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Summary 

The Philippine judiciary has long faced the challenge of court congestion, with a high 
volume of pending cases and severe delays in case disposition denying citizens the ability 
to access swift and fair justice. In response, the Supreme Court of the Philippines 
recently introduced several judicial reforms aimed at reducing court congestion and 
improving judicial efficiency. It partnered with the International Initiative for Impact 
Evaluation and Innovations for Poverty Action to understand how a key procedural 
reform – the Revised Guidelines for Continuous Trial of Criminal Cases (CT) – affects 
court efficiency, as measured by each court’s case clearance and disposition rates, as 
well as the duration of each case and whether it was disposed of in a timely manner.  

The CT reform aims to expedite trials and resolutions by imposing mandatory 
observance of existing rules for court action and introducing best practices for speedy 
disposition of criminal cases. The guidelines set out strict observance of timeframes on 
arraignment and pre-trial, trial proper, and promulgation. The CT reform went into effect 
nationwide on September 1, 2017 following a 16-month pilot in 52 court branches from 
three cities in the National Capital Region. 

We gathered administrative records from three databases: the electronic courts case 
management system, the continuous trial monitoring system, and the database of 
monthly caseflow reports submitted by all courts to the supreme court. These sources 
record data on each case brought to court within 24 months before and after the CT 
nationwide implementation on 1 September 2017 across both first- and second-level 
courts.  

We estimate the impacts of the CT reform through an ‘event study’ approach, analyzing 
the difference in our four measures of court efficiency before and after the date the 
reform was implemented in each court. We triangulate the quantitative results from our 
findings from qualitative interviews and online surveys with judges, clerks of court and 
public and private attorneys. 

For this study, we analyzed administrative data from first- and second-level courts in the 
Philippines over the period January 2014–December 2019. The case-level data includes 
over 370,000 cases across 336 courts from the electronic courts case management 
system and over 690,000 cases across 1,635 courts from the continuous trial monitoring 
system. The court-level data includes 2,281 courts from the monthly caseflow report 
database. Our online survey data includes 1,579 respondents and our in-depth 
qualitative interview data covers 58 participants. Though we analyzed these datasets 
separately because of the differences in sample and types of data, they provide a rich 
and consistent overall picture of the reform and its impacts. 

We find that at the court level, the CT reform increased clearance rates by between 35–
36 percentage points. In contrast, we find no movement in disposition rates, suggesting 
that the main impact of the reform was tackling new (incoming) cases and not pending 
cases; in other words, while it made courts efficient, it has had limited success in 
reducing pendency. At the case level, our data suggest that the CT reform effectively 
reduces case duration by 55 days (14%) in cases recorded in the electronic courts case 
management system and 61 days (10%) in cases recorded in the continuous trial 
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monitoring system. It increased the proportion of cases disposed in 180 days by eight 
percentage points (54%), and the proportion of cases disposed in 330 days by nine 
percentage points (41%).  

The reform has affected most phases of trials until submission of the decision; 
specifically, it reduces the duration from receipt of case in court to pre-trial by 50 days, 
pre-trial to initial trial by 22 days, and trial duration by 57 days. We find no impact in the 
duration from submission of decision to promulgation. 

We also find that the surge of drugs-related cases has attenuated the CT reform’s 
effects, underscoring the constraints courts face in fully implementing the reform and 
reaping its benefits. Finally, we find no effect on clearance rates and disposition rates of 
civil cases, suggesting that the CT reform has not created spillover benefits for civil 
cases.  

From a policy perspective, we conclude that the CT reform has been an effective means 
of improving court efficiency for criminal cases. However, a surge in the inflow of cases 
can affect the impact of the reform measure. It is important to consider complementary 
interventions such as relieving personnel constraints, addressing physical infrastructure 
needs, and creating new court branches to enable the judicial system to fully realize the 
benefits of this reform.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1  Context1 

An effective legal system is a litmus test for state capacity and a key condition for a 
functioning market economy. Better justice is both an end in itself and a means to 
achieve broader development objectives (World Bank 2012). In a bid to provide their 
citizens with better justice in line with the United Nation’s Sustainable Development Goal 
16 on ‘peace, justice and strong institutions’, governments around the world have 
introduced wide-ranging judicial reforms, including revisions to procedures, changes in 
case management practices, and use of technology. However, little is known about how 
successful low- and middle-income countries have been in implementing such reforms, 
and to what effect. 

The Philippine judiciary has long faced the challenge of court congestion, leading to 
severe delays in case resolution and high levels of backlog. The total numbers of newly 
filed cases and pending cases in the courts have continued to rise steadily over time. 
While the average number of newly filed cases per month in the lower trial courts was 
35,000 in 2014–2016, it had escalated to an average of around 43,000 per month in 
2016–2018 (Figure 1). This upward trend of newly filed cases has contributed to a 
steady upward trend in the total number of pending cases across all lower courts. Before 
the end of 2017, the total number of unresolved cases had reached nearly 900,000 
(Figure 2). 

Figure 1: Total number of newly filed cases per month (2014–2018) 

Source: Monthly caseflow report data, Supreme Court of the Philippines. 

 
1 This section is common across the three reports in this study series. 
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Figure 2: Total number of pending cases per month (2014–2018) 

Source: Monthly caseflow report data, SC. 

Since the initial World Justice Project Rule of Law Index rankings in 2015, the Philippines 
has seen a steady decline in rank, scoring below the global and regional average in the 
overall rule of law index, particularly on criminal justice and fundamental rights (World 
Justice Project 2020). In response, the judiciary has implemented several reforms in 
recent years, in line with the current government’s goal of providing ‘swift and fair 
administration of justice’ to gain the trust of its citizens and the confidence of the 
international community (as outlined in the Philippine Development Plan 2017–2022) 
(NEDA 2017). A central goal of these reforms is to improve court efficiency, thereby 
speeding up cases and reducing court congestion. 

The International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie) and Innovations for Poverty Action 
(IPA) have partnered with the Supreme Court of the Philippines (SC) to conduct a 
research study to understand the impacts of three justice reforms on court efficiency. 
The study series assesses the implementation and impacts of three notable reforms, 
namely: the electronic courts case management system (eCourts) to improve operational 
efficiency and transparency; the Rules of Procedure for Small Claims Cases to reduce 
court burden and ensure access to justice; and the Revised Guidelines for Continuous 
Trial of Criminal Cases to increase disposition of criminal cases. Assessment of these 
three reforms is intended to help the judiciary compare the merits of each program and 
make informed decisions on how to allocate available resources across the judicial 
system to achieve its stated goals. 

1.2  The Philippine judiciary 

The judiciary has four levels with the SC at the top of the hierarchy, as illustrated in 
Figure 3. At the second level are the Court of Appeals, the Sandiganbayan,2 and the 

 
2 The Sandiganbayan is a special appellate collegial court that has jurisdiction over criminal and 
civil cases involving graft and corrupt practices and other offenses committed by public officers 
and employees, including those in government-owned or government-controlled corporations. 
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Court of Tax Appeals. The courts covered in the study are the first- and/or second-level 
trial courts (excluding Shari’a courts). Courts at the first level have jurisdiction at the 
municipality level and are the lowest level of trial courts. The four types are distinguished 
by geographic areas covered: 

1. Municipal trial courts (MTCs), which cover one municipality; 
2. Municipal circuit trial courts (MCTCs), which cover two or more municipalities; 
3. Metropolitan trial courts (MeTCs), which are MTCs in Metropolitan Manila; and 
4. Municipal trial courts in cities (MTCCs), which are MTCs in cities outside 

Metropolitan Manila. 

Figure 3: Organogram of the Philippine judiciary 

 

Some first-level courts may have more than one branch. The second-level courts – 
regional trial courts – are the highest level of trial courts. Second-level courts are 
established in each of the 13 judicial regions with each region covering several 
provinces, except for the National Capital Judicial Region which covers cities and 
municipalities. Second-level courts have multiple branches throughout its region. 
According to SC data, there are 1,090 second-level court branches and 1,191 first-level 
court branches in the country.3    

 
3 Data source: Monthly Caseflow Reports database, extracted February 2020. 
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1.3  Literature4 

Strong institutions encourage investment and growth (Pande and Udry 2005; Rodrik 
2000, 2005). Courts play a central role in strengthening institutions, and judicial 
efficiency is a key measure of the costs of doing business (World Bank 2017) and a 
country’s institutional quality (Botero et al. 2003; Djankov et al. 2003; Lichand and 
Soares 2014; Ponticelli and Alencar 2016; Visaria 2009). Both private and public sectors 
rely on the judicial system to enforce contracts and realize benefits from regulatory 
change (Ahsan 2013). Slow justice can impede market development (Powell et al. 2001; 
Jappelli et al. 2005; Laeven and Majnoni 2005; Laeven and Woodruff 2007; Visaria 
2009; Chemin 2009a), reduce firm growth (Amirapu 2017; Chakraborty 2016), weaken 
public sector performance (Coviello et al. 2016), and enable higher crime rates and more 
industrial riots (Köhling 2002). 

Yet the empirical literature on improving judicial productivity in developing countries is 
scant. Court-level studies prevail in more developed countries (Chang and Schoar 2006) 
but lack detailed case-level data (Coviello et al. 2016). Rigorous evidence on policy 
options to reduce judicial delays is rare (Chemin 2009b). In most studies, the evidence 
linking improved justice to investment fails to establish causality (Aboal et al. 2014). 
Furthermore, the potential spill overs (positive and negative) and trade-offs of speeding 
up adjudication are rarely documented (Kondylis and Stein 2018).  

The evidence that does exist provides some indication of what works: successful reforms 
include training judges on better caseflow management in Pakistan (Chemin 2009b); 
adopting first-in, first-out procedures in Italy (Bray et al. 2016); placing time limits on 
decisions in Senegal (Kondylis and Stein 2018); establishing specialized courts and 
simplifying procedures in Brazil (Lichand and Soares 2014); providing better information 
to litigants in Mexico (Sadka et al. 2018); and implementing a bundle of reforms including 
court-appointed mediation, limits on trial duration and adjournments, required affidavit 
furnishment, and mobile justice in India (Chemin 2009a).  

Informative as these studies are, by and large they offer a relatively haphazard selection 
of possible options, with little claim to external validity, political considerations, or the 
overall choice set of policy levers available to government. This is particularly significant 
given the central importance of the political economy of policy reform. For example, 
Dakolias and Said (1999) find in four countries (Colombia, Peru, Argentina, and Ukraine) 
that judicial reforms work best when implemented in lower courts, with support from both 
the top and different stakeholders (e.g. lawyers, businesses, NGOs, communities).  

In addition, such reforms work best when accompanied by a change in culture and 
management practices that complement administrative and procedural reforms. This 
suggests not only that the external validity of other studies is limited, but that there is 
much to be learned by understanding the implementation successes and failures of 
multiple reforms within the context of a single judicial system, to get at the deeper 
questions of what worked, and why. 

 

 
4 This section is common across the three reports in this study series. 
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As noted earlier, the Philippine judiciary has invested heavily in several justice 
innovations, three of which (electronic case tracking, simplified procedures for small 
claims, and better case management practices) we study here. These reforms are 
intended to make the judicial system more efficient, transparent and accessible, and to 
improve the performance of judicial staff. This study contributes to the literature by 
applying a common research approach that enables comparisons across these three 
reforms, and by using a combination of qualitative and quantitative data to understand 
not just narrow impacts, but the mechanisms behind the impacts. 

1.4  This study 

This report focuses on the impacts of the Revised Guidelines for Continuous Trial for 
Criminal Cases (CT), while two companion reports cover the eCourt system and the 
Rules of Procedure for Small Claims Cases.  

Although the CT pilot underwent an end of project assessment and the monitoring data 
from each court is regularly submitted to the SC, impacts of the three reforms had not 
been rigorously evaluated. In this study, we use high-frequency case data captured in 
electronic administrative records across first- and second-level trial courts to measure 
average impacts of the CT reform through an ‘event study’ design. 

We divide the report into six parts. Section 2 describes the CT reform, while Section 3 
provides an overview of the event study approach, primary research questions and 
outcomes of interest, and data collection methodology. Section 4 presents the findings, 
including descriptive statistics, empirical specifications, and estimated impacts. The final 
two sections discuss challenges and lessons learned and conclude the analysis. 

2. Intervention 

2.1  Revised guidelines for continuous trial of criminal cases 

The CT reform aims to expedite trials and resolutions by imposing strict timelines on 
existing rules for court action and introducing best practices for speedy disposition of 
criminal cases. The guidelines set out prohibited pleadings, prescheduling of hearings, 
specific timeframes for trial periods and submission of decisions, among other reforms.  

The CT reform stems from two previous SC resolutions that aimed to speed up case 
resolution. The first only covered trial courts in one city of Metropolitan Manila (Quezon 
City), while the second added 52 pilot trial courts across cities in Metropolitan Manila, as 
well as in the Sandiganbayan and the Court of Tax Appeals.  

Following this pilot period, the reform went into effect nationwide on 1 September 2017 
with the national official release of the CT guidelines through a memo and publication by 
the SC (Supreme Court of the Philippines, 2016). The SC organized orientation seminars 
with judges, selected court staff and the Department of Justice attorneys. Changes in 
court operations on calendaring of cases were initiated.   
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2.1.1 Guidelines laid out under the resolution 
According to the resolution, the CT guidelines have the following three objectives:  

1. To protect and advance the constitutional right of persons to a speedy 
disposition of their criminal cases; 

2. To reinforce and give teeth to the existing rules on criminal procedure 
and other special rules prescribing periods for court action and those 
which promote speedy disposition of criminal cases; and 

3. To introduce innovations and best practices for the benefit of the 
parties. 

The revised guidelines specify: the prescribed hearing schedules per week; the 
prohibited motions; and the rules on consolidation, archiving, and revival of provisionally 
dismissed cases. They also outline the prescribed time allowances permitted in each 
phase of a case’s life, which includes arraignment, pre-trial, trial, and decision. The 
phases and time allowances for regular, environmental, intellectual, and drug cases are 
shown in Figure 4. The reform applied to all new cases filed as of September 1, 2017,5 
as well as all pending cases as of that date.  

Figure 4: CT case process by case type 

 

It is worth noting that the CT reform simply provided explicit case management 
guidelines that judges were familiar with but did not regularly implement. Based on 
consultations with the SC and qualitative findings, Table 1 presents a qualitative 
comparison of the rules and reported practices before implementation of the CT reform. 

  

 
5 At this time, the SC had also introduced other judicial reforms, including the nationwide adoption 
of small claims procedures at first-level courts and select-court adoption of the eCourts system. 
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Table 1: Criminal procedures before and after the CT reform 

Before the CT After the CT 

Lawyers often deliberately used motions 
to delay proceedings in order to buy time 
for their clients. Despite these motions 
not being allowed under the rules of 
court, judges ended up spending time 
deciding on and commenting on these 
motions, causing delay.  
 

Revised guidelines specify several motions, 
whenever not allowed under the rules of court, that 
should be outright rejected without a need for 
comment or opposition. These include: motion for 
judicial determination of probable cause, motion for 
preliminary investigation, motion for reinvestigation 
once the information has been filed before the court, 
motion to quash information, motion for bill of 
particulars, motion to suspend arraignment, and 
petition to suspend the criminal action on the 
ground of prejudicial question. 

No definite period existed for filing 
motion for reconsideration of meritorious 
motions in criminal cases. 

A non-extendable period of five (5) days to file for 
motion for reconsideration, and a non-extendable 
period of five (5) days for the other party to respond. 

Arraignment and pre-trial were not held 
on the same day. Cases were referred 
for mediation before pre-trial, but most 
mediated cases did not reach 
settlement, causing delays.  

Arraignment and pre-trial are to be held on the 
same day. Cases are assigned to mediation after 
pre-trial, as appropriate. 

Courts were not required to preschedule 
trials, and often the next hearing date 
was set during the hearing. 

Trial dates are to be set during pre-trial wherein one 
day is allotted per witness. 

Flexibility existed in allowable 
postponements on a case by case basis. 

Postponements are not allowed, except on 
extraordinary grounds and upon payment of a 
postponement fee. The postponing party must 
present evidence within the remaining trial dates 
previously set for their party. 

 

2.1.2 Compliance monitoring technology: CTMS and eCourts 
In 2009, the SC established a judiciary-wide information technology framework that 
identified a range of essential infrastructure and software investments in order to address 
court delays, congestion, bureaucracy and caseload management. By 2017, the judiciary 
had set up a centralized data facility, provided internet connectivity to all major court 
locations, and introduced electronic case-management systems in specialized courts. 
These investments in technology are the backbone of compliance monitoring and are 
used specifically through two systems: the continuous trial monitoring system (CTMS) 
and the electronic courts case management system (eCourt).  

The eCourt system is a digital case management system that records case details from 
filing to resolution. It contains all types of cases with information on the case number, 
case title, nature of the case, the parties involved, the branch where the case was 
raffled, and relevant dates such as the date of filing and the date of resolution. It also 
records where the case is assigned and whether the branch is a first- or second-level 
court.  
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In addition to capturing case-level details, the eCourt system assigns cases by electronic 
raffle, displays dashboards for case management, records actions taken in each hearing, 
prints and serves bench orders, and determines fee payments, among other functions. 
The SC rolled out the eCourt system in 2013–2018 and it is currently implemented in 327 
courts in ten major cities.  

The CTMS was developed in-house by the SC’s information technology staff with 
support from The Asia Foundation. It comprises a simple dashboard with offline 
capability that requires users to enter only the essential fields from each case required to 
track compliance with the CT, including basic case information and the dates for each 
stage of the proceedings. The system gathers real-time information with the aim of 
allowing the SC to quickly identify non-compliant courts, which is in stark contrast to the 
previous system of hand-written reports sent by regular post. At the time of this study, its 
scope was limited to criminal cases, though future versions are intended to include civil 
and commercial cases.  

Notably, the eCourt system collects data on all key fields captured by the CTMS, making 
the latter redundant. To ensure that judicial staff do not waste time recording the same 
data twice, the two systems continue to be maintained separately for eCourts and non-
eCourts; in other words, the CTMS is implemented in all regular courts that hold criminal 
proceedings and have not yet adopted the eCourt system. 

Two limitations should be mentioned. First, both systems rely on data entry by judicial 
staff, raising the question of the quality and reliability of the data collected. Second, 
although the CT guidelines are mandated by the SC, there is no explicit penalty if lower 
courts deviate from the guidelines, raising the question of imperfect compliance. To 
address the issue of data quality, our study considers three sources of data: case-level 
data from eCourts and the CTMS, as well as court-level data from the monthly caseflow 
report database maintained by the management information systems office.  

Regarding compliance, the primary purpose of this study is to understand the impact of 
the reform as implemented by the judiciary; therefore, our impact analysis focuses on the 
intent-to-treat effect rather than behavioral questions around adoption. Nonetheless, our 
qualitative findings and conclusions discuss issues around implementation, including 
compliance, at some length. 

2.2  Theory of change 

As noted in Section 1.1, the Philippine judicial system suffers from court congestion, long 
trial durations and non-streamlined case management. The Philippine Development Plan 
2017–2022 specially notes that ‘backlogs in resolving cases and delays in case 
development procedures continue to increase, and penal facilities are occupied way 
beyond capacity’ are key issues to be addressed (NEDA 2017). The CT is designed to 
address these problems. 

The theory of change for the CT (Figure 5) has been formulated by the research team 
based on the CT guidelines, consultations with the SC office of the court administrator, 
as well as the chief justice, and verified through qualitative interviews with executive 
judges, presiding judges, branch clerks of court, prosecutors and lawyers, as described 
in Section 3.2 of this paper.  
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CT provisions are expected to lead to the following outputs: (1) adjustment of court 
calendars for old and new cases; (2) prompt on-time hearings to start as mandated 
under the CT guidelines; (3) an increase in the number of trials held per day in order to 
ensure that cases comply within the allotted period; (4) a decrease in delays in 
calendaring or resetting trial dates due to prohibited motions; (5) same-day scheduling of 
arraignment and pre-trial; (6) one witness heard on preset trial dates; (7) the appearance 
of police at court as witnesses whenever needed; (8) timely transport of detainees by the 
Bureau of Jail Management and Penology (BJMP) for on-time hearings; and (9) the 
release of court orders on the same day or as soon as possible. 

There are several underlying assumptions in the implementation of the CT: (1) courts 
have the capacity to implement it (each court branch must have adequate personnel to 
implement the provisions of the measure, as well as have the necessary infrastructure in 
place, including courtroom availability and functional information technology equipment); 
(2) other pillars of justice such as the National Prosecution Service, Public Attorneys’ 
Office and Philippine National Police are aligned and onboard with the new timeframe 
set out by the CT, and have the capacity to adhere to CT guidelines; and (3) witnesses 
make themselves available and cooperative in order for the case to proceed in a timely 
manner.  

It should be noted that many of the activities and outputs necessary for case resolution 
are highly dependent on functions outside of the SC. In particular, the Department of 
Justice supervises the National Prosecution Service and the BJMP; the Department of 
the Interior and Local Government oversees the Philippine National Police; and the 
Department of Budget and Management oversees allocation of infrastructure and 
personnel. 

These outputs ultimately lead to intermediate outcomes with a reduction in trial days to 
180 days or fewer, in compliance with the CT timeframe, as well as timely promulgation 
of a decision within 90 days.6 With CT implementation, the output of shorter case 
duration will lead to a reduced average trial duration and a reduced backlog of cases. It 
is assumed that there is a stable justice environment and absence of negative 
exogenous shocks (i.e. the COVID-19 pandemic causing closure of courts). Ultimately, 
the outcomes of a reduced average case duration, an increase in case disposition, and 
reduced backlogs will lead to improved quality of and access to justice. 

 
6 Periods described apply to regular cases. Refer to Figure 1 for prescribed periods for special 
types of cases.  
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Figure 5: Theory of change of continuous trial 

 

Notes: DOJ = Department of Justice; PDL = persons deprived of liberty; PAO = Public Attorney’s Office.  
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3. Evaluation 

3.1  Research questions and outcomes7 

Our overarching research question is whether improvements in technology and case 
management practices improve court efficiency and reduce congestion.8  

We measure court efficiency through four main outcomes, each of which are essential to 
understanding impact. The first two, both measured at the court level, are: 

1. Clearance rate: This is defined as the court’s case outflow (cases disposed) 
divided by case inflow (new cases) and provides the simplest measure of court 
efficiency as a ‘flow’ of cases. In other words, is the court resolving at least as 
many cases as are coming in? 

2. Disposition rate: In contrast, this measures the ‘stock’ of cases (i.e. pending and 
backlogged cases) and is defined as cases disposed divided by the sum of both 
new and pending cases. For this reason, it is a more comprehensive measure of 
court performance, but can be less responsive to reforms that do not directly 
address pendency. 

Both these rates are calculated from the monthly caseflow report database, which 
comprises aggregated monthly caseflow data submitted to the SC by first- and second-
level courts. 

The third and fourth outcomes are measured at the case level: 
3. Case duration: This is defined as the number of days from the date of filing to the 

date of the court’s decision. While this is the most direct way to measure judicial 
speed, it is only defined for resolved cases – meaning that all cases pending in 
court would be excluded from the analysis. 

4.  Case disposed in a given number of days: To ensure that results are meaningful 
and not driven by data censoring, we also include a second case-level outcome 
that is a dummy variable measuring whether a case was disposed within a given 
number of days of filing. This outcome is defined for all cases and has the 
additional benefit of being duration flexible. In other words, it can be used to draw 
out the impact trajectory of any reform by measuring impacts, for example, at 
three, six, nine or twelve months. This is especially useful in the context of this 
study, where different reforms have different expected timelines of impact.  

 
7 This section is common across the three reports in this study series. 
8 In our pre-analysis plan, the research question for our overarching study of all three reforms 
includes an aspect of quality: Can improvements in technology and case management practices 
reduce court congestion and improve court efficiency without compromising the quality of judicial 
decisions? Due to limitations in the availability and consistency of case appeal and appeal 
decision data in the administrative databases, as well as restrictions imposed by COVID-19 on 
collecting further data from the courts, we are unable to pursue the second half of the question 
regarding quality. 
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3.2  Design and methods 

3.2.1 Quantitative design and methods 
We pursued a research strategy that measures the average impacts of the guidelines at 
the court and case level through an event study design, comparing court efficiency 
immediately before and after the CT guidelines were implemented in a given court. We 
exploit the fact that the CT was implemented earlier in August 2015 in 52 pilot courts in 
the National Capital Region, and then rolled out nationwide in September 2017. Our core 
regressions analyze court-level data for the entire population of first- and second-level 
courts to determine whether the case-specific reform has an impact on the performance 
of the court in terms of overall caseload disposition. We capture historical trends using 
month-level dummy variables.  

We supplement this analysis with case-level data captured in administrative records. For 
this study, our primary measures of case disposition are the proportion of cases 
disposed within the 330-day cutoff period from filing. This cutoff is calculated from the 
total maximum period allotted for regular criminal cases of non-detained accused (30 
days from filing to pre-trial, 30 days from pre-trial to initial trial, 180 days for trial proper, 
and 90 days from submission to promulgation of decision). Cases resolved within this 
period meet a minimum compliance with CT procedures. As a secondary measure, we 
use the proportion of cases disposed within 180 days, which is the maximum trial 
duration for regular criminal cases. 

In our calculations of minimal detectable effect size conducted ex-post, we used an 
eCourt data sample of 31,941 cases across 140 second level courts, clustering at the 
court level in line with individual courts being the unit of treatment. We assume a cluster 
sample size of 50, and in line with the common best practice in the literature we set 
power at 80 per cent and the significance level at 5 per cent. 

 With 242 courts for the CT, the study is powered to detect a standardized effect size of 
0.2 standard deviations for a one-sided t-test, since we expected a one-sided change 
(i.e. a reduction in case duration and increase in case disposal rate). The sample data 
shows an intra-cluster correlation of 0.3 for case duration and 0.1 for percentage of 
cases disposed within 330 days.  

3.2.2 Qualitative design and methods9 
We conducted qualitative research to further investigate our quantitative findings and 
explore reasons for weak links in the chain of causation laid out in the theory of change. 
We gathered the perceptions, experiences and levels of satisfaction of judges and clerks 
of court in relation to the justice reform programs. In coordination with SC offices, we 
selected and invited judges and clerks of court to participate in either focus group 
discussions (FGDs) or key informant interviews (KIIs).  

In March 2020, we shifted the FGDs to remote KIIs using video conferencing platforms 
due to the COVID-19 pandemic and the guidelines and restrictions imposed by the 
Philippine government. To complement the interviews with judges and clerks of court 
and to gain further perspective on the impact of the reform by other key players, the 
team also conducted interviews with prosecutors, public attorneys and private attorneys. 

 
9 This section is common across the three reports in this study series. 
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In addition to qualitative interviews, we launched an online survey for judges and clerks 
of court to increase the sample of responses on experience and perception of the judicial 
reforms. The qualitative questionnaire and initial FGD findings guided the design of the 
online survey, which was subsequently administered to judges and clerks of court at all 
first- and second-level trial courts through the offices of the SC and the Philippine 
Judges Association. 

We use rapid thematic analysis of the interviews to identify emerging themes and refine 
the online survey. At the end of each day of data collection, the research team debriefed 
and recorded their impressions. At the end of data collection, the team conducted a 
second round of content analysis on the transcribed interviews using a shared coding tool. 

3.2.3 Timeline 
Figure 6 illustrates the overall project timeline and includes key milestones and all data 
collection activities that the team undertook during its engagement with the SC. The 
timeline also shows the series of monitoring and evaluation capacity-building workshops 
we conducted in 2018 and 2019 with SC offices.  

At the start of the project, the team faced a long unanticipated delay due to a series of 
leadership transitions within the SC. On January 29, 2019, the SC approved the final 
research design and on March 4, 2019 the team signed a series of non-disclosure and 
confidentiality agreements with the SC.  

The two quantitative data collection activities relevant to conducting the CT study 
included: (1) collection of administrative data; and (2) collection of qualitative data 
(marked by black boxes in the timeline figure). The team spent the second quarter of 
2019 coordinating with the various offices to formally request and collect the 
administrative data. Over the following months, the team made occasional requests for 
updated datasets, with the last set received in January 2020.  

For the qualitative component, we piloted the qualitative instruments in February 2020 
and conducted the first set of FGDs in March 2020. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic and 
the guidelines and restrictions imposed by the Philippine government, the team shifted 
the FGDs to remote interviews. We conducted the remote interviews and launched the 
online survey in June and July 2020. 
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Figure 6: Study timeline 

 

Notes: CJ = chief justice; NDA = non-disclosure agreement; SCP = Small claims procedure; M&E 
= monitoring and evaluation. 

3.3  Ethics10 

The Human Subjects Committee for IPA provided oversight for this project, ‘Impact 
evaluation of three supreme court reforms in the Philippines: eCourt, continuous trial 
guidelines, and small claims procedures’, protocol # 14339. On 28 February 2018, the 
board found the study to be of minimal risk and approved the administrative data 
collection component.11  

In accordance with the requirements of the IPA Institutional Review Board, we put in 
place procedures to ensure data security including encryption of data files and 
assignment of unique codes to cases, court branches and judges. All research team 
members obtained certificates in human subject research, and all research team 
members and project personnel signed non-disclosure and confidentiality agreements 
with the SC. Data collection activities were conducted in coordination with and under the 
guidance of the SC Program Management Office and the Office of the Court 
Administrator. 

In July 2019, an institutional review board amendment to the protocol was approved for 
the inclusion of FGDs with judges and clerks of court for eCourts and the focus on quasi-
experimental designs using administrative data for the three reforms. In September 
2019, another amendment was approved to include a data collection activity for the 
collection of limited case information on money claims case values above the small 
claims threshold (control) from the lower courts.12  

In February 2020, another institutional review board amendment was approved with a 
revised FGD questionnaire, protocol guide, and consent that covered all three reforms. 
Following COVID-19 and approval from the chief justice, two subsequent amendments 

 
10 This section is common across the three reports in this study series. 
11 At the time of submission, the research design also included two randomized experiments with 
survey data collection. 
12 This amendment is relevant to the study on Rules of Procedures for Small Claims Cases 
reform. 
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were approved (in April and June 2020) to shift from FGDs to remote KIIs using a secure 
video call platform and the inclusion of an anonymous online survey using a secure 
digital data collection platform. Upon completion of the project, all data, information and 
materials shared by the SC will be returned or destroyed. 

3.4  Sampling and data collection 

3.4.1 Sample selection 
In this study, we included all criminal cases available at the time of the study13 from first- 
and second-level trial courts in the eCourt and CTMS databases. The number of courts 
with data available in the eCourt system totals 336 courts (92 first-level courts and 244 
second-level courts), spanning 11 cities across five judicial regions. The number of 
courts with data available in the CTMS database totals 1,635 courts (988 first-level 
courts and 647 second-level courts), spanning all 13 judicial regions. Combined, the total 
sample of courts is 1,971.  

The total number of criminal cases in the eCourt system is 544,226; in the CTMS it is 
890,609. However, we limit the cases in the study and analysis to criminal cases both 
filed and resolved 24 months before implementation of the CT, and criminal cases both 
filed and resolved 24 months after implementation of the CT. We use data from both the 
eCourt and CTMS databases, since courts under the eCourt reform use the eCourt 
system to encode case details relevant to the CT, and non-eCourts use the CTMS (i.e 
these two datasets include different courts). Table 2 below shows the total court and 
case sample by court level and database. 

Table 2: Sample courts and criminal cases by database 

Court level eCourts dataset CTMS dataset Sample total 

 No. of 
courts 

No. of 
criminal 
cases 

No. of 
courts 

No. of 
courts 

No. of 
criminal 
cases 

No of criminal 
cases within ± 
24 mo. bound 

1st level (municipal) 92 268,214 988 366,240 1,056 634,454 
2nd level (regional) 244 276,012 647 524,369 891 800,381 
Total 336 544,226 1,635 890,609 1,971 1,434,835 

 

3.4.2 Data description 
Our quantitative data sources include three administrative databases of the SC: CTMS, 
eCourt, and monthly caseflow reports. We coordinated with offices within the SC to 
extract the requested data from the information systems. 

The eCourt digital management system records case-level details from filing to 
resolution. It contains all types of cases with information on the case number, case title, 
nature of the case, the parties involved, the branch where the case was raffled, and 
relevant dates such as the date of filing and resolution. It also informs where the case is 
assigned and whether the branch is a first- or a second-level court. The database 
contains a total of 544,226 criminal cases. We limit the number of cases examined to 

 
13 Data extracted from administrative databases in January 2020. 
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those within the period of analysis: 24 months before and 24 months14 (-24, +24) after 
the launch of the revised guidelines based on the date received (or filed) by the court. 
This results in 373,149 criminal cases in the eCourts database.  

In order to monitor compliance with the CT, each court that is not using the eCourts case 
management system is required to encode case information in the CTMS and submit 
system-generated quarterly reports to the SC. The CTMS records details at the case 
level, including the court where each case is assigned, case number, nature of the case, 
and dates of filing, pre-trial, arraignment, trial and submission for decision. At the time of 
the study, the CTMS database was only used by courts to record criminal cases and 
contained 890,629 criminal cases. We applied to it the same time bounds, which results 
in 690,566 criminal cases.  

The main limitation of the case-level dataset is the recording of cases filed prior to the 
reform. When the reform was implemented, the courts prioritized back-encoding of 
pending cases only. Migrating the resolved cases prior to the reform was secondary, 
which limits our data of cases filed prior to the reform. Since most eCourts were rolled 
out in 2015, the eCourt database has more complete records of cases two years prior to 
implementation of CT guidelines. However, this becomes an issue for our analysis using 
CTMS, which was launched at the same time as the CT reform.  

The monthly caseflow report system details the number of pending, incoming and 
outgoing cases per month per court branch from 2013–2019. It also gives a breakdown 
of the records by case type. In addition, there was a change in the monthly reporting 
template in 2018, causing several fields previously required to no longer be recorded; we 
control for this change in our court-level specifications. 

3.4.3 Quality control 
We first filtered out non-criminal cases from the eCourt dataset, as only criminal cases 
are within the scope of the CT reform. We then generated case duration by subtracting 
the date the case was received by the assigned court from the date it was resolved.15 We 
generated the proportion of cases resolved by dividing the number of cases resolved in 
330 days by the total number of cases filed. 

We also generated case duration using the CTMS dataset. However, because of the 
imbalance in the distribution of cases resolved before and after the CT guidelines 
implementation, we randomly selected resolved cases filed after the reform to match the 
number of resolved cases filed before the reform.  

The CTMS allowed us to break down the case duration into case processing phases. 
Phase 1 captures the period from the receipt of the case to pre-trial. Under the regular 

 
14 Initially we considered 12 months before and 12 months after the introduction of the CT. During 
an initial meeting with Chief Justice Peralta, he recommended widening the window so that the 
implication of the surge in drug cases can be considered in the analysis. 
15 CT guidelines specify that the number of days begins on the date the assigned court receives 
the case, rather than the date it was filed. For courts with a single sala (court branch), the date of 
filing and date of case receipt are the same. However, for courts with multiple salas, a case is 
filed in the Office of the Clerk of Court and is subsequently distributed to the courts, which means 
that the date of filing is not always the same as the date the assigned court receives the case. 
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rules, pre-trial should be completed within 10 days for detained accused or within 30 
days for non-detained accused. Phase 2 is the duration from pre-trial to the initial trial 
which is to be calendared within 30 days. Under the CT guidelines, the pre-trial and 
arraignment should be completed within the same day, so the date of the first trial is 
marked as the next milestone in the case.  

Phase 3 is the duration of the trial proper, which we calculate from the date of the initial 
trial to the date of submission for decision. For regular criminal cases, the trial should be 
completed within 180 days and is usually broken down as 90 days for the prosecution 
and 90 days for the defense. Finally, Phase 4 marks the decision stage and is calculated 
from the date the case is submitted for a decision to the date of promulgation of a 
decision. 

• Phase 1: Receipt of case to pre-trial (30 days) 
• Phase 2: Pre-trial to initial trial (30 days) 
• Phase 3: Initial trial to submission for decision (180 days) 
• Phase 4: Submission for decision to promulgation (90 days) 

For both case-level datasets, we dropped observations without case numbers and case 
titles. We also dropped cases with negative case duration, as these are attributable to 
wrong encoding and are not reliable data points. 

At the court level, we generated the clearance rate and the disposition rate per month. As 
explained earlier, the clearance rate is the total case outflow divided by the total case 
inflow, where inflow is the number of cases that are filed, reopened, and received from 
another branch and outflow is the number of cases decided, archived, or transferred to 
another branch. The disposition rate is the total case outflow divided by the sum of the 
total case inflow and pending cases.  

For each dataset, we assign unique identification codes to court branches, case 
numbers and judges. We maintain only the fields necessary (mostly date fields) to 
conduct the analysis. 

3.4.4 Qualitative data and online survey16 
For the collection of qualitative data, we focused on the three geographic areas of 
National Capital Region, Cebu City and Davao City when selecting participants, since 
these are areas wherein all three judicial reforms under evaluation by the research team 
had been implemented. We initially based participant selection on a range of criteria to 
allow for diverse perspectives and experiences, including length of service of the judge, 
duration of the implementation of eCourts, court level and preliminary results of the 
quantitative outcomes measured.  

To an extent, the initial selection also considered the proximity of a court to the proposed 
FGD locations in consideration of participant time allocation outside of court. In 
coordination with SC offices, we selected and initially invited 58 judges and clerks of 
court to participate in either: (1) one of six FGDs; or (2) key informant interviews with the 
judge and/or clerk of court.  

 
16 This section is common across the three reports in this study series. 
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Following the first set of FGDs conducted in March 2020, we shifted the remaining FGDs 
to remote KIIs using video conferencing platforms due to the COVID-19 pandemic and 
the guidelines imposed by the Philippine government. During the shift, we coordinated 
again with the SC to identify participants for remote interviews (out of the initial selection) 
based on participants’ access to internet, knowledge on the use of technology platforms 
and availability. Based on these additional factors, we did not invite five judges and six 
clerks of court and did not find replacements, since the rapid analysis showed that we 
were approaching saturation. However, we did determine from the rapid analysis the 
need to complement the interviews with judges and clerks of courts with prosecutors, 
public attorneys and private attorneys.  

We find that the in-person interviews were better in establishing rapport and capturing 
interview setting, tone and non-verbal cues. However, remote online video interviewing 
was an efficient and effective method to collect qualitative data when done with 
additional preparations – such as pre-coordination with each participant to adequately 
explain the purpose of the study and finding an appropriate time and schedule for the 
remote interviews. Table 3 shows the qualitative study participants by region, position 
and sex. 

Table 3: Qualitative participants by region, position and sex17 

Position Cebu NCR Davao     
Total 

 % 
Female 

(Sex) Total % female Total % female Total % female     
Judges 9 44% 7 71% 8 50%  24 54% 
Clerks of court 9 78% 5 100% 9 89%  23 87% 
Prosecutors/PAO/ 
private lawyer 1 100% 7 29% 3 67%  11 45% 

Total 19 63% 19 63% 20 70%   58 66% 
Notes: NCR = National Capital Region; PAO = Public Attorney’s Office. Judges and clerks of 
courts in Cebu participated in FGDs based on position, while the other participants participated in 
remote KIIs. 

Overall, we collected qualitative data from a total of 58 participants (68% female) in either 
FGDs or remote KIIs, including 24 judges, 23 clerks of court and 11 prosecutors/lawyers. 
Personnel data from the SC indicates that in 2018, 50 per cent of the judges were female, 
showing that we have a gender-balanced sample of judges. Participation across the three 
regions was fairly distributed with 33% in Cebu, 33% in National Capital Region and 34% in 
Davao. We conducted two in-person FGDs in Cebu (31% of participants);18 12 individual 
and two paired remote KIIs with judges; three individual and four paired KIIs with clerks of 
court; two paired KIIs with both the judge and the clerk of court; and individual KIIs with 
three public attorneys, two private lawyers and five prosecutors. 

 
17 Judges and clerks of courts in Cebu participated in FGDs based on position, while the other 
participants participated in remote KIIs. 
18 We were supposed to do the same for the Davao and National Capital Region courts, but the 
government imposed a lockdown due to COVID-19. Hence, we shifted to remote one-on-one/paired 
interviews for the remaining judges, clerks of court and other judicial stakeholders through Zoom® 
or Microsoft Teams®. 
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The FGDs and remote KIIs used the same questionnaire guide (Appendix A: FGD guide) 
to gather perceptions, experiences and levels of satisfaction among the judges and 
clerks of courts in relation to the justice reform programs. In most cases, each interview 
(including FGDs) had one main facilitator, one co-facilitator, one documenter, and one or 
two principal investigators. Each interview (including FGDs) was audio recorded with 
consent and transcribed. 

To gather a wider sample of perceptions among judges and clerks of court on the judicial 
reforms, we launched an online survey developed with guidance from the qualitative 
questionnaire guide and initial findings from the FGDs (Appendix B: Online survey).19 We 
used a digital data collection platform that offers a web-based option. We coordinated 
with the SC offices under the Office of the Court Administrator as well as the Philippine 
Judges Association to administer the online survey to judges and clerks of courts in all 
first- and second-level courts.  

The online survey was available for three weeks in July 2020. In order to encourage 
participation, we regularly sent updates to the offices on the number of participants per 
judicial region. There were 1,579 judges and clerks of court who participated in the online 
survey, with 644 judges, 882 branch clerks of court and 53 clerks from the Office of the 
Clerks of Court. Participation by first- and second-level courts was roughly evenly split. 

3.4.5 Specifications 
Estimating equation and hypotheses  
Following Kondylis and Stein (2018), we consider both the impact of time to outcome 
and the average impact of the event. We explore these impacts during two period 
bandwidths: (1) 12 months before and after CT went into effect in a given court; and (2) 
24 months before and after the reform went into effect. In all specifications, we assign 
time = 0 to represent the month when the reform went into effect, which is September 
2017 for all courts.  

For impact to time to outcome, shown in Equation 2, we regress each outcome on 
individual dummies for each month (-12 to +12, -24 to +24), while controlling for the 
calendar month. For Equation 2, we regress each outcome on a dummy indicating 
introduction of CT, interacted with the time trend, and summarize the results in Table 4 
(court-level effects), Table 5 (case-level effects) and Table 6 (phase-duration effects).  

All specifications include calendar month fixed effects (January–December) and court 
fixed effects, and all regressions are clustered at the court level. We also rerun all 
regressions with a control for the ‘drug war’ in the Philippines that led to a massive influx 
of drug cases in the courts. Court-level regressions include a fixed effect for a change in 
the monthly reports reporting system in December 2018. 

Equation 1: Impact of time to outcome 

𝑦𝑦𝑖𝑖 = 𝛽𝛽0 + � 𝛽𝛽𝑡𝑡𝑇𝑇𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑖 + 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 + 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 + 𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 + 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 + 𝜖𝜖𝑖𝑖

𝑡𝑡=𝑑𝑑

𝑡𝑡=−𝑑𝑑

 

 
19 While a survey of the public is beyond the scope of this study, this would be a natural next step. 
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Equation 2: Average impact of the event 

𝑦𝑦𝑖𝑖 = 𝛽𝛽0 + 𝛽𝛽1𝑇𝑇𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑖 + 𝛽𝛽2𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑖 + 𝛽𝛽3𝑇𝑇𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑖 × 𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑖 + 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 + 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 + 𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 + 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 + 𝜖𝜖𝑖𝑖 

where: y = outcome of interest; trend = time trend; T = number of months before 
(negative) or after (positive) the introduction of CT for a given court within a 12-month or 
24-month window; d = number of months to or after introduction of CT; A = 1 if after 
introduction of CT, 0 otherwise; M = month fixed effects (January to December);C = court 
fixed effects; W = drug war dummy (= 1 after June 2016); and S = system dummy to 
account for the change in monthly reports reporting system (= 1 after December 2018) 
(court-level analysis only) 

4. Findings 

In this section we present the impact of CT on court-level outcomes (clearance rate and 
disposition rate), followed by its impact on case-level outcomes (case duration and 
proportion of cases resolved within a given number of days). We examine the effects of 
the Philippine government’s ‘drug war’, which led to a surge of drug-related cases, by 
adding a control marked by the start of the drug war (July 1, 2016). This date coincides 
with the first full day of the 2016–2022 Philippine government administration.  

We included this aspect of the analysis since the SC chief justice and other SC officials 
expressed interest in understanding how the drug war may have affected CT 
implementation. Figure 7 marks 1 July 2016 as a point in time and uses monthly 
caseflow report data to graph the inflow of drug-related cases over time. The figure 
shows that while the rise in such cases started just before 1 July 2016, their number has 
since remained high. 

Figure 7: Drug cases filed 2014–2017 

 

Source: Monthly caseflow reports database, SC. 
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4.1  Court-level analysis 

We use the monthly caseflow report dataset to examine the impact of the CT reform on 
the clearance rate and disposition rates of criminal cases. Rows 1–2 of Table 4 show 
that the clearance rate increased by between 35–36 percentage points (0.354, 0.358) 
after CT implementation across both period bandwidths (12 and 24 months, 
respectively).  

The clearance rate is simply the ratio of resolved cases to incoming cases, measuring 
the ‘flow’ or throughput of the court. The pre-intervention mean clearance rate was 2.07, 
implying that twice as many cases were being resolved per month relative to incoming 
cases; the CT reform increased this to nearly two-and-a-half times. In row 3, we include 
the drug war dummy, and the coefficient drops slightly to 0.303, suggesting that the 
increase came in part from the rapid processing of drug cases.  

Table 4: Court-level impacts 

Outcome Impact Std. err. 
 

Mean Std. dev. N        
Criminal cases 

      

(1) Clearance rate [-12, 12] 0.354** 0.152 
 

2.07 5.35 48,061 
(2) Clearance rate [-24, 24] 0.358*** 0.092 

 
2.13 4.94 91,731 

(3) Clearance rate [-24, 24], drug war 0.303*** 0.099 
 

2.13 4.94 91,731        

(4) Disposition rate [-12, 12] -0.001 0.004 
 

0.12 0.14 53,902 
(5) Disposition rate [-24, 24] 0.000 0.002 

 
0.13 0.15 102,105 

(6) Disposition rate [-24, 24], drug war -0.006*** 0.002 
 

0.13 0.15 102,105        
Civil cases 

      

(7) Clearance rate [-12, 12] 0.046 0.115 
 

1.43 1.88 25,499 
(8) Clearance rate [-24, 24] -0.044 0.042 

 
1.47 2.04 48,159 

(9) Clearance rate [-24, 24], drug war -0.001 0.044  1.47 2.04 48,159        
(10) Disposition rate [-12, 12] -0.007 0.006 

 
0.14 0.19 32,215 

(11) Disposition rate [-24, 24] -0.006** 0.003 
 

0.14 0.19 61,586 
(12) Disposition rate [-24, 24], drug war -0.009*** 0.003  0.14 0.19 61,586 

Notes: std. err. = standard error; std. dev. = standard deviation. Each row corresponds to an 
individual regression. Column 1 describes the dependent variable and specification. Columns 2 
and 3 provide the estimate of impact (change in outcome with and without CT at average value of 
trend) and standard error, respectively, while Columns 4 and 5 provide the pre-intervention mean 
and standard deviation. Column 6 provides the total number of observations in the regression. All 
specifications include court and calendar-month fixed-effects and a dummy for the change in the 
monthly caseflow reporting system. Robust standard errors (in parentheses) are adjusted for 
clustering at the court level. [-12, 12] and [-24, 24] refer to the date range of court data before and 
after the reform. ‘Drug war’ refers to a dummy for the period of the drug war. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 
0.05, * p < 0.1 
Source: Monthly caseflow report dataset. 

Figure 8 shows the impact of time to clearance rate, with the baseline normalized to the 
level of the clearance rate at t = 0 (the month the reform was introduced). The figure 
shows the impact trajectory: the months immediately after the implementation of the 
reform saw the largest jump in clearance rate as courts reacted to the new reform. This 
fell in subsequent months but remained consistently above the pre-intervention mean. 
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igure 8: Impact of time to clearance rate 

 
Source: Monthly caseflow reports dataset (-24, +24 months from date of reform). 

In stark contrast, rows 4–5 in Table 4 show no statistically or numerically significant 
change in the disposition rate across either period bandwidth. This provides an insight 
into the mechanism of impact of the CT reform: the disposition rate is simply the ratio of 
resolved cases to the sum of incoming and pending cases.  

The lack of impact suggests that despite speeding up case resolution, the impact of the 
CT reform pales in comparison to the high volume of pending cases in each court. The 
pre-intervention mean disposition rate was 0.14-0.15 (in 12- and 24-month periods), 
implying that each court was only able to resolve 14–15% of its total cases each month. 
When we include the drug war dummy in ow 6, the disposition rate actually falls slightly, 
by 0.6%.  

Figure 9 shows the impact of time to disposition rate, again with the baseline normalized 
to the level of the disposition rate at t = 0. While the disposition rate shows an overall 
increase over time, it is clear that this is almost entirely the result of a pre-existing trend. 
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Figure 9: Impact of time to disposition rate 

 
Source: Monthly caseflow reports dataset (-24, +24 months from date of reform). 

Rows 7–12 of Table 4 look at the effect of the CT reform on the clearance rate and 
disposition rate of civil cases, which is the case type with the second-highest number of 
cases filed. This is to test whether the efficiency gains in the throughput of cases (i.e. the 
positive impact on the clearance rate) spill over to the processing of other types of cases. 
The answer is clearly no: rows 7–9 show that clearance rates for civil cases do not 
budge from their pre-intervention means of 1.43 and 1.47 (12- and 24-month periods, 
respectively).  

This also provides further evidence that CT had localized effects specific to the reform – 
impacts were seen only in the type of cases where the rules changed (i.e. criminal 
cases), and not in overall case processing. Rows 10–12 show some evidence of a 
decline in disposition rates, similar in magnitude to the decline in disposition rates of 
criminal cases in the specification with the drug war dummy.  

Figure 10 shows the results for the impact of time to the clearance rate and disposition 
rate of civil cases. Consistent with above, the coefficients remain in the same range of 
values before and after the implementation of the CT reform. While the disposition rate 
shows a slight trend increase after the reform, the values of these coefficients are small 
and disappear after controlling for the trend. 
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Figure 10: Impact of time to clearance and disposition rates: civil cases 

 
Source: Monthly reports dataset (-24, +24 months from date of reform). 

4.2  Case-level analysis 

For the case-level analysis we use two datasets: the eCourts dataset and the CTMS 
dataset. Since the two datasets do not cover the same cases and offer different case 
event details, we analyze each dataset separately. The CTMS dataset provides details of 
case events at each stage of case processing, enabling us in principle to understand 
what part of the case is impacted by CT reforms. This level of detail is not available in 
the eCourts dataset. The CTMS dataset was only identified and provided by the SC in 
March 2019, which is why it was not included in the pre-analysis plan.  

Table 5 shows our estimates of the average impact of the CT guidelines on case 
duration and proportion of cases disposed in less than 180 and 330 days. We consider 
both 12- and 24-month bandwidths before and after implementation of the CT reform. 

In estimating the impact of CT on case duration using the CTMS dataset, we take into 
consideration that the number of resolved cases in the CTMS database prior to the CT 
reform is significantly lower than those after. This can be attributed to the nature of 
encoding done by the courts during system migration. Pending cases were prioritized, 
with a few resolved cases prior to CT included in the system. While we exclude all 
pending cases from our analysis (which would otherwise bias our treatment estimates), 
we are aware that back-entered cases may differ in other ways from live cases. To 
address this concern, we sample the same number of resolved observations after CT.  

Rows 1–3 of Table 5 shows the estimated impact of the CT reform on case duration 
using the eCourts dataset. We find no statistically significant change in disposition within 
a 12-month range before and after CT implementation. However, we see significant 
changes within a 24-month range before and after its implementation: the introduction of 
the CT reduces the average case duration by 54.9 days (a 14% decline from a mean of 
400 days), which is statistically significant. When we add a control for the surge in drug 
cases, the reduction is limited to 28.4 days. 
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Table 5: Case-level impacts 

Outcome Impact Std. err. Mean Std. dev. N 
            

eCourts 
    

  
(1) Case duration [12, -12] -7.24 14.47 356.4 281.3 82,759 
(2) Case duration [24, -24] -54.9*** 14.13 400.1 335.3 142,296 
(3) Case duration [24, -24], drug war -28.4** 12.97 400.1 335.3 142,296 
  

    
  

(4) Disposed in 330 days [12, -12] 0.023 0.019 0.221 0.415 210,937 
(5) Disposed in 330 days [24, -24] 0.090*** 0.018 0.222 0.415 387,659 
(6) Disposed in 330 days [24, -24], drug war 0.096*** 0.019 0.222 0.415 387,659 
  

    
  

(7) Disposed in 180 days [12, -12] 0.019 0.017 0.148 0.355 210,937 
(8) Disposed in 180 days [24, -24] 0.080*** 0.015 0.149 0.357 387,659 
(9) Disposed in 180 days [24, -24], drug war 0.093*** 0.016 0.149 0.357 387,659 
  

    
  

CTMS 
    

  
(10) Case duration [12, -12] -37.6*** 6.78 308.0 241.4 131,373 
(11) Case duration [24, -24] -60.5*** 5.96 611.1 478.9 201,401 
(12) Case duration [24, -24], drug war -64.5*** 5.97 611.1 478.9 201,401 
  

    
  

(13) Disposed in 330 days [12, -12] 0.15*** 0.017 0.298 0.457 131,373 
(14) Disposed in 330 days [24, -24] 0.34*** 0.013 0.207 0.405 201,401 
(15) Disposed in 330 days [24, -24], drug war 0.26*** 0.014 0.207 0.405 201,401 
        

(16) Disposed in 180 days [12, -12] 0.27*** 0.015 0.122 0.328 131373 
(17) Disposed in 180 days [24, -24] 0.34*** 0.014 0.086 0.28 201,401 
(18) Disposed in 180 days [24, -24], drug war 0.32*** 0.015 0.086 0.28 201,401 

Notes: Std. err. = standard error; std. dev. = standard deviation. Each row corresponds to an 
individual regression. Column 1 describes the dependent variable and specification. Columns 2 
and 3 provide the estimate of impact (change in outcome with and without CT at average value of 
trend) and standard error, respectively, while Columns 4 and 5 provide the pre-intervention mean 
and standard deviation. Column 6 provides the total number of observations in the regression. All 
specifications include court and calendar-month fixed-effects. Robust standard errors (in 
parentheses) are adjusted for clustering at court level. [-12, 12] and [-24, 24] refer to date range of 
court data before and after the reform. ‘Drug war’ refers to a dummy for the period of the drug 
war. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1 
Source: eCourt and CTMS datasets. 

Using the CTMS dataset shows that CT reduced the average case duration by 37.6 and 
60.5 days within the 12-month and 24-month period, respectively, when using the 
original specification, and by 64.5 days when accounting for drug cases. The CTMS 
sample analysis shows that cases in eCourts are resolved faster than cases in non-
eCourts.  

Figure 11 graphs the impact estimate of time to the total case duration for the eCourts 
and CTMS datasets. Both present a downward trend in the coefficients associated with 
the elapsed time before and after the enactment of the reform. The effect of time to case 
duration becomes negative in the fourth month post implementation. Note that the spikes 
that recur every 12 months are more noticeable when using the CTMS dataset. These 
upticks in the value of the coefficients happen during the months of November and 
December of each year. They may be associated with the court judges being required to 
report to work for only 11 months and the substantial number of holidays in December. 
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Figure 11: Impact of time to case duration (-24, +24) 

 
Full estimations appended.  
Source: eCourts and CTMS dataset (-24, +24 months from date of reform). 

We estimate the impact of CT on the proportion of cases disposed within 330 days (the 
set maximum number of days to resolve a regular criminal case as prescribed by the 
guidelines) and within 180 days (the maximum trial duration for regular criminal cases). 
We evaluate the differential impact of time to event and the average impact of the event. 
Like in earlier analyses, we consider 12 months and 24 months before and after 
implementation of the CT reform. 

Table 5 shows no statistically significant impact on the proportion of cases disposed after 
330 days (row 4) and 180 days (row 7) within the 12-month period. Rows 5–6 show that 
the marginal effect of the CT reform within the 24-month period increased the proportion 
of cases disposed in 330 days by 9 percentage points (41%), and by 9.6 percentage 
points when controlling for the surge in drug cases. The same positive impact is shown 
when evaluating cases resolved in 180 days (rows 8–9), which was increased by 8 
percentage points (54%) and 9.3 percentage points when controlling for the surge in 
drug cases.  

Using CTMS data, we find higher statistically significant increases in the proportion of 
cases disposed in all parameters as shown in rows 13–18 of Table 5. The proportion of 
cases disposed in 330 days increased by 15 percentage points within the 12-month 
period, by 9 percentage points within the 24-month period, and by 9.6 percentage points 
when controlling for the surge in drug cases. The same positive impact is shown when 
evaluating cases resolved in 180 days (rows 8–9), which was increased by 27 
percentage points within the 12-month period, 34 percentage points within the 24-month 
period, and 32 percentage points when controlling for the surge in drug cases. 

Figure 12 shows the impact estimate of time to the proportion of cases resolved. The 
graph shows that the trends within the 48-month range between resolution in 360 days 
and 180 days are similar. 
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Figure 12: Impact estimate of time to cases disposed 

Source: eCourts dataset (-24, +24 months from date of reform). 

We further examine the impact of the revised guidelines on case duration using the 
CTMS sample by looking at the duration of each phase in case processing. This will 
shed light on how the different phases of case processing are affected by the CT. Unlike 
the eCourt system, the CTMS captures the intermediate dates necessary for observing 
the individual phase durations. We use the time periods as prescribed in the guidelines 
for regular cases in calculating the impact estimation.  

Figure 13 illustrates the changes in the duration of each phase before and after CT 
implementation. Phase 1 (filing to pre-trial) took nearly eight months (239 days) before 
CT; after the reform, this duration declined to just over three months (92 days). Similarly, 
Phase 2 (filing to first trial) took nearly six months (177 days) before the CT reform, and 
under three months (82 days) afterward. Phase 3 (trial) saw the largest absolute 
reduction: from over 18 months (572 days) to six months (181 days).  

We also see that there were minor delays from submission to decision (111 days), which 
were reduced (to 30 days) after the CT. It is worth noting that while there are reductions 
across the board, courts are still far from the CT targets; for example, the post-CT Phase 
1 duration of 92 days is well above the target of 30 days. 

Figure 13: Mean phase duration 

 
Source: CTMS database. 
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Table 6 shows the marginal effects of the revised guidelines on case duration by phase 
within the 24-month period. Similar to the earlier estimations, we control for court and 
month fixed effects and adjust for the clustering of errors at the court level. We find that 
the first three phases in case processing have reductions in average case phase 
duration and all are statistically significant. Phase 3 (trial) has the largest reduction in 
average case phase duration, with an average reduction of 57.12 days. This is followed 
by Phase 1 (filing to pre-trial) with a 49.8-day reduction in average case phase duration, 
and Phase 2 (pre-trial) with a 22.45-day reduction. Phase 4 (decision) is not significantly 
affected by CT. 

When looking at the 12-month period, only Phase 1 has a statistically significant 
reduction by 45.25 days. Phases 2 and 3 do not have statistically significant changes in 
duration. 

Table 6: Impact on case duration by phase 

Outcome Impact Std. err. Mean Std. dev. N 
  

    
  

Case duration [24, -24] 
    

  
Phase 1 -49.81*** (4.10) 634.4 302.6  153,992  
Phase 2 -22.45*** (5.60) 703.3 277.0   55,521  
Phase 3 -57.12*** (12.1) 705.5 282.0   26,815  
Phase 4 -0.523 (1.53) 657.5 299.7   49,921  
  

    
  

Case duration [12, -12] 
    

  
Phase 1 -45.25*** (4.683) 499.6 238.1  100,414  
Phase 2 -7.397 (5.121) 562.9 214.9   35,712  
Phase 3 -6.253 (12.83) 555.6 216.1   17,042  
Phase 4 -2.148 (1.996) 514.6 233.5   31,685  

Notes: Std. err. = standard error; std. dev. = standard deviation. Each row corresponds to an 
individual regression. Column 1 describes the dependent variable and specification. Columns 2 
and 3 provide the estimate of impact (change in outcome with and without CT at average value of 
trend) and standard error, respectively, while Columns 4 and 5 provide the pre-intervention mean 
and standard deviation. Column 6 provides the total number of observations in the regression. All 
specifications include court and calendar-month fixed effects. All specifications include court and 
calendar-month fixed effects. *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. 
Source: CTMS dataset. 

Figure 14 shows the impact of time to the duration of each phase twenty-four months 
before and after implementation of the CT reform. The most noticeable declines are in 
Phases 1 and 3. Phases 2 and 4 remain almost constant over time. 
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Figure 14: Impact of time to case duration by phase 

      
Full estimations appended.  
Source: CTMS dataset (-24, +24 months from date of reform). 

4.3  Intervention implementation fidelity 

While the majority of the online survey respondents (79%) are satisfied with having the 
CT guidelines in place, we find several challenges in implementation and compliance. 
Figure 15 shows that there are aspects of the CT reform with which the majority of courts 
comply most of the time or all the time: holding trials punctually (93%), posting calendars 
one day before a hearing (93%), promulgating a decision within 90 days (89%), 
conducting arraignment and pre-trial within the given period (88% for non-detained 
accused and 85% for detained accused), conducting arraignment and pre-trial within the 
same day (85%), ensuring timely completion of mediated cases (79%), and holding trials 
from Monday to Thursday (75%).  

A lower proportion of respondents reported regular compliance with timely promulgation 
of decisions of drug cases (65%), completion of trial within 180 days (58%), hearing 
motions, arraignments and pre-trial on Fridays (56%) and timely completion of 
environmental cases (51%). Only a few respondents reported that they can comply with 
promulgation of a decision every Friday morning (44%), ensure timely completion of drug 
cases (41%) and intellectual property cases (38%). 
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Figure 15: Self-reported compliance with CT 

Source: Online survey. 

Figure 16 presents common implementation problems reported by the respondents: 
delays in serving notices (58%), unavailability of prosecutor (49%), unavailability of 
police (37%), setting trials for multiple accused (35%), unavailability of Public Attorney’s 
Office (35%), large caseload (31%), inadequate stenographers (27%), high number of 
cases raffled (24%), and high number of old cases (23%).  

Figure 16: Reported problems in implementation 

Note: PAO = Public Attorney’s Office.  
Source: Online survey. 

Delays in serving notices occur due to unreliable postal services. Unavailability of 
prosecutors and the Public Attorney’s Office occur because they are also assigned to 
handle cases in other branches, or even jurisdictions. Courts prioritize trials of detained 
prisoners, but find it hard to comply with the 10-day period for arraignment and pre-trial 
because of issues in timeliness of paperwork and coordination with BJMP. Respondents 
also cited delayed arrival of detainees from the BJMP. On few occasions, tardiness of 
the judge led to an inability to hold trials on time. 
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While the CT guidelines aim to address court congestion, compliance is challenging for 
courts with large caseloads. This has been aggravated by the surge in drug cases 
starting in 2016. Drug cases are to be completed within a shorter time than regular cases 
(60 days from filing and 15 days for decision). Respondents said that the adoption of the 
plea-bargaining framework for drug cases was appreciated by the courts, as it has 
helped in the disposition of drug cases based on our findings from both the interviews 
and online survey responses.  

Only 44% of respondents said that they fully adjusted all cases to comply with CT within 
six months of implementation; 26% said it took six months to less than one year, 8% took 
one to two years, and 22% reported that they are still adjusting their cases to CT 
guidelines.  

We applied ordered logistic regression to the online survey data in order to analyze the 
association of court and respondent characteristics with the time needed to adjust to CT 
(Table 7). We find that only caseload is a significant determinant, while duration in 
service as a judge or clerk of court, assignment in multiple courts, and standardized 
number of additional staff needed are not significant.  

Analysis of the marginal effects shows that having a higher caseload leads to a longer 
time required to adjust all cases to CT guidelines. Having a higher caseload lowers the 
odds of being able to adjust to CT guidelines in under six months, and raises the odds of 
being able to adjust in more than six months. This supports our finding from the 
interviews that it is not always feasible to accommodate new cases or reset cases within 
the month due to an overwhelming caseload. 

Table 7: Impact of staff and court characteristics on time to adjust to CT 

Outcome Coefficient Standard error p-value 
Estimated monthly caseload 0.00118*** 0.000 < 0.001 
Assignment in multiple court branches 0.00610 0.167 0.971 
Duration in service 0.01246 0.011 0.267 
Additional court staff needed 0.47647 0.315 0.130 

Note: Each row provides a logistic regression of characteristics of courts and staff. 

Source: Online survey. 

Table 8: Average marginal effects of caseload on time to adjust to CT 

Category Coefficient Standard error p-value 
Fewer than six months -0.00028*** 0.000 < 0.001 
Six months to under one year 0.00003*** 0.000 0.011 
One to two years 0.00005*** 0.000 < 0.001 
Still adjusting to CT 0.00020*** 0.000 < 0.001 

Notes: Each row provides an ordered logistic regression of caseload on time to adjust. 

Source: Online survey. 

In order to improve CT implementation, several suggestions were given by respondents 
in the online survey (Figure 17). The top suggestion from 69 per cent of respondents was 
to improve court facilities and infrastructure including the creation of new courtrooms, 
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provision of computers and a stable internet connection. During our qualitative 
interviews, we spoke with judges and clerks of court who use courtrooms shared by 
multiple court branches. They highlighted that these circumstances make it impossible to 
conduct trials every day as mandated under CT.  

The second priority issue – a lack of staff in the courts – was cited by 63 per cent of 
respondents. The need for at least one additional court staff member (e.g. a branch clerk 
of court, clerk, stenographer or sheriff) was reported by 89 per cent of respondents. In 
the last quarter of 2019, the SC Office of Administrative Services under the Office of the 
Court Administrator reported that 50 per cent of court positions (judges, clerks of court, 
and other court staff) were vacant.  

The latter report on vacancies excludes those positions with successful selections but 
pending formal date of appointments. Aside from the unfilled positions, several 
respondents also pointed out that the number of positions lawfully permitted in the court 
is also insufficient. The estimated ratio of judges-to-population in the Philippines is 
1:35,000, which is far from the ideal ratio of 1:20,000 (Pamintuan 2019). 

As part of the judicial system, this problem is compounded by the inadequate number of 
prosecutors and public attorneys in the Department of Justice, with some positions yet to 
be filled. Prosecutors are responsible for multiple courts in addition to conducting 
preliminary investigations and administrative duties. Public attorneys estimate that their 
offices handle about 85 per cent of the cases in courts, which is particularly difficult in 
overloaded jurisdictions. 

Figure 17: Suggestions to improve implementation 

Source: Online survey. 

5. Discussion  

5.1  Findings 

The study analysis indicates that CT is effective in increasing clearance rates of criminal 
cases, and to a lesser extent, the disposition rate. At the case level, CT has effectively 
reduced case duration and increased the proportion of cases disposed for criminal 
cases. The findings are consistent using two separate databases: eCourt and CTMS. 

The clearance rate of criminal cases significantly increased by 35.4% and 35.8% over a 
12-month period and 24-month period, respectively. However, there is no impact on the 
disposition rate of criminal cases, which suggests that the effect of CT is muted by the 
high volume of pending cases. CT had no effect on the clearance rate and disposition 
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rate of civil cases, showing that the effect is localized to criminal cases, and that there is 
no overall impact on case processing. 

The average case duration was reduced by 54.9 days and 60.5 days based on eCourts 
and CTMS, respectively. Our findings support that of Kondylis and Stein (2018), wherein 
a simple procedural reform was found to reduce case duration by 46 days. We also 
found that CT has significantly increased the proportion of disposed cases within 330 
days from receipt of case by 9 percentage points. This finding complements the 
decrease in case duration making courts resolve more cases over time. 

Literature on measuring the effects of similar reforms on judicial performance align with 
these results. In a paper reviewing evidence of judicial reforms across countries, Botero 
and colleagues (2003) pointed out that incentive-oriented reforms, simplifying 
procedures, and creating more flexible procedures yield better results compared to 
reforms focused on either increasing resources or reducing access.  

Chemin (2009b) estimated that judges who were trained in case management 
techniques were able to dispose more cases on average (ranging from 182 to 581 
additional cases depending on the estimation technique used). In studying the effect of a 
reform in Senegal, Kondylis and Stein (2018) estimated that it reduced case duration by 
46 days.  

Using case duration instead of aggregated court- or judge-level indexes could provide 
more accurate information. However, this analysis yields to estimates biased towards 
cases that are resolved faster, as Kondylis and Stein (2018) cautioned. In order to 
minimize this, we expanded the time bounds in our study to 24 months (instead of the 
initial 12 months) before and after implementation.  

In our discussions with the judges, branch clerks of courts, and lawyers, it seems that the 
rollout of CT has obliged all parties to comply with the prescribed periods set by the SC. In 
the early phase of CT implementation, there was confusion and skepticism about the 
guidelines; however, resistance dissipated over time as stakeholders began to understand 
the CT reform better.  

The CT has also eased coordination of courts with other pillars of justice (e.g. prosecutors, 
the Public Attorney’s Office and private lawyers), as they provide a unified set of 
guidelines that are easy to refer to and with which they all must comply. Respondents said 
that they needed to work harder because of the CT, and those in congested courts found it 
difficult to adjust. Courts with a high number of pending cases and high influx of cases 
have fuller court calendars, which means they have less room to accommodate the 
schedule changes that are required by the CT. 

Some respondents reported that prior to implementation of the CT, their courts already 
adhered to existing provisions cited in the rules of court and other SC guidelines aligned 
with CT. However, respondents said that some courts had already started strict 
implementation of these provisions even while CT was being piloted in select courts. 
This may explain why two years prior to the CT taking effect in September 2017, some 
improvements could be seen, but they were much more pronounced with the CT in 
place. Despite these limitations that potentially dilute the effects of CT, we still found 
significant results. 
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The CT guidelines were effective in reducing durations at Phases 1, 2 and 3. A reduction 
of 50 days was seen in Phase 1, or the period between receipt of case in branch to pre-
trial. This may be due to the provision that pre-trial should be completed on the same 
day as the arraignment. The cooperation of other pillars of the justice system, such as 
public attorneys under the CT, allowed for better implementation of the provisions.  

Phase 2 (pre-trial to trial) had the least reduction (although still significant), wherein the 
period from pre-trial to the calendar setting of the first trial was reduced by 22 days. 
Phase 3 (trial) had the highest duration of 57.1 days. This is consistent with qualitative 
findings, wherein respondents said CT had the most impact in reducing the duration of 
trial proper because trial dates are preset and cannot be moved. 

We note that the mean duration of the first two phases is far from the prescribed 
timeframe. Factors beyond the direct control of the court may contribute to delays, 
including: (1) unavailability of expert witnesses such as the Philippine National Police, 
doctors or forensic examiners due to duties and work locations; (2) slow and unreliable 
issuance of hearing notices through parties done by mail post; (3) unavailability of 
prosecutors; (4) staffing constraints within the court such as overburdened 
stenographers, clerks or criminals-in-charge, and legal researchers whose work may 
affect the calendaring of cases; and (5) a lack of court rooms to conduct pre-trials and 
trials. 

We find that the marginal effects of the CT on case duration, proportion of disposed 
cases, and clearance rates have been reduced by the surge in drug cases. This 
highlights that while the reform was effective in ensuring compliance, the courts 
struggled in keeping up performance with a larger caseload. This further highlights the 
primary need to address inadequacies in court staffing and infrastructure. However, the 
effect of the disposition rate was made insignificant by the surge in drug cases. One 
possible explanation may be that the inflow of cases is matched by the outflow, and that 
drug cases have shorter processing periods according to the CT. 

Interestingly, the magnitude of the estimated impact appears to have narrowed over time 
(one year after versus two years after). This decline may be due to greater uniformity in 
the understanding, acceptance and ability of stakeholders to implement the CT reform 
guidelines through improved SC communication, transfer of learning from more 
advanced peers, and learning by doing among implementers. On the other hand, this 
may also be due to the courts reaching their saturation point in terms of caseload and 
influx of cases that they can feasibly accommodate given the unchanging staffing levels. 

The study did not quantify the specific impact of mentioned factors and the extent to 
which they account for impact heterogeneity. Similarly, it did not estimate which features 
of the CT guidelines contributed to CT impact due to data and time constraints. It is 
important to note, though, that examining the abovementioned factors and quantifying 
their separate effects on the speed of case disposition would be valuable in 
understanding its drivers and impediments.  

This understanding in turn can be helpful in prioritizing and formulating ideas on how to 
further speed up disposition of cases. The study also did not consider the other reforms 
implemented that could have possibly overlapped with CT; however, both quantitative 
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administrative data and qualitative data point to the relevance of the CT as a measure in 
improving court efficiency.  

Finally, the study did not attempt to evaluate impacts of the CT on judicial quality for a 
number of reasons related to sensitivity of the issue and availability of data. This is a 
fruitful avenue for future research, where (following the literature) quality could be 
assessed in a number of ways, such as: (1) conducting surveys of litigants and the 
general public asking them to report their subjective perceptions of the judicial system; 
(2) linking case-level data to appeals court data to measure the proportions of appeals 
overturned (as in Kondylis and Stein [2018]); and (3) conducting lexical analysis of court 
judgments using natural language processing. 

5.2  Challenges and lessons 

Given the sensitive nature of the evaluation, it is important to consider the timeframe for 
approval processes in the research design and timeline. First, IPA initially encountered 
delays in obtaining the necessary court en banc approval to proceed with the research 
study due to changes in leadership within the SC. The resolution for IPA’s evaluation 
research was proposed in 2018; it was issued by the court en banc on January 8, 2019, 
and approved by Chief Justice Lucas P Bersamin on January 29, (A.M. No. 16-03-05-
SC). It was critical to stay engaged with many levels of the SC over the course of the 
project to maintain and sustain support and interest in the research. 

Second, due to the shortened timeline of the project, we pursed research designs using 
SC administrative data. The collection, processing and cleaning of these data had 
unanticipated challenges. The data collected were sourced from several offices and 
databases within the SC, and often only one or two staff had the technical capability to 
assist with extraction requests.  

In some offices, the data extraction was complex and required significant staff time to 
meet our requests. The data from each system was set up differently and not designed 
to be compatible, so the team had to find solutions for data cleaning and merging of the 
large datasets. Considerable time was spent cleaning and reconciling the collected data, 
creating consistent identifiers for each court branch and case, matching them with their 
respective geographic codes and socio-economic indicators, and merging separate 
datasets together for the analysis. 

6. Conclusions and recommendations 

6.1  Conclusions 

We find that the CT can be an effective procedural reform that improves court 
performance by mandating the strict observance of existing provisions on trial 
implementation, streamlining of procedures, and integrating a roadmap towards case 
resolution.  

Our quantitative analysis of administrative data revealed that 24 months after 
implementation, the CT effectively increases clearance rates of criminal cases by 35.8 
per cent; increases the proportion of disposed cases within 330 days from receipt by 
9.12 percentage points; and reduces mean case duration by 54.9 days in eCourt cases 
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and 60.5 days in CTMS cases. The CT significantly reduces phase duration from receipt 
of case in court to pre-trial by 49.8 days, from pre-trial to initial trial by 22.5 days, and trial 
duration by 57.1 days. There was no impact on the duration from submission of decision 
to promulgation.  

The CT has no statistically or numerically significant effect on disposition rate, and the 
surge of drug cases decreases the magnitude of effects, underscoring the fact that the 
courts are constrained in fully implementing CT and reaping its benefits (due to a high 
caseload and influx of cases). The CT does not have an effect on disposition rates and 
clearance rates of civil cases, thereby indicating that CT did not cause any spillover 
benefits. 

We conclude the CT is an effective measure in increasing the clearance rate for criminal 
cases. However, procedural reform can only do so much. Its benefits can be attenuated 
by the high volume of pending cases as well as other external factors, such as a surge in 
inflow of cases and, ultimately, by existing court capacity. It is important to consider and 
address various elements in court management such as personnel constraints, physical 
infrastructure and the creation of new court branches by law in order to optimize the 
impact of the CT on court performance. These fundamental constraints should be the 
subject of future studies to better understand the heterogeneity of the CT’s effects. 

6.2  Recommendations  

The CTMS has been key in monitoring compliance of courts against the CT guidelines. 
Continuous monitoring of the courts, as well as improvements in the data system, are 
important to guide decision-making at the level of the courts and the Office of the Court 
Administrator. Further improvements in the CTMS can contribute to collecting and using 
high-quality data for monitoring and evaluation, leveraging on existing studies such as 
the CT event study. A learning agenda, facilitated by a monitoring and evaluation plan, 
can be integrated into the CTMS, enabling broader and sustained data use to guide 
implementation of the CT and other reform measures. The benefits of data generation 
can be only fully realized if it is consistently used to inform policy, implementation and 
learning.  

While the CT has positive effects on case duration, there are factors beyond the direct 
control of the courts that may result in non-compliance with the CT timeframe. It is vital to 
enhance coordination with other pillars of the justice system (such as the Philippine 
National Police, the Department of Justice, the National Prosecution Service and the 
Public Attorney’s Office) to further increase the CT’s effects on criminal case duration. 
We note that the SC’s orientation seminars at the onset of the CT’s implementation, led 
by Chief Justice Peralta, contributed to a shared understanding of the CT roadmap 
across the justice system. 

The SC began implementation of the CT guidelines for civil cases on 1 May 2020. To 
determine whether results hold for civil cases, we recommend a similar study to 
understand the effects on court efficiency outcome measures. 
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 The Philippine judiciary has long faced the 
challenge of court congestion, leading to a 
high volume of pending cases and delays in 
case disposition, denying citizens the ability 
to access swift and fair justice. Since 
improvements in technology and case 
management practices can improve court 
efficiency and reduce congestion, the 
Supreme Court of the Philippines introduced 
a key reform that aims to expedite trials and 
resolutions by imposing timelines on existing 
stages of court action and introducing best 
practices for speedy disposition. Authors of 
this report assess the impact of the key 
procedural reform, the Revised Guidelines 
for Continuous Trial of Criminal Cases, on 
court efficiency in the Philippines. 
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