responsible for developing and conducting
training programs for judges and judiciary employees, has supplemented its

robust workplace conduct programs—which already address sexual



harassment and civility in the workplace—with additional resources. For
example, the FJC has developed video training for judges and law clerks on
workplace rights and responsibilities, including reporting options if a law
clerk experiences or observes inappropriate conduct. And it has augmented
its orientation and continuing education materials with in-person programs
on workplace policies and bystander responsibilities.

Individual federal courts, from coast to coast, have also jumped to
action. The Ninth Circuit established its own workplace study committee
last December and undertook a comprehensive examination of the
workplace environment through questionnaires, focus groups, and interviews
with law clerks, law school deans, and other interested parties. Other courts
of appeals, including those for the District of Columbia, Seventh, and Tenth
Circuits, and district courts, including those for the District of Columbia and
Utah, have since taken similar steps. They are adopting changes at the
regional and local levels similar to those that are being undertaken at the
national level, including the appointment of circuit-wide directors of
workplace relations; the revision of employment dispute resolution and
confidentiality policies; and improvements to their hiring, orientation, and

training programs. The Supreme Court will supplement its existing internal



policies and training programs for all of its employees based on the
initiatives and experience of the other federal courts.

| am grateful to the judges and other members of the Judicial Branch
who have formulated and are implementing these changes, which strengthen
our culture of accountability and professionalism. We are committed to
addressing this challenge throughout our federal court system, including the
Probation and Pretrial Services Offices, Federal Defender Offices, and other
units that operate within the Judiciary. | appreciate the contributions of the
members of the Working Group and of so many chief judges and other
judicial colleagues and unit executives this year to signal our shared resolve
to protect all judiciary employees from improper workplace behavior.

While | am pleased that our Branch has mobilized to ensure that the
Judiciary is the exemplary workplace that we all want, | also realize that the
job is not yet done. | have directed the Working Group to remain in place
over the next year to monitor the progress and success of those efforts. The
job is not finished until we have done all that we can to ensure that all of our
employees are treated with fairness, dignity, and respect.

*  x %
Last year, | expressed my concern for our fellow citizens in Texas,

Florida, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands who were recovering from
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Hurricanes Harvey, Irma, and Maria, and those in California who confronted
historic wildfires. | also expressed my thanks to the judiciary employees
who undertook emergency response to ensure that the federal courts
damaged by those events remained in operation or promptly reopened. It is
not lost on me that many who suffered from these natural disasters last year
are still in need of assistance, even while new disasters over the past year
have put others in jeopardy. | wish to recognize the judiciary employees
who again provided emergency aid, and especially those who responded to
the floods in Florida and North Carolina, Super Typhoon Yutu in the
Northern Mariana Islands, the Alaska earthquake that damaged the
Anchorage courthouse, and the new wildfires in Northern California. The
Judiciary is fortunate to have so many caring and generous judges and
employees who quietly and selflessly work to support the public good.

| recognize my privilege and good fortune to be in a position to thank
the dedicated judges, court staff, and judicial personnel throughout the
Nation for their commitment to public service and the rule of law.

Best wishes to all in the New Year.
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Appendix
Workload of the Courts

In the 12-month period ending September 30, 2018, the number of
cases filed in the Supreme Court was nearly the same as in the prior year.
The number of cases filed in the regional appellate courts, bankruptcy
courts, and probation offices decreased slightly. The number of cases filed
in the district courts and cases activated in the pretrial services system
increased. The number of persons under post-conviction supervision
declined.

The Supreme Court of the United States

The total number of cases filed in the Supreme Court was nearly even,
increasing from 6,305 filings in the 2016 Term to 6,315 filings in the 2017
Term. The number of cases filed in the Court’s in forma pauperis docket
decreased three percent from 4,755 filings in the 2016 Term to 4,595 filings
in the 2017 Term. The number of cases filed in the Court’s paid docket
increased 11 percent from 1,550 filings in the 2016 Term to 1,720 filings in
the 2017 Term. During the 2017 Term, 69 cases were argued and 63 were
disposed of in 59 signed opinions, compared to 71 cases argued and 68
disposed of in 61 signed opinions in the 2016 Term. The Court also issued

six per curiam decisions during the 2017 Term.
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The Federal Courts of Appeals

In the regional courts of appeals, filings fell two percent to 49,276.
Appeals involving pro se litigants, which amounted to 50 percent of filings,
declined three percent. Total civil appeals decreased two percent. Criminal
appeals fell one percent, appeals of administrative agency decisions
decreased one percent, and bankruptcy appeals declined 10 percent.

Original proceedings in the courts of appeals, which include prisoner
requests to file successive habeas corpus proceedings in the district court,
dropped eight percent this year, continuing the decline from last year. These
filings had spiked in 2016 after the Supreme Court’s decision in Welch v.
United States, 578 U.S. | No. 15-6418 (Apr. 16, 2016), which provided a
new basis for certain prisoners convicted under the Armed Career Criminal
Act to challenge their sentences.

The Federal District Courts

Civil case filings in the U.S. district courts rose six percent to
282,936. Cases with the United States as defendant decreased three percent.
That reduction continued a return to typical levels, following a spike in 2016
caused by post-Welch challenges to criminal sentences. Cases with the
United States as plaintiff declined six percent, mainly because courts

received fewer actions related to defaulted student loans. Cases involving
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diversity of citizenship (i.e., disputes between citizens of different states)
grew 17 percent as personal injury cases rose 23 percent.

Filings for criminal defendants (including those transferred from other
districts) increased 13 percent to 87,149. Defendants charged with
immigration offenses rose 37 percent, largely in response to a 40 percent
increase in defendants charged with improper reentry by an alien. The
southwestern border districts received 78 percent of national immigration
defendant filings. Drug crime defendants, who accounted for 28 percent of
total filings, grew two percent, although defendants accused of crimes
associated with marijuana decreased 19 percent. Filings for defendants
prosecuted for firearms and explosives offenses rose 21 percent, the highest
total since 2004. The district courts saw increased filings involving general
offenses, violent offenses, and sex offenses, and reduced filings involving
justice system offenses, traffic offenses, and regulatory offenses.

The Bankruptcy Courts

Bankruptcy petition filings decreased two percent to 773,375. Fewer
petitions were filed in 60 of the 90 bankruptcy courts. Consumer petitions
dropped two percent, and business petitions fell four percent. Filings of

petitions declined two percent under Chapter 7 and three percent under
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Chapter 13. Filings under Chapter 11 remained relatively stable, decreasing
less than one percent.

This year’s total for bankruptcy petitions is the lowest since 2007,
which was the first full year after the Bankruptcy Abuse Prevention and
Consumer Protection Act of 2005 took effect. From 2007 to 2010,
bankruptcy filings rose steadily, but they have fallen in each of the last eight
years.

The Federal Probation and Pretrial Services System

A total of 129,706 persons were under post-conviction supervision on
September 30, 2018, a reduction of four percent from one year earlier. Of
that number, 113,189 persons were serving terms of supervised release after
leaving correctional institutions, a three percent decrease from the prior year.

Cases activated in the pretrial services system, including pretrial

diversion cases, increased 13 percent to 99,931.
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2019 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary

In the fall of 1787, Alexander Hamilton en-
listed James Madison and John Jay to join him
in producing what became America’s greatest
civics lesson—the Federalist Papers. The three
authors collectively wrote 85 brilliant essays for
publication in New York newspapers over the
next year, successfully advocating for ratifica-
tion of the United States Constitution. Origi-
nally addressed “To the People of the State of
New York,” generations worldwide have hailed
their works as an enduring exposition on the
core principles of our constitutional democracy.

Hamilton, Madison, and Jay wrote under
the shared pseudonym “Publius,” but histori-
ans have since deciphered authorship of the in-
dividual essays. John Jay appears to have
shouldered the lightest load of the trio, produc-
ing only five of the articles. Perhaps if Jay had

2019 Year-End Report on the Federal Judiciary

been more productive, America might have re-
warded him with a Broadway musical. But his
low output did not arise from lack of industry.
Historians have deduced that Jay’s productiv-
ity was in fact hindered by a calamity that
arose in the midst of the Federalist project—
the Doctors’ Riot.

In the winter of 1788, New York newspa-
pers reported accounts that medical students
were robbing graves so they could practice
surgery on cadavers. In April, the chatter
gelled into a rumor that students at New York
Hospital were dissecting a schoolboy’s re-
cently deceased mother. An angry mob
stormed the hospital, and the mayor gave some
of the medical staff refuge in the city jail.
When the mob marched on the jail, John Jay,
who lived nearby, grabbed his sword and
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joined Governor Clinton to quell the riot. In
the ensuing commotion, a rioter struck Jay in
the head with a rock, knocking him uncon-
scious and leaving him, according to one ac-
count, with “two large holes in his forehead.”
Hamilton and Madison pressed the Federalist
project forward while Jay recovered from his
injuries.

It is sadly ironic that John Jay’s efforts to
educate his fellow citizens about the Fram-
ers’ plan of government fell victim to a rock
thrown by a rioter motivated by a rumor.
Happily, Hamilton, Madison, and Jay ulti-
mately succeeded in convincing the public of
the virtues of the principles embodied in the
Constitution. Those principles leave no
place for mob violence. But in the ensuing
years, we have come to take democracy for
granted, and civic education has fallen by the
wayside. In our age, when social media can
instantly spread rumor and false information
on a grand scale, the public’s need to under-
stand our government, and the protections it
provides, is ever more vital. The judiciary
has an important role to play in civic educa-
tion, and I am pleased to report that the
judges and staff of our federal courts are tak-
ing up the challenge.

By virtue of their judicial responsibilities,
judges are necessarily engaged in civic educa-
tion. As Federalist No. 78 observes, the courts
“have neither FORCE nor WILL, but merely
judgment.” When judges render their judg-
ments through written opinions that explain

1347 U.S. 483 (1954).

their reasoning, they advance public under-
standing of the law. Chief Justice Earl Warren
illustrated the power of a judicial decision as a
teaching tool in Brown v. Board of Education,
the great school desegregation case.! His
unanimous opinion on the most pressing issue
of the era was a mere 11 pages—short enough
that newspapers could publish all or almost all
of it and every citizen could understand the
Court’s rationale. Today, federal courts post
their opinions online, giving the public instant
access to the reasoning behind the judgments
that affect their lives.

But the judiciary does a good deal more.
The Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts,
which plays a central role in supporting federal
courts nationwide, has developed a wide range
of quality educational products, including
online programs focused on the younger mem-
bers of our communities.? The Administrative
Office has produced classroom-ready curricu-
lum materials on teen-relevant topics, along
with teacher training courses. The Office or-
ganizes live events as well. For example, the
“Open Doors to Federal Courts™ initiative in-
vites students to participate in realistic mock
legal proceedings in working courtrooms with
a local host judge presiding and volunteer at-
torneys coaching.> The Federal Judicial Cen-
ter, which provides education and training for
judges and court personnel, has also developed
online educational resources for the general
public, including a rich collection of materials
related to the history of the federal judiciary.4

2 See https://www.uscourts.gov/about-federal-courts/educational-resources.

3 See https://www.uscourts.gov/about-federal-courts/educational-resources/annual-observances/open-doors-federal-

courts.

4 See https://www.fjc.gov/history.
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Judges from coast to coast have made
their courthouses available as forums for
civic education. The United States Court of
Appeals for the Second Circuit recently
opened its Justice for All Learning Center in
the Thurgood Marshall U.S. Courthouse in
New York City.> The Eighth Circuit has
helped pioneer the Judicial Learning Center
at the Thomas F. Eagleton U.S. Courthouse
in St. Louis.® The Ninth Circuit has dedi-
cated space in the Robert T. Matsui U.S.
Courthouse in Sacramento for the Anthony
M. Kennedy Library and Learning Center,’ a
fitting tribute to an individual deeply com-
mitted to teaching about the values embodied
in the Constitution. These learning centers
revive the historic role of courthouses as vi-
tal and vibrant centers of a civically engaged
community.

Judges and court personnel are coordinat-
ing their efforts to develop best practices. In
October, the Chief Judge of the Second Circuit
and the Director of the Administrative Office
of the U.S. Courts convened a conference, at-
tracting federal judges and court staff from
Maine to Guam, to discuss innovative pro-
grams and resources that federal courts can use
to help raise the Nation’s civics knowledge.
Representatives, including judges, from every
circuit in the country attended. Federal judges
regularly participate in naturalization ceremo-
nies across the country, becoming the first to
greet many new citizens as “our fellow Amer-

See https://judiciallearningcenter.org.
See https://www.sacjlc.com/learning-center.

See https://www.icivics.org/games.
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icans.” And they also engage their communi-
ties as volunteers. Individual judges at all lev-
els of the federal court system, including bank-
ruptcy judges and magistrate judges, are per-
sonally involved in national, regional, and lo-
cal education programs. As just one example,
the current Chief Judge of the District of Co-
lumbia Circuit has, over the past two decades,
quietly volunteered as a tutor at a local elemen-
tary school, inspiring his court colleagues to
join in the effort. I am confident that many
other federal judges, without fanfare or ac-
claim, are playing similar selfless roles
throughout the country.

The federal courts cannot, of course, take
on the challenge of civic education alone.
They depend on generous partners to extend
the outreach work. My retired colleague Jus-
tice Sandra Day O’Connor helped to found
iCivics, a non-profit that engages students in
meaningful civic learning through free teacher
resources, including video gaming.8 (As they
say, to reach people you have to meet them
where they are.) Justice Sonia Sotomayor has
picked up the torch in that effort. The National
Center for State Courts has developed innova-
tive learning materials—including a graphic
novel series about how the courts work.’ My
counterparts in state, territorial, and tribal ju-
diciaries across the country have their own ro-
bust public education initiatives. The National
Constitution Center is leveraging its marvel-
ous museum in Philadelphia with videos,

See https://justiceforall.ca2.uscourts.gov/learning center home.html.

See https://www.ncsc.org/education-and-careers/civics-education.aspx.
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online learning, and specialized training—in-
cluding a “Drafting Table,” which illustrates
how provisions of the Constitution evolved.'”
Closer to home, the Supreme Court Historical
Society co-sponsors an annual Summer Insti-
tute for Secondary School Teachers to assist
them in teaching about the Supreme Court.!!
And we at the Supreme Court partner with stu-
dent and teacher programs sponsored by the
other branches of the federal government—in-
cluding the Senate Youth Program'? and the
James Madison Memorial Fellowship Founda-
tion'*—in addition to offering our own under-
graduate internship program.'*

Two hundred years ago, Chief Justice John
Marshall referenced the Federalist Papers in
his landmark decision of McCulloch v. Mary-
land, stating, “No tribute can be paid to them
which exceeds their merit.”'> The Federalist
Papers provide a foundation for understanding
our Nation’s charter, but—as Marshall himself
realized—those 85 essays are only a starting
point.16 Civic education, like all education, is
a continuing enterprise and conversation.

10 See hitps://draftingtable.constitutioncenter.org.

1 See https://supremecourthistory.org/lc_home.html.
12 See https://ussenateyouth.org.

13 See https://www.jamesmadison.gov.

14 See https://internships.supremecourt.gov.

1S 17 U.S. (4 Wheat.) 316, 433 (1819).

Each generation has an obligation to pass on to
the next, not only a fully functioning govern-
ment responsive to the needs of the people, but
the tools to understand and improve it.

I ask my judicial colleagues to continue
their efforts to promote public confidence in
the judiciary, both through their rulings and
through civic outreach. We should celebrate
our strong and independent judiciary, a key
source of national unity and stability. But we
should also remember that justice is not inevi-
table. We should reflect on our duty to judge
without fear or favor, deciding each matter
with humility, integrity, and dispatch. As the
New Year begins, and we turn to the tasks be-
fore us, we should each resolve to do our best
to maintain the public’s trust that we are faith-
fully discharging our solemn obligation to
equal justice under law.

Once again, [ am privileged and honored to
be in a position to thank the judges, court staff,
and judicial personnel throughout the Nation
for their continued excellence and dedication.

Best wishes to all in the New Year.

John G. Roberts, Jr.
Chief Justice of the United States
December 31, 2019

16 Id at 433-435 (“[I]n applying their opinions to the cases which may arise in the progress of our government, a

right to judge of their correctness must be maintained.”).
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Appendix
Workload of the Courts

In the 12-month period ending September
30, 2019, the number of cases filed in the Su-
preme Court increased compared to the 2017
Term, while the number of cases filed in the
regional appellate courts decreased slightly
compared to a year earlier. The number of
cases filed in the district courts and bank-
ruptcy courts increased, as did the number of
cases activated in the pretrial services system.
The number of persons under post-conviction
supervision decreased slightly.

The Supreme Court of the
United States

The total number of cases filed in the Su-
preme Court increased from 6,315 filings in
the 2017 Term to 6,442 filings in the 2018
Term. The number of cases filed in the Court’s
in forma pauperis docket increased five per-
cent from 4,595 filings in the 2017 Term to
4,847 filings in the 2018 Term. The number
of cases filed in the Court’s paid docket de-
creased seven percent from 1,720 filings in the
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2017 Term to 1,595 filings in the 2018 Term.
During the 2018 Term, 73 cases were argued
and 69 were disposed of in 66 signed opinions,
compared to 69 cases argued and 63 disposed
of in 59 signed opinions in the 2017 Term.
The Court also issued two per curiam deci-
sions during the 2018 Term.

The Federal Courts of Appeals

In the regional courts of appeals, filings fell
two percent to 48,486. Appeals involving pro se
litigants, which amounted to 49 percent of
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filings, declined four percent. Total civil ap-
peals decreased three percent. Reductions of
three percent also occurred in appeals of admin-
istrative agency decisions and in bankruptcy
appeals. Original proceedings dropped one per-
cent. Criminal appeals rose two percent.

The Federal District Courts
Civil case filings in the U.S. district courts
increased five percent to 297,877. Cases in-
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volving diversity of citizenship (i.e., disputes
between citizens of different states) grew 18
percent as personal injury cases climbed 28
percent. Federal question cases (i.e., actions
under the Constitution, laws, or treaties of the
United States in which the United States is not
a party) remained relatively stable, falling less
than one percent. Cases with the United States
as defendant also decreased less than one per-
cent. Cases with the United States as plaintiff
declined 14 percent, mainly because courts re-
ceived fewer actions related to defaulted stu-
dent loans.

Criminal defendant filings (including
those for defendants transferred from other
districts) rose six percent to 92,678. Defend-
ants charged with immigration offenses went
up 13 percent, largely in response to an 81 per-
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cent increase in defendants accused of im-
proper entry by an alien. The southwestern
border districts received 81 percent of national
immigration crime defendant filings. Drug
crime defendants, who accounted for 28 per-
cent of total filings, grew five percent, alt-
hough defendants accused of crimes associ-
ated with marijuana decreased 28 percent. De-
fendants prosecuted for firearms and explo-
sives offenses climbed eight percent, continu-
ing an upward trend that began in 2014. In-
creases also were reported for filings involving
general offenses, regulatory offenses, justice
system offenses, and violent offenses. The
number of filings related to traffic offenses and
sex offenses decreased.

The Bankruptcy Courts

Bankruptcy court filings grew by 3,299
cases (up less than one percent) to 776,674 as
44 of the 90 bankruptcy courts received more
petitions. Consumer (i.e., nonbusiness) peti-
tions went up less than one percent, and busi-
ness petitions rose four percent. Petitions filed
under chapter 7 and under chapter 11 grew one
percent. Petitions filed under chapter 13 fell
one percent.

Bankruptcy Petition
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Pretrial Services, Federal Probation,
and Supervised Release System

Cases activated in the pretrial services sys-
tem, including pretrial diversion cases, rose
nine percent to 108,606.

A total of 128,904 persons were under
post-conviction supervision on September 30,
2019, a reduction of less than one percent from
the total a year earlier. Persons on that date
serving terms of supervised release after leav-
ing correctional institutions changed little, in-
creasing by 9 persons to 113,198.
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Two hundred and thirty years ago, our first
Chief Justice, John Jay, convened the Supreme
Court of the United States for its inaugural sit-
ting. With no cases yet filed, Jay and his col-
leagues turned promptly to circuit riding. That
duty, assigned by Congress, required them to
travel around the young country and preside
over trials in the lower federal courts. Jay took
the Eastern Circuit, covering his home state of
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New York, assisted by his colleague William
Cushing. (Justices John Rutledge and James
Iredell, who were not present for the first ses-
sion of the Supreme Court, were assigned to the
Southern Circuit, which required 1,800 miles of
travel—providing yet another lesson in what
happens when you miss a meeting.)

America was at the time suffering under the
spread of influenza and, later, yellow fever.
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When he arrived in Hartford, Connecticut, in
April 1790, Jay noted that “almost every Fam-
ily here is down with the Influenza—some old
people have died with it.” He later wrote his
wife Sarah that “I have travelled in some very
disagreeable Days—the whole Country has
been sick, and indeed is much so yet.” Presi-
dent Washington himself fell ill with a severe
case of influenza that May. Three years later,
Jay had to adjourn the Court from sitting in
Philadelphia due to the yellow fever epidemic
that killed 5,000 of the city’s 50,000 residents.
As the Reporter of the Supreme Court recorded,
“The Malignant Fever, which during this year,
raged in the City of Philadelphia, dispersed the
great body of its inhabitants, and proved fatal to
thousands, interrupted, likewise, the business of
the Courts; and I cannot trace that any important
cause was agitated in the present Term.”

Advancements in medicine have over time
diminished the pandemic threat. The last
nationwide crisis came with the virulent out-
break of the Spanish flu in 1918, which led to
cancellation of Supreme Court sessions. But
for more than a century, the courts have not had
to respond to such a widespread public health
emergency.

Until now. For the past ten months, it has
been all hands on deck for the courts, as our
branch of government confronted the COVID-
19 pandemic. In March, the Supreme Court
asked employees to work remotely. We moved
the weight of our attorney filings and opinion
announcements online. And in May we held
oral argument by teleconference for the first
time. Although we look forward to returning to
normal sittings in our Courtroom, we have been
able to stay current in our work. Other appellate
courts around the country have responded with
similar considered flexibility. But once again
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the greatest challenge was faced by the “first to
fight” in the judicial family—the trial courts
and their staffs.

Trial courts deal most directly with peo-
ple—lawyers, of course, but also litigants, wit-
nesses, jurors, court reporters, probation and
pretrial services officers, interpreters, security
personnel, and members of the public who have
important rights of access to proceedings. Trial
judges have obligations under the Constitution
and other laws to deal promptly with cases, es-
pecially with respect to criminal filings. And
they have had to work out how to carry on their
vital functions consistent with the best available
public health guidance.

To this end, judges who serve on the Judi-
cial Conference of the United States and its
committees—in particular, the Committee on
Rules of Practice and Procedure—sprang into
action to make possible video and audio confer-
encing in certain criminal proceedings, with
help from Congress through authorization in
the CARES Act. By April, judges around the
country were guiding critical court functions
from their home offices—or their kitchen ta-
bles.

Hearings of all sorts went virtual. Judges
quickly (or at least eventually) learned to use a
wide range of available audio and video confer-
encing tools. But this effort required more than
just new technology. Judges needed to adopt
innovative approaches to conduct court pro-
ceedings. In bankruptcy court, for example, a
complex case can involve 100 participating at-
torneys. Judges worked with court staff to ad-
mit participants to virtual hearings, manage the
orderly flow of work, and ensure that public ac-
cess did not endanger public health. They
needed to consider new approaches to filing
documents and maintaining information secu-
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rity. Much of this work is not glamorous, but it
is essential, and it got done.

Proceedings involving detained defendants
present special challenges. Judges, lawyers,
and criminal defendants must interact through
initial appearances, detention hearings, arraign-
ments, and sentencings. The courts have re-
sponded to the threat of COVID by developing
new partnerships with law enforcement, correc-
tions officers, and counsel to ensure that de-
fendants have virtual access to courts and their
lawyers.

Courts have used every available avenue to
prepare for resumption of jury trials, the bed-
rock of fairness in our system of justice. Judges
and court staff have reconfigured spaces in
courtrooms around the country. Many courts
have repurposed their largest courtrooms for
physical distancing and reconfigured jury boxes
to extend into public gallery areas. Courts have
installed plexiglass in key spaces to physically
separate participants and have deployed high-
efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters to min-
imize the risk of virus transmission. Contact
Proceedings for
grand juries and jury voir dire, which usually

tracing plans are in place.

entail significantly larger gatherings than the
standard 12-person jury in a federal trial, are
likewise being modified for safety.

Police Court session held in open air to protect against the
influenza pandemic, San Francisco, California, 1918
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All this is a credit to judges and court staff,
but also to the citizens who serve as jurors.
Judges from around the country report that,
where jury trials have resumed, responses to
jury summonses have met or exceeded their
high hopes for the public’s willingness to par-
ticipate in the legal system during these very
challenging times.

Creativity has been the key to other kinds of
court proceedings, too. District judges are priv-
ileged to perform naturalization ceremonies and
welcome new citizens. But the coronavirus has
made it difficult to conduct traditional court-
house ceremonies safely. So judges in Michi-
gan and Florida held drive-through naturaliza-
tions. Others, in Iowa and Minnesota, moved
the ceremonies outdoors. They were borrowing
a practice from a century ago, when San Fran-
cisco courts held proceedings outdoors during
the Spanish flu pandemic.

None of this would be achievable without
unsung heroes in the judicial branch and
throughout government. Our information tech-
nology professionals have made possible re-
mote work that has allowed judges to perform
their duties safely. Our facilities teams, our
deputy marshals and court security officers, and
the building staff employed by or contracted
through the General Services Administration

b .:nni

B o

U.S. District Court naturalization held in open air to protect against
the coronavirus pandemic, Minneapolis, Minnesota, 2020
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have helped ensure that our courts could meet
the unusual challenges of this past year.

State courts—responsible for the vast bulk
of judicial proceedings across the Nation—
have also responded to the present emergency
with professionalism and care. By way of ex-
ample, the National Center for State Courts
gave its 2020 William H. Rehnquist Award for
Judicial Excellence to a judge who had con-
ducted the Nation’s first-ever remote jury trial.
She has been generous with her peers through-
out the country in helping them solve problems
and carry forward the work of our legal system.

In focusing on the dedicated work in courts,
I do not want to minimize the hardships and suf-
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fering caused by the pandemic. Like others
throughout the country, judiciary employees
have contended with illness and loss. My
thoughts are with them.

This year, more than ever, I am privileged
and honored to thank all of the judges, court
staff, and other judicial branch personnel
throughout the Nation for their outstanding
service.

Best wishes—and good health—to all in the
New Year.

John G. Roberts, Jr.

Chief Justice of the United States
December 31, 2020
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Appendix
Workload of the Courts

In the 12-month period ending September
30, 2020, the number of cases filed in the Su-
preme Court fell compared to the 2018 Term,
as did cases filed in the U.S. courts of appeals,
bankruptcy courts, probation offices, and pre-
trial services system. New filings in district
courts were nominally greater, but excluding
filings connected to a single multidistrict liti-
gation, they were also lower than the prior
year. Filings generally decreased with the on-
set of the coronavirus pandemic in March
2020, leading to lower annualized rates.

The Supreme Court of the
United States

The total number of cases filed in the
Supreme Court decreased from 6,442 filings in
the 2018 Term to 5,411 filings in the 2019
Term. The number of cases filed in the Court’s
in forma pauperis docket decreased 19 percent
from 4,847 filings in the 2018 Term to 3,930
filings in the 2019 Term. The number of cases
filed in the Court’s paid docket decreased
seven percent from 1,595 filings in the 2018
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Supreme Court
Cases Argued
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Termto 1,481 filings in the 2019 Term. During
the 2019 Term, 73 cases were argued and 69
were disposed of in 53 signed opinions,
compared to 73 cases argued and 69 disposed
of'in 66 signed opinions in the 2018 Term. The
Court also issued four per curiam decisions in
argued cases during the 2019 Term.

The Federal Courts of Appeals

In the regional courts of appeals, filings fell
less than one percent from 48,486 to 48,190.
Appeals by pro se litigants, which amounted to
49 percent of filings, also declined less than one
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percent. Total civil appeals decreased five per-
cent. Criminal appeals fell three percent, and
bankruptcy appeals dropped two percent. Ap-
peals of administrative agency decisions rose
20 percent, to 7,105 new cases, mostly reflect-
ing increases in cases from the Board of Immi-
gration Appeals, the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, the National Labor Relations
Board,
Agency. Filings of original proceedings grew
six percent, to 4,853 new cases.

and the Environmental Protection

The Federal District Courts

Civil case filings in the U.S. district courts
increased 58 percent, from 297,877 to
470,581, mostly attributable to an earplug
products liability —multidistrict litigation
(MDL) centralized in the Northern District of
Florida, which consolidated 202,814 filings.
Excluding that MDL, civil case filings fell ten
percent. Cases involving diversity of
citizenship (i.e., disputes between citizens of
different states) rose 172 percent, due mainly
to filings in the MDL. Federal question cases
(i.e., actions under the Constitution, laws, or
treaties of the United States in which the

United States is not a party) decreased eight
percent. Cases with the United States as
defendant grew 16 percent, primarily
reflecting increases in social security cases and
prisoner petitions. Cases with the United
States as plaintiff declined 16 percent, mainly
because courts received fewer actions related
to defaulted student loans.

Criminal defendant filings (including
those for defendants transferred from other
districts) dropped 20 percent to 73,879.
Defendants charged with immigration
offenses, who accounted for 32 percent of total
filings, were 25 percent fewer, largely in
response to a 70 percent reduction in
defendants accused of improper entry by an
alien. The southwestern border districts
received 84 percent of 23,618 national
immigration crime defendant filings. Drug
crime defendants, who accounted for 29
percent of total filings, fell 17 percent.
Defendants prosecuted for firearms and
explosives offenses declined 13 percent.
Filings for defendants accused of fraud
decreased 27 percent. Reductions also
occurred in filings related to traffic offenses,
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property offenses, sex offenses, general
offenses, regulatory offenses, justice system

offenses, and violent offenses.

The Bankruptcy Courts
Bankruptcy court filings fell 21 percent to

612,561 as 89 of the 90 bankruptcy courts re-
ceived fewer petitions. Consumer (i.e., non-

Bankruptcy Petition
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business) petitions decreased 22 percent, and
business petitions declined two percent. Peti-
tions filed under Chapter 7 went down 15 per-
cent, and those filed under Chapter 13 dropped
33 percent. Petitions filed under Chapter 11 in-
creased 12 percent.

Pretrial Services, Federal Probation,
and Supervised Release System

A total of 126,970 persons were under
post-conviction supervision on September 30,
2020, a reduction of two percent from the total
one year earlier. Of that number, 112,849 per-
sons were serving terms of supervised release
after leaving correctional institutions, a de-
crease of less than one percent.

Cases activated in the pretrial services sys-
tem, including pretrial diversion cases, de-
creased 26 percent to 80,603.
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