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Overview of the Report 

This is the tenth in a series of annual reports describ- 
ing the caseloads of the nation’s state appellate and trial 
co~ r t s .~  It has five main parts. Part I is a summary of 
caseload statistics in 1986: case filing and case disposition 
in the 50 states and the District of Columbia. Part I1 
examines 1986 civil caseload levels in the context of 
caseload trends since 1981. Part Ill describes the organi- 
zationof eachstatecourtsystem inthe formof achart. Part 
IV is the heart of the report. It consists of 12 tables, six that 
present appellate court caseloads and six that present trial 
court caseloads. Part V gives information on statutory 
provisions and recordkeeping practices that vary between 
states and thus affect the comparability of court caseloads. 
A methodological appendix completes the report, explain- 
ing the manner in which the statistics from 52 state court 
systems have been combined for presentation.2 

How to Use the Report 

The purpose for which the report is to be used should 
determine the Parts that are consulted and the order in 
which they are consulted. Three potential purposes are to 
examine the national picture, to make comparisons be- 
tween particular states or courts, and to analyze caseload 
patterns. This “Overview” is written as a starting point for 
first-time users of the caseload statistics annual report 
series regardless of their purpose. It explains the contents 
of the five Parts and how they are interrelated. 

The Overview and Part I should suffice for the purpose 
of obtaining a general description of the work of the state 
courts in 1986. Part I is written to highlight the main findings 
from the 1986 caseload statistics and to alert the reader to 
the complexities involved in making statements that com- 
pare caseloads between courts or between states. 

Part I is limited in the number of topics that it considers 
and offers an interpretation of the caseload statistics. 
Readers who wish to make comparisons or draw their own 
conclusions should proceed from the Overview to Appen- 
dix A, which describes the methodology used to compile 
the report. The text of Part I identifies some of the problems 
of comparability that are present, but focuses on those 

‘Data were collected on 1982 and 1983 caseloads but were not 
published as pari of the annual caseload statistics report series. 

Zln this report, the District of Columbia court system and the Puerto 
Rim court system are treated as equivalent to state court systems. 

findings that are indicative of the national situation. Once 
the methodology is understood, the reader should consult 
the relevant court structure charts in Part Ill and the 
relevant background information in Part V before abstract- 
ing the caseload statistics of interest. This is essential 
preparation for examining the court caseloads of particular 
states. 

If the statistics in this report are to be used for compar- 
ing a number of states or to determine patterns in filings or 
dispositions, it is necessary to consult all five Parts. The 
variation in state court caseloads reported here reflects 
both differences in the levels of case filings anddiff erences 
in the organization and jurisdiction of appellate and trial 
courts from state to state, as well as differences in how 
states collect and disseminate caseload statistics. 

To summarize, Part IV of the report contains caseload 
statistics for 1986 and Parts Ill and V describe, respec- 
tively, the organization of the court systems for which 
caseload statistics are presented and the way in which 
each court counts and reports case filings and dispositions. 
Parts I and II offer the conclusions drawn by the National 
Center for State Courts (NCSC) staff from that evidence. 

The Court Statistics and 
Information Management Project 

The Court Statistics and Information Management 
(CSIM) Project is designed to overcome obstacles to a 
meaningful statistical portrait of the workof the state courts. 
The annual caseload statistics report and other CSlM 
Project publications seek to encourage greater uniformity 
in how individual courts and state administrative offices of 
the courts collect and publish caseload information. 

The CSlM Project is a cooperative venture between 
the Conference of State Court Administrators (COSCA) 
and the NCSC. COSCA, through its Court Statistics and 
Information Systems Committee, provides policy guidance 
for the tasks of developing generic categories for collecting 
court statistics and of devising an appropriate format for 
presenting the results. The Committee also reviews in draft 
form the annual reports. The NCSC provides staff and 
support facilities for the Project. Previous volumes in the 
annual report series were prepared and published with 
funding from the Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S. Depart- 
ment of Justice, and the NCSC. The 1986 volume in the 
caseload statistics series was funded by the NCSC. A 
grant from the State Justice Institute (SJI) supports the 
1988 activities of the CSlM Project. 

1 



Summary of Parts I-V 

Part I highlights the main findings from 1986 caseload 
statistics. The text uses the 1986 statistics for filings and 
dispositions of cases in the various individual states to put 
together a national picture. Maps display the levels of 
caseload filings and dispositions found in the states. The 
resulting overview is a summary of, not a substitute for, the 
core statistical tables in Part IV of this report. In particular, 
comparisons between states require reference to the foot- 
notes in the core tables, as a minimum step, before drawing 
conclusions. 

Part II of the report is also a commentary on the 
caseload statistics. It places the findings for 1986 civil 
caseloads in the context of recent trends. Statistics cover- 
ing the period 1981 -86 for tort cases and 1984-86 for total 
civil, general civil, and small claims filings are presented to 
address the question of whether civil litigation in the state 
courts has increased. 

Part Ill of the report offers another basic reference 
source to aid in interpreting differences between states in 
their levels of case filings and case dispositions. It presents 
an organization chart for each of the 52 state court struc- 
tures. In addition to providing an overview of the courts that 
constitute a state court system, the charts indicate the 
subject matter jurisdiction of each court (the kinds of cases 
that it can or, at times, must accept) using the generic 
terminology developed by the CSlM Project. Each chart 
also provides information on the appellate route that links 
the various courts, the number of judges appointed to serve 
in the courts, and the primary source of funding. This 
information is basic to understanding why a state has a 
particular caseload level, relative to other states. 

Part IV of the report consists of 12 core tables of 
statistical information that summarize the caseloads in the 
50 states, District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. The text 
from the initial two parts of the report refer to the tables of 
Part IV. The level of detail provided in the tables is 
commensurate with their purpose as a basic reference 
source. Footnotes to the core tables explain the status of 
the totals for each state or type of court within a state. 
These footnotes are important when interpreting any par- 
ticular state or court's data. The footnotes indicate when 
similar data are being compared. Information contained in 
the tables can thus be used to answer a variety of questions 

about the work of appellate and trial courts within a particu- 
lar state or about differences between states in their 
caseloads and their success in coping with those caseloads. 

Part V of the report presents additional information 
about court jurisdiction to aid in interpreting reported 
caseload levels. Figures A through I describe how each 
state resolves important issues affecting how cases are 
counted and classified, such as when acase is first entered 
into the statistics as afiling and whether criminal cases are 
counted by defendant or by charge. The figures also 
address some key differences in court subject matter 
jurisdiction and in statutory law. For example, one state 
may have a relatively low rate of juvenile filings because its 
statutory law defines "juvenile" with a narrower age band 
than other states. The appellate caseloads of 36 states and 
the trial caseloads of 44 states are the product of two or 
more levels of courts. These levels do not necessarily 
maintain caseload statistics in the same manner. Figures 
A through I, therefore, present background information on 
each court having relevant jurisdiction. 

The final section of the report is a methodological 
appendix. It describes the process by which the CSIM 
Project seeks to render as comparable as possible the 
resultsof the diverse ways in which states collect and report 
statistics on their courts. Over an 11-year period-the 
project began in 1977--staff, under the guidance of the 
Conference of State Court Administrators, have refined the 
classifications and procedures that are used to compile 
caseload statistics. The methodological appendix reviews 
the approach employed and describes the steps taken to 
produce the 1986 caseload statistics annual report. 

The CSlM Project staff are aware of the complexity of 
the information presented in this report and of the table 
formats required to summarize it. Users of the report are 
encouraged to consult with CSlM Project staff as questions 
arise about the content of the tables and about issues of 
comparability. Also, the information in the 12 core tables 
does not exhaust what is available from the CSlM data- 
bases. The full range of information is indicated in the 
prototype statistical profiles (Appendix C). Special tabula- 
tions of the unpublished information will be provided on 
request. Acopy of the complete database can be obtained 
through the University of Michigan Inter-University Consor- 
tium of Political and Social Research. 

2 



Part I 

Caseload Statistics in 1986 



Caseload Statistics in 1986 

More than 15.7 million new civil cases and 11 million 
new criminal cases were filed in the state trial courts during 
1986. These figures represent a 5 percent increase in the 
number of civilfilingsfromthefigures reportedtothe NCSC 
for 1985. Civil filings include torts, contracts, small claims, 
and domestic relations cases. Reported filings in criminal 
civil and criminal cases grew by nearly 3 percent over the 
previous year's total. This growth in the number of reported 
civil and criminal case filings is independent of the increase 
in the number of courts providing information to the NCSC. 

In 1986, more than 208,000 appeals and petitions 
were filed in state supreme courts and intermediate courts 
of appeals. This is a 10 percent increase over the total 
appellate court caseload reported in 1985. The percentage 
increase excludes the cases from three appellate courts 
reporting case filing statistics to the NCSC for the first time 
in 1986. 

These case filing statistics represent the most com- 
plete portrait available of the activities of state appellate 
and trial courts. Each state collectsand reports court filings 
and dispositions according to its own statutes, rules, and 
recordkeeping practices. The Court Statistics and Informa- 
tion Management Project has developed categories for 
translating data provided by the states into standard cate- 
gories that are comparable between states. The CSlM 
Project also recommends procedures for counting the 
number of cases and deciding when cases should be 
regarded as closed. Individual appellate and trial courts 
comply to varying degrees with these suggestions. Differ- 
ences between states that result in undercounting or over- 
counting of caseloads relative to the CSlM Project's recom- 
mended approachare noted inthefootnotestothecaseload 
tables in Part IV. Only by examining the footnotes and the 
material in Part V is it possible to determine which informa- 
tion is complete and comparable. 

The text of Part I and Part II draws on the data that is 
sufficiently complete and uniform to allow valid compari- 
sons between the states. The text often relies on caseload 
statistics expressed as rates per 100,000 population, which 
facilitates comparisons between states with very different 
populations. It does not, however, eliminate the consider- 
able variation in the economic bases or economic fortunes 
of the states, their demographic differences, or the weight 
of tradition. The impact of such factors requires analysis 
that lie outside the scope of this report. Instead, the text 
places states within the context of their regions and, where 
possible, explains discrepancies in filing rates on the basis 
of court organization, statutory provisions, or recordkeep- 
ing practices. 

Maps offer a convenient way to summarize how the 
various states fit into national patterns. The detailed 
information used to compile the maps is located in Tables 
1-1 2 (pages 1 16-1 95). Most maps convey two kinds of in- 
formation. First, the maps provide an overview of the 
groupings of states in terns of number of case filings or dis- 
positions. Second, the maps indicate the status of the in- 
formation reported for particular states. In some maps, for 
example, different symbols indicate whether specific infor- 
mation is not applicable, not available, or available only in 
a form that is not complete and comparable for particular 
states. 

Appellate Court Caseloads in 1986 

This section reviews appellate court caseloads by ex- 
amining, in turn, filings and clearance rates (the number of 
dispositions as a percentage of total filings). It treats these 
topics separately for mandatory and discretionary cases, a 
distinction that requires some background explanation. 

Appellate Court Jurisdiction 
The complexity of the appellate statistics stems from 

the diversity of appellate court structures found in the 
states. One basic difference is the number of appellate 
courts. Most states initially followed the federal model (until 
1891 the U.S. Supreme Court was the only federal appel- 
late court) and established a single appellate court. There 
has been asubsequent trend towards creation of dual level 
systems. By 1986,36 states had at least one intermediate 
court of appeals ( IAC).3 A second basic difference between 
state systems is the provision for mandatory and discre- 
tionary appeals. Mandatory jurisdiction refers to appeals of 
right, those cases in which the court is required to hear the 
appeal on the merits. Discretionary jurisdiction refers to 
types of cases in which a party must petition the court to 
hear the case. The appellate court must then decide 
whether it will exercise its jurisdiction and then consider the 
case on the merits. 

Map 1.1 provides an overview of the ways inwhich the 
states organize their appellate courts. In 1986, 14 states 
and the District of Columbia had a single appellate court 
(Delaware, Maine, Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, Ne- 
vada, New Hampshire, North Dakota, Rhode Island, South 
Dakota, Utah, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming). 

Wtah became the 37th state to establish an intermediate appellate 
court when the Utah Court of Appeals became operational on 
February 1, 1987. 

5 



Two states had a single IAC but separate courts of last 
resort (COLRs) for civil and criminal cases (Oklahoma and 
Texas). Four states had two IACs and a single COLR 
(Alabama, New York, Pennsylvania, and Tennessee). The 
remaining 30 states had one court of last resort and one 
intermediate court of appeals. 

State appellate courts reported 153,974 mandatory 
appeals and 54,512 discretionary petitions in 1986. This 
total is not complete because not all appellate courts 
provide this information. Three COLRs reported case 
filings in 1986 that had not done so for 1985: Connecticut 
Supreme Court (204 filings), Iowa Supreme Court (1,880), 
and the New York Court of Appeals (680). 

Of the total number of appeals and petitions reported 
as filed in 1986, there were 62,148 (29.8 percent) filed in 
courts of last resort, and the remaining 146,338 (70.2 per- 
cent) were filed in intermediate appellate courts (IACs). 
This distribution of filings reflects the role of the IACs. In 
many states, the IAC has mandatory jurisdiction over many 
types of cases: 89.1 percent of IAC filings fell within this 
mandatory jurisdiction in 1986. By comparison, only 38 
percent of all filings in courts of last resort in 1986 were 
mandatory appeals. Most discretionary petitions (70.8 
percent) were filed in courts of last resort. These percent- 
ages are derived from Part IV, Table 1, p. 11 6, which 
provides national caseload statisticsfor courts of last resort 
and intermediate appellate courts. The table divides the 
filings at each appellate level into mandatory cases and 
discretionary petitions and indicates the degree to which 
the data are complete and comparable. 

The rate of appellate filings per state, expressed per 
100,000 population, is related to the distribution of manda- 
tory and discretionary jurisdiction. Text Table 1.1 summa- 
rizes the situation in the various states by listing their man- 
datory caseloads as a percentage of the total caseload. 
More detailed information on each appellate court can be 
found in Part IV. The appellate courts of Nevada, North 
Dakota, and Wyoming have totally mandatory jurisdiction, 
while New Hampshire and West Virginia have entirely dis- 
cretionary jurisdiction. In other states, the percentage of 
mandatory appeals as a part of overall appellate caseloads 
varies from 98 to nearly 100 percent in Delaware, Missis- 
sippi! and South Carolina to a low of 41 percent in Louisi- 
ana. 

The basic caseload information for appellate courts is 
contained in Table 2 (p. 11 8), which reports the number of 
mandatory filings, the number of discretionary petitions 
filed, and the number of discretionary petitions granted. 
States are listed in the table according to their court 
structure, with stateswith one COLR andone IAC first, then 
states with only a COLR, and finally states with more than 
one COLR or IAC. Table 3 provides more detailed informa- 
tion on mandatory caseloads, and Table 4 looks in detail at 
discretionary case loads. 

Mandatory Appellate Court 
Caseloads in 1986 
MANDATORY APPEALS FILED IN STATE APPELLATE 

COURTS. Map 1.2 provides an overview of the filing rates 

'Mandatory appeals ere actually 99.7 percent of the total appeals and 
petitions filed in Mississippi, rounded to 100 percent in Table 1.1. 

TABLE 1.1 

Mandatory Appeals Filed as a Percent of 
Mandatory Appeals and Discretionary Petitions 

Filed In 1986 

State 

West Virginia 
New Hampshire 

Louisiana 
California 

Massachusetts 
North Carolina 

Wisconsin 
Georgia 
Alaska 

Minnesota 
Maryland 

Rhode Island 
Tennessee 

Colorado 
Pennsylvania 

Arizona 
Washington 

Kentucky 
Missouri 

Alabama 
Texas 

Florida 
Oregon 

New Jersey 
Illinois 

New Mexico 
Ohio 

Idaho 
South Dakota 

Utah 
Montana 

Hawaii 
District of Columbia 

Vermont 
South Carolina 

Delaware 
Mississippi 

Wyoming 
North Dakota 

Nevada 

Percent 

0% 
0% 

41% 

49% 
56% 
66% 

48% 

67% 
68% 
69% 

70% 
72% 
73% 
73% 
74% 
74% 
76% 
77v0 
79% 
80% 
81% 
81% 
82% 
83% 
85% 
85% 
86% 
92% 
92% 
94% 
95% 
95% 
96% 
98% 
99% 

100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

69% 

See Table 2 for footnotes. 
National Center for State Courts, 1988. 

for mandatory appeals in 1986, expressed as a rate per 
100,000 population in each state. A triangle on the map 
indicates that a state's appellate court lacks mandatory 
jurisdiction, while states are left blank when relevant data 
are not available. Filing rates varied from a low of 25 per 
100,000 population in Massachusetts to a high of 250 in the 
District of Columbia, duplicating the range found in 1985. 
After the District of Columbia, there is a gap to the next- 
highest filing rate: 159 per 100,000 population in Oregon. 
Florida (121), Arizona (104.5), and Vermont (101.7) also 
had rates of greater than 100 appeals filed per 100,000 of 
population. The filing rates per 100,000 population are 
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MAP 1.1: Appellate Court Structures, 1986 

Appellate Court 
S t ru ct u res: 

COLR only 
1 COLR & 1 IAC 
Multiple COLR's or IAC's 

See court structure charts in-Part 3. 
National Center for State Courts, 1988. 

MAP 1.2: Mandatory Appellate Filings per 100,000 Population, 1986 

See Table 3 for footnotes. 
National Center for State Courts, 1988. 

Mandatory Appeal Filings 
per 100.000 population 

A No Mandatory Jurisd. 

0 Data are unavailable 
25 to 46 
50 to 71 
81 to 105 
I 121 to 250 
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MAP 1.3: Clearance Rates for Mandatory Appellate Filings, 1986 

See Table 3 for  footnotes. 
National Center for  State Courts, 1988. 

Clearance Rate 
(Disp/File) 100 

A No Mandatory Jurisd. 

0 Disp/File not comparable 
63% to 91% 
921: to 97% 
100% to 106% 
1081: to 123% 

MAP 1.4: Discretionary Appellate Filings per 100,000 Population, 1986 

See Table 4 for footnotes. 
'3 National Center for  State Courts, 1988. 

Discretionary Petitions 
filed per 100.000 pop. 

A No Discretionary Jurisd. 

0 Doto a r e  unovoiloble 
0.11 to 8 
12 to 21 
23 to 52 
74 to 125 

a 



calculated from the caseload statistics in Table 3 and the 
state population figures in Appendix D. 

Mandatory case filing rates do not appear to be related 
to particular appellate court structures. The District of 
Columbia and Vermont with high filing rates have a single 
appellate court, while the other states (such as Alaska, 
Florida, and Oregon) with high filing rates have one COLR 
and one IAC. States with a COLR with discretionary 
jurisdiction and an IAC with strictly mandatory jurisdiction 
had filing rates covering the low to middle range, from 
South Carolina (25.8) to Alabama (71.4). Where all appel- 
late jurisdiction is mandatory, filing rates were in the middle 
ranges: Nevada (88.5), North Dakota (55.5), and Wyoming 
(67.5). 

Filing rates appear to be related to three factors. The 
first is the way in which jurisdiction and functions are 
organized in an appellate system. This explains a limited 
amount of the variation across the states. The second 
factor is the economic, social, and cultural characteristics 
that influence litigation and resulting appellate filings. The 
third factor, as noted in the footnotes to the tables, is the 
differences in the counting procedures (e.g., unit of count) 
that states use to generate their statistics and their methods 
of resolving recordkeeping problems, such as whether a 
reinstated appeal is treated as a new filing. The footnotes 
also note situations in which an appellate court does not 
provide information orwhere the data is not consistent with 
the categories recommended by the State Court Model 
Statistical Dictionary. 

The accounting differences that form the third factor 
affecting comparisons between states often have substan- 
tial impact. California's filing rate of 38.1 mandatory ap- 
peals per 100,000 population is among the lowest nation- 
wide. Some states that have higher filing rates, such as 
Washington and Oregon, count filings at the notice of 
appeal. California's appellate courts, however, count 
mandatory filings at a later stage, the filing of the record, a 
point at which some cases have already been closed. 
California's filing rate for mandatory appeals is also af- 
fected by the fact that, unlike many states, California's 
COLR has no jurisdiction over judicial discipline cases. 
Some of the neighboring states with higher levels of filings 
count appellate filings in a manner that inflates their 
caseloads relative to California's. For example, the foot- 
note for Oregon in Table 3 indicates that its totals are 
overinclusive in that some granted discretionary petitions 
are counted with the mandatory appeals. 

There is only slight evidence of regional patterns. The 
northeastern states (with the exception of Massachusetts) 
and the western states (with the exception of California) 
have filing rates clustered near the second highest range 
shown on Map 1.2 (81 to 105 filings per 100,000 popula- 
tion). The southeastern states (again, with an exception- 
Florida) tend to fall in the lowest range of 25 to 46 filings per 
100,000 population. The midwestern states tend to report 
filing rates in the low middle range, shown in the map as50- 
71 filings per 100,000 population. 

The typical pattern in most states with one or more 
IACs is for the COLR to receive only a small portion of the 
mandatory cases filed. There are exceptions. In Hawaii, 
Idaho, and New Mexico, the COLR receives more manda- 
tory appeals than the IAC. Table 3 provides information on 

the relative distribution of mandatory appeals between 
COLRs and IACs. The organization charts in Part Ill 
indicate the underlying division of subject matter jurisdic- 
tion within each state with more than one appellate court. 

1986. Map 1.3 displays variations in the clearance rates 
for mandatory appeals. The map again gives statewide 
ranges, combining all appellate courts in the state and 
showing mandatory appeals decided in 1986 as a percent- 
age of those filed in that year for both COLRs and IACs. 
Where filings and dispositions are not reported in a manner 
comparable to other states, the state is left blank on the 
map. 

A clearance rate is calculated by dividing the number 
of dispositions in a year by the number of filings in that year 
and then multiplying by 100. A percentage over 100 
indicates that the appellate courts in a state disposed of 
more appeals than were filed, thus reducing their pending 
caseload. Clearance rates range from a low of 63 percent 
in Montana to a high of 123 percent in Rhode Island. The 
extent of that range suggests that clearance rates may 
fluctuate with short-term trends that affect the work of the 
appellate courts. Prior caseload statistics reports reveal 
that a state's clearance rate often changes sharply from 
year to year. 

Thirty states and the District of Columbia report com- 
parable data and are included in the map. Of these, 17 
have clearance of greater than 100 percent and are reduc- 
ing the size of their pending caseload. There is only one 
apparent consistency in the ranking of these jurisdictions: 
those with one appellate court tend to be found in the lower 
range of clearance rates. Six out of the 14 jurisdictions that 
had clearance rates of 97 percent or less (Delaware, Mis- 
sissippi, Montana, North Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming) 
have one appellate court. Only three with one appellate 
court had clearance rates of over 100 percent and are thus 
reducing their pending caseloads (the District of Columbia, 
Nevada, and Rhode Island). 

CLEARANCE RATES FOR MANDATORY APPEALS IN 

Discretionary Appellate Caseloads in 1986 
DISCRETIONARY PETITIONS FILED. The 54,512 dis- 

cretionary petitions recorded in Table 3 (and with additional 
details in Table 4) are an incomplete count of the total 
number filed nationally in 1986. Most states have an 
appellatesystem in which the COLR, and many of the IACs, 
have split mandatory and discretionary jurisdiction. The 
tendency, however, is for mandatory filings to predominate 
in the intermediate appellate courts. 

Map 1.4 draws upon Table 4 to show the pattern of 
discretionary petitions per 100,000 population for 1986. 
States with totally mandatory jurisdiction are indicated by a 
triangle, and stateswith partial discretionary jurisdiction for 
which rates are not available are left blank on the map. Of 
the 33 states for which comparable data are available, 
Louisiana has the highest filing rate: 122 per 100,000 
population. This rate is considerably higher than its man- 
datory case filing rate of 85. In most states, however, the 
gap is more substantial, since the bulk of their total appel- 
late case filings is in the form of mandatory appeals. 

Generally, there is a closer association between filing 
rates and jurisdiction for discretionary filings than was 
evident for mandatory filings. West Virginia and New 
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TABLE 1.2 

Dlscretlonary Petitlons Granted 
as a Percent of Total Dlscretlonary Cases Filed 

Percent 
Granted 

State Review 

Missouri 7% 
Ohio 12% 

Oregon 14% 
Texas 14% 
Hawaii 16% 

Minnesota 25% 
New Mexico 31% 

Louisiana 23% 

West Virginia 37% 

See Table 2 for footnotes. 
National Center for State Courts, 1988. 

Hampshire, the two states with completely discretionary 
appellate jurisdiction, for example, stand in the top range of 
filings (82.6 and 52, respectively). Alaska, with the third 
highest filing rate (74.3), has a supreme court with criminal 
jurisdiction that is totally discretionary and civil jurisdiction 
that is totally mandatory. The Alaska Court of Appeals (an 
IAC) has no civil jurisdiction but has jurisdiction for criminal 
case appeals that is mandatory or discretionary depending 
on the type of appeal. There remains, however, substantial 
variation between states. Some of that variation can be 
explained by different units of count and filing procedures. 

Filing a discretionary petition does not guarantee 
appellate review. Table 5 provides the available informa- 
tion regarding discretionary filings in 1986, including the 
number of petitions filed and decided. Text Table 1.2 
summarizes the percentages granted for those states for 
which complete and comparable data are available. Per- 
centages are given for states when all appellate courts with 
discretionary jurisdiction are included. In some states, only 
the COLR has discretionary jurisdiction, and, therefore, its 
petition data are the basis for calculation of the state's 
overall percentage. 

In West Virginia, 37 percent of discretionary petitions 
were granted. That is the highest rate of the nine states for 
which complete and comparable data are available. West 
Virginia's appellate court has no mandatory jurisdiction. 
More than one in five discretionary petitions were granted 
in the appellate courtsof Louisiana (23 percent), Minnesota 
(25 percent), and New Mexico (31 percent). By contrast, 
the appellate courts of Missouri granted less than one of 
every 14 petitions (7 percent). 

CLEARANCE RATES FOR DISCRETIONARY PETITIONS. 
Text Table 1.3 provides information on discretionary peti- 
tions that were decided during 1986 as a percentage of 
those filed in that year (more detailed breakdowns can be 
found in the source table, Table 4). Comparable disposition 
and filing data are available for 24 states and the District of 
Colombia. The resulting clearance rates show consider- 
able variation, although not as much as was found for man- 

TABLE 1.3 

Dlscretlonary Petitions Decided as a Percentage 
Discretionary of Petltions Flled 

State 

Montana 
Alabama 

New Hampshire 
Virginia 

Washington 
Vermont 

Texas 
West Virginia 

Ohio 
Florida 

Idaho 
District of Columbia 

Alaska 
Illinois 

Arizona 
Mississippi 
Minnesota 
Louisiana 

North Carolina 
Oregon 

Maryland 
Hawaii 

Kentucky 
Rhode Island 

Iowa 

See Table 4 for footnotes. 
National Center for State Courts, 1988. 

Percent 

53% 
76'Yo 
78% 
86% 
8 7% 
88% 
88% 
88% 
88% 
89% 
92?/0 
95% 
98% 
99% 

100% 
100% 
101% 
102% 
102% 
102% 
104% 
105% 
1 0 7% 
118% 
148% 

datory appeals. Iowa, with 148 percent, has the highest 
rate. Eight other states (Hawaii, Kentucky, Louisiana, 
Maryland, Minnesota, North Carolina, Oregon, and Rhode 
Island) were reducing their pending petition caseload 
through clearance rates of over 100 percent. Four of these 
states-Louisiana, North Carolina, Oregon, and Rhode 
Island-also reduced their statewide mandatory caseload 
during 1986. Montana, with 53 percent, had the lowest dis- 
cretionary petition clearance rate among the states in the 
Text Table. The position of Montana and Rhode Island at 
opposite ends of the spectrum parallels that found for 
mandatory appeals clearance rates. If overall clearance 
rates are calculated for both appeals and discretionary 
petitions, Rhode Island has the highest (1 21 percent) and 
Montana the lowest (58 percent). Both states have a single 
appellate court, but Montana receives a greater share of its 
caseload in the form of mandatory appeals. 

Appellate Court Workloads in i986 
One index of appellate court workloads is the total 

number of mandatory appeals filed and discretionary peti- 
tions granted. Overall, 20 percent of the petitions filed in the 
states with complete and comparable data were subse- 
quently granted by the appellhie court. For 16 states and 
the District of Columbia, it is possible to combine the 
number of mandatory appeals filed with the number of 
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TABLE 1.4 

State Appellate Caseloads In 1986: 
Mandatory Appeals Flled and Discretionary 

Petitions Granted 

State 

South Carolina 
North Carolina 
West Virginia 

California 
Minnesota 

North Dakota 
Arkansas 

Texas 
Missouri 

Wyoming 
Hawaii 

Nevada 
Ohio 

New Mexico 
Louisiana 

Oregon 
District of Columbia 

Rate per 
100,000 

Populatlon 

26.5 
29.0 
30.2 
41.4 
51.2 
55.5 
57.4 
62.4 
66.7 
67.5 
69.9 
88.5 
96.5 
101.1 
112.9 
164.3 
249.6 

Mandatory 
Appeals a# 

Percent of Total. 

9P/o 
89% 
0% 
92% 
90% 
loo”/. 
100% 
97Yo 
98% 

1 ow/. 
99% 
100% 
98% 
95% 
75% 
97% 
100% 

*Appellate courts in Arkansas, Nevada, North Dakota, and 
Wyoming have no discretionary jurisdiction; of the states included 
in the table, West Virginia’s COLR has exdusively discretionary 
jurisdiction. 

Source: Table 2 and Appendix D. 

discretionary petitions granted in order to determine appel- 
latecourt workloads. The result is shown inText Table 1.4, 
expressed as a number of filings per 100,000 population. 
The rates vary from a low of 26.5 filings per 100,000 
population in South Carolina to a high of 249.6 per 100,000 
population in the District of Columbia. Comparatively low 
filing rates were also found in North Carolina (29.0) and 
West Virginia (30.2). The rate for California’s appellate 
courts was relatively low (41.4 filings per capita). Ohio 
(96.5),NewMexico(lOl.l), Louisiana(112.9),andOregon 
(1 64.3) had highworkloads, as measured in Text Table 1.4. 

Appellate Court Opinions in 7986 
Table 6 provides the number of majorityopinions pub- 

lished by state appellate courts, shown separately for each 
COLR and IAC. To facilitate comparisons between appel- 
late courts, which range in size from three judges (Alaska 
Court of Appeals) to 77 judges (California Courts of Ap- 
peal), the volume of opinions is also shown as a rate per 
judge/ justice. 

The preparation of opinions is another important index 
of the work of the appellate courts. However, problems of 
comparability exist between courts in what is defined as an 
opinion and in how opinions are counted. The number of 
opinions prepared in a court will reflect the relative weight 
of its mandatory and discretionary jurisdiction and the 

court’s place in the state’s appellate hierarchy. Table 6 
provides extensive information on the subject matter juris- 
diction of each appellate court, whetheropinions are counted 
by case or by written document, and whether the count 
includes majority opinions, per curiam opinions, and memos/ 
orders. Information on the size of the lawyer support staff 
available to the court is also included to aid in interpreting 
the opinion statistics. 

The number of written opinions for COLRs varies 
considerably. Most courts of last resort in states with an 
IAC report several hundred opinions for 1986. The range 
extendsfrom58 intheSupremeCourtof NewJerseyto696 
in the South Carolina Supreme Court. There was limited 
variation for COLRs in states without intermediate appel- 
late courts. 

The number of written majority opinions in the IACs is 
tied more directly to the size of the state. The highest 
number of dispositions by opinion was in California, with a 
total of 9,458. IACs in states like Louisiana, Michigan, New 
Jersey, and Ohio reported more than 3,500 opinions. The 
subject matter jurisdiction of appellate courts, as portrayed 
in Table 6, does not differ significantly among courts within 
a state or between states. The impact of differences in the 
allocation of mandatory and discretionary appellate juris- 
diction, however, is evident. 

The discussion of Table 6, like that referring to the 
contentsof theother five tableson appellate court caseloads, 
illustrates the range and quality of the information avail- 
able. Those interested in particular topics or in particular 
states are directed to the organization charts in Part Ill and 
the detailed tables in Part IV. 

Trial Court Caseloads in 1986 

This section summarizes the contents of Tables 7-12, 
in Part 111. Those tables describe the 1986caseloads of the 
nation’s state trial courts for general civil, criminal, and 
juvenile cases. As with the discussion of appellate 
caseloads, the focus of the text is on statewide levels. 
Maps report the aggregate activity of all courts with relevant 
jurisdiction in a state. The tables in Part IV, however, report 
statistics for individual trial court systems in each state and 
for the state total caseload. The tables also contain 
footnotes that outline the differences between states in the 
unit of count, the allocation of jurisdiction for particular 
types of cases, and statedefined categories of cases that 
overlap several CSlM casetypes. 

General and Limited Trial Court 
Jurisdiction 
The distinction between a limited and general jurisdic- 

tion court is basic to understanding patterns in the distribu- 
tion of trial court caseloads. Limited jurisdiction trial courts 
are variously called municipal courts, magistrates courts, 
or justice of the peace courts. They share a limited range 
of subject matter jurisdiction, generally minor civil and 
minor criminal cases, as defined by law. Traffic and local 
ordinance violations form the bulkof the work of most state 
limited jurisdiction trial courts. 

Limited jurisdiction courts often have subject matter 
jurisdiction that overlaps with that of a state’s general 
jurisdiction trial courts, which are the major courts of record 
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from which there is a right of appeal. In preparing the 
criminal caseload statistics reported in this series, viola- 
tions of traffic laws or ordinances are not counted (see the 
State Court Model Statistical Dictionary). This leaves 
misdemeanors and certain types of felonies (termed "Vi- 
able felonies" as a caseload category, because the case 
can be tried to completion in the court in which it is filed) as 
the main component of most limited jurisdiction court's 
caseloads. The majority of cases reaching general jurisdic- 
tion trial courts are civil filings. 01 the cases filed in 1986 
included in these statistics, criminal cases represented 
exactly one half of limited jurisdiction caseloads nationally 
and 27.2 percent of general jurisdiction court caseloads. 
Defining a court as an administratively distinct entity, there 
were, in 1986, some 2,250 general jurisdiction and 13,230 
limited jurisdiction courts in the United States (totals de- 
rived from court structure charts in Part 111). 

The District of Columbia offers an example of the 
factors that need to be considered when making compari- 
sons. The District of Columbia's court organization is fully 
unified, with one trial court assuming all civil and criminal 
jurisdiction. The defendant is the unit of count in criminal 
cases. If the unit of count were informationsorindictments, 
which may contain multiple defendants, the number of 
filings would be less: if the unit of count were charges, 
reported filings would be greater (see Figure D, p. 215). 
Further, the District of Columbia is a high-density urban 
area, and its economic and social structure is not compa- 
rable to that of the states, which include areas that range 
from low to high population density. 

Total Civil Filings in 1986 
Map 1.5 shows the allocation of the 15.7 million civil 

filings recorded in Table 7. Caseload levels are indicated 
by shading that becomes darker as the per capita popula- 
tion filing rate increases. The caseloads include tort, 
contract, real property rights, small claims, domestic rela- 
tions, estate, and mental health cases. In addition, the total 
civil caseload for many states includes appeals from deci- 
sions by administrative agencies and appeals from limited 
jurisdiction trial courts to general jurisdiction trial courts. 

Civil caseload statistics are available in 1986 from 
eight trial court systems not included in previous annual 
caseload reports. Filings in those eight courts account for 
nearly one half of the increase between 1985-1986 in the 
number of civil cases reported. A total of 126 court 
systems, defined here as a level in a state trial court 
hierarchy, are included in Table 8.5 

The organization charts in Part Ill are the basic source 
of information on the typesof courts found in each state and 
the allocation of subject matter jurisdiction among them. 
The main obstacle to comparability between states is the 
incompleteness of data from limited jurisdiction courts. In 
18 of the 47 states reporting comparable civil filing data, 
one or more statewide limited jurisdiction court systems did 
not provide the relevant information. In Map 1.5, states 
missing one limited jurisdiction court system are included 
but marked with a dot. This accounts for 1601 the 18 states 
with incomplete reporting at the lower jurisdiction court 
level. In the remainingtwo states, Tennessee and Oregon, 
two limited jurisdiction court systems did not report, and the 
states are therefore left blank on the map. The map is 

therefore useful primarily as a summary of the contents of 
Table 8. It is more informative to examine patterns in state 
caseload information for general and limited jurisdiction 
courts separately. This alleviates some of the problems of 
comparability between states with different court struc- 
tures: the District of Columbia and five states-Idaho, 
Illinois, Iowa, Missouri, and South Dakotadid not have 
limited jurisdiction courts in 1986.S 

Map 1.5 does, however, provide a broad overview of 
the magnitude of civil caseloads. The District of Columbia 
has the highest filing level, 23,242 per 100,000 population, 
and Montana the lowest, 3,445. If we place each state in 
the context of its regional pattern, the impact of incomplete 
limited jurisdiction court data is evident. States such as 
Maine, Montana, New Hampshire, New Jersey, and South 
Carolina are shown with filing rates lower than their neigh- 
bors, and inclusion of the missing limited jurisdiction court 
would make their caseloads more consistent with that 
typical of their region. The map does, however, indicate a 
basic ranking of states. States such as Georgia, Indiana, 
Maryland, and Oklahoma are among those with the highest 
civil filing levels despite the absence of data from a limited 
jurisdiction court. 

CIVIL FILINGS IN GENERAL JURISDICTION TRIAL 
COURTS. Table 9 provides detailed information on civil 
filings and dispositions per court. Map 1.6 extracts state- 
wide percapita filings for general jurisdiction courts. States 
with only general jurisdiction trial courts can be expected to 
have higher filing rates on the map than those states with 
both general and limited jurisdiction courts. They are 
marked with a triangle. Mississippi and Nevada did not 
report 1986 trial caseload statistics to the NCSC. 

Filings range from the low of 565 per 100,000 popula- 
tion in Maine to 23,242 in the District of Columbia. Maine 
is atypical of the New England states, which tend to have 
filing rates above 1,000. This divergence from the regional 
pattern is partly attributable to the allocation of civil jurisdic- 
tion among Maine's trial courts. In Maine, the limited 
jurisdiction courts assume the bulk of the non-tort civil 
caseload. It also reflects the way in which Maine's trial 
courts treat reopened cases. Similar to Rhode Island, 
which also has a low filing rate, Maine does not count 
reopened cases as new filings, while other states in the 
region-connecticut, Massachusetts, and Vermont (par- 
tially)--do (see Figure H, p. 235). 

%e eight court systems are Colorado County (144,766), Georgia 
Probate (22,946), Georgia Magistrates (183,166), Tenessee General 
Sessions (3,073), Texas Municipal (561), Texas Justice of the Peace 
(268,337), Wyoming Justice of the Peace (4,334), and Wyoming 
County (15,896). Four courts included in the 1985 report are not 
listed in Table 8. The Minnesota County Court was consolidated into 
the state's unified trial court system. The Nebraska Municipal Court 
was merged with the County Court. The Guam Superior Court is not 
included in the 1986 report, although it was in previous annual 
caseload statistics reports. Filing statistics for the Indiana Probate 
Court were not available for 1986, although they were included in the 
1985 annual caseload report. Finally, fwo courts (the Delaware 
Alderman's Court and the Maine Administrative Court) did not report 
any civil case filings in 1986, although they reported filings in the 
previous year. 

6The general and limited jurisdiction trial courts in Minnesota were 
merged into a unified court system in 1987. Caseload statistics for 
1986 were collected in antidpation of that change and thus Tables 
1-12 in Part IV list a single Mal court for the state. 
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MAP 1.5: Civil Caseload per 100,000 Population, 1986 

See Table 9 for  footnotes. 
National Center for State Courts, 1988. 

Civil Filings 
per 100.000 pop. 

0 1 LJ court system 

* State unoble to report 
not reporting 

0 2 courts not reporting 
3445 to 4482 
4693 to 6081 
6442 to 8569 

0 10336 to 23242 

MAP 1.6: General Jurisdiction Civil Caseload per 100,000 Population, 1986 

See Table 9 for footnotes. 
National Center for State Courts, 1988. 

Civil Filings 
per 100,000 pop. 

A Jurisdiction Q GJ only 
0 1 court system 

not reporting 
r): Stote unoble to report 

El 565 to 807 
1165 to 2514 
2938 to 6004 
6852 to 23242 
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The method used to count domestic relations cases 
also varies among the states in a manner that affects their 
ranking (see the footnotes in Table 9). In some states, 
supportlcustody cases are counted as separate filings, 
while in other states such cases are treated as part of the 
original filing for a divorce. Most states count support/ 
custody proceedings as part of the original filing unless they 
involve issues that arise at a later point in time or as a post- 
decree filing. 

Consideration of the bookkeeping underlying the sta- 
tistics often offers a partial explanation for states that seem 
to deviate from a clear regional pattern. For example, all 
states in the southeastern region, except Florida, have 
filing rates ranging from 1,100 to 2,500 per 100,000 popu- 
lation. Florida’s substantially higher filing rate (3,793) 
reflects in part the practice of counting all supportlcustody 
matters as separate cases. Other states in the region 
combine marriage dissolution and supportlcustody as a 
single case filing, unless there is an independent filing on 
the supportlcustody issue. 

General jurisdiction filings are highest in states without 
limited jurisdiction courts. Other states with high filing 
levels (greater than 2,900 per capita) include Alaska, 
Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Indiana, Mon- 
tana, New Mexico, Ohio, and Washington; Oregon also 
falls into that category, despite the absence of filing data for 
one of its general jurisdiction courts. The relatively lower 
levels of filings in New England are partially explained by 
the caseloads carried by their limited jurisdiction courts. 

CLEARANCE RATES FOR CIVIL CASES IN GENERAL 
JURISDICTION TRIAL COURTS. Map 1.7 displays clear- 
ance rates for general jurisdiction court civil caseloads in 
1986. Each state’s rate is calculated by dividing the 
number of dispositions in that year by the number of filings 
and expressing the result as a percentage. The source is 
Table 9. Civil clearance rates range from 75 percent in 
Washington to 129 percent in Utah. Eleven of the 44 states 
with comparable filing and disposition data cleared more 
than 100 percent of their 1986 caseload, and thus reduced 
their pending caseload. With the exception of Idaho, states 
with particularly highclearance rates (1 04 percent or above) 
fell in the middle range of states in termsof per capita filings. 
These states include Hawaii, Maine, Nebraska, Texas, 
Utah, and Wyoming. 

Overall, with the exception of Idaho and New Jersey, 
a high filing rate seems to be associated with a low 
clearance rate. Maine, for example, had the lowest per 
100,000 population filing rate and one of the highest clear- 
ance rates (107 percent). A full interpretation of the rela- 
tionship, however, requires consideration of the distribu- 
tion within each state of the subject matter jurisdiction 
between limited and general jurisdiction courts. 

Total Criminal Filings in 1986 
The 11 million criminal case filings recorded in Table 7 

are an aggregate of felony, misdemeanors, driving while in- 
toxicated (DWI) cases, and criminal cases that originated 
at the limited jurisdiction level and are heardthrough appeal 
in ageneral jurisdiction court (see Figure H, p. 235). In cal- 
culating state trial court caseloads, filings in limited jurisdic- 
tion courts of felony cases for the purpose of holding a 
preliminary hearing are excluded from the total if the result 

isadefendant being boundoverfortrialinacourtofgeneral 
jurisdiction. The case is thus only counted once, as a filing 
at the general jurisdiction level. Data on criminal case 
filings were available for 52 general jurisdiction court sys- 
tems and 58 limited jurisdiction court systems in 1986 (with 
a court system defined as a level in a state’s court hierar- 
chy-see Table 8 for a listing). This is an increase of six 
over the number of limited jurisdiction courts included in the 
1985 caseload statistics. Filings from those court systems 
account for 1,161,786 of the 1,438,277 additional criminal 
cases filed in 1986 over the 1985 reported total? 

Filing rates per 100,000 population are calculated on 
the basis of the adult population in each state and can be 
found in Table 10. Map 1.8 displays statewide filing rates, 
which combine all trial courts that have criminal jurisdiction. 

The range extends from a low of 1,833 per 100,000 
population in Kansas to a high of 16,767 in Delaware, avery 
substantial range. Generally, the highest filing rates (1 0,000 
per 100,000 population or greater) are found in the mid- 
Atlantic region (District of Columbia, North Carolina, Vir- 
ginia, and West Virginia) and in the south/southwestern 
region (Arizona, Arkansas, New Mexico, and Texas). In 
two of these states-Arkansas and West Virginia-the high 
filing rate is without the inclusion of statistics from a limited 
jurisdiction trial court. Alaska, Idaho, Kentucky, Nebraska 
(despite incomplete reporting), and South Dakota also had 
relatively high filing rates (greater than 5,900 per 100,000 
population). The pattern seems to be that high filing rates 
are concentrated in the southern half of the country, and 
that the availability of complete data from other states in 
that geographic area would probably reinforce this pattern.e 

Despite the evidence of regional differences, the filing 
rates for particular states only become explicable with 
reference to the detailed information in Table 10. The 
statistics for many states are based on categories and 
counting methods that differ from the CSlM Project ap- 
proach. As a result, the statewide rates shown in Map 1.8 
are the product of some factors that cause the number of 
criminal filings to include some cases that are not relevant 
and to exclude still others that are relevant. The rates cited 
for Arkansas, Delaware, North Carolina, and Virginia, for 
example, all include some ordinance violations that cannot 
be separated from the category of criminal caseload as 
defined in the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary. 

The distribution of high and low filing rates among the 
states does not correspond to what is known from police 

’The six courts are Georgia State (1 13,056 filings), Georgia Probate 
(5,146), Texas Justice of the Peace (555,580), Texas Municipal 
(472,992), Wyoming County (1 1,233), and Wyoming Justice of the 
Peace (3,776). The trial courts of Minnesota and Nebraska are 
consolidated in the 1986 caseload report; caseload figures are not 
provided for the Guam Superior Court. 

‘The number of criminal cases filed in the Louisiana District Court is 
estimated based on information provided by the Office of the Judiaal 
Administrator, Judicial Council of the Supreme Court of Louisiana. 
Published caseload statistics for the district court include traffidother 
violation cases as part of the criminal caseload. To make the 
definition of criminal filings consistent with the CSlM Project casetype, 
which does exclude traffidother violations, a sample of the 1986 
district court cases was examined. Thirty percent of the cases in the 
sample fell within the CSIM Project casetype, and that percentage 
was applied to obtain estimated criminal filings. 
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MAP 1.7: Civil Clearance Rates for General Jurisdlctlon Courts, 1986 
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MAP 1.8: Criminal Caseload per 100,000 Population, 1986 

National Center for State Courts, 1988. 
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MAP 1.9: General Jurisdiction Crlmlnal Caseload per 100,000 Population, 1986 
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statistics or crime victimization surveys about variation in 
crime rates. Instead, there is evidence of a strong regional 
pattern in the way in which cases are processed through 
the criminal justice system. This replicates the conclusions 
drawn from other sources of court statistics. In its 1985 
census of felony courts, the Bureau of Justice Statistics 
found that the South accounted for 34 percent of all 
reported crime, 38 percent of all arrests, and 59 percent of 
all felony filings: “a person arrested for acrime in the South 
was more likely to be prosecuted and convicted in a felony 
court than a person arrested for a crime in any other 
region.* 

COURTS. As with civil filings, the national pattern is com- 
plicated by the restricted amount of information available 
from limited jurisdiction courts. This makes it difficult to 
make comparisons between states with and without limited 
jurisdiction courts or to focus on the more serious types of 
cases, which tend to be tried in general jurisdiction courts. 
Map 1.9 focuses on state criminal filings in general jurisdic- 
tion courts (see Table 10, p. 176). States not reporting data 
are noted with asterisks, and triangles are used to desig- 
nate those states with only a general jurisdiction court. 

The information summarized in Map 1.9 modifies the 
extent to which filings can be viewed as concentrated in the 
South. The highest filing rate is in Idaho (7,368 per 100,000 
population), but the other states with rates over 6,000 per 
100,000 population, are diversely located: Massachusetts 

CRIMINAL FILINGS IN GENERAL JURISDICTION TRIAL 

*Pat Langan and Wayne Logan, Stare Felony Courts and Felony 
Laws, Washington D.C.: Bureau of Justice Statistics, NCJ-106273. 

and South Dakota. All three are states that do not have 
limited jurisdiction courts. 

The states with high overall criminal filing rates, as 
shown in Map 1.8, are in the bottom part of the range for 
filing rates in general jurisdiction courts (roughly 900 to 
2,000). This points to the role of the limited jurisdictioncourt 
as the predominant point at which criminal cases are filed 
in the South. All of the southern states have both general 
and limited jurisdiction trial courts. This fits with the pattern 
of low to average levels of recorded crime in the South, 
combined with a higherthan typical propensity to prosecute 
minor offenses. This results in a more extensive use of 
limited jurisdiction courts than in other regions. Limited 
jurisdiction courts in many states can dispose of some 
felony offenses (called “limited felony” cases in the court 
organization charts located in Part 111). Minor offenses, 
however, form the bulk of their filings. 

Criminal caseloads are concentrated in the limited 
jurisdiction courts of the 37 states that initiate criminal 
proceedings in both limited and general jurisdiction trial 
courts. In both Utah and West Virginia, for example, 95 
percent of criminal case filings occur in a limited jurisdiction 
trial court. Ninety percent or more of the criminal filings in 
14 other states occur in limited jurisdiction courts, with at 
least three quarters of the filings in most of the remaining 
states occurring at that court level. The caseloads of the 
general jurisdiction courts will tend to consist of more 
serious offenses, such as felonies, and to lead to jury rather 
than bench trials. 

The remaining 11 states (excluding Mississippi and 
Nevada, for which statistics are not available) are marked 
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MAP 1 .io: Criminal Clearance Rates for General Jurisdiction Courts, 1986 
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with a triangle in Map 1.9. Connecticut, Kansas, Missouri, 
Oklahoma, and Vermont have limited jurisdiction courts, 
but criminal cases cannot be filed in those courts. Idaho, 
Illinois, Iowa, Massachusetts, Minnesota, and South Da- 
kota have unified their trial courts into a single level. Case 
filings in the general jurisdictioncourts will represent the full 
range of offenses in the state's criminal code. 

The highest filing rates per 100,000 population in Map 
1.9 are found in states with unified trial courts or with limited 
jurisdiction courts that do not receive criminal case filings. 
All of their 1986 criminal caseloads are thus included in the 
map. That partly explains why Idaho, Massachusetts, and 
South Dakota emerge as the states with the highest filing 
rates in general jurisdiction trial courts. However, the three 
states also have relatively high filing rates as noted in Map 
1.8, where filings in limited jurisdiction courts are included. 

Most states are rather differently situated in the rank- 
ings presented in Maps 1.8 and 1.9. The summary presen- 
tations of state criminal caseloads in the two maps there- 
fore highlight the importance of examining the court organi- 
zation charts in Part Ill when interpreting the filing rates of 
particular states. Rates per 100,000 population combine 
the statistics received for all courts in a state that have 
relevant subject matter jurisdiction. 

ERAL JURISDICTION TRIAL COURTS. Map 1.10, which 
refers to the information contained in Table 10, provides 
clearance rates for criminal cases achieved by general 
jurisdiction trial courts in 1986. Comparable filing and 
disposition data are available for 41 states and the District 
of Columbia. Of these, Utah reported the highest clearance 

CLEARANCE RATES FOR CRIMINAL CASES IN GEN- 

rate (154 percent) and Hawaii the lowest (75 percent). 
Arkansas, the District of Columbia, Georgia, Iowa, Kansas, 
Montana, Nebraska, Pennsylvania, and Texas all cleared 
more than 100 percent of their criminal caseload during the 
year. Many east coast states maintained clearance rates 
close to 100 percent despite the fact that the highest rates 
were in the western states. 

There is no evidence that associates high clearance 
rates with a particular type of court system structure. There 
is as much diversity among states without limited jurisdic- 
tion courts in their clearance rates as among those states 
with both levels of trial courts. The data for 1986, however, 
do suggest some relationship between the magnitude of 
the filing rate and clearance rates. Most states with low 
filing rates fall in the upper part of the range for clearance 
rates, while low clearance rates usually exist for those 
states with filing rates that are high compared to the 
national average. 

Total Juvenile Caseloads in 1986 
Juvenile caseload data reflect the use made of the 

various special procedures (often special courts) that have 
been established to handle cases involving persons de- 
fined as juveniles. Forty-five states provided information 
on juvenile caseloads in 1986, yielding a total of 708,598 
case filings. Filing and disposition statistics, along with ex- 
planatory footnotes, for each court with juvenile subject 
matter jurisdiction can be found in Table 12 (p. 191). 

JUVENILE FILINGS IN STATE TRIAL COURTS. Map 
1.1 1 displays the rates per 100,000 juvenile population for 
each of the 45 states for which caseload information is 
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MAP 1.1 1 : Juvenile Caseload per 100,000 Juvenlle Populatlon, 1986 

National Center for State Courts, 1988. 
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available. Here, the denominator used to construct the rate 
is the number of residents age 17 or younger, because it is 
the most common definition of age of majority. Where a 
state's total is incomplete because one limited jurisdiction 
court did not report data, a dot is used to highlight the lack 
of comparability (Indiana, Oregon, South Carolina, and 
Texas). States are left blank on the map when more than 
one limited jurisdiction court did not provide data or where 
no juvenile statistics were available ( Oklahoma, Tennes- 
see, and Utah). In most states, jurisdiction for juvenile 
cases rests with a trial court at the general jurisdiction level. 

Juvenile filing rates per 100,000 juvenile population 
vary from 294 in Texas to 9,130 in the District of Columbia. 
Hawaii, New Jersey, and Virginia also had high 1986 
juvenile filing rates. At the opposite end of the range, low 
filing rates were found in Illinois, Iowa, Michigan, Montana, 
New York, North Dakota, and Wyoming . Texas would be 
consistent with its surrounding states if all of its limited 
jurisdiction courts reported. Overall, the western part of the 
country has the most consistent filing rates where states 
range between 1,200 and 2,400, with the exception being 
the clusterof Montana, North Dakota, and Wyoming. There 
is no clear tendency for southern states to replicate their 
high criminal filing rates with high juvenile caseloads. 

Most states use the age of 18 to define adulthood, 
usually with provision for treating juveniles charged with 
specific offenses as adults. The states with the highest 
juvenile filing rates per 100,000 population transfer defen- 
dants to adult courts at age 18. Louisiana is the exception. 
By contrast, some of the states with comparatively low 
levels of juvenile filings-Illinois, Michigan, and New York- 

draw the boundary at a lower age, and thus decrease the 
potential caseload of their juvenile courts relative to other 
states. Figure E (p. 221) provides background information 
on the jurisdiction of each state's juvenile courts and the 
idiosyncracies of how each tabulates its juvenile caseload. 
The definition of juvenile, the unit of count, and the point at 
which counting takes place clearly has an impact on the 
rates in Map 1.1 1. For example, the District of Columbia 
counts juvenile cases at the point of referral, an earlier 
stage in proceedings than in most of the states, and this 
contributes to its high caseload rate. This may also be a 
factor in the relatively high filing rate noted for Hawaii, 
another state that counts filings at the point of referral. 

Juvenile filing rates do not appear to vary among the 
states in a manner that suggests regional or other patterns. 
As with criminal case filings, juvenile caseload statistics do 
not manifest clear relationships to the economic and social 
conditions that are usually associated with high levels of 
crime and social problems. Indeed, there is only a slight 
tendencyfor states with high ratesof criminal filings to have 
high juvenile filing rates. Florida, Kentucky, Louisiana, 
Massachusetts, and New Hampshire tend to be in the top 
categories for both types of case filings. 

Differences in recordkeeping may serve to obscure 
whatever patterns do exist for juvenile filings. It is certainly 
likely that the relatively low filing rates, in states like Illinois, 
Michigan, and New York, are attributable, in part, to the use 
of a lower than typical age to transfer cases to the adult 
court. 

ance ratesfor juvenile cases are shown in Map 1.1 2, based 
CLEARANCE RATES FOR JUVENILE CASES. Clear- 
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MAP 1.12: Juvenile Clearance Rates, 1986 

See Table 12 for footnotes. 
National Center for State Courts, 1988. 
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on information in Table 12. The map includes 35 states that 
report comparable filing and disposition data. For those 
states, clearance rates range from 67 percent in Florida to 
111 percent in North Carolina. Texas also has a high 
clearance rate, as do a diverse group of states, including 
Alabama, Arkansas, Idaho, New York, and West Virginia. 
There is a tendency for states witb low filing rates per 
100,000 population to also be the ones with high clearance 
rates. The highest clearance rates are found in states such 
as New York and Texas, which had among the lowest 
filings per 100,000 juvinile population; conversely, those 
states with the highest filings per 100,000 population tend 
to have low clearance rates (e.g., the District of Columbia 
and Florida). When we move in from the extremes of the 
range, however, consistency is not evident. States such as 
Alaska, California, and New Mexico have moderate levels 
of juvenile filings but also are among those with the lowest 
clearance rates. The extent to which courts cleared their 
juvenile caseloads in 1986, therefore, was only slightly 
influenced by the volume of filings that the courts received 
in that year. 

Conclusion 

This report offers the most comprehensive review 
available of state court caseloads in 1986. Part I sought to 

document the differences that exist between states in their 
caseloads and to highlight some of the national patterns 
that emerge. It also sought to demonstrate the extent to 
which differences in state court caseloads are often attrib- 
utable to differences in how filings and dispositions are 
categorized and counted. Appellate and trial court filing 
rates vary greatly between states in the same region or 
between states with broadly similar economic and popula- 
tion characteristics. This suggests that the caseload differ- 
ences reported here reflect, in large measure, the diversity 
of ways in which states generate statistics on their court 
caseloads. 

Part I should therefore beviewed as an example of how 
the report can be used. The caseload statistics reported in 
Part IV can be understood only in the context of the 
information on court organization and jurisdiction in Part 111 
and the material in Part V describing how each state 
prepares its statistics. The text and maps in Part I indicate 
the factors to be considered when making comparisons 
between states or examining the national picture. 

Part II of the report demonstrates other possible uses 
for caseload statistics. It examines trends in civil litigation 
over the 1981 -1986 period by assembling information on 
case filings that iscomparable acrosscourts and overtime. 

19 



Part II 

Civil Litigation in the State Trial Courts, 
1981 =I 986 



Civil Litigation in the State Trial Courts, 
1981 -I 986 

Part II presents the evidence from caseload statistics 
on recent trends in the extent of civil litigation in the state 
courts. The central question is whether there has been an 
increase in the number of tort cases being filed. Torts are 
claims of injury or wrong. The main conclusion is that the 
general upward drii in tort filings found in the 1984-1985 
data has continued and even accelerated during 1985- 
1986. Within an overall national picture of increasing civil 
and tort caseloads, however, the data continue to suggest 
state-by-state and year-to-year variations-a fact that 
renders national generalizations problematic. 

Torts are the focus because they are the type of court 
case likely to consume the most court resources and also 
because they have been adopted as a key measure by 
both sides of the debate on whether the level of litigation in 
this country is rising. In addressing that question, changes 
in several categories of civil caseloads are examined in 
terms of their consistency across the United States and 
over the 1981-1986 period. The intent is to build a context 
in which the reader can gauge what is now occurring in tort 
litigation. 

Trends in tort litigation have been the focus of the last 
two volumes (1984 and 1985) in the NCSC's caseload 
statisticsannual report series (Repod). The results strongly 
suggest the need to consider variation in trends between 
states, between levels of trial courts, and types of cases. 
The evidence is therefore provided in steps. Each step 
considers trends over the recent past and builds toward a 
foundation upon which to draw conclusions. However, 
Part II is primarily concerned with setting out the evidence 
available from state court caseload statistics and with 
pointing to explanations for changing caseloads based on 
factors such as changes in court jurisdiction, new legisla- 
tion (e.g., caps on tort awards), or alterations to the method 
by which cases are counted. 

The evidence from caseload statistics will be consid- 
ered as follows. The first step is to compare the direction 
and degree of change in the rate of total civil case filings 
detween 1984-1 985 to that experienced between 1985- 
1986. The change in total civil filings provides a point of 
comparison through which the extent of change in the level 
of tort cases, one type of civil case, can be assessed. By 
presenting rates of caseload filings in a state per 100,000 
population, Part II standardizes for differences in popula- 
tion size. 

The second step is to examine the 1981 -1 986 change 
in the level of torts. Change recorded between 1985 and 
1986canthus beviewed in termsof itsconsistencywith the 
preceding years. As before, the number of filings in each 

state is adjusted to allow for population differences. Trends 
in the rate of tort cases are calculated separately for cases 
involving automobiles and all other torts. This is relevant 
to the issue of change in the nature of tort litigation in this 
country, specifically the extent to which new sources of 
dispute are expanding the size of the civil caseload. 

The third step in the presentation considers torts as a 
percentage of total civil filings in 1985 and 1986. This 
provides another basis for measuring the amount of change 
in tort litigation. A change in the percentage indicates 
whether torts are becoming a larger component of state 
court caseloads. It also provides another way to judge the 
amount of change in tort litigation. Rates per 100,000 
population adjust for the number of people who are poten- 
tial litigants in a state. But such rates do not allow for other 
factors, such as population density, age of the population, 
and economic conditions. A rise or fall in the percentage 
of civil cases formed by torts is an index of change in the 
extent of tort litigation. 

A fourth step in the presentation is to offer a more 
refined standard to judge the size of changes to tort 
litigation. This takes the form of 1981-1986 trends in 
general civil case filings. General civil cases include real 
property rights and contract cases, in addition to torts. 
Examining trends in general civil cases allows us to draw 
conclusions on whether torts are increasing more sharply 
and more consistently than other major forms of civil cases. 

Finally, trends in small claim cases are considered. 
They provide a further point of comparison by which to 
assess the change in tort litigation and in the general 
pattern by which Americans use their courts to resolve 
disputes. 

Total Civil Filing Rates 

Total civil data consist of all cases requesting the 
enforcement or protection of a right, or the redress or 
prevention of a wrong (State Court Model Statistical Dic- 
tionary). This casetype includes torts (auto, medical mal- 
practice, other professional malpractice, product liability, 
and miscellaneous), contracts, real property rights, small 
claims, domestic relations (marriage dissolution, support/ 
custody, URESA, adoptions, paternity and bastardy, and 
miscellaneous), mental health, estates, civil appeals, and 
miscellaneous civil cases. 

Chart 1 (compiled from Table 2.1) presents total civil 
filing trends for general jurisdiction courts reporting com- 
plete data. Trends are measured as percentage changes 
in the number of cases filed per 100,000 population over a 
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given period of time. Percentages for all charts have been 
rounded to whole numbers and are derived from source 
tables that may be found in the Appendix to this chapter. 

Comparing the change between 1984-1985 to that 
between 1985-1986, it is evident that total civil filings per 
100,000 population had a greater increase in more courts 
during 1985 than in 1986. Ten fewer courts reported an 
increase of three percent or more in total civil cases during 
1986 than had done so in 1985, while eight more reported 
a decrease of three percent or more. 

The direction of change in both years, however, was 
upward. Of the 12courts that reported a decrease between 
1985 and 1986, ten had experienced an increase of 3 
percent or more in filings during 1985 (only the New York 
Supreme and County Courts and the Texas District Court 
did not). Over the 1984 to 1986 period, then, there was a 
clear tendency for the level of total civil filings to increase. 
More courts had some increase (44 of 55 in 1984-1 985 and 
37 of 55 in 1985-1986), rather than adecrease, in total civil 
filings on a year-to-year basis. 

The data, therefore, suggest an upward shift in total 
civilfilings. Of the55courts included in Chart 1,14 reported 
a 3 percent or more increase in their filing rates for both 
1984-1985 and 1985-1986. Not one court reported the 
reverse: a 3 percent or more decrease for both years. In 
addition, nearly one-half of the courts experienced an 
increase of 3 percent or more in their civil filing rate during 
1985-1 986, while only one-fifth had a decrease of that 
magnitude. In general, the total civil filing rate across the 
country increased slightly over the period, but fewer courts 
were reporting significant increases in 1985-1 986 com- 
pared to 1984-1985. 

Many of the inconsistencies in the direction of changes 
in filing rates have explanations that can be readily identi- 
fied. For example, in the Alaska Superior Court, filings per 
100,000 population increased 6 percent in 1985 but de- 
creased 12 percent in 1986. This turnaround coincided 
with an increase in the jurisdictional limit on civil case filings 
in the limited jurisdictiondistrict courtfrom$l 0,000 ($15,000 
for auto torts) to $25,000 in July 1985. Cases were filed in 
the district court in 1986 that would have been initiated in 
the superior court during 1985. Thus, the superior court 
experienced a large decrease in filings, while the district 
court had a significant increase (see Table 2.3). 

Other explanations for variation in filing rates are 
identifiable for specific courts. The Colorado Water Court 
had a 57 percent increase in its filing rate during 1985, but 
a 31 percent decrease in 1986. This decrease can be 
attributed to an unusually high filing rate during the 1985 
fiscal year when protests to an abandonment list were 
allowed. 

In the Maine Superior Court, filings per 100,000 popu- 
lation increased by 5 percent in 1985 but decreased by nine 
percent in 1986. The 1985 filing rate appears to be a 
statistical anomaly, however, because filings have de- 
creased every year in the superior court since 1980, except 
for 1985. Thus, whatever factors are causing the civil 
caseload to decrease in that court seem to be persisting. 

In the Vermont Superior Court, the filing rate increased 
by 16 percent in 1985 but decreased by 3 percent in 1986. 
This directional change is perhaps explained by the fact 
that in 1985 reopenedcases were added to the court’s total 

civil filings by CSlM Project staff for the first time to make 
the figures comparable to other general jurisdiction or trial 
courts. 

The Vermont District Court also experienced a large 25 
percent filing rate increase during 1985, while it decreased 
slightly in 1986. The 1985 increase in the Vermont District 
Court was formed mainly by a 46 percent rise in the number 
of small claims filings, which coincided with an increase in 
the court’s dollar limit jurisdiction from $500 in 1984 to 
$2,000 in 1985. 

The Superior Court in the District of Columbia had a 6 
percent filing rate increase during 1985, and a 2 percent 
decrease in 1986. A 42 percent rise in small claims filings 
accounts for the 6 percent increase in total civil filings. The 
growth in small claims filings coincided with an increase in 
the maximum dollar limit for small claims cases from $750 
in 1984 to $2,000 in 1985. 

A change in recordkeeping also explains the 18 per- 
cent filing rate increase recorded during 1986 in the Oregon 
Circuit Court. Most of the increase can be attributed to the 
increase of more than 12,000 domestic relations cases 
during the period. Not all domestic relations filings were 
recorded during previous years by Oregon clerks, but they 
were completely recorded in 1986. This new counting 
method largely accounts for the large increase in domestic 
relations filings and, consequently, in total civil filings. 

Some of the swings in total civil filings do not have such 
clear explanations. For example, the filing rate increased 
7 percent in the Illinois Circuit Court during 1985, while 
decreasing by 20 percent in 1986. Also, the Pennsylvania 
Court of Common Pleas experienced a 24 percent in- 
crease in 1985, but a 3 percent decrease in 1986. Given 
the time and resources, it is probable that more of these 
filing variations could be explained with procedural and 
methodological reasons. 

In summary, total civil filing rates for 1986 indicate that 
civil filings increased slightly for nearly one-half of the 
courts, but fewer courts were reporting significant in- 
creases (defined as 3 percent or more) in 1986 as com- 
pared to 1985. Civil filing rates increased when jurisdic- 
tional limits increased (e.g., Alaska), when protests were 
allowed(e.g., Colorado),when reopenedcaseswereadded 
to reported totals (e.g., Vermont Superior), or when new 
counting methods were employed (e.g., Oregon). Thus, in 
many instances, changes in civil caseloads were due to 
changes in procedures, jurisdiction levels, or counting 
methods. 

Tort Filing Rates 

All Torts 
Torts are defined as those cases involving a court 

action resulting from an injury or wrong committed either 
against a person or against a person’s property by a party 
whoeitherdid something that they wereobligated not to do, 
or failed to do something that they were obligated to do 
(State Court Model Statistical Dictionarfl. Chart 2A pres- 
ents available comparable tort data in general jurisdiction 
courts for 1984-1 986 (Table 2.2 also provides 1981 data for 
five-year trend analysis). 

Chart 2A indicates that there was a significant increase 
in tort filing rates during 1985-1986. Of the 26 courts 
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CHART 1: Total civil filing trends In general jurisdiction courts. 1984-1986 

1984-1985 1985-1986 

DOWN: Courts WYOMING District ................. -16% COLORADO Water .................. -31% 
reporting a decrease VIRGINIA Circuit ................. -5% ILLINOIS Circuit ................ -20% 
in total civil filings CONNECTICUT Superior ............. -4% WEST VIRGINIA Circuit ........... -13% 
of 3 percent or more DELAWARE Court of Chancery ...... -4% ALASKA Superior ................. -12% 

(4 courts) MAINE Superior .................. -9% 
TEXAS District .................. -9% 
KENTUCKY Circuit ................ -8% 
NEBRASKA District ............... -6% 
NEW YORK Supreme and County ..... -5% 
IOWA District ................... -3% 
PENNSYLVANIA Court of Comon Pleas -3% 
VERMONT Superior ................ -3% 

(12 courts) 

NO CHANGE: Courts TEXAS District ................... 
reporting essentially PUERTO RICO Superior ............. 
no change in total GEORGIA Superior ................. 
civil filings (i.e., a HAWAII Circuit ................... 
decrease or an increase MICHIGAN Circuit ................. 
no greater than 2 MICHIGAN Court of Claims ......... 
percent) OHIO Court of Comon Pleas ....... 

MARYLAND Circuit ................. 
NEW MEXICO District .............. 
NEW YORK Supreme and County ...... 
UTAH District .................... 
CALIFORNIA Superior .............. 
COLORADO District. Denver Superior 
and Juvenile and Probate ....... 

IDAHO District ................... 
TENNESSEE Circuit. Criminal and 
Chancery ....................... 

(15 courts) 

-1% 
-1% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
2% 

2% 
2% 

2% 

VERMONT District ................ 
WISCONSIN Circuit ............... 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior ... 
HAWAII Circuit .................. 
NEW HAMPSHIRE Superior .......... 
IDAHO District .................. 
ARIZONA Superior ................ 
GEORGIA Superior ................ 
RHODE ISLAND Superior ........... 
TENNESSEE Circuit. Criminal and 
Chancery ...................... 

ALABAMA Circuit ................. 
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate ... 
CALIFORNIA Superior ............. 
CONNECTICUT Superior ............ 
FLORIDA Circuit ................. 
NEW MEXICO District ............. 
OKLAHOMA District ............... 

(17 Courts) 

-2% 
-2% 
-2% 
-1% 
-1% 

0% 
1% 
1% 
1% 

1% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 

UP: Courts reporting ALABAMA Circuit .................. 
an increase in total KENTUCKY Circuit ................. 
civil filings of 3 OKLAHOMA District ................ 
percent or more OREGON Circuit ................... 

SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit ............. 
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate .... 
MASSACHUSETTS Trial .............. 
NORTH DAKOTA District ............ 
MAINE Superior ................... 
MINNESOTA District ............... 
MISSOURI Circuit ................. 
MONTANA District ................. 
NEW HAMPSHIRE Superior ........... 
NEW JERSEY Superior .............. 
NORTH CAROLINA Superior .......... 
ALASKA Superior .................. 
FLORIDA Circuit .................. 
KANSAS District .................. 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior .... 
ILLINOIS Circuit ................. 
INDIANA Superior and Circuit ..... 
LOUISIANA District ............... 
DELAWARE Court of Chancery ....... 
ARIZONA Superior ................. 
IOWA District .................... 
NEBRASKA District ................ 
WISCONSIN Circuit ................ 
SOUTH CAROLINA Circuit ........... 
ARKANSAS Circuit ................. 
VERMONT Superior ................. 
PENNSYLVANIA Court of Comon Pleas 
VERMONT District ................. 
COLORADO Water ................... 

RHODE ISLAND Superior ............ 

WASHINGTON Superior .............. 

(36 Courts) 

3% 
3% 
3% 
3% 
3% 
4% 
4% 
LX 
5% 
5% 
5% 
5% 
5% 
5% 
5% 
6% 
6% 
6% 
6% 
6% 
7% 
7% 
7% 
7% 
8% 
9% 
9% 
11% 
11% 
12% 
16% 
16% 
24% 
25% 
57% 

DELAWARE Court of Chancery ...... 3% 
MICHIGAN Circuit ................ 3% 
MONTANA District ................ 3% 
WYOMING District ................ 3% 
NEW JERSEY Superior ............. 4% 
NORTH CAROLINA Superior ......... 4% 
MARYLAND Circuit ................ 5% 
MASSACHUSETTS Trial ............. 5% 
MISSOURI Circuit ................ 5% 
SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit ............ 5% 
VIRGINIA Circuit ................ 5% 
ARKANSAS Circuit ................ 6% 
LOUISIANA District .............. 6% 
DELAWARE Superior ............... 7% 
KANSAS District ................. 7% 
NORTH DAKOTA District ........... 7% 
INDIANA Superior and Circuit .... 9% 
UTAH District ................... 9% 
PUERTO RICO Superior ............ 9% 
WASHINGTON Superior ............. 10% 
SOUTH CAROLINA Circuit .......... 11% 
OHIO Court of Comon Pleas ...... 12% 
MINNESOTA District .............. 13% 
COLORADO District. Denver Superior 
and Juvenile and Probate ...... 16% 

OREGON Circuit .................. 18% 
MICHIGAN Court of Claims ........ 50% 

(26 Courts) 

Total Number of Courts (55) Total Number of Courts (55) 

Source: TABLE 2 . 1  



CHART 2A: ToH filing trends in general jurisdiction courts, 1984-1986 

1984-1985 1985-1 986 

DOWN: Courts reporting UTAH District ....... . ........ -13% NEW YORK Supreme and County -10% 
a decrease in tort fil- MARYLAND Circuit ............. -8% (1 Court) 
ings of 3 percent or NEW YORK Supreme and County .. -6% 
more NORTH DAKOTA District ........ -6% 

MASSACHUSETTS Trial .......... -5% 
(5 Courts) 

NO CHANGE: Courts re- MAINE Superior ............... -1% MAINE Superior ............. -2% 
porting essentially no NEW JERSEY Superior .......... 0% MONTANA District ........... -1% 
change in tort filings KANSAS District .............. 1% TEXAS District ............. 0% 
(i.e., a decrease or an CONNECTICUT Superior ......... 2% (3 Courts) 
increase no greater than 
2 percent) 

(4 Courts) 

UP: Courts reporting 
an increase i n  tort 
filings of 3 percent 
or more 

HAWAII Circuit ............... 
MISSOURI Circuit ............. 
COLORADO District, Denver Superi 

and Juvenile and Probate ... 
TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal and 

Chancery ................... 
TEXAS District ............... 
WASHINGTON Superior .......... 
FLORIDA Circuit .............. 
PUERTO RICO Superior ......... 
ARIZONA Superior ............. 
CALIFORNIA Superior .......... 
MONTANA District ............. 
IDAHO District ............... 
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ... 

(13 Courts) 

3% 
4% 

6% 

6% 
7% 
7% 
8% 

11% 
12% 
12% 
14% 
16% 
16% 

Lor 

ARKANSAS Circuit ........... 3% 
HAWAII Circuit ............. 4% 
MASSACHUSETTS Trial . . . ... . . 4% 
TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal and 

Chancery ................. 4% 
PUERTO RICO Superior ....... 4% 
KANSAS District ............ 5% 
ARIZONA Superior ........... 6% 
IDAHO District ............. 6% 
CONNECTICUT Superior . . . . . . . 7% 
NEW JERSEY Superior ........ 7% 
ALASKA Superior ............ 9% 
NORTH CAROLINA Superior .... 9% 
MISSOURI Circuit , ...... ... . 10% 
OHIO Court of Common Pleas . 10% 
NORTH DAKOTA District ...... 11% 
MICHIGAN Circuit ........... 13% 
CALIFORNIA Superior . . . . . . . . 14% 
FLORIDA Circuit ............ 16% 
MARYLAND Circuit ........... 20% 
COLORADO District, Denver 

Superior and Juvenile and 
Probate .................. 34% 

WASHINGTON Superior . . . . . . . . 98% 
UTAH District .............. 100% 

(22 CourtG) 

Total Number of Court8 (22) Total Number of Courts (26) 

Source: TABLE 2.2 

reporting comparable data, 22 reported an increase in their 
tort filing rate of three percent or more. Only the New York 
Supreme and County Courts reported a significant de- 
crease in their filing rate (3 percent or greater), while the 
Maine Superior Court, Montana District Court, and Texas 
District Court remained essentially unchanged. 

Filing rates from limited jurisdiction courts reporting tort 
filing information during 1985-1986 (see Table 2.2) parallel 
the rates found in general jurisdiction courts. Four of the 
five courts reporting data experienced a significant in- 
crease in their tort filing rate: Alaska District (up 362 
percent), Hawaii District (up 11 percent), Ohio Municipal 
(up 7 percent), and Texas County level (up 18 percent); the 
Ohio County Court’s filing rate did not change during the 
period. An increase in the Alaska District Court’s dollar 
amount jurisdiction was cited in the previous section of this 
chapter as being chiefly responsible for its extremely large 
growth in tort filings. Though only five limited jurisdiction 
courts reported tort information, the evidence suggests 

increases in tort filings per 100,000 population in 1986 
occurred at both levels of state trial courts. 

Chart 28 summarizes the pattern to filing rates during 
the full 1984-1986 period for general jurisdiction courts. 
The most common pattern in tort filing rates has been “Up- 
Up” (an increase in the filing rate in both 1984-1985 and 
1985-1986), experienced by 11 of the 22 courts reporting 
data during the period. 

If we examine the five-year period, 1981-1986, tort 
filings per capita increased (see Table 2.2). Of the 14 
courts reporting comparable data over the 1981-1986 
period, 12 of the 14 had a rise in their filing rate of 3 percent 
or more, and the average increase was 24 percent. Only 
two courts, the Kansas District and the New York Supreme 
and County Courts, had a lower tort filing rate per 100,000 
population in 1986 as compared to 1981. 

There are many reasons that may explain why the 
1986 rise in tort filing rates was stronger than in total civil 
filings. More tort cases may be filed due to changing 
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CHART 28: Tort flllng patterns In general jurisdiction courts, 
1984-1 986 

A. Courts r epor t ing  i n c r e a s e s ,  1985-1986: 

Up (1984-1985) Up (1985-1986) 

ARIZONA Super io r  Court  
CALIFORNIA Super io r  Court  
COLORADO D i s t r i c t  and Supe r io r  Courts  
FLORIDA C i r c u i t  Court  
HAWAII C i r c u i t  Court  
IDAHO D i s t r i c t  Court  
MISSOURI C i r c u i t  CourL 
OHIO Court of Common P leas  
PUERTO R I C O  Supe r io r  Court  
TENNESSEE C i r c u i t ,  Criminal and Chancery Courts  
WASHINGTON Super io r  Court  

No Change (1984-1985) Up (1985-1986) 

CONNECTICUT Super io r  Court 
KANSAS D i s t r i c t  Court  
NEW JERSEY Super io r  Court  

Down (1984-1985) Up (1985-1986) 

MARYLAND C i r c u i t  Court  
MASSACHUSETTS T r i a l  Court  
NORTH DAKOTA D i s t r i c t  Court  
UTAH D i s t r i c t  Court  

B .  Courts r epor t ing  no change o r  dec reases ,  1985-1986: 

Up (1984-1985) No Change (1985-1986) 

MONTANA D i s t r i c t  Court  
TEXAS D i s t r i c t  Court  

No Change (1984-1985) No Change (1985-1986) 

MAINE Super io r  Court  

Dom (1984-1985) Down (1985-1986) 

NEW YORK Supreme and County Courts  

Source: TABLE 2 . 2  

Up = An inc rease  i n  f i l i n g s  of t h r e e  pe rcen t  o r  more. 
No Change = An i n c r e a s e  o r  a dec rease  i n  f i l i n g s  no g r e a t e r  than two percen t .  
Down = A dec rease  i n  f i l i n g s  of t h r e e  pe rcen t  o r  more. 

economic conditions and demographics; more accidents, 
more lawyers, more lawyer advertising; or heightened 
awareness of the tort system as a remedy to injury or 
wrong. All of these may have contributed to some extent 
to the increase in tort filings in 1986. 

Another possible factor is that as the debate over the 
existence of a “litigation crisis” received national attention, 
especially from state legislatures, tort liability laws were 
passed in many states. The result may have been a “race 
to the courthouse” by litigants to avoid the limits imposed 
by the legislation before it went into effect. For example, in 
Washington State, legislation setting caps on award 
amounts was passed during 1986. Much of the 98 percent 
increase in the Washington Superior Court’s tort filing rate 
during 1986 may have occurred as litigants tried to file their 
cases before the new law went into effect. 

Utah may have undergone a similar experience. The 
Utah District Court’s 100 percent tort filing rate increase 
followed passage of legislation which, among other things, 

capped noneconomic damages, modified the doctrine of 
joint and several liability, and required structured settle- 
ments for certain awards. In fact, tort reform legislation 
(e.g., caps on noneconomic awards) was enacted in all but 
two of the 22 general jurisdiction courts that reported tort 
filing rate increases between 1985 and 1986 (National 
Conference of State Legislatures, 1986). 

Chart 2A also illustrates the year-to-year variation in 
filing rates that exists alongside the general upward drift. 
The Utah District Court is an extreme illustration of year-to- 
year fluctuation: during 1984-1985, it experienced the 
largest reported decrease (1 3 percent); however, the court 
also reported the largest increase (1 00 percent) during 
1985-1986. The Maryland Circuit Court is another ex- 
ample of such inconsistency (from 8 percent down during 
1984-1985 to 20 percent up during 1985-1986). 

Map2.1 plots the states that reported comparabledata 
according to their tort filing rate for 1986. There does not 
appear to be regional or geographical patterns for filing 

27 



MAP 2.1: Tort Filing Rates in State General Jurisdiction Courts, 1986 

State Court Caseload Statistics: 
Annual Report, 1986 (NCSC). 

N.J. 
HIGH 
(598) 

Tort Filings 
per 100,000 pop 

* State unable to report 

0 Data are unavailable 
83 to 188 
211 to 277 
304 to 440 
I 483 to 598 

MAP 2.2: Trends in Tort Filing Rates in State General Jurisdiction Courts, 1985-1986 

State Court Caseload Statistics: 
Annual Report, 1986 (NCSC). 

X Change in Tort 
Filing Rates, 1985-1 986 

State unable to report 

0 Data are unavailable 
down 0% to  10% 
up 1% to 8% 
up 9% to 19% 
I up 20% to 100% 
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CHART 3 : Differences In auto and nonauto tort flllng rates, 
1985-1 986 

Trend in auto tort filings CALIFORNIA Superior .......... 29% higher 
per 100,000 population high- NEW JERSEY Superior .......... 19% higher 
er than trend in non-auto MARYLAND Circuit ............. 14% higher 
tort filings per 100,000 CONNECTICUT Superior ......... 6% higher 
population, 1985-1986 ARIZONA Superior ............. 5% higher 

MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the 
Cornonwealth ............... 2% higher 

Trend in auto tort filings NEW YORK Supreme and County .. 1% lower 
per 100.000 population lower HAWAII Circuit ............... 7% lower 
than trend in non-auto tort TEXAS District ............... 9% lower 
filings per 100,000 popula- MICHIGAN Circuit ............. 19% lower 
tion, 1985-1986. 

Source: TABLE 2.3 

rates. This suggests that no one reason or even a set of 
reasons adequately explains the 1986 tort filing rate in- 
creases. Instead, a combination of factors, varying in their 
impact by state, probably explain the increases seen in 
Charts 2A and 28. 

Map 2.1 only plots 1986tortfilings ratherthan trends in 
the filing rate over a period of time. When the change in tort 
filing rates for 1985 and 1986 are mapped, some regional 
patterns do appear. Map 2.2 suggests that the upward 
trend in tort filings was most prominent in western states 
during this two-year period. Five of the nine general 
jurisdiction courts reporting data in the west reported an 
increase in their tort filing rate of 9 percent or more-Utah 
District (100 percent), Washington Superior (98 percent), 
Colorado District and Denver Superior (34 percent), Cali- 
fornia Superior (14 percent), and Alaska Superior (9 per- 
cent). In contrast, upward trends in tort filings were least 
common in the northeastem part of the country. None of 
the five northeastern courts reporting data reported an 
increase above 7 percent. The causes of these geographi- 
cal patterns lie beyond the scope of this report. 

In sum, more courts reported an increase in their tort 
filing rates in 1986 than in 1985. This contrasts with what 
was found for total civil filings. In 1986, 22 courts (13 in 
1985) reported an increase of 3 percent or more, one court 
(five in 1985) reported a 3 percent or more decrease, while 
three other courts (four in 1985) fell between these two cut- 
off points. Whether the 1986 data are an anomaly or rep- 
resent an upward trend in tort filing rates cannot be deter- 
mined until caseload data for later years are available. 

Auto Torts 
Auto torts may be distinguished from other tort catego- 

ries to better understand tort filing rates. The 1985 Repod 
noted the claim that auto tort lawsuits are decreasing for a 
variety of reasons, while the number of nonauto torts (the 
alleged source of the litigation crisis problem) are signifi- 
cantly increasing. This would suggest that auto torts (the 
largest category of torts) mask large increases being re- 
corded in nonauto torts. Chart 3 (derived from Table 2.3) 
examines the evidence for this assertion through a com- 
parison of changes in auto and nonauto torts for ten 
general jurisdiction courts reporting comparable data dur- 
ing 1984-1 986. 

The data in Chart 3 suggest that rather than masking 
even larger increases in nonauto tortfilings, auto torts may 
actually have had a greater impact on 1986 tort filing rate 
increases in Chart 2A than did nonauto torts. For the ten 
general jurisdiction courts reporting 1984-1 985 and 1985- 
1986 changes, six experienced a larger increase in auto 
torts than nonauto; only three courts experienced a larger 
increase in nonauto torts; and the New York Supreme and 
County Courts had similar decreases in both areas. In 
these ten courts, then, an increase in auto tort filing rates 
had a greater effect on the rise in total tort filing rates than 
did nonauto tort filings. 

Auto no-fault insurance laws may influence filing rates 
for auto torts. No-fault auto insurance laws specify that an 
accident victim is compensated up to a stipulated limit for 
actual losses, but not for noneconomic damages, by his 
own insurance company regardless of who is responsible 
for the accident. Under no-fault laws, each state sets a 
certain threshold of loss that must be reached before a tort 
is filed. Three states, Florida, Michigan, and New York, 
used a ‘Verbal” threshold (one that describes the type of 
injury eligible for litigation), while the other states that have 
no-fault insurance use “dollar” value thresholds ranging 
from$200 to $5,600 (23 states and the District of Columbia 
have no-fault insurance). 

The data in Chart 3 (and Table 2.3) suggest the 
possibility that verbal thresholds stabilize caseloads more 
than dollar thresholds. Also, in dollar threshold jurisdic- 
tions, the higher the threshold, the more likely are auto tort 
caseloads to remain steady. In California, a state without 
no-fault, auto tort filing rates increased 26 percent, com- 
pared to a 3 percent decline in nonauto tort filing rates (i.e. 
the increase in auto torts was 29 percent higher). In Mary- 
land, where no-fault benefits are available in addition to, 
not as a substitute for, tort remedies, auto tort filings 
increased 25 percent as compared to a 9 percent increase 
in nonauto torts (Le. the increase in auto torts was 14 
percent higher). In New Jersey, with the lowest dollar 
threshold in the nation, auto torts increased 9 percent com- 
pared to a 10 percent decrease in nonauto torts (Le. the 
increase in auto torts was 19 percent higher). In Hawaii, the 
state with the largest dollar threshold, auto torts remained 
static, compared to a 7 percent growth in nonauto torts (Le. 
the change in auto torts was 7 percent lower). 
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By contrast, two of the three verbal threshold states, 
Michigan and New York, demonstrated the opposite trend. 
In Michigan, auto torts grew just 6 percent, compared to a 
25 percent increase in nonauto torts (Le. 19 percent lower); 
and in New York, auto torts declined by 10 percent, com- 
pared to a 9 percent decrease in nonauto torts (i.e. one 
percent lower). Comparable data for Florida were not 
available. 

Generally, the evidence from 1985 and 1986 shows 
that auto tort filings were increasing more rapidly than 
nonauto torts. Also, variation in auto tort filing rates was 
often associated with the type of no-fault insurance system 
employed by a state. 

Tort Summary 
The aggregate statistics of Part II do not address the 

question of whether more cases with higher awards are 
being handled by the courts. For example, the Institute for 
Civil Justice at the RAND Corporation in Trends in Tort 
Litigation: The Story Behindthe Statisticsclaims that there 
are three types of tort litigation: routine personal injury torts 
(Le. auto torts), high-stakes personal injury suits (i.e. 
product liability and malpractice), and mass latent injury 
cases (i.e. suits arising from mass exposure to drugs, 
chemicals, or toxic substances). Thus, more litigation may 
be occurring in the last two types, which are likely to involve 
substantial awards, than in routine tort cases. 

Court caseload filing rates also address only one 
dimension of civil litigation. The following list indicates 
other (some would argue more important) dimensions of 
the level of litigation: 

the total scope of disputing in society 
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. 

Increases or decreases in filings (the incidence of formal 
litigation) are not reliable indexes of all or perhaps any of 
the above dimensions. Case filings, the subject of this 
report, are limited to numbers and types of civil casesfiled, 
their frequency, and whether the frequency has changed 
over time. 

Nevertheless, tort filing rates, one important dimension 
of civil litigation, significantly increased during 1986. A 3 
percent or more increase was found in 22 of the 26 courts 
reporting tort filing data. During a five-year period, 1981- 
1986, the filing rate increased an average of 24 percent in 
the 12 courts that reported comparable and complete tort 
filing data. Tort filing trends continued to exhibit a strong 
upward pattern during 1986. 

Tort Filing Rates as 
a Percentage of Total Civil 

This section introduces a new basis for measuring 
trends in litigation. Tort filing rates are expressed as a 
percentage of total civil filing rates. Filings per 100,000 
population as a standardization mechanism (Le. to control 

for population) for tort filings may be criticized for oversim- 
plifying the relationship between caseload and population. 
Instead, total civil filing rates may embody other extrane- 
ous factors (e.g., populationdensity, age of the population, 
and economic conditions), which account for variation 
(increases) in tort filing rates. Torts as a percentage of total 
civil filings may, therefore, be a more meaningful index of 
changing tort caseloads. Since tort cases represent a 
small slice of the total civil caseload, an increase in torts as 
a percentage of total civil filings is likely to be significant. 

Chart 4 summarizes the 1985-1986 change in tort 
filings as a percentage of total civil filings. The actual 
percentages for the two years can be found in the two far 
right columns of Table 2.4. Two points are significant. 
First, torts as a percentage of total civil caseloads went up 
in 16 of the 25 courts reporting comparable data for 1985 
and 1986. Only two courts reported a decrease in tort 
filings as a percentage of total civil filings (the Arkansas 
Circuit and New York Supreme and County Courts each 
reported a 1 percent decrease), while the total civilcaseload 
in six courts retained the same proportion of torts during the 
period. Given the fact that the tort caseload is such a small 
percent of total civil cases, these increases are significant. 

Chart 4 indicates as well, however, that only three of 
the 16 courts reporting an increase in torts as a percentage 
of total civil filings had an increase of 3 percent or more 
during 1986. As part of the total civil caseload, then, tort 
filings did not increase to such an extent that they had a 
major impact on total civil filing rates. Tort filings generally 
increased only 1 or 2 percent of the total civil caseload. 
However, given that tort cases are more likely to go to trial 
than other civil cases (Sipes et al., 1988), even such 
increases may produce increased resource demands for 
courts, in general, and for judges handling civil trials, in 
particular. 

The three courts that experienced a 3 percent or more 
increase in the proportion of tort filings are in Alaska, Utah, 
and Washington. Possible explanations for their large in- 
creases have already been discussed. In the Alaska 
Superior Court, tort filings increased from 11 percent to 14 
percent of total civil filings during 1985-1986. This increase 
occurred because tort filings grew 3 percent while total civil 
filings decreased 12 percent (as noted above, many of the 
civil filings, which would normally have gone to the superior 
court, went to the limited jurisdiction district court because 
of its increased dollar amount jurisdiction). Therefore, the 
increase experienced by the superior court in tort filings (3 
percent) had an abnormal impact on tort filings as a percent 
of total civil filings. As previously mentioned, Utah (an 
increase of 4 percent) and Washington (an increase of 6 
percent) passed liability legislation, which may account for 
much of their large increases in tort filings. 

An interesting side note concerns why civil caseloads 
in some general jurisdiction courts have an extremely high 
percentage of tort filings while other court caseloads have 
a low proportion of torts. Torts as a percentage of civil 
filings are very high when limited jurisdiction courts handle 
a large amount of the state's civil caseload. For example 
in Maine, where torts make up about 30 percent of the total 
civil caseload, limited jurisdiction courts have exclusive 
jurisdiction over adoptions, miscellaneous domestic rela- 
tions, estate, and mental health casetypes. This signifi- 
cantly lessens the superior court's civil caseload so that 
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CHART 4 : Tort flllngs as a percent of total civil filings, 1985-1986 

General jurisdiction courts: 

WWN: Courts reporting a one ARKANSAS Circuit ............... -1% 
percent or more decrease in tort 
filings as a percent of total 
civil filings 

NEW YORK Supreme and County .... -1% 
( 2  Courts) 

NO CHANGE: Courts reporting no KANSAS District ................ 0% 

percent of total civil filings NEW JERSEY Superior ............ 0% 
change in tort filings as a MONTANA District ............... 0% 

NORTH DAKOTA District ........... 0% 
TENNESSEE Circuit. Criminal and 
OHIO Court of C o m o n  Pleas ..... 0% 

Chancery Courts .............. 0% 
PUERTO RICO Superior ........... 0% 

( 7  Courts) 

UP: Courts reporting a one ARIZONA Superior ............... 
percent or m r e  increase in tort COLORADO District, Denver Superior 
filings as a percent of total and Juvenile and Probate ..... 

FLORIDA Circuit ................ 
HAWAII Circuit ................. 
IDAHO District ................. 
MISSOURI Circuit ............... 
NORTH CAROLINA Superior ........ 
TEXAS District ................. 
CALIFORNIA Superior ............ 
MAINE Superior ................. 
MARYLAND Circuit ............... 
MICHIGAN Circuit ............... 
ALASKA Superior ................ 
UTAH District .................. 
WASHINGTON Superior ............ 

civil filings CONNECTICUT Superior ........... 

(16 Courts) 

1% 

1% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
2% 
3% 
4% 
6% 

Total Number of Courts (25) 

Source: TABLE 2.4 

torts make up a larger percentage of its total civil cases 
filed. The same is true in New York, where the general 
jurisdiction supreme and county courts have even less 
jurisdiction over domestic relations cases. New York has 
seven limited jurisdiction courts that handle a large share 
of the state’s civil caseload. 

In short, tort filing rates increased as part of total civil 
filings in 16 of the 25 courts reporting data. Though the 
increase was small (2 percent or less) in all but three of 
these courts, the change is significant because torts are 
such a small percentage of the total civil caseload. Dollar 
amount jurisdiction change and tort reform legislation are 
plausible explanations for the increases in the three courts 
that reported an increase of 3 percent or more. The 
evidence from this section indicates that increases in tort 
filing rates exceeded the rises previously described for 
total civil filing rates. 

General Civil Filing Rates 

Tort, contract, and real property rights filings are 
combined as “general civil” cases in this section to give 
another picture of torts in the context of civil litigation 
trends. A contract case is a major classification category 
for civil cases that includes cases involving a dispute over 
a promissory agreement between two or more individuals 
or organizations; a real property rights case includes cases 

arising out of the ownership, use, or disposition of land or 
real estate (State Court Model Statistical Dictionary). 

When comparing torts as a percentage of total civil 
filings, large increases in tort filing rates may be concealed 
because torts are so small a percentage of all civil cases 
(i.e. because small claims, domestic relations, estates, 
mental health cases, and civil appeals filings are included 
in total civil). General civil filings are used to present the 
clearest and most reliable basis for interpreting tort filing 
trends. 

Chart 5A presents changes in filing rates for general 
civil cases (defined as torts, contracts, and real property 
rights) during 1984-1985 and 1985-1986 for both limited 
and general jurisdiction courts (Table 2.5 also provides 
1981 data for five-year trend analysis). The data in Chart 
5A indicate that general civil filing rates grew significantly 
during the 1985-1986 period. Fourteen of the 19 general 
jurisdiction courts reporting data had an increase of 3 
percent or more, and 15 of the 25 limited jurisdiction courts 
had a similar increase during the period. By comparison, 
nine of the 13 general jurisdiction courts reported an 
increase of 3 percent or more during 1984-1985, but only 
seven of 18 limited jurisdiction courts reported the same 
trend. Also, just over half (seven) of the 12 general 
jurisdiction courts reporting complete and comparable 
data during 1981 -1 986 reported an increase of 3 percent or 
more, and less than half (seven) of the 17 limited jurisdic- 
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CHART 5A : General civil filings in state trial courts. 1984-1986 

General jurisdiction courts: 1984-1985 1985-1986 

DOWN: Courts reporting a de- HAWAII Circuit ................ -7% TEXAS District .............. -3% 
crease in general civil filings DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior . -4% (1 Court) 
Of 3 percent or more (2 Courts) 

~ ~~~ 

NO CllANGE: Courts reporting DELAWARE Superior ............. 0% DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior -2% 
essentially no change in NORTH DAKOTA District ......... 1% UTAH District ............... -1% 
general civil filings (i.e., (2 Courts) HAWAII Circuit .............. 0% 
a decrease or an increase no NORTH CAROLINA Superior ..... 1% 
greater than 2 percent ( 4  Courts) 

UP: Courts reporting an TENNESSEE Circuit. Criminal 
increase in general civil and Chancery ................ 4% 
filings of 3 percent or more NORTH CAROLINA Superior ....... 8% 

ALABAMA Circuit ............... 9% 
KANSAS District ............... 9% 
TEXAS District ................ 9% 
COLORADO District. Denver Superior 
and Juvenile and Probate .... 10% 

MONTANA District .............. 10% 
WASHINGTON Superior ........... 10% 
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate . 18% 

(9 Courts) 

ALABAMA Circuit ............. 4% 
TENNESSEE Circuit. Criminal 
and Chancery .............. 4% 

MONTANA District ............ 5% 
NORTH DAKOTA District ....... 5% 
ARKANSAS Circuit ............ 6% 
CONNECTICUT Superior ........ 6% 
ARIZONA Superior ............ 10% 
KANSAS District ............. 11% 

ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate 13% 
WASHINGTON Superior ......... 21% 

COLORADO District. Denver Superior 
and Juvenile and Probate .. 30% 

ALASKA Superior ............. 68% 
(14 Courts) 

DELAWARE Superior ........... 12% 

MICHIGAN Circuit ............ 22% 

Total Number of Courts (13) Total Number of Courts (19) 

Limited jurisdiction courts: 

DOWN: Courts reporting a de- ALABAMA District .............. -15% NORTH DAKOTA County ......... -12% 
crease in general civil filings NEW MEXICO Metropolitan Court of NEW MEXICO Magistrate ....... -10% 
of 3 percent or more Bernalillo County ........... -15% OHIO County ................. -4% 

NEW MEXICO Magistrate -11% ( 3  Courts) 
PENNSYLVANIA Court of Common 
Pleas ....................... -8% 

NORTH CAROLINA District ....... -7% 
KENTUCKY District ............. -6% 
NEW HAMPSHIRE District ........ -5% 
NEW YORK Civil Court of the City 

of New York ................. -3% 
(8 ~ o i r t s )  

......... 

NO CHANGE: Courts reporting MAINE District ................ -2% MINE District .............. -2% 
essentially no change in OHIO County ................... -2% RHODE ISLAND District ....... -2% 
general civil filings (i.e., OHIO Municipal ................ 2% ALABAMA District ............ 0% 
a decrease or an increase no ( 3  Courts) MICHIGAN Municipal .......... 0% 
greater than 2 percent TEXAS Justice of the Peace .. 0% 

NORTH CAROLINA District ..... 2% 
PENNSYLVANIA District Justice 2% 

( 7  Courts) 

UP: Courts reporting an HAWAII District ............... 6% 
increase in general civil OREGON District ............... 7% 
filings of 3 percent or more PENNSYLVANIA District Justice . 7% 

COLORADO County ............... 8% 
RHODE ISLAND District ......... 13% 
INDIANA County ................ 19% 
NEW YORK Court of Claims ...... 22% 

( 7  Courts) 

HAWAII District ............. 
NEW YORK Civil Court of the 
City of New York .......... 

OHIO Municipal .............. 
NEW MEXICO Metropolitan Court 
of Bernalillo County ...... 

NEW HAMPSHIRE District ...... 
INDIANA County .............. 
ARIZONA Justice of the Peace 
KENTUCKY District ........... 
NEW YORK Court of Claims .... 
OREGON District ............. 
UTAH Circuit ................ 
NEW YORK District and City .. 
DELAWARE Court of Common Pleas 
NEBRASKA County ............. 
COLORAW County ............. 

(15 Courts) 

3% 

3% 
5% 

7% 
9% 
12% 
13% 
13% 
15% 
16% 
18% 
25% 
31% 
33% 
41% 

Total Number of Courts (18) Total Number of Courts (25) 

Source: TABLE 2.5 
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CHART 5 8  : General civil filing patterns In general jurisdlctlon 
courts, 1984-1986 

A .  Courts reporting increases. 1985-1986: 

Up (84-85) Up (85-86) 

ALABAMA Circuit Court 
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate Courts 
COLORADO District Court 
KANSAS District Court 
MONTANA District Court 
T E N N E S S E E  Circuit, Criminal and Chancery Courts 
WASHINGTON Superior Court 

No Change (84-85) Up (85-86) 

DELAWARE Superior Court 
NORTH DAKOTA District Court 

B. Courts reporting no change or decreases, 1985-1986: 

Up (84-85) No Change (85-86) 

NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court 

Down (84-85) No Change (85-86) 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior Court 
H A W A I I  Circuit Court 

Up (84-85) Down (85-86) 

TEXAS District Court 

Source: TABLE 2.5 

Up = An increase in filings of three percent or more. 
No Change = An increase or a decrease in filings no greater than two percent. 
Down = A decrease in filings of three percent or more. 

tion courts during the period had an increase of 3 percent 
or more (see Table 2.5). Thus, the movement upward 
during 1985-1986 was generally greater in comparison to 
previous years. 

Fifteen of the general jurisdiction courts in Chart 5A 
report tort cases separately from contract and real property 
rights cases. A review of these courts indicates that 
changes in tort filings for 1985-1986 (Chart 2A) generally 
parallel those found in general civil filing trends in Chart 5A. 
The increase in tort filings was significantly greater in only 
four of the 15 courts reporting combined tort, contract, and 
real property rights trends (North Carolina Superior, North 
Dakota District, Utah District, and Washington Superior). 
Tort filing trends in four other courts were significantly 
smaller than the combined tort, contract, and real property 
rights filing change (Alaska Superior, Kansas District, 
Michigan Circuit, and Montana District). Meanwhile, tort 
filings varied in a comparable manner to general civil cases 
in the seven remaining courts. Thus, it can be concluded 
that large increases for 1985-1986 are not solely attribut- 
able to increases in tort filings (with the exception of Wash- 
ington and Utah, where tort reform appeared to have 
initiated large increases) because in only four of the 15 
courts did the tort filing trend significantly exceed the 
overall trend in general civil filings. 

The increase in 1986 filings, therefore, can be attribu- 
ted to increased litigation in the general civil area-torts, 
contracts, and real property rights-and not just torts. As 
Chart 58 summarizes, there is an upward pattern in tort, 

contract, and real property rights filings during 1984-1985 
and 1985-1986 in general jurisdiction courts. Seven of the 
13 general jurisdiction courts during the 1984-1986 period 
experienced an “Up-Up” pattern in their general civil filing 
trends. The pattern in limited jurisdiction courts as shown 
in Table 2.5 was more mixed-only five of 18 courts 
experienced the “Up-Up” pattern. Nevertheless, the gen- 
eral upward trend during 1984-1986 is in sharp contrast to 
the 1981-1984 period when aggregate general civil filings 
went down 4 percent, while the population increased 3 
percent (see the 1984 Repod, Table 31). 

In summary, tort, contract, and real property rights filing 
rates increased during both 1985 and 1986. However, the 
trend in 1986, with 29 of 44 general and limited jurisdiction 
courts reporting a per capita increase of 3 percent or more, 
was even greater than the growth found in 1985. Whether 
the 1986 data in Chart 5A are an anomaly or form part of 
a significant trend cannot be determined until caseload 
data from later years are analyzed. Also, other factors that 
affect filing rates must be considered: changes in the 
court’s jurisdiction (e.g., dollar amount limitations), new 
legislation in the states (e.g., caps on tort liability), and al- 
terations in the method of counting cases. 

Small Claims Filing Rates 

The small claims casetype includes cases governed by 
special summary procedures specified by statute, involv- 
ing either tort, contract, or real property rights claims in 
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CHART 6 : Small claims filing trends In state trial courts. 1984-1986 

General jurisdiction courts: 1984-1985 1985-1986 

DOWN: Courts reporting a de- CONNECTICUT Superior ........... -10% ILLINOIS Cifcuit ............. -14% 
crease in small claims filings (1 Court) IOWA District ................ -6% 
of 3 percent or more (2 Courts) 

NO CHANGE: Courts reporting ILLINOIS Circuit ............... -1% DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
essentially no change in small NEW JERSEY Superior ............ -1% Superior ................... -2% 
claims filings (i.e .. a de- KANSAS District ................ 1% NEW JERSEY Superior .......... -2% 
crease or an increase no MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the CONNECTICUT Superior ......... 1% 
greater than 2 percent) Comonwealth ................. 2% MINNESOTA District ........... 2% 

OKLAHOMA District .............. 2% OKLAHOMA District ............ 2% 
( 5  courts) WISCONSIN Circuit ............ 2% 

(6 courts) 

UP: Courts reporting an MISSOURI Circuit ............... 
increase in small claims SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit ........... 
filings of 3 percent or IOWA District .................. 
more WISCONSIN Circuit .............. 

INDIANA Superior and Circuit ... 
IDAHO District ................. 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior .. 

( 7  courts) 

3% IDAHO District ............... 4% 
3% KANSAS District .............. 4% 
4% MISSOURI Circuit ............. 5% 
8% SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit ......... 9% 
12% MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the 
18% Comonwealth ............... 10% 
42% INDIANA Superior and Circuit . 50% 

(6 courts) 

Total Number of Courts (13) 

Limited jurisdiction courts: 

DOWN: Courts reporting a de- NEW HAMPSHIRE Municipal ........ -34% 
crease in small claims filings ARIZONA Justice of the Peace Court -6% 
of 3 percent or more CALIFORNIA Justice ............. -5% 

NEW HAMPSHIRE District ......... -5% 
HAWAII District ................ -3% 

( 5  courts) 

Total Number of Courts (14) 

INDIANA County ............... -15% 
UTAH Justice of the Peace .... -11% 
CALIFORNIA Justice ........... -10% 
NORTH DAKOTA County .......... -7% 
OHIO County .................. -5% 
NEBRASKA County .............. -4% 
TWVLS Justice of the Pe8ce ... -3% 

(7 courts) 

NO CHANGE: Courts reporting 
essentially no change in small 
claims filings (i.e .. a de- 
crease or an increase no 
greater than 2 percent) 

CALIFORNIA Municipal .......... 
RHODE ISLAND District ......... 
COLORADO County ............... 
KENTUCKY District ............. 
NEBRASKA County ............... 
OREGON District ............... 

(6 courts) 

-1% 
-1% 
0% 
1% 
2% 
2% 

ARIZONA Justice of the Peace . -1% 
KENTUCKY District ............ -1% 
VERMONT District ............. -1% 
MICHIGAN Municipal ........... 0% 
NEW YORK District and City 0% 
CALIFORNIA Municipal ......... 1% 
NEW HAMPSHIRE District ....... 1% 
FLORIDA County ............... 2% 

City ....................... 2% 
UTAH Circuit ................. 2% 

(10 courts) 

... 

NEW YORK Civil Court of New York 

UP: Courts reporting an 
increase in small claims 
filings of 3 percent or 
more 

OHIO Municipal ................ 
NORTH CAROLINA District ....... 
NORTH DAKOTA County ........... 
WASHINGTON District ........... 
NEW YORK District and County .. 
INDIANA Small Claims Court of 
Marion County ............... 

OHIO County ................... 
INDIANA County ................ 
M I N E  District ................ 
NEW YORK Civil Court of New York 

City ........................ 
MICHIGAN District ............. 
ALABAMA District .............. 
FLORIDA County ................ 
ALASKA District ............... 
PENNSYLVANIA Philadelphia 

Municipal ................... 
VERMONT District .............. 

(16 courts) 

3% 
4% 
4% 
5% 
6% 

7% 
7% 
8% 
9% 

9% 
10% 
2 2% 
23% 
28% 

38% 
46% 

ALASKA District .............. 3% 
OHIO Municipal ............... 3% 
INDIANA Small Claims Court of 
Marion County .............. 4% 

HAWAII District .............. 5% 
RHODE ISLAND District ........ 5% 
WASHINGTON District .......... 5% 
MAINE District ............... 8% 
NORTH CAROLINA District ...... 9% 
NEW HAMPSHIRE Municipal ...... 11% 
OREGON District .............. 11% 
PENNSYLVANIA Philadelphia 

Municipal .................. 11% 
MICHIGAN District ............ 20% 
ALABAMA District ............. 21% 

(14 courts) 
COLORADO County .............. 30% 

Total Number o f  Courts (27) 

~ 

Total Number of Courts (31) 

Source: TABLE 2.6 



which the remedy sought is a specific, limited amount of 
monetary damages (State Court Model Statistical Diction- 
arv). Chart 6 (compiled from Table 2.6) lists small claims 
filing trends for both limited and general jurisdiction courts 
reporting comparable data for the 1984-1986 period. 

Chart 6 illustrates that during 1984-1986, a general 
upward pattern appears where more courts were reporting 
increases in their small claims filing rates rather than 
decreases. In general jurisdiction courts, seven of the 13 
courts reporting data in 1984-1985 had an increase of 3 
percent or more, and only the Connecticut Superior Court 
reported a significant decrease (1 0 percent). Ten of these 
13 courts reported some increase in their filing rate (Le. 1 
percent or more). Similarly, six of the 14 general jurisdic- 
tion courts reporting data in 1985-1986 experienced an 
increase of 3 percent or more, and only the Illinois Circuit 
and Iowa District Courts reported decreases greater than 
2 percent in their filing rates. Ten of these 14 courts had 
some increase in their small claims filing rates. In general, 
the change for small claims filing rates in general jurisdic- 
tion courts during 1985-1986 continued the upward shift 
seen during 1984-1 985. 

A similar upward movement is observed for limited 
jurisdiction courts. During 1984-1985, 16 of 27 limited 
jurisdiction courts reported an increase of 3 percent or 
more, and 19 of these 27 had at least a 1 percent increase 
in theirfiling rate. During 1985-1986, 14 of 31 courts had 
an increase of 3 percent or more (ten courts reported 
essentially no change), and 19 of these 31 had some 
growth. Again, ageneral upward trend in small claimsfiling 
ratesfor 1985-1986 continued the movement observed for 

Many of the courts that experienced increases in their 
small claims filing rate (especially large increases) also 
had a recent increase in their dollar amount jurisdiction (i.e. 
they could hear small claims cases involving larger dollar 
amounts). Increases in dollar amount jurisdiction appear 
to be the most plausible explanationsfor rising small claims 
filing rates. 

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report, 1985 
found that increases in small claims filings during 1985 
were largely attributable to changes in dollar amount 
jurisdiction. This conclusion was based upon the fact that 
in those courts where the dollar amount jurisdiction did not 
change, the aggregate small claims filing rate rose only 1 
percent. The small claims filing rate increased by 17 
percent in the 12 states that reported dollar amount juris- 
diction increases for 1985. 

The 1986 small claims data in Chart 6 present a similar 
picture of small claims filing levels in relation to dollar 
amount jurisdiction changes. Of the 20 limited and general 
jurisdiction courts in Chart 6 that experienced an increase 
of 3 percent or more in their small claims filing rate during 
1986,15 had an increase in their dollar amount jurisdiction 
during 1985 or 1986 (see Table 2.6 for dollar limit jurisdic- 
tion amounts). In contrast, of the 25 courts that had a 
decrease in their filing rate or no significant change during 
1986, only 1 1  experienced a dollar amount jurisdiction 
increase. In other words, a recent increase in the dollar 
amount jurisdiction is usually, but not invariably, associ- 
ated with an increased filing rate. 

A dollar amount jurisdiction increase is likely to have 
occurred for courts reporting a very large growth in their 

1984-1 985. 

filing rate. For example, 17 general and limited jurisdiction 
courts in Chart 6 had an increase in their small claims filing 
rateof lOpercentormoreduringeither1984-1985or 1985- 
1986. Of these 17, only two courts (Idaho District and New 
Hampshire Municipal) did not have an increase in their 
dollar amount jurisdiction during 1985 and 1986. 

Map 2.3 illustrates that the highest small claims filing 
rates were in the District of Columbia, Indiana, North 
Carolina, South Dakota, and Wisconsin. Contributing to its 
high 1986 filing rate, the District of Columbia experienced 
a 42 percent increase in small claims filings during 1985. 
This increase coincided with a rise in its dollar amount 
jurisdiction from $750 to $2,000. Indiana's high filing rate 
is apparently related to its high dollar limit jurisdiction of 
$3,000, the second highest amount reported in Table 2.6. 
Thus, increased or high dollar limit jurisdictions can have a 
large impact on a state's small claims filing rate. 

Finally, there appear to be two major clusters of high 
small claims filing rates in Map 2.3. First, a geographic 
cluster of western and midwestern states-Indiana, Iowa, 
Minnesota, South Dakota, Utah, Wisconsin, and Wyo- 
ming-report high rates. Second, there is a cluster of high 
small claims filing rates in the northeastern part of the 
country. These high filing rates in the northeast are in 
contrast to low tort filing rates and stable trends for tort 
filings rates found in Maps 2.1 and 2.2. A variety of other 
factors besides a court's dollar amount jurisdiction may 
explain high small claims rates and large variation in the 
rates of small claims filings for the country as a whole: 
different small claims procedures (e.g., the use of attor- 
neys); filing fees; accessibility of courthouses; conven- 
ience of hours; general public awareness of the availability 
of small claims procedures; types of cases that can be 
heard in small claims courts; and local IegaVpolitical cul- 
tures. 

In summary, rising 1986 small claims filing rates indi- 
catean association between increases in the filing rate and 
increases in a court's jurisdiction to hear cases of higher 
dollar amounts. During 1985-1986, ten of 14 general 
jurisdiction courts and 19 of 31 limited jurisdiction courts 
had an increase in their small claims filing rate. In 15 of the 
20 courts that reported an increase in their small claims 
filing rate of 3 percent or more during 1986, the increase 
paralleled an increase in the court's dollar amount jurisdic- 
tion. 

Conclusion 

According to the caseload statistics presented in Part 
II, more civil cases per capita were filed during 1986 than 
in previous years. The growth in filings was especially 
prominent in the areas of tort, contract, and real property 
rights cases. Overall, a majority of courts were reporting 
increases in their total civil filing rates during 1986, though 
there were fewer courts reporting significant increases in 
1986 than in 1985. Tort filing rates increased significantly 
in most states reporting complete and comparable data 
during 1986, and that growth often paralleled tort reform 
legislation. For the years 1985 and 1986, upward trends in 
tort filing rates appeared most commonly in the west. Torts 
consistently increased 1 or 2 percent as part of total civil 
caseloads. General civil filing rates increased to an even 
greater extent in 1986 than the significant growth found in 
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MAP 2.3: Small Claims Filing Rates In State Trial Courts, 1986 

State Court Caseload Statistics: 
Annual Report, 1986 (NCSC). 

Small Claims Filings 
per 100,000 pop 

0 1 LJ court system 
Q not reporting * Stote unable to report 

0 Doto ore unavailable 
B 320 to 926 

1\74 to 1996 

I 3081 to 5632 
2067 to 2880 

1985. Also, upward and stable small claims filing rates 
paralleled changes in dollar amount jurisdiction. 

Though the data in Part II indicate a general growth in 
civil litigation, as measured by civil filing rates, national 
generalizations are problematic because the data continue 
to suggest state-by-state and year-to-yearvariations. There 
are many factors that may account for the growth. Among 
the most prominent identifiable explanations for an in- 
crease in civil filing rates are a change in the court’s 
jurisdiction (e.g., dollar amount limitations), changes in 
substantive law (e.g., caps on tort liability), and alterations 
in the method of counting cases. 

Part II hasdemonstrated that filing rates increase when 
dollar amount jurisdictions are expanded. As evidenced by 
the section on small claims, when dollar amount limitations 
rise, so does the level of filing. This suggests that there 
may be an increase in litigation because higher awards are 
available or because more cases deal with higher award 
amounts. Other factors may explain the increase in civil 
litigation found in Part II, but lie beyond the evidence 
presented. For example, American society may be becom- 
ing more prone to litigate. 

In summary, using the most complete and comparable 
available data (Le. aggregate civil and tort filings) to ad- 
dress the question of whether the rate of civil litigation in 
state trial courts is increasing, it must be concluded that 
significant increases (defined here as 3 percent or more) in 
civil filing rates occurred in a majority of courts during 1985- 
1986. Despite state-by-state and year-to-year variation, 
tort and general civil filing increases were especially promi- 
nent during the period. Future caseload data, however, will 

be needed to determine whether the upward trend in filings 
continues or is a short-term trend. 
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TABLE 2.1 : Total Civil Filings in General Jurisdiction Courts. 1984-1 986 

S t a t e K o u r t  name: 

ALABAMA C l r c u l t  Court  ............... 
ALASKA Super lo r  Court  ............... 
ARIZONA Super lo r  Court  .............. 
ARKANSAS C l r c u l t  Court  .............. 
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate Courts 
CALIFORNIA Super lo r  Court ........... 
COLORAOO O l s t r l c t  . Oenver Super lo r  

and Juven l l e  and Probate Courts ... 
COLORAOO Water Court  ................ 
CONNECTICUT Super lo r  Court  .......... 
DELAWARE Court  o f  Chancery .......... 
DELAWARE Super lo r  Court  ............. 
FLORIOA C l r c u l t  Cour t  ............... 
GEORGIA Super lo r  Court  .............. 
H A W A I I  C l r c u l t  Cour t  ................ 
IDAHO O l s t r l c t  Court  ................ 
ILLINOIS C l r c u l t  Court  .............. 
INOIANA Super io r  and C i r c u i t  Courts . 
IOWA O l s t r l c t  Court  ................. 
KANSAS O l s t r l c t  Court  ............... 
KENTUCKY C l r c u l t  Court  .............. 
LOUISIANA O l s t r l c t  Court  ............ 
MAINE Super lo r  Court  ................ 
MARYLAND C l r c u l t  Court  .............. 
MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  Cour t  o f  t h e  

Comnonuealth ...................... 
M I C H I G A N  C l r c u l t  Court  .............. 
M I C H I G A N  Court  o f  Clalrns ............ 
MINNESOTA O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ............ 
MISSOURI  C l r c u l t  Cour t  .............. 
MONTANA O l s t r l c t  Cour t  .............. 
NEBRASKA O l s t r l c t  Court  ............. 
NEW HAMPSHIRE Super lo r  Court  ........ 
NEW JERSEY Super lo r  Court  ........... 
NEW HEXICO O l s t r l c t  Court  ........... 
NEW YORK Supreme and County Courts .. 
NORTH CAROLINA Super lo r  Court  ....... 
NORTH OAKOTA O l s t r l c t  Court  ......... 
O H I O  Cour t  o f  Comnon Pleas .......... 
OKLAHOMA O l s t r l c t  Court  ............. 
OREGON C l r c u l t  Court  ................ 
PENNSYLVANIA Court  o f  Comnon Pleas .. 
RHOOE ISLANO Super lo r  Court  ......... 
SOUTH CAROLINA C l r c u l t  Court  ........ 
SOUTH OAKOTA C l r c u l t  Court  .......... 
TENNESSEE C l r c u l t .  Cr l rn lna l  . and 

Chancery Cour ts  ................... 
TEXAS D l s t r l c t  Court  ................ 
UTAH O l s t r l c t  Court  ................. 
VERMONT Super lo r  Court  .............. 
VERMONT O l s t r l c t  Court  .............. 
V I R G I N I A  C l r c u l t  Court  .............. 
WASHINGTON Super lo r  Court  ........... 
WEST V I R G I N I A  C l r c u l t  Court  ......... 
WISCONSIN C l r c u l t  Cour t  ............. 
W Y O M I N G  O l s t r l c t  Court  .............. 
D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA Super lo r  Court  . 
PUERTO R I C O  Super lo r  Court  .......... 

1984 
Number o f  

f 1 1  l ngs  
and q u a l l f y l n g  

foo tno tes  

76. 009 0 
16.630 0 
85. 355 J 
28.879 
49. 416 8 
598.330 8 

86. 930 
1. 688 

2.882 
3. 825 

383. 516 
132. 703 0 
25. 916 D 
59. 117 8 
661. 199 D 
190. 563 1 
146. 080 J 
117.888 B 
65. 629 D 
164.207 D 
6.775 8 

155. 681 D 

97.674 

433. 606 
149.713 1 

539 
194.038 0 
213. 533 P 
26. 346 8 
35.519 J 
16. 622 8 
566.791 J 
50. 271 0 
126. 717 0 
82. 604 
13.734 8 
290. 980 
214. 644 B 
64.487 D 
219.992 1 

7. 239 E 
41. 835 C 
38. 910 

101. 543 0 
443.159 D 
29.760 C 
8. 233 8 

15. 226 
82.514 8 
113.150 0 
45. 912 8 

314. 612 D 
1 1 .  278 P 
140.261 8 
63.181 1 

F l l l n g s  
per  100. 000 

Dopu la t lon  

1. 905 
3. 326 
2.796 
1. 229 
2. 104 
2. 335 

2. 735 
53 

4. 936 
470 
624 

3. 494 
2.273 
2. 494 
5.906 
5. 744 
3. 466 
5. 020 
4. 835 
1. 763 
3. 680 
586 

2. 246 

7. 479 
1. 650 

6 
4.662 
4. 264 
3. 197 
2. 212 
1. 701 
7. 542 
3. 530 
707 

1.  340 
2. 002 
2. 706 
6. 508 
2. 412 
1. 849 
753 

1.268 
5. 511 

2.153 
2. 772 
1. 801 
1. 553 
2.873 
1. 464 
2. 602 
2. 352 
6. 601 
2. 207 
22. 514 
1. 934 

1985 
Number o f  

f l l l n g s  

foo tno tes  

79. 248 0 
18. 315 D 
97. 262 J 
33. 637 
51.612 8 
626. 496 8 

and q u a l l f y l n g  

89. 995 
2.680 

3.155 
3. 745 

421. 694 
136.138 0 
26. 283 0 
60.347 B 
709.374 0 
203. 207 i 
157.564 D 
124.995 8 
67. 438 0 
175.972 0 
7.199 8 

150. 323 D 

99 . 842 
451. 972 
1 49.31 6 

51 6 
205.241 0 
224. 651 P 
27.648 D 
39. 323 J 
17. 861 8 

597.399 J 
51. 532 0 
126. 776 0 
87. 670 
14. 239 8 
290.520 f 
220.914 B 
67.014 0 
270.881 \ 

7. 732 E 
47. 466 C 
40. 316 

104.430 D 
451. 035 D 
30.009 C 
9. 634 8 
19. 227 
79.678 B 
122. 505 D 
47. 501 8 

350.227 0 
9. 429 D 

148.859 8 
62.393 0 

F l l l n g s  
per  100.000 
population 

1. 971 
3. 515 
3. 052 
1. 426 
2. 188 
2. 376 

2. 785 
83 

4. 736 
507 
602 

3.710 
2. 278 
2. 494 
6. 005 
6. 150 
3. 695 
5. 463 
5.102 
1. 810 
3. 927 
618 

2.273 

7. 763 
1. 643 

6 
4. 895 
4. 467 
3. 347 
2. 449 
1.790 
7. 900 
3. 554 
713 

1. 402 
2. 079 
2.704 
6. 692 
2. 494 
2. 285 
799 

1. 418 
5. 694 

2.193 
2. 755 
1.824 
1. 801 
3. 594 
1. 396 
2. 779 
2. 454 
7. 335 
1. 852 
23. 779 
1.910 
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Sta te /Cour t  name: 

ALABAMA C l r c u l t  Court  ............... 
ALASKA Super lo r  Court  ............... 
A R I Z O N A  Super lo r  Court  .............. 
ARKANSAS C l r c u l t  Court  .............. 
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate Courts 
CALIFORNIA Super lo r  Court  ........... 
COLORADO O l s t r l c t  . Denver Super lo r  

and Juven l l e  and Probate Courts ... 
COLORADO Water Court  ................ 
CONNECTICUT Super lo r  Cour t  .......... 
DELAWARE Court  of Chancery .......... 
DELAWARE Super lo r  Cour t  ............. 
FLORIDA C l r c u l t  Cour t  ............... 
GEORGIA Super lo r  Court  .............. 
H A W A I I  C l r c u l t  Court  ................ 
I D A H O  D l s t r l c t  Court  ................ 
ILLINOIS C l r c u l t  Cour t  .............. 
I N D I A N A  Super lo r  and C l r c u l t  Courts . 
I O W A  D l s t r l c t  Court  ................. 
KANSAS D l s t r l c t  Cobr t  ............... 
KENTUCKY C l r c u l t  Court  .............. 
LOUISIANA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ............ 
MAINE Super lo r  Court  ................ 
MARYLAND C l r c u l t  Cour t  .............. 
MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  Cour t  of t h e  

Comnonwealth ...................... 
M I C H I G A N  C l r c u l t  Cour t  .............. 
M I C H I G A N  Court  of Clalms ............ 
MINNESOTA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ............ 
MISSOURI  C l r c u l t  Court  .............. 
MONTANA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  .............. 
NEBRASKA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ............. 
NEW HAMPSHIRE Super lo r  Cour t  ........ 
NEW JERSEY Super lo r  Court  ........... 
NEW M E X I C O  D l s t r l c t  Court  ........... 
NEW YORK Supreme and County Courts .. 
NORTH CAROLINA Super lo r  Cour t  ....... 
NORTH DAKOTA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 
O H I O  Court  of Comnon Pleas .......... 
OKLAHOMA D l s t r l c t  Court  ............. 
OREGON C l r c u l t  Court  ................ 
PENNSYLVANIA Court  of Comnon Pleas .. 
RHODE ISLAND Super lo r  Cour t  ......... 
SOUTH CAROLINA C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........ 
SOUTH DAKOTA C l r c u l t  Cour t  .......... 
TENNESSEE C l r c u l t .  C r lm lna l  . 

and Chancery Courts ............... 
TEXAS O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ................ 
UTAH D l s t r l c t  Court  ................. 
VERMONT Super lo r  Court  .............. 
VERMONT O l s t r l c t  Court  .............. 
V I R G I N I A  C l r c u l t  Court  .............. 
WASHINGTON Super lo r  Cour t  ........... 
WEST V I R G I N I A  C l r c u l t  Cour t  ......... 
WISCONSIN C l r c u l t  Court  ............. 
WYOMING D l s t r l c t  Court  .............. 
D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA Super lo r  Cour t  . 
PUERTO R I C O  Super lo r  Court  .......... 

f 11 lngs  
and q u a l l f y l n g  

foo tno tes  

81. 262 D 
1b.506 0 
102. 140 8 
35.784 
53.016 8 
654.283 8 

105.688 
1. 870 

154.581 D 
3. 309 
4.067 

442.809 
140.803 D 
26.171 D 
60.121 8 
569. 152 D 
221. 975 1 
150.849 D 
134.131 8 
62.212 D 
187. 145 0 
6.622 8 

106.71 6 

476. 684 
154. 327 

81 4 
233. 927 8 
237. 782 P 
28. 212 D 
36. 805 J 
18.208 8 

624. 828 J 
53. 424 0 
120.038 0 
92.031 
15.085 8 

324. 179 E 
226. 467 B 
79. 268 0 
264. 305 1 

7. 867 E 
52. 895 C 
42.510 

106.890 D 
419.434 D 
33.042 C 
9. 489 D 
19. 007 
84.408 8 
135. 933 0 
41. 107 8 
343.755 D 
9. 694 D 

145. 263 B 
68.295 0 

Percent 
1986 change I n  

Number of f l l l n g s  per  
F l l l n g s  100.000 

Der 100.000 DoDulat lon 
' popu la t  \on  

2.005 
3.097 
3.077 
1. 509 
2. 235 
2.425 

3.235 
57 

4. 847 
523 
643 

3. 793 
2. 307 
2. 462 
6. 000 
4.926 
4. 034 
5.293 
5.452 
1. 668 
4.157 
565 

2. 391 

8.174 
1. 688 

9 
5.551 
4. 694 
3.445 
2. 305 
1. 773 
8. 200 
3.612 
675 

1. 453 
2. 222 
3. 020 
6.852 
2.938 
2. 223 
807 

1. 567 
6.004 

2. 225 
2.514 
1.985 
1. 754 
3.513 
1. 459 
3. 046 
2.142 
7. 184 
1. 912 
23.242 
2. 090 

i98.1-1985 

3% 
6% 
9% 
16% 
4% 
2% 

2% 
57% 
-4% 
8% 
-4% 
6% 
0% 
0% 
2% 
7% 
1% 
9% 
6% 
3% 
7% 
5% 
1% 

4% 
0% 
0% 
5% 
5% 
5% 

11% 
5% 
5% 
1% 
1% 
5% 
4% 
0% 
3% 
3% 
24% 
6% 
12% 
3% 

2% 
-1% 
1% 

16% 
25% 
. 5% 
1% 
4% 

11% 
-1 6% 
6% 

-1% 

Percent 
change I n  
f l l l n g s  p e r  
100. 000 

p o p u l a t l o n  
1985-1 986 

2% 
-12% 

1% 
6% 
2% 
2% 

16% 
-31% 
2% 
3% 
1% 
2% 
1% 

-1% 
0% 

-20% 
9% 
-3% 
7% 
-8% 
6% 
-9% 
5% 

5% 
3% 
50% 
13% 
5% 
3% 
-6% 
-1% 
4% 
2% 

-5% 
4% 
7% 
12% 
2% 
18% 
-3% 
1% 

11% 
5% 

1% 
-9% 
9% 
.3% 
-2% 
5% 
10% 
-13% 
-2% 
3% 
-2% 
9% 

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 2.1: Total clvll flllnqs In qeneral lurlsdlctlon courts. 1984-1986. (contlnued) 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

B: The folloulng courts' data are not comparable 
due to the method o f  countlng support/custody 
cases : 

Arlzona--Superlor Court (1986) 
Arkansas--Chancery and Probate Court 
Callfornla--Superlor Court 
Dlstrlct o f  Columbla--Superlor Court 
Idaho--Dlstrlct Court 
Kansas--Dlstrlct Court 
Malne--Superlor Court 
Mlnnesota--Dlstrlct Court (1986) 
Montana--Dlstrlct Court (1984) 
New Hampshlre--Superlor Court 
North Dakota--Dlstrlct Court 
Ok 1 a homa --D 1 s t r 1 c t Court 
South Carollna--Famlly Court 
Vermont--Superlor Court (1984 & 1985) 
Vlrglnla--Clrcult Court 
West Vlrglnla--Clrcult Court 

South Carollna--Clrcult Court--Total clvll 
C: The folloulng courts' data are overlncluslve: 

flllngs Include crlmlnal appeals and 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs. 

Utah--Dlstrlct Court--Total clvll flllngs 
Include some postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs. 

and are not comparable due to the method o f  
countlng support/custody cases: 

Alabama--Clrcult Court--Total clvll flllngs 
lnclude postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs, 
and are not comparable ulth other states' 
data due to the method o f  countlng 
support/custody cases. 

Alaska--Superlor Court--Total clvll flllngs 
Include postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs, 
and are not comparable ulth other states' 
data due to the method o f  countlng 
support/custody cases. 

Include postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs, 
and are not comparable ulth other states' 
data due to the method of countlng 
support/custody cases. 

Georgla--Superlor Court--Total clvll flllngs 
Include probatlon revocatlon hearlngs, and 
are not comparable ulth other states' data 
due to the method o f  countlng support/custody 
cases. 

Hauall--Clrcult Court--Total clvll flllngs 
Include crlmlnal postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs and some crlmlnal and 
trafflc/other vlolatlon cases, and are not 
comparable ulth other states' data due to the 
method of countlng support/custody cases. 

Illlnols--Clrcult Court--Total clvll flllngs 
lnclude mlscellaneous crlmlnal cases, and are 

D: The folloulng courts' data are overlncluslve 

Connectlcut--Superlor Court--Total clvll f 1 1  lngs 

not comparable wlth other states' data due to 
the method o f  countlng support/custody cases. 

loua--Dlstrlct Court--Total clvll flllngs for 
1985 and 1986 Include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceeedlngs and are not comparable ulth other 
states' data due to the method o f  countlng 
support/custody cases. 

Kentucky--Clrcult Court--Total clvll flllngs 
Include postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs. but 
are not comparable ulth other states' data due 
to the method o f  countlng support/custody cases. 

Loulslana--Dlstrlct Court--Total clvll flllngs 
1 nc 1 ude postconvl ct 1 on remedy proceed1 ngs , but 
are not comparable wlth other states' data due 
to the method o f  countlng support/custody cases. 

Mlnnesota--Dl strlct Court--Total clvll f 1 1  lngs 
for 1984 lnclude crlmlnal appeals cases and for 
both 1984 and 1985 Include cases from the County 
Court, Conclllatlon and Probate Dlvlslon and 
County Hunlclpal Court uhlch merged wlth the 
Dlstrlct Court ln 1985. The flgures were merged 
for 1984 to allow for comparablllty between 
years. 

for 1985 and 1986 Include appeals of trlal court 
cases and are not comparable ulth other states' 
data due to the method o f  countlng 
support/custody cases. 

New Mex\co--D\strlct Court--Total clvll flltngs 
lnclude postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs and 
are not comparable wlth other states' data due 
to the method o f  countlng support/custody cases. 

Oregon--Clrcult Court--Total clvll flllngs 
Include crlmlnal appeals cases, and are not 
comparable ulth other states' data due to the 
method of countlng support/custody cases. 

Tennessee--Clrcult. Crlmlnal and Chancery 
Court--Total clvll f lllngs Include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs and 
mlscellaneous crlmlnal cases, and are not 
comparable wlth other states' data due to the 
method of countlng support/custody cases. 

Texas--Dlstrlct Court--Total clvll flllngs 
Include some juvenlle cases, and are not 
comparable ulth other states' data due to the 
method o f  countlng support/custody cases. 

Vermont--Superlor Court--Total clvll flllngs 
for 1986 lnclude postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs and are not comparable wlth other 
states' data due t o  the method o f  countlng 
support/custody cases. 

Washlngton--Superlor Court--Total clvll flllngs 
Include postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs and 
are not comparable wlth other states' data due 
to the method o f  countlng support/custody cases. 

Wlsconsln--ClrcuIt Court--Total clvll flllngs 
Include crlmlnal appeals cases, and are not 
comparable ulth other states' data due to the 
method of countlng support/custody cases. 

Wyomlng--Dlstrlct Court--Total clvll flllngs 
for 1985 and 1986 lnclude crlmlnal appeals cases 
and postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs, and are 
not comparable ulth other states' data due to 
the method of countlng support/custody cases. 

Montana--Dl st r lct Court--Total c lvll f 1 1  lngs 
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TABLE 2.1: To ta l  c l v l l  f l l l n g s  I n  genera l  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s .  1984-1986. (con t lnued)  

E:  The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  I n c l u d e  
p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs: 

Ohlo--Court o f  Comnon Pleas (1985 & 1986) 
Rhode I s land - -Super lo r  Court  

I :  The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  75% complete: 
Ind lana- -Super lo r  and C l r c u l t  Cour t - -To ta l  

c l v l l  f l l l n g s  do n o t  I n c l u d e  menta l  h e a l t h  
cases and a few c l v l l  cases whlch a r e  
repo r ted  as "redocketed c l v l l . "  

f o r  1984 do n o t  I n c l u d e  da ta  f rom f o u r  smal l  
coun t les .  

c l v l l  f l l l n g s  do no t  I n c l u d e  some 
u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  cases. 

f l l l n g s  f o r  1984 do n o t  l n c l u d e  e s t a t e  cases. 

J: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  75% complete 
and a r e  n o t  comparable due t o  t h e  method o f  
coun t lng  suppor t /cus tody  cases: 

Ar lzona- -Super lo r  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l l n g s  
do n o t  I n c l u d e  mental  h e a l t h  cases, and a r e  
no t  comparable w l t h  o t h e r  s t a t e s '  da ta  due t o  
t h e  method o f  coun t lng  support /custody cases. 

I o w a - - D l s t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l l n g s  f o r  
1984 do n o t  I n c l u d e  mental  h e a l t h  cases, and 
a r e  no t  comparable w l t h  o t h e r  s t a t e s '  da ta  
due t o  t h e  method o f  coun t lng  support /custody 
cases. 

Nebraska - -D ls t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l l n g s  
do no t  l n c l u d e  c l v l l  appeals, and a r e  n o t  
comparable w l t h  o t h e r  s t a t e s '  da ta  due t o  t h e  
method o f  coun t lng  support /custody cases. 

M lch lgan - -C l r cu l t  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l l n g s  

Pennsylvanla--Court o f  Common Pleas--Total  

Puerto R lco- -Super lo r  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  

New Jersey--Super lor  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  
f l l l n g s  do n o t  I n c l u d e  a few domest lc r e l a t l o n s  
cases, and a r e  n o t  comparable w l th  o t h e r  s t a t e s '  
da ta  due t o  t h e  method o f  coun t lng  
suppor t /cus tody  cases. 

0: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  75% complete and 
a r e  o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  

c l v l l  f l l t n g s  I n c l u d e  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy 
proceedings. and o n l y  those cases t h a t  a r e  
counted a t  t h e  t r l a l  no te  o f  Issue,  b u t  do n o t  
I n c l u d e  c l v l l  appeals cases. 

Puer to  Rlco--Super lor  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l l n g s  
f o r  1985 and 1986 I n c l u d e  t r a n s f e r s  and reopened 
cases, b u t  do n o t  I n c l u d e  e s t a t e  cases u h l c h  a r e  
unava l l ab le .  

New York--Supreme and County Cour t - -To ta l  

P: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  75% complete, 
o v e r l n c l u s l v e .  and a r e  n o t  comparable due t o  t h e  
method o f  coun t lng  support /custody cases: 

M l s s o u r l - - C l r c u l t  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l l n g s  
1 n c l  ude p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs , b u t  
do no t  I n c l u d e  some domest lc r e l a t l o n s  cases, 
and a r e  n o t  comparable w l t h  o t h e r  s t a t e s '  da ta  
due t o  t h e  method o f  coun t lng  suppor t /cus tody  
cases. 

Wyomlng- -0 ls t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l l n g s  f o r  
1984 l n c l u d e  c r l m l n a l  appeals and J u v e n i l e  cases 
and a r e  no t  comparable u l t h  o t h e r  s t a t e s '  da ta  
due t o  t h e  method of coun t lng  suppor t /cus tody  
cases. Data do n o t  I n c l u d e  cases f o r  a 6-month 
p e r l o d  f rom one county.  
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TABLE 2.2: Tort Filings in State Trial Courts, 1981-1986 and 1985-1986 

Sta te /Cour t  name: 

General j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

ALASKA Super lo r  Court  ......... .. 
A R I Z O N A  Super lo r  Court  ........... 
ARKANSAS C l r c u l t  Court  ........... 
CALIFORNIA Super lo r  Court  ........ 
COLORADO O l s t r l c t  and 

Denver Super lo r  Courts ......... 
CONNECTICUT Super lo r  Court  ....... 
FLORIDA C l r c u l t  Court  ............ 
H A W A I I  C l r c u l t  Court  ............. 
IDAHO O l s t r l c t  Court  ............. 
KANSAS D l s t r l c t  Court  ............ 
M A I N E  Super lo r  Court  ............. 
MARYLAND C l r c u l t  Court  ........... 
MASSACHUSETTS T r i a l  Court  of  t h e  

Comonwea 1 t h . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
M I C H I G A N  C l r c u l t  Court  ........... 
MISSOURI C l r c u l t  Court  ........... 
MONTANA O l s t r l c t  Court  ........... 
NEW JERSEY Super lo r  Court  ,....... 
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County Courts .................. 
NORTH CAROLINA Super lo r  Court  .... 
NORTH DAKOTA O l s t r l c t  Court  ...... 
O H I O  Cour t  o f  Comnon Pleas ....... 
TENNESSEE C l r c u l t  and 

Chancery Courts ................ 
TEXAS D l s t r l c t  Court  ............. 
UTAH O l s t r l c t  Court  .............. 
WASHINGTON Super lo r  Court  ........ 
PUERTO R I C O  Super lo r  Court  ....... 

1981 

Number o f  
f t l t n g s  F t l l n g s  

and Per 
q u a l l f y l n g  100,000 
foo tno tes  DoDulat lon 

-- nc 
N/A -- 
N/A -- 

80.970 335 

5,089 172 
11,471 366 

1,468 1 150 
1,744 1 182 
4,517 190 
1,914 169 

-- nc 

-- nc 

N/A -- 
N/A -- 
N/A -- 

41,376 1 558 
-- nc 

39,234 1 223 
N/A -- 
51 6 78 

21,906 203 

12,046 261 
28.698 194 

7,919 188 
3,760 118 

-- nc 

1984 1985 

Number o f  Number of 
F t l t n g s  f t l t n g s  f t l t n g s  f t l t n g s  

and per  and pe r  
q u a l l f y l n g  100,000 q u a l l f y l n g  100.000 
foo tno tes  DoDulat lon foo tno tes  Dopu la t l on  

nc -- 2,096 402 
9,173 300 10,748 337 

N/A -- 5,382 228 
97,068 379 112,049 425 

4,199 
12,391 
26,815 

1,611 
1.729 
4,033 
2.083 

10,826 

15.151 
23,186 
9,259 
1,640 

41.722 

37,847 
N/A 
550 

22,149 

11,775 
34,224 

1,433 
8,997 
3,968 

132 
393 

1 244 
1 155 
1 173 

165 
180 

1 249 

261 
nc 255 
l 185 
C 199 
I 555 

1 21 3 

80 
206 

250 
21 4 

C 87 
207 

C 121 

-- 

4,537 
12.742 
29,864 

1,676 
2.010 
4,061 
2.072 

10.120 

14.405 
23.742 

9.678 
1,870 

42.141 

35,549 
8,062 

51 2 
25,518 

12,565 
37,596 

1,245 
9,747 
4,388 

140 
401 

1 263 
1 159 
1 200 

166 
178 

1 230 

247 
261 

1 192 
C 226 
1 557 

l 200 
C 129 

75 
238 

264 
230 

C 76 
221 

C 134 

L l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

ALASKA D l s t r l c t  Court  ............ nc -- nc -- 860 l 165 
H A W A I I  O l s t r l c t  Court  ............ 1,037 106 69 3 67 652 62 

TEXAS County - leve l  Courts . . . . . . . . nc -- nc -- 8.242 50 

O H I O  County Court  ................ 705 7 51 9 5 464 4 
OHIO Mun lc lpa l  Court  ............. 18,992 176 13.503 126 12,992 121 
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S t a t e K o u r t  name: 

General l u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

ALASKA Super lo r  Cour t  ............ 
ARIZONA Super lo r  Cour t  ........... 
ARKANSAS C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........... 
CALIFORNIA Super lo r  Cour t  ........ 
COLORADO 01 s t  r l c t  and 

Denver Super lo r  Court  .......... 
CONNECTICUT Super lo r  Court  ....... 
FLORIDA C l r c u l t  Court  ............ 
H A W A I I  C l r c u l t  Cour t  ............. 
I D A H O  D l s t r l c t  Court  ............. 
KANSAS D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ............ 
M A I N E  Super lo r  Court  ............. 
MARYLAND C l r c u l t  Court  ........... 
MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  Cour t  of t h e  

Comnonwealth ................... 
MICHIGAN C l r c u l t  Court  ........... 
MISSOURI C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........... 
MONTANA O l s t r l c t  Court  ........... 
NEW JERSEY Super lo r  Cour t  ........ 
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County Courts .................. 
NORTH CAROLINA Super to r  Cour t  .... 
NORTH DAKOTA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ...... 
O H I O  Court  of Comnon Pleas ....... 
TENNESSEE C l r c u l t  and 

Chancery Courts ................ 
TEXAS D l s t r t c t  Court  ............. 
UTAH D l s t r l c t  Court  .............. 
WASHINGTON Super lo r  Cour t  ........ 
PUERTO R I C O  Super lo r  Cour t  ....... 

L i m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s :  

ALASKA D l s t r l c t  Court  ............ 
H A W A I I  O i s t r l c t  Court  ............ 
O H I O  County Cour t  ................ 
OHIO Mun lc lpa l  Cour t  ............. 
TEXAS County - leve l  Courts ........ 

Number of 
f 11 lngs  

and 
qua l  l f y l n g  
foo tno tes  

2.344 
11. 888 
5. 541 

130. 206 

6.145 
13. 754 
35. 535 

1. 749 1 
2. 118 1 
4.274 
2. 044 

12. 373 1 

15.040 
27. 046 
10. 746 1 

1. 836 C 
45. 547 1 

32. 011 I 
8. 897 C 

561 
28. 225 

13. 167 
38. 238 

19. 515 
2. 527 C 

4. 558 C 

4. 069 1 
738 
463 

13. 999 
9. 833 

1986 
Percent 

F l l l n g s  
per  

100. 000 
p o p u l a t l o n  

440 
358 
234 
483 

188 
431 
304 
165 
21 1 
1 7 4  
174 
277 

258 
296 
21 2 
224 
598 

180 
140 
83 

262 

274 
229 
152 
437 
140 

763 
69 

4 
130 

59 

change I n  
f l l l n g s  pe r  

1DO.ODO 
p o p u l a t l o n  

1981 -1986 

.. 

.. 

.. 
44% 

9% 
18% 

10% 
6% 

-8% 
3% 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 
7% 

-1 9% 

6% 
29% 

5% 
1 8% 

132% 
19% 

.. 

.. 

.. 
-35% 
-43% 

14% 
.. 

Percent 
change I n  

f l l l n g s  pe r  
1OO.DOO 

p o p u l a t l o n  
1985-1 986 

9% 
6% 
3% 

14% 

34% 
1% 

16% 
4% 
6% 
5% 

-2% 
20% 

4% 
13% 
10% 
-1% 
7% 

-10% 
9% 

11% 
10% 

4% 
0% 

100% 
98% 

4% 

362% 
11% 
0% 
7% 

18% 

(con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 2.2: T o r t  f l l l n q s  l n  t h e  s t a t e  t r l a l  cour ts .  1981-1986 and 1985-1986. (con t inued)  

N/A = Data a r e  unava l l ab le .  
-- - - Data element l s  no t  a p p l l c a b l e .  

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

nc: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  no t  comparable: 
Alaska--Super lor  and O l s t r l c t  Courts--The 1981 

and 1984 da ta  a r e  n o t  comparable t o  t h e  1985 
and 1986 da ta  because t o r t s  a r e  separated 
f rom t h e  u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  f l g u r e  I n  
s l g n l f l c a n t l y  g r e a t e r  q u a n t l t l e s  d u r l n g  1985 
and 1986 than l n  p rev lous  years.  

F l o r l d a - - C l r c u l t  Court--There were 21,063 new 
f l l l n g s  I n  1981. bu t  they  d l d  no t  l n c l u d e  
reopened cases; t h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  1981 da ta  a r e  
n o t  comparable w l t h  t h e  1984. 1985, and 1986 
da ta .  Data f o r  1984 and 1985 do no t  I nc lude  
p r o f e s s l o n a l  t o r t  cases repo r ted  w l t h  o the r  
c l v l l  cases. 

Mary land - -C l r cu l t  Cour t - -Tor t  f l l l n g s  f o r  1981 
cou ld  n o t  be separated f rom o the r  c l v l l  
f 11 lngs .  

M lch lgan - -C l r cu l t  Cour t - -Tor t  f l l l n g s  a r e  
unava l l ab le  I n  1984 f o r  H l l l s d a l e  County, 
Osceola County, Kalkaska County, and De l ta  
County. 

comparable w l t h  1984, 1985. and 1986 da ta  due 
t o  changes I n  r e p o r t l n g .  

1981 and 1984 do n o t  I nc lude  da ta  f rom H a r r l s  
County ( l . e . ,  Houston). 

cou ld  no t  be separated from o t h e r  c l v i l  
f I 1  lngs .  

Mon tana- -0 l s t r t c t  Court--1981 da ta  a r e  no t  

Texas--County-level Cour ts - -Tor t  f l l l n g s  f o r  

U t a h - - 0 l s t r l c t  Cour t - -Tor t  f l l l n g s  f o r  1981 

C:  The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  
Mon tana- -0 l s t r l c t  Court--Tort  f l l l n g s  Inc lude  

some c l v l l  appeals cases. 
Nor th  Caro l lna- -Super lo r  Cour t - -Tor t  f l l l n g s  

l nc lude  some mlscel laneous c l v l l  cases. 
U t a h - - 0 l s t r l c t  Cour t - -Tor t  f l l l n g s  l nc lude  de 

novo appeals from t h e  J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 
Courts.  

1: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  75% complete: 
A l a s k a - - 0 l s t r l c t  Court--Data do no t  I nc lude  

f l l l n g s  I n  t h e  low volume D l s t r l c t  Courts, whlch 
a re  repor ted  w l t h  u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  cases. 

Hawa l l - -C l r cu l t  Court--Data do no t  l nc lude  a 
smal l  number o f  O l s t r l c t  Court t r a n s f e r s  
repor ted  w l t h  o the r  c l v l l  cases. The number o f  
D l s t r l c t  Court  t r a n s f e r s  I n  1984. 1985, and 1986 
r e s p e c t l v e l y  a re :  141. 146, and 16. 

I d a h o - - 0 l s t r l c t  Court--Data do no t  I nc lude  some 
f l l l n g s  repor ted  w l t h  u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  cases. 
The u n c l a s s l f l e d  f l g u r e s  f o r  1984. 1965, and 
1986 r e s p e c t l v e l y  a re :  20.365, 20.644, and 
21,281. 

some f l l l n g s  repo r ted  w l t h  u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  
cases. The u n c l a s s l f l e d  f l g u r e s  f o r  1984, 1985. 
and 1986 r e s p e c t l v e l y  a re :  827. 1,438 and 976. 

f l l l n g s  f rom S t .  Louls County and do no t  I nc lude  
t o r t s  f l l e d  I n  t h e  assoc la te  d l v l s l o n s  w l t h  
c l v l l  j u r l s d l c t l o n  under $5.000. 1984 and 1985 
da ta  a l s o  do no t  I nc lude  f l l l n g s  f rom 8oone 
County. 

some t o r t s  repo r ted  w l t h  u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  
cases. The u n c l a s s l f l e d  f l g u r e s  f o r  1984, 1985. 
and 1986 r e s p e c t l v e l y  a re :  38.025. 40,026, and 
46,865. 

New York--Supreme and County Courts--Data l n c l u d e  
on ly  those cases t h a t  were counted a t  t h e  t r l a l  
no te  o f  Issue. 

Mary land- -C l rcu l t  Court--Data do no t  l nc lude  

M l s s o u r l - - C l r c u l t  Court--Data do no t  I nc lude  

New Jersey--Super lor  Court--Data do n o t  l n c l u d e  

44 



TABLE 2.3: State Courts Reporting Auto and Nonauto Tort Filings, 1985-1986 

Sta te /Cour t  name: 

General j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

A R I Z O N A  Super lo r  Court  ............. 
CALIFORNIA Super lo r  Cour t  .......... 
CONNECTICUT Super lo r  Court  ......... 
FLORIOA C l r c u l t  Court  .............. 
H A W A I I  C l r c u l t  Court  ............... 
MARYLAND C l r c u l t  Court  ............. 
MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  Cour t  o f  t h e  

Cornonwealth ...................... 
M I C H I G A N  C l r c u l t  Court  ............. 
NEW JERSEY Super lo r  Court  .......... 
NEW YORK Supreme and County Courts . 
NORTH CAROLINA Super lo r  Court  ...... 
TEXAS O l s t r l c t  Court  ............... 
L lm l ted  l u r t s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

TEXAS County - leve l  Courts .......... 
General l u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

A R I Z O N A  Super lo r  Court  ............. 
CALIFORNIA Super lo r  Court  .......... 
CONNECTICUT Super lo r  Court  ......... 
FLORIOA C l r c u l t  Cour t  .............. 
H A W A I I  C l r c u l t  Court  ............... 
MARYLAND C l r c u l t  Court  ............. 
MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  Cour t  of t h e  

Cornonwealth ..................... 
M I C H I G A N  C l r c u l t  Court  ............. 
NEU JERSEY Super lo r  Court  .......... 
NEW YORK Supreme and County Courts . 
NORTH CAROLINA Super lo r  Court  ...... 
TEXAS O l s t r l c t  Court  ............... 
L lm l ted  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

TEXAS County - leve l  Cour ts  .......... 

Auto T o r t  F l l l n q s  
1985 1986 

f l 1  lngs  F 11 lngs  f l l l n g s  F l l l n g s  
and q u a l l f y l n g  pe r  100,000 and q u a l l f y l n g  pe r  100,000 

foo tno tes  p o w l a t l o n  foo tno tes  Dopu la t l on  

Number of Number of 

7,140 224 8,047 242 
63,750 242 82,258 305 

7,455 c 236 8,233 C 258 
N/A -- 20,138 172 
874 1 83 883 1 83 

7.174 t 163 9,099 1 204 

7.084 121 7,446 128 
8.756 96 9.375 102 

37,512 496 41,333 542 
16.458 1 93 14,862 1 84 

N/A -- 4.620 73 
18.533 133 17,941 108 

6,395 39 7.621 46 

3,608 
48,299 

5.287 
N/A 
802 

2.946 

7,321 
14.055 
4,629 

19,091 
N/A 

19.063 

Non-Auto T o r t  F l l l n q s  

113 3.841 
183 47,948 

C 168 5,521 
-- 15,397 

1 76 866 
1 67 3,274 

125 7,594 
155 17.671 

1 61 4.214 
1 107 17,149 

-- 4.277 
116 20,297 

116 
178 

C 173 
132 

1 81 
l 73 

130 
193 

1 55 
I 96 

68 
122 

Percent change 
I n  f l l l n g s  pe r  

100,000 
popula t I o n  
1985-1 986 

Auto Non-Auto 
To r t s  T o r t s  

8% 3% 
26% -3% 

9% 3% 

0% 7% 
25% 9% 

6% 4% 
6% 25% 
9% -10% 

-10% -9% 

-4% 5% 

-- 

-- -- 

-- -- 

1,847 11 2,212 13 18% 18% 

N/A = Data a r e  n o t  a v a t l a b l e .  
-- = Data a r e  n o t  a p p l l c a b l e .  

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

C:  The f o l l o u l n g  c o u r t ' s  da ta  a r e  o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  
Connecttcut--Super lor  Court--Connecticut d l v l d e s  

t o r t  f l l l n g s  I n t o  v e h l c u l a r  and non-veh lcu la r  
ca tegor les .  The v e h l c u l a r  ca tegory  Inc ludes  a 
l l m l t e d  number of automobl le  p roduc ts  l l a b l l l t y  
cases and cases l n v o l v l n g  r a l l r o a d s ,  boats and 
a i rp lanes .  

l: The f o l l o u l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  75% complete: 
Hawa l t - -C l r cu l t  Court--A smal l  number of t o r t s  

a r e  repo r ted  u l t h  u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  cases. 
Mary land - -C l r cu l t  Court--A smal l  number o f  t o r t s  

a r e  repo r ted  u l t h  u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  cases. 
(There were 976 u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  cases I n  
1986 and 1,438 I n  1985,) 

,New Jersey--Super lor  Court--Non-auto t o r t  
f l l l n g s  a r e  f rom t h e  SDeclal  C l v l l  P a r t  
on l y ,  and do n o t  represent  genera l  
j u r l s d l c t l o n  clalrns. 

New York--Supreme and County Courts--Data 
Inc lude  o n l y  those cases t h a t  were counted 
a t  t h e  t r l a l  n o t e  of I ssue.  
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TABLE 2.4: Total Civil and Tort Filings in State Trial Courts, 1985-1986 

Sta te /Cour t  name: 

General j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

ALASKA Super lo r  Court  .......... 
A R I Z O N A  Super lo r  Court  ......... 
ARKANSAS C l r c u l t  Court  ......... 
CALIFORNIA Super lo r  Court  ...... 
COLORADO D l s t r l c t .  Denver 

Super lo r  and Juven l l e  and 
Probate Courts ............... 

CONNECTICUT Super lo r  Cour t  ..... 
FLORIDA C l r c u l t  Court  .......... 
H A W A I I  C l r c u l t  Court  ........... 
IDAHO O l s t r l c t  Court  ........... 
M A I N E  Super lo r  Court  ........... 
MARYLANO C l r c u l t  Court  ......... 
MICHIGAN C l r c u l t  Court  ......... 
MINNESOTA O l s t r l c t  Court  ....... 
MISSOURI  C l r c u l t  Court  ......... 
MONTANA O l s t r l c t  Court  ......... 
NEW JERSEY Super lo r  Court  ...... 
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County Courts ............... 
NORTH CAROLINA Super lo r  Cour t  .. 
NORTH OAKOTA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  .... 
O H I O  Court  o f  Comnon Pleas ..... 
TENNESSEE C l r c u l t .  C r lm lna l  

and Chancery Courts .......... 
TEXAS D l s t r l c t  Court  ........... 
UTAH O l s t r l c t  Court  ............ 
WASHINGTON Super lo r  Court  ...... 
PUERTO R I C O  Super lo r  Court  ..... 

KANSAS O l s t r l c t  Court  ........... 

L l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

ALASKA D l s t r l c t  Court  .......... 
FLORIDA County Court  ........... 
H A W A I I  D l s t r l c t  Court  .......... 
OHIO County Court  .............. 
O H I O  H u n l c l p a l  Court  ........... 
TEXAS County-Level Courts ....... 
PUERTO R I C O  D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... 

C l v l l  To r t  

f 1 1 1 ngs F l l l n g s  f l l l n g s  F I l l n g s  
Number o f  Number o f  

foo tno tes  
and q u a l l f y l n g  per  100,000 and q u a l l f y l n g  per  100.000 

population .. foo tno tes  DoDulat lon 

18.315 0 3,515 
97,262 J 3,052 
33,637 1,426 

626,496 6 2,376 

89,995 
150.323 
421,694 

26,283 
60,347 

124,995 
7,199 

99,842 
149.31 6 
205,241 
224,651 

27.648 
597,399 

2,785 
4.736 
3,710 
2,494 
6,005 
5,102 

618 
2,273 
1,643 
4.895 
4.467 
3,347 
7.900 

126.776 0 713 
87,670 1,402 
14,239 8 2,079 

290,520 E 2,704 

104,430 D 2.193 
451.035 0 2,755 

30,009 C 1,824 
122,505 0 2.779 
62,393 0 1.910 

24.046 6 4,615 
323,241 2,844 

20,622 1,957 
24,542 228 

326,127 3.035 
161,754 C 988 

46,074 C 1,410 

2,096 
10,748 

5,382 
112,049 

4,537 
12,742 
29,864 

1,676 
2,010 
4,061 
2,072 

10,120 
23,742 

9.678 
1.870 

42.141 

-- 

402 
337 
228 
425 

140 
401 

I 263 
1 159 
l 200 

166 
178 

1 230 
261 

I 192 
226 

I 557 

-- 

35,549 1 200 
8,062 C 129 

512 75 
25.518 238 

12.565 264 
37,596 230 

1,245 C 76 
9,747 221 
4,388 c 134 

860 I 165 

652 62 
464 4 

12,992 121 
8,242 50 
1,579 C 48 

-- -- 

-- = Data element Is n o t  a p p l i c a b l e .  

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

8: The f o l l o u l n g  coul'tsl c l v l l  f l l l n g s  a r e  n o t  
comparable due t o  t h e  method o f  coun t lng  
suppor t /cus tody  cases: 

A l a s k a - - D l s t r l c t  Court  
Ar lzona- -Super lo r  Court  (1986) 
C a l l f o r n l a - - S u p e r l o r  Court  
I d a h o - - D l s t r l c t  Court  
K a n s a s - - 0 l s t r l c t  Cour t  
Halne--Super lor  Court  
H l n n e s o t a - - 0 l s t r l c t  Court  (1986) 
Nor th  Dako ta - -D ls t r l c t  Court  

C: The f o l l o u l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  ove r tnc lus l ve :  
Nor th  Caro l lna- -Super lo r  Cour t - -Tor t  f l l l n g s  

Inc lude  some mlscel laneous c l v l l  cases. 
Puerto Rlco--Super lor  Cour t - -Tor t  f l l l n g s  

tnc lude  t r a n s f e r s  and reopened cases. 
- - D l s t r l c t  Cour t - -C lv l l  and t o r t  f l l l n g s  I n c l u d e  
t r a n s f e r s  and reopened cases. 

Texas--County-Level Cour t s - -C lv l l  f l l l n g s  
Inc lude  some j u v e n l l e  cases. 

U t a h - - 0 l s t r l c t  C o u r t - - C l v l l  f l l l n g s  I n c l u d e  
some p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlnqs. T o r t  
f l l l n g s  Inc lude  de novo appeals f rom t h e  J u s t l c e  
o f  t h e  Peace Courts.  
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S t a t e K o u r t  name: 

General j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

ALASKA Super lo r  Cour t  .......... 
ARIZONA Super lo r  Court  ......... 
ARKANSAS C l r c u l t  Court  ......... 
CALIFORNIA Super lo r  Court  ...... 
COLORADO O l s t r l c t  . Denver 

Super lo r  and J u v e n i l e  and 
Probate Courts ............... 

CONNECTICUT Super lo r  Court  ..... 
FLORIDA C l r c u l t  Court  .......... 
H A W A I I  C l r c u l t  Court  ........... 
IDAHO D l s t r l c t  Court  ........... 
KANSAS O l s t r l c t  Court  .......... 
M A I N E  Super lo r  Court  ........... 
MARYLAND C l r c u l t  Court  ......... 
M I C H I G A N  C l r c u l t  Court  ......... 
MINNESOTA D l s t r l c t  Court  ....... 
M I S S O U R I  C l r c u l t  Court  ......... 
MONTANA D l s t r l c t  Court  ......... 
NEW JERSEY Super lo r  Court  ...... 
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County Courts ................ 
NORTH CAROLINA Super lo r  Court  .. 
NORTH DAKOTA O l s t r l c t  Cour t  .... 
O H I O  Court  of Comnon Pleas ..... 
TENNESSEE C l r c u l t  . Cr lm lna l  

and Chancery Cour ts  .......... 
TEXAS D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ........... 
UTAH D l s t r l c t  Court  ............ 
WASHINGTON Super lo r  Cour t  ...... 
PUERTO R I C O  Super lo r  Court  ..... 
L lm l ted  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

ALASKA D l s t r l c t  Court  .......... 
FLORIOA County Court  ........... 
H A W A I I  D l s t r l c t  Cour t  .......... 
O H I O  County Court  .............. 
O H I O  Mun lc lpa l  Court  ........... 
TEXAS County-Level Cour ts  ....... 
PUERTO R I C O  D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... 

C l v l l  

f l l  l ngs  F l l l n g s  
and q u a l l f y l n g  pe r  100. 000 

foo tno tes  Doou la t lon  

Number o f  

16. 506 D 
102. 140 8 

35. 784 
654. 283 B 

105. 688 
154. 581 0 
442. 809 

26. 171 0 
60. 121 8 

134. 131 8 
6. 622 8 

106.716 
154.327 
233. 927 8 
237. 782 P 

28. 212 0 
624. 828 J 

120.038 0 
92. 031 
15. 085 8 

324. 779 E 

106. 890 0 
419. 434 0 

33. 042 C 
135. 933 D 

68.295 0 

26. 328 8 
349. 645 

21. 263 
23.759 

342.71 4 
178. 265 C 

46. 911 C 

3. 097 
3.077 
1. 509 
2. 425 

3. 235 
4.847 
3. 793 
2. 462 
6. 000 
5. 452 

565 
2. 391 
1. 688 
5. 551 
4. 694 
3. 445 
8. 200 

675 
1. 453 
2. 222 
3.020 

2. 225 
2. 514 
1. 985 
3. 046 
2.086 

4. 940 
2.995 
2.000 

221 
3.187 
1. 068 
1. 433 

T o r t  
Number of T o r t  f l l  l n g s  

f l l l n g s  F l l l n g s  as a percent  
and q u a l l f y l n g  per  100. 000 o f  c l v l l  f l l l n q s  

1985 1986 foo tno tes  Dopu la t l on  .. 

2. 344 
11. 888 

5. 541 
130. 206 

6. 145 
13.754 
35.535 

1.749 l 
2.118 l 
4. 274 
2. 044 

12. 373 1 
27. 046 
10.356 
10.746 1 

1. 836 
45. 541 1 

32. 011 1 
8. 897 c 

561 
28. 225 

13.167 
38. 238 

19.515 
2.527 C 

4. 558 c 

4.069 1 
42. 229 

738 
463 

13. 999 
9. 833 
1. 779 C 

440 11% 
358 11% 
234 16% 
483 1 8% 

188 5% 
431 8% 
304 7% 
165 6% 
21 1 3% 
174 3% 
174 29% 
277 1 0% 
296 16% 
246 .. 
21 2 4% 
224 7% 
598 7% 

180 28% 
140 9% 
83 4% 

262 9% 

274 12% 
229 8% 
152 4% 
437 8% 
140 7% 

763 4% 
362 .. 

69 3% 
4 2% 

130 4% 
59 5% 
54 3% 

14% 
12% 
15% 
20% 

6% 
9% 
8% 
7% 
4% 
3% 

31% 
12% 
18% 
4% 
5% 
7% 
7% 

27% 
10% 

4% 
9% 

12% 
9% 
8% 

14% 
7% 

15% 
12% 

3% 
2% 
4% 
6% 
4% 

0: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  o v e r l n c l u s l v e  
and a r e  no t  comparable due t o  t h e  method of 
coun t lng  suppor t /cus tody  cases: 

Alaska.. Super lo r  Court.. C l v l l  f l l l n g s  I n c l u d e  
p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs, and a r e  
n o t  comparable u l t h  o t h e r  s t a t e s '  da ta  due t o  
t h e  method of coun t lng  suppor t /cus tody  cases . 
Inc lude  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs , 
and a r e  n o t  comparable w l t h  o t h e r  s t a t e s '  
da ta  due t o  t h e  method of coun t lng  
suppor t /cus tody  cases . 

Hawall.. C l r c u l t  Court.. C l v l l  f l l l n g s  I n c l u d e  
c r l m l n a l  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs 
and some c r l m l n a l  and t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  

Connectlcut.. Super lo r  Court.. C l v l l  f l l l n g s  

cases. and a r e  no t  comparable u l t h  o t h e r  s t a t e s '  
da ta  due t o  t h e  method of coun t lng  
support /custody cases . 
1985 l n c l u d e  cases f rom t h e  County Court  and 
C o n c l l l a t l o n  and Probate O l v l s l o n  and County 
Mun lc lpa l  Court  u h l c h  merged u l t h  t h e  D l s t r l c t  
Court  I n  1985 . 

Montana.. D l s t r l c t  Court.. C l v l l  f l l l n g s  I n c l u d e  
appeals of t r l a l  c o u r t  cases and a r e  n o t  
comparable u l t h  o t h e r  s t a t e s '  da ta  due t o  t h e  
method of coun t lng  suppor t /cus tody  cases . 
Court.. C l v l l  f l l l n g s  I n c l u d e  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  
remedy proceedlngs and mlsce l laneous c r l m l n a l  
cases, and a r e  n o t  comparable u l t h  o t h e r  

Mlnnesota.. D l s t r l c t  Court.. C l v l l  f l l l n g s  f o r  

Tennessee..Clrcult . Cr lm lna l  and Chancery 

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 2.4: T o t a l  c l v l l  and t o r t  f l l l n g s  I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s ,  1985-1986. (con t lnued)  

s t a t e s '  da ta  due t o  t h e  method o f  coun t lng  
support /custody cases. 

Texas - -D ls t r l c t  C o u r t - - C l v l l  f l l l n g s  Inc lude  
some j u v e n l l e  cases, and a r e  no t  comparable 
w l t h  o t h e r  s t a t e s '  da ta  due t o  t h e  method o f  
coun t lng  support /custody cases. 

I n c l u d e  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs, 
bu t  a r e  n o t  comparable w l t h  o t h e r  s t a t e s '  
da ta  due t o  t h e  method o f  coun t lng  
support /custody cases. 

E: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t ' s  da ta  I n c l u d e  
p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs: 

Washlngton--Superlor C o u r t - - C l v l l  f l l l n g s  

Ohlo--Court o f  Comnon Pleas 

1:  The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  75% complete: 
A l a s k a - - D l s t r l c t  Court--Tort  f 11 Ings  do no t  

I n c l u d e  cases from low volume D l s t r l c t  
Cour ts ,  u h l c h  a r e  repo r ted  w l t h  o t h e r  c l v l l  
cases. 

F l o r l d a - - C l r c u l t  Cour t - -Tor t  f l l l n g s  f o r  1985 
do no t  I nc lude  p r o f e s s l o n a l  t o r t  cases whlch 
a r e  repo r ted  u l t h  t h e  u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  da ta .  

Hawa l l - -C l r cu l t  Court--Tort  f l l l n g s  do no t  
I n c l u d e  a smal l  number o f  D l s t r l c t  Court  
t r a n s f e r s  repo r ted  w l t h  u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  
data.  The number o f  D l s t r l c t  Court  t r a n s f e r s  
I n  1985 and 1986 r e s p e c t l v e l y  a r e  146 and 16. 

l n c l u d e  some cases u h l c h  a r e  repo r ted  w l t h  
u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  da ta .  The u n c l a s s l f l e d  
f l g u r e s  f o r  1985 and 1986 r e s p e c t l v e l y  a re  
20.644 and 21,281. 

Mary land - -C l r cu l t  Cour t - -Tor t  f l l l n g s  do no t  
I nc lude  some cases u h l c h  a r e  repo r ted  w l t h  
u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  data.  The u n c l a s s l f l e d  
f l g u r e s  f o r  1985 and 1986 r e s p e c t l v e l y  a r e  
1.438 and 976. 

l n c l u d e  f l l l n g s  f rom S t .  Louls County and do 
no t  l n c l u d e  t o r t s  f l l e d  I n  t h e  assoc la te  
d l v l s l o n s  w l t h  c l v l l  j u r l s d l c t l o n  under 
$5,000. 1985 da ta  a l s o  do n o t  I nc lude  t o r t  
f l l l n g s  f rom Boone County. 

I d a h o - - D l s t r l c t  Cour t - -Tor t  f l l l n g s  do no t  

H l s s o u r l - - C l r c u l t  Cour t - -Tor t  da ta  do no t  

New Jersey--Super lor  Cour t - -Tor t  f l l l n g s  do no t  
t nc lude  some cases whlch a r e  repor ted  w l t h  
u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  da ta .  The u n c l a s s l f l e d  
f l g u r e s  f o r  1985 and 1986 r e s p e c t l v e l y  a re  
40,026 and 46,865. 

I nc lude  on ly  those cases u h l c h  a r e  counted a t  
t h e  t r l a l  no te  o f  Issue. 

New York--Supreme and County Cour t - -Tor t  f l l l n g s  

J: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  7 5 x  complete and 
a re  no t  comparable due t o  t h e  method o f  coun t lng  
support /custody cases: 

1985 do n o t  I nc lude  mental  h e a l t h  cases, and a r e  
no t  comparable u l t h  o the r  s t a t e s '  data due t o  
t h e  method o f  coun t lng  support /custody cases. 

do no t  I nc lude  a few domestlc r e l a t l o n s  cases, 
and a r e  no t  comparable w l t h  o the r  s ta tes '  da ta  
due t o  t h e  method o f  coun t lng  support /custody 
cases. 

Ar lzona--Super lor  Cour t - -C lv l l  f l l l n g s  f o r  

New Jersey--Super lor  Cour t - -C lv l l  f l l l n g s  

0: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  75% complete and 
a re  o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  

New York--Supreme and County Cour t - -C Iv l l  
f l l l n g s  Inc lude  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy 
proceedlngs and lnc lude  o n l y  those cases whlch 
a r e  counted a t  t h e  t r l a l  no te  o f  Issue, bu t  do 
no t  I n c l u d e  c l v l l  appeals cases. 

l n c l u d e  t r a n s f e r s  and reopened cases, bu t  do n o t  
I nc lude  e s t a t e  cases whlch a r e  unava l l ab le .  

The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t ' s  da ta  a r e  75% complete. 
ove r lnc lus l ve .  and a r e  n o t  comparable due t o  t h e  
method o f  coun t lng  support /custody cases: 

H l s s o u r l - - C l r c u l t  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l l n g s  
Inc lude  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs. b u t  
do no t  I nc lude  some domestlc r e l a t l o n s  cases, 
and a r e  no t  comparable w l t h  o the r  s t a t e s '  da ta  
due t o  t h e  method o f  coun t lng  support /custody 
cases. 

Puerto Rlco--Super lor  Cour t - -C lv l l  f l l l n g s  

P: 
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TABLE 2.5: General Civil Filings in the State Trial Courts. 1981-1 986 and 19851 986 

Sta te /Cour t  name: 

General j u r l  s d i c t  l o n  cou r t s  : 

ALABAMA C l r c u l t  Court  .......... 
ALASKA Super lo r  Court  .......... 
ARIZONA Super lo r  Court  ......... 
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate 

Courts ...................... 
C l r c u l t  Court  ................ 

COLORADO O l s t r l c t .  Denver 
Super lo r  and Juven l l e  and 
Probate Courts ............... 

CONNECTICUT Super lo r  Court  ..... 
DELAWARE Super lo r  Court  ........ 
DISTRICT O f  COLUMBIA Super lo r  

Court  ....................... 
H A W A I I  C l r c u l t  Court  ........... 
KANSAS O l s t r l c t  Court  .......... 
M I C H I G A N  C l r c u l t  Court  ......... 
MONTANA O l s t r l c t  Court  ......... 
NORTH CAROLINA Super lo r  Court  .. 
NORTH DAKOTA O l s t r l c t  Court  .... 
TENNESSEE C l r c u l t  and 

Chancery Courts ............. 
TEXAS D l s t r l c t  Court  ........... 
UTAH O l s t r l c t  Court  ............ 
WASHINGTON Super lo r  Court  ...... 
L l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

ALABAMA O l s t r l c t  Court  ......... 
ARIZONA J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  

Peace Court  ................. 
COLORADO County Court  .......... 
DELAWARE Court  o f  Conon  Pleas . 
H A W A I I  D l s t r l c t  Cour t  .......... 
I N D I A N A  County Court  ........... 
KENTUCKY O l s t r l c t  Court  ........ 
M A I N E  O l s t r l c t  Court  ........... 
M I C H I G A N  MUn1Clpal Court  ....... 
NEBRASKA County Cour t  .......... 
NEW HAMPSHIRE D l s t r l c t  Court  ... 
NEW M E X I C O  M a g l s t r a t e  Court  .... 

o f  B e r n a l l l l o  County ........ 
C l t y  o f  New York ............ 

Court  o f  Clalms .............. 
O l s t r l c t  and C l t y  Courts ..... 

NORTH CAROLINA O l s t r l c t  Court  .. 
NORTH DAKOTA County Court  ...... 
O H I O  Muntc lpa l  Court  ........... 

County Court  ................. 
OREGON D l s t r l c t  Court  .......... 
PENNSYLVANIA D l s t r l c t  

J u s t l c e  Court  ............... 
RHOOE ISLAND D l s t r l c t  Court  .... 
TEXAS J u s t l c e  of  t h e  Peace 

Court  ....................... 
UTAH C l r c u l t  Court  ............. 

M e t r o p o l l t a n  Court  

NEW YORK C l v i l  Court  o f  t h e  

Number o f  
f l l l n g s  and 
q u a l l f y l n g  
foo tno tes  

28. 460 
nc 
nc 

7.545 
nc 

36. 168 
nc 

2. 522 c 

108. 426 
3. 830 

54. 005 
nc 
nc 

13. 756 
5.632 

23. 442 
68.451 

nc 
34. 922 

55. 818 

nc 
45. 423 

3.740 
13. 549 

5.573 
57.627 

nc 
N/A 

nc 
10. 382 
14. 117 

8. 290 

151. 159 
1. 330 

nc 
52. 100 

nc 
2bO. 068 1 

11. 302 1 
33. 862 

nc 
23. 689 

nc 
nc 

f l l l n g s  
per  100. 000 
p o p u l a t l o n  

727 
nc 
nc 

329 
nc 

1. 220 
nc 

422 

17.183 
390 

2. 266 
nc 
nc 

231 
856 

508 
464 

nc 
828 

1. 425 

nc 
1. 532 

625 
1. 381 

102 
1. 574 

nc 
N/A 

nc 
1.109 
1. 063 

624 

859 
8 

nc 
875 

nc 
2. 412 

105 
1. 277 

nc 
2. 486 

nc 
nc 

1984 1985 
Number o f  

f l l l n g s  and 
q u a l l f y l n g  
foo tno tes  

29. 650 
nc 

29. 580 

5. 151 
nc 

32. 032 
nc 

2. 520 

96.975 
3. 992 

57. 140 
nc 

6. 651 
12. 482 c 

5. 674 

21. 505 
85. 873 

nc 
33. 140 

51. 805 

nc 
65. 485 

3. 755 
13. 968 
3.664 

56.359 
16. 146 

N/A 
nc 

9.815 
18.308 

9. 744 

195.163 
1.678 

nc 
45. 636 

nc 
221. 523 

9. 542 ’ 
24. 518 

183.143 
18.759 

nc 
nc 

Number o f  
f l  1 lngs  f l l l n g s  and 

per  100. 000 q u a l l f y i n g  
p o p u l a t l o n  foo tno tes  

743 
nc 

5. 916 

21 9 
nc 

1.008 
nc 

41 1 

15.566 
384 

2.344 
nc 

807 
202 
827 

456 
537 
nc 

762 

1. 298 

nc 
2. 061 

61 3 
1. 344 

67 
1. 514 
1.397 

N/A 
nc 

1. 005 
1. 286 

684 

1.100 
9 

nc 
740 
nc 

2.060 
89 

91 7 

1. 539 
1. 950 

nc 
nc 

32. 447 
4. 906 

33.143 

6.117 
30.475 

35. 928 
47.286 
2.564 c 

93. 877 
3.764 1 

62. 501 ’ 
41.91 7 

7.347 
13. 654 c 

5.713 

22. 529 
95.659 

36. 904 
3. 856 c 

44.326 

53.650 
72. 174 
3. 498 

14.974 
4.407 ’ 

52.997 
15.901 c 

869 1 
22. 571 c 
9. 566 

16.633 

8. 465 

189.790 
1. 953 

65. 263 
42.864 

5.534 c 
225.593 l 

9.316 l 
26. 299 

194.61 0 
21. 396 

204.952 
39. 838 

F l l l n g s  
pe r  100.000 
p o p u l a t l o n  

807 
942 

1. 040 

259 
1. 292 

1. 112 
1.490 

412 

14. 996 
357 

2.551 
527 
889 
218 
834 

473 
584 
234 
837 

1. 102 

1. 683 
2. 234 

562 
1. 421 

80 
1. 422 
1. 366 

10 
1. 405 

959 
1.147 

584 

1. 067 
11 

367 
685 
808 

2. 100 
87 

979 

1. 642 
2. 210 

1. 252 
2. 422 
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S t a t e K o u r t  name : 

General l u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

ALABAMA C l r c u l t  Court  .......... 
ALASKA Super lo r  Cour t  .......... 
A R I Z O N A  Super lo r  Court  ......... 
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate 

Courts ...................... 
C l r c u l t  Court  ................ 

COLORADO D l s t r l c t  . Denver 
Super lo r  and J u v e n l l e  and 
Probate Courts ............... 

CONNECTICUT Super lo r  Court  ..... 
DELAWARE Super lo r  Cour t  ........ 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Super lo r  

Court  ....................... 
H A W A I I  C l r c u l t  Court  ........... 
KANSAS D l s t r l c t  Cour t  .......... 
M I C H I G A N  C l r c u l t  Court  ......... 
MONTANA O l s t r l c t  Court  ......... 
NORTH CAROLINA Super to r  Court  .. 
NORTH DAKOTA D l s t r l c t  Court  .... 
TENNESSEE C l r c u l t  and 

Chancery Courts ............. 
TEXAS D l s t r l c t  Court  ........... 
UTAH O l s t r l c t  Court  ............ 
WASHINGTON Super lo r  Court  ...... 
L l m l t e d  l u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

ALABAMA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 
A R I Z O N A  J u s t l c e  of  t h e  

Peace Court  ................. 
COLORADO County Court  .......... 
DELAWARE Court  of  Common Pleas . 
H A W A I I  D l s t r l c t  Cour t  .......... 
I N D I A N A  County Court  . . . . . . . . . . .  
KENTUCKY D l s t r l c t  Court  ........ 
M A I N E  D l s t r l c t  Court  ........... 
M I C H I G A N  Mun lc lpa l  Court  ....... 
NEBRASKA County Court  .......... 
NEW HAMPSHlRE D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ... 
NEW M E X I C O  M a g l s t r a t e  Court  .... 

B e r n a l l l l o  County ........... 
NEW YORK C l v l l  Cour t  of t h e  

C l t y  of New York ............ 
Court  of Clalms .............. 
D l s t r l c t  and C l t y  Courts ..... 

NORTH CAROLINA D l s t r l c t  Court  .. 
NORTH DAKOTA County Court  ...... 
O H I O  Mun lc lpa l  Court  ........... 

County Court  ................. 
OREGON D l s t r l c t  Court  .......... 
PENNSYLVANIA D l s t r l c t  

J u s t l c e  Court  ............... 
RHODE ISLAND D l s t r l c t  Court  .... 
TEXAS J u s t l c e  of t h e  Peace 

Court  ....................... 
UTAH C l r c u l t  Cour t  .............. 

M e t r o p o l l t a n  Court  o f  

Percentage 
1986 change I n  

Number of f l l l n g s  Der 
f 11 lngs  

and q u a l l f y l n g  
foo tno tes  

33.984 c 
2.998 

38. 224 

7.027 
32. 495 

47.787 
50.474 

2. 950 c 

91. 918 
3. 780 ’ 

70. 449 [ T I  
61.61 1 

7. 633 
14. 842 
5.974 

23. 568 
94. 258 

3. 838 
47. 289 

44. 492 

64.036 
122.683 

5. 190 
15.497 

4.991 
60. 598 
15. 771 

900 
33. 304 
10.804 
15. 415 

9. 237 

196. 216 
2.290 

87. 234 
44.295 

4. 908 
237. 516 

9.031 ’ 
31. 268 

198. 615 
21. 116 

210. 171 
49.452 

F l l l n g s  
per  100. 000 
p o p u l a t l o n  

839 
562 

1. 152 

296 
1. 370 

1. 463 
1.583 

466 

14. 707 
356 

2. 864 
674 
932 
234 
880 

491 
565 
231 

1. 060 

1.198 

1. 929 
3 .  755 

820 
1. 458 

91 
1. 625 
1. 345 

10 
2. 085 
1. 052 
1. 042 

625 

1. 104 
13 

49 1 
699 
723 

84 
1. 160 

1. 671 
2.166 

1. 249 
2. 970 

2. 210 

100. 000. 
p o p u l a t l o n  

1981-1986 

14% 
.. 
.. 

-1 1% 
.. 

17% 

9% 

-1 7% 
-1 0% 

21% 

.. 

.. 

.. 
1% 
3% 

-4% 
1 8% 

22% 
.. 

-30% 

.. 
59% 
24% 

5% 
-1 2% 

3% .. 
.. 
.. 

-5% 
-2% 

0% 

2 2% 
39% 

-25x 

9% 
-25% 
-1 ox 

.. 

.. 

.. 
-1 5% 

.. 

.. 

Percentage 
change i n  
f l l l n g s  pe r  

100. 000 
p o p u l a t l o n  

1985-1986 

4% 
68% 
10% 

13% 
6% 

30% 
6% 

12% 

-2% 
0% 

11% 
22% 

5% 
1% 
5% 

4% 
-3% 
-1% 
21% 

OX 

13% 
41% 
31% 

3% 
12% 
13% 
-2% 
0% 

33% 
9% 

-1 0% 

7% 

3% 
15% 
25% 

2% 
-1 2% 

5% 
-4% 
16% 

2% 
-2% 

0% 
18% 

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 2.5: 

N/A = Data a r e  no t  a v a l l a b l e .  
-- = Data element 1s no t  app l l cab le .  
[ T I  = Data I n c l u d e  reopened cases. 
nc = Data a r e  n o t  comparable w l t h  o the r  years.  

QUALIFYING fODTNOTES: 

General c l v I l  f l l l n q s  I n  t h e  s t a t e  t r l a l  cour ts ,  1981-1986 and 1985-1986. ( c o n t l n u e d l  

C:  The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  
Alabama--Clrcul t  Court--Data Inc lude  c l v l l  appeals and 

p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs. 
Delaware--Superlor Court--Data I n c l u d e  a d m l n l s t r a t l v e  

agency appeals. 
H a l n e - - 0 l s t r I c t  Court--1981-1985 da ta  l n c l u d e  some 

domest lc r e l a t l o n s  and J u v e n l l e  cases. 
Nebraska--County Court--Data Inc lude  cases From t h e  

H u n l c l p a l  Court  f rom J u l y  1, 1985 t o  December 31. 1985 
Nor th  Caro l lna- -Super lo r  Court--1981-1985 da ta  Inc lude  

a d m l n l s t r a t l v e  agency appeals. 1986 da ta  Inc lude  
mlsce l laneous c l v l l  cases. 

Nor th  Dakota--County Court--1985 da ta  Inc lude  c r l rn lna l  
appeals cases. 

U t a h - - 0 l s t r l c t  Court--1985 da ta  Inc lude  de novo appeals. 

1: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  75% complete: 
Colorado--County Court--1981 -1985 da ta  do no t  Inc lude  

cases f rom Denver County Court .  
Hawa l l - -C l r cu I t  Court--Data do n o t  I n c l u d e  "unrepor ted  

cases. 
Indlana--County Court--Data do no t  I nc lude  "o the r "  cases 

o r  "redocketed c l v l l "  cases. 
Kansas - -D ls t r l c t  Court--1981-1985 da ta  do no t  I nc lude  

a l l  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  r l g h t s  cases. 
H l c h l g a n - - 0 I s t r l c t  Court--1985 da ta  do n o t  I nc lude  cases 

from t h e  c l t y  of Dearborn. Hun lc lpa l  Courts f o r  
Grosse Po ln te  Mun lc lpa l  and Grosse Po ln te  Shores d t d  
no t  r e p o r t  1985 data.  

l n c l u d e  cases c l a s s l f l e d  as mlsce l laneous c l v l l .  

l h e  f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t ' s  da ta  a r e  l e s s  than 75% complete: 

r e p o r t l n g  r a t e  of 74%. 

Dh lo- -Hun lc lpa l  Court  and County Court--Data do no t  

V :  
Texas--Just lce o f  t h e  Peace Court--Data represent  a 
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TABLE 2.6: Small Claims Filings in the State Trial Courts. 198401986 

S t a t e K o u r t  name: 

General j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

CONNECTICUT Super lo r  Court  ...... 
D I S l R I C T  OF COLUMBIA 

Super lo r  Court  ................ 
IDAHO D l s t r l c t  Court  ............ 
ILLINOIS C l r c u l t  Court  .......... 
I N D I A N A  Super lo r  and C l r c u l t  

Courts ........................ 
I O W A  D l s t r l c t  Court  ............. 
KANSAS D l s t r l c t  Court  ........... 
MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  

Court  of t h e  Commonwealth ..... 
MINNESOTA D l s t r l c t  Court  ........ 
MISSOURI C l r c u l t  Court  .......... 
NEW JERSEY Super lo r  Court  ....... 
OKLAHOMA D l s t r l c t  Court  ......... 
SOUTH DAKOTA C l r c u l t  Court  ...... 
WISCONSIN C l r c u l t  Court  ......... 
L l m l t e d  J u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

ALABAMA D l s t r l c t  Court  .......... 
ALASKA D l s t r l c t  Court  ........... 
ARIZONA J u s t l c e  O F  t h e  

Peace Court  ................... 
CALlFORNIA Mun lc lpa l  Court  ...... 
CALIFORNIA J u s t l c e  Court  ........ 
COLORADO County Court  ........... 
FLORlOA County Court  ............ 
GEORGIA M a g l s t r a t e  Court  ........ 
H A W A I I  D l s t r l c t  Court  ........... 
I N O I A N A  County Court  ............ 
I N D I A N A  Small Clalms Court  of  

Marlon County ................. 
KENTUCKY D l s t r l c t  Court  ......... 
M A I N E  D l s t r l c t  Court  ............ 
MICHIGAN D l s t r l c t  Court  ......... 
M I C H I G A N  Mun lc lpa l  Court  ........ 
NEBRASKA County Court  ........... 
NEW HAMPSHIRE O l s t r l c t  Court  .... 
NEW HAMPSHIRE Mun lc lpa l  Court  . . .  
NEW YORK D l s t r l c t  Court  and C l t y  

Court  ......................... 
NEW YORK C l v l l  Court  o f  NY C l t y  . 
NORTH CAROLINA D l s t r l c t  Court  .... 
NORTH DAKOTA County Court  ....... 
O H I O  County Court  ............... 
OH10 Mun lc lpa l  Court  ............ 
OREGON O l s t r l c t  Court  ........... 
PENNSYLVANIA Ph l l ade lph la  

Mun lc lpa l  Court  ............... 
RHOOE ISLAND D l s t r l c t  Court  ..... 
TEXAS J u s t l c e  of t h e  

Peace Courts .................. 
UTAH C l r c u l t  Court  .............. 
UTAH J u s t l c e  of t h e  Peace Court  . 
VfRPIONT D l s t r l c t  Court  .......... 
WASHINGTON D l s t r l c t  Court  ....... 
WYOMING J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 

Court  ......................... 
WYOMING County Court  ............ 

1984 1985 
Number o f  Number o f  

f l l l n g s  
and q u a l l f y t n g  

foo tno tes  

73. 096 

25. 323 
1 4 .  174 C 

21 7 .  641 

35. 042 1 
71. 666 
14. 229 

134. 254 1 
90.271 C 
19. 106 
51. 137 
85.181 
19. 259 

168. 563 

76. 694 
10.735 1 

41. 715 
482. 579 

30. 225 
16. 460 l 

163. 171 
N/A 

5. 388 
67. 283 1 

54. 380 
28.525 
22.718 
81. 012 nc 

N /A 
14.674 C 
28. 993 

520 

47. 887 
52. 065 

194.321 
8. 523 

11. 662 
82. 155 
37. 548 

26.253 
12. 087 

nc 
31. 467 

nc 
8.952 

26.433 nc 

N /A 
9. 731 

per  IOO;OOO 
Dopu la t lon  

2. 318 

4. 065 
1. 416 
1. 891 

637 
2. 463 

584 

2. 316 
2. 169 

382 
680 

2. 583 
2. 728 
3. 537 

1. 922 
2. 147 

1. 366 
1.883 

118 
518 

1.487 

519 
1. 224 

989 
766 

1. 965 
893 

914 
2. 968 

53 

270** 
294** 

-- 

.. 

3.152 
1. 242 

108 
764 

1. 404 

1. 555*** 
1. 256 

.. 
1. 905 

1. 689 
608 

.. 

.. 
1. 904 

and q u a l i f y l n g  
f o o t  notes 

66. 167 

36.046 
16. 808 C 

215.471 

39;257 1 
73. 752 
14. 429 

137.826 1 
100. 122 c 

19. 717 
50. 956 
87.008 
19.961 

182. 523 

94. 594 
14. 284 l / n c  

40.850 
492.104 

29.518 
16.739 1 

207. 492 
N/A 

5. 298 
72. 964 I 

58. 223 
28. 680 
24. 880 
88. 950 nc 

224 I 
14. 974 C 
28. 077 

348 

50. 847 
56.691 

204. 071 
8. 822 

12. 468 
84. 916 
38. 308 

36. 242 
11. 997 

73. 155 nc 
29. 904 

3.878 
13.164 
28.180 

N/A 
N/A 

F l l l n g s  
pe r  100. 000 
p o p u l a t l o n  

2. 085 

5.750 
1. 672 
1. 868 

714 
2.557 

589 

2. 367 
2. 388 

392 
674 

2. 636 
2. 819 
3. 822 

2. 353 
2. 742 

1. 282 
1. 867 

112 
519 

1.826 

503 
1. 327 

1. 059 
770 

2. 137 
979 

2 
933 

2. 813 
35 

286** 
319** 

-- 

3. 263 
1.288 

116 
790 

1. 426 

2.147*** 
1. 239 

447 
1. 818 

236 
2.461 

639 

-- -- 
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Sta te /Cour t  name: 

General 3 u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

CONNECllCUT Super lo r  Court  ...... 
D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA 

Super lor Court  ................ 
lOAHO O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ............ 
ILLINOIS C l r c u l t  Court  .......... 
INDIANA Super lo r  and C l r c u l t  

Courts ........................ 
I O W A  O l s t r l c t  Court  ............. 
KANSAS O l s t r l c t  Court  ........... 
MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  

Court  o f  t h e  Comnonwealth ..... 
MINNESOTA O l s t r i c t  Cour t  ........ 
MISSOURI  C l r c u l t  Court  .......... 
NEW JERSEY Super lo r  Court  ....... 
OKLAHOMA O l s t r l c t  Court  ......... 
SOUTH OAKOTA C l r c u l t  Court  ...... 
WISCONSIN C l r c u l t  Court  ......... 
L lm l ted  l u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s :  

ALABAMA O l s t r l c t  Court  .......... 
ALASKA O l s t r l c t  Court  ........... 
ARIZONA J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  

Peace Court  ................... 
CALlFORNlA Mun lc lpa l  Cour t  ...... 
CALIFORNIA J u s t l c e  Cour t  ........ 
COLORADO County Court  ........... 
FLORlOA County Cour t  ............ 
GEORGIA Mag ls t ra te  Court  ........ 
H A W A I I  O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ........... 
I N O l A N A  County Cour t  ............ 
I N O l A N A  Small Clalms Court  o f  

Marlon County ................. 
KENTUCKY O i s t r l c t  Court  ......... 
MAINE O l s t r l c t  Court  ............ 
MICHIGAN o l s t r l c t  Court  ......... 
M I C H I G A N  Mun lc lpa l  Court  ........ 
NEBRASKA County Court  ........... 
NEW HAMPSHIRE O l s t r l c t  Cour t  .... 
NEW HAMPSHIRE Mun lc lpa l  Court  ... 
NEW YORK O l s t r l c t  Court  and C l t y  

Court  ......................... 
NEW YORK C l v l l  Court  o f  NY C l t y  . 
NORTH CAROLINA O l s t r l c t  Cour t  .... 
NORTH OAKOTA County Court  ....... 
O H I O  County Court  ............... 
O H I O  Mun lc lpa l  Court  ............ 
OREGON O l s t r l c t  Court  ........... 
PENNSYLVANIA Phl  lade1 p h l  a 

Mun lc lpa l  Court  ............... 
RHOOE ISLANO O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... 
TEXAS J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  

Peace Courts .................. 
UTAH C l r c u l t  Court  .............. 
UTAH J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace Court  . 
VERMONT O l s t r i c t  Court  .......... 
WASHINGTON O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....... 
W Y O M I N G  J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 

Court  ......................... 
WYOMING County Court  ............ 

1986 
Number o f  
f 11 lngs 

and q u a l l f y l n g  
foo tno tes  

67. 450 

35. 197 
17.366 C 

184. 538 

58.788 1 
68. 465 
15.096 

152. 331 1 
102. 87 3 
20. 801 
50. 291 
89.193 
21. 814 

186.034 

11 5. 203 
15.069 1 

41. 931 
511. 126 

27. 287 
22. 083 

217.738 
105. 413 1 

5. 592 
61. 850 1 

60. 602 C 
28. 582 
26.981 

107.1 52 
228 

14. 342 C 
29. 182 

398 

50. 791 
5 7 .  954 

226. 044 
8. 139 

11.792 
87.740 
42. 686 

40. 386 
12.654 

72.448 nc 
30. 926 

3.494 
13. 166 
29. 910 

3. 708 
7.  850 

F l l l n g s  
per  100. 000 

DoDulat lon 

2.115 

5. 632 
1.733 
1.598 

1.068 
2. 402 

61 4 

2. 612 
2. 441 

41 1 
660 

2. 699 
3. 081 
3.888 

2. 042 
2. 827 

1. 263 
I. 894 

101 
676 

1. 865 
1. 727 

526 
1. 124 

1.101 
766 

2. 300 
1. 172 

2 
898 

2. 841 
39 

286** 
326** 

3 .  569 
1.199 

110 
81 6 

1. 582 

2.393*** 
1. 298 

434 
1. 857 

21 0 
2.434 

670 

731 
1.548 

Percent 
change i n  

f l l l n g s  pe r  
100. 000 

popu la t l on  
1985-86 

1% 

-2% 
4% 

-1 4% 

50% 
-6% 

4% 

10% 
2% 
5% 

-2% 
2% 
9% 
2% 

21% 
3% 

-1% 
1% 

-1 0% 
30% 

2% 

5% 
-1 5% 

4% 
-1% 
8% 

20% 
0% 

-4% 
1% 

11% 

0% 
2% 
9% 

-7% 
-5% 

3% 
11% 

11% 
5% 

-3% 
2% 

-1 1% 
-1% 

5% 

.. 

.. 

.. 

D o l l a r  l l m l t  
j u r l  sd l c t l o n  

J1984/1985/1986) 

1.000/1.000/1.500* 

750/2.000*/2. 000 

2.500/2.500/2.500 

1,500/3.000*/3,000 
2.000/2.000/2.000 

500/500/1.000* 

1 .200/1.200/1. 500' 
1,250/2.000*/2,000 
1,000/1.000/1,000 
1.000/1.000/1,000 
1 5 0 0  .500/1.500/1. 

1.500/2.000*/2,000 
1.000/1,000/1,000 

.. 

500/1.000*/1.000 
../2.000/5. OOO* 

500/500/500 
1 5 0 0  .500/1.500/1. 
1.500/1.500/1. 500 

1.000/1.000/1.500* 
1.500/2.500*/2.500 

2,500/2,500/2.500 
1,500/3.000*/3,000 

1.500/3,000*/3.000 
1.000/1.000/1. 000 

1.000/1 . 400*/1 . 400 
.. /1.000/1.500* 
.. /1.000/1,500* 

../../2. 500 

1.000/1,500*/1,500 
1 5 0 0  .500/1.500/1. 
1.500/1.500/1. 500 

1.000/1.500*/1,500 
1 .500/1.500/1. 500 

1.000/1.000/1.500* 
1.500/2,000*/2,000 

1.000/1,000/1,000 
1.000/1.000/1,000 

1,000/1.500*/1,500 

1,000/5,000*/5.000 
500/1 . D004/1 . 000 

../1.000/1. 000 
600/600/1.000* 
.. /600/1 . OOO* 

500/2.000*/2.000 
--/1.000/1,000 

750/750/750 
750/750/750 

(con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 2.6: Small clalms flllnqs In the state trlal courts, 1984-1986. (contlnued) 

'There was a change In dollar amount jurlsdlctlon 
durlng the statlstlcal reporting year. 

**Thls t s  not a stateulde flgure, but tt Is the 
only court In the state ulth small clalms 
Jurlsdlctlon. The per caplta flgure was computed 
uslng the state's populatlon because local data 
are unavallable. 

***Flllngs per 1OO.DOO populatlon In the 
Phlladelphla Hunlctpal Court were computed based 
upon Phlladelphla's 1986 populatlon estlmate. 

N/A = Data are unavallable. 
-- = Data element Is not app1,lcable. 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

nc: The followlng courts' data are not comparable: 
Alaska--Dlstrlct Court--In 1985. a concerted 

effort was begun to collect on defaulted 
student loans. Much of the Increase between 
1984-85 Is attrlbuted to that effort, 
although some o f  these cases were also flled 
In the general jurlsdlctlon court. Thus, 
1985 data are not comparable to data from 
1984. 

Mlchlgan--0lstrlct Court--Data are mlsslng from 
four courts In 1984, and from three courts In 
1985. 

Texas--Justtce of the Peace Courts--In 1984 data 
are avallable from 8,558 justlces, In 1985 
data are avallable from 8.428 justlces, and 
In 1986 data are avallable from 8,557 
justlces. Remalnlng data was estlmated. 

are only two-thlrds complete. 

mlsslng from two courts. 

Utah--3ustlce o f  the Peace Court--Data for 1984 

Washlngton--Dlstrlct Court--Data for 1984 are 

C: The folloulng courts' data are overlncluslve: 
Idaho--Dlstrlct Court--Data Include appeals of 

small clalms cases. 
Hlnnesota--Dlstrlct Court--Data for 1984 and 

1985 lnclude appeals of small clalms cases. The 
County Court and Conclllatlon and Probate 
Dlvlslon and County Munlclpal Court merged wlth 
the Dlstrlct Court In 1985. Data have been 
merged for 1984. also, to ensure comparablllty. 

Nebraska--County Court--Data Include cases from 
the Munlclpal Court whlch merged ulth the County 
Court effective July 1, 1985. Munlclpal Court 
data were added to the County Court caseload for 
1984 so that the data across the three-year 
perlod Is  comparable. 

1: The folloulng courts' data are 75% complete: 
Alaska--Dlstrlct Court--Data do not Include 

cases flled In the low volume Dlstrlct Courts, 
whlch are reported ulth unclasslfled clvll cases. 

cases flled In the Denver County Court for 1984 
and 1985. 

from only 140 o f  the 159 countles. 

not Include some cases reported wlth 
unclasslfled clvll data. 

cases reported wlth unclasslfled clvll data. 

Data do not Include some flllngs o f  the Dlstrlct 
Court Department uhlch are reported ulth 
unclasslfled clvll data. 

from two courts tn 1985. 

Colorado--County Court--Data do not Include 

Georgla--Magistrate Court--Data lnclude cases 

Indlana--Superlor and Clrcult Courts--Data do 

Indlana--County Court--Data do not Include some 

Massachusetts--Trlal Court o f  the Cornonwealth-- 

Mlchlgan--Munlclpal Court--Data are unavallable 
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1986 State Court System Charts 



1986 State Court System Charts 

Court System Charts: An Explanatory Note 

The charts in Part Ill summarize the key features of 
each state’s court organization into a one-page diagram. 
The format is designed to meet two objectives: (1) to be 
comprehensive, indicating all court systems in the state 
and their interrelationships; and (2) to describe the jurisdic- 
tion of court systems using acomparable set of terminology 
and symbols. The common terminology is that developed 
by the NCSC’s Court Statistics and Information Manage- 
ment (CSIM) Project for reporting caseload statistics. 

The first chart is a prototype. It represents a state court 
organization in which there is one of each of the four court 
system levels recognized by the CSlM Project: courts of 
last resort, intermediate appellate courts, general jurisdic- 
tion trial courts, and limited jurisdiction trial courts. Routes 
of appeal from one court to another are indicated by lines, 
with an arrow showing which court receives the appeal or 
petition. 

The charts also provide basic descriptive information, 
such as the number of authorized justices, judges, and 
magistrates (orotherjudicial officers). Eachcourtsystem’s 
subject matter jurisdiction is indicated using the CSlM 
Project casetypes. Information is also provided on the use 
of districts, circuits, or divisions in organizing the courts 
within the system and the number of courts, where this 
coincides with a basic government unit. 

The casetypes, which define a court system’s subject 
matter jurisdiction, require the most explanation. This is 
done separately for appellate and trial court systems. 

Appellate Courts 
The rectangle representing each appellate court con- 

tains information on the number of authorized justices; the 
number of geographicdivisions, if any, that are maintained; 
whether court decisions are made en banc, in panels or 
both; and the CSlM Project casetypes that are heard by the 
court. The casetypes are shown separately for mandatory 
and discretionary cases. The casetypes themselves are 
defined in other CSlM Project publications, especially 7984 
State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical 
Reporting and State Court Model Statistical Dictionary. 

An appellate court can have both mandatory and 
discretionary jurisdiction over the same CSlM Project 
casetype. This arises, in part, because the CSlM Project 
casetypes are defined broadly in order to be applicable to 
every state’s courts. There are, for example, only two 
appellate CSlM casetypes for criminal appeals: capital 

and noncapital. A court may have mandatory jurisdiction 
over felony cases but discretionary jurisdiction over misde- 
meanors. The listing of casetypes would include “criminal“ 
for both mandatory and discretionary jurisdiction. The 
duplication of a casetype under both headings can also 
occur if appeals from one lower court for that casetype are 
mandatory, while appeals from another lower court are dis- 
cretionary. Also, statutory provisions or court rules in 
some states automatically convert a mandatory appeal into 
a discretionary petitiowfor example, when an appeal is 
not filed within a specified time limit. A more comprehen- 
sive description of each appellate court’s subject matter 
jurisdiction can be found in the 7984 State Appellate Court 
Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Reporting. 

Trial Courts 
The rectangle representing each trial court also lists 

the applicable CSlM Project casetypes. These include 
civil, criminal, traffidother violation, and juvenile. Where a 
casetype is simply listed, it means that the court system 
shares jurisdiction over it with other courts. The presence 
of exclusive jurisdiction is always explicitly stated. The 
absence of a casetype from a list means that the court does 
not have that subject matter jurisdiction. Thedollar amount 
jurisdiction is shown where there is an upper or a lower limit 
to the cases that can be filed in a court. In criminal cases, 
jurisdiction is distinguished between “triable felony,”where 
the court can try a felony case to verdict and sentencing, 
and “limited felony,” which applies to those limited jurisdic- 
tion courts that can conduct preliminary hearings that bind 
a defendant over for trial in a higher court. 

Trial courts can have what is termed incidental appel- 
late jurisdiction. The presence of such jurisdiction over the 
decisions of other courts is noted in the list of casetypes as 
either “civil appeals,” “criminal appeals,” or “administrative 
agency appeal.” A trial court that hears appeals directly 
from an administrative agency has an “ A  in the upper right 
corner of the rectangle. 

For each trial court, the chart states the authorized 
number of judges and whether the court can empanel a 
jury. The rectangle representing the court also indicates 
the number of districts, divisions, or circuits into which the 
court system is divided. These subdivisions are stated 
using the court system’s own terminology. The descrip- 
tions are therefore not standardized across states or court 
systems. 

Trial courts are differentiated into those that are totally 
funded from local sources and those that receive some 
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form of state funds. Locally funded court systems are 
drawn with broken lines. A solid line indicates some or all 
of the funding is derived from state funds. 

Symbols and Abbreviations 
An “A” in the upper right corner of a rectangle repre- 

senting either an appellate or a trial court indicates that the 
court receives appeals directly from the decisions of an 
administrative agency. Where “administrative agency 
appeals” is listed as a casetype, it indicates that the court 
hears appeals from decisions of another court on an 
administrative agency’s actions. It is possible for a court to 
both have an “ A  designation and to have “administrative 
agency appeals” listed as a casetype. Such a court hears 
appeals directly from an administrative agency (“A”) and 
has appellate jurisdiction over the decisions of a lower 
court that has already reviewed the decision of the admin- 
istrative agency (and is thus listed as a casetype). 

The number of justices or judges is sometimes stated 
as “FTE.” This represents “full time equivalent” authorized 

judicial positions. “DWI/DUI“ stands for “driving while 
intoxicatedldriving under the influence. The abbreviation, 
“SC“, stands for “small claims.” 

Conclusion 

The court organization charts are convenient sum- 
maries. They do not substitute for the detailed descriptive 
material contained in State Organization 7987, another 
CSlM Project publication. Moreover, they are based on the 
CSlM Project’s terminology and categories. This means 
that a state may have established courts that are not 
included in these charts. Some states have courts of 
special jurisdiction to receive complaints on matters that 
are more typically directed to administrative boards and 
agencies. Since these courts receive cases that do not fall 
within the CSlM Project casetypes, they are not included in 
the charts. However, the existence of such courts is 
recognized in a footnote to the state’s organization chart. 
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STATE COURT STRUCTURE PROTOTYPE, 1986 

- 
IMEW(EP1IITE IIPPELlATE COURT 
( n w b e r  of courts) 
H w b e r  of judges 
CSIH casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction, - Discretionary jurisdiction, 

I 

COURT OF LAST RESORT 

I I H w b e r  of justices 
CSIN casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction. - Discretionary Jurisdiction, 

I 

COURT OF GMERllL JURISDICTION 
( n w b e r  of courts) 
N w b e r  of Judges 
CSIn casetypes: - Civil, - Crininal, - Iraffjc/other uiolation. - Juvenile. 
Jury trialho jury trial, 

t 
COURT OF LIMITED JURISDICTION 
( n w b e r  of courts) 
N w b e r  of judges 
CSln casetypes: - Ciuil, - Crifiinal, - Iraffic/other violation. - Juvenile, 
Jury t r i a l h o  jury trial, 

Court of 
last resort 1 

1 
Intermediate 
appe 1 1 ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
llfiited 

Jurisdiction 1 
NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains ifiportant infomation 

relevant to each chart. 
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ALABAMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

S U P R M E  COURT R 
9 justices generally sit in panels 
CSIH casetypes: - Handator jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 
- Discretionary juriskction in civil, noncapital criminal, agency iisciplinar original proceeding cases. 

administrative agency juvenile, advisory opinion, original 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

3 judges sit en banc 
CSIH casetypes: - Handatory 'urisdiction in civil, 

aeiFistrative agency, juvenile, 
or1 !rial roceeding cases, - H O  BiscrePionary Jurisdiction. 

t 
ClRCl!lT COURT (39 circuits) 
124 judges 

t 
COURT OF CRIIIML nPPim 
5 judges sit en banc 
CSIM casetypes: - Mandatory ,jurisdiction in 

criminal, juvenile, original 
p e e d i n g ,  interlocutory 

- No discretionary jurisdiction, ecision cases, 
- 

t 

$ 1 e e e h  maximum 
C S I ~  casety es: - Iort, con!ract, real pro erty rights. .Exclusive 

domestic relations civif appeals jurisdiction, - Hisdemeanor, DUl/qh, Exclusive triable felony, 
criminal appeals jurisdiction, - Juvenile. 

Jury trials, 

I ......... ......... 1 1 
I PROBATECOURT I 
I (67 courts) I 

I 6 7 judges I 

I CSIM casetypes: I 
I - Exclusive mentall 
I health, estate I 
I jurisdiction, I 

I I 

I I 

I 
I 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

I 

1 No jury trials, I 

............. 1 ............. 
I MINICIPIIL COURT 
I (278 courts) I 

I 
I 

I I 
I  229 judges, 416 I 
I mayors I 
I I 
I CSIH casetypes: I 
I - Hisdemeanor .DUI/DUI,I 
1 - Roving traffic I 1 yarking, miscel- I 

aneous traffic, I 
I Exclusive ordinance I 
I vjolation jurisdic- I 
I tion. I 

I Ho jury trials. I 
I I 

L..........................J 

DISTRICT COURT (67 districts) I 95 judges 
s i 88815 eee (sc: i,em 
C S I ~  casety es: - Iort, coneract, real property rights, Exclusive 

claims jurisdiction. - Hisdemeanor, DUIAUI, Exclusive limited felony 
'urisdiction, - doving traffic, parking, miscellaneous traffic, - Juvenile, 

Ho jury trials, 

small 

1 

Court of 
last 

resort ! 
In ternedi ate 

appel 1 ate 
courts I 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
I jflited 

jurisdiction 

NOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infornation 
relevant to each chart, 
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ALASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

S U P R M E  COURT 
5 Justices sit en banc 
CSIH casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdi.ction in cjui!, adminis- 

trative agency, juuenile, disciplinary 
cases, - Discretionary. Jurisdiction in criminal, 
d:%b;s, and certified questions from 
federal courts, 

,original roceeding, !nterlocutory 

I 

COURT OF n P m L s  
3 Judges sit en banc 
CSIH casetypes: - Handatory ,jurisdiction in noncapital 

criminal, juuenile, .original proceeding, 
interlocutory decjsion cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in nonca ita1 
criminal, juuenile, ,original proceeiing, 
interlocutory decision cases, 

I 

SUPERIOR COURT (4 districts, 14 courts) 
29 Judges 
$ W n o  maximum 
CSIM casety es: - Tort, contract, domestic relations, estate. 

Exclusiue real ro erty rights, mental 
health, ablinistratiue agency,, civil 
appeals, miscellaneous ciui 1. jurisdiction, - Exclusiue triable felony, criminal appeals 
urisdiction, - iuuenile, 

Jury trials in most cases, 

I 
PISIRICI COURT ( 5 9  locations in 4 districts) 
16 judges, 54 magistrates 
$ e/ie,eee2s,eee (sc: 5,eee) 
CSlM casety es: - Tort coneract, small claims 'urisdiction, - Limited felony, misdemeanor, dUlnU1 

urisdiction, - ixclusiue trafficlother violation Juris- 
diction, exce t for uncontested parking 
u i o 1 ati ons ( w h c h  are hand1 ed admi ni s trat- 
iuely), - Emergency Juvenile. 

Jury trials in most cases, 

1 
1 
I 
1 

Court of 
last resort 

I ntemedi ate 
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 infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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ARIZONA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

s u p m  COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSIn casetypes: - nandatory Jurisdiction in civil, crininal, disciplinary, cer- 

tified questions froM the federal courts, original proceed- 
ing cases, 
admi ni s trati ue .agency, juueni 1 e, or1 gi nal proceeding, inter- 
locutory decision cases, 

- Discretionary jurisdicti.on in ciuil, noncapital crininal 
I 

I 

COURI OF llPPEAW ( 2  courts/diuisions) fl 

I I 18 judges sit in panels 

Court of 
last resort 

1 
Intemediate 

appe I I ate 
court 

CSIn casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in ciui!, .noncapital crininal, admin- 
istrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding, interloc- 
utory decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in administrative agency cases, 

SUPERIOR COURI (15 counties) fl 
98 Judges 
$ 5 W n o  M a x i n u  
CSIn casety es: - tort coneract real property ri hts niscellaneous donestic 

relations. Exclusive estate, Menial health donestic rela- 
tions except for Miscellaneous, civil trial court appeals, 
Miscellaneous civil jurisdiction, - Hisdeneanor, Miscellaneous,crininal, Exclusive triable felony, 
criminal appeals jurisdiction, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials, 
I 

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURIS 
(85 precincts) 85 judges 
$ e m e e  (SC: 588) 
CSlH casety e$: - Tort conlract real property 

ri his, ni scel ianeous doMestic 
relations! Exclusive m a l l  clains 
urisdiction, - hsdeneanor, DUI(DU1 ,njscellaneous 

crininal, Exclusive Iinited felony 

I durisdiction! 
Mi scel laneous traf f i c. 

- ovin traffic violations, parking, 

Jury trials, except in m a l l  clains. 1 

I I 
I CSlH casetypes: I 
I - Hiscellaneous domestic relations. I 
I - nisdeneanor DUI/DUI, 
I - Hoving traffic, parking, niscel- 
I laneous traffic, Exclusive I 
I ordinance violation jurisdiction, I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I -1 

L................-.............-.--------J 
I Jury trials, except in civil cases, I 

~ Court of 
general 

Jurisdiction 

c 
iu 

urts of 
ini ted 
isdiction 

HOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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ARKANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

SUPRME COURT * 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSlH casetypes: - Handator jurisdjction.in civil, crininal, adninistrative 

agency Yawyer disciplinary, certified uestions fron the 
federal courts, original proceeding, ineerlocutory decision 
cases, 
ahinistratiue agency appeals, 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, 
1 

COURT OF nppuLs * 
6 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSlH casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in ciyil, noncapital criflinal, ahin- 

istrative agency, .juyen!le, interlocutory decision cases. - No discretionary jurisdiction, 
I 

CIRWII COURI (24 circuits) 
40 judges MI 

CSIH casety es: - Tort, conPract, real proper t rights, .niscellaneous ciu- 
IY. Exclusive civiI appeals 
'uri sdic t ion, - disdeneanor, .DUI/DUI 
Exclusive triable feiony, 
crininal appeals Juris- 
diction, 

Jury trials, 1 ........................ 1 r------" 
I NJNICIPIIL COURT (121 courts) I 
I 103 judges I 

I $ 0/3880 ( S C :  308) I 
I CSIH casetypes: I 
I - Contract real propert 
I rights, hxclusiue mal! 1- 
I clains jurisdiction, 
I - linited felony, nisdeneanor, I 
I DUI/DUI, I 
I - Traffic/other violation, I 

I No Jury trials, I 

I I 

I I 

L........-.......................-J 

CHIINCERY nta PROMIE COURI 
(24 circuits) 
30 judges 
CSIH casety es: - Tort contract, real property 

ri phts, Exc I us i ue dones ti c 
reIations (except for pater 
nity/bastardy) I estate, nen- 
tal health Jurisdiction, 

No jury trials, I 
1 r-.--.-.-----.......---.-.------- 

I I 
I COUMY COURI (75 courts)*M I 

I 75 Judges and 61 Juvenile I 
I referees I 
I I 

I CSIH casetypes: I 
-I - Real propert rights, niscel-1 

I laneous ciui'l, Exclusiye I 
I aternity/bastardy jurisdic- I 
1 [ion. I 
I - Juvenile. I 

I No Jury trials. I 
I I 

L.................-..............J 

r---------------.-...------------ 
I CII? COURI (92 courts) 1 
I 81 judges I 

I I 
I 

I 

r"""""""""'..-~..~.----- 
I POLICE COURT ( 6  courts) 
I 5 judges 
1 $ 0/300 
I CSIH casetypes: 
I - Contract, real property 
I rights. 
I - Hisdeyanor, DUI/DUI! 
I - Traffic/other violation. 
I No jury trials. I 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

I 4 Judges 

I CSIH casetypes: I 
I - Contract. I 
I Jury trials. I 

: $ 500/1,888 
I 
I 

L..........................--..-.-.-J 

Court of 
last resort J 
Intemediate 

appellate 
court 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
ljnited 

jurisdiction 

* Each of the appellate courts is the court of last resort for  specific casetypes, Only a very few 
cases are ewer appealed to the Suprene Court from the Court of Appeals, Ei ht jud e s  also serve the Chancer and Probate,Court. 

*m Referred ?o as the Juvenile Court wien handling juvenile matters. 
NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 

relevant to each chart, 
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CALIFORNIA COURT STRUCTURE, 

1 

S U P R W :  COURT 
7 Justices sit en banc 

A 

CSlH casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in criminal disciplinary cases, - Discrrtionary jurisdicti,on in ciuil, noncapital crifiinal 
administratiue agency, juuenile, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutoru decision cases. 

istrativi agency, juvenile cases, 
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

- Discretionary jurjsdiction in administratiue agency, orig- 
1 

I 

SUPERIOR COURT (58 counties) A 
715 judges, 102 comissioners and referees 
$ 2 5 , e W n o  maximum 
C S M  casety es:  - lort, conPract, real roperty ri hts, Miscellaneous civil. 

Exclusive doMestic rerations, eseate, mental health, civil 
a eals jurisdiction. - D[p/oUl. Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals Juris- I - #:!%e juvenile Jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, 
I 

I986 

Court of 
last resort I 
Intemediate 

appellate 
court I 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 1 
MINICIPIIL COURT (86  courts) 
547 Judges, 121 referees and cormis- 
sioners, 

CSlM casety es: - lort coneract, real propert 
rights, small claims, miscelvaneous 
civil, - Limited felony, .fiisdemeanor, DUI/DUI, - traffic/other violation, 

Jury trials, except infraction cases, 

e/2s,eee (sc: 1,588) 

JUSTICE COURT ( 8 3  courts) 
83 Judges 
$ 0/25,000 (SC: 1,500) 
CSlH casety es: - Tort conPract, real propert 

rights, m a l l  claims, fiiscelraneous 
ciuil.. 
DWVDUI, 

- Lifiited felony, misdemeanor, 
- Iraffidother violation, 
Juru trials, except infraction cases, 

Courts of 
limited 

juri sdi c t i on 

NOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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COLORADO COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

b 

Court of 
1 as t resor 

SUPRME COURT CI 

7 justices sit en banc 

CSIH casetypes: - Exclusiue estate, 
Mental health 
urisdiction in 

denuer, 

1 

CSIH casetypes: - Exclusiue ado tion, 
qupport/cFstoly 
urisdiction in 

denuer! - Exclus!ue.Juuenile 
urisdiction in 

denuer, 

CSIH casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in ciuil, crininal, ablinistrative 
agency juvenile, disciplinary, advisory opinion, original 
groceebjng, interlocutory decisjon cases, - iscretionary JUriSdiCtiOn in ciuil, noncapital criminal, 
ablinistratiue agency, juvenile, advisory opinion, original 
proceeding cases, 

A 
1 COURT OF nPmu 

10 judges sit in panels 
Intemediate 

appe 1 1 ate 
court 

CSIH casetypes: - Uandatory jurisdiction jn ciuil, noncapital crininal, ablin- 
- No discretionary Jurisdiction, 

istratiue agency, ,juven! le, cases, 

I DISIRICI COURT (22 districtslfi 
105 Judges 
$ B/no naximum 
CSIH casety es: - Tort contract, rea! properti 

rights, estate ciuil a p  
peals, mental health, niscel- 
aneous civil. Exclusive d o w  

estic relations jurisdiction, - Crininal appeals, limited 
felony, miscel Ianeous crinin- 
a!. .Exclusive triable felony 
urisdiction. - ixclusivr juvenile jurisdic- 

tion, except in Denver, 
Courts of 
genera 1 

iurisdiction 
Jury trials, except in appeals,] I Jury trials, Jury trials, 

E i E i m q  8 district Judges serve 1 
1 'udge 
C S ~ H  casety e!: - Concurrent Jurisdiction uith 

District Court in all civil 
actions be tween S1,00bS5,000. 

S U n o  naxinum 
CSIH casetypes: - Real property rights, 

I 

C O U M Y  COURT (63 counties) 
ill judges 

I 
Denver only 

I ............. 1 1...........-- 
llllWICIPnt COURT I 
(215 courts) I 

"230 judges I 
I 

S 0/5,000 (SC: 1,000) 
CSIH casety es: - Tort contract, real roperty 

rights. Exclusive snap1 c l a m s  
uri sdi c ti on, - trininpl appeals, limited felon 

Exclusive nisdemeanor, DUI/DUI 
lurjsdiction. - ouinq traffic, Miscellaneous 
traffic, 

Jury trials, except in small 
claims and appeals, 

nun i 5 i pal 
Court of 
record 

Hunicipal 
H o u r t  not- 

of record 
CSIH casetypes; I - Houin traffic parking, I 

nisceYlaneous traffic. I 

Courts of 
1 jmited 

jurisdiction 
Exclusive ordinance I 
violation jurisdiction, I 

I 1 No jury trials, I ............................ 1 - 
Ihe Denver Superior Court was abolished 11/14/86, 
HOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 

relevant to each chart. 
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CONNECTICUT COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

S U P R M E  COURI 
6 'ustices sit en banc in conference, othepise 5 justices 
sit as the Court in a panel whose membership rotates daily 
CSIH casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 

agency cases. - Discretionary jurisdicti,on in civil ,noncapital crininal, 1 administrative agency, judge discipjinary cases, 
I 

llPPELlA1E COURI CI 

6 judges sit in panelsr 
CSlH casetypes: - nandatory 'urisdiction i.n civil, noncapital criflinal, 

administrakve agency, Juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, 
original proceeding cases, 

(zoning only!' cases, 
- Discretionar jurisdiction in administrative agency 

I 

I 

SUPERIOR COURT (12 districts and 21 geogra hical areas 1 for civil/criminal matters, and 15 districes for juvenile 
CI 

matttrs) I 137 judges and the appellate justices/judges 
$ U n o  maxiMum (SC: 1,BBB) 
CSIH casetypes: - Paterni ty/bastardy , nental health, miscellaneous civi 1. 

Exclusive tort, contract .real pro erty rights, .small 
c 1 aims, marr! age di ssolutlon, ci vi! appeals jurisdiction, - Exclusive criminal urisdiction, - Exclusive traff idother violation jurisdiction, except 
for uncontested arking (which i s  not counted), - Exclusive juveni!e jurisdiction. 

I Jury trials in nost cases, 
I 

I CSln casetypes: I 
I - Paternity/bastardy, niscellaneous domestic relations, I 
I nental health, njscellaneous civil, Exclusive adoption, I 
I estate jurisdiction, I 
I I 

Court of 
ast resoi 

Intemediate 
appe 1 I ate 

court 

J 

1 
COUl. of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
1 imited 

jurisdiction 

r Increased to 6 effective June 30, 1986. 
NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 

relevant to each chart. 
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DELAWARE COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

I 

COURT OF UIIINCERY (3 counties) 
1 chancellor, and 3 vice- 
chancellors 
$ 0/no maximum 
CSlH casety es: - Tort contract, real property 

rights, Mental health, 
Exclusive estate jurisdic- 
tion, 

S U P R M E  COURT 
5 justices sit in panels and en banc 

I 

SUPERIOR COURT (3 counties) fl 
13 judges 
$ 0/no maxinum 
CSlM casety es: - Tort contract, real property 

ri his, mental health nis- 
ceylaneous civil, Exciusive 
cjvil appeals jurisdiction, - Misdeneanor. Exclusive tri- 
able felony, crininal ap- 
peals, .Miscellaneous crininal 
jurisdiction. 

Jury trials, except in appeals, 

CSIH casetypes: - Handatory ‘urisdiction in civil, crininal, lawyer disci linary, advisory opin- 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, certifiid questions ions for tie executive and legislature, original p r o c e e h g  cases 

fron the federal courts, interlocutory decision cases, 

Ho jury trials. 
I L  

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE 
53 justices of the peace and 1 
(19 courts) 
chief ma istrate 
$ 0/2,50! (SC:  2,500) 
CSlH casetypes: - Real property rights, snall 
- Misdemeanor DUI/DUI, - loving traffic, miscellaneous 

claims. 

traffic, 
I Jury trials in some cases. I 

COURT OF C W  PLEAS 
(3 counties) 
5 judges 
s 0/15,000 
CSlM casety es: - Tort contract real property 

rights miscellaneous civil. - Limiteh felony, nisdemeanor. 
Jury trials in some cases, 
(No jury trials in Hew Castle) 

FMILY COURT (3 counties) 
13 judges 
CSIH casetypes: - Exclus jue . domestic relations 

.rurisdiction. 
I - Risdifieanor. - loving traffic, miscellaneous 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdic- traffic (juvenile), 

I IILDERIIIIN’S COURT (13 towns) I 
I 13 aldemen I 
I I 
I $ (SC: 2,500) I 
I CSIM casetypes: I 

-I - Snall claims. I 
I - Hisdeneanor, DUI/DUI, I 
I - Iraffic/other violation. I 

I MNICIPAL COURT OF NILHIMOW (i  city) 
I 3 judges ( 2  full-time, 1 part-time) 

I 
I 

I I 

I I 

I CSIH caset pes: 
I - Limited felony, ,nisdyneanor, DUVDUI. I 
I - Iraffic/other violation, 
I I 

L...........................................~ 
I No jury trials, I 

Court of 
last resort 

Courts of 
general 

iuri sdic ti on 

Courts of 
linited 

iuri sdi c t i on 

N O I E :  Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

coum OF n p p w  CI 

9 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSIH casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, 

criminal, adninistrative agency, 
juveni le, lawyer disciplinary, 
oriqinal proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases,, - D!scretionary Jurisdiction in small clains, 
Minor crininal, and original proceeding 
cases, 

SUPERIOR COURT 
51 judges 

CI 

$ W n o  maximum (SC: 2,000) (anything less than 
2 000 goes to small clains) 

C S I ~  casetypes: - Exclusive civil Jurisdiction, - Exclusive criminal 'urisdiction, - Exclusive traffidoiher violation juris- 
diction, except for most parking cases 
(which are handled ahinistratiuely), - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury trials in almost all cases. 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

HOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 
relevant to each chart. 
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FLORIDA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

- 

SUPRMG COURT 
7 Justices sit en banc 

I 

CIRCUIT COURT (20 circuits) 
356 judges 
$ 5 00e/no m a x i n w  
C S I ~  casety es: - Iort contract, real propert rights, miscellaneous 

civil, Exclusive donestic reiations, Mental health, 
estate, civil a peals Jurisdiction, - Hisdenyanor, ,DUp/DUI Miscellaneous crininal. 
Exclusive triable feiony, criminal appeals Jirisdiction, 

a 

I 

DISIRICX COURTS OF llPPEAL ( 5  courts) 
46 judges sit in 3-Judge panels 

a 

CSlH casetypes: - Handatory ‘urisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, 
?hinistrahve agency, juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory dec!sion cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction.in civil, noncapital criminal, 
Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision . .  cases, 

I 

Jury trials, except in appeals, 

t 

COUNTY COURT (67 counties) 
219 Judges 
$ 2 500/5 000 (SC: 2,588) 
C S I ~  casety es: - Iort contract, real ro erty rights, miscellaneous 

civil, Exclusive snal! c!ains jurisdiction, - Misdeneanor, DU!/DUl miscellaneous crininal, - Exclusive traffidother violation, except for no parking 
Juri sdi c t i on, 

Jury trials, except in miscellaneous traffic, 

Court of 
last resort 

Intemediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
linited 

jurisdiction 

HOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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GEORGIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

+ 

SUPRWE COURI 
7 Justices sit en banc 
CSlH casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, crininal adninistrative.ayency, Juvenile, disciplinary, certified questions fron feheral courts, original proceeding 

cases, - Discretionary. 'urisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, adninistrative 
agency, ~uuenife, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

COURI OF muw 
9 Judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSlH casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, ablinistrative 

agency p e n i  !e,. original proceeding, interlocutory. decision, cgses, - Discretionary urisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, adninistrative 
agency, juuenife, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

r"""""'--"' i ................ 
I J U U M I L E  COURI (159 counties: 591 
I se arate courts, judges in 1BB I 
I otRer counties also sit on other1 
I courts) 
I 11 full-tine and 48 part-time I 
I ud es 2 of uhon also serve as I 
I dta!e Eourt judges. Su erior I 
I Court judges serve in !he 100 I 
I renaining counties without a I 
I separate Juvenile Court Judge, I 

I CSIH casetypes; I 
I - Hoviny traffic, Miscellaneous I 
I traffic. I 
I - Juvenile, I 

I Ho jury trials. I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

L.................................J 

1 r""""-'----" 
I C I U l L  COURT I 
I (Bibb Count I 
I and Richon! I 
I County) 
I 3 judges 
I 

I - Tort con' I 
I tract, snall I 
I clains. 
I - limited f e l -  I 
I ony. I 
1 Jury trials, I 
L... ............. J 

1 

1 
SUPERIOR COURT (45 circuits among 
159 counties) 
127 judges 

R 

S B/no maxinum 
CSIH casety es: - Tort, coniract, niscellaneous civil. 

Exclusive real property rights, 
donestjc relations, civil appeals 
urisdiction. - d.  isdeneanor, DUVDUI. Exclusive 

triable felony criminal appeals, 
for parking, 

- Trafficlother biolation, except 
- Juvenile, 

Inter 
nediate 
appellate 

court 

- Jury trials. 

1 r""""""'--"'l r.......""""'L...... 
I STBTE COURI I I HAGISIMTE COURI* I 
I (62 courts) I I (159 counties) I 
I 31 full-tine I I 159 chief nagistrates I 
I and 48 art- I I and 273 nagistrates, I 
I tine juiges I I 31 of uhon also serve I 

I I State. Probate. Juv- I 
I S 0/no naximum I I enile; civil, or I 
I (SC: varies) I I Hunicipal Courts, I 

I niscellaneous I I -~Iort--cor3ract, I 
I c i v i l ,  I I snali claims, I 
I - linited felony,I I - linited felony, I 
I misdeneanor I I linited nisdeneanor.1 
I DUI/DUI, I I - Ordinance uio1ation.I 
I - Hovin traffic I I Ho jury trials. 
I traffic. I 

-1 fiiscpflaneous I L...................----~ 

Courts 
of 

qeneral 
K n  

..... 1 ............... 
i PROBBTE COURT I 
I (159 Counties) I 

I 159 Judges I 

I CSIH casetypes: I 
I - Hental health I 
I estate, m!scel- I 
1 laneous civil. I 
I - Hisdemeanor, I 
I DUl/DUI, I 
I - Hovin traffic, I 
I nisceylaneous 1 
I traffic, 

I Ho Jury trials, I 

I I 

I I 

I I 
I I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

........................ 
HUNICIPBL COURTS 
bND THE C I I Y  COURT 1 

('390 courts) I 
OF n r u m  I 

............. 
I COUMY RECORDER'S COURT I 

I (1 court in I I (Chatan, DeKalb, 
I Colunbus) I I Guinett, and Huscogee I 
I 1 udge I I Counties) I 
I s b 7 , s e e  I I I 
I (sc: i,5ee-7,5ee: I 7 judges I s e/i 588-7 see (sc: I 
I CSIH casety es: I I i 5Be-7 she) 
1 - Tort con!ract,i 
I sfia!! clains, I I - Linited relony, - Linited Pelony, 
I - Llnited felony, I 1 DUI/DUI, I DUVDUI, 
I misdeneanor. I I - Traffic/other I I - Iraffic, ordinance I 
I I I violation, I I violation. I 
I Jury trials in I I I 1  I 
I civil cases* I I No jury trials, 1 I H O  jury trials, I 

r.........I........ I Jury trials, I r-------...... 
I M N I C l M L  COUm I L.-................J 

cs1h caset pes: I 
I CSlH caset pes: 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  L-.......................-.J L.......................J 

*ln Jul of 1983 the Justice of the Peace Court and the Snall Claims Court uere nerged 
into tKe Hagistrate Court by Constitutional Article. 

rtr ii ttd 
is- 
tion 

Note: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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HAWAII COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

SUPRME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSIM casetypes: - Mandatory 'urirdiction in ciuil, nonc!pital crininal 

adminjstra!iue agency juuenile, disci linary, certified 
- iscrrtionary jurisdicti.on in ciui!, noncapital criminal, 

administratiue agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, 
i nterl ocutorv decision cases. 

pestions fron federal courts, or! ina P proceeding.cases, 

3 judges sit en banc 
CSIM casetypes: - Mandatory jurjsdiction in ciuil, noncapital 

criminal, administratiue a y c y ,  Juven!le, 
original proceeding inter ocu ory decision 
cases assigned to it b the Suprene Court. - No discretionary jurisliction. 

- 
a CIRCUIT COURT AI0,FAHILY C O U W  ( 4  circuits) 

2 4  dud es and 8 district f m i l  Judges, One first 
circui! Judge hears contested land Matters and tax 
appeals 
$ 1 00b5 B W n o  Maximum cslh casety es: - Iort conlract, real propert rights, miscellaneous 

ciuil, Exclusiue domestic relations mental health, 
estate, administratiue agenc appeals jurisdiction, - Misdeneanor, D U V D U I  niscellaneous crininal. 
Exclusiue trjablt.felony jurisdiction, - Mouing traffic, ,nircellaneous traffic, - Exclusiue juuenile JUriSdiCtiOn8 

Jury trials. 

~~ 

DISTRICT COURT (4 circuits). 
22 Judges and 42 per diem Judges# 

- Iort conlract, real roperty rights, miscellaneous ciuil. Exclusiue 
CSIM casety es: 

- Hisdemeanor .dUl/oUl. Exciusiue linjted felony jurisdjction - Mouin . traffic, miscellaneous traffic, Exclusiue parking, oidinance 

Ho .iuru trials. 

$ e/ie,eee (sc: 2,5ee) 

small clains 'urisdiclion 

violalion Jurisdiction. 

Court of 
last resort 

Intermediate 
appe 1 1 ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction J 
Court of 
limited 

juri sdi c t i on 

- - - -  Indicates assignment of cases, 
it Some per dien judges nay also serve as Circuit Court judges in the First Circuit, 
NOIE:  Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information 

releuant to each chart. 
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IDAHO COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

SUPRME COURI 
5 justices sit en banc 

ii 

a 

In casetypes: 
iandatoru hrisdiction in ciuil, criminal, 

CSI 
- heinistla€iue agenc , juuenile; disciplin- 

ary, original proteeling ca!es - Discretionary jurisdiction in,huil, non- 
capital criminal, administrative agency, 
juuenile, certified questions from federal 

)terlocutory :ourts, original proceeding, if 
decision cases, 

c o w  OF npmu 
3 judges sit en banc 

DISIRICI COURI ( 7  districts) a 
33 judges and 64 lawyer and 8 nonlawyer 
magistrates, 
$ U n o  maximum; Hagistrates diuision: 0/10,000 

CSIH casetypes: - Exclusiue civil jurisdiction (including 
- Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (including 

(sc:  2,eee) 

ciuil appeals), 
criminal a peals), 
urisdiction, 

- Excluslue. Praf f idother violation 
- i  xclusiue juvenile jurisdiction, 
Jury trials, except in small claims and traffii 

-I-- indicates assignment of cases, 

- 

Court of 
last resort 

lntemediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

H O I E :  Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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ILLINOIS COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

ii 

SUPRME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSIH casetypes: - Handatory 'urisdiction in civil, criminal, 

administrative agency juvenile, lawyer 
disciplinary, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases, - Discretionpry jurisdictjon in.ciui1, non- 
capital criminal, administratiue agency, 
ederal courts, original proceeding, inter- 
ren l e  
locutorv decision cases. 

, certified puestions from the 

34 authorized,judges sit in panels, plus 8 
supplemental Judges I 
CStH casetypes: - Handatory jurjsdiction in civil, noncapital 

crylnal, administratiue afency, juvenile, 
original proceeding, inter ocu ory decision 
cases, - Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases, 

I 

CIRCUIT COURT (22 circuits) 
775 authorized circuit and associate circuit 
Judges 
$ 0/no maximum ( S C :  2,500) 
CSlH casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction (incl 

administratiue agency ap eals), - Exclusive criminal 'urisiiction - Exclusive traffidother uiolatik 
urisdiction. - t !  xclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 

uding 

I Jury trials in most cases, I 

1 
1 
1 

Court of 
last resort 

Intemediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

NOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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INDIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

SUPRME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSlH casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, crininal, disciplinary, original proceeding 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction, in civil, noncapital criminal, ahinistrative agency cases. 

juvenile, original proceeding cases. 

t 
COURT OF PPPEALS ( 4  courts) a 

1 judge 
CSIn casety es: CSlM casetypes: - Handles ahnistra- 

tive agency appeals, 
No jury trials, 

12 judges sit in four courts 

- Handatory 'urisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, 
ahinistrahve agency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory declsion cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision 
cases. 

I 1  J I  

L I 
SUPERIOR COURT (110 courts) a 
109 judges 
$ B/no naxinun ( S C :  3,000) 
CSIH casety es: - Tort conlract, real property 

ri his, snall clains donestic re- 
IaPjons, nental health, estate, 
ciuil ap eals, niscellaneous civil. - Iriable Pelony, nisdeneanor, DUI/ 
DUI, crifiinal appeals, niscella- 
neous crininal, - Moving traffic, parking, niscella- 
neous traffic, - Juvenile. 

Jury trials, except in parking cases, 

CIRCUIT COURT (92 courts) 
89 judges 

a 

$ U n o  naxinun (SC: 3,000) 
CSIH casety es: - Tort conlract, real property 

ri hts, mall clains donestic re- 
Ip!jons, nental health, estate, 
ciuil ap eals, niscellaneous civil, - Iriable Pelonu, nisdeneanor, DUI/ 
DUI, crininal appeals, niscella- 
neous crininal, 
neous traffic, 

- Moving traffic, parking, niscella- 
- Juvenile, 
Jury trials, except in parking cases, 

COUNTY COURT (57 courts) 
49 judges 

PROBPTE COURT 

$ e/ie,eee (SC: 3,008) 
CSlH casety es: - Tort conlract, real property 

rights, snall clains, nental 
health, niscel laneous civi 1, - linited felony nisdeneanor, 
DUIDUI, niscellaneous c r i w  
inal, - Traffic/other violation, 

1 judge 
CSlM casetypes: - Adoption, estate, 
niscel laneous 
civil, - Juvenile. 

t 
IIIINICIPPL COURT OF MRION 
COUNIY (15 courts) 
15 judges 

r--. ............ -1.. .............. 1 
I CITY COURT (52 courts) I 
I 26 judges I . .  

1 $ 0/508-2 SO0 (nost are 500 flax)! 
I CSIH casety es: 
I - Tort, conlract, I 
I - Hisdeneanor, DUI/DUI! I 
I - Traffic/other violation. I 
I I 

.......... 1 ....... 
1 TOM COURT 
I (26 courts) 
I 26 Judges 
I CSIH casetypes: 
I - Misdeneanor, 
I DUIDUI, 
I - Traffic/other 

I 

I 

' '1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

$ 0/20,000 
CSlM casety es: - Tort, coneract, real 

ro erty rights nental 
!earth, civil t h a l  court 
appeals, niscel laneous 
civil. - linited felony, nisdenean 
or, DUIDUI, niscellaneou 
crininal, - Trafficlother violation, 

i SMRLL C M I M S  COURT OF 
I I(IIR1ON COUNTY ( 8  courts) 
I 8 judges 

I C S l H  casetypes: 
I - Snall clains. 
I 
I $ (sc: 3 , 0 m  

I - Hiscellaneous crininal. 
I 

- '1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Court 
of 
last 

resort 

Inter 
nediate 
appe I I ate 
court 

Courts 
of 

peneral 
K K n  

Courts 
of !in! ted 

#%in 

1 I I violation, I I  
I Jury trials. I I Jury trials, I I Ho jury trials. 
L.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .-.--..-. . .l  L....................J L.............................1 

* Ihe Tax Court was established in the begining of 1986, 
NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 

relevant to each chart, 
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IOWA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

SUPRUE COURT 
9 justices sit in panels and en banc 
CSlH casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 

criminal, administrative a ency, Juvyile, 
lawyer disciplinary, certified questions 
from federal courts, original proceeding 
cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non- 
capital crininal, administrative agency, 
E i k  r e s ,  , , original proceeding, interlocutory 

~~ 

COURT OF APPEALS 
6 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSIH casetypts: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 

cr!m!nal, administrat!ve apPnc1, Juverqle, 
original proceeding inter ocu ory decision 
cases assigned to i t  b the Supreme Court, - Ho discretionary Jurisliction. 

DIStRICt COURT ( 8  districts in 99 counties) I 
180 judges,. 39 district associate judges, 
17 senior judges, and 168 part-time magistrates 
$ 8/no maximum (SC: 2,888) 
CSIH casetypes: - Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (including 

trial court )ppeals)., - Exclusivt crininal jurisdiction (including 
criminal a peals), - Exc Ius 1°C. Praf f i clother viol at i on 
uri sdi c ti on, except for uncontested parking, - exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction, 

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

I 
I 

Court of 
last resort 

Internedi ate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

Jurisdiction 

- - - -  Indicates assignment of cases. 
NOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 

relevant to each court, 
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KANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

SUPRME COURI 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSIH casetypes: 

s Handatory 'urisdiction in civil, noncapital.crimina1, 
adninistratiue agency disciplinary, certified questions 
fron thf federr1 courts, original, roceediny cases! - Discretionary JUriSdiCti.On in civi!, noncapital crlninal, 
adninistrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, 

I 

coum OF n p p w  CI 

10 judges generally sit in panels 
CSlH casetypes: - Handatory 'urisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, 

administrative agency, 'uvenile, original proceeding, 
crininal interlocutory decision cases - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil iherlocutory decision 
cases, 

I 

t 
DIStRICT COURI (31 districts) CI 
140 district and 70 district magistrate judges. 
$ U n o  n a x i m w  (SC: 1000) 
CSIH casetypes: - Exclusive ciuil ,iuri.sdiction.(includin ,civil .appeals). - Exclusive criminal Jurisdiction (incluhng criminal 

appeals), - Hoving,traffic, .miscellaneous traffic, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 
Jury trials, 

r"""""""""'"""""" .............................. 
I lllHICIPAL COURI ("389 cities) 
I 

I 
I "305 judges 
I CSlH casetypes: I 
I - Hovin traffic miscellaneous traffic, Exclusive ordinance I 
I viola!ion, parking jurisdiction, 

I I 

1 

Court general of 
jurisdiction 1 

Court of 
1 jmited 

jurisdiction 1 
HOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 

relevant to each chart, 
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KENTUCKY COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

-b 

SUPRMG COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSIH casetypes: - Handator 'urisdiction in capital and other crininal 

(death, Yiie, 2 8  r+ sentence) , lawyer disciplinary, 
certification of lhe,law , original proceedin cases. - Discretionary Jurisdicti.on i n  civil, noncapital crininal, 
admistratiue agency, juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, 

COURT OF APPEALS 
14 judges enerally sit in panels, and sit en banc in 
a policymalling capacity. 
CSlH casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, orig- 

inal proceedinq cases, - Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agency, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

I 

CIIQIIT COURT (56  judicial circuits) 
91 Judges 
$ 2 5ee/no naxinun cslh casety es: - Tort, coneract, real property rights, ,estate, Exclusive 

dones t i c re lati ons, except for paterni ty/bastardy , c iu i 1 
appeals, miscel laneous ciui 1 jurisdiction, - Hisdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony, crininal appeals 
jurisdiction. 

I Jury trials, except in appeals, 

I 

DISTRICI COURI (57 judicial districts) 
123 Judges 
$ e/2,5ee (sc: me) I 
C S l H  casety es: I - Tort, coneract, real property ri hts, estate, Exclusive 

Paternitu/bastardu, mental healtk m a l l  claims Jurisdic- I _ .  tion, - Hisdemeanor, livited felony D U V D U I  jurjsdjction, - Exclusive traffidother vioiation Jurisdiction. - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in most cases. I 

Court of 
last resort I 
I In temedi ate appellate 

court 

Court of 
genera 1 

jurisdiction 1 
Court of 
ljnited 

jurisdiction 1 
NOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains ifiportant infomation 

relevant to each chart, 
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LOUISIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

-+ 

SUPRME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSln casetypes: - flandatorj,jurisdiction in civil, crininal, abinistrative 

agency , isciplinar cases, - Discretionary juris!icti.on in civil, noncapital crininal, 
abinistrative a ency, Juvenile, certlfled questions fron 
the federal coures, interlocutory decision cases, 

I I 48 Judges sit in panels 
CSlH casetypes: - Mandator Jurisdiction in civil, nonca ita1 crifiinal, ad- 
n/nistrJive aqeny, ,juvenile, originaP proceeding cases, - Discretionaru Jurisdiction in original Proceeding cases. 

DISTRICT COURTS 
192 judges 
DISTRICT COURT (40 districts) A 
$ 8/no naxinun 
CSIH casety es: - Tort eon!ract, real property ri hts, adoption nental 

health, Exclusive narria e dissoyution support/custody, 
paternitylbastardy estaee, civil trial court appeals, 
niscellaneous civil Jurisdiction, - Hisdeneanor, DUl/DUl, Exclusive triable felony, crininal 
appeals Jurisdiction, - Traffic/other violation. - Juvenile, 

Jury trials in nost cases. I 
JUUD(1I.E COURT ( 3  courts) 
CSIH caset pes: - URESA aioption, Mental 

health, - Juvenile. 
Ha .iuru trials. 

FRHlLY COURT (1 in East Baton 
Rouge) 
CSlH caset pes: - URESA alioption, nental 

health. - Juvenile. 
Ho jury trials, 

,........ 1 .....---, 
i JUSTICE OF THE 
I P M C E  COURT I 
I ("384 courts) I 
I I 

i -384 justices or; 
I the peace I 
I I 
I e/i 2ee (sc: I 
I i 2be) 
1 cslh casetypes: 
I - h a l l  clains. I 
I - Traffic/other I 
I violation, I 
I I 
I 1 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

L ................. 1 
I Ho Jury trials, I 

r.---.---L...... 

I MRYOR'S COURT 1 
I (-308 courts) I 

I CSlH casety es:I 
I - Traffic/o!heri 
I violation, I 

I I 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

L ................ 1 
I No jury trials,~ 

CITY nm PARISH 
COURTS 
(53 .courts) r l  71 Judges 

In ..mediate 
appe 1 1 ate 
court 

$ e15 e m  csc: 
2 ebe) cslk casety es: - Tort, contract, 
real propert 
rights, snal! 
clains, - Misdeneanor, 
D U V D U I .  - Traffic/other 
violation, - Juvenile, excepl 
for status 
petitions, 

Ho Jury trials, 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts or 
linjted 

jurisdiction 

HOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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MAINE COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

SUPRME JUDICILL COURT SITTING ns uu COURT a 
7 justices generally sit en banc 
CSli casetypes: - Mandatory 'urisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, 

a b i n i s t r a h v e  a ency, juvenile, disciplinar , advisory 
opinion, origina!,proceeding, interlo utory %ec!sion cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in crinina! extradition, 
abinistrative agency, original Droceedinu cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (16 counties) a 
16 justices 
$ U n o  m a x i n u  
CSlM casety es: - Iort, contract, real property ri hts, M a r  

ri age dissolution, support/cus to !y , ni sce 1- 
laneous civil. Exclusive paternitylbastardy, 
civi 1 appeals 'urisdic t i on, - iisdeneanor, DdVDUI, Exclusive triable fel- 
ony, crininal appeals, Miscellaneous criminal 
jurisdiction, 

Jury trials in most cases, 

23 judges 

CSlM casety es: - Tort contract, rtal roperty 
rights, donestic relations (ex- 
ce t for adoptions and p a t e r  
nity/bastardy). Exclusive snall 
clains, mental health jurisdic- 
tion, - Misdeneanor, DUVDUI, Exclusive 
lifiited felony jurisdiction. - Movlng traffic, ordinance vio- 
lation, Exclusive parkin M!S- 
cellaneous traffic jurisilction, - Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction, 

No jury trials, 

$ e13,eee (sc: i,4ee) 

r"""""""""'"""' 
I PROBATE COURT (16 courts) 
I I 16 part-time judges 
I 

Court of 
last resort I 
1 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

J 
il 1 .. . . . 

I CSIM casetypes: I 
I - Exclusive adoption, fiiscella- I 
I neous donestic relations, estate1 
I Jurisdiction. I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
1 I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

I 
L...................................J 
I No jury trials. 

2 judges 
CSli caset pes: - Appeal or abinistrative agency cases 

Courts of 
1 jnited 

jurisdiction 

NOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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MARYLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

COURT OF n p p w  
7 judges sit en banc 

1 CSln casetypes: - nandatory jurjsdiction in ciujl .crininal, adninistratjve 
agenc 
from !he federal courls, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, - Djscretionary jurisdiction. in cjuil, noncapital crjninal, a d  
ninistratiue agency, juuenile, interlocutory decision cases. 

juuenile, law er disciplinary, certified questions 

I 13 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSlH casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital crininal, a h i n -  

istratiue agency, juuenile, interlocutory decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital crininal, 
original proceeding cases. 

I 

CIRU!IT COURT ( 8  circuits in 24 counties) 
169 judges 
$ 2 5 6 W n o  fiaxinw cslh casety es: - Iort conlract, real propert rights, estate Miscellaneous 

civil, Exclusive donestic relations, Mental health, civil 
ap eals jurisdiction, - Felony , nisdeneanor, ,Miscellaneous crininal, Exclusive 
crininal appeals Jurisdiction, - Juvenile, except in Montgonery County. 

I Jury trials in Most cases, 1 
i 

Juvenile in ____( 
Montgomery county 

I I r""-"""""""............-. 
DISTRICI COURT (12 districts in 24 
counties) 
9 6  judges 

I I ORPHhN'S COURT (22 counties) 
I I I 66 judges 

$ 0/10,000 (SC: 1,000) 
CSlH casety es: - Tort c o n k a c t  real property 

rights, niscel ianeous ci,ui 1. 
Exclusive m a l l  claifis urisdiction, - Felony (theft and worthfess check), 
nisdeneanor, DUIAUI, - Exclusjve Mowing traffic, ordinance 
uiolatlon, fiiscellaneous traffic 
urisdiction, - Y  uuenile in Iontgofiery county, 

No jury trials. 

I 
I CSlM casetypes: 
I - Estate, exce t where,such cases 
I are handled 1 Circuit Court in 
I Hontgofiery an! Harford counties, 

- '1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

L.....-..................-.---------- . I Ho jury trials, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

.J 

1 

lntemediate 
appe 1 1 ate 

court 

I 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

HOIE: B e  sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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MASSACHUSETTS COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

+ 

SUPm J U D I C M L  COURT 0 
7 justices sit on the Court, and 5 justices sit en banc 
CSIM casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, crininal, judge disciplin- 

ary, advisory opinion, original proceeding cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil nonca ita1 crininal, 
ablinistrative agency, juvenile, interlocutory decision 
cases, 

I 

n p p w  COURT 
1 0  justices sit in panels 
CSIM casetypes: - Mandatory 'urisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases, a h i n i s t r a h v e  agency, juvenile cases. 

I R M L  COURT OF 1HE CO#(ONWEIILIH 
281 justices 
SUPERIOR COURT CI 
DEPARTWMT 
(23 locat/ons in 
14 .counties) 

61 justices 
S 0/no naxinum 

CSIM casety es: - Tort, contract, 
real propert 
rights, civil 
appeals, Miscel- 
laneous civil, - Triable felony, 
niscel laneous 
crininal, 

JUVENILE COURT 
DEPARTWMT 
(Boston, Bris- 
to1 County, 
H m p d e n  Coun- 
ty, and U o r  
cester County) 
12 justices 
CSIM casetypes: - Juuenile, 

D I S T R I C I  COURT D E P A R T w l l  
(69 qeo raphical divisions) 
153 jus!ices 
S 0/no n a x i m w  ( S C :  1,500) 
CSlH casety es:  - Tort contract, real propert 

rights, small clains, SUP or!, 
custody paternity/bastar!y, 
Mental health, civil trial 
court appeals, Miscellaneous 
civil, 
felony, misdefieanor, DWI/DUl, 
crininal a peals, 

- Triable felony, limited 
- Traffic/otker violation, - Juvenile, 
Jury trials in some cases, 

HOUSING COURT 
D E P A R I l W T  (Uorcester 
County, Ham den 
Count ,and loston) 
4 juslices 
S 0/no Maxinun 
( S C :  1,500) 
CSlM casetypes: - Real property rights, 

m a l l  claims, - Lifiited felony, fiis- 
deneanor . 

BOSION N N I C I M L  COURT 
DEPIIRTWMT (Boston) 
11 Justices 
S 0/no n a x i m w t  (SC: 1,500) 
CSlH casety es: - tort, contract, real 

property rights, snall 
claims, su ort/custody 
Mental hearth, civil.tria1 
court appeals, and niscel- 
laneous ciuil, - Triable felony, misdeneanor, DUVDUI, crininal a peals. - Iraffidother uiolation, 

Jury trials in sone cases. 
IAND COURT 
D E p A R T w l l  
(1 statewide 
court) 
3 justices 
CSIn casetypes: - Real property 

rights. 

PROMIE nm F n n u  
COURT D E P I I R T w l l  
(20 locations in 14 
counties) 

37 justices 
CSIH casetypes: - Su port/custody, 

prterni ty/bastardy 
Miscellaneous civil 
Exclusiue marri age 
dissolution, adoption, 
Miscellaneous donestic 
relations, estate 
jurisdiction. 

Jury trials, I Jury trials, I Jury trials, I No jury trials. 

Court of 
last resort 

Intemediate 
appellate 

court 1 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

* Linited dollar jurisdiction in tort and contract cases is $ 25,000, 
NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 

relevant to each chart. 
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MICHIGAN COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

ii 

SUPRME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 

DISTRICT COURT 
(let districts) 
247 judges 
$ e/ie,eee (sc: i,see) 
CSlH casety es: - Iort, contract, real 

pro ert rights, 
small claims, - Limited felony mis- 
demeanor, DUIdUl, - Movin traffic, 
miscellaneous 
traffic, ordinance 
u i o  1 at1 on. 

Jury trials in Most 
cases, 

CSln casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in judge disciplinary cases, - Discretionary jurisdicti.on i n  civil, noncapital .criminal, 
adynistratiue a ency, juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, advisory 
opinion, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

1 
I 
I 

I I 
I 

I I WNICIPAL COURT 
I I 6 judges 

I PROMTE COURT 
I (79 counties) I I (6 courts) 
I lB7 judges I 1  

I CSlM casetypes: I I CSlM casety es: 
I - Paternity/bastardy I I - Iort, contract, real; 
I miscellaneous civif, I I pro ert rights, I 
I Exclusive adoption, I I smafl cfaims. I 
I miscellaneous domestic I I - Limited felon 
I relations, mental I I misdeneanor, hl/ 
I health, estate. I I DUI, 
I - Houing traffic, miscel-1 I - Movin traffic, I 
I laneous traffic, I I miscellaneous I 
I - Exclusive juvenile I I traffic, ordi- I 
I jurisdiction, I I nance,uiolation, I 
I I I Jury trials in most I 
I Some jury trials, I I cases. I 

I I I $ e/i,see (sc: i , w  I 

L......--.................--J . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

I 

COURT OF n p p w  

18 judges sit in panels 
CSln casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin- 

istrative agency, juvenile cases, - Discretionary jurisdicti,on in civil, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, 

COURT OF C I A I W  
(1 court) 
1 circuit judge serves 
CSlM casetypes: - (Idninistratiue agency 

a peals inyolvin 
claims against tKe 
state, 

No jury trials. 

CIRCUIT COURT 
(55 circuits) 
167 judges 
$ 18,BBUno Maximum 
CSln casety es: - tort, contract, real 

propert rights, 
paterni b b a s  tardy, 
admi ni s tratiue agency 
appeals miscellaneous 
civil. lxclusiue Mar- 
riage dissolution, 
supporthustody , c ivi 1 
trial court appeals 
uri sdi c tion. - d  UI/DUl miscellaneous 

criminal, Exclusive 
triable felon , criminal 
appeals jurisliction. 

1 Jury trials, 
I 

t 

Court of 
last resort 

In temedi ate 
appe 1 1 ate 

court 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 1 
HOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 

relevant to each chart, 
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MINNESOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

cotuILinriOn DIVISION 
$ w1,200 
CSIH casetypes: - Small claims, 
No jury trials, 

7 
di 

PROBbTE PlUlSlON 
CSlM casetypes: - Mental health, estate, 
Jury trials, 

I SUPRME COURT CI 

I 7 justices sit en banc 
CSIH casetypes: - Handator jurisdiction in noncapital criminal, administrative 

agency, hsciplinary, certified questions from the federal 
courts- cases,- 
administrative agencu, Juvenile, original Proceeding cases, 

- Discretionary jurisdicti.on in civil, noncapital criminal, 

COURT OF n P P w  
12 judges sit en banc and in panels 

CI 

CSIH casetypes: - Handatory urisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, 
- Discretionary jurisdiction, in civil, noncapital criminal, aeinistraiive .agency, juvenile,cases, 

juvenile, original proceeding cases. 

173 judges 
$ U n o  maxinum 
CSIM casety os: - Iort, con!ract, real property rights, donestic relations 
- Hisdemeanor, criminal appeals, h l u s i v e  triable felony 

uri sdi c t i on. - juvenile. 
mental health, estate, civil ap pals, ,misce!laneous civil, 

I Jury trials, 

e 

f ied 
icts 

I 

COUMY COURT (35  county courts)* 
41 judges 
$ U n o  maximum 
CSIH casety es: - Tort, conPract, real property ri hts, small claims, 

domestic relations, mental healtk, estate, niscel- 
laneous civil, - Linited felony, ,nisdemeanor, DUI/DUI, - Iraffic/other violation, 

1 
Court of 
last resort 

lntemediate 
appel late 

court 1 
Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jmited 

jurisdiction 

# Ihe Count Courts of Hennepin and Aamsey counties were unified in 1986, .Ihe Djstrict and County Courts were 

HOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 
relevant to each chart. 

consolidaPed in September, 1987, and the 1986 data were collected in anticipation of this change. 
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MISSISSIPPI COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

supm COURT I 
9 justices sit in panels and en banc 
CSIM casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction. in,civil, criyinal, adminjstrative 

agency, Juvenile, disciplinarY, original Proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory-decision cases; 
federal courYs cases, 

- Discretionar Jurisdiction in certified questions from the 

CIRCUIT COURT (20 districts)*R 
40 judger 
$ U n o  maximum 
Jurjsdiction: - Civil actions, 

Bastardy, - Felonies, nisdeneanors, 
Appeals de novo or on 
record, 
Jury trials, 

arvm COURT (28 districts)* 
39 judges 
$ W n o  maxinum 
Jurisdiction: - Equity, divorce alimon , pro. 

bate, guardianship, menjal 
c o m i t y n t s !  - Hears juvenile if no County 
Court, 

llppeals de novo, 
Jury trials, 

t t 

1 r........ l.......l............... 
I C O U M Y  COURT (16 counties)* I 
I 21 judges I 

I $ 0/25,000 I 
I Jurisdiction: I 
i - Civil actions, I 

I - Hjsdemeanors, felony pre- I 
I Iiminaries, I 
I - Juvenile. I 
I Appeals de novo, I 

I I 

L.......................-~...--..J 

r""""""""l................ 1 
I FllHILY COURT (1 court)* I '  I 

I 

If no 
County 
Court, 

I 1 judge I 

I Jurisdiction: I 
I - Delinquency, neglect, I 
I - Adult crimes against I 
I juveniles, I 

I Jury trial of adults, I 

I I 

I I 

L..................-..............J 

r"""""""" I ............... 
I HJHICIPAL COURT (168 courts)* 
I 83 judges, 85 mayors I 

I Jurisdiction: I 
I - Municipal ordinance viola- I 
I tions. I 

................ I 1 r"""""""" 
I JUSTICE COURT (92 courts)* I 
I 191 judges I 

1 $ 0/2 000 
1 Jurishiction: 
I - Civil actions, I 
1 - Hisdemeanors, felony I 
1 prelininaries, I 

I Jury trials. I 

I I 
I 
I 

I I 

L.................................1 

Court of 
last resort 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jmited 

jurisdiction 

* II trial court Jurisdiction uide was never completed by Mississippi, and data are unavailable 
for the trial courts; therefore,, the trial court. terninology reported in this court system 
chart does not reflect CSlH Project model reporting terns. 

HOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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MISSOURI COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

- 

SUPRUE COuRl 
7 justices sit en banc 

CIRCUIT COURT (44 circuits) a 
133 circuit and 170 associate circuit judges 
$ 0/no maximum; Associates division: e/i5,000 

(SC: 1,000) 
CSlM casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including 

civil appeals), - Exclusive criminal 'urisdiction. - Traffidother uiolakon 
urisdiction, - i  xclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury trials in most cases, 

CSln casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in capital criminal, 
and original proceeding cases, 

- Discretjonar jurisdjction. in civil, n o n c a r  
ita1 criminayI administrative agency, w e n -  
ile, disciplinary, original proceeding cases. 

l 

COURT OF llPPEALS (3 districts) a 
32 judges sit in panels 
C S M  casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 

criminal, administrative a y y ,  juvenile, 
original proceeding, inter ocu ory decision 
cases. - No discretionary jurisdiction, 

r"'-"""""""'.---~.-..--.....-...........- 1 
I WNICIPAL COURT 
I (415 courts) 
I 348 municipal judges I 

I 
I 

I I 

I CSln caset pes: 
I - llunicipa! ordinance violations. 
I No jury trials, I 

I 
I 

I I 

L--.......................-----------------------J 

1 
Court of 
last resort 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appe 1 1 ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

juri sdi c t i on 

1 
Court of 
1 jmited 

jurisdiction 

1 

H O I E :  Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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MONTANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

S U P R M E  COURI 
7 justices sit en banc and in panels 
CSIn cas - nandal 

djscir - Discre 
certif 
ceedin 

)types: 
iry jurisdiction in civil, crininal, juvenile, 
inary cases, 
;ionary 'urisdiction in administrative agency, 
ed questions from the federal courts, original pro- 
I cases, 

I 
MIER COURI 
(4 Diuisons) 
4 judges 
CSlM casetypes: - Real pro ert 

rights, Pimiled 
to adjudication 
of existin 
water rights. 

No jury trials, 

I 

DISIRICI COURT (20 judicial dirtrictsltl 
36 judges 
$ 5 W n o  maximum 
CSIH casety es: - Iort, conlract, real roperty rights, 

Exc 1 us i ue dones t i c rePat1 ons , men tal 
health, estate, civil appeals, fiiscel 
laneous civil Jurisdiction, - Misdemeanor. Exclusive triable felony 
criminal appeals. - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials. 

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT I 
I (56  counties) I 
I 47 judges, !us 33 judges who I 
I also serve L t y  courts I 

I 

1 $ 0/3,500 (SC: 1,500) I 
I CSln casety es: 
i - tort contract, real property: 
I rights, small claims, 
I - Hisdemeanor DUI/DUI, 
I - Hoving traffic parking, nis-; 
I cellaneous traffic, I 

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

I I 

L................................J 

.................. 

r 
WORKERS' 

COURT 
1 judge 
CSlM caset pes: - Limited i o  

workers' 
conpensation 
disputes, 

cmMsnIIo)( 

I NO jury trials,] 

1 r....--' A'-----.---.....-----.. 

I MINICIML COURI (1 court) I 
I 1 judge I 

I S 0/3,500 (SC: 1,500) 
I CSlM casety es: 
I - Tort, conlract, real prop- 
I ert rights, small clains, I 
I - Hislentanor ,DUI/DUI 
I - novin t r a f h  parking, 
1 misceflaneous traffic, i 

I I 
I 

I I 
I I 

I Jury trials, except in m a l l  I 
I clains, I 
L..............................J 

................. 
CITY COURI (85  cities) I 

I 

I 52  jud es plus 33 judges who also1 
I serve h i c e  of the Peace Courts I 
I I 
I $ 0/300 (SC: 300) I 
I CSln casety es: 
i - tort contract, real property 
I rights, small claims, 
I - nisdemeanor .DUI/DUI! 
I - Moving traffic, parking, niscel-: 
I laneous traffic, Exclusive or I 
I dinance violation, parking I 
I jurisdiction, I 

I Jury trials in some cases, 1 
I I 

L........-......................--...J 

Court of 
last resort 1 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 lnited 

jurisdiction 

HOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains ifiportant infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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NEBRASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

S U P M E  COURI 
7 justices sit in panels and en banc 
CSIH casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction over civil, criminal, administrative 

agency Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding cases, - Discretionary 'urisdiction over civil, administrative agency, 
certified pueskons from the federal courts, original pro- 

I ceeding, interlocutory decision cases, I 
L 

t 
DISIRIQ COURI (21 districts) 
48 judges 
S U n o  maximum I CSln casetupes: -----. --. ... . - Iort contract, real roperty rights, 

civil appeals, MiscelYaneous civil 
Exclusive domestic relations (exce't 
ado tions), mental health jurisdicPion. - Hisiemeanor, DUIIDUI, Exclusive tri- 
able felony, ,crimi.na! appeals, miscel- I laneous criminal Jurisdiction. 

I Jury trials, except i 

SEPAMTE JUUMILE COURI 
(3 counties) 
4 judges 
CSIH casetypes: - Juvenile, 

No jury trials, 

appeals, I 

I 

WORKERS' cwmnrIoN COURT 
(1 court) 
6 judges 
CSIH caset pes: - Appeal or administrative 

agency cases, 
Ho jury trials, 

COUlnY COURI (93 courts in 21 districts)# 
57 Judges 

u5,eeeie,~1e (SC: 1,588) 
CSIM casety es: - Iort coneract real propert rights, 

small claims, kxclusiye adoplion, 
ado tion, estate jurisdiction, - Limieed felony , .misd!meanor, DUIIDUI, - Traffic/other violation, - Juvenile, 

Jury trials, except in parking, 

* In July 1985, the Municipal Courts were Merged with the County Courts. 

Court of 
limited 

iurisdiction 

NOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 
relevant to each chart. 
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NEVADA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

SUPRMG COURI 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSIH casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil ,criminal, phinistratiye 

agenc , juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, original proceeding, 
interlocutory deci,sion cases - No discretionary jurisdictioi, 

CSIH casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil ,criminal, phinistratiye 
agenc , juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, original proceeding, 
interlocutory deci,sion cases - No discretionary jurisdictioi, 

DISTRICT COURI ( 9  districts) 
35 judges 
$ 1 e W n o  maximum 
C S I ~  casety es: - Iort contract real ropert rights, Exclusive domestic 

relations, mental heaith, esiate, civil appeals, miscel- 
laneous civil 'urisdiction, - Hisdemeanor, DdI/DUI, Exclusive triable felony, criminal 
appeals, mi.scel laneous. criminal jurisdiction, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials in most cases, 

CI 

JUSTICE COURT (55 towns) 
59 justices of the peace* 

I 
I 

I 
I 

$ e/2,5ee (sc: we) 
CSIM casety es: - lort contract, real property 

I - Misdemeanor, DUI/DUI, Exclusive 
I limited felony jurisdiction, 
I - Hoving traffic, parking, miscella- 
I neous traffic, 

I Jury trials, except in small claims 
I and parking cases. 

rights, small claims, 

I 
I 

L....................................... 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

..J 

................ ......................... 
I MlttICIPAL COURT (18 incorporated I 
I citi,es/towns) I 
1 21 judges* I 

s e w e e  (sc: i,5ee) 
I CSIH casety es: 
I - 1ort contract, real property 
I rights, small claims. 
I - Hisdemeanor DUI/DUl, 
I - Moving traffic, parking, miscel- 
I laneous. traffic, .Exclusive ordi- 
I nance violation jurisdiction, 
I Ho jury trials. 
I 

I 
L.....-.....................--.--.-.. 

* Nine Justices of the Peace also serve as Hunicipal Court judges, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

..J 

1 

Court 
of 
last 

resort 

Court 
of 

qeneral 
d Y K n  

Courts 
1,iml ted 
d Y E K n  

o f  

HOIE: B e  sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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NEW HAMPSHIRE COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

S U P R M E  COURI 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSIH caset pes: - No nanddory jurisdiction - Discr!tionary jurisdictioi in civil, noncapital crininal, 

administrative agenc , juvenile, disciplinar , advisory 
opinions for, the s t a b  executive and Iegisla!ure, original 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

SUPERIOR COURT (10 counties) 
22 justices 
S 5BB/no maximun 
CSIH casety es: - Tort, contract, real ,pro erty rights, fiiscellaneous civil, 
- Excfusive t r i a h e  felony, criminal appeals jurisdiction, 

Exc 1 us i ve marri ape di sso f ut i on, patern i ty/bas tardy, 
sup orUcustod jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials, 

DISIRICI COURI (42 districts) 
12 full-tine, 35 part-tine, and 37 
special judges, 
S 011 
CSIH - 101 

rig 1 an - His - Ira - EXC 

1,000 (SC: 1,500) 
asety os: 

coneract, real property i ts ,  snall clains, fiiscel- 
ous donestic relations. 
leneanor, DUI/DUI, 
fic/other violation, 
usive juvenile jurisdiction, 

No jury trials, 

I 

MUNICIPAL COURT (5)* 
5 part-time Justices 
S (SC: 1,500) 
CSIH casetypes: - Real property rights, 

m a l l  clains miscel- 
laneous ciuii, - Hisdefieanor, DUI/DUI! - Traffic/other violation, 

No iurv trials, 

PROBATE COURI (10 counties) 
10 judges 
CSIH casetypes: - Hiscellaneous domestic relations, 

njscellaneous civil, Exclusive adop- 
tion, nental health, estate juris- 
diction, 

No jury trials. 

Court of 
last resort 

1 
Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court. of 
1 jnited 

jurisdiction 

* The Hunicipa! Court is being phased out (by statute) upon retirenent and/or resignation of 
sitting justices. 

NOTE: B e  sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information 
relevant to each chart. 
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NEW JERSEY COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

SUPRME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSlH casetypes: - Handatory jurjsdiction, in,ciuil, crifiinal, adninistratiue 

agency Juueni 1 e, disciplinary , original proceed1 ng cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital.crinina1, 
adninistratiue agenc appeal, juuenile disci linary, .certi- 
fied questions from redera1 courts, inkerlocu!ory decision 1 cases, 

I 

hPPELlAiE DIVISION OF SUPERIOR COURT 

28 judges sit in 8 panels (parts) 
CI 

C S l H  casetypes: - Handatory.jurisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, juve- 
- Discretionary Jurisdic!ion in interlocutory decision cases, 

n! le, ai$mnistrat!ue, a ency ,cases, 

SUPERIOR COURT: CIVIL,  F m Y ,  GMER~~L E ~ U I T Y  nm CRIHIML 
DIUISIOMS (15 Uicina es in 21 counties) 
343 'udges authorize! 
21 Iurrogates also serve as deputy Superior Court Clerks 
o/no n a x imw; Special Civil Part: 0/5,000 (SC: 1,000) 

CSIH casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction (uncontested estate are 
handled by the surro ates), 
cell aneous crifii nal Jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive triable fefony, criyinal appeals, His- 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 
. . . . .  Jury trials in most cases, 

I 

inx  COURT fl 

12 authorized judges 
CSIH casetypes: - State/local tax 

fiat te rs 

No jury trials. 

Court of 
ast resort 

1 
1 n temedi ate 

appe 1 1  ate 
court 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

....... 1 r""""""""' l.......... 
I NJNICIML COURT (534 courts of I 
I which 14 were Multi-Municipal) I 

I 368 jud e s  of which approximately1 
I 20 are Pull-tine I 
1 CSlH casetypes: I 
I - Exclusive lifiited felon , His- I 
I deneanor, DUI/DUI jurisliction. I 
I - Exclusive traffic/other 
I violation jurisdiction, I 

I No jury trials, I 

I I 

I I 

L...............................-.-.J 

Court of 
ljnited 

jurisdiction 1 
H U E :  B e  sure to read the text at the beginning of this section uhich contains important infomation 

relevant to each chart, 
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NEW MEXICO COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

SUPRUE WRI CI 
5 justices generally sit in panels 
CSIH casetypes: - Handator Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 

agency, 1y isciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. - Discretionary jurisdicti,on in civil, noncapital criminal, 
administrativc a ency, juuenile, certified questions from 
the federal couris cases, 

t 
WRI OF nPpMw 
7 judges sit in panels 
CSIH casetypes: - Handatory 'urisdiction in ciuil, noncapital criminal, 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decisior: cases, administrative agency, juvenile cases, 

t 
DISTRIQ COURI (13 districts) 
56 judges 
s U n o  m a x i m w  
CSIH casety es: - Iort, conlract, real property ri hts, estate, Exclusive 

- Misdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals 
- ixclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

domestic relations flental.healt~, civil appeals, 
mi sce 1 1 aneous c i v i 1 jurisdiction, 
ur i sdi c t i on, 

Jury trials. I 
I 

I I I 

MGISIYIE COURI (31 Counties) 
68 judges 

CSIH casety es: - Tort conlract, real property 
rights, - Limited felony, misdemeanor, 
DIIIAUI, - Houin traffic violation, 
misceflaneous traffic, 

Jury trials, 

s w2,eee 

B E M L I I L O  COUNTY HEIROPOLIIIIM 
COURI 
11 judges 

CSIH casety es: - rort conlract, real property 
- Limited felony misdemeanor, 
- Iraffidother violation, 
Jury trials, except in traffic. 

s e w e e  

rights, 
DUI AUI , 

MIMIC 
I ities 
1 81 J U  

PllL COURI (81 municipal- ; 
I I 33 judges I lges I I I - -  

I I 
I CSIH casety es: 
I - Iraffic/olher violation, I 
I No jury trials, I 

I CSIH caset es: 
I - Estate, h!ears.uncontested, I 
I i f  contested, it goes to I 
I Di.strict. Court, 1 I 
I Ho Jury trials, I 

Court of 
last resort 

1 
I ntemedi ate 

appellate 
court 

Court of 
general 

juri sdi c t i on 

Courts of 
limited 

juri sdi c t i on 

HOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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NEW YORK COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

+ 

1 

appellate 
courts 

COURI OF n p p w  
7 judges sit 

Cor 
of 1 
res 

4 1st 
r t  

CSII casetypes: - landatory jurisdiction in civil, crininal, adninistrative agency, juvenile, 
- Discretionary. 'urisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, adninistrative original proceeding cases, 

agency, Juveniie, judge disciplinary, original proceeding cases. 

APPELMSE SEAMS OF SUPRME COURT '1 (3 terns12 departnents) COURI (4 courts/divisions) 

AnairtMantc I I I I 15 justices sit in panels in three 
t.omc 

41 justices sit in panels in four .. . , .- 

i CSII casetypqs: - landatory jurjsdiction in civil, 
nonca ita1 crininal, juvenile, 
interPocutory decjsion case! - Discretionary jurisdictlon ii 'now 
capital crininal, juvenile, inter 
locutory decision cases, 

CSln casetypes: - landatory jurisdiction in civil, 
noncapital crininal, ahinistra- 

J 
ourts 1 of 
general 
jur!s- 

diction 

tiue a ency, juvenile lawyer 
discipfinaryl original proceed- 
ing, interlocutory decision.cases! - Discretionary.jurisdiction,in civil, 
noncapital crininal, juvenile, 
original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. 3rd and 4th 

Departnent 
A. Nonfelonies: 

2nd Departnent 

I COUNTY COURT (51  counties outside NYC) 
U484 FIE conbined SuPrene Court and 

SUPRME COURI (12 districts) A 
U484 FIE conbined Suprene Court and 
County Court judges. 

S U n o  naxinun 
CSII casety es: - Tort, contract,,real ro erty rights, 
niscellaneous civil, ExcPus!ve 
Marriage dissolution jurisdiction, - Triable felony, DUI, niscellaneous 
crininal. 

Jury trials, 

County ~ Cour t judges; 
e125,eee 

CSIM casety es: - Iort, contract, real roperty rights, niscellaneous civil. !rial court 
appeals 'uri sdict ion. - Iriable Pelon , DUI/DUl, .niscellaneous 
crininal, ExcYusive crininal appeals, 

I .. Jury trials. 

- 

nd 
ents 

ourt: 
li,ni, 
dP:, 

SURROGIIIW COURI 
(62 counties) 
76 surrogates 
CSII casetypes: - Adoption, estate. 
Jury trials in estate, 

COURT OF CLllIMS (1 court) 
32 judqes, 15 act as Suprene 
Court judges 

I 3rd and 4th 1st 1 
Departnents Depai 

I 
CIIY COURI (19 courts in 61 
cities) 

FllMlLY COURI (62 counties- 
includes HYC Fanily Court) 
156 judges 

DISIRICT COURI (2 counties) 
49 judges in Nassau and Suffolk 

165 'udqes s e/SoB-is,eee (sc: i 508) 
(only 2 courts have i5,Obe flax) 

CSII casety es: - Tort confract, real property 
rights, snall clains, - Linited felony, nisdeneanor, 
DUVDUI. - Ioviny traffic, niscellaneous 
traff !c ordinance, violation, 

Jury trials, except in traffic, 

t 
on 

CSIn casetypes: - Donestic relations (except 
Marriage djssolution), 
guardi anshi Exc Ius1 ve 
mental. hea1.h Jurisdiction, - Exclusive Juvenile 
jurisdiction, 

No jury trials, J t 

CIUIL COURI OF SHE CIIY OF 
NM YOM (1 court) 
128 judges 

CSIH casety es: - Tort contract, real property 
rights, sMall clains, niscel- 1 laneous civil. 

s e/2s,ee~ (sc: 1,588) 

7 NELl YOM (1 court) 1 

I 
I 

I I 

r"""""""" '"""'......... 

I SOWN AND UILIAGE JUSIICE CMURI I 
I (2 321 courts) 
I 1 , h  justices I 187 judges 
I s e/3,eee (SC: i , m )  I 
I CSll casety es: 
I - Tort contract, real property 
I rights, m a l l clains. 
I - Misdemeanor, DUI/DUI, niscel- I 

.CSIl caset pes: - Linited felony, nisdeneanor, 
DUI/DUI. - liscellaneous traffic nisde- 
neanors, ordinance violation. I laneous crininal. I 

I -Iraffic/other violation, I 
I Jurv trials in nost cases, I Jury trials, I Jury tricls in crininal cases. 
L....:............ ............-.- 1 - 

* Includes Acting Suprene Court Justices assigned adninistratiuely. Increase due to nanner of reporting, 
HOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 

rtleuant to tach chart, 
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NORTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

_+ 

S U P R M E  COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSlH casetypes: - Handatory jurjsdiction in ciuil, crininal, ahinistratiuc 

agency, juvenile, judge disciplinary, interlocutory 
decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdictjon in ciuil, crininal, a h i n -  
istrative agency, ,juuenile, adujsory opinions for the 
executiue and legislature, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases. 

I 

CWRI OF n p p w s  
12 judges sit in panels 

a 

CSlM casetypes: - Mandatory 'urisdiction in ciui 1, noncapi tal criminal, 
a h i n i s t r a h u e  agency, juuenile, lawyer disciplinary 
original proceeding cases, - Discretionary jurisdicti.on in civil, noncapital crininal, 
ahinistratiue agency, juueni le, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, 

t- 

I 

SUPERIOR COURT (34 districts) A 
72 judges and let clerks with estate jurisdiction 
S ie,eee/no naximun !SIH casetyPes: 

ciuil cases, Exclusive aloption, estate, nental health, 
a@inistrativo a ency a peals jurisdiction, - Hisdemeanor. Excfusive Priable felony, crininal appeals 

ort con ract, real pro erty rights, niscellaneous 

I Jur 1 sdi c t 1 on. 
Jury trials, 

DISlRICl CWRI (34 districts) 
146 judges, and 631 nagistrates of which approxinately 
lB0 nagistrates are part-tine 

c CSIM casety es: - Tort, con!ract, real roperty ri hts, Exclus/ue snall 
clains, non-adoption !onestic refations, ciuil trial 
court appeals fiiscellaneour civil jurisdiction,. 
diction, 

- Mlsdeneanor, hxclusive linited felony, DUI/DUI juris- 
- Exclusiue trafficdother violation jurisdiction, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 
Jury trials in civil cases only, 

1 
1 
1 
I 

Court of 
last resort 

1 n terned 
appe 1 1 

cour 

Court 
genera 

jurisdic 

Court 
ljnite 

jurisdic 

ate 
.te 

I 
ion 

If 
I 
ion 

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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NORTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

SUPRME COURI 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSIH casetypes: - nandatory urisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agency juvenile, disciplinary, original 

eedin inter1.ocutory decision cases, 
iscre?ionary jurisdiction, 

........... 

DISIRICI COURI ( 7  judicial districts in 53 
counties) 
26 judges 

fi 

$ 0/no m a x i m u  
CSIH casety es: - Iort, contract, real roperty rights, wardian- 

ship, .Exclusive domestic relations appeals of 
adqnistrative agency cases, miscellaneous civil 
urisdiction, - d  isdemeanor. mi sce 1 1  aneous criminal. Exc lus i we 

triable felony Jurisdiction, - Hoving,traffic,. arking, fiiscellaneous traffic, - Exclusive juvtnife jurisdiction, 
1 Jury trials in most cases. 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

................................................................. - 
I COUMY COURI ( 5 3  counties) 
I 26 Judges 

I WNICIPAL COURI (161 incorporated 
I I cities) 

I I 1  I 

I I 158 judges I I $ 0/10,000 (SC:  2,000) 
I CSIM casety es: I 
I - 1ort conLact, real property I 1 C S M  casetypes: I 
I rights, estate, Exclusive small I - DUI(DU1, 
I claims mental health jurisdiction, k-l - Hoving traffic, parking, miscel- I 
I - Limiteh felony, misdemeanor, DUI/ I I laneous traffic, Exclusive ordi-1 
I DUI, crininal appeals, I I nance violation Jurisdiction, I 
I - Hoving traffic, parking, miscel- 1 I I 
I laneous traffic, I 1  I 

I Jury trials, except in small claims I I No jury trials, I 

I I  

I I 1  I 

I cases, I I  I 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  L.....-.-.......-.................---.J 

Courts of 
IjMited 

jurisdiction 

HOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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OHIO COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

r.L................l.......... 
CWRI OF UIB (i court) 1 I myow COURI (“690 courts) 1 

supm CWRI I 
7 justices sit en banc 

1 judge sits on tenporary 
ass i gnnen t 
CSlM caset pes: - ippeal or ahinjstrative 

agency cases, Miscellaneous 
civil actions against the 
state, 

CSIM casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction. in.civil, crifiinal, ablinistrative 
agency Juvenile, disciplinary, .original proceeding cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital cqninal, 
juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

I I 

I I 
I 690 judges (mayors) I 

I CSIM casetypes: I 
I - DWVDUI. I 
I - Iraffidother violation, I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

COURI OF nPpmLs (12 courts) 
53 judges sit in panels of 3 nenbers each 
CSlM casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal ablinistrative 

agency, Juvenile, original proceedinsi, interlocutory decision . -  - .  cases; - - No discretionary jurisdiction, 

COURI OF C M  PLEAS (88 counties) 
330 judges 

I $ 500/no n a x i n w  
CSIM casety es: - Iort, conlract, real property ri hts, appeal of ablinistratiue 

agency cases miscellaneous ciuif, Exclusive domestic rela- 
tions, Mental health estate Jurisdiction. - Exclusive triable felony ,niscellaneous crininal Jurisdiction, - Exclusive uvenile urishiction, - Iraffic/otfer violahon (juvenile cases only) jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials in Mort cases, I 

4- 

i WNICIPAL CWRI (118 courts) 
I 199 judges 

i 
I I 61 judges 

i COUMY CWRI (51 courts) 
I I 1  

Court of 
last resort 

1 
I ntemedi ate 

appe 1 1 ate 
court 

I 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

; s 0/10,000 (SC: 1,000) 
I CSIH casety es: I I CSlM casety es: 
I - fort contract, real property I 
I rights small clains, I I rights, m a l l  claims, niscelYaneous I 
I miscellaneous civil, I I civil, I 
I - Limited felony, misdeneanor, I I - Linited,felony, nisdeneanor, DWI/ I 
I DUVDUI,  criminal a peals. I I DUI  criminal appeals. I 
I - Iraffic/other violalion. I I - Iraffic/other violation, except for I 

I I parking cases, I 

I Jury trials in nost cases, I Jury trials in Most cases. 
L ........... ___________._.__._._..-.-.-; 

; ; $ 0/3,888 (sc: 1,888) 

I - tort contract, real propert 

I I 1  I 

L ................................ $ 

’1 - 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 

L.............................1 
I No jury trials, I Jury trial, 

Courts of 
1 inited 

jurisdiction 

H O I E :  Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 
relevant to each chart. 

97 



OKLAHOMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

S U P R M E  COURT 
9 justices sit en banc 
CSIH casetypes: - Handatory 'urisdiction in civil, 

administrative . agency , juve n i I e, 
1 awyer disci pl 1 nary, advisory 
opinion, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, 
administrative yency, juvenile, in- 
terlocutory decision cases. 

COURT OF CRIIIIWL n p p m  
3 judges sit en banc 
CSIH casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in criminal, , origiyal roceeding cases, - i P E k o n a r y  jurisiiction in inter 

locutory decision cases, 

COURT OF APPEALS ( 4  courts) 
12 jud es.s/t in four p e m  
anent 8ivisions of 3 members 

CSIH casetypes: - Handator jurisdiction in 
civil, a1&.linigtrative 
agency juvenile, ori inal 
proceeiing, interlocueorv 
decision cises that are 
assigned to it by the 
Suprene Court, - NO discretionary jurisdic- 
tion. 

DIStRICt COURT (26 districts) 
?l district, 11 associate district, and 58 
judges 
$ U n o  maximum (SC: 1,588) 
CSIH casetypes: - Exclusive ci.vil 'urisdiction, except for 

concurrent durisdiction in appeal of ad- _ _  
ministrativb. agency ,cases! 
Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (including 
criminal a eals), 
loving traPPic, miscellaneous traffic, 
ordinance violation. 
Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, t 
I COURI OF i n x  REVIW fi 

(1 court) 
3 district judges 
serve I 
CSIH caset pes: - *p ea1.01 admin- I 

iseratiwe agency 
cases, 

i MNICIPAL COURT Mi i 
I OF RECORD (340 courts) I 
I I 
I lpproxinatel 358 full/i 
I part-time julges I 

I CSIH casety es: I 
I - Iraffic/o!her I 
I violation, I 

I Jury trials, I 

I 

I I 
I I 

L........................J 

; WNICIPAL CRI 
1 COURT OF REC( 
I (2 courts) 

Courts of 
last resort 

In te m e  d i ate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

....... 
D ! 1 

I I 

I 8 full-tine and 18 I 
I part-tine judges I 

I CSIH casety es: I 

I violation. I 

I Jury trials, I 

I I 

I - Iraffic/o!her I 

I I 

L.......................J 

Courts of 
1 jmited 

jurisdiction 

- - - -  Indicates assignnent of cases, 
Oklahoma has a Uorkers' Compensation Court which hears complaints that are handled exclusively by 
administrative agencies in other states, 
NOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 

relevant to each chart, 
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OREGON COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

+ 

SUPRME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSIH casetypts: - Handatory Jurisdiction in capital crininal, ahinistratiue agency, 

disciplinary, original proceeding cases, - Discretionary jurisdict!on in.ciyil, noncapital crininal .ahin- 
istrative agency juuenile, disciplinary, certified questions fron 
the federal courts, original proceeding cases. 

COURT OF nmu CI 

18 judges sit in panels and en banc 

'urisdiction. - Yuuenile. 
Jury trials in most cases, 

CSlH casetypes: - nrndatory juri,sdiction in.c/uil, nonca /tal crininal, adninistra- 
- No discretionary jurisdiction, 

tive agency, Juuenile, original procee!ing, interlocutory decision 
cases, 

V WAV,UUU Jb. i&,JVV 
CSIH casety es: - Tort, conlract, 

real propert 
rights, sMalY 
claims, robate/ 
wj 1 !s/inlestate, - Linited felony, 
misdefieanor, 
DUI/DUI. - fraffic/other 

t 

Courts of 
1 /Mi ted 

juri sdi c t i on 

TAX COURT 
(1 court) 
1 judge 

I I 
I Jury trials in sonet 
I cases, I 

b 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

C S l H  casetypes: - Civil appeal5 
fron ahinis- 

J Jury trials in sone 
cases, 

trative 
agenc i es, 

N o  jury trials. 

r"""""""' 
1 C O U M Y  COURT 
I (36 counties) 
I 9 judges 
I 

I 

- Tort, contract, real property ri hts ado 
tion, estate, civil a peals, mental healtk: 
Exclusive donestic refations (except a d o p  
tion), ,nisce!laneous civil jurjsdiction. - Exclusiue triable felony, crininal appeals 

1 ,, ~"""""""""" 

I I JUSTICE COURT I 
I I (38 courts) I 
I I 37 justices of the I 
I I peace I 

I 

I CSIn casetypes: I 
I - Ado tion, I 
I menfa1 health, I 
I estate, I 
I - Juvenile, I 

I No jury trials, I 
I I 

L J 

'2 
I 
I1 
'1 
(1 
a 
r 

If 
I V  
I1 
m 

588 s c : 2 , m ;  
iasety es: I ;, conlract, I 
propert I 

its, snalY 1 

ted felony, I 
leneanor, I 
P U I ,  I 
ng traffic I 
sing, niscel- I 
sous traffic, I 

MS , 

I 

I 

r-""""'-""'- 

Court of 
1 as t resort 

lntemediate 
appe 1 1 ate 

court 

Courts of 
genera 1 

luri sdi ct ion 

I I - ball! Hisdeneanor, FdSBVJYB>i .il I 

I 
I 
I 

L J 

I DUI/DUI, 
I - Traffic/other I 
I violation. 

I Jury trials in I 
I sone cases, 

uiolation, I t  

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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PENNSYLVANIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

CSlH casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in ciuil, criminal, administratiwe agency, juuenile, 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction, in c!uiI, noncapital crlninal, administratiwe agency, 

djscipljnary, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases! 
juuenile, original Proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

1 s u p m  COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 

Court of 
1 as t 'resor 

1 L  ii ii 

C#WUULIH COURI 
9 authorized judges s i t  in panels 
and en banc 

1 SUPERIOR COURI 
15 authorized judges sit in panels 
and en banc 

CSlH casetypes: - Handatory jurjsdiction jn.ciwil, 
noncapi tal criminal, administratiuc 
agenc- , original proceeding, 
intervocutory decision cases 
inuoluing the CoFonwealth, - D!scretionary urisdiction in 
civil administratiue agency or 
iginai proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases inuoluing the 
Cornonweal th, 

CSIH casetypes - Handatory jurjsdiction in civil, 
nonca ita1 crifiinal, uuenile, or 
iginal proceeding, i n h o w t o r y  
dec i s i on. cases. - D/scretionary, 'urisdjction i n  
c i v i ~ ,  noncapital crininal, juw- 
enile, original proceeding, inter 
locutory decision cases. 

I 

C O U R  OF cow#m PLEAS (60 districts in 67 counties) 
313 judges 
$ 0/no maximun 
CSlH casety es: - Iort, coneract, real roperty ri hts, miscellaneous ciuil. 

Exclusiue donestle relations, estate, mental health, civil 
appeals Jurisdiction, 
appeals, miscellaneous criminal Jurisdiction, 

I - Hisdemeanor, DUI/DUI, Exclusive triable felony, criminal I - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,. 
Jury trials in most cases, 

I I 

t t t 

In temedi ate 
appel 1 ate 

courts 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

PHIIADEWlIA WNICIPAL COURT 
(1st District) 
22 judges 
$ 8/5,000(only real prop,) (SC:5,080) 
CSIH casetypes: - Real property rights, miscella- 

neous donestic relations, miscel- 
laneous ciuil. Exclusive small 
claims jurisdiction, - limited felony, nisdeneanor, DUI/ 
DUI, - Ordinance uiolation. 

No jury trials. 

DISIRICI JUSIICE COURI 
(543 courts) 
546 district justices 
$ W4,000 
CSIH casety es: - lort coneract, real property 

ri ghts, - limited felon Imisdeneanor, 
misdefieanor, hlI/DUl - Traffic/other uiolation. 

No jury trials, 

PHIIADEWlIA IRIIFFIC COURI 
(1st District) 
6 judges 
CSlH casetypes: - Houin traffic parking, 

nisceflaneous traffic, 

r"""""""""~"""""" 
I PIIISBURGH CITY MGISIRIIIES 
I (5th District) 
I 6 magistrates 
I $ 0/no maiximun 
I CSIH casetypes: 
I - Real pro erty rights, 
I - linited !elony/nisdeneanor/ 
I DUI/DUI, nisdeneanor! 
I - Iraffidother uiolation, 

I 

1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

,....-. 

Courts of 
I /Mi ted 

iuri sdiction 

NOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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PUERTO RlCO COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

Jurisdiction: - Justices of the Peace are enpowered 
to handle only preliminary matters 
such as arraignment, setting bail 
and issuing search warrants, They 
do not reach decision or verdict. 

S U P R M E  COURT 
E justices 

C S M  casety es: - Traffic/o!her uiolation, 

Jurisdiction: 
stance,# an! cases on appeal or review before the Superior 

- Reviews jud ments and decisions of the Court of First In- 

I No jury trials, 

_ _  
Court, 
certain administrative agencies, 

- Reviews rulings of the Registrar of Property and rulings of 

I Ho jury trials, I 

I 

SUPQIOR COURT* (12 districts) 
92 judges 
$ iB,tMe/no maximum 
CSlM casety es: - Tort, .con!ract, real propert rights, domestic relations 

and miscellaneous civil. Exchsiue estate and civil appeals 
uri sdi ction. 
isdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony and criminal appeals 
uri sdi c ti on, 

-l i  
- 1  xclusiue juvenile jurisdiction, 
Jury trials in criMinal cases, 

DISIRICT COURT* (39 courts) 
94 judges 
$ vieme 
CSln casety es: - Tort ,con!ract, ,real property.ri hts, miscellaneous domestic 
- lllsdemeanor, Exclusive limited feiony, and D U I A U I  juris- relations and miscellaneous ciui! 

diction, - Irafficlother violation, except no parking, 
No jury trials, I 

WNICIPAL COURT (52 courts) I I  56 judges 
JUSTICE OF IWE PEACE (3 courts) 
3 regular and le special judges 

Court of 
1 as t resort 

I 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 imited 

iuri sdi c ti on 

Ihe Court of First Instance consists of two divisions: the Superior Court and the District Court. 

HOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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RHODE ISLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

5 justices sit en banc 
CSIH casetypes: - Hydatory jurisdiction in. civil, noncapi tal crinlnal, juvenile, 
- Discretionary urisdiction in adninistrative agency appeals, 

disciplinary, advlsory opinlon, original proceeding cases, 
interlocutory decision, original proceeding cases. 

S U P R U E  COURI 1 

SUPERIOR COUR ( 4  divisions) 1 
19 justices 
$ 00EVno n a x i n w  
C S ~  casety os: - Iort, contract, real property rights, civil appeals, 

Miscellaneous civi 1, - Hisdeneanor, DUVDUI, Exclusive triable felony, 
crininal appeals jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, 

PISIRICI COURI ( 8  divisions) fl 
13 judges 
$ 1 00W5 000-10,000 (SC: 1,000) 
C S I ~  casety es: - Tort contract, real property 

rights, appeals of adninistrative 
a ency cases, Exclusive m a l l  
cfains, Mental health jurisdic- 
tion, - Hisdeneanor, DUVDUI. Exclusive 
linjted felon 'urisdiction! - Ordinance vioYa!ion. Exclusive 
nouing traffic for those cases 
not handled ablinistratiuely, 

No jury trials, 

F M I L Y  COURI ( 4  divisions) 
11 judges 
CSIH casetypes: - Exc Ius jve , dones t ic relations 

urisdiction, -I! xclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

No jury trials, 

Court of 
last resort 

1 
Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

I I 
I CSIH casetypes: I 
I - Ordinance violation, Exclusive I 
I parking jurisdiction, I 
I I 

1 

I I 

I I 

r""""""""" l------.-........... 
I P R O M l E  COURI (39 cities/towns) I 

I 39 judges I 

I CSlH casetypes: I 
I - Exclusive estate jurisdiction, 1 
I I 
I I 

I L.............................---............l No jury trials, I - 

Courts of 
liMited 

urisdi c ti on 

NOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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SOUTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

I I 

I CSIH casetypes: 

SUPRME COURI 
5 justices sit en banc 

I I 
I CSIH caset pes: 

CSlH casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in ciuil, crininal, 'uuenile, 
disciplinaru, certified questions fron the federal courts, 
original proceeding,, interlocutory decision,cases, 
ahinistratiue.agency, juuenile, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutoru decision cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdict1,on in civil, noncapital crininal 

I 
'I t 

COURI OF n P P w  
6 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSIH casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in ciuil, .noncapitrl crininal, a h i n -  

istratiue agency, juvenile, original proceeding cases assigned 
to it by the Suprqne,Court, - No discretionary jurisdiction, 

I - 
CIRCUII COURI (16 circuits) a 
31 judges and 20 Masters-in-equity 
$ Uno n a x i n w  

I- CSIH casety 9s: - Iort, conlract, real property rights, niscellaneous ciuil, 
Exclusiue ciuil a erlr jurisdiction; 
appeals, Miscellaneous crininal Jurisdiction, 

- Hisdeneanor, D U d h .  Exclusive triable felony, crininal 

Jury trials, except in appeals, I 

FAMILY COURT (16 circuits) 
46 judges 

Court! - Juvenile traffic, 

CSlH casetypes: - Miscellaneous ciuil, Exclusiue 
donestic relations jur/sdiction, 
except for sone aternit /bastardy 
cases heard in tRe Magislrate 

- Juvenile, 
No jury trials, 

.............. l... ................ 
MGISIMIE COURT (315 courts) 

I 3i1 nagistrates I 
I I 
1 $ 6/1,006 I 
I CSIH casety es: 
1 - Tort contract, real property: 
I rights sone paternity/ I 
I bas tarhy , 
I - Linited felony, nisdeneanor, I 
I DUI/DUI. I 
I - Irafflc/other uiolation. I 
I - Juvenile, I 

I Jury trials, I 
I I 

L..............-.............-----J 

I I "268 Judges 

- - - -  Indicates assignnent of cases, 

1 

Court of 
ast resort 

I ntemedi ate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

iuri sdic ti on 

Courts of I inited 
jurisdiction 

NOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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SOUTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

SUPRUE COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSIH casetypes: - Handatorv 'urisdiction i.n ciuil, criminal, 

ahinistraiive agency juvenile, 
djscipljnary, original proceeding,cases. - Discretionary Jurisdiction in advisory 
opinions for:the state executive, i n t e r  
locutory decision, original proceeding 
cases, 

t 
CIRCUIT COURT ( 8  circuits) fl 
35 judges 18 law Ma istrates, 11 art-time 
lay magistrates, 84 Pull-tine cleri magis- 
trates, and 49 part-tine clerk magistrates, 
$ W n o  n a x i m w  (SC: 2,888) 
CSIH casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including 

civil appeals), - Exclusive crifiinal jurisdiction (including 
crininal a peals), - Exclusive !raffic/othtv violation jupis- 
diction (exce t for uncontested p u k i n g  
which is handyed administratively). - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, except in small claims, 

Court of 
I as t resort 

Court of 
general 

iurisdiction 

WOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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TENNESSEE COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

ricts) 
32 chancellors 
$ S0/no naximun 
CSIM casetypes: - Civil, except 

m a l l  clains. 

SUPRE)(E COURI 
5 justices sit en banc 

26 judges 
C S l M  casetypes: - Crininal. Crininal 

appeals jurisdiction. 

CSlH casetypes: - Mandator jurisdiction in civil, crininal, workers’ conpen- 
sation lawyer disciplinary cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction.in civil, noncapital crininal, 
juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

I 

T 

COURI OF lPPEllLS (3) CI 

12 judges generally sit in panels 
and en banc 
CSIM casetypes: - Mandatory ‘urisdiction in civil, 

abinistrative agency, juvenile 
cases. - Discretionary ’urisdiction in 
interlocutory decision cases. 

I 

9 judges sit in panels and 
en banc I 

+ + 
JUDICIAL DISIRICTS (31 districts)* 
CIRWII CoURl CI 
(95 .counties in 31 districts)# 
70 judges 
S W n o  naxinw 
C S l M  casetypes: - Cjvil, exceyt small clains, 

Civil a w e a  s Jurisdiction, - Crininal; - Moving traffic, niscella- 
neous traffic. 

Jury trials, 

CHRNCERY CI CRIHIYL COURI 
COURI (31 dist- I (31 districts) 

Jury trials, 1 Jury trials. 

............ 1........... ,.........L........ ......... L ......... 
I PROBAIE COURI ( 2 ) ;  IIUNICIPIIL COURI I 
I I I (:300 courts) I I (21 courts) 

I I I 3 judges;.5 gen- I I 197 judges I 
1 16 juvenile Judges I I era1 session I I I 
I I I Judges also serve1 I CSIM casetypes: I 

JuuEHiu COURT 

~~ 

I CSIM casetypes: I I I I - Misdeneanor, I 
I - Paternity/bastardy, I I CSlM casetypes: I I DUI/DUI, I 
I menta!.health, I I - Estate, I I - Traff/c/other I 
I - Juvenile, I I 1 I ui.olation. I 

I I Ho jury trials, I I Ho jury trials, I I No jury trials, 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  L. ................ J L..................J 

.................................................... 1 r””- 
I GD(ER& SESSIONS C(HIRI.(92,counties and 2 additional I 
I counties have a trial justice court) I 
I 77.full-tine and 38 part-time Judges. (This includes I 
I 2 Justices of the peace) I 
I I 

S elvaries (SC: 10,000) I 
CSIH casety es: - Tort contract, real roperty ri hts, narria e dis- 1 

solution support/cus[ody, Menta? health, es!ate, I 
appeal 01 adynistratiue agency cases, Exclusive small I 
c ains jurisdiction, - Misdeneanor, DUI/DUI. - Iraff/c/other violation. - Juvenile. 

I 

......................................................... J 
No jury trials, I 

Court of 
last resort 

In temedi a te 
appellate 

courts 

Court(s) of 
genera! 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jnited 

jurisdiction 

*The State of Iennessee was divided into 31 Judicial districts on September 1 1984. There is a Circuit in each district, ,Twenty seven districts have se arate Chancery Courts, and thirteen dis- 
tricts have separate Crininal Courts, 1he.Circuit Court Ea8 ‘urisdiction over chancery and crininal 
matters,in.the renaining circuits, Ihere i s  one residin ~ u d g e  for each district, Rs a result of the 
redistricting, t u 0  Law and Equity Courts becane hrcuit eourts and the other tu0 becane Chancery Courts* 

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

105 



TEXAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

1, 

SUPREME COURT I 9 justices sit en banc 

DISIRICI COURT (364 courts) CI 
364 judges 
$ S00/no naxinw 

COURT OF CRIHIML P P P U L S  
9 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSln casetypes - Handatory jurisdiction in crinin- 

al, original proceedin cases, - Discretionary , juri sdi c!l on in 
noncapital crininal, original pro. 
ceeding cases* 

I 

CRIMINAL DISTRICI COURT 
(10 courts) 
10 judges 

I I 
COURIS OF P P P U L S  (14 courts) 
80 justices sit in panels 

CSlH casety es: - lort contract, real roperty 
ri hts, donestic relations 

- -  
cS1n caset pes: - Iriable relony nisdeneanor, 

CSlH casety es: - lort contract, real roperty 
ri hts, donestic relations estate, niscellaneous civil. 

- -  
cS1n caset pes: - Iriable relony nisdeneanor, 

DUIOUI,  niscellaneous crininal estate, nisce! 1 y eous .civi i, 
Exclusive adninistrative agency 
appeals 'urisdiction, 
DUIOUI, nisceI laneour crininal. 

- Triable Pelony nisdeneanor, 
- Juvenile, 

DUIOUI, niscellaneous crininal 
cases. Exclusive adninistrative agency 

4 COUNTY LEUEI COURTS (412 courts) 1 

I cases. ' 

Jury trials. 

t--..-....-..-......-....--.-....- 
1 COHSTIIUIIOWL COUNTY COURT 
I (254 courts) 
I 254 judges 

I CSlH casety es: 
I - Tort contract, real property 
I rights, snall clains, narriage 
I dissolution, estate, nental 
I health, civil trial court ap. ; - p s  , niscellaneous civjl, 

isdeneanor, DUIOUI, crininal 
I appeals, 
I - Hoving traffic, niscellaneous 
I traffic. 
I - Juvenile, 
I Jury trials, 

I 
I 

I 

L.........-.............--.-..... 

Jury trials, 

PROBPIE COURT 
(12 courts) 
12 judges 
CSlH casetypes: - Estate. 

Jury trials. 

~""""""""" ..................... 
I WHICIPPL COURT* (847 courts) 
I 1109 judges 
I CSlH caset pes: 
I - Linited Pelony, nisdeneanor. 
I - Hoving traffic, parking, niscella- 
I neous traffic! Exclusive ordinance 
I violation Jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials. 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

L....................................... 

................................ I- 
COUNTY COURT P I  IAW (146 courts); 
146 judges I 

I 

$ 20Wvaries (SC: 150-200) I 
CSIH casety es: - Tort contract, real property I 

rights, snall clains, narriagei 
dissolution, estate, nental I 
health, civil trial court ap- I - ieals , niscellaneous civ/l! I 
isdeneanor, DUIOUI, crininal I 

appeal s , I - loving traffic, niscellaneous I 
traffic, I - Juvenile, I 

I 
I 

................................ 1 
Jury trials, I 

.......................... 1 .', r---"""" 
I I JUSTICE OF THE P U C E  COURT* I 
I I (954 courts) I 
I I 954 judges I 

I 1 s e/i,eee (SC: 1,000) I 
I I CSlH casety es: 
I I - Tort contract, real property C 
I I rights, snall clains, nental I 
I I health, I 
I I - Linited felony, nisdeneanor, I 
I I - Hoving traffic, parking, niscel- I 
I 1 laneous traffic, I 
I I Jury trials, I 

I I  I 

e . 1  L....................................-l 

* Sone Hunicipal and Justice of the Peace Courts nay appeal to the District Court, 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
I inited 

jurisdiction 

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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UTAH COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

S U P R M E  C W R T  
5 justices sit en banc 
CSIH casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civjl ,criminal, phinistrative 

agency, Juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, original proceeding 
cises; - Discretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases. 

I 

DISTRICT COURT (7 districts in 29 counties) 
29 judges 

(I 

$ 0/no Maximum 
CSIH casety es: - Tort, contract, real roperty ri hts, 

Exclusiue,domestic re!at!ons eseate, Mental 
health, civil appeals, Miscellaneous civil _ _  . 
urisdiction, 
isdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony, 

criminal appeals Jurisdiction, 
I Jury trials in Most casetypes, I 

7 

I 

CIRarIT COURT (12 circuits; 29 
counties) 
37 judges 
$ e/ie,eee (SC: 1,000) 
CSIH casety es: - Tort congact, real property 

rights m a l l  claims. - Lifiiteh felony, misdemeanor, 
DUIDUI, Exclusive miscellaneous 
crifiinal 'urisdiction, - Iraffic/other violation. 

Jury trials, except in small claims 
and parking cases, 

1 r"""""' l....................... 
I JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT I 
I (171 ,cities/counties) I 
I 156 Judges I 

: $ 0/1,000 (SC: 1,000) 
I CSIM casety es: 
1 - Tort contract, syall claims. 
I - Limited felony, misdemeanor, I 
I DUIDUI, I 
I - Traffidother violation, I 

I 
I 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I Jury trials in some casetypes, I 

JUUMILE COURT ( 6  juvenile court districts) 
12 judges 
CSIM casetypes: - Hoving.traffic, .fiiscel!anCous traffic (juvenile), - Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction, 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

J 

Courts of 
1 jfiited 

jurisdiction 

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains ifiportant infomation 
relevant to each chart. 
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VERMONT COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

$ 200/no naxinun 
CSIH casety es: - tort, contract, supportlcustody, 

glterni ty/bastrrdy, niscel laneou! 
onestic relations, niscellaneou! 

civil, Exclusive real roperty 
rights, narriaqe disso&tion, 
civil ap eais jurisdiction, - friable Pelony. 

Jury trials, 
i 

I 

~ 

S U P R M E  COURI 
5 Justices sit en banc 

a 

CSIn casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, crininal ablinistrative 
agency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases, - Discretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases, 

SUPERIOR COURI (14 counties) CI 
10 judges 

DISIRICI COURT* (14 circuits) I 14 judges I 
$ 0/5,000 (SC: 2,000) 
CSIn casety es: - Iort, conPract, supportlcustody, 

paternity/bastard , fiiscella- 
neous donestic.relations, Mental 
health, Exclusive Inall clains 
urisdiction, - 1  riable felon , Exclusive nisde- 

manor, DWI/D!I jurisdiction, - Exclusive novin traffic, nis- 
cellaneous traffic ordinance 
violation jurisdiction. - Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, I 

P R O M T E  COURI (19 districts) 
19 judges 
CSIn casetypes: - Hental health, Miscellaneous donestic 

relations Miscellaneous civil, Exclu- 
sive adoption, estate Jurisdiction, 

No Jury trials, 

Court of 
last resort 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
1 inited 

Jurisdiction I 
* Ihe District Court was created as a court of linited Jurisdiction, but since its creation, has 

steadily increased its scope to include alnost all crininal business, In 1983, the District Court 
was granted.Jurisdiction over all crifiinal cases, and has becone the court of general jurisdiction 
for Most crininal Matters. A snali n w b e r  of appeals go to the Superior Court, 

NOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

SUPRME COURT a 
7 justices sit en banc and in panels 
C S l H  casttypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in capital criminal, admin- 

istrative agency,, lawyer disciplinary cases! - Discretionary.jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 
criminal, administrative a ency, .juuenile jud e dis- 
ciplinary, original proceeling, interlocutory lecision 

COURT OF nPPmsr a 
10 judges sit in panels 
CSIH casetypes: - nandatory jurisdiction jn,some civil .some administra- 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in noncapita! criminal cases. 

tive a ency and some original proceehin cases, 

CIRCt!IX COURT (31 circuits) 
122 judges 

a 

$ 0-l,000/no m a x i m w  
CSIn casety es:  - lor!, ,contract, real property rights Mental health, 

idministratiue agency a peals misceilaneous civil, 
xclusive dofiestic relations [except for sup orthus- 

tody), civil appeals from trial courts, estate juris- 
diction, - [isdefieanor, criminal appeals, Exclusive triable felony 

- 1  rdinance violation, 
Jury trials, 

urisdiction, 

I 

DISTRIg COURT. (204 General District, Juvenile, and 
Domestic Relations Courts)w 
102,75 FIE gentral district and 71,25 F I E  juvenile and 
domestic rtlations judges 
$ 0/7,000 
CSIH casety es: - Iort, contract, real property rights, supportlcustody, 

mental health adninistratiue agency a peals, - Hlsdemeanor, hxclusiue D U I / D U I ,  limite8 felony juris- 
diction, - Ordinance violation, Exclusive fiouing traffic, parking, 
fiiscellaneous traffic jurisdiction. - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

(I 

I NO jury trials, I 

-. court 

Court of 
limited 

jurisdiction 

I 
Y Ihe Ujr inia Court of A p  eals an internediate,appellate court, b e c q e  effective January.1, 1985, 

)HI Ihe D!s!rict Court !s rtferreh to as the Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court when hearing 
juvenile and domestic relations cases, and as the General District Court for the balance 
of the cases, 

N O I E ;  Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains ifiportant information 
relevant to each chart, 
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WASHINGTON COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

I S U P R M E  COURT I 9 justices sit en banc and in panels 
CSIH casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in ciuil, criminal, administrative 
agency, juvenile, certified questions from federal courts 
cases, - Discretionary Jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital criminal, 
administratiue agency juvenile, disciplinary, original 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

COURT OF L P P U L S  ( 3  courts/diuisions) 
16 judges sit in panels 
CSIH casetypes: - Uandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin- 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in a!minis!ratiue agency, inter- 

istratiue agency, .juvenile, ,ori ina! roctoding cases! 
locutory decision cases, 

I 

SUPQIOR COURT (29 districts in 39 counties) CI 
129 judges 
$ U n o  maximum 
CSiH casety es: - Tort conlract, Exclusiue real ropert rights, domestic 

felations, estate, mental healt!, civiy appeals, miscel- 
aneous civil 'urisdiction, - Exclusive triaile fe,lony .criminal appeals Jurisdiction, - Exclusive juuenile jurishiction, 

Jury trials in most cases, 
I I 

......................... 1 l----------. 
MINICIPAL COURT (135 cities) I 

85 judges* 
CSIH casetypes: - Domestic relations, - Hisdemeanor ,DUI/DUI, - Hoving trrftic, parking .miscel- 

I laneous traffic, and orbinance 
I uiolations, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 Jury trials, except in parking, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

.J 

Court of 
last resort 

In temedi ate 
appe I late 

court 

1 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 1 
............... l.................... 
DISTRIQ COURT (64 courts a! 
established by counties in 67 I 
l o c a t i o n d w  I 
189 judges* I 

$ e/ie,eee (SC: 1,888) I 
CSIH casety es: - Tort, conlract, miscellaneous I 

domes tic re1 at ions, 
[xclusive small claims I 
urisdiction, I - 1  i sdemeanor DU VDUI , - Houing traffic, arking, miscel- 
laneous (non-traFfic) violations. I 

Jury trials, except in parking. I 

I 

.................................... J 

Courts of 
limited 

juri sdi c t i on 

* There are 194 judges assi ned to the Hunicipal Court and District Court: 169 are attorneys, 25 are 
non-attorneys. 87 are fulf-time, 187 are part-time, 
District Court provides services to municipalities that do not have a Hunicipal Court, 

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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WEST VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

SUPRME COURT OF m L s  a 
5 justices sit en banc 

I CSIH casetwes: I -..--- . . . . . -. . - No mandatory jurisdiction. - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, ad- 
ministrative agency, uuenile, disclplinary, certified ques- 
tions fron the.federa1 courts, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases, 

ClRQlII COURT (31 circuits) a 
60 judges 
$ 3 W n o  naxifium 
CSIn casety es: - tort contract. Exclusive real propert rights, donestic 
- hisdemeanor, DUI/DUI, Exclusive triable fefony, crininal 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

relations, mental health, estate civil ap eals jurisdiction, 
appeals jurisdiction, 

a 

MGISIMIE COURT ( 5 5  counties) 
155 magistrates 
$ 0/3,000 
CSIM casety es: - fort, conPract - Mjsdeneanor, DiI./DUI. .Exclusive 

Iinlted felony jurisdiction, - Moving traffic, Miscellaneous 
traffic, 

Jury trials, 

1 I I 

r"""""""' ---------....-.-- 
I WNlCIPllL COURT ("54 courts) I 

I "'54 judges I 
I 

I I 

I CSln casetypes: I 
I - DUI/DUI. I 
I - Hoving traffic, Miscellaneous I 
I traffic, Exclusive parking, I 
I ordinance violation I 
I jurisdiction, I 
I I 
I I 

L.................................J 
1 Jury trials, I 

I 

1 

Court of 
general 

Jurisdiction 

~ r t s  of 
I jnited 

jurisdiction 

NOIE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 
relevant to each chart. 
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WISCONSIN COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

SUPRME COURI 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSIH caset per: - No nandarory jurisdiction - Discretionary jurisdictioi in civil, nonca ita1 crininal, 

adhinistratiue agency disclpl inary, certlhed .questions 
fron the federal courts, original proceeding, Juvenile 

I cases, I 

COURT OF LPPEALS (4 districts) 
13 judges sit in 3-judge districts (one 4-Judge district) 
CSIH casetypes: - Handatory 'urisdiction i.n ciyil, noncapital crininal, 
- Discretionary JUriSdiCtiOn in interlocutory decision 

abinistratiue .agency, ,wepile cases, 
_ _  cases, 

I 

I 

C I W I I  COURI (69  circuits) A 
197 Judges 
S U n o  n a x i n w  (SC: 1,000) 
CSlH casetypes: - Exclusive civil ,jurisdiction (includjn civil appeals). - DUI/DUl, Exclusive triable felony, nisleneanor 

urisdiction, - iontested: noving traffic, arking, .njscellaneous traf- 
fic. Ordinance uiolrtions. iP.no Hunicipal Court, - Exclusive Juuenile Jurisdiction, 

I 

I 
I 205 judges 
I CSIH casetypes: 
I - DUI/DUI, 
I - Iraffic/other violation, 

Court of 
last resort 1 
In temedi ate 

appellate 
court 1 I 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 1 
Court of 
1 lnited 1 jurisdiction 

N O I E :  Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains inportant infomation 
relevant to each chart, 
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WYOMING COURT STRUCTURE, 1986 

SUPRUE COURT a 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSlH casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction over civil, criminal, administrative 

juvenile, law er disciplinary, certified questions 
- No discretionary Jurisdiction, 

agenc 
from.!ho federal cour!s, original proceeding cases, 

DISIRICI COURT (9 districts) 
17 judges 

a 

$ 1 , 8 8 4 7  888/no maximym (depends on whether appeal is from 
County tourt or Justice of the Peace Court) 

CSIH casety es: - Tort, contract real property rights. Exclusive domestic re- 
lations (except for miscellaneous domestic relations) men- 
tal.health, estate, civil appeals, miscellaneous civil 
urisdiction, - l(xclus/ve triable f!lony, .crjminal appeals Jurisdiction, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, 

r--'."""""""'"'l............. 1 
I JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT 
I (14 courts in 11 counties) I 
1 14 Justices of the peace 
I s e/i,eee (sc: 758) 
I CSIH casety es: 
I - Tort contract, real property I 
I rights, small claims, 
I - Limited felony, misdemeanor, I 
I DUI/DUI, I 
I - Hoving traffic, parking, miscel- I 
I laneous traffic/other violation, I 

I 

I 
I I 

I 

I I 
I Jury trials, except in small I 
I claims, I 
L-...........----....................J 

1 r""""""" l.................... 
I ~NICIPIIL COURT (81 courts) I 
I 
1 77 Judges 
I 

I CSIH casetypes: I 
I - DUI/DUI, I 
I - Hoving traffic, parking, Miscel-1 
I laneous traffic, Exclusive or I 
I dinance violation jurisdiction, I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 

L............... 
I Jury trials, 

COUt!TY COURT ( 9  districts) I 19 judges 
s u 7 , e e e  (SC: 758) 
CSlH casety es: - Tort coneract, ,real propert rights, 

small claims, miscellaneous lomestic 
re I ati ons, 

traffic violation, 
- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DUI/DUl. - Hoving traffic, parking, miscellaneous 

1 Jury trials, except in small claims, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I -. - _ _  .J 

Court of 
last resort 1 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction I 
Courts of 

I imited 
iurisdiction 

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important infomation 
relevant to each chart. 
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Part IV 

1986 State Court Caseload Tables 



TABLE 1 : Reported National Caseload for State Appellate Courts, 1986 

Reported Caseload F l l e d  Disposed 

Courts o f  l a s t  r e s o r t :  

I .  Mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  cases: 

A.  Number o f  repo r ted  complete and comparable cases .......................... 15,561 11,380 

Number o f  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete and comparable da ta  ................... 29 23 
Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  cou r t s  o f  l a s t  r e s o r t  r e p o r t l n g  

Percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  popu la t l on  o f  s ta tes  w l t h  mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  

Number o f  cases per j u d g e / j u s t l c e  79 79 

complete and comparable mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  da ta  ..................... 28 22 

represented by complete and comparable da ta  ............................. 62% 5 0% 

......................................... 

8. Number o f  repo r ted  complete cases t h a t  I nc lude  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  6,226 7,156 
Number o f  cases per  j u d g e / j u s t l c e  93 94 

some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  ............................................ 11 12 

j u r l s d l c t l o n  da ta  t h a t  I nc lude  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  ............. 11 12 

represented  by complete da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  .. 12% 14% 

......................................... 
Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete da ta  w l t h  

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  cou r t s  o f  l a s t  r e s o r t  r e p o r t l n g  complete mandatory 

Percent of  t h e  t o t a l  popu la t l on  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  

C.  Number o f  repo r ted  cases t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomplete,  o r  Incomplete and 
I n c l u d e  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  1,762 1.378 .................................... 

Number o f  cases per  j u d g e / j u s t l c e  ......................................... 36 37 

some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  ............................................ 7 5 

some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  ........................................... 7 5 

Number o f  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  Incomplete da ta ,  o r  Incomplete and Inc lude  

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  c o u r t s  of l a s t  r e s o r t  r e p o r t l n g  e l t h e r  Incomplete 
mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  da ta  o r  da ta  t h a t  a r e  bo th  Incomplete and I n c l u d e  

represented by Incomple te  data,  o r  Incomplete and Inc lude  some 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  ................................................. 19% 6% 

Percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s ta tes  w l t h  mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  

11. D l s c r e t l o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n  p e t l t l o n s :  

A.  Number o f  repo r ted  complete and comparable p e t l t l o n s  27,295 20,564 

Number o f  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete and comparable p e t l t l o n s  .............. 32 25 
Number o f  s ta tes  w l t h  cou r t s  o f  l a s t  r e s o r t  r e p o r t l n g  complete 

and comparable d l s c r e t l o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n  p e t l t l o n s  ..................... 3 2'' 25 
Percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  popu la t l on  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n  

represented  by complete and comparable da ta  ............................. 75% 56% 

...................... 
Number o f  p e t l t l o n s  pe r  j u d g e / j u s t l c e  ..................................... 123 121 

S,bO8 7.813 
Number o f  p e t l t l o n s  per  j u d g e / j u s t l c e  ..................................... 295 20b 
Number o f  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete p e t l t l o n s  w l t h  some mandatory cases ... 3 6 
Number o f  s ta tes  w l t h  cou r t s  of  l a s t  r e s o r t  r e p o r t l n g  complete p e t l t l o n s  

t h a t  I nc lude  some mandatory cases 3 6 
Percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  popu la t l on  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n  

represented by complete da ta  t h a t  I nc lude  some mandatory cases .......... 

8. Number o f  repo r ted  complete p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  I nc lude  some mandatory cases ... 

...................................... 
8x 13% 

C. Number o f  repo r ted  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  a re  e l t h e r  Incomplete.  o r  Incomplete and 

Number o f  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  Incomplete p e t l t l o n s ,  o r  Incomplete and I n c l u d e  

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  cou r t s  o f  l a s t  r e s o r t  r e p o r t l n g  e l t h e r  Incomplete 

Percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  popu la t l on  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n  

5.696 4.740 I n c l u d e  some mandatory cases ............................................ 
Number o f  p e t l t l o n s  per  j u d g e / j u s t l c e  ..................................... 116 90 

some mandatory cases 8 8 

p e t l t l o n s  o r  lncomplete and I n c l u d e  some mandatory cases ................ 
.................................................... 

8 0 

represented  by Incomplete data,  o r  Incomplete and lnc lude  some mandatory 
cases 11% 13% ................................................................... 

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 1: Reported n a t l o n a l  caseload f o r  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

Reported Caseload F l l e d  Olsposed 

In te rmed la te  a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s :  

I .  Mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  cases: 

A.  Number o f  repo r ted  complete and comparable cases .......................... 77,030 65.874 
Number o f  cases pe r  j u d g e / j u s t l c e  162 145 
Number o f  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete and comparable da ta  26 24 
Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l n te rmed la te  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete 

and comparable mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  da ta  25 23 
Percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l th  mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  

represented  by complete and comparable da ta  6 4% 40% 

......................................... 
................... 

.............................. 
............................. 

8. Number o f  repo r ted  complete cases t h a t  I nc lude  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  cases ... 53,395 54,306 
Number o f  cases per  j u d g e / j u s t l c e  207 236 
Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete da ta  w l t h  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  14 14 
Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l n te rmed la te  a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete 

Percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  

Number of  repo r ted  cases t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomplete,  o r  Incomple te  and 

......................................... 

.......................... data  t h a t  I n c l u d e  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  13 12 

represented  by complete da ta  t h a t  I nc lude  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  .. 4 3% 39% 

I n c l u d e  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  0 0 
C .  

.................................... 
11. D l s c r e t l o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n  p e t l t l o n s :  

A .  Number o f  repo r ted  complete and comparable p e t l t l o n s  ...................... 13,248 5,130 

Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete and comparable p e t l t l o n s  14 9 

comparable d l s c r e t l o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n  p e t l t l o n s  14 9 

represented  by complete and comparable da ta  4 8% 23% 

..................................... Number o f  p e t l t l o n s  per j u d g e / j u s t l c e  53 17 

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l n te rmed la te  a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete and 

Percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n  

.............. 
......................... 

............................. 
8.  Number o f  repo r ted  complete p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  I n c l u d e  some mandatory cases ... 371 31 7 

Number o f  p e t l t l o n s  per  j u d g e / j u s t l c e  23 20 

cases ................................................................... 1 1 

p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  I n c l u d e  some mandatory cases 1 1 

represented  by complete da ta  t h a t  I nc lude  some mandatory cases 3% 3% 

..................................... 
Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  I n c l u d e  some mandatory 

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l n te rmed la te  a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete 

Percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n  
............................. 

.......... 

C .  Number o f  repo r ted  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomplete.  o r  Incomple te  and 

Number o f  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  Incomple te  da ta ,  o r  Incomplete and I n c l u d e  

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l n te rmed la te  a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  e l t h e r  

Percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  d l s c r e t i o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n  

I n c l u d e  some mandatory 'cases ............................................ 2.294 2,012 
Number o f  p e t l t l o n s  per  j u d g e / j u s t l c e  ..................................... 50 35 

some mandatory cases .................................................... 1 2 

Incomple te  p e t l t l o n s  o r  Incomplete and Inc lude  some mandatory cases ..... 1 2 

represented by Incomple te  data,  o r  incomple te  and I n c l u d e  some mandatory 
cases ................................................................... 7% 10% 

Summary s e c t l o n  f o r  a l l  a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s :  
ReDorted f l l l n q s  

COLR I AC T o t a l  

A. Number o f  repo r ted  complete and comparable cases /pe t l t l ons  ......... 42,856 90.278 133,134 
8.  Number o f  repo r ted  complete cases /pe t l t l ons  t h a t  I nc lude  o t h e r  case 

types  .............................................................. 11,834 53.766 65,600 
C.  Number o f  repo r ted  cases /pe t l t l ons  t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomplete.  o r  

Incomple te  and I n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes ............................ 7,458 2,294 9,752 

T o t a l  .................................................................. 62,148 146,338 208,486 
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1986 

To ta l  cases f l l e d  
Tota ls  

Sum o f  mandatory 
Sum o f  mandatory cases and 

T o t a l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  pe t  I t l o n s  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t  Ions qran ted  r e v l e u  

cases and d l s c r e t l o n a r y  

To ta l  To ta l  pe t  1 t I ons F l l e d  F 1 l e d  

S t a t e K o u r t  name: cases pe t  1 t 1 ons r e v l e u  Number judqe Number judqe 
mandatory d l s c r e t l o n a r y  g ran ted  pe r  pe r  

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERHEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 

......... ALASKA--STATE TOTAL 823 396 N/A 1,219 152 
Supreme Court  ............. 31 8 31 3 N/A 631 126 
Court  o f  Appeals 505 83 N/A 588 196 .......... 

ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL ........ 3,470' 1.205' N/A 4,675 234 
Supreme Court  ............. 1181 1,156c N/A 1,274 255 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 3.352 49 N/A 3,401 221 

ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL ....... 1,362' 1.362' 105' ............. N/A 4111 59' Supreme Court  411p ( P I  .......... -- -- -- -- Court  o f  Appeals 951 NH NH 

CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL ..... 10,211' 11,042 892' 21,313' 254' 11.163' 133' 
Supreme Court  ............. 236' 4,808 278' 5,044' 721' 51 4' 73' 
Courts o f  Appeal .......... 10,035 6,234 61 4 16,269 21 1 10.649 138 

COLORADO--STATE TOTAL ....... 2,067 783 2,850 168 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 205 783 N/A 988 141 
Court  o f  Appeals .......... 1,862 NH NH -- -- -- -- 

CONNECTICUT-- 
Supreme Court  ............. N/A  204p N/A 
A p p e l l a t e  Cour t  ........... 953c 47 ( C )  1 , oooc 200c 

FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL ........ 14,131 3,391 17,522 331 
Supreme Court  ............. 629 1.097 N/A 1,726 247 
D l s t r t c t  Cour ts  o f  

Appeal .................. 13.502 2,294 N/A 15,796 343 

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL ........ 3,282' 

Court  o f  Appeals .......... 2,666E 
Supreme Court  ............. 61 68 

HAWAII--STATE TOTAL ......... 736' 
Supreme Court  ............. 6048 
Court  o f  Appeals .......... 132 

IDAHO--STATE TOTAL .......... 462' 

Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 174 
Supreme Court  ............. 288C 

1,627 
980 
647 

43 
43 
NH 

7 7  
7 7  
NH 

4.909' 307' 
127 1,5968 2288 7438 l0b8  
N/A 3,3136 3668 

7 779' 97' 143' 93' 
7 6418 1 2g8 6118 1226 -- -- -- _-  NH 
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T o t a l  cases dlsposed 
To ta l s  

Sum o f  
mandatory 

T o t a l  Sum o f  cases and P o l n t  a t  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  mandatory d l s c r e t l o n a r y  u h l c h  

To ta l  To ta l  p e t (  t lons  cases and pe t !  t lons  cases 
mandatory d l s c r e t l o n a r y  g ran ted  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  g ran ted  Cour t  a r e  

r e v l e u  tvPe counted Sta te /Cour t  name: cases p e t  1 t l ons r e v l e u  Det 1 t lons  

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEOIATE APPELLATE COURT 

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL . 944 389 1,333 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 355 290 N/A 645 
Court  o f  Appeals .. 589 99 N/A 688 

COLR 1 
I A C  1 

ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL 3,515' 1,204' 4,719 
Supreme Court  ..... 70' 1 ,156c 124c 1,226 194 COLR 6 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 3,445 48 N/A 3,493 I A C  6 

ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL 1,244' 
4041 404p COLR 2 

-- I A C  2 -- Supreme Court  ..... 404p ( P I  ( P I  
Court  o f  Appeals .. 840 NH NH 

CALIFORNIA-- 
Supreme Court  ..... N/A N /A  N /A 
Courts o f  Appeal .. N/A N/A N/A 

COLR 6 
I A C  2 

COLORADO--STATE TOTAL 1,590' 973* 2,563 
973c N/A 973 COLR 1 

-- -- I A C  1 
Supreme Court  ..... (C) 
Court  o f  Appeals .. 1,590 NH NH 

CONNECTICUT-- 
Supreme Court  ..... 
Appe l l a te  Cour t  ... 

FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Court  ..... 
O l s t r l c t  Courts o f  

Appeal .......... 

N/A 
1 ,O5'ic 

338P 

13,491 
644 

12,847 

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Court  '. . . . . 
Court  o f  Appeals .. 

2.545' 

3.011 
1,260 

1,751 

1,656' 
1,656c 

(C) 

N/A 
(C) 

16.502 
N/A 1,904 

N/A 14.598 

4,201' 
N/A 1,656c 
N/A 2,545c 

COLR 1 
1,055 I A C  1 

- - 

COLR 1 

I A C  1 
- - 

COLR 2 
I A C  2 

HAWAII--STATE TOTAL . 823' 45 868' 
7368 COLR 2 
-- -- I A C  2 

Supreme Cour t  ..... 6918 45 ( 8 )  
Cour t  O F  Appeals .. 132 NH NH 

IDAHO--STATE TOTAL .. 533* 71 604* 
430c COLR 1 -- -- I A C  4 

Supreme Cour t  ..... 359c 71 ( C )  
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 174 NH NH 

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 

119 



TABLE 2: Reported t o t a l  caseload f o r  a l l  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  cour ts ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

To ta l  cases f l l e d  
To ta l s  

Sum o f  mandatory 
Sum o f  mandatory cases and 

To ta l  d l  s c r e t  l ona ry  pe t  It tons 
d l  sc re t l ona ry  pe t  1 t tons qran ted  rev lew 

cases and d l s c r e t l o n a r y  

T o t a l  To ta l  pe t  1 t Ions  F l l e d  F l l e d  

Sta te /Cour t  name: cases Det 1 t lons  rev lew Number Number .ludqe 
mandatory d l s c r e t l o n a r y  g ran ted  per  per  

ILLINOIS--STATE TOTAL ....... 8,113* 1.637* 9.750 1 9.9 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 563 1,637 156 2,200 31 4 719 103 
Appe l l a te  Court  ........... 7 ,550c (C) N/A 7,550 180 

INDIANA--STATE TOTAL ........ 
Supreme Court  ............. N/A N/A N/A 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 1,073c (C) N/A 1,073 89 

IOWA--STATE TOTAL ........... 2.080 352* 2,432 162 
Supreme Court  ............. 1,528 352 N/A 1,880 209 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 552 NH NH -- -- -- -- 

KANSAS--STATE TOTAL ......... 1,320* 
Supreme Court  ............. 189 
Court  o f  Appeals .......... 1,13 lC 

KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL ....... 3,030 
Supreme Court  ............. 26 1 
Court  o f  Appeals .......... 2,769 

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ...... 3,807 
Supreme Court  ............. 112 
Courts o f  Appeal .......... 3,695 

N/A 
N /A  

941 
64 7 

94 

5,471 
2,455 
3.016 

151 
(C) 

3,971 189 
135 1,108 158 396 57 
N/A 2.863 205 

1,276 9,278 169 5.083 92 
427 2,567 367 539 7 7  
849 6,711 140 4.544 95 

MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL ....... 1,882* 847 2,729* 136* 
Court  o f  Appeals .......... 2388 607 104 8458 1218 34ZB 498 
Court  o f  Spec la l  

145 -- -- Appeals ................. 1.644 240 N /A 1,884 

MASSACHUSETTS--STATE TOTAL . . 1 ,438* 1,473' 2.91 1 171 
Supreme J u d l c l a l  Court  .... 86 1,473 205 1,559 223 291 42 
Appeals Court  ............. 1,352c (C) N/A 1,352 135 

MICHIGAN- -STATE TOTAL ....... 7,970* 2,042' 
Supreme Court  ............. 4 2,042 
Court  o f  Appeals .......... 7,966c (C) 

MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ...... 1,942 879* 
Supreme Court  ............. 175 589 
Cour t  O F  Appeals .......... 1,767 2901 

10,012 400 
124 2,046 29 2 128 18 
N/A 7,966 443 

216* 2,821* 141* 2,158* 108* 
126 764 96 301 38 
90' 2,057' 171' 1,857' 155' 

MISSOURI--STATE TOTAL ....... 3,311 989 66 4,304* 110* 3,377* 81C 
Supreme Court  ............. 1648 993 66 1,1578 1658 2308 338 -- -- -- -- Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 3,147 NH NH 
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T o t a l  cases dlsposed 
T o t a l s  

Sum o f  
mandatory 
cases and P o l n t  a t  

d l s c r e t l o n a r y  whlch 
pe t  1 t lons  cases 

gran ted  Court  a r e  
r e v l e u  tvPe counted 

T o t a l  Sum o f  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  mandatory 

p e t  1 t tons cases and 
gran ted  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
r e v l e u  p e t  1 t tons 

9.159 
162 2.152 
N/A 1,007 

T o t a l  
mandatory 

cases 

7,537 
530 

7.007c 

To ta l  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  

p e t  l t 1 ons 

1.622* 
1,622 

(C) 

S ta te /Cour t  name: 

ILLINOIS--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Court  ..... 
Appe l l a te  Cour t  ... 692 COLR 1 

I A C  1 

1,586* 
470 

1,116c 

1,941 
147 825’ 
N /A 1,116 

1NDlANA--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Court  ..... 
Court  o f  Appeals .. 

IOWA--STATE TOTAL ... 
Supreme Court  ..... 
Court  o f  Appeals . . 

61 7 COLR 6 
I A C  6 

1 ,522’ 

589 
933c 

l o *  2.042 

NH -- 
70’ 1,453 

520* 
520’ 

NH 

1,592 
1,003 COLR 1 -- I AC 4 

1,437* 
331 

1 , lobc  

KANSAS--STATE TOTAL . 
Supreme Court  ..... 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
(C) 

COLR 5 
1,106 I A C  5 

KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Court  ..... 
Court  o f  Appeals .. 

2.914 
253 

2,661 

1,005 
898 
107 

3.919 
N/A 1,151 
N/A 2,768 

COLR 6 
I A C  3 

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Court  ..... 
Courts o f  Appeal .. 

4,015 
71 

3,944 

5,165 
2,230 
2.935 

1,302 9,180 
451 2,301 
851 6,879 

5,317 
522 COLR 2 

4.795 I A C  2 

MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL 
Court  o f  Appeals .. 
Court  o f  Spec la l  

Appeals ......... 

1 ,740* 
1888 

1,552 

885 
700 

185 

2,625. 
( 8 )  8888 

N/A 1.737 

COLR 2 

I A C  2 

MASSACHUSETTS-- 
Supreme Court  ..... 
Court  o f  Appeals .. 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

COLR 2 
I A C  2 

M I C H I G A N - -  
Supreme Court  ..... 
Court  o f  Appeals .. 

MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 
Court  o f  Appeals .. 

MISSOURI--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Court  ..... 
Court  o f  Appeals .. 

2,397c 
(C) 

N/A 2.397 
N/A 6.573 

COLR 1 
I A C  1 

883* 
622 
261’ 

2.888* 
N/A 779 

91’ 2,109’ 

2,005 
157 COLR 1 

1,939’ I A C  1 1,848 

956* 
9561 

NH 

3.321* 
1158 

3,206 

4,277* 
1,0718 

-- ( e )  
NH 

COLR 1 
-- I A C  1 

( con t inued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 2: Reported t o t a l  caseload f o r  a l l  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

To ta l  cases f l l e d  
TntalC 

Sum o f  mandatory 
Sum o f  mandatory cases and 

T o t a l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  pe t  I t Ions 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  Det 1 t 1 ons qran ted  r e v l e u  

T o t a l  T o t a l  pe t1  t l o n s  F l l e d  F l l e d  

Number Number .ludse 

cases and d l s c r e t l o n a r y  

mandatory d l s c r e t l o n a r y  granted per  Per 
rev lew S t a t e K o u r t  name: cases - p e t 1  t l o n s  

NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL ..... 6,342* 
Supreme Court  ............. 236 1,3821 N/A  1,6181 2311 
Appe l l a te  O l v l s l o n  o f  

Super lo r  Court  .......... 6,106c N/A (C) 6,106 21 8 

NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL ..... 1,415 254 80 1,669 139 1,495 125 
Supreme Court  ............. 744 202 67 946 189 81 1 162 
Court  o f  Appeals 671 52 13 723 103 684 98 .......... 

NORTH CAROLINA--STATE 
TOTAL ..................... 1,630' 1,281 207' 2.911' 153' 1,837' 97' 

Court  of  Appeals .......... 1,3818 546 150c 1,9278 161B 1,5310 1280 
Supreme Court  ............. 249 735 57 984 141 306 44 

OHIO--STATE TOTAL ........... 10,174 1,733 202 
Supreme Court  ............. 491 1,733 202 
Court  o f  Appeals .......... 9,683 NH NH 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL ......... 4,291 967 140 
Supreme Court  ............. 145 967 140 
Court  o f  Appeals .......... 4,146 NH NH 

11,907 198 10.376 173 
2,224 318 69 3 99 

-- -- -- -- 

5,258 309 4,431 261 
1,112 159 285 41 

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL . 870 24 24 894 81 894 81 
Supreme Court  ............. 51 9 24 24 543 109 543 109 
Court  o f  Appeals .......... 351 NH NH -- -- -- -- 

VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL ....... 2,306 426' 
Supreme Court  ............. N/A 1,193 191 
Court  o f  Appeals .......... 41 9 1,113 235j  1,532 153 654' 65' 

WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL ..... 3,697' 1,268' 4,965 199 
Supreme Court  ............. 1 62p 897P N/A 1,059 118 
Court  o f  Appeals .......... 3,535 371 N/A 3,906 244 

WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL ...... 2.053 1,077 3,130 157 
Supreme Court  ............. NH 836 103 
Court  of Appeals .......... 2,053 241 N/A 2,294 176 

-- -- -- -- 

STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 

DELAWARE--Supreme Court  ..... 41 .Ic 3" (C) 420 84 41 7 83 

D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA-- 
Court  of  Appeals .......... 1,560c 76 ( C )  1 ,636c 1 8ZC 1,560 173 
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T o t a l  cases dlsDosed 
To ta l s  

Sum o f  
mandatory 

T o t a l  Sum o f  cases and 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  mandatory d l s c r e t l o n a r y  

To ta l  p e t  I t  Ions  cases and p e t  1 t 1 ons 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  g ran ted  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  g ran ted  

p e t  1 t tons rev lew Det 1 t l o n s  r e v l e u  

144* 6,992 
1,3781 144 1,6151 381 

N/A (C) 6,611 

P o l n t  a t  
u h l c h  
cases 

Court  a r e  
tyDe counted 

T o t a l  
mandatory 

S ta te /Cour t  name: cases 

NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL 6,848' 
Supreme Court  ..... 237 
Appe l l a te  O l v l s l o n  

o f  Super lo r  Cour t  6,611c 

NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL 

COLR 1 

I A C  1 
- 

Court o f  Appeals .. 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 

N/A N/A 
532c (C) 

N/A 
N/A 532 

COLR 
I A C  

5 
5 

NORTH CAROLINA--STATE 
TOTAL ............. 
Supreme Court  ..... 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 

1 , E l l *  1,308 
245 748 

1,6266 560 

66' 3.179* 1,937* 
66 993 31 1 COLR 

( 6 )  2,1868 1 ,6266 I AC 

225 11,242 9.935 
225 1,946 639 COLR 

-- I AC NH -- 

2 
2 

9,710 1,532 
41 4 1,532 

9,296 NH 

OHIO--STATE TOTAL , ,. 
Supreme Court  ..... 
Court  o f  Appeals .. 1 

1 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL . 
Supreme Court  ..... 
Court  o f  Appeals .. 

5,289 4,276 
1,275 262 COLR 

-- I A C  -- (C) 
NH 

4.276' 1,013 
262c 1,013 

4,014 NH 
1 
1 

SOUTH CAROLINA-- 
Supreme Court  ..... 
Court  o f  Appeals .. 

N/A COLR 
NH -- -- I A C  

2 
4 

N/A N/A 
374 NH 

1,976 
N/A 1,095 
476 881 

V I R G I N I A - - S T A T E  TOTAL 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 
Court  of Appeals .. 

N/A 
N/A 1,357 

COLR 
I AC 

1 
1 

WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL 3,447* 1,103* 4,550 
Supreme Court  ..... 209p 786p 62 995 271 COLR 1 
Court  of Appeals .. 3,238 31 7 N/A 3,555 I A C  1 

WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL 1,006 3.184 
Supreme Court  ..... NH 765 178 -- -- COLR 5 
Court  of Appeals .. 2,178 241 N/A 2,419 I A C  1 

STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 

DELAWARE--Supreme Cour t  4 l f iC  3v ( C )  41 8 41 5 COLR 1 
- - 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA-- 
Court  o f  Appeals .. 1,568c 12 (C) 1,640 1,568 COLR 1 

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 2: Reported total caseload for all state appellate courts, 1986. (contlnued) 

Total cases flled 
Totals 

Sum o f  mandatory 
Sum o f  mandatory cases and 

Total dl scret lonary pet 1 t lons 
dlscretlonary Detl t lons granted revleu 

cases and dlscretlonary 

Total Total pet 1 t lons Flled Flled 
mandatory dlscretlonary granted per per 

State/Court name: cases pet1 t lons revleu Number Number 

MAINE--Supreme Judlclal 
Court Slttlng as Law 

Court ................... 579p ( P) N/A 5791 83 

MISSISSIPPI--Supreme 
Court ..................... 1.010 3 N/A 1,013 113 

MONTANA--Supreme Court ...... 566 36 N/A 602 86 

NEBRASKA--Supreme Court ..... 1 ,014c (C) N/A 1,014c 145c 

-- -- NEVADA--Supreme Court ....... 853 NH NH 

NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme 
N/A -- -- Court ..................... NH 5341 

NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme 
-- -- Court ..................... 371 NH NH 

RHOOE ISLANO--Supreme 
Court ..................... 389 168 N/A 557 1 1 1  

SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme 
Court ..................... 363c 321 N/A 39 5 79 

UTAH--Supreme Court ......... 623 51 N/A 674 135 

VERMONT--Supreme Court ...... 550 24 N/A 574 115 

WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme Court -- -- o f  Appeals ................ NH 1,585 580 

-- -- WYOMING--Supreme Court ...... 342 NH NH 

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL 

ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL ........ 2,894 763 3.657 21 5 
Supreme Court ............. 827 763 N/A 1,590 177 
Court o f  Clvll 

Court o f  Crlmlnal 
-- -- Appeals ................. 530 NH NH 

Appeals ................. 1,537 NH NH -- -- 
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T o t a l  cases dlsposed 
T n t a l c  

Sum o f  
mandatory 
cases and 

d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t  1 t lons  

g ran ted  
rev lew  

Po ln t  a t  
which 
cases 

counted 
Court  a r e  

T o t a l  Sum o f  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  mandatory 

T o t a l  p e t  1 t lons  cases and 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  g ran ted  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  

pe t  1 t 1 ons r e v l e u  Det 1 t lons  

T o t a l  
mandatory 

S ta te /Cour t  name: cases 

MAINE--Supreme J u d l c l a l  
Court  S l t t l n g  as Law 

Court  ............ 5211 

MISSISSIPPI--Supreme 
Court  ............. 91 2 

MONTANA--Supreme Cour t  355 

NEBRASKA--Supreme Cour t  94SC 

COLR 1 
- - 

67 N/A 588’ 

91 5 COLR 2 
- - 
COLR 1 
- - 
COLR 1 

3 3 91 5 

19 N/A 374 

( C )  ( C )  945c 

NEVADA--Supreme Cour t  2 854 NH NH -- -- COLR 

NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme 
Court  ............. NH 41 51 N/A -- COLR 1 

NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme 
Court  ............. 357 NH NH -- -- COLR 

RHOOE ISLANO--Supreme 
Cour t  ............. 478 199 N/A 677 COLR 

SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme 
Court  ............. 41 9c ( C )  N/A 419 COLR 

56!iC ( C )  N/A 565 COLR 

535 21 N/A 556 COLR 

1 

UTAH--Supreme Cour t  . 1 

VERMONT--Supreme Cour t  1 

WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme 
Court  o f  Appeals .. 1 NH 1,396 498 -- -- COLR 

327 NH NH -- -- COLR 

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL 

3,233 582 3,815 
940 582 N/A 1,522 COLR 

548 NH NH -- -- I A C  

1,745 NH NH -- -- I A C  

WYOMING--Supreme Cour t  1 

ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Court  ..... 
Cour t  o f  C l v l l  

Appeals .......... 
Cour t  o f  C r lm lna l  

Appeals .......... 
(con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 2: Reported t o t a l  caseload f o r  a l l  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

To ta l  cases f l l e d  
To ta l s  

Sum o f  mandatory 
cases and 

l o t a l  d t s c r e t  tonary  pe t  It tons 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t  1 t lons  gran ted  r e v t e u  

Sum o f  mandatory 
cases and d l s c r e t l o n a r y  

T o t a l  To ta l  pe t1  t lons  F l l e d  F l l e d  
mandatory d l s c r e t l o n a r y  g ran ted  pe r  pe r  

S ta te /Cour t  name: cases pe t1  t l o n s  r e v l e u  Number Number 

NEW YORK--  
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 680 N/A N/A 
Appe l l a te  D l v l s l o n s  o f  

Supreme Cour t  ........... N /A N/A N/A 
A p p e l l a t e  Terms o f  Supreme 

Court  ................... N/A N /A N/A 

OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ....... 2,628* 340* 160 2,968 124 2,788 116 
Supreme Court  ............. 788 340 7 7  1,128 125 865 96 
Court  o f  C r lm lna l  

................. 83 869 290 952 31 7 
Court  o f  Appeals .......... 971 NH NH -- -- -- -- Appeals 869c ( C )  

PENNSYLVANIA-- 
STATE TOTAL ............... 
Supreme Court  ............. 
Super lo r  Cour t  ............ 
Cononwea l th  Court  ........ 

TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 
Court  o f  C r lm lna l  

Appeals ................. 

9,818* 
92 3,709c 

5,989C N/A 
3,737 N/A 

2,204* 839* 

885C ( C )  

146 765 
1,173 74 

254' 3,8Olc 543c 346I 49 1 
(C) 5,989 272 
N/A 

3,043 117 
N/A 91 1 182 

18 1,247 104 1.191 99 

N/A 885 98 

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL .......... 10,055 2,588 352 12.643 129 10,407 106 
Supreme Court  ............. 2 1,228 143 1,230 137 145 16 
Court  o f  C r lm lna l  

Appeals ................. 2.221 1,360 209 3,581 398 2,430 270 
Courts o f  Appeals ......... 7,832 NH NH -- -- -- -- 

NOTE: A l l  a v a l l a b l e  da ta  t h a t  a re  a t  l e a s t  75% 
complete a r e  Inc luded  I n  t h e  t a b l e .  Blank 
spaces l n d l c a t e  t h a t  e l t h e r  t h e  da ta  a r e  
u n a v a l l a b l e  o r  l e s s  than 75% complete o r  
t h a t  t h e  c a l c u l a t l o n s  a r e  l napprop r la te .  

N/A = Data a r e  n o t  a v a l l a b l e .  

JURISDICTION CODES: 

COLA = Cour t  o f  l a s t  r e s o r t  
I A C  = In te rmed la te  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t  
NH = Th ls  casetype Is n o t  handled I n  t h l s  c o u r t .  
-- = I n a p p l l c a b l e  

POINTS AT WHICH CASES ARE COUNTED: 

1 = A t  t h e  n o t l c e  o f  appeal 
2 = A t  t h e  f l l l n g  o f  t r l a l  record  
3 = A t  t h e  f l l l n g  o f  t r l a l  record,  and complete 

4 = A t  t r a n s f e r  
5 = Other 
6 = Var les  

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

An absence o f  a q u a l t f y l n g  f o o t n o t e  l nd tca tes  t h a t  
da ta  a r e  n o t  tncomplete o r  ove r lnc lus tve .  

*See t h e  q u a l l f y t n g  foo tno te  f o r  each c o u r t  w l t h t n  
t h e  s t a t e .  Each foo tno te  w t l l  have Impact on t h e  
s t a t e ' s  t o t a l .  

b r t e f s  
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T o t a l  cases dlsposed 
To ta l s  

T o t a l  T o t a l  
mandatory d l s c r e t l o n a r y  

S t a t e K o u r t  name: cases p e t  l t tons 

NEW YORK-- 
Court  o f  Appeals .. 350 3,549 
Appe l l a te  O l v l s l o n s  

Appe l l a te  Terms o f  
of Supreme Court  . N/A N/A 

Supreme Cour t  ..... N/A N/A 

Sum o f  
mandatory 

T o t a l  Sum o f  cases and 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  mandatory d l s c r e t l o n a r y  

p e t  1 t lons  cases and p e t l t l o n s  
gran ted  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  g ran ted  Court  
r e v t e u  p e t  l t l ons r e v l e u  tyDe 

253 3.899 603 COLR 

N /A I A C  

N/A I A C  

P o l n t  a t  
u h l c h  
cases 

a r e  
counted 

1 

2 

2 

OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL 1,566' 1,403 2.969' ..... Supreme Court  174 l  1,139 N/A 1,313l COLR 1 
Court  of Cr lm lna l  

Cour t  of Appeals .. 856 NH NH -- 
.......... Appeals 536 264 N/A 800 COLR 2 

-- I A C  4 

PENNSYLVANIA-- 
STATE TOTAL ....... 11,585' 
Supreme Cour t  ..... N/A N/A N/A COLR 6 
Super lo r  Cour t  .... 7.410c N /A (C) 7,410 I A C  1 
Cononwea l th  Cour t  4,175c (C) N/A 4,175 I A C  1 

TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL 2,276' 940' 
Supreme Court  ..... (C) 866c N/A 866 
Court  of Appeals .. 1,330 74 N/A 1,404 
Court  o f  C r lm lna l  

Appeals .......... 94bC ( C )  N/A 946 

COLR 1 
I A C  1 

I A C  1 

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL .. 10.190 2,266 398 12,456 10,588 
Supreme Court  ..... 2 1,166 137 1,168 139 COLR 1 
Court  of Cr lm lna l  
Appeals .......... 2.027 1.100 261 3,127 2.288 COLR 5 

Courts o f  Appeals . 8.161 NH NH -- -- I A C  1 

8: Oata f o r  t h e  f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s  represent  some 
double coun t lng  ( d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  
a r e  g ran ted  rev lew a r e  counted once as a 
p e t l t l o n .  and a r e  then  r e f l l e d  as mandatory 
cases and cannot be separated f rom mandatory 
cases) : 

Georgla--Court o f  Appeals 

Hawall--Supreme Cour t  
Maryland--Court o f  Appeals 
Mlssourl--Supreme Court  
Nor th  Caro l lna- -Cour t  of Appeals 

--Supreme Cour t  

C: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  
Arlzona--Supreme Court--Data l n c l u d e  

mandatory judge d l s c i p l l n a r y  cases. 
Colorado--Supreme Court--Data l n c l u d e  

mandatory J u r l s d l c t l o n  cases. 
Connect lcu t - -Appe l la te  Court--0ata l n c l u d e  a 

f e u  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n c  t h a t  were 
gran ted  revlew. 

Delaware--Supreme Court--0ata I n c l u d e  some 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  and d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were g ran ted  revlew. 

D l s t r l c t  o f  Columbla--Court o f  Appeals--0ata 
l n c l  ude d l  s c r e t  l o n a r y  p e t  1 t tons  t h a t  were 
gran ted  revlew, and r e f l l e d  as appeals.  

( con t i nued  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 2: Reported t o t a l  caseload f o r  a l l  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  cour ts ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

Georgla--Supreme Court--0lsposed da ta  Inc lude  
a l l  mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  cases. 
--Court o f  Appeals--0lsposed da ta  Inc lude  
a l l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s .  

Idaho--Supreme Court--Data Inc lude  
d l  s c r e t  l o n a r y  p e t  1 t 1 ons t h a t  were gran ted  
r e v l  ew. 

I l l l n o l s - - A p p e l l a t e  Court--Data Inc lude  a l l  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s .  

Indlana--Court  o f  Appeals--Data Inc lude  d l s -  
c r e t l o n a r y  I n t e r l o c u t o r y  d e c l s l o n  p e t l t t o n s .  

Iowa--Supreme Court--Data Inc lude  some d l s -  
c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were dlsmlssed by 
t h e  Court .  

Kansas--Court o f  Appeals--Data Inc lude  a few 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were gran ted  
revlew. 

Massachusetts--Appeals Court--Data Inc lude  a 
smal l  number of  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  I n t e r l o c u t o r y  
d e c l s l o n  p e t l t l o n s .  

Hlchtgan--Supreme Court--Data i nc lude  a few 
mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  cases. 
--Court o f  Appeals--Total  mandatory da ta  
1 nc 1 ude d l  s c r e t  l o n a r y  p e t  l t lons .  

Nebraska--Supreme Court--Data Inc lude  a1 1 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s .  and dlsposed 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  gran ted  revlew. 

New Jersey- -Appe l la te  D l v l s l o n  o f  Super lo r  
Court--Data I n c l u d e  d t s c r e t l o n a r y  l n t e r -  
l o c u t o r y  dec l s lons  t h a t  were gran ted  revlew. 

New Mexlco--Court o f  Appeals--Data I n c l u d e  
a l l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s .  

Nor th  Caro l lna- -Cour t  o f  Appeals--Data 
I n c l u d e  some s l t u a t l o n s  where r e l l e f ,  n o t  
revlew. was gran ted .  

Oklahoma--Court o f  C r lm lna l  Appeals--Data 
I n c l u d e  a l l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s .  

Oregon--Supreme Court--Data I n c l u d e  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were gran ted  
revlew. 

Pennsylvanla--Supreme Court--Data Inc lude  
some mot lons t h a t  cou ld  n o t  be separated 
f rom caseload. 
--Super ior  Court--Data I n c l u d e  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were gran ted  revlew. 
--Cornonwealth Court--Data Inc lude  a l l  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s .  

South Dakota--Data l n c l u d e  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
adv l so ry  op ln lons .  Mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  
d l s p o s l t l o n s  I n c l u d e  a l l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t l t l o n s .  

Tennessee--Supreme Court--Data l n c l u d e  a l l  
mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  cases. 
--Court o f  c r l m l n a l  Appeals--Data I n c l u d e  
d l s c r e t l o n a  y p e t l t l o n s .  

a l l  d l s c r e t  onary p e t l t l o n s .  
Utah--Supreme Court--0lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  

0: Data f o r  t h e  f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t  a r e  o v e r l n c l u s l v e  
and represent  some double coun t lng  ( d l s c r e -  
t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  a r e  g ran ted  rev lew a r e  
counted once as a p e t l t l o n  and then a r e  
r e f l l e d  as mandatory cases and cannot be 
separated from mandatory cases): 

Nor th  Carol lna--Court  o f  Appeals--Data 
Inc lude  some s l t u a t l o n s  where r e l l e f ,  n o t  
revlew, was granted. 

1: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  75% complete: 
Arlzona--Supreme Court--Data do no t  I n c l u d e  

mandatory Judge d l s c l p l l n a r y  cases. 
Arkansas--Supreme Court--The sum o f  

mandatory cases and d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t l t l o n s  does no t  l n c l u d e  mandatory 
a t t o r n e y  d l s c l p l l n a r y  cases, and 
c e r t l f l e d  ques t lons  f rom t h e  f e d e r a l  
cou r t s .  

Cal l fornla--Supreme Cour t - -To ta l  mandatory 
F l l e d  da ta  do no t  i n c l u d e  mandatory judge 
d l s c l p l l n a r y  cases. To ta l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t l t l o n s  gran ted  rev lew data  do n o t  
I nc lude  o r l g l n a l  proceedlngs l n l t l a l l y  
heard I n  Supreme Court  t h a t  were g ran ted  
and a d m l n l s t r a t l v e  agency cases. 

Delaware--Supreme Court--Data do no t  l n c l u d e  
some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  I n t e r l o c u t o r y  d e c l s l o n  
cases, whlch a r e  repo r ted  w l t h  mandatory 
j u r l s d l c t l o n  cases. 

Indlana--Supreme Court--Data do no t  I nc lude  
d l  s c r e t  l ona ry  c r l m l n a l  p e t  It lons .  

Iowa--Supreme Court--Data do n o t  I nc lude  
d l  s c r e t  l ona ry  p e t  1 t lons  t h a t  were 
dlsmlssed by t h e  cou r t ,  whlch a r e  
repo r ted  w l th  mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  
cases. D l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  gran ted  
rev lew do no t  I nc lude  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
o r l g l n a l  proceedlngs u h l c h  a r e  repo r ted  
w l th  u n c l a s s l f l e d  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  cases. 

Malne--Supreme J u d l c l a l  Court  S l t t l n g  as Law 
Court--Data do n o t  I nc lude  mandatory d l s -  
c l p l l n a r y  and adv l so ry  o p l n l o n  cases. 

Mlnnesota--Court o f  Appeals--Total  d l s c r e -  
t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  do n o t  I nc lude  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  o f  f l n a l  judg-  
ments t h a t  were denled revlew. T o t a l  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t i t t o n s  gran ted  rev lew  do 
no t  I nc lude  o the r  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  
gran ted  revlew. 

Mlssourl--Supreme Court--Data do no t  I n c l u d e  
a few d l s c r e t l o n a r y  o r l g l n a l  proceedlngs. 

New Hampshlre--Supreme Court--Data do n o t  I n  
c lude d l s c r e t l o n a r y  judge d l s c l p l l n a r y  
cases. 

New Jersey--Supreme Court--Data do n o t  
I nc lude  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  l n t e r l o c u t o r y  
dec l s lons .  

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--Data do no t  I n c l u d e  
mandatory appeals o f  f l n a l  judgments. 
mandatory d l s c l p l l n a r y  cases and 
mandatory I n t e r l o c u t o r y  dec l s tons . 
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Pennsylvanla--Supreme Court--Dlscretlonary 
petltlons granted revlew do not Include 
orlglnal proceedlng petltlons that were 
granted revlew. 

Include advlsory oplnlons reported wlth 
mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases. 

clude orlglnal proceedlng petltlons granted 
revleu. 

South Dakota--Supreme Court--Data do not 

Vlrglnla--Court o f  Appeals--Data do not ln- 

P: The followlng courts' data are 75% complete 
and overlncluslve: 

Arkansas--Supreme Court--Data Include a few 
dlscretlonary petltlons, but do not Include 
mandatory attorney dlsclpllnary cases and 
certlfled questlons from the federal courts. 

Connectlcut--Supreme Court--Data lnclude 
some mandatory cases left from the prevlous 
year, but do not Include some unclasslfled 
appeals and judge dlsclpllnary cases. and 
only Include those cases heard by the Court. 

Malne--Supreme Judlclal Court Slttlng as Law 
Court--Total mandatory jurlsdlctlon flled 
data Include dlscretlonary petltlons 
but do not Include mandatory dlsclpllnary 
and advlsory oplnlon cases. 

jurlsdlctlon data Include some dlscre- 
tlonary petltlons. but do not Include 
mandatory certlfled questlons from the 
federal courts. Total dlscretlonary 
petltlons Include mandatory certlfled 
questlons from federal courts, but do not 
Include some dlscretlonary petltlons 
reported wlth mandatory jurlsdlctlon 
caseload. 

Washlngton--Supreme Court--Mandatory 

V: The followlng court's data are less than 75% 
complete: 

Delauare--Supreme Court 
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases in 
State Appellate Courts, 1986 

Mandatory cases 
Dlsposed Filed Flled 

( d l s -  
Number posed) 

o f  per 
judges .l udse 

INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE 

(disposed) 
per 

100,000 
populatlon 

COURT 

as a 
percent 

State/Court name: type Flled Dlsposed flled 
Court o f  

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE 

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL ........ 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

~ 

8 103 
5 64 
3 168 

154 
60 
95 

823 944 
CDLR 31 8 355 112% 
I AC 505 589 117% 

3,470* 3,515* 

3,352 3,445 103% 
118' 701 59% 

105 
4 

101 

ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL ....... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL .... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Courts o f  Appeal ......... 

COLORADO--STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

20 174 
5 24 
15 223 

13 105 
7 59 
6 159 

84 122 
7 34 

77 130 

COLR 
IAC 
- 

COLR 
I AC 
- 

COLR 
IAC 
- 

COLR 
I AC 

58 
17 
40 

1,362* 1,244* 
41lP 404p 9 8% 
951 840 88% 

~ 

38 
1 

37 

10,271' 
236' N/A 

10.035 N/A 

17 122 
7 29 
10 186 

63 
6 

51 

2.067 

1.862 1,590 8 5% 
205 (C) 

CONNECTICUT-- 
Supreme Court ............ 
Appellate Court .......... 

6 
5 191 

COLR 
IAC 

N/A N/A 
953c 1 ,O5!ic 1 1 1 %  30 

121 
5 

116 

FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL ....... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Olstrlct Courts o f  Appeal. 

14,131 13,491 
629 644 102% 

13.502 12,847 9 5% 

53 267 
7 90 
46 294 

COLR 
IAC 

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL ....... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

3.282* 
616* (C) 

2,6668 2, 545c 9 5% 

54 
10 
44 

16 205 
7 88 
9 296 

8 92 
5 121 

3 44 

8 58 
5 58 
3 58 

COLR 
IAC 

~~ 

69 
57 

12 

HAWAII--STATE TOTAL ........ 
Supreme Court ............ 
Intermedlate Court o f  
Appeals ................ 

736* 823; 
604B 691 114% 

132 132 100% 

462* 533* 
288C 359c 125% 
174 174 100% 

COLR 

IAC 
- 

COLR 
IAC 

46 
29 
17 

IDAHO--STATE TOTAL ......... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court of  Appeals ......... 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 3: Se lec ted  caseload and process lng  measures f o r  mandatory cases I n  
s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s .  1986 . (cont lnued)  

Mandatory cases 

S t a t e K o u r t  name: 

ILLINOIS.. STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Appe l l a te  Court  .......... 

INDIANA.. STATE TOTAL ....... 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

IOWA.. STATE TOTAL .......... 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

KANSAS.. STATE TOTAL ........ 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

KENTUCKY.. STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

LOUISIANA.. STATE TOTAL ..... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Courts o f  Appeal ......... 

MARYLANO.. STATE TOTAL ...... 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 
Court  o f  Spec ia l  Appeals . 

MASSACHUSETTS.. STATE TOTAL . 
Supreme J u d i c l a l  Cour t  ... 
Appeals Court  ............ 

MICHIGAN.. STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

MINNESOTA.. STATE TOTAL . . e .  . 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

MISSOURI.. STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

Court  
type 

COLR 
I A C  
. 

COLR 
I AC 
. 

COLR 
I A C  
. 

COLR 
I AC 
. 

COLR 
I A C  

01 sposed 
as a 

pe rcen t  
o f  

f l l e d  OlsDosed f l l e d  

8. 113* 7. 537' 
563 530 9 4% 

7. 55Oc 7.007c 9 3% 

f l l e d  
( d l s -  

Number posed) 
o f  Per 

judges .I udae 

41 198 
7 80 

34 222 

f l l e d  
(d lsposed)  

pe r  
100.000 

poDu la t l on  

70 
5 

65 

1. 586' 

1. 073c 1. 116c 104% 
N/A 470 

17 (93) 
5 (94) 

12 89 

(29) 
( 9 )  
20 

2.080 1. 522' 
1. 528 933c 61% 

552 589 107% 

1. 320* 1.437* 
189 331 175% 

1 . 1 3 l C  1 . lobc  98% 

3. 020 2.914 
251 253 101% 

2. 769 2. 661 9 6% 

15 139 
9 170 
6 92 

73 
54 
19 

14 94 
7 21  
7 162 

21 144 
1 36 

14 198 

54 
7 

46 

81 
7 

14 

COLR 
I A C  

3.807 4. 015 
112 71 6 3% 

3. 695 3. 944 107% 

55 69 
7 16 

48 77 

85 
2 
82 

COLR 
I A C  
. 

COLR 
I AC 

COLR 
I AC 
. 

COLR 
I A C  
. 

COLR 
I A C  

1.882* 1. 740* 
2388 1888 79% 

1.644 1.552 9 4% 

20 94 
7 34 

13 126 

42 
5 

37 

1 . 438* 
86 N/A 

1. 352c N/A 

17 85 
7 12 

10 135 

25 
1 

23 

7.970' 
4 (C) 

83% 7. 966c 6. 573c 

25 319 
1 1 

18 443 

8 1  
0 

87 

1. 942 2.005 
175 157 9 0% 

1. 767 1.848 105% 

20 97 
8 22 

12 147 

46 
4 

42 

3.311* 3. 321* 
1648 1158 7 0% 

3. 147 3. 206 102% 

39 85 
7 23 

32 98 

65 
3 

62 

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 3: Se lec ted  caseload and process lng  measures f o r  mandatory cases I n  
s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

S ta te /Cour t  name: 

NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL .... 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Appe l l a te  Dlvlslon o f  

Super lo r  Court  ......... 

Court  
rYDe 

COLR 

1 AC 

Olsposed 
as a 

percent  
o f  

F l l e d  OlsDosed f l l e d  

6,342' 6,848' 
236 237 100% 

6,106c 6.61 1c 108% 

F l l e d  
( d l s -  

Number posed) 
o f  Per 

judges _ludqe 

35 181 
7 34 

28 21 8 

F l l e d  
(dlsposed) 

per  
100.000 

p o p u l a t l o n  

83 
3 

80 

NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

COLR 
I A C  - 
COLR 
I A C  

1,415 
744 N/A 
671 532c 79% 

12 118 
5 149 
7 96 

96 
50 
46 

1,630' 1.871* 
249 245 9 8% 

1,3818 1 ,6268 118% 

19 86 
7 36 

12 115 

26 
4 

22 

OHIO--STATE TOTAL .......... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL ........ 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

COLR 
I A C  
- 

COLR 
I AC 

10,174 9.710 
49 1 414 84% 

9.683 9,296 9 6% 

4.291 4,276' 
145 262c 181% 

4,146 4,014 9 7% 

60 170 
7 70 

53 183 

1 7  252 
7 21 

10 41 5 

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  of Appeals ......... 

VIRGINIA-- 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL .... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

WISCONSIN-- 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

DELAWARE--Supreme Cour t  .... 

D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA-- 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

COLR 
I A C  - 
COLR 
1AC 
- 

COLR 
I A C  
- 

I A C  
- 

95 
5 

90 

159 
5 

154 

870 
51 9 N/A 
35 1 374 107% 

11 79 
5 104 
6 59 

26 
15 
10 

N/A N/A 
41 9 476 114% 

3,697' 3.447* 
162p 209p 129% 

3,535 3,238 9 2% 

7 
10 42 7 

25 148 
9 18 

16 221 

83 
4 

79 
~ ~ 

2,053 2,178 106% 13 158 43 

STATES WITH NO INTERMEOIATE APPELLATE COURT - 
COLR 417c 41SC 1 OVA 5 83 

COLR 1,560c 1 ,56EC 101% 9 173 

66 

250 

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 3: Se lec ted  caseload and process lng  measures f o r  mandatory cases I n  
s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

Mandatory cases 
F l l e d  F l l e d  Olsposed 

as a 
percent  

Court  o f  
fyDe F l l e d  Olsposed f l l e d  

( d l s -  
Number posed) 

judges Sudqe 
o f  Per 

(d lsposed)  
pe r  

100.000 
poDu la t l on  

49 

Sta te /Cour t  name: 

MAINE--Supreme J u d l c l a l  Court  
S l t t l n g  as Lau Cour t  .... COLR 57gP 5211 90% 

COLR 1,010 91 2 9 0% 

7 83 

9 112 3a MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Cour t  

MONTANA--Supreme Cour t  .... 7 81 69 COLR 566 355 6 3% 

COLR 1,014c 945c 9 3% 

~~~ 

NEBRASKA--Supreme Cour t  ... 

NEVADA--Supreme Court  ..... 

7 145 63 

88 COLR a53 a54 100% 

COLR 377 357 9 sx 

COLR 389 478 123% 

COLR 363c 419c 

5 171 

5 75  

5 i a  

NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme Cour t  56 

RHODE ISLANO--Supreme Court  40 

5 73 51 SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court  

UTAH--Supreme Cour t  ....... 5 125 COLR 623 56!iC 

COLR 550 535 97% 

COLR 342 327 9 6% 

37 

102 

67 

5 110 VERMONT--Supreme Cour t  .... 

WYOMING--Supreme Cour t  .... 5 68 

STATES WITH HULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL 

ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL ....... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Court  o f  C l v l l  Appeals ... 
Cour t  o f  C r lm lna l  Appeals. 

71 
20 
13 
38 

2,894 3.233 1 7  170 
COLR a27 940 114% 9 92 
I A C  530 548 103% 3 177 
I A C  1,537 1,745 114% 5 307 

NEW YORK-- 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 
Appe l l a te  O l v l s l o n s  o f  

Appe l l a te  Terms o f  t h e  
t h e  Supreme Court  ...... 
Supreme Cour t  .......... 

OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Cour t  o f  C r lm tna l  Appeals. 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

COLR 680 350 5 2% 7 97 

I A C  N/A N/A 45 

4 

I A C  N/A N/A 15 

ao 
24 
26 
29 

2.628’ 1 ,566* 24 110 
COLR 788 1741 22% 9 aa 

I A C  971 856 88% 12 a i  
COLR 869c 536 62% 3 290 

(con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 3: Selected caseload and processlng measures for mandatory cases tn 
state appellate courts, 1986. (contlnued) 

State/Court name: 

PENNSYLVANIA--STATE TOTAL .. 
Supreme Court ............ 
Superlor Court ........... 
Commonwealth Court ....... 

TENNESSEE --STATE TOTAL ..... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court of Crlmlnal Appeals. 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ......... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Crlmlnal Appeals. 
Courts o f  Appeals ........ 

Court 
type 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC - 
COLR 
IAC 
IAC 
- 

COLR 
COLR 
IAC 

Mandatory cases 
Olsposed Flled Flled 

as a 
percent 

o f  
Flled OlsDosed flled 

9,818* 

3.737 4.175c 112% 

9 2  N/A 
5,989c 7,41OC 124% 

2,204* 
146 (C) 
885c 946c 107% 

1.173 1,330 113% 

10,055 10.190 
2 2 100% 

2,221 2.027 91% 
7,832 8.161 104% 

(dls- 
Number posed) 

o f  Per 
Judqes .ludqe 

31 31 7 
1 13 

15 399 
9 41 5 

(dl sposed) 
Per 

100.000 
populatlon 

83 
1 
50 
31 

26 85 
5 29 
9 98 
12 98 

46 
3 
18 
24 

98 103 
9 1 
9 241 
80 98 

60 
0 

13 
47 

NOTE: All avallable data that are at least 75% 
complete are Included In the table. N/A 
lndlcates that elther the data are un- 
avallable or less than 75% complete, or that 
the calculatlons are lnapproprlate. States 
and/or courts omltted from thls table dld 
not speclflcally report caseload data on 
mandatory cases, or dld not have mandatory 
jurlsdlctlon. State courts ulth mandatory 
jurlsdlctlon can be ldentlfled In the state 
court system charts ldentlfled ln Part 111 
o f  thls Report. 

JURISOICTION CODES: 

COLR = Court o f  Last Resort 
IAC = Intermedlate Appellate Court 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

An absence o f  a quallfylng footnote lndlcates that 
data are not lncomplete or overlncluslve. 

*See the quallfylng footnote urltten for 
each court In the state. Each footnote 
wlll have an lmpact on the state total. 

B: Data for the folloulng courts represent some 
double countlng. Olscretlonary petltlons 
that are granted revleu are counted once as 
a petltlon and then are reflled as mandatory 
cases and cannot be separated from mandatory 
cases : 

Georgla--Court o f  Appeals 

Hawall--Supreme Court 
Maryland--Court o f  Appeals 
Hlssourl--Supreme Court 
North Carol Ina--Court of  Appeals 

--Supreme Court 

C: The folloulng courts' data are over- 

Connectlcut--Appellate Court--Data 
Include a feu dlscretlonary petltlons 
that were granted revleu. 

Delaware--Supreme Court--0ata lnclude 
some dlscretlonary petltlons and 
dlscretlonary petltlons that were 
granted revleu. 

Olstrlct o f  Columbla--Court o f  Appeals-- 
Data lnclude dlscretlonary cases that 
were granted revlew, and reflled as 
appeals . 

Georgla--Court o f  Appeals--Mandatory Jur- 
lsdlctlon dlsposed data lnclude all 
dlscrettonary cases. 

Idaho--Supreme Court--Data Include dls- 
cretlonary petltlons revleued on thelr 
merlts. 

Illlnols--Appellate Court--Data Include 
dlscret lonary pet It tons. 

Inclusive: 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 3: Selected caseload and processlng measures for mandatory cases In 
state appellate courts, 1986. (contlnued) 

Indlana--Court o f  Appeals--Data Include 
dlscretlonary Interlocutory declslon 
cases. 

Ioua--Supreme Court--Disposed data Include 
some dlscretlonary cases that were 
dlsmlssed. 

Kansas--Court o f  Appeals--Data Include a 
few dlscretlonary cases that were 
granted revleu. 

Massachusetts--Appeals Court--Data Include 
a small number of dlscretlonary 
lnterlocutory declslon petltlons. 

Hlchlgan--Court of Appeals--Data Include 
dlscretlonary petltlons. 

Nebraska--Supreme Court--Data Include a 
few dlscretlonary petltlons, and dls -  
posed dlscrettonary petltlons granted 
rev1 ew. 

Superlor Court--Data Include dlscre- 
tlonary Interlocutory petlttons that were 
granted revleu. 

New Mexlco--Court o f  Appeals--Data Include 
dlscretlonary petttlons. 

Oklahoma--Court of Crlmlnal Appeals-- 
Data Include all dlscretlonary Jurls- 
dlctlon cases. 

Oregon--Supreme Court--0lsposed data ln- 
clude dlscretlonary petltlons that were 
granted revleu. 

Pennsylvanla--Superlor Court--Data Include 
flnal declslons o f  dlscretlonary petltlons 
that were granted revleu. 
--Commonwealth Court--Data lnclude 
dlscretlonary petltlons. 

all dlscretlonary jurlsdlctlon cases. 

Data Include dlscretlonary petltlons. 

clude dlscrettonary petttlons. 

New Jersey--Appellate Dlvlslon of 

South Dakota--Supreme Court--Da ta 1 nc 1 ude 

Tennessee--Court o f  Crlmlnal Appeals-- 

Utah--Supreme Court--Disposed data ln- 

1: The folloulng courts' data are 75% complete: 
Arlzona--Supreme Court--Data do not lnclude 

judge dlsclpllnary cases. 
Arkansas--Supreme Court--Data do not lnclude 

mandatory attorney dlsclpllnary cases or 
certlfled questlons from the federal 
courts uhlch were unreported for thls year. 

Callfornla--Supreme Court--Data do not 
Include judge dlsclpllnary cases. 

Halne--Supreme Judlclal Court Slttlng as Law 
Court--Disposed data do not Include 
dlsclpllnary or advlsory oplnlon cases. 

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--Disposed data do not 
Include mandatory appeals of flnal 
Judgments. mandatory dlsclpllnary cases, 
and mandatory Interlocutory declslons. 

P: The followlng courts' data are 75% complete and 

Arkansas--Supreme Court--Data Include a feu 
dlscretlonary petltlons. but do not 
lnclude mandatory attorney dlsclpllnary 
cases and certlfled questlons from the 
federal courts. 

Court--Flled data Include dlscretlonary 
petltlon cases, but do not Include 
mandatory dlsclpllnary and advlsory 
oplnlon cases. 

dlscretlonary petltlons. but do not 
lnclude certlfled questlons from the 
federal courts. 

overlncluslve: 

Malne--Supreme Judlclal Court Slttlng as Law 

Washlngton--Supreme Court--Data Include some 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions in 
State Appellate Courts. 1986 

Olsc re t l ona ry  D e t l t l o n s  
Olsposed f l l e d  f 1 l e d  

percent  Number pored) pe r  
as a ( d l s -  ( d 1 sposed) 

S ta te /Cour t  name: type F l l e d  Olsposed f l l e d  judqes judge p o p u l a t l o n  

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AN0 ONE INTERREDIATE APPELLATE COURT 

Court  of of Per 100.000 

ALASKA.. STATE TOTAL ........ 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Court  of Appeals ......... 

ARIZONA.. STATE TOTAL ....... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

CALIFORNIA.. STATE TOTAL .... 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Courts of Appeal ......... 

COLORAOO.. Supreme Court  .... 

CONNECTICUT.. STATE TOTAL ... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Appe l l a te  Court  .......... 

FLORIDA.. STATE TOTAL ....... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
D l s t r l c t  Courts o f  Appeal . 

GEORGIA.. STATE TOTAL ....... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Court  of Appeals ......... 

. 

COLR 
I A C  

COLR 
I A C  
. 

COLR 
I A C  
. 
COLR 
. 

COLR 
I AC 
. 

COLR 
I A C  
. 

COLR 
I A C  

396 389 
31 3 290 9 3% 

83 99 119% 

8 50 
5 63 
3 28 

74 
59 
16 

1. 205* 1. 204* 
1. 156c 1. 156c 100% 

49 48 98% 

20 60 
5 231 

15 3 

36 
35 

1 

11.042 
4. 808 N/A 
6. 234 N/A 

783 973c 124% 

84 131 
7 687 

77 81 

7 112 

41 
18 
23 

24 

251 338’ 
204p 338p 166% 

41 N/A 

11 23 
6 34 
5 9 

8 
6 
1 

3. 391 3. 011 
1. 097 1. 260 115% 
2.294 1.751 7 6% 

53 64 
7 157 

46 50 

29 
9 

20 

1. 627 
980 1. 656c 169% 
647 N/A 

16 102 
7 140 
9 72 

27 
16 
11 

HAWAII.. Supreme Cour t  ...... COLR 43 45 105% 5 9 4 

IDAHO.. Supreme Cour t  ....... 

ILLINOIS.. Supreme Cour t  .... 

INDIANA.. Supreme Court  ..... 

IOWA.. Supreme Court  ........ 

COLR 
. 
COLR 
. 
COLR 
. 
COLR 

77 71 9 2% 

1. 637 1. 622 99% 

N/A 355’ 

352 520’ 148% 

5 15 

7 234 

8 

14 

5 (71)  

9 39 12 

KENTUCKY.. STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... COLR 

I A C  

941 1.005 
847 898 106% 

94 107 114% 

21 45 
7 121 

14 7 

25 
23 

3 

(con t lnued on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 4 :  Se lec ted  caseload and process lng  measures f o r  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  I n  
s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

D l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  
D l  sposed F l l e d  F l l e d  

( d l s -  
Number posed) 

o f  Per 
judges judge 

55 99 
7 351 

48 63 

20 42 
7 87 

13 18 

(d lsposed)  
per  

100,000 
p o p u l a t l o n  

122 
55 
67 

as a 
percent  

o f  
F l l e d  Dlsoosed f l l e d  

5,471 5,165 
2,455 2,230 91% 
3.016 2,935 97% 

Court  
tyDe 

COLR 
I A C  
- 

COLR 
I A C  
- 
COLR 
- 
COLR 
- 

COLR 
I A C  
- 

COLR 
- 
COLR - 
COLR 
I A C  
- 
COLR 
I A C  
- 
COLR 
- 
COLR 
- 

COLR 
- 

COLR 
I AC 

S ta te /Cour t  name: 

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ..... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Courts o f  Appeal ......... 

MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL ...... 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 
Court  o f  Spec la l  Appeals . 

841 885 
601 700 115% 
240 185 17% 

19 
14 

5 
~~~~ ~ 

MASSACHUSETTS--Supreme 
J u d l c l a l  Cour t  ......... 

MICHIGAN--Supreme Cour t  .... 

MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ..... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

1.413 N/A 7 21 0 25 
~~ ~ ~ ~~ 

2.042 2.397c 117% 

~ 

1 292 22 

879 883 
589 622 106% 
290’ 261 9 0% 

20 44 
8 14 

12 24 

21 
14 

7 

MISSOURI - -  
Supreme Cour t  ............ 989 9531 9 VL 1 141 20 

NEW JERSEY--Supreme Cour t  .. 1 197 

12 21 
5 40 
1 8 

19 67 
7 105 

12 46 

18 

17 
14 

4 

NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .... 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

254 
202 N/A 

52 N/A 

1,281 1,308 
135 748 102% 
546 560 103% 

20 
12 
9 

NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

OHIO--Supreme Court  ........ 

OREGON--Supreme Cour t  ...... 

~ 

1.133 1,532 88% 

990 1.013 102% 

1 248 16 

7 141 37 

SOUTH CAROLINA--Supreme 
Court  .................... 1 24 N/A  

2.306 1,976 
1,193 1,095 9 2% 
1,113 881 79% 

1.268* 1,103* 
897P 186p 88% 
311 31 7 8 5% 

17 136 
1 170 

10 111 

40 
21 
19 

VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

28 
20 

8 

WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL .... 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

25 51 
9 100 

16 23 
COLR 
I AC 

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 4: Selec ted  caseload and process lng  measures f o r  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  I n  
s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

D l s c r e t l o n a r v  p e t l t l o n s  
Dlsposed F l l e d  F l l e d  

(dlsposed) 
pe r  

100.000 
p o p u l a t l o n  

23 
17 

5 

as a ( d l s -  
percent  Number posed) 

Court  o f  o f  per  
trpe F l l e d  Dlsposed f l l e d  Judges judqe 

1,077 1.006 9 3% 20 54 
COLR 836 765 92% 7 119 
I A C  241 241 100% 13 19 
- 
STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 

Sta te /Cour t  name: 

WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL ..... 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

- 
COLR 

~ ~~ _____ 

DELAWARE--Supreme Court  .... 3v 3v lOox 5 

D I S T R I C T  O f  COLUMBIA-- 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... COLR 76 72 9 5% 9 8 12 

COLR 
- 
COLR 
- 
COLR 
- 
COLR 

N/A 67 MAINE--Supreme Jud 1 c l a 1  Court  
~~ ~~ ~ _ _ _  

3 3 100% 

36 19 53% 

~~ 

9 .3 

7 5 

.1 MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court  . 

MONTANA--Supreme Court  ..... 

NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme Court  

4 

5 107 52 

RHODE ISLANO--Supreme Cour t  COLR 168 199 118% 5 34 17 

COLR 
- 
COLR 

5 32’ N/A 

51 N/A 

SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court  

UTAH--Supreme Court  ........ 

5 6 

5 10 3 

COLR 
- 

COLR 
- 

5 5 4 VERMONT--Supreme Court  ..... 

WEST V I R G I N I A - -  
Supreme Cour t  o f  Appeals . 

24 21 88% 

1.585 1.396 88% 5 31 7 83 

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL 
- 
COLR 763 582 76% 9 85 

COLR N/A 3,549 7 (507)  

- 

- 

19 ALABAMA--Supreme Cour t  ..... 

NEW YORK--Court o f  Appeals . 

OKLAHOMA-- 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Court  O F  Cr lm lna l  Appeals. 

COLR 340 1,139 335% 9 38 
COLR N/A 264 3 (88) 

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 4: Selected caseload and processlng measures for dlscretlonary petltlons tn 
state appellate courts, 1986. (contlnued) 

Dlscretlonary petltlons 
Dl sposed Flled Flled 

percent Number posed) per 
as a (dls- (dlsposed) 

StateKourt name: type Flled DlsDosed flled iudqes judge populatlon 
Court o f  o f  per 100.000 

PENNSYLVANIA-- 
Supreme Court ............ COLR 3,7Ogc N/A 1 530 31 

TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL ..... 839 940' 112% 17 49 
Supreme Court ............ COLR 765 866c 1 1  3% 5 153 
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 74 1 4  100% 12  6 

16 
2 

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ......... 2,588 2.266 18 144 
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,228 1.166 9 5% 9 136 
Court of Crlmlnal Appeals COLR 1,360 1,100 81% 9 151 

1 
8 

NOTE: All avallable data that are at least 75% 
complete are Included In the table. N/A 
lndlcates that elther the data are unavall- 
able or less than 15% complete, or that the 
calculatlons are lnapproprlate. States and/ 
or courts omltted from thls table dld not 
speclflcally report careload data on dlscre- 
tlonary petltlons. or dld not have dlscre- 
tlonary jurlsdlctlon. 
cretlonary jurlsdlctlon can be ldentlfled In 
the state court system charts ldentlfled In 
Part I 1 1  o f  thls Report. 

State courts ulth dls- 

JURISOICTION CODES: 

COLR = Court of Last Resort 
IAC = Intermedlate Appellate Court 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

An absence o f  a quallfylng footnote lndlcates that 
data are not lncornplete or overlncluslve. 

*See the quallfytng footnote wrltten for each 
court In the state. Each footnote wlll have an 
Impact on the state's total. 

C: The followlng courts' data are overlncluslve: 
Arlzona--Supreme Court--Data Include mandatory 

Judge dlsclpllnary cases. 
Georgla--Supreme Court--Disposed data Include 

all mandatory Jurlsdlctlon cases. 
Mlchlgan--Supreme Court--0lsposed data 

Include a few mandatory Jurlsdlctlon cases. 
Pennsylvanla--Supreme Court--Data Include non- 

case motions that could not be separated 
from the caseload. 

Include all mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases. 
Tennessee--Supreme Court--0lsposed data 

1: The followlng courts' data are 75% complete: 

not Include crlmlnal petltlons. 

Include dlscretlonary cases that were d l s -  
mtssed by the court. 

Hlnnesota--Court of Appeals--Data do not ln- 
clude petltlons of flnal Judgments that 
were dented revlew. 

Hlssourl--Supreme Court--Dlsposltlon data 
do not Include a few orlglnal proceedlngs. 

New Hampshlre--Supreme Court--Data do not 
Include dlscretlonary Judge dlsclpllnary 
cases. 

New Jersey--Supreme Court--Data do not In- 
clude dlscretlonary lnterlocutory 
declslon petltlons whlch could not be 
separated from a "motlons" category. 

South Dakota--Supreme Court--Data do not ln- 
clude advlsory oplnlons whlch are 
reported wlth mandatory jurlsdlctlon 
cases. 

Indlana--Supreme Court--0lsposed data do 

Iowa--Supreme Court--Disposed data do not 

P: The followlng courts' data are 75% complete 
and overlncluslve: 

Connectlcut--Supreme Court--Data lnclude 
some mandatory cases left from the 
prevlous year, but do not Include some 
unclasslfled appeals and judge 
dlsclpllnary cases, and only Include 
those cases heard by the Court. 

Washlngton--Supreme Court--Data Include 
mandatory certlfled questlons from the 
federal courts, but do not Include some 
dlscretlonary petltlons. 

Data are less than 75% complete: V: 
Oelaware--Supreme Court--Both flllng and 

dl spos 1 t ton data. 
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TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
Granted Review in State Appellate Courts, 1986 

Olsc re t l ona ry  D e t l t l o n s  gran ted  rev lew 
Olsoosed F l l e d  F I l e d  

as a ( d l s -  (d lsposed) 
percent  Number posed) per  

Court  o f  o f  Per 100,000 
S t a t e K o u r t  name: F l l e d  OlsDosed f l l e d  judaes l udqe  poDu la t l on  

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 

ARIZONA--Supreme Court  ..... COLR N/A 124c 5 ( 2 5 )  (4 )  

CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL .... 892* 
Supreme Cour t  ............ COLR 218l  N/A 
Cour ts  o f  Appeal ......... I A C  61 4 N/A 

84 11 3 
1 40 1 

11 8 2 

GEORGIA--  
Supreme Cour t  ............ COLR 127 N/A 1 18 2 

HAWAII--Supreme Cour t  ...... COLR 1 N/A 5 1 1 

ILLINOIS--Supreme Cour t  .... COLR 156 162 104% 1 22 1 

INDIANA--Supreme Court  COLR N/A 141 5 (29) (3 )  ..... 

........ IOWA--Supreme Court  COLR N/A 10’ 9 ( 8) 

KANSAS--Supreme Court  ...... COLR 151 N/A 1 22 6 

KENTUCKY--Supreme Cour t  .... COLR 135 N/A 1 19 4 

- 

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ..... 1,276 1,302 102% 55 23 28 
Supreme Court  ............ COLR 421 451 106% 1 61 9 
Courts o f  Appeal ......... I A C  849 851 100% 48 18 19 

MARYLAND-- 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... COLR 104 N/A 1 15 2 

MASSACHUSETTS--Supreme 
J u d l c l a l  Cour t  ........... COLR 205 N /A 1 29 4 

HICHIGAN--Supreme Court  .... COLR 124 N/A 1 18 1 

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 5: Selected caseload and process lng  measures f o r  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  g ran ted  r e v t e u  I n  s t a t e  
a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

~~ 

O l sc re t tona rv  D e t l t l o n s  gran ted  rev lew 
01 s pos ed F l l e d  F l l e d  

( d l s -  
Number posed) 

o f  p e r  
judoes l u d s e  

20 11 
8 16 

12 8 

(dlsposed) 
Per 

100.000 
p o p u l a t l o n  

5 
3 
2 

as a 
percent  

Court  o f  
type F l l e d  OlsDosed f l l e d  

216 
COLR 126 N/A 
I A C  901 911 101% 

S t a t e K o u r t  name: 

MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ..... 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

MISSOURI--Supreme Court  .... 7 9 1 COLR 66 N/A 

7 (21) COLR N/A 144 NEW JERSEY--Supreme Court  .. 

NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .... 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

(2 )  

5 
5 
1 

12 7 
5 13 
7 2 

80 
COLR 67 N/A  
I A C  13 N/A 

3 
1 
2 

207* 
COLR 5 7  66 116% 

NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

OHIO--Supreme Court  ........ 

OREGON--Supreme Cour t  ...... 

SOUTH CAROLINA--Supreme 
Court  .................... 

19 11 
7 8 

12 13 

7 29 

I A C  150 N/A 

2 COLR 202 225 111% 

7 20 5 COLR 140 N/A 

COLR 24 N/A 5 5 

17 25 
7 27 

10 24 

1 

7 
3 
4 

( 1 )  

V I R G I N I A - - S T A T E  TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Court  ............ 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

426* 
COLR 191 N/A 
I AC 2351 N/A 

WASHINGTON--Supreme Cour t  .. COLR N/A  62 9 ( 7 )  

WISCONSIN--Supreme Cour t  ... 2 COLR 103 178 173% 

STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE 

7 15 

COURT 

9 ( .3 )  COLR N/A 3 MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court  . 

WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme Court  
o f  Appeals ............... 30 COLR 580 498 86% 5 116 

(con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 5: Selected caseload and process lng  measures f o r  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  gran ted  rev lew I n  s t a t e  
a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

O lsc re t l ona ry  p e t l t l o n s  qran ted  rev lew 
Dlsposed F l l e d  f l l e d  

as a ( d l s -  (d lsposed) 

S ta te /Cour t  name: type F l l e d  Dlsposed F l l e d  judges 1 udqe p o w  l a  t l o n  

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL 

percent  Number posed) per 
Court  of o f  per  100.000 

NEW YORK--Court o f  Appeals . COLR N /A 253 7 (36)  (1 )  - 
OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ...... 160 

Supreme Court  ............ COLR 77 N/A 
Court  of  C r lm lna l  Appeals. COLR 83 N/A 

9 9 2 
3 28 3 

PENNSYLVANIA-- 
Supreme Court  ............ COLR 2541 N/A 1 36 2 

TENNESSEE-- 
Court  of  Appeals ......... I A C  18 N/A 12 2 . 4  

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ......... 352 398 113% 
Supreme Court  ............ CDLR 143 137 9 6% 9 16 1 
Cour t  o f  C r l m l n a l  Appeals. COLR 209 261 125% 9 23 1 

NOTE: A l l  a v a l l a b l e  da ta  t h a t  a r e  a t  l e a s t  75% 
complete a r e  Inc luded l n  t h e  t a b l e .  N/A 
l n d l c a t e s  t h a t  e l t h e r  t h e  da ta  a f e  unava l l -  
a b l e  o r  l e s s  than 75% complete, o r  t h a t  t h e  
c a l c u l a t l o n s  a r e  l napprop r la te .  S ta tes  
and/or cou r t s  om l t ted  f rom t h l s  t a b l e  d l d  
n o t  s p e c l f l c a l l y  r e p o r t  caseload da ta  on 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  gran ted  revlew, o r  
d l d  no t  have d l s c r e t l o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n .  
S t a t e  c o u r t s  w i t h  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n  
can be l d e n t l f l e d  I n  t h e  s t a t e  c o u r t  system 
c h a r t s  t d e n t l f l e d  I n  P a r t  I S 1  o f  t h l s  Report .  

JURISDICTION CODES: 

COLR = Court  o f  Las t  Resort  
I A C  = In te rmed la te  Appe l l a te  Court  

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

An absence o f  a q u a l l f y l n g  f o o t n o t e  l n d l c a t e s  t h a t  
da ta  a r e  n o t  Incomple te  o r  o v e r l n c l u s l v e .  

*See t h e  q u a l l f y l n g  f o o t n o t e  f o r  each c o u r t  I n  t h e  
s t a t e .  Each f o o t n o t e  u t 1 1  have an Impact on t h e  
s t a t e ' s  t o t a l .  

C:  The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a re  o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  
Arlrona--Supreme Court--Data l nc lude  

mandatory judge d l s c l p l l n a r y  cases. 

Cal l fornla--Supreme Court--Data do no t  
1 n c l  ude o r l g l  n a l  proceed1 ngs 1 n l t  l a 1  1 y 
heard I n  t h e  Supreme Court t h a t  were 
gran ted  revlew. 

l n c l u d e  some o r l g l n a l  proceedlngs. 

l n c l u d e  some p e t l t l o n s .  

1 nc 1 ude o r l g l  n a l  proceedlngs pe t1  t tons t h a t  
were gran ted  revlew. 

Inc lude  o r l g l n a l  proceedlngs p e t l t l o n s  
gran ted  revlew. 

1: The f o l l o w l n g  courts. '  da ta  a r e  75x complete: 

Iowa--Supreme Court--0lsposed da ta  do n o t  

Hlnnesota--Court  o f  Appeals--Data do n o t  

Pennsylvanla--Supreme Court--Data do n o t  

V l rg ln la - -Cour t  o f  Appeals--Data do n o t  
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts in 1986 

’ Admln- Total mandatory 
lstra- A1 1 appeals and 
tlve other Total dlscret’onary 

Court Clvll Crlmlnal agency case- dlsposltlons pet 1 t Ions 
StateKourt name: type appeals appeals appeals types by oplnlon dlsposed 

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERNEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 

ALASKA--Supreme Court ...... COLR X X X X 158 
......... X 149 X Court o f  Appeals IAC -- -- 

645 
688 

ARIZONA--Supreme Court ..... COLR X X X X 142 1,226 
Court o f  Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 366 3,493 

ARKANSAS--Supreme Court .... COLR X X X X 354 
Court o f  Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 548 

404’ 
840 

CALIFORNIA--Supreme Court .. COLR X X X X 144 
Courts o f  Appeal ......... IAC X X X X 9,458 

N/A 
N/A 

COLORADO--Supreme Court .... COLR X X X X 207 973 
Courts o f  Appeal ......... IAC X X X X 950 1,590 

CONNECTICUT--Supreme Court . COLR 123 8 7  X -- 230 338’ 
Appellate Court .......... IAC 31 4 40 X X 487 1,055’ 

FLORIDA--Supreme Court ..... COLR X X X X 602 1,904 
Dlstrlct Courts o f  Appeal IAC X X X X 8,678 14,598 

GEORGIA--Supreme Court ..... COLR X X X X 331 1 ,6568 

HAWAII--Supreme Court ...... COLR X X X X 377 7368 

- ---- 

Intermedlate Court o f  
Appeals ................ IAC X X X X 124 132 

IOAHO--Supreme Court ....... COLR X X X X 174 
Court o f  Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 168 

4308 
174 

ILLINOIS--Appellate Court .. IAC X X X X 1,761 7.007 

INDIANA--Supreme Court ..... COLR X X X X 445 825 
Fourt o f  Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 1,099 1,116 

- ---- 
iOWA--Supreme Court ........ COLR X X X X 272 1,453 

/ /  Court o f  Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 51 8 589 
- ---- 

KANSAS--Supreme Court ...... COLR X X X X 2681 331 1 
Court o f  Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 728 1,1061 
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Ooes the oplnlon 
Oplnl on count Include? Number o f  Number o f  

StateKourt name: -- case document oplnlon oplnlon orders Judqes tlce/Judqe personnel 

count 1 s  by: Per Number o f  oplnlons lawyer 
written Hajorlty curlam Memos/ justices/ per Jus- support 

STATES WITH ONE COURT Of LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT -- --- 
ALASKA--Supreme Court ...... X 0 X 0 0 5 32  11 

Court o f  Appeals X 0 X 0 0 3 50 9 ......... 

ARIZONA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X 0 5 28 16 
Court o f  Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 15 24 42 

.... 15 ARKANSAS--Supreme Court X 0 X X X 7 -- 
Court o f  Appeals ......... X 0 X X 0 6 9 0  16 

CALIFORNIA--Supreme Court .. X 0 X X some 7 21 50 
Courts o f  Appeal .......... X 0 X X some 77 123 206 

COLORADO--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X 0 7 30 14 
......... 26 Court o f  Appeals X 0 X 0 some lo -- 

-- --- 

-- --- 

CONNECTICUT--Supreme Court . X 0 X X some 6 38 11 
Appellate Court .......... X 0 X X some 5 97 9 

FLORIDA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X 0 7 86 15 
Olstrlct Courts o f  Appeal X 0 X X 0 46 189 102 

GEORGIA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X 0 7 47 17 

HAWAII--Supreme Court ...... X 0 X X some 5 75 13 

Appeals ................ X 0 X X X 3 41 6 

-- --- 

-- --- 
Intermedtate Court o f  

IDAHO--Supreme Court ....... 0 X X X X 5 35 11 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 0 X X X 0 3 56 6 

-- --- 
ILLINOIS--Appellate Court .. X 0 X X some 34 52 88  

-- --- 
INDIANA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X 0 5 89 11 

Court o f  Appeals ......... X X X X X 12 92 3 6  
-- --- 

IOWA--Supreme Court ........ 0 X X 0 0 9 30  16 
Court o f  Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 0 6 86 6 

-- --- 
KANSAS--Supreme Court ...... X 0 X X some 7 38’ 7 

Court o f  Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 7 104 15 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Oplnlons repo r ted  by s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  cour ts ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

Admln- 
l s t r a -  A1 1 
t l v e  o the r  To ta l  

C l v l l  C r lm lna l  agency case- d l s p o s l t l o n s  
appeals appeals appeals types  by o p l n l o n  

X X X X 335 
X X X X 2.064 
---- 

X X X X 165 
X X X X 3,601 

To ta l  mandatory 
appeals and 

d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
pe t  1 t 1 ons 
dlsposed 

Court  
trDe 
COLR 
I A C  
- 
COLR 
I A C  
- 
COLR 

Sta te /Cour t  name: 

KENTUCKY--Supreme Court  .... 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 1,151 

2,768 

2,301 
6,879 

LOUISIANA--Supreme Cour t  ... 
Courts o f  Appeal ......... 

MARYLAND--Court of Appeals . 

MASSACHUSETTS--Supreme 
J u d l c l a l  Court  ........... 
Appeals Court  ............ 

X X X X 104 
---- 

COLR 
I A C  

X X X X 279 
X X X X 190 

N/A 
N/A 

COLR 
I A C  
- 
COLR 
I AC 
- 
COLR 
I A C  

2.397 
6,573 

X X X X 115 
X X X X 3.858 

MICHIGAN--Supreme Court  .... 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

MINNESOTA--Supreme Court  ... 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

MISSOURI--Supreme Court  .... 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

719 
2,1091 

X X X X 318 
X X X X 2,082 
---- 

X X X X 72 
X X X X 1,675 

1 ,071B 
3,206 

COLR 

I A C  
- 
COLR 
I A C  

1,615’ 

6,611’ 

X X X X 58 

X X X X 3,80lC 

NEW JERSEY--Supreme Court  .. 
Super lo r  Cour t  ......... 

NEW MEXICO--Supreme Court  .. 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

Appe l l a te  D l v l s l o n  o f  

N/A 
532 

X X X X 158 
X X X X 121 

NORTH CAROLINA--Supreme 
Court  .................. 

Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

OHIO--Court o f  Appeals ..... 

COLR 
I AC 
- 
I AC 

993 
2,186B 

X X X X 170 
X X X X 1,493 
---- 

X X X X 4,464 
---- 

X X X X 134 
X X X X 641 
---- 

9,296 

OREGON--Supreme Court  ...... 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

COLR 
I AC 

1,215 
4,014 

SOUTH CAROLINA--Supreme 
Cour t  .................. 

Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 
696l 
374 

X X X X 696 
X X X X 374 

COLR 
I AC 
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Does the oplnlon 
Opt nlon count Include? Number o f  Number o f  

Statelcourt name: -- case document opinion opinion orders ludqes t t c e N u d q e  personnel 

count 1 s  by: Per Number o f  oplnlons lawyer 
wrltten MaJorlty curlam Memos/ Justices/ per Jus- support 

KENTUCKY--Supreme Court .... 
Court o f  Appeals ......... X 0 

X 0 
X X some 
X X some 

1 
14 

48 11 
141 22 

--- 
LOUISIANA--Supreme Court ... 

Courts o f  Appeal ......... 1 
48 

0 X 
0 X 

X X some 
X X X 

24 26 
15 102 

--- 
MARYLANO--Court of  Appeals . 1 X 0 

-- 
X 0 0 
--- 

15 1 7  

MASSACHUSETTS--Supreme 
Judlcial Court ........... 
Appeals Court ............ 

1 
10 

0 X 
0 X 

X 0 0 
X 0 0 

40 20 
19 27 

--- 
MICHIGAN--Supreme Court .... 

Court o f  Appeals ......... 1 
18 

X 0 
X 0 

X X 0 
X X some 

16 15 
21 4 84 

MINNESOTA--Supreme Court ... 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

1 
12 

X 0 
X 0 

X 0 0 
X 0 0 

45 11 
174 34 

MISSOURI--Supreme Court .... 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 1 

32 
X 0 
X 0 

X X some 
X X some 

10 10 
52 14 

1 

28 

0 X 

X 0 
-- 

X 0 
0 X 

8 18 

136 45 

X 0 0 

X X X 
-- 

X 0 some 
X 0 0 

NEW JERSEY--Supreme Court .. 
Superlor Court ......... 

NEW MEXICO--Supreme Court .. 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

Appellate Olvlslon o f  

5 
1 

32 10 
17 20 

NORTH CAROLINA--Supreme 
Court .................. 

Court o f  Appeals ......... 
1 

12 
X 0 
X 0 
-- 

X 0 -- 
X 0 
X 0 
-- 

X 0 some 
X 0 X 
--- 

X 0 X 
--- 

X X 0 
X 0 0 
-- 

24 14 
124 28 

84 5 4  

19 9 
64 18 

OHIO--Court o f  Appeals ..... 53 

1 
10 

OREGON--Supreme Court ...... 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

SOUTH CAROLINA--Supreme 
Court .................. 

Court o f  Appeals ......... X 0 
X 0 

X X 0 
X X 0 

5 
6 

139 19 
56 11 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Oplnlons repo r ted  by s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  cour ts ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

To ta l  mandatory Admln- 
I s t r a -  A1 1 
t l v e  o t h e r  

Cour t  C l v l l  C r lm lna l  agency case- 
S t a t e K o u r t  name: tyDe appeals appeals appeals tvoes  

VIRGINIA--Supreme Court  .... COLR X X X X 

WASHINGTON--Supreme Cour t  .. COLR X X X X 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... I A C  X X X X 

WISCONSIN--Supreme Court  ... COLR X X X X 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... I A C  X X X X 

- ---- 

- ---- 

- ---- 
STATES WITH NO INTERMEOIATE APPELLATE COURT 

appeals and 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  

pe t  1 t tons 
d 1 sposed 

1,095l 

995 
3,555 

To ta l  
d l s p o s l t l o n s  

bv o p l n l o n  

152 

191 
1,195 

94 
1.091 

765 
2,419 

- 
COLR DELAWARE--Supreme Court  .... 41 8 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA-- 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 1,567’ COLR 

- 

COLR 

X X X X 219 
---- 

MAINE--Supreme J u d l c l a l  
Cour t  S l t t l n g  as Law 

Court  .................. 588’ 

915 

314 

X 234j  

X 476 

X 374 

X 441 

X 138 

MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court  . COLR 
- 
COLR 
- 
COLR 
- 
COLR 

MONTANA--Supreme Cour t  ..... 

NEBRASKA--Supreme Cour t  .... 9456 

NEVADA--Supreme Court  ...... 854 

NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme 
Court  .................... 

NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court .  

RHODE ISLANO--Supreme Court .  

SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Cour t .  

41 5’ COLR 
- 
COLR 
- 
COLR 
- 
COLR 
- 
COLR 

X X 209 

X X 263c 351 

4 134 677 100 

X X 25Zc 419 

UTAH--Supreme Cour t  ........ X X 265 565 

VERMONT--Supreme Court  ..... COLR X X 146 
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Does the oplnlon 
Opl nl on count Include? Number o f  Number o f  

State/Court name: -- case document oplnlon oplnlon orders judges tlce/judqe personnel 

count 1s by: Per Number o f  oplnlons lawyer 
wrltten Majorlty curlam Memos/ justices/ per jus- support 

VIRGINIA--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X 0 1 22 23 

WASHINGTON--Supreme Court .. X 0 X X some 9 22 23 
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 16 15 32 

-- --- 

WISCONSIN--Supreme Court ... X 0 X X 0 1 13 lo 
Court o f  Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 0 13 84 25 

STATES YITH NO INTERNEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 
-- --- 

DELAWARE--Supreme Court .... X 0 X 0 0 5 1 1  5 

DISTRICT OF COLUHBIA-- 

-- --- 

Court o f  Appeals ......... X 0 X X 0 9 31 25 
--- --- 

MAINE--Supreme Judlclal 
Court Slttlng as Law 

Court .................. 0 X X 0 0 1 331 1 1  

MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court . X 0 X 0 X 9 53 20 

HONTANA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X 0 0 1 53 14 

NEBRASKA--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X X 1 6 3  14 

-- --- 

-- --- 

-- --- 

NEVADA--Supreme Court ...... 0 X X X 0 5 2 8  20 
-- --- 

NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme 
Court .................... 

NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court. 

RHOOE ISLANO--Supreme Court. 

SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court. 

UTAH--Supreme Court ........ 

42 

53c 

5 21 

5 50 

5 53 

10 

10 

11 

8 

12 

VERHONT--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X 0 0 5 29 8 

(conttnued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Oplnlons reported by state appellate courts, 1986. (contlnued) 

State/Court name: 

WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme Court 
o f  Appeals ............... 

Adml n- 
lstra- A1 1 
tlve other Total 

Court Clvll Crlmlnal agency case- dlsposltlons 
a m e a l s  appeals appeals types by oplnlon 

COLR X X X X 21 3 
- ---- 
COLR X X X X 207 WYOHING--Supreme Court ..... 

ALABAMA--Supreme Court ..... 
Court o f  Clvll Appeals ... 
Court of  Crlmlnal Appeals. 

NEW YORK--Court o f  Appeals . 

OKLAHOMA--Supreme Court .... 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

PENNSYLVANIA--Supreme Court. 
Superlor Court ........... 
Comnonwealth Court ....... 

TENNESSEE--Supreme Court ... 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 
Court o f  Crlmlnal Appeals. 

TEXAS--Supreme Court ....... 
Court of  Crlmlnal Appeals. 
Courts o f  Clvll Appeals .. 

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL 
- ---- 
COLR 581 
IAC X -- X X 368 
IAC -- 504 -- X 534 

COLR X X X X 107 
- ---- 
COLR X 0 X X 715 
IAC X 0 X X 851 

COLR X X X X 290 
I AC X X 0 X 5.032 
IAC X X X X 1,541 

COLR X X X X 152 
IAC X 0 X X 1,141 
IAC 0 0 X X 849 

COLR X 0 X X 84 
COLR 0 X 0 X 229 
I AC X X X X 4,773 

Total mandatory 
appeals and 

pet it jons 
dlsposed 

dlscretlonary . 

1,396 

327 

1,522 
548 

1,745 

3.899 

1,313’ 
856 

N/A 
7,4101 
4,175 

866 
1,404 
946 

1.168 
3,127 
8,161 

NOTE: All avallable data that are at least 75% 
complete are Included In the table. Blank 
spaces lndlcate that elther the data are 
unavallable or less than 75% complete, or 
that the calculatlons are lnapproprlate. 
States and/or courts omltted from thls 
table dld not speclflcally report caseload 
data on mandatory cases, or dld not have 
mandatory jurlsdlctlon. State courts wlth 
mandatory jurlsdlctton can be ldentlfled 
In the state court system charts 
ldentlfled In Part 111 o f  thls Report. 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

COLR = Court o f  Last Resort 
IAC = Intermedlate Appellate Court 
X = Court has Jurlsdlctlon 
0 = Court does not have Jurlsdlctlon -- = Data not appllcable 
N/A = Data not avallable 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

An absence o f  a quallfylng footnote lndlcates that 
data are not Incomplete or overlncluslve. 

6: The followlng courts’ data are complete ulth some 

Georgla--Supreme Court--Court o f  Appeals 
Hawall--Supreme Court 
Idaho--Supreme Court 
llaryland--Court of Appeals 
Hlssourl--Supreme Court 
North Carollna--Court o f  Appeals 
Vermont--Supreme Court 

double-countlng : 
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Ooes t h e  oDln lon  
Opl n l  on count I n c i  ude? 

count 1 s  by: Per Number o f  
w r l t t e n  M a j o r l t y  cur lam Memos/ j u s t i c e s /  

-- case document o p l n l o n  o p l n l o n  orders  judges 

Number OF 
o p l n  tons 
pe r  Jus- 

t I c e / j  udqe 

Number o f  
lawyer  
suppor t  

personne l  S ta te /Cour t  name: 

WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme Court  
o f  Appeals ............... 43 20 X 0 X X some 5 

-- --- 
X 0 X X some 5 
-- --- 

STATES WITH RULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL 

WYOMING--Supreme Court  ..... 41 12 

ALABAMA--Supreme Court  ..... 
Court  o f  C l v l l  Appeals ... 
Court  o f  C r lm lna l  Appeals. 

65 
123 
107 

18 
6 

10 

X 0 X X some 9 
X 0 X X X 3 
X 0 X 0 some 5 

NEW YORK--Court OF Appeals . 1 5  28 0 X X 0 0 1 

OKLAHOMA--Supreme Court  .... 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 

79 
71 

16 
12 

X 0 X X 0 9 
X 0 X X X 12 

41 
229 
128 

33.5 
85.5 

X 0 0 1 
X 0 X X X 22 
0 X X X X 12 

PENNSYLVANIA--Supreme Court .  
Super lo r  Court  ........... 
Commonwealth Court  ....... 51 

TENNESSEE--Supreme Court  ... 
Court  o f  Appeals ......... 
Court  o f  C r lm lna l  Appeals. 

30 
95 
94 

9 
12 
9 

X 0 X X some 5 
X 0 X X some 12 
X 0 X X some 9 

TEXAS--Supreme Court  ....... 
Court  o f  C r lm lna l  Appeals. 
Courts OF Appeals ........ 

9 
25 
60 

26 
24 

131 

0 X X 0 0 9 
X 0 X 0 0 9 
X 0 X 0 0 80 

C:  The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  

Cour t - -To ta l  mandatory J u r l s d l c t i o n  cases 
I n c l u d e  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were 
gran ted  rev leu .  

Nor th  Dakota--Supreme Cour t - -0p ln lon  and 
o rde r  manners O F  d l s p o s l t l o n  I n c l u d e  
preargument d l s p o s l t l o n s .  

South Dakota--Supreme C o u r t - - C l v l l  and 
c r l m l n a l  appeals dlsposed o f  by o p l n l o n  
I n c l u d e  appeals o f  a d m l n l s t r a t l v e  agency 
and j u v e n l l e  cases, and l n t e r l o c u t o r y  
dec l s lons .  

New Jersey- -Appe l la te  O l v l s l o n  o f  Super lo r  
1: The Fo l l ow lng  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  75% complete: 

Arkansas--Supreme Court--Grand t o t a l  cases 
do n o t  I nc lude  a t t o r n e y  d l s c l p l l n a r y  
cases, c e r t l f l e d  ques t lons  From t h e  
Federal  cou r t s ,  whtch were unrepor ted  For 
t h l s  year,  and a sma l l  number o f  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were denled 
rev lew o r  dlsmlssed. 

Connectlcut--Supreme Court--Grand t o t a l  
cases I n c l u d e  o n l y  those cases heard by 
t h e  cou r t ,  and do n o t  I nc lude  some 
u n c l a s s l f l e d  appeals and Judge 
d l s c l p l l n a r y  cases. 
- -Appe l l a te  Court--Grand t o t a l  cases 
dlsposed do n o t  I n c l u d e  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were denled o r  dlsmlssed. 
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TABLE 6: Oplnlons reported by state appellate courts, 1986. (cont lnued) 

Dlstrlct o f  Columbla--Court of  Appeals-- 
Grand total dlsposed cases do not lnclude 
petltlons o f  flnal judgements. 

Indlana--Supreme Court--Grand total cases do 
not lnclude dlscretlonary crlmlnal 
petltlons. 

Kansas--Supreme Court--Grand total cases do 
not Include attorney dlsclpllnary cases, 
certlfled questlons from the federal 
courts, whlch were unreported for thls 
year, and a small number of dlscretlonary 
petltlons that were denled revlew or 
dlsmlssed. 
--Court o f  Appeals--Grand total cases do 
not lnclude the few petltlons for revlew 
that were denled access. 

Malne--Supreme Judlclal Court Slttlng as Law 
Court--Grand total cases do not Include 
mandatory dlsclpllnary and mandatory ad- 
vlsory oplnlons. 

Hlnnesota--Court o f  Appeals-Grand total cases 
do not Include dlscretlonary petltlons o f  
flnal judgments that were denled revlew. 

New Hampshlre--Supreme Court--Data do not 
Include dlscretlonary judge dlsclpllnary 
petltlons. 

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--Grand total cases 
dlsposed do not Include dlsclpllnary cases. 

Pennsylvanla--Superlor Court-..Grand total cases 
do not Include petltlons for revlew that were 
denled. 

South Carollna--Supreme Court--Grand total 
dlsposed cases do not Include dlscretlonary 
petltlons that were denled revlew. or 
otherwl se dlsmlssed/wl thdrawn/sett led. 

Vlrglnla--Supreme Court--Grand total cases 
do not Include mndatory Jurlsdlctlon cases. 
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TABLE 7: Reported National Civil and Criminal Caseload for State Trial Courts, 1986 

Reported Caseload F l l e d  D l  sposed 

C l v l l  cases: 

1. General J u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

A.  Number o f  repo r ted  complete and comparable cases ........................ 1.828.223 1,412,883 
Number o f  repo r ted  complete cases t h a t  a r e  no t  comparable due t o  t h e  

method o f  coun t lng  support /custody cases .............................. 1.114.118 1,514,617 
T o t a l  number of  repo r ted  complete cases ................................. 3,603,001 3,047,500 
Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete c l v l l  da ta  .......................... 21 26 
Number of  s t a t e s  w l t h  genera l  J u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete 

da ta  .................................................................. 23 22 
Percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  popu la t l on  of  s t a t e s  w i t h  genera l  J u r l s d l c t l o n  

c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete c l v l l  da ta  .................................. 44% 46% 

6 .  Number o f  repo r ted  complete and comparable c l v l l  cases t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  

Number of  repo r ted  complete c l v l l  cases t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes. 

T o t a l  number o f  repo r ted  complete c l v l l  cases t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  

Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete c l v l l  da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  genera l  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete 

Percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  genera l  J u r l s d l c t l o n  

Number o f  repo r ted  cases t h a t  a r e  comparable b u t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomple te  

Number o f  repo r ted  cases t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomple te  o r  Incomple te  and 

T o t a l  number o f  repo r ted  cases t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomple te  o r  Incomple te  

Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  cases t h a t  a r e  Incomple te  o r  Incomple te  and 

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  genera l  J u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  cases t h a t  

Percent of  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  genera l  J u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  
r e p o r t l n g  cases t h a t  a r e  Incomple te  o r  Incomplete and l n c l u d e  n o n c l v l l  
casetypes ............................................................... 2 2% 2 4% 

casetypes ............................................................. 93,804 93,012 

b u t  a r e  n o t  comparable due t o  t h e  method o f  coun t lng  support /custody 
cases ................................................................. 2,523.384 1,866,871 

casetypes ............................................................. 2,617,188 1.959.883 

casetypes ............................................................. 21 15 

c l v l l  da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  o the r  casetypes ............................... 21 15 

c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete c l v l l  da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes ..... 33% 2 7% 

C.  
o r  lncomple te  and I n c l u d e  n o n c l v l l  casetypes .......................... 839,143 851,152 

Inc lude  n o n c l v l l  casetypes, bu t  a r e  n o t  comparable due t o  t h e  method o f  
coun t lng  support /custody cases .......................................... 899,415 1,250,115 

and I n c l u d e  n o n c l v l l  casetypes .......................................... 1,738,558 2,101,927 

I n c l u d e  n o n c l v l l  casetypes .............................................. 1 12 

a r e  Incomple te  o r  Incomple te  and I n c l u d e  n o n c l v l l  casetypes 1 12 ............. 

11. L l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

A. Number o f  repo r ted  complete and comparable cases .......................... 5,954,025 4,551,549 

o f  coun t lng  suppor t /cus tody  cases ....................................... 496,833 416.055 
T o t a l  number o f  repo r ted  complete cases ................................... 6,450,858 5,027,604 
Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete c l v l l  da ta  ............................ 

Number o f  repo r ted  complete cases t h a t  a r e  n o t  comparable due t o  t h e  method 

50 41 
28 25 Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m l t e d  J u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete da ta  . 

Percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  of  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m l t e d  J u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  

Number o f  repo r ted  complete and comparable c l v l l  cases t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  

Number o f  repo r ted  complete c l v l l  cases t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes, b u t  

T o t a l  number o f  repo r ted  complete c l v l l  cases t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes. 

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m l t e d  J u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete C l V l l  

Percent of t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m l t e d  J u r l s d l c t l o n  Courts 

r e p o r t l n g  complete c l v l l  da ta  ........................................... 6 dx 60% 

8 .  
casetypes ............................................................... 531.670 616,881 

a r e  n o t  comparable due t o  t h e  method o f  coun t lng  support /custody cases 

Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete c l v l l  da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes 

da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes 6 1 

r e p o r t i n g  complete c l v l l  da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes 

.. 0 0 
531,610 616.881 

6 1 

....................................... 
.............. 19% 21% 

(con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 7:  Reported n a t l o n a l  c l v l l  and c r l m l n a l  caseload f o r  s t a t e  t r l a l  cour ts ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

Reported Caseload F l l e d  Dlsposed 

C.  Number o f  repo r ted  cases t h a t  a r e  comparable bu t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomplete o r  

Number o f  repo r ted  cases t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomplete o r  lncomplete and 

T o t a l  number o f  repo r ted  cases t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomplete o r  Incomplete 

Number o f  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  cases t h a t  a r e  Incomplete o r  lncomplete and 

Incomple te  and l n c l u d e  n o n c l v l l  casetypes ............................... 

o f  coun t lng  support /custody cases ....................................... 
and Inc lude  n o n c l v l l  casetypes .......................................... 
Inc lude  n o n c l v l l  casetypes .............................................. 

Inc lude  n o n c l v l l  casetypes. bu t  a r e  no t  comparable ,due t o  t h e  method 

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cour 
a r e  Incomplete o r  Incomplete and I n c l u d e  nonc 

Percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  popu la t l on  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  
r e p o r t l n g  cases t h a t  a r e  Incomplete o r  lncomp 
casetypes ................................... 

Cr lm lna l  Cases 

I .  General j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

A .  Number o f  repo r ted  complete and comparable case 
Number o f  cou r t s  r e o o r t l n q  comolete and comoara 

s r e p o r t l n g  cases t h a t  
v l l  casetypes ............. 
l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s  
e t e  and Inc lude  n o n c l v l l  
........................... 

.......................... 
l e  da ta  ................... 

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  genera l  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete and 

Percent of  t h e  t o t a l  popu la t l on  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  general  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s  
comparable da ta  ......................................................... 
r e p o r t l n g  complete c r l m l n a l  da ta  ........................................ 

8. Number o f  repo r ted  complete c r l m l n a l  cases t h a t  l n c l u d e  o the r  casetypes ... 
casetypes ............................................................... 
c r l m l n a l  da ta  ........................................................... 
r e p o r t l n g  complete c r l m l n a l  da ta  t h a t  l n c l u d e  o the r  casetypes ........... 

I n c l u d e  nonc r lm lna l  casetypes ........................................... 
1 n c l  ude noncr lml  n a l  casetypes ........................................... 
lncomplete c r l m l n a l  da ta  o r  lncomplete da ta  t h a t  I nc lude  nonc r lm lna l  
casetypes ............................................................... 
r e p o r t l n g  e l t h e r  Incomplete c r l m l n a l  da ta  o r  Incomplete da ta  t h a t  
I n c l u d e  nonc r lm lna l  casetypes ........................................... 

Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete c r l m l n a l  da ta  t h a t  l n c l u d e  o t h e r  

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  genera l  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete 

Percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  popu la t l on  o f  s ta tes  w l t h  genera l  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s  

C.  Number o f  repo r ted  cases t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomplete o r  Incomplete and 

Number o f  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  e l t h e r  Incomplete da ta  o r  Incomplete da ta  t h a t  

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  genera l  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  e l t h e r  

Percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  popu la t l on  of s ta tes  w l t h  genera l  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s  

11. L l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s :  

A. Number o f  repo r ted  complete and comparable cases .......................... 
Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete and comparable da ta  ................... 
Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete and 

comparable da ta  ......................................................... 
Percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  popu la t l on  o f  s ta tes  w l t h  l l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s  

r e p o r t l n g  complete c r l m l n a l  da ta  ........................................ 
8. Number o f  repo r ted  complete c r l m l n a l  cases t h a t  I nc lude  o the r  casetypes ... 

casetypes ............................................................... 
c r l m l n a l  da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  o the r  casetypes .............................. 

Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete c r l m l n a l  da ta  t h a t  I nc lude  o t h e r  

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete 

Percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  popu la t l on  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s  
r e p o r t l n g  complete c r l m l n a l  da ta  t h a t  l n c l u d e  o the r  casetypes ........... 

745,755 663,384 

8,216 2,730 

753.971 666.114 

13 12 

8 9 

1 8% 29% 

1.1 ,868 
18 

18 

48% 

489,353 

16 

15 

16% 

772.853 
16 

16 

4 5% 

487,051 

15 

14 

16% 

1,344,331 1,219.563 

18 20 

18 20 

3 5% 3 6% 

1,577,025 760.807 
11 6 

9 5 

28% 17% 

2,236,513 1,948,522 

13 12 

12 11 

30% 27% 

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 7: Reported n a t i o n a l  c l v l l  and c r l m l n a l  caseload f o r  s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s ,  1986. ( con t lnued)  

Reported Caseload F l l e d  Dlsposed 

C. Number o f  repo r ted  cases t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomple te  o r  Incomple te  and 
I n c l u d e  nonc r lm lna l  casetypes ........................................... 3.996.492 3.827.106 

Number o f  cou r t s  r e p o r t l n g  e l t h e r  Incomplete da ta  o r  Incomple te  da ta  t h a t  

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m i t e d  j u r i s d i c t i o n  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  e l t h e r  
Incomple te  c r l m l n a l  da ta  o r  Incomplete da ta  t h a t  I nc lude  nonc r lm lna l  

Percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  popu la t l on  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  

I n c l u d e  nonc r lm lna l  casetypes ........................................... 34 32 

casetypes ............................................................... 24 23 

r e p o r t l n g  e l t h e r  Incomplete c r l m l n a l  da ta  o r  Incomplete da ta  t h a t  
I n c l u d e  nonc r lm lna l  casetypes ........................................... 5 2% 52% 

Sumnary s e c t l o n  f o r  a l l  t r l a l  cou r t s :  

Reported f l l l n g s  
General L lm l ted  T o t a l  

J u r l s d l c t l o n  J u r l s d l c t l o n  ( Incomple te)  
C l v l l  C r lm lna l  C r  l m l  n a l  - -  Crlmlna l  

1 .  T o t a l  number o f  repo r ted  

2. T o t a l  number o f  repo r ted  

complete cases .............. 3.603,001* 1.136.868 6,450,858' 1,571,025 10.053.859' 2.713.893 

complete cases t h a t  I n c l u d e  
o t h e r  casetypes ............. 2,617,188' 489,353 531,670' 2,236,513 3,148,858' 2,725.866 

3. T o t a l  number o f  repo r ted  cases 
t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomplete.  o r  
lncomple te  and I n c l u d e  o the r  
casetypes ................... 1.738,558* 1,344,331 753.971* 3.996.492 2,492,529' 5,534,773 

To ta l  ( Incomplete) ............ 7,958,747' 2,970.552 7,736,499' 7,810,030 15.695,246* 10.780.582 

*Data r e f l e c t  a t o t a l  o f  complete and comparable 
c l v l l  da ta  and complete c l v l l  da ta  whlch a r e  no t  
comparable due t o  t h e  method o f  coun t lng  suppor t /  
custody cases I n  some cour t s .  
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total, State Trial Court Caseload, 1986 

Grand t o t a l  Grand t o t a l  Olsposj- F l l l n g s  
Cr l rn lna l  C r im ina l  flllngs and d i s p o s i t l o n s  t l o n s  as a pe r  100.000 

J u r l s -  u n l t  of  p o l n t  of q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y -  percentage t o t a l  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  Park lnq  count f l l l n q  foo tno tes  l n q  foo tno tes  of f l l l n q s  p o p u l a t l o n  

ALABAMA C l r c u l t  ...... 1 2 G A 131,646 0 133,207 0 101 3,248 
ALABAMA O l s t r l c t  ..... 2 1 8 B 537.844 C 498,096 C 93 13,270 
ALABAMA Probate ...... 2 2 I I N/A N/A 
ALABAMA Mun lc lpa l  .... 2 1 M 8 N/A N/A 

ALABAMA S t a t e  T o t a l .  669,490 631.303 94 16.518 

ALASKA Super lo r  ...... 1 1 B A 21,071 P 18,706 P 89 3,953 
ALASKA O l s t r l c t  ...... 2 3 E E 52,921 J 126.997 B 9,929 

ALASKA S t a t e  T o t a l  . 73.992 * 145.703 13,882 

ARIZONA Super lo r  ..... 1 2 0 A 136,777 E 125,299 8 92 4,121 

t h e  Peace .......... 2 1 2 B 592.198 I 555,464 1 94 17,843 
A R I Z O N A  Mun lc lpa l  .... 2 1 2 E 1,098,032 l 1,063,749 I 97 33.083 

ARIZONA J u s t l c e  of 

ARIZONA S t a t e  T o t a l .  1,827.007 1,744,512 95 55,047 

ARKANSAS C l r c u l t  ..... 1 
ARKANSAS Chancery 

and Probate ........ 1 
ARKANSAS Court  of 

Common Pleas ....... 2 
ARKANSAS County ...... 2 
ARKANSAS Mun lc lpa l  ... 2 
ARKANSAS C l t y  ........ 2 
ARKANSAS P o l l c e  ...... 2 

ARKANSAS S t a t e  
T o t a l  ............ 

2 A 

2 I 

2 I 
2 I 
1 A 
1 A 
1 A 

A 

I 

65.662 64.042 C 

53.016 8 49,650 E 94 

12.357 I 11,175 1 90 
500,963 V 343.422 V 

20.847 V 13,176 V 

N/A N/A 

2,768 

2,235 

521 

652,845 481.465 

CALIFORNIA Super lo r  .. 1 2 B A 838.895 8 671.294 B BO 3,109 
CALIFORNIA Mun lc lpa l  . 2 3 8 8 17,541.419 C 14.299.819 C 82 65.014 
CALIFORNIA J u s t l c e  ... 2 3 E 8 603.658 C 513.076 C 85 2,237 

T o t a l  ............ 18,983,972 * 15,464,189 82 70,361 
CALIFORNIA S t a t e  

COLORADO O l s t r l c t .  
Denver Super lo r  b 
J u v e n l l e  b Probate . 1 2 0 G 137.780 C . 128,859 C 94 4.217 

COLORADO Water ....... 1 2 I I 1,870 2.348 126 57 
COLORADO County ...... 2 2 0 B 373,175 358.517 96 11,423 
COLORADO Mun lc lpa l  ... 2 1 I I N /A N/A 

COLORAOO S t a t e  
T o t a l  ............ 512,825 * 489.724 95 15,697 

CONNECTICUT Super lo r  . 1 1 E A 836,176 Y 777,524 Y 
CONNECTICUT Probate .. 2 2 I I 50,856 N/A 
CONNECTICUT S t a t e  

T o t a l  .............. 887.032 777.524 * 
1,595 

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 

156 



TABLE 8: ReDorted grand total state trlal court caseload. 1986. (contlnued) 

Grand total Grand total Olsposl- F 11 lngs 
Crlmlnal Crlmlnal flllngs and dlsposltlons tlons as a per 100.000 

Jurls- unlt o f  polnt o f  quallfylng and quallfy- percentage total 
StateKourt name: dlctlon Parklnq count flllns footnotes lnq footnotes o f  flllnqs powlatlon 

OELAWARE Court o f  
Chancery ........... 1 2 I I 3.309 2,888 87 522 

DELAWARE Superlor .... 1 2 8 A 8,709 E 7,642 E 88 1,376 
DELAWARE Court o f  
Comnon Pleas ....... 2 2 A 8 23.522 1 22.151 1 94 3,716 

Hunlclpal Court o f  

DELAWARE Famlly ...... 2 2 8 B 36,287 J 35,953 J 99 5,733 
DELAWARE Justlce of  

the Peace .......... 2 2 A 8 192,982 192,444 100 30.487 
DELAWARE Alderman's . . 2 4 A 8 24.620 23,828 97 3,889 

OELAWARE State 
Total ............ 319,970 315.420 99 50,548 

Wllmlngton. DELAWARE 2 4 A 8 30,541 K 30,514 K 100 4,825 

OISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superlor ........... 1 3 8 G 218.847 8 221.581 8 101 35,016 

Total ............ 218,847 221.581 * 101 35.016 
OISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

FLORIDA Clrcult ...... 1 2 E A 678.640 557,453 82 5.813 

FLORIOA State Total 4,359,652 4,014.574 92 37,342 
FLORIDA County ....... 2 1 A 8 3,681,012 3,457,121 94 31,529 

GEORGIA Superlor ..... 1 
GEORGIA State ........ 2 
GEORGIA Probate ...... 2 
GEORGIA Juvenile ..... 1 
GEORGIA Hunlclpal .... 2 
GEORGIA Clvll ........ 2 
GEORGIA Haglstrate ... 2 
GEORGIA County 

GEORGIA Muntclpal & 
Recorder's ......... 2 

Clty o f  Atlanta .... 2 
GEORGIA State Total 

1 H 

A 202,901 0 194,736 0 96 3,324 
A 520,580 0 481,732 0 93 8.529 
A 218.623 V 190,610 V 
I 41,788 37.244 89 684 
H N /A N/A 
M N/A N/A 
8 217,093 1 131.837 1 61 3.557 

H N/A N/A 

M N/A N/A 
1,200,985 * 1,036,159 

HAWAII Clrcult ....... 1 2 G 8 45,098 D 44,805 0 99 4,243 
HAWAII Olstrlct ...... 2 4 A G 959.176 898,428 94 90,233 

H A W A I I  State Total . 1.004.274 943.233 94 94,475 

IOAHO Olstrlct ....... 1 3 D F 333,558 I 340,164 1 102 33,289 
IOAHO State Total .. 333,558 340,164 102 33,289 

ILLINOIS Clrcult ..... 1 4 G A 7.329.530 8 4,766,064 B 65 63,454 
ILLINOIS State Total 7,329.530 * 4.766.064 65 63.454 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  caseload. 1986. (con t lnued)  

Grand t o t a l  Grand t o t a l  D lspos l -  F l l l n g r  
C r lm lna l  C r lm lna l  f l l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  t l o n s  as a per  100,000 

J u r l s -  u n l t  of p o l n t  of q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y -  percentage t o t a l  
S t a t e K o u r t  name: d l c t l o n  Park lnq  count f l l l n q  foo tno tes  l n q  foo tno tes  of  f l l l n q s  Dopu la t l on  

I N D I A N A  Super lo r  and 
C l r c u l t  ............ 1 3 8 A 481,838 I 460,665 I 96 8.756 

I N D I A N A  County ....... 2 4 8 F 268,393 1 261,435 1 97 4,877 
Mun lc lpa l  Court  of  

Marlon County, 
I N D I A N A  .......... 2 3 8 F 201,367 177.499 88 3,659 

I N D I A N A  Probate ...... 2 2 I I N/A N/A 
I N D I A N A  C l t y  and Town 2 3 8 F 200.012 198,947 99 3.635 
Small Clalms Court  of 

Marlon County, 
I N D I A N A  .......... 2 2 I I 61,352 58,001 95 1,115 

I N D I A N A  S t a t e  T o t a l  1,212,962 1,156,541 95 22,042 

I O W A  D l s t r l c t  ........ 1 3 B A 888,940 D 880,443 P 
I O W A  S t a t e  T o t a l  ... 888,940 880.443 

31,191 
31,191 

KANSAS D l s t r l c t  ...... 1 2 8 G 415,195 8 405,656 8 98 16.878 
KANSAS Mun lc lpa l  ..... 2 1 I I N/A N/A 

KANSAS S t a t e  T o t a l  . 415.195 405,656 * 98 16.878 

KENTUCKY C l r c u l t  ..... 1 2 8 A 75,931 D 72.608 D 96 2,036 
KENTUCKY D l s t r l c t  .... 2 3 8 F 618,744 0 614.885 0 99 16,593 

KENTUCKY S t a t e  T o t a l  694,675 687,493 99 18,629 

LOUISIANA O l s t r l c t  ... 1 2 2 A 482,176 0 N /A 
LOUISIANA Faml ly  and 

J u v e n l l e  ........... 1 2 I I 29,076 N /A 

10,710 

645 
LOUISIANA C l t y  and 

P a r l s h  ............. 2 1 8 F 641,120 508,085 79 14.241 
LOUISIANA J u s t l c e  o f  

t h e  Peace .......... 2 1 I I N/A N/A 
LOUISIANA Mayor 's .... 2 1 I I N/A N/A 

LOUISIANA S t a t e  
T o t a l  ............ 1,152,312 508,085 25.597 

M A I N E  Super lo r  ....... 1 2 8 A 18,024 0 17,943 0 100 1.537 
M A I N E  D l s t r l c t  ....... 2 4 8 A 264,238 J 253.232 J 96 22,527 
M A I N E  Probate ........ 2 2 I I N/A N/A 
M A I N E  A d m l n l s t r a t l v e  . 2 2 I I 0 0 

M A I N E  S t a t e  T o t a l  .. 282,262 271,175 96 24,063 

MARYLAND C l r c u l t  ..... 1 2 8 A 185.920 C 155,526 C 84 4.166 

MARYLAND Orphan's .... 2 2 I I N/A N/A 
MARYLAND D l s t r l c t  .... 2 2 8 A 1,603,148 935,861 V 35,934 

MARYLAND S t a t e  T o t a l  1,789,668 e 1,091,387 40,100 

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  caseload. 1986. (con t lnued)  

Grand t o t a l  Grand t o t a l  D lspos i -  F l l l n g s  
Cr lm lna l  C r lm lna l  f l l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  t l o n s  as a p e r  100,000 

J u r l s -  u n l t  o f  p o l n t  o f  q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y -  percentage t o t a l  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  P a r k l n q  count f l l l n q  foo tno tes  l n q  foo tno tes  of f l l l n q s  DoDula t ion  

MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  Court  
o f  t h e  Commonwealth: 
Super lo r  Cour t  

Houslng, D l s t r l c t .  

MASSACHUSETTS S t a t e  

Department ....... 1 1 D A 39,980 39,187 98 686 

Boston H u n l c l p a l  Court  
Departments ...... 1 1 D 8 2,129,540 1 1,416.251 V 36.515 

T o t a l  ............ 2,169,520 1,455,438 37,201 

M I C H I G A N  C l r c u l t  ..... 1 2 B A 219.794 218,781 100 2.404 

Clalms ............. 1 2 I I 825 536 65 9 
MICHIGAN O l s t r l c t  .... 2 4 8 B 2,937.101 2,731,221 93 32.121 
M I C H I G A N  Mun lc lpa l  ... 2 4 B 8 42,331 41.740 99 463 
M I C H I G A N  Probate ..... 2 2 I I 107.972 1 37.821 V 1.181 

M I C H I G A N  S t a t e  T o t a l  3,308.023 3.030.099 36.177 

MICHIGAN Court  o f  

MINNESOTA D l s t r l c t  ... 1 4 8 B 1,964,932 B 1,925,766 B 98 46,629 

T o t a l  ............ 1,964,932 1.925.766 98 46,629 
MINNESOTA S t a t e  

MISSOURI C l r c u l t  ..... 1 3 2 A 800.342 P 761.341 P 95 15.798 
MISSOURI S t a t e  T o t a l  800.342 761.341 95 15.798 

~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~~~ ~ 

MONTANA O l s t r l c t  ..... 1 2 G A 32.740 D 27,910 8 3,998 
MONTANA J u s t l c e  o f  

t h e  Peace .......... 2 1 B 8 N/A N/A 
MONTANA C l t y  ......... 2 1 8 8 N/A N/A 
MONTANA H u n l c l p a l  .... 2 1 8 B N/A N/A 

MONTANA S t a t e  T o t a l  32.740 * 27,910 * 

NEBRASKA O l s t r l c t  .... 1 2 8 A 42.771 D 44,448 D 104 2,678 
NEBRASKA County ...... 2 1 8 F 401,157 1 403,302 1 101 25.119 
NEBRASKA Separate 

Juven l l e  ........... 2 2 I I 1,979 N/A 124 
NEBRASKA Workmen’s 

Compensatlon ....... 2 2 I I 327 325 99 20 
NEBRASKA S t a t e  T o t a l  2 446.234 448.075 27,942 

NEVADA D l s t r l c t  ...... 1 2 2 A N/A N/A 
NEVADA J u s t l c e  ....... 2 1 2 8 N/A N/A 
NEVADA Mun lc lpa l  ..... 2 1 2 B N/A N/A 

NEVADA S t a t e  T o t a l  . 
(con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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S ta te /Cour t  name: 

NEW HAMPSHIRE Super lo r  
NEW HAMPSHIRE O l s t r l c t  
NEW HAMPSHIRE Probate 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

H u n l c l p a l  .......... 
NEW HAMPSHIRE S ta te  

T o t a l  ............ 

Grand t o t a l  
C r lm lna l  C r lm lna l  f l l l n g s  and 

J u r l s -  u n l t  o f  p o l n t  of q u a l l f y l n g  
d l c t l o n  Park lng  count f l l l n q  Footnotes 

1 2 A A 25,890 B 
2 4 A B 355.816 K 
2 2 I I 15,807 

2 4 A 6 8,176 K 

405,689 * 

Grand t o t a l  D lspos l -  F l l l n g s  
d l s p o s l t l o n s  t l o n s  as a pe r  100.000 
and q u a l l f y -  percentage t o t a l  
l n a  foo tno tes  o f  f l l l n q s  popu la t l on  

25.533 8 99 2,521 
N/A 34,646 
N/A 1,539 

N/A 796 

25,533 39,502 

NEW JERSEY Super lo r  .. 1 2 B A 775,882 B 768,033 B 99 10,182 
NEW JERSEY Mun lc lpa l  . 2 4 B B 5,478.384 4,628,396 84 71,895 

T o t a l  ............ 6,254,266 5.396.429 86 82,077 

NEW JERSEY Surrogates.  2 2 I I N/A N/A 
NEW JERSEY S t a t e  

NEW M E X I C O  O l s t r l c t  .. 1 2 E B 70,900 0 65,063 0 92 4,794 
NEW M E X I C O  Hag ls t ra te .  2 3 E B 115,023 C N/A 7,117 
NEW M E X I C O  Probate ... 2 2 I I N/A N/A 
NEW MEXICO Hun lc lpa l  . 2 1 I I N/A N/A 
M e t r o p o l l t a n  Court  o f  

B e r n a l l l l o  County, 
NEW MEXICO ......... 2 4 E B 415.101 K 291.137 K 70 28.066 
NEW M E X I C O  S t a t e  

T o t a l  ............ 601.024 356.200 40.637 

NEW YORK Supreme and 

C l v l l  Court  o f  t h e  

Cr lm lna l  Court  o f  t h e  

NEW YORK Court  o f  
Clalms ............. 2 2 I I 2.290 2.172 95 12 

NEW YORK Sur rogates '  . 2 2 I I 108,173 59,869 V 61 2 
NEW YORK Faml ly  ...... 2 2 I I 421,830 420,851 100 2,374 
NEW YORK O l s t r l c t  and 

C l t y  ............... 2 4 E 0 354,006 V 1,341,922 
NEW YORK Town and 

V l l l a g e  ............ 2 1 E 8 N/A N/A 
NEW YORK S t a t e  

County ............. 1 2 E A 340.924 0 225.135 0 66 1,918 

C l t y  o f  NEW YORK ... 2 2 I I 254,170 246,352 9 1  1,430 

C l t y  o f  NEW YORK ... 2 4 E 0 389,431 l 361.421 I 93 2,191 

T o t a l  ............ 1.871.424 2,651,722 10.530 

NORTH CAROLINA Super lo r  1 2 B A 168.21 0 159.589 95 2,656 
NORTH CAROLINA O l s t r l c t  2 3 C G 1,669,633 B 1,623,049 B 97 26,360 

T o t a l  ............ 1.837.843 * 1.782.638 * 97 29,016 
NORTH CAROLINA S t a t e  

NORTH OAKOTA O l s t r l c t  1 4 B A 18,423 0 17,609 0 96 2.713 
NORTH OAKOTA County .. 2 1 E F 89,605 K 89,731 K 100 13,197 
NORTH OAKOTA Mun lc lpa l  2 1 B B N/A 45,002 V 

NORTH OAKOTA S t a t e  
T o t a l  ............ 108,028 152.342 15.910 

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 
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Grand t o t a l  Grand t o t a l  Olsposl -  F l l l n g s  
C r l m l n a l  Cr l rn lna l  f l l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  t l o n s  as a p e r  100.000 

J u r l s -  u n l t  of p o l n t  of q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y -  percentage t o t a l  
State/Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  P a r k l n q  count f l l l n o  foo tno tes  l n q  foo tno tes  o f  f l l l n s s  p o w l a t l o n  

O H I O  Cour t  of Common 
Pleas .............. 1 2 8 C 589,740 576.994 98 5,484 

O H I O  County .......... 2 2 8 E 275,757 270,079 98 2.564 
O H I O  Mun lc lpa l  ....... 2 2 8 E 2,171,709 2,154,721 99 20,196 
O H I O  Cour t  o f  Clalrns . 2 2 I I 4,047 2,588 64 37 
O H I O  Mayors' ......... 2 1 M M N/A N/A 

O H I O  S t a t e  T o t a l  ... 3,041,253 * 3.004.382 99 28,283 

OKLAHOMA O l s t r l c t  .... 1 2 J A 514,840 J 479.313 J 93 15.578 
OKLAHOMA Cour t  of Tax 

OKLAHOMA Munlc lpa l  

OKLAHOMA M u n l c l p a l  

Review ............. 2 2 I I N/A N/A 

C r l m l n a l  Cour t  of 
Record ............. 2 1 I I N/A N/A 

Cour t  Not of Record. 2 1 I I N/A N/A 
OKLAHOMA S t a t e  T o t a l  514,840 * 479,313 * 

OREGON C l r c u l t  ....... 1 2 E G 118,149 P 99,066 P 84 4,379 
OREGON Tax ........... 1 2 I I N/A N/A 
OREGON D l s t r l c t  ...... 2 1 E G 451.824 K 421.029 K 93 16,747 
OREGON County ........ 2 2 I I N/A N/A 
OREGON J u s t l c e  ....... 2 3 E 8 N/A N/A 
OREGON Mun lc lpa l  ..... 2 3 A 8 N/A N/A 

OREGON S t a t e  T o t a l  . 569,973 520,095 

PENNSYLVANIA Cour t  of 
Comnon Pleas ....... 1 2 8 A 411,569 1 433.573 3,647 

PENNSYLVANIA O l s t r l c t  

P h l l a d e l p h l a  Mun lc lpa l  

P l t t s b u r g h  C l t y  
Hagl s t r a t e s ,  

P h l l a d e l p h l a  T r a f f l c  
Cour t ,  PENNSYLVANIA. 2 1 I I N/A N/A 
PENNSYLVANIA S t a t e  

J u s t l c e  Cour t  ...... 2 4 8 B 1,869.029 739,568 93 15,722 

Court,  PENNSYLVANIA. 2 2 6 8 143.792 K 144.350 K 100 1,210 

PENNSYLVANIA ..... 2 4 8 8 389,774 1 N/A 3.279 

T o t a l  ............ 2,814,164 2,317,491 * 23.857 

PUERTO R I C O  Super lo r  . 1 2 A 8 101,167 0 97.305 0 96 3,097 
PUERTO R I C O  O l s t r l c t  . 2 2 A 8 165.320 C 164,441 C 99 5.060 
PUERTO R I C O  Mun lc lpa l .  2 1 I I N/A N/A 

PUERTO R I C O  T o t a l  .. 266,487 * 261.746 * 98 8,157 

RHOOE ISLANO Super lo r .  1 2 0 A 13,389 E 5,404 V 1.373 

RHOOE ISLAND O l s t r l c t .  2 2 A 8 75.342 0 64,055 0 85 7.727 
RHODE ISLAND M u n l c l p a l  2 1 I I N/A N/A 
RHOOE ISLAND Probate . 2 2 I I N/A N/A 

RHOOE ISLAND Faml ly  .. 2 2 I I 11,713 J N/A 1,201 

RHOOE ISLAND S t a t e  
T o t a l  ............ 100,444 69,459 10,302 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  caseload. 1986. (con t lnued)  

Grand t o t a l  Grand t o t a l  O lspos l -  F l l l n g s  
Cr lm lna l  Cr l rn lnal  f l l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  t t o n s  as a pe r  100,000 

J u r l s -  u n l t  o f  p o l n t  o f  q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y -  percentage t o t a l  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  Park lnq  count f l l l n q  foo tno tes  l n q  foo tno tes  o f  f l l l n q s  poou la t l on  

SOUTH CAROLINA C l r c u l t  1 2 8 A 100,952 E 97.334 E 96 2,990 
SOUTH CAROLINA Farnlly 2 2 I I 63,781 B 64.049 8 100 1.889 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

H a g l s t r a t e  ......... 2 4 8 E 620.175 K 621,625 K 100 18.370 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

Probate ............ 2 2 I I 20,459 19,552 96 606 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

H u n l c l p a l  .......... 2 4 8 E 364,265 K 64.298 K 100 10.790 

T o t a l  ............ 1,169,632 1,166.858 100 34.645 
SOUTH CAROLINA S ta te  

SOUTH OAKOTA C l r c u l t  . 1 3 8 B 209,676 195,943 1 

T o t a l  ............ 209,676 195,943 
SOUTH OAKOTA S t a t e  

29,615 

29,615 

TENNESSEE C l r c u l t .  
C r lm lna l .  and 

Chancery ......... 1 2 2 A 151,393 0 136,749 0 90 3.152 
TENNESSEE Probate .... 2 2 I I N/A N/A 
TENNESSEE Juven l l e  ... 2 2 I I N/A N/A 
TENNESSEE General 

TENNESSEE Mun lc lpa l  .. 2 1 H H N/A N/A 
Sesslons 2 1 M M 3.073 W 2.730 W 

TENNESSEE S t a t e  

........... 

T o t a l  ............ 154,466 139.479 

TEXAS O l s t r l c t  ....... 1 2 8 A 559,671 8 617.406 B 110 3.354 
TEXAS H u n l c l p a l  ...... 2 4 A 8 6,568,777 1 5,214.948 I 79 39,369 
TEXAS J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  

Peace .............. 2 4 A 8 2,357,091 V 1,909,655 V 
TEXAS County-Level ... 2 2 8 F 650.807 667,161 103 3.901 

TEXAS S t a t e  T o t a l  .. 10.136.346 * 8.409.170 60,751 
~~ 

UTAH O l s t r l c t  ........ 1 2 J A 38,097 C 50,324 C 132 2,288 
UTAH C l r c u l t  ......... 2 4 8 A 616,538 E 500,231 E 81 37,029 
UTAH J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  

Peace .............. 2 4 8 8 31 4.398 298,565 95 18,883 
UTAH Juven l l e  ........ 2 2 I I N/A N/A 

UTAH S t a t e  T o t a l  ... 969.033 849,120 88 58,200 

VERMONT Super lo r  ..... 1 2 I I 9.490 0 9,355 0 99 1,754 
VERMONT O l s t r l c t  ..... 1 2 0 C 156.692 147,601 94 28,963 
VERflONT Probate ...... 2 2 I I 3,456 V 4,175 

VERMONT S t a t e  To ta l .  169,638 161.131 31,356 

V I R G I N I A  C l r c u l t  ..... 1 2 A A 155,691 8 145,830 8 94 2,690 
V I R G I N I A  O l s t r l c t  .... 2 4 A E 2,693.074 2,650,652 98 46,537 

V I R G I N I A  S t a t e  T o t a l  2,848.765 2,796.482 98 49,227 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  caseload, 1986. (con t lnued)  

Grand t o t a l  
C r im ina l  C r lm lna l  f l l l n g s  and 

J u r l s -  u n l t  o f  p o l n t  o f  q u a l l f y l n g  
Sta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  Park lng  count f l l l n g  foo tno tes  

WASHINGTON Super lo r  .. 1 2 G A 179,210 D 
WASHINGTON D l s t r l c t  .. 2 4 C B 114,344 C 
WASHINGTON H u n l c l p a l  . 2 4 C B 1,146,356 

WASHINGTON S t a t e  
T o t a l  ............ 2,099,910 

Grand t o t a l  D lspos l -  f 11 l ngs  
d i s p o s i t i o n s  t l o n s  as a pe r  100,000 
and q u a l l f y -  percentage t o t a l  
I n s  foo tno tes  o f  f l l l n q s  DoDula t lon  

140,625 D 78 4.015 
85,546 V 17,350 

N /A 25.686 

226.171 41,052 

WEST V I R G I N I A  C l r c u l t .  1 2 J A 54,293 0 57.985 P 2,829 
WEST V I R G I N I A  

WEST V I R G I N I A  
H a g l s t r a t e  ......... 2 2 J E 292.752 K 282,989 K 97 15,255 

Hun lc lpa l  .......... 2 1 A B N/A N/A 
WEST V I R G I N I A  S t a t e  

To ta l  ............ 347.045 340.914 18,085 

WISCONSIN C t r c u l t  .... 1 3 D C 569,668 B 555,050 8 97 11,905 
WISCONSIN Mun lc lpa l  .. 2 3 A B N/A 325,896 V 

T o t a l  ............ 569.668 880,946 
WISCONSIN S t a t e  

WYOMING D l s t r l c t  ..... 1 2 J A 11,926 D 11.877 D 100 2,352 
WYOMING J u s t l c e  o f  

t h e  Peace .......... 2 1 J B 34,449 34.047 99 6.795 
WYOMING H u n l c l p a l  .... 2 1 A B N/A N/A 
MYOHING County ....... 2 1 J B 105,967 106.660 101 20,901 

WYOMING S t a t e  T o t a l .  152,342 152,584 100 30.048 

NOTE: H l s s l s s l p p l  1s n o t  I nc luded  t n  t h l s  t a b l e  
because I t  d l d  n o t  r e p o r t  t r l a l  l e v e l  da ta  
f o r  1986. and d l d  n o t  respond t o  t h e  T r l a l  
Court  J u r l s d l c t l o n  Gulde. A l l  o t h e r  s t a t e  
c o u r t s  a r e  l l s t e d  I n  t h l s  t a b l e ,  rega rd less  
o f  whether da ta  a r e  a v a l l a b l e .  A l l  da ta  
t h a t  a r e  a t  l e a s t  75% complete a r e  en tered  
I n  t h e  t a b l e .  Blank spaces l n d l c a t e  t h a t  
e l t h e r  da ta  a r e  unava l l ab le  o r  l e s s  than  75% 
complete, o r  t h a t  t h e  c a l c u l a t l o n s  a r e  Inap- 
p r o p r l a t e .  The " f l l t n g s  pe r  100.000 popula- 
t i o n "  S t a t e  T o t a l  f l g u r e  may n o t  equal  t h e  
sum o f  t h e  I n d l v l d u a l  s t a t e  c o u r t s  due t o  
round lng  

N/A = Data a r e  n o t  a v a l l a b l e .  

JURISDICTION CODES: 

1 = General J u r l s d l c t l o n  
2 = L l m l t e d  J u r l s d l c t l o n  

PARKING CODES: 

1 = Park lng  da ta  a r e  u n a v a l l a b l e  
2 = Court  does n o t  have p a r k l n g  J u r l s d l c t l o n  
3 = Only contes ted  p a r k l n g  cases a r e  Inc luded  
4 = Both contes ted  and uncontested p a r k l n g  cases 

CRIMNAL UNIT OF COUNT CODES: 

a r e  Inc luded  

M = H l s s l n g  Data 
I = Data element Is l n a p p l l c a b l e  
A = S l n g l e  de fendant -s lng le  charge 
B = S l n g l e  defendant--single l n c l d e n t  (one/more 

C - S l n g l e  de fendant - -s lng le  Incldent/maxlmum 

0 = S l n g l e  defendant--one/more l n c l d e n t s  
E = S l n g l e  defendant--content v a r l e s  w l t h  

f = One/more de fendants -s lng le  charge 

charges) 

number charges ( u s u a l l y  two) 

p rosecutor  

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trlal court caseload, 1986. (contlnued) 

G = One/more defendants--single IncIdent (one/more 

H = One/more defendants--slngle Incldent/maxlmum 

J = Dne/more defendants--one/more lncldents 
K = One/more defendants--content varles ulth 

L = Inconslstent durlng reportlng year 
2 = Both the defendant and charge components vary 

CRIMINAL POINT OF fILING CODES: 

H = Hlsslng Data 
I = Data element Is lnappllcable 
A = At the ftllng of the lnformatlon/lndlctment 
B = At the flllng o f  the complalnt 
C = When defendant enters plea/lnltlal appearance 
0 =.When docketed 
E = At Issulng o f  warrant 
f = At flllng o f  lnformatlon/complalnt 
G = Varles (At flllng o f  the complalnt, lnformatlon, 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

An absence o f  a quallfylng footnote lndlcates that 
data are not lncomplete or overlncluslve. 

*See the quallfylng footnote for each court ulthln 

charges ) 

number charges (usually two) 

prosecutor 

ulthln the state 

Indlctment) 

the state. Each footnote ulll have Impact on 
the state's total. 

B: The folloulng courts' data are not comparable 
due t o  the method o f  countlng support/custody 
cases : 

Alaska--Dlstrlct Court 
Arlzona--Superlor Court 
Arkansas--Chancery and Probate Court 
Callfornla--Superlor Court 
Dlstrlct o f  Columbla--Superlor Court 
Illlnols--Clrcult Court 
Kansas--Dlstrlct Court 
Hlnnesota--Dlstrlct Court 
Montana--DlstrIct Court 
New Hampshlre--Superlor Court 
New Jersey--Superlor Court 
North Carollna--DIstrlct Court 
South Carollna--Family Court 
Texas--Dlstrlct Court 
Vlrglnla--Clrcult Court 
Wtsconsln--Clrcult Court 

Alabama-Dlstrlct Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data Include prellmlnary 
hearings. 

Arkansas--Clrcult Court--Grand total dlsposed 
data Include postconvlctlon remedy and pro- 
batlon revocatlon proceedlngs. 

Cal lfornla--Munlclpal Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data Include prellmlnary 
hearlng cases. 
--Justlce Court--Grand total flled and 
dlsposed data Include prellmlnary hearlng 
cases bound over and other transfers. 

C: The folloulng courts' data are overlncluslve: 

Colorado--0lstrlct. Denver Superlor. Denver 
Juvenlle, Denver Probate Court--Grand 
total flled and dlsposed data Include 
extradltlons. revocatlons. parole, and 
release from comnltment hearlngs. 

Maryland--Clrcult Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data Include some post- 
convlctlon remedy proceedlngs. 

New Mexlco--Magistrate Court--Grand total 
flled data lnclude prellmlnary hearlngs. 

Puerto Rlco--Dlstrlct Court--Grand total 
flled and dlsposed data Include transfers 
and reopened cases. 

and dlsposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy and sentence revlew only 
proceedlngs. 

flled data Include some Munlclpal Court 
cases. 

Utah--Dlstrlct Court--Grand total flled 

Washlngton--0lstrlct Court--Grand total 

0: The folloulng courts' data are overlncluslve 
and are not comparable due to the method o f  
countlng support/custody cases: 

Alabama--Clrcult Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedtngs. and are not compar- 
able wlth other state totals due to the 
method o f  countlng support/custody cases. 

Georgla--Superlor Court--Grand total f lled 
and dlsposed data lnclude probatlon revo- 
catlon hearlngs, and are not comparable 
to other state totals due to the method 
o f  countlng support/custody cases. 

Hawall--Clrcult Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data lnclude crlmlnal 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs, and 
are not comparable ulth other state 
totals due to the method o f  countlng 
support/custody cases. 

Iowa--Dlstrlct Court--Grand total flled 
data Include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs, and are not comparable ulth 
other state totals due to the method o f  
countlng support/custody cases. 

Kentucky--Clrcult Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data Include sentence 
revlew only and some postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs. and are not compar- 
able ulth other state totals due t o  the 
method of  countlng support/custody cases. 

flled data Include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs and are not comparable ulth 
other state totals due to the method of 
countlng support/custody cases. 

and dlsposed data lnclude postconvlctlon 
remedy and sentence revlew only proceed- 
Ings, and are not comparable ulth other 
state totals due to the method of  count- 
Ing supportkustody cases. 

Loulslana--Dlstrlct Court--Grand total 

Malne--Superlor Court--Grand total flled 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trlal court caseload. 1986. (contlnued) 

Montana--0lstrlct Court--Grand total flled 
data Include reopened cases, and are not 
comparable wlth other state totals due to 
the method of countlng support/ custody 
cases. 

Nebraska--0lstrlct Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs. and are not compar- 
able wlth other state totals due to the 
method o f  countlng support/custody cases. 

New Mextco--0lstrlct Court--Grand total f lled 
and dlsposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs and are not comparable 
wlth other state totals due to the method 
o f  countlng support/custody cases. 

North Oakota--0lstrlct Court--Grand total 
flled and dlsposed data Include sentence 
revlew only and postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs, and are not comparable wlth 
other state totals due to the method o f  
countlng support/custody cases. 

Vermont--Superlor Court--Grand total flled 
and disposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs. and are not comparable 
wlth other state totals due to the method 
of countlng support/custody cases. 

Washlngton--Superlor Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs, and are not comparable 
wlth other state totals due to the method 
o f  countlng support/custody cases. 

West Vlrglnla--Clrcult Court--Grand total 
flled and dlsposed data Include postconvlc- 
tlon remedy proceedlngs, and are not compar- 
able wlth other state totals due to the 
method o f  countlng support/custody cases. 

Wyomlng--0lstrlct Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs, and are not comparable 
wlth other state totals due to the method 
o f  countlng support/custody cases. 

E:  The followlng courts' data Include postconvlc- 
tlon remedy proceedlngs: 

Oelaware--Superlor Court 
Rhode Island--Superlor Court 
South Carollna--Clrcult Court 
Utah--Clrcult Court 

1: The followlng courts' data are 75% complete: 
Arlzona--Justlce o f  the Peace Court--Grand 

total flled and dlsposed data do not ln- 
clude llmlted felony, parklng. or mlscellan- 
eous trafflc cases. 
--Munlclpal Court--Grand total flled and 
dlsposed data do not Include ordlnance 
vlolat Ion, parklng , and ml scel laneous 
trafflc cases. 

dlsposed data do not Include real property 
rlghts and mlscellaneous clvll cases. 
Several countles dld not report data. 

Arkansas--County Court--Grand total flled and 

Delaware--Court of Comnon Pleas--Grand total 
flled and dlsposed data do not Include 
some llmlted felony cases. 

and dlsposed data do not Include crlmlnal 
cases. 

dlsposed data do not lnclude felony, 
parklng. and some DYI/DUI cases. 

Indlana--Superlor and Clrcult Court-Grand 
total flled and dlsposed data do not 
Include some clvll. all mental health, 
crlmlnal appeals. mtscellaneous crlmlnal, 
'redocketed clvll." and 'other" cases. 
--County Court--Grand total flled and 
dlsposed data do not Include mental 
health, rnlscellaneous clvll, and mls- 
cellaneous crlmlnal cases. 

Comnonwealth (Houslng. Dlstrlct. Boston 
Hunlclpal Departments)--Grand total flled 
data do not Include crlmlnal and trafflc 
cases from the Boston Hunlclpal Court 
Department. or parklng data from the 
Dlstrlct Court Department. 

Mlchlgan--Probate Court--Grand total flled 
data do not Include status offense 
petltlons. 

Nebraska--County Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data do not lnclude llmlted 
felony or parklng cases. 

New York--Crlmlnal Court of the City of  New 
York--Grand total Flled and dlsposed data 
do not Include movlng trafflc. mlscel- 
laneous trafflc. some ordlnance vlolatton 
cases and all parklng cases from cltles 
that have Parklng Vlolatlons Bureaus (1.e.. 
all cltles wlth greater than 100,000 
populatlon). 

Pennsylvanla--Court o f  Comnon Pleas--Grand 
total Flled data do not lnclude some un- 
classlfled clvll cases and postconvlctlon 
crlmlnal appeals. 
--Plttsburgh Clty Haglstrates Court--Grand 
total flled data do not Include llmlted 
felony, mlsdemeanor. and DWI/DUI cases. 

South Dakota--Clrcult Court--Grand total 
dlsposed data do not Include adoptlon. 
mlscellaneous domestlc relatlons. estate, 
mental health, adrnlnlstratlve agency 
appeals, and Juvenile data. 

Texas--Hunlclpal Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data do not Include llmlted 
felony cases and reoresent only a 76% 
reportlng rate. 

Wlsconsln--Hunlclpal Court--Grand total 
dlsposed data do not Include cases from 59 
courts uhlch were not reported. 

Georgla--Haglstrate Court--Grand total flled 

Idaho--0lstrlct Court--Grand total flled and 

Massachusetts--Trlal Court of the 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  caseload. 1986. (con t lnued)  

J: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  75% complete and 
a r e  no t  comparable due t o  t h e  method o f  coun t lng  
support /custody cases: 

A l a s k a - - 0 l s t r l c t  Court--Grand t o t a l  f l l e d  
da ta  do no t  I n c l u d e  most t r a f f l c / o t h e r  
v l o l a t l o n  cases, and a r e  no t  comparable 
4 t h  o the r  s t a t e  t o t a l s  due t o  t h e  method 
o f  coun t lng  suppor t /cus tody  cares.  

Delaware--Family Court--Grand t o t a l  f l l e d  and 
dlsposed da ta  do n o t  l n c l u d e  s t a t u s  o f fense  
p e t l t l o n s  and c h l l d  v l c t l m  p e t l t l o n s ,  and 
a r e  no t  comparable w l t h  o the r  s t a t e  t o t a l s  
due t o  t h e  method o f  coun t lng  suppor t /  
custody cases. 

H a l n e - - 0 l s t r l c t  Court--Grand t o t a l  f l l e d  and 
dlsposed da ta  do n o t  Inc lude  l l m l t e d  fe lony  
cases, and a r e  no t  comparable w l th  o the r  
s t a t e  t o t a l s  due t o  t h e  method o f  coun t lng  
support /custody cases. 

and dlsposed da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  any 
j u v e n l l e  da ta ,  and a r e  no t  Comparable w l t h  
o t h e r  s t a t e  t o t a l s  due t o  t h e  method o f  
coun t lng  support /custody cases. 

Rhode Island--family Court--Grand t o t a l  f l l e d  
da ta  do n o t  I nc lude  p a t e r n l t y / b a s t a r d y  
cases, and a r e  n o t  comparable w l t h  o the r  
s t a t e  t o t a l s  due t o  t h e  method o f  coun t lng  
support /custody cases. 

Ok lahoma--D ls t r l c t  Court--Grand t o t a l  f l l e d  

K: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  do n o t  l n c l u d e  

Delaware--Munlclpal Court  o f  Wl lmlngton 
New Hampsh l re - -0 l s t r l c t  Cour t - -Hun lc lpa l  
New Mex lco- -Met ropo l l tan  Court  o f  Bernal  

Nor th  Dakota--County Court  
O r e g o n - - 0 l s t r l c t  Court  
Pennsylvanla--Phlladelphla Mun lc lpa l  Cou 

l l m l t e d  fe lony  cases: 

County 

Court 
110 

t 
South- Caro l  1 na--Hag1 s t r a t e  C o u r t - h n l  c l  p a l  

West Vlrglnla--Magistrate Court  
Court  

0: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  75% complete and 
a r e  o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  

Georgla--State Court--Grand t o t a l  f l l e d  and 
dlsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  p roba t lon  revoca t lon  
hear lngs ,  bu t  do no t  I n c l u d e  l l m l t e d  fe lony  
cases. 

K e n t u c k y - - 0 l s t r l c t  Court--Grand t o t a l  f l l e d  
and dlsposed da ta  i n c l u d e  sentence rev lew 
o n l y  proceedlngs. bu t  do n o t  I n c l u d e  l l m l t e d  
f e l o n y  cases. 

New York--Supreme and County Court--Grand 
t o t a l  f l l e d  and dlsposed da ta  l n c l u d e  
p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs, b u t  do 
n o t  I n c l u d e  c l v l l  appeals and c r l m l n a l  
appeals cases. 

Puer to  Rlco--Super lor  Court--Grand t o t a l  
f l l e d  and dlsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  t r a n s f e r s  
and reopened cases, b u t  do no t  I nc lude  
e s t a t e  cases. 

Rhode I s l a n d - - 0 l s t r l c t  Court--Grand t o t a l  
f l l e d  and dlsposed da ta  Inc lude  
p r e l l m l n a r y  hea r lng  proceedlngs, bu t  do 
no t  I nc  1 ude admlnl  s t r a t  l v e  agency appeals 
and mental  h e a l t h  cases. 

lennessee- -C l rcu l t .  C r lm lna l  and Chancery 
Court--(;rand t o t a l  f l l e d  and dlsposed 
da ta  Inc lude  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy 
proceedlngs. bu t  do no t  I nc lude  
t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  cases. 

P: l h e  f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  75% complete, 
ove r lnc lus l ve .  and a r e  no t  comparable due t o  
t h e  method o f  coun t lng  support /custody cases: 

Alaska--Super lor  Court--Grand t o t a l  f l l e d  
and dlsposed da ta  l n c l u d e  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  
remedy proceedlngs, bu t  do no t  I nc lude  
c r l m l n a l  appeals cases and a r e  no t  
comparable w l t h  o the r  s t a t e  t o t a l s  due t o  
t h e  method o f  coun t lng  support /custody 
cases. 

I o w a - - 0 l s t r l c t  Court--Grand t o t a l  d lsposed 
da ta  l n c l u d e  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy 
proceedlngs. bu t  do no t  I nc lude  some 
domestlc r e l a t l o n s  and j u v e n l l e  cases, 
and a r e  no t  comparable w l t h  o the r  s t a t e  
t o t a l s  due t o  t h e  method o f  coun t lng  
support /custody cases. 

M l s s o u r l - - C l r c u l t  Court--Grand t o t a l  f l l e d  
and dlsposed da ta  l nc lude  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  
remedy proceedlngs, bu t  do no t  I nc lude  
some ord lnance v l o l a t l o n  and some pa rk lng  
cases, and a r e  no t  comparable u l t h  o the r  
s t a t e  t o t a l s  due t o  t h e  method o f  
coun t lng  support /custody cases. 

Oregon--Clrcul t  Court--Grand t o t a l  f l l e d  
da ta  do no t  I nc lude  some j u v e n l l e  cases, 
bu t  do Inc lude  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy 
proceedlngs, and a r e  no t  comparable w l t h  
o the r  s t a t e  t o t a l s  due t o  t h e  method o f  
coun t lng  support /custody cases. Grand 
t o t a l  d lsposed da ta  do no t  I nc lude  adop- 
t l o n ,  mental  h e a l t h  and some j u v e n l l e  
cases, b u t  do Inc lude  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  
remedy proceedlngs. and a r e  no t  comparable 
w l t h  o the r  s t a t e  t o t a l s  due t o  t h e  method 
o f  coun t lng  support /custody cases. 

West V l r g l n l a - - C l r c u l t  Court--Grand t o t a l  
d lsposed da ta  Inc lude  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  
remedy proceedlngs, bu t  do no t  I nc lude  
c l v l l  t r l a l  c o u r t  appeals and c r l m l n a l  
appeals cases, and a r e  no t  comparable 
w l t h  o the r  s t a t e  t o t a l s  due t o  t h e  method 
o f  coun t lng  support /custody cases. 

V: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  l e s s  than 75% 
compl e t  e: 

Arkansas--Hunlc lpal  Court--Grand t o t a l  
f l l e d  and dlsposed da ta  do no t  I nc lude  
pa rk lng  and cases from severa l  mun lc lpa l -  
l t l e s .  
- -C l t y  Court--Grand t o t a l  f l l e d  and d l s -  
posed da ta  do no t  I nc lude  pa rk lng  and 
da ta  f rom severa l  cou r t s .  

(con t lnued on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trlal court caseload, 1986. (contlnued) 

Georgla--Probate Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data represent less than 75% 
of the Probate courts. 

Maryland--Dlstrlct Court--Grand total 
dlsposed data do not Include clvll and 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 

Massachusetts--Trlal Court o f  the C o n o n -  
wealth (Houslng, Dlstrlct, Boston Munlclpal 
Court Departments)--Grand total dlsposed 
data do not Include clvll cases from the 
Houslng Court Department, mlscellaneous 
clvll data from the Probate/ Famlly Court 
Department, crlmlnal cases from the Boston 
Munlclpal, Houslng and Dlstrlct Court 
Departments, movlng trafflc cases from the 
Boston Munlclpal Court Department, parking, 
ordlnance vlolatlon and mlscellaneous 
trafflc cases, and juvenlle data from the 
Juvenlle Court Department. 

Hlchlgan--Probate Court--Grand total dlsposed 
data do not Include paternlty/bastardy, 
mlscellaneous domestlc relatlons. mental 
health, mlscellaneous clvll, trafflc and 
Juvenlle cases. 

New York--Surrogates' Court--Grand total 
dlsposed data do not Include mlscellaneous 
estate cases. 
--Dlstrlct and Clty Court--Grand total 
flled data do not Include movlng trafflc, 
parklng, mlscellaneous trafflc and 
unclasslfled trafflc vlolatlon cases. 

North Dakota--Munlclpal Court--Grand total 
dtsposed data d o  not include ordlnance 
vlolatlon and parklng cases. 

Rhode Island--Superlor Court--Grand total 
dlsposed data do not Include clvll cases. 

Texas--Justlce o f  the Peace Court--Grand 
total flled and dlsposed data do not 
Include llmlted felony cases. 

data do not Include mlscellaneous domestlc 
relations, glfts to mlnors, mental health, 
or mlscellaneous clvll cases. 

Vermont--Probate Court--Grand total flled 

Washlngton--Dlstrlct Court--Grand total dlsposed 
data do not lnclude crlmlnal or trafflc cases. 

Wlsconsln--Munlclpal Court--Grand total dlsposed 
data represent only 144 of the 203 Munlclpal 
Courts. 

W :  The folloulng court's data are less than 75% 
complete and are not comparable utth other state 
totals due to the method of  countlng support/ 
custody cases: 

Tennessee--General Sesslons Court--Grand total 
flled and dlsposed data are mlsslng all but 
domestlc relations cases, and represent only 
16 of 94 courts, 

Y: The folloulng court's data are overlncluslve. less 
than 75% complete, and are not comparable due t o  
the method o f  countlng support/custody cases: 

Connectlcut--Superlor Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedings, but do not Include parklng 
and some small clalms cases, and are not 
comparable ulth other state totals due to the 
method of countlng support/custody cases. 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload. 1986 

Sta te /Cour t  name: 

ALABAMA C l r c u l t  ................... 
ALABAMA O l s t r l c t  .................. 
ALABAMA Probate ................... 

ALABAMA S ta te  T o t a l  ............. 

ALASKA Super lo r  ................... 
ALASKA O l s t r l c t  ................... 

ALASKA S ta te  T o t a l  .............. 

Dlspo- 
T o t a l  c l v l l  T o t a l  c l v l l  s l t l o n s  f 11 l ngs  

f l l l n g s  d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a pe r -  per  100.000 
J u r l s -  and q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y l n g  centage t o t a l  
d l c t l o n  foo tno tes  foo tno tes  of f l l l n s s  popu la t  t on  

1 81. 262 0 78. 579 0 91  2. 005 
2 159. 695 141.115 92 3.940 
2 N/A N/A 

240.957 225. 154 94 5.  945 

1 16.506 0 14. 642 0 89 3. 097 
2 26.328 8 17.739 8 67 4. 940 

42. 834 32. 381 76 8. 036 

.................. 94 3. 077 
ARIZONA J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace ...... 2 1 1 2. 004 102.251 91 3. 375 
ARIZONA Mun lc lpa l  ................. 2 1. 971 1. 971 100 59 

............. 93 6. 511 ARIZONA S t a t e  To ta l  216. 115 200. 669 * 

ARIZONA Super lo r  1 102. 140 8 96. 447 B 

ARKANSAS C l r c u l t  .................. 
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate ..... 
ARKANSAS Court  o f  Comnon Pleas .... 
ARKANSAS County ................... 
ARKANSAS Mun lc lpa l  ................ 
ARKANSAS C l t y  ..................... 
ARKANSAS P o l l c e  ................... 

ARKANSAS S t a t e  T o t a l  ............ 

CALIFORNIA Super lo r  ............... 
CALIFORNIA Mun lc lpa l  .............. 
CALIFORNIA J u s t l c e  ................ 

CALIFORNIA S t a t e  T o t a l  .......... 

1 35. 784 
1 53. 016 B 
2 N/A 
2 3.698 I 
2 38. 756 1 
2 90 1 
2 N/A 

131.344 

33.856 95 1. 509 
49. 650 B 94 2. 235 

2.293 I 62 156 
21.463 l 55 1. 634 

50 1 56 4 

107.312 82 5. 531 

N/A 

N/A 

1 654.283 8 510. 572 B 78 2.425 
2 1.049. 569 777. 606 74 3. 890 
2 41. 982 31. 956 76 156 

1.745. 834 1.320. 134 76 6. 471 

COLORADO D l s t r l c t .  Oenver Super lo r  
and J u v e n l l e  and Probate ........ 

COLORADO Water .................... 
COLORADO County ................... 

COLORADO S t a t e  T o t a l  ............ 

CONNECTICUT Super lo r  .............. 
CONNECTICUT Probate ............... 

CONNECTICUT S ta te  T o t a l  ......... 

1 105. 688 99. 194 94 3. 235 

2 144.766 136.825 95 4. 431 
252. 324 238. 367 94 7. 123 

1 1.870 2. 348 126 57 

1 154. 581 D 92.916 P 
2 50.856 N/A 

205. 437 92.916 

4.847 
1. 595 
6. 442 

DELAWARE Court  o f  Chancery ........ 
DELAWARE Super lo r  ................. 
DELAWARE Court  of Comnon Pleas .... 
DELAWARE Faml ly  ................... 
DELAWARE J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace ..... 
DELAWARE Alderman's ............... 

OfLAWARf S t a t e  T o t a l  ............ 

'I 3. 309 2. 888 87 523 
1 4. 061 3 .  470 85 643 
2 5.681 4.630 81 898 
2 26.419 B 26.610 8 101 4.174 
2 25. 955 27. 232 105 4. 100 
2 0 0 

65. 431 64. 830 99 10. 337 

D I S T R I C T  O f  COLUMBIA Super lo r  ..... 
O I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA T o t a l  ...... 

1 145. 263 8 147.714 B 102 23.242 
145.263 * 147. 714 23. 242 

FLORIDA C l r c u l t  ................... 
FLORIDA County .................... 

FLORIDA S t a t e  T o t a l  ............. 
1 442. 809 366.912 83 3. 793 
2 349. 645 301. 038 86 2. 995 

792. 454 661.950 84 6.788 

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported total state trlal court clvll caseload. 1986 . (contlnued) 

State/Court name: 

GEORGIA Superlor .................. 
GEORGIA State ..................... 
GEORGIA Probate ................... 
GEORGIA Hunlclpal ................. 
GEORGIA Civll ..................... 
GEORGIA Maglstrate ................ 

GEORGIA State Total ............. 

Jurls- 
d lct 1 on 

1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

Total clvll 
f 1 1  lngs 

and quallfylng 
footnotes 

140. 803 0 
176. 095 C 

22. 946 1 
N/A 
N/A 

183. 166 1 
523.010 

Total clvll 
dtsposltlons 

and quallfylng 
footnotes 

130.195 0 
152.718 C 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

121. 430 1 
404.343 

Olspo- 
sltlons 

as a per- 
centage 

of flllnss 

92 
87 

66 

f I1 lngs 
per 100. 000 

total 
populatlon 

2.307 
2. 885 

376 

3.001 
8.568 

HAWAII Clrcult .................... 
HAWAII Olstrlct ................... 

HAWAII State Total .............. 

IDAHO Olstrlct .................... 
IDAHO State lotal ............... 

ILLINOIS Clrcult .................. 
ILLINOIS State Total ............ 

INDIANA Superlor and Clrcult ...... 
INDIANA County .................... 
Hunlclpal Court O F  Harlon 

County. INDIANA ................ 
INOIANA Probate ................... 
INDIANA Clty and Town ............. 
Small Clalms Court o f  Marlon 

County. INDIANA ................ 
INOIANA State Total ............. 

IOWA Dlstrlct ..................... 
IOWA State Total ................ 

1 26.171 0 29.047 0 111 2. 462 
2 21. 263 20.354 96 2.000 

47.434 49.401 * 4. 462 

1 60.121 8 66. 345 8 110 6. 000 
60.121 * 66. 345 * 6. 000 

1 517.756 0 490.629 0 95 4.482 
517.756 490. 629 95 4.482 

1 221.975 1 219.546 l 99 4. 034 
2 66. 841 l 67. 213 I 101 1. 215 

2 11.241 C 10.865 C 97 

2 17. 384 17.695 102 
2 N/A N/A 

204 

316 

2 60. 602 57. 306 95 1.101 
378.043 372.625 99 6. 870 

1 150.849 0 151.856 P 
150. 849 151. 856 

5. 293 
5.293 

KANSAS Olstrlct ................... 
KANSAS State Total .............. 

1 134.131 B 130. 350 8 97 5 .  452 
134.131 130.350 97 5.452 

KENTUCKY Clrcult .................. 
KENTUCKY Dlstrlct ................. 

KENTUCKY State Total ............ 
1 62.212 0 59. 342 0 95 1. 668 
2 124. 134 1 130.637 I 105 3.329 

186. 346 * 189. 979 4.997 

LOUISIANA Olstrlct ................ 
LOUISIANA Famlly and Juvenlle ..... 
LOUISIANA Clty and Parlsh ......... 

LOUISIANA State Total ........... 

HAINE Superlor .................... 
HAINE Olstrlct .................... 
MAINE Probate ..................... 
HAINE Admlnlstratlve .............. 

HAINE State Total ............... 

1 187.145 0 N/A 4.157 
1 N/A N/A 
2 86. 612 55. 057 64 1. 924 

273.757 55. 057 6. 081 

1 6. 622 B 7.074 8 107 565 
2 50. 810 8 . 47. 900 8 94 4. 332 
2 N/A N/A 
2 0 0 

57. 432 54.974 96 4.896 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  c l v l l  caseload. 1986. (con t lnued)  

S ta te /Cour t  name: 

MARYLAND C l r c u l t  .................. 
MARYLAND D l s t r l c t  ................. 
MARYLAND Orphan's ................. 

MARYLAND S t a t e  To ta l  ............ 

MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  Court  o f  t h e  
Commonwealth .................... 
MASSACHUSETTS S ta te  To ta l  ....... 

M I C H I G A N  C l r c u l t  .................. 
M I C H I G A N  Court  of Clalms .......... 
MICHIGAN D l s t r l c t  ................. 
MICHIGAN Mun lc lpa l  ................ 
M I C H I G A N  Probate .................. 

MICHIGAN S t a t e  To ta l  ............ 

MINNESOTA O l s t r l c t  ................ 
MINNESOTA S ta te  T o t a l  ........... 

MISSOURI C l r c u l t  .................. 
MISSOURI S t a t e  T o t a l  ............ 

MONTANA D l s t r l c t  ................. 
MONTANA J u s t l c e  of  t h e  Peace ..... 
MONTANA C i t y  ..................... 
MONTANA Mun lc lpa l  ................ 

MONTANA S t a t e  T o t a l  ............ 

NEBRASKA D l s t r l c t  ................. 
NEBRASKA County ................... 
NEBRASKA Workmen's Compensatlon ... 

NEBRASKA S t a t e  T o t a l  . . . . . . . . . . . . 

T o t a l  c l v l l  
f l l l n g s  

J u r l s -  and q u a l l f y l n g  
d l c t l o n  foo tno tes  

1 106.71 6 
2 586,635 
2 N/A 

693.351 

T o t a l  c l v l l  
d l s p o s l t l o n s  

and q u a l l f y l n g  
foo tno tes  

83,646 
N/A 
N/A 

83,646 

D l S P O -  
s l t l o n s  F l l l n g s  

as a pe r -  per  100,000 
centage t o t a l  

of  f l l l n q s  p o w l a t l o n  

78 2,391 
13.144 

15.536 

1 476,684 360.513 V 8,174 
476,684 360,513 * 76 8,174 

1 172.144 172,655 100 1.883 
1 825 536 65 9 
2 366,072 354.044 97 4,003 
2 1.128 1,017 90 12 
2 90,650 37.821 V 991 

630.819 566.073 90 6.899 

1 233,927 8 221,297 8 95 5,551 
233,927 221.297 * 95 5,551 

1 237,782 P 224,860 P 95 4,694 
237.782 224,860 95 4,694 

1 28,212 0 23,220 8 
2 N/A N/A 
2 N/A N/A 
2 N/A N/A 

28.212 23,220 

3,445 

3,445 

1 36.805 J 38.408 J 104 2,305 
2 57,514 57,592 100 3,601 
2 327 325 99 21 

94,646 * 96.325 5,926 

NEVADA O l s t r l c t  ................... 
NEVADA J u s t l c e  .................... 
NEVADA Mun lc lpa l  .................. 

NEVADA S t a t e  T o t a l  .............. 

1 N/A N/A 
2 N/A N/A 
2 N /A N/A 

NEW HAMPSHIRE Super lo r  ............ 1 18,208 8 18.246 6 100 1,773 
NEW HAMPSHIRE O l s t r l c t  ............ 2 42.789 N/A 4.166 
NEW HAMPSHIRE Probate ............. 2 15.807 N/A 1,539 
NEW HAHPSHIRE Mun lc lpa l  ........... 2 479 N/A 47 

NEW HAMPSHIRE S t a t e  T o t a l  ....... 77,283 * 18,246 7,525 

NEW JERSEY Super lo r  ............... 1 624,828 J 619,617 J 99 8,200 

NEW JERSEY S t a t e  T o t a l  .......... 624.828 * 619.617 * 99 8,200 
NEW JERSEY Surrogates ............. 2 N /A N/A 

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  c l v l l  caseload. 1986 . (cont lnued)  

S ta te /Cour t  name: 

NEW M E X I C O  D l s t r l c t  ............... 
NEW M E X I C O  M a g i s t r a t e  ............. 
NEW M E X I C O  Probate ................ 
M e t r o p o l l t a n  Court  o f  B e r n a l l l l o  

County. NEW MEXICO .............. 
NEW M E X I C O  S t a t e  T o t a l  .......... 

T o t a l  c l v l l  
f 11 lngs  

J u r l s -  and q u a l l f y t n g  
d l c t l o n  foo tno tes  

1 53.424 D 
2 15.415 
2 N/A 

2 9. 237 
78.076 

T o t a l  c l v l l  
d l s p o s l t l o n s  

and q u a l l f y l n g  
foo tno tes  

48.663 D 
N/A 
N/A 

7. 983 
56.646 

Dl SpO- 
s l t l o n s  F l l t n g s  

as a pe r -  pe r  100.000 
centage t o t a l  

o f  f l l l n s s  p o p u l a t l o n  

91 3.612 
1. 042 

86 625 
5.279 

NEW YORK Supreme and County ....... 
C l v l l  Court  o f  t h e  C l t y  o f  

NEW YORK ......................... 
NEW YORK Court  o f  Clalms .......... 
NEW YORK Sur rogates '  .............. 
NEW YORK f a m l l y  . . . . . . . . . .  
NEW YORK D l s t r l c t  and C i t y  ........ 
NEW YORK Town and V l l l a g e  ......... 

NEW YORK S t a t e  T o t a l  ............ 

1 284.568 0 

2 254.170 
2 2. 290 
2 1 08. 773 
2 376. 979 
2 138. 025 
2 N/A 

1.164. 805 

169.638 0 60 1. 601 

246.352 97 1. 430 
2.172 95 13 
59.869 V 612 
375. 200 100 2. 121 
112.806 82 777 

966.037 83 6. 554 
N/A 

NORTH CAROLINA Super lo r  ........... 
NORTH CAROLINA D l s t r l c t  ........... 

NORTH CAROLINA S t a t e  T o t a l  ...... 
1 92. 031 85. 589 93 1. 453 
2 341. 730 8 331. 876 B 97 5.395 

433. 761 * 417. 465 96 6. 848 

NORTH DAKOTA D l s t r l c t  ............. 
NORTH DAKOTA County ............... 

NORTH DAKOTA S t a t e  T o t a l  ........ 

O H I O  Court  o f  Comnon Pleas ........ 
O H I O  County ....................... 
O H I O  Mun lc lpa l  .................... 
O H I O  Court  o f  Clalms .............. 

O H I O  S ta te  T o t a l  ................ 

OKLAHOMA D l s t r l c t  ................. 
OKLAHOMA Court  o f  Tax Revlew ...... 

OKLAHOMA S t a t e  T o t a l  ............ 

OREGON C l r c u l t  .................... 
OREGON Tax ........................ 
OREGON D l s t r l c t  ................... 
OREGON County ..................... 
OREGON J u s t l c e  .................... 

OREGON S t a t e  T o t a l  .............. 

PENNSYLVANIA Court  o f  Comnon 

PENNSYLVANIA D l s t r l c t  J u s t l c e  

P h l l a d e l p h l a  Mun lc lpa l  Court .  

P i t t s b u r g h  C l t y  Mag ls t ra tes  . 
PENNSYLVANIA S ta te  T o t a l  ........ 

Pleas ........................... 
Court  ........................... 
PENNSYLVANIA .................... 
PENNSYLVANIA .................... 

1 15. 085 8 14. 440 B 96 2. 222 
2 17.813 H 17. 277 H 97 2.623 

32.898 31.717 96 4.845 

1 324.779 E 316.776 E 98 3. 020 

2 342.71 4 331. 311 97 3.187 
2 4. 047 2. 588 64 38 

695. 299 674. 317 97 6. 466 

2 23. 759 23. 642 100 221 

1 226. 467 8 211. 376 B 93 6.852 
2 N/A N/A 

226.467 211. 376 ' 93 6.852 

1 79.268 0 71.335 P 2. 938 
1 N/A N/A 
2 73. 954 72.176 98 2. 741 
2 N/A N/A 
2 N/A N/A 

153.222 149. 511 98 5. 679 

1 264. 305 1 286. 758 2.412 

2 198.61 5 191. 305 96 1. 671 

2 

2 

101. 345 C 102. 336 C 

5.501 
569. 766 ' 580. 399 

101 853 

46 
4. 982 

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  c l v l l  caseload. 1986. (con t lnued)  

Dlspo- 
To ta l  c l v l l  To ta l  c l v l l  s l t l o n s  F l l l n g s  

f l l l n g s  d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a per -  pe r  100,ODO 
J u r i s -  and q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y l n g  centage t o t a l  

S ta te /Cour t  name: d l  c t  l o n  foo tno tes  foo tno tes  o f  f l l l n q s  p o p u l a t l o n  

PUERTO R I C O  Super lo r  .............. 1 68.295 0 66,550 0 97 2,090 
PUERTO R I C O  D l s t r l c t  .............. 2 46.911 C 45.898 c 98 1,436 

PUERTO R I C O  T o t a l  ............... 115,206 * 112.448 98 3,526 

RHOOE ISLAND Super lo r  ............. 1 7,867 E N/A 807 
RHODE ISLAND Famlly ............... 2 5.143 J N/A 528 
RHODE ISLAND D l s t r l c t  ............. 2 33.770 1 27.261 1 81 3.464 
RHOOE ISLAND Probate .............. 2 N/A  N/A 

RHODE ISLAND S t a t e  T o t a l  ........ 46,780 27,261 4,798 

SOUTH CAROLINA C l r c u l t  ............ 1 52.895 C 50,475 C 95 1,567 
SOUTH CAROLINA Famlly ............. 2 51,546 B 51.930 8 101 1,527 

SOUTH CAROLINA Probate ............ 2 20,459 19.552 96 606 
SOUTH CAROLINA S t a t e  T o t a l  ...... 124,900 233.228 * 6.996 

SOUTH CAROLINA Mag ls t ra te  ......... 2 N/A 111,271 3,296 

SOUTH DAKOTA C l r c u l t  .............. 1 42,510 35.505 1 6,004 
SOUTH DAKOTA S ta te  T o t a l  ........ 42.510 35,505 * 84 6,004 

TENNESSEE C i r c u i t ,  C r lm lna l ,  and 

TENNESSEE Probate ................. 2 N/A N/A 
TENNESSEE J u v e n l l e  ................ 2 N/A N/A ........ 89 TENNESSEE General Sesslons 2 3,073 W 2.730 W 

Chancery ........................ 1 106.890 D 96.643 D 90 2,225 

TENNESSEE S t a t e  T o t a l  ........... 109,963 99,373 90 2,225 

TEXAS D l s t r l c t  .................... 
TEXAS Mun lc lpa l  ................... 
TEXAS J u s t l c e  of t h e  Peace ........ 
TEXAS County-Level ................ 

TEXAS S t a t e  T o t a l  ............... 

UTAH D l s t r l c t  ..................... 
UTAH C l r c u l t  ...................... 
UTAH J u s t l c e  of t h e  Peace ......... 

UTAH S t a t e  T o t a l  ................ 

VERMONT Super lo r  .................. 
VERMONT O l s t r l c t  .................. 
VERMONT Probate ................... 

VERMONT S t a t e  T o t a l  ............. 

V I R G I N I A  C l r c u l t  .................. 
V I R G I N I A  D l s t r l c t  ................. 

V I R G I N I A  S t a t e  To ta l  ............ 

1 419.434 D 458.875 0 109 2.514 
2 561 i 561 1 100 3 
2 268.337 V 194.786 V 73 
2 178,265 C 202,247 C 113 1.068 

866,597 856,469 99 3,586 

1 33.042 C 42.537 C 129 1,985 
2 80,378 55,345 69 4,828 
2 3,562 3,538 99 21 4 

116,982 101,420 87 7,026 

1 9.489 D 9,351 0 99 1.754 
1 19,007 18,255 96 3,513 
2 3,456 V 4,175 772 

31,952 31.781 * 99 6,039 

1 84.408 B 77,886 8 92 1,459 
2 834.375 827,289 99 14,418 

918,783 905,175 99 15,877 

WASHINGTON Super lo r  ............... 1 135.933 D 102,411 D 75 3.046 
WASHINGTON D l s t r l c t  ............... 2 101,814 85.546 C 2,281 .............. 704 N/A 16 WASHINGTON Mun lc lpa l  2 

WASHINGTON S t a t e  T o t a l  .......... 238,451 187,957 5,343 

(con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported total state trlal court clvll caseload. 1986. (contlnued) 

State/Court name: 

WEST VIRGINIA Clrcult ............. 
WEST VIRGINIA Magistrate .......... 

WEST VIRGINIA State Total ....... 

WISCONSIN Clrcult ................. 
WISCONSIN State Total ........... 

DlSpO- 
Total clvll Total clvll sltlons Flllngs 

f 1 1  lngs dlsposltlons as a per- per 100.000 
Jurls- and quallfylng and quallfylng centage total 
dlctlon footnotes footnotes of  flllnqs pooulatlon 

1 41,107 B 45.183 J 2.142 
2 49.638 50,559 102 2,587 

90.745 95,742 4,729 

1 343,755 D 338.078 D 98 7,184 
343,755 338.078 98 7,184 

WYOMING Dlstrlct .................. 
WYOMING Justlce of the Peace ...... 
WYOMING County .................... 

WYOMING State Total ............. 

1 9,694 D 10.416 D 107 1,912 
2 4,334 4,137 9 5  855 
2 15,896 16,074 101 3.135 

29,924 30.627 * 5,902 

NOTE: Mlsslsslppl Is not Included In thls table 
because It dld not report clvll data for 
1986, and dld not respond to the Trlal Court 
Jurlsdlctlon Gulde. All other state courts 
are llsted In thls table, regardless of 
whether data are avallable. All data that 
are at least 75% complete are entered In the 
table. Blank spaces lndlcate that elther 
data are unavallable or less than 75% 
complete, or that the calculatlons are 
lnapproprlate. The 'flllngs per 100,000 
populatlon" State Total flgure may not equal 
the sum of the lndlvldual state courts due 
t o  roundlng. 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

1 = General Jurlsdlctlon 
2 = Llmlted Jurlsdlctlon 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

An absence o f  a quallfylng footnote lndlcates that 
data are not Incomplete or overlncluslve. 

*See the quallfylng footnote for each court wlthln 
the state. Each footnote ulll have impact on the 
state's total. 

8: The followlng courts' data are not comparable 
due to the method of countlng support/custody 
cases: 

Alaska--Dlstrlct Court 
Arlrona--Superlor Court 
Arkansas--Chancery and Probate Court 
Callfornla--Superlor Court 
Delaware--Famlly Court 
Dlstrlct o f  Columbla--Superlor Court 
Idaho--Dlstrlct Court 
Kansas--Dlstrlct Court 
Malne--Superlor Court, Dlstrlct Court 
Mtnnesota--Dlstrlct Court 

Montana--Dlstrlct Court 
New Hampshire--Superlor Court 
North Carol 1 na--Dl str lcf Court 
North Dakota--Dlstrlct Court 
Oklahoma--Dlstrlct Court 
South Carollna--Family Court 
Vlrglnla--Clrcult Court 
West Vlrglnla--Clrcult Court 

Georgla--State Court--Total clvll flled 
and dlsposed data Include probatlon 
revocatlon hearlngs. 

Indlana--nunlclpal Court o f  Marlon County-- 
Total clvll flled and disposed data 
Include mlscellaneous crlmlnal cases. 

Pennsylvanla--Phlladelphla Munlclpal 
Court--Total clvll flled and dlsposed 
data Include some ordlnance vlolatlon 
cases. 

Puerto Rlco--Dlstrlct Court--Total clvll 
flled and dlsposed data Include 
transfers and re- opened cases. 

South Carol lna--Cl rcult Court--Total clvll 
lled and dlsposed data Include crlmlnal 
appeals and postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs. 

Texas--County-Level Courts--Total clvll 
flled and dlsposed data Include juventle 
cases. 

Utah--Dlstrlct Court--Total clvll flled 
and dlsposed data Include some 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs. 

Washlngton--Dlstrlct Court--Total clvll 
dlsposed data Include some dornestlc 
relatlons cases from the Municipal Court. 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported total state trlal court clvll caseload. 1986. (contlnued) 

0: The followlng courts' data are overlncluslve 
and are not comparable due to the method o f  
countlng support/custody cases: 

Alabama--Clrcult Court--Total clvll flled 
and dlsposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs. and are not comparable 
wlth other state totals due to method o f  
counting support/custody cases. 

and dlsposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs. and are not comparable 
wlth other state totals due to method o f  
countlng support/custody cases. 

data Include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs and are not comparable wlth 
other state totals due to the method o f  
countlng support/custody cases. 

Georgla--Superlor Court--Total clvll flled 
and dlsposed data Include probatlon 
revocatlon hearlngs. and are not comparable 
wlth other state totals due to method o f  
countlng support/custody cases. 

Hawall--Clrcult Court--Total clvll flled and 
dlsposed data Include crlmlnal 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs and some 
crlmlnal and trafflc/other vlolatlon cases, 
and are not comparable wlth other state 
totals due to the method o f  countlng 
support/custody cases. 

Illlnols--Clrcult Court--Total clvll flled 
and dlsposed data Include mlscellaneous 
crlmlnal cases, and are not comparable ulth 
other state totals due to the method o f  
counting support/custody cases. 

Iowa--0lstrlct Court--Total clvll flled data 
Include postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs 
and are not comparable wlth other state 
totals due to the method o f  countlng 
support/custody cases. 

Kentucky--Clrcult Court--Total clvll flled 
and dlsposed data Include some post- 
convlctlon remedy proceedlngs and are not 
comparable wlth other state totals due to 
the method of  countlng support/custody 
cases. 

Loulslana--0lstrlct Court--Total clvll flled 
data Include postconvlctlon remedy proceed- 
lngs and are not comparable wlth other 
state totals due to the method o f  countlng 
support/custody cases. 

Montana--0lstrlct Court--Total clvll flled 
data Include appeals o f  trlal court cases, 
reopened cases, and are not comparable ulth 
other state totals due to the method of 
countlng support/custody cases. 

New flexlco--0lstrlct Court--Total clvll flled 
and dlsposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs and are not comparable 
ulth other state totals due to the method 
of  counting support/custody cases. 

Oregon--Clrcult Court--Total clvll flled data 
lnclude crlmlnal appeals cases and 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs and are 
not comparable wlth other state totals due 
to the method o f  countlng support/custody 
cases. 

Alaska--Superlor Court--Total clvll flled 

Connectlcut--Superlor Court--Total clvll flled 

Tennessee--Clrcult. Crlmlnal and Chancery 
Court--Total clvll flled and dlsposed 
data Include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs and mlscellaneous crlminal 
cases, and are not comparable wlth other 
state totals due to the method o f  
countlng support/custody cases. 

and dlsposed data Include some Juvenile 
cases, and are not comparable ulth other 
state totals due to the method o f  
countlng support/custody cases. 

Vermont--Super 1 or Court--Total c lvll f 1 led 
and dlsposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs and are not comparable 
wlth other state totals due to the method 
o f  countlng support/custody cases. 

Washlngton--Superlor Court--Total clvll 
flled and dlsposed data Include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs and are 
not comparable wlth other state totals 
due to the method o f  countlng 
support/custody cases. 

Wlsconsln--Clrcult Court--Total clvll flled 
and dlsposed data Include crlmlnal 
appeals cases, and are not comparable 
wlth other state totals due to the method 
o f  countlng support/custody cases. 

Wyomlng--0lstrlct Court--Total clvll flled 
and dlsposed data Include crlmlnal 
appeals cases and postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs and are not comparable wlth 
other state totals due to the method o f  
countlng support/custody cases. 

E:  The followlng courts' data Include postcon- 

Texas--0lstrlct Court--Total clvll flled 

vlctlon remedy proceedlngs : 
Ohlo--Court o f  Common Pleas 
Rhode Island--Superlor Court 

H: The followlng court's data Include crlmlnal 
appeals cases: 

North Dakota--County Court 

The folloulng courts' data are 75% complete: 
Arkansas--County Court--Total clvll flled 

and dlsposed data do not Include real 
property rlghts and mlscellaneous clvll 
cases and data from several countles. 
--Munlclpal Court--Total clvll flled and 
dlsposed data do not Include data from 
approxlmately 25% o f  the courts. 
--Clty Court--Total clvll flled and 
dlsposed data do not Include cases from 
several countles. 

Georgla--Probate Court--Total clvll flled 
data do not Include cases From several 
countles. 
--Magistrate Court--Total clvll flled and 
dlsposed data do not Include cases from 
several countles. 

Indlana--Superlor and Clrcult Court--Total 
clvll flled and dlsposed data do not 
Include mental health cases and a few 
clvll cases uhlch are reported as 
"redocketed clvll.' 

I :  

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  c l v l l  caseload, 1986. (con t lnued)  

--County Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l e d  and 
dlsposed da ta  do n o t  I nc lude  menta l  h e a l t h  
o r  mlsce l laneous c l v l l  cases, and a f e u  
c l v l l  cases whlch a r e  repo r ted  as 
"redocketed c l v l l . "  

Ken tucky - -D ls t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l e d  
and dlsposed da ta  do no t  I n c l u d e  paternity/ 
bas tardy  cases. 

Pennsylvanta--Court of  Common Pleas--Total  
c l v l l  f l l e d  da ta  do no t  I nc lude  some 
u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  cases. 

Rhode I s l a n d - - D l s t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  
f l l e d  and dlsposed da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  
a d m l n l s t r a t l v e  agency appeals and mental  
h e a l t h  cases. 

South Dakota- -C l rcu l t  Cour t - -To ta l  c l ' v l l  
d lsposed da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  adopt lon .  
mlscel laneous domest lc r e l a t l o n s .  es ta te ,  
mental  h e a l t h  and a d m l n l s t r a t l v e  agency 
appeals cases. 

Texas--Hunlc lpal  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l e d  and 
dlsposed da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  24% o f  t h e  
caseload due t o  t h e  r e p o r t l n g  r a t e .  

J: The f o l l o u l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  75% complete and 
a r e  no t  comparable due t o  t h e  method of  coun t lng  
support /custody cases: 

Nebraska - -D ls t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l e d  
and dlsposed da ta  do no t  I n c l u d e  c l v l l  
appeals and a r e  no t  comparable 4 t h  o t h e r  
s t a t e  t o t a l s  due t o  t h e  method of coun t lng  
support /custody cases. 

New Jersey--Super lor  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l e d  
and dlsposed da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  a f e u  
domestlc r e l a t l o n s  cases and a r e  n o t  
comparable u l t h  o t h e r  s t a t e  t o t a l s  due t o  
t h e  method of coun t lng  support /custody 
cases. 

Rhode Island--Family Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l e d  
da ta  do no t  I n c l u d e  p a t e r n l t y / b a s t a r d y  and 
adop t lon  cases, and a r e  n o t  comparable u l t h  
o the r  s t a t e  t o t a l s  due t o  t h e  method of 
coun t lng  suppor t /cus tody  cases. 

West V l r g l n l a - - C l r c u l t  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  
d lsposed da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  t r l a l  c o u r t  
appeals and a r e  n o t  comparable u l t h  o t h e r  
s t a t e  t o t a l s  due t o  t h e  method of coun t lng  
suppor t /cus tody  cases. 

0: The f o l l o u l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  75% complete and 
a r e  o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  

New York--Supreme and County Cour t - -To ta l  
c l v l l  f l l e d  and dlsposed da ta  l n c l u d e  
p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs, b u t  do 
n o t  I n c l u d e  c l v l l  appeals cases. 

Puer to  Rlco--Super lor  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  
f l l e d  and dlsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  t r a n s f e r s  
and reopened cases b u t  do n o t  I n c l u d e  
e s t a t e  cases. 

P: The f o l l o u l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  1 5 %  complete, 
o v e r l n c l u s l v e ,  and a r e  n o t  comparable due t o  
t h e  method of coun t lng  support /custody cases: 

Connect lcu t - -Super lo r  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  
d lsposed da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  some sma l l  
c l a lms  cases, b u t  do I n c l u d e  
p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs, and 
a r e  n o t  comparable u l t h  o t h e r  s t a t e  
t o t a l s  due t o  t h e  method of coun t lng  
suppor t /cus tody  cases. 

I o w a - - 0 l s t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  d lsposed 
da ta  I n c l u d e  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy 
proceedlngs. b u t  do n o t  l n c l u d e  a few 
domest lc r e l a t l o n s  cases and a r e  n o t  
comparable w l t h  o t h e r  s t a t e  t o t a l s  due t o  
t h e  method of coun t lng  support /custody 
cases. 

M l s s o u r l - - C l r c u l t  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l e d  
and dlsposed da ta  l n c l u d e  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  
remedy proceedlngs, b u t  do n o t  I n c l u d e  
some domest lc r e l a t l o n s  cases, and a r e  
no t  comparable w l t h  o t h e r  s t a t e  t o t a l s  
due t o  t h e  method of coun t lng  
support /custody cases. 

Oregon- -C l rcu l t  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  d lsposed 
da ta  I n c l u d e  c r l m l n a l  appeals and 
p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs b u t  do 
n o t  l n c l u d e  adop t lon  o r  menta l  h e a l t h  
cases, and a r e  n o t  comparable w i t h  o t h e r  
s t a t e  t o t a l s  due t o  t h e  method of 
coun t lng  suppor t /cus tody  cases. 

V: The f o l l o u l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  l e s s  than  7 5 %  
complete : 

Massachuset ts - -Tr la l  Cour t  of t h e  
Comnonuealth--Total c l v l l  d lsposed da ta  
do no t  I n c l u d e  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  r l g h t s  and 
smal l  c l a lms  cases f rom t h e  Houslng Cour t  
Department and mlsce l laneous c l v l l  cases 
f rom t h e  Probate/Famlly Cour t  Department. 

d lsposed da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  paternity/ 
bas tardy ,  ml sce l laneous domest l c  
r e l a t l o n s ,  and mental  h e a l t h  cases. 

New York--Surrogates'  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  
d lsposed da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  many e s t a t e  
cases. 

Texas--Justice o f  t h e  Peace Cour t - -To ta l  
c l v l l  f l l e d  and dlsposed da ta  do n o t  
l n c l u d e  26% o f  t h e  caseload due t o  t h e  
r e p o r t l n g  r a t e .  

Vermont--Probate Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l e d  
da ta  do n o t  l n c l u d e  menta l  h e a l t h  and 
mlsce l laneous c l v l l  cases, and some 
domest lc r e l a t l o n s  and e s t a t e  cases. 

The f o l l o u l n g  c o u r t ' s  da ta  a r e  l e s s  than 7 5 %  
complete and a r e  n o t  comparable due t o  t h e  
method of coun t lng  support /custody cases: 

Tennessee--General Sesslons Cour t - -To ta l  
c l v l l  f l l e d  and dlsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  
o n l y  domest lc r e l a t l o n s  cases f o r  16 of 
94 cour t s ,  and a r e  n o t  comparable w l t h  
o t h e r  s t a t e  t o t a l s  due t o  t h e  method o f  
coun t lng  suppor t /cus tody  cases. 

Ml c h 1 gan--Proba t e  Court  --Tota 1 c 1 v 1 1 

W: 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1986 

To ta l  Dlspo- F l l l n g s  
l o t a l  c r l m l n a l  s l t l o n s  per  

c r l m l n a l  d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a 100,000 

J u r l s -  o f  o f  q u a l l f y l n g  q u a l l f y l n g  tage o f  popula- 
U n l t  Po ln t  f 11 lngs  and and percen- a d u l t  

S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  count f l l l n q  foo tno tes  foo tno tes  f l l l n q s  t l o n  

ALABAMA C l r c u l t  ........................ 1 G A 32,192 E 31,707 E 98 1,096 
ALABAMA D l s t r l c t  ....................... 2 8 8 109,629 C 101,819 C 93 3.731 
ALABAMA Mun lc lpa l  ...................... 2 M 8 N/A N/A 

ALABAMA S t a t e  To ta l  .................. 141,821 133,526 94 4.827 

ALASKA Super lo r  ........................ 1 8 A 2.658 M 2.590 M 97 734 
ALASKA D l s t r l c t  ........................ 2 8 B 26,450 C 25,441 C 96 7,307 

ALASKA S ta te  To ta l  ................... 29,108 28,031 96 . 8,041 

A R I Z O N A  Super lo r  ....................... 1 D A 23.184 20,912 90 963 
A R I Z O N A  J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace ........... 2 Z 8 59.380 1 50,644 1 85 2,466 
A R I Z O N A  Mun lc lpa l  ...................... 2 2 8 190,250 178.052 94 7,901 

A R I Z O N A  S ta te  T o t a l  .................. 272,814 * 249,608 ' 91 11,329 

ARKANSAS C l r c u l t  ....................... 1 A A 29,878 30,186 C 1,730 
ARKANSAS Mun lc lpa l  ..................... 2 A 8 140.141 0 105.787 0 75 8,115 
ARKANSAS C l t y  .......................... 2 A 8 5.108 0 3,682 0 72 296 
ARKANSAS P o l l c e  ........................ 2 A 8 N/A N / A  

ARKANSAS S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 175,127 139.655 80 10,141 

CALIFORNIA Super lo r  .................... 1 8 A 98.067 90.873 93 493 

CALIFORNIA S ta te  T o t a l  ............... 973,236 ' 838.734 86 4,898 

CALIFORNIA Mun lc lpa l  ................... 2 8 B 816,490 0 698.446 0 86 4,109 
C A L I F O R N I A  J u s t l c e  ..................... 2 8 8 58,679 0 49.415 0 84 295 

COLORADO D l s t r l c t .  Denver Super lo r  
and Juven l l e  and Probate ............. 1 D G 16,963 C 16,414 C 97 707 

COLORADO County ........................ 2 D 8 33,016 1 32,006 I 97 1,375 
COLORADO S t a t e  To ta l  ................. 49,979 48,420 * 97 2,082 

CONNECTICUT Super lo r  ................... 1 E A 143,719 L 141.585 L 99 5.912 
CONNECTICUT S ta te  T o t a l  .............. 143,719 141,585 99 5.912 

DELAWARE Super lo r  ...................... 
DELAWARE Court  o f  Common Pleas ......... 
Mun lc lpa l  Court  o f  Wl lmlngton, DELAWARE. 
DELAWARE Faml ly  ........................ 
DELAWARE J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace .......... 
OELAWARE Alderman's .................... 

OELAWARE S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 

D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA Super lo r  .......... 
D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA T o t a l  ........... 

FLORIDA C l r c u l t  ........................ 
FLORIDA County ......................... 

FLORIDA S t a t e  T o t a l  .................. 

1 8 A 4,642 E 4,172 E 90 981 
2 A 8 17,841 1 17,521 I 98 3,772 
2 A 8 12,740 C 12,988 0 102 2,693 
2 8 8 3,172 2,940 93 67 1 

2 A 8 3.106 F 2.822 F 91 657 
79,310 77.527 98 16,767 

2 A 6 37,809 I 37.084 1 98 7.993 

1 8 G 37.820 L 38,281 L 101 7,750 
37.820 * 38,281 7,750 

1 E A 147.727 131,219 89 1,633 
2 A 8 365.137 310,143 85 4.037 

51 2,864 441,362 86 5,670 

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  c r l m l n a l  caseload . 1986 . (cont lnued)  

S ta te /Cour t  name: 

G E O R G I A  Super lo r  ....................... 
G E O R G I A  S ta te  .......................... 
G E O R G I A  Probate ........................ 
G E O R G I A  Mun lc lpa l  ...................... 
G E O R G I A  C l v l l  .......................... 
GEORGIA M a g l s t r a t e  ..................... 
G E O R G I A  County Recorder 's  .............. 
GEORGIA Mun lc lpa l  and C l t y  of A t l a n t a  .. 

G E O R G I A  S t a t e  T o t a l  .................. 

l o t a l  Ulspo- F l l l r i y s  
T o t a l  c r l m l n a l  s l t l o n s  per  

c r l m l n a l  d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a 100. 000 

J u r l s -  o f  of q u a l l f y l n g  q u a l l f y l n g  tage o f  popula- 
d l c t l o n  count f l l l n g  foo tno tes  foo tno tes  f l l l n q s  t l o n  

U n l t  Po ln t  f l l l n g s  and and percen- a d u l t  

1 G A 55.  129 0 57. 559 0 104 1. 255 
2 G A 113. 056 1 105. 072 1 93 2. 575 
2 8 A 5.149 V 4. 915 V 95 
2 H H N/A N/A 
2 H M N/A N/A 
2 8 8 N/A N/A 
2 M H N/A N/A 
2 M M N/A N/A 

173. 334 * 167. 546 * 97 3. 830 

H A W A I I  C l r c u l t  ......................... 
H A W A I I  D l s t r l c t  ........................ 

H A W A I I  S ta te  T o t a l  ................... 
1 G 8 3. 334 1 2. 502 1 75 429 
2 A C 29.551 l 28. 937 1 98 3.803 

32. 885 31.439 96 4. 232 

IDAHO O l s t r l c t  ......................... 
I D A H O  S ta te  To ta l  .................... 

1 D f 50. 916 0 50.280 0 99 7. 368 
50. 916 50.280 99 7.368 

ILLINOIS C l r c u l t  ....................... 
ILLINOIS S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 

1 G A 473.177 0 474. 721 0 100 5.571 
473. 177 474.721 5 .  571 

I N D I A N A  Super lo r  and C l r c u l t  ........... 
I N D I A N A  County ......................... 
Munlc lpa l  Court  O F  Marlon County. 

I N D I A N A  .............................. 
I N D I A N A  C l t y  and Town .................. 
Small Clalms Court  of Marlon County. 

I N D I A N A  .............................. 
I N D I A N A  S ta te  T o t a l  .................. 

1 8 A 56. 893 l 44.262 I 78 1. 413 
2 8 f 38. 911 1 42.363 1 109 967 

2 8 f 39. 492 1 32. 594 1 83 981 
2 8 f 29.735 28. 613 96 139 

2 I I 750 69 5 93 19 
165.781 * 148.527 90 4.118 

IOWA D l s t r l c t  .......................... 
I O W A  S ta te  T o t a l  ..................... 

1 8 A 45. 391 1 46.197 1 102 2.158 
45.391 * 46. 197 2.158 

KANSAS D l s t r l c t  ........................ 
KANSAS S t a t e  T o t a l  ................... 

1 8 G 33.249 34. 644 104 1.833 
33. 249 34.644 1.833 

KENTUCKY C l r c u l t  ....................... 
KENTUCKY D l s t r l c t  ...................... 

KENTUCKY S ta te  T o t a l  ................. 
1 B A 13.719 C 13.266 C 97 504 
2 8 f 175. 858 0 169. 063 0 96 6. 465 

189. 577 182. 329 96 6. 970 

LOUISIANA D l s t r l c t  ..................... 
LOUISIANA C l t y  and Par l sh  .............. 

LOUISIANA S ta te  T o t a l  ................ 
1 2 A 83. 121 L N/A 2. 635 
2 8 f 145.906 X 118. 372 X 81 4. 625 

229.027 * 118.372 e 7.259 

M A I N E  Super lo r  ......................... 
M A I N E  D l s t r l c t  ......................... 

M A I N E  S t a t e  T o t a l  .................... 
. 

MARYLAND C l r c u l t  ....................... 
MARYLAND D l s t r l c t  ...................... 

MARYLAND S ta te  T o t a l  ................. 

1 8 A 8. 418 0 8. 064 0 96 967 
2 8 f 34. 096 V 29.506 V 87 

42.514 37.570 88 967 

1 8 A 48. 563 C 42.943 C 88 1. 449 
2 8 A 173.125 132. 228 L 5. 165 

221. 688 175.171 e 79 6.614 

(con t lnued  on nex t  page) 



TABLE 10: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  c r l m l n a l  caseload, 1986. (con t lnued)  

To ta l  Dlspo- F l l l n g s  
To ta l  c r l m l n a l  s l t l o n s  pe r  

c r l m l n a l  d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a 100.000 

J u r t s -  o f  o f  q u a l l f y l n g  q u a l l f y l n g  tage o f  popula- 
U n l t  Po ln t  f l l l n g s  and and percen- a d u l t  

S t a t e K o u r t  name: d l c t l o n  count f l l l n g  foo tno tes  foo tno tes  f l l l n s s  t l o n  

MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  Court  of  t h e  
Cornonwealth: Super lo r  Court  Oept. ... 1 0 A 5,893 5,626 95 131 

MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  Court  o f  t h e  
Cornonwealth: Houslng. O l s t r l c t ,  
Boston Mun lc lpa l  and Juven l l e  

MASSACHUSETTS S ta te  T o t a l  ............ 322.702 * 5.626 7,186 
Court  Oept. .......................... 1 0 8 316.809 1 N/A 7,054 

M I C H I G A N  C l r c u l t  ....................... 1 8 A 47,650 46.126 97 714 
HICHIGAN O l s t r l c t  ...................... 2 8 8 227.309 0 223.262 0 98 3,406 
M I C H I G A N  Mun lc lpa l  ..................... 2 8 8 2.849 0 2.341 0 82 43 

M I C H I G A N  S ta te  T o t a l  ................. 277.808 271,729 98 4,163 

MINNESOTA D l s t r l c t  ..................... 1 8 8 158,190 F 152,924 F 97 5,096 
MINNESOTA S t a t e  T o t a l  ................ 158,190 152.924 97 5,096 

MISSOURI  C l r c u l t  ....................... 1 2 A 117.511 107,797 92 3,128 
M I S S O U R I  S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 11 7.51 1 107,797 92 3,128 

MONTANA O l s t r l c t  ....................... 1 G A 3.147 C 3,563 
MONTANA J u s t l c e  of t h e  Peace ........... 2 8 8 N/A N/A 
MONTANA C l t y  ........................... 2 8 B N/A N /A  
MONTANA Mun lc lpa l  ...................... 2 8 8 N/A N/A 

MONTANA S t a t e  T o t a l  .................. 3.147 3,563 

606 

606 

NEBRASKA D l s t r l c t  ...................... 1 8 A 5,966 C 6.040 C 101 510 
NEBRASKA County ........................ 2 8 f 64,254 0 60.152 0 94 5,492 

NEBRASKA S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 70,220 66,192 94 6.002 

NEVAOA D l s t r l c t  ........................ 1 2 A N/A N/A 
NEVADA J u s t l c e  ......................... 2 2 8 N/A N/A 
NEVAOA Mun lc lpa l  ....................... 2 2 8 N/A N/A 

NEVADA S t a t e  T o t a l  ................... N /A N/A 

NEW HAMPSHIRE Super lo r  ................. 1 A A 7,682 7,287 95 1,002 
NEW HAMPSHIRE O l s t r l c t  ................. 2 A 8 41,381 K N/A 5,395 
NEW HAMPSHIRE Mun lc lpa l  ................ 2 A 8 1,471 K N/A 192 

NEW HAMPSHIRE S t a t e  T o t a l  ............ 50,534 7,287 6,589 

NEW JERSEY Super lo r  .................... 1 8 A 41,857 40,711 97 723 
NEW JERSEY Mun lc lpa l  ................... 2 8 8 377,521 F 356.716 F 94 6,521 

NEW JERSEY S t a t e  T o t a l  ............... 419,378 * 397,427 * 95 7,244 

NEW M E X I C O  O l s t r l c t  .................... 1 E 8 9,713 9.102 94 939 
NEW M E X I C O  H a g l s t r a t e  .................. 2 E 8 67.028 C 6,476 
M e t r o p o l l t a n  Court  o f  B e r n a l l l l o  County. 

NEW M E X I C O  ........................... 2 E 8 52,298 0 56.278 0 108 5.053 
NEW M E X I C O  S t a t e  T o t a l  ............... 129,039 65.380 ' 12,468 

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  c r l m l n a l  caseload. 1986. (con t lnued)  

T o t a l  Dlspo- F l l l n g s  
T o t a l  c r l m l n a l  s l t l o n s  p e r  

c r l m l n a l  d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a 100,000 

J u r l s -  o f  o f  q u a l l f y l n g  q u a l l f y l n g  tage  o f  popula- 
U n l t  Po in t  f l l l n g s  and and percen- a d u l t  

S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  count f l l l n q  Footnotes foo tno tes  f l l l n c l s  t l o n  

NEW YORK Supreme and County ............ 1 E A 56.356 H 55.497 H 98 421 
Cr lm lna l  Court  o f  t h e  C l t y  o f  NEW YORK . 2 E 0 265,719 240,364 90 1,983 
NEW YORK D l s t r l c t  and C l t y  ............. 2 E D 215.981 F 204.650 F 95 1,612 
NEW YORK Town and V l l l a g e  .............. 2 E 8 N/A N/A 

NEU YORK S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 538.056 500.511 93 4,016 

NORTH CAROLINA Super lo r  ................ 1 8 A 76,179 74.000 97 1.61 7 
NORTH CAROLINA O l s t r l c t  ................ 2 C G 410,026 F 396.393 F 97 8,705 

NORTH CAROLINA S t a t e  T o t a l  ........... 486.205 470.393 * 97 10.323 

NORTH DAKOTA D l s t r l c t  .................. 1 8 A 1.482 C 1,313 C 89 303 
NORTH DAKOTA County .................... 2 E F 15,670 1 16.332 1 104 3,204 
NORTH DAKOTA Mun lc lpa l  ................. 2 8 8 N/A N/A 

NORTH DAKOTA S t a t e  T o t a l  ............. 17.152 17.645 3,508 

O H I O  Court  o f  Common Pleas ............. 1 8 C 38,374 38,009 99 486 
O H I O  County ............................ 2 8 E 40,100 F 38.684 F 96 508 
O H I O  Mun lc lpa l  ......................... 2 8 E 366,871 F 376.429 F 103 4,645 

O H I O  S t a t e  T o t a l  ..................... 445,345 453,122 5,638 
O H I O  Mayors' ........................... 2 H n N/A N/A 

OKLAHOMA D l s t r l c t  ...................... 1 J A 71,419 F 65.273 F 91 2,968 
OKLAHOMA S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 71.419 65.273 91 2.968 

OREGON C l r c u l t  ......................... 1 E G 22,533 H 21.731 H 96 1.120 
OREGON O l s t r l c t  ........................ 2 E G 72,927 K 67.604 K 93 3,625 
OREGON J u s t l c e  ......................... 2 E 8 N/A N/A 
OREGON Mun lc lpa l  ....................... 2 A B N/A N/A 

OREGON S t a t e  T o t a l  ................... 95.460 89.335 94 4,745 

PENNSYLVANIA Court  o f  Common Pleas ..... 1 8 A 98,880 1 98,963 1 100 1,094 
PENNSYLVANIA O l s t r l c t  J u s t l c e  Court  .... 2 8 8 420,018 F 364,6b8 F 87 4,647 
P h l l a d e l p h l a  H u n l c l p a l  Court ,  PENNSYLVANIA 2 8 8 19,738 1 19.691 I 100 21 8 
P l t t s b u r g h  C l t y  Mag ls t ra tes .  PENNSYLVANIA 2 8 8 10.904 0 N/A 121 

PUERTO R I C O  Super lo r  ................... 1 A 8 27.629 C 25.778 C 93 

PENNSYLVANIA S t a t e  T o t a l  ............. 549,540 483.322 6,080 

PUERTO R I C O  D l s t r l c t  ................... 2 A 8 53.294 0 53.220 0 100 
PUERTO R I C O  T o t a l  .................... 80.923 78,998 * 98 

RHODE ISLAND Super lo r  .................. 1 D A 5,522 5,404 98 738 
RHODE ISLANO D l s t r l c t  .................. 2 A 8 41.572 C 36.794 C 89 5,558 

RHODE ISLANO S t a t e  T o t a l  ............. 47.094 42,198 90 6.296 

SOUTH CAROLINA C l r c u l t  ................. 1 8 A 48,057 I4 46.859 M 98 1,970 

SOUTH CAROLINA Mun lc lpa l  ............... 2 8 E 67,224 K N/A 2,756 
SOUTH CAROLINA S t a t e  T o t a l  ........... 115.281 157.508 4,727 

(con t lnued  on nex t  page) 

N/A 110.649 V SOUTH CAROLINA M a g l s t r a t e  .............. 2 8 E 
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TABLE 10: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  c r l m l n a l  caseload. 1986. (con t lnued)  

T o t a l  Dlspo- f l l l n g s  
To ta l  c r l m l n a l  s l t l o n s  pe r  

c r l m t n a l  d l s p o s l t t o n s  as a 100,000 

J u r l s -  o f  o f  q u a l l f y l n g  q u a l t f y l n g  tage  o f  popula- 
Un 1 t Pol n t  f l 1 1 ngs and and percen- a d u l t  

S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  count f l l l n g  foo tno tes  foo tno tes  f l l l n q s  t t o n  

SOUTH DAKOTA C l r c u l t  1 8 8 33.827 17.662 V 
SOUTH DAKOTA S ta te  To ta l  33,827 17.662 * 

................... 
............. 

6.633 
6,633 

TENNESSEE C l r c u l t ,  C r lm lna l .  and Chancery 
TENNESSEE General Sesslons ............. 
TENNESSEE Mun lc lpa l  .................... 

TENNESSEE S ta te  T o t a l  ................ 

TEXAS D l s t r l c t  ......................... 
TEXAS Mun lc lpa l  ........................ 
TEXAS J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace ............. 
TEXAS County-Level ..................... 

TEXAS S ta te  T o t a l  .................... 

1 
2 
2 

2 A 44,503 1 40.106 1 90 1,253 
M H N/A N/A 
H H N/A N/A 

44.503 40,106 * 90 1,253 

8 A 128.612 146,074 114 1,094 
A 8 472,992 1 343,257 I 73 4,024 
A 8 555,580 V 368,080 V 66 
8 f 450,519 398,571 1 3,833 

1,607,703 1,255,982 78 8.950 

UTAH D l s t r l c t  .......................... 1 J A 5.055 C 7.787 C 154 483 
UTAH C l r c u l t  ........................... 2 8 A 44.012 0 40,480 0 92 4,208 
UTAH J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace .............. 2 8 8 47,109 C 41.305 C 88 4.504 

UTAH S ta te  T o t a l  ..................... 96,176 89.572 93 9.195 

VERMONT Super lo r  ....................... 1 I I 1 4 400 .3 
VERMONT O l s t r l c t  ....................... 1 0 C 20,706 F 20.576 f 99 5.164 

VERMONT S ta te  T o t a l  .................. 20.707 20,580 99 5.164 

V I R G I N I A  C l r c u l t  ....................... 
V I R G I N I A  D l s t r l c t  ...................... 

V I R G I N I A  S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 
1 A A 71,283 f 67.944 F 95 1,639 
2 A E 394,813 L 379,739 L 96 9,078 

466.096 447,683 96 10.717 

WASHINGTON Super lo r  .................... 
WASHINGTON O l s t r l c t  .................... 
WASHINGTON H u n l c l p a l  ................... 

WASHINGTON S t a t e  T o t a l  ............... 

WEST V I R G I N I A  C l r c u l t  .................. 
WEST V I R G I N I A  Mag ls t ra te  ............... 
WEST V I R G I N I A  Hun lc lpa l  ................ 

WEST V I R G I N I A  S t a t e  T o t a l  ............ 

1 G A 20,763 17,128 82 628 
2 C 8 111,102 c N/A 2,555 
2 C 8 83,609 N/A  2.528 

215,474 17,128 5.711 

1 J A 6,931 E 6,445 0 490 
2 J E 136.553 K 127,476 K 93 9.650 
2 A 8 N/A N/A 

143.484 133,921 93 10.140 

WISCONSIN C l r c u l t  ...................... 
WISCONSIN Mun lc lpa l  .................... 

WISCONSIN S t a t e  To ta l  ................ 

W Y O M I N G  D l s t r l c t  ....................... 
WYOMING J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace ........... 
WYOMING Mun lc lpa l  ...................... 
WYOMING County ......................... 

WYOMING S t a t e  To ta l  .................. 

1 0 C 66.329 I 59.172 l 89 1.888 

66.329 59,172 * 89 1.888 
2 A 8 N/A N/A 

1 J A 1,466 H 1,461 H 100 41 5 
2 J 8 3.776 N/A 1,070 
2 A 8 N /A N/A 
2 J 8 11,233 2,801 H 3,182 

16,475 4,262 4,667 

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  c r l m l n a l  caseload, 1986. (con t lnued)  

NOTE: M l s s l s s l p p l  Is no t  l nc luded  I n  t h l s  t a b l e  
because t t  d l d  n o t  r e p o r t  c r l m l n a l  da ta  f o r  
1986. and d l d  n o t  respond t o  t h e  T r l a l  Court  
J u r l s d l c t t o n  Gulde. A l l  o t h e r  s t a t e  c o u r t s  
a r e  l l s t e d  I n  t h i s  t a b l e ,  rega rd less  o f  
whether da ta  a r e  a v a l l a b l e .  A l l  da ta  t h a t  
a r e  a t  l e a s t  75% complete a r e  en tered  I n  t h e  
t a b l e .  Blank spaces l n d l c a t e  t h a t  e i t h e r  
da ta  a r e  u n a v a l l a b l e  o r  l e s s  than 75% 
complete, o r  t h a t  t h e  c a l c u l a t l o n s  a r e  
Inapprop r ia te .  The " f l l l n g s  pe r  100,000 
popu la t l on "  S t a t e  T o t a l  f l g u r e  may no t  equal  
t h e  sum o f  t h e  l n d l v l d u a l  s t a t e  cou r t s  due 
t o  roundlng. 

N/A = Data a r e  n o t  a v a l l a b l e .  

JURISDICTION CODES: 

1 = General J u r l s d l c t l o n  
2 = L lm l ted  J u r l s d l c t l o n  

UNIT OF COUNT CODES: 

M = M lss lng  Data 
I = Data element Is l n a p p l l c a b l e  
A = S l n g l e  defendant--single charge 
6 = S l n g l e  defendant--single I n c i d e n t  ( o n e h o r e  

C = S l n g l e  defendant--single lncldent/maxlmum 
number charges ( u s u a l l y  two) 

0 = S l n g l e  defendant--one/more l n c l d e n t s  
E = S l n g l e  de fendant - -conten t  v a r l e s  w l t h  p rosecutor  
F = One/more defendants--single charge 
G = Onehore  de fendants - -s lng le  l n c l d e n t  ( o n e h o r e  

charges) 
H = One/more defendants--single lncldent/maxlmum 

number charges ( u s u a l l y  two) 
J = One/rnore defendants--one/more tnc lden ts  
K = Onehore  defendants--content v a r l e s  w l t h  

L = I n c o n s l s t e n t  d u r l n g  r e p o r t i n g  year 
2 = Both t h e  defendant and charge components va ry  

POINT OF FILING CODES: 

M = Mlsslng Data 
I = Data element 1 s  l n a p p l l c a b l e  
A = A t  t h e  f l l l n g  o f  t h e  l n fo rma t ion / l nd l c tmen t  
B = A t  t h e  f l l l n g  o f  t h e  compla ln t  
C = When defendant en te rs  p l e a / l n l t l a l  appearance 
0 = When docketed 
E = A t  l s s u l n g  o f  war ran t  
F = A t  f l l l n g  o f  l n fo rma t lon /comp la ln t  
G = Var les  ( A t  f l l l n g  o f  t h e  compla ln t .  

charges) 

p rosecu to r  

u l t h l n  t h e  s t a t e  

In fo rma t ton .  l nd l c tmen t )  

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

An absence o f  a q u a l l f y l n g  f o o t n o t e  l n d l c a t e s  t h a t  
da ta  a r e  n o t  lncomple te  o r  o v e r l n c l u s l v e .  

*See t h e  q u a l l f y l n g  f o o t n o t e  f o r  each c o u r t  
w i t h l n  t h e  s t a t e .  Each f o o t n o t e  u l l l  have 
Impact on t h e  s t a t e ' s  t o t a l .  

C:  The f o l l o u l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  

f l l e d  and dlsposed da ta  Inc lude  
p r e l l m l n a r y  hea r lng  proceedlngs. 

A l a s k a - - D l s t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  c r l m l n a l  
f i l e d  and dlsposed da ta  Inc lude  some 
movlng t r a f f l c  cases and a l l  o rd lnance 
v l o l a t l o n  cases. 

Arkansas- -C l rcu l t  Cour t - -To ta l  c r l m l n a l  
d isposed da ta  I n c l u d e  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  
remedy and p r o b a t l o n  revoca t lon  
proceedlngs. 

Co lo rado- -D ls t r l c t .  Denver Super lo r .  Denver 
Juven l le ,  and Denver Probate 
Cour ts - -To ta l  c r l m l n a l  f l l e d  and dlsposed 
da ta  I n c l u d e  e x t r a d l t l o n s .  revocat lons ,  
p a r o l e  and re lease  f rom comnltment 
hear lngs .  

Kentucky- -C l rcu l t  Cour t - -To ta l  c r l m l n a l  
f l l e d  and dlsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  sentence 
r e v l e u  o n l y  and some p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  
remedy proceedlngs. 

Mary land - -C l r cu l t  Cour t - -To ta l  c r l m l n a l  
f l l e d  and dlsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  some 
p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs. 

Mon tana- -0 l s t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  c r l m l n a l  
f l l e d  da ta  Inc lude  reopened cases. 

Nebraska - -D ls t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  c r l m l n a l  
f l l e d  and dlsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  c l v l l  
appeals cases and p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy 
proceedlngs. 

New Mexlco--Magtstrate Cour t - -To ta l  c r t m l n a l  
f l l e d  da ta  Inc lude  p r e l l m t n a r y  h e a r l n g  
proceedlngs. 

Nor th  D a k o t a - - 0 l s t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  c r l m l n a l  
f l l e d  and dlsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  sentence 
r e v l e u  o n l y  and p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy 
proceedlngs. 

Puer to  R lco- -Super lo r  Cour t - -To ta l  c r l m l n a l  
f l l e d  and dlsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  t r a n s f e r s  
and reopened cases. 

Rhode I s l a n d - - 0 l s t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  c r l m l n a l  
f l l e d  and disposed da ta  l n c l u d e  
p r e l l m l n a r y  hea r lng  proceedlngs, movlng 
t r a f f l c .  and ord lnance v l o l a t l o n  cases. 

U t a h - - 0 l s t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  c r l m l n a l  f l l e d  
and dlsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  some 
p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy and a l l  sentence 
r e v l e u  o n l y  proceedlngs. 
- - Jus t l ce  o f  t h e  Peace Cour t - -To ta l  
c r l m l n a l  f l l e d  and disposed da ta  i n c l u d e  
t r a f f l c  cases. 

Washlngton--District Cour t -To ta l  c r l m l n a l  
f l l e d  da ta  l n c l u d e  some Mun lc lpa l  Cour t  
cases. 

A labama- -0 l s t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  c r l m l n a l  

E: The f o l l o u l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  Inc lude  pos t -  
c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs: 

Alabama--Clrcul t  Cour t  
Delaware--Super lor  Cour t  
West V l r g l n l a - - C l r c u l t  Court  ( f l l e d  da ta )  

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported total state trlal court crlmlnal caseload. 1986. (continued) 

F: The followlng courts' data Include ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases: 

Delaware--Family Court 
Mlnnesota--0lstrlct Court 
New Jersey--Munlclpal Court 
New York--0lstrlct and Clty Court 
North Carollna--0lstrlct Court 
Ohlo--County Court--Munlclpal Court 
Oklahoma--0lstrlct Court 
Pennsylvania--0lstrlct Justlce Court 
Vermont--0lstrlct Court 
Vlrglnla--Clrcult Court 

1: The followlng courts' data are 75% complete: 
Arlzona--Justlce o f  the Peace Court--Total 

crlmlnal Flled and dlsposed data do not 
Include llmlted felony cases. 

Colorado--County Court--Total crlmlnal ftled 
and dlsposed data do not lnclude llmlted 
felony and OWI/OUI cases. 

Delaware--Court of Comnon Pleas--Total 
crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data do not 
Include some llmlted felony cases. 
--Justlce o f  the Peace Court--Total 
crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data do not 
Include most OWI/DUI cases. 

Georgla--State Court--Total crlmlnal flled 
and dlsposed data do not Include llmlted 
felony and DWI/DUI cases. 

Hawall--Clrcult Court--Total crlmlnal flled 
and dlsposed data do not Include reopened 
prlor cases. 
--Dlstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal flled and 
dlsposed data do not Include some crlmlnal 
cases that could not be separated from 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 

Indiana--Superlor Court and Clrcult Court-- 
Total crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data do 
not Include appeals or rnlscellaneous 
crlmlnal cases. 
--County Court--Total crlmlnal flled and 
dlsposed data do not Include rnlscellaneous 
crlmlnal cases. 
--Munlclpal Court o f  Marlon County--Total 
crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data do not 
Include rnlscellaneous crlmlnal cases. 

Iowa--0lstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal flled 
and dlsposed data do not Include some 
mlsdemeanor cases. 

Massachusetts--Trlal Court of the Commonwealth 
(Houslng, Dlstrlct. Boston Munlclpal, and 
Juvenlle Court Departments)--Total crlmlnal 
flled data do not lnclude 
felony/mlsdemeanor, OWI/DUI and 
mlscellaneous crlmlnal cases from the 
Boston Munlclpal Court Department. 

North Dakota--County Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled and dlsposed data do not lnclude 
llmlted felony and crlmlnal appeals cases. 

Pennsylvanla--Court o f  Common Pleas--Total 
crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data do not 
Include some crlmlnal appeals cases. 
--Phlladelphla Munlclpal Court--Total 
crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data do not 
Include some mlsdemeanor and all llmlted 
felony cases. 

Tennessee--Clrcult. Crlmlnal and Chancery 
Court--Total crlmlnal flled data do not 
Include mlscellaneous crlmlnal cases. 
Total crlmlnal dlsposed data do not 
lnclude mlscellaneous crlmlnal and 
OWI/DUI cases. 

Texas--nun1 clpal Court --Total crlml nal 
flled and dlsposed data do not Include 
llmlted felony cases and represent a 76% 
reportlng rate. 
--County-Level Courts--Total crlmlnal 
dlsposed data do not lnclude some 
crlmlnal appeals cases. 

Wlsconsln--Clrcult C0ur.t--Total crhlnal 
flled and dlsposed data do not lnclude 
crlmlnal appeals and some OHI/OUI cases. 

K :  The followlng courts' data do not Include 
llmlted felony cases: 

New Hampshl re--Dl st rlct Court--Munlc I pal 

Oregon--0lstrlct Court 
South Carollna----Hunlclpal Court 
Washlngton--0lstrlct Court 
West Vlrglnla--Haglstrate Court 

Court 

L: The followlng courts' data do not lnclude 
DWI/DUI cases: 

Connectlcut--Superlor Court 
Dlstrlct o f  Columbla--Superlor Court 
Loulstana--0lstrlct Court--Thls figure Is 

estlmated by the State Court Admlnlstra- 
tor's Offlce on the basis that 70% of 
crlmlnal cases reported (277.072) are 
trafflc cases. 

Maryland--01 strlct Court (dl sposed data) 
Vlrglnla--0lstrlct Court 

M: The followlng courts' data do not Include 
crlmlnal appeals cases: 

Alaska--Superlor Court 
New York--Supreme and County Court 
Oregon--Clrcult Court 
South Carollna--Clrcult Court 
Wyomlng--0lstrlct Court--County Court 

(dlsposed data) 

and are overlncluslve: 
0: The followlng courts' data are 75% complete 

Arkansas--Hunlclpal Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled and dlsposed data lnclude ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases, but do not Include cases 
from several munlclpalltles. 
--Clty Court--Total crlmlnal flled and 
dlsposed data Include ordlnance vlolatlon 
cases, but do not Include data from all 
courts. 

Callfornla--Hunlclpal Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled and dlsposed data lnclude some 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases and prellmlnary 
hearlng blndovers and transfers, but do 
not Include DWI/OUI cases. 
--Justlce Court--Total crlmlnal flled and 
dlsposed data lnclude prellmlnary hearlng 
blndovers and transfers, and ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases, but do not Include 
OWI/DUI cases. 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported total state trlal court crlmlnal caseload, 1986. (contlnued) 

Delaware--Munlclpal Court of Wllmlngton-- 
Total crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data 
Include ordlnance vlolatlon cases, and a 
few DWI/DUI  cases, but do not Include 
llmlted felony cases. 

Georgla--Superlor Court--Total crlmlnal flled 
and dlsposed data Include ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases, but do not Include some 
crlmlnal appeals and some DWI/DUI cases. 

Idaho--Dlstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal flled 
and dlsposed data Include ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases, postconvlctlon remedy and 
sentence revlew only proceedlngs, but do 
not Include felony and some D W I / D U I  cases. 

Illlnols--Clrcult Court--Total crlmlnal flled 
and dlsposed data lnclude some prellmlnary 
hearlngs and some ordlnance vlolatlon 
cases, but do not Include D W I / D U I  and 
mlscellaneous crlmlnal cases. 

Kentucky--0tstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled and dlsposed data Include sentence 
revlew only proceedlngs, but do not Include 
llmlted felony cases. 

and dlsposed data lnclude ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases, postconvlctlon remedy and 
sentence revlew only proceedlngs. but do 
not Include some crlmlnal appeals cases. 

flled and dlsposed data Include ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases, but do not Include DWI/DUI 
cases. 
--Hunlclpal Court--Total crlmlnal flled and 
dlsposed data Include ordlnance vlolatlon 
cases, but do not Include OWI/DUI cases. 

Nebraska--County Court--Total crlmlnal data 
Include ordlnance vlolatlons, but do not 
Include llmlted felony cases. 

New Hexlco--Metropolltan Court of Bernallllo 
County--1otal crlmlnal flled and dlsposed 
data Include ordlnance vlolatlon cases, but 
do not Include llmlted felony cases. 

Pennsylvanla--Pittsburgh Clty Haglstrates 
Court--Total crlmlnal flled data Include 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases, but do not 
Include llmlted felony and llmlted DWI/DUI 
cases. 

Puerto Rlco--Dlstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled and dlsposed data Include ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases, but do not Include D W I / D U I  
cases. 

Utah--Clrcult Court--Total crlmlnal flled and 
dlsposed data Include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs, but do not Include some 
mlscellaneous crlmlnal cases. 

West Vlrglnla--Clrcult Court--Total crlmlnal 
dlsposed data Include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs, but do not Include crlmlnal 
appeals cases. 

Halne--Superlor Court--Total crlmlnal flled 

Hlchlgan--Dlstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal 

V :  The followlng courts' data are less than 75% 
complete: 

Georgla--Probate Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled and dlsposed data do not lnclude 
DWI/DUI and most mlsdemeanor cases. 

Halne--Dlstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal flled 
and dlsposed data do not Include llmlted 
felony, D W I / D U I  and some mlsdemeanor 
cases. 

South Carollna--HagIstrate Court--Total 
crlmlnal dlsposed data do not Include 
llmlted felony and DWI/DUI cases. 

South Dakota--Clrcult Court--Total crlmlnal 
dlsposed data do not Include some 
mlsdemeanor cases. 

crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data do not 
Include llmlted felony cases. 

Texas--Justlce of  the Peace Court--Total 

X: The followlng courts' data are less than 75% 

Loulslana--Clty and Parlsh Court--Total 
crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data Include 
ordlnance vlolat!on cases, but do not 
Include DWI/DUI cases. 

complete and are overlncluslve: 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1986 

D l S D O -  
s l t l o n s  

T o t a l  t r a f f l c  To ta l  t r a f f l c  as a F l l l n g s  
f l l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  percen- pe r  100.000 

Sta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  l n q  foo tno tes  foo tno tes  f 11 1 nqs popu la t  I o n  

ALABAMA D l s t r l c t  ....................... 2 1 236,628 219.604 93 5,838 
ALABAMA Munlc lpa l  ...................... 2 1 N/A  N/A 

ALABAMA S ta te  To ta l  .................. 236,628 219.604 93 5,838 

J u r l s -  Park- q u a l l f y l n g  and p u a l l f y l n g  tage o f  t o t a l  

........................ ALASKA O l s t r l c t  2 3 N / A  83.744 1 
ALASKA S ta te  T o t a l  ................... N/A 83.744 * 

A R I Z O N A  J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace ........... 2 1 420,814' I 402.569 1 96 12,679 
A R I Z O N A  Mun lc lpa l  ...................... 2 1 757,050 1 743,517 1 98 22.810 

ARIZONA S ta te  T o t a l  .................. 1,177,864 1,146,086 97 35,489 

ARKANSAS Mun lc lpa l  ..................... 2 1 322,066 V 216.172 V 67 
ARKANSAS C l t y  .......................... 2 1 15,649 V 9.444 v 60 
ARKANSAS P o l l c e  ........................ 2 1 N/A N/A 

ARKANSAS S t a t e  To ta l  ................. 337.715 * 225.616 * 67 

CALlfORNIA Mun lc lpa l  ................... 
CALIFORNIA J u s t l c e  ..................... 

CALIFORNIA S t a t e  l o t a l  ............... 

COLORADO County ........................ 
COLORADO Mun lc lpa l  ..................... 

COLORADO S t a t e  To ta l  ................. 

2 3 15,615,360 0 12,823,767 0 82 58,098 
2 3 502.997 0 431,705 0 86 1,864 

16,178,357 * 13,255,412 * 82 59,962 

2 2 195.393 G 189.686 G 97 5.981 
2 1 N/A N/A 

195,393 189,686 97 5.981 

CONNECTICUT Super lo r  ................... 
CONNECTICUT S t a t e  T o t a l  .............. 

Mun lc lpa l  Cour t  o f  Wl lmlngton. DELAWARE 
DELAWARE Faml ly  ........................ 
DELAWARE J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace .......... 
DELAWARE Alderman's .................... 

OELAWARE S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 

D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA Super lo r  .......... 
D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA T o t a l  ........... 

FLORIDA County ......................... 
FLORIDA S ta te  T o t a l  .................. 

1 1 525,257 0 530.380 0 101 16.471 
525,257 530,380 16.471 

2 4 17.801 0 17.526 0 98 2,812 
2 2 459 472 103 73 
2 2 129.218 C 128,128 C 99 20,414 
2 4 21.514 N 21,006 N 98 3,399 

168,992 167,132 99 26,691 

1 3 23,256 G 23.146 G 100 3,721 
23,256 * 23,146 3.721 

2 1 2.966.230 2,845,940 96 25.401 
2,966,230 2,845.940 96 25,401 

GEORGIA Super lo r  ....................... 
GEORGIA S ta te  .......................... 
GEORGIA Probate ........................ 
GEORGIA J u v e n l l e  ....................... 
GEORGIA H a g l s t r a t e  ..................... 
GEORGIA County Recorder 's .............. 
GEORGIA Mun lc lpa l  and C l t y  o f  A t l a n t a  .. 

GEORGIA S t a t e  T o t a l  .................. 

1 2 6,969 0 
2 2 231,429 C 
2 2 190.528 X 
1 2 2.057 
2 2 33.927 1 
7 1 N/A 
2 1 N/A 

464,910 

6.982 0 100 114 
223,942 C 97 3,791 
185,695 X 97 

1,711 86 34 
10,407 1 31 556 

428.197 92 4,495 

N/A 
N/A 
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01 rpo- 
s l t l o n s  

T o t a l  t r a f f l c  T o t a l  t r a f f l c  as a f I l l n g s  
f l l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  percen- p e r  100,000 

S t a t e K o u r t  name: d l c t l o n  Ing f o o t n o t e s  f o o t n o t e s  f l l l n q s  D o p u l a t l o n  

H A W A I I  C l r c u l t  ......................... 1 2 178 1 154 I 87 17 
H A W A I I  D l s t r l c t  ........................ 2 4 908.362 C 849,137 C 93 85,453 

HAWAII S t a t e  T o t a l  ................... 908.540 * 849,291 93 85,469 

J u r l s -  Park- q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y l n g  t a g e  o f  t o t a l  

I D A H O  D l s t r l c t  ......................... 1 3 215,841 V 216.604 V 100 
IDAHO S t a t e  T o t a l  .................... 215,841 216,604 

ILLINOIS C l r c u l t  ....................... 1 4 6,310,072 0 3.773.178 0 60 54,628 
ILLINOIS S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 6,310,072 3,773,178 60 54,628 

INDIANA Super lo r  and C l r c u l t  ........... 1 3 172.501 168.495 98 3,135 
INDIANA County ......................... 2 4 162,641 151.859 93 2,955 
M u n l c l p a l  Court  o f  Marlon County, INDIANA 2 3 150,634 134,040 89 2.737 
INDIANA C l t y  and Town .................. 2 3 152,893 152,639 100 2,778 

INDIANA S t a t e  T o t a l  .................. 638,669 607,033 95 11,606 

I O W A  D l s t r l c t  .......................... 1 3 686,348 C 682,390 C 99 24,082 
I O W A  S t a t e  T o t a l  ..................... 686,348 682.390 99 24,082 

KANSAS O l s t r l c t  ........................ 1 2 235,992 1 229,780 1 97 9,593 
KANSAS Munlc lpa l  ....................... 2 1 N/A N/A 

KANSAS S t a t e  T o t a l  ................... 235,992 229,780 97 9,593 

KENTUCKY O l s t r l c t  ...................... 2 3 279,498 N 280.405 N 100 7.495 
KENTUCKY S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 279,498 * 280,405 7,495 

LOUISIANA D l s t r l c t  ..................... 
LOUISIANA C l t y  and P a r l s h  .............. 
LOUISIANA J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace ......... 
LOUISIANA Mayor's ...................... 

LOUISIANA S t a t e  T o t a l  ................ 

M A I N E  S u p e r l o r  ......................... 
M A I N E  D l s t r l c t  ......................... 

M A I N E  S t a t e  T o t a l  .................... 

MARYLAND D l s t r l c t  ...................... 
MARYLAND S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 

1 1 193,951 G N/A 4,308 
2 1 398,003 C 324,647 C 82 8,841 
2 1 N/A N/A 
2 1 N/A N/A 

591.954 324,647 13.149 

1 2 2.984 0 2.805 0 94 254 
2 4 172,269 C 169.615 C 98 14.686 

175,253 172,420 98 14.941 

2 2 840,305 799,863 G 18.828 
840,305 799,863 95 18,828 

MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  Court  of  t h e  
Commonwealth ......................... 1 1 1,324,696 1 1,065,357 1 80 22,714 
MASSACHUSETTS S t a t e  T o t a l  ............ 1,324,696 1,065,357 80 22,714 

25,631 M I C H I G A N  O l s t r l c t  ...................... 2 4 2.343.720 0 2,153,915 0 92 
MICHIGAN M u n l c l p a l  ..................... 2 4 38,354 0 38.382 0 100 41 9 
M I C H I G A N  Probate ....................... 2 2 N/A N/A 

MICHIGAN S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 2,382,074 2.192.297 92 26.051 
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To ta l  t r a f  f l c  
f l l l n g s  and 

J u r l s -  Park- q u a l l f y l n g  
Sta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  I n s  foo tno tes  

MINNESOTA O l s t r l c t  ..................... 1 4 1.520. 106 0 
MINNESOTA S ta te  To ta l  ................ 1,520.106 

M I S S O U R I  C l r c u l t  ....................... 1 3 425. 919 1 
MISSOURI S ta te  To ta l  ................. 425.919 

To ta l  t r a  f f 1 c 
d l s p o s l t l o n s  

and q u a l l f y l n g  
foo tno tes  

1.499. 515 0 
1.499. 575 * 

Olspo- 
s l t l o n s  
as a 

percen- 
tage  o f  
f l l l n s  

99 
99 

F l l l n g s  
per  100.000 

t o t a l  
ooou la t l on  

36. 073 
36.073 

409. 932 1 
409.932 

96 
96 

8. 407 
8. 401 

MONTANA J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace ........... 2 1 N/A N/A 
MONTANA C l t y  ........................... 2 1 N/A N/A 
MONTANA Mun lc lpa l  ...................... 2 1 N/A N/A 

MONTANA S ta te  T o t a l  .................. N/A N/A 

NEBRASKA County ........................ 2 1 275.970 l 282. 079 1 102 17. 281 
NEBRASKA S ta te  To ta l  ................. 275. 910 282.079 17. 281 

NEVADA J u s t l c e  ......................... 2 1 N/A N/A 
NEVADA Mun lc lpa l  ....................... 2 1 N/A N/A 

NEVADA S t a t e  To ta l  ................... N/A N/A 

NEW HAMPSHIRE O l s t r l c t  ................. 2 4 264. 856 N /A 

NEW HAMPSHIRE S ta te  T o t a l  ............ 271.082 N/A 
NEW HAMPSHIRE Mun lc lpa l  ................ 2 4 6. 226 N /A 

25. 789 
606 

26. 396 

NEW JERSEY Mun lc lpa l  ................... 
NEW JERSEY S ta te  T o t a l  ............... 

NEW M E X I C O  M a g l s t r a t e  .................. 
NEW M E X I C O  Mun lc lpa l  ................... 
M e t r o p o l l t a n  Court  o f  B e r n a l l l l o  County. 

NEW M E X l C O  ........................... 
NEW M E X I C O  S ta te  T o t a l  ............... 

Cr lm lna l  Court  o f  t h e  C l t y  o f  NEW YORK . 
NEW YORK D l s t r l c t  and C l t y  ............. 
NEW YORK Town and V l l l a g e  .............. 

NEW YORK S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 

NORTH CAROLINA O l s t r l c t  ................ 
NORTH CAROLINA S t a t e  T o t a l  ........... 

NORTH DAKOTA O l s t r l c t  .................. 
NORTH DAKOTA County .................... 
NORTH DAKOTA Mun lc lpa l  ................. 

NORTH DAKOTA S t a t e  To ta l  ............. 

2 4 5.100. 863 N 4.271. 680 N 84 66.940 
5.100. 863 4.271. 680 84 66. 940 

2 3 32. 580 N/A 
2 1 N/A N/A 

2 4 353. 566 N 226. 876 1 
386. 146 226. 876 ' 

2. 203 

23. 906 
26. 109 

2 4 123. 712 V 121.057 V 98 
2 4 N/A 1.024. 466 N 
2 1 N/A N/A 

123.712 * 1.145. 523 * 

2 3 895.340 N 813.632 1 91 14. 135 
895. 340 813. 632 * 91 14. 135 

1 4 41 5 41 5 100 61 
2 1 56. 122 56.122 100 8. 265 
2 1 N/A 45. 002 X 

56.537 101. 539 8.327 
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S t a t e K o u r t  name: 

O H I O  Court  o f  Common Pleas ............. 
O H I O  County ............................ 
O H I O  Mun lc lpa l  ......................... 
O H I O  Mayors' ........................... 

O H I O  S ta te  T o t a l  ..................... 

T o t a l  t r a f  F l c  
f l l l n g s  and 

J u r l s -  Park- q u a l l f y l n g  
d l c t l o n  Ing f oo tno tes  

1 2 110.559 
2 2 211.898 N 
2 2 1.462. 124 N 
2 1 N/A 

1.784. 581 

To ta l  t r a f f l c  
d l s p o s l t l o n s  

and q u a l l f y l n g  
foo tno tes  

107. 533 
207.753 N 

1.446. 981 N 
N/A 

1.762. 267 

Dlspo- 
s 1 t tons  
as a 

percen- 
tage  o f  
f 11 l nqs  

97 
98 
99 

99 

f l 1  Ings  
pe r  100. 000 

t o t a l  
DoDula t lon  

1. 028 
1. 971 

13.597 

16.596 

OKLAHOMA D l s t r l c t  ...................... 
OKLAHOMA Mun lc lpa l  C r lm lna l  Court  

o f  Record ............................ 
OKLAHOMA Mun lc lpa l  Court  Not o f  Record . 

OKLAHOMA S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 

1 2 216. 954 N 202.664 N 93 6.564 

2 1 N/A N/A 
2 1 N/A N/A 

216.954 * 202.664 93 6. 564 

OREGON D l s t r l c t  ........................ 
OREGON J u s t l c e  ......................... 
OREGON Mun lc lpa l  ....................... 

OREGON S t a t e  T o t a l  ................... 

PENNSYLVANIA D l s t r l c t  J u s t l c e  Court  .... 
Ph l l ade lph la  Mun lc lpa l  Court .  

PENNSYLVANIA ......................... 
P l t t s b u r g h  C l t y  Mag ls t ra tes  . 

PENNSYLVANIA ......................... 
Ph l lade lph la  T r a f f l c  Court  . 

PENNSYLVANIA ......................... 
PENNSYLVANIA S t a t e  T o t a l  ............. 

PUERTO R I C O  D l s t r l c t  ................... 
PUERTO R I C O  Mun lc lpa l  .................. 

PUERTO R I C O  T o t a l  .................... 

RHOOE ISLAND D l s t r l c t  .................. 
RHODE ISLAND Mun lc lpa l  ................. 

RHODE I S L A N D  S t a t e  T o t a l  ............. 

2 1 304. 943 281 . 249 92 11. 303 
2 3 N/A N/A 
2 3 N/A N/A 

304. 943 281 . 249 92 11.303 

2 4 1.250.396 N 1.183.595 N 95 10. 518 

2 2 22. 709 0 22.323 0 98 191 

2 4 373.369 N N/A 3.141 

2 1 N/A N /A  
1.646. 474 1.205. 918 13. 850 

2 2 65.115 0 65.323 0 100 1. 993 

65.115 65.323 1. 993 
2 1 N/A N/A 

2 2 N /A N/A 
2 1 N/A N/A 

N /A N/A 

SOUTH CAROLINA Faml ly  .................. 
SOUTH CAROLINA M a g l s t r a t e  .............. 
SOUTH CAROLINA H u n l c l p a l  ............... 

SOUTH CAROLINA S t a t e  T o t a l  ........... 

SOUTH DAKOTA C l r c u l t  ................... 
SOUTH DAKOTA S t a t e  T o t a l  ............. 

2 2 N/A N/A 
2 4 N/A 399.705 C 
2 4 297.041 N/A 

297. 041 399.705 
8. 799 
0.199 

1 3 130. 873 142. 776 C 
130.873 142.776 

18. 485 
18.485 

TENNESSEE C l r c u l t .  C r lm lna l .  and 
Chancery ............................. 

TENNESSEE General Sesslons ............. 
TENNESSEE Mun lc lpa l  .................... 

TENNESSEE S t a t e  T o t a l  ................ 

1 2 N/A N/A 
2 1 N/A  N/A 
2 1 N/A N/A 

N/A N/A 

TEXAS Mun lc lpa l  ........................ 
TEXAS J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace ............. 
TEXAS County-Level ..................... 

TEXAS S t a t e  T o t a l  .................... 

2 4 6.095. 224 I 4.871.130 I 80 36. 531 
2 4 1.533. 174 V 1.346. 789 V 88 
2 2 19. 160 63. 364 C 115 

7.647.558 * 6.281. 283 82 36. 646 
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To ta l  t r a f  f l c  
f l l l n g s  and 

J u r l s -  Park- q u a l l f y l n g  
Sta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  l n g  foo tno tes  

UTAH C l r c u l t  ........................... 2 4 492.148 C 
UTAH J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace .............. 2 4 263.727 1 
UTAH Juven l l e  .......................... 2 2 N/A 

UTAH S ta te  T o t a l  ..................... 755,875 * 

T o t a l  t r a  f f 1 c 
d l s p o s l t l o n s  

and q u a l l f y l n g  
foo tno tes  

404.406 C 
253.722 I 

N/A 
658.128 

Olspo- 
s l t l o n s  
as a 

percen- per  100,000 
tage o f  t o t a l  
f l l l n q s  p o p u l a t l o n  

82 29,558 
96 15.839 

87 45,398 

F l l l n g s  

VERMONT O l s t r l c t  ....................... 1 2 115.126 N 106.924 N 93 21.280 
VERMONT S t a t e  To ta l  .................. 115.126 106,924 93 21,280 

V I R G I N I A  C l r c u l t  ....................... 
V I R G I N I A  O l s t r l c t  ...................... 

V I R G I N I A  S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 

WASHINGTON D l s t r l c t  .................... 
WASHINGTON Mun lc lpa l  ................... 

WASHINGTON S t a t e  T o t a l  ............... 

1 2 N/A N/A 
2 4 1,381.673 G 1,367,303 G 99 23,875 

1,381,673 1,367,303 99 23,875 

2 4 557,696 N/A 
2 4 1,062,043 N/A 

1.619.739 N/A 

12.496 
23.797 
36,293 

WEST V I R G I N I A  H a g l s t r a t e  ............... 
WEST V I R G I N I A  Mun lc lpa l  ................ 

WEST V I R G I N I A  S t a t e  T o t a l  ............ 
2 2 106.561 104,954 98 5.553 
2 1 N/A N/A 

106,561 104,954 98 5,553 

WISCONSIN C l r c u l t  ...................... 1 3 141,255 139,581 99 2,952 
WISCONSIN H u n l c l p a l  .................... 2 3 N/A 

WISCONSIN S t a t e  T o t a l  ................ 141,255 465,477 2.952 
325,896 V 

W Y O M I N G  J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace ........... 2 1 26,339 29.910 C 

87.785 C 
WYOMING S t a t e  T o t a l  .................. 108.197 117.695 * 

W Y O M I N G  Mun lc lpa l  ...................... 2 1 N/A N/A 
WYOMING County ......................... 2 1 81,858 

5.195 

16.146 
21,341 

NOTE: M l s s l s s l p p l  Is n o t  Inc luded I n  t h l s  t a b l e  
because t t  d l d  n o t  r e p o r t  t r a f f l d o t h e r  
v l o l a t l o n  da ta  f o r  1986, and d l d  no t  respond 
t o  t h e  T r l a l  Court  J u r l s d l c t l o n  Gulde. A l l  
o t h e r  s t a t e  c o u r t s  a r e  l l s t e d  I n  t h l s  t a b l e ,  
rega rd less  o f  whether da ta  a r e  a v a l l a b l e .  
A l l  da ta  t h a t  a r e  a t  l e a s t  75% complete a r e  
en tered  l n  t h e  t a b l e .  Blank spaces l n d l c a t e  
t h a t  e l t h e r  da ta  a r e  unava l l ab le  o r  l e s s  than 
75% complete, o r  t h a t  t h e  c a l c u l a t l o n s  a r e  
l napprop r la te .  The " f l l t n g s  per  100,000 
popu la t l on "  S t a t e  To ta l  f l g u r e  may no t  equal  
t h e  sum o f  t h e  l n d l v l d u a l  s t a t e  cou r t s  due t o  
round 1 ng . 

N/A = Oata a r e  n o t  a v a l l a b l e .  

JUAISOICTION CODES: 

1 = General J u r l s d l c t l o n  
2 = L lm l ted  J u r l s d l c t l o n  

PARKING CODES: 

1 = Park lng  da ta  a r e  unava l l ab le  
2 = Court  does no t  have pa rk lng  j u r l s d l c t l o n  
3 = Only contes ted  pa rk lng  cases a r e  Inc luded  
4 = 80 th  contes ted  and uncontested p a r k l n g  cases 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

An absence o f  a q u a l l f y l n g  f o o t n o t e  l n d l c a t e s  
t h a t  da ta  a r e  no t  lncomplete o r  o v e r l n c l u s l v e .  

*See t h e  q u a l l f y l n g  foo tno te  f o r  each c o u r t  
w l t h l n  t h e  s t a t e .  Each foo tno te  u l l l  have 
Impact on t h e  s t a t e ' s  t o t a l .  

a r e  Inc luded 

C:  The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  
Delaware--Justice o f  t h e  Peace Court--  

T o t a l  t r a f F l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and 
dlsposed da ta  Inc lude  most o f  t h e  
DWI/DUI cases. 
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TABLE 1 1 :  Reported total state trlal court trafflc/other vlolatlon caseload, 1986. (contlnued) 

Georgla--State Court--Total trafflc/other 
vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data Include 
most of the DWI/DUI cases. 

Hawall--Dlstrlct Court--Total trafflc/ 
other vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data 
Include some mlsdemeanor cases. 

Iowa--Dlstrlct Court--Total trafflc/other 
vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data lnclude 
some mlsdemeanor cases. 

trafflc/other vlolatlon flled and dlsposed 
data Include DWI/DUI cases. 

Malne--Dlstrlct Court--Total traffldother 
vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data Include 
some mlsdemeanor and all DWI/DUI cases. 

South Carollna--Magistrate Court--Total 
trafflc/other vlolatlon dlsposed data 
Include DWI/DUI and juvenlle cases. 

South Dakota--Clrcult Court--Total traffic/ 
other vlolatlon dlsposed data Include some 
mlsdemeanor and some crlmlnal appeals cases 

Texas--County-Level Courts--Total 
trafflc/other vlolatlon dlsposed data 
Include crlmlnal appeals cases. 

Utah--Clrcult Court--Total trafflc/other 
vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data lnclude 
some mlscellaneous crlmlnal cases. 

Wyomlng--Justlce of the Peace Court--Total 
trafflc/other vlolatlon dlsposed data 
Include all crlmlnal cases. 
--County Court--Total trafflc/other 
vlolatlon dlsposed data Include mlsdemeanor 
and DWI/DUI cases. 

Loulslana--Clty and Parlsh Court--Total 

G: The followlng courts' data Include DWI/DUI 
cases : 

Colorado--County Court 
Loulslana--Dlstrlct Court--Thls flgure Is 

estlmated by the State Court Admlnlstra- 
tor's Office on the basls that 7ofc of 
crlmlnal cases reported (277,072) are 
trafflc cases. 

Dlstrlct of Columbla--Superlor Court 
Vlrglnla--Dlstrlct Court 
Maryland--Dlstrlct Court (dlsposed data) 

Alaska--0lstrlct Court--Total trafflc/other 
vlolatlon dlsposed data do not Include some 
movlng trafflc vlolatlon cases and all 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 

trafflc/other vlolatlon flled and dlsposed 
data do not Include parklng and 
mlscellaneous trafflc cases. 
--Munlclpal Court--Total trafflc/other 
vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data do not 
lnclude ordlnance vlolatlon, parklng and 
mlscellaneous trafflc cases. 

Georgla--Magistrate Court--Total traffic/ 
other vlolatlon data do not Include cases 
from 19 countles. 

Hawall--Clrcult Court--Total trafflc/other 
vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data do not 
Include reopened prlor cases reported wlth 
the clvll data. 

Kansas--Dlstrlct Court--Total trafflc/other 
vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data do not 
lnclude juvenlle trafflc cases. 

1: The followlng courts' data are 75% complete: 

Arlzona--Justice of the Peace--Total 

Massachusetts--Trlal Court of the 
Conunonwealth--Total trafflc/other 
vlolatlon flled data do not Include 
parklng, and some mlscellaneous trafflc 
cases. Dlsposed data do not Include 
parklng. ordlnance vlolatlon. some 
movlng trafflc. and some mlscellaneous 
trafflc cases. 

Mlssourl--Clrcult Court--Total trafflc/ 
other vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data 
do not Include ordlnance vlolatlon and 
parklng cases heard by Munlclpal judges. 

Nebraska--County Court--Total trafflc/other 
vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data do not 
Include ordlnance vlolatlon or parklng 
cases. 

New Mexlco--Metropolltan Court of 
Bernallllo County--Total trafflc/other 
vlolatlon dlsposed data do not Include 
ordlnance vlolatlons and some mlscel- 
laneous trafflc cases. 

North Carol 1 na--D1 st rlct Court--Total 
traffldother data dlsposed do not 
Include ordlnance vlolatlons and some 
mlscellaneous trafflc cases. 

Texas--Munlclpal Court--Total traffic/ 
other vlolatlon data do not Include some 
cases due to a reportlng rate of only 
76%. 

Utah--Justlce of  the Peace Court--Total 
trafflc/other vlolatlon flled and 
dlsposed data do not Include some movlng 
trafflc cases. 

N: The followlng courts' data do not lnclude 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases: 

Delaware--Alderman's Court 
Kentucky--Dlstrlct Court 
New Jersey--Munlclpal Court 
New Mexlco--Metropol Itan Court O F  

Bernallllo County (flled data) 
New York--Dlstrlct and Clty Court 

(dlsposed data) 
North Carollna--Dlstrlct Court (Flled data) 
Dhlo--County Court-4unlclpal Court 
Oklahoma--Dlstrlct Court 
Pennsylvanla--Dlstrlct Justlce Court-- 

Vermont--Dlstrlct Court 
Plttsburgh Clty Maglstrates 

0: The followlng courts' data are 75% complete 

Callfornla--Hunlclpal Court--Total traffic/ 
other vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data 
Include DWI/DUI cases, but do not 
Include some ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 
--Justlce Court--Total trafflc/other 
vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data 
Include DWI/OUI cases, but do not 
Include some ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 

and are overlncluslve: 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 1 1 :  Reported total state trlal court trafflc caseload. 1986. (continued) 

Connectlcut--Superlor Court--Total trafflc/ 
other vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data 
Include DWI/DUI cases, but do not Include 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases and uncontested 
parklng cases. 

Delaware--Hunlclpal Court o f  Wllmlngton-- 
Total traffldother vlolatlon flled and 
dlsposed data Include most DWI/DUI cases, 
but do not lnclude ordlnance vlolatlon 
cases. 

Georgla--Superlor Court--Total trafflc/ 
other vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data 
Include some DWI/DUI cases and some 
crlmlnal appeals cases, but do not Include 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 

other vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data 
lnclude DWI/DUI cases, but do not Include 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases from Cook County 
and parklng cases from anywhere but Cook 
County. 

Halne--Superlor Court--Total traffldother 
vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data lnclude 
DWI/DUI and some crlmlnal appeals cases, 
but do not Include ordlnance vlolatlon 
cases. 

Hlchtgan--Dlstrlct Court--Total trafflc/other 
vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data do not 
Include ordlnance vlolatlon cases, but do 
Include DWI/DUI cases. 
--Hunlclpal Court--Total trafflc/other 
vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data do not 
lnclude ordlnance vlolatlon cases, but do 
lnclude OWI/DUI cases. 

Mlnnesota--Dlstrlct Court--Total traffic/ 
other vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data 
Include some DWI/DUI cases, but do not 
Include ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 

Pennsylvanla--Phlladelphla Hunlclpal Court-- 
Total trafflc/other vlolatlon flled and 
dlsposed data Include some mlsdemeanors but 
do not lnclude all ordlnance vlolatlon 
cases. 

Puerto Rlco--Dlstrlct Court--Total traffic/ 
other vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data 
Include DWI/DUI cases, but do not Include 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 

Illlnols--Clrcult Court--Total traffic/ 

V :  The folloulng courts' data are less than 75% 
complete : 

Arkansas--Munlclpal Court--Total traffic/ 
other vlolatlon flled and disposed data 
do not lnclude ordlnance vlolatlon and 
parklng cases, and are mlsslng all data 
from several munlclpalltles. 
--Clty Court--Total trafflc/other 
vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data do not 
Include ordlnance vlolatlon and parklng 
cases and are mlsslng all traffic data 
from several courts. 

Idaho--Dlstrlct Court--Total trafflc/other 
vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data do not 
Include ordlnance vlolatlon and parklng 
cases. 

Yor k--Total t ra f f 1 c/other vlol at 1 on 
flled and dlsposed data do not Include 
movlng trafflc. mlscellaneous trafflc, 
and some ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 

Texas--Justice o f  the Peace Court--Total 
trafflc/other vlolatlon flled and 
dlsposed data represent a reportlng rate 
o f  74%. 

Wlsconsln--Hunlclpal Court--Total traffic/ 
other vlolatlon dlsposed data represent 
only 144 o f  the 203 munlclpal courts. 

New York--Crlmlnal Court o f  the Clty of  New 

X :  The folloulng courts' data are less than 75% 
complete and are overlncluslve: 

Georgla--Probate Court--Total trafflc/ 
other vlolatlon flled and dlsposed data 
Include DWI/DUI cases but represent a 
trafflc data reportlng rate o f  less than 
15%. 

North Da kota--Hun 1 c 1 pa1 Court --Total 
trafflc/other vlolatlon dlsposed data 
Include DWI/DUI cases, but do not 
lnclude ordlnance vlolatlon or parklng 
cases. 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1986 

~ 

To ta l  T o t a l  Dlspo- F l l l n g s  

P o l n t  f l l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a pe r -  100.000 
j uven I 1  e j u v e n l l e  s l t l o n s  pe r  

J u r l s -  o f  q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y -  centage J u v e n l l e  
S t a t e K o u r t  name: d l c t l o n  f l l l n q  foo tno tes  l n q  foo tno tes  o f  f l l l n q s  p o p u l a t l o n  

ALABAMA C l r c u l t  ........................ 1 A 18,192 C 22.921 C 126 1,632 
ALABAMA D l s t r l c t  ....................... 2 A 31,892 29,498 92 2,860 

ALABAMA S t a t e  T o t a l  .................. 50.084 52,419 4,492 

ALASKA Super lo r  ........................ 1 C 1,907 1,474 77 1.115 

ALASKA S ta te  T o t a l  ................... 2.050 1,547 75 1.199 
ALASKA D l s t r l c t  ........................ 2 I 143 73 51 84 

A R I Z O N A  Super lo r  ....................... 1 C 11,453 7.940 69 1.257 
ARIZONA S t a t e  T o t a l  .................. 11,453 7.940 69 1,257 

ARKANSAS County ........................ 2 8 8,659 1 8,882 I 103 1,342 
ARKANSAS S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 8,659 8,882 1,342 

CALIFORNIA Super lo r  .................... 1 C 86,545 69,849 81 1.217 
CALIFORNIA S t a t e  T o t a l  ............... 86,545 69.849 81 1,217 

COLORAOO O l s t r l c t .  Denver Super lo r  and 
Juven l l e  and Probate ................. 
COLORADO S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 

CONNECTICUT Super lo r  ................... 
CONNECTICUT S t a t e  T o t a l  .............. 

1 A 15.129 13,251 88 1,747 
15,129 13,251 88 1,747 

1 F 12,619 12.643 100 1,665 
12.619 12,643 1,665 

DELAWARE Faml ly  ........................ 
DELAWARE S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 

2 C 6.237 V 5,931 V 95 
6,237 ' 5,931 95 

D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMEIA Super lo r  .......... 
D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA T o t a l  ........... 

1 8 12.508 12.440 99 9,130 
12,508 12,440 99 9,130 

FLORIDA C l r c u l t  ........................ 
FLORIDA S t a t e  T o t a l  .................. 

GEORGIA Juven l l e  ....................... 
GEORGIA S t a t e  T o t a l  .................. 

H A W A I I  C l r c u l t  ......................... 
H A W A I I  S t a t e  T o t a l  ................... 

I D A H O  D l s t r l c t  ......................... 
IDAHO S t a t e  T o t a l  .................... 

ILLINOIS C l r c u l t  ....................... 
ILLINOIS S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 

1 A 88,104 59,322 67 3,350 
88.104 59,322 67 3.350 

1 A 39,731 35,473 89 2.319 
39,731 35.473 89 2.319 

1 F 15.415 13.102 85 5,390 
15,415 13,102 85 5,390 

1 C 6,680 6,935 104 2.148 
6.680 6,935 2.148 

1 C 28.525 27,536 97 933 
28,525 27,536 97 933 

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  J u v e n l l e  caseload . 1986 . (cont lnued)  

S ta te /Cour t  name: 

I N O I A N A  Super lo r  and C l r c u l t  ........... 
I N D I A N A  Probate ........................ 

I N D I A N A  S t a t e  l o t a l  .................. 

To ta l  
j u v e n l  l e  

Po ln t  f l l l n g s  and 
J u r l s -  of q u a l l f y l n g  
d l c t l o n  f l l l n p  foo tno tes  

1 C 30.469 C 
2 C N/A 

30. 469 

F l l l n g s  
Juven l  l e  s l  t tons pe r  

d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a pe r -  100. 000 
and q u a l l f y -  centage J u v e n l l e  
l n q  foo tno tes  o f  f l l l n q s  p o p u l a t l o n  

28.362 C 93 2. 063 

28. 362 93 2.063 

To ta l  01 spo- 

N/A 

I O W A  O l s t r l c t  .......................... 
IOWA S t a t e  To ta l  ..................... 1 A 6.352 N/A 

6 .  352 N/A 
850 
850 

KANSAS O l s t r l c t  ........................ 
KANSAS S t a t e  T o t a l  ................... 

KENTUCKY D l s t r l c t  ...................... 
KENTUCKY S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 

LOUISIANA O l s t r l c t  ..................... 
LOUISIANA Famlly and J u v e n l l e  .......... 
LOUISIANA C l t y  and Par l sh  .............. 

LOUISIANA S t a t e  To ta l  ................ 

1 A 11. 823 C 10.882 C 92 1 .  830 
11.823 10. 882 * 92 1.830 

2 A 39.254 C 34.  780 C 89 3 .  890 
39.254 34 .  780 89 3.890 

1 C 17. 959 N/A 1 .  333 
1 C 29. 076 C N/A 2.  159 
2 C 10. 599 10. 009 94 787 

57.634 10.009 4. 279 

MAINE O l s t r l c t  ......................... 
M A I N E  S t a t e  T o t a l  .................... 2 C 3.840 3.392 88  1.272 

3.840 3 .  392 88  1.272 

MARYLANO C l r c u l t  ....................... 
MARYLANO O l s t r l c t  ...................... 

MARYLANO S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 

MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  Court  of t h e  
Comonuea l th  ......................... 
MASSACHUSETTS S t a t e  T o t a l  ............ 

M I C H I G A N  Probate ....................... 
M I C H I G A N  S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 

MINNESOTA O l s t r l c t  ..................... 
MINNESOTA S t a t e  T o t a l  ................ 

1 C 30.641 28.  937 94 2.758 
2 C 3.  683 3.  770 102 332 

34. 324 32. 707 95 3.089 

1 C 45. 438 23.942 V 
45. 438 23. 942 

3. 388 
3 .  388 

2 C 17. 322 0 N /A 
17.322 * N/A 

701 
701 

1 C 52. 709 51. 970 99 47.486 
52. 709 51. 970 99 47. 486 

MISSOURI C l r c u l t  ....................... 
MISSOURI  S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 

MONTANA O l s t r l c t  ....................... 
MONTANA S t a t e  T o t a l  .................. 

NEBRASKA County ........................ 
NEBRASKA Separate Juven l l e  ............. 

NEBRASKA S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 

NEVADA O l s t r l c t  ........................ 
NEVADA S t a t e  T o t a l  ................... 

1 C 19.130 C 18. 752 C 98 1.  461 
19.130 18.752 98 1.  461 

1 C 1.381 C 1.  127 
1.381 1.127 

488 
488 

2 C 3.419 3 .  479 102 801 
2 C 1.  979 N/A 464 

5 .  398 3.479 1.  264 

1 C N/A N/A 
N /A  N/A 

(con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  J u v e n l l e  caseload. 1986 . (cont lnued)  

T o t a l  To ta l  DlSpO- Fl1 l ngs  

P o l n t  f l l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a pe r -  100. 000 
Juven l  l e  j u v e n l  l e  s l  t Ions  pe r  

J u r l s -  o f  q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y -  centage j u v e n l l e  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d t c t l o n  f l l l n q  foo tno tes  I n s  foo tno tes  o f  f l l l n s s  DoDula t lon  

NEW HAMPSHIRE O l s t r l c t  ................. 2 C 6.790 N/A 
NEW HAMPSHIRE S t a t e  T o t a l  ............ 6. 790 N/A 

2.612 
2. 612 

NEW JERSEY Super lo r  .................... 1 C 109. 197 C 107. 705 C 99 5.964 
NEH JERSEY S t a t e  T o t a l  ............... 109. 197 107. 705 99 5.964 

NEW M E X I C O  O l s t r l c t  .................... 
NEW M E X I C O  S t a t e  T o t a l  ............... 

1 C 7. 763 7. 298 94 1. 748 
7.763 7. 298 94 1.748 

NEW YORK Famlly ........................ 
NEU YORK S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 

NORTH CAROLINA O l s t r l c t  ................ 
NORTH CAROLINA S t a t e  T o t a l  ........... 

NORTH OAKOTA O l s t r l c t  .................. 
NORTH OAKOlA  S t a t e  T o t a l  ............. 

O H I O  Court  o f  Comnon Pleas ............. 
OHIO S t a t e  T o t a l  ..................... 

OKLAHOMA O l s t r l c t  ...................... 
OKLAHOMA S t a t e  T o t a l  ................. 

OREGON C l r c u l t  ......................... 
OREGON County .......................... 

OREGON S t a t e  T o t a l  ................... 

PENNSYLVANIA Court  o f  Comnon Pleas ..... 
PENNSYLVANIA S t a t e  T o t a l  ............. 

PUERTO R I C O  Super lo r  ................... 
PUERTO R I C O  T o t a l  .................... 

RHODE ISLAND Farnlly .................... 
RHOOE ISLAND S t a t e  T o t a l  ............. 

SOUTH CAROLINA Faml ly  .................. 
SOUlH CAROLlNA H a g l s t r a t e  .............. 

SOUTH CAROLINA S t a t e  T o t a l  ........... 

SOUTH DAKOTA C l r c u l t  ................... 
SOUTH OAKOTA S t a t e  T o t a l  ............. 

TENNESSEE J u v e n l l e  ..................... 
TENNESSEE General Sesslons ............. 

TENNESSEE S t a t e  T o t a l  ................ 

2 C 44. 851 C 45. 651 C 102 1. 025 
44. 851 45.651 1. 025 

2 C 22. 531 24. 976 1 1 1  1. 388 
22.537 24.976 1.388 

1 C 1. 441 1. 441 100 758 
1. 441 1. 441 758 

1 E 116. 028 114.676 99 4.065 
116. 028 1 1  4. 676 99 4.065 

1 G N/A N/A 
N/A N/A 

1 C 16. 348 l N /A 
2 C N/A N/A 

16.348 N/A 

2. 383 

2. 383 

1 f 48. 384 47. 852 99 1.698 
48. 384 47.852 99 1. 698 

1 C 5. 243 C 4.977 C 95 
5. 243 4.971 95 

2 f 6.570 N/A 
6.570 N/A 

2. 894 
2. 894 

2 C 12. 235 C 12. 119 C 99 1. 306 
2 I N/A N/A 

12. 235 12. 119 * 99 1. 306 

1 8 2. 466 N/A 
2. 466 N/A 

1. 245 
1. 245 

2 8 N/A N/A 
2 B N/A N/A 

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 12:  Reported total state trlal court juvenlle caseload, 1986. (contlnued) 

Total Total DlSpO- Flllngs 

Polnt flllngs and dlsposltlons as a per- lOD,ODO 
juvenl le juvenlle sltlons Per 

Jurls- o f  quallfylng and quallfy- centage juvenlle 
StateKourt name: dlctlon flllng footnotes Ins footnotes o f  flllnss populatlon 

TEXAS Dlstrlct ......................... 1 C 11,625 1 12.457 1 107 236 
TEXAS County-Level ..................... 2 C 2 , 8 6 3  V 2.979 V 104 

TEXAS State Total .................... 14.488 15.436 

UTAH Juvenlle .......................... 2 C N/A N/A 
UTAH State Total ..................... N/A N/A 

VERHONT Dlstrlct ....................... 1 C 1,853 1 ,846  100 1 , 3 2 4  
VERHONT State Total .................. 1,853 1 ,846  1 ,324  

VIRGlNIA Dlstrlct ...................... 2 A 82.213 76.321 9 3  5,717 
VIRGINIA State Total ................. 82,213 76.321 9 3  5 ,717  

WASHINGTON Superlor .................... 1 A 22,514 21 ,086  94  1 , 9 4 8  
WASHINGTON State Total ............... 22.514 21,086 94  1 , 9 4 8  

WEST VIRGINIA Clrcult .................. 1 C 6 , 2 5 5  6.357 102 1,241 
WEST VIRGINIA State Total ............ 6 , 2 5 5  6.357 1,241 

WISCONSIN Clrcult ...................... 1 C 18.329 18.219 99 1 ,442  
YISCONSIN State Total ................ 18,329 18,219 99 1 ,442  

WYOMING Dlstrlct ....................... 1 C 766 N/A 
WYOHING State Total .................. 766 N/A 

49 7 
497 

NOTE: Hlsslsslppl Is not Included In thls table 
because It dld not report juvenlle data for 
1986.  and dld not respond to the Trlal Court 
Jurlsdlctlon Gulde. All other state courts 
are llsted In thls table, regardless o f  
whether data are avallable. All data that 
are at least 75% complete are entered In the 
table. Blank spaces lndlcate that elther 
data are unavallable or less than 75% 
complete, or that the calculatlons are 
lnapproprlate. The "flllngs per 100.000 
populatlon" State Total flgure may not equal 
the sum o f  the lndlvldual state courts due 
to roundlng. 

N/A = Data are not avallable. 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

1 = General Jurlsdlctlon 
2 = Llmlted Jurlsdlctlon 

POINT OF FILING CODES: 

M = Hlsslng Data 
I = Data element Is lnappllcable 
A = Flllng of complalnt 
B = At lnlttal hearlng (Intake) 
C = flllng of petltlon 
E = Issuance of warrant 
F = At referral 
G = Varles 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported total state trlal court juvenlle caseload, 1986. (contlnued) 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

data are not Incomplete or overlncluslve. 

See the quallfylng footnote for each court wlthln 
the state. Each footnote ut11 have tmpact on the 
state's total. 

An absence o f  a quallfylng footnote lndlcates that 1:  

C: The followlng courts' data are overlncluslve: 
Alabama--Clrcult Court--Total Juvenlle flled 

and dlsposed data Include some domestlc 
relatlons cases. 

juvenlle flled and dlsposed data Include 
paternlty/bastardy cases. 

and dlsposed data Include some traffic/ 
other vlolatlon data. 

Indiana--Superlor and Clrcult Court--Total 0: 

Kansas--Dlstrlct Court--Total Juvenlle flled 

Kentucky--Dlstrlct Court--Total Juvenlle 

bastardy cases. 
Loulslana--Family and Juvenlle Court--Total 

juvenlle flled data Include domestlc 
relatlons and mental health cases. 

lllssourl--Clrcult Court--Total juvenlle flled 
and dlsposed data Include adoptlon and 
termlnatlon o f  parental rlghts cases. 

Montana--Dlstrlct Court--Total Juvenlle flled 
data Include reopened cases. 

New Jersey--Superlor Court-Total juvenlle 
flled and dlsposed data Include termlnatlon 
of parental rlghts cases. 

New York--Family Court--Total juvenlle filed 
and dlsposed data Include juvenlle traffic 
cases. 

Puerto Rlco--Superlor Court--Total juvenlle 
flled and dlsposed data Include transfers 
and reopened cases. 

South Carollna--Famlly Court--Total juvenlle 
flled and dlsposed data Include 
traf flc/other vlolatlon cases. 

flled and dlsposed data Include paternity/ V: 

The folloulng courts' data are 75% complete: 
Arkansas--County Court--Total juvenlle 

flled and dlsposed data do not Include 
cases from several countles. 

Oregon--Clrcult Court--Total juvenlle 
flled data do not Include petltlons 
flled In Marlon County. 

Texas--Dlstrlct Court--Total Juvenlle 
flled and dlsposed data do not Include 
chlld-vlctlm petltlons. 

The followlng court's data are 75% complete 
and are overlncluslve: 

Hlchlgan--Probate Court--Total juvenlle 
flled data Include trafflc/other 
vlolatlon cases, but do not lnclude 
status petltlons. 

The followlng courts' data are less than 75% 
compl et e : 

Delaware--Family Court--Total juvenlle 
flled and dlsposed data do not Include 
status petltlons and chlld-vlctlm 
petltlons. 

Massachusetts-Trial Court o f  the 
Comnonuealth--Total juvenlle dlsposed 
data do not Include any cases from the 
Juvenlle Court Department and appeals 
from the Dlstrlct Court Department. 

Texas-County-Level Courts--Total juvenlle 
flled and dlsposed data do not Include 
chtld-vlctlm petltlons. 
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Figures 



FIGURE A: Reporting Periods for All State Trial Courts, 1986 

Sta te  

Repor t l ng  pe r lods  

January 1 ,  1986 J u l y  1 .  1985 September 1, 1985 October 1, 1985 
t o  t o  t o  t o  

December 31. 1986 June 30, 1986 August 31. 1986 September 30. 1986, 

A 1  abama 
Alaska 
Arl zona 
Arkansas 
C a l l f o r n l a  

X 

X 

Colorado 
Connect lcut  
Delaware 
D l s t r l c t  o f  Columbta X 
f l o r l d a  X 

X 
X 
X 

Georgla X 
Court  o f  Appeals 

X 
T r l a l  Courts 

X 
Supreme Court  
(Aug. 1, 1985 - 
J u l y  31, 1986) 

Haua l l  
Idaho 
I 1 1  l n o l s  
Ind iana 

X 
X 
X 
X 

I oua 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Lout s l ana  
Malne 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

Mary 1 and X 
Massachusetts X X 

M lch lgan X X 

Mlnnesota X 
M l s s l s s l p p l  X 

T r l a l  Courts Supreme J u d l c t a l  Court  
Appeals Court  

T r l a l  Courts Supreme Court  
Court  o f  Appeals 

Supreme Cour t  

M lssour l  
Montana X 

Supreme Cour t  
D l s t r l c t  Court  

Nebraska X 
D l s t r l c t  Court  
County Cour t  
Separate J u v e n l l e  

Nevada X 
New Hampshlre X 

Supreme Cour t  
Mun lc lpa l  Court  
Super lo r  Cour t  
D l s t r l c t  Court  

X 
X 

J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 
C l t y  Court  
Mun lc lpa l  Court  

X 
Workmen I s 

Compensatlon Court  

X 
Probate Court  

X 
Supreme Court  

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE A: Reporting perlods f o r  all state courts, 1986. (contlnued) 

State 

Report 1 ng pert ods 

January 1. 1986 July 1 ,  .1985 September 1 ,  1985 October 1 ,  1985 
to to to to 

December 31. 1986 June 30, 1986 August 31, 1986 September 30. 1986 

New Jersey 
New Hexlco 
New York X 
North Carolina 
North Dakota X 

Ohto 
Ok 1 a homa 
Oregon 
Pennsylvanla 
Puerto Rlco 

X 

X 
X 

Rhode Island 

South Carollna 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 

X 
Trlal Courts 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
Supreme Court 

Utah X X 
SuDreme Court Trtal Courts 

Vermont 
Vlrglnla 
Washlngton 
West Vlrglnla 
Wlsconsln 
Wyoml ng 

X 

Note: Unless otherwlse lndlcated, an " X "  means 
that all o f  the trlal and appellate courts 
In that state report data for  the tlme 
perlod lndlcated by the column. 

Source: Data were gathered f rom the 1986 State 
Trlal and Appellate Court Jurlsdlctlon 
Gulde proflles and State Admlnlstratlve 
Offlces o f  the Courts. 
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1986 

Ooes t h e  c o u r t  count  
re lns ta ted / reopened 

Case counted a t :  cases I n  I t s  count  o f  

N o t l c e  o f  t h e  Record Yes, o r  
F l l l n g  Case f l l e d  wl th :  new f l l l n q s ?  

Court  o f  t r l a l  p l u s  Other T r l a l  Appe l l a te  f r e q u e n t l y  
S ta te /Cour t  name: tvDe appeal reco rd  b r l e f s  D o l n t  c o u r t  c o u r t  R a r e l y  as new case 

ALABAMA: 
Supreme Cour t  
Court  o f  C I v I l  

Court  o f  C r lm lna l  
Appeals 

Appeal s 

ALASKA: 
Supreme Court  
Cour t  o f  Appeals 

A R I Z O N A :  
Supreme Cour t  
Court  o f  Appeals 

ARKANSAS: 
Supreme Court  
Cour t  o f  Appeals 

CALIFORNIA: 
Supreme Court  

Cour ts  o f  Appeal 

COLORADO: 
Supreme Court  
Cour t  o f  Appeals 

CONNECTICUT: 
Supreme Cour t  

Appe l l a te  Cour t  

DELAWARE: 
Supreme Cour t  

COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

I A C  X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

I AC X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
I A C  X 0 0 0 X 0 I D E N T I F I E O  SEPARATELY 

COLR X - C R I M  0 0 X* X 
I A C  X-CRIM*  X* 0 X* X 

(except  
lndus-  
t r i a l  
cases b 
c l v l l  

p e t  1 t ton  
f o r  

s p e c l a l  
a c t  ton)  

------ 

0 0 0 X 
X 0 0 X 

( o n l y  
lndus-  
t r l a l  
cases b 
c l v l l  

p e t  1 t l o n  
f o r  

s p e c l a l  
a c t l o n )  

COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
I A C  0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

COLR X* X 0 0 X COLR X 0 0 
(death  ( I f  p e t l t l o n  
p e n a l t y  f o r  rev lew  

o n l y )  o f  I A C )  
I A C  0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
I A C  X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 
( l f  mot ton  ( I f  new 

appeal 1 t o  recon- 
s l d e r )  

( I f  r e -  ( a l l  
mand by o the rs  

I AC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 

COLR) reopened) 

COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

(con t lnued  on nex t  page) 

201 



fIGURE 6: Methods o f  countlng cases In state appellate courts, 1986. (conttnued) 

Ooes the court count 

StateKourt name: 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Court o f  Appeals 

relnstated/reopened 
Case counted at: cases In lts count of  

Notlce o f  the Record Yes. or 
Flllng Case flled wlth: new flllnqs? 

Court o f  trlal plus Other Trlal Appellate frequently 
type appeal record brlefs polnt court court Rarely as new case 

COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIEO SEPARATELY 

FLOR I OA : 
Supreme Court 
Olstrlct Court of  
Appeals 

GEORGIA: 
Supreme Court 

Court o f  Appeals 

HAWAII: 
Supreme Court 

Intermedlate Court 
o f  Appeals 

IDAHO: 
Supreme Court 

Court of  Appeals 

ILLINOIS: 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 

INDIANA: 
Supreme Court 

Court of  Appeals 

COLR X 0 0 0 X IAC X 0 0 

IAC X 0 0 0 X (Adm.Agy. X 0 0 
and Workers 

Comp. ) 

COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

(lf new 
appeal 1 

COLR 0 X 0 0 X X 0 0 X 
(or lglnal 
proceedlng) 

IAC 0 X 0 0 0 0 0 0 X 

COLR X 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 
(appeal (COLR 1f 
from appeal 
trlal from 
court) IAC) 

IAC 0 0 0 (when 0 0 0 X 0 
ass 1 gned 
by COLR) 

COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 
I AC X 0 0 0 X 0 IOENTIFIEO SEPARATELY 

COLR 0 0 0 (any 
flrst 
f 11 lng , 
notlce. 
record, 
brlef 

or 
mot lon) 

f 1 rst 
flllng) 

IAC 0 0 0 (any 

X COLR 0 0 X 
(only ( I f  
death petltlon 
penalty for trans- 
and/or fer from 
sentence IAC) 
over 10 
years) 

(vet b e )  
X 0 0 0 X 
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FIGURE 8: Methods o f  coun t lng  cases I n  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  cou r t ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

Does t h e  c o u r t  count  
re tns ta ted / reooened 

S t a t e K o u r t  name: 

I O W A  : 
Supreme Cour t  

Court  o f  Appeals 

KANSAS: 
Supreme Court  
Court  o f  Appeals 

KENTUCKY: 
Supreme Court  

Cour t  o f  Appeals 

LOUISIANA: 
Supreme Cour t  
Court  o f  Appeals 

MAINE:  
Supreme Jud lc  l a  1 

Court  S t t t l n g  as 
Law Court  

MARYLAND: 
Court  o f  Appeals 

Court  o f  Spec la l  
Appeals 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
Supreme J u d l c l a l  

Appeals Court  
Court  

Case counted a t :  cases I n  t t s  c o i n t  o f  

No t t ce  o f  t h e  Record Yes, o r  
F l l l n g  Case f l l e d  4 t h :  new f l l l n q s ?  

Court  o f  t r l a l  p l u s  Other T r l a l  Appe l l a te  f r e q u e n t l y  
type appeal record  b r l e f s  Do ln t  court c o u r t  R a r e l y  as new case 

CULR 

I A C  

COLR 
I A C  
- 

COLR 

I A C  

X 0 0 0 X X X 
(lf (COLR 

f rom appeal 
t r i a l  f rom 
c o u r t )  I A C )  

(If 
appeal 

f rom 
t r l a l  
c o u r t )  

appeal I f  

0 0 0 TRANSFER X 0 X 

----- - 

0 0 0 X *  X 0 0 
0 0 0 X *  X 0 0 

0 0 0 X *  X X X 
(COLR 

I f  rev lew 
Is sought 
f rom I A C )  

X 0 0 0 X 0 X 

0 0 

0 0 

0 X 
0 X 

0 0 

0 0 

COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 
I AC 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 
- - - - _ _ -  - -  

COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 
(If ( I f  new 

remanded) appeal 1 

COLR 0 X 0 0 X X 0 0 X 
(If ( I A C  

d t r e c t  I f  appeal 
appeal)  f rom I A C )  

I A C  0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
I AC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 

(If 
o r t g t n a l l y  
d l  smtssed 
as premature) 

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 

203 



FIGURE B: Methods of coun t lng  cases I n  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

Does t h e  c o u r t  count 
re lns ta ted / reopened 

Case counted a t :  cases I n  I t s  count o f  

N o t l c e  of t h e  Record Yes, o r  
F l l l n g  Case f l l e d  w l t h :  new f l l l n q s ?  

Court  of t r l a l  p l u s  Other T r l a l  Appe l l a te  f r e q u e n t l y  
S ta te /Cour t  name: type aDpeal reco rd  b r l e f s  Po In t  c o u r t  Rare l y  as new case 

M I C H I G A N  : 
Supreme Cour t  COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X 

( I f  new (If 
remanded appeal  1 
u / j u r  I s- 
d l c t l o n  
re ta lned )  

Court  of Appeals I A C  X 0 0 0 0 X 0 0 X 

MINNESOTA: 
Supreme Court  COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 
Cour t  of Appeals I AC X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Supreme Cour t  COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 IOENTIFIEO SEPARATELY 

( f l l e  u l t h  bo th ,  
e f f .  1/1/87) 

MISSOURI : 
Supreme Cour t  COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
Cour t  o f  Appeals I A C  X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

------ - -  
MONTANA: 

Supreme Court  COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
( n o t l c e  
p l u s  any 
o t h e r  f l l l n g :  
fee,  record,  
mot lon)  

NEBRASKA: 
Supreme Cour t  COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

NEVADA: 
Supreme Cour t  COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Supreme Court  COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X 

( I f  re -  
manded 6 
j u r l s d l c -  

t l o n  
re ta lned )  

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE 8: Methods o f  coun t lng  cases I n  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s ,  1986. (cont lnued)  

Does t h e  c o u r t  count  

S t a t e K o u r t  name: 

NEW JERSEY: 
Supreme Cour t  

Appe l l a te  O l v l s l o n  
o f  Super lo r  Court  

Court  
tyDe 

COLR 

I AC 

re Ins ta ted / reopened 
Case counted a t :  cases l n  I t s  count  o f  

F l l l n g  Case f l l e d  wlth: new f l l l n s s ?  
No t t ce  o f  t h e  Record Yes. o r  

of  t r l a l  p l u s  Other T r l a l  Appe l l a te  f r e q u e n t l y  
atmeal reco rd  b r l e f s  p o l n t  c o u r t  c o u r t  R a r e l y  as new case 

X 0 0 0 0 (COLR I f  IDENTIFIEO SEPARATELY 
d l r e c t  

o t h e r u l s e  
appeal. 

w l th  I A C )  

X 0 0 0 0 X I OENTIFI EO SEPARATELY 

NEW MEXICO:  
Supreme Cour t  

Court  o f  Appeals 

NEW YORK: 
Court  o f  Appeals 
Appe l l a te  O l v l s l o n s  

o f  Supreme Cour t  

Appe l l a te  Terms o f  
Supreme Court  

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Supreme Court  

Court  o f  Appeals 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
Supreme Court  

OHIO:  
Supreme Cour t  
Cour t  o f  Appeals 

COLR 

I A C  

- 

COLR 

I A C  

I AC 

COLR 

IAC 

COLR - 
COCR 

I A C  

0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 0 
( w l t h l n  
30 days 
o f  n o t l c e )  

( w l t h l n  
30 days 
o f  n o t l c e )  

0 0 0 X x 0 IOENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 
(If r e -  ( I f  re -  
m l t  f o r  mand f o r  
spec l f I c  
Issues)  

new t r l a l )  

0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

0 X 0 0 x X X X 0 
(If (COLR ( I f  

d l r e c t  If p e t l t l o n  
appeal)  appeal  t o  r e -  

f rom hear )  
I A C )  

0 X 0 0 X 0 X X 0 
(If 

recon- 
s l d e r l n g  
d l s m l s s a l )  

X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

X 0 0 0 0 I A C  X 0 0 
X 0 0 0 X' 0 X 0 0 

(con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods o f  coun t lng  cases I n  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

Does t h e  c o u r t  count 
re lns ta ted / reopened 

Case counted a t :  cases I n  l t s  count o f  

No t l ce  o f  t h e  Record Yes. o r  
F l l l n g  Case f l l e d  w l t h :  new f l l l n s s ?  

Cour t  o f  t r l a l  p l u s  Other T r l a l  Appe l l a te  f r e q u e n t l y  
S ta te /Cour t  name: fYDe appeal record  b r i e f s  p o l n t  c o u r t  c o u r t  Rare l y  as new case 

OKLAHOMA: 
Supreme Court  COLR X* 0 0 0 X 0 X' 0 X' 
Cour t  o f  C r lm lna l  

Appeals COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X' 0 X *  
( n o t l c e  

p l u s  
t r a n -  

script) 
X' Cour t  o f  Appeals I A C  0 0 0 TRANSFER 0 COLR X' 0 

OREGON: 
Supreme Court  COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IOENTIFIEO SEPARATELY 
Cour t  o f  Appeals I AC X 0 0 0 0 X I O E N T I F I E O  SEPARATELY 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Supreme Cour t  COLR X 

( d l  r e c t  
appeal 
on l y )  

Super lo r  Court  I AC X 
Conanonwealth Cour t  I A C  X 

0 ' 0  X X' 
( d  1 scre- 
t l o n a r y  
c e r t l o r a r l  
granted) 

0 0 0 X 
0 0 0 X 

X *  X X 0 
( I f  r e -  ( I f  new 
l n s t a t e d  appea l )  
t o  en- 
f o r c e  
o rde r )  

0 X 0 0 
X 0 0 X 

( Adml n. 
Agency) 

PUERTO R I C O :  
Supreme Cour t  COLR X 0 0 0 X-CR x-cv lOENTIF I f 0  SEPARATELY 

------ - -  
RHOOE ISLAND: 

Supreme Court  COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

Supreme Cour t  COLR 0 X 0 0 X X X 0 0 
Cour t  o f  Appeals I A C  0 0 0 TRANSFER X 0 X 0 0 

Supreme Court  COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

- -  ------ 
SOUTH CAROLINA: 

- -  ------ 
SOUTH DAKOTA: 

(con t tnued on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE 8: Methods o f  coun t ing  cases I n  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  cour ts ,  1986. (cont lnued)  

Does t h e  c o u r t  count  

S t a t e K o u r t  name: 

TENNESSEE: 
Supreme Cour t  
Court  o f  Appeals 

Court  o f  C r lm lna l  
Appea 1 s 

TEXAS: 
Supreme Court  
Court  o f  C r lm lna l  

Appeals 

Court  o f  Appeals 

UTAH : 
Supreme Cour t  

VERMONT: 
Supreme Court  

V I R G I N I A :  
Supreme Cour t  

Cour t  o f  Appeals 

WASHINGTON: 
Supreme Court  
Cour t  o f  Appeals 

r e l n s t a t e d h e o p e n e d  
Case counted a t :  cases I n  I t s  count  o f  

N o t i c e  o f  t h e  Record Yes, o r  
F i l i n g  Case f i l e d  w l t h :  new f l l l n q s ?  

Court  o f  t r l a l  p l u s  Other T r l a l  Appe l l a te  f r e q u e n t l y  
tyDe aDDeal reco rd  b r l e f s  p o l n t  court c o u r t  R a r e l y  as new case 

COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
I A C  X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

(Cour t  o f  
Appeals) 

(Cour t  o f  
C r  l m l  n a l  
Appeals) 

I A C  X 0 0 0 0 X IOENTIFIEO SEPARATELY 

COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

COLR 0 0 0 any f i r s t  X X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

COLR X *  0 0 0 

----- 

COLR 0 0 0 X 

(Cour t  o f  
Crtm. Appeals) 

X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

X X X 0 0 
( c o u r t  (Admln. 

f rom Agency) 
u h l c h  

appealed) 

X 0 X 0 X 
( I f  d l s -  ( I f  a f t e r  
mlssed f l n a l  de- 
& r e l n -  c l s l o n  o r  
s ta ted )  i f  s t a t l s -  

t i c a l  
pe r  1 od has 
ended) 

0 X X 0 0 

COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 
I AC X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE 8: Methods of counting cases In state appellate courts, 1986. (contlnued) 

Does the court count 
relnstated/reoDened 

Case counted at: cases In Its count o f  

Notlce of the Record Yes. or 
flllng Case flled wlth: new flllnqs? 

StateKourt name: 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Supreme Court 

WISCONSIN: 
Supreme Court 

Court of Appeals 

WYOMING: 
Supreme Court 

Court o f  trlal plus Other Trlal Appellate frequent 1 y 
tyDe aDpeal record brlefs Dolnt court court Rarely as new case 

COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
(Counted 
as new 
flllngs 
as o f  
8/86) 

COLR 0 0 0 When 0 X 0 0 X 
accepted 
by court 

IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

COLR X 0 0 0 0 X 0 0 X 

-- = Data element I s  lnappllcable. 
AOM. AGY. = Admlnlstratlve agency cases only. 
CR = Crlmlnal cases only. 
CV = Clvll cases only. 
OP = Death penalty cases only. 
COLR = Court o f  last resort. 
IAC = Intermedlate appellate court. 

*FOOTNOTES: 

Ohlo--Court of Appeals: The clerk of the trlal 
court I s  also the clerk o f  the Court o f  
Appeals. 

Oklahoma--The notlce of appeal refers to the 
petltlon In error. The courts do not count 
relnstated cases as new flllngs. but do count 
any subsequent appeal o f  an earller declded 
case as a new flllng. 

Arlzona--Supreme Court: Clvll cases: A case l s  Pennsylvanla--Supreme Court: Mandatory cases are 
counted when the fee I s  pald wlthln 30 days 
after trlal record Is flled. cases are flled wlth the appellate court. 

flled wlth the trlal court, and dlscretlonary 

Arlzona--Court o f  Appeals: Clvll cases: A case Utah--Supreme Court: Mandatory appeals are no 
I s  counted when the fee t s  pald wlthln 30 days 
after trlal record 1s flled. for juvenile/ be an lntermedlate court o f  appeals after 
tndustrlal/habeas corpus cases, a case I s  1 /1/87. 
counted at rscelpt of notlce, or at recetpt o f  
the trlal record. 

longer In effect as o f  1/1/86; and there wlll 

Callfornla--Supreme Court: Cases are counted at 
the notlce of appeal for dlscretlonary revlew 
cases from the IAC. 

Kansas--Cases are counted at the docketlng whlch 
occurs 21 days after a notlce o f  appeal 1s 
flled In the trlal court. 

Kentucky--Cases are counted at elther the flllng 
o f  the brlef or request for lntermedlate 
re1 lef . 

Source: Data were gathered from the 1986 State Appellate Court Jurlsdlctlon Gulde proflles and State 
Admlnlstratlve Offlces o f  the Courts. 
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FIGURE C: Dollar Amount Jurisdiction for Original Tort, Contract, Real Property 
Rights, and Small Claims Filings in State Trial Courts, 1986 

U n l l m l t e d  d o l l a r  L l m l t e d  d o l l a r  

t o r t s ,  con t rac ts ,  t o r t s ,  c o n t r a c t s  Haxlmum Suinnary Lawyers 
amount amount Small c la lms  

J u r l s -  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  d o l l a r  Ju ry  proce- pe r -  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  Mlnlmum/maxlmum Mlntmum/maxlmum amount t r l a l s  dures  m l t t e d  

ALABAMA : 
C l  r c u t t  Court  
01 s t r I c t  Cour t  

G $l.OOO/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- $1.000/ $5.000 11.000 No Yes Op t lona l  

ALASKA: 
Super lo r  Court  
D t s t r l c t  Cour t  

G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- 0/$25.000 $5.000 No Yes No 

ARIZONA:  
Super lo r  Cour t  G $500/No rnaxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 

Court  L -- O /  $2,500 $500 NO Yes No 

ARKANSAS: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G $100/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
Court  o f  Comnon Pleas L -- $500/ $1.000 

( c o n t r a c t  o n l y )  
Hun tc lpa l  Cour t  L -- O /  $300 $300 No Yes No 

( c o n t r a c t  and 
r e a l  p roper t y )  

( c o n t r a c t  and 
r e a l  p r o p e r t y )  

-- -- -- -- 

-- O /  $300 -- -- -- -- C l t y  Court ,  P o l l c e  Cour t  L 

CALIFORNIA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  
Hun lc lpa l  Court  
J u s t l c e  Cour t  

G $25,00O/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- 0/$25,000 $1,500 No Yes No 
L -- 0/$25,000 $1,500 No Yes No 

COLORADO: 
01 s t r l c t  Cour t  
Water Court  

County Court  

G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
G ~ / N O  rnaxlmum 

L -- O /  $5,000 $1.000 No Yes No 

-- -- -- -- -- 
( o n l y  r e a l  p r o p e r t y )  

CONNECTICUT: 
Super lo r  Court  G O/No maxlmum .- $1.500 No Yes Yes 

0 E LAWAR E : 
Court  o f  Chancery G 
Super lo r  Court  G 
Court  o f  C o n o n  Pleas L 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 

Court  L 
Alderman's Court  L 

O /  $2,500 $2,500 No Yes Yes 
O /  $2.500 $2.500 No Yes Yes 

D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA: 
Super lo r  Court  G $2,00O/No maxlmum -- $2.000 Yes Yes Yes 

(no mlnlmum f o r  r e a l  
p roper t y )  

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE C :  Oollar amount jur lsdlct l .on f o r  or lglnal  t o r t ,  contract .  real  property r lgh ts .  and small clalms 
f l l l n g s  I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  courts ,  1986. (contlnued) 

Unllmlted dol la r  Llmlted dol la r  
amount amount Small clalms 

t o r t s ,  cont rac ts ,  t o r t s ,  contracts  Maxlmurn Sumnary Lawyers 
Jur l s -  real  property real property d o l l a r  Jury proce- per- 

S t a t e K o u r t  name: d lc t lon  Mlnlmum/maxlmum Mln lmum/max lmum amount t r l a l s  dures mltted 

F L O R  I OA : 
C1 r c u l t  Court 
County Court 

G $5,00O/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- $2,5001 $5.000 $2.500 Yes Yes Yes 

GEORGIA:  
Superlor Court G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- No mar Yes No Yes 
S t a t e  Court L ~ / N O  maxlmum -- No max Yes Yes Yes 

(No real  property) 
C l v l l  Court L -- O /  $7.500- $7.500- No Yes Yes 

Hagls t ra te  Court L -- O /  $2.500 $2.500 No Yes Yes 

Nunlclpal Court L -- O/ $7.500 $7.500 No Yes Yes 

25,000 $25.000 

(No real  property) 

HAWAII: 
Clrcul t  Court 
O l s t r l c t  Court 

G $5,00O/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- 0/$10,000 $2,500 No Yes Yes 

(No maxlmum I n  (Except I n  
surmnary posses- res ldent la l  
slon or e j e c t -  securi ty  de- 

ment) pos l t  cases. 

I OAHO : -- -- -- -- -- O l s t r l c t  Court: G ~ / N O  maxlmum 
(Maglstrates Olvlslon) L -- 0/$10.000 $2,000 No Yes No 

o/ $2,000 
(only real  
property 1 

ILLINOIS: 
Ctrcul t  Court - $2.500 Yes Yes Yes 

INDIANA: 
Superlor Court and 

Cl rcu l t  Court G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- $3,000 No Yes Yes 
County Court L -- O/$lO,OOO $3.000 No Yes Yes 
Hunlclpal Court of 

Harlon C o u n t y  L 
Small Clalms Court o f  

Harlon County L -- -- $3,000 No Yes Yes 
C l t y  Court L 

-- 0/$20,000 -- -- -- -- 

-- O /  $500- -- -- -- -- 
$2,500 

(No real property) 

IOWA: 
D l  s t r l c t  Court G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- $2,000 No Yes Yes 

KANSAS: 
D l s t r l c t  Court G O/No maxlmum - - $1,000 No Yes No 

(contlnued on next page) 
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FIGURE C:  O o l l a r  amount J u r l s d l c t l o n  f o r  o r l g l n a l  t o r t ,  c o n t r a c t ,  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  r l g h t s ,  and smal l  c l a lms  
f l l l n g s  I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

U n l l m l t e d  d o l l a r  L l m l t e d  d o l l a r  
amount amount Small c la lms 

t o r t s ,  c o n t r a c t s ,  t o r t s ,  c o n t r a c t s  Maxlmum Sumnary Lawyers 
J u r l s -  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  r e a l  Droper ty  d o l l a r  Ju ry  proce- pe r -  

S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  Mlnlmum/maxlmum Mlnlmum/maxlmum amount t r l a l s  dures m l t t e d  

KENTUCKY: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  

G $2,50O/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- O/ $2.500 $1,000 No Yes Yes 

LOUISIANA: 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
C l t y  Court ,  Pa r l sh  Court  L -- O /  $5.000 $2.000 No Yes Yes 
Justice o f  t h e  Peace Court  L -- O/ $1,200 $1,200 No Yes Yes 

MAINE:  
Super lo r  Court  
O l s t r l c t  Court  

G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- 0/$30,000 $1.400 No Yes Yes 

MARY LAN0 : 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  

G $2,50O/No rnaxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- 0/$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 

(No maxlmum r e a l  
p r o p e r t y )  

MASSACHUSETTS: 
T r l a l  Cour t  o f  t h e  

Comnonwealth: 
Super lo r  Cour t  Oept. G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
Houslng Court  Oept. G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- 11,500 No No Yes 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  Oept. G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- 11.500 Yes Yes Yes 
Boston Mun lc lpa l  Court  

Oept . G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- 11,500 Yes Yes Yes 

M I C H  I GAN : 
C l r c u l t  Court  
O l s t r l c t  Court  
Mun lc lpa l  Court  

G $10,00O/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- 0/$10.000 $1,500 No Yes No 
L -- O/  $1,500 $1,500 No Yes No 

MINNESOTA: 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  G O/No maxlmum $2,000 No Yes Yes .- 

MISSISSIPPI: (NO DATA AVAILABLE) 

MISSOURI  : 
C l r c u l t  Court  G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
(Assoc la tes  O l v l s l o n )  L -- O/ $5,000 $1.000 No Yes Yes 

MONTANA: 
01 s t r l c t  Cour t  G $50/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  

and Mun lc lpa l  Court  L -- O/ $3.500 $1.500 No Yes No 
C l t y  Cour t  L -- O/ $300 $300 No Yes No 

(con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE C: Dollar amount jurlsdlctlon for orlglnal tort, contract, real property rlghts. and small clalms 
ftllngs I n  state trlal courts, 1986. (contlnued) 

Unllmlted dollar Llmlted dollar 
amount amount Small clalms 

torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maxlmum S u n a r y  Lawyers 
Jurls- real property real property dollar Jury proce- per- 

StateKourt name: dlctlon. Mlnlmum/maxlmum Mlnlmum/maxlmum amount trlals dures mltted 

NEBRASKA: 
Dlstrlct Court 
County Court 

G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
O/$lO.OOO $1,500 No Yes No L -- 
( $5.000 for 

real property) 

NEVADA: 
Dlstrlct Court 
Justlce Court 
Munlclpal Court 

-- -- -- -- -- G $1.000/No maximum 
L -- 
L 

o/ $2.500 $1,500 No Yes Yes 
O /  $2.500 N/A N/A N/A N/A -- 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superlor Court 
Olstrlct Court 
Munlclpal Court 

G $500/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- O/$lO.OOO $1.500 No Yes Yes 
L -- O/ $1,500 $1.500 No Yes Yes 

(only landlord-tenant, 
and small clalms) 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superlor Court (Law Dlvl- 

slon and Chancery 
01 vl s lon) G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
(Law Olvlslon, 
Speclal Clvll Part) L -- O /  $5,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 

NEW MEXICO: 
01 strlct Court G O/No maxlmum _ _  -- -- -- -- 
Maglstrate Court L -- o/ $2,000 -- -- -- -- 
Metropolltan Court of 

Bernallllo County L -- O /  $5,000 -- -- -- -- 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Court G 
County Court G 
Clvll Court o f  the Clty 

o f  New York L 
Clty Court 1 

Dlstrlct Court L 
Court o f  Clalms L 
Town Court and Vlllage 

Justlce Court L 

-- -- -- -- -- ~ / N O  maximum 

-- 0/$25.000 $1.500 Yes Yes Yes 
-- O/ $500- $1.500 Yes Yes Yes 

-- ' 0/$15.000 $1.500 Yes Yes Yes 
~ / N O  maxlmum 

-- O /  $3.000 $1.500 Yes Yes Yes 

-- 0/$25,000 -- -- -- -- 

$15.000 

-- -- -- -- -- 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Superlor Court 
Dlstrlct Court 

G $10,00O/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- O/$lO.OOO $1,500 No Yes Yes 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
01 st r lct Court 
County Court 

-- -- -- -- G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- 
L -- O/$lO,OOO. $2.000 No Yes Varles 

(contlnued on next page) 
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FIGURE C: D o l l a r  amount J u r l s d l c t l o n  f o r  o r l g l n a l  t o r t ,  c o n t r a c t ,  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  r l g h t s ,  and smal l  c la l rns 
f l l l n g s  I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s ,  1986. (cont lnued)  

U n l l m l t e d  d o l l a r  L l m l t e d  d o l l a r  

t o r t s ,  con t rac ts ,  t o r t s ,  c o n t r a c t s  Maxlmum Sunrnary Lawyers 
amount amount Small c la lms 

J u r l s -  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  d o l l a r  Ju ry  proce- pe r -  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  Mlnlmum/maxlmum Mlnlmum/maxlmum amount t r l a l s  dures m l t t e d  

OHIO:  
Court  of Common Pleas G $500/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
County Court  L -- O /  $3.000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 
Mun lc lpa l  Cour t  L -- O/$lO.OOO $1,000 No Yes Yes 

OKLAHOMA: 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  G O/No maxlmum .- $1,500 Yes Yes Yes 

OREGON: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  
J u s t l c e  Cour t  

G $3,00O/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- O /  $3,000 $1.500 No Yes No 
L -- O/  $2,500 $1.500 No Yes No 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court  of C o n o n  Pleas G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
O l s t r l c t  J u s t l c e  Cour t  L -- O /  $4,000 -- -- -- -- 
P h l l a d e l p h l a  Mun lc lpa l  Court  L -- O/ $5.000 $5,000 No Yes Yes 

P l t t s b u r g h  C l t y  
( o n l y  r e a l  p r o p e r t y )  

-- -- -- Mag is t ra tes  Cour t  L -- ~ / N O  maxlmum -- 
( o n l y  r e a l  
p r o p e r t y )  

PUERTO R I C O :  
Super lo r  Cour t  
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  

RHOOE ISLAND: 
Super lo r  Cour t  
O l s t r l c t  Court  

G $5.000/No maximum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- $1,000/ $5.000- 11.000 No Yes Yes 

$1 0.000 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
C1 r c u l t  Court  
M a g i s t r a t e  Cour t  

G ~ / N O  maxlrnum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- o/ $1,000 -- -- -- -- 

(no max. I n  l and lo rd - tenan t  

SOUTH OAKOTA: 
C l r c u l t  Court  G O/No maxlmum - - $2.000 No Yes Yes 

TENNESSEE: 
C l r c u l t  Court ,  Chancery Court  G $50/No maxlrnum -- -- -- -- -- 
General Sesslons Cour t  L O/No maxlrnum O / $ l O  ,000 

( F o r c l b l e  en t r y ,  ( A l l  c l v l l  a c t l o n s  
de ta lne r .  and I n  I n  coun t les  w l t h  $25,000 No Yes Yes 
a c t l o n s  t o  recover  p o p u l a t l o n  under 
persona l  p r o p e r t y  700.000) 

0/$15.000 
( A l l  c l v l l  a c t l o n s  I n  
coun t les  w l t h  popula- 
t l o n  over 700.000) 

( con t  Inued on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE C: D o l l a r  amount J u r l s d l c t l o n  f o r  o r l g l n a l  t o r t ,  con t rac t ,  r e a l  p roper t y  r l g h t s .  and smal l  c la lms 
f l l l n g s  I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t tnued)  

Un l lm l ted  d o l l a r  L l m l t e d  d o l l a r  

t o r t s ,  con t rac ts ,  t o r t s ,  con t rac ts  Haxlmum Sumnary Lawyers 
amount amount Small c la l rns 

J u r l s -  r e a l  p roper t y  r e a l  p roper t y  d o l l a r  Ju ry  proce- per -  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  Mlnlmum/maxlmum Hlnlmum/maxlmum amount t r l a l s  dures m l t t e d  

TEXAS: 
Dl s t  r l c t  Court  G $5OO/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
County Court  a t  Law, Const l -  

t u t l o n a l  County Cour t  L -- $200/var les -- -- -- -- 
Justice o f  t h e  Peace Court  L -- / $2,500 $1.000 Yes Yes Yes 

(No mar. 
I n  r e a l  
p roper t y )  

UTAH : 
~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- D l s t r l c t  Court  G 

C l r c u l t  Court  L -- O/$lO,DOO $1.000 No Yes Yes 
Justice o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  L -- O /  $1.000 $1.000 Yes Yes Yes 

VE RMONT: 
Super lo r  Court  
D l s t r l c t  Court  

G 1200/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
G -- O/ $5,000 12,000 Yes Yes Yes 

V I R G I N I A :  
C l r c u l t  Court  

D l s t r l c t  Cour t  

-- -- -- -- -- G 11,00O/No maxlmum 
( O/No maxlmum 

r e a l  p roper t y )  -- D/ $7,000 -- -- -- -- L 

WASHINGTON: 
Super lo r  Court  
D l s t r l c t  Court  

~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- G 
L -- O/$lO.OOO 11,000 No Yes Yes 

( t o r t )  
O /  $7.500 

(Cont rac t .  No r e a l  p roper t y )  

WEST V I R G I N I A :  
$300/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- C l r c u l t  Cour t  G -- -- -- H a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  L -- o/ $2,000 -- 

(No r e a l  p roper t y )  

WISCONSIN: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- $1.000 Yes No Yes 

$4,00D/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- WYOMING : 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G 
County Court  L 
Justice o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  L 

-- D/  $7,000 $750 No Yes Yes 
-- o/ $1.000 $750 NO Yes Yes 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General J u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t .  
L = L l m l t e d  J u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t .  
-- = Data element Is l n a p p l l c a b l e .  

Source: Data were gathered f rom t h e  1986 S t a t e  T r l a l  Court  J u r l s d l c t l o n  Gulde p r o f l l e s .  and S t a t e  
A d m l n l s t r a t l v e  O f f l c e s  o f  t h e  Courts.  
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FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by State Trial Courts, 1986 

Number o f  
defendants 

One 
Jurls- Potnt o f  countlng or 

State/Court name: dl ct Ion a crlmlnal case One m r n  

ALABAMA: 
Cl rcult Court G Indlctment 
Dlstrlct Court L Compl a 1 nt 
Hunlclpal Court L Compl a 1 nt 

X 
X 
X 

Contents of  charqlng document 
Slngle Slngle 
lncldent lncldent One or 
(set # o f  (unllm- more 

Slngle charges lted # o f  lncl- 
charge per case) charses) dents 

X 
X 

(No data reported) 

ALASKA: 
Superlor Court 
Dlstrlct Court 

G Indlctment 
L Compl a 1 n t 

X 
X 

X 
X 

AR I ZONA : 
Superlor Court G Informatlon/lndlctment X 
Justlce of the Peace 

Court L Compl a 1 nt Varles wlth prosecutor* 

Hunlclpal Court L Compl a l n t Varles wlth prosecutor* 

X 

ARKANSAS: 
Clrcult Court G Informatlon/lndlctment X X 
Hunlclpal Court L Complal nt X X 
Clty Court, Pollce Ct. L Complal nt X X 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superlor Court G Informatlon/lndlctment X 
Justlce Court L Compl a 1 n t X 
Hunlclpal Court L Complal nt X 

X 
X 
X 

COLORADO: 
Dl st r lc t Court G Flrst appearance for X 

some countles/lnforma- 
tlon for cases comlng 
up from County Court. 

County Court L Complalnt/sumnons X 

CONNECTICUT: 
SuDerlor Court G Informatlon X 

(Varles among 
local pollce 
departments ) 

DELAWARE : 
Superlor Court G Informatlon/lndlctment X 
Famlly Court L Complalnt/petltlon X 
Justlce o f  the Peace Ct. L Complal nt X X 
Court o f  Common Pleas L Compla 1 nt X X 

Wl lmlngton L Complal nt X X 
Alderman's Court L Compl a 1 n t X X 

Hunlclpal Court o f  

X 
X 

DISTRICT OF COLUHBIA: 
Superlor Court G Complal nt/l nf ormat 1 on/ X X 

lndlctment 

(contlnued on next page) 
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FIGURE 0: Cr lm lna l  case u n l t  of count used by s t a t e  t r l a l  cour ts ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

Contents of  charq lnq  document 
Number of  S l n g l e  S l n g l e  
defendants l n c l d e n t  l n c l d e n t  One o r  , ,  

One ( s e t  # of (un l lm-  more 
J u r l s -  Po ln t  of coun t lng  o r  S ing le  charges I t e d  # of l n c l -  

S t a t e K o u r t  name: d 1 c t  l o n  a c r l m l n a l  case - One more charqe pe r  case) charqes) dents 

FLORIDA: 
C i r c u l t  Cour t  
County Court  

G I n fo rma t lon / l nd l c tmen t  X (Prosecutor  decldes) 
L Compl a1 n t  X X 

GEORGIA:  
Super lo r  Court  G 
S ta te  Court  L 
H a g l s t r a t e  Court  L 
Probate Court  L 
H u n l c l p a l  Court  L 
C l v l l  Court  L 
County Recorder 's Cour t  L 
Mun lc lpa l  Courts 

and t h e  C l t y  Court  
O F  A t l a n t a  L 

Ind lc tment /accusat lon  X 
Accusat lon X 
Compla 1 n t  X 
Accusat lon X 
No da ta  repo r ted  
No da ta  repo r ted  
No da ta  repo r ted  

No data  repo r ted  

H A W A I I :  
C1 r c u l t  Court  G Compla ln t / lnd lc tment  X X (Host se r lous  

charge) 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L F l r s t  appearance/ ln fo r -  X X 

mat lon  

I DAH0 : 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G I n f o r m a t l o n  X 
( H a g l s t r a t e s  Dlv ls!on) L Compl a 1 n t  X 

X 
X 

ILLINOIS: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G I n fo rma t lon / l nd l c tmen t  X X 

I N D I A N A :  
Super lo r  Cour t  and 

C l r c u l t  Cour t  
County Cour t  

H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  of 
Har lon  County 

C l t y  Cour t  and Town 
Court  

G I n fo rma t lon / l nd l c tmen t  X 

L I n f  ormat 1 on/compla 1 n t '  X 

L In fo rmat lon /compla ln t  X 

L In fo rma t lon /comp la ln t  X 

X (may no t  be 
c o n s l s t e n t )  

X (may no t  be 
c o n s l s t e n t )  

X (may no t  be 
c o n s l s t e n t )  

X (may no t  be 
c o n s l s t e n t )  

IOWA: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G I n fo rma t lon / l nd l c tmen t  X X 

KANSAS : 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G F l r s t  appearance/ X 

I n fo rma t lon / l nd l c tmen t  
X 

KENTUCKY: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  
D l s t r l c t  Court  

G I n fo rma t lon / l nd l c tmen t  X 
L C o m p l a l n t / c l t a t l o n  X 

X 
X 

(con t lnued on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE D: C r lm lna l  case u n l t  of  count used by s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s ,  1986. (cont lnued)  

Contents o f  charq lnq  document 
Number o f  S l n a l e  S l n a l e  
defendants I n c i d e n t  I n c l i e n t  One o r  

One ( s e t  # o f  (un l lm-  more 
J u r l s -  P o l n t  of  coun t ing  o r  S l n g l e  charges l t e d  # o f  I n c l -  

S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  a c r l m l n a l  case - One m m  charqe p e r  case1  charqes) dents  

LOUISIANA: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G I n fo rma t lon / l nd l c tmen t  Var les  
C l t y  Court  and Par l sh  L In fo rma t lon /comp la ln t  X 

Court  

Var les  
X 

MAINE:  
Super lo r  Court  G I n f  ormat 1 on / l  n d l  ctment X 
D l s t r l c t  Court  L In fo rma t lon /comp la ln t  X 

X 
X 

MARYLAND : 
C l r c u l t  Court  
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  

G X 
L C l t a t l o n / l n f o r m a t l o n  X 

I n f o  rmat 1 on/ 1 nd 1 c tment X 
X 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
T r l a l  Cour t  o f  t h e  

Comnonuealth: 
Super lo r  Cour t  Dept. G I n f o r m a t l o r d l n d l c t m e n t  X 
Houslng Cour t  Dept. L Compla 1 n t X 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  Dept. L Complal n t  X 
Boston Mun lc lpa l  C t .  L Compl a l n t X 

M I C H I G A N  : 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G I n f o r m a t l o n  X 
D l s t r l c t  Court  L Compl a 1 n t X 
Mun lc lpa l  Cour t  L Compl a 1 n t  X 

X 
X 
X 

MINNESOTA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Comp 1 a 1 n t  X X 

M I S S I S S I P P I :  DATA ARE UNAVAILABLE 

MISSOURI :  
C l r c u l t  Court  
(Assoc la te  D l v l s l o n )  L Compl a 1 n t Var les  Var les ,  dependlng on p rosecu to r  

G I n fo rma t lon / l nd l c tmen t  Var les  Var les .  dependlng on prosecutor  

MONTANA: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G I n fo rma t lon / l nd l c tmen t  X 
J u s t l c e  o f  Peace Cour t  

and Mun lc lpa l  Cour t  L Compl a l n t X 
C l t y  Court  L Compl a 1 n t  X 

NEBRASKA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G I n fo rma t lon / l nd l c tmen t  X 

County Court  L In fo rma t lon /comp la ln t  X 

X ( n o t  con- 
s 1 s t e n t  1 y 
observed 
s t a t e u l d e )  

X 

( con t l nued  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE 0:  Cr lm lna l  case u n l t  of  count used by s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

Contents o f  cha rs lnq  document 
Number of  S l n g l e  S lng le  
defendants l n c l d e n t  l n c l d e n t  One o r  

One ( s e t  # o f  (un l lm-  more 
J u r l s -  Po ln t  of coun t lng  o r  S l n g l e  charges l t e d  # o f  l n c l -  

S ta te /Cour t  name: d 1 c t  l o n  a c r l m l n a l  case - One more charqe pe r  case) charqes) dents 

NEVADA: 
01 s t  r l c t  Court  G I n fo rma t lon / l nd l c tmen t  Var les  Var les.  dependlng on prosecutor  
J u s t l c e  Court  L Compla 1 n t  Var les  Var les.  dependlng on prosecutor  
Mun lc lpa l  Cour t  L Compl a1 n t  Var les  Var les.  dependlng on prosecutor  

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Super lo r  Court  G In fo r rna t lon / lnd lc tment  X X 
D l s t r l c t  Court  L Complalnt X X 
Mun lc lpa l  Court  L Compl a I n t  X X 

NEW JERSEY: 
Super lo r  Court  

(Law D l v l s l o n )  G Accusat lon / lnd lc tment  X 
H u n l c l p a l  Court  L Compl a 1 n t  X 

X 
X 

NEW M E X I C O :  
D1 s t r l c t  Court  G Complal n t  
M a g l s t r a t e  Court  L Compl a 1 n t 
B e r n a l l l l o  County 

M e t r o p o l l t a n  Court  L Compl a l n t 

x (Hay 
X vary  

w l t h  
X p rosecutor )  

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Court  G Defendant/ Indlctment X Var les  dependlng on prosecutor  
County Court  L Defendant/ Indlctment X Var les  dependlng on prosecutor  
C r lm lna l  Court  o f  t h e  

C l t y  of New York L Docket number X Var les  dependlng on prosecutor  
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  and 

C l t y  Court  L Docket number X Var les  dependlng on prosecutor  
Town Court  and V l l l a g e  

J u s t l c e  Court  L Compla 1 n t  X Var les  dependlng on prosecutor  

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  
D1 s t r l c t  Cour t  

G I nd l c tmen t / l n fo rma t lon  X 
L Warrant/sumnons ( l n -  X 

c ludes  c l t a t l o n s ,  Hag- 
l s t r a t e s  order,  mlsde- 
meanor statememt of  charges 

X 
X ( 2  max) 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G I n fo rma t lon / l nd l c tmen t  X 
County Court  L Compl a 1 n t  /I n f orma t 1 on X 
H u n l c l p a l  Court  L Complal n t  X 

X (may vary )  
Vartes 

X 

O H I O :  
Cour t  of  Common Pleas G Arralgnment X X 
County Cour t  L Warrant/summons X X 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L Warrant/sumons X X 
Mayor's Court  L No da ta  repo r ted  

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE 0: Crlmlnal case unlt o f  count used by state trlal courts, 1986. (contlnued) 

Contents o f  charglng document 
Number o f  Slngle Slngle 
defendants lncldent lncldent One or 

One (set # o f  (unllm- more 
Jurls- Polnt o f  countlng or Slngle charges lted # o f  lncl- 

One m a  charge per case1 charges) dents dl ct ion a criminal case - State/Court name: 

OKLAHOMA: 
Dlstrlct Court G Inf ormat 1 on/l ndl c tment X X 

OREGON: 
Clrcult Court G Complalnt/lndlctment X (Number o f  charges not 

Dlstrlct Court L Complaint/lndlctment X (Number o f  charges not 

Justlce Court L Compla 1 nt X (Number o f  charges not 

conslstent statewlde) 

conslstent statewide) 

conslstent statewlde) 
Munlclpal Court L Comp 1 a 1 nt X X 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court o f  Comnon Pleas G Information/docket 

transcrlpt X 
Dlstrlct Justlce Court L Compl a 1 nt X 

Court L Compla 1 nt X 

Haglstrates Court L Compl a1 nt X 

Phlladelphla Hunlclpal 

Pittsburgh City 

X 
X 

X 

X 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superlor Court G Accusatlon 
Dlstrlct Court L Charge 

X X 
X X 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superlor Court G Informatlon/lndlctment X 
Dlstrlct Court L Compl a 1 n t X X 

X 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Clrcult Court G Indtctment X 
Maglstrate Court L Warrant/summons X 
Hunlclpal Court L Warrant/summons X 

X 
X 
X 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Clrcult Court G Compl a 1 nt X X 

TENNESSEE: 
Cl rcult Court 

General Sesslons Court L No data reported 
Hunlclpal Court L No data reported 

and Crlmlnal Court G Informatlon/lnd\ctment Not conslstent statewlde 

TEXAS: 
Dlstrlct Court and 

Crlmlnal Dlstrlct Court G Informatlon/lndlctment X 
County-Level Courts L Complalnt/lnformatlon X 
Munlclpal Court L Complal nt X X 
Justlce o f  the Peace Ct. L Compla 1 nt X X 

X 
X 

(contlnued on next page) 
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FIGURE D: Cr lm lna l  case u n l t  of count used by t h e  s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

Contents o f  charq lnq  document 
Number o f  S l n g l e  S l n g l e  
defendants l n c l d e n t  l n c l d e n t  One o r  

One ( s e t  # o f  (un l lm-  more 
J u r l s -  Po ln t  o f  coun t lng  o r  S lng le  charges l t e d  # o f  l n c l -  

One more charqe pe r  case) charqes) dents S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  a c r l m l n a l  case - 
UTAH : 

D l s t r l c t  Court  G I n fo rma t lon  X 
C l r c u l t  Court  L I n f o r m a t l o n / c l t a t l o n  X 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 

Court  L C l t a t l o n  X 

X 
X 

X 

VERMONT: 
D1 s t r l c t  Court  G Arralgnment X X 

V I R G I N I A :  
C l r c u l t  Court  
D l s t r l c t  Court  

G In fo r rna t lo rV lnd lc tment  X X 
L Warrant/sumons X X 

WASHINGTON: 
Super lo r  Court  G I n fo rma t lon  X 
D l s t r l c t  Court  L C o m p l a l n t / c l t a t l o n  X 
Mun lc lpa l  Cour t  L C o m p l a l n t / c l t a t l o n  X 

X 
X ( 2  max) 
X ( 2  max) 

WEST V I R G I N I A :  
C l r c u l t  Court  G I n fo rma t lon / l nd l c tmen t  X 
M a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  L Warrant X 
Mun lc lpa l  Court  L Compl a 1 n t  X X 

X 
X 

WISCONSIN: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G I n l t l a l  appearance X 
Mun lc lpa l  Court  L C l t a t l o n * *  X X 

X 

WYOMING: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G I n fo rma t lon / l nd l c tmen t  X 
County Court  L Compla ln t / ln fo rmat lon  X 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  

Peace Court  L Compla ln t / ln fo rmat lon  X 
Mun lc lpa l  Cour t  L C1 t a t  1 on/compl a 1 n t  X X 

G = General j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t .  
L = L l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t .  

FOOTNOTES 

*Arizona--Varies I n  L l m l t e d  J u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t s .  
Prosecutor  can f l l e  e l t h e r  l o n g  o r  s h o r t  form. 
Long fo rm can I n v o l v e  one o r  more defendants and/ 
o r  charges; s h o r t  fo rm Invo lves  one defendant and 
a s l n g l e  charge. 

**Wlsconsln--Hunlc lpal  C o u r t - - F l r s t  o f fense  D W I / D U I  
cases on ly .  

Source: Data were ga thered f rom t h e  1986 S ta te  T r l a l  Court  J u r l s d l c t l o n  Gulde p r o f l l e s ,  and S ta te  
A d m l n l s t r a t l v e  O f f l c e s  o f  t h e  Courts.  
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FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used in State Trial Courts, 1986 

F l l l n q s  a r e  counted Age a t  u h l c h  

A t  ln- o f  p e t l -  A t  a d j u d l -  A t  d l spo -  J u r l s d l c t l o n  
J u r l s -  t ake  o r  t l o n  o r  c a t l o n  of s l t l o n  of t r a n s f e r s  t o  
d l c t l o n  r e f e r r a l  cornelalnt  p e t  1 t I o n  Juvenl  l e  a d u l t  c o u r t s  

A t  f l l l n g  D tsDos l t l on  counted J uven l  l e  

S t a t e K o u r t  name: 

ALABAMA : 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G 
D l s t r l c t  Court  L 

X X 
X X 

18 
18 

ALASKA: 
Super lo r  Court  G X X 18 

ARIZONA:  
Super lo r  Cour t  G X X 18 

ARKANSAS: 
County Cour t  L X X 18 

CALIFORNIA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G X X 18 

COLORADO: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G 

( I n c l u d e s  Denver 
J u v e n l l e  Cour t )  

X X 18 

CONNECTICUT: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G X X 16 

DELAWARE: 
Famlly Cour t  L X X 18 

D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G X X 18 

FLORIDA : 
C l r c u l t  Court  G X X 18 

GEORGIA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  and 

Juven l l e  Court  G X X 17 

H A W A I I  : 
C l r c u l t  Court  G X X 18 

( J u r l s d l c t l o n  may be 
r e t a l n e d  u n t l l  f u l l  
t e rm of t h e  o rde r  ex- 
p i r e s ,  p rov lded  t e r m  
does n o t  extend beyond 
t l m e  j u v e n l l e  reaches 
age 20) 

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE E: Juven l l e  u n i t  o f  count used I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

- 
F l l l n q s  a r e  counted Age a t  u h l c h  

A t  F l l l n g  D l  SDOS I z c o u n  t ed l u v e n l  l e  
A t  I n -  o f  p e t l -  A t  adJudl-  A t  dlsDo- l u i l s d t c t l o n  

J u r l s -  t ake  o r  t l o n  o r  c a t t o n  O F  s t t t o n ' o f  t r a n s f e r s  t o  
S t a t e K o u r t  name: d 1 c t l  on r e f e r r a l  compla 1 n t  p e t  1 t 1 on Juven l l e  a d u l t  cou r t s  

IDAHO: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G X X 18 

ILLINOIS: 
C l r c u l t  Court  G X X 17 

(15  For murder, 
c r l m l n a l  sexual  
assau l t ,  and armed 
robbery u l t h  a 
f 1 rearm) 

I N D I A N A :  
Super lo r  Court  and 

C l r c u l t  Court  G 
Probate Court  L 

X X 
X X 

18 
18 

I O W A :  
D l  s t r l c t  Cour t  G 

D l s p o s l t l o n  

c o l l e c t e d  
X da ta  a r e  no t  

~ 

18 

KANSAS : 
D l  s t r l c t  Court  G X X 18 

14 
(For  t r a f f l c  v l o l a t l o n )  

16 
(Fo r  f l s h  and game o r  
charged w l t h  Felony u l t h  
two p r l o r  j u v e n l l e  adjud- 
l c a t l o n s ,  u h l c h  would be 
consldered a Felony) 

KENTUCKY: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L X X 18 

LOUISIANA: 
D1 s t r l c t  Cour t  G 
Farnlly Court  and 

J u v e n l l e  Court  G 

C l t y  Court  L 

X X 

X X 

X X 

17 

15  
(For  f l r s t  and second 
degree murder, man- 
s laugh te r ,  and aggra- 
vated rape) 

16 

aggravated bu rg la ry ,  
and aggravated k l d -  
nappl ng) 

( f o r  armed robbery, 

MAINE: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  L X X 18 

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE E: J u v e n l l e  u n l t  o f  count used I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

F l l l n q s  a r e  counted Age a t  u h l c h  

A t  l n -  o f  p e t l -  A t  a d j u d l -  A t  d l spo -  J u r l s d l c t l o n  
J u r l s -  t a k e  o r  t l o n  o r  c a t l o n  o f  s l t l o n  o f  t r a n s f e r s  t o  

S t a t  e /Cou r t name : d l c t l o n  r e f e r r a l  compla ln t  p e t  I t  l o n  j u v e n l l e  a d u l t  c o u r t s  

A t  f l l l n g  D tsDos l t l on  counted J u v e n l l e  

MARYLAND: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G 
Dlstrlct Cour t  L 

X 
X 

X 18 
X 18 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
T r l a l  Court  o f  t h e  
Commonwealth: G 

D l s t r l c t  Court  Dept. 
J u v e n l l e  Court  Dept. 

X X 
X X 

1 7  
17 

M I C H I G A N  : 
Probate Court  L X X 17 

MINNESOTA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G X X 18 

M I S S I S S I P P I  (Data a r e  unava l l ab le )  

M I S S O U R I  : 
C l  r c u l t  Cour t  G X X 17 

MONTANA: 
Dl s t r  l c t  Court  G X X 18 

NEBRASKA: 
Separate J u v e n l l e  Court  L 
County Court  L 

X 
X 

X 18 
X 18 

NEVADA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G X X 18 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
01 s t r l c t  Cour t  L X X 18 

16 
( f o r  t r a f f l c  v l o l a t l o n )  

1s  
( f o r  some f e l o n y  charges) 

NEW JERSEY: 
Super io r  Cour t  G X X 18 

NEW M E X I C O :  
D l s t r l c t  Court  G X X 18 

NEW YORK: 
Famfly Court  L X X 16 

13 
( f o r  murder and k ldnapp lng)  

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 

223 



FIGURE E: Juven l l e  u n l t  o f  count used I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

F l l l n s s  a r e  counted Age a t  u h l c h  

A t  l n -  o f  p e t l -  A t  a d j u d l -  A t  d lspo-  j u r l s d l c t l o n  
J u r l s -  t a k e  o r  t l o n  o r  c a t l o n  o f  s l t l o n  o f  t r a n s f e r s  t o  

S t a t e K o u r t  name: d 1 c t 1 on r e f  e r r a  1 c ompl a 1 n t  p e t  I t 1  on j u v e n l l e  a d u l t  cou r t s  

A t  f l l l n g  D l s p o s l t l o n  counted J u v e n l l e  

NORTH CAROLINA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  1 X X 16 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G X X 18 

OHIO:  
Cour t  o f  Comnon 

Pleas G X 
( wa r r a  n t ) 

X 18 

OKLAHOMA: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G X X 

(case number) 
18 

OREGON: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G 
County Cour t  L 

X ( D l s p o s l t l o n s  a r e  no t  18 
X counted) 18 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court  o f  Comnon Pleas G X X 18 

PUERTO R I C O :  
Super lo r  Court  G X X 18 

RHOOE ISLAND: 
Faml ly  Court  L X X 18 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Faml ly  Cour t  L X X 1 7  

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
C l  r c u l t  Cour t  G X X 18 

TENNESSEE: 
General Sesslons Cour t  L X 
J u v e n l l e  Cour t  L X 

X 18 
X 18 

TEXAS : 
Dl s t r l c t  Cour t  G 
County Cour t  a t  Law. 

C o n s t l t u t l o n a l  County 
Court ,  Probate Court  L 

X 1 7  

X 1 7  

UTAH : 
J u v e n l l e  Cour t  L X X 18 

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE E:  J u v e n l l e  u n l t  o f  count used I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

F l l i n s s  a r e  counted Age a t  whlch 

A t  I n -  o f  p e t l -  A t  a d j u d l -  A t  d l spo -  j u r l s d l c t l o n  
J u r l s -  t a k e  o r  t l o n  o r  c a t l o n  o f  s l t l o n  o f  t r a n s f e r s  t o  
d l c t i o n  r e f e r r a l  complaint p e t  1 t I o n  J uven 11 e a d u l t  c o u r t s  S t a t e K o u r t  name : - -  

A t  f l l l n g  D l s p o s l t l o n  counted j uven 11 e 

VERMONT: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G X X 16 

V I R G I N I A :  
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L X X 18 

WASHINGTON: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G X X X 18 

(dependency) ( d e l  lnquency) 

WEST V I R G I N I A :  
C l  r c u l t  Cour t  G X X 18 

WISCONSIN: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G X X 18 

WYOMING: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G X X 19 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t .  
L = L l m i t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cou r t .  
X = Th ls  c o u r t  has j u r l s d l c t l o n  I n  t h l s  casetype. 

Source: Data were ga thered f rom t h e  1986 S t a t e  T r l a l  Court  J u r l s d i c  
S t a t e  A d m l n l s t r a t l v e  D f f l c e s  o f  t h e  Courts.  

l o n  Gulde p r o f  l e s ,  and 
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1986 

Adml n l  s- * 
t r a t l v e  

J u r l s -  Agency T r l a l  Court  Appeals Source o f  
S t a t e K o u r t  name: d l c t l o n  Appeals E Cr lm lna l  Type o f  appeal T r l a l  Court  Appeal 

ALABAMA: 
C l r c u l t  Court  G X X X de novo D l s t r l c t .  Probate, 

and Mun lc lpa l  Courts 

ALASKA: 
Super lo r  Court  G X 0 0 de novo 

0 X X on t h e  record  D l s t r l c t  Court  

ARIZONA:  
Super lo r  Court  G 0 X X de novo Jus t l ces  o f  t h e  Peace 

on t h e  record  and Mun lc lpa l  Courts 

ARKANSAS: 
G 0 X X de novo Court  o f  Conon  C l r c u l t  Court  

Pleas, County, 
Hun lc lpa l .  C l t y  and 
P o l l c e  Courts 

CALIFORNIA: 
Super lo r  Court  G X X X de novo on J u s t l c e  and 

t h e  record  Munlc 1 p a l  Courts 

COLORADO: 
D I s t r l c t  Cour t  G X X 0 on t h e  record  County and Mun lc lpa l  

0 0 X de novo County and Hun lc lpa l  
Court  o f  Record 

Court  o f  Record 
County Court  L 0 X X de novo Hun lc lpa l  Court  

Not o f  Record 

CONNECTICUT: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G X 0 

_____ 

0 on t h e  record  

DELAWARE : 
Super lo r  Court  G 0 X X de novo Mun lc lpa l  Court  o f  

Wllmtngton, A lde r -  
man's, and J u s t l c e  
o f  Peace Courts 

X X X on t h e  record  Super lo r  Court  and 
Court  o f  Comnon Pleas 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Super lo r  Court  G X 0 0 on t h e  record  M e r l t  P r o t e c t l o n  

Board, A d m l n l s t r a t l v e  
T r a f f l c  Agency 

FLORIDA: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G 0 X 0 de novo on t h e  County Court  

X 0 X on t h e  record  County Court  
record  

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE F: S t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s  w l t h  l n c l d e n t a l  a p p e l l a t e  j u r l s d l c t l o n .  1966. (con t lnued)  

Adml n l  s- 
t r a t  1 ve 

J u r l s -  Agency l r l a l  Court  Appeals Source o f  
S t a t e K o u r t  name: d l c t l o n  ADDealS Cr lm lna l  TyDe o f  appeal T r l a l  Court  ADDeal 

GEORGIA:  
Super lo r  Cour t  G X X 0 de novo o r  Probate and 

0 0 X de novo o r  Probate and 

on t h e  reco rd  M a g l s t r a t e  Cour ts  
( v a r l e s  by county) 

on t h e  record  Mun lc lpa l  Cour ts  
(Probate  v a r l e s )  

H A W A I I  : 
C1 r c u l t  Court  G X 0 0 de novo 

I DAH0 : 
O l s t r l c t  Court  G X X ( sma l l  X de  novo H a g l s t r a t e s  D l v l s l o n  

0 X 0 on t h e  reco rd  H a g l s t r a t e s  D l v l s l o n  
c la lms on ly )  

ILLINOIS: 
C l r c u l t  Court  G X 0 0 on t h e  reco rd  

I N D I A N A :  
Super lo r  Cour t  and 

Mun lc lpa l  Court  o f  
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G X X X de novo C l t y  and Town Cour ts  

Marlon County L 0 X 0 de novo Small Clalms Cour t  
o f  Marlon County 

IOWA : 
D1 s t r l c t  Court  G X 0 0 de novo 

0 X 0 on t h e  reco rd  Hagl s t r a t e s  

0 0 X de novo on t h e  Hag ls t ra tes  
reco rd  

KANSAS : 
01 s t r l c t  Court  G X X X de novo H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  

KEN1 UCKY: 
C l r c u l t  Court  G X X X on t h e  reco rd  O l s t r l c t  Cour t  

LOUISIANA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G 0 X X de novo on C l t y  and Par lsh .  

t h e  reco rd  J u s t i c e  o f  t h e  Peace, 
and Mayor 's Cour ts  

MAINE: 
Super lo r  Court  G X X X on t h e  reco rd  O l s t r l c t  and 

A d m t n l s t r a t l v e  Cour ts  

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE F: Sta te  t r l a l  courts  wlth lncldental appel la te  ju r l sd lc t lon ,  1986. (conttnued) 

Adml nl s - 
t r a t l v e  

Jur l s -  Agency Trlal  Court Appeals Source o f  
S t a t e K o u r t  name: d lc t lon  Appeals Crlmlnal Type o f  apDeal Trlal  Court Appeal 

M A R Y L A N D  : 
Clrcul t  Court G X 0 0 on the record 

0 X X de novo 01 s t  r l c t  Court 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
Superlor Court Department G X X X on t h e  record Other departments 

O l s t r l c t  Court Department G 0 0 X d e  novo Other departments 
and Boston Munlclpal Court 

MICHIGAN : 
Clrcul t  Court G X X X de novo Huntclpal Court 

0 X 0 on the  record D l s t r l c t ,  flunlclpal 
Courts, and  Probate 
Courts 

MINNESOTA: 
O l s t r l c t  Court G 0 X X de novo Coun ty  Court 

MISSISSIPPI: (DATA ARE UNAVAILABLE) 

MISSOURI: 
Cl rcu l t  Court G X 0 0 on the  record 

X X 0 de novo Munlclpal and 
Assoclate Olvlslons 

MONTANA: 
O l s t r l c t  Court G X 

0 

X 0 de novo Jus t lce  o f  Peace, 
and on the  Munlclpal and Clty 
record Courts 

0 X de novo 

NEBRASKA: 
01 s t r l c t  Court G X 0 0 de novo on 

the  record 
0 X X on the  record County Court 

NEVADA: 
D l s t r l c t  Court G X X X de novo on Jus t lce  and Hunlcl- 

the record p a l  Courts 
0 0 X de novo flunlclpal Court 

on the record 

N E W  HAMPSHIRE: 
Superlor Court G 0 0 X de novo Dls t r lc t  and 

Hunlclpal Courts 

(contlnued on next page) 

228 



FIGURE F: S t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s  w l t h  I n c l d e n t a l  a p p e l l a t e  j u r l s d l c t l o n ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

Admlnls- 
t r a t  l ve 

J u r l s -  Agency T r l a l  Court  ADDealS Source o f  
S t a t e K o u r t  name: d l c t l o n  ADDeals civil Cr lm lna l  Type o f  aDDeal T r l a l  Court  ADDeal 

NEW JERSEY: 
Super lo r  Court  G 0 0 X de novo on Mun lc lpa l  Court  

t h e  reco rd  

NEW M E X I C O :  
O l s t r l c t  Court  G X X X de novo Hag ls t ra te ,  Probate,  

Mun lc lpa l ,  and 
Bernal  I110 County 
M e t r o p o l l t a n  Courts 

NEW YORK: 
County Cour t  G 0 X X on t h e  reco rd  C l t y ,  Town. and 

V l l l a g e  J u s t l c e  
Court  

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Super lo r  Court  G X 0 X de novo D l s t r l c t  Court  

X 0 0 de novo on t h e  

X 0 0 on t h e  record  
record  

NORTH DAKOTA: 
D I  s t  r l c t  Cour t  G X 0 0 Var les  

0 X X de novo L l m l t e d  J u r l s d l c t l o n  
Courts 

O H I O :  
Court  o f  Comnon Pleas G 

County Court  L 

X 0 0 de novo and 

0 0 X de novo Mayor's Court  
on t h e  reco rd  

Mun lc lpa l  Cour t  L 0 0 X de novo Mayor's Court  

Court  o f  Clalms L X 0 0 de novo 

OKLAHOMA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G X 0 X de novo on t h e  Hun lc tpa l  Cour t  

reco rd  Not o f  Record 
Court  o f  Tax Revlew L X 0 0 de novo on t h e  

record  

OREGON: 
0 on t h e  reco rd  County, Jus t l ce ,  and C l r c u l t  Cour t  G x X 

Tax Court  G X 0 0 on t h e  record  
Mun lc lpa l  Courts 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
X X 0 on t h e  reco rd  O l s t r l c t  J u s t l c e  

de novo D l s t r l c t  J u s t l c e  0 0 X 

Court  o f  Common Pleas G 

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE F: S ta te  t r l a l  c o u r t s  u t th  l n c l d e n t a l  a p p e l l a t e  J u r l s d l c t l o n .  1986. (con t lnued)  

Adml n l  s- 
t r a t l v e  

J u r l s -  Agency T r l a l  Court  Appeals Source o f  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  ApDeals Cr lm lna l  TvDe o f  aDDeal T r i a l  Court  ADDeal 

PUERTO R I C O :  
Super lo r  Court  G 0 X X -- D l s t r l c t  Court 

RHOOE ISLAND: 
Super lo r  Court  G X 0 0 on t h e  record  

0 X X de novo O l s t r l c t .  Hun lc lpa l ,  
and Probate Courts 

O l s t r l c t  Cour t  L X 0 0 on t h e  reco rd  

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G X X X de novo on Hag) s t r a  t e, Probat e 

t h e  record  and Hun lc lpa l  Courts 

SOUlH DAKOTA: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G X 0 0 de novo and 

on t h e  record  

0 X X de novo Hag1 s t  ra tes  01 v i s  l o n  

TENNESSEE: 
C l r c u l t ,  Chancery and 

Cr lm lna l  Courts G X X X de novo General Sesslons, 
Probate, Hun lc lpa l  
and Juven l l e  Courts 

TEXAS : 
O l s t r l c t  Court  G X 0 0 de novo and 

de novo on 
t h e  record  

0 X X de novo N u n l c l p a l  and JuSt lCe County-Level Cour ts  L 
o f  t h e  Peace Cour ts  

UTAH: 
Dl s t r l c t  Court  G X X X on t h e  record  L lm l ted  J u r l s d l c t l o n  

de novo J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 
Courts 

Court  
0 X X 

VE RHONT: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G 0 X 0 de novo on 

t h e  reco rd  
O l s t r l c t  Court  and 
Probate Court  

(con t lnued on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE F: S t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s  w l t h  l n c l d e n t a l  a p p e l l a t e  J u r l s d l c t l o n ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

Admlnls- 
t r a t 1  ve 

J u r l s -  Agency T r l a l  Court  Appeals Source of 
Sta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  ADDealS Cr lm lna l  Type of aDpea1 T r l a l  Court  Appeal 

V I R G I N I A :  
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G X 0 0 on t h e  reco rd  

0 X X de novo D l s t r l c t  Cour t  

D l s t r l c t  Court  L X 0 0 de novo D l s t r l c t  Cour t  

WASHINGTON: 
Super lo r  Court  G X X X de novo on D l s t r l c t  and 

t h e  reco rd  H u n l c l p a l  Cour ts  

WEST V I R G I N I A :  
C l r c u l t  Court  G X 0 0 on t h e  record  

0 X X de novo M a g l s t r a t e  Court  

WISCONSIN: 
C l r c u l t  Court  G X 0 X ( f l r s t  de novo H u n l c l p a l  Court  

o f fense  D W I / D U I  
on l y  

o f fense  D W I / D U I  
o n l y  

0 X X ( f l r s t  on t h e  reco rd  Hun lc lpa l  Cour t  

WYOMING: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G 0 X X de novo on L l m l t e d  J u r l s d l c t l o n  

t h e  reco rd  Cour ts  

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General J u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t .  
L = L l m l t e d  J u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t .  
-- = I n f o r m a t l o n  no t  a v a l l a b l e .  

D e f l n l t l o n s  of t ypes  of appeal:  

de novo: An appeal f rom one t r l a l  c o u r t  t o  another  t r l a l  c o u r t  whlch r e s u l t s  I n  a t o t a l l y  new se t  
of proceedlngs. I n  o rde r  t o  reach a new t r l a l  c o u r t  Judgment. 

de novo 
on t h e  record :  An appeal f rom one t r l a l  c o u r t  t o  another  t r l a l  c o u r t  whlch I s  based on t h e  record,  I n  

o rde r  t o  reach a new t r l a l  c o u r t  Judgment. 

An appeal f rom one t r l a l  c o u r t  t o  another  t r l a l  c o u r t  l n  u h l c h  procedura l  cha l lenges  t o  
t h e  o r l g l n a l  t r l a l  proceedlngs a r e  c la lmed, and an e v a l u a t l o n  o f  those cha l lenges  a r e  
made--there 1s n o t  a new t r l a l  c o u r t  Judgment on t h e  case. 

on t h e  record :  

Source: Data were gathered f rom t h e  1986 S t a t e  T r l a l  Court  J u r l s d l c t l o n  Gulde p r o f l l e s  and S t a t e  
A d m l n l s t r a t l v e  O f f l c e s  of t h e  Cour ts .  
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FIGURE G: Number of Judges/Justices in the State Courts, 1986 

Court( s) Intermedtate General L lml t ed 
of last appellate Jurlsdlctlon J url sd lct \on 

State: resort court( s) court( s) court( s) 

Alabama 9 8 
Alaska 5 3 
Arl zona 5 18 

Arkansas 7 6 

124 
29 
98 

70 

807 (Includes 416 mayors) 

261 (Includes 85 Justlces of the 
peace, 58 part-tlme Judges) 

329 (Includes 61 Juvenlle 

70 (Includes 54 maglstrates) 

referees) 

Callfornla 1 17 

Colorado 7 10 
Connecttcut 6 6 

-- Delaware 5 

817 (Includes 102 751 (Includes 121 conlssloners 
conlssloners or referees) 
or referees) 

118 341 
149 (Includes the 131 

12 appellate 
Justlces/Judges 

17 88 (Includes 53 Justlces of the 
peace, 1 chlef maglstrate, 
13 aldermen, 1 part-tlme Judge) 

-- Olstrlct of  9 

Florida 1 46 
Georgla 1 9 

Columbla 

Hawa l 1 5 3 

51 -- 
356 219 
178 (Includes 40 1.071 (Includes 48 part-tlme Judges. 

32 (Includes 8 64 (lncludes 42 per dlem Judges) 

part -t lme 159 chlef maglstrates, 273 
Judges) maglstrates) 

Dlstrlct Court 
Judges) 

Idaho 5 3 105 (Includes 64 -- 
lawyer and 8 
non-lawyer 
maglstrates) 

I1 1 Inol s 1 42 (Includes 8 115 -- 

Indlana 5 13 198 125 

su ppl emen t a 1 
J W e s )  

I owa 9 6 324 (Includes 168 -- 
part-tlme mag- 
1 strates) 

Kansas 7 10 

Kentucky 1 
Loulslana 1 

Malne 7 

14 
48 

210 (Includes 70 305 
d 1 strl ct mag1 s- 
trate Judges) 

91 123 
192 755 (Includes 384 Justlces of the 

peace, 300 mayors) 
16 41 (Includes 16 part-tlme Judges) 

Maryland 7 13 
Massachusetts 1 10 
Mlc ht gan 1 18 
Mlnnesota 1 12 
Hlsslsslppl 9 -- 

109 
281 
168 
220' 
79 

156 

360 
--* 
381 (Includes 85 mayors, 191 Jus- 

-- 

tlces of the peace) 

(contlnued on next page) 
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FIGURE G: Number o f  Judges/ jus t l ces  I n  t h e  s t a t e  cou r t s ,  1986. ( con t lnued)  

Cour t ( s )  I n te rmed la te  General L l m l  t ed 
o f  l a s t  a p p e l l a t e  J u r l s d l c t l o n  J u r l  s d l c t  \on 

Sta te :  r e s o r t  c o u r t (  s l  c o u r t ( s )  c o u r t (  s 1 

Missour l  7 32 
Montana 7 -- 
Nebraska 7 -- 
Nevada 5 -- 

303 
41 
48 
35 

348 
133 
67 
71 ( Inc ludes  59 j u s t l c e s  o f  t h e  

peace) 

New Hampshlre 5 -- 

New Jersey 7 28 
New Hexlco 5 7 
New York 7 62 

22 

355 
56 

484 

99 ( Inc ludes  40 p a r t - t l m e  Judges 

368 ( I n c l u d e s  348 p a r t - t l m e  Judges) 
193 

and 37 s p e c l a l  judges) 

2,690 ( i n c l u d e s  76 sur rogates ,  1,985 
j u s t l c e s  o f  t h e  peace) 

Nor th  Caro l tna  7 12 

-- Nor th  Dakota 5 
Ohlo 7 53 
Ok 1 a homa 12 12 

172 ( Inc ludes  100 777 ( Inc ludes  631 mag ls t ra tes  o f  
c l e r k s  who 
hear uncon- 
t e s t e d  probate)  

u h l c h  100 a r e  pa r t - t lme)  

26 176 
330 951 ( Inc ludes  690 mayors) 
206 379 ( Inc ludes  unknown number o f  

p a r t - t l m e  judges) 

Oregon 7 10 

Pennsylvanla 7 24 

Puer to  R lco  8 
Rhode I s l a n d  5 

-- 
-- 

86 

31 3 

92 
19 

252 ( Inc ludes  37 j u s t l c e s  o f  t h e  

580 ( I n c l u d e s  546 j u s t l c e s  o f  t h e  

163 ( I n c l u d e s  10 s p e c i a l  Judges) 

peace) 

peace and 6 mag ls t ra tes )  

63 (da ta  a r e  Incomplete) 

South Caro l l na  5 6 

-- South Dakota 5 

51 ( Inc ludes  20 669 ( l n c l u d e s  317 mag ls t ra tes )  
masters - ln -  
equ W )  

197 ( I n c l u d e s  11 
p a r t - t l m e  l a y  
mag ls t ra tes ,  18 
l aw  mag ls t ra tes .  
84 f u l l - t l m e  mag- 
l s t r a t e / c l e r k s ,  49 
p a r t - t l m e  l a y  magls- 
t r a t e / c l e r k s )  

-- 

Tennes see 5 21 

Texas 18 80 

128 ( Inc ludes  32 331 ( I n c l u d e s  38 p a r t - t l m e  judges, 

374 
chance l l o rs )  and 2 j u s t l c e s  o f  t h e  peace 

peace) 
2.475 ( I n c l u d e s  954 j u s t l c e s  o f  t h e  

-- Utah 5 

-- Vermont 5 
V l r g l n t a  7 10 

29 

24 
122 

205 ( Inc ludes  156 j u s t l c e s  o f  t h e  
peace) 

19 
174 

(cont lnued on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE G: Number o f  Judges/Just lces I n  t h e  s t a t e  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

Cour t (s )  In te r rned la te  General L l m l t e d  
of l a s t  a p p e l l a t e  J u r l  s d l  c t  t on  J u r l s d l c t l o n  

Sta te :  r e s o r t  c o u r t (  s) c o u r t  ( s) c o u r t (  s) 

Washlngton - 9  16 

West V l r g l n l a  5 -- 
W1 scons ln  7 13 
Wyomlng 5 -- 

129 

60 
197 

17 

194 ( l n c l u d e s  169 a t to rneys  and 
25 non-at torneys o f  u h l c h  
107 a r e  pa r t - t lme)  

209 ( l n c l u d e s  155 mag ls t ra tes )  
205 
110 ( Inc ludes  14 J u s t l c e s  of 

t h e  peace) 

T o t a l  354 761 8.723 18.279 

-- = The s t a t e  does n o t  have a c o u r t  a t  t h e  
l n d l c a t e d  l e v e l .  

NOTE: Th ls  t a b l e  l d e n t l f l e s ,  I n  parentheses, a l l  
l n d l v l d u a l s  who hear cases b u t  a r e  n o t  
t l t l e d  j udges / j us t I ces .  Some s t a t e s  may 
have g l ven  t h e  t l t l e  " judge"  t o  o f f l c l a l s  
who a r e  c a l l e d  mag ls t ra tes ,  J u s t l c e s  of t h e  
peace, e tc . .  I n  o t h e r  s ta tes .  

*Hlnnesota--General J u r l s d l c t l o n  and L l m l t e d  
J u r l s d l c t l o n  Courts were conso l l da ted  I n  
1987. 

Source: Data were gathered f rom t h e  1986 S ta te  T r l a l  and Appe l l a te  Court  s t a t l s t l c a l  p r o f l l e s  
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases in State Trial Courts, 1986 

Are reopened Are enforcement/  
cases counted c o l l e c t l o n  proceed- Are temporary InJunc-  
as new f l l l n g s ,  lngs  counted? I f  t l o n s  counted? If 
o r  l d e n t l f l e d  Q u a l l f l c a t l o n s  yes. a r e  they  counted yes. a r e  they  counted 

J u r l s -  separa te l y  as o r  separa te l y  f rom separa te l y  f rom new 
S t a t e K o u r t  name: d l c t l o n  reopened cases? Cond l t lons  new case f l l l n s s ?  case f l l l n s s ?  

ALABAMA: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Reopened 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L Reopened 

Yes/No 
No 

Yes/No 
Yes/No 

ALASKA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G Reopened 
D l s t r l c t  Court  L Reopened 

No 
No 

Yes 
No 

A R I Z O N A :  
Super lo r  Court  G Reopened When t r a n s -  No 

J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  
Peace Cour t  L Reopened When t r a n s -  No 

f e r r e d  I n  

f e r r e d  I n  

Yes/No 

Yes/No 

ARKANSAS: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Reopened 
Chancery and Probate 

Court  G Reopened 

No 

No 

No 

No 

C A L I F O R N I A :  
Super lo r  Court  G Reopened R e t r l e d  cases No 
Mun lc lpa l  Court  L Reopened Re t r l ed  cases No 
J u s t l c e  Court  L Reopened R e t r l e d  cases No 

No 
N/A 
N/A 

COLORADO: 
O l s t r l c t  Court  G Reopened Post A c t l v l t l e s  No 
Water Court  G Reopened Post Ac t  l v l  t l e s  No 
Denver Super lo r  Court  G Reopened Post A c t l v l t l e s  No 
County Court  L Reopened Post A c t l v l t l e s  No 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L N/A N/A 

No 
No 
No 
No 
N/A 

CONNECTICUT: 
Super lo r  Court  G New f l l l n g  NO No 

DELAWARE: 
Court  o f  Chancery G 
Super lo r  Court  G 

J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 
Court  L 

Famlly Court  L 

Court  o f  Comnon Pleas L 
Alderman's Court  L 

Reopened 
New f l l l n g  If remanded 
Reopened Case rehear lng  

Rare ly  occurs 
New f l l l n g  

I s  heard l n a l  p roceed lng  
separa te l y  

Reopened - I f  
rehear lng  o f  
t o t a l  case 

If p a r t  o f  o r l g -  

N/A 
N/A 

No 
No 

No 
No 

N/A 
N/A 

No 
Yes/No 

Yes/No 
No 

N/A 
N/A 

( con t inued  on nex t  page) 
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F I G U R E  H: Method o f  coun t lng  c l v l l  cases I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

Are reopened Are enforcement/ 
cases counted c o l l e c t l o n  proceed- Are temporary InJunc- 
as new f l l l n g s .  lngs  counted? If t l o n s  counted? I f  
o r  l d e n t l f l e d  U u a l l f l c a t l o n s  yes. a r e  they  counted yes. a r e  they  counted 

J u r l s -  separa te l y  as o r  separa te l y  f rom separa te ly  f r o m  new 
Sta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  reopened cases? Cond l t lons  new case f l l l n q s ?  case f l l l n q s ?  

DISTRICT O f  COLUMBIA: 
Super lo r  Court  G Reopened No No 

FLORIDA: 
C l r c u l t  Court  G Reopened 
County Cour t  L Reopened 

Yes/No 
Yes/No 

Yes/No 
Yes/No 

GEORGIA:  
Super lo r  Court  G New f l l l n g  
C l v t l  Court  L N/C 
S t a t e  Court  L New f l l l n g  
Probate Court  L New f l l l n g  
M a g l s t r a t e  Court  L New f l l l n g  
Mun lc lpa l  Court  L N/C 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

No 
NO 
No 
No 
No 
No 

H A W A I I  : 
C l r c u l t  Court  and G Reopened Supplemental Yes/Yes Yes/Yes 

f a m i l y  Court  proceedlngs Spec la l  proceedlngs C l r c u l t  Court :  
Spec la l  Pro- 
ceed l ngs 

U l s t r l c t  Cour t  L Reopened Supplemental No Yes/No 
proceedlngs 

1DAHO: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G Reopened Yes/No No 

ILLINOIS: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Reopened No No 

I N D I A N A  : 
Super lo r  Court  G 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  6 .  
County Court  L 
Mun lc lpa l  Cour t  of 

Mar lon  County L 
C l t y  Court  L 
Small Clalms Court  of 

Mar lon  County L 

Reopened Redocketed No 
Reopened Redocketed No 
Reopened Redocketed No 
Reopened Redocketed No 

NO 
N/A N/A N/A 

N/A N/A N/A 

No 
No 
No 
NO 
No 
N/A 

N/A 

I O W A :  
O T s t r l c t  Court  G New f l l l n g  Yes/No No 

KANSAS: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Reopened No No 

(con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE H: Method o f  coun t ing  c l v l l  cases I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s ,  1986. (cont lnued)  

Are reopened Are enforcement/ 
cases counted c o l l e c t l o n  proceed- Are temporary l n j u n c -  
as new f l l l n g s ,  lngs  counted? I f  t l o n s  counted? I f  
o r  l d e n t l f l e d  O u a l l f l c a t l o n s  yes, a r e  they  counted yes, a r e  they  counted 

J u r l s -  separa te l y  as o r  separa te l y  f rom separa te l y  f rom new 
Sta te /Cour t  name: d i c t l o n  reoDened cases? Cond l t lons  new case f l l l n q s ?  case f l l l n q s ?  

KENTUCKY: 
C l  r c u l t  Court  G Reopened 
D l s t r l c t > C o u r t  L Reopened 

No 
No 

Yes/Yes 
Yes/Yes 

LOUISIANA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Reopened A s  a c t l o n  on open Yes/Yes Yes/No 

Juven l l e  Court  G Reopened A s  a c t l o n  on open Yes/Yes No 

Famlly Court  G Reopened As a c t l o n  on open No No 

C i t y  b P a r l s h  Courts L New f l l l n g  A s  a c t l o n  on open Yes/No No 

case 

case 

case 

case 

M A I N E :  
Super to r  Court  G New f l l l n g  
01 s t r l c t  Court  L N/C 
Probate Cour t  L N/C 

Yes/No 
No 
No 

Yes/No 
NO 
No 

MARYLAND: 
C l r c u l t  Court  G New f l l l n g  
D l s t r l c t  Court  L N/A 

No 
N/A 

N/A 
Yes/No 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
T r l a l  Court  of t h e  Comnonwealth 
Super lo r  Court  Dept. G N/C 
D l s t r l c t  Court  Dept. G N/C 
Boston Mun lc lpa l  Cour t  

Dept . G N/C 
Houslng Court  Dept. G N/C 
Land Court  Dept. G N/C 

N /App l lcab le  Yes/Yes 
Yes/Yes N/Appl l c a b l e  

Yes/Yes N/App l lcab le  
Yes/Yes N/App l lcab le  
N/Appl 1 cab1 e N/App l lcab le  

M I  CHIGAN : 
Court  of  Clalms G Reopened 
C l r c u l t  Court  G Reopened 
Dl s t r l c t  Court  L N/A 
Mun lc lpa l  Court  L N/A 

No 
No 
N/A 
N/A 

No 
No 
N/A 
N/A 

MINNESOTA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G I d e n t l f l e d  separa te l y  No No 

MISSISSIPPI: Data a r e  unava l l ab le  

MISSOURI : 
C l r c u l t  Court  G New f l l l n g s  Yes/No Yes/No 

MONTANA: 
01 s t r l c t  Court  G Reopened 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 

Court  L N/A 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L N/A 
C l t y  Cour t  L N/A 

Yes/Yes Yes/No 

N/A 
N/A 
N /A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

( con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE H: Method o f  coun t lng  c l v l l  cases I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s ,  1986. (cont lnued)  

Are reopened Are enforcement/ 
cases counted c o l l e c t l o n  proceed- Are temporary InJunc- 
as new f l l l n g s ,  lngs  counted? I f  t l o n s  counted? I f  
o r  l d e n t l f l e d  Q u a l l f l c a t l o n s  yes. a r e  they  counted yes, a r e  they  counted 

J u r l s -  separa te l y  as o r  separa te l y  f rom separa te ly  f rom new 
Sta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  reopened cases? Cond l t lons  new case f l l l n q s ?  case f l l l n q s ?  

NEBRASKA: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G Reopened 
County Court  L Reopened 

No 
No 

No 
No 

NEVADA: Var les based on l o c a l  p r a c t l c e  

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Super lo r  Court  G Reopened 
D l s t r l c t  Court  L N/C 
Mun lc lpa l  Court  L N/C 

No 
No 
No 

No 
No 
No 

NEW JERSEY: 
Super lo r  Court :  

C l v l l ,  Faml ly.  
General Equ l t y ,  and G Reopened 
Cr lm ina l  D l v l s l o n s  

Yes/Yes YeS/No 
(except  f o r  
domest 1 c 
v l o l  ence) 

NEW M E X I C O :  
D l s t r l c t  Court  G Reopened 
M a g i s t r a t e  Cour t  L Reopened 
M e t r o p o l l t a n  Court  of 

B e r n a l l l l o  County 1 Reopened 

NO 
No 

No 

No 
No 

No 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Court  
County Court  
Cour t  of Clalms 
Famlly Court  
D l s t r l c t  Court  
C l t y  Cour t  
C l v l l  Court  o f  t h e  

C l t y  o f  New York 
Town & V t l l a g e  

J u s t l c e  Cour t  

L 

L 

Reopened 
N/C 
N/C 
Reopened 
N/C 
N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

Yes/No 
No 
No 
Yes/No 
No 
No 

No 

No 

Yes/No 
NO 
No 
No 
No 
No 

No 

No 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G N/C 
D l s t r l c t  Court  1 N/C 

No 
Yes/No 

No 
No 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G New f l l l n g  

County Cour t  1 New f l l l n g  

Yes/Yes Yes/Yes 

N/Appl l c a b l e  N/App l lcab le  

( o n l y  counted l f  a hear lng  
was he ld )  

(con t lnued on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE H: Method o f  coun t lng  c l v l l  cases I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s ,  1986. (cont lnued)  

Are reopened Are enforcement/ 
cases counted 
as new f l l l n g s ,  
o r  l d e n t l f l e d  

J u r l s -  separa te l y  as 
Sta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  reopened cases? 

O H I O :  
Court of  Common Pleas G Reopened 

f l un l c lpa l  Cour t  L Reopened 
County Court  L Reopened 
Court of  Clalms L N/A 

c o l l e c t l o n  proceed- 
l ngs  counted? If 

O u a l l f l c a t l o n s  yes. a r e  they  counted 
o r  separa te l y  f rom 

Cond l t lons  new case f l l l n q s ?  

Yes/No 

No 
No 
N/A 

( a r e  counted separa te l y  l n  
domestlc r e l a t l o n s  cases) 

Are temporary l n j u n c -  
t t o n s  counted? If 
yes. a r e  they  counted 
separa te l y  f rom new 

case f l l l n q s ?  

Yes/No 

No 
NO 
N/A 

OKLAHOHA: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G Reopened NO 

~ 

No 

OREGON: 
C l r c u l t  Court  G Reopened 
J u s t l c e  Court  L N/A 
Hun lc lpa l  Court  L N/A 
D l s t r l c t  Court  L Reopened 

Yes/No 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Yes/No 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Cour t  o f  Comnon Pleas G Reopened 
D l s t r l c t  J u s t l c e  Court  L New f l l l n g  

No 
N/A 

No 
N/A 

PUERTO R I C O :  
Super lo r  Court  G New f l l l n g  
D l s t r l c t  Court  L New f l l l n g  

Yes/No 
Yes/No 

N/A 
N/A 

RHOOE ISLAND: 
Super lo r  Court  G Reopened 
D l s t r l c t  Court  L Reopened 
Famlly Court  L Reopened 
Probate Court  L N/A 

N/A No 
Yes/Yes No 
Yes/Yes No 
N/A N/A 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
C l r c u l t  Court  G New f l l l n g  
Faml ly  Court  L New f l l l n g  
H a g l s t r a t e  Court  L New f l l l n g  
Probate Court  L New f l l l n g  

No 
No 
No 
No 

No (Permanent l n -  
No j u n c t l o n s  a r e  
No counted as a 
No new f l l l n g )  

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
C l r c u l t  Court  G N/C No Yes/No 

TENNESSEE: 
C l r c u l t  Court  G Reopened (Var les  based on l o c a l  p r a c t l c e )  (Va r les  based on 

Chancery Court  G Reopened (Var les  based on l o c a l  p r a c t l c e )  (Va r les  based on 

General Sesslons Cour t  L Reopened (Var les  based on l o c a l  p r a c t l c e )  (Va r les  based on 

l o c a l  p r a c t l c e )  

l o c a l  p r a c t l c e )  

l o c a l  p r a c t l c e )  

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE H: Hethod o f  coun t lng  c l v l l  cases I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

J u r l s -  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t  1 on 

TEXAS: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G 
C o n s t t t u t l o n a l  County 

Court  L 
County Court  a t  Law L 
J u s t l c e  of t h e  Peace 

Court  L 

Are reopened 
cases counted 
as new f l l l n g s .  
o r  t d e n t l f f e d  Q u a l l f l c a t l o n s  
separa te l y  as o r  
reopened cases? Cond l t lons  

Reopened 

Reopened 
Reopened 

New f l l l n g  

Are enforcement/ 
c o l l e c t l o n  proceed- 

lngs  counted? I f  
yes. a r e  they  counted 

separa te l y  f rom 
new case f l l l n q s ?  

No 

No 
No 

No 

Are temporary lnJunc- 
t l o n s  counted? I f  
yes, a r e  they  counted 
separa te ly  f rom new 

case f l l l n q s ?  

No 

No 
No 

No 

UTAH : 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G N/C ( c a l l e d  - No 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  L N/C a b s t r a c t  o f  No 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace Judgment 

Cour t  L N/C f l l e d )  No 

Yes/Yes 
Yes/Yes 

Yes/Yes 

VERMONT : 
Super lo r  Court  G N/C 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G N/C 
Probate Cour t  L N/C 

No 
No 
No 

Yes/No 
Yes/No 
N/A 

V I R G I N I A :  
C i r c u i t  Court  G Reopened Re lns ta ted  Yes/Yes Yes/No 

D l s t r l c t  Court  L New f l l l n g  Yes/No No 
cases 

WASHINGTON: 
Super lo r  Court  G New f l l l n g  
Mun lc lpa l  Court  L New f l l l n g  
D l s t r l c t  Court  L New f l l l n g  

No Yes/No 
N/A N /A  
Yes/Yes N/A 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
C l r c u l t  Court  G Reopened 
M a g l s t r a t e  Court  L New f l l l n g  

No 
No 

No 
No 

WISCONSIN: 
C l r c u l t  Court  G New f l l l n g  I d e n t l f l e d  w l t h  R No 

s u f f l x ,  bu t  Inc luded 
I n  t o t a l  count 

Yes/Yes 

WYOMING: 
Dl s t r l c t  Cour t  G Reopened 
J u s t l c e  of t h e  Peace 

Cour t  L Reopened 
County Cour t  L Reopened 

No 

N/A 
N/A 

No 

N/A 
N/A 

G - General J u r l s d l c t l o n  Court  
L - L l m l t e d  J u r l s d l c t l o n  Court  
N/A - I n f o r m a t l o n  1s n o t  a v a l l a b l e  
N/C - I n f o r m a t l o n  1s no t  c o l l e c t e d /  

N/App l lcab le  - C l v l l  casetypes heard by t h l s  
counted 

c o u r t  a r e  no t  a p p l l c a b l e  t o  t h l s  
f l g u r e .  

Source: Data were gathered f rom t h e  1986 S t a t e  T r l a l  Court  J u r l s d l c t l o n  Gulde 
p r o f l l e s  and S ta te  A d m l n l s t r a t l v e  O f f l c e s  of t h e  Courts. 
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FIGURE I: Method of Counting Support/Custody Cases in State Trial Courts, 1986 

Do t h e  support /custody 
Is suppor t /cus tody  and mar r lage d l s s o l u t t o n  
a proceedtng w t t h t n  case counts Inc lude  uncon- Are changes I n  decree 
a mar r lage d l s s o l u -  t e s t e d  cases as w e l l  as counted as new f l l t n g s  

S t a t e K o u r t  name: J u r t s d l c t t o n  t l o n  case? contes ted  cases? o r  as reopened cases? 

ALABAMA: 
C t r c u l t  Court  G Yes. un less  S/C Is Yes Reopened cases 

D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L N/A Yes (S/C o n l y )  Reopened cases 
f l l e d  separa te l y  

ALASKA: 
Super to r  Cour t  G Yes. un less  S/C I s  

f l l e d  separa te l y  
Reopened cases 

AR I ZONA : 
Super lo r  Court  G Yes Yes Reopened cases 

ARKANSAS: 
Chancery and Probate 

Court  G No Yes Reopened cases 

C A L I F O R N I A :  
Super to r  Cour t  G Yes Yes N/C 

COLORADO: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Yes, un less  S/C  I s  Yes 

f l l e d  separa te l y  
Reopened cases 

CONNECTICUT: 
Super to r  Cour t  G Yes Yes Reopened cases 

DELAWARE: 
Famtly Court  L Yes, un less  S/C I s  Yes 

f l l e d  separa te l y  
Reopened cases 

D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G Yes. un less  S/C ts Yes 

f l l e d  separa te l y  
Reopened cases 

FLORIDA: 
C1 r c u l t  Court  G No Yes Reopened cases 

G E O R G I A :  
Super to r  Court  G Yes, except URESA Yes 

cases, whtch a r e  
f t l e d  separa te l y  

New f l l l n g s  

H A W A I I :  
C l r c u t t  and 

Faml ly  Cour t  G Yes Yes N/C 

( con t tnued  on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE I: Method of coun t lng  support /custody cases I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  cour ts ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

Do t h e  support /custody 
Is support /custody and mar r lage d l s s o l u t l o n  
a proceedlng w l t h l n  case counts Inc lude  uncon- Are changes I n  decree 
a mar r lage d l s s o l u -  t e s t e d  cases as w e l l  as counted as new f l l l n g s  

Sta te /Cour t  name: J u r l s d l c t l o n  t l o n  case? contes ted  cases? o r  as reoDened cases? 

IDAHO:  
D l s t r l c t  Court  G Yes. un less  S/C Is Yes 

f 1 l e d  separa te l y  
New f l l l n g s  

ILLINOIS: 
C l  r c u l t  Court  G Yes, unless S/C I s  Yes 

f l l e d  separa te l y  
ReoDened cases 

I N D I A N A :  
Super lo r  Cour t  G Yes 

C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Reopened cases 
( redocketed) 
Reopened cases 
( redocketed) 

I O W A :  
D l s t r l c t  Court  G Yes, except URESA Yes 

cases, whlch a r e  
f l l e d  separa te l y  

New f l l l n g s  

KANSAS: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G Yes, un less  S/C I s  Yes 

f l l e d  separa te l y  
N/C 

KENTUCKY: 
C l r c u l t  Court  G Yes Yes Reopened cases 

LOUISIANA: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G Yes 
J u v e n l l e  Court  G No 
f a m i l y  Cour t  G Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Reopened cases 
Reopened cases 
Reopened cases 

MAINE: 
Super lo r  Court  G Yes. except URESA Yes 

D l  s t r i c t  Court  L Yes, except URESA Yes 

cases, u h l c h  a r e  
f l l e d  separa te l y  

cases, u h l c h  a r e  
f l l e d  separa te l y  

N/C 

N/C 

MARY LAND : 
C l r c u l t  Court  G Yes. unless S/C IS 

f l l e d  separa te l y  
Yes New f l l l n g s  

MASSACHUSETTS: 
T r l a l  Court  o f  
t h e  Commonwealth 

Probate and Faml ly  
Cour t  Department G Yes. unless S/C I s  No 

f l l e d  separa te l y  
Reopened cases 
( M o d l f l c a t l o n s )  

(con t lnued on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE I :  Method o f  coun t lng  support /custody cases I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  cour ts ,  1986'. (con t lnued)  

Do t h e  support /custody 
Is support /custody and mar r lage d l s s o l u t l o n  
a proceedlng w l t h l n  case counts Inc lude  uncon- Are changes I n  decree 
a mar r lage d l s s o l u -  t e s t e d  cases as w e l l  as counted as new f l l l n g s  

S t a t e l c o u r t  name: J u r l s d l c t l o n  t l o n  case? contes ted  cases? o r  as reopened cases? 

M I C H  I G A N  : 
C i r c u l t  Court  G Yes Yes N/C 

MINNESOTA: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G Yes, except URESA Yes Reopened cases 

L cases, whlch a r e  
f l l e d  separa te l y  

cases, whlch a r e  Reopened cases 
f l l e d  separa te l y  

County Cour t  Yes. except URESA 

M I S S I S S I P P I :  Data a r e  unava l l ab le  

MISSOUR 
C l  r c u  t cou t G Yes. except p e t l t l o n s  f o r  Yes New F l l l n g s  

separa te  malntenance. 
URESA cases, mot lons t o  
mod l fy  and mot lons f o r  
contempt I n v o l v t n g  suppor t  
and custody decrees on 
habeas corpus ac t i ons ,  
whlch a r e  f l l e d  separa te l y  
f rom mar r iage d l s s o l u t l o n  
cases 

MONTANA: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G Yes, un less  S/C I s  Yes Reopened cases 

f l l e d  separa te l y  

NEBRASKA: 
D l  s t  r l c t  Court  G Yes Yes Reopened cases 

NEVADA: 
Data a r e  unava l l ab le  

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Super io r  Cour t  G Yes Yes Reopened cases 

NEW JERSEY: 
Super lo r  Court :  

C l v l l .  Faml ly,  
General E q u l t y  and 
Cr lm lna l  D l v l s l o n s  G Yes. un less  S/C I s  Yes 

brought  a f t e r  o r l g l n a l  
p roceed lng  

Reopened cases 

NEW M E X I C O :  
D l  s t r l c t  Court  G Yes, un less  S/C I s  Yes 

f l l e d  separa te l y  
Reopened cases 

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE I: Method of coun t lng  support /custody cases I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

Do t h e  support /custody 

t e s t e d  cases as w e l l  as 

I s  support /custody and mar r lage d l s s o l u t l o n  
a proceedlng w l t h l n  case counts Inc lude  uncon- 
a mar r lage d l s s o l u -  

S ta te /Cour t  name: J u r l s d l c t l o n  t l o n  case? contes ted  cases? 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Court  G Yes 

Faml ly  Court  L No (suppor t /cus tody  
j u r l s d l c t l o n  on ly )  

Yes 

N/Appl \cab le  

Are changes I n  decree 
counted as new f l l l n g s  
o r  as reopened cases? 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

Court  o n l y )  
(heard I n  Supreme 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  L Yes, unless S/C Is Yes 

f l l e d  separa te l y  
Reopened cases 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G Yes. unless S/C I s  Yes 

f l l e d  separa te l y  
New f l l l n g s  

OHIO:  
Court  o f  Common Pleas G Yes Yes New f l l l n g s  

OKLAHOMA: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G Yes, except URESA Yes 

cases, whlch a r e  
f l l e d  separa te l y  

New f l l l n g s  

OREGON: 
C l r c u l t  Court  G Yes, unless S/C I s  Yes 

f l l e d  separa te l y  
N/C 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court  o f  Comon Pleas G No Yes New f l l l n g s  

PUERTO R I C O :  
Super lo r  Cour t  G Yes, except URESA Yes 

cases, whlch a r e  
f l l e d  separa te l y  

Reopened cases 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Faml ly  Cour t  L Yes No Reopened cases 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Faml ly  Court  L Yes. unless S / C  I s  Yes New f l l l n g s  (Not 

f l l e d  separa te l y  counted) 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Yes Yes N/C 

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE I :  Method o f  coun t lng  support /custody cases I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  cour ts ,  1986. (con t lnued)  

Do t h e  suppor t /cus tody  
Is support /custody and mar r lage d l s s o l u t l o n  
a p roceed lng  w l t h l n  case counts I n c l u d e  uncon- Are changes I n  decree 
a marr lage d l s s o l u -  t e s t e d  cases as w e l l  as counted as new f l l t n y s  

Sta te /Cour t  name: J u r l s d l c t l o n  t l o n  case? contes ted  cases? o r  as reopened cases? 

TENNESSEE: 
C l r c u l t  Court  G Yes. un less  S/C Is Yes 

Chancery Court  G Yes. un less  S/C I s  Yes 

General Sesslons 1 Yes, un less  S/C Is Yes 

brought  a f t e r  o r l g l n a l  
p roceed lng  

brought  a f t e r  o r l g l n a l  
p roceed lng  

Court b rought  a f t e r  o r l g l n a l  
p roceed lng  

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

TEXAS: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Yes, un less  S/C I s  Yes 

f l l e d  separa te l y  
Reopened cases 

UTAH: 
D l s t r l c t  Court  G Yes Yes Reopened cases 

VERMONT: 
Super lo r  Court  G Yes 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G No 

Yes 
Yes 

N/C 
N/C 

V I R G I N I A :  
C l r c u l t  Court  G V a r l  es* 

Dl s t r l c t  Cour t  1 No 

Yes 

Yes 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 
(cases comnenced) 

( r e l n s t a t e d  cases) 

WASHINGTON: 
Super lo r  Court  G Yes, un less  pa- 

t e r n l t y ,  whlch 
I s  counted 
separa te l y  

Yes Reopened cases 

WEST V I R G I N I A :  
C l r c u l t  Court  G Yes, un less  S/C l s  Yes 

an o u t - o f - s t a t e  
I ssue  

Reopened cases 

WISCONSIN: 
C l r c u l t  Court  G Yes, un less  S/C I s  Yes 

brought  a f t e r  
o r l g l n a l  p roceed lng  

Reopened cases (new 
a c t l o n  t o  mod l fy  
J u r l s d l c t l o n )  

WYOMING:  
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Yes Yes Reopened cases 

( con t lnued  on nex t  paye) 
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FIGURE I: Method of countlng support/custody cases in state trlal courts, 1986. 

s/c - Support/Custody *FOOTNOTES: 
N/A - Informatlon l s  not avallable 
N/C - Informatlon Is not collected/counted Vlrglnla--IF a custody/supyort lssue Is 
N/Appllcable - Clvll casetypes heard by thls court 

URESA - Unlform Reclprocal Enforcement of Somettmes custody/support Issues are referred 
to the Juvenlle and domestlc relatlons court 
where they are counted as new cases. 
times custody/support Issues arlse after the 
flnal decree ln a dlvorce case 1s entered. 
When this happens, the custody/support Issue 
I s  counted as a relnstatement o f  an "other 
equlty" case. 
case comnenced. 

consldered at the same tlme as the dlvorce 
are not appllcable to thls flgure. actlon. It Is counted as one dlvorce case. 

Support Act 
Some- 

A relnstatement 1s counted as a 
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Methodology 

Court Statisticsand Information Management 
Project: Organization and Goals 

The State Court Caseload Statistics (Report) series is 
a cooperative effort of 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 
CSlM Project, formerly called the National Court Statistics 
Project (NCSP) of the NCSC. COSCA, through its Court 
Statistics and Information Systems Committee (CSIS), 
provides policy guidance and review for the Project. The 
CSlS Committee is composed of representatives from 
COSCA, COSCAs staff, the National Conference of Ap- 
pellate Court Clerks, the National Association for Court 
Management, and a representative from the academic 
research community. 

The two primary goals of the Court Statistics and 
Information Management (CSIM) 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 State Court 
Caseloadstatisticsseries responds directly to the first goal 
by compiling all available state court caseload data from 
the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. 

Evolution of the CSlM Project 

During compilation of the State of the Artand the 1975 
State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report (the CSlM 
Project’s original research efforts), classification problems 
arose from the multitude of terms used by the states to 
report their caseloads.’ This suggested the need for a 
model annual report and a statistical dictionary of terms for 
court usage. 

The State Court Model Annual Report outlines the 
basic management data that should, at a minimum, be 
included in state court annual reports.2 The State Court 
ModelSt~tisticalDictionary, published in 1980, and a 1984 
Supplement provide common terminology, definitions, 
and usage for reporting civil, criminal, traffic, juvenile, and 

‘National Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, 
State Court Caseload Statistics: The State of the Art (Washington. 
D.C.: US. Government Printing Office, 1978). 

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

appellate caseload inventory. Terms for use in reporting 
manner of disposition data are provided in the dictionary 
and in other Project  publication^.^ The classification struc- 
ture and definitions serve as models of preferred terminol- 
ogy for purposes of developing comparable data. A 
consolidated and revised edition of State Court Model 
StatisticalDictionary, which incorporates many new appel- 
late court reporting categories, will be completed in 1988. 

Another publication by which the CSlM Project seeks 
to enhance the usefulness of court statistics is the Court 
Case Management lnformation Systems Manual, which 
was produced jointly by the National Court Statistics Proj- 
ect (now CSIM) and the State Judicial Information Systems 
Project! This manual provides a methodology for building 
court information systems that provide the data needed for 
both daily court operations and long-term case manage- 
ment, resource allocation, and strategic planning. 

The process of assessing the comparability of caseload 
data focused on the subject matter jurisdiction and meth- 
ods of counting cases in 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 7984 State Trialcourt 
Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Rep~rting.~ Information 
from this jurisdiction guide was incorporated into the 
caseload database for 1981. 

The second stage involved preparation of the 7984 
State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical 
Reporting, which was used in conjunction with the 1984 
appellate court database6 The introduction to the 1981 
Report contained a complete description of the impact of 
the Trialcourt Jurisdiction Guideon the CSlM data collec- 
tion effort and the introduction of the 1984 Report provided 
a complete description of the impact of the Appellate Court 
Jurisdiction Guide. 

The first Report (1 975) presented available caseload 
data for state appellate courts, trial courts of general 

JNational Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, 
State Court Model Statistical Dictionaty (Washington, DC: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1980); Supplement (Williamsburg, VA: 
National Center for State Courts, 1984). 

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

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

CRoper, 1984 State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical 
Reporting (Williamsburg, VA: National Center for State Courts, 1985). 
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jurisdiction, and for selected categories (juvenile, domestic 
relations, probate, and mental health) in limited jurisdiction 
courts. The second Report (1 976) again presented avail- 
able data for appellate courts and courts of general jurisdic- 
tion and also included all available caseload data for all 
limited jurisdiction courts. The 1979 and 1980 Reports 
eliminated repetitiveness in the summary tables and reor- 
ganized the data in the summary tables based on com- 
pleteness and comparability. The 1981 volume, incorpo- 
rating the structure detailed in the Trial Court Jurisdiction 
Guide, organized the caseload data by comparable juris- 
dictions. The 1982 and 1983 reports were postponed to 
make the series current with the publication of the 1984 
volume. 

In addition to preparing publications, the CSlM Project 
responds to about 500 requests for information each year. 
These requests can be grouped into three basic catego- 
ries: requests for raw data, requests for information on 
data collection and reporting processes, and requests that 
involve statistical analysis. The requests come from a 
variety of sources, including state administrative offices of 
the courts, local courts, individual justices and judges, 
federal agencies, legislators, the media, academic re- 
searchers, and NCSC staff. The composition of the flow of 
requests for information influences the topics emphasized 
in the caseload statistics reports. 

Sources of Data 

I 

Information for national caseload databases comes 
from published and unpublished sources supplied by state 
court administrators and appellate court clerks. The pub- 
lisheddata 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. The volumes 
represent the most reliable and valid data available at the 
aggregate state level. The data, however, are the product 
of statistical reports from numerous local jurisdictions and, 
in many states, several trial court systems. The caseload 
statistics are used by the states to manage their own 
systems and are not prepared specifically for presentation 
in the NCSC caseload statistics series. 

A dozen states either do not publish an annual report 
or publish only limited caseload statistics for either trial or 
appellate courts. The CSlM Project receives unpublished 
data from those states in a wide range of forms, including 
internal management memos, computer-generated out- 
put, and the CSlM Project's statistical and jurisdictional 
profiles updated manually by state-level staff. 

Additional relevant information is secured from appro- 
priate personnel in each state. Telephone contact and 
follow-upcorrespondence are used 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 1986 revised estimates)'; and spe- 

'US. Bureau of the Census, Local Population Estimates Series P-26, 
No., 86-A (Washington, DC: US.  Government Printing Office, August. 
1987). 

cia1 characteristics regarding subject matter jurisdiction 
and court structure. 

The data collection strategy for unpublished data by 
and large duplicates that for the published data. Unpub- 
lished data are subjected to the same screening proce- 
dures. Appendix B lists the source of each state's caseload 
statistics for 1986. 

Data Collection Procedures 

The following outline summarizes the major tasks 
involved in collecting the 1986 caseload 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@), and the state court or- 
ganization chart as worksheets for gathering the 1986 
data. Use of the previous year's profiles provided the data 
collector with a reference point that was used to trace the 
logic behind the organization of the profiles and charts. 
Prototypes of the appellate and trial court statistical profiles 
can be found in Appendix C. 

b. The 1986 state published reports were evaluated to 
note changes in the terminology used to report the data, 
changes in the range of available data, and changes in the 
state's court organization or jurisdiction. This process 
involved a direct comparison of the 1986 material with the 
1985 individual state annual reports. The specific location 
of the 1985 number was noted so that a direct link could be 
traced to the comparable 1986 number. In addition, the 
CSlM Project maintained state files that included research 
notes or other state publications that described changes in 
the state court systems. 

c. Project staff were alert for significant changes from 
a previous year. A formal record that documented and, 
where possible, explained such changes was maintained. 
This process served as another reliability check by catch- 
ing erroneously reported information, and it forced staff to 
identify the possible impact certain organizational, struc- 
tural, or procedural changes had on court caseloads. 

d. During the data collection process, a check was 
conducted to ensure compatibility 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 handwrit- 
ten copy to computer databases (codebooks are available 
upon request). The data entry program used (SPSS's Data 
Entry) automatically checked for certain data entry errors 
common in keypunching. The software allows the pro- 
grammer to establish a range of acceptable values for each 
variable. If a value was entered that fell outside the 
parameters, SPSS would not incorporate the number 
within the database until several attempts were made to 
enter the value. After the data were key entered, a batch 
error-detection program checked for other user-specified 
logic violations, mostly mathematical checks on the consis- 
tency of subtotals and totals. A final manual edit of the 
original, handwritten data instrument and the data entry 
printout was conducted. 

1. Finally, the caseload statistics in the body of this 
report were generated from the database whenever pos- 
sible. 
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Variables 

There are four basic types of data elements collected 
by the CSlM Project: trial court caseload statistics, trial 
court jurisdictionaVorganizationa1 information, appellate 
court caseload statistics, and appellate court jurisdictionall 
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 CSlS Committee and consist of data elements 
defined in the State Court ModelStatistical Dictionary (see 
Appendix C). 

The caseload statistics consist of two dimensions: the 
specific casetypes and the data elements collected for 
each casetype. The trial court casetypes include four basic 
groups of cases: civil, criminal, juvenile, and traffidother 
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 marriage dissolution, 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 were identi- 
fied. Some courts provideddata that included active cases 
only, while others included active and inactive cases. At 
that point, COSCA’s CSlS Committee recommended 
against collecting pending caseload data until a study 
could determine whether the data could be rendered 
comparable across states. 

The trial court jurisdictional profile collects an assort- 
ment of information relevant to the organization and juris- 
diction 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 State Court Modelstatis- 
tical 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 that 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 discretion- 
ary petitions that are granted (although few states report 
those data). Each of those major categories is further 
identified bywhetherthecase isareview of afinaltrialcourt 
judgment or some other matter (e.g., interlocutory or post- 
conviction relief). These general areas are subdivided by 
substantive casetypes (such as, civil, criminal, and juve- 
nile). 

As with the trial court jurisdiction guide, the primary 
task of the appellate court guide is to translate the terms 
used by the 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 per- 
sonnel; the point at which an appellate case is counted as 
a case; the procedures used to review discretionary peti- 
tions; and the use of panels. 

Mapping as a Method of Displaying Caseloads 

Since 1985, the state court caseload statistics reports 
have used maps to illustrate and summarize the data 
presented in table form. The shading on these maps is 
designed to darken as the values listed in the legends 
increase. 

The legend on a map indicates where categorical 
breaks occur in the data distribution. Unless otherwise 
noted, a nonshaded state indicates that the state did not 
report data in a form that could be used in the RepoR-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. Where 
there are several reasons why data for astate might not be 
included in a map, symbols are used to make the distinc- 
tion. 

Footnotes 

Footnotes show the extent to which a court’s statistics 
conform to the CSlM reporting categories. The most 
common reasons for nonconformity are incomplete or 
overinclusive data. An incomplete data element can result 
from several courts not reporting any data or from the state 
using a classification scheme that does not fit thedefinition 
approved by COSCA’s CSlS Committee for the State 
Court Model Statistical Dictionary. This may result in, for 
example, asituation 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 CSlS classification scheme 
considers adoptions as part of domestic relations cases 
(Le. civil), and 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 describing 
the juvenile data element as overinclusive because it 
includes casetypes other than those defined for that term 
in the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary. 

Other explanations of differences in filing rates may be 
found in the different units of count used by states, different 
subject matter and dollar amount jurisdictions, and differ- 
ent court system structures. Most of these differences are 
described in the Figures found in Part V of this volume. 

Thefootnotesdo not coverallof thefeaturesthat affect 
comparability across all of the states. For example, differ- 
ent definitions of a felony exist-what may be a misde- 
meanor in one state may be a felony in another. More 
importantly, in terms of influence on the total number of 
filings, what may be an ordinance violation in one state may 
be classified as a misdemeanor in another. 
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Variations in Reporting Periods 

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

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, regardlessof when the reporting period 
began andended, the data cover 12 months. Pendingdata 
will be greatly affected, however, since they represent a 
‘3napshot”in time and can vary greatly depending on when 
that snapshot was taken. 

The 1986 Report reflects court organization and juris- 
diction in 1986. Since 1975, new courts have beencreated 
at both the appellate and trial level, new courts report data 
to the CSIM Project, courts may have merged, and courts 
may have changed counting or reporting methods. The 
dollar amount limits of civil jurisdiction in many trial courts 
also vary. Therefore, caution is required when comparing 
the 1986 data to previous years’. 

Conclusion 

Finally, comments, corrections, and suggestions by 
readers are a vital part of the work of the CSlM Project and 
should be sent to the Director, Court Statistics and Informa- 
tion Management Project, National Centerfor State Courts, 
300 Newport Avenue, Williamsburg, Virginia, 231 87-8798. 
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Sources of 1986 State Court 
Caseload Statistics* 

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. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Courts, Alaska Court System, 1986 Annual 
Report (Anchorage, Alaska: 1987). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Courts, The Arizona Courts, 1986 Judicial 
Report (Phoenix, Arizona: 1987). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary of the 
Judicial Department, Annual Report of the Judiciary 
of Arkansas, N 85-86 (Little Rock, Arkansas: 
1 987). 

CALIFORNIA: 
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Council of 
California, 1987 Annual Report, Judicial Council of 
California (San Francisco, California: 1987). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Annual Report of the Colorado Judiciary 1985-86 
(Denver, Colorado: 1986). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Biennial Report of the Con- 
necticut Judicial Department, 1984-86 (Hartford, 
Connecticut: 1987). 

COLR, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the 
Courts, 1986 Annual Report of the Delaware 
Judiciary (Wilmington, Delaware: 1986). Additional 
unpublished data were provided by the Administra- 
tive Director of the Courts. 

COLR, GJC: Executive Officer of the Courts, 1986 
Annual Report, District of Columbia Courts (Wash- 
ington, D.C.: 1986). Additional unpublished data 
were provided by the Executive Officer. 

ALASKA: 

ARIZONA: 

ARKANSAS: 

COLORADO: 

CONNECTICUT: 

DELAWARE: 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 

FLOW DA: 
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
State Courts Administrator and Clerk of the Su- 
preme Court. 
IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the State Courts Administrator. 

COLR: The Judicial Council of Georgia and the Ad- 
ministrative Director of the Courts, Thirteenth Report 
on the Work of the Georgia Courts (Atlanta, Geor- 
gia: 1987). 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, Thirteenth 
Report on the Work of the Georgia Courts (Atlanta, 
Georgia: 1987). 

COLR, IAC: Administrative,Director of the Courts, 
The Judiciary, State of Hawaii: Annual Report 1985- 
86 and Statistical Supplement, July 1, 1985 to June 
30, 1986 (Honolulu, Hawaii: 1986). 
GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the Courts, 
The Judiciary, State of Hawaii: Annual Report 1985- 
86 (Honolulu, Hawaii: 1986). Additional unpub- 
lished data were provided by the Administrative 
Director of the Courts. 

COLR, IAC, GJC: Administrative Director of the 
Courts, The ldaho Courts 1986 Annual Report 
Appendix (Boise, Idaho: 1987). 

COLR, IAC, GJC:- Unpublished data were provided 
by the Administrative Director of the Courts. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Director of the 
Division of State Court Administration, 1986 Indiana 
Judicial Report (Indianapolis, Indiana: 1987). 

COLR: State Court Administrator, 1986 Annual Sta- 
tistical Report (Des Moines, Iowa: 1987). Additional 
unpublished data were provided by the Clerk of the 
Supreme Court. 
IAC: State Court Administrator, 1986 Annual 
Statistical Report (Des Moines, Iowa: 1987). 
Additional unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Court of Appeals. 
GJC: State Court Administrator, 1986 Annual 
Statistical Report (Des Moines, Iowa: 1987). 

GEORGIA: 

HAWAII: 

IDAHO: 

ILLINOIS: 

INDIANA: 

IOWA: 

257 



KANSAS: 
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Administrator, 
Annual Report of the Courts of Kansas: 7985- 7986 
Fiscal Year (Topeka, Kansas: 1986). 

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 7985-86 
(Frankfort, Kentucky: 1987). 

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
IAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Administrator, 7986 Annual 
Report of the Judicial Council of the Supreme Court 
of Louisiana (New Orleans, Louisiana: 1987). 

COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, State 
of Maine Judicial Department 7986 Annual Report, 
(Portland, Maine: 1987). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary 7985-86 
(Annapolis, Maryland: 1986). 

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Judicial Court. 
IAC: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk 
of the Appeals Court. 
GJC: Chief Administrative Justice, Annual Report of 
the Massachusetts Trial Court, 7986 (Boston, Mas- 
sachusetts: 1987). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
7986 Annual Report of the State Court Administrator 
and Statistical Supplement (Lansing, Michigan: 
1987). 

MINNESOTA: 
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Minnesota State Court Report 7985-1986 (St. Paul, 
Minnesota: 1987). 

COLR: Staff Attorney, Mississippi Supreme Court 
Annual Report 7986 (Jackson, Mississippi: 1987). 
GJC, LJC: No data were available for cases 
handled by these courts in 1986. 

COLR, IAC, GJC: State Courts Administrator, 
Missouri Judicial Report Fiscal Year 7986 (Jefferson 
City, Missouri: 1986). 

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Court Administrator 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 1986. 

COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Nebraska Supreme Court 7986 Annual Report 
(Lincoln, Nebraska: 1986). 

KENTUCKY: 

LOUISIANA: 

MAINE: 

MARYLAND: 

MASSACHUSETTS: 

MICHIGAN: 

MISSISSIPPI: 

MISSOURI: 

MONTANA: 

NEBRASKA: 

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 1986. 

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Director, Administrative Off ice of the Courts. 

COLR: 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 Off ice of the 
courts. 

NEW MEXICO: 
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director, 
Judicial Department, State of New Mexico, Annual 
Report July 7 ,  7985-June 30, 7986 (Santa Fe, New 
Mexico: 1986). 

COLR, IAC: Clerk of the Court, 7986 Annual Report 
of the Clerk of the Court, Court of Appeals of the 
State of New York (New York: 1987). Additional 
unpublished data were provided by the Clerks of the 
Appellate Division and Appellate Terms of the 
Supreme Court. 
GJC, LJC: Chief Administrator of the Courts, Ninth 
Annual Report 7987(New York: 1987). 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director, Ad- 
ministrative Off ice of the Courts, North Carolina 
Courts, 7985-86 (Raleigh, North Carolina: 1986). 

COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Annual Report of the North Dakota Judicial System, 
7986 (Bismarck, North Dakota: 1987). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Supreme Court, Ohio Courts Summary 7986 
(Columbus, Ohio: 1987). 

COLR: Administrative Director of the Courts, State 
of Oklahoma, The Judiciary: Annual Report for 
Fiscal Year 7986 (Oklahoma City, Oklahoma: 
1987). Additional unpublished data were provided 
by the Clerk of the Court of Criminal Appeals. 
IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the 
Courts, State of Oklahoma, The Judiciary: Annual 
Report for Fiscal Year 1986 and Statistical Appendix 
(Oklahoma City, Oklahoma: 1987). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the State Court Administrator. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the Court Administrator. 

GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Administrative Director of the Courts. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 

NEW JERSEY: 

NEW YORK: 

NORTH DAKOTA: 

OHIO: 

OKLAHOMA: 

OREGON: 

PENNSYLVANIA: 

PUERTO RICO: 
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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. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Director of the Judicial 
Department, South Carolina Judicial Department, 
Annual Report, 7986 (Columbia, South Carolina: 
1 987). 

COLR, GJC: State Court Administrator, Benchmark 
7986: Annual Report of the South Dakota Unified 
Judicial System (Pierre, South Dakota: 1987). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary, 
Supreme Court of Tennessee, 7986 Annual Report 
(Nashville, Tennessee: 1987). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Courts, Texas Judicial System Annual Report, 
September 7, 7985 - August 37, 7986 (Austin, 
Texas: 1986). 

COLR, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided 
by the Clerk of the Supreme Court. 

COLR, GJC, LJC: Court Administrator, Judicial Sta- 
tistics for Year Ending June 30, 7986 (Montpelier, 
Vermont: 1986). 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 

TENNESSEE: 

TEXAS: 

UTAH: 

VERMONT: 

VIRGINIA: 
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary, 
Supreme Court, Virginia State of the Judiciary 
Report 7986 (Richmond, Virginia: 1987). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Annual Report of the Courts of Washington, 7986 
(Olympia, Washington: 1987). 

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. 

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 1986. 

WASHINGTON: 

WEST VIRGINIA: 

WISCONSIN: 
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Appendix C 

Prototype Statistical Profiles 



Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Profile 

STATE NAME, COURT NAME 
Court o f  last resort or lntermedlate appellate court 

Tlme perlod covered 
Number o f  dlvlslons/departments, Number o f  authorlzed justlces/judges 

Begl nnl ng End 
pendlnq Flled Dl sDosed Dend 1 nq 

Cases: 
Mandatory jurlsdlctlon: 

Appeals o f  flnal judgments: 
Clvll ......................................... 
Crlmlnal: 

Capltal crlmes (death/ll fe) ................. 
Other crlmlnal .............................. 

Total crlmlnal ............................... 
Juvenlle ...................................... 
Admlnlstratlve agency ......................... 
Unclasslfled (e.g.. constltutlonal lssue) ..... 

Total appeals o f  flnal judgments ............... 
Dlsclpllnary matters: 

Attorney ................................... 
Judge ....................................... 

Total dlsclpllnary ........................... 
Orlglnal proceedlngs (e.g., extraordlnary wrlts, 

Other mandatory cases: 

postconvlctlon remedy, sentence revleu only, 
electlon cases) ............................. 

Interlocutory declslons ....................... 
Advlsory oplnlons: 

Intra-state (leglslature, executlve. courts). 
Federal courts ( 1  .e., certlfled questlon) ... 

Total advlsory oplnlons ...................... 
Total other mandatory cases .................... 

Total mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases ................ 

Petltlons o f  ftnal judgments: 
Olscretlonary jurlsdlctlon: 

Clvll ........................................... 
Crlmlnal ........................................ 
Juvenlle ........................................ 
Admtnlstratlve agency ........................... 
Unclasslfled (e.g., constttutlonal lssue) ....... 

Total petltlons o f  flnal Judgments ............... 
Dl sc 1 pl 1 nary matters : 

Other dlscretlonary petltlons: 

Attorney ...................................... 
Judge ......................................... 

Total dlsclpllnary ............................. 
Orlglnal proceedlngs (e.g.. extraordlnary urlts, 

postconvlctlon remedy, sentence revleu only, 
electlon cases) ............................... 

Interlocutory declslons ......................... 
Intra-state (leglslature, executlve, courts) .. 
Federal courts (e.g.. certlfled questlon) ..... 

Total advlsory oplnlons ........................ 

Advlsory oplnlons: 

Iota1 other dlscretlonary petltlons ............. 
Total dlscretlonary jurlsdlctlon cases ............. 

Grand total cases ................................... 
Other proceedlngs: 

Rehearlng/reconslderatlon requests ................ 
Motlons ........................................... 
Other matters (e.9.. bar admlsslons) .............. 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
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Proto type o f  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t  s t a t l s t l c a l  p r o f l l e  

Manner o f  D l s p o s l t l o n  

Prea rgument Dec ls lon  
d l s p o s l t l o n  Opl n lons  w l t h o u t  
(d lsmlssed/  Per o p l n l o n  
u l t h d r a u n /  Signed cur lam (memo/ Trans- 

se t  t 1 ed 1 o p l n l o n  o p l n l o n  o rde r )  f e r r e d  Other 

Mandatory J u r l s d l c t l o n :  
Appeals o f  f l n a l  Judgments: 

C l v l l  ...................................... 
Cr lm lna l  ................................... 
Juven l l e  ................................... 
A d m l n l s t r a t l v e  agency ...................... 
U n c l a s s l f l e d  (e.g.. c o n s t l t u t l o n a l  Issue)  .. 
D l s c l p l l n a r y  ma t te rs  ....................... 
O r l g l n a l  proceedlngs (e.g., e l e c t l o n  cases) 
I n t e r l o c u t o r y  dec l s lons  .................... 

T o t a l  mandatory J u r l s d l c t l o n  cases ............ 
D l s c r e t l o n a r y  J u r l s d l c t l o n  (cases gran ted  on ly ) :  

C l v l l  ...................................... 
Cr lm lna l  ................................... 
Juven l l e  ................................... 
A d m t n l s t r a t l v e  agency ...................... 
U n c l a s s l f l e d  (e.9.. c o n s t l t u t l o n a l  Issue)  . . 

Other d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  ................ 
O r l g l n a l  proceedlngs (e.g., e l e c t l o n  cases) 

Other mandatory cases: 

P e t l t l o n s  o f  f l n a l  Judgments: 

D l s c l p l l n a r y  ma t te rs  ....................... 
T o t a l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  J u r l s d l c t l o n  cases ........ 

Grand t o t a l  .................................... 

Type o f  d e c l s l o n  I n  mandatory cases/granted D e t l t l o n s  o f  f l n a l  judqment 

Admlnls- Other 
t r a t l v e  Mandatory 

C l v l l  C r lm lna l  J u v e n l l e  Agency cases Total --- 
Opl n l  ons : 

A f f l rmed  ..................................... 
Mod l f l ed  ..................................... 
Reversed ..................................... 
Remanded ..................................... 
Mlxed ........................................ 
Olsmlssed .................................... 
Other ........................................ 
Af f l rmed  ..................................... 
Mod l f l ed  ..................................... 
Reversed ..................................... 
Remanded ..................................... 
Mlxed ........................................ 
Dlsmlssed .................................... 
Other ........................................ 

Dec ls lons  u l t h o u t  op ln lon :  

Type o f  d e c l s l o n  I n  o t h e r  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  

Re1 l e f  R e l l e f  
g ran ted  denled Other 

Other d l s c r s t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  ................ 
D l s c l p l l n a r y  ma t te rs  ....................... 
O r l g l n a l  proceedlngs (e.g.. e l e c t l o n  cases) 

T o t a l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  J u r l s d l c t l o n  cases ........ 

263 



h 
VI 

m 
0 \ 
VI 
c + c 
0 
E - 
c 
+ 
V 

m 
m 

m 
c 

> 
L 
al + c 
aJ 
E 
I- 

c 

c 

. . .  . . .  . . .  . . .  . . .  . . .  . . .  . . .  . . .  . . .  . . .  . . .  . . .  . . .  . . .  . . .  . . .  . . .  . . .  . . . . .  
u . . .  + . . .  
e . . .  a . . .  

c v  * 
e-. . .  
+ . . .  
v - .  . .  

- m a .  
w e . .  * 
V I - .  . .  
- r . .  . 
L .  

. . E :  : : 
o a . .  . 

a r  . e a  
- 0  . m e  c- 
*VI#-- c 
L e -  E al 
o m > - >  
+J w e  L =I 
rpnuu~) 
a n  c u  m 
3c 

al 
t 

U- 

0 L 

01 

KJ u 
+ 
+ 
+ 
u 

+ L 

3 
0 
U 

al + 
rp 

al 

c 

e 

c 

VI 
c 

m 

c 
e 

n 
n m 

m 
al + 
+ 
VI 

U- 
0 

aJ 
)I + 
0 
Y 
0 L 
a. 

n 

. .  . .  

. A  

'al 
. 3  
. u  
. V I  . C  

. . . .  . . .  

. V I .  * . Q , . .  

. V I . .  

. m . .  

. u . .  

. e . .  . o . .  

.+ . * u  * 

.a2 . u  

.Y .aJ 

. a l  . V I  

. . .  

.C  . . 

* s m  
* - * u ,  
. c n  . e  
. . .  

0 
.al &a- 
.-e+ 

o v  
u u r -  
L m u v  
ale- VI 
+ C u e  
+ v  al L 

2 zvz 
I v *  
h0 L * 
L L O L  
m n+ o c a +  
-e v m 
- m o w  
n e -  c 
cc L m 
v m a l  E 
VI-+ 
c L c r  
o o n  rp + 

0 c 

. .  . .  . .  . .  . .  . .  . .  . .  . . C  . . o  . .- . . Y  

. . . .  . . . .  . . .  . .  . -  . .  . Q )  . .  . a  . .  . V I  . .  . V I  . .  .e . .  .e . . .  
: : : I .  . L  

. .  * * : %  * 

. .  . O .  . a  . .  . C  . .? 

. .  . .  

. ,  * .  . .  . .  . .  

. u  

. a  

. u  
* U  
e m  

. e  

. O  

.+ * u  
* v  
. V I  

. L  

. C  

.e 

..- 

7 

m + 
0 + 
U 
c 
L 
CI 

m 

264 



h 

LA * m 
w 

w m 
0 
r 
aJ 
LA 
m 
V 

CT c 
73 c 
aJ 

Y 

c 

n 
* 
0 

aJ 
0 
U 

0, 

* 
0 
L 

r 
c 

a 
c 
m u 
+ v) 

+ m + 
v) 

+ L 

=I 
0 
V 

aJ + m 
aJ 

c 

c 

r 
c 

n n 
m 
aJ + m + 
v) 

* 
0 

0 

21 + 
0 + 
0 L 
a. 

L 

0 - w  
a J 0  >,q 

0 q -13 

9 

:q O W  

L 

0 q r w  
9 

0 q --a 
9 

q o w  

. . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  .e 
L A . . . .  . a .  + .  
C .  
a J .  

C W  * 

-c) * + *  
u c  . - m  
w e  * 
L A - .  
cy.. 
L .  
3y.. 
-70  

* - I -  
L 7 . r  
o m >  + a -  

C U  

.. g : 
o a .  

m nu w n  
0 c 0 

9 
I: 

c 
Q 

. . . . . .  . V I .  . . . .  
v ) .  . . .  . e .  . . . .  
+ I . . . .  . o .  . . .  
C . . . .  - a h . .  . . .  A + .  L A m .  . . .  a J c .  a J C .  . 

* * *  = +  L A O .  . . ' U  v ) a J v ) v ) m c .  * . . e  . " n L . ~ V ~ .  . . . m  . L  

- 
m + 
0 + 
w c 
m L 

a 



Proto type o f  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t  s t a t l s t l c a l  p r o f i l e  

Bo ld face  headlngs l n d l c a t e  t h e  c l a s s l f l c a t l o n s  used by t h e  CSIH Pro jec t .  
N/A = The casetype t s  handled by t h e  cou r t ,  bu t  t h e  da ta  a r e  unava l l ab le .  
X = The da ta  f o r  t h i s  casetype a r e  known t o  be Inc luded I n  t h e  t o t a l  bu t  a r e  unava l l ab le  by category.  
-- = Data element Is n o t  app l l cab le .  

( ) NOTE: Begln pendlng. f l l e d  o u t s l d e  t h e  parentheses, dlsposed ou ts lde  t h e  parentheses, and end pendlng 
f l g u r e s  repo r ted  as d l s c r e t l o n a r y  J u r l s d l c t l o n  cases represent  pe t l t l ons /mo t lons  f o r  rev leu .  f l l e d  f l g u r e s  
l n s l d e  t h e  parentheses represent  those newly f l l e d  pe t l t l ons /mo t lons  t h a t  were gran ted  r e v l e u  d u r l n g  t h e  t l m e  
p e r t o d  covered on t h l s  p r o f l l e .  For those In te res ted .  f l l e d  f l g u r e s  l n s l d e  t h e  parentheses can then be added 
t o  t o t a l  mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  cases f l l e d  t o  a r r l v e  a t  t h e  number o f  new cases t h a t  t h e  c o u r t  w l l l  
u l t l m a t e l y  cons lder  "on t h e  mer l t s . "  Dlsposed f l g u r e s  l n s l d e  t h e  parentheses represent  t h e  number o f  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  gran ted  r e v l e u  t h a t  were dlsposed o f  "on t h e  mer l t s . "  Th ls  number 1s  r a r e l y  
a v a l l a b l e ,  and Is u s u a l l y  Inc luded I n  e i t h e r  t h e  t o t a l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  dlsposed, o r  t h e  mandatory 
J u r l s d l c t l o n  cases. 
mandatory J u r l s d l c t l o n  cases dlsposed t o  a r r l v e  a t  t h e  number o f  cases t h a t  t h e  c o u r t  d lsposed o f  "on t h e  
m e r l t s . "  

f o r  those In te res ted .  dlsposed f l g u r e s  l n s l d e  t h e  parentheses can be added t o  t o a l  

O P I N I O N  COUNT: 

CASE COUNT: 

For t h e  q u a l l f y l n g  foo tno tes  below, "dn  = double coun t lng  and "j" = o v e r l n c l u s l v e .  

A = The da ta  element 1 s  complete w l t h  no foo tno tes .  

B = l h e  da ta  element 1 s  complete w l t h  a "do  f o o t n o t e  on ly .  

C = The da ta  element I s  complete w l t h  a 'J' f o o t n o t e  

0 = The da ta  element Is complete w l t h  a "jn f o o t n o t e  

and no "ddD foo tno te .  

and a 'd' foo tno te .  

I ( e n t e r  as lower  case) = The da ta  element 

J = The da ta  element I s  75% complete, w l t h  

I s  75% complete, w l t h  no " J n  o r  "d" f oo tno tes .  

a "d"  f oo tno te ,  b u t  w l t h  no "J"  f oo tno te .  

P = The da ta  

Q = The da ta  

element I s  75% complete w l t h  a n J n  f oo tno te  and no "d" foo tno te .  

element Is 75% complete w l t h  a "In f o o t n o t e  and a "d" f oo tno te .  

V = The da ta  

W = l h e  da ta  

X = The da ta  

Y = The da ta  

element ls l e s s  than 75% complete u l t h  no "1" foo tno te  and no "duo foo tno te .  

element Is l e s s  than  75% complete u l t h  no " J n  f oo tno te  and a "d' foo tno te .  

element I s  l e s s  than  75% complete w l th  a "J" f o o t n o t e  and no I'd' foo tno te .  

element I s  l e s s  than  75% complete u l t h  a "J"  f oo tno te  and a 'dn foo tno te .  

Z = The da ta  a r e  m lss lng  f o r  t h l s  da ta  element ( \ . e . ,  t h e  pr lmary  da ta  element was coded a " - 5 "  t o  a '-1"). 

R = Judge ln fo rma t lon .  

S = F l g u r e  was computed. 

T = A d d l t l o n a l  I n fo rma t lon .  

U = The da ta  element I s  Inc luded l n  t h e  u n c l a s s l f l e d  ca tegory .  
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Profile Used in 1986 Data Collection 

STATE NAME. COURT NAME 

Number o f  clrcults or dlstrlcts. Number o f  judges 
Tlme perlod covered 

Court o f  general jurlsdlctlon or court o f  llmlted jurlsdlctlon 

Beglnnlng End 
pendlnq Flled Dlsposed pend 1 nq 

Clvll: 
Tort .............................................. 

Auto tort ....................................... 
Medlcal malpractlce ............................. 
Other professlonal malpractlce .................. 
Product llablllty tort .......................... 
Hlscellaneous tort .............................. 

Total tort ....................................... 
Contract .......................................... 
Real property rtghts .............................. 
Small clalms ...................................... 
Domestlc relatlons: 

Harrlage dlssolutlon ............................ 
Support/custody ................................. 
URESA ........................................... 
Adoptlon ........................................ 
Paternlty/bastardy .............................. 
Hlscellaneous domestlc relatlons ................ 

Total domestlc relations ......................... 
Probate/wllls/lntestate ......................... 
Guardlanshlp/conservatorshlp/trusteeshlp ........ 
Hlscellaneous estate ............................ 

Total estate ..................................... 
Hental health ..................................... 
Appeal: 

Appeal o f  admlnlstratlve agency case ............ 
Appeal o f  trlal court case ...................... 

Total clvll appeals .............................. 

Total clvll ........................................ 

Estate: 

Hlscellaneous clvll ............................... - 

Crlmlnal: 
Felony ............................................ 

Triable felony .................................. 
Llmlted felony .................................. 

Hlsdemeanor ....................................... 
Felony/mlsdemeanor ................................ 
DWI/DUI ........................................... 
Appeal ............................................ 
Hlscellaneous crlmlnal ............................ - 

Total crlmlnal ..................................... 
Trafflc/other vlolatlon: 

Moving trafflc vlolatlon .......................... 
Ordlnance vlolatlon ............................... 
Parklng vlolatlon ................................. 
Hlscellaneous trafflc ............................. - 

Total trafflc/other vlolatlon ...................... 
Juvenl le: 

Crlmlnal-type juvenlle petltlon ................... 
Status offense .................................... 
Chlld-vlctlm petltlon .............................. 
Hlscellaneous juvenlle petltion ................... - 

Total juvenlle ..................................... 

Grand total cases ................................... 
Other proceedlngr: 

Postconvlctlon remedy ............................. 
Prellmlnary heartngs .............................. 
Sentence revleu only .............................. 
Extraordlnary urlts ............................... 

Total other proceedlngs ............................ 
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Prototype of state trlal court statlstical proflle 

Manner o f  dlsDosltion: tr\alS 

Jury Non-fury lotal 

Clvll: 
Tort: 

Auto tort ......................... 
Medlcal malpractlce ............... 
Other professional malpracttce .... 
Product llablllty tort ............ 
Mlscellaneous tort ................ 

Total tort ......................... 
Contract ............................ 
Real property rlghts ................ 
Small clatms ........................ 
Domestlc relatlons: 

Marr (age d I ss ol ut 1 on .............. 
Support/custody ................... 
URESA ............................. 
Adoptlon .......................... 
Paternlty/bastardy ................ 
Mlscellaneous domestlc relatlonr .. 

Total domestlc relatlons ........... 
Probate/ullls/lntestate ........... 
Guardlanshlp/conservatorshlp/ 

trusteeshlp ..................... 
Mlscellaneous estate .............. 

Total estate ....................... 
Mental health ....................... 
Appeal : 

Estate: 

Appeal o f  admtntstratlve 
agency case ..................... 

Appeal o f  trlal court case ........ 
Total clvtl appeals ................ 

Mlscellaneous clvll ................. 
Total clvll .......................... 

- Trlal 
Jury Non-fury Total 

Crlmlnal: 
Felony: ......................... 

Trlable felony ................ 
Llmlted felony ................ 

Misdemeanor ..................... 
Felony/mlsdemeanor .............. 
DWI/DUI ......................... 
Appeal .......................... 
Mlscellaneous crlmlnal .......... 

Total crlmlnal ................... 
Trafflc/other vlolatlon: 

Movlng trafflc .................. 
Ordinance vlolatlon .......... 1.. 
Parklng vlolatlon ............... 
Miscellaneous trafflc ........... 

Total trafflc/other vlolatlon .... 
Juvenlle: 

Crlmlnal-type juvenlle petltlon . 
Status petltlon ................. 
Chlld-vlctlm petltlon ........... 
Mlscellaneous Juvenlle petltlon . 

Total Juvenlle ................... 
Grand total trlals ................. 

Manner of clvll dlSDOSltlOnS 

Uncontested/ 
Default Dlsmlssed Wlthdraun Settled Transferred Arbltratlon Total 

Clvll: 
Tort: 

Auto tort ......................... 
Medlcal malpractlce ............... 
Other professlonal malpractlce .... 
Product llablllty tort ............ 
Mlscellaneous tort ................ 

Tot a 1 tort ......................... 
Contract ............................ 
Real property rlghts ................ 
Small clalms ........................ 
Domestlc relatlons: 

Harrtage dlssolutton .............. 
Support/custody ................... 
Adoptton .......................... 
Mlscellaneous domestlc relatlons .. 

Total domesttc relatlons ........... 
Probate/ullls/lntestate ........... 
Guardlanshlp/conservatorshlp/ 

trusteeshlp ..................... 
Mlscellaneous estate .............. 

Total estate ....................... 
Mental health ....................... 
Appeal : 

URESA ............................. 
Paternlty/bastardy ................ 

Estate: 

Appeal of admlnlstratlve 
agency case ..................... 

Appeal o f  trial court case ........ 
Total clvll appeal ................. 

Mlscellaneous clvll ................. 
Total clvll .......................... 
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Prototype o f  state trlal court statlstlcal proflle 

Manner o f  crlmlnal dlspos~tlons and type o f  declslon 

Hlscellaneous 
felony Mlsdemeanor oWI/DUI Appeal crlmlnal Total 

Jury trlal: 
Convlctlon .............. 
Acqulttal ............... 
Olsmlssed ............... 
Convlctton .............. 
Gullty plea ............. 
Acqulttal ............... 
Dlsmlssed ............... 

Dlsmlssed/nolle prosequl .. 
Ball forfelture ........... 
Bound over ................ 
Transferred ............... 
Other ..................... 

Gullty plea ............. 

Non-Jury trlal: 

Total dlsposltlons ......... 

Manner o f  trafflc/other vlolatlon dlsposltlons and type of declslon 

Movlng trafflc Ordlnance Mlscellaneous trafflc/ 
vlolatlon vlo’la t \on Parkl n q  other vlolatlon Total 

Jury trlal: 

Non-Jury trlal: 

Convlctlon ............. 
Acqulttal .............. 
Convlctlon ............. 
Acqulttal .............. 

Gullty plea .............. 
Olsmlssed/nolle prosequl . 
Ball forfelture .......... 
Parklng flnes ............ 
Transferred .............. 
Other .................... 

Total ..................... 

Age of pendlng caseload (days) 

0-30 31-60 61-90 91-180 181-360 361-720 Over 720 Average age 
davs davs days davs davs days o f  pendlnq cases 

Clvll: 
Tort: 

Auto tort ........................ 
Hedlcal malpractlce .............. 
Other profesrlonal malpractlce ... 
Product llablllty tort ........... 
Mlscellaneous tort ............... 

Total tort ........................ 
Contract ........................... 
Real property rlghts ............... 
Small clalms ....................... 
Domestlc relations: 

Marrlage dlssolutlon ............. 
Support/custody .................. 
URESA ............................ 
Adoptlon ......................... 
Paternlty/bastardy ............... 
H\scellaneous domestlc relatlons . 

Total domestlc relations .......... 
Probate/ullls/lntestate .......... 
Guardlanshlp/conservatorshlp/ 

Mlscellaneous estate ............. 
Total estate ...................... 

Mental health ...................... 
Appeal : 

Crtate: 

trusteeshlp .................... 

Appeal o f  admlnlstratlve 
agency case .................... 

Appeal o f  trlal court case ....... 
Total appeal ...................... 

Mlscellaneous clvll ................ 
Total clvll ......................... 



P r o t o t m e  of state trlal court statlstlcal Droflle 

Age of pendlng caseload (days) 

0-30 31-60 61-90 91-180 181-360 361-720 Over 720 
days days days days days days days of Dendlns cases 

Average age 

Crlmlnal: 
Felony ........................... 

Ttlable felony ................. 
Llmlted felony ................. 

Mlsdemeanor ...................... 
Felony/mlsdemeanor ............... 
OWI/OUI .......................... 
Appeal ........................... 
Mlscellaneous crlmlnal ........... 

Total crlmlnal .................... 
Trafflc/other vlolatlon: 

Hovlng trafflc ................... 
Ordlnance vlolatlon .............. 
Parklng vlolatlon ................ 
Mlscellaneous trafflc ............ 

Total trafflc/other vlolatlon ..... 
Juvenl le: 

Crlmlnal-type juvenile petltlon .. 
Status petltlon .................. 
Chlld-vlctlm petltlon ............ 
Mlscellaneous juvenlle petltlon .. 

Total juvenlle .................... 

Boldface headlngs lndlcate the classlflcatlons used by the CSIH project. 
N/A = Thls casetype 1 s  handled by the court, but the data are unavallable. 
X = The data for thls casetype are known to be lncluded In the total but are unavallable by category. 
-- = Not appllcable. 

Unlts of count: 
Clvll unlt of count. 
Crlmlnal unlt of count. 
Trafflc/other vlolatlon unlt o f  count. 
Juvenlle unit of count. 

Trlal deflnltlons: 
Jury trlal deflnltlon. 
Non-j ury t rlal def lnl tl on. 
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For the quallfylng footnotes below, "jJ" = overlncluslve and "nc" = not comparable due t o  the method of  countlng 
support/custody cases. 

A = The data element 1 s  complete wlth no footnotes. 

B = The data element Is complete wlth an "nc" footnote only. 

C = The data element l s  complete wlth a " J n  footnote that could not be ldentlfled In codes E-H below, and no "nc' 
footnote. 

0 = The data element I s  complete wlth a "j" footnote and an "nc" footnote. 

E = The data element I s  complete wlth a "j" footnote that lndlcates the data lnclude all postconvlctlon remedy 

F = The data element 1 s  complete ulth a " A n  footnote that lndlcates the data Include all ordlnance vlolatlon 

G = The data element I s  complete wlth a "j" footnote that lndlcates the data lnclude all DWI/DUI cases only, and 

proceedlngs only, and no "nc" footnote. 

cases only, and no "nc" footnote. 

no "nc" footnote. 

H = The data element I s  complete wlth a "j" footnote that lndlcates the data Include all crlmlnal appeals cases 
only, and no "nc" footnote. 

more tnformatlon 
1 (enter as lower case) = the data element I s  75% complete, wlth no 'j" or "nc' footnotes, and Is mlsslng 

than can be speclflcally ldentlfled In codes K-N below. 

J = The data element 

K = lhe data element 
cases only. 

L = The data element 

H = The data element 
cases only. 

N = The data element 
cases only. 

1 s  75% complete, wlth an "nc' footnote, but wlth no "j' footnote. 

1 s  75% complete, wlth no "j" or "nc" footnotes, and does not lnclude any llmlted felony 

1 s  75x complete, wlth no "j" or "nc" footnotes, and does not lnclude any DWI/DUI cases only. 

l s  7 %  complete, wlth no "j" or "nc" footnotes, and does not Include any crlmlnal appeal 

i s  75% complete, wlth no "j" or "nc" footnotes, and does not Include any ordlnance vlolatlon 

0 = The data element 

P = The data element 

I s  75% complete wlth a " J n  footnote and no "nc" footnote. 

I s  75% complete wtth a "1" footnote and an "nc" footnote. 

V = The data element 

W = The data element 

X = lhe data element 

Y = The data element 

I s  less than 75% complete wlth no "nc" footnote. 

I s  less than 75% complete ulth an "nc" footnote. 

1 s  less than 75x complete wlth a "j" footnote and no "nc' 

Is less than 75% complete wlth a " J n  footnote and an "nC" 

footnote. 

footnote. 

a =  
R =  

S =  

T =  

U =  

Z =  

Addltlonal court lnformatlon. 

Judge lnformatlon. 

Flgure was computed. 

Addltlonal lnformatlon; reopened cases are added to the data element. 

The data element 1 s  Included In the unclasslfled category. 

The data are mlsslng for thls data element (1.e.. the prlmary data element was coded a '-5" to a ' -1 ' ) .  
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Appendix D 

State Populations 



Resident Population. 1986 

Popu la t l on  ( I n  thousands) 
1986 1986 1986 

S t a t e  o r  t e r r l t o r y  Juven l 1 e Adu l t  T o t a l  

Alabama .................. 
Alaska ................... 
Arizona .................. 
Arkansas ................. 
C a l l f o r n l a  ............... 
Colorado ................. 
Connect lcu t  .............. 
Oelaware ................. 
O l s t r l c t  o f  Columbla ..... 
F l o r l d a  .................. 
Georgla .................. 
Hawal l  ................... 
Idaho .................... 
I l l l n o l s  ................. 
Ind lana .................. 
Iowa ..................... 
Kansas ................... 
Kentucky ................. 
Lou ls lana ................ 
Malne .................... 
Maryland ................. 
Massachusetts ............ 
Mlch lgan ................. 
Hlnnesota ................ 
M l s s l s s l p p l  .............. 
Mlssour l  ................. 
Montana .................. 
Nebraska ................. 
Nevada ................... 
New Hampshlre ............ 
New Jersey ............... 
New Mexlco ............... 
New York ................. 
Nor th  Caro l l na  ........... 
Nor th  Dakota ............. 
Ohlo ..................... 
Oklahoma ................. 
Oregon ................... 
Pennsylvanla ............. 
Puer to  R lco  .............. 
Rhode I s l a n d  ............. 
South Caro l l na  ........... 
South Dakota ............. 
Tennessee ................ 
Texas .................... 
Utah ..................... 
Vermont .................. 
V l r g l n l a  ................. 
Washlngton ............... 
West V l r g l n l a  ............ 
Wlsconsln ................ 
Wyomlng .................. 

1. 115 
171 
91 1 
645 

7.109 

866 
7 58 
160 
137 

2. 630 

1. 713 
286 
31 1 

3. 058 
1. 417 

747 
646 

1. 009 
1. 347 

302 

1. 111 
1. 341 
2. 470 
1.110 

801 

1. 309 
231 
427 
240 
260 

1. 831 
444 

4. 375 
1. 624 

190 

2. 854 
899 
686 

2. 850 
N /A 

227 
937 
198 

1. 250 
4. 930 

61 9 
140 

1.438 
1. 156 

504 

1. 271 
154 

2.938 
362 

2. 408 
1.727 

19.872 

2. 401 
2. 431 

473 
488 

9. 045 

4. 391 
777 
691 

8. 493 
4. 026 

2.103 
1. 814 
2. 720 
3.155 

871 

3. 352 
4.491 
6.674 
3. 104 
1.824 

3. 751 
588 

1. 170 
724 
767 

5. 789 
1. 035 

13.397 
4. 710 

489 

7.899 
2.406 
2. 012 
9. 038 

N/A 

740 
2. 439 

51 0 
3.553 

11. 755 

1. 046 
401 

4. 349 
3.307 
1. 415 

3. 514 
353 

4.053 
533 

3. 319 
2. 372 

26. 981 

3. 267 
3.189 

633 
625 

11.675 

6. 104 
1. 063 
1. 002 

11. 551 
5.503 

2. 850 
2. 460 
3. 729 
4.502 
1. 173 

4. 463 
5.832 
9.144 
4. 214 
2. 625 

5.066 
819 

1. 597 
964 

1. 027 

7. 620 
1. 479 

17.772 
6.334 

679 

10.753 
3. 305 
2.698 

11. 888 
3. 274 

975 
3. 376 

708 
4.803 

16. 685 

1. 665 
541 

5.787 
4. 463 
1. 919 

4. 785 
507 

Source: U.S. Bureau o f  t h e  Census. Cur ren t  Populat lon Reports.  s e r i e s  P.25 . 
No . 1010. September 1987 . 
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Total State Population for Trend Tables. 1981.1984.1985. and 1986 

S t a t e  o r  t e r r l t o r y  

Alabama .................. 
Alaska ................... 
Ar lzona .................. 
Arkansas ................. 
C a l l f o r n l a  ............... 
Colorado ................. 
Connect lcu t  .............. 
Delaware ................. 
O t s t r l c t  o f  Columbta ..... 
F l o r l d a  .................. 
Georgla .................. 
Hawal l  ................... 
Idaho .................... 
I l l l n o l s  ................. 
Ind lana  .................. 
Iowa ..................... 
Kansas ................... 
Kentucky ................. 
Lou ls lana ................ 
Malne .................... 
Maryland ................. 
Massachusetts ............ 
Mlch lgan ................. 
Mlnnesota ................ 
H l s s l s s l y p l  .............. 
H l s s o u r l  ................. 
Montana .................. 
Nebraska ................. 
Nevada ................... 
New Hampshlre ............ 
New Jersey ............... 
New Hex lco  ............... 
New York ................. 
Nor th  Caro l l na  ........... 
Nor th  Dakota ............. 
Dhlo  ..................... 
Ok 1 a homa ................. 
Oregon ................... 
Pennsylvanla ............. 
Puer to  R lco  .............. 
Rhode I s l a n d  ............. 
South Caro l l na  ........... 
South Dakota ............. 
Tennessee ................ 
Texas .................... 
Utah ..................... 
Vermont .................. 
V l r g l n l a  ................. 
Washlngton ............... 
West V l r g l n l a  ............ 
Wlsconsln ................ 
Wyomlng .................. 

Popu la t lon  ( I n  thousands) 
1981 1984 1985 1986 

3.917 
41 2 

2.794 
2.296 

24.196 

2. 965 
3.134 

598 
631 

10. 183 

5. 574 
981 
959 

11. 462 
5. 468 

2. 899 
2. 383 
3. 662 
4. 308 
1. 133 

4. 263 
5. 773 
9. 204 
4. 094 
2. 531 

4. 941 
793 

1. 571 
845 
936 

7. 404 
1.328 

17. 602 
5. 953 

658 

10. 781 
3.100 
2. 651 

11.871 
3. 197 

953 
3. 167 

686 
4.612 

14.766 

1.518 
51 6 

5. 430 
4. 217 
1. 952 

4. 742 
49 2 

3. 990 
500 

3. 053 
2. 349 

25. 622 

3. 178 
3. 154 

61 3 
623 

10. 976 

5.837 
1. 039 
1. 001 

11.511 
5. 498 

2. 910 
2. 438 
2. 723 
4. 462 
1 .  156 

4. 349 
5. 798 
9. 075 
4. 162 
2. 598 

5. 008 
824 

1. 606 
91 1 
971 

7. 515 
1. 424 

17.735 
6. 165 

686 

10. 752 
3. 298 
2. 674 

11. 901 
3. 267 

962 
3. 300 

706 
4.717 

15.989 

1. 652 
530 

5. 636 
4. 349 
1. 952 

4. 766 
51 1 

4. 021 
521 

3. 187 
2. 359 

26. 365 . 
3. 231 
3. 174 

622 
626 

11. 366 

5. 976 
1. 054 
1. 005 

11. 535 
5. 499 

2. 884 
2.450 
3. 726 
4 .  481 
1. 164 

4. 392 
5.822 
9. 088 
4. 193 
2.613 

5.029 
826 

1. 606 
936 
998 

7 .  562 
1. 450 

17.783 
6.255 

685 

10. 744 
3. 301 
2. 687 

11. 853 
3.267 

968 
3. 347 

708 
4. 762 

16. 370 

1. 645 
535 

5.706 
4. 409 
1. 936 

4.775 
509 

4. 053 
533 

3.319 
2. 372 

26.981 

3. 267 
3.189 

633 
625 

11. 675 

6.104 
1. 063 
1. 002 

11.551 
5. 503 

2.850 
2.460 
3.  729 
4. 502 
1. 173 

4. 463 
5. 832 
9. 144 
4. 214 
2. 625 

5.066 
819 

1. 597 
964 

1. 027 

7. 620 
1. 479 

17. 772 
6. 334 

679 

10. 753 
3. 305 
2. 698 

11.888 
3.274 

975 
3.376 

708 
4. 803 

16.685 

1. 665 
541 

5. 787 
4.463 
1.919 

4.785 
507 

Source: U.S. Bureau O F  t h e  Census. Cur ren t  Popu la t lon  Reports . s e r l e s  P-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 

Each of these four volumes (1 976-1 979) has 
available caseload information from all appellate and 
trial courts. 1980-1 984, paperback, $1 2.50 each 
volume, plus shipping. 

1976- 1979 

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 
1980- 198 1 
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 ship- 
ping. 

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 
1985 
Available caseload information from all appellate 
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1987, 
31 2 pages, 28 oz., paperback, $1 2.50, plus ship- 
ping. 

Court Case Management Information Systems 
Manual 
This manual reviews local and statewide case man- 
agement 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 Trlai 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. 

Updates the 1980 reference guide to the organiza- 
tion and practices of all state appellate and trial 
courts. 1988,420 pages, 43 oz., paperback, $15.00 
plus shipping. 

State Court Organization 1987 

The following publications may be ordered 
from the Court Statistics and Information 
Management Project, 300 Newport Avenue, 
Wllllamsburg, VA 2318708798: 

State Court Model Annual Report 
Suggested formats to be used in preparing state 
court annual reports. Discusses topics to be consid- 
ered 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 organizations, jurisdic- 
tion, and time standards in the state appellate 
courts. 1985, 1 17 pages. Single copies available 
free of charge. 

The foliowing publications will soon be avail- 
able from the National Center for State Courts: 

State Court Model Statistical Dlctlonary 
Contains definitions of terms used to classify and 
count court caseload. Gives the court statistical 
usage for each term. Merges the 1980 edition and 
1984 Supplement, defines new terms. Forthcoming, 
1988. 

~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ 

Available from the National Criminal Justice 
Reference Service, Box 6000, Rockvllie, 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 avail- 
able free of charge. 
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