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Please note the following corrections to the State Court Caseload
Statistics: Annual Report 1985

Page 172:

Page 172:

Page 173:

Replace the West Virginia Court System label with the
enclosed sticker label, the Wisconsin Court System, 1985.

The Wisconsin Supreme Court has mandatory jurisdiction
in disciplinary cases, and original proceeding cases only.

Replace the Wisconsin Court System label with the enclosed
sticker label, the West Virginia Court System, 1985.
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Part one

1985 State court caseload
summary statistics



Introduction to national statistics

A. The importance of collecting national state court caseload
statistics

National caseload statistics serve the state courts, their
constituencies, and other interested audiences by providing information,
reports, and databases which address seven major purposes:
(1) developing reliable and comparable information about the
characteristics, caseloads, resources, and performance of the state
courts; (2) providing a vehicle to promote improvements in both the
quality and the relevance of statistics collected and reported by the
state courts; (3) creating stand-alone databases to address significant
court-related policy and research questions; (4) encouraging a breeding
ground for court-related research projects; (5) organizing a dependable
resource that can be drawn upon by educators; (6) supporting databases

that can be used to develop and to test statistical techniques and



productivity measures; and (7) developing databases and statistics that
permit comparisons of the caseloads, performance, and resources of
federal and state courts. The Court Statistics and Information
Management Project (CSIM) has been one vehicle for satisfying these.
functions. CSIM work products and databases are used.by state judicial
personnel, legislators, executive branch personnel, federal officials,
academic researchers, media correspondents, policymakers, and leaders
throughout the private and public sectors.

For the past ten years, the CSIM Project has overcome substantial
obstacles which have historically hindered the development of a'natibna].
database of state court caseload statistics. At the root of this
methodological problem is federalism, i.e., the .existence of fifty
different state legal systems. Each state has its own set of laws,
courts, court procedures, and methods of collecting and reporting court.
data. Therefore, there is a continuing need to analyze the various state
court systems in terms that are sufficiently generic to construct
national databases. The CSIM Project is the mechanism for this
translation process--an activity that, while.complex and tedious as to
its details, has a simple and direct purpose and necessity.

B. Court Statistics and Information Management Project

1. Project organization and goals.

The Annual Report series of state court caseload statist?cs;is,the
product of a continuing cooperative effort between the Conference of
State Court Administrators (COSCA) and the National Center for State
Courts (NCSC). Financial support, project management, and -project

staffing responsibility are-assumed by the CSIM Project, formerly called



the National Court Statistics Project (NCSP) of the NCSC. COSCA, through
its Court Statistics and Information Systems Committee (CSIS), provides
general policy review and guidance for the Project. The CSIS Committee
is composed of representatives from COSCA, COSCA's staff, the National
Conference of Appellate Court Clerks, the National Association for Court
Management, and a representative from the academic research community.
The NCSC funded production of this entire volume except for printing
costs, which were provided by the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) of
the U.S. Department of Justice. BJS, however, funded much of the early
development of this Project and continues to support research into the
state courts. BJS is currently funding several research efforts
developed and implemented by the CSIM Project (e.g., State Court

Organization, 1987; evaluation of California's bar coding scheme; and a

feasibility study into the development of a 100-150 general jurisdiction
court network).

The two primary goals of the Couft Statistics and Information
Management Project are to (1) collect, compile, analyze, and disseminate
comparable state court caseload statistics; and (2) help states improve

the quality of the data they collect and report. The Annual Report

series responds directly to the first goal by compiling all available
state court caseload data from the 50 states, the District of Columbia,
Guam, and Puerto Rico. |

2. Historical development of CSIM Project.
Suggestions for improving this state court caseload statistical

series have come from many sources. The evolution of this statistical

series rests, ultimately, upon the ability of the CSIM Project to

)



maintain a productive dialogue among the producer/compilers of the Annual
Report, its data sources, and its users. The reporting of state court
statistics has already improved significantly, but much remains to be
done.

During compilation of the State of the Art and the 1975 Annual Report

(two of CSIM's pioneering research effofts), a staggering classification
problem resulted from the multitude of terms used by the states to report
their case]oads.2 The need for both a model annual report and a
statistical dictionary of terms for court usage became obvious.

The State Court Model Annual Report is a flexible working outline of

basic management data that should, at a minimum, be included in state

court annual reports.3 The State Court Model Statistical Dictionary

and Supplement are companion documents which provide common terminology,
definitions, and usage for reporting civil, criminal, traffic, juvenile,
and appellate caseload inventory; terms for reporting manner of
disposition data are also provided in the dictionary and other Project

4 The classification structure and definitions serve as

publications.
models of preferred terminology for purposes of developing comparable
data. These documents do not include the recently approved appellate
court data elements that were first used and defined in the 1984 Annual
Report.

An intricate part of the Project's technical assistance effort is the

Court Case Management Information Systems Manual which was produced

jointly by the National Court Statistics Project (now CSIM) and the State
Judicial Information Systems Project.5 This manual provides a

methodology for building court information systems that provide the data



needed for both daily court operations and longer-term case management,
resource allocation, and strategic planning.

After several years of manually compiling the statistical database
and charts for this series, CSIM staff automated the databases. The
automation of the databases required a degree of precision in coding
every data element--a precision that was unavailable with the 1979 and
1980 data. The statistical profiles for those years suffered from
imprecision and ambiguity that affected the quality of data. For
example, general terms were used that did not specify the casetypes
included in categories such as "civil" and "other civil." These terms
should not have been used to compare courts.

A major effort was required to identify specifically the subject
matter jurisdiction and methods of counting cases in the state courts.
This effort was undertaken in two stages. The first stage focused on
problems related to the counting and categorizing of cases in the trial

courts and resulted in the publication of the 1984 State Trial Court

Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Reportmg.6 Information from this

jurisdiction guide was incorporated into the database for 1981. Work on
the jurisdiction guide convinced CSIM staff of an essential link between
the jurisdiction guide and the providing of comparable data. Stage two

involved the preparation of the 1984 State Appellate Court Jurisdiction
7

Guide for Statistical Reporting for the 1984 appellate court database.

The impact of the Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Reporting has

been profound. The introduction to the 1981 Annual Report contains a

complete description of the effect of the Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide,

and the introduction of the 1984 Annual Report provides a complete

%
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description of the impact of the Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide on

the CSIM data collection effort.
Both jurisdiction guides must be viewed as a logical first step in
promoting comparable court statistics. They were not available to states

in time to affect their reporting systems or the national Annual Reports

before 1981. Neverthelgss, their effect will be noticeable in each

succeeding national-level Annual Report because the CSIM Project's

technical assistance effort is interwoven with this national statistical
series. To the extent that such technical assistance suggestions are
adopted, individual states directly benefit, and, subsequently, the

Annual Report national statistical series indirectly benefits.

The first Annual Report (1975) presented available caseload data for

state appellate courts, trial courts of general jurisdiction, and for
selected categories (juvenile, domestic relations, probate, and mental

health) in limited jurisdiction courts. The second Annual Report (1976)

again presented available data for appellate courts and courts of general
jurisdiction and also included all available caseload data for all

limited jurisdiction courts. The 1976 Annual Report was expanded to

include Puerto Rico. Data from Guam were added for the 1977 court year.

The 1979 and 1980 Annual Reports made major advances by eliminating

repetitiveness in the summary tables and reorganizing the data in the
summary tables based on completeness and comparability. The 1981 volume

reflected for the first time the findings of the Trial Court Jurisdiction

Guide, permitting the further arrangement of data to indicate those
jurisdictions having comparable caseloads. In addition, information from

the Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide was first used in the 1984 Annual




Report. The 1982 and 1983 reports were postponed in order to make the
series current with the publication of the 1984 volume. Publication of

the 1986 Annual Report is planned for December, 1987. As data from each

court level become more complete, the value of aggregating trial court
caseloads should increase.

This report reflects court organizations and jurisdictions as they
existed in 1985. Court systems, however, are not static entities. For
example, in 1985, the Yirginia Court of Appeais began operating and
reporting data to the CSIM Project. The dollar amount Timits of civil
Jurisdiction in many trial cqurts change periodically. Therefore,
caution should be exercised in comparing the data in this report with .
data from other years.

In addition to publishing the aforementioned volumes, the CSIM
Project responds to over 500 requests for information each year. These
requests can be grouped into three basic categories: requests for raw ,
data, requests for information on data collection and reporting
processes, and request$ which involve some type of statistical analysis.
The requests come from a variety of sources, including state and Tlocal
courts, NCSC staff and qthers working on specific projects, federal
agencies, legislators, the media, and academic researchers.

The requests for raw data include such topics as the number of
specific casetype.fjliﬁgsl?'These requests are usually fulfilled by
drawing on CSIM's technical assistance files (which have been recently

automated); the computer-supported databases; the State Court Caseload

Statistics: Annual Report series; information that can be obtained from

jndividual state annual reports; manner of disposition and delay measures
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available on the courts' statistical profiles; or State Court

Organization, 1980 (which is currently being updated to 1987 through a
grant from BJS). |

Requests for information regarding data collection and reporting
processes are addressed by forwarding the requestor several NCSC
publications prepared by the CSIM Project. Occasionally, Project staff
will be invited to a state for a site visit to assist in an evaluation of
an operating system.

Requests for analysis come from a variety of sources. The most
frequent assistance requested involves caseload projections. Data for
these analyses come from the CSIM database as well as supplemental data
provided by the requestor.

Despite increases in the comparability and reliability of state court
statistics resulting from the development of the jurisdiction guides,
there remains a substantial research agenda. Currently, most states are
unable to provide casetype detail beyond the very general categories of
civil, criminal, juvenile, and traffic cases. This fact has become very
salient recently because of the high interest in tort litigation--
comprehensive national figures, even as to the number of tort filings,
are simply unavailable. The CSIM Project, through use of its databases
and continued technical assistance to the states, provides the impetus
for future advances in the comprehensiveness, relevance, timeliness,

reliability, and comparability of state and national caseload statistics.
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C. Methodology
1. Sources of data.

Information for national caseload databases comes from published and
unpublished sources supplied by state court administrators and appellate
court clerks. The published data are usually found in official state
annual reports. State annual reports assume a variety of forms and vary
widely in their subject matter and detail. These volumes are the states'
official statistics and consequently represent the most reliable and
valid data available at the aggregate state level. The reliability and
validity of the data, however, cannot be taken for granted. The data are
only as valid as the numbers reported to the state by local
Jurisdictions; however, the data represent good faith efforts by the
states to gather such information. These data are used by the states to
manage their own systems; nevertheless, they are secondary data and
assume all of the liabilities as well as the assets associated with such
data.

About a dozen states either do not publish an annual report or
publish only limited caseload statistics for either trial or appellate
courts. In these situations, the CSIM Project receives unpublished data
in a wide range of forms, including internal management memos, computer
generated output, and the CSIM Project's statistical and jurisdictional
profiles updated manually by state-level staff. Assistance in providing
this information has always been forthcoming from both the administrative
offices of the courts and the clerks of the state appellate courts.

Additional relevant information is secured from appropriate personnel

in each state. Telephone contact and follow-up correspondence are used
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to collect missing data, confirm the accuracy of available data, and
determine the legal jurisdiction of each court. Information is collected
concerning the number of judges per court or court system (from annual
reports, offices of state court administrators, and appellate .court
clerks); the state population (based on Bureau of the Census 1985 revised
estimates); other 1985 demographic data (taken from the Statistical

Abstract of the United States: ]985)8; and special characteristics

regarding subject matter jurisdiction and court structure.
) 2. Data collection procedures.

Any data collection strategy is an efforf to compile data that are
both valid (i.e., they measure what they are supposed to measure) and
reliable (i.e., they are collected in such a way that repeated attgmpts
to collect the same data under similar circumstances would yield
identical measurements). The tasks used to collect these data have
evolved over the past ten years of the Project; however, the most
significant changes resulted from the -automation of these databases.

The data collection strategy for unpublished data duplicates that for
the published data, with one obvious exception--the 1985 statistical/
jurisdictional individual court profiles and the state court organization
charts were sent to the appropriate administrative office of the courts
and/or office of the appellate court clerk (who completed them with 1985
data or provided unpublished material to Project staff). These data are
subjected to the same strict screening as are the published data.
Unpublished data are always identified as‘such on the individual court

profile(s).
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The following outline summarizes the major tasks involved in
collecting the 1985 published data reported in this volume:

a. Project staff used a copy of each state's 1985 trial and
appellate court statistical profile(s), trial and appellate court
Jurisdiction guide profile(s), and the state court organization chart as
worksheets for gathering the 1985 data. Use of the previous year's
profiles provided the data gatherer with a reference point that was used
to trace the logic behind the organization of the profiles and charts.

b. The data gatherer fully evaluated the 1985 published
material to note changes in the terminology used to report the data,
changes in the quantity of available data, and/or changes in the state's
court organization or jurisdiction. This process involved a direct
comparison of the 1985 material with the 1984 individual state annual
reports. The data gatherer always reconstructed the specific location of
the 1984 number so that a direct Tink could be made with the 1985
figure(s). In addition, the CSIM Project maintains state files which
include research notes or other state publications which describe changes
in the states' court systems. Project staff routinely checked these
files in updating the statistical and jurisdictional profiles.

c. Project staff are always alert for statistical outliers
(i.e., extreme values) or other significant changes from the previous
year. A formal record that fully documents and explains these situations
is maintained. This process serves as another reliability check by
catching erroneousily reported information, and it forces staff to
identify the impact of certain organizational, structural, or procedural

changes on court caseloads. On occasion, however, CSIM staff must note
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when their state-level contact person is unable to explain the
significant change or outlier.

d. During the data collection process, a check was conducted to
ensure compat?bi]ity between the information supplied on the jurisdiction
guide profiles and the casetypes identified on the statistical profiles.

e. The data were then transferred from the handwritten copy to
computer databases (detailed codebooks are available upon request). The
data entry program used by the CSIM Project (SPSS's Data Entry)
automatically checks for certain data entry errors common to key
punching; the software enables the programmer to establish a range of
values for each variable. Should a value be entered which falls outside
the parameters, SPSS will not incorporate the number within the database
until several attempts are made to enter the value. After all of the
data were key entered, a batch error-detection program checked for other
user-specified logic violations (i.é., mostly mathematical checks in the
caseload databases). A final manual edit of the original, handwritten
data instrument and the data entry printout was conducted.

f. Data were refined constantly by Project staff. These
changes are the result of new information reported by the audiences of
the Report as well as Project use of the data which occasionally points
to errors in data collection.

g. Finally, the 1985 codebooks were printed, reflecting changes
in the structure and/or contents of the 1984 databases. Floppy disks
were also prepared for public distribution and forwarded to the
Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research at the

University of Michigan for use by the academic research community.
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3. Variables.

There are basically four groups of data elements collected by the
CSIM Project: trial court caseload statistics, trial court
jurisdictional/organizational information, appellate court caseload
statistics, and appellate court jurisdictional/organizational
information. An individual court profile is prepared for each of these
groups of data elements. These data collection instruments have been
approved by COSCA's CSIS Committee and consist of data elements defined

in the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary (see Appendix D).

The caseload statistics consist of two dimensions: the specific
casetypes and the data elements collected for each of the casetypes. The
trial court casetypes include four basic groups of cases: civil,
criminal, juvenile, and traffic/other violation. Each of these major
casetypes can be reduced to a more specific level of cases. For example,
the civil category can be divided into tort, contract, real property
rights, small claims, domestic relations, etc. In some situations, these
casetypes can be fine tuned even further; for example, domestic relations
can be broken down into its components of divorce, support/custody,
adoption, etc.

Currently, filings and dispositions are collected for each of these
casetypes. Data on pending cases were routinely collected by Project
staff until the reporting year 1984, when serious comparability problems
with these data were discovered (e.g., some data included active cases
only, while others included active and inactive cases). At that point,
COSCA's CSIS Committee recommended against collecting these data further

until a study could determine whether these data could be translated into
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comparable terms. The CSIM Project is presently evaluating the utility
of reinstituting the collection of pending data; the results of this

evaluation will be published in the 1986 Annual Report.

The trial court jurisdictional profile collects an assortment of
information relevant to the organization and jurisdiction of each trial
court system. The major goal of this profile is to translate the terms
reported by the states into the generic terms reported in the Model

Statistical Dictionary. In addition, the profile collects information on

the numbers of courts and judges, units of count, the availability of
jury trials, the dollar amount jurisdiction, and various types of
disposition information.

There is also a statistical profile and jurisdiction guide profile
for each state appellate court. The statistical profile identifies at
least two major casetypes handled by the state appellate courts:
mandatory cases (those cases which the court must hear on the
merits--appeals of right) and discretionary petitions (those cases over
which the court has discretion to review on the merits). The statistical
profiles attempt to identify the numbers of those dfscretionary petitions
tﬁat are granted review (although very few states report those data).
Each of those major categories is further identified by whether the case
is a review of a final trial court judgment, or some other matter (e.g.,
interlocutory or post-conviction relief). A1l of these general areas are
then identified by substantive casetypes (e.g., civil, criminal, and
juvenile).

As is the case with the trial court jurisdiction guide, the primary

task of the appellate court guide is to translate the terms used by the
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states to report their data into the generic terms used to develop a
comparable national database. This guide collects an assortment of
information, such as the number of courts, justices/judges, and legal
support personnel; the point at which an appellate case is counted as a
case; the procedufes used to review discretionary petitions; and the use
of panels.

4, Variations in reporting periods.

As indicated on profile headings and in Figure A, most states report
data by calendar year, many report by fiscal year, and a few report
appellate court data by court term. Therefore, the time spans covered in
this report are not always directly comgarable.

Although data included in this Report cover reporting periods of
approximately uniform length, the starting and ending dates for the
reporting periods vary both within and among states. Differences in
reporting periods have little effect on cumulative data elements, such as
filings and dispositions, since, regardless of when the reporting period
began and ended, the data cover twelve months. Pending data are greatly
affected, though, since they represent a "snapshot" in time and can vary
greatly depending on when that snapshot was taken.

D. Organization of this volume

Changes in the focus and format of the State Court Caseload

Statistics: Annual Report, 1985 reflect the determination of COSCA's

CSIS committee, Project staff, and the National Center's Board to refine
the caseload reports in order to increase their utility. The 1985 Annual
Report is formatted differently from earlier volumes of this series. The

1984 Annual Report consisted of three sections: the summary tables, an
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analytic section, and the court system charts. This Report is also
divided into three major parts, but their content varies from previous
editions.

Part one describes the goals and history of the CSIM Project and
graphically portrays some of the basic state court caseload data
illustrated in the state court summary tables. These summary tables have
been reduced to twelve core tables which represent the basic casetypes
and appear in Appendix A as Tables 1-12. Part one uses maps to
graphically illustrate caseload distribution among the states. The maps
in this volume contain data from states that reported data from all of
their courts--it is a descriptive method for illustrating the data
displayed in the statistical summary tables. These maps alert the reader
to the wide variation and any patterns in reported caseloads among the
states; readers should refer to the summary tables in Appendix A to note
the potential explanations for this variation. This type of display
raises questions about methods of counting cases, comparable casetypes
and jurisdiction, and the impact of structure on the workload of courts
(e.g., Why is the data reported from my state so different from the data
reported for other states?). It is this Tine of questioning that
improves the reliability and validity of the data collected and reported
by the states and subsequently reported by this Project.

Part two of each Annual Report addresses a topic of court

administration not yet researched by this Project. In 1984, this part of

the Annual Report was devoted to a brief study of tort, general civil,

small claims, and felony filings in the state trial courts. The tort and

small claims sections elicited significant comment during the past year;
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therefore, they were updated to 1985, and were included in part two of

the 1985 Annual Report.

Part three of the Annual Report consists of court system charts for

each state. Each state court system chart for 1985 depicts the
organization of the court system within the state, the jurisdiction and
route of appeal for each court, the number of authorized judges for each
court, and information on jury trial usage within each court.

The Tlast part of this Report (Appendices A-E) consists of the twelve
core summary tables, data collection prototypes, bibliographical
references, and state population information. In addition, there is an
appendix which consists of figures describing various dimensions of state
court structures and jurisdictions that might reflect on variation in
caseload (e.g., dollar amount jurisdiction, appellate units of count).

E. Continuing development of the series

The Annual Report series is an evolving product. Given the nature of

this newly developing science of gathering, reporting, and analyzing
state court data, additions and refinements will be a fact of life in
successive volumes of the series. As more is learned about the quality
of the data, more specific suggestions will be given for their proper
use, along with warnings to help avoid their abuse. For the fourth year,
the data contained in this Report are available in computer-readable
form. There are two data sets: appellate caseload and trial caseload.
The process of building toward meaningful statistics takes time.

Concurrent with expanding and refining the Annual Report national

statistical series, the CSIM effort must encourage movement toward

quality and precision in state court statistics. The necessarily
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Tong-term nature of this evolutionary process contributes greatly to
year-to-year improvements and enhancements of the statistical series.
Given the complexity of the problems being faced, building ‘toward
comparability, quality assurance, and appropriate detail is necessarily
an incremental process. It is in this light that the CSIM Project

presents the data and analysis contained in the 1985 Annual Report.

Comments and corrections are a welcome part of the revision process
and should be directed to the Court Statistics and Information Management
Project of the National Center for State Courts, 300 Newport Avenue,

Williamsburg, Virginia, 23187-8798.

“
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Summary descriptiion of caseload statistics

A. Mapping as a method of displaying data

This section of the Annual Report summarizes the data listed on the

tables in Appendix A. It begins with this description of mapping as a
method of displaying data. The section on appellate courts highlights
the differences among the states regarding mandatory and discretionary
jurisdiction, summarizes the reported national totals, and presents basic
filing per capita information, clearance rates, and opinions-per-judge
data. Finally, the trial court section also summarizes the reported
national totals and provides maps which display basic filing per capita
information for civil, criminal, and juvenile caseloads in the entire
state as well as statewide clearance rates for those same casetypes.
For the first time, this series uses maps to illustrate, more
succinctly, the data previously presented in table format. The shading

on these maps is designed to darken as the values listed in the maps'
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legends increase. In addition, the reader should avoid falling prey to
the illusion that states with larger geographical areas are somehow
indicative of a larger value on whatever variable is being displayed.
The state's geographical size has nothing to do with the data
reported--every state is an equal unit of count. These maps serve a
variety of functions:

- A map can present several pages of data, otherwise described in
tables, on a single page--it is a simple way to digest large quantities
of information.

- A map makes it easier to compare states since all of the data is
presented on a single page.

- Maps quickly allow the reader to acquire a sense of how much
complete state data are available--states which do not have all courts
reporting data are generally portrayed on the maps with no shading.

- Finally, and perhaps most importantly, the ease of comparison of
data displayed by this method highlights the differences among the states
and, therefore, encourages attempts to explain these differences.

The legends on the maps located in part one of this Report come in
two forms. Unless otherwise noted, a non-shaded state indicates that the
state did not report data in a form that could be used in the Report--it
should not be interpreted to mean the state failed to collect and report
any data, only that, for one reason or another, the data reported could
not be used on the map.

On maps displaying clearance rates, the legends are organized such
that those states/courts which have a clearance rate of less than 90%

represent the lowest category. The next two categories are broken down
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into 5% intervals, while the highest category represents those states
which.provide evidence of clearing their pending caseload (i.e., over
100%).

Legends on maps which display filing rates (per 100,000 population)
are organized into five categories: states which fall into the lowest
10% of the group; states which fall into the next lTowest 20% of the
group; states which comprise the mid 40% of the measure; states which
represent the next highest 20% of the group; and states which make up the
highest 10% of the measure. Those categories serve as basic guidelines
for organizing the states; however, if the data revealed a cluster of
states which crossed those cutoff points, then the cluster prevailed in
the classification. The values of the data which fall within each of the
five categories are illustrated next to the category in parentheses.

This method uses a hybrid between a normal distribution approach and a
clustering approach.

For this year, staff are using maps (in Part one of this Report) as a
simple alternative to the mode of displaying data on tables. Therefore,
special care should be taken to consider the footnotes to the data
presented with the tables in the appendices of this Report. Footnotes
carefully outline some of the more obvious reasons for differences among
the states.

These explanations generally assume one of two forms: either the
data element is incomplete or overinclusive. An incomplete data element
can result from several courts not reporting any data or from the state
using a classification scheme that does not comport with the scheme

approved by COSCA's CSIS Committee and reported in the State Court Model
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Statistical Dictionary. This may result in, for example, a situation

where a state reports its adoption data in its juvenile category rather
than with its civil (domestic relations) group. Given the efforts of
this Project to develop a set of comparable data, the civil data element
described in the -latter situation would be qualified with an incomplete
footnote since its adoption data are reported elsewhere. Similarly,
since the COSCA CSIS classification scheme considers adoptions as part of
domestic relations cases (i.e., civil), and since the state described in
the latter situation reports its adoptions with its juvenile data, that
state's juvenile data would be qualified with a footnote which describes
the juvenile data element as overinclusive (i.e., it includes casetypes

other than those defined by that term in the State Court Model

Statistical Dictionary).

Other explanations of differences in such measures as filing rates,
for example, may be found in different units of count among the states,
differing subject matter and dollar amount jurisdictions among the
states, and different court system structures. Most of these differences
are described in various tables and figures throughout this volume and
will be greatly enhanced by the current research effort being conducted

by Project staff on State Court Organization, 1987.

Although great strides have been made in identifying these structural’
and organizational variables, a good deal of the potential explanation
for these differences has not or cannot be measured across all of the
states. Among such explanations, for example, are different definitions
of a felony--what may be a misdemeanor in one state may be a felony in

another. More importantly, as far as the volume of cases is concerned,
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what may be an ordinance violation in one state may be classified as a
misdemeanor in another. There are also differing political and legal
cultures that can affect the work and productivity of the courts--some of
which Tie beyond the control of the courts. Finally, the personality
factor (e.g., impact of leadership) can affect court productivity. These
explanations lie beyond the scope of this Project's resources and this
Report. These omissions, however, do not mitigate the potential impact
of such explanations on the variance reported among the states on the
variables described in these maps and tables.

Different structures, organizations, procedures, methods of counting
and reporting data, and jurisdictions make it extremely difficult to
present comparable data on these maps. Given that the maps consist of
approximately fifty cases (i.e., the fifty states and the District of
Columbia) and given the wide variation in the number and type of
potential explanations, the presentation of comparable data using very
broad casetypes is difficult if not impossible. If the maps were to be
organized so that only comparable data appeared on each map, each of the
major casetypes would need several maps to depict all of the states, and
each of the maps could display comparable data from only a few states.
As the data become more detailed, many of the comparability problems are
reduced (such as the tort and small claims maps in part two of this
Report). The general casetype maps in part one once again highlight the
differences among states and the subsequent difficulties in trying to
develop national estimates. Future editions of this series will further

refine the use of maps in depicting data that had previously been
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presented in a table format. The current effort, however, is another
first step in the continuing evolution of this Project.

B. Appellate court caseload data

1. Appellate court organization and jurisdiction.

The maps in this section are designed to illustrate the basic
caseload data and productivity measures of state appellate courts as
provided in tables located in Appendix A. The data described in the maps
are totals from both courts of last resort (i.e., COLR, the final court
of appeal within a particular state) and intermediate appellate courts
(i.e., IAC, courts whose primary work is the disposition of initial
appeals received from trial courts and administrative agencies and whose
decisions are usually subject to appeal or review by a COLR). Most
states have one COLR and IAC, and six states have multiple courts at one
or the other of those appellate court levels. Approximately one-third of
the states have only a single COLR and no IAC (usually the less populous
states).

Project staff have begun to resolve numerous ambiguities that existgd
in previous editions of this series. The most significant questions
stemmed from an inability to distinguish between an appellate court's

mandatory and discretionary jurisdiction. The 1984 Appellate Court

Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Reporting was prepared and published

to remedy this situation. Mandatory jurisdiction is defined as those
cases for which a court must reach a decision on the merits--these cases
are often referred to as appeals of right. Discretionary jurisdiction is
defined as those cases to which a court can decline review on the

merits. In discretionary cases, the courts first decide whether to grant
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review. Those discretionary cases that are granted review are then given
the same attention as are mandatory cases.

Figure 1.1 illustrates that mandatory appeals make up most of the
appellate caseload in over 70% of the states that reported comparable
case and petition information. Three of the 21 states reporting data
have complete mandatory jurisdiction (Nevada, North Dakota, and
Wyoming), while New Hampshire and West Virginia have complete
discretionary jurisdiction. Most discretionary jurisdiction rests with
courts of last resort.

0f those eleven states which reported total state discretionary
petitions and petitions granted review as displayed in Figure 1.2 the
total state discretionary petitions granted review as a percent of the
total discretionary petitions filed ranged from 10%, in Oregon, to 42%,
in New Mexico. Most of the states reporting complete state data granted
review to discretionary petitions in approximately one out of five cases,
with judges/justices in four of the eleven states granting review in only
one out of every ten cases.

The detailed tables in Appendix A organize their appellate casetypes
into the following three categories: (1) mandatory cases, (2)
discretionary petitions, and (3) discretionary petitions that are granted
review. Each of these three broad categories include civil, death
penalty, other criminal, administrative agency, and juvenile appeals from
final judgments, as well as four types of other proceedings which include
disciplinary, advisory opinions, original jurisdiction, and interlocutory

decision cases. The specific jurisdiction of each appellate court is
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FIGURE 1.1
Total state mandatory appeals filed as a percent of
mandatory appeals and discretionary petitions filed, 1985

~(HIGH 100%)

Mon.dotory Appeals As A
% {(Appeals + Petitions)

[ App/Pet not comparable
E Low 10% {0%Mandatory)
Next 20% (54%-58%)

BB Mid 40% (70%-85%)

B2 Next 20% (93%-99%)

M High 10% (100%Mondatory)

45 i

N NOTE: See Table 2 for footnotes.
National Center for State Courts
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FIGURE 1.2
Total state discretionary petitions granted review -
as a percent of total discretionary petitions filed, 1985

Percent of Petitions

Granted Review

[ unavoitable/non-compar.
B 103% to 11.8%
P2 14.3% to 26.8%
W 32.4% to 41.7%

J National Center for Stote Courts
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outlined briefly in the court system chart for each state located in part
three of this Report.
2. Controlling for appellate unit of count.

The method of counting cases must be employed as one tool in
organizing appellate courts so that their caseloads are comparable. This
information is displayed in Figure B of Appendix B and reveals three
dimensions to this problem of counting appellate court cases: At what
point in the appellate process is a case counted?; With what court is the
case filed?; and To what extent are reopened/reinstated cases counted
with a court's new filings?

The first dimension identifies the point in the appellate process
where a court counts a case as part of its caseload. Courts that begin
counting cases earlier in the process (e.g., at the notice of intent to
appeal) rather than at a later point (e.g., filing of the record plus
briefs) are likely to have a larger caseload because they are counting,
as cases, litigation that is dismissed/withdrawn/settled before
completion of the record or filing of the briefs. Most courts start
counting cases at the filing of the notice of appeal.

The remaining significant dimension to the problem of counting
appellate court cases is the extent to which reopened and reinstated
cases are reported with new filings--this does not appear to be the
practice in the overwhelming majority of courts. There are some states,
however, which combine new filings and reopened cases into a single
number, and other courts collect information of new filings and reopened

cases but report the data separately.
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\ Additionally, courts may alter their caseload by the way they count
appeals of criminal convictions for two or more defendants; whether cross
appeals are counted as separate cases; .and the way they count appeals |
granted review through discretionary jurisdiction. Courts with
discretionary jurisdiction sometimes report the total number of cases
filed without distinguishing between mandatory and discretionary
jurisdiction cases; or separate mandatory and discretionary cases filed
(but do not indicate the number of requests for discretionary review
granted); or provide separate data for mandatory cases, discretionary
Jurisdiction petitions granted review, and discretionary jurisdiction
petitions denied; or combine mandatory jurisdiction cases and
discretionary petitions granted review (but report separately the total
number of petitions for review filed, resulting in double counting of
granted petitions for review). Finally, some trial courts of general
Jurisdiction have incidental appellate jurisdiction, which may affect the
number of appeals filed in the regular appellate courts (see Figure H in
Appendix B). These jurisdictional and methodological caveats to the data
should prove useful in explaining wide variation among the states
regarding some basic caseload and productivity measures.

3. Computing national appellate caseloads.

NCSC staff are constantly asked to identify the total national
caseload for state appellate courts. A1l states, however, do not report
complete case and petition filings, and the number of states reporting
complete and comparable data for mandatory cases and discretionary
petitions (separate estimates would need to be made for each of those two

casetypes) is too small to compute reliable national estimates. The
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problem is exacerbated by the need to control for such items as appellate
unit of count and double counting of discretionary petitions granted
review.

Nevertheless, the total number of cases and petitions reported to the
NCSC during 1985 provides a minimum number of cases/petitions received by
the state appellate courts. This number is provided in Table 1 of
Appendix A. The number of cases/petitions filed and disposed are
reported separately for courts of last resort and for intermediate
appellate courts. These numbers are generally broken down into three
subcategories: (1) the number of reported complete and comparable cases;
(2) the number of reported complete cases that include some other
casetype(s); and (3) the number of reported cases that are either
incomplete or are incomplete and include some other casetype(s). These
categories are further identified for mandatory cases and discretionary
petitions.

The incomplete aggregate figures indicate that there are at least
58,810 cases/petitions filed in the COLRs during 1985, and 128,321
cases/petitions filed with the IACs during that same year. Since these
numbers may represent a change in the number of courts reporting such
data to the NCSC and not a change in appellate filing rates, they should
not be compared with reported numbers from previous years. Table 1 also
indicates the percent of the total population represented by the various
categories of data. Complete and comparable data from the intermediate
appellate courts were received from states approximating two-thirds of
the total U.S. population (68% for mandatory cases and 67% for

discretionary petitions). A similar reporting rate was also noted in the

31



courts of last resort (58% for mandatory cases and 68% for discretionary
petitions). !
4. Appellate filing rates per 100,000 population.

Table 2 of Appendix A provides a variety of information related to
the general caseload of the appellate courts. States in this table are
organized into one of three categories: stateé with one court of last
resort and one intermediate appellate court; states without an
intermediate appellate court; and states with multiple appellate courts
at any level. These categories provide one scheme for comparing state
totals and courts sharing at least one major organization
characteristic. Table 2 presents basic caseload information on the raw
number of filings and dispositions for mandatory cases, discretionary
petitions, and discretionary petitions granted review. Various
combinations of these three categories of work are also provided as well
as filing figures per judge and an identification of the point at which
cases are filed. These data are important for acquiring a sense of the
pure volume of work confronting the appellate courts; however, there must
be a control for population to sense how these figures compare among the
states.

Tables 3, 4, and 5, all located in Appendix A, present several
measures which compare the demands of litigants on the state appellate
courts for mandatory cases, discretionary petitions, and discretionary
petitions granted review. The most important of these measures is the
number of filings per 100,000 population. This measure compensates for
variations in state population and provides a more realistic basis for

comparison of caseloads among states of various sizes. If all other
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factors (e.g., jurisdiction, unit of count, etc.) are similar, the filed
per 100,000 figure permits direct comparisons among states of the number
of filed cases.

Figure 1.3 displays the total state mandatory appeals filed per
100,000 total population for those 44 states from which data were
obtained for all state appellate courts in 1985. The values ranged from
24.5 in Massachusetts to 282.7 in the District of Columbia. One
interesting observation of the distribution of these states is that there
does not seem to be a strong relationship between the number of 5ppe11ate !
courts in a state and the propensity of the litigants to use the
mandatory appellate routes in the states. None of the five states which
have three types of appellate courts were reported in the high category
of filings per population, and the number of states with only a court of
last resort can be found throughout the spectrum of court filings per
100,000; Vermont and the District of Columbia reported the highest
values, and Mississippi and Utah reported some of the lowest values.
States with one COLR and one IAC can also be found throughout the
continuum, with Massachusetts and South Carolina at the Tow end and
Alaska and Oregon at the high end. One of the most striking
characteristics of this map is the volume of data collected and reported
by the states.

The total state discretionary petitions filed per 100,000 total
population in 1985 are displayed in Figure 1.4 for 34 states. Louisiana
repsrted the high with 108.3 petitions per 100,000, and its neighboring
state of Mississippi reported the low of less than one filing per

100,000. Unlike Figure 1.3, most of the states with low figures are
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FIGURE 1.3
Total state mandatory appeals filed per 100,000 total population, 1985

No Mandatory
Jurisdiction

Mandatory Appeal Filings
per 100,000 pop

D.C.

HIGH O Al courts didn't report
(282.7) B Low 10% (24-31)

Z Next 20% (38-49)

B8 Mid 40% (50-80)

B8 Next 20% (81-113)
O3 High 10% (150-283)

NOTE: See Table 3 for footnotes.
National Center for State Courts

FIGURE 1.4
Total state discretionary petitions filed per 100,000 population, 1985

No Discretionary Jurisdiction

Discretionary Petitions
Filed per 100,000 pop

3 Al courts didn't report
B Low 10% (.15-.5)
Next 20% (2-9)

B3 Mid 40% (13-30)

B2 Next 20% (34-71)

O High 10% (108-109)

LOW
(108.3)  (.153)

% NOTE: See Table 4 for footnotes.
¥® National Center for State Courts

34




those which do not have an intermediate appellate court and, therefore,
probably have very limited discretionary jurisdiction (Mississippi,
Delaware, South Dakota, Utah, and Vermont). New Hampshire and West
Virginia have two of the three largest petitions per capita figures yet
do not have an intermediate appellate court. This phenomenon is most
Tikely attributed to the fact that they have total discretionary
Jurisdiction. It should also be pointed out that the number of petitions
filed per 100,000 is generally less than the mandatory cases filed per
100,000 (noted in Figure 1.3). Comparative figures about the workload of
the courts tell only a part of the story; it is equally important to know
how well they dispose of that work.

5. Clearance rates in the state appellate courts.

Tables 3, 4, and 5 (located in Appendix A) provide clearance rates
for each appellate court as well as total state figures. Although the
individual court rates are important to note, many state appellate
systems are constructed in such a way that both levels of appellate
courts share the workload. For example, Idaho, Iowa, Oklahoma, and South
Carolina have a "spill-over" system, where the work of the IAC is
determined by the COLR. The appellate courts in other states, however,
also generally share mandatory and discretionary jurisdiction. Total
state figures, however, may not reflect the productivity at each of the
appellate courts. For example, a state clearance rate exceeding 100%,
with both courts having equal workloads, may represent one court with a
clearance rate of 95% and another court with one exceeding 105%. The
aggregate figure of all appellate courts, however, still portrays a more

accurate picture of what is happening in the appellate system.
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| A clearance rate is computed by dividing the number of dispositions
by thé numbér of filings and then multiplying by 100. A percentage over
100 indicates that the court disposed of more cases than were filed, thus
reducing pending caseload. A figure significantly less than- 100
indicates that coufts are not keeping up with'the voiumegof
'cases/petitions being filed. This court level information‘can‘be found
in Table 3 (for Figure 1.5) and Table 4 (for Figure 1.6) of Appeﬁdix A.

Total state mandatory appeals disposed as a percent of appea]s filed
_in 1985 are displayed on Figure 1.5 for 29 states. Kentucky has the
Towest clearance rate of those states reporting data from all of their
courts (88%)f Idaho has the highest clearance rate (123.7%).
Explanations for this variance may include such factors as a large,
unanticipated increase in filings in states with low clearance rates, a
~concerted.effort to clear the docket with special panels of temporary
Judges, or the introduction of new procedures to expedite cases in states
with high clearance rates. The most noticeable feature of Figure 1.5 is
- the large number of states reporting clearance rates exceeding 100%
(fourteen or almost half of the total states reporting data). States.
clearing their docket come from all regions, are of all sizes, and have a
variety of appellate court structures;

The clearance rates for discretionary petitions, (see Figure 1.6)'are
.portrayed by data from all of the appellate courts in 22 states.
'Delaware has the lowest clearance rate (66%), while Kentucky has the
highest (124%). Four of the seven states which have clearance rates
exceeding 100% of the discretionary petitions also cleared their

mandatory dockets at 100% (Idaho, Minnesota, Mississippi, and North
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FIGURE 1.5
Total state mandatory appeals disposed as a percent of appeals filed, 1985

HIGH (123.7%)

No Mandatory
Jurisdiction

Clearance Rate
(Disp/Fite) » 100

Disp/File not comparable
88% to 89%

90% to 947

95% to 99%

100% to 124%

REENO

£ NOTE: See Table 3 for footnotes.
¥ National Center for State Courts

FIGURE 1.6
Total state discretionary petitions disposed as a percent of petitions filed, 1985

No Discretionary Jurisdiction

Clearance Rate
(Disp/File) » 100

-
® J Disp/File not comparable
B 66% to 89%
fHl 90% to 94%
B 95% to 99%
= M 100% to 124%
S NOTE: See Table 4 for footnotes.
<~ . (% National Center for State Courts
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Carolina). Some states, however, may be clearing their dockets of one
type of case but not of the other. For example, Kentucky and Vermont
cleared discretionary petitions at 100% but cleared mandatory cases at
less than 90%, while Texas and Florida cleared mandatory cases at more
than 100% but cleared discretionary petitions at less than 90%. Most of
the remaining states did not fall into these categories of extreme
variance.

6. Opinions per judge/justice/lawyer staff.

Table 6 in Appendix A lists a variety of data on majority opinions
reported by state appellate courts. The table does not include
information on dissenting and concurring opinions but does indicate
whether the opinion count is by case or written document; whether the
opinion count includes majority opinions, per curiam opinions, or
memos/orders; the casetypes included in the reported number; the total
number of opinions; the total number of judges/justices; the total number
of lawyer support personnel; and, finally, the number of opinions per
judge/justice plus lawyer support personnel. This latter statistic is
described in Figures 1.7 and 1.8 and is nothing more than one component
of a general workload measure. A figure of 44 can be interpreted to mean
that, given the court's definition of an opinion, 44 cases were disposed
of by opinion for each authorized judge/justice and lawyer support person
assigned to that court.

Data representing opinions written by appellate court judges/justices
are laden with Timitations which affect their comparability. These data

do not differentiate among opinions of different lengths. A per curiam
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opinion in one court may be the functional equivalent of a full opinion
in another court or a memorandum opinion in yet another.

Beyond the problem of distinguishing among the various types of
opinions (for which a control is exercised in Table 6), appellate courts
make varied use of commissioners, law clerks, and other legal staff.

Some courts may use support legal staff to draft opinions while others do
not. For that reason, CSIM staff modified the more conventional
statistic of "opinions per judge” to one of "opinions per judge/justice
plus lawyer support staff" as displayed on Figures 1.7 and 1.8, This
modified statistic, however, is less than a perfect indicator of the
level of work done by judges in these courts, and it is by no means an
all-encompassing measure of a judge's work. Behaviors other than opinion
writing are important components of a judge's daily activities (e.g.,
participating in oral arguments and conferences, reviewing briefs, etc).

Figure 1.7 presents data on the total opinions per
judge/justice/lawyer staff in state courts of last resort for 1985. One
of the most refreshing aspects of Figure 1.7 is the large quantity of
data--all but four states reported these data to the NCSC. The
California Supreme Court reports the lowest figure at 2.5 opinions per
judge/justice/lawyer staff. California is grouped closely with New
Jersey, Michigan, and Louisiana, which all report less than four opinions
per judge/justice/lawyer staff. South Carolina reports the largest per
capita figure with 23 opinions. Nebraska, Indiana, and Kansas also
reported per capita figures in excess of 20. Most state courts of last
resort clustered between 8.5 and 15.5 opinions per judge/justice/lawyer

staff.
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FIGURE 1.7
Total opinions per judge/justice/lawyer staff,
state courts of last resort, 1985

Majority opinions
per judge/justice/lowyer

[ Doto are incomplete
B Low 10% (2.5-3.9)
VA Next 20% (4.3-6.7)
BB Mid 40% (8.6-15.5)
BB Next 20% (16.1-19.6)
M High 10% (20-23)

NOTE: See Table 6 for footnotes.

Q¥ National Center for State Courts

The per capita opinion count for intermediate appellate courts is
displayed in Figure 1.8. The Arizona Court of Appeals reported the
lowest figure with 4.9 opinions per judge/justice/lawyer staff. That
court was grouped with intermediate appellate courts from New Mexico,
Massachusetts, Alaska, and Hawaii. The largest per capita figure was
- reported by the two IACs in Pennsylvania as 48.7. New Jersey, Michigan,
and Kentucky were the other three states whose IACs reported pef capita
figures in excess of 45. As was the case with Figure 1.7, it is
impressive to note the large amount of state intermediate appellate
courts which report opinion data--only five states did not report data
from all of their IACs (as noted by the triangle code in Figure 1.8).
States without shading in Figure 1.8 do not have intermediate appellate

courts. A comparison of Figures 1.7 and 1.8 clearly demonstrates that
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FIGURE 1.8
Total opinions per judge/justice/lawyer staff,
state intermediate appellate courts, 1985

Majority opinions
per judge/justice/lawyer

4 Al courts didn't report

No intermediate court
Low 10% (4.9-10.8)

Next 20% (14.3-19.9)
Mid 40% (21.6-35.5)
Next 20% (37.3-43.4)
High 10% (46.3-48.7)

BEENDO

& NOTE: See Table 6 for footnotes.
% Nationgl Center for Stote Courts

judges/justices/lawyer staff in IACs are writing significantly more
majority opinions than are their colleagues in the COLRs--a fact that may
be attributed to the significantly larger mandatory caseloads handled by
the IACs as evidenced in Table 2 (see Appendix A). Before comparing
states, readers are alerted to control for the definitions of opinions
provided in Table 6.
C. Trial court caseload data
1. Introduction, limitations, and trial court units of count.

Trial court data received from the states are generally more detailed

than appellate court data. Although the 1984 State Trial Court

Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Reporting enabled staff to make

quantum leaps forward in identifying units of count and the subject

matter jurisdiction of trial courts, some specific limitations inhibit
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comparisons of the data presented in this Report. Among the problems are
(1) the lack of uniform case classifications; (2) the lack of uniform
ways of counting cases; (3) the lack of complete data reported by the
courts; (4) questions related to the validity of data collected, both
published and unpublished; and (5) variations in the subject matter
Jjurisdiction of the courts.

The first problem in comparing data from trial courts is the lack of
uniformity in case classification. Case categories and the data
classified in the case categories vary among the states. For example,
DWI cases may be counted with criminal cases in one state and with
traffic cases in another. This sort of classification problem has been

addressed in the 1984 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide for

Statistical Reporting. Nevertheless, one concern beyond the resources of

the Guide relates to the various internal state case classification
systems. For example, what may be classified in the criminal code of one
state as a felony may be classified as a misdemeanor in another. The
only way to control for these differences is to aggregate the felony and
misdemeanor counts into one statewide criminal figure.

The second problem deals with the various methods of counting cases.
For example, domestic relations cases (e.g., divorce and support/custody
issues) are the largest single civil casetype, yet it is also the area
whose methods of counting we know the least about. There are three major
dimensions of this problem which can affect the size of domestic
relations caseloads: Is the divorce issue and the support/custody issue
decided as one case, or two cases representing separate issues?; Do

states report uncontested as well as contested divorces?; and How do
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states report reopened or reinstated divorce and support/custody
issues--are they reported as new filings or treated as postconviction
proceedings and enforcement matters? Answers to these questions are
being prepared for the 1986 edition of this series. Figures D and F,
located in Appendix B, identify other problems related to counting
criminal and juvenile cases. The reader should carefully examine these
figures before comparing caseloads.

The third problem in comparing data among trial courts is the lack of
complete statistics. Some states report only total caseload. Others
report individual case categories but do not describe the contents of
those categories. For example, a state may report total civil and
criminal data but not identify whether they include estate, domestic
relations, or mental health cases. This omission presents a problem when
making interstate comparisons. In addition, there are states that are
not consistent in reporting their data. The general jurisdiction court,
for example, may give detailed category breakdowns, whereas the limited
jurisdiction court may report only total civil, criminal, juvenile, and
traffic/other violation cases or not report at all. The impact of state
funding of all courts on this problem is an unknown quantity.

The fourth problem involves the validity of the data collected, both
published and unpublished. One of the major factors in data validity is
the chance for human error. Many elements (hidden data, transposition of
figures, double counting of cases, manner used to verify data, the use of
audits) contribute to the scope of this problem. Although many data

verification techniques have been implemented by state court
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administrators and by CSIM Project staff to minimize errors, no
verification process guarantees absolute accuracy.

The final problem is variation in the subject matter jurisdiction at
the various trial court levels. In 1985 six states (I1linois, Idaho,
Iowa, Massachusetts, Missouri, and South Dakota), the District of
Columbia, and Guam handled all cases in general jurisdiction courts. In
most other states, such as Florida and New Jersey, general jurisdiction
courts process only major criminal and civil cases, while other more
minor cases are handled in the limited jurisdiction courts. The 1985
State Court System Charts in Part three of this volume illustrate the
number and type of trial courts among the states. This difference in
court structures may also affect filing and disposition information.
Finally, Figure C (see Appendix B) provides information on the various
dollar amount jurisdictions of the various courts--a factor that is known
to affect the volume of cases reported (especially in small claims cases
as noted in part two). |

The term "state trial court" refers to any non-federal trial court
within a state's geographical jurisdiction; it is not restricted to
courts funded by the state.

The remainder of this section describes the total reported criminal
and civil caseloads for the nation; presents maps which illustrate the
filing rates for civil, criminal, and juvenile cases in all the state
trial courts; and separately displays the clearance rates for civil,
criminal, and juvenile cases in all state fria] courts, and for general
Jurisdiction courts as well. Tables which provide a more detailed Took

at these measures (i.e., court by court) appear in Appendix A. The data
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presented are the core casetypes (civil, criminal, juvenile, and
traffic/other violation); however, the CSIM 1985 database has filing and
disposition data for all of the CSIM casetypes appearing in Appendix D.
These data elements can be obtained by contacting CSIM Project staff at
the National Center for State Courts.

2. Reported national totals of trial court civil and criminal
cases.

One of the ultimate goals of this Project is to estimate the total
national civil and criminal caseloads in the state trial courts; however,
as is the case with the appellate data, trial-level data reported to the
NCSC are not sufficiently complete to employ estimating procedures (see
Appendix C). In short, there are not enough jurisdictions reporting
complete and comparable data--a situation complicated by the large number
of controlling factors which would need to be implemented--e.g., the
number of variations in the criminal unit of count (see Figure D in
Appendix B).

There is some value, however, in simply aggregating the total
criminal and civil cases reported to the NCSC (albeit an incomplete
number). Table 7 (see Appendix A) provides the total, nationally
reported civil and criminal cases for general and limited jurisdiction
courts. It identifies the data by three categories: (1) the number of
reported complete and comparable cases, (2) the number of reported
complete cases which include some other casetypes, and (3) the number of
reported cases that are either incomplete or are incomplete and include

some other casetypes.
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Table 7 also describes the percentage of the states' populations
which are represented by the data. This statistic represents the
percentage of the total population of states reporting complete data for
ejther their general jurisdiction courts or all of their Timited
jurisdiction courts. For example, a state which has two limited
Jurisdiction courts, but complete data from only one of them, would not
be counted in section II.A.3 of Table 7, but the reported cases from the
one court would be counted in section II.A of Table 7. Complete and
comparable civil data from general jurisdiction courts were available
from states representing only 23% of the population in 1985, while
criminal data were available from over half of the population (54%).
Complete and comparable civil data from limited jurisdiction courts were
available from states covering 36% of the total U.S. population, while
not a single state reported complete and comparable criminal data from
all of its limited jurisdiction courts (only six limited jurisdiction
courts reported such data).

The data in Table 7 are aggregate and, due to controis already
exercised on this table, are reported without regard to units of count.
This problem is especially troublesome for the criminal case count,.
Additionally, the total civil and criminal figures are incomplete and may
unintentionally include some juvenile and traffic cases which could not
be separated from the civil and criminal casetypes. These figures are
not estimates and are not comparable to estimates or reported figures
from previous editions of this Report.

General jurisdiction courts reported approximately 7.6 million civil

and 3 million criminal cases to the NCSC in 1985. There are an
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additional 6.8 million civil and 6.4 million criminal cases in limited
jurisdiction courts reported to the NCSC. The incomplete, national
figures reported to the NCSC for 1985 were 14.4 million civil cases and
9.3 million criminal cases. These figures are not designed to include
the CSIM casetypes of juvenile and traffic/other violation. Juvenile
figures will be computed when sufficient interest justifies the
generation of those totals. Total traffic figures, however, are affected
by too many uncontrolled factors (Do they include parking cases?, Do they
include uncontested as well as contested cases?, and To what extent are
traffic cases handled by administrative agencies as opposed to the
courts?). CSIM staff will control for these factors in generating
traffic figures for the next edition of this series.

3. Trial court filing rates per 100,000.

Table 8 (see Appendix A) lists every state trial court and the grand
total filings and dispositions reported for each of those courts. Table
8 also indicates the overall jurisdiction of the courts, the types of
parking data reported, and the criminal units of count. These figures
include civil, criminal, juvenile, and traffic/other violation data where
appropriate. The grand total filings per 100,000 population are largely
affected by the traffic data (which are reported independently in Table
11, Appendix A). State courts that include uncontested and contested
parking cases, not surprisingly, have significantly larger filing rates.
Therefore, maps of grand total filing figures generally are not
meaningful. For that reason, maps displayed in this section will be

civil, criminal, and juvenile cases only.
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Filings per 100,000 population compensate for variations in state
population and provide a more realistic basis for comparison of caseloads
among states of various sizes. The total state population is employed
for the civil figures, the total adult population is used for the
criminal maps, and the total juvenile population (18 years or less) is
employed for the juvenile maps.

Figure 1.9 displays the total civil filings in state trial courts per
100,000 total population in 1985. The civil data include tort, contract,
real property rights, small claims, domestic relations, estate, mental
health, and civil appeals from limited to general jurisdiction courts.

Of the thirty-three states where all trial courts reported some civil
data, Hawaii reported the lowest figure of 4,450, while the District of
Columbia reported the highest figure of 23,799 (most likely attributed to
landlord-tenant cases). Delaware and Virginia join the District of
Columbia in the cluster of states with the highest rates. It is much
harder to develop such a clear category at the low end of the spectrum.
From Hawaii through New Jerséy, the filing rates increase at relatively
small increments with only minimally discernible clusters. The court
level data for Figure 1.9 appear in Table 9 (see Appendix A).

Total criminal filings in state trial courts per 100,000 adult
population for 1985 are displayed in Figure 1.10. There are 35 states
where some criminal data are reported by all the state trial courts.
Criminal data are intended to include the major casetypes of felonies,
misdemeanors, DWIs, and criminal appeals from the limited jurisdiction
courts to the general jurisdiction courts. The values range from 1,769

criminal filings per 100,000 in Kansas to 15,677 in Delaware. Louisiana,
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FIGURE 1.9
Total civil filings in state trial courts per 100,000 total population, 1985

Civil Filings
per 100,000 pop

- [J ANl courts didn't report
B Llow 10% (4450-4467)
TB Next 20% (4895-5102)

Mid 40% (5397-6692)

B8 Next 20% (7335-8131)

High 10% (9438-23779)

i G

NOTE: See table 9 for footnotes.
S%m National Center for State Courts, 1987.

FIGURE 1.10
Total criminal filings in state trial courts per 100,000 adult population, 1985

xxxxx

%/ / 10 '
/% / Criminal Filings
i ///': // g A per 100,000 odult pop

7
J Al courts didn't report
B Low 10% (1763-3071)
Next 20% (3757-4719)
HH Mid 40% (4915.7212)
B3 Next 20% (7570-10392)
MR High 10% (11472-15677)

k., NOTE: See Table 10 for footnotes.
¥ National Center for State Courts, 1987.
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with 15,518 filings per 100,000, is not far behind Delaware. These
extraordinarily large values for Louisiana and Delaware are largely
attributed to the collapsing of ordinance violation data with the regular
state offenses. These types of explanations are readily available in the
footnotes of the tables affiliated with each map. The court level data
for Figure 1.10 are in Table 10 (see Appendix A).

The total juvenile filings in state trial courts per 100,000 juvenile
population in 1985 are illustrated in Figure 1.11. Almost 80% of the
states reported some juvenile data from all of the courts with juvenile
Jurisdiction. The primary reason for this widespread reporting of data
is that, unlike the civil and criminal casetypes which usually have
Jurisdiction in a variety of general and limited jurisdiction courts, the
forty states with data displayed in Figure 1.11 have juvenile
jurisdiction primarily vested in a single court--it is therefore easier
to collect and report the data. The values range from 549 filings per
100,000 juvenile population in Montana to 9,051 in the District of
Columbia. The court level data for Figure 1.11 are in Table 12 (see
Appendix A).

An examination of all three maps yields several noteworthy
observations. The District of Columbia reports the highest values in the
juvenile and civil maps (Figures 1.9 and 1.11) and has among the highest
reported criminal filings per 100,000 population. The data are probably
attributable to the fact that the District of Columbia is a city not a
state, and the population density factor may have a disproportionate
impact on its numbers. Delaware and Virginia also report high-filing

rates,
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FIGURE 1.11
Total juvenile filings in state trial courts per 100,000 juvenile population, 1985

Juvenile Filings

per 100,000 juvenile pop

All courts didn't report
Low 10% (549-781)

Next 20% (884-1238)
Mid 40% (1277-2616)
Next 20% (2827-4581)
High 10% (5391-9051)

BEERNDD

NOTE: See Table 12 for footnotes.
¥p National Center for State Courts, 1987.

Finally, the most highly populated states reporting data to the NCSC
are reporting filing rates in the Tow-to-mid spectrum of the continuum
for all three casetypes (California, Florida, I11inois, and New York).
An examination of the footnotes does not provide any uniform or
significant explanation for the distribution of their data. Readers are
reminded that the primary function of these maps is to note differences
among the states and then to try and explain those differences. Whatever
patterns readers may note, they are always encouraged to check with the
footnotes listed in the appropriate tables at the back of this volume.

4, C(Clearance rates in the state trial courts.

In order for states to be displayed on the clearance rate maps, they

had to report comparable filing and disposition data for whatever

casetype is being evaluated. A clearance rate is not computed if the
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number of filings is footnoted differently than the number of
dispositions. The section on appellate court clearance rates describes
the legends used on the maps. Two maps are presented for civil and
criminal clearance rates; one represents total state figures, and the
second represents the work at the general jurisdiction court(s). Since
most states have a single court with juvenile juri;diction, only a single
statewide map is needed to display the juvenile data--the total statewide
map and the general jurisdiction map are almost identical.

Figure 1.12 illustrates the total civil dispositions as a percentage
of filings in the state trial courts for 1985. O0Of the twenty states
presenting comparable data, Alaska reported the lowest clearance rate of
69%, while Idaho reported the largest rate of 102%. Alaska, California,

Florida, and Utah all have rates of less than 90%. Wisconsin and Idaho

FIGURE 1.12
Total civil dispositions as a percent of filings in the state trial courts, 1985

HIGH (102%)

Clearance Rote
(Disp/File) » 100

Disp/File not comparable
69% to BI%

90% to 947

95% to 99%

100% to 102%

22800

National Center for State Courts', 1987.
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are clearing their dockets, with Virginia, Indiana, and Delaware
reporting clearance rates of 99%. Two-thirds of the states reporting
total state civil filings and dispositions report clearance rates in
excess of 95%.

The amount of clearance rate data for civil cases increases
significantly when we examine the general jurisdiction courts only.
Figure 1.13 displays civil dispositions as a percentage of filings in 41
state general jurisdiction courts for 1985. The values range from a low
of 60% in the Connecticut Superior Court to a high of 116% in the Wyoming
District Court. Eleven statewide general jurisdiction courts reported
clearance rates for their civil cases in excess of 100%. At the same
time, ten statewide general jurisdiction courts reported clearance rates

for civil caseload below 90%.

FIGURE 1.13 ‘
Civil dispositions as a percent of filings in state general jurisdiction courts, 1985

CONN.
LOW
(60%)

Clearance Rate
(Disp/File) » 100

Disp/File not comparable
60% to 897%

90% to 947

95% to 99%

100% to 116%

BEEND

\ =
NOTE: See table 9 for footnotes.
National Center for State Courts, 1987.
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Of the twelve states which reported both statewide civil clearance
rates from more than one court level and general jurisdiction clearance
rates, six reported similar rafes (see Figures 1.12 and 1-13).
California, Alaska, and Florida reported clearance rates of less than
90%, and North Carolina, North Dakota, and Ohio reported rates between
95%-99%. Three states, Indiana, Kentucky, and Utah, reported clearance
rates exceeding 100% in their general jurisdiction courts, while
reporting lower clearance rates for their total court systems. Finally,
Delaware, Minnesota, and Virginia reported lower clearance rates in the
general jurisdiction courts than in their statewide systems. The
specific court level data for civil clearance rates is located in Table 9
(see Appendix A).

Figure 1.14 displays total criminal dispositions as a percentage of
filings in the state trial courts in 1985. Of the 25 states reporting
comparable filing and disposition data systemwide, the values ranged from
85% in Maine and South Dakota to 112% in Minnesota. Minnesota was joined
by the District of Columbia, Kansas, Michigan, and New Jersey in
reporting statewide criminal clearance rates in excess of 100%. Maine
and South Dakota are also joined by California, Florida, Indiana, and
Utah in reporting criminal clearance rates of less than 90%.

The criminal clearance rates for state general jurisdiction courts
are displayed in Figure 1.15. Forty-five states report comparable
disposition and filing information, enabling staff to compute criminal
clearance rates for their general jurisdiction courts in 1985.

Generally, the criminal cases handled in general jurisdiction courts are

felonies and the more serious misdemeanors (except in single-tiered
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FIGURE 1.14
Total criminal dispositions as a percent of filings in the state trial courts, 1985

LOW (85%) HiGH (112%)
LOW (85%)

Clearance Rate
(Disp/File) ¢+ 100

Disp/Fite not comparable
B85% to 89%

90% to 947

95% to 99%

100% to 112%

EBENC

\

NOTE: See Table 10 for footnotes.
4 National Center for State Courts, 1987.

FIGURE 1.15
Criminal dispositions as a percent of
filings in state general jurisdiction courts, 1985

S.D. LOW (85%)

MINN. HIGH
(139%)

Clearance Rate
(Disp/File) » 100

Disp/File not comparable
85% to B9Z
90% to 947
95% to 997
100% to 1397%

RAEDO

b~ NOTE: See Table 10 for footnotes.
W National Center for State Courts, 1987.
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systems which handle all criminal matters). The criminal clearance rate
values range from a lTow of 85% in the Rhode Island Superior Court and the
South Dakota Circuit Court to a high of 139% in the Minnesota District
Court. One-third of the general jurisdiction courts reporting data in
Figure 1.15 report clearance rates in excess of 100%, with another five
statewide courts disposing of 99% of their filings. At the other end of
the spectrum, only five statewide general jurisdiction courts report
criminal clearance rates of less than 90%.

Of the fifteen states which reported both statewide criminal
clearance rates from more than one court and general jurisdiction
clearance rates, six reported similar systemwide rates and general
Jurisdiction court rates (e.g., Florida and Maine reported less than 90%,
and Minnesota exceeded 100%). Five states reported higher criminal
clearance rates in their general jurisdiction courts than in the
aggregate of all of their courts (California, Indiana, Kentucky, Utah,
and Virginia), while Delaware, Maryland, New Jersey, and Rhode Island
reported lower criminal clearance rates in their general jurisdiction
courts than they experienced in all of their courts statewide. It might
be interesting to research the impact of speedy trial legislation on
criminal clearance rates in the state courts. The data used to develop
Figures 1.14 and 1.15 are in Table 10 (see Appendix A).

Figure 1.16 displays information on the total juvenile dispositions
as a percentage of filings in the state trial courts, 1985. A single
court has jurisdiction in 29 of the 33 states reporting juvenile
clearance rates. Some of the states with single court jurisdiction have

data reported from general jurisdiction courts and others from limited
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jurisdiction courts. The values of juvenile case clearance rates range
from a low of 70% in Alaska and Arizona to a high of 112% in North
Carolina. Almost 40% of the states report juvenile clearance rates in
excess of 100%, while seven states report clearance rates of less than
90% (of which four have rates of less than 80%). Specific data for
Figure 1.16 can be found in Table 12 (see Appendix A).

Finally, of the seven states reporting clearance rate data for civil,
criminal, and juvenile casetypes, California and Florida reported
relatively low rates across all casetypes; Idaho and North Carolina
reported consistently high rates across all casetypes; and Indiana,
Kansas, and South Dakota reported significantly different rates depending

on the casetype.

FIGURE 1.16
Total juvenile dispositions as a percent of filings in the state trial courts, 1985

Clearance Rate
(Disp/File) « 100

(] Oisp/File not comparable
B 70% to 89% ’
Hl 90% to 94%
A 95% to 99%
) I 100% to 112%

\

= %Gy, NOTE: See Table 12 for footnotes.
% National Center for State Courts, 1987.

57



D. Final observations

The maps used in this section are a useful method to highlight
differences among the states on variables listed in the twelve core
summary tables provided in the back of this volume. The highlighting of
these differences encourages efforts at explanation, some of which may be
found in the footnotes to the tables or the other figures. Although some
Euréory explanations for these differences may have been offered in tﬁe '
preceeding text, the thrust of this volume is one of description rather
than explanation. Future volumes should expend more resources on
explanation.

As the quantity and quality of the data improve, efforts will be made
to develop maps which present more comparable data (as is the case in
part two of the Report). For this issue, however, the maps serve.only as
an alternative to, not a replacement of, the tables as a mode of data
presentation. In the future, staff will use additional graphic
techniques (e.g., pie charts, line graphs, etc.) to illustrate some of

the national tendencies noted in the text.
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Notes

1. Repetition of "50 states, the District of Columbia, Guam, and Puerto
Rico" becomes very cumbersome. Throughout the rest of this report,
“states" and "court systems" will be used for the reporting units that
include the District of Columbia, Guam, and Puerto Rico.

2. National Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts,
State Court Caseload Statistics: The State of the Art (Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 19/8).

3. National Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts,
State Court Model Annual Report (Williamsburg, VA: National Center for
State Courts, 1980).

4, National Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts,
State Court Model Statistical Dictionary (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1980); Supplement (Williamsburg, VA: National
Center for State Courts, 1984).

5. Clifford and Jensen, Court Case Management Information Systems Manual
(Williamsburg, VA: National Center for State Courts, 1983].

6. Clifford and Roper, Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical
Reporting (Williamsburg, VA: National Center for State Courts, 1985).

7. Roper, 1984 State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical
Reporting (Willi1amsburg, VA: National Center for State Courts, [1985).

8. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States:
1984 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1984).
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Part two

Civil litigation in state
trial courts: 1981-1985
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Introduction

Groups and individuals from among the states may assert varied claims
about the volume of court filings based on their state's experiences.
The results of this study provide evidence that the per capita filing
rates of tort, contract, real property rights, and small claims cases,
and changes in their per capita filing rates, vary significantly among
states reporting complete and comparable data between 1981 and 1985 and
that such differences are currently difficult to explain--a fact which
precludes any national generalizations. These filing rates are
increasing in some states, decreasing in others, and remaining
essentially unchanged in still other jurisdictions (see also, 1984 Annual
Report, National Center for State Courts, 1986a). Therefore, it is not
especially surprising that there remain significant differences of J
opinion as to the existence of any national trends in civil litigation

filings among state trial courts. This Report highlights these



differences in filing rates and places these findings in context with
other issues relevant to civil Titigation.

Studies reviewed by Daniels (1985) provide a historical look at
caseloads in the trial courts. After trying to apply a common
theoretical perspective to these studies (i.e., a social development
model), he identifies a common thread in their findings--filing patterns
in state trial courts are cyclical and non]ineaf (e.g., McIntosh,
1980-1981; Friedman and Percival, 1976). This does not mean filings are
unpredictable; it simply means they cannot be predicted in a straight,
linear fashion. These case studies provide valuable insights of the
long-term patterns of litigation in a few local jurisdictions. The
current study provides the most comprehensive national picture possible
of the distribution of selected civil litigation in state courts,
identifies the current status of such filings (or a snapshot in the
current cycle), and places the research in context to avoid its
misinterpretation in the national debate on tort reform.

The national debate on tort reform captured the attention of the
media, legislators, and legal community and was responsible for
significantly increasing the number of questions related to the
litigiousness of Americans. The Court Statistics and Information
Management Project (CSIM) of the National Center for State Courts (NCSC)
received questions from a variety of interested parties, among them the
state courts, the bar, state and federél legislators, the insurance
industry, and the media. Given that the NCSC's primary constituent group
is the state courts, and since state court personnel must respond to

legislative inquiries regarding judicial workloads and processing issues,



this part of State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report, 1985 is

devoted to answering questions regarding the caseloads of selected civil
casetypes in state trial courts.

The 1985 Report places the data in a typology which organizes the
multidimensional research questions raised by the alleged "crisis" in
civil Titigation. Part two of the Report then discusses the methodology
used to collect these data and presents three sections of findings
related to trends in civil filings: one on tort, contract, and real
property rights cases (i.e., general civil); another on tort cases
exclusively; and a final section on small claims data as they are
relevant to the issue of the pub]ic's litigiousness.

Each of these three data sets yield a unique set of findings. ATl
three case categories are characterized by wide variation among the
states in filings per capita and changes in filings per capita.
Additionally, while the small claims data do not indicate any significant
increases in filings (except where there was an increase in dollar amount
jurisdiction), there is evidence of changes in filing patterns for the
other civil casetypes among several states (i.e., more states are
experiencing increases than decreases or no significant changes). The

general pattern initially noted in the 1984 Annual Report, however,

continues to document that some states are experiencing increases, others
decreases, and others are not reporting any significant changes.

Those data, however, tell only a small part of the story. Despite
encouraging signs regarding advancements in the quality and quantity of
data, a significant amount of relevant data remain uncollected by the

state and local courts. The lack of complete, comprehensive data renders
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any attempt at providing realistic national caseload forecasts, with
these casetypes, a futile exercise. Quite clearly, however, there has

been tremendous progress in improving data collection methods. This 1985

Annual Report continues this scientific endeavor to document progress in
collecting and using state court caseload statistics to address

significant policy concerns.
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Dimensions of the litigation "crisis™™

In recent years, the term "crisis" has been frequently used to
describe a variety of issues pertaining to selected civil litigation in
the nation's courts (see, e.g., Insurance Information Institute, 1986).
The term can be employed to describe the incidence of wrongful acts
Americans perpetrate on each other; the general public's propensity to
litigate; the impact of litigation on the workload of the courts and
their ability to manage that workload; the size of civil jury awards; or
the omnipresent concern over the financial costs of civil litigation to
society as a whole. Despite efforts to define crisis, however, it
appears that proponents from both sides of the debate agree thét, in
recent years, the cost and availability of selected types of liability
insurance has reached crisis proportions (see, Anderson, 1986:84; Joint
Subcommittee, 1987:6-7; Jones, 1986:19, 22-34; Willard, 1986:188).
Nevertheless, the correlates of any insurance crisis and the relationship

between the civil caseload of courts and the availability and
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affordability of certain lines of insurance remains -unclear. A research
literature on the topic of civil litigation is developing to address many
of these issues (see, e.g., Trubek, et al., 1983).

Although the publicity surrounding the debate on the magnitude of
civil litigation can generate more confusion than clarity, it also
enables researchers, legislators, and insurance industry analysts to
identify the true complexity of this issue and to refine testable
propositions. For example, telephone calls initially received by the
CSIM Project requested information on the number of total civil filings
in the state courts. CSIM responses to these questions focused on the
number of tort, contract, and real property rights cases. In response to
subsequent questions, the case breakdown was narrowed to tort cases only,
t?en to a separation of auto from non-auto tort cases, and finally to a
categorization of tort casetypes detailed enough to distinguish product
lTiability and medical malpractice cases. In short, researchers grappled
with an elusive research goal resulting from rapidly changing research
questions.:

In order to provide an overview of the dynamics of civil litigation,
the various dimensions of the process should be studied over time. These
dimensions should be.evaluated in different jurisdictions to test their
applicability to civil litigation generally. For example, are there
differences between state and federal courts on various aspects of the
civil litigation process or between trial and appellate courts?
Additionally, dimensions of the litigation process should be studied
employing the most detailed casetypes available to avoid the potential

problems with using aggregate data.
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Since the litigation crisis is multidimensional, care should be taken
to specify the particular dimension of the crisis being referenced rather
than treating all aspects as if they were interchangeable. Each of the
following dimensions is often linked to the litigation crisis in one way
or another. A typology of these dimensions is more clearly spelled out
in Roper (1986). However, it should suffice to note here that each is a
different facet of the problem, and they are not synonymous:

° The total scope of disputing in society.

° The incidence of formal litigation.
° The outcomes of dispute resolution.

° The impact of substantive law.

° The behavior of "third parties," such as lawyers and insurance

companies.
° The nature of disputes.
° The resources available for dispute resolution.
° The costs of resolving disputes.
0

The treatment of outcomes in the media.

The second dimension of the above typology assesses the incidence of
formal litigation (see, e.g., Stookey, 1987; Galanter, 1983) on the
problem and represents the only dimension addressed by this monograph.
This dimension refers to the point in the process where the parties are
unable to resolve their dispute and turn to the courts. A court filing,
however, in no way implies that an actual trial or formal adjudication
will follow. In fact, the available evidence suggests that only a small
percentage of petitions/complaints actually go to trial (see, e.g.,

Flango, Roper, and Elsner, 1983). More recently, Mahoney et al. (1987)
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found that between 1% and 11% of general civil cases reached verdict in
the seventeen major urban courts evaluated as part of the NCSC's
initiative to study delay in the state trial courts. The overwhelming
majority of cases are either settied, withdrawn, or defaulted. This
second dimension is concerned with the following types of questions:
What types of cases are being filed and with what frequency? Are people
using the courts more today than previously?

Although this report describes the frequency of selected civil
casetypes, it does not define, in empirical terms, the point at which a
crisis occurs in each of the earlier outlined dimensions. A crisis may
be declared at different times for different people and institutions.
For example, a litigation crisis to a court administrator may be defined
as the point at which the available court resources can no longer match
the incoming caseload--regardless of the percent increase in that
caseload. For the insurance industry, however, a crisis may be defined
as excessive and unpredictable increases in the frequency and severity of
losses--increases that can result from more incidents, more cases,
disproportionate increases in the number of plaintiff verdicts, etc. To
plaintiff attorneys and injured parties, the term litigation crisis
assumes meaning only after the ability to litigate is restricted either
by statute or by excessive delays in the courts. The percent changes in
filings for selected civil casetypes are simply reported in this
monograph, and evaluations of their magnitude and possible effects are
left to the reader.

The remainder of this monograph outlines a methodology and presents

some empirical evidence that can be used in evaluating the second
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dimension of the litigation crisis: the extent to which the number of
selected civil case filings in the state trial courts has changed in

recent years.

7



Methodology

A complete description of the CSIM Project and issues related to the
sources of all caseload data reported in this volume is fully presented
in part one.

A. Casetypes selected for analysis

This monograph examines three groups of casetypes that may measure
the public's propensity to litigate. The first group consists of torts,
contracts, and real property rights cases that are conventionally
referenced as "civil lawsuits." The second group of cases is restricted
exclusively to torts. Torts were chosen because they are the focus of
the current debate, have generated the most controversy, and represent
the civil casetype that may consume more trial resources than any other
category of civil case. Mahoney et al. (1987) have documented the
importance of studying tort trials by noting that, depending on the
court, tort cases can comprise a substantial portion of all general civil

trials. For example, the percentage of tort cases in the samples ranged
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from 20% (Miami) to 89% (Oakland). When possible, tort filings will be
further defined by their subcasetypes (e.g., auto and non-auto torts,
medical malpractice, and product Tliability filings).

Since small c]aims'procedures make the courts more easily accessible,
are relatively inexpensive to file and conduct, and provide a
comparatively speedy disposition of justice. Small claims filings
represent a third measure of the pub}ic's propensity to litigate.
Additionally, small claims consist of various combinations of the three
case groups used in this study, i.e., tort, contract, and real property
rights filings. Studying small claims also facilitates a comparison of
limited and general jurisdiction courts regarding the frequency of formal
litigation. For example, do the filing patterns noted in general
jurisdiction courts parallel those in limited jurisdiction courts?; or
How does an increase or decrease of filings in one court level affect the
fi]fngs in another court level? Readers are reminded, however, that the
most serious personal injury cases, which have received the most
attention during recent years, are filed in general jurisdiction courts.

The definitions of torts and small claims cases are available in the

State Court Model Statistical Dictionary. The terminology used by the

states to report these cases are translated into CSIM Project model terms
through use of individual state court profiles that are prepared every

year for each state court (and updated from State Trial Court

Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Reporting).

B. Dates chosen for trend data
Any effort to identify trends Timits the CSIM data to those states

which reported data in comparable terms over the entire time span.
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Therefore, states that have been improving their data collection
practices to the point of only recently being able to report such
information were included in the tables but excluded from the trend

analysis.]

The more current and shorter the time span under

examination, the greater the number of courts that can be included in the
study. Additionally, extended time-series analysis introduces other
complicating factors that might affect increasing or decreasing
caseloads, such as court consolidation, changes in dollar amount and
subject matter jurisdictions, and the introduction of mediation and
arbitration programs. The time frame for this research has been
restricted to 1981-1985 for torts, contracts, and real property rights
cases in order to maximize the use of available data and portray a more
complete national picture. This time frame also represents a salient

period with reference to the national debate on tort reform. The year

1981 was chosen as the starting point because the State Trial Court

Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Reporting was first applied to the

1981 data.? Overall, this strategy renders the most current and
complete data available. The reader, however, is dire;ted to the 1984

Annual Report for some preliminary data on this topic which evidence an

increase in filings between 1978-1981--yet another segment of the cycle
in court filings.
Although we are able to compare the 1985 tort data to the 1981 tort

data presented in the 1984 Annual Report, we are unable to make that same

comparison for the small claims data because of the impact of changes in

the dollar amount jurisdiction on new filings and an inability to
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identify these changes during that earlier time period. For this reason,
small claims data will be evaluated for 1984-1985 only.

C. Using population as a control for noting increases in new
filings

Earlier volumes of the State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report

series clearly documented that the best single predictor of civil filings
in the state trial courts is the total state population. In these
volumes, total population accounted for over 90% of the variance in civil
filings among the state courts. Therefore, any change in civil filing
rates, over time, needs to control statistically for total population.
This monograph implements the control by presenting filings per 100,000
population.

Filings per 100,000 population represents only the most basic
control. It may oversimplify the relationship between caseload and
population since it controls for only a one-to-one relationship, while
the relationship between population and the number of filings may not be
Tinear as a result of such factors as urban crowding (filings may
increase exponentially with a constant increase in population).

D. Limitations on the data

The data presented here represent the most comprehensive data
available for tort and small claims filings in the state trial courts,
yet they have several limitations. First, the findings are relevant to
only one of the earlier outlined dimensions--the magnitude of formal
litigation. Although the data represent a significant number of states
(which appear to be representative), they do not include all states nor

are they designed to address the workload of the federal trial
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courts.3 Some states are reporting data from local courts (e.g., Civil
Court of New York City) in addition to statewide courts (e.g., statewide
circuit courts). The data represent aggregate statewide figures and do
not identify the ever present local "hotspots" of litigation. In
addition, the data are applicable to 1981-1985 and are only as valid as

the data reported to the states from local jurisdictions.4

Finally,
the availability of medical malpractice and product Tiability data, which
are the primary casetypes at issue in the liability insurance debate, is

extremely limited.
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Findings

A. General civil filings: tort, contract, and real property rights
1981-1985

Table 2.1 illustrates the total number of tort, contract, and real
property filings and their filings per capita for the years 1981, 1984,
and 1985. For inclusion in Table 2.1, a court must have reported an
identifiable tort, contract, and real property rights caseload separate’
from all other civil cases. Very few states reported complete data from
all court levels for the years 1981-1985, but comparable data were
available from the general jurisdiction courts in twelve states.
Additional comparable data were available from another nineteen statewide
limited jurisdiction courts in fourteen states. Another four courts in
four different states began reporting comparable data in 1985.

The last two columns represent the percent change in filings per
100,000 population for the periods 1981-1984 and 1984-1985. Comparing

the percent changes between the two columns enables one to note
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fluctuations in the filing cycle (i.e., How do the most recent data,
1984-1985, compare to the previous three year period, 1981-19847).

One pattern continues to emerge as the Project studies comparable
state caseload data--there is tremendous variance among the states
regarding raw filing rates per 100,000 population (when you compare
complete state data and not individual courts) and regarding changes in
those filing rates. These differences can be easi1y gleaned from a short
examination of Table 2.1. Such variance is not an insignificant
observation but strikes at the heart of attempts to generate "national
figures." An aggregate national figure tends to mask those state
differences. This problem, however, parallels a situation regarding
compilation of state figures which mask variance at the local level.
Therefore, this monograph presents only the state figures in lieu of
compiling a national total.

Although the data displayed in Table 2.1 represent a snapshot in
time, they capture what appears to be a change in the filing cycle noted

in the 1984 Annual Report. Between 1981 and 1984, courts in 22 states

experienced decreases in filings, while nine other courts recorded
increased filing activity. This sharply contrasts with the findings
between the one-year period of 1984-1985 when nineteen statewide courts
recorded increases in case filings, while twelve experienced decreases or
no significant changes. This change represents an intereSting turparound
over the sban of a single. year. The extent to which this change persists
will have to be monitored in coming years to ensure it does not represent

an aberration in the previously noted trend.
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When comparing the two time periods (1981-1984 and 1984-1985), Table
2.2 i]]ustrates that six courts recorded increases during both periods;
thirteen courts experienced a change in their filing cycles from
decreases during the 1981-1984 peribd to increases between 1984-1985;
eight courts reported decreases during both periods; and three courts
reversed their filing cycles from experiencing increases during 1981-1984
to recording decreases in the most recent period of 1984-1985. The value
in Table 2.2 lies with its graphic display of any changes in filing
patterns between the most recent year and the previous three-year period.

B. Tort filings, 1981-1985

1. Placing torts in context.

For the most part, the current debate on litigation and the insurance
industry has focused on tort filings. Before updating the 1984 Annual
Report to 1985, it might be useful to place torts in a court management
perspective (i.e., identify the role they play among all cases facing the
state courts).

For the three states that provided complete and comparable total
statewide tort and civil data for all court levels in 1985 (Connecticut,
Kansas, and Ohio), torts represented only 6% of the total civil
caseload.5 In addition to those data, statewide general jurisdiction
courts in six states also reported complete and comparable data for tort
and civil filings.. In those six states, torts as a percentage of total
civil filings ranged from 3% to 16% depending on their subject matter
Jurisdiction--the aggregate percentage for those six courts was 9%.6

Finally, data which addressed this topic were also available from limited
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TABLE 2.2: Grouping of state trial courts by
filing patterns for tort, contract, and real
property rights cases,
1981-1984 and 1984-1985

Group I. State courts reporting increases 1984-1985:

State Courts Up (1981-84) Up (1984-85)

Alabama Circuit Court

Colorado County Court

Kansas District Court

New York Court of Claims

Tennessee Chancery Court and Clrcuit Court
Texas District Court

State Courts Down (1981-84) Up (1984-85)

Arkansas Chancery and Probate Court
Colorado District Court
Colorado Water Court

Hawail District Court
Municipal Court Marion County
Indiana County Court
Minnesota County Court

North Dakota District Court
North Carolina Superior Court
Ohio Municipal Court

Oregon District Court

Rhode Island District Court
Washington Superior Court

Group II. State courts reporting decreases or no change 1984-1985:

State Courts Down (1981-84) Down (1984-85)

Alabama District Court
Delaware Court of Common Pleas
0.C. Superior Court

Hawati Circuit COurt

Kentucky District Court

New Hampshire District Court
North Carolina District Court
Ohio County Court

State Courts Down (1981-84) No Change (1984-85)

Delaware Superior Court

State Courts Up (1981-84) Down (1984-85)

New Mexico Magistrate Court
Bernalillo County Metropolitan Court
Civil Court of New York City

Source: Table Z.1.
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jurisdiction courts in three states, and the percentage of total civil
filings represented by torts ranged from 2% to 4%.7 A1l of these data
clearly indicate that torts represent only a small percentage of the
total civil caseload confronting the state courts. Most of a state
court's civil caseload consists of domestic relations, contract, and real
property rights cases.

The extent to which tort cases go to trial is a second measure of the
work that torts generate for the courts. Statewide general jurisdiction
courts from six states (California, Hawaii, Michigan, Ohio, Texas and
Washington) reported trial data for tort cases in 1985. Data from those
six states indicate that 9% of tort dispositions are recorded as
tria]ss; therefore, over 90% of tort cases in those general
Jurisdiction courts are terminated by settlement, dismissal, withdrawal,
or default. Generally speaking, that 9% recorded as trials includes
settlements and dismissals which occur after the jury is sworn; only one
of those six states counts trials at verdict. Finally, less than half of
the 11,054 tort trials reported in those six states were jury trials
(i.e., 42%).°

In summary, tort cases make up a very small part of the civil
caseload (medical'malpractice cases comprise an even smaller percentage
of the tort caseload), less than one out of ten of those few cases ever
reach trial, and less than half of those which go to trial are decided by

10 The tort, however, is the one casetype which comprises a

Jjuries.
large portion of tort, contract, and real property rights, jury and
nonjury trials. In a recent study, torts made up 75% of tort, contract,

and real property rights trials in Jersey City, N.J.; 49% in Oakland,
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Calif.; and 33% in Denver, Colo. In addition, torts were more prevalent
in jury trials than in nonjury trials (see Sipes et al., 1987).
2. Trends in tort litigation.

Table 2.3 illustrates the tort data presented in the 1984 Annual
Report (i.e., 1981 and 1984) and updates those data to 1985, from which
several interesting patterns emerge. To recapitulate briefly, in the
1981-1984 period, there did not appear to be a significant national
increase in tort filings among those states reporting data. Some states
reported increases (e.g., California, Florida, Texas), others reported
decreases (e.g., Hawaii, Kansas, New York, Ohio), and others reported no
significant changes at all (e.g., Montana and New Jersey).

Updating these data to 1985, however, presents a slightly different
picture. The cyclical nature of court filings as described in the 1984

Annual Report (National Center for State Courts, 1986a: 173) appears to

be taking another turn. This goes without saying, however, since the
number of filings cannot continuously decline, or it would eventually
reach zero--at some point the cycie must revert to an upward trend.
Although the same patterns exist among the states (i.e., some are
experiencing increases, some decreases, and others no significant
changes), other states are experiencing changes in their filing
patterns. According to the data reported in Table 2.3, between
1984-1985, tort filings did not increase at all in New Jersey's general
Jurisdiction courts. But they increased between 1% and 4% in four other
state courts; increased 5% to 8% in the generai Jjurisdiction courts of
five states; rose by at least 10% in five states. But they were down in

another six statewide general jurisdiction courts.
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Table 2.4 best illustrates changes in filing patterns between the
time periods 1981-1984, and 1984-1985. Six statewide courts continued
their upward trend reported in 1981-84, while five statewide courts
continued their downward trend already noted between 1981-84 or showed no
significant change between 1984-1985. These were similar patterns

already noted in the 1984 Annual Report (NCSC, 1986a:184). Six statewide

courts, however, have reported different patterns between the two
periods. Four of those states are now reporting increases where they
were reporting decreases, and two states are now documenting decreases
where they previously reported increases. Such yearly fluctuations are
more evidence to support the cyclical nature of such filings and raise
questions about any effort to project such filings five years into the
future.

There are a variety of potential explanations for significant changes
in the number of new filings in the state courts. These explanations may
include such things as subject matter and dollar amount jurisdictional
changes; alterations in a court system's structure; changes in no-fault
insurance structures; litigation patterns related to the dynamics of
changing tort laws; economic cycles; use and effectiveness of prefiling
settlement mechanisms (especially in states like New York and New Jersey,
which in 1985 counted their filings when the cases "reached issue," a
point much later than the filing of the complaint, which is the point at
which most states start counting their civil cases); increased
accessibility to the courts through changes in filing fees; improved
awareness of the legal process and individual rights through public

education programs and legal advertising; and, perhaps, even the impact
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TABLE 2.4: Grouping of state trial courts by
filing patterns for tort cases,
1981-1984 and 1984-1985

Group I. State Courts reporting increases 1984-1985:

State Courts Up (1981-84) Up (1984-85)

Catifornia Superior Court
Connecticut Supertor Court
florida Circuit Court
Hawaii Circuit Court

Ohio Court of Common Pleas
Texas District Court
Washington Superior Court

State Courts Down (1981-84) Up (1984-85)

Colorado District Court

Idaho District Court

Kansas District Court

Tennessee Clrcuit Court and Chancery Court

Group II. State courts reporting decreases or no change 1384-1985:

State Courts Down (1981-84) Down (1984-85)

Hawail District Court

Ohfo County Court

Ohio Municipal Court

New York Supreme and County Courts

State Courts Down (1981-84) No Change (1984-85)

New Jersey Superior Court

State Courts Up (1981-84) Down (1984-85)

Maine Superior Court
North Dakota District Court

Source: Table 2.3.
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of the recent media attention to the litigation crisis which may
encourage potential litigants to action in order to gain their share of
what is portrayeq as a lacge pie.
3. Tort-filing rates, 1985.
Figure 2.1 clearly builds upon Table 2.3 by illustrating the wide )
variation in tort-filing rates among the states' general jurisdiction

courts. 1

The figures range from a low of 75 filings per 100,000 in
North Dakota to a high of 425 filings per 100,000 in the California
Superior'courts. The fact that Arizona and Connecticut are the other two
high filing rate states documents the lack of easily identifiable
geographical patterns in tort filings. Once again, however, the lack of
complete and comparable data among the states is striking. Although some
of the states, indicated in white on the map, collect some tort filings,
complete tort filings from some of those states could not be separated
from other civil filings. As is evident from Table 2.3, however, the
number of states reporting data is increasing over time.]2
There are several potential explanations for the wide variation in
tort-filing rates among the states illustrated in Figure 2.1. The first
explanation may rest in noncomparable data that results from different
reporting schemes and data collection techniques among the states. The
most glaring examples pointing to this possible explanation are the large
differences between states which, intuitively, should not be
significantly different, e.g., Montana and North Dakota. One test of
this explanation might be to compare the per capita tort-filing rates of

the state courts to those of the federal courts for these same states

(one could assume that differences between the states in the federal data
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FIGURE 2.1
Tort-filing rates in state general jurisdiction courts
per 100,000 total population, 1985

..... p Tort Filings
- E Y per 100.000 pop

Inc./Unavail/Not Compar.
75 to 76

129 to 200

221 to 264

337 to 425

REEBDO

State Court Caseload Statistics:
Annual Report, 1985 (NCSC).

would be minimized as a result of the more uniform data collection
practices and definitions).

The fact is, however, that the percent difference between the high
and low range of per capita tort filings in the federal district courts

from states studied in this 1985 Annual Report is 625% (4 per 100,000 for

North Carolina in 1985 and 29 per 100,000 for Montana in 1985). While
from the same subject matter jurisdiction in the state courts it is 467%
(75 per 100,000 for North Dakota in 1985 to 425 per 100,000 for
California in 1985); not only are there large differences, but they are
greater in the federal courts than in the state courts for 1985. A
further examination reviewing these data for differences between other
pairs of similarly situated states yields similar results. The following

represents the percent differences in the per capita filing rates between
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one such pair: Montana and North Dakota, 201% for the state data (226
per 100,000 for Montana and 75 per 100,000 for North Dakota) and 164% for
the federal data (29 per 100,000 for Montana and 11 per 100,000 for North
Dakota).

Since there is as much variation among the federal courts as there is
among the state courts, differences in data collection methods and
definitions probably play only a secondary role in explaining variations
in filing rates among the states. Other more substantive explanations
may include different causes of action, types of tort laws, and variation
in local political and/or legal cultures. Explanations of the wide
differences in filing rates between states remain a fertile topic for

future research.

4, Tort subcasetypes: auto, non-auto, and medical
malpractice.

A limitation of the 1984 Annual Report was that the trends analysis

provided no information on the various subcategories of tort cases. The
primary concern with distinguishing between auto and non-auto torts lies
with a belief that the number of auto torts are decreasing for a variety
of reasons while the number of non-auto torts (the alleged source of the
problem) are significantly increasing. Absent data, one could argue that
since auto torts comprise the largest proportion of torts, the decreases

reported in the 1984 Annual Report were largely attributed to decreases

in auto torts which statistically overwhelmed, and subsequently masked,
the increases in non-auto torts (e.g., medical malpractice).

The tort data in the 1984 Annual Report were not computed by

aggregating tort subcategories (Willard and Willmore, 1987: 44); complete
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and comparable data on the subcategories were unavailable for the entire
1978-1984 period. Tort filings, however, can now be broken down into
auto and non-auto torts for data from eleven statewide courts in ten
states (Texas reports data from two statewide courts). Data were
unavailable from the Michigan Circuit Court and the Texas county-level
courts in 1984, which precludes a 1984-1985 comparison; however, 1985
data from these courts are reported, and 1985-1986 comparisons should be
possible next year.

Table 2.5 displays the data from the ten states which identify auto
and non-auto torts for 1984-1985. There is no evidence to support the
claim that auto and non-auto tort filings changed during this period at
significantly different rates.

Table 2.6 groups the data presented in Table 2.5, and illustrates
that non-auto tort filings increased at a rate faster than auto tort
filings during 1984-1985 in only three states, and in two of the three
states the difference was 1%. In three more states, auto torts increased
at a rate faster than non-auto torts. Finally, in the last three states
that report these data for their general jurisdiction courts, auto and
non-auto tort filings both decreased; however, in two out of those three
courts, non-auto torts decreased at a slower rate than auto torts. In
five of the general jurisdiction courts, the percent change in filings
per capita during 1984-1985 was 2% or less.

Table 2.7 breaks down non-auto torts into the only other casetype
where data were available from more than one state (i.e., medical
malpractice cases). Complete and comparable data were available from six

statewide general jurisdiction courts. These data parallel those from
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TABLE 2.6: Grouping of state courts by differences
in auto and non-auto tort-filing rates,
1984-1985

Ia. Non-auto tort fillings increased at a rate faster than auto torts
increased, 1984-1985:

California Superior Court (1% difference)
Connecticut Superior Court (1% difference)
Texas District Court (2% difference)

Ib. Non-auto and auto tort filings both decreased during 1984-1985;
however, non-auto torts decreased at a siower rate than auto torts:

Maryland Circuit Court (2% difference)
New York Supreme and County Courts (7% difference)

ITa. Auto torts increased at a faster rate than non-auto torts, 1984-1985:
Artzona Superior Court (12% difference)
Hawaii Circuit Court (2% difference)
New Jersey Superior Court (5% difference)

IIb. Auto tort and non-auto tort filing both decreased during 1984-1985;
however, non-auto torts decreased at a faster rate than auto torts:

Massachusetts Superior Court Department (5% difference)

Source: Table 2.5.

TABLE 2.7: State courts reporting medical malpractice filings separate

from other torts, 1984-1985

Percent
change
1984 1985 in filings
FiTings FiTings per
Number per Number per 100,000
of 100,000 of 100,000 population
State/Court name: filings population filings population 1984-1985
Arizona Superior Court ........... 361 12 319 10 -17%
Connecticut Superior Court ....... 503 16 534 17 6%
Massachusetts Superior Court
Department ....... teesienenns ‘e 790 14 809 14 0%
New York Supreme and County
Court ..ovvivnnnnnn. Ceeeessiaens 2,519 14 2,633 15 . 7%
North Dakota District Court ...... 44) 6J 363 5J -17%J
Washington Superior Court ........ 3731 91 4381 107 11%?
Footnotes:
1Data are incomplete: JData include other than medical malpractice
Washington Superior Court--The filings in filings:
1984 were reported as 89% complete by Nortn Dakota District Court--Data include
the Office of the State Court all professional malpractice filings.

Administrator, and were reported as 91%
complete in 1985.
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the total tort table (i.e., Table 2.3); some states show increases,
others exhibit decreases, and others display no significant change. It
is clear, however, that there is much more to be learned about the
underlying dynamics of litigation, and especially tort litigation, given
the numerous legislative changes in the tort area in recent years.

C. Small claims cases, 1984-1985

Table 2.8 provides specific court data on small claims filings in the
state trial courts for 1984 and 1985. The totals for this table are
categorized by whether the court experienced a change in dollar amount
jurisdiction during 1984 and 1985. The aggregate of all statewide court
systems which reported comparable data during 1984 and 1985 represents a
1% increase in filings per capita. This finding generally comports with

that documented in the 1984 Annual Report; however, the finding

contrasts with the 17% increase representing those twelve states which
raised their dollar amount jurisdiction between 1984 and 1985. These
sharply divergent figures make it difficult to avoid concluding that the
increases shown in small claims filings are largely attributed to changes
in dollar amount jurisdiction, rather than changes in the underlying
rates of litigiousness in cases involving smaller claims.

Subsequently, the larger the increase in dollar amount jurisdiction,
generally, the larger the increase in new filings. Except for the
Alabama District Court, the other four states which experienced a $500
increase showed a corresponding change in their small claims filings
between -1% and 4%. Conversely, four out of the five states which raised
their dollar limits by $1,000 or more show changes in their new small

claims filings between 23% and 46%. The extent to which these increases
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are attributed to "jurisdiction transfers" from other courts or to
litigants now filing in small claims court (who, prior to the change in
jurisdiction, did not file because of the time and expense of non-small
claims processes for a relatively small potential payout) is left for
future research.

Table 2.9 graphically illustrates two points. First, Table 2.9
reinforces the finding that a change in dollar amount jurisdiction
affects reported filing rates of small claims cases (e.g., ten out of the
twelve courts which reported increases in filing rates exceeding 5% also
implemented changes in their dollar amount jurisdiction; while none of
the six courts reporting decreases in filing rates equaling or exceeding
5% experienced a change in dollar amount jurisdiction). The second point
highlighted in Table 2.9 is the wide variance of changes in filing rates
among the courts during a single year; some states experienced increases,
some decreases, and others did not report any significant change.

In recent months, the media has reported significant increases in
small claims filings (e.g., Zaslow, 1987). Much of this increase has
been attributed to the proliferation of television "law shows" such as
"The People's Court." There is, however, little evidence to support
these media asser‘tions.]3

Additionally, several studies indicate that, unlike T.V. programming,
most small claims plaintiffs are businesses. Ruhuka and Weller (1978:
50) found, in their sample of fifteen cities, that: 50% of the caseload
has the seller as the plaintiff; 12% were related to property damage; 10%
had the consumer as the plaintiff; 12% were evenly split between

landlords and tenants (see also, Ruhnka, 1979:23); and 16% were other
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TABLE 2.9: Grouping of state trial courts by percent
change in small claims filings per capita,
1984-1985

Group I. State courts reporting increases of at least 5%:

Vermont District Court 46%*
District of Columbta Superior Court a2
Phitadeiphia Municipal Court 38%*
Florida County Court 23%*
Alabama Ofstrict Court 2%
Indtana Superior and Circuit Court 12%*
Minnesota County Court 10%*
Maine District Court 9%
Indfana County Court 8%
Wisconsin Circuit Court 8L
Indtana Small Claims Marion County %
Ohio County Court 7%

Group II: State courts reporting changes that do not exceed 5%:

Towa District Court q%L

North Carolina District Court 4

North Dakota County Court 4L

Missouri Circuit Court n

Ohio Municipal Court 3%

South Dakota Circuit Court 3%
Massachusetts Trial Court of the Commonwealth 2%

Oklahoma District Court 1%

Kansas District Court . %

Kentucky District Court 1%

Colorado County Court [0}
Calffornia Municipal Court -1%
I[1linots Circuit Court -1%
New Jersey Superior Court -1%
Rhode Isiand District Court -1%°
Hawaii District Court ~3%

Group III: State courts reporting decreases of at least 5%:

New Hampshire District Court -5%
Utah Circuit Court -5%
California Justice Court -5%
Arizona Justice of the Peace -6%
Connecticut Superior Court -10%
New Hampshire Municipal Court -34%

*There was a change in dollar amount jurisdiction between 1984-T985,
For specific changes, see Table 2.8.

Source: Table 2.8.
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casetypes. This finding of business-dominated plaintiffs has been
substantiated by other researchers as well (e.g., Spurrier, 1980),
although Ruhnka and Weller clearly documented that this description of
the docket's composition varies widely depending on such obvious
characteristics as whether locations prohibit collection agencies as
plaintiffs (Ruhnka and Weller 1978:42). Finally, everyone "wins," or at
least nobody "loses," financially on "The People's Court"--a fact well
documented at the end of each show. This disclaimer may cloud any
connection with reality. Therefore, it is not surprising that such
popular television programming has failed to have an impact on the number
of small claims filings.

The issue of change in litigation rates aside, Figure 2.2 illustrates
the wide variation in small claims filing rates in state trial courts

during 1985.'%

One of the most notable features of Figure 2.2 is the
lack of complete data among many states; however, states reporting
complete data appear to represent all regions and state sizes. Of those
states reporting data, the three jurisdictions with the highest rates of
small claims filings are the District of Columbia, North Carolina, and ‘
Wisconsin. Missouri, Hawaii, and Kansas are among those states with the
lowest filing rates.

A variety of factors may explain variation in the rates of small
claims filings among the states: different small claims procedures,
e.g., the use of attorneys; filing fees; accessibility of courthouses;
convenience of hours; general public awareness of the availability of

small claims procedures; types of cases that can be heard in small claims

courts (e.g., collection agencies); and local legal/political cultures.
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FIGURE 2.2
Small claims filings in state trial courts per 100,000 total population, 1985

Small Claims Filings
per 100,000 pop

[ inc./Unovail/Not Compor.
B 392 to 932
B 1239 to 2137
ER 2352 to 2848
M 3263 to 5758
State Court Caseload Statistics:
4 Annual Report, 1985 (NCSC).
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Conclusion

Daniels accurately characterizes problems in the civil justice system
as not representing "a single massive storm about to enguif the entire
country, but of a weather map depicting different climatic conditions and
meteorological events. Some conditions may be inclement, but others may
be quite comfortable. If there are problems, they are likely to be in
particular types of cases in particular locales." (Daniels, 1986:63).

The findings represented in this 1985 Annual Report comport nicely with

Daniels's characterization: there is wide variation in filing rates among
those states reporting tort, contract, real property rights, and small
claims cases; the extent to which these rates change within states also
varies significantly among the states reporting data; and many of those
known patterns vary by casetype. From the perspective of a state court
administrator, studying such national figures probably reflects the same
patterns noted in their local jurisdictions, i.e., wide variation among

the local courts.
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Despite what the data indicate regarding filing patterns in civil
cases, in recent years, public opinion surveys have attempted to measure
attitudes toward this problem (see, e.g., Aetna Life & Casualty, 1987;
Mooney, 1987; Kaplan, 1986). The results of these surveys and others are
mixed at best. These mixed results do not reflect negatively on any one
poll but merely result from the different polls: researching different
dimensions of the problem; asking different questions; asking those
questions in different formats (e.g., open-ended, forced choice, and
their semantic scheme); and drawing samples from varied populations. For
example, Kaplan (1986: S-8) reported that his respondents contended that
the following groups shared the responsibility of having the largest role
in contributing to this crisis: lawyers (29%), insurance companies (29%),
and consumers (26%). Aetna's survey (1987:17) documents that possible
reasons for the rise in lawsuit costs encompass at least ten causes,
including "people who figure they can make a lot of money from such
suits" (93% cited this as a reason); "insurance companies that hold out
and aren't willing to settle promptly or fairly" (87%); "juries which
hand out awards that are too big" (87%); and "an increase in the number
of dangerous products in recent years" (82%). Thus,.we are still without
a set of reliable indicators of public opinion; perhaps the most accurate
measure of the public's attitude does not lie in a public opinion poll,
but rather in the behavior (i.e., an increased or decreased propensity to
sue) as well as the jury's increased or decreased award sizes in civil
litigation. If the public generally perceives a problem with the

quantity of litigation and the size of jury awards, one might hypothesize
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that there will be a decrease in the propensity to sue and a decrease in
the average jury award.

Anecdotes and rhetoric should be avoided, yet they have been
routinely offered as clear evidence of a tort crisis and have been
described in a variety of popular magazines (see, e.g., Greene, 1986).
As a result of their increased use, these anecdotes have become part of
the folklore surrounding tort law and certainly merit some attention. A
more careful analysis of these cases can be found elsewhere (Association
of Trial Lawyers of America, 1986), but three points are worth restating:
many of the stories have been incompletely reported or taken out of
context; normal judicial procedures have in fact remedied some of the
problems pointed out in the anecdotesls; and, finally, although some of
the stories present interesting anomalies, they often bear little
relevance to any of the substantive policy issues raised in the insurance
crisis debate.

Policy decisions on issues of such importance as the tort Tiability
crisis should be based on the available evidence--not anecdote and
rhetoric. The extraneous nature of these stories, however, does not
gainsay any validity to the assertion of a crisis. The problem has been
that the reported crisis materialized so rapidly that the statistical
evidence needed to address the problem was simply unavailable; a
situation which facilitated acceptance of these stories as a poor
surrogate for valid data.

What cannot be emphasized enough, however, is the research void that

exists in this field. To reiterate, the data published in this and other

reports of the NCSC are largely a function of the data collected and/or
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reported by the states. Although the quality and quantity of data are
constantly improving, as is evidenced in the data availability
improvement between 1981 and 1985, there remains a significant number of
states that do not collect or report these data; a complete national
picture awaits the filling of this void in data availability. Given the
current advances in data collection and reporting, which have resulted in
increased reliability and validity, we may soon be able to estimate

national caseload figures.
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Notes

*The term "crisis" has not uniquely been applied to the liability/
litigation debate by the NCSC or this Report. It has been employed,
however, by most of the participants in this debate. Therefore, this
Report uses the term "crisis" to simply characterize the debate and does
not reflect any position of the NCSC.

1.

During 1985 alone, three additional courts reported usable data on
statewide tort filings that cannot be used to note yearly trends
until the 1986 data are available: Arkansas Circuit, North Carolina
Superior, and Texas county-level courts.

Data for 1982 and 1983 have not yet been translated into comparable
terms due to Timited resources.

Another recent study completed by the NCSC for the Iowa
Administrative Office of the Courts points out the potential dangers
associated with attempts to generalize to the state courts based on
the work of the federal courts (National Center for State Courts,
1986b; see also, Hubbard, 1986). That study documented the
dramatically different caseload compositions between state and
federal courts. For example, in the sample of the Iowa state court
cases, 56% were auto torts and only 2% were product liability
cases. In the federal courts located in Iowa, however, only 16% of
its caseload were auto tort cases, while 15% were product liability
cases.

Additionally, at the Tlocal level there may be varying methods of
classifying cases. In some jurisdictions, the classification is

done by the local intake clerks; in other states this task may be
performed by the attorneys when they file the petition/complaint (as
is currently done in the federal courts). These varying methods of
case classification may affect the reliability of the tort data,
i.e., what one person may call a tort, another may classify as a
contract. This problem becomes more pronounced in multi-issue cases.

In 1985, Connecticut reported 12,742 torts and 200,731 civil cases;
Kansas reported 4,061 torts and 124,995 civil cases; and Ohio
reported 38,974 torts and 644,509 civil cases. Data were used only
from those courts which had complete and comparable tort and total
civil filings.
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6. The following data were reported for 1985 from only those courts
which reported complete and comparable tort and total civil filings.

Total torts Total civil

Arkansas Circuit 5,382 33,637
Colorado District 4,537 89,995
Kansas District 4,061 124,995
Michigan Circuit 22,811 149,316
N. Carolina Superior 6,144 87,670
N. Dakota District 512 14,239

Total 43,447 499,852

7. In 1985, the Ohio municipal and county courts reported 13,456 torts
and 350,669 total civil cases; the Hawaii Distrtict Court reported
652 torts and 20,622 total civil cases; and the Puerto Rico District
Court reported 1,579 torts and 46,074 total civil cases. Data were
used only from those courts which had complete and comparable tort
and total civil filings.

8. The following data were reported for 1985:

Total tort Total tort
trials dispositions
California Superior 3,315 31,358
Hawaii Circuit 57* 1,418%
Michigan Circuit 560
(at verdict) 25,047
Ohio Court of
Common Pleas 2,013 21,264
Texas District 4,424 32,640
Washington Superior 685 7,194
Total 11,054 118,921

*Data incomplete.
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10.

11.

12.
13.

The following data were reported for 1985:

Tort Jury Total Tort
Trials Trials
California Superior 1,365 3,315
Hawaii Circuit 40* 57%
Michigan Circuit 480 560

(at verdict)
Ohio Court of

Common Pleas 885 2,013
Texas District 1,344 4,424
Washington Superior 491 685

Total 4,605 11,054

*Data incomplete.

From Tables 2.3 and 2.7, medical malpractice cases represent 6% of
the total tort filings for 1985 in the following courts: Arizona
Superior, 319 of 10,748; Connecticut Superior, 534 of 12,742;
Massachusetts Superior, 809 of 14,405; New York Supreme and county,
2,633 of 35,549; North Dakota District, 36 of 512; and the
Washington Superior, 438 of 9,747 cases. The aggregate percentage
was derived by dividing 4,769 medical malpractice filings by 83,703
total tort filings.

In order for a state to appear in Figure 2.1, it must report
complete data so that its filing rate can be compared to that of
another state. Since Table 2.3, however, is looking at change over
time, states that have the same piece of information missing over
time can have change rates computed. Therefore, some states that
appear in Table 2.3, may not appear in Figure 2.1,

Between 1981 and 1985, nine more states began reporting tort filings.

Several reasons may account for why the show has not had an impact
on the propensity to sue. The most significant reason relates to
the outcome of cases aired for public consumption. If the show is
Tikely to impact on litigiousness, then an incentive to litigate
must be present. That incentive to litigate assumes the form of
viewers witnessing consistent plaintiff victories and plaintiffs
recovering most of the money they sought.

Case-level data supplied to CSIM Project staff by the producers of
“The People's Court" cast serious doubt on the existence of
incentives to litigate. Of the 286 cases aired in 1985 and 1986,
the plaintiff won in only 57% of the cases--to the average viewer,
this may seem no better than flipping a coin. The fact that the
median award is slightly more than half of the median prayer further
dampens prospects to sue. Only 43% of plaintiffs who "won" their
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14.
15.

case received the original amount they requested. Instead of
portraying courts as an easy place to remedy a dispute, viewers may
weigh the costs of going to court with the Tikelihood of a
meaningful payoff.

See note 11.

See, for example, Bigbee v. Pacific Telephone Telegraph Company, 665
P.2d 947 (California T983), alias the "teTephone booth case.™ It is
usually reported as a case in which an individual sued the telephone
company because he was struck by a car while in a roadside public

phone booth; the case is cited as evidence that people go after

those who are best able to afford large payouts. The facts describe

a slightly more complicated situation and in any event, there was
neither a jury verdict nor settlement in the case. The trial court
sustained the demurrers of the phone company to the complaint,

without Teave to appeal, on the grounds that the plaintiff failed to
constitute a cause of action. On appeal, the California Supreme

Court held that the "forseeability of harm to the plaintiff remains

a triable issue of fact," to be determined by the jury and remanded the
case to the trial court for further proceedings. See also, Johnson v.
American Cyanamind Co., 718 P.2d 1318 (Kansas 1986), a case in which the

Kansas Supreme Court reversed a $10 million judgment in a case brought by
a man who alleged he contracted polio from his daughter after she had
been administered the Salk vaccine. In addition, the court would not
require a retrial so that the doctor, who already had been found to be 0%
at fault, could be sued by the plaintiff.
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Part three

State court
system charts
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Explanation of contents of court system charts

Part three begins with a prototype chart of a state court system.
The prototype is followed by the organization charts for each state,
presented in alphabetical order. Each chart illustrates, where
appropriate, the four basic categories of state courts: courts of last
resort, intermediate appellate courts, general jurisdiction trial courts,
and limited jurisdiction trial courts. The routes of appeal among the
courts are indicated by lines and arrows connecting the courts. All

routes of appeal are "up," except where otherwise indicated.

CSIM case types information

Each appellate court has a section headed "CSIM case types," which
identifies a variety of model case types separated into mandatory and
discretionary cases. These case types are defined in the 1984 State

Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Reporting. Each trial
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court also has a section headed "CSIM case types," which lists the civil,
criminal, traffic/other violation, and juvenile subject matter
jurisdiction of that court using the model case types defined in State

Court Model Statistical Dictionary or its Supplement. These appellate

and trial case types are used in parts one and two of this volume.

Unless the "CSIM case types" information provided for each court
indicates that the court has exclusive jurisdiction over a specific case
type, the simple Tisting of a case type indicates that the court shares
that jurisdiction with another court or courts in that state. The reader
can assume that the absence of a case type in that section indicates that
the court does not have jurisdiction over that subject matter. The CSIM
model classification schemes appear in Appendix D.

To avoid confusion, it should be pointed out that situations exist in
the appellate courts where one court has both mandatory and discretionary
Jjurisdiction over the same case type. Among the explanations that might
account for this situation are the following: (1) Some appellate courts
hear appeals from a variety of trial courts that have jurisdiction over
similar case types. Whether a case is mandatory or discretionary in the
appellate courts may depend on the review it has already received in
courts that have heard the case earlier, e.g., Does a case come directly
from a trial court, or through an intermediate appellate court?; (2) A
second explanation rests in the use of broad case types. The criminal
case type, for example, includes felonies and misdemeanors. The
appellate court may have to review felonies, but may have discretion to
hear misdemeanors; and (3) Some statutory provisions or court rules

create situations where a mandatory appeal is converted into a
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discretionary appeal--e.g., failure to file an appeal in a timely manner.
The model classification schemes include incidental appellate
Jurisdiction exercised by many trial courts. This appellate jurisdiction
is specifically indicated in the listing of case types for each trial
court. A trial court that hears appeals from other trial courts and
administrative agencies is indicated by "civil appeals" in its list of
civil case types. If it hears only one of these types of appeals, the
type is specified. Appeals from juvenile cases are included in civil
appeals, and appeals from traffic/other violation cases are counted with

criminal appeals.

Other jurisdictional information provided elsewhere in this Report

Some important jurisdictional information needed to compare caseload
data among the states is not contained on the state organization charts,
but is found elisewhere in this volume. The point at which cases are
counted, for example, is important in comparing data among the states.
Notes in the summary tables in this volume indicate when civil cases are
counted (see Appendix A). The count in criminal cases is much more
complex and is explained in Figure D. Figure F illustrates the unit of
count in juvenile cases. Figure E indicates how differently felony cases
are defined among the states (see Appendix B for these figures).

The state court organization charts do not indicate the wide range of
dollar amount minimums and maximums in tort, contract, real property
rights, and small claims cases among the trial courts--which is essential

in any comparison of those data. That information is provided in Figure C.
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Although the organization charts reference the existence of incidental
appellate jurisdiction in the trial courts where appropriate, they do not
indicate whether those appeals are de novo or on the record. For,
obvious reasons, de novo appeals have a greater impact on court
administration than "on the record" appeals. Therefore, it is important
to classify appeals by these categories. These classifications of

appeals are provided in Figure G.

Organizational information

In addition to identifying all of the courts within a state and their
routes of appeal, the charts indicate the number of circuits/districts/
divisions/counties/courts at each court level and the number of judges or
Justices. The charts also indicate whether jury trials are normally
available for the case types within each trial court. Figure H provides

a summary look at the number of judges in the state courts.

Missing jurisdictional information

This Annual Report is devoted to caseload inventory; therefore, the

Jurisdictional information provided here relates specifically to the
intricacies of counting caseload by general subject matter categories in
order to make the numbers as comparable as possible, and does not
generally address non-statistical points such as the type of the
litigants or the nature of the statutory restrictions on jurisdiction.
The nature of the difference between mandatory and discretionary
Jurisdiction in the appellate courts, for example, is not spelled out in

the court organization charts and, as discussed earlier, may involve as
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simple a matter as the timeliness of filing the cases. CSIM Project
staff are very aware that these kinds of questions may be both important
and interesting to the reader. Now that the jurisdiction guides assure
the proper grouping of similar cases, staff can divert some resources to
developing new techniques for expanding the jurisdictional information
provided in the court organization charts.

A few of the state court organization charts contain a special note
indicating the existence of a court that is not included in the overall
chart. This situation exists when a state has a court of special
jurisdiction that receives only complaints that would be handled by
administrative agencies and boards in other states. In order to maintain
this Project's fundamental goal of reporting comparabie national data on
state courts, complaints handled by such bodies are not reported in this
database. The acknowledgment of these courts in the organization charts
alerts the reader to the fact that some states treat these adjudicatory
bodies as courts, even though their caseloads do not fit within any CSIM
Project case definition.

The exclusion of agencies that hear administrative complaints also
raises questions about the relationship between caseload handled by
Jjudges practicing administrative law and the regular state court
caseload. Information concerning the appellate link between
administrative agency cases and the state courts will be provided in
future volumes of this series.

Finally, the following charts do not distinguish between state courts
and local courts. There are many components to this classification

scheme involving such things as revenue and expenditure concerns,
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administrative authority to enforce such things as uniform data
collection methods, the extent to which a court handles state and/or
local laws, etc. The distinction between state and local courts cannot
be made on these charts until a typology is agreed upon for this

dimension of court administration.
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NOTE:

STATE COURT SYSTEM PROTOTYPE, 1985

COURT OF LAST RESORT

number of justices/judges
CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction,

- Discretionary jurisdiction,

INTERMEDIATE AbPELLATE COURT
(Number of courts)

number of judges/justices
CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction,

- Discretionary jurisdiction.

COURT OF GENERAL JURISDICTION
(Number of courts)

number of judges

CSIM case types:

- Civil.

- Criminal,

- Traffic/other violation,
- Juvenile,

Jury trial/no jury trial

COURT OF LIMITED JURISDICTION
(Mmber of courts)

nunber of judyges

CSIM case types:

- Civil,

- Criminal,

- Traffic/other violation.
- Juvenile,

Jury trial/no jury trial

Court of
last
resort

[ntermediate
appellate
court

Court of
general
jurisdiction

Court of
limited
jurisdiction

Be sure to read the text at the beyginning of this section which contains important information

relevant to each chart,
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ALABAMA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

9 justices generally sit in panels

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil,
criminal, administrative agency,

disciplinary, original proceeding Court of
cases, last
- Discretionary jurisdiction in resort

civil, non-capital criminal,
administrative agency, juvenile,
advisory opinion, origfnal
proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases,

N

COURT OF CIVIL APPEALS COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS T
3 Jjudges sit en banc 5 judges sit en banc .
CSIM case types: CSIM case types: Intermediate
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, - Mandatory jurisdiction in appellate
administrative agency, juvenile, criminal, juvenile, original courts
original proceeding cases, proceeding, interlocutory
- No discretionary jurisdiction, decision cases.
- No discretionary jurisdictinn,

CIRCUIT COURT (39 circuits)

124 judyes
CSIM case types:
- Tort, contract, real property rights, Fxclusive

domestic relations, civil appeals jurisdiction, Court of
- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI, Exclusive triable felony, general
criminal appeals jurisdiction, jurisdiction
- Juvenile,

Jury trials,

A A A

PROBATE COURT MUNICIPAL COURT ]
(67 counties) (280 courts)
67 judyes 227 judges, 416 mayors
CSIM case types: CSIM case types:
- Exclusive mental - Misdemeanor, DWI/NUI,
health, estate - Moving traftic,
Jurisdiction, parking, miscel-
— taneous traffic.
Exclusive ordinance
violation jurisdic-
tion,
Courts of
limited
No jury trials, No jury trials, jurisdicttion

DISTRICT COURT (67 districts)

95 judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights., Exclusive small
claims jurisdiction,

- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI. Exclusive limited felony
jurisdiction,

- Moving traffic, parking, miscellaneous traffic,

- Juvenile,

No jury trials.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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ALASKA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

5 justices sit en banc

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, adminis-
trative agency, juvenile, disciplinary, l—— Court of
certified questions from federal courts, last
original proceeding cases, resort

- Discretionary jurisdiction in non-capital
criminal, juvenile, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases,

COURT OF APPEALS T

3 judges sit en banc

CSIM case types: Intermediate

———Jp» - Mandatory jurisdiction in non-capital appellate
criminal, juvenile, original proceeding, court
interlocutory decision cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in non-capital
criminal, juvenile, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases.

SUPERIOR COURT (4 disirlcts, 14 courts)

29 judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, domestic relations, estate,
Exclusive real property rights, mental Court of
health, administrative agency, civil general
appeals, miscellaneous civil jurisdiction, jurisdiction

- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals
jurisdiction,

- Juvenile,

Jury trials in most case types,

DISTRICT COURT (59 locations in 4 districts)

16 judges; 54 magistrates

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, domestic relations, estate.
Exclusive small claims jurisdiction,

- Exclusive limited felony, misdemeanor, Court of
DWI/DUI jurisdiction, limited

- Exclusive traffic/other violation juris- jurtsdiction
diction, except for uncontested parking
violations {which are handled administra-
tively),

- Juvenile,

Jury trials in most case types,

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart,
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ARIZONA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

5 justices sit en banc
CSIM case types:
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases.,

COURT OF APPEALS (2 courts/divisions)

18 judges sit in panels
CSIM case types:

——3p{  disciplinary, certified questions from the Court of
federal courts, original proceeding last
cases. resort

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non- Intermediate
capital criminal, administrative agency, appellate
juvenile, original proceeding, inter- court

locutory decision cases.
- Discretionary jurisdiction in administra-
tive agency cases. 'y

SUPERIOR COURT (15 counties)

9% judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
miscellaneous domestic relations.
Exclusive estate, mental health, domestic
relations except for miscellaneous, civil
trial court appeals, miscellaneous civil

Court of
general
jurisdiction

jurisdiction,

- Misdemeanor, miscellaneous criminal,
Exclusive triable felony, criminal
appeals jurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials, J
; A A

JUSTICES OF THE PEACE (84 precincts) MUNICIPAL COURT (78 cities/towns)

84 judges 113 fuli-time and 69 part-time judges

CSIM case types: CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property - Miscellaneous damestic relations,
rights, miscellaneous domestic - Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI,
relations, Exclusive small claims - Moving traffic, parking, miscel- Courts of
jurisdiction, laneous traffic, Exclusive Timited

- Misdemeanor, DWl/DUI, miscellaneous ordinance violation jurisdiction, jurisdiction
criminal, Exclusive 1imited felony
jurisdiction,

- Moving traffic violations, parking,
miscellaneous traffic.

Jury trials, except in smail claims, Jury trials, except in civil cases.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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ARKANSAS COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT*

7 justices sit en banc
CSIM case types:
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal,

— administrative agency, lawyer disciplinary,

certified questions from the federal
courts, original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency

appeals.

COURT OF APPEALS*

6 judges sit in panels and en banc

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, interlocutory decisfon cases.

- No discretionary jurisdiction,

A

A

A

CIRCUIT COURT (24 circuits)

4] judyes**

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
miscelianeous civil,
Exclusive civil appeals jurisdiction,

- Misdemeanor, OWI/DUI, miscellaneous
criminal, Exclusive triable felony,
criminal appeals jurisdiction.

Jury trials,

MUNICIPAL COURT (120 courts)

102 judges

CSIM case types:

- Contract, real property rights.
Exclusive small claims jurisdiction.

- Limited felony, misdemeanor, OWI/DUI.

- Traffic/other violation,

No jury trials,

CHANCERY AND PROBATE COURT (24 circuits)

29 chancellors

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
Exclusive domestic relations {except for
paternity/bastardy), estate, mental
health jurisdiction.

No jury trials.

POLICE COURT (6 courts)

5 judyes

CSIM case types:

- Contract, real property rights.
- Misdemeanor, DWI/0UI,

- Traffic/other violation.

No jury trials,

COUNTY COURT (75 county courts)***

75 judges and 61 juvenile referees

CSIM case types:

- Real property rights, miscellaneous civil,
Exclusive paternity/bastardy jurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

No jury trials,

I

CITY COURT (86 courts)

78 judges

CSIM case types:

- Contract, real property rights,
- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI.

- Traffic/other violation.

No jury trials,

4 judges

CSIM case types:
- Contract,

NG jury trials,

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (4 courts)

*Each of the appellate courts is the court of last resort for specific case types.

are ever appealed to the Supreme Court from the Court of Appeals,

**Nine judges also serve the Chancery and Probate Court,

***Referred to as the Juvenile Court when handiing juvenile matters.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information

relevant to each chart.

125

Only a very few cases

Court of
fast
resort

{ntermediate
Appellate
Court

Courts of
general
jurisdiction

Courts of
limited
jurisdiction




CALIFORNIA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT T

7 justices sit en banc
CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in criminal, Court of
——J» disciplinary cases. last
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non- resart

capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases,

COURT OF APPEAL (6 courts/districts) T

77 judges sit in panels
CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non- Intermediate
capital criminal, administrative agency, appellate
juvenile cases, court

- Discretionary jurisdiction in administra-
tive agency, original proceeding, inter-
tocutory dectsion cases,

—
SUPERIOR COURT (58 counties)
677 judges, 82 commissioners, and 18 referees
CSIM case types:
- Tort, contract, real property rights,
miscellaneous civil, Exclusive domestic Court of
relations, estate, mental health, general
civil appeals jurisdiction, jurisdiction
- DWI/OUl, Exclusive triable felony,
criminal appeals jurisdiction.
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.
Jury trials,
—
MUNICIPAL COURT (85 courts) JUSTICE COURT (83 courts)
529 judges, 11 referees and 101 83 judges
commissioners CSIM case types:
CSIM case types: - Tort, contract, real property
- Tort, contract, real property rights, small claims, miscellaneous Courts of
rights, small claims, miscellaneous civil, 1imited
civil, - Limited felony, misdemeanor, DWl/ jurisdiction
- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DWI/ pul.,
DUl. - Traffic/other violation,
- Traffic/other violation,
Jury trials, except in parking cases. Jury trials, except in parking cases.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains {mportant information
relevant to each chart,
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COLORADO COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

7 Jjustices sit en banc
CSIM case types:

locutory decision cases,

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal,
administrative agency, juvenile, disciplinary,
advisory opinion, original proceeding, inter-

P - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-capital
criminal, administrative ayency, juvenile,
advisory opinion, oriyinal proceeding cases,

A

COURT OF APPEALS

iU judges sit in panels
CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-capital

criminal, adwinistrative agency, juvenile cases,
- No discretionary jurisdiction.

1

A

|

DISTRICT COURT (22 districts)

105 Judyes

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property
riynts, estate, civil appeals,
mental health, miscellaneous
civil, Exclusive domestic
relations jurisdiction,
Criminal appeals, limited
felony, miscellaneous criminal,
Exclusive triable felony
Jurisdiction,

Exclusive juvenile jurisdic-
tion, except in Denver,

Jury trials, except in appeals.

—
DENVER PROBATE COURT

1 judye

CSIM case types:

- Exclusive estate,
mental health
jurisdiction in
Denver,

Jury trials,

DENVER JUVENILE COURT

3 judges

CSIM case types:

- Exclusive adoption,
support/custody
jurisdiction in
Denver,

- Exclusive juvenile
jurisdiction in
Denver,

Jury trials,

—

WATER COURT (7 districts)
8 district judyes serve

CSIM case types:
- Real property rights.

Jury trials,

NUTE :

>

A

1 judge
CSIM case types:

I—-N

Denver

County Jury trials,

DENVER SUPERIOR COURT

- Concurrent jurisdiction with
District Court in all civil
actions between $1,000-%$5,000,

only

111 judyes
CSIM case types:

Municipal
Court of

riyhts,

felony.

traffic.

COUNTY COURT (63 counties)

- Tort, contract, real property
Exclusive small

Denver only

|

claims jurisdiction,

record - Criminal appeals, timited

Exclusive misdemeanor,
DW1/DUT jurisdiction,

- Movinyg traffic, miscellaneous

Jury trials, except in small
claims and appeals.,

MUNICIPAL COURT
{215 courts)

230 judyes

Municipal CSIM case types:
lag Court not —J - Moving traffic, park-
of record ing, miscellaneous
traffic, Exclusive
ordinance violation
Jurisdiction,

No jury trials,

Court of
last
resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Courts of
general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
limited
jurisdiction

Be sure to read the text at the bheginning of this section which contains important information

relevant to each chart,
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CONNECTICUT COURT SYSTEM, 1985

]

SUPREME COURT

6 justices sit en banc in conference, other-
wise 5 justices sit as the Court in a panel
whose membership rotates daily Court of

~—-——J{ CSIM case types: last

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, resort
administrative agency cases.

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
Judyge disciplinary cases,

APPELLATE COURT

5 judges sit in panels

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non- Intermediate
capital criminal, administrative agency, appellate
Juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, origtinal court
proceeding cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in administra-
tive agency (zoning only) cases,

SUPERIOR COURT {12 districts and 21
geographical areas for civil/criminal
matters, and 15 districts for juvenile
matters)

136 judges and the appellate justices/judges

CSIM case types:

- Paternity/bastardy, mental health,
misceltaneous civil, Exclusive tort, Court of
contract, real property rights, small general
claims, marriage dissolution, civil appeals jurisdiction
Jurisdiction,

- Exclusive criminal jurisdiction.

- Exclusive traffic/other violation juris-
diction, except for uncontested parking
{which is not counted).

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials in most case types.

PROBATE COURT (131 courts)

131 judges

CSIM case types: Court of

- Paternity/bastardy, miscellaneous limtted
domestic relations, mental health, Jurisdiction
miscellaneous civil. Exclusive adoption,
estate jurisdiction,

No jury trials.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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DELAWARE COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPRENE COURT )
5 justices sit in panels and en banc Court of
CSIM case types: : last
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, lawyer disciplinary, advisory opinions for the resort
executive and legislature, origina) proceeding cases.
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-capital criminal, certified questions from the
federal courts, interlocutory decision cases,
COURT OF CHANCERY (3 counties) SUPERIOR COURT (3 counties) o
1 chancellor, and 3 vice-chancellors 11 judges
CSIM case types: CSIM case types:
- Tort, contract, real property - Tort, contract, real property
rights, mental health, rights, mental health, miscel- Courts of
Exclusive estate jurisdiction, Yaneous civil., Exclusive civil general
appeals jurisdiction, jurisdiction
- Misdemeanor, Exclusive triable
felony, criminal appeals, mis-
cellaneous criminal jurisdiction,
No jury trials, Jury trials, except in appeals,
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT FAMILY COURT (3 counties) o
(19 courts)
13 judges
53 justices of the peace and 1 CSIM case types:
chief magistrate - Exclusive domestic relations
CSIM case types: jurisdiction,
- Real property rights, smatl - Misdemeanor,
claims, - Moving traffic, miscellaneous
- Misdemeanor, DWI/OUI, traffic (juvenile),
- Moving traffic, miscellaneous - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,
traffic,
Jury trials in some case types. No jury trials.
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (3 counties) ALDERMAN'S COURT (12 towns)
5 judyes 12 aldermen Courts of
CSIM case types: CSIM case types: limited
- Tort, contract, real property - Small claims, jurisdiction
rights, miscellaneous civil. - Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI.
- Limited felony, misdemeanor, - Traffic/other violation,
Jury trials in some case types.
(No jury trials in New Castle) No jury trials.
MUNICIPAL COURT OF WILMINGTON
(1 city)
3 judges
CSIM case types:
- Limited felony, misdemeanor,
DWI/DUI.
- Traffic/other violation,
No jury trials.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart,

129



DISTRICT CF COLUMBIA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

COURT OF APPEALS ]

9 judges sit in panels and en banc
CSIM case types:
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-

capital crimina), administrative agency, Court of
Juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, original last
proceeding, interlocutory decision resort
cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, original proceeding ,

cases,
-

SUPERIOR COURT
53 judges
CSIM case types:
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including

administrative agency appeals). Court of
- Exclusive criminal jurisdiction. general
- Exclusive traffic/other violation juris- jurisdiction

diction, except for most parking cases
(which are handled administratively),
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most case types,

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart,

130



FLORIDA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

7 justices sit en banc
CSIM case types:
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal,

administrative agency, juvenile, discipli- Court of
nary, advisory opinion cases. last
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non- resort

capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, advisory opinion, original
proceediny, interliocutory decision cases,

DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL (5 courts)

46 judyes sft fn 3-judge panels
CSIM case types:
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-

capital criminal, administrative agency, Intermediate
juvenile, original proceeding, inter- appellate
locutory decision cases., court

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, juvenile, original
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases,

CIRCUIT COURT (20 circuits)

348 judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
miscellaneous civil, Exclusive domestic
relations, mental health, estate, civil
appeals jurisdiction,

- Misdemeanor, DWI/DU!, miscellaneous

ccriminal.  Exclusive triable felony,
criminal appeals jurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials, except in appeals.

Court of
general
jurisdiction

COUNTY COURT (67 counties)

214 judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
miscellaneous civil, Exclusive small
claims jurisdiction,

- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI, misce)laneous
criminal,

- Exclusive traffic/other violation, except
for no parking jurisdiction,

Jury trials, except in miscellaneous traffic,

Court of
1imited
Jjurisdiction

NOTE: B8e sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart,
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GEORGIA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPRENE COURT

CSIM case types:

cases,

7 justices sit en banc

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative agency, juvenile.‘-—l
disciplinary, certified questions from federal courts, original proceeding

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-capital criminal, administrative
ayency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decisinn cases,

A

COURT OF APPEALS

Y judyes sit in panels and en banc

——————— CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-capital criminal, administrative
aygency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

- Discretionary jurtisdiction in civil, non-capital criminal, administrative
ayency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory dectsion cases,

A

A

courts)

CSIM case types:

traffic,
- Juvenile,

No jury trials.

JUVENILE COURT (59 separate
courts, judges in 100 other
counties also sit on other

10 full-time and 41 part-time
judges, 3 of whon also serve as
State Court judyes.
Court judyges serve in the 100
remaining counties without a
separate Juvenile Court judge,

Superior

- Moving traffic, miscellanenus

159 counties)

124 judges
CSIM case types:

jurisdiction,

for parking.

- Juvenile,

Jury trials,

SUPERIOR COURT (45 circuits among

- Tort, contract, miscellaneous civil,
Exclusive real property rights,
domestic relations, civil appeals

- Misdemeanor, NDWI/NUI,
triable felony, criminal appeals,
- Traffic/other violation, except

Fxclusive

A

A

CIVIL COURT
(Bibb County and
Richmond County)

3 Jjudyes

CSIM case types:

q - Jort, contract,
small claims,

- Limited felony,

Jury trials,

A

MUNICIPAL COURT
(1 court)

1 judye

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract,
small claims,

- Limited felony,
misdemeanor,

Jury trials in
civil cases.

STATE COURT
(63 courts)

31 full-time and
48 part-time
Jjudyes,

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract,

small claims,

miscellaneous
civil,

Limited felony,

misdemeanor,

DWl/nut.

- Moving traffic,
miscellaneous
traffic.

Jury trials,

PROBATE COURT
{159 counties)

159 judges
CSIM case types:

miscellaneous civil.

- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUT,
- Moving traffic,

No jury trials,

- Menta) health, estate,

miscellaneous traffic,

MAGISTRATE COURT*
(159 counties)

159 chief magistrates
and 266 magistrates,
39 of whom also serve
State, Probate,
Juvenile, fivil, or
Municipal Courts.

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract,
small claims,

- Limited felony,
limited misdemeanor,

- Ordinance violation.

No jury trials,

COUNRTY RECORDER'S COURY
(Chatam, DeXalb,
Gwinett, and Muscogee
Counties)

7 judges

CSIM case types:

- Limited felony,
DWI/0UT,

- Traffic/other
violation,

No jury trials.

MUNICIPAL COURTS AND
THE CITY COURT OF
ATLANTA ( 390 courts)

CSIM case types:

- Limited felony,
DWi/nuil,

- Traffic, ordinance
violation.

No jury trials,

*In July of 1983 the Justice of the Peace Court and the Small Claims Court were merged into the
Magistrate Court by Constitutional Article,

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information

relevant to each chart,
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GUAM COURT SYSTEM, 1985

Appeals to the United States
District Court for the Territory
of Guam (9th Circuit)

SUPERIOR COURT

6 judges

CSIM case types:

- Exclusive civil jurisdiction, Court of

- Exclusive criminal jurisdiction, general

- Exclusive traffic/other violation jurisdiction
Jurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials.

Indicates route of appeal.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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HAWAII COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

S justices sit en banc

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-capital criminal,
administrative agency, juventle, disciplinary, certified
questions from federal courts, original proceeding cases.

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-capital criminal,
administrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding,

interlocutory decision cases.

l A

y

INTERMEDIATE CUURT OF APPEALS

3 judyes sit en banc

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases assigned to it
by the Supreme Court,

- No discretionary jurisdiction,

CIRCUIT COURT AND FAMILY COURT (4 circuits)

24 judges and 7 district family judges,
One first circuit judge hears contested
land matters and tax appeals.

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
miscellaneous civil, Exclusive domestic
relations, mental healith, estate, adminis-
trative agency appeals jurisdiction,

~ Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI, miscellaneous
criminal, Exclusive triable felony
Jurisdiction,

- Moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials,

DISTRICY COURT (& circuits)

22 judges and 46 per diem judges.*

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights, miscellaneous civil,
Exclusive small claims jurisdiction,

- Misdemeanor, OWI/DUI, Exclusive Yimited felony jurisdiction,

- Moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic. Exclusive parking,
ordinance violation jurisdiction,

No jury trials,

l

l Indicates assignment of cases

*Some per diem judges may also serve as Circuit Court judges in the First Circuit.

=

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information

relevant to each chart,
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IDAHO COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

5 justices sit en banc
CSIM case types:
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal,

administrative agency, juvenile, disci- Court of
plinary, original proceeding cases, last
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non- resort

capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, certified questions from federal
courts, original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases.

-

|

Y

COURT OF APPEALS

3 judges sit en banc
CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non- Intermedjate
capital criminal, juvenile, administrative appellate
agency, original proceeding cases assigned court

to tt by the Supreme Court,
- No discretionary jurisdiction,

DISTRICT COURT (7 districts)

33 judges and 72 lawyer and non-lawyer
magistrates, and 2 trial court
administrators

CSIM case types: Court of
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including general
civil appeals). Jurisdiction

- Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (including
criminal appeals),

- Exclusive traffic/other violation juris-
diction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials, except in small claims.

Indicates assignment of cases

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart,
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ILLINOIS COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

7 Jjustices sit en banc
CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdictfon in civil, criminal,
] administrative agency, juvenile, lawyer Court of
disciplinary, original proceeding, inter- 1ast
locutory decision cases, resort
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, certified questions from the
federal courts, original proceeding,

interlocutory decision cases.

APPELLATE COURT (S courts/districts) .——1

34 authorized judges sit in panels, plus 8

supplemental judges

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non- Intermediate
capital criminal, administrative agency, appellate
juvenile, original proceeding, inter- court
locutory decisfon cases.,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil,
interlocutory decision cases.

CIRCUIT COURT (22 circuits) ]

386 authorized circuit and 389 authorized
associate circuit judges

CSIM case types:

- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (inciuding Court of
administrative agency appeals). general

- Exclusive criminal jurisdiction, jurisdiction

- Exclusive traffic/other violation
Jurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdictton,

Jury trials in most case types.

NOTE: 8e sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart,
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INDIANA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

5 justices sit en banc
CSIM case types:

original proceeding cases.

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, disciplinary, original proceeding cases.
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-capital criminal, administrative agency, juvenile,

i

COURT OF APPEALS (4 courts)

12 judges sit in four courts

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civi), non-
capital criminal, administrative
agency, juvenile, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases.

- Discretionary jurisdiction in inter-
locutory decision cases,

}

X

A

A

109 judges
CSIM case types:

miscellaneous civil,

SUPERIOR COURT (110 courts)

- Yort, contract, real property rights,
small claims, domestic relations,
mental health, estate, civil appeals,

Triable felony, misdemeanor, DWI/DUI,
criminal appeals, miscellaneous

Jury trials, except in parking cases,

89 judges

CIRCUIT COURT (92 courts)

CSIM case types:
- Tort, contract, real property rights,
small claims, domestic relations,
mental health, estate, civil appeals,
miscellaneous civil,

Triable felony, misdemeanor, DWI/OUI,
criminal appeals, miscellaneous

criminal, ' ‘ criminal,

- Moving traffic, parking, miscellaneous - Moving traffic, parking, miscellaneous
traffic. traffic,

- Juvenile, - Juvenile,

Jury trials, except in parking cases.

A

A

COUNTY COURT (57 courts)

54 judyes

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real
property rights, small
claims, mental health,
miscellaneous civil,

- Limited felony, misde-
meanor, DWI/DUI, miscel-
laneous criminal,

- Traffic/other violation,

Jury trials, .

PROBATE COURT (1 court)

1 judye

CSIM case types:

- Adoptions, estate,
miscellaneous civil.

- Juvenile,

Jury trials,

MUNICIPAL COURT OF MARION —1

COUNTY (15 courts)

15 judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real
property rights, mental
health, civil trial
court appeals, miscel-
laneous civil,

- Limited felony, misde-
meanor, DW1/DUI, miscel-
laneous criminal,

- Traffic/other violation.

Jury trials,

i

A

CITY COURT (52 courts)

26 judyes

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract,

- Misdemeanor, OWI/DUI,

- Traffic/other violation,

Jury trials,

TONN COURT (26 courts)

26 judges

CSIM case types:

- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI.

- Yraffic/other violation.

Jury trials.

SMALL CLAIMS COURT OF
MARION COUNTY (8 courts)

8 judges

CSIM case types:

- Small claims,

- Miscellaneous criminal,

No jury trials.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information

relevant to each chart,

\
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IOWA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT o

9 justices sit in panels and en banc

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency, Court of

——3 Juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, certified last
questions from federal courts, original resort
proceeding cases.,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases,

T
|

Y

COURT OF APPEALS ' ]

6 judges sit in panels and en banc

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non- Intermediate
capital criminal, administrative agency, appellate
Juvenile, original proceeding, inter- court
locutory decision cases assigned to it by
the Supreme Court.,

- No discretionary jurisdiction,

DISTRICT COURT (8 districts in 99 counties) o]

99 judyges; 39 district associate judges;
14 senior judyes; and 168 part-time
magistrates

CSIM case types:

- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (inciuding Court of
trial court appeals). genera)

- Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (including jurisdiction
criminal appeals).

- Exclusive traffic/other violation juris-
diction, except for uncontested parking.

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials, except in small claims, parking
and mental health cases.

Indicates assignment of cases

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart,
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KANSAS COURT SYSTEM 1985

SUPRENE COURT

7 Jjustices sit en banc
CSIM case types:
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-

capital criminal, administrative agency, Court of

— disciplinary, certified questions from the last
federal courts, original proceeding resort
cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decisfon cases,

D

COURT OF APPEALS

7 Jjudges generally sit in panels

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non- Intermediate
capital criminal, administrative agency, appellate
juvenile, original proceeding, criminal court
interlocutory decisfon cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil inter-
locutory decision cases.,

DISTRICT COURT (31 districts)

71 district, 69 assoctate district, and 74
district magistrate judges

CSIM case types: Court of

- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including general
civil appeals). jurisdiction

- Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (including
criminal appeals).

- Moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials, except in small claims,

MUNICIPAL COURT (7 388 cities)

2328 judges Court of
CSIM case types: limited
- Moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic, Jurisdiction

Exclusive ordinance violation, parking

jurisdiction,

No jury trials,

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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KENTUCKY COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT ]

7 justices sit en banc
CSIM case types:
- Mandatory jurisdiction in capital and other

criminal (death, 1ife, 20 yr+ sentence), Court of
———J lawyer disciplinary, original proceeding last
cases, resort

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, advisory opinions, original
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases,

COURT OF APPEALS -

14 judges generally sit in panels, and sit
en banc in a policy making capacity
CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non- Intermediate
capital criminal, original proceeding appeliate
cases, court

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
original proceeding, interlocutory decision
cases,

CIRCUIT COURT (56 judicial circuits)

91 judges
CSIM case types:
- Tort, contract, real property rights,

estate. Exclusive domestic relations, Court of
except for paternity/bastardy, civil general
appeals, miscellaneous civil jurisdiction. jurisdiction

- Misdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony,
criminal appeals jurisdiction,

Jury trials, except in appeals,

A

DISTRICT COURT (57 judicial districts)

123 judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
estate, Exclusive paternity/bastardy,

mental health, small claims jurisdiction, ) Court of
- Misdemeanor, Exclusive limited felony, 1imited
DW1/DUI jurisdiction. jurisdiction
- Exclusive traffic/other violation
jurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most case types.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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LOUISIANA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

7 justices sit en banc

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdictio
administrative agency

- Discretionary jurisdi

juvenile, certified q
federal courts, inter
cases,

capital criminal, administrative agency,

n in civil, criminal,
, disciplinary cases,
ction in civil, non-

uestions from the
locutory decision

48 judges sit in panels
CSIM case types:
- Mandatory jurisdictio

- Discretionary jurisdi
proceeding cases,

COURTS OF APPEAL (5 courts)

capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, original proceeding cases.

n tn civil, non-

ction in original

DISTRICT COURTS
192 judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real
adoption, mental heal
marriage dissolution,
paternity/bastardy, e
court appeals, miscel
diction,

- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI,

- Juvenile,
Jury trials in most cas

DISTRICT COURT (40 districts)

felony, criminal appeals jurisdiction.

property rights,

th., Exclusive
support/custody,
state, civil trial
laneous civil juris-

Exclusive triable

e types,

JUVENILE COURT
(3 courts)

CSIM case types:

- Support/custody,
adoption, mental
health,

- Juvenile,

No jury trials,

FAMILY COURT (1 in
East Baton Rouge)

CSIM case types:

- Support/custody,
adoption, mental
health,

- Juvenile,

No jury trials.

A

A

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT
(& 384 courts)

MAYOR'S COURT
courts)

384 justices of the peace
CSIM case types:
- Small claims,
- Traffic/other violation,

CSIM case type
- Traffic/othe

No jury trials, No jury trials

(=7 250 CITY AND PARISH COURTS (53
courts)
71 judges

IR CSIM case types:

r violation. - Tort, contract, real
property rights, small
claims,

- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI.

- Traffic/other violation,

- Juvenile, except for
status petitions,

. No jury trials,

NOTE:

relevant to each chart,
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MAINE COURT SYSTEM, 1985

7 Jjustices generally sit en banc
CSIM case types:

SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT SITTING AS LAW COURT

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-capital criminal,
administrative agency, juvenile, disciplinary, advisory
opinion, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

- Discretionary jurisdiction in criminal extradition,
administrative agency, original proceeding cases.

A

15 justices
CSIM case types:

miscellaneous civil,

~ Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI.

SUPERIOR COURT (16 counties)

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
marriage dissolution, support/custody,

Exclusive paternity/

bastardy, civil appeals jurisdiction,

felony, criminal appeals, miscellaneous
criminal jurisdiction,
- Moving traffic, ordinance violation,

Jury trials in most case types.

Exclusive triable

A

Court of
last
resort

Court of
general
Jurisdiction

DISTRICT COURT (13 districts)

23 judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
domestic relations (except for adoptions
and paternity/bastardy). Exclusive
small claims, mental health jurisdic-
tion,

- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI., Exclusive
limited felony jurisdiction.

- Moving traffic, ordinance violation.
Exclusive parking, miscellaneous
traffic jurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

No jury trials,

PROBATE COURT (16 courts)

16 part-time judges

CSIM case types:

- Exclusive adoption, miscellaneous
domestic relations, estate jurisdiction,

No jury trials,

NOTE:

ADMINISTRATIVE COURT

2 judges
CSIM case types:

No jury trials.

- Appeal of administrative agency cases,

Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information

relevant to each chart,
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MARYLAND COURT SYSTEM, 1985

COURT OF APPEALS

7 judges sit en banc
CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, Court of
administrative agency, juvenile, lawyer last
disciplinary, certified questions from the resort

federal courts, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, interlocutory decision cases.

COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS

13 judyes sit in panels and en banc

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
Juvenile, interlocutory decision cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, original proceeding
cases.,

CIRCUIT COURT (8 circﬁits in 24 counties)

107 judyes

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
estate, miscellaneous civil, Exclusive
domestic relations, mental health, civil
appeals jurisdiction,

- Felony, misdemneanor, miscellaneous

-

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
general
jurisdiction

criminal, Exclusive criminal appeals
jurisdiction,
- Juvenile, except in Montgomery County,

Jury trials in most case types,

Juvenite in
Montgomery County

DISTRICT COURT (12 disiricts in
24 counties)

ORPHAN'S COURT (22 counties)

66 .judges

CSIM case types:

- Estate, except where such cases
are handled by Circuit Court in
Montgomery and Harford Counties.

90 judyes

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property
rights, miscellaneous civil, Courts of
Exclusive small claims jurisdic- limited
tion, jurisdiction

- Felony (theft and worthless check),
misdemeanor, DWI/DUI.

- Exclusive moving traffic, ordinance
violation, miscellaneous traffic
Jurisdiction.

- Juvenile in Montyomery County,

No jury trials. No jury trials,

NUTE: Be sure to read the text at the beyinning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart,
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MASSACHUSETTS COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME JUDICIAL COURY

7 justices sit on the Court, and 5 justices sit
en banc

CSIM case types:

—————3p»{ - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal,
judge discipliinary, advisory opinion, original
proceeding cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, interlocutory decision cases,

APPEALS COURT

10 justices sit in panels
CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil,
non-capital criminal, administra-

tive agency, juvenile cases,
- Discretionary jurisdiction in
i{nterlocutory decisfon cases.

Court of
last
resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

TRIAL COURT OF THE COMMONWEALTH
281 justices

SUPERIOR COURT*
DEPARTMENT (14 counties)

61 justices

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property
rights, civil appeals, miscel-
laneous civil,

- Triable felony, miscellaneous
criminal,

Jury trials.

DISTRICT COURT DEPARTMENT
(69 geographical divisions)

153 justices

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property
rights, small claims, support/
custody, paternity/bastardy,
mental health, civil trial
court appeals, miscellaneous
civil,

- Triable felony, limited
felony, misdemeanor, DWI/DUI,
criminal appeals.

- Traffic/other violation,

- Juvenile,

Jury trials in some case types,

BOSTON MUNICIPAL COURT
DEPARTMENT (Boston)

11 justices

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property
rights, small claims, support/
custody, mental health, civil
trial court appeals, and
miscellaneous civil,

- Triable felony, misdemeanor,
DWI/DUl, criminal appeals,

- Traffic/other violation,

Jury trials in some case types,

JUVENILE COURT
DEPARTMENT (Boston,
Bristol County,
Hampden County, and
Worcester County)

12 justices
CSIM case types:
- Juvenile,

Jury trials,

HOUSING COURT
OEPARTMENT (Worcester
County, Hampden
County, and Boston)

4 justices

CSIM case types:

- Real property rights,
small claims,

Jury trials,

3 justices
CSIM case types:

Jury trials.

LAND COURT DEPARTMENT
(1 statewide court)

- Real property rights,

PROBATE AND FAMILY COURT
DEPARTMENT (14 counties)

37 justices

CSIM case types:

- Support/custody,
paternity/bastardy,
miscellaneous civil,
Exclusive marriage
dissolution, adoption,
miscellaneous domestic
relations, estate
jurisdiction,

No jury trials,

® The Superior Court {s the general trial court.

NOTE:
relevant to each chart,
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MICHIGAN COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

7 justices sit en banc

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in judge

— disciplinary cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in
civil, non-capital criminal,
administrative agency, juvenile,
lawyer disciplinary, advisory
optnion, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases.

i

COURT OF APPEALS

18 judyes sit in panels

CSIM case types: :

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil,
non-capital criminal, administra-
tive agency, juvenile cases.,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in
civil, non-capital criminal,
administrative agency, juvenile,
original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases,

COURT OF CLAIMS CIRCUIT COURT

{1 court) (5% circuits)

1 circuit judge serves 167 judges

CSIM case types: CSIM case types:

- Administrative agency - Tort, contract, real
appeals involving property rights,
claims against the paternity/bastardy,
state, administrative agency

No jury trials. appeals, miscellaneous

civil, Exclusive

marriage dissolution,
support/custody, civil
trial court appeals
jurisdiction,

- DWI/DUI, miscel-
taneous criminal,
Exclusive triable
felony, ¢criminal
appeals jurisdiction.

Jury trials,

A
L |

DISTRICT COURT PROBATE COURT MUNICIPAL COURT

(101 districts) (83 counties) (6 courts)

247 judges 107 judges 7 judges

CSIM case types: CSIM case types: CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real - Paternity/bastardy, - Tort, contract, real
property rights, miscellaneous civil, property rights,
small claims, Exclusive adoption, small claims,

- Limited felony, mis- miscellaneous domestic - Limited felony, mis-
demeanor, DWI/DUI, relations, mental demeanor, DWI/DUI.

- Moviny traffic, miscel- health, estate. - Moving traffic, mis-
laneous traffic, - Moving traffic, miscel- cellaneous traffic,
ordinance violation, laneous traffic, ordinance violation.

- Exclusive juvenile
jurisdiction.

Jury trials in most Jury trials in most

case types. Some jury trials, case types.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important
information relevant to each chart,
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MINNESOTA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

8 justices sit en banc

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in non-capital
criminal, administrative agency, disci-
plinary, certified questions from the
federal courts cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, original proceeding cases,

COURT OF APPEALS

12 judges sit en banc and in panels

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, juvenile, original
proceeding cases,

4 ynified
districts

DISTRICT COURT (10 districts)

145 judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
domestic relations, mental health, estate,
civil appeals, miscellaneous ctvil,

- Misdemeanor, criminal appeals,

Exclusive triable felony jurisdiction,

- Juvenile,

Jury trials.

47 judyes
CSIM case types:
- Tort, contract, real property rights, small claims,

COUNTY COURT 39 county courts

domestic relations, mental health, estate, miscel-
laneous civil,

Limited felony, misdemeanor, DWI1/DUI.
Traffic/other violation,

Juvenile,

Jury trials,

CONCILIATION DIVISION

CSIM case types:
~ Small claims,

No jury trials,

PROBATE DIVISION

CSIM case types:
- Mental health, estate,

Jury trials,

COUNTY MUNICIPAL
COURT (Hennepin and
Ramsey Counties)

28 judges
CSIM case types:
- Tort, contract,
real property
rights, civil
appeals,
Limited felony,
misdemeanor,
DWI/0UT.
- Traffic/other
viotation,

Jury trials.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information

1

relevant to each chart,
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MISSISSIPPI COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT B

9 justices sit in panels and en banc
CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, Court of
criminal, administrative agency, last
Jjuvenile, disciplinary, original resort

proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases.

- Discretionary jurisdiction in
certified questions from the
federal courts cases,

CIRCUIT COURT (20 districts)* CHANCERY COURT (20 districts)*
40 judges 39 judges
Jurisdiction: Jurisdiction:
- Civi) actions over $500. - Equity, divorce, alimony, pro-

Bastardy. bate, guardianship, mental Courts of
- Felonies, misdemeanors. commitments. general
Appeals de novo or on record, - Hears juvenile if no County jurisdiction

Court,
Appeals de novo.

Jury trials, Jury trials,
COUNTY COURT (l7rcount1es)' FANMILY COURT (1 court)* ‘_1
21 judges 1 judge
Jurisdiction: If no | Jurisdiction:
- Civil actions under $10,000. County | - Delinquency, neglect.
- Misdemeanors, felony prelimi- Court, | - Adult crimes against juveniles.

naries.
- Juvenile,
Appeals de novo. Jury trial of adults,

Courts of
1imited
jurisdiction
MURICIPAL COURT (310 courts)* JUSTICE COURT (194 courts)*
90 judyes, 160 mayors 194 judges
Jurisdiction: Jurisdiction:
-Municipal ordinance violations. - Ctvil actions under $500,
- Misdemeanors, felony
preliminaries.

Jury trials, Jury trials,

® A trial court jurisdiction guide was never completed by Mississippi, and data are unavailable for
the trial courts; therefore, the trial court terminology reported in this court system chart does
not reflect CSIM Project model reporting terms,

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart,
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MISSOURI COURT SYSTEM, 19885

SUPREME COURT ]

7 justices sit en banc
CSIM case types:
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal,

(T administrative agency, juvenile, original Court of
proceeding cases. Tast
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non- resort

capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding

cases,
COURT OF APPEALS (3 courts) ]
32 judges sit in panels
CSIM case types: Intermediate
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non- appellate
capital criminal, administrative agency, court

juvenile, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases,
- No discretionary jurisdiction,

CIRCUIT COURT (44 circuits) ]

133 circuit, 170 associate circuit, and 334
municipal judges
CSIM case types:

- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including Court of
civil appeals), general
- Exclusive criminal jurisdiction, Jurisdiction

- Exclusive traffic/other violation
Jjurisdiction,
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most case types,

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart,
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MONTANA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

7 justices sit en banc and in panels

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, Court of
juvenile, disciplinary cases. last

- Discretionary jurisdiction in administra- resort
tive agency, certified questions from
federal courts, original proceeding.

DISTRICT COURT (20 judicial districts)

36 judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights.
Exclusive domestic relations, mental Court of
health, estate, civil appeals, miscel- general
laneous civil jurisdiction, Jurisdiction

- Misdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony,
criminal appeals.

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials,

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT (56 counties) MUNICIPAL COMRT (1 court)

44 judyes, plus 37 judges who also serve City 1 judge
Courts CSIM case types:
CSIM case types: - Tort, contract, real property rights,
- Tort, contract, real property rights, small claims,

small claims, - Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI,
- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI. - Moving traffic, parking, miscellaneous
- Moving traffic, parking, miscellaneous traffic,

traffic,

Jury trials, except in small claims, Jury trials, except in small claims,

Courts of
limited
jurisdiction

CITY COURT (96 cities)

49 judges, plus 37 judges who also serve
Justice of the Peace Courts

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
small claims,

- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI.

- Moving traffic, parking, miscellaneous
traffic, Exclusive ordinance violation
jurisdiction,

Jury trials in some case types,

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contatns important information
relevant to each chart,
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NEBRASKA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

CSIM case types:

proceeding cases,

7 justices sit in panels and en banc

- Mandatory jurisdiction over civil, criminal, administra-
tive agency, juvenile, disciplinary, original

- Discretionary jurisdiction over civil, administrative
agency, certified questions from the federal courts,
original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

A

A

48 judyes
CSIM case types:

DISTRICT COURT (21 districts)

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
civil appeals, miscellaneous civil.
Exclusive domestic relations (except
adoptions), mental health jurisdiction.

- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI,
triable felony, criminal appeals,
miscellaneous criminal jurisdiction,

Jury trials, except in appeals.

Exclusive

X

Court of
last
resort

SEPARATE JUVENILE COURT (3 counties)
4 judges

CSIM case types:

- Juvenile,

No jury trials.

WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION COURT (1 court)

6 judges

CSIM case types:

- Appeal of administrative agency cases.

No jury trials,

-

|

COUNTY COURT (21 districts)*

44 judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
small claims. Exclusive adoption,
estate jurisdiction,

- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DWI/DUI.

Traffic/other violation,

Juvenile,

Jury trials, except in parking,

MUNICIPAL COURT (2 cities)*

13 judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
small claims,

- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DWI/
Dul.

- Traffic/other violation,

Jury trials in civil cases,
(Merged with County Court as of July 1,
1985)

NOTE:

relevant to each chart.

*In July 1986, the Municipal Courts were merged with the County Courts,
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NEVADA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

6 justices sit en banc

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal,
administrative agency, juvenile, lawyer
disciplinary, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases.

- No discretionary jurisdiction,

DISTRICT COURT (9 districts)

35 judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights.
Exclusive domestic relations, mental
health, estate, civil appeals, miscel-
laneous civil jurisdiction,

- Misdemeanor, OWI/DUI. Exclusive
triable felony, criminal appeals, miscel-
laneous criminal jurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most case types.

JUSTICE COURT (55 towns)

59 justices of the peace*

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property
rights, small claims,

- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI. Exclusive
limited felony jurisdiction.

- Moving traffic, parking, miscel-
laneous traffic.

Jury trials, except in small claims
and parking case types,

MUNICIPAL COURT (18 incorporated
cities/towns)

21 judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property
rights, small claims,

- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI,

- Moving traffic, parking, miscel-
laneous traffic, Exclusive
ordinance violation jurisdiction,

No jury trials,

Court of
last
resort

Court of
general
jurisdiction

Courts of
Yimited
jurisdiction

® Nine justices of the peace also serve as Municipal Court judges.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information

relevant to each chart,
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NEW HAMPSHIRE COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPRENE COURT

CSIM case types:

5 justices sit en banc

- No mandatory jurisdiction.
—{ - Discretionary jurisdictton in c1v1], non~

capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, disciplinary, advisory opinions
for the state executive and legislature,

decision cases,

original proceeding, interlocutory

CSIM case types:

Jurisdiction,

Jurisdiction,
Jury trials,

25 authorized justices

SUPERIOR COURT (10 counttes)

- Tort, contract, real property rights, miscel-
laneous domestic relations, miscellaneous
civil, Exclusive marriage dissolution,
paternity/bastardy, support/custody

- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals

DISTRICT COURT (42 districts)

8 full-time, 34 part-time, 4 associate
and 36 special justices

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
small claims, miscellaneous domestic
relations,

- Misdemeanor, DWI/OUI.

- Traffic/other violation,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

No jury trials.

NOTE:

A

Court of
last
resort

Court of
general
jurisdiction

MUNICIPAL COURT (10 counties)

9 part-time and 2 special justices

CSIM case types:

- Real property rights, small claims,
miscellaneous civil,

- Misdemeanor, OWIl/0UI,

- Traffic/other violation.

No jury trials,

10 judyes

jurisdiction,

No jury trials,

CSIM case types:

- Miscellaneous domestic relations,
miscellaneous civil,
adoption, mental health, estate

PROBATE COURT {10 counties)

Exclusive

relevant to each chart,

Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
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NEW JERSEY COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT ]

7 justices sit en banc
CSIM case types:
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal,

adininistrative agency, juvenile, disci- Court of
— plinary, oriyinal proceedinyg cases. last
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non- resort

capital criminal, administrative ayency
appeal, juvenile, disciplinary, certified
questions from federal courts, inter-
locutory decision cases.

APPELLATE DIVISION OF‘SUPERIOR COURT

24 judyes sit in 8 panels {parts)

CSIM case types: Intermediate
- Mandatory jurisdiction in ¢ivil, non- appellate
capital criminal, juvenile, administrative court

ayency cases,
- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory
decision cases.

SUPERIOR COURT: CIVIL, FAMILY, GENERAL ]
EQUITY AND CRIMINAL DIVISIONS (21 counties)

331 judyes authorized:
21 Surrogates also serve as deputy Superior

Court Clierks Court of
CSIM case types: general
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (uncontested Jurisdiction

estate are handled by the surrogates).

- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals,
miscellaneous criminal jurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most cases, __J

MUNICIPAL COURT (533
courts of which 14 were
multi-municipal)

359 judyes

CSIM case types: Courts of
- Exclusive limited felony, limited
misdemeanor, NHI/DUIT jurisdiction

jurisdiction.
- Exclusive traffic/other
violation jurisdiction,

No jury trials,

New Jersey has a Tax Court which hears complaints that are handled exclusively by administrative
dyencies in other states. '

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beyinning of this section which contains important information
relevant to edch chart,

153



NEW MEXICO COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

S justices generally sit in panels

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil,
criminal, administrative agency, disci- Court of
piinary, original proceeding, inter- last

locutory decision cases. resort
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, certified questions from
the federal courts cases.
COURT OF APPEALS o
7 judges sit in panels
CSIM case types:
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non- Intermediate
capital criminal, administrative agency, appellate

juvenile cases, court
- Discretionary jurisdiction in inter-
locutory decision cases,

r ——
DISTRICT COURT (13 districts)
53 judges
CSIM case types:
- Tort, contract, real property rights,
estate. Exclusive domestic relations, Court of
mental health, civil appeals, miscel- general
laneous civil jurisdiction, jurisdiction
- Misdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony,
criminal appeals jurisdiction,
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,
Jury trials.
MAGISTRATE COURT (59 cities) BERNALILLO COUNTY METROPOLITAN COURT
68 judges 11 judges
CSIM case types: CSIM case types:
- Tort, contract, real property - Tort, contract, real property
rights, rights,
- Limited felony, misdemeanor, - Limited felony, misdemeanor,
OWl/bul. OW1/0Ul.
- Moving traffic violation, - Traffic/other violation,
miscellaneous traffic,
Jury trials, Jury trials, except in traffic, Courts of
1imited
Jurisdiction

1

MUNICIPAL COURT (81 courts)

PROBATE COURT (33 counties)

81 judges 33 judges
CSIM case types: CSIM case types:
- Traffic/other violation, - Estate,

No jury trials.

No jury trials,

NOTE:

Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important fnformation

relevant to each chart.
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NEW YORK COURT SYSTEM, 1985

COURT OF APPEALS
7 judyges sit en banc
CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative agency, juvenile,
original proceeding cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-capital criminal, administrative
ayency, juvenile, judge disciplinary, original proceeding cases.

A

APPELLATE DIVISIONS OF SUPREME

COURT (4 courts/divisions)

44 justices sit in panels and en
banc in four departments

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil,

non-capital criminal, administra-

tive ayency, juvenile, lawyer
disciplinary, oriyginal proceed-
iny, interlocutory decision
cases,

- Liscretionary jurisdiction in
civil, non-capital criminal,
Juvenile, oriyinal proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases.

t

A

276 judges
CSIM case types:

jurisdiction,

criminal,
Jury trials,

SUPREME COURT (12 districts)

- Tort, contract, real property
rights, miscellaneous civil,
Exclusive marriage dissolution

- Triable felony, OWl, miscellaneous

COURT OF CLAIMS (1 court) 5

32 judyes, 15 act as Supreme
Court judyes

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real
property rights involving
the state,

No jury trials,

FAMILY COURT (62 counties)
158 judyes; 40 county judyes
CSIM case types:

- Domestic relations {except
marriaye dissolution),
yuardianship, Exclusive
mental health jurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile
jurisdiction,

No jury trials,

|

[

APPELLATE TERMS OF SUPREME COURT

(3 terms/2 departments)

15 justices sit in panels in three
terms,

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, —
non-capital criminal, juvenile,
interlocutory decision cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in non-
capital criminal, juvenile, inter-

= a locutory decision cases,
Civil, felonies:
3rd and 4th N
Department
{ Non-Aonies:
4] 2nd D?partment
COUNTY COURT (57 counties outside NYC)
117 judyes
CSIM case types:
- Tort, contract, real property
rights, miscellaneous civil,
Trial court appeals jurisdiction,
- Triahle felony, DW1/DYL, miscellaneous
criminal, Exclusive criminal appeals.
Jury trials,
a A
SURROGATES® COURT (62 counties) ]
76 surrogates; 43 county judges 3rd and 4th 1st and 2nd
CSIM case types: Departments Departments
- Adoption, estate,
P
Jury trials in estate,
DISTRICT COURT (2 counties) CITY COURT (79 courts in 61
49 judyges in Nassau and Suffolk cities)
CSIM case types: 165 judyes
- Tort, contract, real property CSIM case types:
rights, small claims, - Tort, contract, real property
- Limited felony, misdemeanor, rights, smalt claims,
DWi/oNl. - Limited felony, misdemeanor,
- Moving traffic, miscelianeous MI/0ut,
traffic, ordinance violation, - Moving traffic, miscellaneous
traffic, ordinance violation,
Jury trials, except in traffic.| lJury trials, except in traffic,
—
[ |

CIVIL COURT OF THE CITY OF

NEW YORK (1 court)

120 judyes

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property
riyhts, small claims, miscel-
eous civil,

Jury trials,

CRIMINAL COURY OF THE CITY OF

NEW YORK (1 court)

107 judyes

CSIM case types:

- Limited felony, misdemeanor,
DWI/DUI.

- Movinyg traffic, miscellaneous
traffic, ordinance violation,

Jury trials in criminal cases.,

TOWN AND VILLAGE JUSTICE COURY

(2,327 courts)

1,985 justices

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property
rights, small claims.

- Misdemeanor, DW}/0UI, miscel-
laneous criminal.

- Traffic/other violation,

Jury trials in most case types,

NOTE :
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NORTH CAROLINA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURY

7 justices sit en banc

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal,
administrative agency, juvenile, judge
disciplinary, interlocutory decision
cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil,
criminal, administrative agency, juvenile,
advisory opinions for the executive and
legisiature, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases.

COURT OF APPEALS

12 judges sit in panels

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
Jjuvenile, lawyer disciplinary, original
proceeding cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
Jjuvenile, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases,

SUPERIOR COURT (34 districts)

72 judges and 100 clerks with estate juris-
diction

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
miscellaneous civil cases. Exclusive
adoption, estate, mental health,
administrative agency appeals jurisdiction.

- Misdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony,
criminal appeals jurisdiction,

Jury trials,

DISTRICT COURT (34 districts)

146 judges, and 623 magistrates of which
approximately 100 magistrates are part-time

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
Exclusive small claims, non-adoption
domestic relations, civil trial court
appeals, miscellaneous civil jurisdiction,

- Misdemeanor. Exclusive limited felony,
DWI/DUI jurisdiction,

- Exclusive traffic/other violation juris-
diction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials in civil cases only,

—

Court of
last
resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
general
jurisdiction

Court of
limited
jurisdiction

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important informnation
relevant to each chart,
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NORTH DAKOTA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT
5 justices sit en banc
CSIM case types: Court of
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non- last
capital criminal, administrative resort
agency, juvenile, disciplinary,
original proceeding, interlocutory
decisfon cases,
- No discretionary jurisdiction,
—_
DISTRICT COURT (7 judicial districts
in 53 counties)
26 judges
CSIM case types:
- Tort, contract, real property
rights, guardianship., Exclusive
domestic relations, appeals of
administrative agency cases, Court of

miscellaneous civil jurisdiction, general

- Misdemeanor, miscellaneous criminal, jurisdiction
Exclusive triable felony jurisdic-
tion,
- Moving traffic, parking, miscel-
laneous traffic,
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,
Jury trials in most case types,
COUNTY COURT (53 counties) MUNICIPAL COURT (161 incorporated
cities)
26 judyes
CSIM case types: 148 judges
- Tort, contract, real property CSIM case types:
rights, estate., Exclusive - DW1/DUI.
smail claims, mental health - Moving traffic, parking, Courts of
jurisdiction, laf—- miscellaneous traffic. 1imited
- Limited felony, misdemeanor, Exclusive ordinance violation jurisdiction

OW1/DUI, criminal appeals.
- Moving traffic, parking,
miscellaneous traffic.

Jury trials, except in small
claims cases,

jurisdiction,

No jury trials,

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart,

157



OHIO COURT SYSTEM, 1985

7
cs

SUPREME COURT

justices sit en banc

IM case types:

Mandatory jurisdiction in civil,
criminal, administrative agency,
Juvenile, disciplinary, original
proceeding cases.

Discretionary jurisdiction in civil,
non-capttal criminal, juvenile,
original proceeding, interlocutory

decision cases,

>‘ -

COURT OF APPEALS (12 courts)

63 judyes sit in panels of 3 members each
CSIM case types:

Mandatory jurisdiction in civil,
criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, original proceeding, inter-
Jocutory decision cases,

No discretionary jurisdiction,

X

32

Ju

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (88 counties)

CSIM case types:

9 judges

Tort, contract, real property rights,
appeal of administrative agency

cases, miscellaneous civil, Exclusive
domestic relations, mental health,
estate jurisdiction.

Exclusive triable felony, miscel-
Yaneous criminal jurisdiction,
Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,
Traffic/other violation (juvenile
cases only) jurisdiction.

ry trials in most case types.

198 judyes
CSIM case types:

MUNICIPAL COURT (118 courts)

61 judges
CSIM case types:

COUNTY COURT (51 courts)

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
small claims, miscellaneous civil,

- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DWI/DUI,
criminal appeals.

- Traffic/other violation.

Jury trials in most case types.

- Tort, contract, real property
rights, small claims, miscel-
laneous civil.

- Limited felony, misdemeanor,
DWI/OUI, criminal appeals.

- Traffic/other violation, except
for parking cases,

Jury trials in most case types.,

I

A

COURT OF CLAIMS (1 court)

1 judge sits on temporary

assignment

CSIM case types:

- Appeal of administrative
agency cases, miscellaneous
civil actions against the
state,

Jury trial,

MAYOR'S COURT (690 judges)

690 judges (mayors)

CSIM case types:

- DWI/DUI.

- Traffic/other violation,

No jury trials,

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information

relevant to each chart.

158

Court of
last
resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
1imited
jurisdiction



OKLAHOMA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

9 justices sit en banc
CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil,
administrative agency, juvenile, lawyer

disciplinary, advisory opinion, cases.

original proceeding, interlocutory

decision cases,

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS

3 judges sit en banc
CSIM case types:
- Mandatory jurisdiction in
criminal, juvenile, original proceeding

- Discretionary jurisdiction in inter-
locutory decision cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil,
administrative agency, juvenile,
interlocutory decision cases.

S
Y

I i

CSIM case types:

tion,

COURT OF APPEALS (4 courts)

12 judges sit in four permanent
divisions of 3 members each

- Mandatory jurisdiction in
civil, administrative agency,
juvenile, original proceed-
iny, tnterlocutory decision
cases that are assigned to
it by the Suprene Court,

- No discretionary jurisdic-

DISTRICT COURT (26 districts)

71 district, 77 associate district, and 58

judges

CSIM case types:

- Exclusive civil jurisdiction, except for
concurrent jurisdiction in appeal of
administrative agency cases.

- Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (including
criminal appeals),

- Moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic,
ordinance violation,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials,

|

| Indicates assignment of cases.

COURT OF TAX REVIEW
{1 court)

3 district judges serve

CSIM case types:

- Appeal of administrative
agency cases.

No jury trials,

MUNICIPAL COURT NOT OF
RECORD (340 courts)

Approximately 350 full/
part-time judges

CSIM case types:

- Traffic/other violation,

Jury trials,

MUNICIPAL CRIMINAL COURT
OF RECORD (2 courts)

8 full-time and 18
part-time judges

CSIM case types:

- Traffic/other violation.

Jury trials,

NOTE:

relevant to each chart,

159

Oklahoma has a Workers' Compensation Court which hears complaints that are handled exclusively by
administrative ayencies in other states.

Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
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OREGON COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

7 justices sit en banc

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in capital criminal,
administrative agency, disciplinary,
original proceeding cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
Juvenile, disciplinary, certified questions
from the federal courts, original
proceeding cases,

COURT OF APPEALS

10 judges sit in panels and en banc

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases,

- No discretionary jurisdiction,

TAX COQURT
(1 court)

1 judge

CSIM case types:

- Civil appeals
from adminis-
trative
agencies,

No jury trials.

CIRCULT COURT (21 circuits with 36 courts)

85 judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
adoption, estate, civil appeals, mental
health., Exclusive domestic relations
(except adoption), miscellaneous civil
jurisdiction,

- txclusive triable felony, criminal appeals
jurisdiction,

- Juvenile,

dJury trials in most cases.,

Court of
last
resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Courts of
general
jurisdiction

COUNTY COURT
(9 countfes)

9 judyes

CSIM case types:

- Adoption, mental
health, estate,

- Juvenile.

No jury trials,

JUSTICE COURT MUNICIPAL COURT

(37 courts) (196 courts)

36 Justices of the 137 judges
Peace CSIM case types:

CSIM case types: - Misdemeanor,

- Tort, contract, DWI/DUI,
real property - Traffic/other
rights, small violation,

claims,

- Limited felony,
misdemeanor,
DWI/OUI.

- Moving traffic,
parking, mis-
cellaneous
traffic,

Jury trials 1n most
case types,

Jury trials in most
case types.

DISTRICT COURT
(27 districts)

58 judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract,
real property
rights, small
claims, probate/
wills/intestate.

- Limited felony,
misdemeanor,
DWI/DUI.

- Traffic/other
violation.

Jury trials in some
case types.

NOTE:

relevant to each chart,
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PENNSYLVANIA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

7 Jjustices sit en banc
CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative agency, juvenile, disciplinary,
original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-capital criminal, administrative agency, juvenile,
original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

4

COMMONMEALTH COURT

9 authorized judges, and 3 senior judges
sit in panels and en banc

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases involving the
Commonwealth,

- Discrettonary jurisdiction in civil,
administrative agency, original
proceeding, interlocutory decision
cases involving the Commonwealth,

A

A

b

SUPERIOR COURT

15 authorized judges, and 7 senior judges
sit in panels and en banc

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, juvenile, original
proceeding, interlocutory decision
cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil,
non-capital criminal, juvenile, original
proceeding, interlocutory decision

cases.

313 judges
CSIM case types:

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (60 districts)

- Tort,. contract, real property rights,
miscellaneous civil,
Exclusive domestic relations, estate,
mental health, civil appeals jurisdiction,

- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI.
feliony, criminal appeals, miscellaneous
criminal jurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials, in most case types,

Exclusive triable

A

PHILADELPHIA MUNICIPAL COURT
(1st District)

22 judges

CSIM case types:

- Real property rights, miscellaneous
domestic relations, miscellaneous civil,
Exclusive small claims jurisdiction,

- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DWI/DUI.

- QOrdinance violation,

No jury trials,

A

!

DISTRICT JUSTICE COURT (546 courts)

546 district justices

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,

- Limited felony/misdemeanor, misdemeanor,
DWI/DUIL.

- Traffic/other violation,

No jury trials,

- [

PHILADELPHIA TRAFFIC COURT {1st District)

6 judges

CSIM case types:

- Moving violation, parking, miscellaneous
traffic.

No jury trials,

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this

relevant to each chart,

PITTSBURGH CITY MAGISTRATES (5th District)

6 magistrates

CSIM case types:

- Real property rights.

- Limited felony/misdemeanor/DWI/DUI,
misdemeanor,

- Traffic/other violation,

No jury trials,

section which contains important information
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*The Court of First Instance consists of two divisions:

NOTE:

PUERTO RICO COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

8 justices
Jurisdiction:

administrative agencies,

- Reviews judgments and decisions of the
Court of First Instance,* and cases on
appeal or review before the Superior Court,

- Reviews rulings of the Registrar of
Property and rulings of certain

SUPERIOR COURT* (12 districts)

92 judges
Jurisdiction:

jurisdiction,
- Misdemeanor,

Jury trials in criminal cases.

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
domestic relations and miscellaneous civil,
Exclusive estate and civil appeals

Exclusive triable felony
and criminal appeals jurisdiction,
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

DISTRICT COURT* (39 courts)
94 judges
Jurisdiction:

miscellaneous civil,

- Misdemeanor,
OWI/DUI jurisdiction,
parking.

No jury trials,

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
miscellaneous domestic relations and

Exclusive limited felony, and

- Traffic/other violations, except no

A

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE (3 courts)
3 regular and 10 special judges

Jurisdiction:

- Justices of the Peace are empowered
to handle only preliminary matters
such as arrafignment, setting bail
and tssuing search warrants, They
do not reach decision or verdict.

No trials,

MUNICIPAL COURT (52 courts)
56 judges

CSIM case types:
- Traffic/other violations,

No jury trials,

Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information

relevant to each chart.

the Superior Court and the District Court.
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RHODE ISLAND COURT SYSTEM,

SUPREME COURT

Y justices sit en banc
CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-capital criminal, juvenile,
disciplinary, advisory opinion, original proceeding cases.

- Discretionary jurisdiction in administrative agency appeals, inter-
locutory decision, original proceeding cases.

A

X

19 justices
CSIM case types:

SUPERIOR COURT (4 divisions)

- Jort, contract, real property rights, civil

1985

appeals, miscellaneous civil,

- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI. Exclusive triable

felony, criminal appeals jurisdiction.

Jury trials,

DISTRICT COURT (8 divisions)

13 judyes

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property
rights, appeals of administrative
ayency cases. Exclusive small
claims, mental health jurisdiction,

- Misdemeanor, OW1/0UI, Exclusive
limited felony jurisdictton,

- Ordinance violation, Exclusive
moving traffic for those cases not
handled administratively,

No jury trials.

X

FAMILY COURT (4 divisions)

11 judges

CSIM case types:

- Exclusive donestic relations
jurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

No jury trials.

MUNICIPAL COURT (2 cities)

The number of judges is unavailable

CSIM case types:

- Qrdinance violation, Exclusive
parking jurisdiction.

No jury trials,

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beyinning of this section which contains important information

relevant to each chart,

PROBATE COURT (39 cities/towns)
39 judyes

CSIM case types:
- Exclusive estate jurisdiction.

No jury trials,
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SOUTH CAROLINA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

5 Justices sit en banc
CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal,
Jjuvenile, disciplinary, certified questions
from the federal courts, original proceed-

ing, interlocutory decision cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases.,

) i

COURT OF APPEALS

6 judges sit in panels and en banc

CSIM case types:

~ Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, original proceeding cases
assigned to it by the Supreme Court.

- No discretionary jurisdiction.

}

CIRCULT COURT (16 circuits)

31 judges and 20 masters-in-equity

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
miscellaneous civil, Exclusive civil
appeals jurisdiction,

- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI., Exclusive triable
felony, criminal appeals, miscellaneous

Jury trials, except in appeals,

Court of
last
resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
general
jurisdiction

FAMILY COURT (16 circuits)

46 judges

CSIM case types:

- Miscellaneous civil, Exclu-
sive domestic relations
jurisdiction, except for some
paternity/bastardy cases
heard in the Magistrate
Court,

- Juvenile traffic.

- Juvenile,

No jury trials,

PROBATE COURT (46 courts)

46 judyes
CSIM case types:
- Exclusive mental health,

A

criminal jurisdiction,

MAGISTRATE COURT (315 courts)

315 magistrates

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property
rights, some paternity/
bastardy,

Limited felony, misdemeanor,
DWI/0Ul,

- Traffic/other violation,

- Juvenile,

Jury trials,

estate jurisdiction,

No jury trials,

I Indicates assignment of cases.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains

relevant to each chart,

MUNICIPAL COURT (241 courts)

R2241 judges

CSIM case types:

- Limited felony, misdemeanor,
OW1/DUl.

- Traffic/other violattion,

Jury trials,
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SOUTH DAKOTA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT T

5 justices sit en banc
CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction over civil, Court of
criminal, administrative agency, juvenile, last
disciplinary, original proceeding cases. resort

- Discretionary jurisdiction over advisory
opinions for the state executive, inter-
locutory decision, original proceeding
cases,

CIRCUIT COURT (8 circuits)
35 judges, 18 law magistrates, 13 part-time
Yay magistrates, 87 full-time clerk
magistrates, and 32 part-time clerk
magistrates,
CSIM case types: Court of
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including general
civil appeals), jurisdiction

- Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (including
criminal appeals).

- Exclusive traffic/other violation juris-
diction (except for uncontested parking,
which is handled administratively).

- Exclustve juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials, except in small claims.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart,
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TENNESSEE COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

5 justices sit en banc
CSIM case types:

cases,

capital criminal, juvenile, original

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal,
workers compensation, lawyer disciplinary

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-

proceeding, interlocutory decision cases,

Court of
last
resort

COURT OF APPEALS (3) COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS (3)

12 judges generally sit in panels and 9 judges sit in panels and en banc

en banc CSIM case types

CSIM case types: - Mandatory jurisdiction in non-capital

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, juvenile, original proceeding
administrative agency, juvenile cases, cases.

- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocu- - Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocu-
tory decision cases, tory decision cases.

A

A

Intermediate
appellate
courts

Court(s) of
general
jurisdiction

marriage dissolution, support/custody
mental health, estate, appeal of
administrative agency cases. Exclusi
small claims jurisdiction,

- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI.

- Ordinance violation,

- Juvenile.

No jury trials.

~pi Judicial districts (31 districts)*
CIRCUIT COURT CHANCERY COQURT CRIMINAL COURT
(95 counties in 31 districts)* (27 districts) (13 districts)
66 judges
CSIM case types: 30 chancellors 26 judges
- Civil, except small claims, Civil CSIM case types: CSIM case types:
appeals jurisdiction, - Civil, except small | - Criminal.
- Criminal, claims, Criminal appeals
- Moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic. Jurisdiction,
Jury trials., Jury trials, Jury trials,
JUVENILE COURT (16 counties) PROBATE COURT {2) MUNICIPAL COURT
{ 300 courts)
16 juvenile judges, 3 judges; 5 general 300 judges
CSIM case types: session judges also CSIM case types:
- Paternity/bastardy, mental serve - Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI,
health, CSIM case types: - Traffic/other
- Juvenile, - Estate, violation,
No jury trials. No jury trials. No jury trials,
GENERAL SESSIONS COURT (92 countfes and 2
additional counties have a trial justice
court)
77 full-time and 38 part-time judges, (This
includes 2 justices of the peace,)
CSIM case types:
- Tort, contract, real property rights,

ve

*The state of Tennessee was divided into 31 judicial districts on September 1, 1984,
district, Twenty seven districts have separate Chancery Courts, and thirteen districts have separate Criminal
Courts. The Circuit Court has jurisdiction over Chancery and Criminal matters in the remaining circuits,
is one presiding judge for each district. As a result of the redistricting, two Law and Equity Courts became

Circuit Courts and the other two became Chancery Courts.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information relevant

to each chart,

166

Courts of
limited
jurisdiction

There 1s & Circuit in each



TEXAS COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

9 justices sit en banc

CSIM case’/ types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in
civil, administrative agency,
juvenile, certified questions from
federal courts, original proceeding

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS

9 judges sit in panels and en banc

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in criminal,
original proceeding cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in non-
capital criminal, original proceeding

cases.

A A

COURTS OF APPEALS (14 courts)

80 justices sit in panels
CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-capital criminal,
administrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases,

- No discretionary jurisdiction,

A

DISTRICT COURTS (370 courts)

DISTRICT COURT (360 courts)

360 judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property
rights, domestic relations,
estate, miscellaneous civil,
Exclusive administrative agency
appeals jurisdiction,

- Triable felony, misdemeanor,
DWI/DUI, miscellaneous criminal,

- Juvenile,

Jury trials,

CRIMINAL DISTRICT COURT
(10 courts)

10 judges

CSIM case types:

- Triable felony, misdemeanor,
DWI/DUI, miscellaneous criminal
cases,

Jury trials.

| COUNTY LEVEL COURTS (384 courts)

rights, small claims, marriage
dissolution, estate, mental
health, civil trial court

CONSTITUTIONAL COUNTY COURT PROBATE COURT COUNTY COURT AT LAW (118 courts)
(254 courts) (12 courts)

118 judges
254 judyes 12 judges CSIM case types:
CSIM case types: CSIM case types: - Tort, contract, real property
- Tort, contract, real property - Estate, rights, small claims,

marriage dissolution, estate,
mental health, civil trial
court appeals, miscellaneous

appeals, miscellaneous civil, civil,

- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI, criminal - Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI, criminal
appeals, appeals,

- Moving traffic, miscellaneous - Moving traffic, miscellaneous
traffic, traffic,

- Juvenile, - Juvenile,

Jury trials, Jury trials, Jury trials,

MUNICIPAL COURT* (839 courts)

1,090 judges

CSIM case types:

- Limited felony, misdemeanor.

L - Moving traffic, parking, miscellaneous
traffic., Exclusive ordinance violation
jurisdiction,

Jury trials,

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT* (948 courts)

948 judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property
rights, small claims, mental health,

- Limited felony, misdemeanor,

- Moving traffic, parking, miscellaneous
traffic.

Jury trials,

bl

*Some Municipal and Justice of the Peace Courts may appeal to the District Court,

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information

relevant to each chart,
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UTAH COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

5 justices sit en banc

CSIM case types: Court of
————Jp| - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, last
criminal, administrative agency, resort
Jjuvenile, lawyer disciplinary, original
proceeding cases,
- Discretionary jurisdiction in inter-
locutory decision cases.
—_—
DISTRICT COURT (7 districts in 29
counties)
29 judges
CSIM case types:
- Tort, contract, real property rights. Court of
Exclusive domestic relations, estate, general
mental health, civil appeals, miscel- Jurisdiction
laneous civil jurisdiction,
- Misdemeanor. Exclusive triable felony,
criminal appeals jurisdiction,
Jury trials in most case types.
CIRCULT COURT (12 JUSTICE OF THE PEACE
circuits; 43 locations COURT (171 cities/
in 29 counties) counties)
40 judyes 156 judges
CSIM case types: CSIM case types:
- Tort, contract, real - Tort, contract, small
property rights, small claims,
claims, - Limited felony, misde-
- Limited felony, misde- meanor, DWI/DUI,
meanor, DWI/DUI, - Traffic/other
Exclusive miscellaneous violation,
criminal jurisdiction,
- Traffic/other
violation,
Jury trials, except in Courts of
small claims and parking Jury trials in some case Timited
cases, types. Jurisdiction
JUVERILE COURT (5 juvenile court
districts)
12 judges
CSIM case types:
- Moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic

(juveniie).
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

No jury trials,

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains fmportant information
relevant to each chart,

168



VERMONT COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPRENE COURT

5 justices sit en banc

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal,
administrative agency, juvenile, original
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory
decision cases.

A

SUPERIOR COURT (14 counties) DISTRICT COURT* (14 circuits)

10 judges 14 judges

CSIM case types: CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, support/custody, - Tort, contract, support/custody,
paternity/bastardy, miscellaneous paternity/bastardy, miscellaneous
domestic relations, miscellaneous domestic relations, mental health,
civil, Exclusive real-property Exclusive small claims jurisdiction,
riyhts, marriage dissolution, civil - Triable felony, Exclusive mis-
appeals jurisdiction, demeanor, DWI/DUI jurisdiction,

- Triable felony, - Exclusive moving traffic, miscel-
laneous traffic, ordinance violation,
jurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials, Jury trials,

PROBATE COURT (19 districts)

The number of judges is unknown

CSIM case types:

- Mental health, miscellaneous domestic
relations, miscellaneous civil, Exclusive
adoption, estate jurisdiction.

No jury trials,

*The District Court was created as a court of limited jurisdiction, but since its creation, has
steadily increased its scope to include almost all criminal business. In 1983, the District Court
was granted jurisdiction over all criminal cases, and has become the court of general jurisdiction

for most criminal matters,

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information

relevant to each chart,
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VIRGINIA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

7 justices sit en banc and in panels

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in capital criminal,
administrative agency, lawyer disciplinary
cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative ayency,
juvenile, judye disciplinary, original
proceeding, interlocutory decision
cases,

COURT OF APPEALS*

10 judges sit in panels

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in some civil, some
administrative agency and some original
proceeding cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in non-capital
criminal cases.

*The Virginia Court of Appeals, an intermediate appellate court, became effective January 1, 1985,

CIRCULT COURT (31 circuits)

121 judyes

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
mental health, administrative agency
appeals, miscellaneous civil. Exclusive
domestic relations {except for support/
custody), civil appeals from trial courts,
estate jurisdiction,

- Misdemeanor, criminal appeals, miscel-
laneous criminal, Exclusive triable
felony jurisdiction,

- Ordinance violation,

Jury trials,

DISTRICT COURT (204 Géneral District,
Juvenile, and Nomestic Relations Courts)**

102.75 FTE general district and 63,25 FTE
juvenile and domestic relations judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
support/custody, mental health, adminis-
trative agency appeals,

- Misdemeanor, Exclusive NWI/DUL, limited
felony jurisdiction,

- Ordinance violation, Exclusive moving
traffic, parking, miscellaneous traffic
jurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

No jury trials,

-

Court of
last
resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
general
jurisdiction

Court of
limited
jurisdiction

**The District Court is referred to as the Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court when hearing
juvenile and domestic relations cases, and as the General Nistrict Court for the halance of the

cases,

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information

relevant to each chart,
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WASHINGTON COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPRENE COURT

9 justices sit en banc and in panels

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal,

v administrative agency, juvenile, certified
yuestions from federal courts cases.

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative ayency,
juvenile, disciplinary, oriyginal proceed-
iny, interlocutory decision cases.

cases,

COURT OF APPEALS (3 diQisions/courts)

16 judges sit in panels

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
Jjuvenile, original proceeding cases.

- Discretionary jurisdiction in administra-
tive agency, interlocutory decision

128 judyes

SUPERIOR COURT (29 districts)

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract,
property riyhts, domestic relations,
estate, mental health, civil appeals,
miscellaneous civil jurisdiction,

- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals
Jjurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

Exclusive real

Jury trials in most case types.

MUNICIPAL COURT (132 cities)

Judyes*

CSIM case types:

- Domestic relations.

- Misdemeanor, OWI/DUI,

- Moviny traffic, parking,
miscellaneous traffic, and
ordinance violations.,

Jury trials, except in parking.

*There are 206 judyes assigned to the Municipal Court and District Court:
non-attorneys; 92 are full-time, 114 are part-time,
**District Court provides services to municipalities that do not have a Municipal Court.

DlSTRICi COURT (64 counties with
68 locations)**

Judges*

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, miscellaneous
domestic relations.,
Exclusive small claims
Jurisdiction,

- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI.

- Moving traffic, parking,
miscellaneous traffic,
ordinance {non-traffic)
violations.

Jury trials, except in parking,

Court of
last
resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
general
jurisdiction

Courts of
limited
jurisdiction

172 are attorneys, 34 are

Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information

relevant to each chart,
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WISCONSIN COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

7 justices sit en banc

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction fn civil, non-
capital criminal, disciplinary, certified
questions from federal courts, original
proceeding cases.

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, original proceeding cases,

COURT OF APPEALS (4 districts/courts)

12 judges sit in 3-judge districts

CSIM case types:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, non-
capital criminal, administrative agency,
Jjuvenile, original proceeding cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory}

decision cases,

CIRCULIT COURT (69 circuits)

197 judges

CSIM case types:

- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including
civil appeals).

- DWI/DUI. Exclusive triable felony,
misdemeanor, criminal appeals jurisdiction.

- Contested: moving traffic, parking,
miscellaneous traffic. Ordinance violation
if no Municipal Court,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trial in most case types.

MUNICIPAL COURT (203 cities)

205 judges

CSIM case types:

- DW1/0Ul1,

- Traffic/other violation,

No jury trials,

—

Court of
last
resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
general
Jurisdiction

Court of
limited
Jurisdiction

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart,
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WEST VIRGINIA COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT OF APPEALS

5 Justices sit en banc
CSIM case types:
- No mandatory jurisdiction, Court of
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, last
non-capital criminal, administrative resort
agency, juvenile, disciplinary, certified
questions from the federal courts, original
proceeding, interlocutory decision
cases,

CIRCUIT COURT (31 circuits)

60 judges

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract. Exclusive real property
rights, domestic relations, mental health, Court of
estate, civil appeals, miscellaneous civil general
jurisdiction, Jurisdiction

- Misdemeanor, OW1/DUI, miscellaneous
criminal, Exclusive triable felony,
criminal appeals jurisdiction.

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials.

MAGISTRATE COURT (55 counties)

154 magistrates

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract,

- Misdemeanor, DWI/OUI. Exclusive
limited felony jurisdiction.

- Moving traffic, miscellaneous
traffic,

Jury trials,

MUNICIPAL COURT (54 courts)

54 judges

CSIM case types:

- DWI/DUI,

- Moving traffic, miscellaneous
traffic, Exclusive parking,
ordinance violatton jurisdiction.

No jury trials,

Courts of
limited
Jurisdiction

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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WYOMING COURT SYSTEM, 1985

SUPREME COURT

5 justices sit en banc
CSIM case types:

proceeding cases.

- Mandatory jurisdiction over civil,
criminal, administrative agency, juvenile,
Yawyer disciplinary, certified questions
from the federal courts, original

- No discretionary jurisdiction,

17 judges
CSIM case types:

Jjurisdiction,

Jury trials,

DISTRICT COURT (9 disfricts)

- Tort, contract, real property rights.
Exclusive domestic relations (except for
miscellaneous domestic relations), mental
health, estate, civil appeals, miscel-
laneous civil jurisdiction.

- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

A

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT
(15 courts in 11 counties)

16 justices of the peace

CSIM case types:

- Tort, contract, real property
rights, small claims,

- Limited felony, misdemeanor,
DNI/0UI.

- Moving traffic, parking, miscel-
laneous traffic/other violation,

Jury trials, except in small claims,

NOTE:

MUNICIPAL COURT (74 courts)

77 judges

CSIM case types:

- DWI/DUI.

- Moving traffic, parking, miscel-
laneous traffic. Exclusive
ordinance violation jurisdiction,

Jury trials.

19 judyes
CSIM case types:

relations.

traffic violation,

COUNTY COURT (14 courts, in 12 counties)

- Tort, contract, real property rights,
small claims, miscellaneous domestic

- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DWI/DUI,
- Moving traffic, parking, miscellaneous

Jury trials, except 1n small claims.

relevant to each chart,

Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
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TABLE 1: Reported national caseload for state appellate courts, 1985

Reported Caseload Filed Disposed

Courts of last resort:

I. Mandatory jurisdiction cases:

A. Number of reported complete and cOmMParable CASES ..c.ievveoreenenaosonnononnans 12,739 10,518
1. Number of cases per judge/JustiCe .iieeevseesssacserrerceacennes eeeetienes 66 76
2. Number of cases per lawyer support personnel ............. eseeraiieeireeas 28 34
3. Number of courts reporting complete and comparable data ........veevuvnaen, 28 20
4., HNumber of courts with mandatory jurisdiction ..............oc0n Ceeseseeenes 51 51+
5. Percent of the total population of states with mandatory Jur1sd1ct10n
represented by complete and comparable data ............. tessesserarianenes L8% 47%
B. Number of reported complete cases that include some discretionary cases ....... 7,006 6,910
1. Number of cases per judge/justice .........ecvveveveeannes teesrraaans R, 92 8Y
2. Number of cases per lawyer support personnel ........cicevvneenececsronnnas 43 46
3. Number of courts reporting complete data with some discretionary cases .... 12 12
4. Number of courts with mandatory jurisdiction ..........ceceuuenns N 51 51
5. Percent of the total population of states with mandatory Jurisd1ct10n
represented by complete data that include some discretionary cases ........ 13% 10%
C. Number of reported cases that are either incomplete, or incomplete and
include some discretionary Cases .......e... eeceraseennns iiisesesessnesnanoens 1,600 1,377
. Number of cases per judge/justice .......ceevveuunnn Y . 46 37
2. Number of cases per lawyer support personnel .......ceceeevnueevsesecsnnnens 16 b
3. Number of courts reporting incomplete data, or incomplete and 1nclude
Some diSCTretionary CASES .uueecscseoasosssensavassscaseseocesonannsnss Ceeas
4. Number of courts with mandatory jurisdiction .............. Cieeeeesbaiiieens 51 51
5. Percent of the tota) population of states with mandatory jurisdiction

represented by incomplete data, or incomplete and include some
discretionary casesS .....ecvuss Ceesretetataeatsrantbsnsssssnananns Cersiaias 16% 6%

Il. Discretionary jurisdiction petitions:

A. Number of reported complete and comparable petitions .........ccovvunnn. veeeres 26,790 18,015
1. Number of petitions per judge/justice ..... Ceeeressesentanraanasstitttinnnn 126 115
2. Number of petitions per lawyer support personnel ............. 51 50
3. Number of courts reporting complete and comparable petitions . ces 31 23
4, Number of courts with discretionary jurisdiction ......cevevvnnevicnnennnns SU** S0rw
5. Percent of the total population of states with discretionary Jur1sdictlon
represented by complete and comparable datd ....cieeiiveriiranaiiionineennn 68% a8%
B. Number of reported complete petitions that include some mandatory cases ....... 5,2¢8 7,621
1. Number of petitions per judge/justice ..........ceevenenn PN veens 436 201
2. Number of petitions per lawyer support personnel ..... Ceebieeieneeietiennn 100 76
3. Number of courts reporting complete data with some mandatory cases ........ 2 6
4, HNumber of courts with discretionary jurisdiction ...........ccoouvnn. N 50 50
5. Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jurisdiction
represented by complete data that include some mandatory cases .......... . 6% 13%
C. Number of reported petitions that are either incomplete, or incomplete and
include some mandatory Cases .......eeeeveecensecennacenns eeriseienaes ceeeesse. 4,866 4,338
1. Number of petitions per judge/JuStiCe ...e.veeeeviiiernnenreneccenuenannass 128 92
2. HNumber of petitions per lawyer support personnel ..e.......ccevenn. RN 57 48
3. Number of courts reporting incomplete data, or lncomplete and 1nclude
S0Mme MANALOrY CASES teveevesronveranvacacsoscannsasanenns Cerereerisieraaas 6 7
4. Number of courts with discretionary jurisdiction .......... e iiere e 50 50
5. Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jurisdiction
represented by incomplete data, or incomplete and include some mandatory
CASES tevetuernccoccnnnannns seesesseeteaseesoarsstesitsatsncareneesann ceeen 8% 1%

{continued on next page)
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Table 1: Reported national caseload for state appellate courts, 1985 (continued)
Reported Caseload Filed Disposed
Intermediate appellate courts:
I. Mandatory jurisdiction cases:
A. Number of reported complete and comparable CaSES ...uiveeverrrnnrneereeannnennas 80,316 59,864
V. Number of cases per judge/JustiCe .....eieiuieereiionnnrenrcnenaannns eeneens 162 155
2. Number of cases per lawyer support personnel ..... TN 8¢ 8y
3. Humber of courts reporting complete and comparable data ....... Ceeeseenasas 27 23
4, HNumber of courts with mandatory jurisdiction ......eeeeeeeeeennvnnneens vees 40 40
5. Percent of the total population of states with mandatory Jur\sdxctxon
represented by complete and comparable data ......viiiiiiiieriirinereainann 68% 46%
B. Number of reported complete cases that include some discretionary cases ....... 31,634 32,796
1. Number of cases per judge/justice ........... F N Ceereresens ceees 171 229
2. Number of cases per lawyer support personnel ..........eeeeevees Ceerieeaens 60 79
3. Number of courts reporting complete data with some dlscretwonary cases .... 11 11
4, Number of courts with mandatory Jurisdiction .....eeeveeereeeennonenennanes 40 40
5. Percent of the total population of states with mandatory JUTISdlCt]On
represented by complete data that include some discretionary cases ........ 314 27%
C. Number of reported cases that are either incomplete, or incomplete and
include some discretionary cases ......... eeereeeas Cebreir e eeerenens 0 0
II. Discretionary jurisdiction petitions:
A. Number of reported complete and comparable petitions ..... eebteeeceeresteanan . 16,149 3,753
1. Number of petitions per judge/justice ............oe..s teeseeteseritananenn 49 24
2. Number of petitions per lawyer support personnel .............. Cheeeeeiaeas 21 12
3. Number of courts reporting complete and comparable petitions ......... cenen 17 10
4. Number of courts with discretionary jurisdiction .........eeeveveveeecnnnns 27 27
5. Percent of the total population of states with d1scret1onary JurlsdictIQn
represented by complete and comparablie data ......... vetesreesnana esesesea 67% 30%
B. Number of reported complete petitions that include some mandatory cases ....... 0 0
C. Number of reported petitions that are either incomplete, or incomplete and
include some mandatory CasSeS .....eeeeeeersrennansonnes Cereeenees [ e 222 244
. Number of petitions per JUdgE/JUStICe ........... Ceteenees eeeeens Cereees F] 20
2. Number of petitions per lawyer support personnel .........ccoevevennna. veo 1 12
3. Number of courts reporting incomplete data, or 1ncomplete and lnclude
some mMandatory Cases ....eeeaeees.s eeeteiieraannenans PN 1 ]
4. Number of courts with dlscretlonary Juf]Sd]Cthﬂ PN [ A 27 27
5. Percent of the total population of states with discretionary JurlSdlCtlon
represented by incomplete data, or incomplete and include some mandatory
Cases veunn.. teeeens Ceeeteassaaseeaes Ceveeeeiiicenniinans Ceveseerenneanans .. 3% 3%

Summary section for all appellate courts:

Reported filings
TAC

COLR Total
A, Number of reported complete and comparable cases/petitions ..... vees 39,529 99,465 135,994
8. Number of reported complete cases/petitions that include other case
187 T2 teeens 12,529 31,634 44,163
C. Number of reported cases/pet1tions that are elther incomplete, or
incomplete and include other case types ......coveevueen Cereeseeeians 6,752 222 6,974
Total .iovviiereienanens e eraeseacsaaaans teesarens Ceeraees -1 7% : 2 [0} 128,321 187,131

*Data for courts of last resort that reported
complete and comparable mandatory jurisdiction
cases include data from two courts who have
virtually no mandatory jurisdiction: the
Michigan Supreme Court reported only three
filings, and the Texas Supreme Court reported
only one filing.
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*« Data for courts of last resort that reported
complete and comparabie discretionary petitions
include data from the Mississippi Supreme Court
which reported only four filings.

COLR = Court of last resort
IAC = Intermediate appellate court



TABLE 2: Reported total caseload for all state appellate courts, 1985

Total cases filed

Totals
Sum of mandatory
Sum of mandatory cases and
cases and discretionary
Total discretionary petitions
discretionary petitions granted review
Total Total petitions Fited Filed
mandatory discretionary granted per per
State/Court name: cases __petitions review Number judge Number judge

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL ......... 780 258 1,038 130
Supreme Court ............. 334 194 528 106
Court of Appeals .......... 446 64 510_ 170
ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL ........ 2,9241 1,201J 4,125 179
Supreme Court ............. 81 1,161J 1,242 248
Court of Appeals .......... 2,843 40 2,883 160
ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL ....... 1,2851] 1,2851 997
Supreme Court ............. 4391 (j) 4391 631
Court of Appeals .......... 846 NH NH -- -- ~- --
CAL IFORNIA--STATE TOTAL ..... 10,5361 10,284 8661 20,8201 2451 1,407 1361
Supreme Court ............. 2841 4,346 3181 4,6301 6611 6021 861
Courts of Appeal 10,252 5,938 548 16,190 210 10,800 140
COLORADD--STATE TOTAL ....... 1,826 767 2,593 153
Supreme Court ..... Ceeeeaes 200 767 967 138
Court of Appeals .......... 1,626 NH NH -- -- .- --
CONNECTICUT--STATE TOTAL .... )
Supreme Court ....... N ) 286J
Appellate Court .......... . 934] 50 (j) 984d 197d
FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL ........ 12,859 3,150 16,009 302
Supreme Court ....evvevenss 597 1,175 1,772 253
District Courts of Appeal . 12,262 1,975 14,237 310
GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL ........ 2,638J 1,616 352 4,254d 2664 2,990¢4 187d
Supreme Court ............. 6921 975 146 1,667d 23g8d 83¢d 120d
Court of Appeals .......... 1,946J 641 206 2,587d 287d 2,152d 2394
HAWAII--STATE TOTAL ......... 628J 41 n 669d 639d
Supreme Court ..... R 496J 41 1 537d 107d 507d 101d
Intermediate Court of
Appeals ....cvaes Ceeeeees 132 NH NH -- .- -- --
IDAHO--STATE TOTAL .......... 4973 92 (j) 589d 74d
Supreme Court ............. 348J 92 (j) 440d ggd
Court of Appeals .......... 149 NH NH -- -- -- --
ILLINOIS--STATE TOTAL ....... 8,104J 1,5791 9,683 198
Supreme Court ........ec0u. 493 1,579 165 2,072 296 658 94
Appellate Court ........... 7,611 (j) 7,611 181
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Total cases disposed

Totals
Sum of
mandatory
Point at Total Sum of cases and
which discretionary mandatory discretionary
cases Total Total petitions cases and petitions
Court are mandatory discretionary granted discretionary granted
State/Court name: type counted cases petitions review petitions review
STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
ALASKA--STATE TOTAL ......... 693 251 57 944 750
Supreme Court .......... ... COLR 1 287 197 42 484 329
Court of Appeals ....... ... JAC 1 406 54 15 460 421
ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL ........ 3,0401 1,1234 ) 4,163
Supreme Court .........c.vn COLR 6 g7i 1,0783 81J 1,165 168
Court of Appeals .......... 1IAC 6 2,953 45 2,998
ARKANSAS --STATE TOTAL ....... 1,3464J ) 1,3461J
Supreme Court .......... ... COLR 2 45113 (3) () 4511 4511
Court of Appeals .......... IAC 2 895 NH NH -- --
CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL .....
Supreme Court ............. COLR 6
Courts of Appeal .......... 1AC 2
COLORADO--STATE TOTAL ....... 1,3961 1,011 2,407
Supreme Court ........... .. COLR 1 (j) 1,011 1,01
Court of Appeals .......... IAC 1 1,39 NH NH -- --
CONNECTICUT-~STATE TOTAL .... .
Supreme Court ............. COLR ) . 3733
Appellate Court ........... IAC 1 8773 (J) 877
FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL ........ 13,179 2,806 15,985
Supreme Court ............. COLR 1 639 1,123 1,762
District Courts of Appeal . IAC ] 12,540 1,683 14,223
GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL ........ 1,6911 1,6029 3,293¢
Supreme Court ............. COLR 2 (j). 1,6024 1,6029
Court of Appeals ....... ... IAC 2 1,691J () 1,6919
HAWAI1--STATE TOTAL ......... 6213 39 (j) 660d
Supreme COUrt ............. COLR 2 516J 39 (j} 555d
Intermediate Court of
Appeals ..ueiiiieiiniinan 1AC 2 105 NH NH -- --
10AHO--STATE TOTAL .......... 615J 99 {j) 7149
Supreme COUrt .oveeveevnn.s COLR 1 333J 99 (j) 432d
Court of Appeals .......... 1AC 4 282 NH NH -- --
ILLINQIS--STATE TOTAL ....... 7,4573 l,673i 16,091
Supreme Court ............. COLR 1 496 1,673 187 9,130 683
Appellate Court ........... IAC 1 6,961 (3) 6,96)

{continued on next page)
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Table 2: Reported total caseload for all state appellate courts, 1985  (continucd)
Total cases filed
Totals
Sum of mandatory
Sum of mandatory cases and
cases and discretionary
Total discretionary petitions
discretionary petitions granted review
Total Total petitions FiTed filed
mandatory discretionary granted per per
State/Court name: cases petitions review Number judge Number judge
INDIANA--STATE TOTAL ........
Supreme Court ........... . .
Court of Appeals ...... cee 1,037) {j) 1,037 86
JOWA--STATE TOTAL ...........
Supreme Court .............
Court of Appeals .......... 730 NH NH -- ~- -- --
KANSAS--STATE TOTAL ......... 1,264J 1,381 Y9
Supreme Court ............. 177 117 294 42
Court of Appeals .......... 1,0873 (j! 1,087 155
KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL ....... 3,438 909 4,347 207
Supreme Court ....... verens 282 813 156 1,095 156 438 63
Court of Appeals .......... 3,156 96 3,252 232
LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ......  3,657J 4,8511 1,1431 8,5084 155d 4,800d g7d
Supreme Court ..o..vevenens 799 2,313 4707 2,392 342 549 78
Courts of Appeal .......... 3,578 2,538 673 6,1164 1279 4,251d 89d
MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL .......  1,860J 305 107 2,765d 138d 1,9674 9sd
Court of Appeals .......... 218) 13 90 931d 133d 308d 44d
Court of Special Appeals .. 1,642 192 17 1,834 141 1,659 128
MASSACKUSETTS--STATE TOTAL .. 1,430J 2,766 163
Supreme Judicial Court .... 129 1,336 210 1,465 209 339 48
Appeals Court ..... ceeenes 1,301J (j) 1,301 130
MICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL ....... 5,190 4,318 9,508 380
Supreme Court ....ivoeranns 3 2,069 125 2,072 296 128 18
Court of Appeals .......... 5,187 2,244 7,436 4313
MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ...... 2,158 7971 2581 2,9551 1481 2,4161 1219
Supreme Court ....c.covvvsee 211 575 178 786 98 389 49
Court of Appeals ......... . 1,947 2220 801 2,169) 1811 2,027 1697
MISSOURI--STATE TOTAL ..... .. 3,353] 981 106 4,334 11d 3,4594 ggd
Supreme Court .......... 1873 981 106 1,168d 1674 293d 424
Court of Appeals ...... N 3,166 NH NH -- -- -- --
NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL ..... 6,264
Supreme Court ........ eses 227 1,053 1,280 183
Appellate Division of .
Superior Court .......u.. 6,037J {3} 6,037 252
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Total cases disposed

Totals
Sum ot
mandatory
Point at Total Sum of cases and
which discretionary mandatory discretionary
cases Total Total petitions cases and petitions
Court are mandatory discretionary granted discretionary granted
State/Court name: type counted cases petitions review petitions review
INDIANA--STATE TOTAL ........ 1,421] 1,7461
Supreme COUrt ....o.eeuen.. COLR 6 359 3251 134 6841 493
Court of Appeals .......... IAC 6 1,0623 (i) 1,062
10WA--STATE TOTAL ...... ceeen 1,505J 4971 771 2,002 1,582
Supreme Court ............. COLR 1 868J 4a9n m 1,365 945
Court of Appeals .......... IAC 4 637 NH NH -- --
KANSAS--STATE TOTAL ......... 1,333j
Supreme Court ............. COLR 5 344
Court of Appeals .......... IAC 5 989J (j) 989
KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL ....... 3,016 1,131 4,147
Supreme Court ........ wee.s COLR 6 259 1,044 1,303
Court of Appeals .......... IAC 3 2,757 87 2,844
LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ......
Supreme Court ............. COLR 2
Courts of Appeal .......... IAC 2
MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL ....... 2,039d 870 2,909d
Court of Appeals .......... COLR 2 232] 678 (3} 910d
Court of Special Appeals .. IAC 2 1,807 192 1,999
MASSACHUSETTS--STATE TOTAL ..
Supreme Judicial Court .... COLR 2
Appeals Court ...eveevaves. IAC 2
MICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL ....... .
Supreme Court ............. COLR ] (Jj) 2,314J 2,314
Court of Appeals .......... IAC 1
MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ...... 2,230 8701 3,1001
Supreme Court ............, COLR ] 329 626 . 955 | .
Court of Appeals .......... IAC 1 1,901 2441 841 2,145 1,9851
MISSOQURI--STATE TOTAL ....... 3,347] 9801 (3} 4,327d
Supreme Court ....i..e..e.. COLR 1 1703 9801 (3) 1,150d
Court of Appeals .......... IAC 1 3,177 NH NH 3,177 3,177
NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL ..... 6,307J ) ) 6,441
Supreme Court ......oeee... COLR 1 251 1,0257 134 1,2761 385
Appellate Division of .
Superior Court .......... IAC 1 6,056J () 6,056

{continued on next page)
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Table 2:

Reported total caseload for all state appellate courts, 1985

{continued)

Total cases filed

Totals

Sum ot mandatory

Sum of mandatory cases and
cases and discretionary
Total discretionary petitions
discretionary petitions ~_granted review
Total Total petitions FiTed FiTed
mandatory discretionary granted per per
State/Court name: cases petitions review Number judge Number judge
NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL ,.... 1,314 223 93 1,537 128 1,407 17
Supreme COUrt .e.vevensen.. 652 155 66 807 161 718 144
Court of Appeals ..... e 662 68 27 730 104 689 98
NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL . 1,597J 1,104 1583 2,701d 142d 1,755d 92d
Supreme Court ............. 22¢ 620 67 842 120 284 41
Court of Appeals .......... 1,375J 484 91 1,859d 155d 1,466 122d
OHI0--STATE TOTAL ...... veees 9,964 1,644 172 11,608 193 10,136 164
Supreme COurt ........eeeee 442 1,644 172 2,086 298 614 88
Court of Appeals .......... 9,522 NH NH -- -- -- --
OREGON--STATE TOTAL ......... 4,161 903 93 5,064 298 4,254 250
Supreme Court ...iiivennens 180 903 93 1,083 155 273 34
Court of Appeals .......... 3,981 NH NH -- -- -- --
SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL . 842 24 866 79
Supreme Court .......0veees 45) 24 475 95
Court of Appeals .......... 391 NH NH -- -- -- --
VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL ....... 2,146 4224
Supreme Court ..vvuvenenvnas 1,043 239
Court of Appeals .......... 538 1,103 1831 1,641 164 7211 721
WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL ..... 3,4641) 1,2661J 4,690 188
Supreme COUrt ............ . 19413 9061J 1,100 122
Court of Appeals .......... 3,270 320 3,590 224
WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL ,..... 2,449 98y ) 3,438 181 ) )
Supreme Court ....eocuvun.. 9 761 98J 852 122 189J 27]
Court of Appeals ..... veees 2,358 228 2,586 216
STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
DELAWARE--Supreme Court ..... 406J 3i (j) 409 82 406 8!
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA-- .
Court of Appeals ...... vone 1,7703 81 (j) 1,851d 2069 1,770 354
MAINE--Supreme Judicial Court X 3
Sitting as Law Court ...... 6021J (j) 6021 861
MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court .. 815 4 819 91
MONTANA--Supreme Court ...... 6393 (§) 639 91
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Total cases disposed

Totals
Sum of
mandatory
Point at Total Sum of cases and
which discretionary mandatory discretionary
cases Total Total petitions cases and petitions
Court are mandatory discretionary granted discretionary granted
State/Court name: type counted cases petitions review _petitions review
NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .....
Supreme Court ............. COLR 5 (j)
Court of Appeals .......... IAC 5 522 () 522
NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL . 1,647J 1,127 571 2,774d
Supreme Court ......... «o.. COLR 2 183 . 665 57 848 240
Court of Appeals .......... 1AC 2 1,464] 462 {§) 1,9269
OHIO--STATE TOTAL tvevevunans 9,874 1,428 157 11,302 10,031
Supreme Court .........e0ve COLR 1 383 1,428 157 1,811 540
Court of Appeals .......... IAC 1 9,491 NH NH -- --
OREGON--STATE TOTAL ......... 4,0BOJ 873 (§) 4,953 4,080
Supreme Court ....vvveenenn COLR 1 2960 873. (Jj) 1,169 296
Court of Appeals .......... IAC 1 3,784 NH NH -- --
SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL .
Supreme Court ............. COLR 2
Court of Appeals .......... IAC 4 398 NH NH -- --
VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL ....... 1,958
Supreme Court ...... eevaae COLR i 1,321
Court of Appeals ......... . IAC 1 216 637
WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL ..... 3,1781J 1,190 B 4,368
Supreme Court .......... ... COLR 1 1841J 9071J 561J 1,091 240
Court of Appeals .......... IAC 1 2,994 283 3,277
WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL ..... . 9279 .
Supreme Court ..evveveveens COLR 5 (j) - 699J 189J 649
Court of Appeals .......... IAC 1 2,501 228 . 2,729
STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
DELAWARE --Supreme Court ..... COLR 1 3733 2i (j) 375 373
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA-- .
Court of Appeals .......... COLR 1 1,568 77 (Jj) 1,645 1,568
MAINE--Supreme Judicial Court . .
Sitting as Law Court ...... COLR 1 506 68 5741
MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court .. COLR 2 853 4 q 857 857
MONTANA--Supreme Court ...... COLR 1 580J (j) 580

{continued on next page)
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lable 2:

Reported total casetoad for all state appellale courts, 1985

{continued)

Total cases filed

Totals
Sum of mandatory
Sum of mandatory cases and
cases and discretionary
Total discretionary petitions
discretionary petitions __granted review
Total Total petitions FiTed FiTed
mandatory discretionary granted per per

State/Court name: cases petitions review Nuinber judge Nunmber judge

NEBRASKA--Supreme Court ..... 997J (j) 9y97d 1424

NEVADA--Supreme Court ....... 777 NH NH -- -- -- --

NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme Court. NH 5741

NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court . 338 NH NH -- -- -- --

RHODE ISLAND--Supreme Court . 403 288 691 138

SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court . 358J 171 375 I

UTAH--Supreme Court ......... 628 42 670 134

VERMONT--Supreme Court ...... 575 19 594 1y

WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme Court
of Appeals .....vevevennnns NH 1,372 483 -- -- -- --

WYOMING--Supreme Court ...... 306 NH NH -- -- -- --

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL

ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL ........ 2,866 6Ub 3,472 204
Supreme Court .......eecvn. 7498 606 1,404 156
Court of Civil Appeals .... 548 NH NH -- -- -- --
Court of Criminal Appeals . 1,520 NH NH -- -- -- --

NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL .......

Court of Appeals ..........

Appellate Divisions of
Supreme Court .........c.0

Appellate Terms of Supreme
Court ..vveiveinnnnnnnns ..

OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ....... 2,579 2951 122 2,874 120 Z,701 113
Supreme Court ......vevveee 1,128 295 65 1,423 158J 1,193 133
Court of Criminal Appeals . 816] (J) 57 816 272 873 291
Court of Appeals .......... 635 NH NH -- -- -- --

PENNSYLVANIA--STATE TOTAL ...  9,574J ] ) ) ] ) ,
Supreme Court ..... RPN 142 4,067J 2231 4,209 601J 3647 521
Superior Court ............ 5,878J (j) 5,878
Commonwealth Court ........ 3,554 81 3,635 404
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Total cases disposed

Totals
Sum of
mandatory
Point at Total Sum of cases and
which discretionary mandatory discretionary
cases Total Total petitions cases and petitions
Court are mandatory discretionary granted discretionary granted
State/Court name: type counted cases petitions review petitions review
NEBRASKA--Supreme Court ..... COLR 1 975] (j) (j) g75d
NEVADA--Supreme Court ....... COLR 2 867 NH NH -- --
NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme Court. COLR 1 NH 6021 --
NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court . COLR 1 335 NH NH -- --
RHODE ISLAND--Supreme Court . COLR 2 393 219 612
SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court . COLR i 369J (J) 369
UTAH--Supreme Court ......... COLR 1 631J (j) 631
VERMONT--Supreme Court ...... COLR ] 506 20 526
WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme Court
of Appeals ................ COLR ] NH 1,268 479 -- --
WYOMING--Supreme Court ...... COLR 1 347 NH NH -- --
STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL
ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL ........ 2,737 588 115 3,325 2,852
Supreme Court ............. COLR 1 797 588 115 1,385 9j2
Court of Civil Appeals .... IAC ! 516 NH NH -- --
Court of Criminal Appeals . IAC 1 1,424 NH NH -- --
NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL .......
Court of Appeals .......... COLR 1 401 3,505 318 3,906 719
Appellate Divisions of
Supreme Court ........... IAC 2
Appellate Terms of Supreme
Court ..ovieennnen sesseess IAC 2
OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ....... 1,2461
Supreme Court .......... ... COLR 1 1491
Court of Criminal Appeals , COLR 2 404 267 671
Court of Appeals .......... IAC 4 693 NH NH -- --
PENNSYLVANIA--STATE TOTAL ...
Supreme Court ,............ COLR 6 .
Superior Court .......000.. [AC 1 8,3553 (j) 8,355
Commonwealth Court ........ IAC 1 3,928J

{continued on next page)
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lable 2: Reported total caseload for all stale appellate courts, 1489 {continued)
Total cases filed
! Totals
Sum of mandatory
Sum of mandatory cases and
cases and discretionary
Total discretionary petitions
discretionary petitions granted review
Total Total petitions Filed Filed
mandatory discretionary granted per per
State/Court name: cases __petitions review Number judge Number judge
TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL ...... 1,988 8541 2,842 109
Supreme Court ......ooo0enn 139 772 911 182
Court of Appeals .......... 999 82 23 1,081 90 1,022 85
Court of Criminal Appeals . 850J (§) 850 94
TEXAS--STATE TOTAL (......... 9,953 2,529 432 12,482 127 10,385 106
Supreme Court ..... Ceeeaeae 1 1,169 172 1,170 130 173 19
Court of Criminal Appeals . 1,998 1,360 260 3,358 373 2,258 251
Courts of Appeals ...... ‘.. 7,954 NH NH -- -- -- --
Note: All available data that are at least 75% Arkansas--Supreme Court--UData do not include

complete are included in the table. Blank
spaces indicate that either the data are
unavailable or less than 75% complete or
that the calculations are inappropriate.

JURISOICTION CODES:

COLR = Court of last resort

[AC = Intermediate appellate court

NH = This case type is not handled in this court.

-- = Inapplicable

Points at which cases are counted:

At the notice of appeal

At the filing of trial record

At the filing of trial record, and complete
briefs

At transfer

Other

Varies

[(ERETETY

1
2
3

4
5
6

wowon

FOOTNOTES:

dpata for the following courts represent some

double counting:
Discretionary petitions that are granted
review are counted once as a petition, and
are then refiled as mandatory cases and
cannot be separated from mandatory cases.

Connecticut Appellate Court

District of Columbia Court of Appeals

Georgia Court of Appeals

Georgia Supreme Court

Hawaii Supreme Court

Idaho Supreme Court

Louisiana Courts of Appeal

Maryland Court of Appeals

Missouri Supreme Court

Nebraska Supreme Court

North Carolina Court of Appeals

iData are incomplete:

Arizona--Supreme Court--Data do not include
mandatory judge disciplinary cases.
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mandatory attorney disciplinary cases,
and certified questions from the federal
courts.

California--Supreme Court--Total mandatory
filing data do not include mandatory judge
disciplinary cases. Total discretionary
petitions granted review data do not
include original proceedings initially
heard in Supreme Court that were granted
and administrative agency cases.

Colorado--State total--Mandatory cases do not
inclyde cases from the Supreme Court.

Delaware--Supreme Court--Uata do not include
some discretionary interlocutory decision
cases which are reported with mandatory
jurisdiction cases.

Georgia--Total state mandatory cases filed do
not include data from the Supreme Court.
I1linois--State total--Discretionary data do
not include discretionary petitions from

the Appellate Court.

Indiana--Supreme Court--Uata do not include
discretionary criminal petitions.

lowa~-Supreme Court--Data do not include
discretionary cases that were dismissed
by the court, which are reported with
mandatory jurisdiction cases.
Discretionary petitions granted review do
not include some discretionary original
proceedings which are reported with
unclassified discretionary cases.

Louisiana--Supreme Court--Some discretionary
Jurisdiction cases cannot be separated
from the mandatory caseload.

Maine--Data do not include mandatory
disciplinary and advisory opinion cases.

Minnesota--Court of Appeals--Total
discretionary jurisdiction petitions, do
not include discretionary petitions of
final judgments that were denied review.
Total discretionary petitions granted
review.

Maine--Supreme Judicial Court sitting as Law
Court--Data include all discretionary
jurisdiction cases.



Total cases disposed

Totals
Sum of
mandatory
Point at Total Sum of cases and
which discretionary mandatory discretionary
cases Total Total petitions cases and petitions
Court are mandatory discretionary granted discretionary granted
State/Court name: type counted cases petitions review petitions review
TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL ...... .
Supreme Court ............. COLR 1 (j) 923J Y23
Court of Appeals .......... IAC 1 1,010 82 1,092
Court of Criminal Appeals . IAC 1 891J (3) 891
TEXAS--STATE TOTAL .......... 10,066 2,233 460 12,299 10,526
Supreme Court ............. COLR 1 1 1,187 177 1,188 178
Court of Criminal Appeals . COLR 5 2,084 1,046 283 3,130 2,367
Courts of Appeal ......... . IAC 1 7,981 NH NH -- --

Missouri--Supreme Court--Data do not include Connecticut--Supreme Court--Data include some
a few discretionary original proceedings. mandatory cases left from the previous year.

New Hampshire--Supreme Court--Data do not Appellate Court--Data include a few
include discretionary judge disciplinary discretionary petitions that were granted
cases. review,

New Jersey--Supreme Court--Data do not Delaware--Supreme Court--Data include some
include discretionary interlocutory discretionary petitions that were granted
decisions. review.

North Carolina--State total--Discretionary District of Columbia--Court of Appeals--Uata
petition granted review data do not include include discretionary petitions that were
petitions from the Court of Appeals, granted review, and refiled as appeals.

Ok lahoma--Supreme Court--Data do not include Georgia--Supreme Court--Filed data include
mandatory appeals of final judgments, discretionary petitions that were granted
mandatory disciplinary cases and review and refiled as appeals. Disposed
mandatory interlocutory decisions. data include all mandatory jurisdiction
State Total--Total discretionary petitions cases.
do not include cases from Court of Criminal Court of Appeals--Filed data include
Appeals. petitions of final judgments,

Pennsylvania--Suprene Court--Mandatory discretionary original proceeding and
jurisdiction data do not include original interlocutory decision cases that were
proceeding petitions that were granted granted review. Disposed data include all
review, discretionary jurisdiction cases.

South Dakota--Supreme Court--Data do not Hawaii--Supreme Court--Data include a small
include advisory opinions reported with number of discretionary petitions that
mandatory jurisdiction cases. were granted review.

Tennessee--State Total--Data do not include Idaho--Supreme Court--Data include
cases from Court of Criminal Appeals. discretionary petitions that were granted

Virginia--Court of Appeals--Data do not review,
include original proceeding petitions [11inois--Appellate Court--Data include all
granted review. discretionary petitions.

Washington--Supreme Court--Data do not Indiana--Court of Appeals--Data include
include mandatory certified questions from discretionary interlocutory decision
the federal courts which are reported with petitions.
discretionary jurisdiction cases. lowa--Supreme Court--Data include some
Discretionary jurisdiction data do not discretionary cases that were dismissed
include some cases reported with mandatory by the Court.
jurisdiction cases. Kansas--Court of Appeals--Data include a few

. discretionary cases that were granted
JExplanation of data inciuded in the category: review.

Arizona--Supreme Court--Data include Louisiana--Supreme Court--Data include a few
mandatory judge disciplinary cases. discretionary cases.

Arkansas--Supreme Court--Data include a few --Courts of Appeal--Data include refiled
discretionary petitions. discretionary petitions that were granted

Colorado--Supreme Court--Data include review.

mandatory jurisdiction cases.

{continued on next page)
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Table 2:

Reported total caseload for all state appellate conrts, 19484

(continued)

Maryland+-Court of Appeals--Data include
discretionary petitions that were granted
review,

Massachusetts--Appeals Court--Data include a

small number of discretionary
interlocutory decisfon petitions.

Michigan--Supreme Court--Data include a few
mandatory jurisdiction cases.

Missouri--Supreme Court--Data include
discretionary petitions that were granted
review,

Montana--Supreme Court--Data include all
discretionary jurisdiction cases.

Nebraska--Supreme Court--Data include all
discretionary petitions.

New Jersey--Appellate Division of Superior
Court--Data include discretionary
interlocutory decisions that were granted
review,

New Mexico--Court of Appeals--Data include
all discretionary jurisdiction cases.

North Carolina--Court of Appeals--Data
include a small number of discretfonary
petitions that were granted review.
Discretionary petitions granted review
include some situations when relief, not
review, was granted.

Ok 1ahoma--Court of Criminal Appeals--Data
include all discretionary jurisdiction
cases.

Oregon--Supreme Court--Data include
discretionary petitions that were granted
review,
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Pennsylvania--Supreme Court--Data include
some motions that could not be separated
from caseload.--Superior Court--Data
include discretionary petitions that were
granted review.

--Comonwealth Court--Data include all
discretionary jurisdiction cases.

South Dakota--Data include discretionary
advisory opinions. Mandatory
Jjurisdiction dispositions include all
discretionary jurisdiction cases.

Tennessee--Supreme Court--Data include all
mandatory jurisdiction cases.

--Court of Criminal Appeals--Data
include discretionary interlocutory
decision cases.

Utah-~-Supreme Court--Disposed data include al)
discretionary jurisdiction cases.

Virginia--Court of Appeals--Discretionary
petitions granted review filings do not
include original proceeding petitions
granted review.

Washington--Supreme Court--Mandatory
jurisdiction data include some
discretionary petitions. Total
discretionary jurisdiction cases include
mandatory certified questions from
federal courts.

Wisconsin--Supreme Court--Data include all
disposed mandatory jurisdiction cases.
Total discretionary petitions of final
judgments filed include discretionary
original proceedings.



TABLE 3: Selected caseload and processing measures for mandatory cases
in state appellate courts, 1985

Mandatory cases

Disposed Filed Number Filed FiTed
as a (dis- of (disposed) (disposed)
percent Number posed) lawyer per lawyer per
Court of of per support  support 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed judges judge personnel personnel population

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL ........ 780 693 89% 8 98 22.5 3% 150
Supreme COUrt ............ COLR 334 287 8% 5 67 13.5 25 64
Court of Appeals ..... ve.. 1AC 446 406 91% 3 149 9.0 50 86

ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL ....... 2,924 3,0401 10491 23 127 b1 481 gzl
Supreme Court ......... ... CULR 811 8717 07%} 5 161 16 51 31
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 2,843 2,953 104% 18 158 45 63 8y

ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL ...... 1,285 1,34610 j05%1 13 99ij 3] 411] 541J
Supreme Court ............ COLR 4391J 45113 103%1J 7 p31d 15 291 191J
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 84b 895  100% 6 141 1o 53 36

CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL .... 10,5361 84 1251 248 43i 401
Supreme Court ............ COLR 284 7 [N 42 7 "
Courts of Appeal ..... vees TAC 10,252 77 133 203 5] k]

COLORADO--STATE TOTAL ...... 1,826 17107 37 4y 57
Supreme Court ............ COLR 200 7 29 14 14 6
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC 1,626 1,396 86% 0 163 23 71 50

CONNECTICUT-- ) ] ] ) ) )
Appellate Court ...... veee IAC 934J 8773 94%J 5 187d 7.25 1293 293

FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL ....... 12,859 13,179 102% 53 243 109 118 13
Supreme Court ............ COLR 597 b3y 107% 7 85 15 40 5
District Courts of Appeal. IAC 12,262 12,540  102% 46 267 94 130 108

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL ....... 2,638 6 1esd 43 bld 343
Supreme Court ............ COLR 692J . ) 7 99J 15 45J 12J
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC 1,946 1,691 87%J 9 2169 28 70 33J

HAWALI--STATE TOTAL ........ 6283 6213 99%J 8 794 18 35J 60J
Supreme CoOuUrt ............ COLR 496J 516  104%J 5 99J 12 413 473
Intermediate Court of

Appeals .......evevnnn.. 1AC 132 105 80% 3 44 6 22 13

IDAHQ--STATE TOTAL ......... 497§ 6153  124%J 8 623 14 36J 49J
Supreme Court ............ COLR 348J 3333 96%d 5 70J 10.5 33J 350
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 149 282 189% 3 50 3.5 43 15

ILLINO1S--STATE TOTAL ...... 8,104  7,4573  92%J 4 198J 139 58J 70
Supreme Court ............ COLR 493 49  101% . 7 70 25 20 4.
Appellate Court .......... IAC 7,6113 6,961  91%d 3¢ 2243 134 673 6bJ

INDIANA--STATE TOTAL ....... 1,4213 17 (84} a7 (30)J (26)3
Supreme Court ...... veesss COLR ) 359 . 5 (72} 1 (33) (7)
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC 1,0379 1,062 102%d 12 86J 36 299 194

{continued on next page)
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Table 3: Selected caseload and processing measures for mandatory cases in state appellate courts, 1485

{continued)
Mandatory cases
“Disposed Filed  Number FiTed Filed
as a (dis- of (disposed) (disposed)
percent Number posed) lawyer per lawyer per
Court of of per support  support 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed judges judge personnel personnel population
10WA--STATE TOTAL .......... 1,505d 15 (1wo)d 2 (72)J (52)3
Supreme Court .......cev.. COLR 868J ] (96)J 12 (72)J (30)J
Court of Appeals ....... .. 1AC 730 637 87% b 122 9 81 25
KANSAS--STATE TOTAL ........ 1,264 1,333)  105%J 14 90J 22 57J 523
Supreme Court ............ COLR 177 394 194 7 25 7 25 7.
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 1,087] 9893  91%d 7 158J 15 723 44
KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL ...... 3,438 3,016 88% 21 164 37 93 92
Supreme Court ..... feseean COLR 282 259 9% 7 40 12 24 8
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC 3,156 2,157 87% 4 225 2% 126 85
LOUISTANA--STATE TOTAL ..... 3,673 55 661 162 23] 82J
Supreme Court ..... veeees. COLR 793 7 1 27 3 2]
Courts of Appeal ......... 1AC 3,578J 48 YA 135 27] 8uJ
MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL ...... 1,860 2,039 110%J 20 934 43 43J 42
Court of Appeals ......... COLR 2183 2323 106%d 7 31 14 16J 53
Court of Special Appeals . IAC 1,642 1,807 110% 13 126 29 57 37
MASSACHUSETTS--STATE TOTAL . 1,430 17 84J 41 35J 25J
Supreme Judicial Court ... COLR 129 7 18 19 7. 2.
Appeals Court ......... eee 1AC 1,301 10 1309 22 593 22)
MICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL ...... 5,190 25 208 Y6 54 57
Supreme Court ............ COLR 3 7 1 3y 1 1
Court of Appeals ......... TAC 5,187 18 288 61 85 57
MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ..... 2,158 2,230 103% U0 108 33 65 51
Supreme Court ............ COLR 21 329 156% 8 26 12 18 5
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 1,947 1,901 Y8 12 162 21 Y3 36
MISSOURI--STATE TOTAL ...... : 3,353J  3,3473  100%J 39 86J b5 523 07J
Supreme Court ............ COLR 187J 1700 91%J 7 273 15 123 43
Court .of Appeals ......... 1AC 3,166 3,177 100% 32 99 50 63 63
NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL .... 6,264  6,3073 101%J 31 202d 63 9y9J 83J
Supreme Court ..... ceneees COLR 227 251 (AR} 7 32 7 13 3
Appellate Division of . . . ) . .
Superior Court ......... IAC 6,037J 6,056  100%J 26 2520 46 131) 80J
NEW MEXI1CO--STATE TOTAL .... 1,314 12 1w 24 55 91
Supreme Court ........ «... COLR 652 . 5 130 10 65 45
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC 662 522 7 95 14 47 46
NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 1,5973 1,6473  103%J 19 84J k] 524 26
Supreme Court ............ COLR 222 183 82% 7 32 8 28 4
Court of Appeals ..... eee. 1AC 1,375 1,464 106%J 12 1183 23 60J 223
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Table 3: Selected caseload and processing measures for mandatory cases in state appellate courts, 1Y85

{continued)
Mandatory cases
Disposed FiTed  Number FiTed Filed
as a (dis- of (disposed) (disposed)
percent Number posed) lawyer per lawyer per
Court of of per support  support 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed judges judge personnel personnel population
OHIQ--STATE TOTAL .......... 9,964 y,874 Y9% 60 166 74 13% 93
Supreme Court ......eee... COLR 442 383 87% 7 63 2V 22 4
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 9,522 9,491 100% 53 180 Y4 176 8Y
OREGON--STATE TOTAL ........ 4,101 4,080@ 17 24% 28 149 155
Supreme Court ...eevave... COLR 180 296J 7 26 8.5 21 7
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC 3,981 3,784 9Y5% 10 398 19.5 204 148
SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 842 11 77 30 28 29
Supreme Court ......... ... COLR 451 5 9u 19 24 13
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 391 398 102% 6 b5 11 3b 12
VIRGINIA--
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 538 216 40% [0} 54 10 54 9
WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL .... 3,86413 317810 g2xtd 25 13yil sy 6814 791]
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1941) 18417J 9541 9 221 19 107 41)
Court of Appeals ....... .. IAC 3,270 2,994 92% 16 204 32 102 74
WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL ..... 2,449 1Y 129 33 74 51
Supreme Court ............ COLR 91 7 13 n 8 2
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC 2,358 2,501 106% 12 197 22 107 4y
STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
DELAWARE--Supreme Court .... COLR 4064 3733 92%d 5 81J b 81J 053
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA-- X . i X . .
Court of Appeals ......... COLR 1,7709 1,568 8y%d 9 197J 25 71 2833
MAINE--Supreme Judicial
Court Sitting as Law .. . . - .
Court ..oovviiinnnnnnnan, COLR 6021 5061 7 861J B 5510 5219
MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court . COLR 815 853 105% 9 91 18 45 31
MONTANA--Supreme Court ..... COLR 639J 580  91%J 7 91J 14 40d 773
NEBRASKA--Supreme Court .... COLR 997J 9753 98%J 7 142J 14 713 62J
NEVADA--Supreme Court ...... COLR 777 867 1122 ) 155 14 56 83
NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme
Court .................... COLR 338 335 99% 5 68 9 38 4y
RHODE ISLAND--Supreme Court. COLR 403 343 98% 5 81 16 25 42
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Table 3:

Selected caseload and processing measures for mandatory cases in state appellate courts, 1985

{continued)
Mangatory cases
Disposed Filed  Number Filed Filed
as a (dis- of (disposed) (disposed)
percent Number posed) lawyer per lawyer per
Court of of per support  support 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed judges judge personnel personnel population
SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court. COLR 398J 369 103%) 5 723 7 514 51J
UTAH--Supreme Court ........ COLR 628 631J 5 126 13 48 33
VERMONT --Supreme Court ..... COLR 575 506 88% 5 115 8 72 107
WYOMING--Supreme Court ..... COLR 306 347 113% 5 61 7 44 60
STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL
ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL ....... 2,866 2,737 95% 17 169 37 77 n
Supreme Court ............ COLR 798 797 100% 9 8y 21 38 20
Court of Civil Appeals ... IAC 548 516 Y4% 3 183 6 91 14
Court of Criminal Appeals. IAC 1,520 1,424 94% 5 304 10 152 38
NEW YORK--
Court of Appeals ......... COLR 401 7 (57) 23 (/) ()
OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ...... 2,5793 11,2461 24 1073 53 4yJ 783
Supreme Court ......... ... COLR 1,128 1491 Yy 125 23 49 34
Court of Criminal Appeals. COLR 816J 404 3 272) b 1364 259
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 635 693 109% 12 53 24 26 £}
PENNSYLVANIA--STATE TOTAL .. 9,574J 31 3093 185 62J 81J
Supreme Court ............ COLR 142 . . 7 20 33.5 4 1.
Superior Court ........... IAC 5,8781 8,355)  142%) 15 3920 85.5 09J 500
Commonwealth Court ....... IAC 3,554 3,928J 9 395 36 99 30
TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL ..... 1,988J 26 764 33 60J 42J
Supreme Court ,........... COLR 139 5 28 9.3 15 3
Court of Appeals ...... ... AC 99y 1,010 101% 12 83 . 13.3 75 21
Court of Criminal Appeals. IAC 850J 891J  105%J ] y4J 0.3 83J 18
TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ....... .. 9,953 10,06b 101% 98 102 185 54 61
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1 1 100% 9 1 25 1 1
Court of Criminal Appeals., COLR 1,998 2,084 104% 9 222 23 87/ 12
Courts of Appeals ........ IAC 7,954 7,481 100% 80 EL] 137 58 4y
Note: All available data that are at least 75% JURISDICTION CODES:
complete are included in the table. Blank

spaces indicate that efther the data are
unavailable or less than 75% complete, or
that the calculations are inappropriate.
States and/or courts omitted from this
table did not specifically report caseload
data on mandatory cases, or did not have
mandatory jurisdiction, State courts with
mandatory jurisdiction can be identified
in the state court system charts
identified in Part III of this Report.

COLR = Court of Last Resort
IAC = Intermediate Appellate Court

FOOTNOTES :

ipata are incomplete:

Arizona--Supreme Court--Data do not include
Jjudge disciplinary cases.

Arkansas--Supreme Court--Data do not include
mandatory attorney disciplinary cases or
certified questions from the federal courts
which were unreported for this year.
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Table 3: Selected caseload and processing measures for mandatory cases in state appellate courts, 1985

{continued)

California--Supreme Court--Data do not
include "judge disciplinary cases.

Maine--Supreme Judicial Court Sitting as Law
Court--Data do not include disciplinary
or advisory opinion cases.

Ok 1ahoma--Supreme Court--Disposition data do
not include mandatory appeals of final
Jjudgments, mandatory disciplinary cases,
and mandatory interlocutory decisions.

Washington--Supreme Court--Data do not
include certified questions from the
federal courts.

JExplanation of data included in the category:

Arkansas--Supreme Court--Data include a few
discretionary petitions that were granted
review,

Connecticut--Appellate Court--Data include a
few discretionary petitions that were
granted review,

Delaware--Supreme Court--Data include some
discretionary interlocutory decisions
that were granted review.

District of Columbia--Court of Appeals--Data
include discretionary cases that were
granted review, and refiled as appeals.

Georgia--Supreme Court--Data include
discretionary petitions that were granted
review and refiled as appeals.

--Court of Appeals--Data include petitions
of final judgments, discretionary original
proceeding and interlocutory decision cases
that were granted review. Mandatory
jurisdiction cases include all
discretionary cases,

Hawaii--Supreme Court--Data include a small
number of discretionary cases that were
granted review.

Idaho--Supreme Court--Data include
discretionary petitions reviewed on their
merits.

IN1linois--Appellate Court--Data include
discretionary civil and discretionary
interlocutory decision petitions.

Indiana--Court of Appeals--Data include
discretionary interlocutory decision
cases,

lowa--Supreme Court--Disposition data include
some discretionary cases that were
dismissed.

Kansas--Court of Appeals--Data include a few
discretionary cases that were granted
review.
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Louisiana--Supreme Court--Data include a few

discretionary appeals.

--Courts of Appeal--Data include refiled
discretionary petitions that are
granted review,

Maine--Supreme Judicial Court sitting as Law
Court--Data inciude all discretionary
jurisdiction cases.

Maryland--Court of Appeals--Data include
discretionary petitions that were granted
review,

Massachusetts--Appeals Court--Data include a
small number of discretionary
interlocutory decision petitions.

Missouri--Supreme Court--Data include
discretionary petitions that were granted
review,

Montana--Supreme Court--Data include all
discretionary jurisdiction cases.

Nebraska--Supreme Court--Data include a few
discretionary petitions.

New Jersey--Appellate Division of Superior
Court--Data include discretionary
interlocutory petitions that were granted
review,

New Mexico--Court of Appeals--Disposition
data include all discretionary
jurisdiction cases.

North Carolina--Court of Appeals--Data
include a small number of discretionary
petitions that were granted review.

Ok 1ahoma--Court of Criminal Appeals--Filing
data include all discretionary
Jjurisdiction cases.

Oregon--Supreme Court--Disposed data include
discretionary petitions that were granted
review,

Pennsylvania--Superior Court--Data include
final decisions of discretionary
petitions that were granted review.

--Commonwealth Court--Disposition data
include all discretionary jurisdiction
cases.

South Dakota--Supreme Court--Data include
all discretionary jurisdiction cases.

Tennessee--Court of Criminal Appeals--Data
include discretionary interlocutory
decision cases that were granted review,

Utah--Supreme Court--Disposition data include
all discretionary jurisdiction cases.

Washington--Supreme Court--Data include some
discretionary petitions.



TABLE 4. Selected caseload and processing measures for discretionary petitions
in state appellate courts, 1985

Discretionary petitions

Disposed FiTed Number FiTed FiTed
as a {dis- of (disposed) {disposed}
percent  Number posed} lawyer per lawyer per
Court of of per support  support 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed Judges judge personnel personnel population

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL ........ 258 251 97% 8 32 2¢.5 1 S0
Supreme Court ............ COLR 194 197 102% 5 39 13.5 37
Court of Appeals ......... I1AC 64 54 84% 3 21 9.0 7 12

ARIZOWA--STATE TOTAL ....... 1,201 1,123] 44%J 23 52J 61 203 38
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,161 1,078 y3%J 5 232 16 73J 30d
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 40 45 113% 18 2 45 1 1

CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL .... 10,284 84 122 245 42 3y
Supreme Court ............ COLR 4,346 7 621 LY 103 b
Courts of Appeal ......... 1AC 5,938 77 77 203 29 23

COLORADO~-STATE TOTAL ...... 767 ]»01]i 7 110 14 59 24
Supreme Court ......ooeuus COLR 767 1,011 7 110 14 59 24

CONNECTICUT--STATE TOTAL ... 1
Supreme Court ............ COLR >
Appellate Court .......... IAC 50 5 10 7.25 7 2

FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL ....... 3,150 2,806 89% 53 LE] 109 29 8
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,175 1,123 96% 7 168 15 78 0 -~
District Courts of Appeal. IAC 1,975 1,683 85% 4b 43 94 21 17

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL ....... 1,616 . 16 101 43 38 2/
Supreme Court ............ COLR 975 1,602J 7 139 15 65 b
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 641 9 71 28 23 n

HAWAIT--STATE TOTAL ........ 4] 39 95% 5 8 12 3 4
Supreme Court ............ COLR 41 39 95% -5 8 12 3 4

IDAHO--STATE TOTAL ...... {.. 92 99 108% 5 18 10.5 9 9
Supreme Court ............ COLR 92 99 108% 5 18 10.5 9 9

ILLUINOIS--Supreme Court .... COLR 1,579 1,673 10b% 7 226 25 63 14

INDIANA--Supreme Court ..... COLR 3251 5 by 1 n 301 61

I0MA--STATE TOTAL ..... 4971 9 (58)d 12 (ani (17)1
Supreme Court ............ COLR 4971 ] (55)17 12 (41)1 ()

KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL ...... 90Y 1,131 124% 21 43 37 25 24
Supreme Court ....oovevnne COLR 813 1,044 128% 7 116 12 68 22
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC 96 87 91% 14 7 25 4 3
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Table 4: Selected caseload and processing measures for discretionary petitions in state appellate courts,
1985  (continued)
Discretionary petitions
Disposed Fiied  Number Filed Filed
as a (dis- of (disposed) (disposed)
percent Number posed) lawyer per lawyer per
Court of of per support  support 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed judges judge personnel personnel population
LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ..... 4,8511 55 8yl 162 301 1081
Supreme Court ,.......c... COLR 2,313 7 3300 27 8b1 LYA
Courts of Appeal ....... .. IAC 2,538 48 53 135 19 57
MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL ...... 905 870 96% 20 45 43 21 21
Court of Appeals ......... COLR 713 678 95% 7 10¢ 14 51 16
Court of Special Appeals . IAC 192 192 100% 13 1% 29 7 4
MASSACHUSETTS--Supreme
Judicial Court ........... COLR 1,336 7 191 19 70 23
MICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL ...... 4,318 X 25 173 96 45 48
Supreme Court ............ COLR 2,069 2,314) 7 246 35 59 Z3
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 2,249 18 125 61 37 25
MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ..... 7971 g701  109%i 20 401 33 241 191
Supreme Court ............ COLR 575 626 109% 8 72 . 12 48 14
Court of Appeals IAC 2221 244 110%? 12 197 21 m 51
MISSOURI--STATE TOTAL ...... 981 9BOi 7 140 15 65 20
Supreme Court ............ COLR 981 9807 7 140 15 6% 20
NEW JERSEY--Supreme Court .. COLR  1,0531 1,0251 97%1 7 1s0d 7 621 141
NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .... 223 12 19 24 ]
Supreme Court ............ COLR 155 5 31 10 16 n
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 68 7 10 14 5 5
NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 1,104 1,127 102% 19 58 31 36 18
Supreme Court ......... ... COLR 620 665 107% 7 8y 8 78 10
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 484 462 95% 12 40 23 21 8
OHIO--STATE TOTAL ...cuvvunn 1,644 1,428 87% 7 235 20 82 15
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,644 1,428 87% 7 235 20 82 15
OREGON--STATE TOTAL ........ 903 873 97% 7 129 8.5 106 34
Supreme Court ............ COLR 903 873 97% 7 129 8.5 106 34
VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL ...... 2,146 1,958 91% 17 126 26 82 38
Supreme Court ........ ves. COLR 1,043 1,321 127% 7 149 16 65 19
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 1,103 637 58% 10 110 10 110 19
WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL .... 1,22613 71,1903 973l 2 491 51 241 281J
Supreme Court ............ COLR 9061J 90713 100%1J 9 10119 19 481 214
Court of Appeals ......... [IAC 320 283 88% 16 20 32 10 7
WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL ..... 989 927@ L] £Y4 33 30 21
Supreme Court .....ec.e... . COLR 761 699J 7 109 11 69 16
Court of Appeals ......... IaC 228 228 100% 12 19 22 10 5
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Table 4: Selected caseload and processing measures for discretionary petitions in state appellate courts,
985 (continued)

Uiscretionary petitions

Disposed Filed  Number Filed Filed
as a (dis- of (disposed) (disposed)
percent  Number posed) lawyer per lawyer per
Court of of per support  support 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed judges judge personnel personnel population

STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT

DELAWARE--STATE TOTAL ...... COLR 31 2 6731 5 1 5 1 1

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--
Court of Appeals ......... COLR 81 77 95% 9 g 25 3 13

MAINE--Supreme Judicial
Court Sitting as Law

Court ..ovvvvvnenennenss COLR 68 7 (10) n (6) (6)
MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court . COLR 4 4 100% 9 1 18 1 !
NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme . . . . .

Court .. .ovvivenersanssass COLR 5741 6021 105%1 5 1151 n 521 581
RHODE ISLAND--Supreme Court. COLR 288 219 76% 5 58 16 18 30
SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court. COLR 171 5 3i 7 2i 2i
UTAH--Supreme Court ........ COLR 42 5 8 13 3 3
VERMONT--Supreme Court ..... COLR 19 20 105% 5 4 8 2 4

WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme
Court of Appeals ......... COLR 1,372 1,268 92% 5 274 18 76 n

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL

ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL ....... 6Ub 548 97% 9 67 21 29 15
Supreme Court ............ COLR 606 588 97% ] 67 21 29 15
NEW YORK--Court of Appeals ., COLR 3,505 7 (501) 23 (152) (20)

OKLAHOMA--
Supreme Court ............ COLR 295 9 33 23 13 9
Court of Criminal Appeals. COLR 267 3 (89) 6 (45) (8)
PENNSYLVANIA-- )
Supreme Court ............ COLR 4,067J 7 581J 33.5 121 344
Commonwealth Court ...... . 1AC 81 9 9 36 2 1
TENNESSEE--Supreme Court ... COLR 772 923J 5 154 9.3 83 16
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 82 82 100% 12 7 13.3 6 2
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Table 4:

Selected caseload and processing measures for discretionary petitions in state appellate courts,

1985  (continued)
Discretionary petitions N
Disposed Filed  RNumber ~ Filed Filed
as a (dis- of. (disposed) (disposed)
percent Number posed) lawyer per lawyer per
Court of of per support  support 100,000
State/Court name: ,type Filed Disposed filed judges judge personnel personnel population
TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ......... 2,529 2,233 88% 18 141 48 53 15
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,169 1,187 10¢2% 9 130 25 47 7
Court of Criminal Appeals., COLR 1,360 1,046 77% 9 151 23 59 8

Note: All available data that are at least 75%
complete are included in the table.
spaces indicate that either the data are
unavailable or less than 75% complete, or
that the calculations are inappropriate.

States and/or courts omitted from this

table did not specifically report caseload

data on discretionary petitions, or did
not have discretionary jurisdiction.
State courts with discretionary
jurisdiction can be identified in the
state court system charts identified in
Part II1 of this Report.

JURISDICTION CODES:

COLR = Court of tLast Resort
IAC = Intermediate Appellate Court

FOOTNOTES:

iData are incomplete:

Connecticut--Supreme Court--Data include only
those cases heard by the Court, and do not
include some unclassified appeals and judge
disciplinary cases.

Delaware--Supreme Court--Data do not include
some discretionary interlocutory decision
cases which are reported with mandatory
Jurisdiction cases.

Indiana--Supreme Court--Data do not include
discretionary criminal petitions.

Iowa--Supreme Court--Data do not include
discretionary cases that were dismissed by
the court which are reported with mandatory
jurisdiction cases.

Louisiana--Supreme Court--Some discretionary
Jurisdiction cases cannot be separated from
the mandatory caseload.

Minnesota--Court of Appeals--Data do not
include discretionary petitions of final
judgments that were denied review.

Blank

Missouri--Supreme Court--Disposition data do
not include a few original proceedings.

New Hampshire--Supreme Court--Data do not
include discretionary judge disciplinary
cases.

New Jersey--Supreme Court--Data do not
include discretionary interlocutory
decision petitions which could not be
separated from a "motions" category.

South Dakota--Supreme Court--Data do not
include advisory opinions which are
reported with mandatory jurisdiction
cases.

Washington--Supreme Court--Data do not
include some cases reported with mandatory
jurisdiction cases.

JExplanation of data included in the category:
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Arizona--Supreme Court--Data include
mandatory judge disciplinary cases.

Colorado--Supreme Court--Disposition data
include all mandatory jurisdiction cases.

Connecticut--Supreme Court--Data include some
mandatory cases left from the previous
year.

Georgia--Supreme Court--Disposition data
include all mandatory jurisdiction cases.

Michigan--Supreme Court--Disposition data
include a few mandatory jurisdiction
cases.

Pennsylvania--Supreme Court--Data include
non-case motions that could not be
separated from the caseload.

Tennessee--Supreme Court--Data include all
mandatory jurisdiction cases.

Washington--Supreme Court--Data include
mandatory certified questions from federal
courts.

Wisconsin~-Supreme Court--Disposition data
include all mandatory cases and
discretionary original proceedings.



TABLE 5: Selected caseload and processing measures for discretionary petitions
granted review in state appellate courts, 1985

Discretionary petitions granted review

Disposed FiTed  Number FiTed FiTed
as a (dis- of (disposed) (disposed)
percent  Number posed) lawyer per lawyer per
Court of of per support  support 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed Jjudges judge personnel personnel population

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL ....... . 57 8 (7) 22.5 (3) 1)
Supreme Court ............ COLR 42 5 (8} 13.5 (3) (8)
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 15 3 (5) 9 (2) (3)

ARIZONA--Supreme Court ..... COLR 81d 5 (16)J 18 (5)J (3)

CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL .... 8661 84 101 245 41 3i
Supreme Court .......ocen. COLR 3ig! 7 451 42 81 1"
Courts of Appeal ...... ..o IAC 548 77 7 203 3 4

CONNECTICUT--Supreme Court . COLR 286J 373J 130%J 6 48J 9.25 31J 9J

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL ....... 352 16 22 43 8 6
Supreme Court .....covvens COLR 146 7 21 15 10 2
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC 206 9 23 28 7 3

HAWAI1--STATE TOTAL ........ n 5 2 12 ] 1
Supreme Court ............ COLR R 5 2 12 1 1

ILLINOIS--Supreme Court .... COLR 165 187 113% 7 24 25 7 1

INDIANA--Supreme Court ..... COLR 134 5 (27) Bl (12) (2)

10WA--STATE TOTAL .......... 771 9 (9} 12 {6)1 ()i
Supreme Court ............ COLR 12 9 (90 12 (6)1 (3N

KANSAS--Supreme Court ...... COLR n7 7 17 7 17 5

KENTUCKY--Supreme Court .... COLR 156 7 22 12 13 4

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ..... 1,1431 55 211 162 7i 261
Supreme Court ............ COLR 4701 7 671 27 171 101
Courts of Appeal ......... 1AC 673 48 14 135 5 15

MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL ...... 107 20 5 43 2 2
Court of Appeals ......... COLR 90 7 13 14 6 2
Court of Special Appeals . IAC 17 13 1 29 1 1

MASSACHUSETTS--Supreme

Judicial Court ........... COLR 210 7 30 19 1A 4
MICHIGAN--Supreme Court .... COLR 125 7 18 35 4 )
MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ..... 2581 20 131 33 gi 61

Supreme Court ............ COLR 178 . 8 22 12 15 4

Court of Appeals ......... IAC 801 841 105%1 12 n 21 4 Fa)
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Table 5: Selected caseload and processing measures for d1scret1onary petitions granted review in state
appellate courts, 1985 (continued)

Discretionary petitions granted review

Disposed Filed — Number Filed Filed
as a (dis~ of (disposed) (disposed)
percent Number posed) lawyer per lawyer per
Court of of per support  support 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed judges judge personnel personnel population
MISSOYRI--STATE TOTAL ...... 106 7 15 15 7 Z
Supreme Court .......co0nn COLR 106 7 15 15 7 2
NEW JERSEY--Supreme Court .. COLR 134 7 (19) 17 (8) (2)
NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .... 93 12 8 24 4 [}
Supreme Court ............ COLR 66 5 13 10 7 5
Court of Appeals ..... oo TAC 27 7 4 14 2 2
NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 158 19 8J 31 5J 3J
Supreme Court ............ COLR 67 57 85% 7 10 8 8. 1.
Court of Appeals IAC 91 12 8J 23 4] 1J
OHIO--STATE TOTAL .......... 172 157 91% 7 25 20 9 2
Supreme Court ............ COLR 172 157 Y1% 7 25 20 Yy 2
OREGON--STATE TOTAL ..... ves 93 7 13 8.5 11 3
Supreme Court ............ COLR 93 7 13 8.5 11 3
SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 24 5 5 Y 1 1
Supreme Court ............ COLR 24 ) 5 19 1 1
VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL ...... 4221 17 251 26 LY 7
Supreme Court ............ COLR 239, 7. 34 16 15 4
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 1831 10 181 10 181 3
WASHINGTON--Supreme Court .. COLR 561J 9 (6)1i 1y (3)13 (mij
WISCONSIN--Supreme Court ... COLR 98J 1893 193%J 7 14J 1 93 2d

STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT

MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court . COLR 4 9 (n 18 (n (1

WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme
Court of Appeals ......... COLR 483 479 EEY4 5 97 18 27 25

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL

NEW YORK--Court of Appeals . COLR 318 7 (4%) 23 {18) (2)
OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ...... 122 12 10 29 4 4
Supreme Court ............ COLR 65 9 7 23 3 2
Court of Criminal Appeals. COLR 57 3 IF] b 10 2
PENNSYLVANIA--Supreme Court. COLR 2231 7 321 33.5 7i 2i

{continued on next page)
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Table 5:

Selected caseload and processing measures for discretionary petitions granted review in state

appellate courts, 1985 (continued)
Discretionary petitions granted review
Disposed Filed Number Filed Filed
as a {dis- of {disposed) (disposed)
percent  Number posed) lawyer per lawyer per
Court of of per support  support 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed judges judge personnel personnel population
TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ......... 432 460 100% 18 24 48 Yy 3
Supreme Court ............ COLR 172 177 103% 9 19 25 7 !
Court of Criminal Appeals. COLR 260 283 109% 9 2Y 23 11 2
Note: ATl available data that are at least 75% Louisiana--Supreme Court--Some discretionary
complete are included in the table. Blank cases granted review could not be separated

spaces indicate that either the data are
unavailable or less than 75% complete, or
that the calculations are tnappropriate.
States and/or courts omitted from this
table did not specifically report caseload
data on discretionary petitions granted
review, or did not have discretionary
jurisdiction., State courts with
discretionary jurisdiction can be
identified in the state court system
charts identified in Part III of this

Report.
JURISDICTION CODES:

COLR = Court of Last Resort
IAC = Intermediate Appellate Court

FOOTNOTES:

ipata are incomplete:

California--Supreme Court--Data do not
include original proceedings initially
heard in the Supreme Court that were
granted review.

Iowa--Supreme Court--Data do not include some
discretionary original proceedings
reported with unclassified discretionary
cases.

from the mandatory jurisdiction caseload.

Minnesota--Court of Appeals--Data do not
include other discretionary petitions
granted review.

Pennsylvania--Supreme Court--Data do not
include original proceedings petitions
that were granted review.

Virginia--Court of Appeals--Data do not
include original proceeding petitions
granted review,

Washington--Supreme Court--Data do not
include sonme cases reported with mandatory
jurisdiction cases.

JExplanation of data included in the category:

Arizona--Supreme Court--Data- include
mandatory judge disciplinary cases.

Connecticut--Supreme Court--Data include
pending caseload from the previous year.

North Carolina--Court of Appeals--Data
include some situations where relief, not
review, were granted.

Washington--Supreme Court--Data include
mandatory certified questions from federal
courts.

Wisconsin--Supreme Court--Data include all
mandatory jurisdiction cases that were
disposed.
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TABLE 6: Opinions reported by state appellate courts, 1985

Admin-
istra- Al Opinions as
tive other Total Total a percent
Court (Civil Criminal agency case dispositions cases of cases
State/Court name: type appeals appeals appeals _types by opinion  disposed disposed
STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
ALASKA--Supreme Court ...... COLR X X X X 125 324 38%
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC -~ X -- X 103 42} 24%
ARIZONA--Supreme Court ..... COLR X X X X 120 168 71%
Court of Appeals ........ . IAC X X X X 297 2,998P 10%p
ARKANSAS--Supreme Court .... COLR X X X X 3407 4511 7541
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC X X X X 573 895 64%
CALIFORNIA--Supreme Court .. COLR X X X X 125 N/A --
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 8,599 N/A --
COLORADO--Supreme Court .... COLR X X X X 234 1,011P 24%P
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 472k 1,396 3a%k
CONNECTICUT--Supreme Court . COLR 123 87 210 N/A --
Appellate Court .......... IAC 314 40 X X 354 8771 -~
FLORIDA--District Court of
Appeals ....iiiiieriesennans JAC X X X X N/A 12,540P -~
GEORGIA--Supreme Court ..... COLR X X X X 387 1,602dp 24%9p
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X N/A 1,691dp --
HAWALI--Supreme Court ....... COLR X X X X 283 555dp 5140p
Intermediate Court of
APPeATS tuvviernenninns . IAC X X X X 98 105 93%9p
IDAHO--Supreme Court ....... COLR X X X X 161 432dp 37%dp
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC X X X X 276 282 Y8%
ILLINOIS--Appellate Court .. IAC X X X X 4,519 6,961P 65%P
INDIANA--Supreme Court ..... COLR X X X X 330 493 67%
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC X X X X 1,040 1,0602P y8P
IOWA--Supreme Court ........ COLR X X X X 273 y4b 292
Court of Appeals ......... I[AC X X X X L1y} 637 8Y%
KANSAS--Supreme Court ...... COLR X X X X 2861 3441 8341
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X bb3 989 67%
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Does the opinion
Opinion count include?

count is by: Per

Number of
opinions
per jus-

Number of Number of tice/judge
Number of opinions lawyer plus lawyer

written Majority curiam Memos/ justices/ per jus-  support support

State/Court name: case document opinion opinion orders

judges

tice/ judge personnel personnel

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT

ALASKA--Supreme Court ...... X 0 X 0 0 5 25 13.% 7
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 0 3 34 Y 9
ARIZONA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X 0 5 24 16 6
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 15 20 45 5
ARKANSAS--Supreme Court .... X ] X X X 7 491 15 151
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X 0 6 Yo 16 b
CALIFORNIA--Supreme Court .. X 0 X X solne 7 18 42 3
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X some g3k lugk 203 30k
COLORADO--Supreme Court .... X "] X X 0 7 34 14 11
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 0  some 10 47k 23 14k
CONNECTICUT--Supreme Court . X 0 X X some 6 35 9.28 14
Appellate Court .......... X 0 X X some 5 71 7.2% 29
FLORIDA--District Court of
Appeals ......iiiuiiinnnn. X 0 X 0 0 N/A N/A 4o N/A
GEORGIA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X 0 7 55 15 18
Court of Appeals ......... 0 X X 0 1} Y9 N/A 28 N/A
HAWAII--Supreme Court ...... X 0 X X some 5 57 12 17
Intermediate Court of
Appeals ..oieviiiniiinns X 0 X X X 3 33 [ H
IDAHO--Supreme Court ....... 0 X X X X 5 32 10.5 10
Court of Appeals ......... 0 X X X 0 3 92 3.9 42
ILLINOIS--Appellate Court .. X 0 X X some 34 133 114 31
INDIANA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X 0 5 6o 11 21
Court of Appeals ....... P ¢ X X X X 12 87 36 22
I0WA--Supreme Court ,....... 0 X X 0 0 9 30 12 13
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X Q ] 6 g5 9 38
KANSAS--Supreme Court ...... X 0 X X some 7 411 7 201
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 7 95 15 30
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Table 6:  Opinions reported by state appellate courts, 1985 {continued)
Adinin-
istra- ANl Opinions as
tive other Total Total a percent
Court Civilt Criminal agency case dispositions  cases of cases
State/Court name: type appeals appeals appeals _types by opinion  disposed disposed
KENTUCKY--Supreme Court .... COLR X X X X 306k 1,3030 23%kp
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC X X X X 1,885 2,844p 66%P
LOUISIANA--Supreme Court ... COLR X X X X 13 N/R --
Courts of Appeal ......... IAC X X X X 3,188 N/A --
MARYLAND--Court of Appeals . COLR X X X X 123 910dp 14%dp
MASSACHUSETTS - -Supreme
Judicial Court ........... COLR X X X X 307 N/A --
Appeals Court ........... . IAC X X X X 221 N/A --
MICHIGAN--Supreme Court .... COLR X X X X 135 2,314P 6%P
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC X X X X 3,791 6,386P 59%p
MINNESOTA--Supreme Court ... COLR X X X X 236 995 25%
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC X X X X 1,233 2,145 57%
MISSOURI--Supreme Court .... COLR X X X X 95 170 56%
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 1,639 3,177 52%
NEW JERSEY--Supreme Court .. COLR X X X X 6Y 385 18%
Appellate Division of
Superior Court ......... IAC X X X X 3,239 6,056 53%
NEW MEXICO--Supreme Court .. COLR X X X X 193 N/A .-
Court of Appeals ...... ... IAC X X X X 144 522P 28%P
NORTH CAROL INA--Supreme
Court vevvennnnns AN COLR X X X X 144 240 62%
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 1,326 1,464 971%
OHI0--Court of Appeals ..... IAC X X X X 4,643 9,491 49%
OREGON--Court of Appeals ... IAC X X X X 560 3,784 15%
SOUTH CAROL INA--Supreme
COUPt wvvivrrvnnncrnnnss COLK X X X X 556k 556 T0u%k
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 336k 398 84%k
VIRGINIA--Supreme Court .... COLR X X X X 174 N/A N/A
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Does the opinion

Number ot
opinions
per jus-

Opinion count include? Number of Humber of tice/judge
count is by: Per Number of opinions lawyer plus lawyer
written Majority curiam Hewos/ justices/ per jus-  support support
State/Court name: case document opinion_ opinion orders _judges  tice/judge personnel personnel
KENTUCKY--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X some 7 44k 12 16k
Court of Appeals ..... veee X 0 X X some 14 135 25 48
LOUISIANA--Supreme Court .., X 0 X 0 some 7 19 27 4
Courts of Appeal .......... X 0 X 0 X 48 66 135 17
MARYLAND--Court of Appeals . X 0 X 4} 0 7 18 14 6
MASSACHUSETTS --Supreme
Judicial Court ........... 0 X X 0 0 7 44 19 12
Appeals Court ...... esaes 0 X X 0 0 10 22 22 7
MICHIGAN--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X 0 7 19 35 3
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 18 21 61 48
MINNESOTA--Supreme Court ... X ] X 0 0 8 30 12 10
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 0 12 103 21 37
MISSOURI--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X some 7 14 15 4
Court of Appeals ..... vees X 0 X X some 32 51 50 20
NEW JERSEY--Supreme Court .. 0 X X 0 0 7 10 17 3
Appellate Division of
Superior Court ..... P ¢ 0 X X X 24 135 46 46
NEW MEXICO--Supreme Court .. X 0 X 0 some 5 31 10 10
Court of Appeals ......... 0 X X 0 0 7 21 14 7
NORTH CAROL INA--Supreme
Court ....... [ 0 X 0 some 7 21 8 10
Court of Appeals ...... vee X 0 X 0 X 12 m 23 38
OHI0--Court of Appeals ..... X 0 X 0 X 53 88 54 43
OREGON--Court of Appeals ... X 0 X 0 0 10 56 19.5 19
SOUTH CAROL INA--Supreme
COUPt vrenvviiarnnennnss X 0 X X 0 5 111k 19 23k
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X 0 6 56k n 20k
VIRGINIA--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X 0 9.5k 18k 10 7k
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Table 6: Opinions reported by state appellate courts, 1985  (continued)
Admin-
istra- Al Opinions as
tive other Total Total a percent
Court Civil Criminal agency case dispositions  cases of cases
State/Court name: type appeals appeals appeals _types by opinion  disposed disposed
WASHINGTON--Supreme Court .. COLR X X X X 134 240 56%
Court of Appeals ....... .. IAC X X X X 1,279 2,994 43%
WISCONS IN--Supreme Court ... COLR X X X X 122 189 65%
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 1,113 2,729p 41%P
STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
DELAWARE --Supreme Court .... COLR X X X X 60 375 16%
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--
Court of Appeals ......... COLR X X X X 318k 1,567 20%K
MAINE--Supreme Judicial
Court Sitting as Law . .

Court woevvvnennns veeer. COLR X X X X 2421 5741 4231
MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court . COLR X X X X 410k 857p 98%KP
MONTANA--Supreme Court ..... COLR X X X X 305 580P 53%P
NEBRASKA--Supreme Court .... COLR X X X X 462 g75dp 4730p
NEVADA--Supreme Court ...... COLR X X X X 164 867 19%
NEW HAMPSHIRE-~Supreme . i .

Court .oovviivvennenncas .. COLR X X X X 2631 602'P 443P
NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court. COLR X X X X 243J 335
RHODE ISLAND--Supreme Court. COLR 100 28 6 4 138 612P 234p
SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court. COLR X X X X 223 369P 60%P
UTAH-~Supreme Court ........ COLR X X X X 305 631P 48%p
VERMONT--Supreme Court ..... COLR X X X X 129 526dp 253dp
WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme Court

of Appeals .....eevnennnnn COLR X X X X 244 479 St%
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Does the opinion

Number of
opinions
per jus-

Opinion count include? Number of Number of tice/judge
count is by: Per Number of opinions lawyer plus lawyer
written Hajority curiam Memos/ justices/ per jus-  support support
State/Court name: case document opinion opinion orders judges  tice/judge personnel personnel
WASHINGTON--Supreme Court .. X 0 X X some 9 15 1Y 5
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X sonie 16 80 32 27
WISCONS IN--Supreme Court ... X 0 X X 0 7 17 11 7
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 0 12 93 22 33
STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
DELAWARE --Supreme Court .... X 0 X 0 0 5 12 S 6
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X 0 9 35k 25 ok
MAINE--Supreme Judicial
Court Sitting as Law .

Court «.vvnnnviennnnnnns 0 X X 0 0 7 357 11 131
MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court . X 0 X 0 X 9 agk 18 15k
MOMTANA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X 0 0 7 44 14 15
NEBRASKA--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X X 7 66 14 22
NEVADA--Supreme Court ...... 0 X X X 0 S 33 14 9
NEW HAMPSHIRE --Supreme

COUPt venevverieneennnnnns X 0 X X 0 5 53 " 161
NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court. X Q X X 0 5 49J g 173
RHODE ISLAND--Supreme Court. X 0 X X some 5 28 16 7
SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court. X 0 X X 0 5 a5 7 19
UTAH--Supreme Court ........ X 0 X X 0 5 61 13 17
VERMONT --Supreme Court ..... X 0 X 0 0 5 26 8 10
WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme Court

of Appeals .....coiuiiianns 4} X X some 5 49y 18 i1
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Table 6: Opinions reported by state appellate courts, 1985. (continued)

Admin-
istra- ATl Opinions as
tive other Total Total a percent
Gourt Civil Criminal agency case dispositions cases of cases
State/Court name: type appeals appeals appeals _types by opinion  disposed disposed
WYOMING--Supreme Court ..... COLR X X X X 235 347 o8%
STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL
ALABAMA--Supreme Court ..... COLR 588 1,385 431
Court of Civil Appeals ... IAC X .- X X 347 516 671
Court of Criminal Appeals. IAC ~- 504 -- X 504K 1,424 KEY 48
NEW YORK--Court of Appeals . COLR X X X X 143 7Y 20%
Appellate Term of Supreme
Court sivvvennennseaeass [AC X X 0 X 829 1,663 50%
OKLAHOMA--Supreme Court ...,. COLR X 0 X X 282 448p 30%P
Court of Criminal Appeals. COLR 0 X 0 X 155 671p 23%p
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X 0 X X 647 643 93%
PENNSYLVANIA--Supreme Court. COLR X X X X 196k
Superior Court ........... IAC X X [1} X 5,980 8,355 2%
Commonweaith Court ....... IAC X X X X 1,591
TENNESSEE--Supreme Court ... COLR X X X X 186 923p 20%P
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X 0 X X 848 1,092p 78%P
Court of Criminal Appeals. IAC 0 0 X X 826 891P 933P
TEXAS--Supreme Court ....... COLR X 0 X X 106 178 60%
Court of Criminal Appeals, COLR 0 X 0 X 279 2,367 12%
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 4,721 7,981 54%
Note: All available data that are at least 75% FOOTNOTES:
complete are included in the table. Blank
spaces indicate that either the data are dThis figure includes discretionary petitions
unavailable or Tess than 75% complete, or that are granted review and counted once as
that the calculations are inappropriate. petitions, and then refiled as mandatory
States and/or courts omitted from this cases and counted again.
‘table did not specifically report caseload
.data on mandatory cases, or did not have PThis figure ‘includes discretionary petitions
mandatory jurisdiction., State courts with that are granted and denied review.

mandatory jurisdiction can be identified X
in the state court system charts 1pata are incomplete:
identified in Part IIl of this Report.

Arkansas--Supreme Court--Data do not include

disciplinary and advisory opinion cases.
JURISDICTION CODES: Connecticut--Appellate Court--Data do not
include discretionary petitions that were

COLR = Court of Last Resort denied or dismissed.
1AC = Intermediate Appellate Court Kansas--Suprente Court--Data do not include
X = Court has jurisdiction discretionary cases.

0 = Court does not have jurisdiction

Maine--Supreme Judicial Court Sitting as Law

-- = Data not applicable Court--Data do not include mandatory

N/A = Data not available
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Number of

opinions
Does the opinion per jus-
Qpinion count include? Number of Number of tice/judge
count is by: Per Number of opinions lawyer plus lawyer
written Majority curiam Memos/ justices/ per jus-  support support
State/Court name: case document opinion opinion orders judges tice/judge persannel personnel
WYOMING--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X some 5 47 7 20
STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL
ALABAMA--Supreme Court ,.... X 0 X X soine 9 65 21 20
Court of Civil Appeals ... X 0 X X X 3 116 6 3y
Court of Criminal Appeals. X 0 X 0 some 5 101k 10 34k
NEW YORK--Court of Appeals . 0 X X 0 0 7 20 23 5
Appellate Term of Supreme
Court ....ivvvveiinnnnes X 0 X X 0 15 55 4 15
OKLAHOMA--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X 0 Yy 3] 23 El
Court of Criminal Appeals. X 0 X X 1} 3 52 6 17
Court of Appeals ....... oo X 0 X X X 12 54 24 8
PENNSYLVANIA--Supreme Court. X 0 0 7 28k 33.5 5k
Superior Court ........... X 0 X X X 22k 272k 85.% 5pk
Commonwealth Court ,...... 0 X X X X 12k 133k 36 33k
TENNESSEE-~Supreme Court ... X 0 X X some 5 37 9.3 13
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 12 7 13.3 34
Court of Criminal Appeals. X 0 X X some 9 92 10.3 43
TEXAS--Supreme Court ....... 1] X X 1] 0 9 12 25 3
Court of Criminal Appeals. X 0 X 0 8} 9 3t 23 g
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 0 80 59 137 22
disciplinary and mandatory advisory opinion Mississippi--Supreme Court--Data include 2%
cases. unpublished opinions on the merits.

New Hampshire--Supreme Court--Data do not Pennsylvania--Supreme Court--It is not clear

include judge disciplinary cases. whether this number is an opinion or case
count.
JExplanation of data included in the category: --Superior Court--The number of judges

North Dakota--Supreme Court--Data include includes 7 supplemental judges because
preargument dispositions. the number of opinions written by the

authorized judges could not be identified
kadditional information: separately.

Alabama--Court of Criminal Appeals--The --Conmonwea Ith Court--The number of judges
computed figure does not include 56 includes 3 supplemental judges because
opinions written by retired and other the number of opinions written by the
active judges. authorized judges could not be identified

California--Courts of Appeal--The number of separately.
judges are FTEs (full-time equivalent), South Carolina--Supreme Court--Data include
because the number of opinions written by 323 unpublished opinions,
authorized judges could not be identified --Court of Appeals--Data include 85
separately. unpublished full opinions.

Colorado--Court of Appeals--This figure does Virginia--Supreme Court--The number of judges
not include 478 unpublished opinions. includes 2.5 supplemental judges because

District of Columbia--Court of Appeals--The the number of opinions written by the
opinion count does not include 481 memo authorized judges could not be identitied
opinions and judgments. separately.

Kentucky--Supreme Court--Data include 121
published and 185 unpublished opinions.
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TABLE 7: Reported national civil and criminal caseload for state trial courts, 1985

Reported Caseload Filed isposed
Civil cases:
I. General jurisdiction courts:
A. Number of reported complete and comparable COSES ....viveevrocstreenacnannes 1,930,996 1,994,014
1. Number of courts reporting complete and comparable data ............. .. 20 19
2. Number of states with general jurisdiction civil courts ............... 5¢ 52
3. Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction
courts represented by complete and comparable civil data .............. 23% 5%
B. Number of reported complete civil cases that include other casetypes ...{.. 3,962,306*% 3,304,488+
1. Number of courts reporting complete civil cases that lnclude other
CASELYPLS teverrvnnnnreeccanacoasans eieeereetiieecaasane reieiceeaees 2b 23
2. Number of states with general jurisdiction civil courts ............... 52 52
3. Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction
courts represented by complete civil data that include some other
CASELYPES t4irrusenvroasesosasesssssancsnsonnns teteeecseaseaseasrannaas 50% 47%
C. Number of reported cases that are either incomplete, or incomplete and
include non-Civil CaSELYPRS t.iivuuruiereursveeecrassonsnsossosscatsonssasnns 1,657,267 1,531,022
1. Number of courts reporting elther incomplete c1v11 data or incomplete
civil data that include non-civil casetypes ....ceveievivereniirenanenes 10 11
2. Number of states with general jurisdiction civil courts ........e.vuen 52 52
3. Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction
courts represented by either incomplete civil data, or incomplete
civil data that include non-civil casetypes .............. ereaas erene 25% 22%
I1. Limited jurisdiction courts:
A, Number of reported complete and comparable Cases ......ccoieiieiieinneannn, 5,475,614 4,170,093
1. Number of state courts reporting complete and comparable data ......... 46 Jo
2. HNumber of states with limited jurisdiction civil courts ............... 42 42
3. Percent of the total population of states with limited jurisdiction
courts represented by complete and comparable civil data ...........e.. 3u% 3¢%
B. Number of reported complete civil cases that include other casetypes ...... 597,921} 419,19y
1. Humber of courts reporting complete civil cases that include other
CASELYPRS tvueruusorrosansosasosseosnsonnsonnsnsnntaossssee Ceeereerenas 8 7
2. Number of states with limited jurisdiction civil courts ............... LY 42
3. Percent of the total population of states with limited Jur1sd1ct1on
courts represented by complete civil data that include some other
casetypes .......... et eeeieaaans PR I Cevesenan 2% 2%
C. Number of reported cases that are either incomplete, or incomplete and
include NON-CIVil CASELYPS tuerevivrenssroerenrrooossensesoasssosssnnsssss 733,653 818,850
1. Number of courts reporting e1ther 1ncomplete civil data or incomplete
civil data that include non-civil casetypes .....ceveeceviiniiiniennnenn. 12 12
2. Number of states with limited jurisdiction civil courts ............ ... 42 42
3. Percent of the total population of states with limited jurisdiction
courts represented by either incomplete civil data, or incomplete
civil data that include non-civil casetypes ....covvveeiiiniiiincennnn, 2% 2%
Criminal) cases:
L. General jurisdiction courts: s
A. Number of reported complete and comparable €aSeS ...ceeeeecnnncroasonensans 1,263,802 845,372
t. Number of courts reporting complete and comparable dota ............... 20 18
2. Number of states with general jurisdiction criminal courts ............ 52 Y4
3. Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction
courts represented by coumplete and comparabie criminal data ........... 54% 51%
8. Number of reported complete criminal cases that include other casetypes ... 341,344~ 350,440%
1. Number of courts reporting complete criminal cases that include
OLhEr CaSBLYPES uuiiuiriuierooesecrooranaesannssanosntnesssossosasssnas 14 14
2. Number of states with general JurlsdlctIOn criminal courts ............ 52 52
3. Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction
courts represented by complete criminal data that include some
OLNEr CaSELYPES tiitinrervesonncoereassossrosssnonsessasasessnnnnsnnnns 13% 14%
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Table 7:

Reported national civil and criminal caseload for state trial courts, 1989

(continued)

Reported Caseload

Filed Disposed

I,

C. Number of reported cases that are either incomplete, or incomplete and
include NoN-Criminal Caselypes .....iiveeeerreriennneernenesecenssonnneenas
1. Number of courts reporting either incomplete criminal data or
incomplete criminal data that include non-criminal casetypes ..........
2. Number of states with general jurisdiction criminal courts
3. Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction
courts represented by either incomplete criminal data, or incomplete
criminal data that include non-criminal casetypes ....... ..

Limited jurisdiction courts:

A. Number of reported complete and comparable CASES .....eevveeeenneeeenacenns
1. Number of state courts reporting complete and comparable data .........
2. Number of states with limited jurisdiction criminal courts

3. Percent of the total population of states with limited Jurvsdictlon
courts represented by complete and comparable criminal data ..... PR

B. Number of reported complete criminal cases that include other casetypes ...
1. Number of courts reporting complete criminal cases that include

1,370,522 1,012,394

18 18
52 52
32% 30%

Y47,858 237,950
6 3

av 40

0% 0%
2,007,372 1,433,978

Other CaSetYPES L utttiitiiitiieitieeeesrecnnrennnussnancecoacsononnnsnas 13 13
2. Number of states with limited jurisdiction criminal courts ............ 40 40
3. Percent of the total population of states with limited jurisdiction
courts represented by complete criminal data that include some other
casetypes ..... eseseeesetreaitraasaaannanins Ceebbenesassaiaatennns eee 6% b%
C. Number of reported cases that are either incomplete or incompiete and
include non-criminal Casetypes v.ceeeevievesanns Cibteecrstetastsaane oo 3,411,407 2,972,478
1. Number of courts reporting either 1ncomplete cr1m1nal data or
incomplete criminal data that include non-criminal casetypes .......... 33 28
2. Number of states with limited jurisdiction criminal courts ......... e 40 40
3. Percent of the total population of states with limited jurisdiction
courts represented by either incomplete criminal data, or incomplete
criminal data that include non-criminal casetypes ........ [ 30% 29%
Summary section for all trial courts:
Reported filings
General Limited Total
Jurisdiction Jurisdiction (incomplete)
Civil Criminal Civil Criminal Civil Criminal
1. Number of reported complete
and comparable cases ............ . 1,930,990 1,263,802 5,475,614 447,858 7,406,610 2,211,660
2. Number of reported complete
cases that include other
CASELYPRS tvvvveranrocnnnnonnnnnes 3,962,306 341,344 597,921 2,007,372 4,500,227 2,348,716
3. Number of reported cases that
are either incomplete, or
incomplete and include other
casetypes ......... eorseatosnansns 1,657,267 1,370,522 733,653 3,411,407 2,390,920 4,781,929
Total {incomplete} ........ veevees 7,550,569 2,975,668 6,807,188 b,366,037 14,357,757 9,342,305

*Data are from Minnesota's limited and general
jurisdiction courts.
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TABLE 9: Reported total, state trial court civil caseload, 1985

Uispo-
fotal civil lotal civil sitions Fitings
filings dispositions as a per- per 100,000
Juris- and quality and quality centage total

State/Court name: diction footnotes footnotes of filings population
ALABAMA Circuit ......... ceees 1 79,248 D 77,372 1 Y8 1,971
ALABAMA District ....vvvveuenns . 2 138,920 131,189 Y4 3,455
ALABAMA Probate ........v... eeenen 4

ALABAMA State Total ............. 218,168 P 2u8,561 P Y6 $,426
ALASKA SUPerior ....veeeiannnceenns 1 18,315 € 15,833 € 86 3,515
ALASKA District ..... Cheeeeraeannas 2 24,086 B 13,559 B 56 4,615

ALASKA State Total .............. 42,361 D 29,392 b 69 8,13)
ARIZOHA SUPErior ..vieieennncesoeas 1 97,202 J 90,771 8 3,052
ARIZONA Justice of the Peace ...... 2 99,264 95,541 96 3,115
ARIZONA Municipal civeeiienennnnnn 2 1,524 1,524 100 48

ARIZONA State Total ............ . 198,050 J 187,836 B 6,214
ARKANSAS Circuit .ooveeveriennennns 1 33,637 30,000 89 1,426
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate ..... 1 51,612 44,777 91 2,188
ARKANSAS Court of Common Pleas .... 2
ARKANSAS County ..vviiviveennnnnnns 2 4,123 i 2,571 i 62 175
ARKANSAS Municipal ......ceevvennns 2 33,079 i 17,342 i 51 1,428
ARKANSAS City sovvunnnericnnnaennnn 2 6o 48 73 3
ARKANSAS POTicCe svvvvinivnacnsnenns 2

ARKANSAS State Total ............ 123,117 i 96,738 i 78 5,219
CALIFORRIA Superior ............... } 626,496 B 498,602 B8 8u 2,376
CALIFORNIA Municipal ..... cees 2 994,901 773,332 78 3,774
CALIFORNIA Justice ....... 2 44,598 33,843 7b 169

CALIFORNIA State Total .. 1,665,995 B 1,305,777 B 8 0,319
COLORADO District, Denver Superior

and Juvenile and Probate ........ 1 89,995 83,082 92 2,785
COLORADO Water ....... Ceeerreeeeans 1 2,680 1,868 70 83
COLORADD County ....cevvennnnnonnn. 2

COLORADO State Total ............
CONNECTICUT Superior ....c.oeeevnes 1 150,323 E 90,630 E 6V 4,736
CONNECTICUT Probate ....vevevvennnn 2 50,408 1,588

CONNECTICUT State Total ......... 200,731 E 90,630 0 b,324
DELAWARE Court of Chancery ........ I 3,155 2,702 8o 507
DELAWARE Superior .....eeeoeesennes ) 1 3,745 3,213 36 602
DELAWARE Court of Common Pleas .... 2 3,747 4,102 109 602
DELAWARE Family .....covvvnnnn. .. 2 23,895 22,113 93 3,842
DELAWARE Justice of the Peace ..... ¢ 24,104 Zv,01% 108 3,885
DELAWARE Alderman's ............... 2 0 0

DELAWARE State Total ............ 58,700 58,145 99 9,438
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior ..... 1 148,859 144,611 97 23,779

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Total ...... 148,859 144,611 97 23,779
FLORIDA Circuit .oovvviieniennnnnns 1 421,694 335,403 80 3,710
FLORIDA County ..evvernniininnnnnnns 2 323,241 250,537 78 2,844

FLORIDA State Total ......ovnvuns 744 935 585,940 7Y 6,554

{contined on next page]
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Table 9: Reported total state trial court civil caseload, 1985

(continued)

Dispo- .
Total civil Total civil sitions Filings
filings dispositions as a per- per 100,000
Juris- and quality and quality centage total
State/Court pame: diction footnotes footnotes of filings population
GEORGIA Superior .......eieevvnenas 1 136,138 D 129,487 D 95 2,278
GEORGIA State ....... testesanasenes 2 104,774 ¢ 80,556 0 83 1,753
GEORGIA Probate ...iiveeveviannnnns 2
GEORGIA Municipal ...vvvvvnnnnnnens 2
GEORGIA Civil ........ ceetessernens 2
GEORGIA Magistrate .......... ceeees 2
GEORGIA State Total ....ccvvvensn
GUAM Superior ........ ereeeeeteans 1 5,526 i 4,801 i 87
GUAM TOtAT tuvervenrnvncnennnnnns 5,526 { 4,801 i 87
HAWAII Circuit ...... eeaes P 1 26,283 D 24,127 b 92 2,494
HAWATL District ..vvevivnnennannons 2 20,622 19,509 95 1,457
HAWAIL State Total ....ovveunenns 46,905 D 43,636 0 93 4,450
IDAHO District sovuvveccscecoronenns 1 60,347 61,404 102 6,005
IDAHO State Total ......cccveenen 60,347 61,464 102 6,005
ILLINOIS Circuit .......... Ceeeseee 1 709,374 D 664,533 D 94 6,150
ILLINOIS State Total ............ 709,374 D 664,533 D 94 6,150
INDIANA Superior and Circuit ...... ] 203,207 4 204,171 i 100 3,695
INDIANA County ..ovvivvennonncnanes 2 77,311 i 72,850 i 94 1,407
Municipal Court of Marion
County, INDIANA .. ...c.civvnnns 2 10,711 ¢ 10,799 C 101 195
INDIANA Probate svieeieecreraansnes 2 1,530 1,320 86 28
INDIANA City and TOWn ..ocevecnnnas 2 16,216 § 15,539 1 96 295
Small Claims Court of Marfon
County, INDIANA ,.......c00ueess 2 58,223 57,840 9y 1,099
INDIANA State Total ............. 367,258 0 362,569 0 99 6,679
TOWA DISErict .ovvveeeernnronassons 1 157,564 E 147,548 0 5,463
IOWA State Total ..........c0un.. 157,564 E 147,598 0 5,463
KANSAS District ..ivivevececnannens 1 124,99% 121,348 97 5,102
KANSAS State Total .............. 124,995 121,388 97 5,102
KENTUCKY Circuit ...coevennnnnnnnns 1 67,438 E 64,724 'E 103 1,810
KENTUCKY DiStrict covvivevrineenes 2 115,170 4 106,981 i 93 3,091
KENTUCKY State Total ......eevuus 182,608 0 176,7U5 0 97 4,901
LOUISIARA District ...cvvvivnnennss i 175,972 E 3,927
LOUISIANA Family and Juvenile ..... 1
LOUISIANA City and Parish ......... 2 90,350 56,252 62 2,016
LOUISIANA State Total ........... 266,322 0 5,943
MAINE Superfor .....cvieeeeoncancene 1 7,199 8 7,236 8 101 oly
MAINE DIStrict civiivecneeninnonnnas 2 49,223 B 45,971 B 93 4,229
MAINE Probate ....eveviineennnnnnss 2
MAINE Administrative ......ccccvese 2 1 1 100 1
MAINE State Total ......c.cccuvuus 56,423 J 53,208 J 94 4,847
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Table 9: Reported total state trial court civil caseload, 1985 (continued)
Dispo- /
Total civil Total civil sitions Filings
filings dispositions as a per- per 100,000
Juris- and quality and quality centage total

State/Court name: diction footnotes footnotes of filings population
MARYLAND Circuit ..covevenes teesese 1 99,842 85,383 8b 2,273
MARYLAND District ..... Ceereeraenes 2 563,283 12,825
MARYLAND Orphan’s .....cceeeennanns 2

MARYLAND State Total ............ 663,125 i 15,098
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the

Commonwealth ......ccoivveneanes . 1 451,972 7,763

MASSACHUSETTS State Total ....... 451,972 7,763
MICHIGAN Circuit ...eveevneanenenns 1 144,316 159,441 107 1,643
MICHIGAN Court of Claims .......... 1 516 532 103 b
MICHIGAN District ......... ceeen 2 319,005 i 317,517 i 100 3,510
MICHIGAN Municipal ....ovvvennnns .. 2 1,093 i 1,050 i 96 12
MICHIGAN Probate ..... ieseseciaaas 2 87,841 Yo7

MICHIGAN State Total ............ 557,771 i 514,444 i 6,137
MINNESOTA District ....ovvvnnennnns 1 29,849 X 24,202 X
MINNESOTA County, Conciliation,

Probate and County Municipal .... 2 179,392 C 170,081 C 100 4,183

MINNESOTA State Total ....... ees 205,241 200,283 EL] 4,895
MISSOURT Circuit ...viveveeennses . 1 224,651 0 204,522 0 91 4,407

MISSOURI State Total ............ : 224,651 0 204,522 0 91 4,467
MONTANA District .....ovevivennnns 1 27,648 B 22,564 B 82 3,347
MONTANA Justice of the Peace ..... 2
MONTANA City uvvvnvreenanannns 2
MONTANA Municipal ......ocveeee vee 2

MONTANA State Total ............
NEBRASKA District .......cceuvenn . 1 39,323 i 39,939 i 102 2,44y
NEBRASKA County ..oouivvnevninnnnnnnn 2 46,191 47,351 103 2,876
NEBRASKA Municipal ...cev.... Ceeeen 2 11,383 709
NEBRASKA Workmen's Compensation ... 3 311 316 102 1Y

NEBRASKA State Total ............ 47,208 i 87,606 i 6,053
NEVADA District ....cevevivieennnns 1
NEVADA Justice ..cvvvvrvnnnnnnnnnns 2
NEVADA Municipal .......... [ 2

NEVADA State Total ........ccv.ne.
HEW HAMPSHIRE Superior ............ 1 17,801 B 17,551 8 98 1,790
NEW HAMPSHIRE District ........ vese 2 40,089 4,017
NEW HAMPSHIRE Probate ........... .. 2 15,463 1,549
NEW HAMPSHIRE Municipal ........... Z 416 42

NEW HAMPSHIRE State Total ....... 73,829 B 7,348
NEW JERSEY Superior ......eee... N 1 597,399 i 604,040 i 101 7,900
NEW JERSEY Surrogates .......ceuvs. 2

NEW JERSEY State Total ..... ceeas 597,399 i 604,040 i 101 7,900
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Table 9: Reported total state trial court civil caseload, 1985 ({continued)
D1spo-
Total civil Total civil sitions Filings
filings dispositions as a per- per 100,000
Juris- and quality and quality centage total

State/Court name: diction footnotes footnotes of filings population
NEW MEXICO District voveeviveevanas 1 51,532 t 50,544 E 98 3,554
NEW MEXICO Magistrate ...... 2 16,633 1, 147
NEW MEXICO Probate ......... 2
Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo

County, NEW MEXICO .............. 2 8,405 8,721 103 %84

NEW MEXICO State Total .......... 76,630 0 5,285
NEW YORK Supreme and County ....... 1 126,776 0 134,190 0 106 713
Civil Court of the City of

NEW YORK...oveeevvnnnnen eeeneees 2 246,481 247,242 100 1,386 ,
NEW YORK Court of Claims ..... veeee 2 1,953 1,731 8y 11
NEW YORK Surrogates' .........cvves 2 106,091 247
NEW YORK Family ....... teeeteenanas 2 348,929 333,128 95 1,962
NEW YORK District and City ........ 2 116,110 106,509 Y2 653
NEW YORK Town and Village ......... 2

NEW YORK State Total ............ 946,340 0 822,800 0 5,322
NORTH CAROLINA Superior ........ ves 1 87,670 83,243 9y 1,402
NORTH CAROLINA District ......vues 2 311,998 305,340 98 4,488

NORTH CAROLINA State Total ...... 399,668 388,583 97 6,390
NORTH DAKOTA District ....oovvvenen 1 14,239 13,902 98 2,079
NORTH DAKOTA County ...voviivnnnnes 2 19,629 H 18,679 H 95 2,866

NORTH DAKOTA State Total ........ 33,808 H 32,581 H 96 4,944
QOHIQ Court of Common Pleas ........ 1 290,520 € 282,643 E 9/ 2,708
OHIO County ...vvvivinnnnnnnannnnns 2 24,542 24,403 9y 228
OHIC Municipal ........ Ceeseereeans 2 326,127 316,582 97 3,035
OHIO Court of Claims ........iueenn 2 3,320 3,026 91 3

OHIO State Total .......... PPN 644,509 E 626,704 E 97 5,994
OKLAHOMA District .....cvvveuvnnns . 1 220,914 B 203,255 B 92 6,692
OKLAHOMA Court of Tax Revrew IR 2

OKLAHOMA State Total ...... eeees 220,914 B 203,255 B 92 6,692
OREGON Circuit ........... teesaeens 1 67,014 H 61,151 0 2,494
OREGON Tax .ovveenvinans N 1
OREGON DiStrict .vovevivvennnnnness 2 64,607 64,471 100 2,404
OREGON County ...... RN AN 2
OREGON Justice ......... teeestenens 2

OREGON State Total ..............
PENNSYLVANIA Court of Common

P1eas viverieananncaanns Cevreeans 1 270,881 i 292,736 2,470
PENNSYLVANIA Distrlct Justice

Court .ovvinnenenns N cee 2 194,610 184,833 95 1,042
Philadelphia Municipal Court,

PENNSYLVANIA .......... crerenrene 2 106,326 C 102,895 C 97 897
Pittsburgh City Magistrates,

PENNSYLVANIA ... .viiiivrnnnnnnnns 2 5,191 44

PENNSYLVANIA State Total AP 577,008 0 580,464 0 5,052
PUERTO RICO Superior ..... ceeaenes . 1 62,393 i 62,955 i 101 1,910
PUERTO RICO District .......... oo 2 46,074 46,219 100 1,410

PUERTO RICO Total ........ AN 108,467 i 109,174 4 101 3,320

228



Table 9: Reported total state trial court civil caseload, 1985

{continued)

Dispo-
Total civil Total civil sitions Filings
filings dispositions as a per- per 100,000
Juris- and quality and quality centage total
State/Court name: diction footnotes footnotes of filings population
RHODE ISLAND Superior ..... cereeees 1 7,732 E 799
RHODE ISLAND Family ....eceeveen vee 2 5,714 4 590
RHODE ISLAND District .oeeveveveoss 2 33,393 i 22,761 i 68 3,450
RHODE ISLAND Probate ........ PR 2
RHODE ISLAND State Total ........ 46,839 P 4,83y
SOUTH CAROLINA Circuit ......ouveee 1 47,466 C 45,389 C Y6 1,418
SOUTH CAROLINA Family .....ovvvenns 2 50,840 B 51,215 B 101 1,519
SOUTH CAROLINA Magistrate ......... 2 108,527
SOUTH CAROLINA Probate .....ecvven. 2 19,703 i 17,088 i 87 584
SOUTH CAROLINA State Total ...... 222,219 P
SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit ...oveeevnnnnn ] 40,316 39,209 97 5,694
SOUTH DAKOTA State Total ....... . 40,316 39,209 97 5,694
TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal, and
ChanCery ..ueeseveesessesanascnns 1 104,430 D 95,423 0 ERl 2,193
TENNESSEE Probate ........ RN 2
TENNESSEE Juvenile ..... Ceraeeeeens 2
TENNESSEE General Sessions ........ 2
TENNESSEE State Total ........... 101,45 P 92,922 P 91 2,193
TEXAS DisStrict uvvieivenenennnnns 1 451,035 D 420,817 b 95 2,755
TEXAS Municipal ........ RPN 2
TEXAS Justice of the Peace ... 2
TEXAS County-Level ...cvvuuens 2 161,754 C 488
TEXAS State Total ...eccvvvennn. .
UTAH District ........ Ceeeseenanens ] 30,009 ¢ 31,027 ¢ 103 1,824
UTAH Circuit ........ RPN 2 69,742 51,092 73 4,240
UTAH Justice of the Peace ......... 2 3,925 3,454 88 239
UTAH State Total ....... Ceeeiaane 103,676 C 85,573 C 83 6,302
VERMONT Superior ........ ] 9,634 B 9,222 8 90 1,801
VERMONT District . 1 19,227 16,214 84 3,594
VERMONT Probate ..... 2 3,412 i 5,353 1,001
VERMONT State Total ............. 32,273 4 30,789 B 6,395
VIRGINIA Circuit .. .. ovvvenennns e 1 79,678 72,936 92 1,39
VIRGINIA District ....covevnnns oo 2 783,492 781,333 100 13,731
VIRGINIA State Total ...... Ceeeee 863,170 854,269 9Y 15,127
WASHINGTON Superior .....ceeveeeens 1 122,505 E 95,498 E 78 2,119
WASHINGTON District ......... erees 2 98,697 72,368 i 2,239
WASHINGTON Municipal ....c.evevanns 2 1,20¢ 27
WASHINGTON State Total .......... 222,404 ¢ 167,866 0 5,044
WEST VIRGINIA Circuit .oivvveaenns . ] 47,501 43,453 i 2,454
WEST VIRGINIA Magistrate .......... 2 56,994 57,245 100 2,944
WEST VIRGINIA State Total ....... 104,495 100,698 i 5,397
WISCONSIN Circuit ...ovvvvnnnnn veee 1 350,227 0 350,218 D 100 7,335
WISCONSIN State Total .......... . 350,227 D 350,218 D 100 7,335
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Table 9: Reported total state trial court civil caseload, 1985 (continued)
Dispo-
Total civil Total civil sitions Filings .
filings dispositions as a per- per 100,000
Juris- and quality and quality centage total
State/Court name: diction footnotes footnotes of filings population
WYOMING District ...vcvvveennn. veee 1 9,429 C 10,972 ¢ 116 1,852
WYOMING Justice of the Peace ...... 2
WYOMING County ............. cereaas 2
WYOMING State Total ......ev0uene
NOTE: Mississippi is not included in this table Wyoming--District Court--Total civil filed
because it did not report civil data for and disposed data include criminal appeals
1985, and did not respond to the Trial cases and postconviction remedy proceedings.
Court Jurisdiction Guide. All other state
courts are [isted in th{s table, D: The following courts' data are overinclusive
regardless of whether data are available. and are not comparable due to the method of
A1l data that are at least 75% complete counting support/custody cases:
are entered in the table. Blank spaces
indicate that either data are unavailable Alabama--Circuit Court--Total civil filed
or less than 75% complete, or that the and disposed data include postconviction
calculations are fnappropriate. The remedy proceedings, and are not comparable
"filed per 100,000 population" STATE TOTAL with other state totals due to method of
figure may not equal the sum of the counting support/custody cases.
individual state courts due to rounding. Alaska--State Total--Total civil filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy
JURISDICTION CODES: proceedings, and are not comparable with
other state totals due to method of counting
1 = General Jurisdiction support/custody cases.
2 = Limited Jurisdiction Georgia--Superior Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data include probation
QUALITY FOOTNOTES: revocation hearings, and are not comparable
with other state totals due to method of
B: The following courts' data are not comparable counting support/custody cases.
due to the method of counting support/custody Hawaii--Circuit Court--Total civil filed and
cases: disposed data include criminal
postconviction remedy proceedings and some
Alaska--District Court criminal and traffic/other violation
Arizona--Superijor Court cases, and are not cowparable with other
California--Superior Court state totals due to the method of counting
Maine--Superijor Court, District Court support/custody cases.
Montana--District Court INlingis--Circuit Court--Total cfivii filed
New Hampshire--Superior Court and disposed data include miscellaneous
Ok 1ahoma--District Court criminal cases, and are not comparable with
South Carolina--Family Court other state totals due to the method of
Vermont--Superior Court counting support/custody cases.
Tennessee--Circuit, Criminal and Chancery
C: The following courts' data are overinclusive: Court--Total civil filed and disposed data
include postconviction remedy proceedings
Indiana--Municipal Court of Marion County-- and miscellaneous crimfnal cases, and are
Total civil filed and disposed data include not comparable with other state totals due to
miscellaneous criminal cases. the method of counting support/custody
Minnesota--County Court and Conciliation and cases.
Probate Division and County Municipal Texas--District Court--Total civil filed and
Court--Total civil filed and disposed data disposed data include some juvenile cases,
include cases from the District Court. and are not comparable with other state
Pennsylvania--Philadelphia Municipal Court-- totals due to the method of counting
Total civil filed and disposed data include support/custody cases.
some ordinance violation cases. Wisconsin--Circuit Court--Total civil filed
South Carolina--Circuit Court--Total civil and disposed data include criminal appeals
filed and disposed data include crimfnal cases, and are not comparable with other
appeals and postconviction remedy state totals due to the method of counting
proceedings. support/custody cases.
Texas--County-Level Courts--Total civil filed
data include juvenile cases. E: The following courts' data include

Utah--District Court--Total civil filed and
disposed data include some postconviction
remedy proceedings.
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Table 9: Reported total state trial court civil caseload, 198% (continued)

x

—

Connecticut--Superior Court

lowa--District Court--Total civil filed data
include postconviction remedy proceedings.

Kentucky--Gircuit Court

Louisiana--District Court

New Mexico--District Court

Ohio--Court of Common Pleas

Rhode Istand--Superior Court

Washington--Superior Court

The following courts' data include criminal
appeals cases:

North Dakota--County Court
Oregon--Circuit Court--Total civil filed data
include criminal appeals cases.

The following courts’ data are 75% complete:

Arkansas--County Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data do not include cases from
five counties.

--Municipal Court--Total civil filed and
disposed data do not include data from
approximately 20% of the courts.

Guam--Superior Court--Total civil filed and
disposed data do not include some domestic
relations and estate cases.

Indiana--Superior and Circuit Court--Total
civil filed and disposed data do not
include mental health cases and a few civil
case? which are reported as "redocketed
civil."

--County Court--Total civil filed and
disposed data do not include mental health

or miscellaneous civil cases, and a few

civil cases which are reported as "redocketed
civil,”

--City and Town Court--Total civil filed

and disposed data do not include cases which
were not identified by case category but are
included in the grand total caseload.

Kentucky--District Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data do not include paternity/
bastardy cases.

Maryland--State Total--Total civil filed data
do not include cases from the Orphan's Court.

Michigan--District Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data do not include cases from a
few courts.,

--Municipal Court--Total ¢ivil filed and
disposed data do not include cases from a few
courts.

--State Total--Total civil filed data do

not include cases from a few District and
Municipal Courts.

--State Total--Total civil disposed data do
not include cases from a few District and
Municipal Courts and all cases from the
Probate Court.

Nebraska--District Court--Tota) civi] filed
and disposed data do not include civil
appeals.

--State Total--Total civil disposed data do
not include civil appeals from the District
Court and all cases from the Municipal Court.

New Jersey--Superior Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data do not include a few
domestic relations cases.

--State Total--Total civil filed and
disposed data do not include a few domestic
relations cases from the Superior Court and
all cases from the Surrogates.

Pennsylvania--Court of Common Pleas--Total
civil filed data do not include some
unclassified civil cases.

Puerto Rico--Superior Court--Total civil
filed and disposed data do not include
estate cases.

Rhode lsland--District Court--Total civil
filed and disposed data do not include
administrative agency appeals and mental
health cases.

South Carolina--Probate Court--Total civil
filed and disposed data do not include
mental health cases.

Vermont--Probate Court--Total civil filed
data do not include miscellaneous domestic
relations, miscellaneous estate, mental
health, and miscellaneous civil cases.

Washington--District Court--Total civil
disposed data do not include domestic
relations cases.

West Virginia--Circuit Court--Total civil
disposed data do not include appeal of trial
court cases.

J: The following courts' data are 75% complete
and are not comparable due to the method of
counting support/custody cases:

Arizona--Superior Court--Total civil filed
data do not include mental health cases,
and are not comparable with other state
totals due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

Maine--State Total--Total civii filed and
disposed data do not include cases from the
Probate Court, and are not comparable with
other state totals due to the method of
counting supFort/custody cases.

Rhode Island--Family Court--Total civil filed
data do not include paternity/bastardy
cases, and are not comparable with other
state totals due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

Vermont--State Total--Total civil filed data
do not include miscellaneous domestic
relations, miscellaneous estate,
miscellaneous civil, and mental health
cases, and are not comparable with other
state totals due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

0: The following courts' data are 75% complete
and are overinclusive:

Connecticut--State Total--Total civil
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings, but do not include cases from
the Probate Court.

Georgia--State Court--Total civil filed and
disposed data include probation revocation
hearings, but do not include cases from
Fulton County.

Indiana--State Total--Total civil filed and
disposed data include miscellaneous
criminal cases, but do not include any

(continued on next page)
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Table 9: Reported total state trial court civil caseload, 1985 (continued)

mental health cases, some miscellaneous
civil cases, and a few civil cases which
are not identified by case type.

Towa--District Court--Total civil disposed
data fnclude postconviction remedy
proceedfngs, but do not include any
guardianship cases and a few domestic
relations cases.

Kentucky--State Total--Total civil filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings, but do not include paternity/
bastardy cases from the District Court.

Louisiana--State Total--Total civil filed data
include postconviction remedy proceedings,
but do not include data from Family Court.

Missouri--Circuit Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data include postcoﬁ@iction
remedy proceedings, but do not include some
domestic relations cases.

New Mexico--State Total--Total civil filed
data include postconviction remedy
proceedings, but do not include cases from
the Probate Court.

New York--Supreme and County Court--Total
civil filed and disposed data include
postconvictfon remedy proceedings, but do
not include civil appeals cases.

--State Total--Total civil filed data
include postconviction remedy proceedings,
but do not include civil appeals from the
Supreme and County Court and all cases from
the Town and Village Court,

--State Total--Total civil disposed data
include postconviction remedy proceedings,
but do not include civil appeals from the
Supreme and County Court and all cases from
the Surrogate's Court and the Town and
Village Court.

Oregon--Circuit Court--Total ¢ivil disposed
data include criminal appeals cases, but do
not include adoption and mental health
cases,

Pennsylvania--State Total--Total civil filed
data include some ordinance violation
cases, but do not include some unclassified
civil cases.

--State Total--Total civil disposed data
include some ordinance violation cases, but
do not include any data from the Pittsburgh
City Magistrate's Court,

Washington--State Total--Total civil disposed
data include postconviction remedy
proceedings, but do not include domestic
relations cases from the District Court and
all cases from the Municipal Court.

The following courts' data are 75% complete,
overinclusive, and are not comparable due to
the method of counting support/custody cases:

Alabamna--State Total--Total civil filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings, and are not comparable with
other state totals due to the method of
counting support/custody cases. Data also
do not include cases from the Probate Court.

Rhode Island--State Total--Total civil filed
data include postconviction remedy
proceedings, and are not comparable with
other state totals due to the method of
counting support/custody cases. Data also
do not include paternity/bastardy cases
from the Family Court and administrative
agency appeals and mental health cases
from the District Court,

South Carolina--State Total--Total cfvil
disposed data include criminal appeals and
postconviction remedy proceedings from the
Circuit Court, and are not comparable with
other state totals due to the method of
counting support/custody cases. Uata also
do not include mental health cases from the
Probate Court.

Tennessee--State Total--Total civil filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings and miscellaneous criminal
cases, and are not comparable with other
state totals due to the method of counting
support/custody cases. Data also do not
include cases from the Probate, Juvenile, and
General Sessions Courts.

The following courts' data are less than 75%
complete and are overinclusive:

Minnesota--District Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data include criminal appeals
cases, but do not include cases reported with
County, Conciliation, and Probate Courts.
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TABLE 10: Reported total, state trial court criminal caseload, 1985

Dispo- Filings

Total Total sitions per
criminal criminal as a 100,000
Unit Point filings dispositions percen- adult
Juris- of of and quality and quality tage of popula-

State/Court name: diction count filing footnotes footnotes filings tion
ALABAMA Circuit .ovueeeenernneeneneanns . 1 B A 31,469 € 31,685 E 101 1,084
ALABAMA District .....eceeeee.. N 2 B B 98,087 C 95,334 97 3,378

ALABAMA Municipal .....ceievinnnninnnnns 2 M 8

ALABAMA State Total ........cvveenns . 129,556 0 127,019 O 98 4,461
ALASKA SUperior ....veeeeeeeees N 1 G A 1,782 M 1,620 M 91 508
ALASKA District .....oovevennnnnnns ceees 2 G B 27,707 0 26,379 C 7,894

ALASKA State Total ...veeveenenereonns 29,489 0 27,999 0 8,401
ARIZONA Superior ,...... Ceseeeeeens ceees 1 D A 19,704 17,730 90 855
ARIZONA Justice of the Peace ........... 2 L B 52,775 K 2,283
ARIZONA Municipal ....... tevesaseanes 2 A 8 167,735 0,587 L 7,255

ARIZONA State Total ......cevvveeens 240,274 K 10,392
ARKANSAS Circuit ....cvevenenene N ] A A 31,836 31,166 C 1,858
ARKANSAS Municipal t.i.veeieenneniinnnnns 2 A B 138,199 0 99,653 0 72 8,068
ARKANSAS City .ovevernnnnn. Ceeeaaans cees 2 A B 5,304 F 4,045 F 76 310
ARKANSAS Police 1ovvvinerennnnnennn. ceee 2 A ]

ARKANSAS State Total ............. cene 176,339 0 134,864 0 10,236
CALIFORNIA Superior .....voeeeveeueennns 1 B A 85,760 77,721 91 439
CALIFORNIA Municipal ....covvvnnennsn. . 2 B ] 773,716 0 661,842 0O 8o 3,963
CALIFORNIA JUStice ...vieveeeeronvennnns 2 ] 8 61,848 0 51,907 0 84 317

CALIFORNIA State Total ....vvevvvnnnns 921,324 0 791,470 0 86 4,719
COLORADO District, Denver Superior

and Juvenile and Probate ............. 1 D G 16,851 C 15,959 € 95 712
COLORADO County ....... Cheecneesenasnans 2 D B

COLORADO State Total ...ieeevvernacsns
CONNECTICUT Superior .....ecvese Ceieesen 1 A A 130,481 0 124,303 0 EL) 5,396

CONNECTICUT State Total .......... oo 130,481 0 124,303 0 95 5,396
DELAWARE Superior ......eeeveeeeees veee 1 B A 4,39 E 4,142 ¢ 94 945
DELAWARE Court of Common Pleas ......... 2 A B 15,872 i 15,429 i 97 3,413
Municipal Court of Wilmington, DELAWARE. 2 A B 11,841 ¢ 11,386 0 Y6 2,546
DELAWARE Family «.vcevveeecennocascenans 2 8 B 2,682 2,624 98 577
DELAWARE Justice of the Peace ........ .. 2 A B 35,603 i 35,903 i 101 7,669
DELAWARE Alderman's .....cvvececenenns .. 2 A B 2,443 F 2,308 F 94 525

DELAWARE State Total ............. N 72,897 0 71,848 0 99 15,677
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior ....... ves i A G 37,412 L 37,688 L 101 7,573

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Total ........... 37,412 L 37,688 L 101 7,573
FLORIDA Circuit civiveeienninnainnnnnes . 1 z A 184,067 160,809 87 2,085
FLORIDA County .....c.e.. ceseaee Ceeveaas 2 A 8 266,993 L 239,754 L 90 3,024

FLORIDA State Total ....cievvvunennnss 451,060 L 400,563 L 89 5,108
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Table 10: Reported total state

trial court criminal caseload,

1985  (continued)

Dispo- tilings
Total Total sitions per
criminal criminal as a 100,000
Unit  Point filings dispositions percen- adult
Juris- of of and quality and quality tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count filing footnotes footnotes filings tion
GEORGIA Superior .....cceceveveieececens 1 G A 53,785 0 53,385 0 9y 1,246
GEORGIA State ...iivvveiiinernnnnnannnns 2 G A
GEORGIA Probate ,......c.u.e Ceeeerennans 2 B A
GEORGIA Municipal ...... PP 2 [i] i}
GEORGIA Civil ....... eeerseeen 2 M M
GEORGIA Magistrate ....... RPN 2 B 8
GEORGIA County Recorder's ,........ ceaes 2 i} M
GEORGIA Municipal and City of Atlanta .. 2 M M

GEORGIA State Total ...... Ceeesssenens
GUAH Superior ,.....e..... teereenes eees 1 M M 1,380 C 806 C 58

GUAM Total ..... heereesianannns RN 1,380 C 806 C 58
HAWAIL Circuit ...... Ceesesecercasasonne 1 A B 3,204 4 3,002 i 96 41y
HAWAIT District ........ tesetecsaraes vee 2 A 8 31,056 i 30,360 i 98 4,065

HAWAI] State Total ........ Ceeieens ees 34,200 i 33,822 i Y8 4,484
IDAHO District ....cevveuunes Ceeeees cee 1 D A 53,173 ¢ 92,547 C 94 7,808

IDAHO State Total ...iivevvvnnacenaaes 53,173 € 52,547 C 99 7,608
ILLINOIS Circuft coevvniivenninnnnnnss e 1 G G 493,852 0 452,206 0 92 5,85%4

ILLINOIS State Total ....... [P 493,85¢ 0 452,266 O 92 5,854
INDIANA Superior and Circuit .. ......... 1 G A 35,988 i 33,079 i y2 901
INDIANA County ...ovvivnnnininnninnnnns . 2 z F 50,813 i 45,159 8y 1,273
Municipal Court of Marion County,

INDIANA L oiiiiieniiiiiiiinniennneans 2 z F 58,721 i 47,485 i 81 1,471
INDIANA City and Town .......coanns ceeen 2 7 F 31,180 i 26,856 i 86 781
Small Claims Court of Marion County.

INDIANA Loiiverinnnnnns teesesanenn 2 M M 702 727 104 18

INDIANA State Total ......ev0vun.n. ces 177,410 i 153,306 i 86 4,443
10WA District ........ Ceseseceeanranaaes 1 B A 41,116 i 40,897 i 9y 1,948

JOWA State Total ......covvviinnennn. . 41,116 i 40,897 i 99 1,948
KANSAS District ......coounnn Cereaiens .. 1 B A 31,583 32,748 104 1,709

KANSAS State Total .......ccvvviennen. 31,583 32,748 104 1,769
KENTUCKY CIrcuit .ooevevnceennnnnnnsnns . 1 ] A 13,748 C 14,052 C 10¢ 511
KENTUCKY DIStrict uvveveeerronnanenanns 2 B B 190,821 0 180,652 O 95 7,060

KENTUCKY State Total ..........cene. . 208,619 0 194,704 O 95 7,570
LOUISIANA District ........ . veus 1 b4 A 346,885 11,097
LOUISIANA City and Parish ............. 2 G F 138,199 0 110,628 0O 80 4,421

LOUISIANA State Total ........... eses 485,084 0 15,518
MAINE Superior ........ Ceerineeeiaees ces ) B A 8,058 0 b,989 0 87 937
MAINE District ............... ceeeen ees 2 J F 35,749 i 30,402 i 85 4,157

MAINE State Total .....e0vvvvievnnnnns 43,807 0 37,341 0 85 5,094
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Table 10: Reported total state trial court criminal caseload, 1985

(continued)

Dispo- Filings
Total Total sitions per
criminal criminal as a 100,000
Unit  Point filings dispositions percen- adult
Juris- of of and quality and quality tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count filing footnotes footnotes filings tion
MARYLAND Circuit vovsveeseveosncccoacnns 1 B A 42,385 C 39,385 C Y3 1,280
MARYLAND District ...ovevvnerenennnn. e 2 B8 A 129,659 0 129,655 0 100 3,935
MARYLAND State Total .......ccovvnn. .. 172,084 0 1by,040 O 98 5,221
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of
the Commonwealth ,....ceeeveeennenenns 1 M M 310,225 i 6,959
MASSACHUSETTS State Total .......cceune 310,225 i b,9%9
MICHIGAN Circuit .......... Ceesesieanaas 1 £ A 34,855 44 344 114 588
MICHIGAN District .......oouun eresieses 2 B8 8 207,002 0 203,202 O 98 3,134
MICHIGAN Municipal ....... I eesneen 2 B B 2,285 0 2,035 0 8y 35
MICHIGAN State Total .......ce0vvevuns 248,142 0 24Y,581 0 101 3,757
MINNESQOTA District ....... Ceeieeneseaann 1 A B 18,829 M 26,202 M 139 617
MINNESOTA County, Conciliation, Probate
and County Municipal .....cevvvunnn. . A B 113,339 0 121,976 0 108 3,711
MINNESOTA State Total ......vvvueunsnn 132,168 0 148,178 0 112 4,328
MISSOURI Circuit ..vveene.. teeseeareeaas 1 z G 110,694 100,152 90 2,990
MISSOURI State Total ....... eraens ‘e 110,694 100, 152 Y0 2,990
MONTANA District ........ N 1 G A 3,124 3,500 112 528
MONTANA Justice of the Peace ......... . 2 8 8
MONTANA City ...vennnnn esieeeensenaanas 2 B 8
MONTANA Municipal ...vvevass 2 B B
MONTANA State Total ..........
NEBRASKA District ....vecvveeecncnennns 1 B A 4,977 C 4,997 ¢ 100 430
NEBRASKA COUNtY 4uvivevnrenneeccnnnenss . 2 B A 51,942 0 51,325 0 9y 4,485
NEBRASKA Municipal ......... veeeneenans . 2 B 8
NEBRASKA State Total ....ovenvvvoansss 56,919 0 56,322 0 99 4,915
NEVADA DiStrict ..iveieeancecesecsansnnnns 1 z A
NEVADA Justice ...... vecereneaes P 2 7 B
NEVADA Municipal ..iuvveeeconnennonnnnnss 2 z B
NEVADA State Total ....... ereseneneens
NEW HAMPSHIRE Superior ............ eaas ] A A 7,125 6,378 90 956
NEW HAMPSHIRE District ..cvvveevvnennnen 2 A B 38,634 K 5,186
NEW HAMPSHIRE Municipal ...... eraeeseen 2 A B 1,411 K 139
NEW HAMPSHIRE State Total ....uv.vvnn. 47,170 K 6,332
NEW JERSEY Superior ...... erecsarssaane 1 B A 41,504 41,227 9y /29
NEW JERSEY Municipal ....vvvveivnnionens 2 B B 369,487 F 368,805 F 100 6,482
NEW JERSEY State Total ..... ereeenes 411,0% F 410,032 F 100 7,212
NEW MEXICO District .vevveeevncenannns .. 1 B 8 8,880 8,630 97 886
NEW MEXICO Magistrate ........... ceeenes 2 B 8 55,460 K 5,536
Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo County,
NEW MEXICO ...... tesercesessenneans 8 B 50,601 0 45,165 0 8y 5,050
NEW MEXICO State Total . eene 114,947 0 11,472
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Table 10: Reported total state trial court criminal caseload, 1985 {continued)
Dispo- Filings
Total Total sitions per
& criminal criminal as a 100,000
Unit Point filings dispositions percen- adult
Juris- of of and quality and quality tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count filing footnotes footnotes filings tion
NEW YORK Supreme and County ............ 1 z A 51,034 i 50,790 i 100 380
Criminal Court of the City of NEW YORK . 4 J 0 242,903 234,599 97 1,811
NEW YORK District and City ............. 2 8 8 224,360 F 215,98y F Yo 1,673
NEW YORK Town and Village .............. 2 A B
NEW YORK State Total ...icciviiivnnnns $18,3u3 0 501,378 0 97 3,804
NORTH CAROLINA Superior ............. e i 8 A 71,915 70,909 9y 1,541
NORTH CAROLINA District ......... veeeees 2 C 8 380,52¢ F  370,26¢ F 97 8,155
NORTH CAROLINA State Total ........... 452,437 F 441,231 F 98 Y,b96
NORTH DAKOTA District .......evvvunnenns 1 z A 1,366 C 1,384 C 10} 280
NORTH DAKOTA County ..eeeeearennn, teeees 2 b4 F 14,921 i 16,120 i 108 3,058
NORTH DAKOTA Municipal ...vvvvieinnnns .. 2 ] 8
NORTH DAKOTA State Total ....... beeens 10,287 0 17,504 ¢ 107 3,338
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ....... teeee 1 B C 36,24y 36,854 102 461
OHIO County iivvvnrererensiecennncanase 2 B E 39,478 F 39,423 F 100 502
OHIO Municipal ....cevviinnnnnnnn. eeeen 2 B E 355,482 F 361,457 F 1u2 4,510
OHIO Mayors' ...vveveierennnceennnranans 2 M M
OHIO State Total ..cevveevninecnnoenns 431,209 0 437,734 0 102 %,478
OKLAHOMA District ....... Cererereretenns 1 J A 73,001 F bb,940 F 92 3,071
OKLAHOMA State Total ...eivveenennnnns 73,001 F 60,940 F 92 3,07
OREGON Circuit 1 Z F 2U,682 i 21,09 i 10¢ 1,04/
OREGON District 2 z F 83,942 0 81,778 0 97 4,248
OREGON Justice 2 z B8
OREGON Municipal siv.eeeiiiiiiananes ceee 2 A B
OREGON State Total .......... [
PENNSYLVANIA Court of Common Pleas ..... 1 B G 85,95¢ 91,482 106 Y58
PENNSYLVANIA District Justice Court .... 2 B B 397,52y F 335,931 F 85 4,429
Philadelphia Municipal Court, PENNSYLVANIA 2 B B 21,665 i 20,008 i 9¢ 241
Pittsburgh City Magistrates, PENNSYLVANIA 2 B B 12,599 F 140
PENNSYLVANIA State Total ........c.0es 517,745 0 447,421 0 5,768
PUERTO RICO Superior ........ Ceeesaeeann 1 A [ 22,5bh 22,306 99
PUERTO RICO District ........... ereees . 2 A B 48,346 0 47,536 0 98
PUERTO RICO Total ...cvvvvvrnnnnannonn 70,911 0 69,902 0 99
RHODE ISLAND Superior .......... eeesean 1 D A 5,710 4,878 85 769
RHODE ISLAND District ............ Ceeeen 2 A B 40,768 C 38,726 ¢ 95 5,487
RHODE ISLAND State Total ............. 46,478 C 43,604 94 6,255
SOUTH CAROLINA Circuit .ovevvenerennenns 1 8 A 41,436 i 41,0608 i 101 1,709
SOUTH CAROLINA Magistrate .............. 2 A £ 104,788 K
SOUTH CAROLINA Municipal .......cecennnn 2 A £ 64,303 K Z,b52
SOUTH CAROLINA State Total ...........
SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit .ovvveeenasss eeeee 1 B B 19,227 i 16,206 i 85 3,830
SOUTH DAKOTA State Total .......ceveue 19,227 i 16,260 i 85 3,830
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Table 10: Reported total state trial.court criminal caseload, 1985 (continued)

Dispo- Filings

Total Total sitions per
criminal criminal as a 100,000
Unit Point filings dispasitions percen- adult
Juris- of of and quality and quality tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count filing footnotes footnotes filings tion
TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery 1 7 A 40,584 37,050 i Y1 1,149
TENNESSEE Juvenile ............ ereesans 2 I 1
TENNESSEE General Sessions cee 2 M il
TENNESSEE Municipal ..ovviviviinnnnnnnns 2 H M
TENNESSEE State Total ........cevvnne.
TEXAS District ...viiviiiiinninnnncannes 1 B A 112,361 109,226 97 97
TEXAS Municipal ..... Ceeesiesrsarecianee 2 A B
TEXAS Justice of the Peace ............. 2 A 8
TEXAS County-Level ....covvveeeennnnnnns 2 B F 456,292 3,943
TEXAS State Total .....oovvvvivnnnnnns
UTAH DiStrict ..c.oiiivvnvannnonsacannnns 1 J A 3,837 ¢ 3,716 ¢ 97 32
UTAH Circuft ........... feeeeeiiiiaanans 2 A A 42,113 ¢ 35,964 O 85 4,085
UTAH Justice of the Peace .........ccuvus 2 B 8 45,644 39,300 C 86 4,427
UTAH State Total ........coevviinnnnns 91,594 ¢ 79,040 0 86 8,884
YERMONT Superior ,....cceeveeeeiinennnns 1 I 1 b Yy 150 2
VERMONT District ..ovveiininnnneenannnns 1 D C 20,067 F 19,000 F 95 $,080
VERMONT State Total .............en.. . 20,073 F 14,015 F 9% 5,082
VIRGINIA Circuit ....ovvvenen.. [ 1 A A 67,513 F 04,655 F Y6 1,584
VIRGINIA District .uvuvieerrearennannnns 2 A 1 357,285 L 336,320 L 94 8,383
VIRGINIA State Total .........cvuvvnnn 424,798 0 400,975 O 94 9,907
WASHINGTON Superior .....ecvvevsvenecans 1 G A 18,902 16,343 8o 585
WASHINGTON District ......vvvvvnennnnese 2 o B 109,542 K 3,392
WASHINGTON Municipal ............ RN 2 [ 8 77,544 2,401
WASHINGTON State Total .....ccvvvvennn 205,988 K 6,379
WEST VIRGINIA Circuit ...vvvvrvniennnnns 1 J A 7,131 C 7,233 0 502
WEST VIRGINIA Magistrate ............... 2 J £ 133,455 K 124,506 K 93 Y,398
WEST VIRGINIA Municipal .............. .. 2 A B
WEST VIRGINIA State Total ........ cees
WISCONSIN Circuit ..v.vvvereerenennennns 1 D c 61,359 M 57,306 M 93 1,758
WISCONSIN Municipal ....... Cebeereeians . 2 A 8
WISCONSIN State Total ................
HWYOMING District ....covvvinuniann.e. . 1 J A 1,408 M 1,476 M 101 421
WYOMING Justice of the Peace ........... 2 J B
WYOMING Municipal ...ceiiiiiiiinnnnnns 2 A B
WYOMING County vivevvevennnnnnnnnne. .. 2 J B
WYOMING State Total ...cvvvvecianonens
NOTE: Mississippi is not included in this table table. Blank spaces indicate that either
because it did not report criminal data for data are unavailable or less than 75%
1985, and did not respond to the Trial Court complete, or that the calculations are
Jurisdiction Guide. All other state courts inappropriate. The "filed per 100,000
are Tisted in this table, regardless of population" STATE TOTAL figure may not equal
whether data are available. A1l data that the sum of the individual state courts due to
are at least 75% complete are entered in the rounding.

{continued on next page)
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Table 10: Reported total state trial -court criminal

caseload, 1485

{continued)

JURISDICTION CODES:

1
2

= General Jurisdiction
= Limited Jurisdiction

UNIT OF COUNT CODES:

x oOMmMMmo © @RI — X

x o

~N—

Missing Data

Data element is inapplicable

Single defendant--single charge

Single defendant--single incident (one/more
charges)

Single defendant--single incident/maximum
number charges {usually two)

Single defendant--one/more incidents

Single defendant--content varies with prosecutor

One/more defendants--single charge

One/more defendants--single incident (one/more
charges)

One/more defendants--single incident/maximum
number charges (usually two)

One/more defendants--one/more incidents

One/more defendants--content varies with
prosecutor

Inconsistent during reporting year

Both the defendant and charge component vary
within the state

POINT OF FILING:

ODOTMMO @™ — X

Missing Data

Data element is inapplicable

At the filing of the information/indictment

At the filing of the complaint

When defendant enters plea/initial appearance

When docketed

At issuing of warrant

At filing of information/complaint

Varies (At filing of the complaint,
information, indictment)

nowon

QUALITY FOOTNOTES:

C:

The following courts' data are overinclusive:

Alabama--District Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data fnclude preliminary hearing
proceedings.

Alaska--District Court--Total criminal disposed
data include some moving traffic cases and all
ordinance violation cases.

Arkansas--Circuit Court--Total criminal disposed
data include postconviction remedy and
probation revocation proceedings.

Colorado--District, Denver Superior, Denver
Juvenile, and Denver Probate Courts--Total
criminal filed and disposed data include
extraditions, revocations, parole and release
from commitment hearings.

Guam--Superior Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include some traffic and
ordfnance violation cases.

Idaho--District Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violatfon
cases, postconviction remedy and sentence
review only proceedings.

Kentucky--Circuit Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include postconviction
remedy and sentence review only proceedings.

m™m
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Maryland--Circuit Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include some postconviction
remedy proceedings.

Nebraska--District Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include civil appeals cases
and postconviction remedy proceedings.

North Dakota--District Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include sentence review
only and postconviction remedy proceedings.

Rhode Island--District Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include preliminary
hearing proceedings.

Utah--District Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include some postconviction
remedy and sentence review only proceedings.
--Justice of the Peace Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include traffic cases.

West Virginia--Circuit Court--Total criminal
filed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings and extraordinary writs.

The following courts' data include
postconviction remedy proceedings:

Alabama--Circuit Court
Delaware--Superior Court

The following courts' data include ordinance
violation cases:

Arkansas--City Court
Delaware--Alderman's Court
New Jersey--Municipal Court
New York--District and City Court
North Carolina--District Court
Ohio--County Court--Municipal Court
Ok 1ahoma--District Court
Pennsylvania--District Justice Court--Pittsburgh
City Magistrates
Vermont--District Court
Virginia--Circuit Court

The following courts' data are 75% complete:

Delaware--Court of Common Pleas--Total criminal
filed and disposed data do not include some
limited felony cases.

--Justice of the Peace Court--Total
criminal filed and disposed data do not
include most DWI/DUI cases.

Hawaii--Circuit Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data do not include reopened prior
cases,

--District Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data do not include some criminal
cases that could not be separated from
ordinance violation cases.

--State Total--Total criminal filed and
disposed data do not include reopened prior
cases from the Circuit Court and some criminal
cases from the District Court that could not be
separated from ordinance violatfon cases.

Indiana--Superior Court and Circuit Court--Total
criminal filed and disposed data do not
include appeals or miscellaneous criminal
cases. ’

--County Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data do not include miscellaneous
criminal cases.



Table 10:

Reported total state trial court criminal caseload, 1985

(continued)

--Municipal Court of Marion County--Total
criminal filed and disposed data do not
include miscellaneous criminal cases.
--City Court and Town Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data do not include some

cases that were not identified by case category.

--State Total--Total criminal filed and
disposed data do not include appeals cases

from the Superior and Circuit Courts,
miscellaneous criminal cases from the Superior
and Circuit Courts, County Court, and Municipal
Court of Marion County, and some cases from the
City and Town Court that were not identified by
case category.

lowa--District Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data do not include limited felony
cases and some misdemeanor cases.

Maine--District Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data do not include Vimited felony,
DWI/DUI, and some misdemeanor cases.

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the Commonwealth--
Total criminal filed data do not include
felony/misdemeanor, DWI/DUI and miscellaneous
criminal cases from the Boston Municipal Court
Department.

New York--Supreme Court and County Court--Total
criminal filed and disposed data do not
include criminal appeals and miscellaneous
criminal cases,

North Dakota--County Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data do not include limited
felony and criminal appeals cases.

Oregon--Circuit Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data do not include criminal appeals
cases.

Pennsylvania--Philadelphia Municipal Court--Total
criminal filed and disposed data do not
include some misdemeanor and all limited
felony cases.

South Carolina--Circuit Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data do not include criminal
appeals cases.

South Dakota--Circuit Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data do not include criminal
appeals, limited felony, and some misdemeanor
cases,

Tennessee--Circuit, Criminal and Chancery Court--
Tota) criminal filed data do not include
miscellaneous criminal cases., Total
criminal disposed data do not include
miscellaneous criminal and DWI/DUI cases.

K: The following courts' data do not include
limited felony cases:
Arizona--Justice of the Peace Court
New Hampshire--District Court--Municipal
Court
New Mexico--Magistrate Court
South Carolina--Magistrate Court--Municipal
Court
Washington--District Court
West Virginia--Magistrate Court
L: The following courts' data do not include

DWI/DUI cases:

Arizona--Municipal Court--Total criminal
disposed data do not include DWI/DUI cases.

=
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District of Columbia--Superior Court
Florida--County Court
Virginia--District Court

The following courts' data do not include
criminal appeals cases:

Alaska--Superior Court
Minnesota--District Court
Wisconsin--Circuit Court
Wyoming--District Court

The following courts' data are 75% complete and
are overinclusive:

Alabama--State Total--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings from the Circuit Court, and
preliminary hearings from the District Court,
but do not include data from the Municipal Court.

Alaska--District Court--Total criminal filed
data include ordinance violation and
misdemeanor traffic cases, but do not include
1imited felony cases.

--State Total--Total criminal filed data
in¢lude ordinance violation and misdemeanor
traffic cases from the District Court, but do
not include Vimited felony cases from the
District Court, and criminal appeals cases
from the Superior Court.

--State Total--Total criminal disposed data
include some moving traffic and all ordinance
violation cases from the District Court, but do
not include criminal appeals cases from the
Superior Court.

Arkansas--Municipal Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include ordinance violation
cases.

--State Total--Total criminal filed data
include ordfnance violation cases from the
City Court and Municipal Court, but do not
include data from the Police Court.

--State Total--Total criminal disposed data
include postconviction remedy and probation
revocation proceedings from the Circuit Court;
ordinance violation cases from the Municipal
Court and the City Court; but do not include
data from the Police Court.

California--Municipal Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include some ordinance
violation cases and preliminary hearing
bindovers and transfers, but do not include
DWI/DUI cases.
~--Justice Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include preliminary hearing
bindovers and transfers, but do not include
DWI/DUI cases.

--State Total--Total criminal filed and

disposed data include preliminary hearing
bindovers and transfers from the Municipal Court
and the Justice Lourt; and some ordinance
violation cases from the Municipal Court; but

do not include OWI/DUI cases from the

Municipal Court and Justice Court.

Connecticut--Superior Court-~Total criminal
filed and disposed data include ordinance
violation cases, but do not include DWI/DUI
cases.

{continued on next page)
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Reported total state trial court criminal caseload, 1985

(continued)

Delaware--Municipal Court of Wilmington--Total
criminal filed and disposed data include
misdemeanor, ordinance violation, and a few
DWI/DUI cases, but do not include limited
felony cases.

--State Total--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings from the Superior Court;
misdemeanors and a few DWI/DUI from the
Municipal Court of Wilmington; ordinance
violatfon cases from the Alderman's Court and
Municipal Court of Wilmington; but do not
include most OWI/DUI cases from the Justice of
the Peace Court; 1imited felony cases from the
Municipal Court of Wilmington; and some limited
felony cases from the Court of Common Pleas.

Georgia--Superijor Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include ordinance violation
cases, but do not include some criminal
appeals and some DWI/DUI cases.

[11inois--Circuit Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include some preliminary
hearings and some ordinance violation cases,
but do not include limited felony, DWI/DUI,
and miscellaneous criminal cases.

Kentucky--District Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include sentence review only
proceedings, but do not include limited
felony cases,

--State Total--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings from the Circuit Court, sentence
review only proceedings from the Circuit Court
and District Court, but do not include limited
felony cases from the District Court.

Louisiana--City and Parish Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include ordinance
violatton cases, but do not include DWI/DUI
cases.

Maine--Superior Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violation
cases, postconviction remedy and sentence
review only proceedings, but do not include
some criminai appeals cases.

--State Total--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violation
cases and postconviction remed% and sentence
review only proceedings from the Superior
Court, but do not include some criminal
appeals cases from the Superior Court and
limited felony, DWI/DUI and some misdemeanor
cases from the District Court.

Maryland--District Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include ordinance violation
cases, but do not include DWI/DUI cases.
--State Total--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include some postconviction
remedy proceedings from the Circuit Court, and
all ordinance violation cases from the
District Court, but do not include DWI/DUI
cases from the District Court.

Michigan--District Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include ordinance violation
cases, but do not include DWI/DUI cases.
--Hunicipal Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violation
cases, but do not include DWI/DUI cases.
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Minnesota--County, Conciliation, Probate and
County Municipal--Total criminal tiled and
disposed data include ordinance violation
cases, but do not include DWI/DUI cases.
--State Total--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violation
cases from the County, Conciliation, Probate and
County Municipal Court, but do not include
DWI/DUI cases from the County, Conciliation,
Probate and County Municipal Court, and
criminal appeals cases from the District Court,

Nebraska--County Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violation
cases, but do not include limited feiony
cases. County Court data include cases from the
Municipal Court from July 1, 1985 to December
31, 198s,

--State Total--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violation
cases from the County Court, civil appeals and
postconviction remedy proceedings from the
District Court, but do not include limited
felony cases from the County Court.

New Mexico--Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo
County--Total criminal filed and disposed data
include ordinance violation cases, but do not
include limited felony cases.

--State Total--Total criminal filed data
include ordinance violation cases, but do not
include limited felony cases.

New York--State Total--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violation
cases, but do not include any data from the Town
and Village Court and criminal appeals and
miscellaneous criminal cases from the Supreme
and County Court.

North Dakota--State Total--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include sentence review only
and postconviction remedy proceedings. Data
do not include any cases from the Municipal
Court and criminal appeals and limited
felony cases from the County Court.

Ohio--State Total--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violation
cases from the Municipal Court, but do not
include any data from the Mayor's Court.

Oregon--District Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violation
cases, but do not include limited felony cases.

Pennsylvania--State Total--Total criminal filed
data include ordinance violation cases, but do
not include limited felony and some
misdemeanors from Philadelphia Municipal
Court. Total criminal disposed data include
ordinance violation cases, but do not include
any data from the Pittsburgh City Magistrates
and limited felony and some misdemeanors
from the Philadelphia Municipal Court.

Puerto Rico--District Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include ordinance
violation cases, but do not include DWI/DUI
cases.

Utah--Circuit Court--Total criminal filed data
include postconviction remedy proceedings, but
do not include some miscellaneous criminal
cases.
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Reported total state trial court criminal caseload,

1985  (continued)

--Circuit Court--Total criminal disposed data
include postconviction remedy proceedings, but
do not include criminal traffic and some
miscellaheous criminal cases.

--State Total--Total criminal filed data
include some postconviction remedy and
sentence review only proceedings from the
District Court; traffic cases from the Justice
of the Peace Court; and postconviction remedy
proceedings from the Circuit Court; but do not
include some miscellaneous criminal cases from
the Circuit Court.

--State Total--Total criminal disposed data
include some postconviction remedy and
sentence review only proceedings from the
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District Court; traffic cases from the Justice
of the Peace Court; and postconviction remedy
proceedings from the Circuit Court; but do not
include criminal traffic and some miscellaneous
criminal cases from the Circuit Court.

Virginia--State Total--Total criminal filed and

disposed data include ordinance violation
cases from the Circuit Court, but do not include
DWI/DUI cases from the District Court.

West Virginia--Circuit Court--Total criminal

disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings and extraordinary writs, but do not
include criminal appeals cases.



TABLE 11: Reported total, state trial court traffic/other violation caseload, 1985

D{spo-
sitions
Total traffic Total traffic as a Filings
filings dispositions percen- per 100,000
Juris- Park- and quality and quality tage of total

State/Court name: diction ing footnotes footnotes filings population
ALABAMA DiStrict c..veeereiecocencnnnnes 2 1 211,123 200,911 98 5,251
ALABAMA Municipal ....cvvriirnsnennnnnn, 2 1

ALABAMA State Total .......... Ceeeeees 211,123 2Ub,911 98 5,251
ALASKA District ...vivevinvneieneneennnes 2 3 88,777 i

ALASKA State Total ...ivevvnennnen oo 88,777 i
ARIZONA Justice of the Peace ........... 2 1 365,821 i 348,229 0 11,479
ARIZONA Municipal ....ovviivnennnn. AN 2 1 681,028 i 771,733 0 21,364

ARIZONA State Total .......... veseonns 1,046,849 i 1,169,962 0 32,847
ARKANSAS Municipal ....... 2 1 280,204 i 189,551 i 68 11,878
ARKANSAS City ........ 2 1 16,593 i 9,698 i 58 703
ARKANSAS Police ...... Ceeeae 2 1

ARKANSAS State Total ... 296,797 i 199,249 i 67 12,581
CALIFORNIA Municipal ............ ereaes 2 4 15,562,990 0 13,504,618 0 87 59,029
CALIFORNIA Justice ...... Cebrerereriaes 2 4 540,790 0 479,420 0 8y 2,051

CALIFORNIA State Total .....eeoveuenns 16,103,780 0 14,044,038 O 87 61,080
COLORADO County ..veeevnaacas Cereeeees .. 2 2
COLORADO Municipal .iveveiveroennansanes 2 1

COLORADO State Total .....civvvnvnenan
CONNECTICUT Superior ....vieeecssensnces 1 1 522,908 0 506,910 0 y7 10,475

CONNECTICUT State Total .....cvvvennen 522,908 0 500,910 0 Y7 10,475
Municipal Court of Wilmington, DELAWARE. 2 4 15,555 0 15,080 0 97 2,501
DELAWARE Family ..eevenecivscocnnnnonaas 2 2 453 411 91 73
DELAWARE Justice of the Peace ... .. 2 2 112,259 € 112,608 C 100 18,048
DELAWARE Alderman's ........... Ceveeeenn 2 4 18,434 N 18,210 W 9y 2,904

DELAWARE State Total ..........c.ceveen 146,701 0 146,375 0 100 23,585
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior .......... 1 1 22,317 G 22,681 G 102 3,565

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Total ....ei0vuee 22,317 G 22,681 G 102 3,565
FLORIDA COUNtY vivvvvnncsarsaranrsnncans 2 1 2,959,324 G 2,843,571 G 96 26,037

FLORIDA State Total ...... Cetesieiaaes 2,959,328 ¢ 2,843,571 G Yo 26,037
GEORGIA Superior ....eceeevanss eerenes 1 2 5,984 0 5,9%2 0 9y 100
GEORGIA State ..evvsvevivacaneons .. 2 2 242,006 C 239,784 C 9y 4,050
GEORGIA Probate ....ceeivceenninnaneansns 2 2 183,035 G 180,663 G 99 3,063
GEORGIA Juvenile ....viieenencnianenonas i 2 1,766 1,519 86 Ju
GEORGIA Magistrate ......vevvneeeaceenns 2 3
GEORGIA County Recorder's ......coveee.e 2 1
GEORGIA Municipal and City of Atlanta .. 2 1

GEORGIA State Total .iiivvieveenss PN
GUAM Superior ......... feeseeseeerereane 1 4 31,949 i 33,401 i 105

GUAM Total ...iiiiiiiiiinnnneocannnnns 31,939 i 33,401 i 105
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Table 11: Reported total state trial court traffic caseload, 1985 (continued)

Dispo~
sitions
Total traffic Total traffic as a Filings
filings dispositions percen- per 100,000
Juris~ Park- and quality and quality tage of total

State/Court name: diction ing footnotes footnotes filings population
HAWALL Circuit .. .......... [N 1 2 165 i 140 i 85 16
HAWAIT District .ovvevvnnnnnnnan. PPN 2 4 877,213 ¢ 849,606 C 97 83,227

HAWAIT State Total ....o.iveivninenens 877,378 0 849,740 0 97 43,243
IDAHO District ..vivevvnnvnncneennnans ‘e \ 1 204,806 i 203,830 i 9y 20,385

[DAHO State Total ................ . 204,866 i 203,836 i 99 20,385
ILLINGIS Circuit .vvveieininenniannnennns 1 4 6,373,864 0 4,007,434 0 63 55,257

ILLINOIS State Total .......... Chaaee 6,373,864 0 4,007,434 0 63 55,257
INDIANA Superior and Circuit .....coenn 1 4 107,802 i 103,801 i 96 1,960
INDIANA County .vvevnnrenonnnaanns 2 4 208,809 i 200,312 i 96 3,797
Municipal Court of Marion County, INDIANA 2 4q 123,867 114,356 92 2,253
INDIANA City and Town ....cvvvvennneenns 2 4 142,538 i 139,940 i 98 2,592

INDIANA State Total ............... e 583,016 i 554,409 1 96 19,602
TOWA DiStrict ...vceveveenennnn. eseenes 1 3 699,787 € bbU,568 C 101 22,739

IOWA State Total .ievviviinerieenncass 655,787 C 660,58 C 101 22,734
KANSAS District .......... Cesesarnenenns 1 2 219,927 i 220,220 i 100 8,977
KANSAS Hunicipal ...... Ceeeittenaatinnas 2 i

KANSAS State Total ...vciveeeeccoannns :
KENTUCKY District voveveunnensss [N 2 3 258,102 N 255,502 N 9y 6,927

KENTUCKY State Total .viivvevvennass .. 258,102 N 255,502 N 99 6,927
LOYISIANA City and Parish ......... ceees 2 1 393,708 0 335,471 0 85 8,786
LOUISIANA Justice of the Peace ......... 2 1
LOUISIANA Mayor's ..vvevevsveosnnannnnas 2 1

LOUISIANA State Total ....... vessreaes
MAINE Superior 1 2 2,708 0 2,463 0 91 233
MAINE District 2 4 156,041 C 152,374 C 98 13,406

MAINE State Total 158,749 0 154,837 0 98 13,638
MARYLAND District ........ N 2 2 754,512 0 754,512 0 100 17,179

MARYLAND State Total .....vecvvennans 754,512 0 754,512 0 10v 17,179
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the

Commonwealth ... feesennens 1 1 1,196,949 i 975,833 i 82 20,5959

MASSACHUSETTS State Total Ceresraeees 1,196,949 i Y75,833 i 82 20,554
MICHIGAN District . 2 4 1,939,530 0 1,834,126 0 95 21,342
MICHIGAN Municipal ... 2 ) 32,433 0 38,235 0 118 357
MICHIGAN Probate ......... . 2 2

MICHIGAN State Total ...... sesesassnns 1,971,903 ¢ 1,872,361 0 95 21,699
MINNESOTA County, Conc111at1on, Probate

and County Municipal . 2 4 1,515,494 N 1,636,735 N 108 36,143

MINNESOTA State Total 1,515,494 N 1,636,735 N 108 30,143

243

{continued on next page]



Table 11: Reported total state trial court traffic caseload, 1985

(continued)

Dispo-
sitions
Total traffic Total traffic as a Filings
filings dispositions percen- per 100,000
Juris-  Park- and quality and quality ta?e of total

State/Court name: diction ing footnotes footnotes filings population
MISSOURI Circuit ..ooveinnnnnnn. RN 1 4 424,553 i 410,970 i 97 8,442

MISSOURI State Total ...... Ceeeees ves 424,553 i 410,970 i 97 8,442
MONTANA Justice of the Peace ..... eeaens 2 1
MONTANA City ......... 2 1
MONTANA Municipal .......... 2 1

MOKTANA State Total
NEBRASKA County ..coovviiiinnnnnnennnnns 2 1 232,702 N 238,169 N 102 14,490
NEBRASKA Municipal veviievveronnnennanns 2 1 65,972 0 4,108

NEBRASKA State Total .....covveennnnns 298,674 0 18,597
NEVADA JuStice ..ovvvrrennnnereronnnnnns 2 1
NEVADA Municipal c..ovivivnneceennannnn, 2 i

NEVADA State Total ..... Cebeieeteiiaas
NEW HAMPSHIRE District ...... Ceeeenseans 2 4 2¢6,109 22,656
NEW HAMPSHIRE Municipal ...........c0ues 2 4 %,890 590

NEW HAMPSHIRE State Total ............ 231,999 23,240
NEW JERSEY Municipal ........... Cereaees 2 4 4,891,084 N 4,182,481 W 86 b4,680

NEW JERSEY State Total ............u.. 4,891,084 N 4,182,481 N 86 64,680
NEW MEXICO Magistrate .......cccoeuunnnn 4 2 33,713 2,325
NEW MEXICO Municipal ....... eeseeenaaas 2 -
Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo County,

NEW MEXICO ..... Ceeeieieetereeiieaas 2 4 274,317 N 224,930 N 82 18,918

NEW MEXICO State Total ............ vee 308,030 N 21,243
Criminal Court of the City of NEW YORK . 2 4
NEW YORK Family tivvueeiniinnnerecnannns 2 2
NEW YORK District and City .....vvvunnn 2 4 927,093 i
NEW YORK Town and Village ......ovivuuns 2 i

NEW YORK State Total ..........covouutn
NORTH CAROLINA District ..ovevveineneenss 2 3 830,087 N 768,298 i 13,271

NORTH CAROLINA State Total ........... 830,087 768,298 93 13,271
NORTH DAKOTA District ...cvvveviennannns 1 3 473 473 100 oY
NORTH DAKOTA County ............ Ceeeanee 2 1 54,389 54,389 100 7,940
NORTH DAKOTA Municipal ......... Ceeeees 2 1 47,799 0

NORTH DAKOTA State Total ............. 102,661 0
OHIG Court of Comnon Pleas .....cccee.. . 1 2 93,051 92,396 9y 866
OHIO County ..vvievnnninnininnnnnns, veee 2 2 192,530 N 191,111 N 9y 1,792
OHIO Municipal .iiveiiiiiinnevnnnnaannns 2 3 1,332,353 N 1,328,534 N 100 12,401
OHIO Mayors' ..ceeveveineencerocncsnnnaas 2 1

OHIO State Total ....cvievennnncnnnnss 1,617,934 i 1,612,041 i 100 15,059
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Table 11: Reported total state trial court traffic caseload, 1985 (continued)
Dispo-
sitions
Total traffic Total traffic as a Filings
filings dispositions percen- per 100,000
Juris- Park- and quality and quality tage of total

State/Court name: diction _ing footnotes footnotes filings population
OKLAHOMA District .ivveevvirencnnnnnanss 1 2 214,949 N 200,235 N 93 6,512
OKLAHOMA Municipal Criminal Court

of Record ....... Cesetitirteeenonisans 2 1
OKLAHOMA Municipal Court Not of Record . 2 1

OKLAHOMA State Total .....ccccvvennnns
OREGON District ........ Ceeees [N 2 1 275,947 N 281,853 N 12 1,270
OREGON Justice ...... Ceeesiseeanaans AN 2 ]
OREGON Municipal ....... tebesrseensanaas 2 1

OREGON State Total ........ Ceeeeteeean
PENNSYLVANIA District Justice Court .... 2 4 1,320,947 N 1,209,301 N 92 11,144
Philadelphia Municipal Court,

PENNSYLVANIA ... . iviiiiiiiiieennnn, 2 2 22,524 0 22,407 0 100 190
Pittsburgh City Magistrates,

PENNSYLVANIA ....... fereenetenarraaaas 2 4 380,728 N 3,212
Philadelphia Trafflc Court

PENNSYLVANIA ... ivvviivinannnn RPN 2 1

PENNSYLVANIA State Total teteasaieenes 1,724,199 0 14,547
PUERTO RICO District ....ovvievnnannnns . 2 2 58,752 0 56,904 0 97 1,798
PUERTO RICO Municipal ..vvcvevivnnnnnns . 2 1

PUERTO RICO Total ...... [N
RHODE ISLAND District ..ivievveevinneens 2 2
RHODE [SLAND Municipal ........ Ceveeeenn 2 1

RHODE [SLAND State Total .......c.....
SOUTH CAROLINA Family ....uvuu.. seserane 2 2
SOUTH CAROLINA Magistrate ,............. 2 4 398,865 C
SOUTH CAROLINA Municipal ......... . 2 4 283,516 8,471

SOUTH CAROLINA State Total .......... .
SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit ....... Seeeireennes 1 3 142,485 € 138,387 ¢ 97 20,125

SOUTH DAKOTA State Total .....evvevenns 142,485 C 138,387 C 97 20,125
TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal, and

Chancery ...ovveeenvienenss N 1 2
TENNESSEE Juvenile ....cvivviiennnnnns . 2 2
TENNESSEE General Sessions .......ceee.. 2 1
TENNESSEE Municipal .. ovveeennneennanss 2 i

TENNESSEE State Total .......cveuvnnnn
TEXAS Municipal ........... veseseans ves 2 4
TEXAS Justice of the Peace teeanteieeans 2 4
TEXAS County-Level ...v.evveeecennaens 2 2 25,244 63,127 154

TEXAS State Total .. ...cviievnnnnnnnas
UTAH Circuft ..ovvvvevennnnanns eeeea e 2 4 596,757 C 916,770 € 87 30,277
UTAH Justice of the Peace ......... ceses 2 4 241,874 i 232,716 96 14,704
UTAH Juvenile ..vuveerecrancenncsnannnns 2 2

UTAH State Total ...... N 838,631 0 749,480 0 8y 50,981
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Table 11: Reported total state trial court traffic caseload, 1985 (continued)

Dispo-
sitions
Total traffic Total traffic as a Filings
filings dispositions percen-  per 100,000
Juris- Park- and quality and quality tage of total

State/Court name: diction _ing footnotes footnotes filings _population
VERMONT District ....oveviinneinnnnnnnn. ] 2 106,403 N 107,452 N 101 19,888

VERMONT State Total ......... Cereeeees 106,403 N 107,452 N 101 19,488
VIRGINIA Circuit .......... 1 2
VIRGINIA District ....... 2 4 1,319,238 G 1,300,136 G 9y 23,120

VIRGINIA State Total .. 1,319,234 0 1,300,136 0 99 23,120
WASHINGTON District ..oveeeveenencannnnn 2 4 514,231 11,663
WASHINGTON Munictpal ..ocovivvenieninnen 2 4 889,477 20,174

WASHINGTON State Tota) .....co.vevusn 1,403,708 31,837
WEST VIRGINIA Magistrate .......... ceeas 2 2 yy,34Y Ys,40b db 5,132
WEST VIRGINIA Municipal ......ccivuvnnn. 2 1

WEST VIRGINIA State Total ............
WISCONSIN Circuit (.oveinnvnennanannees . 1 3 132,845 133,697 m 2,782
WISCONSIN Municipal .....cveveennn. ceees 2 3 325,700 0

WISCONSIN State Total ............ ceee 459,403 0
WYOMING Justice of the Peace ........... 2 i
WYOMING Municipal ....coiiuevuenns . 2 1
WYOMING County «.ovvvvereinanneinnenenns 2 1

WYOMING State Total ....civvennnnnnnns

NOTE: Mississippi is not included fn this tavle
because it did not report traffic/other
violation data for 1985, and did not respond
to the Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide. All
other stafe courts are Tisted in this tavle,
regardless of whether data are available.

A1l data that are at least 75% complete are
entered in the table. Blank spaces indicate
that either data are unavailabie or less than
75% complete, or that the calculations are
inappropriate. The "filed per 100,000
population" STATE TOTAL figure may not equal
the sum of the individual state courts due to
rounding.

JURISOICTION CODES:

= General Jurisdiction
= Limited Jurisdiction

PARKING CODES:

Parking data are unavatlable

Court does not have parking jurisdiction
Only contested parking cases are included

Both contested and uncontested parking cases
are included

WD

QUALITY FOOTNOTES:
C: The following courts' data are overinclusive:

Delaware--Justice of the Peace Court--Total
traffic/other violation filed and disposed

(2]
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data include most of tne DWI/DUI cases.

Georgia--State Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include most
of the DWI/DUI cases.

Hawaii--District Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include some
misdemeanor cases.

lowa--District Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include some
misdemeanor cases.

Maine--District Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include some
misdemeanor and all DWI/OUI cases.

South Carolina--Magistrate Court--Total
traffic/other violation disposed data include
DWI/DYL and juvenile cases.

South Dakota--Circuit Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include some
misdemeanor cases.

Texas--County-Level Court--Total traffic/other
violation disposed data include criminal
appeals cases.

Utah--Circuit Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and dispused data inciude
miscellaneous criminal cases.

The following courts' data include DWI/DUI cases:

District of Columbia--Superior Court
Florida--County Court '
Georgia--Probate Court
Virginia--District Court



Table 11:

Reported total state trjal court traffic caseload, 198%

{continued)

i: The following courts' data are 75% complete:

Alaska--District Court--Total traffic/other
violation disposed data do not include some
moving traffic violation cases and all
ordinance violation cases.

Arizona--Justice of the Peace--Total
traffic/other violation filed data do not
include parking and miscellaneous traffic
cases.

--Municipal Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed data do not include ordinance
violation, parking and miscellaneous traffic
cases.

Arkansas--Municipal Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include ordinance violation and parking
cases.

--City Court--Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data do not include

ordinance violation and parking cases.

--State Total--Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data do not include

ordinance violation and parking cases from

the Municipal and City courts and all cases from
the Police Court.

Guam--Superior Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include cases reported with misdemeanor cases.

Hawaii--Circuit Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include reopened prior cases reported with the
civil data.

Idaho--District Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include ordinance violation and parking
cases.

Indiana--Superior and Circuit Court--Total
traffic/other violation filed and disposed
data do not include cases which could not be
identified by case type.

--County Court--Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data do not include cases
which could not be identified by case type.
--City and Town Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include cases which could not be identified by
case type.

Kansas--District Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include juvenile traffic cases.

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the Cunmonwealth
--Total traffic/other violation filed and
disposed data do not include parking,
miscellaneous traffic, ordinance violation and
some moving traffic cases.

Missouri--Circuit Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include ordinance violation and parking
cases heard by Municipal judges.

New York--District and City Court--Total
traffic/other violation disposed data do not
include ordinance violation cases and
parking cases from cities that have Parking
Violations Bureaus (i.e., cities with greater
than 100,000 population). -

North Carolina--District Court--Total traffic/
other violation disposed data do not include
ordinance violation cases and some
miscellaneous traffic cases.

=

(=]
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Ohio--State Total--Total traffic/other violation
data do not include ordinance violation cases
from the County and Municipal courts and all
cases from the Mayors' Court,

Utah--Justice of the Peace Court--Total
traffic/other violation filed and disposed
data do not include some moving traffic cases.

The following courts' data do not include
ordinance violation cases:

Delaware--Alderman's Court

Kentucky--District Court

Minnesota--County Court and Conciliation Division,
Probate Division and County Municipal Court

Nebraska--County Court

New Jersey--lunicipal Court

New Hexicu--Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo County

North Carolina--District Court--Total traffic/
other violation filed Jata do not include
ordinance violation cases.

Ohio--County Court--HMunicipal Court

Ok lahoma--District Court

Oregon--District Court

Pennsylvania--District Justice Court--Pittsburgh
City Magistrates

Vermont--District Court

The following courts' data are 75% complete and
are overinclusive:

Arizona--Justice of the Peace--Total traffic/
other violation disposed data include DWI/DUI
cases, but do not include parking and
miscellaneous traffic cases.

--Municipal Court--Total traffic/other
violation disposed data include DWI/DUI

cases, but do not include ordinance violation,
parking, and miscellaneous traffic cases.

California--Municipal Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include
DWI/DUI cases, but do not include some
ordinance violation cases.

--Justice Court--Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data include DWI/DUI cases,
but do not include some ordinance violation
cases.

Connecticut--Superior Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include
DWI/DUI cases, but do not include ordinance
violation cases.

Delaware--Municipal Court of Wilmington--Total
traffic/other violation filed and disposed
data include DWI/DUL cases, but do not include
ordinance violation cases.

--State Total--Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data include DWI/DUI cases,
but do not incliude ordinance violation cases.

Georgia--Superior Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include some
OWI/DUI cases and some criminal appeals
cases, but do not include ordinance violation
cases.

Hawaii--State Total--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include some
misdemeanor cases, but do not include reopened
prior cases.

I1linois--Circuit Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include
DWI/DUIl cases, but do not include ordinance

{continued on next page)



Table 11:

Reported total state trial court traffic caseload, 1485

(continued)

violation cases from Cook County and parking
cases from anywhere but Cook County.

Louisiana--City and Parish Court--Total traffic/
other violation filed and disposed data include
DWI/DUI cases, but do not include ordinance
violation cases.

Maine--Superior Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include
DWI/DUI and some criminal appeals cases, but
do not include ordinance violation cases.
--State Total--Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data include some
misdemeanor, some criminal appeals, and all
DWI/DUI cases, but do not include ordinance
violation cases.

Maryland--District Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include ordinance violation cases, but do
include DWI/DUI cases.

Michigan--District Court--Total traffic/other
vio?ation filed and disposed data do not
include ordinance violation cases, but do
include DWI/DYI cases.

--Municipal Court--Total traffic/other
violatfon filed and disposed data do not
include ordinance violation cases, but do
include DWI/DUI cases.

--State Total--Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data do not include
ordinance violation and cases from the Probate
Court, but do include DWI/DUI cases.

Nebraska--Municipal Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed data include DWI/DUI cases,
but do not include parking cases.
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--State Total--Total traffic/other violation
filed data include DWI/DUI cases, but do not
include ordinance violation and parking
cases.

North Dakota--Municipal Court--Total traffic/
other violation disposed data include DWI/DUI
cases, but do not include ordinance violation
or parking cases,

Pennsylvania--Philadelphia Municipal Court--Total

traffic/other violation filed and disposed
data include some misdemeanors but do not
include all) ordinance violation cases.
--State Total--Total traffic/other violation
filed data include some misdemeanors, but do
not include all ordinance violation cases and
cases from the Philadelphia Traffic Court.

Puerto Rico--District Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include
DWI/DUI cases, but do not include ordinance
violation cases.

Utah--State Total--Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data include miscellaneous
criminal cases from the Circuit Court, but do
not include any cases from the Juvenile Court
and some moving traffic cases from the Justice
of the Peace Court.

Virginia~-$tate Total--Total traffic/other
violation data include DWI/OUI cases, but do
not include any cases from the Circuit Court.

Wisconsin--Municipal Court--Total traffic/other
violation disposed data include DWI/DUI
cases, but do not include cases from all courts.



TABLE 12: Reported total, state trial court juvenile caseload, 1985

Total Total Dispo- Fitings
juvenile juvenile sitions per
Point filings dispositions as a per- 100,000
Juris- of and quality and guality centage Jjuvenile
State/Court name: diction filing footnotes footnotes of filings population
ALABAHA Circuit ..iviinieneanencananacnns 1 A 18,947 21,964 114 1,696
ALABAMA District ...veevnnniiinnnnnnnnns 2 A 32,222 29,461 91 2,88%
ALABAMA State Total ....ovvvviieinnnns 51,169 51,025 10V 4,581
ALASKA SUDEFTOF «.vvuvsrennsrrennerans ] c 1,529 1,108 7 899
ALASKA District ....cveeiiiiiiianinannes 2 I 107 42 39 63
ALASKA State Total ......ovvvininnnnn, 1,636 1,150 70 ELYS
ARIZONA Superior ...eeeeveeneceneeeennss 1 C 11,790 8,248 70 1,347
ARIZONA State Total ......eeevennnnnn. 11,790 8,248 70 1,347
ARKANSAS COUNLY ©'v'vevnerevncennennnsnnns 2 B 8,306 i 8,19 i 9y 1,286
ARKANSAS State Total ......... ersiaen 8,306 i 8,196 i 99 1,286
CALIFORNIA SUPErior sivieeveveesenennans 1 [ 80,602 64,747 80 1,178
CALIFORNIA State Total ............... 80,602 64,747 80 1,178
COLORADO District, Denver Superior and
Juvenile and Probate ..........o.ion.n 1 A 12,998 12,49¢6 EE] 1,504
COLORADO State Total ...evevenvennsnn. 12,998 12,926 9y 1,504
CORNECTICUT Superior .....oveeieieennnss 1 A 12,942 12,658 98 1,712
CONNECTICUT State Total ...vvuvnvnnnse 12,942 12,658 98 1,712
DELAWARE Family ..vevvernnvoncenannncans 2 C
DELAWARE State Total ..........ccvvune
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior .......... 1 B 11,947 11,650 98 9,051
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Total ........... 11,947 11,650 98 9,051
FLORIDA Circuit ...... tesesessesarnsenns 1 A 82,920 61,724 74 3,270
FLORIDA State Total ....ccvvuvevunanns 82,920 61,724 74 3,270
GEORGIA Juvenile ...iveiiiuinnrcnnrannass 1 A 38,993 36,085 93 2,352
GEORGIA State Total ...cvvvvvvnnnnnnes 38,993 36,085 93 2,392
GUAM SUperior ..i.eieececieosonsnsesonns i M 698 C 201 C 31
GUAM Total ...vvuneeennennnnnenn. N 658 C 200 C 3]
HAWATT Circuit o.oiiivnerinincnnennnaans 1 F 12,676 12,087 9y 4,3/1
HAWAI] State Total ..... [N 12,676 12,087 95 4,371
IDAHO District ..veveeenirnnvcnnaronanss 1 C 6,748 7,058 105 2,083
IDAHO State Total ....vvieviennanenns . 6,748 7,058 105 2,083
ILLINOIS Circuit .uiveueenneonnesennans . i C 27,630 27,107 98 892
ILLINOIS State Total ...... seresseanss 27,636 27,107 y8 892

{continued on next page)
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Table 12: Reported total state trial court juvenile caseload, 1985  (continued)

Total Total Dispo- Filings
Juvenile juvenile sitions per
Point filings dispositions as a per- 100,000
Juris- of and quality and quality centage juvenile
State/Court name: diction filing footnotes footnotes of filings population
INDIANA Superior and Circuit ........... 1 [ 27,7117 0 27,848 0 100 1,840
INDIANA Probate .......coevvuunnn creeeas 2 C 1,546 1,421 92 103
INDIANA State Total ....ovvvennnnennn. 29,263 0 29,204 0 100 1,943
I0WA District ....... Ceeeseenans teeeens 1 A 6,039 /81
IOWA State Total .....oovevennn. [ 6,039 781
KANSAS District ...ceveeeennns [T 1 A 11,177 € 9,03y € 81 1,681
KANSAS State Total ..... Ceersacaeenaas 1,177 ¢ 9,039 ¢C 81 1,681
KENTUCKY District ....... Ceeietecaseanns 2 A 42,639 C 39,354 Y2 4,168
KENTUCKY State Total .....vvvnnvenenns 42,639 C 39,354 C 92 4,168
LOUISTIANA District ...oovevvnnnnns Ceeeen 1 C 14,547 1,074
LOUISIANA Family and Juvenile .......... 1 C 3,017 ¢ 2,21%
LOUISIANA City and Parish ........... ves 2 c 10,697 y,913 93 784
LOUISIANA State Total ............... . 55,261 C 4,078
MAINE District ..ooveevvennnrnnnnnennnns 2 c 3,849 3,270 84 1,282
MAINE State Total ....cevvvevuecennnn. 3,896 3,276 84 1,282
MARYLAND Circuit .....ccecene RN 1 C 27,194 26,294 g7 2,474
MARYLAND District ......... Ceestseecaane 2 o 3,814 3,627 95 348
MARYLAND State Total ..... 31,008 29,882 96 2,827
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the
Commonwealth .. 1 C 43,965 3,223
MASSACRUSETTS State Total ...... 43,965 3,223
MICHIGAH Probate ..... Cereereaeen Ceeeenn 2 C
MICHIGAN State Total ......covveveenns
MINNESOTA District ...oovvvvninennnnnnn, 1 C
MINNESOTA County, Conciliation, Probate
and County Municipal ....covveeeennns 2 C 29,608 C 46,926 C 198 2,599
MINNESOTA State Total .......cccevvue. 29,608 C 46,920 C 158 2,599
MISSOURI Circuit ...cvvvvninuiivnnnnnnnns ] ¢ 17,787 ¢ 18,174 € (174 1,340
MISSOURI State Total ....... Ceeesienns 17,787 C 18,174 ¢ 102 1,340
MONTANA District ....covevinennnnennnnns 1 c 1,285 1,012 79 549
MONTANA State Total ...... eetresanaes 1,285 1,012 79 544
NEBRASKA County ....covvvennns Ceteesiieen 2 C 3,387 3,296 97 756
NEBRASKA Separate Juvenile [ 2 C 2,017 450
NEBRASKA State Total .....ccviveenes 5,404 1,200
NEVADA District ........... Ciesesaenanas 1 C

NEVADA State Total .......cvvvvneconns
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Table 12: Reported total state trial court juvenile caseload, 1985  (continued)

Total Total Dispo- Filings
juvenile juvenile sitions per
Point filings dispositions as a per- 100,000
Juris- of and quality and quality centage juvenile
State/Court name: diction filing footnotes footnotes of filings population
NEW HAMPSHIRE District ..eeiveivevnnenses 2 c 7,292 2,882
NEW HAMPSHIRE State Total ............ 7,292 2,882
NEW JERSEY SUperior ....cceivevevevenens 1 F 104,810 C 104,587 C 100 5,629
NEW JERSEY State Total ..... Cetereeaes 104,810 C 104,587 C 100 5,629
NEW MEXICO District ........... N ] C 7,037 7,147 102 1,571
NEW MEXICO State Total .......ovvvnnee 7,037 7,147 102 1,571
NEW YORK Family o.vevereoonasnnnnnnnnes . 2 ¢ 42,393 C 44,751 C 106 471
NEW YORK State Total ..cvovevnvencens . 42,393 C 44,751 C 106 9N
NORTH CAROLINA District ....cccvevennnen 2 C 20,299 22,718 112 1,277
NORTH CAROLINA State Total .....vveues 20,299 22,718 112 1,277
NORTH DAKOTA District ..oevvevevvenannes 1 o 1,374 1,374 100 bY8
NORTH DAKOTA State Total ......covveues 1,374 1,374 100 698
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ....eceensnss 1 £ 107,485 108,946 101 3,741
OHIO State Total ..cvienvnnrcvecsnnans 107,485 108,946 101 3,741
OKLAHOMA District ...ovveeues Ceeresaiees 1 G
OKLAHOMA State Total .....ceeveeeeesnn
OREGON Circuit ..iveeveervercarnonneanas 1 o 14,776 i 2,078
OREGON County s.cvvivncerncncnnaosannans 2 C
OREGON State Total ....... sestesesssnen 14,770 1§ 2,078
PENNSYLVANIA Court of Common Pleas ..... 1 F 47,843 44,774 94 1,662
PENNSYLVANIA State Total ......... oo 47,823 44,774 94 1,662
PUERTO RICO Superior ......... [ 1 4,836 4,450 Yz
PUERTO RICO Total ..vivivnuvnavnncnnne 4,836 4,436 Y2
RHODE ISLAND Family vevevunnenss PN 2 F 5,885 Z,bl0
RHODE ISLAND State Total .......ec.ue.. 5,885 2,610
SOUTH CAROLINA Family ....vvuene N 2 ¢ 10,984 C 10,715 C 98 1,191
SOUTH CAROLINA Magistrate ....... ceeneas 2 1
SOUTH CAROLINA State Total .......o... 10,984 0 10,715 0 98 1,191
SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit oovvvervevevonnnnns 1 ¢ 2,342 2,342 100 1,137
SOUTH DAKOTA State Total ......cc000en 2,342 2,342 100 1,137
TENNESSEE Juvenile ...... evesennen eves 2 B
TENNESSEE General Sessions ............. 2 B

TENNESSEE State Total ................

{continued on next page)
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Table 12: Reported total state trial court juvenile caseload, 1485 (continued)

Total Total Dispo- Filings
juvenile Juvenile sitions per
Point filings dispositions as a per- 100,000
Juris- of and quality and quality centage Jjuvenile
State/Court name: diction filing footnotes footnotes of filings population
TEXAS District ..vvvinienierernnnnnnnnns i 1 c
TEXAS County-Level ....... teceresnenaane 2 C
TEXAS State Total ....vovvvivenans ees
UTAH Juvenile ......... Cetereaiiesseans . 2 C
UTAH State Total ..ivvvvinnnennaes vees
VERMONT District .oovvveeivunonnaarannns 1 o 1,733 1,713 9y 1,238
VERMONT State Total ............ vee 1,733 1,713 99 1,238
VIRGINIA District c.vevieieniiinnennnnas 2 A 77,852 70,904 ER 5,391
VIRGINIA State Total ..vevveevceaennss 77,852 70,964 91 5,391
WASHINGTON Superior ........... [ 1 A 2¢,29¢ 20,147 EY 1,889
WASHINGTON State Total ............. . 22,292 20,147 90 1,889
WEST VIRGINIA Circuit ......... esianans 1 C 5,822 5,588 9b 1,128
WEST VIRGINIA State Total ............ 5,822 5,588 96 1,128
WISCONSIN Circuit .......... Ceversaiaees 1 o 30,185 30,128 100 2,351
WISCONSIN State Total ..... Ceeiaeiaees 30,185 30,128 100 2,351
WYOMING District Joovveeiiiiininniinnn. 1 c 1,414 884
WYOMING State Total ...... [ 1,414 884
NOTE: Mississippi is not included in this table QUALITY FOOTNOTES:

because it did not report juvenile data for

1985, and did not respond to the Trial Court C: The following courts' data are overinclusive:

Jurisdiction Guide. All other state courts
are listed in this table, regardless of
whether data are available. All data that
are at least 75% complete are entered in the
table. Blank spaces indicate that either
data are unavailable or less.than 75%
complete, or that the calculations are
inappropriate. The "filed per 100,000
population" STATE TOTAL figure may not equal
the sum of the individual state courts due to
rounding.

Guam--Superior Court--Total juvenile filed and
disposed data include some miscellaneous
domestic relations and estate cases involving
juveniles and all paternity/bastardy cases.

Kansas--District Court--Total juvenile filed and
disposed data include some traffic/other
violation data.

Kentucky--District Court--Total juvenile filed
and disposed data include paternity/bastardy
cases.,

Louisiana--Family and Juvenile Court--Total
juvenile filed data include domestic
relations and mental health cases.

--State Total--Total juvenile filed data
_include domestic relations and mental health
cases from the Family and Juvenile Court.

Minnesota--County, Conciliation, Probate and
County Municipal--Total juvenile filed and
disposed data include cases from the District
Court which has concurrent jurisdiction over
these case types.

Missouri--Circuit Court--Total juvenile filed
and disposed data include adoption and
termination of parental rights cases.

JURISDICTION CODES:

General Jurisdiction

] =
= Limited Jurisdiction

2
POINT OF FILING CODES:

Missing Data

Data element is inapplicable
Filing of complaint

At initial hearing (intake)
Filing of petition

Issuance of warrant

At referral

Varies

DOTMMOI— X
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Table 12: Reported total state trial court juvenile caseload, 1985

(continued)

New Jersey--Superior Court--Total juvenile filed
and disposed data include termination of
parental rights cases.

New York--Family Court--Total juvenile filed and
disposed data include juvenile traffic cases.

South Carolina--Family Court--Total juvenile
filed and disposed data include traffic/other
violation cases,

i: The following courts' data are 75% complete:

Arkansas--County Court--Total juvenile filed and
disposed data do not include figures from five
counties., Four counties only reported for a
partial year,

Oregon--Circuit Court--Total juvenile filed data
do not include petitions filed in Marion County.
--State Total--Total juvenile filed data do
not include petitions filed in Marion County and
all cases from County Court,
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0: The following courts' data are 75% complete and
are overinclusive:

Indiana--Superior and Circuit Court--Total
Jjuvenile filed and disposed data include
paternity/bastardy cases, but do not include
some cases which could not be identified by case
type.

--State Total--Total juvenile filed and

disposed data include paternity/bastardy cases
from the Superior and Circuit Court, but do not
include some cases from the Superior and Circuit
Court which could not be identified by case type.

South Carolina--State Total--Total juvenile
filed and disposed data include traffic/other
violation cases from the Family Court, but do
not include any cases from the Magistrate Court
as they are reported with traffic/other
violation cases.
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FIGURE A: Reporting periods all state courts, 1985

Reporting periods

January 1, 1985

July 1, 1984

September 1, 1984

October 1, 1984

to to to to
State December 31, 1985 June 30, 1985 August 31, 1985 September 30, 1985
Alabama X
Alaska X
Arizona X
Arkansas X
California X
Colorado X
Connecticut X
Detaware X
District of Columbia X
Florida X
Georgia X X X
Court of Appeals Trial Courts Supreme Court
(Aug. 1, 1984 -
July 31, 1985)
Hawaii X
1daho X
I1linois X
Indiana X
Towa X
Kansas X
Kentucky X X
Supreme Court Trial Courts
Court of Appeals
Louisiana X
Maine X
Maryland X
Massachusetts X X
Trial Courts Supreme Judicial Court
Appeals Court
Michigan X X
Trial Courts Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
Minnesota X
Mississippi X
Supreme Court
Missouri X
Montana X X
Supreme Court Justice of the Peace
District Court City Court
Municipal Court
Nebraska X X X
District Court Workmen's Supreme Court
County Court Compensation Court
Municipal Court
Separate Juvenile
Nevada X

New Hampshire

X
Supreme Court
Municipal Court
Superior Court
District Court

X
Probate Court
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Figure A: Reporting periods for all state courts, 1985 (continued)

Reporting periods

January 1, 1985 July 1, 1984 September 1, 1984 October 1, 1984
State to to to to
December 31, 1985 June 30, 1985 August 31, 1985 September 30, 1985
New Jersey X
New Mexico X
New York X
North Carolina X
North Dakota X
Ohio X
Ok lahoma X
Oregon X
Pennsylvania X
Puerto Rico X
Rhode Island X : X
Trial Courts Supreme Court
South Carolina
South Dakota X
Tennessee X
Texas X X
Municipal Court District Court

County-level Courts
Justice of the Peace Court
Supreme Court

Courts of Appeals

Court of Criminal Appeals

Utah X

Supreme Court Trial Courts
Yermont X
Virginia X

Trial Courts
Intermediate Court of Appeals
Supreme Court (Jan. 1o, 1985
to Jan. 17, 1986)
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

> 2C > D¢

Note: Unless otherwise indicated, an "X" means that all of the trial and appellate courts in that state
report data for the time period indicated by the column.

Source: Data were gathered from the 1985 State Trial and Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles.
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FIGURE B: Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts, 1985

Does the court count

reinstated/reopened
Case counted at: cases in its count of
Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice. of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal record briefs point court court No Rarely as new case
ALABAMA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 v
Court of Civil
Appeals 1AC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Court of Criminal
Appeals 1AC X 0 0 ()} X 0 0 0 X
ALASKA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Appeals 1AC X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
ARIZONA:
Supreme Court COLR X-CRIM 0 0 X* X 0 0 0 X
Court of Appeals IAC X-CRIM*  O* 0 X* X X 0 0 X
(except  (only
indus- indus-
trial trial
cases & cases &
civil civil
petition petition
for for
special  special
action) action)
ARKANSAS:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
CALIFORNIA:
Supreme Court COLR X* X 0 0 X COLR X 0 0
{death (if petition
penalty for review
only) of 1AC)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
COLORADO:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 COLR TIDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
CONNECTICUT:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X
(if motion (if new
to recon- appeal)
sider)
Appellate Court 1AC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
(if re-
mand by
COLR)
DELAWARE :
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 b}
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Court of Appeals COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
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Figure B: Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts, 1985 (continued)

Does the court count

reinstated/reopened
Case counted at: cases in its count of
Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal record briefs point court court No Rarely as new case
FLORIDA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 1AC X 0 0
District Court of
Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X (Adm.Agy. X 0 0
and Workers
Comp.)
GEORGIA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
(if new
appeal)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
HAWALL:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
Intermediate Court
of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
IDAHO:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0
(appeal (COLR if
from appeal
trial from
court) 1AC)
Court of Appeals 1AC 0 0 0 (when 0 0 0 X 0
assigned
by COLR)
ILLINOIS:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 COLR X 0 0
Appellate Court IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
INDIANA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 (any X COLR 0 0 X
first  (only (if
filing, death petition
notice, penalty) for trans-
record, fer from
brief or IAC)
motion)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 (any X 0 0 0 X
first (precipe)
filing)
T0WA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X X X 0 0
(if (COLR
appeal if
from appeal
trial from
court) 1AC)
Court of Appeals 1AC 0 0 0 TRANSFER ( X 0 X 0 0
if
appeal
from
trial
court)

{continued on next page)
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Figure B:

Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts, 1985 (

continued)

Case counted at:

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened
cases in its count of

Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial _Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal record briefs point court court No Rarely as new case
KANSAS:
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 X+ X 0 3} 0 X
Court of Appeals 1AC 0 0 0 X* X 0 0 i} X
KENTUCKY:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 X 0 X X X 0 0
(if (for (COLR
discre- manda- if appeal v
tionary) tory from IAC)
cases)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 0 0
LOUISIANA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0
MAINE:
Supreme Judicial
Court Sitting as ‘
Law Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X
(if © (if new
remanded) appeal)
MARYLAND :
Court of Appeals COLR 0 X 0 0 X X 0 0 X
(if (IAC
direct if appeal
appeal) from IAC)
Court of Special
Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
MASSACHUSETTS:
Supreme Judicial
Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Appeals Court IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0
' (if
originally
dismissed
as premature)
MICHIGAN:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 COLR X 0 X
(if (if new
remanded appeal)
w/ juris-
diction
retained)
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X 0 X
MINNESOTA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0
Court of Appeals 1AC X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0
MISSISSIPPI:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
(file with both,
eff. 1/1/87)
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Figure B:

Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts, 1985

{cont inued)

Case counted at:

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened
cases in its count of

Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial pius Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal record briefs point court court No Rarely as new case
MISSOURIT :
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
MONTANA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
(notice
plus any
other filing:
fee, record,
motion)
NEBRASKA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
NEVADA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE :
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X
(if re-
manded &
Jjurisdic-
tion
retained)
NEW JERSEY:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 (COLR if [DENTIFIED SEPARATELY
direct
appeal,
otherwise
with IAC)
Appellate Division
of Superior Court 1AC X 0 0 0 0 X [DENTIFIED SEPARATELY
NEW MEXICO:
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 0
{within
30 days
of notice)
Court of Appeals 1AC 0 0 0 X X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
(within
30 days
of notice)
NEW YORK:
Court of Appeals COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
Appellate Division
of Supreme Court IAC 0 X 0 [t} X 0 X 0 X
(if re- (if re-
mit for mand for
specific new trial)
issues)
Appellate Term of
Supreme Court 1AC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
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Figure B:

Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts,

1985

(continued)

Case counted at:

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened
cases in its count of

Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice of the Record Tes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal record briefs point court court No Rarely as new case
NORTH CAROLINA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X % X X 0
(1f (COLR  (if
direct if petition
appeal) appeal to re-
from hear)
[AC)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 X
(if
recon-
sidering
dismissal)
NORTH DAKOTA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X ¢ 0 0 X
OHI10:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 1AC X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X* 0 X 0 0
OKLAHOMA:
Supreme Court COLR X#* 0 0 0 X 0 X* 0 X+
Court of Criminal
Appeals COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X* 0 X*
{notice
plus
trans-
cript)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER 0 COLR X 0 X«
OREGON:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X TDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
PENNSYLVANIA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 X X* COLR* X X 0
(direct (discre- (1f re- (if new
appeal tionary instated appeal)
only) certiorari to en-
granted) force
order)
Superior Court 1AC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Commonwealth Court IAC X 0 0 0 X X U 0 X
{Admin,
Agency)
PUERTO RICO:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X-CR X-CV IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
RHODE ISLAND:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
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Fiqure B: Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts, 1985 (continued)

Does the court count

reinstated/reopened
Case counted at: cases in its count of
FiTing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal record briefs point court court No Rarely as new case
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X COLR X 0 0
Court of Appeals 1AC 0 0 0 TRANSFER X COLR X 0 0
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
TENNESSEE :
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 COLR IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Appeals IAC X 4] 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
(Court of
Appeals)
Court of Criminal
Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
{Court of
Criminal
Appeals)
TEXAS:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 COLR IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Criminal
Appeals COLR 0 0 0 any first X X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
filing (Court of
Crim. Appeals)
Court of Appeals 1AC X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
(Civil
only)
UTAH:
Supreme Court COLR X* 0 0 0 X X X 0 0
{court {Admin,
from Agency)
which
appealed)
VERMONT :

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X
(if dis- (if after
missed final de-
& rein- cision or
stated) if statis-

tical
period has
ended)
VIRGINIA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0
Intermediate Court
of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
WASHINGTON:
Supreme Court COLR X v} 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 [1] 0 X

{continued on next page)
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Figure B: Methods of counting cases jn state appellate courts, 1985 (continued)
Does the court count
reinstated/reopened
Case counted at: cases in its count of
Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal record briefs point court court No Rarely 3as new case
WEST VIRGINIA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
(Counted
as new
filings
as of
8/86)
WISCONSIN: Accepts
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 Jurisdic, 0 COLR X 0 0
(if court
retained
Jurisdic-
tion)
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
WYOMING:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 X
-- = Data element is inapplicable, Kansas: Cases are counted at the docketing which

ADM. AGY., = Administrative agency cases only.

CR = Criminal cases only.
CV¥ = Civil cases only,
DP = Death penalty cases only.

COLR = Court of last resort,
1AC = Intermediate appellate court,

*FOOTNOTES:

Arizona--Supreme Court: Civil cases: A case is
counted when the fee is paid within 30 days
after trial record is filed.

Arizona--Court of Appeals: Civil cases: A case
is counted when the fee is paid within 30 days
after trial record is filed. For juvenile/
industrial/habeas corpus cases, a case is
counted at receipt of notice, or at receipt of
the trial record.

California--Supreme Court: Cases are counted at

the notice of appeal for discretionary review
cases from the IAC.

Source:
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occurs 21 days after a notice of appeal is
filed in the trial court.

Ohio--Court of Appeals: The clerk of the trial
court is also the clerk of the Court of Appeals.

Ok lahoma-~The notice of appeal refers to the
petition in error. The courts do not count
reinstated cases as new filings, but do count
any subsequent appeal of an earlier decided
case as a new filing.

Pennsylvania--Supreme Court: Mandatory cases are
filed with the trial court, and discretionary
cases are filed with the appellate court.

Utah--Supreme Court: Mandatory appeals are no
longer in effect as of 1/1/86; and there will
be an intermediate court of appeal after 1/1/87.

Data were gathered from the 1985 State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles.



FIGURE C:

and small claims filings in state trial courts, 1985

Dollar amount jurisdiction for original tort, contract, real property rights,

UnTimited doilar
amount

Limited doliar
amount

Small claims

torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers
Juris- real property real property dollar Jury proce- per-
State/Court name: diction M1n imum/max imum Minimum/maximum  amount trials dures mitted
ALABAMA:
Circuit Court G $1,000/No maximum .- -- -- -- --
District Court L -- $1,000/ $5,000 $1,000 No Yes Optional
ALASKA:
Superior Court G 0 /No maximum -- -- -- -- --
District Court L -- 0 /$10,000 $2,000 No Yes No
$15,000
auto tort
ARIZONA:
Superior Court G $500/No max imum -- -- -- -- --
Justice of the Peace
Court L -- 0/ $2,500 $500 No Yes No
ARKANSAS :
Circuit Court G $100/No maximum -- -- -- -- .-
Court of Common Pleas L -- $500/ $1,000 -- -- -- --
(contract only)
Municipal Court L -- 0 / %300 $300 No Yes No
{contract and
real property)
City Court, Police Court L -- 0 / %300 -- -- -- --
(contract and
real property)
CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G $15,000/No maximum -- -- -- -- -
Justice Court L -- 0 /$15,000 $1,500 No Yes No
Municipal Court L .- 0 /$15,000 $1,500 No Yes No
COLORADO:
District Court G 0 /No maximum -- -- -- -~ --
Water Court G 0 /No maximum -- -- -- -- --
(only real property)
County Court L -- 0 / $5,000 $1,000 No Yes Nc
CONNECTICUT:
Superior Court G 0 /No maximum -- $1,000 No Yes Yes
DELAMWARE :
Court of Chancery G 0 /No maximum -- -- -- -- --
Superior Court G 0 /No maximum -- -- -- -- --
Court of Common Pleas L -- 0 /$15,000 -- -- -- --
Justice of the Peace
Court L -- 0/ $2,500 $2,500 No Yes Yes
Alderman's Court L -- -- $2,500 No Yes Yes
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Superior Court G $2,000/No maximum -- $2,000 Yes Yes Yes

(no minimum for real
property)
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Figure C:

(continued)

Dollar amount jurtsdiction for original tort, contract, real property rights, and smail claims
filings in state trial courts, 1985

UnTimited dollar
amount

Limited dollar

amount

Small claims

torts, contracts, torts, contracts HMaximum Summary Lawyers
Juris- real property real property dollar Jury proce- per-
State/Court name: diction Min imum/max imum Minimum/maximum  amount trials dures mitted
FLORIDA:
Circuit Court G $5,000/No max imum -- -- -- -- -~
County Court L -~ $2,500/ $5,000 $2,500 Yes VYes Yes
GEORGIA:
Superior Court G 0 /Ro maximum -- -- -- -- --
State Court L 0 /Varies -- Varies Yes Yes Yes
(No real property)
Civil Court L - 0 / $3,000-
25,000 $3,000- No Yes Yes
$25,000
Magistrate Court L -- 0/ $2,500 $2,500 No Yes Yes
{No real property)
Municipal Court L -- 0 / $1,500- $1,500-
7,500 7,500 No Yes Yes
HAWALL:
Circuit Court G $5,000/No maximum -- -- -- -- --
District Court L -- 0 /%$10,000 $2,500 No Yes No
1DAHO:
District Court: G 0 /No maximum -- - -- - --
(Magistrates Division) L -- 0 /$10,000 $2,000 No  Yes No
0/ $2,000
{only real
property)
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court G 0 /No maximum -- $2,500 Yes Yes Yes
INDIANA:
Superior Court and
Circuit Court G 0 /No maximum -- $3,000 No Yes Yes
County Court L -- 0 / $5,000 $3,000 No Yes Yes
Municipal Court of
Marion County L -- 0 /$20,000 -- -- -~ --
Small Claims Court of
Marion County L -- -- $3,000 No Yes Yes
City Court L -- 0/ $500- -- -- -- .-
2,500
{No real property)
10WA:
District Court ] 0  /No maximum -- $2,000 No Yes Yes
KANSAS :
District Court G 0 /No maximum -- $500 No Yes No
KENTUCKY:
Circuit Court G $2,500/No maximum -- -- -- -- --
District Court L -- 0 / $2,500 $1,000 No Yes Yes
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Figure C:

(continued)

Dollar amount jurisdiction for original tort, contract, real property rights, and small claims
filings in state trial courts, 1985

UnTimited dollar
amount

Limited dollar
amount

Small claims

torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers
Juris- real property real property dollar Jury proce- per-
State/Court name: diction M1n1mum/max ymum Minimum/maximum_ amount trials dures mitted
LOUISIANA:
District Court G 0 /No maximum - -- -- -- --
City Court, Parish Court L -- 0/ $5,000 $1,500 No Yes Yes
Justice of the Peace Court L -- 0 /31,200 $1,200 No Yes Yes
MAINE:
Superior Court G 0 /No maximum -- -- -- -- --
District Court L -- 0 /$30,000 $1,400 No Yes Yes
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G $2,500/No maximum -- -- .- -- --
District Court L -- 0 /%$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
(No maximum real
property)
MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Court of the
Commonwealth:
{Superior Court Dept.) G $7,500/No maximum - -- .- -- .-
(Housing Court Dept.) L -- 0 / $7,500 $1,200 No No Yes
(only real
property)
(District Court Dept.) L -- 0/ $7,500 $1,200 No Yes Yes
(Boston Municipal Court
Dept.) L -- 0/ $7,500 $1,200 No Yes Yes
MICHIGAN:
Circuit Court G $10,000/No maxtmum -- -- -- -- --
District Court L -- 0 /$10,000 $1,000 No Yes No
Municipal Court L -- 0 / $1,500 $1,000 No Yes No
MINNESOTA:
District Court G 0 /No maximum -- -- -- -- --
County Court L -- $1,000/%15,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes
County Municipal Court L -- $1,000/$15,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes
(Conciliation Division L -- $1,000/$15,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes
of County Court) (except
land titles)
MISSISSIPPI: (NO DATA AVAILABLE)
MISSOURI :
Circuit Court G 0 /No maximum .- -- -- -- --
(Associates Division) L -- 0 / $5,000 $1,000 No Yes No
MONTANA:
District Court G $50/No max imum -- -- .- - --
Justice of the Peace Court
and Municipal Court L -- 0 / $3,500 $1,500 No Yes No
City Court L -- 0 / $300 $300 No Yes No
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Figure C: Dollar amount jurisdiction for original tort, contract, real property rights, and small claims
filings in state trial courts, 1985 (continued)
UnTimited dolTar  Limited dollar
amount amount Small claims
torts, contracts, torts, contracts HMaximum Summary Lawyers
Juris- real property real property dollar Jury proce- per-
State/Court name: diction M1nimum/max imum Minimum/maximum _ amount trials dures mitted
NEBRASKA:
District Court G 0 /No maximum -- -- -- -- --
County Court L -- 0 /$10,000 $1,500 No Yes No
($5,000 for
real property)
Municipal Court L -- 0 /$10,000 $1,500 No Yes No
NEVADA:
District Court G $1,000/No maximum -- -- -- - --
Justice Court L -- 0/ $1,250 $1,000 No Yes Yes
Municipal Court L -- 0/ $1,250 $1,000 No Yes Yes
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
Superior Court G $500/No max imum -- -- -- -- --
District Court L -- 0 /$10,000 $1,500 No Yes Yes
Municipal Court L -- 0 / $1,500 $1,500 No Yes Yes
(only landlord-tenant,
and small claims)
NEW JERSEY:
Superior Court (Law Divi-
sion and Chancery
Division) G 0 /No maximum -- -- -- -- --
(Law Division,
Special Civil Part) L -- 0/ $5,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
NEW MEXICO:
District Court G 0 /No maximum -- -- -- -- --
Magistrate Court L -- 0 / $2,000 -- -- -- --
Bernalillo County
Metropotitan Court L -- 0 / $5,000 -- -- -- --
NEW YORK:
Supreme Court G $6,000-$25,000/ -- -- -- -- --
No max imum
County Court G -- 0 / $6,000- -- -- -- --
Civil Court of the City 25,000
of New York L -- 0 /$25,000 $1,500 Yes Yes Yes
District Court and City
Court L -- 0/ $2,000- $1,500 Yes Yes Yes
6,000
Court of Claims L 0 /No maximum -- -- -- -- --
Town Court and Village
Justice Court L -- 0 / $3,000 $1,500 No Yes Yes
NORTH CAROLINA:
Superior Court G $10,000/No max imum -- -- -- -- --
District Court L -- 0 /$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
NORTH DAKOTA:
District Court G 0 /No maximum -- -- -- -- --
County Court L -- 0 /%$10,000 $2,000 No Yes Varies
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Figure C:

{continued)

Dollar amount jurisdiction for original tort, contract, real property rights, and small claims
filings in state trial courts, 198

Unlimited doflar
amount

Limited dollar
amount

Small c¢laims

torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers
Juris- real property real property dollar Jury proce- per-
State/Court name: diction Minimum/max imum Minimum/maximum_ amount trials dures mitted
OHIO:
Court of Common Pleas G $500/No max imum -- -- -- -- --
County Court L -- 0 / $3,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
Municipal Court L -- 0 /$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
OKLAHOMA:
District Court G 0 /No maximum -- $1,500 Yes Yes Yes
OREGON:
Circuit Court G $3,000/No maximum -- .- -- -- --
District Court L -- 0 / $3,000 $1,500 No Yes No
Justice Court L -- 0 / $2,500 $1,500 No Yes No
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G 0 /No maximum -- -~ -- -- --
District Justice Court L -- 0/ $4,000 -- -- -- --
Philadelphia Municipal
Court L -- 0/ $5,000 $5,000 No Yes Yes
(only real property)
Pittsburgh City
Magistrates Court L -- 0 /No maximum -- -- -- --
{only real
property)
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G $10,000/No maximum -- -- .- -~ --
District Court L -- 0 /310,000 -- -- -- --
RHODE ISLAND:
Superior Court G $5,000/No max imum -- -- -- -- -
District Court G - $1,000/ ?5,000- $1,000 No Yes Yes
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Circuit Court G 0 /No maximum -~ -- -- -- --
Magistrate Court L -- 0 / $1,000 - -- -- --
(no max. in
landlord-tenant)
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Court 6 0 /No maximum -- $2,000 No Yes Yes
TENNESSEE:
Circuit Court, Chancery
Court G $50/No maximum -- -- -- -- --
General Sessions Court L -- 0/ $5,000
{only torts)
0 /310,000 $5,000 No Yes Yes

(

contracts and

real property)
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Figure C:

{continued)

Dollar amount jurisdiction for original tort, contract, real property rights, and small claims
filings in state trial courts, 1985

Uniimited dollar
amount

Limited doilar
amount

Small claims

torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers
Juris- real property real property dollar Jury proce- per-
State/Court name: diction Minimum/max imum Minimum/maximum  amount trials dures mitted
TEXAS:
District Court G $500/No max imum -- -- -- -- --
County Court at Law,
Constitutional
County Court L -- $200/ varies $150- Yes Yes Yes
200
Justice of the Peace Court L -- 0 /% 1,000 $1,000 Yes Yes Yes
(No max.
in real
property)
UTAH:
District Court G 0 /No maximum -- -- -- - --
Circuit Court L -- 0 /$10,000 $600 No Yes Yes
Justice Court L .- 0 / $750 $600 Yes Yes Yes
VERMONT:
Superior Court G $ 200/No maximum -- -- -- -- --
District Court G -- 0 / $5,000 $2,000 Yes Yes Yes
VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G $1,000/No maximum -- -- -- -- --
(0 /No maximum
real property)
District Court L -- / $7,000 -- -~ -- --
WASHINGTON:
Superior Court G 0 /No maximum -- -- -- -- --
District Court L -- 0 /$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
tort
0 / $7,500
Contract. No
. real property.
WEST VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G $300/No max imum -- -- -- -- --
Magistrate Court L -- 0/ $2,000 -- -- - .-
(No real property)
WISCONSIN:
Circuit Court G 0 /No maximum .- $1,000 Yes No Yes
WYOMING:
District Court G $4,000/No max imum -- -- -- -- --
County Court L -- 0 / $7,000 $750 No Yes Yes
Justice of the Peace Court L -- 0 / $1,000 $750 No Yes Yes

JURISDICTION CODES:

G = General jurisdiction court.

L = Limited jurisdiction court,

-- = Data element is inapplicable,
Source:

Data were gathered from the 1985 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles.
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FIGURE D: Criminal case unit of count used by the state trial courts, 1985

Contents of charging document

Number of Single Single
defendants incident incident One or
ne (set # of {unlim- more
Juris- Point of counting or Single charges ited # of inci-
State/Court name: diction a criminal case One more charge per case) charges) dents
ALABAMA:
Circuit Court G Indictment X X
District Court L Complaint X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X (No data reported)
ALASKA:
Superior Court G Indictment X X
District Court L Complaint X X
ARIZONA:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
Justice of the Peace
Court L Complaint X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
ARKANSAS :
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
City Court, Police Ct. L Complaint X X
CALJFORNIA:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
Justice Court L Complaint X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
COLORADO:
District Court G First appearance for X X
some counties/informa-
tion for cases coming
up from County Court.
County Court L Complaint/summons X X
CONNECTICUT:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
DELAWARE :
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
Family Court L Complaint X X
Justice of the Peace Ct. L Complaint X X
Court of Common Pleas L Complaint X X
Munictpal Court of
Wilmington L Complaint X X
Alderman's Court L Complaint X X
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Superior Court G Complaint/information/ X X
indictment
FLORIDA:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment
or sworn complaint X (Prosecutor decides)
County Court L Complaint X X

{continued on next page]
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Figure D: Criminal case unit of count used by the state trial courts, 1485 (continued)
’ Contents of charqing document
Number of Single Single
defendants incident incident One or
ne {set # of (unlim- more
Juris- Point of counting or Single charges ited # of inci-
State/Court name: diction a criminal case One more charge per case) charges} dents
GEORGIA:
Superior Court G Indictment/accusation X X
State Court L Accusation X X
Magistrate Court L Complaint X X
Probate Court L Accusation X X
Municipal Court L No data reported
Civil Court L No data reported
County Recorder's Court L No data reported
Municipal Courts
and the City Court
of Atlanta L No data reported
HAWAILL:
Circuit Court G Complaint/indictment X X {Most serious
charge}
District Court L Information/complaint X X (Most serious
charge)
IDAHO:
District Court G Information X X
(Magistrates Division) L Complaint X X
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
INDIANA:
Superijor Court and G Information/indictment X X (may not be
Circuft Court consistent}
County Court L Information/complaint X X (may not be
consistent)
Municipal Court of L Information/complaint X X (may not be
Marion County consistent)
City Court and Town L Information/complaint X X
Court (may not
be con-
sistent)
IOWA:
District Court G Information/indictment X X
KANSAS:
District Court G First appearance/ X X
information/indictment
KENTUCKY:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Complaint/citation X X
LOUISIANA:
District Court G Information/indictment Varies Varies
City Court and Parish
Court L Information/complaint X X
MAINE:
Superijor Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Information/complaint X X
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Figure D: Criminal case unit of count used by the state trial courts, 1985 (continued)
Contents of charging document
Number of Single SingTe
defendants incident incident One or
ne (set # of (unlim- more
Juris- Point of counting or Single charges ited # of inci-
State/Court name: diction a criminal case One more charge per case) charges) dents
MARYLAND :
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Citation/information X X
MASSACRUSETTS:
Trial Court of the
Commonwea Ith:
Superior Court Dept. G Information/indictment X X
Housing Court Dept. L Complaint X X
District Court Dept. L Complaint X X
Boston Municipal Ct. L Complaint X X
MICHIGAN:
Circuit Court G Information X X
District Court L Complaint X X
Municipat Court L Complaint X X
MINNESOTA:
District Court G Complaint X X
County Court L Complaint X X
County Municipal Court L Complaint X X
MISSISSIPPI: DATA ARE UNAVAILABLE
MISSOURI :
Circuit Court G Information/indictment Varies Varies, depending on
prosecutor
{Associate Division) L Complaint Varies Varies, depending on
prosecutor
MONTANA:
District Court G Information/indictment X X
Justice of Peace Court
and Municipal Court L Complaint X X
City Court L Complaint X X
NEBRASKA: (not con-
District Court G Information/indictment X X sistently
observed
statewide)
County Court L Information/complaint X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
NEVADA:
District Court G Information/indictment Varies Varies, depending on
. prosecutor
Justice Court L Complaint Varies Varies, depending on
prosecutor
Municipal Court L Complaint Varies Varies, depending on
prosecutor
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Complaint X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
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Figure D: Criminal case unit of count used by the state trial courts, 1985 (continued)

(ontents of charging document

Number of Single SingTe
defendants incident  incident QOne or
ne (set # of (unlim- more
Juris- Point of counting or Single charges ited # of inci-
State/Court name: diction a criminal case One more charge per case) charges) dents
NEW JERSEY:
Superior Court (Law
Division) G Accusation/indictment X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
NEW MEXICO:

District Court G Complaint X X

Magistrate Court L Complaint X X

Bernalillo County

Metropolitan Court L Complaint X X
NEW YORK:

Supreme Court G Information/indictment X X (may vary
with
prosecutor)

County Court G Information/indictment X

Criminal Court of the ‘

City of New York L Docket number X X

District Court and

City Court L Complaint X X

Town Court and Village

Justice Court L Complaint X X
NORTH CAROLINA:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Warrant/summons X X {2 max)
NORTH DAKOTA:

District Court G Information/indictment X X (may vary)

County Court L Complaint/information X Varies

Municipal Court L Complaint X X

OHIO:

Court of Common Pleas G Arraignment X X

County Court L Warrant/summons X X

Municipal Court L Warrant/summons X X

Mayor's Court L No data reported

OKLAHOMA :
District Court G Information/ indictment X X
OREGON:

Circuit Court G Complaint/indictment X (Number of charges not

consistent statewide)

District Court L Complaint/indictment X (Number of charges not

consistent statewide)

Justice Court L Complaint X (Number of charges not

consistent statewide)

Municipal Court L Complaint X X

PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G Information/docket
transcript X X

District Justice Court L Complaint X X
Philadeliphia Municipal

Court L Complaint X X
Pittsburgh City

Magistrates Court L Complaint X X
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Figure D: Criminal case unit of count used by the state trial courts, 1985 {continued)
Contents of charging document
Number of Single Single
defendants incident incident One or
ne (set # of (unlim- more
Juris- Point of counting or Single charges ited # of inci-
State/Court name: diction a criminal case One more charge per case) charges) dents
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G Accusation X X
District Court L Charge X X
RHODE ISLAND:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Complaint X X
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Circuit Court G Indictment X X
Magistrate Court L Warrant/summons X X
Municipal Court L Warrant/summons X X
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Court G Complaint X X
TENNESSEE:
Circuit Court
and Criminal Court G Information/indictment Not consistent statewide
General Sessions Court L No data reported
Municipatl Court L No data reported
TEXAS:
District Court and
Criminal District Court G Information/indictment X X
County Level Courts L Complaint/information X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
Justice of the Peace Ct. L Complaint X X
UTAH:
District Court G Information X X
Circuit Court L Information/citation X X
Justice of the Peace
Court L Citation X X
VERMONT:
District Court G Arraignment X X
VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Warrant/summons X X
WASHINGTON:
Superior Court G Information X X
District Court L Complaint/citation X X (2 max)
Municipal Court L Complaint/citation X X {2 max)
WEST VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
Magistrate Court L Warrant X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
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Figure D: Criminal case unit of count used by the state trial courts, 1985 (continued)

Contents of charging document

Number of Single Single
defendants incident  incident One or
ne (set # of {unlim- more
Juris- Point of counting or Single charges ited # of inci-
State/Court name: diction a criminal case One more charge per case) charges) dents
WISCONSIN:
Circuit Court G Initial appearance X X
Municipal Court L Complaint/citation X X
WYOMING:
District Court G Information/indictment X X
County Court L Complaint/information X X
Justice of the
Peace Court L Complaint/information X X
Municipal Court L Citation/complaint X X

General jurisdiction court.
Limited jurisdiction court.

-
won

Source: Data were gathered from the 1985 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles,
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FIGURE E:

Minimum statutory definitions of a felony by state, 1985

No

State minimum*

Alabama
Alaska

Ar izona
Arkansas
California

Less than
| year

1 _year

One year
plus a day

Z years
or_more

D€ > DT M

X

Colorado

Connecticut

De laware X
pistrict of Columbia

Florida

6 months

>€ >

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
I1linois
Indiana

> 2 >

lowa X
Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana X
Maine

Maryland X
Massachusetts X
Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

X

DATA ARE UNAVAILABLE

Missouri

Montana X
Nebraska X (Class 4)
Nevada X

New Hampshire

X
{Class 1,2 & 3)
X

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina
North Dakota

> <

Ohio

Ok 1ahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico

6 months

6 months

5 years

Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

3 months

Utah

Vermont X
Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

> >

*In many jurisdictions, felonies are defined by statutes, not by length of sentence.

Source:
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FIGURE F: Juvenile unit of count used in state trial courts, 1985

Filings are counted Age at which
At filing Disposition counted juvenile
At in-  of peti- Kt adjyudi- At dispo-  jurisdiction
Juris- take or tion or cation of sition of transfers to
State/Court name: diction referral complaint petition juvenile adult courts
ALABAMA:
Circuit Court G X X 19
District Court L X X 19
ALASKA:
Superior Court G X X 18
ARIZONA:
Superior Court G X X 18
ARKANSAS:
County Court L X X 8
CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G X X 18
COLORADO:
District Court G X X 18
{includes Denver
Juvenile Court)
CONNECTICUT:
Superior Court G X X 16
DELAWARE :
Family Court L X X 8
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Superior Court G X X 18
FLORIDA:
Circuit Court G X X 18
GEORGIA:
Superior Court and
Juvenile Court G X X 17
HAWAIT:
Circuit-Court G X X 18
1DAHQ:
District Court G X X 18
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court G X X 17
(15 for murder,
criminal
sexual assult,
and armed
robbery with a
firearm)

278



Figure F: Juvenile unit of count used in state trial courts, 1985 {continued)

Filings are counted Age at which
At filing Disposition counted juvenile
At in-  of peti- At adjudi- At dispo-  jurisdiction
Juris- take or tion or cation of sition of transfers to
State/Court name: diction referral complaint petition juvenile adult courts
INDIANA:
Circuit Court and
Superior Court G X X 18
Probate Court L X X 18
I0WA: At maturity
District Court G X of juvenile 18
KANSAS :
District Court G X X 18
KENTUCKY:
District Court L X X 18
LOUISIANA:
District Court G X X 17
Family Court and
Juvenile Court L X X 15
(for first and
second-degree
murder, man-
slaughter and
aggravated rape)
City Court L X X 16
(for armed
robbery, aggra-
vated burglary
and aggravated
kidnapping)
MAINE:
District Court L X X 18
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G X X 18
District Court L X X 18
MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Court of the
Commonwea lth: G
District Court Dept. X X 17
Juvenile Court Dept. X X 17
MICHIGAN:
Probate Court L X X 17
MINNESOTA:
District Court and
County Court G/L X X 18
MISSISSIPPI (Data are unavailable)
MISSOURI :
Circuit Court G X X 17

{continued on next page)
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Figure F: Juvenile unit of count used in state trial courts, 1985 (continued)

Filings are counted Age at which
At f1ling Disposition counted Jjuvenile
At in-  of peti- At adjudi- At dispo-  jurisdiction
Juris- take or tion or cation of sitfon of transfers to
State/Court name: diction referral complaint petition juvenile adult courts
MONTANA:
District Court G X X 18
NEBRASKA:
Separate Juvenile Court L X X 18
County Court L X X 18
NEVADA:
District Court G X X 18
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
District Court L X X 18
NEW JERSEY:
Superior Court G X X 18
NEW MEXICO:
District Court G X X 18
NEW YORK:
Family Court L X X 16
13
{for murder &
kidnapping)
NORTH CAROLINA: X
District Court L X 16
NORTH DAKOTA:
District Court G X X 8
OHI0:
Court of Common
Pleas G X X 18
(warrant)
OKLAHOMA :
District Court G X X 18
(case number)
OREGON:
Circuit Court G X X 18
County Court L X X 18
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of
Common Pleas G X X 18
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court [ X X 18
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Figure F: Juvenile unit of count used in state trial courts, 1985 {continued)

Filings are counted Age at which
At filing Disposition counted juvenile
At in-  of peti- At adjudi- At dispo- jurisdiction
Juris- take or tion or cation of sition of transfers to
State/Court name: diction referral complaint petition Jjuvenile adult courts
RHODE ISLAND:
Family Court L X X 18
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Family Court L X X 17
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Court G X X 18
TENNESSEE :
General Sessions Court L X X .18
Juvenile Court L X X 18
TEXAS:
District Court G X X 17
County Court at Law,
Constitutional County
Court, Probate Court L X X 17
UTAH:
Juvenile Court L X X 18
VERMONT :
District Court G X X 16
VIRGINIA:
District Court L X X 18
WASHINGTON:
Superior Court G X X X 18

(dependency) (delinquency)

WEST VIRGINIA:

Circuit Court G X X 18
WISCONSIN:

Circuit Court G X X 18
WYOMING:

District Court G X X 14

JURISDICTION CODES:

G = General jurisdiction court.
L = Limited jurisdiction court,
X = This court has jurisdiction in this casetype.

Source: Data were gathered from the 1985 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles.
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FIGURE G: State trial courts with incidental appellate jurisdiction, 1985

Adminis-
trative
Juris- Agency Trial Court Appeals
State/Court name: diction Appeals Civit Criminal  Type of appeal Source of appeal
ALABAMA:
Circuit Court G X X X de novo District, Provate,
and Municipal Courts
ALASKA:
Superior Court G X X X on the record District Court
ARIZONA:
Superior Court G 0 X X de novo and Justices of the Peace
on the record and Municipal Courts
ARKANSAS:

Circuit Court G X X X de novo Court of Common
Pleas, County,
Municipal, City and
Police Courts

CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G X X X de novo on Justice and
the record Municipal Courts
COLORADO:

District Court G X X X on the record County and Municipal
Court of Record

County Court L 0 0 X de novo Municipal Court
Not of Record

CONNECTICUT:
Superior Court G X 0 0 de novo on Administrative Agency
the record Probate Court
DELAWARE :

Superior Court G 0 X X de novo Municipal Court of
Wilmington, Alder-
man's, and Justice
of Peace Courts

X X X on the record Superior Court and
Court of Common
Pleas
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Superior Court G X 0 0 on the record Administrative Agency
FLORIDA:
Circuit Court G X X X on the record County Court
GEORGIA:
Superior Court G X X 0 de novo Probate and
Magistrate Courts
0 0 X de novo County Recorder's and
Municipal Courts
HAWALL :
Circuit Court G X 0 0 de novo Administrative Agency
IDAHO:
District Court G X X X de novo and Magistrates Division
de novo on
the record
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Figure G: State trial courts with incidental appellate jurisdiction, 1985 (continued)

Adminis-
trative
Juris- Agency Trial Court Appeals
State/Court name: diction Appeals Civil Criminal  Type of appeal Source of appeal
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court G X 0 0 on the record Administrative Agency
INDIANA:
Superior Court and
Circuit Court G X X X de novo City and Town Courts
Municipal Court of
Marion County L 0 X 0 de novo Small Claims Court
of Marion County
10WA:
District Court G X X X de novo Magistrates
0 X X de novo on Associate judges
the record
KANSAS:
District Court G X X X on the record Magistrate judges
0 0 X de novo on Municipal Court
the record
KENTUCKY:
Circuit Court G X X X de novo on District Court
the record
LOUISIANA:
District Court G 0 X X de novo on City and Parish,
the record Justice of the Peace,
and Mayor's Courts
MAINE:
Superior Court G X X X on the record District and
Administrative Courts
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G X X 0 on the record District Court
0 X X de novo District Court
MASSACHUSETTS:
Superior Court Department G X X X de novo and Other departments
on _the record
MICHIGAN:
Circuit Court G X X X de novo Municipal Court
0 X 0 on the record District and
Probate Courts
MINNESOTA:
District Court G X X X de novo County Court
MISSISSIPPI: (DATA ARE UNAVAILABLE)
MISSOURI : )
Circuft Court G X X 0 de novo Municipal and
Associate Divisions
MONTANA:
District Court G X X X unknown Justice of Peace,
Municipal and City
Courts
NEBRASKA:
District Court G X X X de novo on County and Municipal
the record Courts

{continued on next page)

283



Figure G: State trial courts with incidenta) appellate jurisdiction, 1985 (continued)
Adminis-
trative
Juris- Agency  Trial Court Appeals
State/Court name: diction Appeals Tivil Criminal Type of appeal Source of appeal
NEVADA:
District Court G X X X de novo on Justice and Municipal
the record Courts
(de novo if
jury trial
requested
NEW HAMPSHIRE :
Superior Court G 0 ] X de novo District and
Municipal Courts
NEW JERSEY:
Superior Court G 0 0 X de novo on Municipal Court
the record
NEW MEXICO:
District Court G X X X de novo on Magistrate, Probate,
the record Municipal, and
Bernalillo County
Metropolitan Courts
NEW YORK:
County Court G 0 X X de novo on District and City,
the record Town and Village
Justice Courts
NORTH CAROLINA:
Superior Court G X 0 X de novo District Court
NORTH DAKOTA:
District Court G X 0 0 de novo Administrative Agency
County Court L 0 0 X de novo on Municipal Court
the record
OHIO:
Court of Common P leas G X 0 0 de novo and Administrative Agency
on the record
County Court L 0 0 X de novo Mayor's Court
Municipal Court L 0 0 X de novo Mayor's Court
Court of Claims L X 0 0 on the record Administrative Agency
OKLAHOMA :
District Court G X 0 X de novo Municipal Court
Not of Record
Court of Tax Review L X 0 0 on the record Administrative Agency
OREGON:
Circuit Court G X X X de novo County, Justice, and
Municipal Courts
Tax Court G X 0 0 de novo Administrative Agency
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G X 0 ] on the record Administrative Agency
0 X X de novo District Justice,
Philadelphia Munici-
pal, Philadelphia
Traffic, and Pitts-
burgh City Magistrate
Courts
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G X X X de novo District Court
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Figure G: State trial courts with incidental appellate jurisdiction, 1985

(continued)

Adminis-
trative
, Juris- Agency Trial Court Appeals
State/Court name: diction Appeals Civil Criminal Type of appeal Source of appeal
RHODE ISLAND:
Superior Court G X X X de novo on District, Municipal
the record and Probate Courts
District Court L X 0 0 on the record Administrative Agency
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Circuit Court G 0 X 0 de novo Probate Court
X X X de novo on Magistrate and
the record Municipal Courts
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Court G X X X de novo Magistrates Division
{usually)
TENNESSEE:
Circuit, Chancery and
Criminal Courts G X X X de novo General Sessions,
Probate, Municipal
and Juvenile Courts
TEXAS:
District Court G X 0 0 de novo and Administrative Agency
de novo on
the record
County-Level Courts L 0 X X de novo Municipal and Justice
of Peace Courts
UTAH:
District Court G X X X on the record Circuit Court
0 X X de novo Justice of the Peace
Court
VERMONT :
Superior Court G X X 0 on the record District Court
de novo Probate Court
VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G X X X de novo District Court
District Court L X 0 0 de novo Administrative Agency
WASHINGTON:
Super ior Court G X X X de novo on District and
the record Municipal Courts
WEST VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G X X X de novo Magistrate and
Municipal Courts
WISCONSIN:
Circuit Court G X X X de novo Municipal Court
WYOMING:
District Court G X X X de novo on County, Justice of
the record the Peace, and

Municipal Courts

JURISDICTION CODES:

(2]
non

General jurisdiction court.
Limited jurisdiction court.
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Figure G: State trial courts with incidental appellate jurisdiction, 1985 (continued}

Definitions of types of appeal:

de novo:

de novo

on the record:

on the record:

An appeal from one trial court to another trial court which results in a totally new set of
proceedings, in order to reach a new trial court judgment.

An appeal from one trial court to another trial court which is based on the record, in order
to reach a new trial court judgment.

An appeal from one trial court to another trial court in which procedural challenges to the
original trial proceedings are claimed, and an evaluation of those challenges are
made--there is not a new trial court judgment on the case.

Source: Data were gathered from the 1985 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles.
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FIGURE H: Number of judges/justices in the state courts, 1985
Court{s) Intermediate General Limited
of last appellate jurisdiction jurisdiction
State: resort court(s) court(s) court(s)
Alabama 9 8 124 805 (includes 416 mayors)
Alaska 5 3 29 70 (includes 4 magistrates)
Arizona 5 18 Y5 266 (includes 84 justices of the
peace, bY part-time judges)
Arkansas 13 -- 70 325 (includes 61 juvenile referees)
California 7 77 777 {includes 82 724 (includes 101 commissioners,
commissioners, 11 referees)
18 referees)
Colorado 7 10 17 341
Connecticut 6 5 147 (includes 11 131
appellate
justices/
Jjudges)
Delaware 5 -- 15 87 (includes 53 justices of the
peace, 1 chief magistrate,
12 aldermen)
District of Columbia 9 -~ 53 --
Florida 7 46 348 214
Georgia 7 9 175 (includes 41 1,064 (includes 48 part-time judges,
part-time 159 chief magistrates, 26b
judges) magistrates)
Hawaii 5 3 3] 68 (includes 46 per diem judges)
Idaho 5 3 107 (includes 72 --
Tawyer and non-
lawyer magistrates)
[1linois 7 34 775 --
Indiana 5 12 148 130
lowa 9 6 320 (includes 168 --
part-time mag-
istrates)
Kansas 7 7 214 (includes 74 328
district magis-
trate judges)
Kentucky 7 14 91 123
Loutsiana 7 48 192 705 (includes 384 justices of the
peace, 250 mayors)
Maine 7 -- 15 39 (includes 16 part-time judges)
Maryland 7 13 107 156
Massachusetts 7 10 281 --
Michigan 7 18 168 361
Minnesota 8 12 145 75
Mississippi 9 -- 79 466 (includes 160 mayors, 194 jus-
tices of the peace)
Missouri 7 32 637 (includes 334 --
. Municipal judges)
Montana 7 -- 36 131
Nebraska 7 -- 48 67
Nevada 5 -- 35 80 (includes 59 justices of the
peace)
New Hampshire 5 -- 2% 103 (includes 43 part-time judges)
New Jersey 7 24 N 380 (includes 21 surrogates)
New Mexico 5 ? 53 193
New York 7 59 393 2,692 (includes 76 surrogates,
1,985 justices of the peace}
North Carolina 7 12 172 {includes 100 769 (includes 623 magistrates)
clerks who hear
uncontested probate)
North Dakota 5 -- 26 174
Ohio 7 53 329 950 (includes 690 mayors)
Ok 1ahoma 12 12 206 379 (includes unknown number of

part-time judges)
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Figure H: Number of judges/justices in the state courts, 1985  {continued)
Court(s) Intermediate  General Limited
of last appellate jurisdiction jurisdiction
State: resort court(s) court(s) court(s)
Oregon 7 10 86 240
Pennsylvania 7 24 313 580 (includes 546 justices of the
peace)
Puerto Rico 8 -- 92 163
Rhode Island 5 -- Y 63 (data are incomplete)
South Carolina 5 6 51 (includes 20 648 (includes 315 magistrates)
masters-in-
equity)
South Dakota 5 -- 185 (includes 13
part-time lawyer --
magistrates, 18
lay magistrates,
87 full-time mag-
istrate/clerks, 32
part-time lay magis-
trate/clerks)
Tennessee 1] Z1 12¢ 434 (incTudes 3B part-time
Jjudges)
Texas 18 80 370 2,422 (includes 948 justices of
the peace)
Utah 5 -- 29 208 (includes 156 justices of
the peace)
Vermont 5 -- 24 33 (1982 figure)
Virginia 7 10 121 17¢
Washington 9 16 128 206 (includes 114 part-time
Judges)
West Virgfnia 5 -- 60 208 (includes 154 magistrates)
Wisconsin 7 12 197 205
Wyoming 5 -- 17 112 {includes 16 justices of
the peace)
Total 361 734 8,778 18,090

-- = The state does not have a court at the indicated level,

NOTE: This table identifies, in parentheses, all individuals who hear cases but are not entitled judges/

Justices.

magistrates, justices of the peace, etc., in other states.

Some states, however, may have given the title "judge" to officials who are called

Source: Data were gathered from the 1985 State Trial and Appellate Court Statistical profiles.

288



Appendix C

Procedures
and sources
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Technical discussion of estimation
procedures used in previous volumes of this series

Calculation of Missing and Incompiete Data

Least squares linear regression was used to estimate the total volume
of filings and dispositions in appellate courts and for the total civil,
criminal, and juvenile caseloads in trial courts in the 1981 Annual
Report. That procedure was similar to the one that was used to estimate

national totals for previous editions of the Annual Report. As available

from state to state, a group of independent variables was used in a
series of regression equations to predict 1981 filings and dispositions
for states for whom data were not available. Each regression equation
was calculated using data from all 50 states, the District of Columbia,
Puerto Rico, and, for trial courts, Guam.

The best predictive equation for each dependent variable was
jdentified, using a stepwise procedure. Variables were added to the
predictive equation only if their addition was statistically significant
at the p < .001 Tevel. This equation was then used to provide the
estimates for all courts for which all the independent variables included
in the predictive equation were available. The regression was calculated
again using a reduced number of independent variables, tailored to the
data available for the remaining states. This resulted in a hierarchy of
regression equations for each figure to be predicted. The predictive
equations that were used to estimate filings and dispositions are

available in the previous editions of this series.
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In the 1984 Annual Report and the 1985 Annual Report, it was

determined that when the numerous variations in the way cases are counted
in the trial and appellate courts are considered with the number of
courts that report complete and comparable data for the various case
types, any effort to compute national estimates for missing data would be
based on too small a sample, resulting in an unreliable set of figures.
These figures, therefore, were not computed. We hope to reinstate this

procedure for the 1986 Annual Report, depending on the quantity and

quality of data. For this Report, we have included only totals of

reported cases in the appellate and trial courts.
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Sources of 1985 state court caseload statistics

NOTE: Although most of the data reported in this volume were gathered
from published reports prepared by the office of the state court
administrator, these data were originally supplied to the state
by trial court administrators and clerks of the appellate courts.

ALABAMA:

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk of the Supreme
Court.

IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the Administrative
Director of Courts.

ALASKA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the Courts, Alaska
Court System, 1985 Annual Report (Anchorage, Alaska: 1986).

ARIZONA:
CULR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the Courts, The
Arizona Courts, 1985 Judicial Report (Phoenix, Arizona: 1986).

ARKANSAS :
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary of the Judicial Department,
Annual Report of the Judiciary of Arkansas, FY 84-85 (Little Rock,
Arkansas: 1986).

CALIFORNIA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Council of California, 1986 Annual
Report, Judicial Council of California (San Francisco, California:
1986).

COLORADO:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, Annual Report,
Colorado Judiciary 1984-85 (Denver, Colorado: 1985).

CONNECTICUT:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the Chief
Court Administrator.

DELAWARE:
COLR, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the Courts, 1985 Annual
Report of the Delaware Judiciary (Wilmington, Delaware: 1986).
Additional unpublished data were provided by the Administrative
Director of the Courts.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
COLR, GJC: Executive Officer of the Courts, 1985 Annual Report,
District of Columbia Courts (Washington, D.C.: T986). Additional
unpublished data were provided by the Executive Officer.
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FLORIDA:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the State Courts
Administrator and Clerk of the Supreme Court.
IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the State Courts
Administrator.

GEORGIA:
COLR: The Judicial Council of Georgia and the Administrative
Director of the Courts, Twelfth Annual Report on the Work of the
Georgia Courts (Atlanta, Georgia: 1986). Additional unpublished data
were provided by the Clerk of the Supreme Court.
IAC:  Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk of the Court of
Appeals.
GJC, LJC: The Judicial Council of Georgia and the Administrative
Director of the Courts, Twelfth Annual Report on the Work of the
Georgia Courts (Atlanta, Georgia: 1986).

GUAM:
GJC: Administrative Director of the Courts, 1985 Annual Report of
the Territory of Guam Judiciary (Agana, Guam: 1986).

HAWAII:
COLR, IAC: Administrative Director of the Courts, The Judiciary,
State of Hawaii: Annual Report 1984-1985 and Statistical Supplement,
July 1, 1984 to June 30, T985 (HonoTuTu, Hawaii: 1986].
GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the Courts, The Judiciary,
State of Hawaii: Annual Report 1984-1985 (Honolulu, Hawaii: 1986).
Additional unpublished data were provided by the Administrative
Director of the Courts.

IDAHO:
CULR, IAC, GJC: Administrative Director of the Courts, The Idaho
Courts 1985 Annual Report Appendix (Boise, Idaho: 1986).

ILLINOIS:
COLR, IAC, GJC: Unpublished data were provided by the Administrative
Director of the Courts, and will be published in the 1985 Annual
Report of the Supreme Court of Illinois (Springfield, I111inois: 1987).

INDIANA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Director of the Division of State
Court Administration, 1985 Indiana Judicial Report (Indianapolis,
Indiana: 1986).
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I0WA:
COLR: State Court Administrator, 1985 Annual Statistical Report (Des
Moines, Iowa: 1986). Additional unpublished data were provided by
the Clerk of the Supreme Court.
IAC: State Court Administrator, 1985 Annual Statistical Report (Des
Moines, Iowa: 1986). Additional unpubTished data were provided by
the Clerk of the Court of Appeals.
GJC: State Court Administrator, 1985 Annual Statistical Report (Des
Moines, lowa: 1986).

KANSAS :
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Administrator, Annual Report of the
Courts of Kansas: 1984-198% riscal Year (Topeka, Kansas: 1986).

KENTUCKY:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk of the Supreme
Court.
IAC: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk of the Court of
Appeals.
GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the Courts, Annual Report,
Kentucky Court of Justice 1984-1985 (Frankfort, Kentucky: T986].

LOUISIANA:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk of the Supreme
Court.
IAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Administrator, 1985 Annual Report of the
Judicial Council of the Supreme Court of Louisiana (New Orleans,
Louisiana: 1986).

MAINE:
COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, State of Maine Judicial
Department 1985 Annual Report, (Portland, Maine: 1986).

MARYLAND:
CULR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, Annual Report of the
Maryland Judiciary 1984-85 and Statistical Abstract 1984-85
(Annapolis, Maryland: 1985).

MASSACHUSETTS :
CULR: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk of the Supreme
Judicial Court.
I1AC: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk of the Appeals
Court.
GJC: Chief Administrative Justice, Annual Report of the
Massachusetts Trial Court, 1985 (Boston, Massachusetts: 1986).
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MICHIGAN:
CULR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 1985 Report of the

State Court Administrator and Circuit Court Supplement (Lansing,
Michigan: 1986).

MINNESOTA:

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the State
Court Administrator.

MISSISSIPPI:
COLR: Staff Attorney, Mississippi Supreme Court Annual Report 1985
(Jackson, Mississippi: 1986).
GJC, LJC: No data were available for cases handled by these courts
in 1985.

MISSOURI:

COLR, IAC, GJC: State Courts Administrator, Missouri Judicial Report
Fiscal Year 1985 (Jefferson City, Missouri: 1986).

MONTANA:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk of the Supreme
Court.
GJC: Unpublished data were provided by the State Court Administrator.
LJC: No data were available for cases handled by these courts in
fiscal year 1985.

NEBRASKA:

COLR, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the State Court
Administrator, and will be published in The Courts of Nebraska 1985
(Lincoln, Nebraska: 1986).

NEVADA:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk of the Supreme
Court.

GJC, LJC: No data were available for cases handled by these courts
in 1985.

NEW HAMPSHIRE:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk of the Supreme
Court.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the Director,
Administrative Office of the Courts.
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NEW JERSEY:
CULR: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk of the Supreme
Court.
IAC: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk of the Court.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the Administrative
Director, Administrative.0ffice of the Courts.

NEW MEXICO:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director, Judicial Department,
State of New Mexico, Annual Report July 1, 1984-June 30, 1985 (Santa
Fe, New Mexico: 1985).

NEW YORK:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the Chief
Administrator of the Courts, New York Office of Court Administration,
and wi}l bg published in the Eighth Annual Report 1986 (New York, New
York: 1986).

NORTH CAROLINA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director, Administrative Office
of the Courts, North Carolina Courts, 1984-85 (Raleigh, North
Carolina: 1986).

NORTH DAKOTA:
COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, Annual Report of the
North Dakota Judicial System, 1985 (Bismarck, North Dakota: 1986).

OHIO:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the Supreme Court,
Ohio Courts Summary 1985 (Columbus, Ohio: 1986).

OKLAHOMA:
COLR: Administrative Director of the Courts, State of Oklahoma, the
Judiciary: Annual Report for Fiscal Year 1985 (Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma: 1986). Additional unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Court of Criminal Appeals.
IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the Courts, State of
Ok lahoma, the Judiciary: Annual Report for Fiscal Year 1985
(OkTahoma City, Oklahoma: T986).

OREGON:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the State
Court Administrator.

PENNSYLVANIA:

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the Court
Administrator.
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PUERTU RICO:
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the Administrative
Director of the Courts.

RHODE ISLAND:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk of the Supreme
Court.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the State Court
Administrator.

SOUTH CAROLINA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Director of the Judicial Department, Annual
Report, 1985, the Judicial Department of South Carolina (CoTumbia,
South Carolina: 1986).

SOUTH DAKOTA:
COLR: State Court Administrator, Benchmark 1985: Annual Report of
the South Dakota Unified Judicial System (Pierre, South Dakota: 1986)
Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk of the Supreme Court.
GJC: State Court Administrator, Benchmark 1985: Annual Report of
the South Dakota Unified Judicial System (Pierre, South Dakota: T1986).

TENNESSEE:
CULR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary, Supreme Court of
Tennessee, 1985 Annual Report (Nashville, Tennessee: 1986).

TEXAS:
CULR, IAC, GJC, LJIC: Administrative Director of the Courts, Texas
Judicial System Annual Report, September 1, 1984 - August 31, 1985
(Austin, Texas: 1986).

UTAH:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk of the Supreme
Court.

GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 1984-1985 Utah Courts Annual
Report (Salt Lake City, Utah: 1986).

VERMONT:
COLR, GJC, LJC: Court Administrator, Judicial Statistics for Year
Ending June 30, 1985 (Montpelier, Vermont: T985).

VIRGINIA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary, Supreme Court, State of
the Judiciary Report 1985 (Richmond, Virginia: 1986).
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WASHINGTON:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, Annual Report of the
Courts of Washington, 1985 (Olympia, Washington: 1986]).

WEST VIRGINIA:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk of the Supreme
Court of Appeals.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the Administrative
Director of the Courts.

WISCONSIN:
COLR, IAC: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk of the
Supreme Court.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the Director of State
Courts.

WYOMING:
COLR, GJC: Unpublished data were provided by the Court Coordinator.

LJC: No data were available for cases handled in these courts in
1985.

CODES:

COLR = Court of last resort.

IAC = Intermediate appellate court.
GJC = General jurisdiction court.
LJC = Limited jurisdiction court.
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Prototype of state appellate court statistical profile used in 1985 data collection

STATE NAME, COURT NAME
Court of last resort or intermediate appellate court
Number of divisions/departments, Number of authorized justices/judges
Time period covered

Beginning o End
pending Filed Disposed pending

Cases:
Mandatory jurisdiction:
Appeals of final judgments:
[0 L I
Criminal:
Capital crimes (death/life) .....cevviunnnnsn
Other criminal .....oiiiiiiiiniiiinennnnnean.
Total criminal .. ....vvvnnns e treeeaaneeaans
Juvenile ............... e tiiietaerareeeaas
Administrative agency ........................
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional 1ssue) .....
Total appeals of final judgments ...........cavs
Other mandatory cases:
Disciplinary:
Attorney ..iiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiiieaas eeneen
Judge ............ Ceteteteritsnesianass teseaen
Total disciplinary ..ocvvvvviivieinnnsn PPN
Original proceedings (e.g., writs) ....... Ceees
Interlocutory decisions ........ Cereenas eeeees
Advisory opinions:
Intra-state (legislature, executive, courts).
Federal courts (i.e., certified guestion) ...
Total advisory opinions ......ceeeeeeveesnanss
Total other mandatory CaseS ......eeeeeevevennes
Total mandatory jurisdiction cases .......c.eeeeee.

Discretionary jurisdiction:
Petitions of final judgments:
L0 P ereeeaaes
Criminal ......... Ceeereiteieaateaaaaiaaen RPN
Juvenile ...... ereerieii e eeiheisiaeeeens
Administrative agency ......coiveeeeeiannneonnnss
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional issue) .......
Total petitions of final judgments ...............
Other discretionary petitions:
Disciplinary:
AL OTREY 4iiiiiennncenonenesnosnssnonssnnsanss
JUIGE huviinrnnnnniiiecinnnnans Ceerieenenaees
Total disciplinary ..evvverieienennanas [N
Original proceedings (e.g., writs) ..............
Interlocutory decisions .........coeiiiuiuinnnnns
Advisory opinions:
Intra-state (legislature, executive, courts) ..
Federal courts (i.e., certified question) .....
Total advisory opinions ........cecvvuunen PN
Total other discretionary petitions .......... ees
Total discretionary jurisdiction cases .............

o~ —

—— — ——

Grand total Cases .......cccvevvveanrannns Cereeenree . () ()
Other proceedings:

Rehearing/reconsideration requests ................
MOETONS hettieeiiereeeroreneeeeeeannnnneanarnanns
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Prototype of state appellate court statistical profile used in 198b data collection {(continued)

Manner of Disposition

Preargument Decision

disposition inions without

(dismissed/ Per  opinion

withdrawn/  Signed curiam  (memo/ Trans-
settled) opinion opinion order] ferred Other

Mandatory jurisdiction:
Appeals of final judgments:

[0 £
Criminal (.uuuuuenneeionreononnnneersnnnneennes
Juvenile Liiieiiiiiniieiiniteriiiiiiaians e
Administrative agency .....veeveoeereennnannees
Miscellaneous (e.qg., pOStCOﬂVlCtlon wrlt) .....
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional issue} .....
Other mandatory cases:
DisCiplinary .ovuuuveeeveeenenennnereonnannanns
Original Jur1sd1ctlon (e.g., election cases} .
Interlocutory decisions ...ceeeiiieiecnanennens
Total mandatory jurisdiction cases ...............

Discretionary jurisdiction (cases granted only):

Petitions of final judgments:

Civil tiviiiiiinnnann. ettt
Criminal ......... e eassseesooussasnssacaeasens
Juvenile ...... b eeccate et atireserranneans
Administrative agency .....veeviiniieeeenraenen
Miscellaneous (e.g., postconvvctlon writ} .....
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional issue) .

Other discretionary petitions ........... Ceenas .
DisCiplinary (.iiveeiiriiiieeeiinnneionenannnns
Original jurisdiction (e.g., election cases) ..

Total discretionary jurisdiction cases ...........

Grand total ........... eeeesatereneantesarteannnns

Decisions on appeal from final judgments

Adminis-
trative Unclas-
Civil Criminal Juvenile agency sified Total

Opinions:
Affirmed .....oovvennnn e ibttesee e iecaannas
Modified ..... eecsesetatassenseatssarssnoans
ReVersed ..evivevereienncnnannonnns [
Remanded ......... eebtaarresaeteeanaan PPN
MiXed veveevennioneessooncnssrrncncansnnsnsas
Dismissed ...... teteseeaines eeeeeisseaarennn
Other ..... eresrareans eeseseenan Ceeaieeeaans
Decisions without OanlOn
Affirmed ...oveiinieiiiriinerieeninisnacnnns
Modified ..ovuvuervanrnnnnnnnns teedineneanens
Reversed .......... Cersseanannn Ceetiienseasens

Mixed voovvennn Ceseeenans teeerenes Cessesneans

Dismissed ........ et tseessasit sttt iacensenens
Other ..viieiiieeeinsnnnaans [ reran

Decisions on appeal of other cases

Relief Relijef Petition Petition
granted denied granted denied Other

Discretionary jurisdiction:
Petitions of final judgments:

Civil wovvvvinnnnnns Cereeeenieaeaas Ceeieianens
Criminal ........ ceeaes ebeesee st
Juvenile ........ esinseaseseenns eeeereereaaas
Administrative agency ..... Ceeveeeeaees
Miscellaneous (e.qg., postconv1ct1on writ) ...
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional issue) .....
Other discretionary petitions ...................
Disciplinary ....oveevvernnss teeessassesetaenan
Original jurisdiction (e. g., election cases) .
Total discretionary jurisdiction cases ...........

{continued on next page)
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Prototype of state sppellate court statistical profile used in 198Y data collection (continued)

Boldface headings indicate the classifications used by the CSIM Project.

N/A = The case type is handled by the court, but the data are unavailable.

X = The data for this case type are known to be included in the total but are unavailable by category.
-- = Data element is not applicable.

NOTE: Begin pending, filed outside the parentheses, disposed outside the parentheses, and end pending
figures reported as discretionary jurisdiction cases represent petitions/motions for review. Filed figures
inside the parentheses represent those newly filed petitions/motions that were granted review during the
time period covered on this profile. For those interested, filed figures inside the parentheses can then be
added to total mandatory jurisdiction cases filed to arrive at the number of new cases that the court will
ultimately consider "on the merits." Disposed figures inside the parentheses represent the number of
discretionary petitions granted review that were disposed of "on the merits." This number is rarely
available, and is usually included in either the total discretionary petitions disposed, or the mandatory
jurisdiction cases. For those interested, disposed figures inside the parentheses can be added to total
mandatory jurisdiction cases disposed to arrive at the number of cases that the court disposed of "on the
merits.”

OPINION COUNT:
CASE COUNT:

3Court Jurisdiction.

bparticular court or reporting system information.

CJudge information.

fBeginning pending figure for the 1981 court year does not equal the end pending figure for the 198U year.

9Change in pending does not equal the difference between filings and dispositions.
Figure was computed.

?Data are incomplete.

Jexplanation of data included in the category.

kadditional information.

]Special source or revision in the data.

Minformation on disposition type or trial data.

Mnformation on age of pending caseload data.

Source:
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Prototype of state trial court statistical profile used in 1985 data collection

Criminal dispositions

Miscellaneous
felony Misdemeanor DWl1/DUI Appeal criminal Tota

Jury trial:
CONVICtion .eeesceceens
Guilty plea seveeeeeens
ACquittal .oeevececaens
DisMisSSed seseescencans
Non-Jjury trial:
Conviction seveeeesencs
GUITLY Pled cecseesenes
ACQUItLAl Liveneocsnnns
Dismissed ceeceavecvess
pismissed/nolle prosequi .
Bail forfeiture seveeceess
BOUND OVEr .oieeevcsocssen
Transferred .
(114111 O
Total disposSitions cseeeesee

Traffic/other violation dispositions

Moving traffic Ordinance Miscellaneous traffic/
violation violation Parking other violation Tota

Jury trial:
CONViction ..eeeceseeens
AcQuUittal seceeessensces

Non-jury trial:

Conviction coeeveececnss
ACQUittal seevereasesnen

GUilty pled ceeeecescnsees

Dismissed/nolle prosequi .,

Bail forfeiture .eveeesees

Parking fines ..eeecoveses

Transferred ....ceeee

Other ..oceececansnes

TOLAl seeevococccoscacssone

Age of pending caseload (days)

0-30  31-60 61-90 91-180 181-360 361-720 Over 720 Average age
days days days days days days days of pendiny cases

Civil:
Tort:
Auto LOrt .. .cceevececscosasvsncae
Professional tort ...ceevecnceceses
Product liability tort ....cevesee
Miscellaneous tort ....oceevvcocncs
Total tort ceeeeeeccccassccncencscs
CONLract sovieevecesscoressersnccccse
Real property rights ..
Small Cclaims .eeeeceesecvsccsncocnne
Domestic relations:
Marriage dissolution cceeeocvecess
Support/custody ceceececcorocoscas
AdOPLIon ...ceevesvoacscsrvonacane
Paternity/bastardy ...ceeovevecess
Miscellaneous domestic relations .
Total domestic relations ...ecccee.
Estate:
Probate/wills/intestate ....cevesee
Guardianship/conservatorship/
trusteeship .oeveeecccvcoveccnns
Miscellaneous estate .....ceceenee
Total eState .seveecevscscsvsansrcse
Mental health ...ceeeenesrocsceccans
Appeal:
Appeal of administrative
AYeNnCy CASE ..evcovossvosarncane
Appeal of trial court case .......
Total appedl ceeveeessessscsssvanes
Miscellaneous civil ., . 0cecucecsnss
Total CIVil tieuveosensrccsscossscans

(continued on next page)
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Prototype of state trial court statistical profile used in 1985 data collection

(continued)

Jury Non-jury Total

Civil:

Tort:
AULD LOFL . .viuceectsanecoercnnesne
Professional tort ...... .

Product liability tort ..
Miscellaneous tort .....eoeeeenvaes
Total LOrt .eivessasocrcccssaasannee
CONLract ...i.viveeececonarecnonaavons
Real property rights ......ccoeveeenns
SMall ClaImS c.vvveerecrscccsronnnses
Domestic relations:
Marriage dissolution ....ceeeenesss
Support/custody ...eeeeecsccenncens
AdOPLIoN ..vvvvveecnsasccrcsssscnes
Paternity/bastardy ....cecvvevenenes
Miscellaneous domestic relations ..
Total domestic relations ...eeeceees
Estate:
Probate/wills/intestate .....cco00.
Guardiansnip/conservatorship/
trusteeship ..eieeevesssnncenonns
Miscellaneous estate ......cco00ees
Total eState seeveevoessssanasscnoss
Mental health s..eevvvecnsencssnnnans
Appeal:
Appeal of administrative
AYENCY CAS€ cvnveeevsssnnovsosnes
Appeal of trial court case ........
Total civil appeals ..vevrvevccnnans
Miscellaneous civil ... i0veiinenannne
Total Civil tiverevocorancnnsssssassns

Civil:
Tort:
AULO LOFL ..vveasevcossoosacsasonss
Professional tort ....eveevnccacnes
Product liability tort ..
Miscellaneous tort .... .o
TOtal tOrt cueuvvnvocosossvscncsonns
CONLFACE .. iiveenesasaoronossacsnnans
Real property rights ...eeecvcencenss
Small claims .vevvveccoscnccsaonnncss
Domestic relations:
Marriage dissolution ......cecuuene
SUpPOrt/custody cveeeseccsccscccnne
AdOPLION tivveviennsecrnrscrncnnsee
Paternity/bastardy .....eeeceeeecss
Miscellaneous domestic relations ..
Total domestic relations ..e.ieceeens
Estate:
Probate/wills/intestate ....cccuvee
Guardianship/conservatorship/ .....
LruSteesShip cveeeesncacsscsnssens
Miscellaneous estate ....eveveevnas
TOtal eState seveaecersrascncaccnsas
Mental health .oiveensvecessarcnnnes
Appeal:
Appeal of administrative
AGeNCy CAS@ cevevvvssrvannvosanne
Appeal of trial court case .,......
Total civil appeal veveveveserereons
Miscellaneous Civil ...cevvvnnnennnns

Total Civil L, uieeersnsesscesasvacnnae

Crimtnal;

Felony: oveececrocavssrsrccrosnnne
Triable felony ..ceeveenneenness
Limited feloay ..coevvnenvonnnes

Misdemeanor ....ceeeveesceccccence

Felony/misdemeanor ....evvvvnnnnss

DMI/OUL 4iuvvnnencsooonconnscsonee

ApPeal i iiiiiaiiirriivonetaeanan

Miscellaneous criminal .....c0ve0e

Total criminal (.ivviveenmenoncessse

Traffic/other violation:
Moving traffic ..ovveveeccceccesss
Ordinance violation ....e00eeeen.e
Parking violation .....ee0eveeevee
Miscellaneous traffic ....oevenree
Total traffic/other violation .....

Juvenile:
Criminal-type juvenile petition ..
Status petition ...vveescesocacaen
Child-victim petition .., ceeres
Miscellaneous juvenile .........e0
Total juvenile ..iiuiesenconvosoces

Grand total trials s.vceseecccocsaaes

Civil dispositions

Uncontested/Default

Dismissed/
withdrawn/

settled Transferred

Trial

Arbitration

Jury Non-jury Total

Total
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Prototype ot state trial court statistical profile used in 1925 data codlection  {continued)

STATE NAME, COURT NAME
Court of general jurisdiction or court of limited jurisdiction
Number of circuits or districts, Number of judges
Time period covered

Beginntng . . End
ending Filed isposed endiny

Civil:
TOPt eereeiennnioceennssecessotearescnsssascearssossssssosnssns

AULO LOMT Lovvecerirncosnsncocncansacosesssocsaccsasosssnsannes

Professional Lort ....eeeeesevrcvsocccanoscsesasssossaasonnans
Product 1iability Cort ..cceevieveraneoseaconosssoorancsovesss
MisCellaneous TOML ...ceeecevnvecsassssnovccsssssssssssnoasses
L A R S o
CONLIrACE L . .eieseessravaoonsoosroccossosasossossasossoossssosss
Real property fights ....eeeeeerrncecssasccooessccnscsccnns SO
SMAlL ClAIMS +uuevvevvcasorecesssornnsecssassassssssassssnncanss
Domestic relations:
Marriage disSOTULTON oouieeeerieiaecnncecsssroseascsscansoonen
SUPPOrL/CUSLOOY o evuveeesooocearsssceeccesasssasscsaccsssnncas
ADOPLION iuvveessarnocssssasravessasossscscsssssossnsnssaanse
Paternity/bastardy ..veeeeeeossacsssceccastsansccsssosssannans
Miscellaneous domestic relations ....c.c.veveeccecerssnoescccnes
Total domestic relations seieeeiesesesssssecsccccocsccccnoncces
Estate:
Probate/wills/intestate ...ceevereecesssesvecsncccsocssvasnnes
Guardianship/conservatorship/trusteeship ...ccveessvrecnccanns
MisCellaneous eSLAte ..ueeeveccenrcrsssssocccasscoresconasance
TOLAT BSLALE wueervoveossssaconacassassassccncsssosesossnasnans
Menta) NealtN L .uvuerveeacosscscsossorvrsasscasssasscocsaarsvanes
Appeal:
Appeal of administrative ayency CaSe ..ececesscoccscosnvansnes
Appeal of trial COUrt CAS@ ..uversssesscsssssacsssscncsnonsnns
Total Civil appeals .ueeeeeessssessrssscecsscnscocsvcanonannses
Miscellaneous Civil L. iicvreeencenennnrsscccsssseccsancnsannces

TOtal CIVIT suuiiecesoveccnesososssccansvessessaccsososanncnnnsons

Criminal:

FRIONY: 4 iurereerooaarncosoessnsasncssesasscsanasasesasnsssnnsase
Triable felony .ovveceeececeenesasneceossressossosssaasannsns
Limited felONY .eevvecrserseerssaasrercasssssssasssssssansesass

MiSAEMEANOT 4 ooeveorernsrrsacsoasssnssssssscsscsecsnsvsnnosonssss

Felony/miSdemeanor «....veessacsccscsossoscnseonsssosssssnesasss

DMI/DUT (o iieiivenrteoernacncaresasnceascssncasoasrtsoasnsasanns

APPEAY . iiieesertenatisaaonetrtataonnsactestitoscasssanesrisnnns

Miscellaneous Criminal ....i.ieeesieseecaceescrenoascsccassonanns

TOtal CriMina) tuieeevesosasassoreeesssssasossncnssarssuscsnannsasn

Traffic/other violation:
Moving traffic violation ..iieeeeeeevsecascssccccsssnscssnsosons
Urdinance violation ,....eeeesescersssscsscccsacrooosocovsnnnsne
Parking violation ....eeeeececcasionescscaccsscraasscncesrsnanas
Miscellaneous traffic covveeeciecaceccosconsnnns teecsssronsaanns

Total traffic/other violation siieeeceoessasssasasssscsssassassss

Juvenile:
Criminal-type offense .....cceveeireneececccsonssrossscosncnsans
SLALUS OFFENSE t.eeevanescsoreccocsnoncsocossccssostoscsnstrsnese
Child-victim petition ...eeseeersececcessscsssesasossccesaocnnne
Miscellaneous JUvenile ceeeeceeseeecccesssssscccsessncocranccone

TOtal JUVENTIE seeseenacnnnereversnnsasasssssesssssacssnsssasaces

Grand LOLal CASES weeevessescososennssscsssssscnssssacnssssnanssns

Uther proceedingys:
Postconviction remedy ........ Veserserreccccrsvcscerssrrrssssanes
Preliminary Rearings ....eeeeesesvacesscosseotocascessasssnncnes
Sentence review ONly ... .cceeeiinerenreccasssnsnessscaassscsccss

Total other proceedingsS ..eeeeesssvessonsscossnnsessssasconsasase

{continued on next page)
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Prototype of state trial court statistical profile used in 1985 data coliection (continued)

Age of pendiny caseload (days)

0-30  31-60 61-90 91-180 181-360 361-720 Over 720 Average aye
days days days days days days days uf pending cases

Criminal:

FelONY ceveeencsoesrosasocnroscsne
Triable felony .c.oeeeveenrnansss
Limited felony ..eceevesnscocacs

MiSAemeandr cooeevevocsrsenvenanse

Felony/misdemeanor . PPN

L) W2V 1] AN

LY 11T

Miscellaneous criminal .......00e0

Total criminal Loveeeeeeecsccsnsnne

Traffic/other violation:
Moving traffic cvocieeeesrecccnnes
Ordinance violation .....c0vveanee
Parking violation ...
Miscellaneous traffic .ieevenecans
Total traffic/other violation .....

Juvenile:
Criminal-type juvenile petition ..
Status petition c..uvevesssccconns
Child-victim petition ...ooveeenns
Miscellaneous juvenile ...iceevese
Total juvenile ..ciieveevocenonsans

Boldface headinys indicate the classifications used by the CSIM project.

N/A = This case type is handied by the court, but the data are unavailable,

X = The data for this case type are known to be included in the total but are unavailable by category.
-- = Not applicable,

Units of count:
Civil unit of count,
Criminal unit of count,
Traffic/other violation unit of count,
Juvenile unit of count,

Trial definitions:
Jury trial definition,
Non-jury trial definition.

ACourt yurisdiction,
Dparticular court or reporting system information,
CJudge information,

Beyinning pending figure for the 14981 court year does not equal the end pending fiyure for the 1980 court year,
dChange in pendiny does not equal the difference between filings and dispositions,
"Figure was computed,

TData are incompiete.
JExplanation of data included in the cateyory.
Kadditional information.

Special source or revision in the data.
MInformation on disposition type or trial data.
Ninformation on aye of pendiny caseload data,

Source:
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State
populations
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Resident population, 1985

Poputation (in thousands)
985

1985 1985
State or territory Juvenile Adult Total
Alabamad ...c.oiiinnieennnss 1,117 2,904 4,021
Alaska ...... 170 351 5¢1
Arizona ... 875 2,312 3,187
Arkansas .... 646 1,713 2,359
California ..... 6,840 19,525 26,365
Cotorado ..v.oevvevnancaneas 864 2,367 3,231
Connecticut ......ccvvvvnnnn 756 2,418 3,174
Delaware .vveeeereececcoss . 157 465 622
Dist. of Columbia .......... 132 494 62b
Florida ....... Ceveeeceneans 2,536 8,830 11,366
Georgia ...... [ I -1:1:1 4,318 5,976
Hawaid c.oviiiivinneconns ves 290 764 1,054
Idaho ........... ceeees 324 681 1,005
[1Tinois .... . 3,099 8,436 11,535
Indiana +.vuveun... 1,506 3,993 5,499
IOW3 tiviviinniniinnsnseeans 773 2,111 2,884
KansSas ceveveesneecnacsnnoes 665 1,785 2,450
KentuckyY .eoverecncrnsncnaas 1,023 2,703 3,726
Louisiana .......... vesesees 1,355 3,126 4,481
Maine ....... teerann ceereaes 304 860 1,164
Maryland ..vevveineennnneees 1,097 3,295 4,392
Massachusetts ......c.0ev0ee 1,364 4,458 5,82¢
Michiganm ......vievevnnna.. 2,483 6,605 9,088
Minnesota ........ easeeeans 1,139 3,054 4,193
MisSisSippi vivevenneeranens 784 1,824 2,613
MiSSOUrT (veivievennevennene 1,327 3,702 5,029
MONtana ...eeveeinencernanne 234 592 826
Nebraska ...civveeeeceennnns 448 1,158 1,606
Nevada ..viivenencnnnnenaons 220 716 936
New Hampshire .............. 253 745 9498
New Jersey ..eceeceans 1,862 5,700 7,562
New Mexico .... .. 448 1,002 1,450
New YOrk +...vevveneneeeeas. 4,368 13,415 17,783
North Carolina ,......c..... 1,589 4,666 6,255
North Dakota ........ eeseas 197 488 685
Ohi0 sevnnrnsronsoreannans .. 2,873 7,871 10,744
Ok1ahoma suiivrrceecenncanns 924 2,377 3,301
Oregon .oeeeeeerooscaaossons 7 1,976 2,687
Pennsylvania .....oevveeee.. 2,877 8,976 11,853
Rhode Island ....ccvvuneenn. 225 743 968
South Carolina ............. 922 2,425 3,347
South Dakota ....ccevecnnans 206 502 708
Tennessee ...vevveeeanes veee 1,231 3,531 4,762
TEXAS tieeveenccsassannsnens 4,798 11,572 16,370
Utah oiviiiiiieiinnnnnnnns, 614 1,031 1,645
Vermont ....cuvceveenenennses 140 395 53%
Virginia ....ciiiieeinea... 1,444 4,262 5,706
Washington ...........c.00.. 1,180 3,229 4,409
West Virginia (...coiiiinene 516 1,420 1,936
Wisconsin .....ovvvenenn. e 1,284 3,491 4,775
Wyoming ..e.uieneiennonnenns 160 349 509
1983 Puerto RiCO ...eeevvnnn N/A N/A 3,267

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, series P-25,
No. 970, Puerto Rico's data are unavailable except for the total.
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Total state population for trend tables, 1981, 1984, and 1985

Population {in thousands)
984

State or territory 1981

Alabama 3,917 3,990 4,021
Alaska 412 500 521
Arizona 2,794 3,053 3,187
Arkansas 2,296 2,349 2,359
California 24,196 25,622 26,365
Colorado 2,965 3,178 3,231
Connecticut 3,134 3,154 3,174
Delaware 598 613 622
Dist. of Columbia 631 623 626
Florida 10,183 10,976 11,366
Georgia 5,574 5,837 5,976
Hawaii 981 1,039 1,054
Idaho 959 1,001 1,005
[1Tinois 11,462 11,511 11,535
Indiana 5,468 5,498 5,499
lowa 2,899 2,910 2,884
Kansas 2,383 2,438 2,450
Kentucky 3,662 3,723 3,726
Louisiana 4,308 4,462 4,481
Maine 1,133 1,156 1,164
Maryland 4,263 4,349 4,392
Massachusetts 5,773 5,798 5,822
Michigan 9,204 9,075 9,088
Minnesota 4,094 4,162 4,193
Mississippi 2,531 2,598 2,613
Missouri 4,941 5,008 5,029
Montana 793 824 826
Nebraska 1,577 1,606 1,606
Nevada 845 911 936
New Hampshire 936 977 998
New Jersey 7,404 7,515 7,562
New Mexico 1,328 1,424 1,450
New York 17,602 17,735 17,783
North Carolina 5,993 6,165 6,255
North Dakota 658 686 685
Ohio 10,781 10,752 10,744
Ok 1ahoma 3,100 3,298 3,300
Oregon 2,651 2,674 2,687
Pennsylvania 11,871 11,901 11,853
Rhode Island 953 962 968
South Carolina 3,167 3,300 3,347
South Dakota 686 706 708
Tennessee 4,612 4,717 4,762
Texas 14,766 15,989 16,370
Utah 1,518 1,652 1,645
Vermont 516 530 535
Virginia 5,430 5,636 5,706
Washington 4,217 4,349 4,409
West Virginia 1,952 1,952 1,936
Wisconsin 4,742 4,766 4,775
Wyoming 492 511 509

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, series
Pg. 25
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Other publications from the
Court Statistics and Information Management Project

Available from the National Center for State Courts:

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1976-1979

Each of these four volumes {1976-1979) has available caseload information from all
appellate and trial courts. 1980-1984, paperback, $1¢.50 each volume, plus shipping.

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1980-1981

The 1981 Report is available free of charge from the Court Statistics and Information
Management Project.

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1984

Available caseload information from all appellate and trial courts are presented in this
report. 1986, 276 pages, 25 oz., paperback, $12.50, plus shipping.

Court Case Management Information Systems Manual

This manual reviews local and statewide case management information requirements and
presents sets of model data elements, data collection forms and case management output
reports for each level of court. 1983, 342 pages, 29 oz., paperback, $15.00, plus shipping.

The Business of State Trial Courts

Defining courts business as cases filed, serious cases, and contested cases, this monograph
tests six myths about courts, their work and decisions. 1983, 158 pages, 14 oz.,
paperback, $10.00, plus shipping.

The following publication may be ordered from the Court Statistics and Information Management
Project, 300 Newport Avenue, Williamshurg, VA 23187-8798:

State Court Model Annual Report

Suggested formats to be used in preparing state court annual reports, Discusses topics to
be considered for inclusion in court reports. 1980, 88 pages. Single copies available
free of charge.

1984 State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Reporting

Contains information on the organization, jurisdiction, and time standards in the state
appellate courts. 1985, 117 pages. Single copies available free of charge.

Available from the NHational Criminal Justice Reterence Service, Box 6000, Rockville, MD 20850:

State Court Model Statistical Dictionary

Contains definitions of terms used to classify and count court caseload. Gives the court
statistical usage for each term. 129 pages. Also ask for the 1984 Supplement, 81 pages.
Single copies available free of charge.
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