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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
courts.' It has five main parts. Part | is a summary of
caseload statistics in 1986: case filing and case disposition
in the 50 states and the District of Columbia. Part Ii
examines 1986 civil caseload levels in the context of
caseload trends since 1981. Part lll describes the organi-
zation of each state court systeminthe formof achart. Part
IVis 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.?

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 repont
series regardless of their purpose. It explains the contents
of the five Parts and how they are interrelated.

The Overview and Part | should suffice for the purpose
of obtaining a general description of the work of the state
courtsin 1986. Partlis writtento 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 | 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 | 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 part of the annual caseload statistics report series.

2|n this report, the District of Columbia court system and the Puerto
Rico 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 il 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.

Ifthe 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
bothdifferences inthe levels of case filings anddifferences
in the organization and jurisdiction of appellate and trial
courts from state to state, as well as ditferences 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 | and Il 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 work of the state courts.
The annual caseload statistics report and other CSIM
Project publications seek to encourage greater uniformity
in how individual courts and state administrative offices of
the courts collect and publish caseload information.

The CSIM 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
forthe tasks of developing generic categories for collecting
court statistics and of devising an appropriate format for
presentingthe results. The Committee also reviews in draft
form the annual reports. The NCSC provides statf 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 CSIM Project.



Summary of Parts I-V

Part | 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-
notesinthe core tables, as a minimum step, before drawing
conclusions.

Part Il 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 repont offers another basic reference
source to aid in interpreting differences between states in
theirlevels of case filings and case dispositions. Itpresents
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 CSIM 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 inthe
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
thetables can thus be usedto 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 andtheir successincopingwiththose caseloads.

Part V of the report presents additional information
about court jurisdiction to aid in interpreting reported
caseload levels. Figures A through | describe how each
state resolves important issues affecting how cases are
counted and classified, such aswhen a case is first entered
into the statistics as a filing 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
thanotherstates. 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
results of the diverse ways inwhich 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 refinedthe
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 CSIM 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 CSIM 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 CSIM 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. A copy of the complete database can be obtained
through the University of Michigan Inter-University Consor-
tium of Political and Social Research.
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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 civil filings fromthe figures reportedto the NCSC
for 1985. Civitfilings 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 growthinthe number of reported
civiland 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
andtrial courts. Each state collects and reports courtfilings
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 CSIM
Project also recommends procedures for counting the
number of cases and deciding when cases should be
regarded as closed. Individual appeliate 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 CSIM Project's recom-
mended approach are noted inthe footnotes to the caseload
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 | and Part Il 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 asrates 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
1-12 (pages 116-195). Most maps convey two kinds of in-
formation. First, the maps provide an overview of the
groupings of states interms 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 specitic 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). Ittreats 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 a subsequent 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 in which 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).

3Utah became the 37th state to establish an intermediate appellate
court when the Utah Court of Appeals became operational on
February 1, 1987.



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), lowa 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 1AC 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. 116, which
provides national caseload statistics for 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 Carolinato a low of 41 percent in Louisi-
ana.

The basic caseload information for appellate courts is
contained in Table 2 (p. 118), 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 states withone COLR andone IAC first, then
states with only a COLR, and finally states with more than
one COLRor|AC. Table 3 provides more detailed informa-
tion on mandatory caseloads, and Table 4 looks in detail at
discretionary caseloads.

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 are 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 Percent
0%
0%

41%
48%
49%
56%
66%
67%
68%
69%
69%
70%
72%
73%
73%
74%
74%
76%
77%
79%
80%
81%
81%
82%
83%
85%
85%
86%
92%
92%
94%
95%
95%
96%
98%
99%
100%
100%
100%
100%

West Virginia
New Hampshire
Louisiana
Califonia
Massachusetts
North Carolina
Wisconsin
Georgia
Alaska
Minnesota
Maryland
Rhode Island
Tennessee
Colorado
Pennsylvania
Arizona
Washington
Kentucky
Missouri
Alabama
Texas

Florida
Oregon

New Jersey
lllinois

New Mexico
Ohio

Idaho

South Dakota
Utah

Montana
Hawaii

District of Columbia
Vermont
South Carolina
Delaware
Mississippi
Wyoming
North Dakota
Nevada

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 inthe
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



MAP 1.1: Appellate Court Structures, 1986

Appellate Court
Structures:

& COLR only
B3 1 COLR & 1 1AC
I Multiple COLR's or IAC's

‘ See court structure charts in crt 3.
¥ National Center for State Courts, 1988.

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

Mandatory Appeal Filings

per 100,000 population

4 No Mondatory Jurisd.

Data are unavailable
25 to 46

50 to 71

81 to 105

121 to 250

BEAN0

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




MAP 1.3: Clearance Rates for Mandatory Appellate Filings, 1986

Clearance Rate
(Disp/File) » 100

4 No Mandatory Jurisd.

[C] Disp/File not comparable
B 83% to 91%

B 92% to 97%

B 100% to 106%

B 108% to 123%

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

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

Discretionary Petitions
filed per 100,000 pop.

A No Discretionary Jurisd.

(3 Doata are unavailable
E 0.11 to 8
BE 12 to 21
23 to 52
B 74 to 125

La.
HIGH (125)

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




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

Mandatory case filing rates do not appearto 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 or where 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 appelliate 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) tendto fall in the lowest range of 25 to 46 filings per
100,000 population. The midwestern states tend to report
filing rates inthe low middle range, showninthe map as 50-
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 thanthe IAC. Table 3 provides informationon

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

CLEARANCE RATES FOR MANDATORY APPEALS IN
1986. Map 1.3 displays variations in the clearance rates
for mandatory appeals. The map again gives statewide
ranges, combining all appeliate 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).

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
appellate systeminwhichthe 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 states with 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 appealis.

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



TABLE 1.2

Discretlionary Petitions Granted
as a Percent of Total Discretionary Cases Filed

Percent

Granted

State Review
Missouri 7%
Ohio 12%
Oregon 14%
Texas 14%
Hawaii 16%
Louisiana 23%
Minnesota 25%
New Mexico 31%
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, standin 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
onthetype 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. Thatis 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
inthe appellate courts of 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 FORDISCRETIONARY 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
foundinthe sourcetable, 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
Discretionary Petitions Decided as a Percentage
Discretionary of Petitions Flled
State Percent
Montana 53%
Alabama 76%
New Hampshire 78%
Virginia 86%
Washington 87%
Vermont 88%
Texas 88%
West Virginia 88%
Ohio 88%
Florida 89%
Idaho 92%
District of Columbia 95%
Alaska 98%
lllinois 99%
Arizona 100%
Mississippi 100%
Minnesota 101%
Louisiana 102%
North Carolina 102%
Oregon 102%
Maryland 104%
Hawaii 105%
Kentucky 107%
Rhode Island 118%
lowa 148%
See Table 4 for footnotes.
National Center for State Courts, 1988.

datory appeals. lowa, 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 (121 percent) and
Montanathe 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 1986

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 inthe
states with complete and comparable data were subse-
quently granted by the appellaie 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 Filed and Discretionary
Petitions Granted
Rate per Mandatory
100,000 Appeals as
State Population Percent of Total*
South Carolina 265 97%
North Carolina 290 89%
West Virginia 30.2 0%
California 414 92%
Minnesota 51.2 90%
North Dakota 55.5 100%
Arkansas 574 100%
Texas 62.4 97%
Missouri 66.7 98%
Wyoming 675 100%
Hawaii 69.9 99%
Nevada 885 100%
Ohio 96.5 98%
New Mexico 101.1 95%
Louisiana 112.9 75%
Oregon 164.3 97%
District of Columbia 249.6 100%
*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 exclusively discretionary
jurisdiction.
Source: Table 2 and Appendix D.

discretionary petitions granted in order to determine appel-
late court workloads. The resultis showninText 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 248.6 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 (101.1), Louisiana (112.9), and Oregon
(164.3) had highworkloads, as measuredin Text Table 1.4.

Appellate Court Opinions in 1986

Table 6 provides the number of majority opinions 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 anotherimportant 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
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court's place in the state's appellate hierarchy. Table 6
provides extensive information on the subject matter juris-
dictionof each appellate court, whether opinions are counted
by case or by written document, and whether the count
includes majority opinions, per curiamopinions, and memos/
orders. Information on the size of the lawyer suppont staff
available to the count 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
extends from 58 inthe Supreme Court of New Jersey to 696
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 0f 9,458. 1ACs 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 inthe
allocation of mandatory and discretionary appeilate juris-
diction, however, is evident.

The discussion of Table 6, like that referring to the
contents of the other five tables on 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 Il and
the detailed tables in Part IV.

Trial Court Caseloads in 1986

This section summarizes the contents of Tables 7-12,
in Partlll. Those tables describe the 1986 caseloads 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
jurisdictionin a state. The tablesin 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 state-defined categories of cases that
overlap several CSIM 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 bulk of 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
jurisdictiontrial courts, which are the major courts of record



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 “tri-
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 generaljurisdic-
tion trial courts are civil filings. Of 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.
Detining 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 iil).

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. lfthe unit of count were informations orindictments,
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 coun
systems, defined here as a level in a state trial coun
hierarchy, are included in Table 8.5

The organization charts in Part Il are the basic source
of information onthe types of 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 16 of the 18 states
with incomplete reporting at the lower jurisdiction court
level. Inthe remaining two 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—ldaho,
llinois, lowa, Missouri, and South Dakota—did not have
limited jurisdiction courts in 1986.8

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 per capita 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 fromthe regional
patternis 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).

SThe 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, two 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.

¢The general and limited jurisdiction trial courts in Minnesota were

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

Civil Filings
per 100,000 pop.

© 1 LJ court system
not reporting
% State unable to report

2 courts not reporting
3445 to 4482

4693 to 6081

6442 to 8569

10336 to 23242

D.C.
HIGH
(23242)

OBBOO

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

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

Civil Filings
per 100,000 pop.

A Jurisdiction @ GJ only
B 1 court system

not reporting
* State unacble to report

565 to 807

1165 to 2514
2938 to 6004
6852 to 23242

OB&N

See Table 9 for footnotes.
National Center for Stote Courts, 1988.
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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,
support/custody 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 filingunless 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 support/custody
matters as separate cases. Other states in the region
combine marriage dissolution and support/custody as a
single case filing, unless there is an independent filing on
the support/custody issue.

Generaljurisdiction 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 (104 percent or above)
fellinthe middle range of states interms of per capitafilings.
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 fowest 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, drivingwhile in-
toxicated (DWI) cases, and criminal cases that originated
atthe limited jurisdiction level and are heard through appeal
in a general jurisdiction court (see Figure H, p. 235). Incal-
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

is adefendantbeing bound overfortrialina courtof general
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 includedinthe
1985 caseload statistics. Filings fromthose court systems
account for 1,161,786 of the 1,438,277 additional crminal
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 alltrial courts that have criminal jurisdiction.

The range extends from a low of 1,833 per 100,000
populationin Kansas to a highof 16,767 in Delaware, avery
substantialrange. Generally, the highestfiling rates (10,000
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.®

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 CSIM Project ap-
proach. As a result, the statewide rates shownin Map 1.8
are the product of some factors that cause the number of
criminal filings to include some cases that are not relevant
andto exclude still others that are relevant. The rates cited
for Arkansas, Delaware, North Carolina, and Virginia, for
example, allinclude 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

TThe six courts are Georgia State (113,056 filings), Georgia Probate
(5,146), Texas Justice of the Peace (555,580), Texas Municipal
(472,992), Wyoming County (11,233), 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 Judicial
Administrator, Judicial Council of the Supreme Court of Louisiana.
Published caseload statistics for the district court include traffic/other
violation cases as part of the criminal caseload. To make the
definition of criminal filings consistent with the CSIM Project casetype,
which does exclude traffic/other 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 Jurisdiction Courts, 1986

Clearance Rate
(Disp/File) o 100

% State unable to report

Disp/File not comparable
76% to 78%

80% to 94%

95% to 102%

1047 to 129%

BEEDU

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

MAP 1.8: Criminal Caseload per 100,000 Population, 1986

Criminal Filings
per 100,000 adult pop.

® 1 LJ court system
not reporting
% State unable to report

2 courts not reporting
1833 to 3508

3947 to 5670

5912 to 9195

10141 to 16767

BEEDD

See Table 10 for footnotes.
National Center for State Courts, 1988.
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MAP 1.9:

ldaho HIGH (7369)

General Jurisdiction Criminal

%y See Table 10 for footnotes.
" National Center for State Courts, 1988.

Caseload per 100,000 Population, 1986

Criminal Filings
per 100,000 adult pop.

A Jurisdiction @ GJ only
* State unable to report

B 303 to 738

Bl 938 to 1970
2158 to 3128
a

5086 to 5912
6633 to 7369

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 criminaljustice 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
allfelony filings: “aperson arrested for a crime inthe South
was more likely to be prosecuted and convicted in a felony
court than a person arrested for a crime in any other
region.”

CRIMINAL FILINGS IN GENERAL JURISDICTION TRIAL
COURTS. As with civil filings, the national pattem 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 notreportingdata
are noted with asterisks, and triangles are used to desig-
nate those states with only a general jurisdiction cour.

The information summarized in Map 1.9 modifies the
extent to whichfilings can be viewed as concentrated in the
South. The highestfilingrate 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

*Pat Langan and Wayne Logan, State 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 pointsto the role of the limited jurisdiction court
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 higherthantypical 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 lll). 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, andto leadto 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 1.10:

¥
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National Center for

Criminal Clearance Rates for General Jurisdiction Courts, 1986

See Table 10 for footnotes.

Clearance Rate
(Disp/File) » 100

% State unable to report

Oisp/File not comparable
75% to 82%

887 to 967%

97% to 1047

1137 to 154%

BEEDD

State Courts, 1988.

with atriangle in Map 1.9. Connecticut, Kansas, Missouri,
Oklahoma, and Vermont have limited jurisdiction courts,
but criminal cases cannot be filed in those courts. Idaho,
lllinois, lowa, Massachusetts, Minnesota, and South Da-
kota have unitied their trial courts into a single level. Case
filings in the general jurisdiction courts 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 inthe
map. That partly explains why Idaho, Massachusetts, and
South Dakota emerge as the states with the highest filing
rates ingeneral jurisdictiontrial 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 inMaps 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 Il 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.

CLEARANCE RATES FOR CRIMINAL CASES IN GEN-
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. Ofthese, Utahreported the highest clearance

rate (154 percent) and Hawaii the lowest (75 percent).
Arkansas, the District of Columbia, Georgia, lowa, 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
casefilings. 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
1.11 displays the rates per 100,000 juvenile population for
each of the 45 states for which caseload information is
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MAP 1.11:

Juvenile Caseload per 100,000 Juvenile Population, 1986

See Table 12 for footnotes.
National Center for State Courts, 1988.

Juvenile Filings
per 100,000 juv. pop.

e 1 LJ court system
not reporting
% Stote unable to report

Filing data unavailable
294 to 1025
1199 to 2383
2612 to 4749
5390 to 9130

nEais

available. Here, the denominatorused to constructthe 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 atthe 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 lllinois, lowa, 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 tiling 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 1.11. 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
tendency for states with high rates of criminalifilings 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 t0 obscure
whatever patterns do exist for juvenile filings. Itis certainly
likely that the relatively low filing rates, in states like lllinois,
Michigan, and New York, are attributable, in part, tothe use
of a lower than typical age to transfer cases to the adult
court.

CLEARANCE RATES FOR JUVENILE CASES. Clear-
ance rates for juvenile cases are showninMap 1.12, based
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MAP 1.12:
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Juvenile Clearance Rates, 1986

See Table 12 for footnotes.
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oninformationin Table 12. The mapincludes 35 statesthat
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 with 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 1 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.

Part1shouldtherefore be viewed 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 Iit
and the material in Part V describing how each state
prepares its statistics. The text and maps in Part { indicate
the factors to be considered when making comparisons
between states or examining the national picture.

Part Il 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
casefilings thatis comparable across courts and overtime.
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Civil Litigation in the State Trial Courts,
1981-1986

Part Il 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 drift in tort filings tound 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
overthe 1981-1986 period. The intent is to build a context
inwhich 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
statistics annual report series (Report). 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 1 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 ontort 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
between 1984-1985 to that experienced between 1985-
1986. The change in total civil filings provides a point of
comparison through which the extent of change inthe 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 Il standardizes for differences in popula-
tion size. _

The second step is to examine the 1981-1986 change
in the level of torts. Change recorded between 1985 and
1986 canthus be viewed interms of its consistency with the
preceding years. As before, the number of filings in each

state is adjustedto allow for population differences. Trends
inthe 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 anotherbasis for measuringthe 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 majorforms 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 Mode! 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 refations (marriage dissolution, support/
custody, URESA, adoptions, paternity and bastardy, and
miscelianeous), mental health, estates, civil appeals, and
miscellaneous civil cases.

Chant 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
inthe 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 intotal 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. Ofthe 12 courtsthat 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 1984-1985 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. Ofthe 55 courts includedin Chart 1, 14 reported
a 3 percent or more increase in their filing rates for both
1984-1985 and 1985-1986. Not one count 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
1985-1986, 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 1985-1986 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, inthe Alaska Superior Count, filings per
100,000 population increased 6 percent in 1985 but de-
creased 12 percent in 1986. This turnaround coincided
with anincrease inthe jurisdictional limit on civil case filings
inthe limited jurisdictiondistrict courtfrom $10,000 ($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-
lationincreasedby 5 percentin 1985 butdecreased by nine
percent in 1986. The 1985 filing rate appears to be a
statistical anomaly, however, because filings have de-
creased every yearinthe superior court since 1980, except
for 1985. Thus, whatever factors are causing the civil
caseload to decrease in that court seem to be persisting.

Inthe 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
thatin 1985 reopened cases were addedto the court's total

civil filings by CSIM 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
Courtwas formed mainly by a 46 percent rise inthe 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-
centfiling rate increase recorded during 1986 inthe 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 lllinois Circuit Court during 1985, while
decreasing by 20 percentin 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), whenreopenedcaseswere added
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
who eitherdid something that they were obligated not to do,
or failed to do something that they were obligated to do
(State Court Model Statistical Dictionary). Chart 2A pres-
ents available comparable tort data in general jurisdiction
courtsfor 1984-1986 (Table 2.2 also provides 1981 datafor
five-year trend analysis).

Chart 2A indicatesthat there was a significantincrease
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 .....eeee0v0eeess =162 COLORADO Water ..... -31%
reporting a decrease VIRGINIA Circuit ..eceeeeeeccncnns -5% ILLINOIS Circuit ....cceeeeeeeee. =20%
in total civil filings  CONNECTICUT Superior ............. -4% WEST VIRGINIA Circuit ........... =132
of 3 percent or more DELAWARE Court of Chancery ...... ~4%  ALASKA Superior ....esecececscses =123
(4 courts) MAINE Superior .....ceeecessvsens -9%

TEXAS District ....cccvvavesneses =92
KENTUCKY Circuit ...eevesseccsses -8%
NEBRASKA District ....icevvaneees  =6%
NEW YORK Supreme and County ..... -5%
IOWA DisStrict ..eeeeeesnessesaess —3%
PENNSYLVANIA Court of Common Pleas -3%
VERMONT Superior .......civveeee.  =3%
(12 courts)

NO CHANGE: Courts TEXAS District ...e.voevvseceeneses ~1T  VERMONT DiStrict .v.vevececoceass -2%
reporting essentially PUERTO RICO Superior «..cecvieveces ~1%  WISCONSIN Circuit .s.cuveveeveecnns -27
no change in total GEORGIA Superior ..eeeessecssecess 0%  DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior ... =22

civil filings (i.e., 8 HAWAII Circuit .i..eeveevcrncennas 0%  HAWAII Circuit ..cvevvevrnnnenees =13

decrease or an increase MICHIGAN Circuit .seevevenvvnrnnes 0%  NEW HAMPSHIRE Superior .....sooeees -1%

no greater than 2 MICHIGAN Court of Claims ......... 0%  IDAHO District .....ceuieeveeneans 0%

percent) OHIO Court of Common Pleas ....... 0%  ARIZONA Superior ..i.eveseecesses 12
MARYLAND Circuit .ovuivvnnrnnnsnnss 1% GEORGIA Superior ...eieveceveenes 12
NEW MEXICO District ......coceenee 12 RHODE ISLAND Superior ......o.ees 1%
NEW YORK Supreme and County ...... 12  TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal and

UTAH District ....veevevenencenens 1% ChancCery ...ceecececosocncccnns 1%
CALIFORNIA SUPErior s.eeeeesvessss 2% ALABAMA Circuit ...ivevvenevecenns 2%
COLORADO District, Denver Superior ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate ... 2%

and Juvenile and Probate ....... 2% CALIFORNIA Superior ...ceieesenss 2%
IDAHO DiStricCt ..oveeveeareoncenns 2%  CONNECTICUT Superior ......eeeee. 2%

TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal and FLORIDA Circuit ..vevessvcoccecos 2%
Chancery coceeeeeeecreacsoacsans 2% NEW MEXICO District .vivieevencoss 2%
(15 courts) OKLAHOMA District .....ceveveeees 2%

(17 Courts)

UP: Courts reporting ALABAMA Circuit ce.eeevevesesoanes 3% DELAWARE Court of Chancery ...... 3%

an increase in total KENTUCKY Circuit ...vcveavieveneces 3%  MICHIGAN Circuit ....ovvveneeness 3%
civil filings of 3 OKLAHOMA DiStrict ..eeieeeceseecsss 3%  MONTANA District .....veevvenvens k)3
percent or more OREGON Circuit .icveveessecrananas 3% WYOMING DiStrict seeeeeevereasses 3%

SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit .....oceeeeens 3%  NEW JERSEY Superior .......eeeess (32
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate .... 4% NORTH CAROLINA Superior ......... 4%
MASSACHUSETTS Trial .....c.ciecevee 4T MARYLAND Circuit ..oveveieevesenss 5%
NORTH DAKOTA District ....c.oceevee 4% MASSACHUSETTS Trial ...ceeeeve.ns 5%
MAINE Superior .....eeeceeeeccnncs 5%  MISSOURI Circult .......ccvevvens 5%
MINNESOTA District sceveeecescenes 5% SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit ...... ceeene 5%
MISSOURI Circuit ..iecevvnnececcnne 5% VIRGINIA Circuit .i.veeveveneanss 5%
MONTANA District .ovvvevescsessans 5% ARKANSAS Circuit ..veeeevecocesnss 6%
NEW HAMPSHIRE Superior ........... 5% LOUISIANA District ......... ceses 6%
NEW JERSEY Superior ....ceeeeveens 5%  DELAWARE Superior ......ecoeeeees 7%
NORTH CAROLINA Superior .eecesee.. 5% KANSAS District ...ccevecenencnns 7%
ALASKA SUPETIiOF civevesescavonnons 6%  NORTH DAKOTA District ........... %
FLORIDA Circuit ..eeveeeseeseecnas 6%  INDIANA Superior and Circuit .... 9%
KANSAS District ..eeveenseeecensas 6%  UTAH District .....ceeeecercsoons 9%
RHODE ISLAND Superior ..eeeceeececss 6% PUERTO RICO Superior ..ieeeeeeecs 9%
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior .... 6% WASHINGTON Superior .eeceeceecess 10%
TLLINOIS Circuit ....veeeeeeccness 7% SOUTH CAROLINA Circuit .......... 112
INDIANA Superior and Circuit ..... 7% OHIO Court of Common Pleas ...... 122
LOUISIANA District ..eceveceveanes 7% MINNESOTA District ...covvevenvces 13%
WASHINGTON Superior ....c.eceeeees 7%  COLORADO District, Denver Superior
DELAWARE Court of Chancery ....... 8% and Juvenile and Probate ...... 16%
ARIZONA SUPETrior .veevvesnneseass 92  OREGON Circuit seeeeesevesssesess 18%
TOWA DiStrict .voviveienenennsasnas 9%  MICHIGAN Court of Claims ........ 50%
NEBRASKA District .....ccevveeves. 113 (26 Courts)
WISCONSIN Circuit ..iveeveveceness 11%
SOUTH CAROLINA Circuit ........... 12%
ARKANSAS Circuit ..coeeeeeerenenss 163
VERMONT Superior .....eeeceee. e 16%
PENNSYLVANIA Court of Common Pleas 24%
VERMONT District ...ceeeveveecenns 25%
COLORADO Water .....ococevevecasess 57%

(36 Courts)

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

Source: TABLE 2.1
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CHART 2A: Tort filing trends In general jurisdiction courts, 1984-1986
1984-1985 1985-1986
DOWN: Courts reporting UTAH District ..ueoveesveveneens -13%  NEW YORK Supreme and County ~10%
a decrease in tort fil- MARYLAND Circuit ........000e. -8% (1 Court)
ings of 3 percent or NEW YORK Supreme and County .. -6%
more NORTH DAKOTA District ........ -6%
MASSACHUSETTS Trial ......s04. -5%
(5 Courts)
NO CHANGE: Courts re- MAINE Superior ............... -12  MAINE Superior ..........ee. -2
porting essentially no NEW JERSEY Superior .......... 0%  MONTANA District ........... -1%
change in tort filings  KANSAS District .....v.vvuenns 12 TEXAS District ....veueeees, 0%
(i.e., a decrease or an CONNECTICUT Superior ......... 2% (3 Courts)
increase no greater than (4 Courts)
2 percent)
UP: Courts reporting HAWAIT Circuit .uveeeveonneens 3%  ARKANSAS Circuit ........... 32
an increase in tort MISSOURI Circuit .....cvevanes 4% HAWAII Circuit .....oveeenns 4%
filings of 3 percent COLORADO District, Denver Superior MASSACHUSETTS Trial ........ 4%
or more and Juvenile and Probate ... 6%  TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal and
TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal and Chancery «...oeees . 4%,
Chancery ...... ceen 6%  PUERTO RICO Superior 43,
TEXAS District .... 7% KANSAS District .. 5%
WASHINGTON Superior 7% ARIZONA Superior . 6%
FLORIDA Circuit ...... 8%  IDAHO District ..... 6%
PUERTO RICO Superior . 112 CONNECTICUT Superior 7%
ARIZONA Superior ... 12%  NEW JERSEY Superior 7%
CALIFORNIA Superior 127 ALASKA Superior ...... . 9%
MONTANA District .eoeeveessees 14%  NORTH CAROLINA Superior .... 9%
IDAHO District ...veeeienseees 163 MISSOURI Circuit ........... 10%
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ... 16% OHIO Court of Common Pleas . 10%
(13 Courts) NORTH DAKOTA District ...... 112
MICHIGAN Circuit ...eeeveenn 132
CALIFORNIA Superior ........ 142
FLORIDA Circuit ......ecov.. 163
MARYLAND Circuit ........... 20%
COLORADO District, Denver
Superior and Juvenile and
Probate seveeeereonnonenns 343,
WASHINGTON Superior ........ 98%
UTAH District ..coeveveeann. 1002
(22 Courts)
Total Number of Courts (22) Total Number of Courts (26)
Source: TABLE 2.2

reporting comparable data, 22 reported anincrease intheir
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
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increases in tort filings per 100,000 population in 1986
occurred at both levels of state trial courts.

Chart 2B 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, tornt
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 arise 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



1984-1986

A.

CHART 2B: Tornt filing patterns In general jurisdiction courts,

Courts reporting increases, 1985-1986:

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

ARIZONA Superior Court
CALIFORNIA Superior Court

FLORIDA Circuit Court
HAWAII Circuit Court

IDAHO District Court
MISSOURI Circuit Court
OHIO Court of Common Pleas
PUERTO RICO Superior Court

WASHINGTON Superior Court

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

CONNECTICUT Superior Court
KANSAS District Court
NEW JERSEY Superior Court

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

MARYLAND Circuit Court
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court
NORTH DAKOTA District Court
UTAH District Court

B.

COLORADO District and Superior Courts

TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal and Chancery Courts

Courts reporting no change or decreases,

1985-1986:

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

MONTANA District Court
TEXAS District Court

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

MAINE Superior Court

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

NEW YORK Supreme and County Courts

Source: TABLE 2.2

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.

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 resuit 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 Courtis an extreme illustration of year-to-
year fluctuation: during 1984-1985, it experienced the
largest reported decrease (13 percent); however, the court
also reported the largest increase (100 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 1985-13986).

Map 2.1 plots the states that reported comparable data
according to their tort filing rate for 1986. There does not
appear to be regional or geographical patterns for filing
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MAP 2.1:

Tort Filing Rates in State General Jurisdiction Courts, 1986

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

Tort Filings
per 100,000 pop

% State unable to report

O
8
i

Data are unavailable
83 to 188
211 to 277
304 to 440
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).

% Change in Tort
Filing Rotes, 1985-1986

% State unable to report

[ Doto are unavailable
E down 0% to 10%
B up 1% to 8%

up 9% to 19%
B up 20% to 100%
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1985-1986

Trend in auto tort filings
per 100,000 population high-
er than trend in non-auto
tort filings per 100,000
population, 1985-1986

CHART 3 : Differences In auto and nonauto tort filing rates,

CALIFORNIA Superior
NEW JERSEY Superior
MARYLAND Circuit
CONNECTICUT Superior
ARIZONA Superior
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the

..........

29% higher
19% higher
14% higher
6% higher
5% higher

..........

tion, 1985-1986.

Commonwealth ....coeeuvenenns 2% higher
Trend in auto tort filings NEW YORK Supreme and County .. 1% lower
per 100,000 population lower HAWAII Circuit ......ceveeeuns 7% lower
than trend in non-auto tort TEXAS District .i.veveseensnns 9% lower
filings per 100,000 popula-  MICHIGAN Circuit .......oceeve. 19% lower

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 2B.

Map 2.1 only plots 1986 tort filings ratherthan trends in
thefiling rate over a period of time. When the change intort
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 northeastemn 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 betweenthese 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 Report
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 1984-1986.
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The data in Chart 3 suggest that rather than masking
even largerincreases in nonauto tort filings, 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 1984-1985 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-fauit, 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 (i.e. the increase in auto torts was 14
percent higher). In New Jersey, with the lowest dollar
thresholdin the nation, auto tortsincreased 9 percent com-
pared to a 10 percent decrease in nonauto torts (i.e. the
increase inauto torts was 19 percent higher). InHawaii, the
state with the largest dollar threshold, auto torts remained
static, compared to a 7 percent growth in nonauto torts (i.e.
the change in auto torts was 7 percent lower).



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 percentincrease in nonauto torts (i.e. 19 percentlower);
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 Il 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 Behind the Statistics claims thatthere
are three types of tort litigation: routine personalinjurytorts
(i.e. 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 inthe 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

s 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
repont, are limited to numbers and types of civil cases filed,
their frequency, and whether the frequency has changed
over time.

Nevertheless, tortfiling 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 (i.e. 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., population density, age of the population,
and economic conditions), which account for variation
(increases) intort 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 intorts 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 counts 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 percentdecrease), while the total civilcaseload
in six courts retained the same proportion of torts during the
period. Giventhe fact thatthe 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 anincrease intorts 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 Count, tort filings increased from 11 percent to 14
percent of total civiltilings during 1985-1986. Thisincrease
occurred because tortfilings grew 3 percent while total civil
filings decreased 12 percent (as noted above, many of the
civilfilings, 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 courtin tort filings (3
percent) had anabnormalimpactontortfilings 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 tilings.

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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General jurisdiction courts:

DOWN: Courts reporting a one
percent or more decrease in tort
filings as a percent of total
civil filings

CHART 4 : Tort filings as a percent of total civil filings, 1985-1986

NO CHANGE: Courts reporting no
change in tort filings as a
percent of total civil filings

UP: Courts reporting a one
percent or more increase in tort
filings as a percent of total
civil filings

ARKANSAS Circuit ......oovvunens -1%
NEW YORK Supreme and County .... -1%
(2 Courts)
KANSAS District ...ceeveneencans 0%
MONTANA DiStrict ...oveeveanesns 0%
NEW JERSEY Superior ............ 0%
NORTH DAKQOTA District .......... 0%
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ..... 0%
TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal and
Chancery Courts .............. (174
PUERTO RICO Superior ........... 0%
(7 Courts)
ARIZONA Superior .....eceeveeeen 1%
COLORADO District, Denver Superior
and Juvenile and Probate ..... 1%
CONNECTICUT Superior ........... 1%
FLORIDA Circuit ..veevevenansons 1%
HAWAII Circuit ....evvvevnennnnnn 12
IDAHO District sioveivevuiniennnnns 1%
MISSOURI Circuit .....ooovvnnnne 1%
NORTH CAROLINA Superior ........ 1%
TEXAS District ...cevveiinnnenns 1%
CALIFORNIA Superior ............ 2%
MAINE SUPErior ....oeeeveenen..s 2%
MARYLAND Circuit ..eveveennoanns 2%
MICHIGAN Circuit .......ceveunse 2%
ALASKA Superior .......cocoeee.n 3%
UTAH District ...covvennennennns 4%
WASHINGTON Superior ............ 6%
(16 Courts)
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 tornt
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
ororganizations; areal property rights case includes cases
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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 intort 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
dataduring 1981-1986 reported an increase of 3 percent or
more, and less than half (seven) of the 17 limited jurisdic-



CHART 5A : General civil filings in state trial courts, 1984-1986

General jurisdiction courts:

DOWN: Courts reporting a de-
crease in general civil filings
of 3 percent or more

1984-1985
HAWAII Circuit ..vevievvinennnns =72
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior . -4%

(2 Courts)

NO CHANGE: Courts reporting
essentially no change in
general civil filings (i.e.,
a decrease or an increase no
greater than 2 percent

DELAWARE Superior ...ioeeeseses 0%
NORTH DAKOTA District ......... 1%
(2 Courts)

1985-1986
TEXAS District v.o.eevesneonss =33
(1 Court)
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior -2
UTAH District .....evvuennnns -1%
HAWAIT Circuit .......... ceee 0%
NORTH CAROLINA Superior ..... 1%

(4 Courts)

UP: Courts reporting an
increase in general civil
filings of 3 percent or more

TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal

and Chancery e 47
NORTH CAROLINA Superior ....... 8%
ALABAMA Circuit .veeeesncennass 9%
KANSAS DisStrict soeeveesvesnnes 9%
TEXAS District ...c.veevvinnnnns 9%
COLORADO District, Denver Superior

ALABAMA Circuit ......couvune 42
TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal

and Chancery .....oeeeeeess 53
MONTANA District .coeveveenes 5%
NORTH DAKOTA District ....... 5%
ARKANSAS Circuit ............ 6%
CONNECTICUT Superior ........ 6%

and Juvenile and Probate .... 10% ARIZONA Superior ............ 10%
MONTANA District ...evveevsesas 10% KANSAS District ....oovveees. 113
WASHINGTON Superior ....cececes 10% DELAWARE Superior ........... 12%
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate . 18% ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate 13%
(9 Courts) WASHINGTON Superior ......... 21%
MICHIGAN Circuit ....... eree 223
COLORADO District, Denver Superior
and Juvenile and Probate .. 30%
ALASKA Superior se.c.oesvs... 68%
(14 Courts)
Total Number of Courts (13) Total Number of Courts (19)
Limited jurisdiction courts:
DOWN: Courts reporting a de- ALABAMA District «.oovevevevsss ~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 ...esvceese =153 OHIO County ..ceeveeceneessoons ~4%
NEW MEXICO Magistrate ......... -11% (3 Courts)
PENNSYLVANIA Court of Common
PleAs «ovesrrvocncscsessssess —8%
NORTH CAROLINA District ....... -72
KENTUCKY District ...ceeeveeens -6%
NEW HAMPSHIRE District ........ -5%
NEW YORK Civil Court of the City
of New York ...eevevveeenaas. -3%
(8 Courts)
NO CHANGE: Courts reporting MAINE District ..eeeeeeennsenns -2 MAINE District ..... Ceeenanes =27
essentially no change in OHIO CountY ..viveevsrnonasnans -2% RHODE ISLAND District ....... -2%
general civil filings (i.e., OHIO Municipal ....ecvveneeosas 2% ALABAMA District ..... PN 0%

a decrease or an increase no
greater than 2 percent

(3 Courts)

MICHIGAN Municipal .......... 0%

TEXAS Justice of the Peace .. 0%

NORTH CAROLINA District ..... 2%

PENNSYLVANIA District Justice 2%
(7 Courts)

UP: Courts reporting an
increase in general civil
filings of 3 percent or more

HAWAII District soveveieeveceans 6%
OREGON District ...vceeevesenen 7%
PENNSYLVANIA District Justice . 7%
COLORADO COUNEY .vivecacsarnnse 8%

RHODE ISLAND District ......... 132
INDIANA County ...uoveevnceessss 192
NEW YORK Court of Claims ...... 223

(7 Courts)

HAWAITI District ..ooveveenens 3%
NEW YORK Civil Court of the

City of New York .......... 32
OHIO Municipal ..vvvevncnnnas 5%
NEW MEXICO Metropolitan Court

of Bernalillo County ...... 77
NEW HAMPSHIRE District ...... 9%

INDIANA County ..cciveeneenns 123
ARIZONA Justice of the Peace 132
KENTUCKY District ...ievevnes 132
NEW YORK Court of Claims .... 152
OREGON Distriet ...cvveusonss 163
UTAH Circuit .....c.00ceenene 18%
NEW YORK District and City .. 25%
DELAWARE Court of Common Pleas 31%
NEBRASKA County ............. 33%
COLORADO County ....eeeaeeens 412

(15 Courts)

Total Number of Courts (18)

Total Number of Courts (25)

Source: TABLE 2.5
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courts, 1984-1986

CHART 5B : General civil filing patterns in general jurisdiction

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

WASHINGTON Superior Court

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

DELAWARE Superior Court
NORTH DAKOTA District Court

TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal and Chancery Courts

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
HAWAII Circuit Court

Up (B4-85) 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
reporttort 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
parallelthose found in general civil filingtrends in Chart SA.
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 mannerto general civil cases
in the seven remaining courts. Thus, it can be concluded
that large increases for 1985-1986 are not solely attribut-
ableto 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 5B 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 Report, Table 31).

Insummary, 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
count’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 smallclaims casetype includes cases governedby

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 ........... =103 ILLINOIS Cifcuit ....cvovuves. -143%
crease in small claims filings (1 Court) IOWA District ....oeevevvsse.. =—6%
of 3 percent or more (2 Courts)
NO CHANGE: Courts reporting ILLINOIS Circuitbt s.ievevsveseses -1%  DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
essentially no change in small NEW JERSEY Superior .......eo.... -1% 117:1:3 5 V¥ =21
claims filings (i.e., a de- KANSAS District .......c.eveuvene 1% NEW JERSEY Superior .......... =23
crease or an increase no MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the CONNECTICUT Superior ......... 1%
greater than 2 percent) Commonwealth ...... eerieaenen 2% MINNESOTA District ....ceuv... 2%
OKLAHOMA District ............n. 2%  OKLAHOMA District .........o.. 2%
(5 courts) WISCONSIN Circuit ............ 2%
(6 courts)
UP: Courts reporting an MISSOURI Circuit ....c.civvuenen 3%  IDAHO District ..e.oveveeuaess 43
increase in small claims SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit ........... 3% KANSAS District s.veeeevenssns 4%
filings of 3 percent or IOWA District s..ivvieiennenene. 4% MISSOURI Circuit .....e.eouven 5%
more WISCONSIN Circuit ...coveveennns 81  SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit ......... 9%
INDIANA Superior and Circuit ... 123 MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the
IDAHO District ....vovoveveeveess 183 Commonwealth .....eeveo0eves  10%
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior .. 42%  INDIANA Superior and Circuit . 50%
(7 courts) (6 courts)
Total Number of Courts (13) Total Number of Courts (14)
Limited jurisdiction courts:
DOWN: Courts reporting a de- NEW HAMPSHIRE Municipal ........ =~34% INDIANA County .....oeoveeee .. =15%
crease in small claims filings ARIZONA Justice of the Peace Court -6% UTAH Justice of the Peace .... -11%
of 3 percent or more CALIFORNIA Justice ....eecoesees =5%  CALIFORNIA Justice ........... =10%
NEW HAMPSHIRE District ......... -5%  NORTH DAKOTA County .......... -7%
HAWAII District .....ecvvvevoane -3%7 OHIO County ....eevevevvennnes -5%
(5 courts) NEBRASKA County ...ceveeecesss 4%
TEXAS Justice of the Peace ... -3%
(7 courts)
NO CHANGE: Courts reporting CALIFORNIA Municipal .......... =13 ARIZONA Justice of the Peace . -1%
essentially no change in small RHODE ISLAND District ..eceeees -1%  KENTUCKY District ...eceesieee -1%
claims filings (i.e., a de- COLORADO County ...coeeeceeesoss 0% VERMONT District ...eceevssees =1%
crease Or an increase no KENTUCKY District ...cecceeanses 1%  MICHIGAN Municipal ........... oz
greater than 2 percent) NEBRASKA COUNLY tuvvvvevvencnns 2% NEW YORK Distr%ct and City ... 0%
OREGON District ceoeeceesccnsse 2% CALIFORNIA Municipal ......... 1%
(6 courts) NEW HAMPSHIRE District ....... 1%
FLORIDA County .ceccicecconess 2%
NEW YORK Civil Court of New York
CItY cvvecenvossvoanossunans 2%
UTAH Circult ..oeecevranicaaans 2%
(10 courts)
UP: Courts reporting an OHIO Municipal .......oeveneees 3%  ALASKA District soveevevenssas 32
increase in small claims NORTH CAROLINA District ....... 4% OHIO Municipal ......vvvvvennn 3
filings of 3 percent or NORTH DAKOTA County coeeeecesss 4% INDIANA Small Claims Court of
more WASHINGTON District .....eveuue ST Marion County ..oeeeveveneeas 43
NEW YORK District and County .. 62  HAWAIT District .............. 5%
INDIANA Small Claims Court of RHODE ISLAND District ........ ST
Marion COUNLY ..eevevvonnnnns 7% WASHINGTON District .......... 5%
OHIO COUNtY tevvvvernoccacrenns 7% MAINE District .oveeeeceerones 8%
INDIANA COUNLY vvereacenesnnss 8%  NORTH CAROLINA District ...... 9%
MAINE District ...icececovenanns 9%  NEW HAMPSHIRE Municipal ...... 113
NEW YORK Civil Court of New York OREGON District ..evevevenenns 112
CilY tevevecnirnnsnannseanonnns 9%  PENNSYLVANIA Philadelphia
MICHIGAN District v.eeveensesss 103 Municipal cvvveveeennnn vees. 113
ALABAMA District ...cevevenenes 227,  MICHIGAN District ............ 20%
FLORIDA County ...eeseeosansacs 23%  ALABAMA District .......cveuu. 21%
ALASKA District ....civevsnanas 2827 COLORADO COuUNtY eoveevecereeas 307
PENNSYLVANIA Philadelphia (14 courts)
Municipal ..., iieiiininnnnnnn 38%
VERMONT District ...covevensnns 46%

(16 courts)

Total Number of Courts (27)

Total Number of Courts (31)

Source: TABLE 2.6

34




which the remedy sought is a specific, limited amount of
monetary damages (State Court Model Statistical Diction-
ary). 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 (10 percent). Ten of these
13 courts reported some increase in their filing rate (i.e. 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 lllinois Circuit
and lowa 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 1984-1985.

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 their filing 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, a general upwardtrendinsmall claimsfiling
rates for 1985-1986 continued the movement observed for
1984-1985.

Many of the courts that experienced increases in their
small claims filing rate (especially large increases) also
had arecentincrease 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 explanations for 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 doltar amount juris-
diction increases for 1985. .

The 1986 small claims data in Chan 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 anincrease in their doliar 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 11 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

filing rate. For example, 17 general and limited jurisdiction
courts in Chart 6 had an increase in their small claims filing
rate of 10 percent or more during either 1984-1985 or 1985-
1986. Ofthese 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. Contributingto 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, lowa,
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 smali 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 legal/political cul-
tures.

In summary, rising 1986 small claims filing rates indi-
cate anassociationbetweenincreases inthefiling 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 anincrease 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 anincrease in the court’s dollar amount jurisdic-
tion.

Conclusion

According to the caseload statistics presented in Part
Il, 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. Forthe years 1985 and 1986, upward trends in
tortfiling rates appeared most commonly inthe 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

Small Claims Filings
per 100,000 pop

e 1 LJ court system
° not reporting
% State unable to report

(O Doto are unavailable
E 320 to 926

B 1174 to 1996

2067 to 2880

B 3081 to 5632

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

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

Though the data in Part Il 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 Il has demonstrated thatfiling rates increase when
dollar amount jurisdictions are expanded. As evidencedby
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 1l, but lie beyond the evidence
presented. Forexample, American society may be becom-
ing more prone to litigate.

In summary, using the most complete and comparable
available data (i.e. 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
civilfiling rates occurred in a majority of courts during 1985-
1986. Despite state-by-state and year-to-year variation,
tort and general civilfiling increases were especially promi-
nentduring the period. Future caseload data, however, will

be needed to determine whether the upwardtrend in filings
continues or is a short-term trend.
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TABLE 2.1: Total Civil Filings in General Jurisdiction Courts, 1984-1986

1984 1985
Number of Number of
f11ings Filings fi11ings Filings
and qualifying per 100,000 and qualifying per 100,000

State/Court name: footnotes population footnotes population
ALABAMA Circuit Court ............... 76,009 D 1,905 79,248 D 1,9N
ALASKA Superior Court ............... 16,630 D 3,326 18,315 0 3,515
ARIZONA Supertor Court .............. 85,355 J 2,796 97,262 ) 3,052
ARKANSAS Circult Court .............. 28,879 1,229 33,637 1,426
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate Courts 49,416 B 2,104 51,612 B 2,188
CALIFORNIA Superior Court ........... 598,330 B 2,335 626,496 B 2,376
COLORADO Oistrict, Denver Superior

and Juvenile and Probate Courts ... 86,930 2,735 89,995 2,185
COLORADO Water Court ................ 1,688 53 2,680 83
CONNECTICUT Superior Court .......... 155,681 0D 4,936 150,323 0 4,736
DELAWARE Court of Chancery .......... 2,882 470 3,155 507
DELAWARE Superior Court ............. 3,825 624 3,745 602
FLORIDA Circuit Court ............... 383,516 3,494 421,694 3, N0
GEORGIA Superior Court .............. 132,703 D 2,213 136,138 D 2,218
HAWAIT Circuit Court ................ 25,976 D 2,494 26,283 D 2,494
IDAHO District Court ................ 59,117 B 5,906 60,347 B 6,005
ILLINOIS Circult Court .............. 661,199 O 5,744 709,374 D 6,150
INOIANA Superior and Circuit Courts . 190,563 1 3,466 203,207 1 3,695
IOWA District Court ................. 146,080 J 5,020 157,564 D 5,463
KANSAS District Court ............... 117,888 8 4,835 124,995 B 5,102
KENTUCKY Circult Court .............. 65,629 D 1,763 67,438 0 1,810
LOUISIANA District Court ............ 164,207 O 3,680 175,972 0 3,927
MAINE Superior Court ................ 6,775 B 586 7,199 8 618
MARYLAND Circult Court .............. 97,674 2,246 99,842 2,213
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the

Commonwealth ...................... 433,606 1,419 451,972 7,763
MICHIGAN Circuit Court .............. 149,713 1 1,650 149,316 1,643
MICHIGAN Court of Claims ............ 539 6 516 6
MINNESOTA District Court ............ 194,038 0 4,662 205,241 D 4,895
MISSOURI Circuit Court .............. 213,533 P 4,264 224,651 P 4,467
MONTANA District Court .............. 26,346 B 3,197 21,648 D 3,347
NEBRASKA District Court ............. 35,519 ) 2,212 39,323 ) 2,449
NEW HAMPSHIRE Superior Court ........ 16,622 8 1,701 17,861 8 1,790
NEW JERSEY Superior Court ........... 566,791 ) 7,542 597,399 ) 7,900
NEW MEXICO District Court ........... 50,271 D 3,530 51,532 O 3,554
NEW YORK Supreme and County Courts .. 126,117 O 707 126,776 0 n3
NORTH CARQLINA Superior Court ....... 82,604 1,340 87,670 1,402
NORTH DAKOTA District Court ......... 13,734 B 2,002 14,239 B 2,079
OHIO Court of Common Pleas .......... 290,980 2,706 290,520 ¢ 2,704
OKLAHOMA District Court ............. 214,644 B 6,508 220,914 B 6,692
OREGON Circuit Court ................ 64,487 O 2,02 67,014 D 2,494
PENNSYLVANIA Court of Common Pleas .. 219,992 1% 1,849 270,881 \ 2,285
RHODE ISLAND Superior Court ......... 7,239 € 153 1,732 € 199
SOUTH CAROLINA Circuit Court ........ 41,835 C 1,268 47,466 C 1,418
SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit Court .......... 38,910 5,511 40,316 5,694
TENNESSEE Circutt, Criminal, and

Chancery Courts .........ciiieennne 101,543 O 2,153 104,430 O 2,193
TEXAS District Court ... .....coivenn. 443,159 D 2,112 451,035 D 2,755
UTAH District Court .........c. ...t 29,760 C 1,801 30,009 ¢ 1,824
VERMONT Superior Court .............. 8,233 B 1,553 9,634 B 1,801
VERMONT District Court .............. 15,226 2,873 19,227 3,594
VIRGINIA Circuit Court ...... Ceeeecas 82,514 B 1,464 79,678 B 1,396
WASHINGTON Superior Court ........... 113,150 0 2,602 122,505 D 2,179
WEST VIRGINIA Circudt Court ......... 45,912 8 2,352 47,501 8 2,454
WISCONSIN Circuit Court ............. 314,612 D 6,601 350,227 D 7,335
WYOMING District Court .............. 11,278 P 2,207 9,429 D 1,852
DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA Superior Court . 140,261 8 22,514 148,859 B 23,119
PUERTO RICO Superior Court .......... 63,181 | 1,934 62,393 0 1,910
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1986
Number of
f41ings Filings
and qualifying per 100,000

State/Court name: footnotes population
ALABAMA Circuit Court ............... 81,262 D 2,006
ALASKA Superior Court ............... 16,506 D 3,097
ARIZONA Superior Court .............. 102,140 B 3,077
ARKANSAS Circult Court .............. 35,784 1,509
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate Courts 53,016 B 2,235
CALIFORNIA Superfor Court ........... 654,283 8 2,425
COLORADO District, Denver Superior

and Juvenile and Probate Courts ... 105,688 3,235
COLORADO wWater Court ................ 1,870 57
CONNECTICUT Supertor Court .......... 154,581 D 4,847
DELAWARE Court of Chancery .......... 3,309 523
DELAWARE Superior Court ............. 4,067 643
FLORIDA Circudt Court ............... 442,809 3,793
GEORGIA Superior Court .............. 140,803 © 2,307
HAWAII Circuit Court ................ 26,171 D 2,462
IDAHO District Court .......... RPN 60,121 B8 6,000
ILLINOIS Circuit Court .............. 569,152 D 4,926
INDIANA Superior and Circuit Courts . 221,975 1 4,034
JOWA District Court ................. 150,849 D 5,293
KANSAS District Court ............... 134,131 8 5,452
KENTUCKY Circuit Court .............. 62,212 D 1,668
LOUISIANA District Court ............ 187,145 D 4,157
MAINE Superior Court ................ 6,622 B 565
MARYLAND Circuit Court .............. 106,716 2,391
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the

Commonwealth ........c.c.cvvevunn.. 476,684 8,174
MICHIGAN Circult Court .............. 154,327 1,688
MICHIGAN Court of Claims ............ 814 9
MINNESOTA District Court ............ 233,927 B 5,551
MISSOURI Circuit Court .............. 237,182 P 4,694
MONTANA District Court .............. 28,212 D 3,445
NEBRASKA District Court ............. 36,805 J 2,305
NEW HAMPSHIRE Superior Court ........ 18,208 8 1,113
NEW JERSEY Superior Court ........... 624,828 ) 8,200
NEW MEXICO District Court ........... 53,424 0 3,612
NEW YORK Supreme and County Courts .. 120,038 0O 675
NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court ....... 92,031 1,453
NORTH DAKOTA District Court ......... 15,085 B 2,222
OHIO Court of Common Pleas .......... 324,719 E 3,020
OKLAHOMA District Court ............. 226,467 B 6,852
OREGON Circuit Court ................ 79,268 D 2,938
PENNSYLVANIA Court of Common Pleas .. 264,305 1% 2,223
RHODE ISLAND Superior Court ......... 7,867 € 801
SOUTH CAROLINA Circuit Court ........ 52,895 C 1,567
SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit Court .......... 42,510 6,004
TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal,

and Chancery Courts ............... 106,890 O 2,225
TEXAS District Court ... ..cvvinnne. 419,434 D 2,514
UTAH District Court ........... ...t 33,042 C 1,985
VERMONT Superior Court .............. 9,489 D 1,754
VERMONT District Court .............. 19,007 3,513
VIRGINIA Circuit Court .............. 84,408 B 1,459
WASHINGYON Superior Court ........... 135,933 D 3,046
WEST VIRGINIA Ctrcuit Court ......... 41,107 8 2,142
WISCONSIN Circuit Court ............. 343,755 D 7,184
WYOMING District Court .............. 9,684 0 1,912
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior Court . 145,263 B 23,242
PUERTO RICO Superior Court .......... 68,295 0 2,090

Percent Percent
change in change in
filings per filings per
100,000 100,000
population population
1984-1985 1985-1986
3% 2%
6% -12%
9% 1%
16% 6%
4% 2%
2% 2%
2% 16%
571% -31%
-4% 2%
8% 3%
-4% %
6% 2%
0% 1%
0% -1%
2% (1) 4
% -20%
% 9%
9% -3%
6% %
K} 1 -8%
% 6%
5% -9%
1% 5%
4% 5%
0% 3%
0% 50%
5% 13%
5% 5%
5% 3%
11% -6%
5% -1%
5% 4%
1% 2%
1% -5%
5% 4%
4% %
0% 12%
% 2%
3% 18%
24% -3%
6% 1%
12% 1%
3% 5%
2% 1%
-1% -9%
1% 9%
16% -3%
25% -2%
-5% 5%
Ik 3 10%
L3 -13%
11% -2%
-16% 3%
6% -2%
-1% 9%
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TABLE 2.1:

Total civil Fi11ings in general jurisdiction courts, 1984-1986. (continued)

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

B:

The following courts' data are not comparable
due to the method of counting support/custody
cases:

Arizona--Supertor Court (1986)

Arkansas--Chancery and Probate Court

California--Superior Court

District of Columbia--Superior Court

Idaho--District Court

Kansas--District Court

Maine--Superior Court

Minnesota--District Court (1986)

Montana--District Court (1984)

New Hampshire--Superior Court

North Dakota--District Court

Oklahoma--District Court

South Carolina--Family Court

Vermont--Superior Court (1984 & 1985)

Virginia--Circuit Court

West Virginia--Circuit Court

The following courts' data are overinclusive:
South Carolina--Circutt Court--Total civil
f11ings include criminal appeals and
postconviction remedy proceedings.
Utah--District Court--Total civil filings
include some postconviction remedy
proceedings.

The following courts' data are overinclusive
and are not comparable due to the method of
counting support/custody cases:

Alabama--Circuit Court--Total civil filings
include postconviction remedy proceedings,
and are not comparable with other states'
data due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

Alaska--Superior Court--Total civil filings
include postconviction remedy proceedings,
and are not comparable with other states'
data due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

Connecticut--Superior Court--Total civil filings
include postconviction remedy proceedings,
and are not comparable with other states'
data due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

Georgia--Superior Court--Total civil filings
Include probation revocation hearings, and
are not comparable with other states' data
due to the method of counting support/custody
cases.

Hawaii--Circuit Court--Total civil filings
include criminal postconviction remedy
proceedings and some criminal and
traffic/other violation cases, and are not
comparable with other states' data due to the
method of counting support/custody cases.

INMinois-~Circuit Court--Total civil filings
include miscellaneous criminal cases, and are

not comparable with other states' data due to
the method of counting support/custody cases.

lowa--District Court--Total civil filings for
1985 and 1986 include postconviction remedy
proceeedings and are not comparable with other
states' data due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

Kentucky--Circuit Court--Total civil filings
include postconviction remedy proceedings, but
are not comparable with other states' data due
to the method of counting support/custody cases.

touisiana--District Court--Total civil filings
include postconviction remedy proceedings, but
are not comparable with other states' data due
to the method of counting support/custody cases.

Minnesota--District Court--Total civil filings
for 1984 include criminal appeals cases and for
both 1984 and 1985 include cases from the County
Court, Conciliation and Probate Division and
County Municipal Court which merged with the
District Court in 1985. The figures were merged
for 1984 to allow for comparability between
years.

Montana--District Court--Total civil filings
for 1985 and 1986 include appeals of trial court
cases and are not comparable with other states'
data due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

New Mexico--District Court--Total civil filings
include postconviction remedy proceedings and
are not comparable with other states' data due
to the method of counting support/custody cases.

Oregon--Circutt Court--Total civil filings
include criminal appeals cases, and are not
comparable with other states' data due to the
method of counting support/custody cases.

Tennessee--Circuit, Criminal and Chancery
Court--Total civil filings include
postconviction remedy proceedings and
miscellaneous criminal cases, and are not
comparable with other states' data due to the
method of counting support/custody cases.

Texas--District Court--Total civil filings
include some juvenile cases, and are not
comparable with other states' data due to the
method of counting support/custody cases.

Vermont--Superior Court--Total civil f1lings
for 1986 include postconviction remedy
proceedings and are not comparable with other
states' data due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

Washington--Superior Court--Total civil filings
include postconviction remedy proceedings and
are not comparable with other states*' data due
to the method of counting support/custody cases.

Wisconsin--Circuit Court--Total civil filings
include criminal appeals cases, and are not
comparable with other states' data due to the
method of counting support/custody cases.

Wyoming--District Court--Total civil filings
for 1985 and 1986 include criminal appeals cases
and postconviction remedy proceedings, and are
not comparable with other states' data due to
the method of counting support/custody cases.
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TABLE 2.1:

Total civil filings in general jurisdiction courts, 1984-1986.

{continued)

£:

-

The following courts' data include

postconviction remedy proceedings:
Ohfo--Court of Common Pleas (1985 & 1986)
Rhode Island--Superior Court

The following courts' data are 75% complete:

Indiana--Superior and Circuit Court--Total
civil filings do not include mental health
cases and a few civil cases which are
reported as "redocketed civil."

Michigan--Circuit Court--Total civil filings
for 1984 do not include data from four small
counties.

Pennsylvania--Court of Common Pleas--Total
civil filings do not include some
unclassified civil cases.

Puerto Rico--Superior Court--Total civil
filings for 1984 do not include estate cases.

The following courts' data are 75% complete
and are not comparable due to the method of
counting support/custody cases:

Arizona--Superior Court--Total civil filings
do not include mental health cases, and are
not comparable with other states' data due to
the method of counting support/custody cases.

Towa--District Court--Total civil filings for
1984 do not include mental health cases, and
are not comparable with other states' data
due to the method of counting support/custody
cases.

Nebraska--District Court--Total civil filings
do not include civil appeals, and are not
comparable with other states' data due to the
method of counting support/custody cases.

New Jersey--Superior Court--Total civil

f41ings do not include a few domestic relations
cases, and are not comparable with other states’
data due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

The following courts' data are 75% complete and
are overinclusive:

New York--Supreme and County Court--Total

civil filings Include postconviction remedy
proceedings, and only those cases that are
counted at the trial note of issue, but do not
Include civil appeals cases.

Puerto Rico--Superior Court--Total civil filings

for 1985 and 1986 include transfers and reopened
cases, but do not include estate cases which are
unavallable.

The following courts' data are 75% complete,
overinclusive, and are not comparable due to the
method of counting support/custody cases:

Missouri--Circuit Court--Total civil filings

include postconviction remedy proceedings, but
do not include some domestic relations cases,

and are not comparable with other states' data
due to the method of counting support/custody

cases.

Wyoming--District Court--Total civil filings for
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1984 include criminal appeals and juvenile cases
and are not comparable with other states' data
due to the method of counting support/custody
cases. Data do not include cases for a 6-month
period from one county.



TABLE 2.2: Tort Filings in State Trial Courts, 1981-1986 and 1985-1986

1981 1984 1985
Number of Number of Number of
f1lings F1ltngs filings fFilings ftlings Filings
and per and per and per
qualifying 100,000 qualifying 100,000 qualifying 100,000
State/Court name: footnotes population footnotes population footnotes population
General jurisdiction courts:
ALASKA Superior Court ......... .. ne - nc - 2,096 402
ARIZONA Superior Court ........... N/A - 9,173 300 10,748 kKk¥}
ARKANSAS Circult Court ........... N/A - N/A - 5,382 228
CALIFORNIA Superior Court ........ 80,970 335 97,068 379 112,049 425
COLORADO District and
Denver Superfior Courts ......... 5,089 172 4,199 132 4,531 140
CONNECTICUT Superior Court ....... 11,41 366 12,391 393 12,742 401
FLORIDA Circuit Court ............ nc - 26,815 % 244 29,864 263
HAWAII Circuit Court ............. 1,468 1 150 1,611 A 155 1,676 1 159
IDAHO District Court ............. 1,744 1 182 1,729 1§ 173 2,010 4 200
KANSAS District Court ............ 4,517 190 4,033 165 4,061 166
MAINE Superior Court ............. 1,914 169 2,083 180 2,012 118
MARYLAND Circuit Court ........... i - 10,826 249 10,120 1 230
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the
Commonwealth ................... N/A - 15,181 261 14,405 247
MICHIGAN Ctrcuit Court ........... N/A - 23,186 nc 255 23,7142 261
MISSOURI Circuit Court ........... N/A -- 9,259 1 185 9,678 1 192
MONTANA District Court ........... nc - 1,640 C 199 1,870 C 226
NEW JERSEY Superior Court ........ 41,376 1 558 41,722 1 555 42,14) i 557
NEW YORK Supreme and
County Courts .................. 39,234 1t 223 37,847 1 213 35,549 1% 200
NORTH CAROLINA Supertor Court .... N/A -- N/A - 8,062 C 129
NORTH DAKOTA District Court ...... 516 18 550 80 512 15
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ....... 21,906 203 22,149 206 25,518 238
TENNESSEE Circuit and
Chancery Courts ................ 12,046 261 11,775 250 12,565 264
TEXAS District Court ............. 28,698 194 34,224 214 37,596 230
UTAH District Court .............. nc - 1,433 ¢ 87 1,245 C 76
WASHINGTON Superior Court ........ 7,919 188 8,997 207 9,747 221
PUERTO RICO Superior Court ....... 3,760 118 3,968 C 121 4,388 C 134
Limited jurisdiction courts:
ALASKA District Court ............ nc - nc - 860 1 165
HAWAIT District Court ............ 1,037 106 693 67 652 62
OHIO County Court ................ 105 1 519 5 464 4
DHIO Municipal Court ............. 18,992 176 13,503 126 12,992 121
TEXAS County-level Courts ........ nc -- nc - 8,242 50
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1986

Percent Percent
Number of change in change in
f11ings f11ings f11ings per fi1ings per
and per 100,000 100,000
qualifying 100,000 population population
State/Court name: footnotes population 1981-1986 1985-1986
General jurisdiction courts:
ALASKA Superior Court ............ 2,344 440 - 9%
ARIZONA Superior Court ........... 11,888 358 -- 6%
ARKANSAS Circuit Court ........... 5.541 234 - 3%
CALIFORNIA Superior Court ........ 130,206 483 44% 14%
COLORADO District and
Denver Superior Court .......... 6,145 188 9% 34%
CONNECTICUT Superior Court ....... 13,754 43 18% %
FLORIDA Circuit Court ............ 35,535 304 - 16%
HAWAIT Circuit Court ............. 1,749 1 165 10% 4%
IDAHO District Court ............. 2,118 4 21 6% 6%
KANSAS District Court ............ 4,274 174 -8% 5%
MAINE Superfor Court ............. 2,044 174 3% -2%
MARYLAND Circult Court ........... 12,3713 1 2N - 20%
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the
Commonwealth ................... 15,040 258 - 4%
MICHIGAN Circuit Court ........... 27,046 296 -- 13%
MISSOURI Circuit Court ........... 10,746 4 212 -~ 10%
MONTANA O3strict Court ........... 1,836 ¢ 224 - -1%
NEW JERSEY Superior Court ........ 45,547 1§ 598 . % 1%
NEW YORK Supreme and
County Courts ......... ... ... 32,0n i 180 -19% -10%
NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court .... 8,897 ¢C 140 - 9%
NORTH DAKOTA District Court ...... 561 83 6% 1%
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ....... 28,225 262 29% 10%
TENNESSEE Circuit and
Chancery Courts ................ 13,167 214 5% 4%
TEXAS District Court ............. 38,238 229 18% 0%
UTAH District Court .............. 2,527 ¢ 152 -- 100%
WASHINGTON Superior Court ........ 19,515 437 132% 98%
PUERTO RICO Superior Court ....... 4,558 C 140 19% 4%
Limited jurisdiction courts:
ALASKA District Court ............ 4,069 3 763 -- 362%
HAWAIY District Court ............ 738 69 ~35% 1%
OHIO County Court ................ 463 4 ~-43% 0%
OHIC Municipal Court ............. 13,999 130 14% %
TEXAS County-level Courts ........ 9,833 59 -- 18%

(continued on next page)



TABLE 2.2:

Tort filings in_the state trial courts, 1981-1986 and 1985-1986.

{continued)

N/A = Data are unavadlable.
-- = Data element is not applicable.

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

nc: The following courts' data are not comparable:

Alaska--Superior and District Courts--The 1981
and 1984 data are not comparable to the 1985
and 1986 data because torts are separated
from the unclassified civil figure in
significantly greater quantities during 1985
and 1986 than in previous years.

Florida--Circuit Court--There were 21,063 new
filings in 1981, but they did not iInclude
reopened cases; therefore, the 1981 data are
not comparable with the 1984, 1985, and 1986
data. Data for 1984 and 1985 do not include
professional tort cases reported with other
civil cases.

Maryland--Circuit Court--Tort filings for 198)
could not be separated from other civil
f111ngs.

Michigan--Circuit Court--Tort filings are
unavallable in 1984 for Hillsdale County,
Osceola County, Kalkaska County, and Delta
County.

Montana--District Court--1981 data are not
comparable with 1984, 1985, and 1986 data due
to changes in reporting.

Texas--County-level Courts--Tort filings for
1981 and 1984 do not include data from Harris
County (1.e., Houston). -

Utah--District Court--Tort filings for 1981
could not be separated from other civil
filings.

C:

The following courts' data are overinclusive:
Montana--District Court--Tort filings include
some civil appeals cases.
North Carolipa--Superior Court--Tort filings
include some miscellaneous civil cases.
Utah--District Court--Tort filings include de
novo appeals from the Justice of the Peace
Courts.

The following courts®' data are 75% complete:

Alaska--District Court--Data do not include
f1lings in the Tow volume District Courts, which
are reported with unclassified civil cases.

Hawait--Circult Court--Data do not include a
small number of District Court transfers
reported with other civil cases. The number of
District Court transfers in 1984, 1985, and 1986
respectively are: 141, 146, and 16.

Idaho--District Court--Data do not include some
f11ings reported with unclassified civil cases.
The unclassified figures for 1984, 1965, and
1986 respectively are: 20,365, 20,644, and
21,281.

Maryland--Circuit Court--Data do not include
some filings reported with unclassified civi)
cases. The unclassified figures for 1984, 1985,
and 1986 respectively are: 827, 1,438 and 976.

Missouri--Circuit Court--Data do not include
f1lings from St. Louis County and do not include
torts filed in the assoclate divisions with
civil jurisdiction under $5,000. 1984 and 1985
data also do not Include filings from Boone
County.

New Jersey--Superior Court--Data do not include
some torts reported with unclassified civil

cases. The unclassified figures for 1984, 1985,
and 1986 respectively are: 38,025, 40,026, and
46,865.

New York--Supreme and County Courts--Data include
only those cases that were counted at the trial
note of issue.



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

Auto Tort fFilings

1985 1986
Number of Number of
filings Filings filings Filings
and qualifying per 100,000 and qualifying per 100,000
State/Court name: footnotes population footnotes _population
General jurisdiction courts:
ARIZONA Superior Court ............. 7,140 224 8,047 242
CALIFORNIA Superior Court .......... 63,750 242 82,258 305
CONNECTICUT Superior Court ......... 7,455 ¢C 236 8,233 C 258
FLORIDA Circuit Court .............. N/A - 20,138 172
HAWAII Circuidt Court ............... 874 1 83 883 1 83
MARYLAND Circuit Court ............. 7,174 1 163 9,099 1 204
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the
Commonwealth ...................... 7,084 121 7,446 128
MICHIGAN Circuit Court ............. 8,756 96 9,375 102
NEW JERSEY Superior Court .......... 37,512 496 41,333 542
NEW YORK Supreme and County Courts . 16,458 9 93 14,862 1 84
NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court ...... N/A - 4,620 13
TEXAS District Court ............... 18,533 133 17,941 108 Percent change
in filings per
Limited jurisdiction courts: 100,000
population
TEXAS County-level Courts .......... 6,395 39 7,621 46 1985-1986
Auto Non-Auto
General jurisdiction courts: Non-Auto Tort Filings Torts _ Torts
ARIZONA Superior Court ............. 3,608 13 3,841 116 8% k3
CALIFORNIA Superior Court .......... 48,299 183 47,948 178 26% -3%
CONNECTICUT Superior Court ......... 5,287 ¢ 168 5,521 C 1173 9% 3%
FLORIDA Circuit Court .............. N/A -- 15,397 132 -- -
HAWAII Circuit Court ............... 802 % 76 866 1 81 0% %
MARYLAND Circuit Court ............. 2,946 1 67 3,214 1 13 25% 9%
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the
Commonwealth ............cccvuunnn 7,321 125 7,594 130 6% 4%
MICHIGAN Circuit Court ............. 14,055 155 17,61 193 6% 25%
NEW JERSEY Superior Court .......... 4,629 1 61 4,214 55 9% -10%
NEW YORK Supreme and County Courts . 19,091 107 17,149 1 96 -10% -9%
NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court ...... N/A - 4,211 68 - --
TEXAS District Court ..........oo.t. 19,063 116 20,297 122 -4% S%
Limited jurisdiction courts:
TEXAS County-level Courts .......... 1,847 n 2,212 13 18% 18%
N/A = Data are not avatlable. 1: The following courts' data are 75% complete:
-- = Data are not applicable. Hawait--Circuit Court--A small number of torts
are reported with unclassifted civil cases.
QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: Maryland--Circuit Court--A small number of torts
are reported with unclassified civil cases.
C: The following court's data are overinclusive: (There were 976 unclassified civil cases in
Connecttcut--Superior Court--Connecticut divides 1986 and 1,438 in 1985.)
tort filings 1nto vehicular and non-vehicular New Jersey--Superior Court--Non-auto tort
categories. The vehicular category includes a filings are from the Spectal Civil Part
1imited number of automobile products 13ability only, and do not represent general
cases and cases involving rallroads, boats and jurisdiction claims.
airplanes. New York--Supreme and County Courts--Data

include only those cases that were counted
at the trial note of issue.
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TABLE 2.4: Total Civil and Tort Filings in State Trial Courts, 1985-1986

1985
Civil Tort
Number of Number of
f11ings Filings f111ngs fFilings
and qualifying per 100,000 and qualifying per 100,000
State/Court name: footnotes population . _footnotes populattion
General jurisdiction courts:
ALASKA Superior Court .......... 18,315 D 3,515 2,096 402
ARIZONA Superior Court ......... 97,262 J 3,052 10,748 337
ARKANSAS Circult Court ......... 33,637 1,426 5,382 228
CALIFORNIA Superior Court ...... 626,496 B 2,376 112,049 425
COLORADO District, Denver
Superior and Juvenile and
Probate Courts ............... 89,995 2,785 4,537 140
CONNECTICUT Superior Court ..... 150,323 D 4,736 12,742 401
FLORIDA Circuit Court .......... 421,694 3,10 29,864 9 263
HAWAII Circult Court ........... 26,283 D 2,494 1,676 1§ 159
IDAHO District Court ........... 60,347 B 6,005 2,010 1% 200
KANSAS District Court .......... 124,995 B 5,102 4,061 166
MAINE Superior Court ........... 7,199 B 618 2,072 178
MARYLAND Circuit Court ......... 99,842 2,213 10,120 9 230
MICHIGAN Circuit Court ......... 149,316 1,643 23,742 261
MINNESOTA District Court ....... 205,247 D 4,895 -- --
MISSOURI Circuit Court ......... 224,651 P 4,467 9,678 192
MONTANA District Court ......... 27,648 D 3,347 1,870 226
NEW JERSEY Superior Court ...... 597,399 ) 1,900 42,10 1 5517
NEW YORK Supreme and
County Courts ............... 126,776 @ 713 35,549 1t 200
NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court .. 87,670 1,402 8,062 C 129
NORTH DAKOTA District Court .... 14,239 8 2,079 512 15
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ..... 290,520 E 2,704 25,518 238
TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal
and Chancery Courts .......... 104,430 O 2,193 12,565 264
TEXAS District Court ........... 451,035 O 2,755 37,596 230
UTAH D¥strict Court ............ 30,009 ¢ 1,824 1,245 ¢ 76
WASHINGTON Superior Court ...... 122,505 D 2,119 9,747 22
PUERTO RICO Superfor Court ..... 62,393 0 1,910 4,388 C 134
Limited jurisdiction courts:
ALASKA District Court .......... 24,046 B 4,615 860 1 165
FLORIDA County Court ........... 323,24 2,844 -- -
HAWAII District Court .......... 20,622 1,957 652 62
OHIO County Court .............. 24,542 228 464 4
OHIO Municipal Court ........... 326,127 3,035 12,992 1F3
TEXAS County-Level Courts....... 161,754 C 988 8,242 50
PUERTO RICO District Court ..... 46,074 C 1,410 1,519 C 48
-~ = Data element is not applicable. C: The following courts’ data are overinclusive:
North Carolina--Superior Court--Tort filings
QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: Anclude some miscellaneous civil cases.
Puerto Rico--Superior Court--Tort filings
8: The following courts' c¢ivil filings are not include transfers and reopened cases.
comparable due to the method of counting --D¥strict Court--Civil and tort f11ings include
support/custody cases: transfers and reopened cases.
Alaska--District Court Texas--County-Level Courts--Civil filings
Arizona--Superior Court (1986) include some juvenile cases.
California--Superior Court Utah--District Court--Civil filings include
Idaho--District Court some postconviction remedy proceedings. Tort
Kansas--0istrict Court f11ings include de novo appeals from the Justice
Maine--Supertor Court of the Peace Courts.

Minnesota--District Court (1986)
North Dakota--District Court
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1986

Civil

Tort

Number of

filings

Filings

Number of Tort filings
f1lings Filings as a percent

and qualifying per 100,000 and qualifying per 100,000 of civil filings

State/Court name: footnates population footnotes population 1985 1986
General jurisdiction courts:
ALASKA Superfior Court .......... 16,506 D 3,097 2,344 440 1% 14%
ARIZONA Supertor Court ......... 102,140 B 3,077 11,888 358 1% 12%
ARKANSAS Circuit Court ......... 35,784 1,509 5,541 234 16% 15%
CALIFORNIA Superior Court ...... 654,283 B 2,425 130,206 483 18% 20%
COLORADO District, Denver

Superior and Juvenile and

Probate Courts ............... 105,688 3,235 6,145 188 5% 6%
CONNECTICUT Superior Court ..... 154,581 O 4,847 13,754 431 8% 9%
FLORIDA Circuit Court .......... 442,809 3,793 35,535 304 % 8%
HAWAIL Circuit Court ........... 26,b171 D 2,462 1,749 1 165 6% %
I0AHO District Court ........... 60,121 8 6,000 2,118 1 21 3% 4%
KANSAS District Court .......... 134,131 8 5,452 4,274 174 3% 3%
MAINE Superior Court ........... 6,622 B 565 2,044 174 29% 31%
MARYLAND Circuit Court ......... 106,716 2,39 12,3713 1 21 10% 12%
MICHIGAN Circuit Court ......... 154,321 1,688 21,046 296 16% 18%
MINNESOTA District Court ....... 233,927 8 5,551 10,356 246 -- 4%
MISSOURI Circuit Court ......... 237,182 P 4,694 10,746 1 212 4% 5%
MONTANA District Court ......... 28,212 D 3,445 1,836 224 % %
NEW JERSEY Superior Court ...... 624,828 J 8,200 45,547 9 598 % %
NEW YORK Supreme and

County Courts ................ 120,038 0 675 32,011 i 180 28% 21%
NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court .. 92,031 1,453 8,897 ¢C 140 9% 10%
NORTH DAKOTA District Court .... 15,085 8 2,222 561 83 4% 4%
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ..... 324,779 € 3,020 28,225 262 9% 9%
TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal

and Chancery Courts .......... 106,890 O 2,225 13,167 274 12% 12%
TEXAS District Court ........... 419,434 O 2,514 38,238 229 8% %
UTAH District Court ............ 33,042 C 1,985 2,521 ¢C 152 4% 8%
WASHINGTON Superior Court ...... 135,933 D 3,046 19,515 437 8% 14%
PUERTO RICO Superior Court ..... 68,295 0 2,086 4,558 C 140 1% %
Limited jurisdiction courts:
ALASKA District Court .......... 26,328 B 4,940 4,069 1 763 4% 15%
FLORIDA County Court ........... 349,645 2,995 42,229 362 -- 12%
HAWAII District Court .......... 21,263 2,000 738 69 3% 3%
OHIO County Court .............. 23,759 221 463 4 2% 2%
OHIO Municipal Court ........... 342,714 3,187 13,999 130 4% 4%
TEXAS County-Level Courts....... 178,265 C 1,068 9,833 59 5% 6%
PUERTO RICO District Court ..... 46,911 € 1,433 1,779 € 54 3% 4%

0: The following courts' data are overinclusive

and are not comparable due to the method of

counting support/custody cases:

Alaska--Superior Court--Civi¥ f11ings include

postconviction remedy proceedings, and are
not comparable with other states' data due to
the method of counting support/custody cases.

Connecticut--Superior Court--Civil filings

include postconviction remedy proceedings,

and are not comparable with other states’
data due to the method of counting

support/custody cases.

Hawaii--Circuit Court--Civil filings include
criminal postconviction remedy proceedings
and some criminal and traffic/other violation
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cases, and are not comparable with other states'
data due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

Minnesota--District Court--Civil filings for
1985 include cases from the County Court and
Conciliation and Probate Division and County
Municipal Court which merged with the District
Court in 1985.

Montana--District Court--Civil f1lings include
appeals of trial court cases and are not
comparable with other states' data due to the
method of counting support/custody cases.

Tennessee--Circuit, Criminal and Chancery
Court--Civil f1lings include postconviction
remedy proceedings and miscellaneous criminal
cases, and are not comparable with other

(continued on next page)



TABLE 2.4:

Total civil and tort filings in state trial courts, 1985-1986. (continued)

states' data due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

Texas--District Court--Civil filings include
some juvenile cases, and are not comparable
with other states' data due to the method of
counting support/custody cases.

Washington--Superior Court--Civil filings
include postconviction remedy proceedings,
but are not comparable with other states'
data due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

The following court's data include
postconviction remedy proceedings:
Ohio--Court of Common Pleas

The following courts' data are 75% complete:
Alaska--District Court--Tort filings do not
include cases from low volume District
Courts, which are reported with other civii
cases.
Florida--Circult Court--Tort filings for 1985
do not Include professional tort cases which

are reported with the unclassified civil data.

Hawati--Circuit Court--Tort filings do not
Include a small number of District Court
transfers reported with unclassified civil
data. The number of District Court transfers
in 1985 and 1986 respectively are 146 and 16.

Idaho--District Court--Tort filings do not
tnclude some cases which are reported with
unclassified civil data. The unclassified
figures for 1985 and 1986 respectively are
20,644 and 21,281.

Maryland--Circuit Court--Tort filings do not
include some cases which are reported with
unclassified civil data. The unclassified
figures for 1985 and 1986 respectively are
1,438 and 976.

Missouri--Circuit Court--Tort data do not
include f1lings from St. Louis County and do
not include torts filed in the associate
divisions with civil jurisdiction under
$5,000. 1985 data also do not include tort
f11ings from Boone County.

New Jersey--Superior Court--Tort filings do not

tnclude some cases which are reported with
unclassified civil data. The unclassified
figures for 1985 and 1986 respectively are
40,026 and 46,865.

New York--Supreme and County Court--Tort filings

include only those cases which are counted at
the trial note of issue.

The following courts' data are 75% complete and
are not comparable due to the method of counting
support/custody cases:

Arizona--Superior Court--Civil filings for

1985 do not include mental health cases, and are
not comparable with other states' data due to
the method of counting support/custody cases.

New Jersey--Superior Court--Civil filings

do not include a few domestic relations cases,
and are not comparable with other states®' data
due to the method of counting support/custody
cases.

The following courts' data are 75% complete and
are overinclusive:

New York--Supreme and County Court--Civil

f11ings include postconviction remedy
proceedings and include only those cases which
are counted at the trial note of issue, but do
not include civil appeals cases.

Puerto Rico--Superior Court--Civil filings

include transfers and reopened cases, but do not
include estate cases which are unavailable.

The following court's data are 75% complete,
overinclusive, and are not comparable due to the
method of counting support/custody cases:

Missouri--Circuit Court--Total civil filings

include postconviction remedy proceedings, but
do not include some domestic relations cases,

and are not comparable with other states' data
due to the method of counting support/custody

cases.



TABLE 2.5: General Civil Filings in the State Trial Courts, 1981-1986 and 1985-1986

1981 1984 1985
Number of Number of Number of
fi1ings and Filings fi1ings and Filings f11ings and Filings
qualifying per 100,000 qualifying per 100,000 qualifying per 100,000
State/Court name: footnotes population footnotes population footnotes population
General jurisdiction courts:
ALABAMA Circuit Court .......... 28,460 ¢ 121 29,650 743 32,447 c 807
ALASKA Superior Court .......... nc ne nc nc 4,906 942
ARIZONA Superior Court ......... nc nc 29,580 5,916 33,143 1,040
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate
Courts ... i, 7,545 329 5,151 219 6,117 259
Circult Court ................ nc nc nc nc 30,475 1,292
COLORADO District, Denver
Superior and Juvenile and
Probate Courts ............... 36,168 1,220 32,032 1,008 35,928 1,112
CONNECTICUT Superior Court ..... nc .nc nc nc 417,286 1,490
DELAWARE Superior Court ........ 2,522 C 422 2,520 m 2,564 C 412
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior
Court ...t 108,426 17,183 96,975 15,566 93,877 14,996
HAWAIT Circuit Court ........... 3,830 | 390 3,992 384 3,764 357
KANSAS O1strict Court .......... 54,005 1 2,266 57,140 2,344 62,501 1 2,551
MICHIGAN Circuit Court ......... nc nc nc nc 41,917 521
MONTANA District Court ......... nc nc 6,651 807 7,347 889
NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court .. 13,756 c 231 12,482 c 202 13,654 ¢ 218
NORTH DAKOTA District Court .... 5,632 856 5,674 8217 5,13 834
TENNESSEE Circuit and
Chancery Courts ............. 23,442 508 21,505 456 22,529 413
TEXAS District Court ........... 68,451 464 85,873 531 95,659 584
UTAH District Court ............ nc nc nc nc 3,856 € 234
WASHINGTON Superior Court ...... 34,922 828 33,140 7162 36,904 837
Limited jurisdiction courts:
ALABAMA District Court ......... 55,818 1,425 51,805 1,298 44,326 1,102
ARIZONA Justice of the
Peace Court ................. nc nc nc nc¢ 53,650 1,683
COLORADO County Court .......... 45,423 ! 1,532 65,485 ! 2,061 12,178 1 2,234
DELAWARE Court of Common Pleas . 3,740 625 3,755 613 3,498 562
HAWAIT District Court .......... 13,549 1,381 13,968 1,344 14,974 1,421
INDIANA County Court ........... 5,573 102 3,664 67 4,407 t 80
KENTUCKY District Court ........ 57,627 1,574 56,359 1,514 52,997 1,422
MAINE District Court ........... nc nc 16,146 C 1,397 15,901 C 1,366
MICHIGAN Municipal Court ....... N/A N/A N/A N/A 869 ! 10
NEBRASKA County Court .......... ne ne ne ne 22,5711 ¢ 1,405
NEW HAMPSHIRE District Court ... 10,382 1,109 9,815 1,005 9,566 959
NEW MEXICO Magistrate Court .... 14,117 1,063 18,308 1,286 16,633 1,147
Metropolitan Court
of Bernalillo County ........ 8,290 624 9,744 684 8,465 584
NEW YORK Civil Court of the
City of New York ............ 151,159 859 195,163 1,100 189,790 1,067
Court of Claims ......... e 1,330 8 1,678 9 1,953 N
District and City Courts ..... nc ne nc nc 65,263 367
NORTH CAROLINA District Court .. 52,100 875 45,636 140 42,864 685
NORTH DAKOTA County Court ...... nc nc nc nc 5,534 808
OHIO Municipal Court ...... v.... 260,068 1 2,412 221,523 1 2,060 225,593 9 2,100
County Court .o..vevvrnennnn.. 11,302 4 105 9,542 1! 89 9,316 87
OREGON District Court .......... 33,862 1,217 24,518 917 26,299 979
PENNSYLVANIA District
Justice Court ............... nc nc 183,143 1,539 194,610 1,642
RHODE ISLAND District Court .... 23,689 2,486 18,759 1,950 21,396 2,210
TEXAS Justice of the Peace
COUPt wrveeernnneeennnnnnn. nc nc ne nc 204,952 V 1,252
UTAH Circuit Court nc nc nc nc 39,838 2,422
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Percentage Percentage
1986 change 1in change in
Number of filings per filings per
filings Filings 100,000 100,000
and qualifying per 100,000 population population
State/Court name: footnotes population 1981-1986 1985-1986
General jurisdiction courts:
ALABAMA Circuit Court .......... 33,984 € 839 14% 4%
ALASKA Superior Court .......... 2,998 562 -- 68%
ARIZONA Superior Court ......... 38,224 1,152 - 10%
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate
Courts ... ...veiviennnnnnnn.. 7,027 296 -11% 13%
Circuit Court ................ 32,495 1,370 - 6%
COLORADO District, Denver
Supertor and Juvenile and
Probate Courts ............... 47,1787 1,463 17% 30%
CONNECTICUT Superior Court ..... 50,474 1,583 - 6%
DELAWARE Superior Court ........ 2,950 € 466 9% 12%
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior
Court ... . it 91,918 14,707 -17% -2%
HAWAII Circuit Court ........... 3,780 !} 356 -10% 0%
KANSAS District Court .......... 70,449 [T] 2,864 21% Hx%
MICHIGAN Circuit Court ......... 61,611 674 - 22%
MONTANA District Court ......... 7,633 932 -- 5%
NORTH CAROLINA Superior Court .. 14,842 c 234 1% 1%
NORTH DAKOTA 0istrict Court .... 5,974 880 3% 5%
TENNESSEE Circuit and
Chancery Courts ............. 23,568 491 -4% 4%
TEXAS District Court ........... 94,258 565 18% -3%
UTAH Oistrict Court ............ 3,838 23 - ~-1%
WASHINGTON Superior Court ...... 47,289 1,060 22% 21%
Limited jurisdiction courts:
ALABAMA District Court ......... 44,492 1,198 ~30% 0%
ARIZONA Justice of the
Peace Court ........c..ivhen 64,036 1,929 - 13%
COLORADO County Court .......... 122,683 3,755 59% 1%
DELAWARE Court of Common Pleas . 5,180 820 24% 3%
HAWAII District Court .......... 15,497 1,458 5% 3%
INDIANA County Court. .......... 4,991 1 91 -12% 12%
KENTUCKY District Court ........ 60,598 1,625 3% 13%
MAINE District Court ........... 15,11 1,345 - -2%
MICHIGAN Municipal Court ....... 900 10 -- 0%
NEBRASKA County Court .......... 33,304 2,085 -- 33%
NEW HAMPSHIRE District Court ... 10,804 1,052 -5% 9%
NEW MEXICO Magistrate Court .... 15,415 1,042 -2% -10%
Metropolitan Court of
8ernalillo County ........... 9,237 625 0% %
NEW YORK Civil Court of the
City of New York ............ 196,216 1,104 22% %
Court of Claims .............. 2,290 13 39% 15%
District and City Courts ..... 87,234 491 - 25%
NORTH CAROLINA District Court .. 44,295 699 -25% 2%
NORTH DAKOTA County Court ...... 4,908 723 - ~12%
OHIO Municipal Court ........... 237,516 | 2,210 9% 5%
County COUrt ..vvevnevennnnn.s 9,01 ! 84 -25% -4%
OREGON District Court .......... 31,268 1,160 -10% 16%
PENNSYLVANIA District
Justice Court ............... 198,615 1,671 - 2%
RHODE ISLAND D¥strict Court .... 21,116 2,166 -15% -2%
TEXAS Justice of the Peace
YT U 20 VY 1,249 -- 0%
UTAH Circult Court.............. 49,452 2,970 -- 18%

(continued on next page)
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TJABLE 2.5: General civil filings in the state trial courts, 1981-1986 and 1985-1986.

(continued)

N/A = Data are not available.

-- = Data element is not applicable.

[T] = Data include reopened cases.

nc = Data are not comparable with other years.

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

C: The following courts' data are overinclusive:

Alabama--Circuit Court--Data include civil appeals and
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Delaware--Superior Court--Data include administrative
agency appeals.

Maine--District Court--1981-1985 data include some
domestic relations and juvenile cases.

Nebraska--County Court--Data include cases from the
Municipal Court from July 1, 1985 to December 31, 1985.

North Carolina--Superior Court--1981-1985 data include
administrative agency appeals. 1986 data include
miscellaneous civil cases.

North Dakota--County Court--1985 data include criminal
appeals cases.

Utah--District Court--1985 data include de novo appeals.

1: The following courts' data are 75% complete:

Colorado--County Court--1981-1985 data do not include
cases from Denver County Court.

Hawait--Circuit Court--Data do not include "unreported
cases."”

Indiana--County Court--Data do not include "other® cases
or "redocketed civil" cases.

Kansas--District Court--1981-1985 data do not include
all real property rights cases.

Michigan--District Court--1985 data do not include cases
from the city of Dearborn. Municipal Courts for
Grosse Pointe Municipal and Grosse Pointe Shores did
not report 1985 data.

Ohlo--Municipal Court and County Court--Data do not
Include cases classified as miscellaneous civil.

V: 1he following court's data are less than 75X complete:

Texas--Justice of the Peace Court--Data represent a
reporting rate of 74%.

52



TABLE 2.6: Small Claims Filings in the State Trial Courts, 1984-1986

1984 1985
Number of Number of
filings Filings f111ings Filings
and qualifying per 100,000 and qualifying per 100,000

State/Court name: footnotes _population footnotes population
General Jurisdiction courts:
CONNECTICUT Superior Court ...... 73,096 2,318 66,167 2,085
OISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Superior Court ................ 25,323 4,065 36,046 5,758
IDAHO District Coyrt ............ 14,174 ¢ 1,416 16,808 C 1,672
TLLINOIS Circuit Court .......... 217,641 1,89 215,4N 1,868
INDIANA Superior and Circuit

Courts ... .ottt 35,042 § 637 39,257 1 714
TIOWA District Court ............. 11,666 2,463 73,752 2,551
KANSAS District Court ........... 14,229 584 14,429 589
MASSACHUSETTS Trial

Court of the Commonwealth ..... 134,254 1 2,316 137,826 2,367
MINNESOTA District Court ........ 90,277 ¢ 2,169 100,122 ¢ 2,388
MISSOURI Circuit Court .......... 19,106 382 19,17 392
NEW JERSEY Superior Court ....... 51,137 680 50,956 674
OKLAHOMA District Court ......... 85,181 2,583 87,008 2,636
SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit Court ...... 19,259 2,128 19,961 2,819
WISCONSIN Circuit Court ......... 168,563 3,537 182,523 3,822
Limited jurisdiction courts:

ALABAMA District Court .......... 76,694 1,922 94,594 2,353
ALASKA District Court ........... 10,735 1 2,147 14,284 1/nc 2,742
ARIZONA Justice of the

Peace Court ...........coivnn. 41, N5 1,366 40,850 1,282
CALIFORNIA Municipal Court ...... 482,579 1,883 492,104 1,867
CALIFORNIA Justice Court ........ 30,225 118 29,518 112
COLORADO County Court ........... 16,460 518 16,739 ¢ 519
FLORIDA County Court ............ 163,17 1,487 207,492 1,826
GEORGIA Magistrate Court ........ N/A - N/A --
HAWAII Oi¥strict Court ........... 5,388 519 5,298 503
INDIANA County Court ............ 67,283 i 1,224 12,964 i 1,327
INDIANA Small Claims Court of

Marton County ................. 54,380 989 58,223 1,059
KENTUCKY District Court ......... 28,525 766 28,680 770
MAINE District Court ............ 22,18 1,965 24,880 2,137
MICHIGAN District Court ......... 81,012 nc 893 88,950 nc 979
MICHIGAN Municipal Court ........ N/A -- 224 2
NEBRASKA County Court ........... 14,674 C 914 14,974 C 933
NEW HAMPSHIRE District Court .... 28,993 2,968 28,077 2,813
NEW HAMPSHIRE Municipal Court ... 520 53 348 35
NEW YORK District Court and City '

Court ... it 47,887 270+ 50,847 286%*
NEW YORK Civil Court of NY City . 52,065 294%+ 56,691 319+
NORTH CAROLINA District Court.... 194,321 3,152 204,0M 3,263
NORTH DAKOTA County Court ....... 8,523 1,242 8,822 1,288
OHIO County Court ............... 11,662 108 12,468 e
OHIO Municipal Court ............ 82,155 764 84,916 790
OREGON District Court ........... 37,548 1,404 38,308 1,426
PENNSYLVANIA Philadelphia

Municipal Court ............... 26,253 1,556%%¢ 36,242 2,147%0¢
RHODE 1SLAND 09strict Court ..... 12,087 1,256 11,997 1,239
TEXAS Justice of the

Peace Courts ......cevvcenennn nc - 13,155 nc 447
UTAH Circuit Court .............. 31,467 1,905 29,904 1,818
UTAH Justice of the Peace Court . nc - 3,878 236
VERMONT Oistrict Court .......... 8,952 1,689 13,164 2,461
WASHINGTON District Court ....... 26,433 nc 608 28,180 639
WYOMING Justice of the Peace

Court ... i, N/A -- N/A ~-
WYOMING County Court ............ 9,731 1,904 N/A --
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Percent

1986 change in
Number of f11ings per
filings Filings 100,000 Dollar 1imit
and qualifying per 100,000 population Jurisdiction

State/Court name: footnotes population 1985-86 (1984/1985/1986)
General jurisdiction courts:
CONNECTICUT Superior Court ...... 67,450 2,115 1% 1,000/1,000/1,500*
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Superfor Court ................ 35,197 5,632 -2% 150/2,000%/2,000
1DAHO District Court ............ 17,366 C 1,733 4% -
ILLINOIS Circult Court .......... 184,538 1,598 -14% 2,500/2,500/2,500
INDIANA Superior and Circuit

Courts ....iiiiiiii i 58,788 % 1,068 50% 1,500/3,000%/3,000
JOWA District Court ............. 68,465 2,402 -6% 2,000/2,000/2,000
KANSAS District Court ........... 15,096 614 4% 500/500/1,000*
MASSACHUSETTS Trial

Court of the Commonwealth ..... 152,33 i 2,612 10% 1,200/1,200/1,500*
MINNESOTA District Court ........ 102,873 2,441 2% 1,250/2,800%/2,000
MISSOURI Circutt Court .......... 20,80 4aNn 5% 1,000/1,000/1,000
NEW JERSEY Superior Court ....... 50,29 660 -2% 1,000/1,000/1,000
OKLAHOMA District Court ......... 89,193 2,699 2% 1,500/1,500/1,500
SOUTH DAKOTA Circult Court ...... 21,814 3,081 9% 1,500/2,000*/2,000
WISCONSIN Circuit Court ......... 186,034 3,888 2% 1,000/1,000/1,000
Limited jurisdiction courts:
ALABAMA District Court .......... 115,203 2,842 1% 500/1,000%/1,000
ALASKA District Court ........... 15,069 1 2,827 3% --/2,000/5,000*
ARIZONA Justice of the

Peace Court ................... 41,931 1,263 -1% 500/500/500
CALIFORNIA Municipal Court ...... 511,126 1,894 1% 1,500/1,500/1,500
CALIFORNIA Justice Court ........ 21,2817 101 -10% 1,500/1,500/1,500
COLORADO County Court ........... 22,083 676 30% 1,000/1,000/1,500*
FLORIDA County Court ............ 217,738 1,865 2% 1,500/2,500%/2,500
GEORGIA Magistrate Court ........ 105,413 1§ 1,127 -- --/--/2,500
HAWAII District Court ........... 5,592 526 5% 2,500/2,500/2,500
INDIANA County Court ............ 61,850 % 1,124 -15% 1,500/3,000%/3,000
INDIANA Small Claims Court of

Marion County ................. 60,602 C 1,101 4% 1,500/3,000*%/3,000
KENTUCKY Oistrict Court ......... 28,582 766 -1% 1,000/1,000/1,000
MAINE District Court ............ 26,981 2,300 8% 1,000/1,400%/1,400
MICHIGAN District Court ......... 107,152 1,172 20% -- /1,000/1,500*
MICHIGAN Municipal Court ........ 228 2 0% -- /1,000/1,500*
NEBRASKA County Court ........... 14,342 C 898 -4% 1,000/1,500%/1,500
NEW HAMPSHIRE District Court .... 29,182 2,841 1% 1,500/1,500/1,500
NEW HAMPSHIRE Municipal Court ... 398 39 1% 1,500/1,500/1,500
NEW YORK Oistrict Court and City

Court ....cviieniiiiiain., 50,791 286** 0% 1,000/1,500%/1,500
NEW YORK Civil Court of NY City . 57,954 326%* 2% 1,500/1,500/1,500
NORTH CAROLINA District Court.... 226,044 3,569 9% 1,000/1,000/1,500*
NORTH DAKOTA County Court ....... 8,139 1,199 -7% 1,500/2,000%/2,000
OHIO County Court ............... 11,792 110 -5% 1,000/1,000/1,000
OHIO Municipal Court ............ 87,740 816 % 1,000/1,000/1,000
OREGON District Court ........... 42,686 1,582 11% 1,000/1,500%/1,500
PENNSYLVANIA Philadelphia

Municipal Court ............... 40,386 2,393%2s 1% 1,000/5,000%/5,000
RHOOE 1SLAND District Court ..... 12,654 1,298 5% 500/1,000#%/1,000
TEXAS Justice of the

Peace Courts .................. 12,448 nc 434 -3% --/1,000/1,000
UTAH Circuit Court .............. 30,926 1,851 2% 600/600/1,000*
UTAH Justice of the Peace Court . 3,494 210 -1% --/600/1,000*
VERMONT Otstrict Court .......... 13,166 2,434 -1% 500/2,000*/2,000
WASHINGTON District Court ....... 29,910 670 5% --/1,000/1,000
WYOMING Justice of the Peace

Court ..ot ittt 3,708 3 .- 150/1750/150
WYOMING County Court ............ 7,850 1,548 - 750/150/150

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 2.6:

Small claims filings in the state trial courts: 1984-1986.

{continued)

*There was a change in dollar amount jurisdiction
during the statistical reporting year.

**This 1s not a statewide figure, but 1t is the
only court in the state with small claims
Jurisdiction. The per capita figure was computed
using the state's population because local data
are unavailable.

***F41ings per 100,000 population in the
Philadelphia Municipal Court were computed based
upon Philadelphia's 1986 population estimate.

N/A = Data are unavatlable.
-- = Data element is not applicable.

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

nc: The following courts' data are not comparable:

Alaska--District Court--In 1985, a concerted
effort was begun to collect on defaulted
student loans. Much of the increase between
1984-85 s attributed to that effort,
although some of these cases were also filed
in the general Jurisdiction court. Thus,
1985 data are not comparable to data from
1984.

Michigan--District Court--Data are missing from
four courts in 1984, and from three courts in
1985.

Texas--Justice of the Peace Courts--In 1984 data
are avallable from 8,558 justices, 1n 1985
data are available from 8,428 justices, and
in 1986 data are available from 8,557
Justices. Remaining data was estimated.

Utah--Justice of the Peace Court--Data for 1984
are only two-thirds complete.

Washington--District Court--Data for 1984 are
missing from two courts.

C:

The following courts' data are overinclusive:

Idaho--District Court--Data include appeals of
small claims cases.

Minnesota--District Court--Data for 1984 and
1985 include appeals of small claims cases. The
County Court and Conciliation and Probate
Division and County Municipal Court merged with
the District Court in 1985. Data have been
merged for 1984, also, to ensure comparability.

Nebraska--County Court--Data include cases from
the Municipal Court which merged with the County
Court effective July 1, 1985. Municipal Court
data were added to the County Court caseload for
1984 so that the data across the three-year
period 1s comparable.

The following courts' data are 75% complete:
Alaska--District Court--Data do not include
cases filed in the low volume District Courts,
which are reported with unclassified civil cases.
Colorado--County Court--Data do not include
cases filed in the Denver County Court for 1984
and 1985.
Georgia--Magistrate Court--Data include cases
from only 140 of the 159 countfes.
Indiana--Superior and Circuit Courts--Data do
not include some cases reported with
unclassified civil data.
Indiana--County Court--Data do not include some
cases reported with unclassified civil data.
Massachusetts--Trial Court of the Commonwealth--
Data do not include some filings of the District
Court Department which are reported with
unclassified civil data.
Michigan--Municipal Court--Data are unavailable
from two courts in 1985.
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Part il

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
andtheirinterrelationships; 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.

Theftirstchartis a prototype. It represents a state court
organization in which there is one of each of the four court
system levels recognized by the CSIM 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 (orother judicial officers). Eachcourtsystem'’s
subject matter jurisdiction is indicated using the CSIM
Project casetypes. Information is also provided onthe 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 geographic divisions, if any, that are maintained;
whether court decisions are made en banc, in panels or
both; and the CSIM Project casetypes that are heard by the
court. The casetypes are shown separately for mandatory
and discretionary cases. The casetypes themselves are
defined inother CSIM Project publications, especially 1984
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 CSIM Project
casetype. This arises, in part, because the CSIM Project
casetypes are defined broadly in order to be applicable to
every state’s courts. There are, for example, only two
appellate CSIM casetypes for criminal appeals: capital

and noncapital. A court may have mandatory jurisdiction
overfelony 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 anotherlower court are dis-
cretionary.  Also, statutory provisions or court rules in
some states automatically convert a mandatory appealinto
a discretionary petition—for 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 inthe 1984 State Appellate Court
Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Reporting.

Trial Courts

The rectangle representing each trial court also lists
the applicable CSIM Project casetypes. These include
civil, criminal, traffic/other 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. The dollaramount
jurisdictionis shownwhere there is an upper or a lower limit
to the cases that can be filed in a court. In criminal cases,
jurisdictionis 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 overthe
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

59



form of state funds. Locally funded cournt 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. Itis possible for a courtto
both have an “A” designation and to have “administrative
agency appeals” listed as a casetype. Such a count 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 “fulltime equivalent” authorized

judicial positions. “DWI/DUI" stands for “driving while
intoxicated/driving 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 1987, another
CSIM Project publication. Moreover, they are basedonthe
CSIM 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 notfall
within the CSIM Project casetypes, they are notincluded 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

COURT OF LAST RESORT N

Number of justices Court of

last resort
(51N casetypes:
- Handatory jurisdiction,
- Discretionary jurisdiction,

]

INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
(number of courts)

Nusber of Jjudges Intermediate
appellate
CSiN casetypes: court

- Handatory Jurisdiction,
- Discretionary Jjurisdiction,

]

COURT OF GENERAL JURISDICTION _‘
(number of courts)

Number of Jjudges
Court of
CSIN casetypes: _genera]

- Civil, Jurisdiction
- Criminal, N

- Traffic/other violation.
= Juvenile.

Jury trial/no jury trial,
1

COURT OF LINITED JURISDICTION
(number of courts)

Humber of judges
Court of
CSIN casetypes: limited

- Civil, Jurisdiction
- (riminal, L

- Traffic/other violation,
- Juvenile,

Jury trial/no Jjury trial,

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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ALABAMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT

(SIN casetypes:

agencgi. sciplinar

- Discre
proceeding, interlocu

9 Jjustices generally sit in panels

- Handatora,aurisdiction in civil, eriminal, administrative
i 3* original proceeding cases.

jonary jurisdietion in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, Jjuvenile, advisory opinion, original
tory decision cases.

COURT OF CIVIL APPEALS
3 judges sit en banc

CSIM casetypes:

= Nandatory gur:sdxction in civil,
administrative agency, Jjuvenile,
original groceedlnq cases,

- No discretionary Jurisdiction.

4 s 4

] )

\

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
9 judges sit en banc

CSIM casetypes:

- Nandatory jurisdiction in
eriminal, Juvenile, original
srogegdan. interlocutory

ecision cases, =

= No discretionary jurisdiction,

4 )

CIRCUIT COURT (39 circuits)
124 judges

$ 1,000/n0 maximum
¢sIh casetypes:

domestic relations, civi

- Juvenile,
Jury trials,

= Tort, contract, real prp;ertg rights. Exclusive

0 appeals jurisdiction,

- Nisdemeanor, DHI/DﬁI, Exclusive triable felony,
criminal appeals jurisdiction,

......... Lo

 PROBATE COURT
1 (67 courts)

[}
1 67 Jjudges

[}

I

[}

]
[} t
(SN casetypes: o
1 - Exclusive mental
1 health, estate 1
v Jurisdiction.
[}

|

|

i

1

1

|

No jury trials,

L.

[ S Ag 1

MUNICIPAL COURT
(278 courts)

229 Jjudges, 416
Mayors

|

|

!

|

i

|

1 (SIN casetypes:

1 - Nisdemeanor, DHI/DUI,
1= Hoving traffic

' fark1nq, miscel-

! aneous traffic,

1 Exclusive ordinance
 violation Jjurisdic-
t tion.

|
|

e e e m - - - - - =

t No jury trials.

DISTRICT COURT (67 districts)
935 Judges

$ {,000/5,000 (SC: 1,000)
¢sIh caseiutes:
- Tort, contract

claims Jjurisdiction.

Hurisdlctlon.
- Juvenile,

No jury trials.

ract, real property rights, Exclusive small
- Nisdemeanor, DHI/DUL. Exclusive limited felony
oving traffic, parking, miscellaneous traffic,

Court of
last
resort

Intermediate
appellate
courts

Court of
general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
. limited
Jurisdiction

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

relevant to each chart,
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ALASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPRENE COURT
5 Justices sit en banc

CSIN casetypes:

- Handatory jurisdiction in ¢ivil, adminis-
trative agency, juvenile, disciplinary
cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in criminal,
ﬂuvenlle ,original groceedlng, interlocutory

ecisions, and certified questions from

federal courts.
i

COURT OF APPEALS
3 Judges sit en banc
CSIN casetypes:

- Nandatory jurisdiction in noncapital
¢riminal, Juvenile, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in noncapital
criminal, Juvenile, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases.

w

4

SUPERIOR COURT (4 districts, 14 courts)
29 Jjudges
$ 8/no maximum
¢SIN casetgges.
- Tort, contract, domestic relations, estate.
Exclusive real rotertg rights, mental
health, administrative agency, civil
appeals, misce]laneous civil gurisdiction,
- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals
jurisdiction,
uvenile,

Jury trials in most cases.

DISTRICT COURT (59 locations in 4 districts)
16 judges, 34 magistrates

$ 0/10,000-25,000 (SC: 5,000

CSIH casetu es:

- Tort, contract, small claims urxsdxctxon.
- Linited felony, misdemeanor, DHI/DUI

NOTE:

!urlsdlctlon.
- txclusive traffic/other vxolatxon Juris-
diction, exce;t for uncontested parking
01o%a}1ons (which are handled administrat-
ively,
- Emergency juvenile,

Jury trials in most cases.

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

relevant to each chart,

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
general
Jurisdiction

Court of
_limited
Jurisdiction



ARIZONA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPRENE COURT
5 Justices sit en banc
CSIN casetypes:

ing cases.

locutory decision cases.

- Nandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, disciplinary, cer-
tified questions from the federal courts, original proceed-

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal
administrative agency, Jjuvenile, original proceeding, inter-

)

18 judges sit in panels
(51N casetypes:

utory decision cases,

COURT OF APPEALS (2 courts/divisions) A

- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin-
istrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interloc-

- Discretionary jurisdiction in administrative agency cases.

)

SUPERIOR COURT (15 counties)
98 Judges

$ 390/n0 maximum

¢SIN casetqges:

- Yort, con
relations. Ex¢

-

Jury trials,

ract, real property rights, miscellaneous domestic

: ]usxve estate, men gl.he {
tions except for miscellaneous, civil trial court appeals,
miscellaneous civil Jurisdiction. ) .

- Higdemeanor, miscellaneous criminal, Exclusive triable felony,
criminal appeals Jjurisdiction.

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

alth, domestic rela-

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURTS
(85 precincts) 83 Judges

$ 0/2,500 (SC: 500)

CSIN casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real property
rl his, n:scellangous domestic
relations, Exclusive small claims
Hurxsdlctlon. ]

- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUT, miscellaneous
criminal, Exclusive limited felony
Hur;sdlctxon, o

- quxn? traffic violations, parking,
miscellaneous traffic.

Jury trials, except in small claims.

NOTE:
relevant to each chart.

e~ — — — - m . m m - -y

MUNICIPAL COURT (79 cities/towns)
118 full-time and 58 part-time judges

(SIN casetypes: . .

- Hiscellaneous domestic relations.

- fisdemeanor, DHI/DU], )

- foving traf}Ic, parking, miscel-
laneous traffic, Exclusive
ordinance violation Jjurisdiction,

Jury trials, except in civil cases,

64

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
. general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
Climited
Jurisdiction

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



ARKANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT #*
7 Jjustices sit en banc
CSIN casetypes:
agency
cases,

—H - handator? Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
awyer disciplinary, certified the
federal courts, original proceeding, interlocutory decision

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal
administrative agency appeals,

uestions from the

|

COURT OF APPEALS %

CSIN casetypes:

6 Judges sit in panels and en banc

- Bandatory Jjurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin-
1strative agency, Juvenile, interlocutory decision cases.
- No discretionary jurisdiction.

!

[

CIRCUIT COURT (24 circuits)
40 judges

$ 100/n0 maximum

¢SIn casetgges:

- Tort, contract, real proper-
t? rights, miscellaneous ¢iv-
il. Exclusive civil appeals

urisdiction,

- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI,
Exclusive triable felony,
crininal appeals juris-
diction,

Jury trials,

MUNICIPAL COURT (12 courts)
103 judges

$ 0/3000 (SC: 309

(51N casetypes:

- Contract real_propert?
rlqhts.'fxglugxug smal
clains jurisdiction,

- Limited felony, misdemeanor,

- traffic/other violation,

o - - - - - - ——y

Ko Jjury trials,

POLICE COURT (6 courts)
Judges

$ 0/300

CSIN casetypes:

= Contract, real property
rights.

- Hisdemeanor, DNI/DUI,

= Traffic/other violation,

No Jury trials.

[ T T,

|

CHANCERY AND PROBATE COURT
(24 circuits)

30 judges

Cﬂﬂcuewgu:
= lort, contract, real property
rl?h s, Exclusive domestic
relations (except for pater
nity/bastardy), estate, men-

tal health jurisdiction,

Ko Jjury trials.

COUNTY COURT (75 courts)xx

73 Jjudges and 61 juvenile
referees

CSIN casetypes:

— - Real proper‘_tvf rights, miscel-

laneous civil, Exclusive
{gternltg/bastardg Jurisdic-
ion,

- Juvenile,

——_———— -

No Jury trials,

T CITY COURT (32 courts)
1 81 Jjudges

1
1
|

$ /300
CSIH casetypes:

— - Conﬁract. real property

1 rights,

1 - Nisdemeanor, DHI/DUI,

+ = Traffic/other violation,
t Ko jury trials,

1
J t

[}
5080/1,000 '
[} casetypes: )
¢ [
r ]

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Courts of
. general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
Climited
Jurisdiction

¥ Each of the appellate courts is the court of last resort for specific casetypes. Only a very few

cases are ever appealed to the Supreme Court
bk Exght Judges also serve the Chancer
d €0 as the Juvenile Court w

e Re
NOTE:

erre

relevant to each chart,

from the Court of Appeals.

and Probate Court,
en handling juvenile matters,

65

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



CALIFORNIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

7 Jjustices sit en banc

CSIN casetypess =~ o

- Nandatory jurisdiction in criminal, disciplinary cases.

- Discretionary jurisdiction in cluli, noncapital criminal
administrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, inter-

w

SUPRDME COURT fA

locutory decision cases.

P

77 judges sit in panels
CSIN casetypes:

COURTS OF APPEAL (6 courts/districts) A

- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin-
istrative agency, Juvenile cases. _ )

- Dis¢retionary jurisdiction in admipistrative agency, orig-
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

)

ERIOR COURT (58 counties)

3,0008/n0 maximum

)
7
$
CSIN casetypes:

Exclusive domestic re
aﬁfeals Jurisdiction,
-g.

iction,

Jury trials,

UP
15 judges, 182 commissioners and referees
2

Tort, contract, real frgperzy rights, niscellaneous civil,
ations, es

/DUL. "Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals juris-
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

ate, mental health, civil

l

1

NUNICIPAL COURT (84 courts) )
347 judges, 121 referees and commis-
sioners,

$ 8/25,000 (SC: 1,500
CSIN casetgzes:
- Tort, contract, real prppertY
r;gh}s, small claims, miscellaneous
civil,
- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DRI/DUI,
- Traffic/other violation.

Jury trials, except infraction cases.

JUSTICE COURT (83 courts)
83 Jjudges

$ /25,000 (SC: 1,500

CSIN casetypes:

- lort, contract, real propert?
r;qh}s, small claims, miscellaneous
civil,

- Bﬁnited felony, misdemeanor,

- Traffic/other violation.
Jury trials, except infraction cases,

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
_ general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
limited
Jurisdiction

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

relevant to each chart,
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COLORADO COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

v

—

SUPREME COURT
? Jjustices sit en banc
CSIN casetypes:

- Nandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, advisory opinion, original

ﬁ;ng, interlocutory decision cases, o

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, juvenile, advisory opinion, original

rocee

proceeding cases.,

!

COURT OF APPEALS
{8 judges sit in panels
CSIN casetypes:

- Nandatory gurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin-

istrative agency, juvenile cases,
- No discretionary Jjurisdiction,

!

|

|

- Tort

DISTRICT COURT (22 districts)A
105 judges

$ 0/no maximum
CSIN casetypes:
contract, rea] property

estic relations jurisdiction,
- Criminal appeals, limited
felony, miscellaneous crimin-
al. Exclusive triable felony
gurlsd;cthn. o
- txclusive juvenile Jjurisdic-
tion, except in Denver.

1 judge
CSIN casetypes:

rights, estate; civil - mental health
feals, mental ﬁealth,,nlscel- urisdiction in
aneous ¢ivil. Exclusive dom enver,

Jury trials, except in appeals. Jury trials,

DENVER PROBATE COURT

- Exclusive estate,

DENVER JUVENILE COURT
3 judges

CSIH casetypes:
- Exclusive adostlon,
support/custody
urisdiction in
enver,
= Exclusive juvenile
surxsdxctxon in
enver,

Jury trials,

4

RATER CQURT (7 divisions)
8 district judges serve

$ 0/n0 maximum ¢S

CSIN casetypes:
- Real property rights,

Jury trials,

{ Yudqe

w

DENVER SUPERIOR COURT

B casetypest
- Concurrent jurisdiction with
District Court in all civil
actions between $1,008-$5, 000,

Denver | Jury trials

County

only

Hunicipal
Court of
record

COUNTY COURT (63 counties)
{41 Judges

$ 0/5,080 (SC: {,000)

CSIN casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real property
rights, Exclusive small claims
8up15dxctxon. .

= (rimina] appeals, limited felony,
Exclusive misdemeanor, DHI/DUI

urisdiction,

- Hoving traffic, miscellaneous
traffic,

Jury trials, except in small
claims and appeals,

Hunicipal 1
ourt not—
of record 1

|
d

The Denver Superior Court was abolished 11/14/86.
NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information

relevant o each chart.
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L

Denver only

| MINICIPAL COURT

(213 courts)
~230 judges

CSIN casetypes: )

- H9v1nf traffic, parking,
niscellaneous traffic.
Exclusive ordinance
violation jurisdiction,

No Jjury trials,

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Courts of
. general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
Climited
Jurisdiction



CONNECTICUT COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPRENE COURT

6,€ustices sit en banc in conference, otherwise 5 justices
sit as the Court in a panel whose membership rotates daily court of
ourt o

—>{ CSIN casetypes: = L . ) last resort

- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
agency cases, . . . . ) .

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, judge dxsclpllnarq cases,

)

APPELLATE COURT A
6 Jjudges sit in panels®
CSIN casetypes: Intermediate

- Nandatory gurnsdxction in civil, noncapital criminal, appellate
administrative agency, Jjuvenile, lawyer disciplinary, court
original proceeding cases, . )

- Dlscretlonar? Jurisdiction in administrative agency

(zoning only) cases,

4

SUPERIOR COURT (12 districts and 24 geoq:aghical areas. A
for civil/criminal matters, and 15 districts for juvenile

natters) L .
137 Judges and the appellate justices/judges
$ 0/n0 maximum (5C: 1,000

CSIN casetypes: , . Court of
L 1° Paternity/bastardy, mental health, miscellapeous ciyil, _general
Exclusive tort, contract, real prorertg rights, small Jurisdiction
¢laims, marriage dxssoluilon, civil appeals jurisdiction,

- Exclusive ¢riminal gurisdictlon. o

- Exclusive traffic/other violation jurisdiction, except
for unqontqsted.rarklng (which is not counted).

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials in most cases.

——

PROBATE COURT (131 courts)
131 Jjudges
Court of

Climited
Jurisdiction

CSIN casetypes: ) ) .

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

No Jjury trials.

P e |

% Increased to 6 effective June 30, 1986,

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



DELAWARE COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT

CSIN casetypes:
i0ns for

9 Justices sit in panels and en banc

- Handatory gurisdiction in civil, criminal, lawyer discislinarg, advisory opin-

_ r the executive and legislature, original procee 5es )

- Discretionary Jjurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, certified questions
from the federal courts, interlocutory decision cases,

1ng cases.

]

] ]

COURT OF CHANCERY (3 counties)
{ chancellor, and 3 vice-
chancellors

$ 0/no maximuM

CSIN casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real property
ngh{sl mental health,
Exclusxve estate jurisdic-

ion,

No jury trials,

SUPERIOR COURT (3 counties) A

{3 judges

$ 0/n0 maximum

¢SIn casetgzes:

- Tort{ con
s

cell

able fe

peals, miscellaneous criminal
Jurisdiction.

Jury trials, except in appeals.

Yaneous civil, Exclusive
civil appeals jurisdiction,
= Nisdemeanor. Exclusive tri-

ract, real propert
mental healthp nfs- !

lony, criminal ap-

TICE OF THE PEACE COUR?

courts)

ustices of the peace and {

{ magistrate

/2,500 (5(: 2,500

SIN casetypes:

Real property rights, small

¢laims,

- Nisdemeanor, DHI/DUI,

- Noving trathic, miscellaneous
traffic.

ssgs

J
ie
/.

WO o~

Jury trials in some cases.

4

FAMILY COURT (3 counties)
13 Judges

CSIN casetypes:s
= Exclusive domestic relations

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
(3 counties)
9 Jjudges

$ 0/15,000

¢SIN casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real property
r;qh{s nlsceliangous civil,

- Limited felony, misdemeanor.

Jury trials in some cases.
(Ho jury trials in New Castle)

urisdiction,

=~ flisdemeanor, .

- Hoving traffic, miscellaneous
traffic (juvenile),

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdic-
tion,

Ko Jury trials,

LDERMAN'S COURT (13 towns)
3 aldermen

€ 2,500
asetypes:

- Limited

- - - — -

NOTE:
relevant to each chart,

¢SIN casetgpes: .
ed felony, misdemeanor, DHI/DUI,
- Traffic/other violation.

No jury trials,

MUNICIPAL COURT OF WILMINGTON (1 city)
3 Judges (2 full-time, { part-time)

1 ¢laims,
emeanor, DHI/DUI,
fic/other violation,

> e— -

69

Court of
last resort

Courts of
. general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
. limited
Jurisdiction

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



DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

COURT OF APPEALS A
9 Jjudges sit in panels and en banc

CSIN casetypes:

- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, Court of
criminal, administrative agency, last resort
Juvenile, lawyer disciplinary,
original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases. = = i

- Discretionary jurisdiction in small ¢claims,
minor criminal, and original proceeding
cases,

)

SUPERIOR COURT A
9 Judges

$ 8/no maxinum (5C: 2,000) (anything less than
2,000 goes to small claims)
¢s1h casetypess =~ Court of
= Exclusive civi] jurisdiction, _genera]
- Exclusive criminal gur:sd;ctlon. . Jjurisdiction
- txclusive traffic/other violation juris-
diction, except for most parking cases
(which are handled administratively),
- kxclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in almost all cases.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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FLORIDA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT fA
7 Jjustices sit en banc

CSIN casetypes: = =~ | . .

- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, advisory opinion cases.

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, Jjuvenile, advisory opinion, orig-
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

)

DISTRICT COURTS OF APPEAL (5 courts) A
46 judges sit in 3-judge panels
CSIN casetypes:

- Mandatory gurisdictlon in civil, noncapital criminal,
adwinistrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases. , )

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision
cases,

)

NOTE:

RCUIT COURT (28 circuits)
Jjudges

S$1M casetypes: ) .

ort, contract, real prqpertT rights, miscellaneous
civil. Exclusive domestic relations, mental health,
estate, civil appeals jurisdiction,
- Nisdemeanor, DUI/DUI, miscellaneous criminal, =
Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals jurisdiction,

Cl
396
$ 3,000/n0 maximum
C%ﬁ

Jury trials, except in appeals.

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
. general
Jurisdiction

]

COUNTY COURT (67 counties)
219 Judges

$ 2,508/5,000 (5C: 2,500

¢S casetypes: ) .

- Tort, contract, real ff°ffrt9 rights, miscellaneous
c;vli. Exclusive small claims jurisdiction.

- Nisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, miscellaneous criminal. .

- Exc!us;ve.trafflc/otﬁer violation, except for no parking
Jurisdiction,

Jury trials, except in miscellaneous traffic.

Court of
C limited
Jurisdiction

71

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



GEORGIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT
7 justices sit en banc

(SIM casetypess N .

- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative agency, juv
disciplinary, certified questions from federal courts, original proce
cases,

- Discretiqnarq,furisdjc@ion in civil, noncapital criminal, administrat
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

enile, I
eding

ive

!

COURT OF APPEALS
$ Judges sit in panels and en banc

$ CSIN casetypes: =~ . o . i
- Kandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

¥ Lorigin : ! .64
- Dnscrefanarq,furlsd;ctlon in civil, noncapital criminal, administrat
agency, Jjuvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

ive

................ b |

1 .
JUVENILE COURT (159 counties; 5% SUPERIOR COURT (45 circuits am
seﬁarate courts, Judges in 108 139 counties)
other counties also sit on other 127 Jjudges
courts) ' )
) . $ 8/no maximum
11 full-time and 48 part-time CSIN casetypes:

gudges 2 of whom also serve as Tort, contract, miscellaneoy
tate tourt Judges. Superior

Court judges serve in the 180
remaining counties without a

separate Juvenile Court judge.

Exclusive real property rig

domestic relations, civil ap
Hurtsdlctlon.

- Nisdemeanor, DNI/DUI, Exclus
triable felony, criminal app

- Traffic/other violation, exc
for parking,

- Juvenile,

(SIN casetypes:

- Noving traffic, miscellaneous
traffic,

= Juvenile,

e T T TR R .

Ho Jury trials. Jury trials,

hts,

ong A

s civil,

peals

ive
eals,
ept

Court
f

0
last
resort

Inter-
Mediate
appellate

Courts
f

court

general
uris-
iction

[rororeseseconces LI bbby 2 I ettt t """ | r""i """""""
1 CIVIL COURT 1 1 STATE COURT 11 MAGISTRATE COURT* ' 1 PROBATE COURT
1 (Bibb County 1 1 (62 courts) v 1 (159 counties) ' v (159 Counties)
t and Richmond 1 v 34 full-time b1 459 chief magistrates o ' .
1 County) 1t and 48 part- v+ and 273 magistrates, 1 159 judges
i 3 Jjudges 1 v time judges v v 3 of whom also serve 1
' 1 . v 1 State, Probate, Juv- 1 CSIN casedypes:
— $ 8/7,500- v 1 $ @/n0 maximum 1+ 1 enile, Civil, or ] 1 - Hental health
i 25,880 (SC: 1 1 (SCt varies) t 1 Municipal Courts. ' t estate, n;sgel-
v 3,b88-25,800 « 1 CSIN casetgtes: H— ' « laneous civil
1 ¢STH casetypes:t 1 - Tord contract,r 1« $ 8/2,500 (SC: 2,500) ¢ 1 - Hisdemeanor,
1 = Tort, con- 11 sna]i claims, 1 1 CSIH casetqges: | v DHIADUL, i
' tragi, small 1+ miscellaneous 1+ 1 - Tort, contract, ' - Hgvln? traffic,
1 claims, Veooeivil, 1 small claims, ' 1 miscellaneous
1 = Limited fel- + « - Limited felony,t 1 = Limited felony, ' 1 traffic,
1oony, 11 misdemeanor 1 1 limited misdemeanor. 1
t Jury trials, v DRIAUL, ¢ o - Ordinance vielation. ] .
e Rl - HQUlnT traffic « t No jury trials, ] t Ho jury trials,
1 miscellaneous 1 te-e-eeecenccecenennae.o. 4 Lecossooonnnennnnens
l 1 traffic, '
peosssescedoconcann 1 1 Jury trials, | proseesesesseccocecoocaooos 1| preescceseeeceecocaaoee
t NUNICIPAL COURT 1 L-------eeconeeene. 4+ COUNTY RECORDER’S COURT 1 | : MUNICIPAL COURIS
1 (4 court in ] ¢ (Chatam, DeKalb, F— &ND THE CITY COURT
t Columbus) ! 1 Guinett, and Huscogee 1t OF ATLANTA
11 Jjudge ) 1 Counties) 11 (7399 courts)
1 /7,500 i 1 1 1
1 (SC: 1,560-7,508 1 7 judges v $ 8/1,500-7,300 (SC:
v CSIN casetypes: 1 ' v 15087, 568)
¢t = Tort, contract, 1 ¢SIN casetypes: v CSIﬁ gasei pes:
| smali claims, t = Linited felony, t v = Limited felony,
1 - Limited felony,) v DRI, 1 v DRI,
! misdemeanor, 1 = Traffic/other v 1 - Traffic, ordinance
) L 1 violation, ¢ 1 vielation.
v Jury trials in ' . . I .
t civil cases, ] ! No jury trials, ! 1No Jury trials.

¥n Julg of 1983 the Justice of the Peace Court and the Small Claims Court were
into the Magistrate Court by Constitutional Article.

merged

Courts

of
limited
gurls-

iction

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

relevant to each chart
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HAWAII COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT
S Justices sit en banc
CSIM casetypes:

administrative agencul

yestions from federa

interlocutory decision cases.

- Handatory iurisdiction in civil, noncapjtal criminal,
Juvenile, dlsclrllnarg, certified
! ! al courts, origina C
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding,

Court of
last resort

proceeding cases.,

]

|- - — — -

1 :

INTERMEDIATE COURT OF APPEALS
3 Jjudges sit en banc

CSIN casetypes: )

- Nandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital
criminal, administrative a encg, Juvenile,
original proceeding, interfocutory decision
cases assigned to.li_bg.thg Supreme Court.

- No discretionary jurisdiction.

Intermediate
appellate
court

circui
appeals.

$ {,000-5,000/n0 maximum
¢s1h caseig es:

Judge hears contested

¢ivil. Exclusive domestic re

- Nisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, miscel
Exclusive tr;able.felo j

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,
Jury trials,

CIRCUIT COURT AND FAMILY COURT (4 circuits) A
24 judges and 8 district fanxlT Judges,
and matters and tax

- Tort, contract, real propertT rights, miscellaneous
i, usi " ations, mental health,
estate, adminjstrative aqencY appeals
aneous criminal,

ny Jurisdiction,

- Noving traffic, miscellaneous traffic.

One first

Court of
. general
Jurisdiction Jurisdiction

DISTRICT COURT (4 circuits)
22 judges and 42 per diem judges¥

$ 0/19,000 (5C: 2,500)
CSIN casetypes:

small claims jurisdic

- Hisdemeanor

ion,

violation Jurisdiction,

No jury trials.

- Tort, contract, real iropertg rights, miscellaneous civil. Exclusive

d DUI/DUL, Exclusive limited felony jurisdiction,
- H001ng.tra{}10, miscellaneous traffic. Exclusive parking, ordinance
i

Court of
 limited
Jurisdiction

---- Indicates assignment of cases.

% Some per diem Jjudges may also serve as Circuit Court judges in the First Circuit,

NOTE:
relevant to each chart.

Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
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IDAHO COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPRDME COURT f
S Justices sit en banc
(SIN casetypes:

- Handatory iurisdiction in civil, criminal, Court of
administrative agency, Juvenile, disciplin- last resort

4

ary, original proceeding cases.

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, non-
capita] criminal, administrative agency,
Juvenile, certified questions from federal
courts, original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases.

]

T
i
i
|
|
|

!
COURT OF APPEALS

3 Judges sit en banc .
Intermediate

CSIN casetypess = = . appe]late

- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital court
crimina], administrative agency, 3uuen;le,
original proceeding cases assigned to it
by the Sutrene Court, =

- No discretionary jurisdiction,

DISTRICT COURT (7 districts)
33 Judges and 64 lawyer and 8 nonlawyer
magistrates.

$ @/no maxinuwm; Magistirates division: @/10,000
3, Court of

CSIN casetypess =~ =~ ) . general

- Exclusive cjvil jurisdiction (including Jurisdiction
civil appeals), =~ i

- Exclysive criminal jurisdiction (including
criminal agpeals). )

- Exclusive traffic/other violation
urisdiction,

- kxclusive Juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials, except in small claims and traffic

---- indicates assignment of cases.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beqinninq of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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ILLINOIS COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT
? Justices sit en banc

(SIN casetypes: )

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal,
administrative agency, Jjuvenile, lawyer Court of
disciplinary, 9rlqlna1 proceeding, inter- last resort
locutory decision cases, =

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non-
capita] criminal, administrative agency,
guuenxle, certified questions from the

ederal courts, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases,

[}

w

APPELLATE COURT (5 courts/districts)
34 authorized judges sit in panels, plus 8
supplemental judges .
Intermediate
(SIN casetypess i appellate
- Nandatery jurisdiction in civil, noncapital court
criminal, administrative a encg, Juvenile,
original proceeding, interloculory decision
cases,
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, inter-
locutory decision cases,
)
CIRCUIT COURT (22 circuits) . )
775 authorized c¢ircuit and associate circuit
Judges
$ 0/no maximum (SC: 2,500)
CSIM casetypes: ) Court of
= Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including . general
administrative agency appeals). Jurisdiction

- Exclusjve criminal jurisdiction,

- Exclusive traffic/other violation
!urxsdlctan. L

- txclusive Jjuvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most cases,

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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INDIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT
9 Justices sit en banc
CSIN casetypes:

- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, disciplinary, original proceeding

gases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, administrative agency,

Juvenile, original proceeding cases.

4

TAX COURT* A COURT OF APPEALS (4 courts) A

1 judge {2 Jjudges sit in four courts

CSIN casetypes: CSIN casetypes: ) o

- Handles administra- - Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,

tive agency appeals. adminjstrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding,
. . interlocutory decision cases. .
No jury trials. - Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision
cases.

SUPERIOR COURT (119 courts) A CIRCUIT COURT (92 courts) f
109 Judges 89 Judges

$ 8/no maximum (SC: 3,000)

A casetgges:

- Tort, contract, real property
rxghis, small claimg, domestic re-

lations, mental heal{h, estate,

civil apgeals, miscellaneous clvil,

- Iriable felony, misdemeanor, DUI/
U, eriminal appeals, miscella-
neous criminal, . .

- foving traffic, parking, miscella-
neous traffic,

~ Juvenile.

Jury trials, except in parking cases,

$ 9/n0 maximum (SC: 3,000

wlhcuewgu:

= Tort, contract, real property
ri hts. small claims, domestic re-
lations, mental healih, estate,
¢ivi} apfeals, niscellaneous ¢lvil,

- Iriable felony, misdemeanor, DHI/
DUI, criminal appeals, miscella-
neous criminal, . .

~ foving traffic, parking, miscella-
neous traffic,

- Juvenile,

Jury trials, except in parking cases,

PROBATE COURT

NUNICIPAL COURT OF MARION

COUNTY COURT (57 courts)
43 Jjudges

$ 9/19,000 (SC: 3,000
“lhcuewzn:
= Tort, contract, real property
rights, small claims, mental
health, miscellaneous civil,
- Limited felony, misdemeanor,
DHI/DUI, miscellaneous crin-

inal,
- Traffic/other violation.

Jury trials.,

(1 court) COUNTY (15 courts)
. 15 Judges

{ Jjudge

$ 9/20,000

(SN casetypes: ¢SIN casetgzes:

- fdoption, estate, - Tort, contract, real
miscellaneous rofertg rights, mental
civil, ealth, civil trial court

= Juvenile. appeals, miscellaneous

Jury trials,

clvil,

= Limited felony, misdemean-
or, DRI/DUI, miscellaneous
criminal, o

- Traffic/other violation.

Jury trials,

- - L eieeiieey peceeanes N
"""""""" | Ohenbieh b it NN
1 CITY COURT (52 courts) 1+ TOWN COURT 1 SMALL CLAIMS COURT OF
1 26 Judges 11 (26 courts) 1+ 1 MARION COUNTY (8 courts)
| [ . ) 1§ Judges
1§ 0/300-2,500 (most are 588 max)t + 26 Jjudges '
1 CSIN caseigges: "o v 8 (8¢ 3,000
1 - Tort, contract, v 1 (81N casetypes: ! 1 (SN casetypes:
= Nisdemeanor, DNI/DUI, ¢ 1 = Nisdemeanor, v = Small elaims,
v = Traffic/other violation. v Ul, + 1= Hiscellaneous criminal,
' v - Traffic/other ¢+
! ; 1 violation, too )
t Jury trials, S Jury trials, ! ! No jury trials,

% The Tax Court was established in the begining of 1986,

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



IOWA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT
9 Justices sit in panels and en banc

CSIN casetypes: = =~

- Handatery jurisdiction in civil, noncapital
criminal, administrative gigncy, Juvenile, Court of

$  lawyer disciplinary, certified questions last resort
from federal courts, original proceeding
cases,

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

3uugn;le, original proceeding, interlocutory

ecision cases,

¥

4

!
COURT OF APPEALS

6 Jjudges sit in panels and en banc

Intermediate
(SIN casetypes: ) appellate
- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital court
eriminal, administrative a encg, Juvenile,
original proceeding, interlocutory decision
cases assigned to_lf_bz_thg Supreme Court,
= No discretionary jurisdiction,

DISTRICY COURT (8 districts in 99 counties) A
100 Jjudges, 39 district associate Jjudges,
17 senior judges, and 168 part-time magistrates

$ 8/no maximum (SC: 2,209

CSIN casetypess =~ )

- Exclusive civil jurjsdiction (including Court of
trial court appeals). . . general

- Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (including Jurisdiction
eriminal agpeal,). o

~ Exclusive traffic/other violation .
!urlsd;cthn, except for uncontested parking.

- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction,

Jury trials, except in small c¢laims, parking,
and mental health cases.

---- [Indicates assignment of cases,

NOTE: Be sure %o read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each court.
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KANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT
7 Justices sit en banc
CSIM casetypest =~ . . Court of
- Handatory {grlsdxctlon in civil, noncapital criminal, last resort
administra

jve agency, disciplinary, certified questions

from the federal gouris, original proceeding cases,

- Discretionary Jjurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases,

)

COURT OF APPIALS A

10 Jjudges generally sit in panels .
Intermediate
(SIN casetypes: =~ _ . appellate
= Nandatory ggrlsdlctxon in civil, noncapital criminal, court
administrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding,
criminal interlocutory decision cases. L
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil interlocutory decision
cases,

4

DISTRICT COURT (31 districts) . A
140 district and 70 district magistrate judges.

$ 8/no maximum (5C: 1009)

CSIN casetypest = L Court of

= Exclusive civil Jurxsd;ct;on.(1ncludxna_cxvxl_appeals). _general

= Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (including criminal Jurisdiction
appeals), .

- Hoving traffic, miscellaneous traffic.

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials,

.............................................................

MUNICIPAL COURT (389 cities)

~305 jud
Judges Court of

)
t
[}
|
|
(SIM casetypes: . . ) ' Climited
- Noving traffic, miscellaneous traffic., Exclusive ordinance 1 Jurisdiction
violation, parilnq Jurisdiction, '
1
t
d

- —— - - ———y

No jury trials.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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KENTUCKY COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPRENE COURT
7 Jjustices sit en banc

CSIN cagetypes: = . )

- HandatorY,gurxsdxctxon in capita] and other criminal Court of
(death, lile, 20 yr+ sentence), lawyer dis¢iplinary, last resort
certification of the law, original proceedlng cases,

= Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital ¢riminal,
administrative agency, Jjuvenile, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases,

)

w

COURT OF APPEALS

14 judges zgnerallg sit in panels, and sit en banc in

2 policymaking capacity. )

Intermediate

CSIN casetypes: =~ i o . appellate

- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, orig- court
inal proceeding cases, | ) ]

= Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases,

|

TRCUIT COURT (56 judicial circuits) A
1 Judges

$ 2,500/n0 maximum

¢s1h casetgges: ) )

- Tort, contract, real property rights, estate, Exclusive
domestic relations, except for paternity/bastardy, civil Court of
appeals, miscellaneous ¢ivil Jjurisdiction, _general

- Nisdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals Jurisdiction
Jurisdiction.

¢
8

Jury trials, except in appeals.,
[ )

SIRICT COURT (57 judicial districts)
Judges

3
/2,500 (SC: 1,000
SIN casetypes: .
Tort, contract, real property rlghts, estate, Exclusive Court of
{gternltg/bastardy, mental health, small claims jurisdic- Climited
ion, Jurisdiction

)|
{2
$
¢

- Nisdemeanor, limited felony, DUI/DUI jurisdiction,
= Exclusive traffic/other v;oigtlon Jurisdiction.
- Exclusive juvemile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most cases.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart,
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LOUISIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPRENE COURT
7 Justices sit en banc
CSIN casetypes:

Court of

— - Handatora_durisdiction in civil, crininal, administrative last resort
agency, . 1sc1p11ngr3_cases._ . i o
- stgrgilonapq Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agencg, Juvenile, certified questions from
the federal courts, interlocutory decision cases.
[}
COURTS OF APPEAL (5 courts) A
48 judges sit in panels Intervediate
appellate
CSIN casetypess . . L court
- Handatory jurisdiction in ¢ivil, noncafltal criminal, ad-
ministrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding cases.
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in original proceeding cases.
DISIRICT COURTS
192 Jjudges
DISTRICT COURT (48 districts) f
$ 8/no maximum
CSIN casetypes: . )
- Tort, contract, real property rxfhts, adoption, mental
— heal{h, Exclusive narrlage dissolution support/custody,
paternity/bastardy, estate, ¢ivil trial court appeals,
miscellaneous ¢ivil Jurisdiction, .
- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, Exclusive triable felony, criminal Courts of
—  appeals jurisdiction, . general
- Traffic/other violation, Jurisdiction
= Juvenile,
Jury trials in most cases.
JUVENILE COURT (3 courts) ;ANIL¥ COURT (4 in East Baton
ouge
CSIN casetapes;
- URESR, adoption, mental (431 casetapes;
health, ="URESA, adoption, mental
- Juvenile, healtﬁ.
) ) = Juvenile,
No jury trials, No jury trials,
s 1 """" A Sty l """" 1 l
1 JUSTICE OF THE «  « MAYOR'S COURT « | CITY AND PARISH
1 PEACE COU ' 1+ (308 courts) + | COURIS
1 (7384 courts) + t ] (53 courts)
D ngd i ¢ v (81N casetypestt | 74 judges
1 “384 justices of1 1 = Traffic/other:
1 the peace ) v violation, 't | § V%bg?e (8¢
[} ] | [}
18 0/1,200 (SC: 1 - CSﬁcasetgges:
v 1,2b0) oot 1| = Tort, contract, Courts of
1 ¢SIH casetypess + 1 ' real propertY _ limited
1 = Small claims, ¢+ 1 1 rights, smal Jurisdiction
1 = Traffic/other 1 ' ' claims,
1 violation, | ! 1t | - Misdemeanor,
' [ ! ] K1/DU1.
' to t | = Traffic/other
' o ! violation,
] v t | = Juvenile, except
] ! ' ' for status
] . . ! ! . . ! petitions,
t Ko Jjury trials, [ o Jjury trlals.J Ko Jury trials,

HOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart,
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MAINE COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

CSIM casetypes:

admipistrative
opinion, origina

SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT SITTING AS LAN COURT fA
? justices generally sit en banc

- Mandatory *urisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
ive aTencq, Juvenile, dxscxpllnara, v
_proceeding, lnteplofutorq ecision cases,
- Discretionary jurisdiction in criminal extradit
adninistrative agency, original proceeding cases.

Court of
last resort
advisory

extradition,

16 Justices
$ 8/n0 maximum
CSIN casetypes:

Jurisdiction,

SUPERIOR COURT (16 counties) A

= Tort, contract, real property riahts, Mar-
riage dissolution, support/custo
laneous civil. Exclusive paternity/bastardy,
civil appeals jurisdiction, )

= Nisdemeanor, DHI/DUI. Exclusive triable fel-
ony, criminal appeals, miscellaneous criminal

Jury trials in most cases,

)

DISTRICY COURT ({3 districts)
3 Judges

$ 8/3,000 (5¢: {,400)

(SIN casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real gropertq
rights, domestic relations (ex-
cggt for adoptions and pater-
nity/bastardy). Exclusive small
¢laims, mental health jurisdic-

ion,

- Nisdemeanor, DHI/DUL, Exclusive
limited felony jurisdiction,

= Noving traffic, ordinance vio-
lation, Exclusive pqu;ng, "lis-
cellaneous traffic jurisdiction,

= Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction,

No jury trials.

) |
. Court of
y, miscel- . general
Jurisdiction
)
| PROBATE COURT (16 courts) A
I |
1 16 part-time judges I
| |
1 CSIN casetypes: ) f
1 = Exclusive adoption, miscella-
1 neous domestic relations, estate:
t Jjurisdiction, (
| |
] |
] |
1 |
! ' Courts of
' | Climited
' I Jurisdiction
! |
] |
t |
] |

] No Jjury trials.

2 Jjudges

¢sin caset¥pes:
- fippeal o

No jury trials,

ADNINISTRATIVE COURT

administrative agency cases.

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

relevant to each chart.
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MARYLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

COURT OF APPEALS
7 Judges sit en banc
(SN casetypes:

A 4

- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
aqencg Juvenile, lawyer dx;c;pllnarq, certified questions

from _ﬁe federal courts, original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases, = = = | i o

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, ad-
ministrative agency, juvenile, interlocutory decision cases.

4

COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
13 judges sit in panels and en banc

CSIN casetypess = =~ | ) .

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin-
istrative agency, Juvenile, interlocutory decision cases.

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,

J original proceeding cases.

4

CIRCUIT COURT (8 circuits in 24 counties) A
109 Jjudges

$ 2,500/n0 maximum

¢SIH casetypes: i )

- Tortl contract, real propertT rights, estateﬁ miscellaneous
. e

civil, Exclysive domestic relations, mental health, civil
appeals jurisdietion. o )

- Felony, misdemeanor, miscellaneous criminal. Exclusive
criminal appeals jurisdiction.

- Juvenile, except in Hontgomery County.

Jury trials in most cases.

)

Nontgomery county

DISTRICT COURT (12 districts in 24
counties)
90 judges

$ 0/10,000 (SC: 1,000
CSIN casetypes:
- Tort, contract, real property
rights
Exclusive smal
- Felony (theft and worth
misdemeanor, DHI/DUIL, .
- Exclusive moving traffic, ordinance
violation, miscellaneous traffic
urisdiction,
- Juvenile in Hontgomery county,

No jury trials.,

ORPHAN'S COURT (22 counties)
|

66 Jjudges
CSIN casetypes:
; niscellaneous civil.

[}
[}
[}
:
[}
claims Yurisdiction. |
ess check), '

[}

[}

[}

:

i

[}

t No Jjury trials,

Juvenile in ———h

[rosc-eesesceccreaaccaccaacocecoo- L
|

- Estate, except where such cases
are handjed by Circuit Court in
Hontgomery and Harford counties.

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
. general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
. limited
Jurisdiction

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

relevant to each chart.
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MASSACHUSETTS COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

(§

w

SUPRENE JUDICIAL COURT
? Justices sit on the Court, and 5 justices sit en banc

IN casetypes:

- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, judge disciplin-
ary, advisory opinion, original proceeding cases.

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil

administrative agency, Jjuvenile, in

cases,

noncapital criminal,
Yerlocu ory decision

|

(§

APPEALS COURT
10 justices sit in panels

IN casetypes:

Handatory gurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
d trative agency, Juvenile cases. )
- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases.

administra

4

TRIAL COURT OF THE COMMORKEALTH

281 Justices

SUPERIOR COURT A
DEPARTMENT
(23 locations in

14 counties)
61 Jjustices

$ 0/n0 mMaximuM

CS[H casetqzes:

- Tort, contract,
rea) propgrtT
rights, civi
appeals, miscel-
laneous civil,

- Triable felony,
miscellaneous
criminal.

Jury trials,

TRICT COURT DEPARTMENT
geogpaphxcal divisions)
Justices

8/no maximume (SC: {,500)

sIn casetqzes:

= Tort, con _

rights, small claims, supsor

custody, paternity/bastardy,

mental health, civil trial
cqur% appeals, miscellaneous
civil,

- Triable felony, limited
felony, misdemeanor, DHI/DUI,
¢riminal a;peals. .

- Iraffic/other violation.

- Juvenile.

DI§
(69
153
$
¢

Jury trials in some cases.

ract, real propertg/

BOSTON MUNICIPAL COURT
DEFARTMENT (Boston)

{1 justices

$ B/no maximume (SC: {,500)
¢Sin casetqtes:

- Tort, contract, real
property rights, small
claims, suftort/gu;todg.
mental health, civil trial
court appeals, and miscel-
aneous ¢ivil,

- Iriable felony, misdemeanor,
DHI/DUI, criminal appeals.
- Traffic/other violation,

<

Jury trials in some cases.

JUUENILE COURT | H
DEPARTMENT D
(Boston, Bris- | ¢
tol County, ¢
Hampden Coun- | 4
ty, and Hor-

cester County) ?
12 justices ¢
CSIN casetypes:
- Juvenile, -

Jury trials, J

USING COURT LAND COURT PROBATE AND FAMILY

EPARTMENT (Worcester | DEPARTMENT COURT DEPARTMENT

ounty, Hansden (1 statewide (20 locations in 14

oqntg,and oston) court) counties)
Justices o 37 justices

) 3 justices
8/n0 maximum CSIN casetypes:

§¢: 1,500 CSIN casetypess| - Support/custody,

SIN casetypes: - Rea] property| paternity/bastardy
Rea] property rights,| rights. miscellaneous civi
small claims, Exclusive marriage
Limited felony, mis- disso]ution, adoption,
demeanor, misce]laneous domestic

relations, estate
Jurisdiction,
ury trials. Jury trials. Ko jury trials.

¥ Limited dollar jurisdiction in tort and contract cases is § 25,000,

HOTE:

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



MICHIGAN COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPRENE COURT
? justices sit en banc
CSIN casetypes:

- Nandatory jurisdiction in Jjudge disciplinary cases,
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,

administrative a?encq, Juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, advisory
opinion, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases,

]

—

COURT OF APPEALS
18 Jjudges sit in panels

CSIN casetypes: . . )

- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin-
istrative agency, juvenile cases. ) .

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

interlocutory decision cases.

]

COURT OF CLAINS CIRCUIT COURT A
({ court) (39 circuits)
o 167 judges
{ circuit Jjudge serves i
$ 10,000/n0 maximum

CSIN casetypes: CSIN casetypes:

- Adminjstrative agency - Tort, contract, real
arpgals 1n90101ng propert% rights,
claims against the paternity/bastardy,
state, adminjstrative agency

) . appeals, miscellaneous

No jury trials. civil. Exclusive mar

riage dissolution,
support/custody, civil
trial court appeals
urisdiction,

- DUI/DUI, miscellaneous
cr;nlnal. Exclusive
triable {elqna, ¢criminal
appeals Jjurisdiction.

Jury trials,

-

DISTRICT COURT
(100 districts)
247 judges

$ 0/10,000 (SC:
CSIN casetypes:
- Tort, contrac

prorertT right

small claims,
- Limited felon
demeanor, DHI
- Hovln? traffi
niscellaneous
traffic, ordi
violation.

Jury trials in
cases.,

| R Lo....

-------------------- r 1
I PROBATE COURT | T RINICIPAL_COURT |
1 (79 counties) 11 (6 courts) ]
! ) 11§ judges (
1 107 judges ' !
1,500) [ 1o 874,588 (5C: 1,500)
1 CSIN casetypes: 1 CSIN casetu{es: !
t, real| 1 - Paternity/bastardy 11 = Tort, contract, real
s, v miscellaneous civil, 1 profertY rights,
. «  Exclusive adoption, 1 1 sma]l claims.
y, mis=| 1+ wmiscellaneous domestic + 1 - Limited felong
/.  relations, mental ' 1 misdemeanor, DAL/
¢ t  health, estate. to . . !
t - Hoving traffic, miscel-r 1 - nqvln? traftic, '
nance  laneous traffic, 11 miscellaneous '
- Exclusive Jjuvenile t v traffic, ordi-
t Jurisdiction, 11 nance violation,
most t ) ) 11 Jury trials in most
t Some jury trials. 11 cases. !

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Courts of
_ general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
limited
Jurisdiction

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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MINNESOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT fA
? justices sit en banc
Court of
CSIN casetypes: = ) L . ) last resort
M - Handatora,dupxsﬁlctxon in noncapital criminal, administrative
agency, disciplinary, certified questions from the federal
courts cases, . -
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding cases.
b
COURT OF APPEALS A
12 Judges sit en banc and in panels
Intermediate
CSIN casetypess =~ ) . 44— appellate
- Nandatory gurxsdlctxon in civil, noncapital criminal, court
administrative agency, juvenile cases, . )
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
Juvenile, original proceeding cases.
0
DISTRICT COURT (10 districts)
173 judges
$ 8/no maximum Court of
CSIN casetypes: . . . _general
- Tory, contract, real property rights, domestic relations Jjurisdiction
mental health, estate, civil apgeals,_nlsce!laneous civil,
9 - Hisdemeanor, criminal appeals, txclusive triable felony
urisdiction.
- Juvenile,
Jury trials,
7 unified
districts
COUNTY COURT (33 county courts)
47 judges
$ 0/n0 maximum
(SIN casetypes: ) )
- Tort, contract, real property rxghts, small claims,
domestic relations, mental health, estate, miscel-
laneous ¢ivil, Courts of
- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DNI/DUI, limited
- Traffic/other violation, Jurisdiction
- Juvenile,
Jury trials.
CONCILIATION DIVISION PROBAYE DIVISION
$ 01,200
CSIN casetypes: CSIN casetypes;
- Small claims, - Hental health, estate.
No jury trials, Jury trials,

% The Counti Courts of Hennepin and Ramsey counties were unifjed in 1986, The District and County Courts were
consolidated in September, 1987, and the 1986 data were collected in anticipation of this change.

HOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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MISSISSIPPI COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPRENE COURT

¢SIN casetypes:

Jocutory decision cases
federal courts cases.

9 Justices sit in panels and en banc

- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding, inter-

- Discretionary jurisdiction in certified questions from the

)

I

CIRCUIT COURT (20 districts)*A
48 Jjudges

$ 8/n0 maximum

Jurisdiction:

- Civil actions.
Bastardy,

- Felonies, misdemeanors.

fppeals de novo or on

record,

Jury trials.

CHANCERY COURT (20 districts)
39 Jjudges

$ 08/n0 maximum

Jupisdiction:

- Equity, divorce, alimony, pro-
bate, guardianship, mental
commltments,

- Hears juvenile if no County
Court.

fAppeals de novo.

Jury irials,

[}

" COUNTY COURT (16 counties)
1 21 judges

1§ 8/25,000
1 Jurjsdiction:
— - Civil actions.
1 = Nisdemeanors, felony pre-
+ liminaries,
t = Juvenile,
' fAppeals de novo,

If no
County
Court.

| FANILY COURT (1 court)®
|
1 4 judge

|
1 Jurisdiction:

t - Delinquency, neglect.
1 - Rdult crimes against
I juveniles,

|

|

! Jury trial of adults,

MUNICIPAL COURT (168 courts)s
83 Jjudges, 85 mayors
Jurisdiction:

- Nunicipal ordinance viola-
tions,

Jury trials,

e - — — - - —

JUSTICE COURT (92 courts)#
91 Jjudges

$ 0/2,000

Jur;saxctlon:

= Civil actions,

= Hisdemeanors, felony
preliminaries,

Jury trials.

== - = m o may

Court of
last resort

Courts of
. general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
Climited
Jurisdiction

# A trial court jurisdictjon quide was never completed by Mississippi, and data are unavailable
. the trial court terminology reported in this court system
chart does not reflect CSIH Project model reporting terws.

for the trial courts; therefore,

NOTE:
relevant to each chart,
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MISSOURI COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT
7 justices sit en banc
(SN casetypes:s ==~ ) . Court of
¥ - Handatory jurisdiction in capital criminal, last resort
and original proceeding cases.
- Discretionarf Jdurisdiction in cjvil, noncap-
ital criminal, administrative agency, Jjuven-
ile, disciplinary, original proceeding cases.
i
COURT OF APPEALS (3 districts) a
32 judges sit in panels
(SN casetypes: ) Intermediate
- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital appellate
criminal, administrative agency, juvenile, court
original proceeding, interlocutory decision

cases, . T
- No discretionary Jjurisdiction,

4

CIRCUIT CQURT (44 circuits) o
133 circuit and 170 associate circuit judges

$ 0/no maximum; Associates division: 0/15,000
(5¢: 1,000)

(SIN casetypes: ) Court of
= Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including . general
civil appeals), Jurisdiction

- Exclusive eriminal jurisdiction.

- Traffic/other violation
urisdietion,

- txclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most cases,

No Jury trials,

[ros-sssecssenasccasccacdocacncooooncroceccennoes \ —

1 KUNICIPAL COURT '

1 (413 coyrts) ]

1 348 municipal Jjudges ]

I ' Court of

1 CSIN gasetYpes:_ ) ) ! Climited

1 = Hunicipal ordinance violations. ' Jurisdiction
| |

| |

L.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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MONTANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT

? Jjustices sit en banc and in panels

CSIN casetypes: Court of

- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, Jjuvenile, last resort

disciplinary cases.

- Discretionary iurlsdlctxon in adminjstrative agency,
certified questions from the federal courts, original pro-
ceeding cases.

) 4 ]

RATER COURT DISTRICT COURT (20 judicial districts)A WORKERS’
(4 Divisons) 36 judges ggﬂ;gnsnrlou
4 judges $ 50/n0 maximum 1 Jjudge
CSIN casetypes:
(sin casetgpes' = Tort, contract, real fropertg rlqhts. ¢sIn gaset%pes: Court of
- Rea] pro er % Exclusive domestic relations, mental - Limited to general
rights, limited health, estate, civil appeals, Miscel- workers' Jurisdiction
to aduudlcatlon laneous civil Jjurisdiction, compensation
of exist 1ng - Hisdemeanor. Exclusive triable felony, disputes.
water rights. eriminal appeals,
- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction.
No jury trials. Jury trials. No Jury trials, ]
[
froscsesncesccescnsonnsonadenasacs 1 frosesostemcomonosecaneoonecoan —
t JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT I 1 MUNICIPAL COURT ({ court)
1 (56 counties) | 1 { Jjudge !
t+ 47 Jjudges, glus 33 Judqes who ] '
t also serve City Courts ] 1 $ /3,500 (SC: 1,500 '
! ] v (SN casetqges' 1
1 $.0/3,508 (5C: 4,500 ' 1 = Tort, contract, real prop- !
v ¢SIN casetqges. ] 1 erta rights, snall claims,
t - Tort, con ract, real property: t = Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, '
t  righ hts, small claims. ] ‘- Hovln? traffxc parkxng,
- Hlsdeneanor DUIADU], o 1 miscellaneous traffic.
1 - Noving traffic, parking, mis- f !
t cellaneous tralfic, i i J
) 1 [} 1
v Jury trials, except in small 1 Jury trials, except in small !
1 claims, 1 1 claims, 1 Courts of
L CEEE L ELLEELED 4 SOREEEL L L LR L L L LR s i limited
Jurisdiction

[ CITY COURT (85 cities)
92 Jjudges, plus 33 judges who alsol
serve Justice of the Peace Courts !

[}
|
|
| !
1§ 9/300 (5C: 300 '
l Slﬂ casety es: )
1 = Tort, con ract, real property i
] rlqhis. small claims, '
' - ﬂlsdeneanor DHI/DU], ]
1 - Noving t raffzc, parking, miscel-:
1 laneous traffic. Exclusive or- 1
1 dinance violation, parking i
1 Jjurisdiction, i
| 1
| ]

d

' Jury trials in some cases,

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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NEBRASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPRENE COURT

7 Justices sit in panels and en banc

CSIN casetypess . L . ) Court of

- Mandatory Jurisdiction over ¢ivil, criminal, administrative last resort

agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding cases,

- Discretionary igrlsdlctlon over civil, administrative agency,
certified questions from the federal courts, original pro-
ceeding, interlocutory decision cases,

] ] |

DISTRICY COURT (21 districts) A
48 Jjudges

$ 0/n0 maximum

CSIN casetgies:

- Tort, contract, real fropertg rights, Court of
eivil appeals, miscellaneous ¢ivil, _general
Exclusive domestic relations (except Jurisdiction

adoptions), mental heath jurisdiction,

= Njsdemeanor, DHI/DUI, Exclusive tri-
able felony, criminal appeals, miscel-
laneous criminal Jurisdiction,

Jury trials, except in appeals.
[

SEPARATE JUVENILE COURT RORKERS’ COMPENSATION COURT

(3 counties) (1 court)

4 judges 6 Jjudges

CSIN cagetypes: CSIN caset;pes:. . .

- Juvenile, - fippeal ot administrative
agency cases,

No jury trials, No jury trials,

Court of
Climited
Jurisdiction

COUNTY COURT (93 courts in 21 districts)»
97 Judges

$ 0/5,000-19,000 (SC: {,3500)

CSIN casetqzes: )

- Tort, contract real.propert%.rthts,
small claims, Exclqsnve adoption,
gdqgtlon, estate jurisdictiop,

- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DHI/DUI,

- Traffic/other violation,

= Juvenile.

Jury trials, except in parking.

* In July 1985, the Nunicipal Courts were merged with the County Courts.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant o each chart.
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NEVADA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT
9 Jjustices sit en banc Cou;t
0
(SIN casetypes: last
- Nandatory jurisdiction in ¢ivil, criminal, administrative resort
agency, Juvenile, lawyer dlscxpilnary. or1q1nal proceeding,
inter ocutorg decision cases.,
- No discretionary Jurisdiction,
3
DISIRICT COURT (9 districts) A
35 judges
{,000/n0 maximum
CSIﬁ casetypes: Court
Tort _con ract real fropertz rights, Exclusive domestic of
relat ions, nen al hea th, estate, civil appeals, miscel- general
laneous civil durls iction, uris-
- Nisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, Exclusive triable felony, criminal iction
appeals, miscellaneous criminal Jurisdiction,
- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction,
Jury trials in most cases.
[ } [
"JUSTICE COURT (55 tawns) VT MNICIPAL COURT (18 incorporated |
99 Justices of the peace v+ gities/towns) ]
112l judgesk |
$ 0/2,500 (S¢C: 1,500 o ]
i casetg es! o 8 0/2, 580 (5¢: 1,500 ] Courts
- lort, con ract real property 1 CSIN caset ypes: ]
righ {s, small claims, v 1 - Tort, con ract, real property ] llnlted
- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, Exclusive [ rxghis, small ¢l axns. ] juris-
limited felony Jjurisdiction, - ﬂlsdeneanor DHI/DY] ' iction
- Noving traffic, parking, miscella- 1 1 - Hoving trattic, parklnq, miscel-
neous traffic. 1 v laneous traffic. Exclusive ordi- '
1+ nance violation jurisdiction, '
[} ] 1
Jury trials, except in small claims 1+ 1 No jury trials. 1
and parking cases, Y !

# Nine Justices of the Peace also serve as Hunicipal Court judges.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart,
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NEW HAMPSHIRE COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT

9 Justices sit en banc
¢SIN casetgpes:. o
—» - Ro mandatory jurisdiction.

opinions for th

- Discretionary Jjurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, juvenile, dxsclpl;narg, advisory
ur

proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

SUPERIOR COURT (10 counties)
22 justices

$ 500/n0 maximum
(SIN casetypes:

Exclusive marriage disso
supfort/custgdg Jurisdiction,
- Exclusive triabl

Jury trials,

- Tort, contract, real prorertg rights, miscellaneous civil,
1

)

DISTRICT COURT (42 districts)
12 full-time, 33 part-time, and 3?7
special Jjudges.

$ 0/10,000 (5C: {,500)

CSIn casetgzes:

= Tort, contract, real property
rights, small ¢laimg, miscel-
]aneous domestic relations.

- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI,

- Traffic/other violation, =

- Exclusive Jjuvenile jurisdiction,

No jury trials.

A
Court of
AR last resort
e state executive and legislature, original
4
A
Court of
) ! . general
ution, paternity/bastardy, Jurisdiction
e felony, criminal appeals jurisdiction,
4 )
MUNICIPAL COURT (5)%
5 part-time justices
$ (5C: 1,500
CSIN casetypes:
- Rea} property rights,
small claims, miscel-
laneous civil,
- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI,
- Traffic/other violation,
No Jjury trials,
Courts of
Climited
Jurisdiction

49 judges
(SIN casetypes:

diction,

No Jjury trials.

PROBATE COURT (10 counties)

= Niscellaneous domestic relations,
miscellaneous civil, Exclusive adop-
tion, mental health, estate juris-

% The Hunicipal Court is being phased out (by statute) upon retirement and/or resignation of

sitting justices.

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

relevant to each chart.
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NEW JERSEY COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPRENE COURT
7 Justices sit en bant

CSIM casetypes: = . . )

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

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,

fied questions from
cases,

administrative aqenc; appeal, juvenile disciglinarg, certi-
ederal courts, Interlocu

ory decision

4

APPELLATE DIVISION OF SUPERIOR COURT
28 judges sit in 8 panels (parts)
CSIN casetypes:

nile, adninistrat;ue,aggncg cases,
- Discretionary Jjurisdic

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, Jjuve-
1on in interlocutory decision cases.

4

]

PERIOR COURT: CIVIL, FAMILY, GENERAL EQUITY AND CRININAL
UISIONS (15 Vicinages in 21 counties)
3 Jjudges authorize i

i Surrogates also serve as deputy Superior Court Clerks

$ o/no maximum; Special Civil Part: 8/5,000 (SC: {,000)

CSIN casetypes: ~

- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (uncontested estate are
handled by the surrogates),

- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals, mis-
cellaneous criminal Jurisdiction.

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

U
Dl
34
2

Jury trials in most cases.

TAX COURT A
12 authorized judges
CSIN casetypes:

- State/local tax
matters

No jury trials.

|
ich 14 were multi-municipal) ]
|
|

wh

368 judges, of which approximately

20 are gul -time

CSIN casetypes: )

= Exclusive limited {elqna, #is-
demeanor, DHI/DUI jurisdiction,

= Exclusive traffic/other
violation jurisdiction,

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Courts of
. general
Jurisdiction

Court of
Climited
Jurisdiction

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

relevant to each chart,
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NEW MEXICO COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT

CSIH casetypes:

) 4

agency,
decision cases,

3 justices generally sit in panels

- andatora Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, adminjstrative
isciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory

= Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, juvenile, certified questions from
the federal courts cases.

l

)

COURT OF APPEALS

7 Judges sit in panels

CSIH casetypes:
administra

- Handatory gurlsdlctlon in civil, noncapital criminal,
tve agency, juvenile cases.
- Discretionary Jjurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases.

4

)

DI
96 Judges
$ 0/no maximum

CSIN casetgges.
- Tort, con

miscellaneous civi
!urlsdxc ton,

Jury trials.

STRICT COURT (13 districts)

ract, real property ri
dones 1c relations, mental healt

i Jurisdiction,
- Nisdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals

xclusive Juvenile jurisdiction,

ghtsl estate, Exclusive
clvil appeals,

4

HAGISIRQIE COURT (31 Counties)
8 Judges

$ 0/2,000

CSIN casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real property
righ hs.

- Limited felony, misdemeanor,
DHI/DUI,

- Houxn? trattic violation,
miscellaneous traffic.

dury trials,

BERNALILLO COUNTY METROPOLITAN
COURT
{4 Jjudges

$ 0/5,000

CSin casetg{es:

- Tor; contract, real property
ri

- nglted felony misdemeanor,

- Traffic/other violation,
Jury trials, except in traffic.

.................... Lo

| WINICIPAL COURT (81 municipal- 1
1 ities)
1 81 judges

t
1 CSIN casetgies: ) i
+ = Traffic/other violation,

[}
t No jury trials,

NOTE:
relevant to each chart.

e m - ———

............ I

PROBATE COURT (33 counties)
33 Judges

CSIH caset?ﬁes'
- Estate, (Hears uncontested,
if contested, it goes to

District Court.)
No Jjury trials.

93

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
Climited
Jurisdiction

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



NEW YORK COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

COURT OF APPEALS
7 judges sit
Court

¢SIN casetypes: = = | . o . o of last
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative agency, juvenile, resort

original proceeding cases. =~ . . . i
- stcretlqnarg,furlsdlctxon in civil, noncapital criminal, administrative

agency, Juvenile, judge disciplinary, original proceeding cases.

APPELLATE DIVISIONS OF SUPREME A APPELLATL TERMS OF SUPREME COURT

COURT (4 courts/divisions) (3 terms/2 departments)

47 justices sit in panels in four 13 justices sit in panels in three

deparinents terms .

Intermediate

(SN casetypes: CSIN casetypess appellate

- Handatory Jurisdiction in ¢ivil, - Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, r¢ court
noncapital criminal, administra- noncafltal crimingl, Jjuvenile,
t;ue,a?gncg, Juugn;le lawyer interlocutory decision cases.
disciplinary, orannal,proceed- - Discretionary jurisdiction in non-
ing, interlocutory decision cases, capital criminal, juvenile, inter-

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, A, locutory decision cases.
noncapital criminal, Juvenile, Civil
original proceeding, interlocutory felonies:
decision cases. 3rd and dth

Department -
Ronfelonies:
2nd Department
SUPREME COURT (12 districis) ] COUNTY COURT (57 counties outside HYC)
%484 FTE combined Supreme Court and %484 FTE combined Supreme Court and
County Court judges, County Court judges,
$ 8/n0 maximum /23,008
¢SIN casetgzes: . ¢sin casety{es: . Courts of
- Tort, contract, real Erorertg rights, - Tort, contract, real frqpertg rights, general
niscellaneous civil, Exclusive niscellaneous civil, Trial court Juris-
marriage dissolution jurisdiction, appeals iurxsdnctlon. . diction
- Triable felony, DI, miscellaneous - Iriable elonY. DNI/DUL, miscellaneous
criminal, criminal, Exclusive criminal appeals,
Jury trials, Jury trials.
i ] _—

COURT OF CLAINS (4 court) SURROGATES’ COURT

32 judges, 15 act as Supreme (62 counties)

Court Judges

. 76 surrogates

$ 0/no maximum

CSilt casetypes: CSIN casetypes:

- Yort, contract, real - Rdoption, estate,
gropert rights involving 3rd and 4th ist & 2nd

he state, L Departments Departments

Ko Jjury trials, Jury trials in estate.

FAMILY COURT (62 counties-- DISTRICT COURT (2 counties) CITY COURT (79 courts in 61

includes NYC Family Court) 43 Jjudges 1n NKassau and Suffolk cities)

156 Judges 163 gudges

$ 0/15,000 (SC: 1,500 $ 0/300-15,900 (SC: §,500) Courts of

(SN casetypes: ¢sIn casetq{es: (only 2 courts have 15,080 max) limited

- Domestic relations (except - Tort, contract, real property ¢SIN casetgges: uris-
marriage dissolution), — r;qhis, small claims, - Tort, contract, real property iction
quardlanshxt. Exclusive - Limited felony, misdemeanor, r;qh{s, small claims,
mental health jurisdiction, DRIMUI, . ~ Limited felony, misdemeanor,

- Exclusive juvenile - Noving traffic, miscellaneous DRI/DUI, ) )

Jurisdiction, traffic, ordinance violation. = Noving traffic, miscellaneous
. . Jury trials, except in traffic. traffic, ordinance violation.

Ko Jjury trials, Y Jury trials, except in traffic.

[ [ oo | SO .

CIVIL COURT OF THE CITY OF CRININAL COURT OF THE CITY OF 1 TOWN AND VILLAGE JUSTICE COURT

NEW YORK (1 court) NEW YORK (1 court) 1 (2,327 courts) '

129 judges ) v 1,885 Justices !

107 judges ; '

$ 8/25,000 (SC: 1,560 « $ 8/3,000 (SC: 1,500) '

¢SIn casetgtes: CSIN 9aset¥pes: . 1 CSIN casetgges: !

- Tort, contract, real property - Limited felony, misdemeanor, « - Tort, contract, real property
rights, smal] claims, miscel- H . L ' r;qh{s, small claims, '
laneous civil. - Niscellaneous traffic misde- 1 - Nisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, miscel- »

meanors, ordinance violation, +_laneous criminal, !
. L t =Traffic/other violation, t
Jury trials. Jury trials in criminal cases. ' Jury trials in most cases. '

# Includes Acting Supreme Court Justices assigned administratively.
Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information

NOTE:
relevant to each chart,

94

Increase due to manner of reporting,



NORTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT A
7 Justices sit en banc

(SIN casetypess ==~ =~ . L
- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative

b 4

agency, Juvenile, judge disciplinary, interlocutory
decision cases, -

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, criminal, admin-
istrative agency, juvenile, advisory opinions for the
execytive and legislature, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases.

|
COURT OF APPEALS A

12 judges sit in panels
¢SIN casetypes:

- Handatory gurlsdlctlon in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, Juvenile, lawyer disciplinary
original proceeding cages, . .

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital ¢riminal,
administrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases.

e

4

SUPERIOR COURT (34 districts) o
72 judges and 180 clerks with estate jurisdiction

$ 10,000/n0 maximum

CS{H casetypes: . .

- lort, contract, real prosertg rights, miscellaneous
civil cases, Exclusive adoption, estate, mental health,

HOTE:

administrative a?engy a{pgals durisdiction.
- Nisdemeanor. Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals
Jurisdiction.

Jury trials,

DISTRICT COURT (34 districts) )
146 judges, and 631 magistrates of which approximately
100 magistrates are part-time

$ /10,000 (5C: 1,500

¢SIn casetgzes: .

- Yort, contract, real sroperty rx?hts. Exclusive sma}l
claims, non-adoption domestic reiations, civil trial
court appeals, miscellaneous civil jurisdiction,

- ggsggneanor. Exclusive limited felony, DHI/ZDUI juris-

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

Jury trials in civil cases only,

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
. general
Jurisdiction

Court of
Climited
Jurisdiction

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

relevant to each chart,
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HOTE:

NORTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

9 Justices
- Handatory

o discre

administratiy ]
Eroceedlng, interlocytory decision cases.
- 10

SUPRENE COURT

sit en banc

¢SIN casetypes:

pes¢ . .. . . -
gur\sdxctxon in civil, noncapital criminal,
ive agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original

nary Jjurisdiction,

)

4

DISTRICT COURT (? judicial districts in 53
counties)
26 judges

$ 8/no maximum
CSIN casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real tropertg rights, guardian-

ship, Exclusive domes
administrative agency cases, misce

nglsdiction.

ic relationsllappea]s

isdemeanor, misce]laneous criminal, Exclusive

triable felony Jurisdiction,

- Moving traffic, parking, miscellaneous traffic,

- txclusive Jjuvenile Jjurisdiction,
Jury trials in most cases.

aneous ¢ivil

of

26 Judges

$ 9/10,000 (SC: 2,

¢SIN casetypes:

- lort, contract,
rights, estate.
¢laims, mental

- Llnlteﬁ_felong,

DUI, criminal appeals.
- Noving traffic, parking, miscel-

laneous traffic.

Jury trials, except in small claims

cases,

[ COUNTY COURT (53 counties) | TWNICIPAL COURT (164

t cities)
150 judges

rea) propert CSIN casetypes:
propervy Y i yPp

|
|
|
000 1
|
|
Exclusive small

laneous traffic.

misdemeanor, DNI/

No Jjury trials.

relevant to each chart,

96

WNICIPAL COURT (161 incorporated 1

health jurisdiction, H— - Hoving traftic, parking, miscel-

Exclusive ordi-

nance violation jurisdiction.

|
!
I
i
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
t
|

Court of
last resort

Court of
_general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
limited
Jurisdiction

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



OHIO COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT
7 Jjustices sit en banc

CSIM casetypess . .

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

- Dnscreilonarg Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,

Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

4

COURT OF APPEALS (12 courts)
93 judges sit in panels of 3 members each

CSIN casetypes: = = L . .
- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, inte
cases,
- No discretionary jurisdiction,

b 4

rlocutory decision

)

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (88 counties)

330 judges

$ 300/n0 maximum

CSIN casetypes:

agency cases, miscellaneous civil, Exclusive domestic rela-
tlons,.nentai health, estate jurisdiction.

- Exclusive triable fglo

- Exclusive Jjuvenile gurisdiction, o

- Traffic/other violation (Jjuvenile cases only) jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most cases.

Tort, contract, real property,ri?hts, appeal of administrative

ny, miscellaneous criminal jurisdiction,

| MINICIPAL COURT (118 courts) 1 1 COUNTY COURT (51 courts)
1 199 judges 61 judges

$ /10,000 (SC: {,0800) $ /3,000 (SC: 1,000)

....... beoq

CSIN casetypes:

- Tort
r;qhis small claims,

[}
[}
]
]
1
v miscellaneous civil,
1
[}
[}
[}
[}
]

COURT OF CLAIMS (1 court)

1 judge sits on temporary
assignment

CSIN casetypes:_ . .

- Appeal of administrative
agency cases, miscellaneous
civil actions against the
state.

Jury trial,

NOTE:

! Jury trials in most cases.

] b

contract, real property

- Limited felony, misdemeanor,
/DU1, criminal appeals.
- Traffic/other violation.

r

P

CSIN casetypes:
- Tort

= Limited felony, mis
DUl

|

|

|

[}

|

[}

[}
1oeivil,
]

1

I 'y

t  parking cases,
]

]

Jury trials in most ¢

'uavons' COURT (699 courts)
690 judges (mayors)
Esgﬂlcasefgpes:

= Traffic/other violation,

97

ort, contract, real prgpert?
r;qhis, small claims, miscellaneous

criminal appeals.
- Tralfic/other violation, except for

demeanor, DUI/

ases,
................. 1

1

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
. general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
Climited
Jurisdiction

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



OKLAHOMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPRENE COURT A COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS

9 justices sit en banc 3 Jjudges sit en banc

(SIM casetypes: = = CSIM casetypes:

- Mandatory turnsdxct:on in civil, - Nandatory jurisdiction in criminal, Courts of
administrative agency, juvenile, uvenile, original proceeding cases. last resort

lawyer disciplinary, advisory - glscretionary Juri581ctxon in inter-
apinion, original proceeding, locutory decision cases,
interlocutory decision cases,

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil,
administrative agency, Jjuvenile, in-
terlocutory decision cases,

s ! ] ] | :
|
!

!
COURT OF APPEALS (4 courts)

12 Jjudges sit in four perm-
anent divisions of 3 members

each

CSIN casetypes: Intermediate

- Hgndatoraﬂaur:sdxctlon in appellate
civil, administrative court

agency, Jjuvenile, original
rogegaan, interlocutory
ecision cases that are
assigned to 1t by the
Supreme Court,
- !9 discretionary jurisdic-
ion,

DISTRICT COURT (26 districts)
Ziddlstrlct, 77 associate district, and 58
Judges

$ 0/no maximum (SC: 1,500)

(SIN casetypes: =

= Exclusive civil aurxsdxctlon, except for Court of
concurrent jurisdiction in appeal of ad- . general
ministrative agency cases, = ) Jurisdiction

- Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (including
criminal a;;gals), )

- Noving tratfic, miscellaneous traffic,
ordinance violation, =

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials,

[rooosnonenesderoonnonoos 1 [rosorrececeectesscooce —
COURT OF TAX RIVIEM A 1 MUNICIPAL COURT NOT 1 t MUNICIPAL CRININAL ¢
(1 court) 1 OF RECORD (348 courts) 1 | ?gURT 0{ ?ECORD f
I I 1 (2 courts !
3 district judges 1 Rpproximately 330 full/y ! ) '
serve 1 part-time Judges ! ¢ 8 full-time and 18 Courts of
| ' 1 part-time judges 1 Climited
(SIN cagetypes: 1 CSIN casetqtes: I ! ' Jurisdiction
- szeal_o admin- 1 = Traffic/other ! 1 CSIN casetqtes: |
istrative agency 1 vielation, ' 1 = Traffic/other
cases, I I 1 vielation.
| | | |
No jury trials, t Jury trials, ! ! Jury trials, !

---- Indicates assignment of cases.

Oklahoma has a Norkers' Compepsation Court which hears complaints that are handled exclusively by
administrative agencies in other states.

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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OREGON COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPRENE COURT
7 justices sit en banc

(SIN casetypess = . . .
- Nandatory Jurisdiction in capital criminal, administrative agency,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin-
istrative agency, juvenile, disciplinary, certified questions from
the federal courts, original proceeding cases.

4

COURT OF APPEALS A

- Nandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncasital gr%ni?al,tadnigistrg-
ing, interlocutory decision

- Civil

v disciplinary, original proceeding cases.
10 Jjudges sit in panels and en banc
CSIN casetypes:
tive agency, Jjuvenile, original procee
cases., i L
- No discretionary jurisdiction,
TAX COURT !
(1 court) counties)
{ judge

(SIN casetypes:
appeals
from adminis-

trative tion), miscellansous civil jurisdiction,
agencies, - Exclusjve triable felony, criminal appeals
urisdiction.
- Juvenile,

CIRCUIT COURT (20 judicial districts in 36

8% 8udaes )

$ 10,000/n0 maximum

(SIR casetypes: )

- Yort, contract, real property rights ado;—
tion, estate, civil appeals, mental health.

M Exclusive domestic relations (except adop-

No Jjury trials,

NOTE:

Jury trials in most cases.

relevant to each chart.

99

r 1T r 1
1 COUNTY COURT 1 1+ JUSTICE COURT 11 MUNICIPAL COURT DISTRICT COURT
1 (36 counties) 1 1 (38 courts) 11 (196 courts) (27 counties with a
v 11 37 justices of the 1 _ ! District Cout)
19 judges I 1 peace 11 148 judges ! 58 judges
I I | | | |
1 CSIN casetypes: + 1§ 8/2,580 §C:2,5001 1 CSIN casetypes: 1 $ /10,000 5¢:2,500
- adogtxon, 1+ (SIN casetypes:t 1 1 - Nisdemeanor, 1 CSIN casetypes:
1 mental health,t 1 - Tort, contract, 1 /I, 9 - Tort, contract,
1 estate, 11 real propert? 1= Traffic/other ¢ real propert?
1 = Juvenile, 1+ rights, smal (¢« violation, ¢ rights, sma)
! i . t v+ claims, o ! claims, probate/
t No jury trials, 1 » - Limited felony, 1+ ! wills/intestate.
bococeommenoonaee. 4 1 misdemeanor, o o - Limited felony,
o DNIAUL, v v Jury trials in migdemeanor,
1 - Noving traffic, 1 1 some cases, ! U1,
] farkxng, misgel- 1 Leccccmccocenconon . - Traffic/other
1 laneous traffic, 1 violation,
| |
v Jury trials in somel $ Jury trials in some
| cases, ! cases,

—

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Courts of
_ general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
limited
Jurisdiction

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



PENNSYLVANIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT
7 Justices sit en banc

(SIN casetypes: . L ) L

- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative agency, juvenile,
disciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in ¢ivil, noncapital criminal, administrative agency,
Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

$ [ | [ |
CORAONNEALTH COURT SUPERIOR COURT
9 authorized judges sit in panels 15 authorized judges sit in panels
and en bane and en bant
(SIN casetypes: CSIN casetypes =
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil,
noncapital criminal,administrative noocafltal criminal, iuvenlle, or-
ggenc7, original proceeding, iginal proceeding, interlocutory
interlocutory decision cases decision cases, .
involving the Commonwealth, - Discretionary jurisdiction in
= Discretionary jurisdiction in ¢ivil, noncapital criminal, juv-
¢ivil, administrative agency, or- enile, original proceeding, inter-
lglnal proceeding, interlocutory locutory decision cases.
decision cases involving the
Commonweal th,
! 4
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (60 districts in 67 counties) A
33 Jjudges

$ 8/n0 maximum

CSIN casetypes: . . o

- lort, contract, real rroperty rlghts, misce]laneous civil,
Exclugive domestic relations, estate, mental health, civil
appeals jurisdiction, ) , .

- Nisdemeanor, DUI/DUL, Exclusive triable felony, criminal
appeals, miscellaneous criminal jurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most cases.
4

PHILADELPHIA RUNICIPAL COURT
(1st District)

? STRICT JUSTICE COURT
22 judges 3

$

¢

I
343 courts)
46 district Jjustices

874,000
Nﬂcuewtu:
Tort, contract, real property

$ 0/5,000(only real prop.)(5¢:3,000)
(SIN casetypes: )
= Real property rights, miscella-

neous domestic relations, miscel- rights, )
laneous civil, Exclusive small - Limited felonB/nlsdeneanor,
claims jurisdiction, nisdemeanor, DHI/DUI,

- %1n1ted felony, misdemeanor, DI/ = Traffic/other violation,

- Ordinance violation, .

No Jury trials, Ho jury trials,

PHILADELPHIA TRAFFIC COURT PITISBURGH CITY HAGISTRATES
(ist District) (3th District)
. 6 magistrates
6 Jjudges .
$ 0/no maiximum
¢SIN casetypes: CSIN casetypes:

)

]

Real property rights,

Linited felony/misdemeanor/
DUI/DUI, misdemeanor,

= Traffic/other violation,

miscelaneous traffic,

]
|
\
]
|
- Hquinfltraffic parking,
[}
:
]
1

No jury trials. t No Jjury trials.

Court of
last resort

{ntermediate
appellate
courts

Court of
. general.
Jurisdiction

Courts of
Climited
Jurisdiction

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

relevant to each chart,
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PUERTO RICO COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPRENE COURT
8 justices

Jurisdiction: . )
- Reviews Judanents and decisions of the Coyrt of First In-
Etange,* and cases on appeal or review before the Superior
ourt,
- Reviews rulings of the Registrar of Property and rulings of
certain administrative agencies,

)

SUPERIOR COURT (12 districts)
92 judges

$ 19,000/n0 maximum

CSIN casetypes: ) ) )

- Tort, contract, real propertY rights, domestic relations
and miscellaneous civil, Exclusive estate and civil appeals
Hurlsdlctlon. i . o

- fisdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony and criminal appeals

urisdietion,

- kxclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in criminal cases,

DISTRICT COURT* (39 courts)
94 judges

$ 8/10,000
CSIN casetypes: . ) i
- Tort, contract, rea] propertg_r;?hts, miscellaneous domestic
rglailons and miscellaneous civil, o
- E;sggneanor. Exclusive limited felony, and DNI/DUI juris-
iction,
- Traffic/other violation, except no parking.

No jury trials.

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE (3 courts) MUNICIPAL COURT (52 courts)
3 regular and 10 special judges 36 judges

Jurisdiction: ¢Sin casetgzes: o

- Justices of the Peace are empowered - Traffic/other violation,

to handle only preliminary matters
such as arraignment, setting bail
and issuing search warrants, They
do not reach decision or verdict.

No jury trials, No Jjury trials,

Court of
last resort

Court of
. general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
Climited
Jurisdiction

# The Court of First Instance consists of two divisions: the Superior Court and the District Court.

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

relevant to each chart.
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RHODE ISLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT
9 Jjustices sit en banc
CSIN casetypes:

interlocutory

- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, Jjuvenile,
disciplinary, advisory opinion, original proceeding cases,
- Discretionary aurlsdxctlon in administrative agency appeals,
ecision, original proceeding cases,

3

]

19 Jjustices

CS?

Baa/no Maximum
casetypes:

miscellaneous civil,
- Nisdemeanor, DI/

Jury trials.

SUPERIOR COURT (4 divisions)

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

Extlusive triable felony,
criminal appeals jurisdiction,

]

DISTRICT COURT (8 divisions) f
13 Judqes

000/5 900-10,000 (SC: 1,000
case ypes:

- or contract, real property
rlqh{s, appeals of administrative
agency cases, Exclusive small
¢ alns, mental health jurisdic-

- nlsdeneanor, DHI/DYL, Exclusive
limited felon? {urnsdxctxon.

- Ordinance violation, Exclusive
moving traffic for those cases
not handled administratively,

No jury trials.

= - = - - - ——

FAMILY COURT (4 divisions)

11 judges

CSIN casetypes:

- Exclusive domestic relations

jurisdiction.
- txclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

No jury trials.

MUNICIPAL COURT (35 cities)

7 Jjudges

CSIN casetypes:

- Ordinance violation, Exclusive
parking jurisdiction,

No jury trials,

NOTE:
relevant o each chart,

r——————— - =

PROBATE COURT (39 cities/towns)
39 Jjudges

CSIN casetypess
- Exclusive estate jurisdiction,

No Jjury trials.

102

Court of
last resort

Court of
general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
Climited
Jurisdiction

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



SOUTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

w

SUPREME COURT
9 justices sit en bang
CSIN casetypes:

- Handatory Jjurisdiction in civil, ¢riminal, guuenile, m

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

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal
administrative agency, Jjuvenile, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases.

!

! |

!

COURT OF APPEALS
¢ Jjudges sit in panels and en banc

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
> CSIN casetypes: = =~ ) . ) appellate
- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin- court
istrative agency, Jjuvenile, original proceeding cases assigned
to it by the Supreme Court,
= No discretionary jurisdiction,
$
CIRCUIY COURT (16 circuits) A
31 judges and 28 masters-in-equity
$ 0/no maximum Court of
¢SIN casetgges: ) . . __J . general
- Tort, contract, real fropertu pxghts, miscellaneous civil, Jurisdiction
Exclusive ¢ivil ;Bﬁea s Jurisdiction, )
- Nisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, Exclusive triable felony, criminal
appeals, miscellaneous criminal jurisdiction.
Jury trials, except in appeals.
4
TANILY COURT (16 circuits) ! MGISTRATE COURT (315 courts)
) 1 317 magistrates !
46 judges ' !
1§ 0/1,000 I
(SIN cagetypes: . 1 CSIN casetypes: '
- Niscellaneous civil, Exclusive 1 - Tort, contract, real property:
domestic relations jurisdiction, i rights, some paternity/ |
except for some ﬁaterngtzlbastardy ! bgstaray. ) ]
cases heard in the Magistrate 1 - Linited felony, misdemeanor, 1
oure, [ ' |
- Juveni]e traffic, 1 = Traffic/other violation, I
- Juvenile. 1 = Juvenile, !
. ) ( . ! Courts of
Ko jury trials.  Jury trials, | Climited
bococcommmocoonccccceoncenonaen. 4 Jurisdiction
| FROBATE COURT (46 courts) | | WONICIPAL COURT (241 courts) |
| [} [} |
1 46 judges ' 1 ~260 judges '
] | |
1 (SIN casetypes: ] 1 CSIH gasetypes: , l
1 = Exclusive mental health, estate |————— - Limited felony, misdemeanor, «
t Jurisdiction. | 1 DHI/DUI, . . !
I ' 1 - Traffic/other violation, 1
| | | |
t No jury trials, | 1 Jury trials, |
Lececrcernncnnncsssracncencnannnananns J Lecrraccccceccovsccanacanssoonnnsn J —

---- Indicates assignment of cases.

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

relevant to each chart.
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SOUTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPRENE COURT
9 justices sit ea banc

CSIN casetypes:

- Handatory %urxsdxctxon in clUll criminal, Court of
administrative agency, Juvenile, last resort
disciplinary, orxgxna\ proceeding cases.

- Discretionary ﬂurxsdxctlon in_advisory
opinions for the state executive, inter-
locutory decision, original proceeding
tases,

4

CIRCULT COURT (8 circuits) A
39 Judges 13 law nagxstrates, 1{ part-time
lay magistrates, 84 full-time clerk magis-
trates, and 49 part-time clerk magistrates.

$ @/no maximum (SC: 2,000)
CSIN casetypes:

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

crxnxnal a{pea ).

- Exclusive traffic/other violation Juris-
dlctlon (exceTt for uncontested parking
which is handled administratively),

- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials, except in small claims,

KOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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TENNESSEE COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT f
5 Justices sit en banc

CSIN casetypes: o

- handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, workers' compen-
sation, lawyer disciplinary cases, . .

- stcrgixonarg Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal
Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

! !

COURT OF APPEALS (3) A COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS (3)

12 judges generally sit in panels 9 Judges sit in panels and

and en banc en bane

CSIM casetypes: CSIN casetypes

- Handatory iurlsdlctlon in civil, - Nandatory jurisdiction in non-
administrative agency, Juvenile capital criminal, Juvenile, or-
cases, o iginal proceeding cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in - Discretionary &ur;sdlctxon in
interlocutory decision cases. interlocutory decision cases.,

! !

r™ JUDICIAL DISTRICIS (3{ districts)#

CIRCUIT COURT .. Q| CHANCERY @ CRIMINAL COURT
(99 counties in 31 districts)®#| COURT (3{ dist-| (31 districts)
70 judges ricts) .

. 32 chancellors | 26 .udges
$ 58/n0 maximum $ 59/n0 maximun
(51K casetypes: CSIN casetypess| CSIN casetypes:

= Civil, exceft small claims, | - Civil, except| - Criminal, Criminal
Clvil afpea s Jurisdiction, small claims,| appeals jurisdiction,

- Criminal, .

- Hoving traffic, miscella-~
neous traffic.

Jury trials, Jury trials, Jury trials,

........... Lo Lo Lo

r | pooooooo-- 1 9
1 JUUENILE COURT ' 1 PROBATE COURT (21 t MUNICIPAL COURT 1
1 (24 courts) ' v ' v (7300 courts)
' . ' 1 3 judges; § gen- « ¢ ™97 judges ¢
v $6 juvenile judges ¢ 1 eral session ! t !
' 1 1 judges also serve t CSIN casetypess ¢
t CSIN casetypes: ' ! ' 1 - Hisdemeanor,
1 - Paternity/bastardy,! 1 CSIM casetypes: v DHIAUL, '
1 mental health, ' 1 - Estate, ' 1 = Traffic/other

1 = Juvenile, ! ' . . ! v violation,
t Ko jury trials, ! t No jury trials. ! ! No Jury trials, !

r T

1 GENERAL SESSIONS CQURT (92 counties and 2 additioral
v counties have a trial justice court) L
t 77 full-time and 38 part-time Jjudges. (This includes
1 2 justices of the peace)
1
|
|
[}

[}

'

!

]

[}

$ B/varies (SC: 10,000 '
CSIN casetqges: . . ) |
- Tort, contract, real tropertq rxfhts, narrxage dis-

— soluhon} support/custody, mental health, estate, 1
[}

[}

:

)

‘

1

| arpgal of administrative agency cases. Exclusive small
1 claims jurisdiction,

1 - Hisdemeanor, DNI/DUI,

1 - Traffic/other violation,
t = Juvenile.

t

[}

! No jury trials,

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
courts

Court(s) of
. general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
 limited
Jurisdiction

#The State of Tennessee was divided into 31 judicial districts on September 4, 1984, There is a
Circuit in each district, Twenty seven districts have separate Chancery Courts, and thirteen dis-

tricts have separate (riminal Courts, The Circuit Court has surisdiction over chancery and criminal
Ju

matters in the remaining circuits. There is one gresxding J
redistricting, two Law and Equity Courts became Circuit to

ge for each district, Rs a result of the
urts and the other two became Chancery Courts.

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

relevant to each chart,
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TEXAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT

9 Justice

CSIN case

- Mandato

- Discreti
adnlnxs
tified
origina

s sit en banc

types:

ry Jurisdiction in civil cases,

1onarq Jurisdiction in civil,
rative agency, juvenile, cer-

?uestlons from federal courts,
proceeding cases.

!

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
9 judges sit in panels and en banc

CSIN casetypes

- Nandatory Jurlsdlctlon in crimin-
al, original proceedlng cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in
noncapital criminal, original pro-

ceeding cases,

!

COURTS OF APPEALS (14 courts)
80 Jjustices sit in panels

w

¢SIN casetypes:

decision cases,
- No discretionary jurisdiction,

- Handatorq Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal
trative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, lnterlocutorg

adminis-

!

DISTRICT COURTS (374 courts)

DISTRICT COURT (364 courts) A
64 Jjudges

$ 508/n0 maximum

CSIN casetypes:

- !ort contract, real gropertg

ghis, domestic relations

state, miscellaneous civil,
Excluslve administrative agency
appeals gurlsdxctlon.

- Trxa e telony, misdemeanor,
DRI/DUI, miscellaneous criminal,

- Juvenile,

Jury trials,

CRIMINAL DISTRICT COURT
(10 courts)

10 judges

Jury trials,

CSIn caset,?es.
DHI/DUI,

Iriable felony, misdemeanor,
miscellaneous crininal

cases,

Jury trials,

Jury trials,

COUNTY LEVEL COURTS (412 courts)
« CONSTITUTIONAL COUNTY COURT PROBATE COURT | COUNTY COURT AT LAM (146 courts)l
v (294 courts) (12 courts) 146 judges
1 254 judges ) n
! 12 Judges $ Zea/varles (8¢: 150-209) ]
1 CSIN case uges' )
1 CSIN casetqges' CSIH casetypes:| - Tort, contract, real property
1 - Tort, con ract, real property | - Estate, righ {s, small claims, marriage:
1 righ his, small Claims, marriage dissolution, estate, mental
1 dissolution, estate, mental health, civi} trial court ap- -
v health, civi] trial court ap- Fea s, miscellaneous civil,
] ﬁeals. miscellaneous civil, isdemeanor, DHI/DUI, crlnlnall
1 isdemeanor, DRI/DUI, criminal appeals, 1
1 appeals, - Noving traffic, miscellaneous
1 - Hoving traffic, miscellaneous traffic, ]
1 traffic. - Juvenile, !
1 = Juvenile, ]
[} [}
[} [}
L

MUNICI
1109 §

CSIH ¢
- Limi
- Novi
neou
viol

Jury ¢

Jury trials,

PAL COURT* (847 courts)
udges

aset*pes.
ted felony, misdemeanor,

ng traffic, parking, miscella-
s traffic, Exclusive ordinance
ation Jjurisdiction,

rials,

1
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT* ]
(954 courts) ]
954 judges '
]

$ 0/1,000 (SC: 4,000 '
¢SIN casetv{es. ]
- Tort, contract, real property H

;lqh%i, sMall clalns, mental

eal

- Limited felony, misdemeanor,

- Hoving trafiic, parking, miscel-
laneous traffic,

Jury trials,

# Some Nunicipal and Justice of the Peace Courts may appeal to the District Court,

Courts of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
Climited
Jurisdiction

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

relevant to each chart,
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UTAH COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT
5 Justices sit en banc

v

CSIN casetypes: == =~

- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil
agency, Juvenile, lawyer discip
cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases.

criminal, administrative
ilnarg, original proceeding

4

29 Jjudges

$ 0/no maximum

¢sin casetyges:

- Tort, contract, real
jurisdiction,

criminal appeals jurisd

DISTRICT COURT (? districts in 29 counties) A

C r roperty rights.
Exclusive domestic relations, es
health, civil appeals, miscellaneous civil

- Nisdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony,

Jury trials in most casetypes.

ate, mental

iction,

]

CIRCUIT COURT (12 circuits; 29
counties)
37 judges

|

1

t

]

+ 2/10,000 (5C: {4,000 )
] casetyges: '
- Tort, contract, real property '
r;ghis small claims. '

- Limited felony, misdemeanor, ¢
DHI/DUI, Exclusive miscellaneous '
criminal iurxsd;ctxon. !

- Traffic/other violation. I
|

|

]

Jury trials, except in small claims
and parking cases,

TICE OF THE PEACE COURT
1 cities/counties)
Judges

/4,000 (SC: {,000)

N casetypes: )
ort, contract, small claims.
imited felony, misdemeanor,
W1/DUI, ) )
raffic/other violation,

—, I G e (D) O~

12 judges

¢SIN casetypes:
- Exclusive juvenile jurisd
No jury trials,

JUUENILE COURT (6 juvenile court districts)

- Noving traffic, miscellaneous traffic (juvenile),

iction,

NOTE:
relevant to each chart.
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Court of
last resort

Court of
. general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
Climited
Jurisdiction

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



VERMONT COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPRENE COURT fA

9 Jjustices sit en banc

CSIM casetypes: . . . . Court of

- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative last resort
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, 1nierlocutorg decision

cases. L .
- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases.

] 4 |

SUPERIOR COURT (14 counties) ] DISTRICT COURT* (14 circuits)
19 Jjudges 14 judges
$ 288/n0 MaximuM $ 0/5,000 (SC: 2,000
(SIN casetypes: CSIN casetypes:
- Tort, contract, support/custody, - Tort, contract, support/custody,
satern;tg/bastgrdy, misce]]aneous paternlty/bastardT. miscella-
omestic relations, miscellaneous neous domestic relations, mental Courts of
civil. Exclugive real fropertg health, Exclusive small claims . general
rights, marriage dissolution, *uplsdlctlon. L jurisdiction
civi] apseals Jurisdiction. - Iriable felona. Exclusive misde-
= Triable felony. meanor, DHI/DUI gurisdiction.
= Exclusive nouxn?,traffxg, Mis-
cellaneous traftic, ordinance
vioJation jurisdiction, =~
= txclusive Juvenile jurisdiction.
Jury trials, Jury trials.

PROBATE COURT (19 districts)

19 Judges

Court of
(SIN casetypes: ) limited
= Neptal health, miscellaneous domestic Jurisdiction

relations, miscellaneous civil, Exelu-
sive adoplion, estate jurisdiction.

No jury trials,

% The District Court was created as a_court of limited jurisdiction, but since its creation, has
steadily increased its scope to include almost all criminal business., In {983, the District Court
was granted jurisdiction over all crimipal cases, and has become the court of general jurisdiction
for most criminal matters. A small number of appeals go to the Superior Court,

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart,
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: VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPRENE COURT A
7 Jjustices sit en banc and in panels

CSIN casetypes: == = ) o .

- Nandatory jurisdiction in capital criminal, admin- Court of
istrative agency, lawyer disciplinary cases, last resort

- Discretionary Jjurisdiction in civil, noncapital
criminal, administrative aagncg,,auvenxle Judge dis-
ciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory decision

w

cases,
i
COURT OF APPEALS# A
10 judges sit in panels
Jues g Intermediate
CSIN casetypes: = L . appe]late
- Nandatory Jurisdiction in some civil, some administra- court
tive aggncu and some original proceeding cases.
- Discretionary jurisdiction in noncapital criminal cases.
4
CIRCUIT COURT (34 circuits) A
122 judges
$ 0-1,000/n0 maximum
Cﬂncuewzu: )
- Tort, contract, real property rights, mental health,
gdnxnxstratlue agency agpeals miscellaneous civil, Court of
xclusive domestic relations (except for support/cus- . general
29d¥2, civil appeals from trial courts, estate juris- Jurisdiction
iction,
- Wisdemeanor, criminal appeals., Exclusive triable felony
ﬂur;sdlctxon. )
- Urdinance violation.
Jury trials,
4
DISTRICT COURT (204 General District, Juvenile, and A
Domestic Relations Courts)* .
182,75 FIE ?engral district and 74,25 FIE juvenile and
domestic relations judges
$ 8/7,000
(SIN casetypes: )
- Tort, contract, real property rights, support/custody, Court of
mental health, administrative agency aspeals. o . limited
- E;sggneanor. xclusive DHI/DUL, limited felony Jjuris- Jurisdiction
iction.
- Ordinance violation, Exclusive moving traffic, parking,
miscellanequs traffic Jurisdiction.
- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction.
No jury trials.

istrict Court is referred to as the Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court when hearing
%hll! and domestic relations cases, and as the General District Court for the balance
e cases.,

¥ The Uirginia Court of ﬁpfeals an intermediate appellate court, became effective January 1, 1983,
## The Dis d

Juven

of

NOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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WASHINGTON COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT
9 justices sit en banc and in panels
CSIN casetypes:

- Nandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, adwinigtrative
agency, Juvenile, certified questions from federal courts

w

Court of
last resort

cases,

proceeding, interlocu

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, Jjuvenile, disciplinary, original
tory decision cases.

4

)

P T

85 judges
CSIN casetypes:

COURT OF APPEALS (3 courts/divisions)
16 judges sit in panels
Intermediate
CSIN casetypes: = =~ . . . appellate
- Nandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin- court
jstrative agency, Juvenile, original grocgedan cases,
- Discretionary jurisdiction in administirative agency, inter-
locutory decision cases,
)
SUPERIOR COURT (2% districts in 39 counties) A
129 judges
$ 8/n0 maximum
CSIN casetypes: ) ) ) Court of
- Tort, contract, Exclusive real ;ropgrt? rights, domestic . general
elations, estate, mental health, civil appeals, miscel- Jurisdiction
aneous clvi gurlsdlctlon. o o
- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals jurisdiction,
- Exclusive Jjuvenile jurisdiction,
Jury trials in most cases.
4
weceesesemneraonnensmnnendenaiiL presessssesescscdariiiiiaiiinnnn... 1 R
MUNICIPAL COURT (135 cities) DISTRICT COURT (64 courts A
established by counties in 67
locations)
109 judgesx
) Courts of
- Domestic relations, $ 0/10,000 (SC: 1,000 Climited
DHI/DU], CSIN casetypes: Jdurisdiction

= Hisdemeanor, ' ,
- Hoving trat}lc, parking, miscel-
laneous traffic, and ordinance

violations,

Jury trials, except in parking,

e e e - = = = A

Exclusive small claims
ngnsdlctxon.
- Nisdemeanor, DHI/DU], i
- Hoving traffic, arking, miscel-

|

1

!

i

1

!

[}

1 = Tort, contract, miscellaneous
|

]

[}

[}

I g

1 laneous (non-traffic) violations,
|

[}

|

[}

[}

[}

i

[}

1

C [}
domestic relations, '
[}

]

i

]

[}

[}

[}

! Jury trials, except in parking.

# There are 194 judges ass}Tned to the Municipal Court and District Court: 169 are attorneys, 25 are

non-attorneys; 87 are fu
s District Court pro

NOTE:
relevant to each chart.

r time, 107 are part-time, o
vides services to municipalities that do not have a Hunicipal Court,

Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
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WEST VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT OF APPEALS

5 Jjustices sit en banc
CSIN casetypess
- No mandatory jurisdiction.

tions from the federa
locutory decision cases.

- Discretionary jurisdiction jn civil, noncapital criminal, ad-
ministrative agency, fuuenlle, disciplinary, certified ques-
courts, original proceeding, inter-

Court of
last resort

]

HOTE:
relevant to each chart.

CIRCUIT COURT (34 circuits) f
60 Jjudges
$ 300/n0 maximum
¢SIn casetuzes: ) ) ) Court of
- Tort, contract., Exclusive real propgrtT rights, domestic . general
rglaixons, mental health, estate, ciyi apfeals Jurisdiction, Jurisdiction
- Misdemeanor, DUI/DUI, Exclusive triable felony, criminal
appeals Jurisdiction,
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,
Jury trials,
) )
MAGISTRATE COURT (55 counties) | MUNICIPAL COURT (54 courts) 1
139 magistrates ' ) '
1 54 judges ]
$ 0/3,000 I |
CSIN casetypes: 1 CSIN casetypes: !
- lort, contract, ) ¢ = DHIMAUL t Courts of
- Nisdemeanor, DUI/DUL. Exclusive ( = Hoving traffic, miscellaneous 1 Climited
limited felony jurisdiction, 1 traffic, Exclusive parking, Jurisdiction
- Hoving traffic, miscellaneous 1+ ordinance violation !
traffic, t Jurisdiction, i
i |
i |
Jury trials, L Jury trials. !

Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
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WISCONSIN COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT

7 justices sit en banc

¢SIn casetgpes:, o Court of

- No mandatory jurisdiction. last resort

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, disciplinary, certified questions
from the federal courds, original proceeding, juvenile
cases,

COURT OF APPEALS (4 districts)

13 judges sit in 3-judge districts (one 4-judge district) i

Intermediate

CSIN casetypess =~ ) o appellate

- Nandatory %urlsdlctxon in civil, noncapital criminal, court
administrative agency, Jjuvenile cases, .

- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision
cases,

4

RCUIT COURT (69 circuits) f
Judges

?

8/no maximum (5¢: 1,000
SIM casetypes: ~
Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including civil appeals). Court of
DHI/DUL, Exclusive triable felony, misdemeanor _general
gur1sdxctxon. ) . ) ) Jurisdiction
- Lontested: moving tra{flc,,farklnq,'n;scellaneous traf-

fic, Ordinance violations if no Hunicipal Court,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

|
9

Jury trials in most cases.

........................................................... 9 —

T MINICIPAL COURT (203 municipalities)
]

) 205 judges

]

Court of

_limited
Jurisdiction

v (SIN casetypes:
t- D

- Traffic/other violation,

[}
|
! No jury trials,

HOTE: Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
relevant to each chart.
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WYOMING COURT STRUCTURE, 1986

SUPREME COURT
5 Justices sit en banc
(SN casetypes:

1901\0!}.

from the federal cour

- Mandatory Jurisdiction over civil, criminal, administrative
Juvenile, lauger disciplinary, certified questions
. ¢ ris, original proceeding cases,

- No discretionary jurisdiction,

4

)

DISTRICT COURT (9 districts)
{7 Jjudges

$ 1,000-7

¢SIN casetypes:

- Tort, contract
lations (excepf

jurisdiction,

Jury trials.

000/n0 maximum (depends on whether appeal is {rom
County bourt or Justice of the Peace Court)

real property rights. Exclusive domestic re-
for miscellaneous domestic relations), men-
tal health, estate, civil appeals, miscellaneous eivil

- kxclusive triable felony, criminal appeals jurisdiction,
= Exclugive Juvenile jurisdiction,

JUSTICE OF TRE PEACE COURT
(14 courts in 1{ counties)
14 justices of the peate

$ 0/1,000 (5C: 750)

(SIN casetypes:

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

- %bﬁlt?d felony, misdemeanor,

- Hoving iraffig, parking, miscel-
laneous traffic/other violation,

Jury trials, except in small
claims,

_—— e - - - —— - = ——d

|
1
|
|
|
|
|
|
!
t
i
{
|
1

r
i

MUNICIPAL COURT (81 courts)

77 Jjudges

CSIN casetypes:

- DHIAUL, . . .

- Hoving traffic, parking, miscel-

laneous traffic, Exclusive or-
dinance violation jurisdiction,

Jury trials.
L

19 Jjudges

$ 0/7,000 (5C: 75@)
ﬂhcuewtu:

- Tort, con
snall,
relations,

= Noving
traffic violation,

COUNTY COURT (9 districts)

tract, real propertg rights,
claims, miscellaneous

- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DNI/DUI,
traffic, parking, miscellaneous

Jury trials, except in small claims,

omestic

NOTE:
relevant to each chart.
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Be sure to read the text at the beginning of this section which contains important information
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TABLE 1: Reported National Caseload for State Appellate Courts, 1986

Reported Caseload Filed Disposed

Courts of last resort:

I. Mandatory jurisdiction cases:

A. Number of reported compliete and comparable cases ............... i, 15,561 11,380
Number of cases per Judge/Justice ...... ..ottt ittt 19 19
Number of courts reporting complete and comparable data ................... 29 23
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting

complete and comparable mandatory jurisdiction data ..................... 28 22
Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction
represented by complete and comparable data ........... ..ot 62% 50%

8. Number of reported complete cases that include some discretionary petitions 6,226 7,156
Number of cases per judge/justice ........ ... i ittt 93 94
Number of courts reporting complete data with

some discretionary petitions ... ... ... i e e 11 12
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting complete mandatory

Jurisdiction data that include some discretionary petitions ............. 1 12
Percent of the total population of states with mandatory Jurisdiction

represented by complete data that include some discretionary petitions .. 12% 14%

C. Number of reported cases that are elther incomplete, or incomplete and

include some discretionary petitions ..... ... oo i, 1,762 1,378
Number of cases per judge/justice ..... ...ttt 36 317
Number of courts reporting incomplete data, or incomplete and include

some discretionary petitions ...... it i i e e 7 5

Number of states with courts of last resort reporting either incomplete

mandatory jurisdiction data or data that are both incomplete and include

some discretionary petitions ... ... i e 7 5
Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction

represented by incomplete data, or incomplete and include some

discretionary petitions ... ... i it i e, 19% 6%

II. Discretionary jurisdiction petitions:

A. Number of reported complete and comparable petitions ...................... 217,295 20,564
Number of petitions per judge/Justice ........ ... .., 123 121
Number of courts reporting complete and comparable petitions .............. 32 25
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting complete .

and comparable discretionary jurisdiction petitions ..................... 32 25
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary Jurisdiction
represented by complete and comparable data ............. ... il 15% 56%

8. Number of reported complete petitions that include some mandatory cases ... 5,608 7,813
Number of petitions per Judge/justice ....... ... .ciiiiiiiiii i, 295 206
Number of courts reporting complete petitions with some mandatory cases ... 3 6
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting complete petitions

that include some mMandatory CasSes .....vevieiierninniionanenee soanananse 3 6
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jurisdiction

represented by complete data that include some mandatory cases .......... 8% 13%

C. Number of reported petitions that are either incomplete, or incomplete and

Include some MANAATOrY CASES ... .cuieniuinininenenrorereonoocacacoconaanans 5,696 4,748
Number of petitions per judge/justice ........coiiiuiieiiiiiiiiinieann., 116 90
Number of courts reporting incomplete petitions, or incomplete and include

SOME MANAALOTY CASOS +.uvniueuesernneeneroeneaonnonosassastoscssosnonoenns 8 8
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting either incomplete

petitions or incomplete and include some mandatory cases ................ 8 8

Percent of the total population of states with discretionary Jjurisdiction
represented by incomplete data, or incomplete and include some mandatory
CASBS v vvve oo enneeeoesassasanassoeeesaaeaoeesansasosasssassasoatasssonsns 11% 13%

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 1:

Reported national caseload for state appellate courts, 1986. (continued)

Disposed

Reported Caseload Filed
Intermediate appellate courts:
I. Mandatory jurisdiction cases:

A. Number of reported complete and comparable cases .........ovuveeeeenennnnn. 717,030 65,874
Number of cases per Judge/Justice .......iuuiiriiiiniin ittt 162 145
Number of courts reporting complete and comparable data ................... 26 24
Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting complete

and comparable mandatory jurisdiction data ........... ..., 25 23
Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction
represented by complete and comparable data ............coiiiiiniiinnnnn. 64% 48%

B. Number of reported complete cases that include some discretionary cases ... 53,395 54,306
Number of cases per jJudge/justice ......coviiiiniiiiniiiineriiinernnnnnnnnn 207 236
Number of courts reporting complete data with some discretionary petitions 14 14
Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting complete

data that include some discretionary petitions ........ ... ..o .... 13 12
Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction
represented by complete data that include some discretionary petitions .. 43% 39%
C. Number of reported cases that are either incomplete, or incomplete and
Include some discretionary petitions ...ouitirii ittt et 0 0
II. Discretionary Jurisdiction petitions:

A. Number of reported complete and comparable petitions ............civnen... 13,248 5,130
Number of petitions per judge/justice .......ooivniiiniiiniiinennennnnnn, 53 17
Number of courts reporting complete and comparable petitions .............. 14 9
Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting complete and

comparable discretionary jurisdiction petitions ....... ... ... . ..t 14 9
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jurisdiction
represented by complete and comparable data ........... ... .. ... 48% 23%

B. Number of reported complete petitions that include some mandatory cases ... n 317
Number of petitions per judge/justice ........ ... .. i i, 23 20
Number of courts reporting complete petitions that include some mandatory

LSS it tveeutananeeeooneneesanonsasesaseaeasaacacesasesoosanensesanenns 1 1
Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting complete

petitions that include some mandatory cases .........c..c.ivierrinrnnennnnn 1 1
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jurisdiction

represented by complete data that include some mandatory cases .......... 3% 3%

C. Number of reported petitions that are either incomplete, or incomplete and

include some MANAALOrY CASES . ..iiiiiiinrenneeiennneeeannanoeeananennenn 2,294 2,012
Number of petitions per judge/justice ......... ... ittt 50 35
Number of courts reporting incomplete data, or incomplete and include

some MaNdatory Cases ... .. ..ot it i i ettt e 1 2
Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting either

incomplete petitions or incomplete and include some mandatory cases ..... 1 2
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jurisdiction

represented by incomplete data, or incomplete and include some mandatory

@SS v evteateneetesaesoneastasotostneseestacnsaasaanaassentsssssansannsas 74 10%

Summary section for all appellate courts:

Reported filings

COLR 1AC Total
A. Number of reported complete and comparable cases/petitions ......... 42,856 90,278 133,134
B. Number of reported complete cases/petitions that include other case
L8773 T3S PPN 11,834 53,766 65,600
C. Number of reported cases/petitions that are either incomplete, or
incomplete and include other casetypes ........... . i, 7,458 2,294 9,752
B0 % T O RN 62,148 146,338 208,486
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1986

Total cases filed

Totals

Sum of mandatory

Sum of mandatory cases and
cases and discretionary

Total discretionary petitions

discretionary petitions granted review

Total Total petitions filed Filed

mandatory discretionary granted per per

State/Court name: cases petitions review Number Judge Number Judqe

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL ......... 823 396 N/A 1,219 152
Supreme Court ............. 318 313 N/A 631 126
Court of Appeals .......... 505 83 N/A 588 196
ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL ........ 3,470* 1,205* N/A 4,675 234
Supreme Court ............. 118} 1,156C N/A 1,274 255
Court of Appeals .......... 3,352 49 N/A 3,401 221
ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL ....... 1,362* 1,362* 105*
Supreme Court ............. P (P) N/A ! 591
Court of Appeals .......... 951 NH NH -~ - - -
CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL ..... 10,2n* 11,042 892" 21,313" 254* 11,163" 133*
Supreme Court ............. 2361 4,808 2181 5,044) 1t 5141 13!
Courts of Appeal .......... 10,035 6,234 614 16,269 21 10,649 138
COLORADO--STATE TOTAL ....... 2,067 783 2,850 168
Supreme Court ............. 205 783 N/A 988 4
Court of Appeals .......... 1,862 NH NH -- -- - --
CONNECTICUT--
Supreme Court ............. N/A 204P N/A
Appellate Court ........... 953C 47 () 1,000€ 200¢
FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL ........ 14,131 3,30 17,522 33
Supreme Court ............. 629 1,097 N/A 1,726 247
District Courts of
Appeal .....ieinininnnn.. 13,502 2,294 N/A 15,796 343
GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL ........ 3,282* 1,627 4,909" 307*
Supreme Court ............. 6168 980 127 1,5968 2288 7438 1068
Court of Appeals .......... 2,6668 647 N/A 3,138 3668
HAWAII--STATE TOTAL ......... 736* 43 1 779* 97* 143" 93*
Supreme Court ............. 6048 43 7 6478 1298 6118 1228
Court of Appeals .......... 132 NH NH - -- - --
IDAHO--STATE TOTAL .......... 462" 1 539" 67"
Supreme Court ............. 288C 17 3] 365C 13C
Court of Appeals .......... 174 NH NH -- -- - -
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Total cases disposed

Totals
Sum of
mandatory

Total Sum of cases and Point at

discretionary mandatory discretionary which

Total Total petitions cases and petitions cases

mandatory discretionary granted discretlonary granted Court are
State/Court name: cases petitions review __petitions review type counted

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL . 944 389 1,333
Supreme Court ..... 355 290 N/A 645 COLR 1
Court of Appeals .. 589 99 N/A 688 IAC 1
ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL 3,515* 1,204 4,79
Supreme Court ..... 701 1,156C 124C 1,226 194 COLR 6
Court of Appeals .. 3,445 48 N/A 3,493 IAC 6

ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL 1,248"

Supreme Court ..... 404P (P) 1)) 404! 404P COLR 2

Court of Appeals .. 840 NH NH - - IAC 2
CALIFORNIA--

Supreme Court ..... N/A N/A N/A COLR 6

Courts of Appeal .. N/A N/A N/A IAC 2
COLORADO--STATE TOTAL 1,590* 973" 2,563

Supreme Court ..... (C) 973C N/A 973 COLR 1

Court of Appeals .. 1,590 NH NH - - IAC 1
CONNECTICUT--

Supreme Court ..... N/A 338P N/A COLR 1

Appellate Court ... 1,055C () 1,055 IAC 1
FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL 13,491 3,01 16,502

Supreme Court ..... 644 1,260 N/A 1,904 COLR 1

District Courts of

Appeal .......... 12,847 1,715 N/A 14,598 IAC 1

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL 2,545% 1,656" £,201*

Supreme Court ..... () 1,656C N/A 1,656 COLR 2

Court of Appeals .. 2,545C (C) N/A 2,545C IAC 2
HAWAII--STATE TOTAL . 823* 45 868*

Supreme Court ..... 6918 45 (8) 7368 COLR 2

Court of Appeals .. 132 NH NH -- - IAC 2
IDAHO--STATE TOTAL .. 533* 1! 604"

Supreme Court ..... 359C 7 (¢) 430€ COLR 1

Court of Appeals .. 174 NH NH - - IAC 4

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 2:

Reported total caseload for all state appellate courts, 1986.

(continued)

Total cases filed

Totals
Sum of mandatory
Sum of mandatory cases and
cases and discretionary
Total discretionary petitions
discretionary petitions granted review
Total Total petitions Filed Filed
mandatory discretionary granted per per
State/Court name: cases petitions review Number judqe Number judge
ILLINOIS--STATE TOTAL ....... 8.113* 1,637' 9,750 199
Supreme Court ............. 563 1,637 156 2,200 314 ne 103
Appellate Court ........... 7,550c (C) N/A 7,550 180
INDIANA--STATE TOTAL ........
Supreme Court ............. N/A N/A N/A
Court of 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
Court of Appeals .......... 552 NH NH - - - -
KANSAS--STATE TOTAL ......... 1,320*
Supreme Court ............. 189 N/A 151
Court of Appeals .......... 1,10n¢ N/A (€)
KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL ....... 3,030 94) 3,9MN 189
Supreme Court ............. 261 847 135 1,108 158 396 57
Court of Appeals .......... 2,769 94 N/A 2,863 205
LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ...... 3,807 5,471 1,276 9,218 169 5,083 92
Supreme Court ............. 112 2,455 421 2,567 367 539 n
Courts of Appeal .......... 3,695 3,016 849 6,71 140 4,544 95
MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL ....... 1,882* 847 2,729* 136"
Court of Appeals .......... 2388 607 104 8458 1218 3428 498
Court of Special
Appeals .......cveviunnn. 1,644 240 N/A 1,884 145 -- -
MASSACHUSETTS--STATE TOTAL .. 1.438* 1.473' 2,91 171
Supreme Judicial 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* 10,012 400
Supreme Court ............. 4 2,042 124 2,046 292 128 18
Court of Appeals .......... 7,966C (C) N/A 7,966 443
MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ...... 1,942 879" 216" 2,821" M 2,158* 108*
Supreme Court ............. 175 589 126 764 96 301 ki:]
Court of Appeals .......... 1,167 2901 90! 2,057 i 1,857% 1559
MISSOURI--STATE TOTAL ....... 3,3 989 66 4,304" 1o* 3,317" 81"
Supreme Court ............. 1648 993 66 1,158 1656 2308 338
Court of Appeals .......... 3,147 NH NH -- -- -- --
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Total cases disposed

Totals
Sum of
mandatory
Total Sum of cases and Point at
discretionary mandatory discretionary which
Total Total petitions cases and petitions cases
mandatory discretionary granted discretionary granted Court are
State/Court name: cases petitions review petitions review type counted
ILLINOIS--STATE TOTAL 7,537 1,622' 9,159
Supreme Court ..... 530 1,622 162 2,152 692 COLR 1
Appellate Court ... 7,007¢ () N/A 7,007 IAC 1
INDIANA--STATE TOTAL 1,586" 355* 1,941°
Supreme Court ..... 470 3551 147 825! 617 COLR 6
Court of Appeals .. 1,]16C (C) N/A 1,116 IAC 6
I0WA--STATE TOTAL ... 1,522* 520* 10" 2,042 1,592
Supreme Court ..... g33C 5201 70! 1,453 1,003 COLR 1
Court of Appeals .. 589 NH NH - - IAC 4
KANSAS--STATE TOTAL . 1,437%
Supreme Court ..... kK] N/A N/A COLR 5
Court of Appeals .. 1,106C N/A (C) 1,106 IAC 5
KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL 2,914 1,005 3,919
Supreme Court ..... 253 898 N/A 1,151 COLR 6
Court of Appeals .. 2,661 107 N/A 2,768 IAC 3
LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL 4,015 5,165 1,302 9,180 5,317
Supreme Court ..... n 2,230 451 2,301 522 COLR 2
Courts of Appeal .. 3,944 2,935 851 6,879 4,795 IAC 2
MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL 1,740* 885 2,625*
Court of Appeals .. 1888 700 (8) 8ssb COLR 2
Court of Special
Appeals ......... 1,552 185 N/A 1,737 IAC 2
MASSACHUSETTS--
Supreme Court ..... N/A N/A N/A COLR 2
Court of Appeals .. N/A N/A N/A IAC 2
MICHIGAN--
Supreme Court ..... (C) 2,397c N/A 2,397 COLR 1
Court of Appeals .. 6,573C (C) N/A 6,573 IAC 1
MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL 2,005 883" 2,888'
Supreme Court ..... 1517 622 N/A 779 COLR 1
Court of Appeals .. 1,848 2611 911 2,109} 1,9391 IAC 1
MISSOURI--STATE TOTAL 3,321% 956" 4,217°
Supreme Court ..... 1158 9561 (8) 1,078 COLR 1
Court of Appeals .. 3,206 NH NH - - IAC 1

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 2: Reported total caseload for all state appellate courts, 1986. (continued)
Total cases filed
Totals
Sum of mandatory
Sum of mandatory cases and
cases and discretionary
Total discretionary petitions
discretionary petitions qranted review
Total Total petitions Filed filed
mandatory discretionary granted per per
State/Court name: cases __petitions review Number judge Number Judge
NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL ..... 6.342'
Supreme Court ............. 236 1,3821 N/A 1,618! 23!
Appellate Division of
Superior Court .......... 6.106c N/A (C) 6,106 218
NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL ..... 1,415 254 80 1,669 139 1,495 125
Supreme Court ............. 744 202 67 946 189 811 162
Court of Appeals .......... 6N 52 13 123 103 684 98
NORTH CAROLINA--STATE
TOTAL ©ovvevneinnennnsns 1,630* 1,281 207" 2,9m* 153* 1,8371* 97*
Supreme Court ............. 249 135 57 384 141 306 44
Court of Appeals .......... 1,3818 546 150€ 1,9218 1618 1,5310 1280
OHIO--STATE TOTAL ........... 10,174 1,733 202 11,907 198 10,376 173
Supreme Court ............. 49] 1,733 202 2,224 318 693 99
Court of Appeals .......... 9,683 NH NH - -- -- -
OREGON--STATE TOTAL ......... 4,29 967 140 5,258 309 4,4 261
Supreme Court ............. 145 967 140 1,112 159 285 41
Court of Appeals .......... 4,146 NH NH - - - -
SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL . 870 24 24 894 81 894 81
Supreme Court ............. 519 24 24 543 109 543 109
Court of Appeals .......... 351 NH NH -- -- -- --
VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL ....... 2,306 826"
Supreme Court ............. N/A 1,193 191
Court of Appeals .......... 419 1,113 2351 1,532 153 654! 6s!
WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL ..... 3,697* 1,268" 4,965 199
Supreme Court ............. 162P 897°P N/A 1,059 1AL}
Court of Appeals .......... 3,535 3N 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 24 N/A 2,294 176
STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
DELAWARE--Supreme Court ..... 417¢ 3V ) 420 84 4117 83
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--
Court of Appeals .......... 1,560C 76 (c) 1,636C 182C 1,560 173
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Total cases disposed

Totals
Sum of
mandatory
Total Sum of cases and Point at
discretionary mandatory discretionary which
Total Total petitions cases and petitions cases
mandatory discretionary granted discretionary granted Court are
State/Court name: cases petitions review petitions review type counted
NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL 6,848* 144+ 6,992
Supreme Court ..... 237 1,3781 144 1,6151 381 COLR 1
Appellate Division
of Superior Court 6,611C N/A () 6,611 IAC 1
NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL
Court of Appeals .. N/A N/A N/A COLR 5
Supreme Court ..... 532C (C) N/A 532 IAC 5
NORTH CAROLINA--STATE R R R N
TOTAL c.oivvvvnnenn 1,871 1,308 66 3,179 1,937
Supreme Court ..... 245 748 66 993 3n COLR 2
Court of Appeals .. 1,6268 560 (8) 2,186B 1,6268 IAC 2
OHIO--STATE TOTAL ... 9,710 1,532 225 11,242 9,935
Supreme Court ..... 414 1,532 225 1,946 639 COLR 1
Court of Appeals .. 9,296 NH NH - - IAC 1
OREGON--STATE TOTAL . 4,216* 1,013 5,289 4,276
Supreme Court ..... 262C 1,013 (C) 1,275 262 COLR 1
Court of Appeals .. 4,014 NH NH - - IAC 1
SOUTH CAROLINA--
Supreme Court ..... N/A N/A N/A COLR 2
Court of Appeals .. 374 NH NH - - IAC 4
VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL 1,976
Supreme Court ..... N/A 1,085 N/A COLR 1
Court of Appeals .. 476 881 N/A 1,357 IAC 1
WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL  3,447% 1,103* 4,550
Supreme Court ..... 209P 186F 62 995 2N COLR 1
Court of Appeals .. 3,238 317 N/A 3,555 IAC 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 IAC 1
STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
DELAWARE --Supreme Court 415C v (C) 418 415 COLR 1
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--
Court of Appeals .. 1.568c 12 (C) 1,640 1,568 COLR 1

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 2:

Reported total caseload for all state appellate courts, 1986.

(continued)

Total cases filed

Totals

Sum of mandatory

Sum of mandatory cases and
cases and discretionary
Total discretionary petitions
discretionary petitions granted review
Total Total petitions Filed Filed
mandatory discretionary granted per per
State/Court name: cases petitions review Number Judge Number judge
MAINE--Supreme Judicial
Court Sitting as Law
COUrt wuvvreernennannnnss 579P (P) N/A 5791 83!
MISSISSIPPI--Supreme
Court ....iiiiiiiiannns, 1,010 3 N/A 1,013 13
MONTANA--Supreme Court ...... 566 36 N/A 602 86
NEBRASKA--Supreme Court ..... 1,014C () N/A 1,014C 145C
NEVADA--Supreme Court ....... 853 NH NH - - - -
NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme
COUPt vervrvrnennnnnnneenns NH 5341 N/A - --
NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme
Court ... .iiiviniiianann. mn NH NH - -- - --
RHODE ISLAND--Supreme
Court ...coviiiiiiinnnnnnns 389 168 N/A 551 m
SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme
1T S 363C 321 N/A 395 179
UTAH--Supreme Court ......... 623 N N/A 674 135
VERMONT--Supreme Court ...... 550 24 N/A 574 115
WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme Court
of Appeals .........ccevvn.. NH 1,585 580 -- -- -- .-
WYOMING--Supreme Court ...... 342 NH NH - - - --

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL

ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL
Supreme Court
Court of Civil

Appeals
Court of Criminal
Appeals

.............

2,894 163 3,657 215
821 763 N/A 1,590 117
530 NH NH -- -

1,537 NH NH - -
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Total cases disposed

Totals
Sum of
mandatory
Total Sum of cases and Point at
discretionary mandatory discretionary which
Total Total petitions cases and petitions cases
mandatory discretionary granted discretionary granted Court are
State/Court name: cases petitions review petitions review type counted
MAINE--Supreme Judicial
Court Sitting as Law
Court ............ 5211 67 N/A 5881 COLR 1
MISSISSIPPI--Supreme
Court .......vuntns 912 3 3 915 915 COLR 2
MONTANA--Supreme Court 355 19 N/A 374 COLR 1
NEBRASKA--Supreme Court 945€ (c) (€) 945C COLR 1
NEVADA--Supreme Court 854 NH NH - -- COLR 2
NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme
Court .ouevernnnnn. NH 415 N/A -- COLR 1
NORTH OAKOTA--Supreme
Court ............. 3517 NH NH -- - COLR 1
RHODE ISLAND--Supreme
Court ............. 478 199 N/A 677 COLR 2
SOUTH DAKQTA--Supreme
Court ..ovvnvnnnnn, 419C ) N/A 419 COLR 1
UTAH--Supreme Court . 565C (C) N/A 565 COLR 1
VERMONT--Supreme Court 535 21 N/A 556 COLR 1
WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme
Court of Appeals .. NH 1,396 498 -- - COLR 1
WYOMING--Supreme Court 327 NH NH - - COLR 1
STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL
ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL 3,233 582 3,815
Supreme Court ..... 940 582 N/A 1,522 COLR 1
Court of Civil
Appeals .......... 548 NH NH - - IAC 1
Court of Criminal
Appeals .......... 1,745 NH NH - -~ IAC 1
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TABLE 2:

Reported total caseload for all state appellate courts, 1986.

(continued)

Total cases filed

Totals
Sum of mandatory
Sum of mandatory cases and
cases and discretionary
Total discretionary petitions
discretionary petitions granted review
Total Total petitions Filed Filed
mandatory discretionary granted per per
State/Court name: cases petitions review Number judge Number Judge
NEW YORK--
Court of Appeals .......... 680 N/7A N/7A
Appellate Divisions of
Supreme Court ........... N/A N/A N/A
Appellate Terms of Supreme
Court ... ... ciiiviinnnn. N/A N/A N/A
OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ....... 2,628" 340* 160 2,968 124 2,788 116
Supreme Court ............. 788 340 Ix) 1,128 125 865 96
Court of Criminal
Appeals .........oeuen... 869C () 83 869 290 952 37
Court of Appeals .......... N NH NH - - - --
PENNSYLVANIA--
STATE TOTAL ...oovennnnnnn. 9,818*
Supreme Court ............. 92 3,709C 2541 3,801€ 543C 346! 49)
Superior Court ............ 5,989C N/A (c) 5,989 212
Commonwealth Court ........ 3,137 N/A N/A
TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL ...... 2,204* 839* 3,043 117
Supreme Court ............. 146 165 N/A IMn 182
Court of Appeals .......... 1,173 74 18 1,241 104 1,191 99
Court of Criminal
Appeals ........eeevvnnn. 885¢ () 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 of Criminal
APDPEETS ..iiiiieniiann 2,221 1,360 209 3,581 398 2,430 270
Courts of Appeals ......... 7,832 NH NH - - - --

A1) available data that are at least 75%
complete are included in the table.
spaces indicate that either the data are
unavallable or less than 75% complete or
that the calculations are inappropriate.

NOTE:

N/A = Data are not available.
JURISDICTION CODES:

COLR = Court of last resort
IAC = Intermediate appellate court
NH

Inapplicable

This casetype 1s not handled in this court.

Blank

POINTS AT WHICH CASES ARE COUNTEO:

1 = At the notice of appeal

n

2 = At the f1ling of trial record

3 = At the f11ing of trlal record, and complete
briefs

4 = At transfer

5 = Other

6 = Varies

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

An absence of a qualifying footnote iIndicates that
data are not tncomplete or overinclusive.

*See the qualifying footnote for each court within

the state. Each footnote will have impact on the
state's total.
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Total cases disposed

Totals
Sum of
mandatory
Total Sum of cases and Point at
discretionary mandatory discretionary which
Total Total petitions cases and petitions cases
mandatory discretionary granted discretlonary granted Court are
State/Court name: cases petitions review petitions review type counted
NEW YORK--
Court of Appeals .. 350 3,549 253 3,899 603 COLR 1
Appellate Divisions
of Supreme Court . N/A N/A N/A IAC 2
Appellate Terms of
Supreme Court..... N/A N/A N/A IAC 2
OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL 1,566" 1,403 2,969%
Supreme Court ..... 174! 1,139 N/A 1.3131 COLR 1
Court of Criminal
Appeals .......... 536 264 N/A 800 COLR 2
Court of Appeals .. 856 NH NH -- - IAC 4
PENNSYLVANIA-~
STATE TOYAL ....... 11,585*
Supreme Court ..... N/A N/A N/A COLR 6
Superior Court .... 7,410C N/A () 7,410 IAC 1
Commonwealth Court 4,175C () N/A 4,115 IAC 1
TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL 2,276*% 940*
Supreme Court ..... (C) 866C N/A 866 COLR 1
Court of Appeals .. 1,330 74 N/A 1,404 IAC 1
Court of Criminal
Appeals .......... 946C ) N/A 946 IAC 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 Criminal
Appeals .......... 2,027 1,100 261 3,127 2,288 COLR 5
Courts of Appeals . 8,161 NH NH - - IAC 1

B: Data for the following courts represent some

double counting (discrettonary petitions that

are granted review are counted once as a
petition, and are then refiled as mandatory
cases and cannot be separated from mandatory

cases):

Georgla--Court of Appeals
--Supreme Court
Hawaii--Supreme Court
Maryland--Court of Appeals
Missouri--Supreme Court
North Carolina--Court of Appeals
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The following courts' data are overinclusive:
Arizona--Supreme Court--Data include
mandatory judge disciplinary cases.

Colorado--Supreme Cou
mandatory jurisdict

rt--Data include
jon cases.

Connectitut--Appellate Court--Data include a
few discretionary petitionc that were

granted review.
Delaware--Supreme Cou
discretionary petit
petitions that were
District of Columbia-
include discretiona
granted review, and

rt--Data include some
fons and discretionary
granted review.

-Court of Appeals--Data
ry petitions that were
refiled as appeals.

(continued on next page)



TABLE 2:

Reported total caseload for all state appellate courts, 1986.

(continued)

Georgia--Supreme Court--Disposed data include
all mandatory jurisdiction cases.

--Court of Appeals--Disposed data include
all discretionary petitions.

Idaho--Supreme Court--Data include
discretionary petitions that were granted
review.

I11inots--Appellate Court--pata include all
discretionary petitions.

Indiana--Court of Appeals--Data include dis-
cretionary interlocutory decision petitions.

Jowa--Supreme Court--Data include some dis-
cretionary petitions that were dismissed by
the Court.

Kansas--Court of Appeals--Data include a few
discretionary petitions that were granted
review.

Massachusetts--Appeals Court--Data include a
small number of discretionary interlocutory
decision petitions.

Michigan--~Supreme Court--Data include a few
mandatory jurisdiction cases.

--Court of Appeals--Total mandatory data
include discretionary petitions.

Nebraska--Supreme Court--0ata include all
discretionary petitions, and disposed
discretionary petitions granted review.

New Jersey--Appellate Division of Superior
Court--Data include discretionary inter-
Tocutory decisfons that were granted review.

New Mexico--Court of Appeals--Data include
all discretionary petitions.

North Carolina--Court of Appeals--Data
include some situations where rellef, not
review, was granted.

Oklahoma~--Court of Criminal Appeals--Data
include all discretionary petitions.

Oregon--Supreme Court--Data include
discretionary petitions that were granted
review.

Pennsylvania--Supreme Court--Data include
some motions that could not be separated
from caseload.
~-Superior Court--Data include discretionary
petitions that were granted review.
--Commonwealth Court--Data include all
discretionary petitions.

South Dakota--Data include discretionary
advisory opinions. Mandatory Jurisdiction
dispositions include all discretionary
petitions.

Tennessee--Supreme Court--Data include all
mandatory jurisdiction cases.

--Court of criminal Appeals--Data include
discretionary petitions.

Utah--Supreme Court--Disposed data include
all discretionary petitions.
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Data for the following court are overinclusive

and represent some double counting (discre-

tionary petitions that are granted review are

counted once as a petition and then are

refiled as mandatory cases and cannot be

separated from mandatory cases):

North Carolina--Court of Appeals--Data

include some situations where relief, not
review, was granted.

The following courts' data are 75% complete:

Arizona--Supreme Court--Data do not include
mandatory judge disciplinary cases.

Arkansas--Supreme Court--The sum of
mandatory cases and discretionary
petitions does not include mandatory
attorney disciplinary cases, and
certified questions from the federal
courts.

Californja--Supreme Court--Total mandatory
filed data do not include mandatory judge
disciplinary cases. Total discretionary
petitions granted review data do not
include original proceedings initially
heard in Supreme Court that were granted
and administrative agency cases.

Delaware--Supreme Court--Data do not include
some discretionary interlocutory decision
cases, which are reported with mandatory
Jurisdictton cases.

IndYana--Supreme Court--Data do not include
discretionary criminal petitions.

Jowa--Supreme Court--Data do not include
discretionary petitions that were
dismissed by the court, which are
reported with mandatory Jurisdiction
cases. Discretionary petitions granted
review do not Include some discretionary
original proceedings which are reported
with unclassified discretionary cases.

Maine--Supreme Judicial Court Sitting as Law
Court--Data do not include mandatory dis-
ciplinary and advisory opinfon cases.

Minnesota--Court of Appeals--Tota) discre-
tionary petitions do not include
discretionary petitions of final judg-
ments that were denied review. Total
discretionary petttions granted review do
not include other discretionary petitions
granted review.

Missouri--Supreme Court--Data do not include
a few discretionary original proceedings.

New Hampshire--Supreme Court--Data do not in
clude discretionary judge disciplinary
cases.

New Jersey--Supreme Court--Data do not
include discretionary interlocutory
decisions.

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--Data do not iInclude
mandatory appeals of final Judgments,
mandatory disciplinary cases and
mandatory interlocutory decisions.



Pennsylvania--Supreme Court--Discretionary
petitions granted review do not include
original proceeding petitions that were
granted review.

South Dakota--Supreme Court--Data do not
include advisory opinions reported with
mandatory jurisdiction cases.

Virginia--Court of Appeals--Data do not in-
clude original proceeding petitions granted
review.

The following courts' data are 75% complete
and overinclusive:
Arkansas--Supreme Court--Data include a few
discretionary petitions, but do not include
mandatory attorney disciplinary cases and

certified questions from the federal courts.

Connecticut--Supreme Court--Data include
some mandatory cases left from the previous
year, but do not include some unclassified
appeals and Judge disciplinary cases, and

only include those cases heard by the Court.
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Maine--Supreme Judicial Court Sitting as Law
Court--Total mandatory jurisdiction filed
data include discretionary petitions
but do not include mandatory disciplinary
and advisory opinton cases.

Washington--Supreme Court--Mandatory
Jurisdiction data include some discre-
tionary petitions, but do not include
mandatory certified questions from the
federal courts. Total discrettionary
petitions include mandatory certified
questions from federal courts, but do not
include some discretionary petitions
reported with mandatory jurisdiction
caseload.

The following court's data are less than 75%
complete:
Delaware--Supreme Court



TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases in
State Appellate Courts, 1986

Mandatory cases

Disposed filed Filed
as a (dis- (disposed)
percent Number posed) per
Court of of per 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed _Disposed filed Judges judge population

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL ........ 823 944 8 103 154
Supreme Court ............ COLR 318 355 112% 5 64 60
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 505 589 17% 3 168 95

ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL ....... 3,470* 3,515* 20 174 105
Supreme COurt ............ COLR 118! 70! 59% 5 24 4
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC 3,352 3,445 103% 15 223 m

ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL ...... 1,362* 1,244* 13 105 58
Supreme COurt ............ COLR anf 404P 98% 7 59 17
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 951 840 88% 6 159 40

CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL .... 10,271' 84 122 38
Supreme Court ............ COLR 2361 N/A 7 34 1
Courts of Appeal ......... IAC 10,035 N/A 17 130 K}

COLORADO--STATE TOTAL ...... 2,067 17 122 63
Supreme Court ............ COLR 205 (C) 7 29 6
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 1,862 1,590 85% 10 186 51

CONNECTICUT--

Supreme Court ............ COLR N/A N/A 6
Appellate Court .......... IAC 953C  1,055C 1M1% 5 191 30

FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL ....... 14,13 13,49 53 2617 121
Supreme Court ............ COLR 629 644 102% 7 90 5
District Courts of Appeal. IAC 13,502 12,847 95% 46 294 116

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL ....... 3,282* 16 205 54
Supreme Court ............ COLR 6168 () 1 88 10
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 2,6665 2,545c 95% 9 296 44

HAWATI--STATE TOTAL ........ 736" 823* 8 92 69
Supreme Court ............ COLR 6048 6918 114% 5 121 57
Intermediate Court of

Appeals .......ceceeennns IAC 132 132 100% 3 44 12

IDAHO--STATE TOTAL ......... 462" 533* 8 58 46
Supreme Court ............ COLR 288¢ 359C 125% 5 58 29
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 174 174 100% 3 58 17

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 3: Selected caseload and processing measures for mandatory cases in
state appellate courts, 1986. (continued)

Mandatory cases

Disposed Filed Filed
as a (dis- (disposed)

percent Number posed) per

Court of of per 100,000

State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filted Jjudges Jjudge population

ILLINOIS--STATE TOTAL ...... 8.113* 7,537' 41 198 70
Supreme Court ............ COLR 563 530 94% 1 80 5
Appellate Court .......... IAC 7,550c 7,007C 93% 34 222 65
INDIANA--STATE TOTAL ....... 1,586' 17 (93) (29)
Supreme Court ............ COLR N/A 470 5 (94) (9)
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 1,073C  1,116C 104% 12 89 20
TOWA--STATE TOTAL .......... 2,080 1.522* 15 139 73
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,528 933C 61% 9 170 54
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 552 589 107% 6 92 19
KANSAS--STATE TOTAL ........ 1,320 1,437° 14 94 54
Supreme Court ............ COLR 189 331 175% 1 21 1
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 1.1 1,106 98% 7 162 46
KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL ...... 3,020 2,914 21 144 81
Supreme Court ............ COLR 251 253 101% b 36 17
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 2,769 2,661 96% 14 198 14
LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ..... 3,807 4,015 55 69 85
Supreme Court ............ COLR 112 n 63% 1 16 2
Courts of Appeal ......... IAC 3,695 3,944 107% 48 11 82
MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL ...... 1.882° 1,740* 20 94 82
Court of Appeals ......... COLR 2388 1888 19% 1 34 5
Court of Special Appeals . IAC 1,644 1,552 94% 13 126 31
MASSACHUSETTS--STATE TOTAL . 1,438" 17 85 25
Supreme Judicial Court ... COLR 86 N/A 1 12 1
Appeals Court ............ IAC 1,352C N/A 10 135 23
MICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL ...... 7,970* 25 319 87
Supreme Court ............ COLR 4 (C) 7 1 0
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 7.966c 6.573c 83% 18 443 87
MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ..... 1,942 2,005 20 97 46
Supreme Court ............ COLR 175 151 90% 8 22 4
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 1,767 1.848 105% 12 147 42
MISSOURI--STATE TOTAL ...... 3,3t 3,3 39 85 65
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1648 1158 70% 1 23 3
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 3,147 3,206 102% 32 98 62

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 3: Selected caseload and processing measures for mandatory cases in
state appellate courts, 1986. (continued)

Mandatory cases

Disposed Filed Filed
as a (dis- (disposed)
percent Number posed) per
Court of of per 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed  Disposed filed judges Judge population
NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL .... 6,342 6,848" 35 181 83
Supreme Court ............ COLR 236 237 100% 1 34 3
Appellate Division of
Superior Court ......... 1AC 6,106C 6,611C 108% 28 218 80
NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .... 1,415 12 118 96
Supreme Court ............ COLR 744 N/A 5 149 50
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 671 532C 19% 1 96 46
NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 1,630 1,8n" 19 86 26
Supreme Court ............ COLR 249 245 98% 7 36 4
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 1,3818 71,6268 118% 12 115 22
OHIO--STATE TOTAL .......... 10,174 9,710 60 170 95
Supreme Court ............ COLR 491 414 84% ? 70 ]
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 9,683 9,296 96% 53 183 90
OREGON--STATE TOTAL ........ 4,291 4.276‘ 11 252 159
Supreme Court ............ COLR 145 262C 181% 17 21 5
Court of Appeals ..... IAC 4,146 4,014 97% 10 415 154
SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 870 n 79 26
Supreme Court ............ COLR 519 N/A 5 104 15
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 351 374 107% 6 59 10
VIRGINIA--
Supreme Court ............ COLR N/A N/A 1
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC 419 476 114% 10 42 7
WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL .... 3,697' 3,4‘17'r 25 148 83
Supreme Court ............ COLR 162P 209P 129% 9 18 4
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 3,535 3,238 92% 16 221 79
WISCONSIN--
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 2,053 2,178 106% 13 158 43
STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
DELAWARE--Supreme Court .... COLR 417¢ 415C 100% 5 83 66

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--
Court of Appeals ......... COLR 1,560C  1,568C 101% 9 173 250

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 3: Selected caseload and processing measures for mandatory cases in
state appellate courts, 1986. (continued)

Mandatory cases

Disposed Filed Filed
as a (dis- (disposed)
percent Number posed) per
Court of of per 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed Judges Judge population
MAINE--Supreme Judicial Court
Sitting as Law Court .... COLR 579P 5211 90% 1 83 49
MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court COLR 1,010 912 90% 9 112 38
MONTANA--Supreme Court .... COLR 566 355 63% 1 81 69
NEBRASKA--Supreme Court ... COLR 1,014C 945C 93% 7 145 63
NEVADA--Supreme Court ..... COLR 853 854 100% 5 1m 88
NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court COLR an 357 95% 5 75 56
RHODE ISLAND--Supreme Court COLR 389 4718 123% 5 78 40
SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court COLR 363C 419C 5 13 51
UTAH--Supreme Court ....... COLR 623 565C 5 125 317
VERMONT--Supreme Court .... COLR 550 535 97% 5 110 102
WYOMING--Supreme Court .... COLR 342 327 96% 5 68 67

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL

ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL ....... 2,894 3,233 17 170 n
Supreme Court ............ COLR 8217 940 114% 9 92 20
Court of Civil Appeals ... IAC 530 548 103% 3 177 13
Court of Criminal Appeals. IAC 1,537 1,745 114% 5 307 38

NEW YORK--

Court of Appeals ......... COLR 680 350 52% 7 g7 4
Appellate Divisions of

the Supreme Court ...... IAC N/A N/A 45
Appellate Terms of the

Supreme Court .......... IAC N/A N/A 15

OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ...... 2,628' 1,566' 24 10 80
Supreme Court ............ COLR 788 1784 22% 9 88 24
Court of Criminal Appeals. COLR 869C 536 62% 3 290 26
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 97 856 88% 12 81 29

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 3: Selected caseload and processing measures for mandatory cases tin
state appellate courts, 1986. (continued)
Mandatory cases
Disposed filed filed
as a (dis- (disposed)
percent Number posed) per
Court of of per 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed judges Jjudge population
PENNSYLVANIA--STATE TOTAL .. 9,818' kb an 83
Supreme Court ............ COLR 92 N/A 1 13 1
Superior Court ........... IAC 5,989c 7,410c 124% 15 399 50
Commonwealth Court ....... IAC 3,737 4,175C 112% 9 95 3
TENNESSEE--~STATE TOTAL ..... 2,204" 26 85 46
Supreme Court ............ COLR 146 (C) 5 29 3
Court of Criminal Appeals. IAC 885¢ 946C 107% 9 98 18
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 1,173 1,330 113% 12 98 24
TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ......... 10,085 10,190 98 103 60
Supreme Court ............ COLR 2 2 100% 9 1 0
Court of Criminal Appeals. COLR 2,221 2,027 91% 9 241 13
Courts of Appeals ........ IAC 7,832 8,161 104% 80 98 47
NOTE: A1l available data that are at least 75% Data for the following courts represent some

complete are included in the table. N/A
Indicates that either the data are un-

available or less than 75% complete, or that

the calculations are inappropriate. States

and/or courts omitted from this table did
not specifically report caseload data on

mandatory cases, or did not have mandatory
Jurisdiction. State courts with mandatory
Jurisdiction can be identified in the state
court system charts identified in Part III

of this Report.

JURISDICTION CODES:

COLR =

Court of Last Resort

IAC = Intermediate Appellate Court

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

An absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that

data are not incomplete or overinclusive.

*See the qualifying footnote written for
each court i1n the state. Each footnote
wil) have an impact on the state total.
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double counting. Discretionary petitions
that are granted review are counted once as
3 petition and then are refiled as mandatory
cases and cannot be separated from mandatory
cases:

Georgia--Court of Appeals

--Supreme Court

Hawaii--Supreme Court

Maryland--Court of Appeals

Missouri--Supreme Court

North Carolina--Court of Appeals

The following courts' data are over-
inclusive:

Connecttcut--Appellate Court--Data
include a few discretionary petitions
that were granted review.

Delaware--Supreme Court--Data include
some discretionary petitions and
discretionary petitions that were
granted review.

District of Columbla--Court of Appeals--
Data Include discretionary cases that
were granted review, and refiled as
appeals.

Georgia--Court of Appeals--Mandatory jur-
Ysdiction disposed data include all
discretionary cases.

Idaho--Supreme Court--Data include dis-
cretionary petitions reviewed on their
merits.

1174nois--Appellate Court--Data include
discretionary petitions.

(continued on next page)



TABLE 3:

state appellate courts, 1986. (continued)

Selected caseload and processing measures for mandatory cases in

Indiana--Court of Appeals--Data include
discretionary interlocutory decision
cases.

Towa--Supreme Court--Disposed data in¢lude
some discretionary cases that were
dismissed.

Kansas--Court of Appeals--Data include a
few discretionary cases that were
granted review.

Massachusetts--Appeals Court--Data include
a small number of discretionary
interlocutory decision petitions.

Michigan--Court of Appeals--Data include
discretionary petitions.

Nebraska--Supreme Court--Data include a
few discretionary petitions, and dis-
posed discretionary petitions granted
review.

New Jersey--Appellate Division of
Superior Court--Data include-discre-
tionary interlocutory petitions that were
granted review.

New Mexico--Court of Appeals--Data include
discretionary petitions.

Oklahoma--Court of Criminal Appeals--

Data include all discretionary Juris-
diction cases.

Oregon--Supreme Court--Disposed data in-
clude discretionary petitions that were
granted review.

Pennsylvania--Superior Court--Data include
final decisions of discretionary petitions
that were granted review.

--Commonwealth Court--Data include
discretionary petitions.

South Dakota--Supreme Court--Data include
all discretionary jurisdiction cases.

Tennessee--Court of Criminal Appeals--
Data include discretionary petitions.

Utah--Supreme Court--Disposed data in-
clude discretionary petittons.

\:
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The following courts' data are 75% complete:

Arizona--Supreme Court--Data do not include
Jjudge disciplinary cases.

Arkansas--Supreme Court--Data do not include
mandatory attorney disciplinary cases or
certified questions from the federal
courts which were unreported for this year.

California--Supreme Court--Data do not
include judge disciplinary cases.

Maine--Supreme Judiclal Court Sitting as Law
Court--Disposed data do not include
disciplinary or advisory opinien cases.

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--Disposed data do not
include mandatory appeals of final
Judgments, mandatory disciplinary cases,
and mandatory iInterlocutory decisions.

The following courts' data are 75% complete and
overinclusive:

Arkansas--Supreme Court--Data include a few
discretionary petitions, but do not
include mandatory attorney disciplinary
cases and certified questions from the
federal courts.

Maine--Supreme Judicial Court Sitting as Law
Court--Filed data include discretionary
petition cases, but do not include
mandatory disciplinary and advisory
opinion cases.

Washington--Supreme Court--Data include some
discretionary petitions, but do not
include certified questions from the
federal courts.



TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions in
State Appellate Courts, 1986

Discretiopary petitions

Disposed Filed Filed
as a (dis- (disposed)
percent Number posed) per
Court of of per 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed Jjudges Judge population

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL ........ 396 389 8 50 74
Supreme Court ............ COLR 313 290 93% 5 63 59
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 83 99 119% 3 28 16

ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL ....... 1.205* 1.204* 20 60 36
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,156C 1,156C 100% 5 231 35
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 49 48 98% 15 3 1

CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL .... 11,042 84 131 41
Supreme Court ............ COLR 4,808 N/A 1 681 18
Courts of Appeal ......... IAC 6,234 N/A 17 81 23

COLORADO--Supreme Court .... COLR 783 973C 124% 7 12 24

CONNECTICUT--STATE TOTAL ... 251¢ 338+ 1 23 8
Supreme Court ............ COLR 204P 33gP 166% 6 34 6
Appellate Court .......... 1AC 47 N/A 5 9 1

FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL ....... 3,391 3,01 53 64 29
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,097 1,260 115% 7 157 9
District Courts of Appeal. IAC 2,294 1,751 76% 46 50 20

GEORGIA-~STATE TOTAL ....... 1,627 16 102 27
Supreme Court ............ COLR 980 1,656C 169% 7 140 16
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 647 N/A 9 12 n

HAWAII--Supreme Court ...... COLR 43 45 105% 5 9 4

IDAHO--Supreme Court ....... COLR 17 n 92% 5 15 8

ILLINOIS--Supreme Court .... COLR 1,637 1,622 99% 1 234 14

INDIANA--Supreme Court ..... COLR N/A 3551 5 (1M (6)

IOWA--Supreme Court ........ COLR 352 5201 148% 9 39 12

KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL ...... 9N 1,005 21 45 25
Supreme Court ............ COLR 847 898 106% 1 121 23
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 94 107 114% 14 17 3

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 4: Selected caseload and processing measures for discretionary petitions in
state appellate courts, 1986. (continued)

Discretionary petitions

Disposed Filed Filed
as a (dis- (disposed)
percent Number posed) per
Court of of per 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed judges Judge population
LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ..... 5.4N 5,165 55 99 122

Supreme Court ............ COLR 2,455 2,230 91% 17 351 55

Courts of Appeal ......... IAC 3,016 2,935 97% 48 63 67
MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL ...... 847 885 20 42 19

Court of Appeals ......... COLR 607 700 115% 17 87 14

Court of Special Appeals . IAC 240 185 1% 13 18 5
MASSACHUSETTS--Supreme

Judicial Court ......... COLR 1,473 N/A ? 210 25
MICHIGAN--Supreme Court .... COLR 2,042 2,397¢ MM% 7 292 22
MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ..... 879 883 20 44 21

Supreme Court ............ COLR 589 622 106% 8 74 14

Court of Appeals ......... IAC 2901 2611 90% 12 24 7
MISSOURI--

Supreme Court ............ COLR 989 9531 96% 7 141 20
NEW JERSEY--Supreme Court .. COLR 1,382V 1,378} 100% 7 197 18
NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .... 254 12 21 117

Supreme Court ............ COLR 202 N/A 5 40 14

Court of Appeals ......... IAC 52 N/A 7 8 4
NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 1,281 1,308 19 67 20

Supreme Court ............ COLR 735 748 102% 7 105 12

Court of Appeals ......... IAC 546 560 103% 12 46 9
OHIO--Supreme Court ........ COLR 1,733 1,532 88% 17 248 16
OREGON--Supreme Court ...... COLR 990 1,013 102% 1 141 kY]
SOUTH CARQLINA--Supreme

Court ... iviiniinan e COLR 24 N/A 5 5 1
VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL ...... 2,306 1,976 17 136 40

Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,193 1,095 92% 7 170 21

Court of Appeals ......... IAC 1,113 881 79% 10 m 19
WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL .... 1,268 1,103" 25 51 28

Supreme Court ............ COLR 897P 786P 88% 9 100 20

Court of Appeals ......... IAC 3N KN 85% 16 23 8

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 4: Selected caseload and processing measures for discretionary petitions in
state appellate courts, 1986. (continued)

ODiscretionary petitions

Disposed Filed Filed
as a (dis- (disposed)
percent Number posed) per
Court of of per 100,000
State/Court name: type filed Disposed filed judges Judge population
WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL ..... 1,077 1,006 93% 20 54 23
Supreme Court ............ COLR 836 165 92% 7 19 17
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 241 241 100% 13 19 5
STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
OELAWARE--Supreme Court .... COLR 3V 3V 100% 5
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--

Court of Appeals ......... COLR 76 12 95% 9 8 12
MAINE--Supreme Judicial Court COLR N/A 67 7 (10) (6)
MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court . COLR 3 3 100% g .3 A
MONTANA--Supreme Court ..... COLR 36 19 53% 1 5 4
NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme Court COLR 5341 415! 78% 5 107 52
RHODE ISLAND--Supreme Court COLR 168 199 118% 5 34 17
SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court COLR 32! N/A S 6 5
UTAH--Supreme Court ........ COLR 51 N/A 5 10 3
VERMONT--Supreme Court ..... COLR 24 21 88% 5 5 4
WEST VIRGINIA--

Supreme Court of Appeals . COLR 1,585 1,396 88% 5 N 83

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL
ALABAMA--Supreme Court ..... COLR 763 582 76% 9 85 19
NEW YORK--Court of Appeals . COLR N/A 3,549 1 (507) (20)
OKLAHOMA - -
Supreme Court ............ COLR 340 1,139 335% 9 38 10
Court of Criminal Appeals. COLR N/A 264 3 (88) (8)
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TABLE 4:

Selected caseload and processing measures for discretionary petitions in

state appellate courts, 1986. (continued)
Discretionary petitions
Disposed Filed Filed
as a (dis- (disposed)
percent Number posed) per
Court of of per 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed Judges Judge population
PENNSYLVANIA--
Supreme Court ............ COLR 3,709C N/A 1 530 N
TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL ..... 839 940¢ 112% 17 49
Supreme Court ............ COLR 765 866C 113% 5 153 16
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 74 74 100% 12 6 2
TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ......... 2,588 2,266 18 144
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1,228 1,166 95% 9 136 17
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 1,360 1,100 81% 9 151 8

NOTE:

A1l available data that are at least 75%
complete are included in the table. N/A
indicates that either the data are unavail-
able or less than 75% complete, or that the
calculations are inappropriate. States and/
or courts omitted from this table did not
specifically report caseload data on discre-
tionary petitions, or did not have discre-
tionary jurisdiction. State courts with dis-
cretionary jurisdiction can be identified in
the state court system charts tdentified in
Part III of this Report.

JURISDICTION CODES:

COLR =

Court of Last Resort

IAC = Intermediate Appellate Court

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

An absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that
data are not incomplete or overinclusive.

*See the qualifying footnote written for each

court in the state.

€ach footnote will have an

impact on the state's total.

C:

The following courts' data are overinclusive:
Arizona--Supreme Court--Data include mandatory

Judge disciplinary cases.

Georgia--Supreme Court--Disposed data include

al) mandatory jurisdiction cases.

Michigan--Supreme Court--Disposed data

include a few mandatory Jjurisdiction cases.

Pennsylvanta--Supreme Court--Data include non-

case motions that could not be separated
from the caseload.

Tennessee--Supreme Court--Disposed data

include all mandatory jurisdiction cases.
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1: The following courts' data are 75% complete:

Indiana--Supreme Court--Disposed data do
not include criminal petitions.
Iowa--Supreme Court--Disposed data do not
include discretionary cases that were dis-
missed by the court.

Minnesota--Court of Appeals--Data do not in-

P: Th
an
V: Da

clude petitions of final judgments that
were dented review.

Missouri--Supreme Court--Disposition data
do not Include a few original proceedings.

New Hampshire--Supreme Court--Data do not
include discretionary judge disciplinary
cases.

New Jersey--Supreme Court--Data do not in-
¢lude discretionary interlocutory
decision petitions which could not be
separated from a "mottons” category.

South Dakota--Supreme Court--Data do not in-
clude advisory opintons which are
reported with mandatory Jurisdiction
cases.

e following courts' data are 75% complete

d overinclusive:

Connecticut--Supreme Court--Data include
some mandatory cases left from the
previous year, but do not include some
unclassified appeals and judge
disciplinary cases, and only include
those cases heard by the Court.

Washington--Supreme Court--Data include
mandatory certified questions from the
federal courts, but do not include some
discretionary petitions.

ta are less than 75% complete:
Delaware--Supreme Court--Both filing and
disposition data.



TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions

Granted Review in State Appellate Courts, 1986

Discretionary petitions granted review

0isposed Filed Filed
as a (dis- (disposed)
percent Number posed) per
Court of of per 100,000
State/Court name: type filed Disposed filed Judges ludge population
STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
ARIZONA--Supreme Court ..... COLR N/A 124C 5 (29) (4)
CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL .... 892" 84 11 3

Supreme Court ............ COLR 2181 N/A 1 40 1

Courts of Appeal ......... TAC 614 N/A 17 8 2
GEORGIA--

Supreme Court ............ COLR 127 N/A 7 18 2
HAWALI--Supreme Court ...... COLR 7 N/A 5 1 1
ILLINOIS--Supreme Court .... COLR 156 162 104% 7 22 1
INOIANA--Supreme Court ..... COLR N/A 147 5 (29) (3)
I0WA--Supreme Court ........ COLR N/A 70! 9 ( 8)
KANSAS--Supreme Court ...... COLR 151 N/A 1 22 6
KENTUCKY--Supreme Court ... COLR 135 N/A 7 19 4
LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ..... 1,276 1,302 102% 55 23 28

Supreme Court ............ COLR 427 451 106% 7 61 9

Courts of Appeal ......... IAC 849 851 100% 48 18 19
MARYLAND--

Court of Appeals ........ . COLR 104 N/A 7 15 2
MASSACHUSETTS--Supreme

Judicial Court ........... COLR 205 N/A 1 29 4
MICHIGAN--Supreme Court ..., COLR 124 N/A 7 18 1
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TABLE S: Selected caseload and processing measures for discretionary petitions granted review in state
appellate courts, 1986. (continued)

Discretionary petitions granted review

Dtsposed Filed Filed
as a (dis- (disposed)
percent Number posed) per
Court of of per 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed Judges Jjudge population
MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ..... 216 20 1M 5
Supreme Court ............ COLR 126 N/A 8 16 3
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 90! 91! 101% 12 8 2
MISSOURI--Supreme Court .... COLR 66 N/A 1 9 1
NEW JERSEY-~Supreme Court .. COLR N/A 144 bl (21) (2)
NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .... 80 12 7 5
Supreme Court ............ COLR 67 N/A 5 13 5
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 13 N/A 7 2 1
NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 207" 19 n 3
Supreme Court ............ COLR 57 66 116% 17 8 1
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 150 N/A 12 13 2
ORIC--Supreme Court ........ COLR 202 225 1Mi% 17 29 2
OREGON--Supreme Court ...... COLR 140 N/A 7 20 5
SOUTH CAROLINA--Supreme
Court ..o iiiiniinnnnnnnns COLR 24 N/A 5 5 1
VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL ...... 426" 17 25 7
Supreme Court ............ COLR 191 N/A 7 217 3
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC 2351 N/A 10 24 4
WASHINGTON--Supreme Court .. COLR N/A 62 9 () (1)
WISCONSIN--Supreme Court ... COLR 103 178 173% 1 15 2

STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURY

MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court . COLR N/A 3 9 (.3) (0)

WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme Court
of Appeals ...........c.... COLR 580 498 86% 5 116 30

{(continued on next page)
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TABLE §5:

Selected caseload and processing measures for discretionary petitions granted review in state

appellate courts, 1986. (continued)
01scret1onéry petitions granted review
Disposed Filed Filed
as a (dis- (disposed)
percent Number posed) per
Court of of per 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed filed Judges Judge population
STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL
NEW YORK--Court of Appeals . COLR N/A 253 7 (36) (1)
OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ...... 160
Supreme Court ............ COLR 1 N/A 9 9 2
Court of Criminal Appeals. COLR 83 N/A 3 28 3
PENNSYLVANIA--
Supreme Court ............ COLR 2541 N/A 7 36 2
TENNESSEE --
Court of Appeals ......... IAC 18 N/A 12 2 .4
TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ......... 352 398 113%
Supreme Court ............ COLR 143 137 96% 9 16 1
Court of Criminal Appeals. COLR 209 261 125% 9 23 ]

NOTE: A1) available data that are at least 75%
complete are included in the table. N/A
indicates that either the data are unavail-
able or less than 75% complete, or that the
calculations are inappropriate. States
and/or courts omitted from this table did
not specifically report caseload data on
discrettonary petitions granted review, or
did not have discretionary jurisdiction.
State courts with discretionary jurisdiction
can be identified in the state court system

charts identified 4n Part III of this Report.

JURISOICTION CODES:

COLR = Court of Last Resort
IAC = Intermediate Appellate Court

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

An absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that
data are not incomplete or overinclusive.

*See the qualifying footnote for each court in the
state. Each footnote will have an impact on the
state's total.

C:

i:
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The following courts' data are overtnclusive:
Arizona--Supreme Court--Data include
mandatory judge disciplinary cases.

The following courts' data are 75% complete:

California--Supreme Court--Data do not
include original proceedings initially
heard in the Supreme Court that were
granted review.

Iowa--Supreme Court--Disposed data do not
include some original proceedings.

Minnesota--Court of Appeals--Data do not
include some petitions.

Pennsylvania--Supreme Court--Data do not
include original proceedings petitions that
were granted review.

Virginia--Court of Appeals--Data do not
include original proceedings petitions
granted review.



TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts in 1986

Admin- Total mandatory
istra- AN appeals and-
tive other Total discretionary
Court Civil  Criminal agency case- dispositions petitions
State/Court name: type appeals appeals appeals types by opinion dispased

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT

ALASKA--Supreme Court ...... COLR X X X X 158 645
Court of Appeals ......... IAC - X -- X 149 688
ARI?ONA--Supreme Court ..... COLR X X X X 142 1,226
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 366 3,493
ARKANSAS~-Supreme Court .... COLR X X X X 354 404!
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 548 840
CALIFORNIA--Supreme Court .. COLR X X X X 144 N/A
Courts of Appeal ......... 1IAC X X X X 9,458 N/A
COLORADO--Supreme Court .... COLR X X X X 207 973
Courts of Appeal ......... IAC X X X X 950 1,590
CONNECTICUT--Supreme Court . COLR 123 87 X - 230 338!
Appellate Court .......... IAC 34 40 X X 487 1,0551
FLORIDA--Supreme Court ..... COLR X X X X 602 1,904
District Courts of Appeal IAC X X X X 8,678 14,598
GEORGIA--Supreme Court ..... COLR X X X X 331 1,656B
HAWAII--Supreme Court ...... COLR X X X X n 7368
Intermediate Court of
Appeals ....... ... IAC X X X X 124 132
I0AHO--Supreme Court ....... COLR X X X X 174 4308
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 168 174
ILLINOIS--Appellate Court .. IAC X X X X 1,761 7,007
INDIANA--Supreme Court ..... COLR X X X X 445 825
((‘ourt of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 1,099 1,116
T0WA--Supreme Court ........ COLR X X X X 212 1,453
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 518 589
KANSAS--Supreme Court ...... COLR X X X X 2681 s
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 128 1,1061
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Does the opinion

Opinion count include? Number of Number of
count s by: Per Number of opinions lawyer
written Majority curiam Memos/ Justices/ per Jjus- support
State/Court name: case document opinion_ opinion orders  judges tice/judge personnel

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT

ALASKA--Supreme Court ...... X 0 X 0 0 5 32 n
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 0 3 50 9
ARIZONA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X 0 5 28 16
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 15 24 42
ARKANSAS--Supreme Court ... X 0 X X X 1 - 15
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X 0 6 30 16
CALIfORNIA--Supreme Court .. X 0 X X some 17 21 50
Courts of Appeal .......... X 0 X X some 11 123 206
COLORADO--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X 0 7 a0 14
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 some 10 - 26
CONNECTICUT--Supreme Court . X 0 X X some [ kt:] 1
Appellate Court .......... X 0 X X some 5 97 9
FLORIDA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X 0 7 86 15
District Courts of Appeal X 0 X X 0 46 189 102
GEORGIA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X 0 7 41 11
HAWAII--Supreme Court ...... X 0 X X some 5 15 13
Intermedtate Court of
Appeals .....ociiiiennns X 0 X X X 3 41 6
IDAHO--Supreme Court ....... [t} X X X X 5 35 1
Court of 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 n
Court of Appeals ......... X X X X X 12 92 36
TOWA--Supreme Court ........ 0 X X 0 0 9 30 16
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 0 6 86 6
KANSAS--Supreme Court ...... X 0 X X some 7 3g! 7
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 7 104 15

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 6: Opinions reported by state appellate courts, 1986. (continued)
Admin- Total mandatory
istra- AN appeals and
tive other Total discretionary
Court Civil  Criminal agency case- dispositions petitions
State/Court name: type appeals appeals appeals types by opinion disposed
KENTUCKY--Supreme Court .... COLR X X X X 335 1,18]
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 2,064 2,768
LOUISIANA--Supreme Court ... COLR X X X X 165 2,300
Courts of Appeal ......... IAC X X X X 3,600 6,879
MARYLAND--Court of Appeals . COLR X X X X 104 sagb
MASSACHUSETTS--Supreme
Judicial Court ........... COLR X X X X 2719 N/A
Appeals Court ............ 1AC X X X X 190 N/A
MICHIGAN--Supreme Court .... COLR X X X X 115 2,391
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 3,858 6,573
MINNESOTA--Supreme Court ... COLR X X X X 318 719
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 2,082 2,109!
MISSOURI--Supreme Court .... COLR X X X X 72 1,018
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 1,675 3,206
NEW JERSEY--Supreme Court .. COLR X X X X 58 1,6151
Appellate Division of
Superior Court ......... IAC X X X X 3,801C 6,611}
NEW MEXICO--Supreme Court .. COLR X X X X 158 N/A
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 121 532
NORTH CAROLINA--Supreme
Court ....covviinennnnnn COLR X X X X 170 993
Court of Appeals ......... 1AC X X X X 1,493 2,1868
OHIO-~Court of Appeals ..... IAC X X X X 4,464 9,296
OREGON--Supreme Court ...... COLR X X X X 134 1,215
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 641 4,004
SOUTH CAROLINA--Supreme
COUFt L evrnennnnnennnns COLR X X X X 696 696!
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 374 374
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Does the opinion

Opinion count include? Number of Number of
count 3s by: Per Number of opinions lawyer
written Majority curiam Memos/ Justices/ per jus- support
State/Court name: case document opinion_ opinion orders Judges tice/judge personnel
KENTUCKY--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X some 7 48 11
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 14 147 22
LOUISIANA--Supreme Court ... 0 X X X some 17 24 26
Courts of Appeal ......... 1} X X X X 48 75 102
MARYLAND--Court of Appeals . X 0 X 0 0 1 15 11
MASSACHUSETTS--Supreme
Judicial Court ........... [t} X X 0 1] 7 40 20
Appeals Court ............ 1] X X 0 0 10 19 21
MICHIGAN--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X 0 7 16 15
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 18 214 84
MINNESOTA--Supreme Court ... X 0 X 0 0 7 45 n
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 0 12 114 34
MISSOURI--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X some 7 10 10
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 32 52 74
NEW JERSEY--Supreme Court .. 0 X X 0 0 1 8 18
Appellate Division of
Superior Court ......... X 0 X X X 28 136 45
NEW MEXICO--Supreme Court .. X 0 X 0 some 5 32 10
Court of Appeals ......... 0 X X 0 0 7 17 20
NORTH CAROLINA--Supreme
Court ......ccivivnnnnnn X 0 X 0 some 1 24 14
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 X 12 124 28
OHIO--Court of Appeals ..... X 0 X 0 X 53 84 54
OREGON--Supreme Court ...... X 0 X X 0 1 19 9
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 1] 0 10 64 18
SOUTH CAROLINA--Supreme
Court ....coiiiinnnnnnns X 0 X X 0 5 139 19
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X 0 6 56 11

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 6: Opinions reported by state appellate courts, 1986. (continued)
Admin- Total mandatory
istra- AN appeals and
tive other Total discretionary
Court Civid Criminal agency case- dispositions petitions
State/Court name: type appeals appeals  appeals types by opinion disposed
VIRGINIA--Supreme Court .... COLR X X X X 152 1.0951
WASHINGTON--Supreme Court .. COLR X X X X 197 995
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 1,195 3,555
WISCONSIN--Supreme Court ... COLR X X X X 94 765
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X X X X 1,097 2,419
STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
DELAWARE--Supreme Court .... COLR X X X X 57 418
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--
Court of Appeals ......... COLR X X X X 219 1,5671
MAINE--Supreme Judicial
Court Sitting as Law
] COLR X X X X 2341 5881
MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court . COLR X X X X 476 91§
MONTANA--Supreme Court ..... COLR X X X X 374 374
NEBRASKA--Supreme Court .... COLR X X X X 44 9458
NEVADA--Supreme Court ...... COLR X X X X 138 854
NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme
COURt tvvvennrrenerninnss COLR X X X X 209 45!
NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court. COLR X X X X 263C 3517
RHODE ISLAND--Supreme Court. COLR 100 28 6 4 134 677
SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court. COLR X X X X 252C 419
UTAH--Supreme Court ........ COLR X X X X 265 565
VERMONT--Supreme Court ..... COLR X X X X 146 5568
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Does the opinion

Opinion count include? Number of Number of
count 15 by: Per Number of opinions lawyer
written Majority curfam Memos/ Justices/ per Jjus- support
State/Court name: case document opinion_ opinion orders Judges tice/judge personnel
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 7 13 10
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X 0 0 13 84 25
STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
DELAWARE-~-Supreme Court .... X 0 X 0 0 5 n )
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X 0 9 N 25
MAINE--Supreme Judicial
Court Sitting as Law
Court vviriiiiiiiinn.s 0 X X 0 0 1 33! n
MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court . X 0 X 0 X 9 53 20
MONTANA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X 0 0 1 53 14
NEBRASKA--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X X 7 63 14
NEVADA--Supreme Court ...... 0 X X X 0 5 28 20
NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme
Court ......ioieineeannn, X 0 X X 0 5 42 10
NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court. X 0 X X 0 5 53C 10
RHOODE ISLAND--Supreme Court. X 0 X X some 5 21 17
SOUTH DAXOTA--Supreme Court. X 0 X X 0 5 50 8
UTAH--Supreme Court ........ X 0 X X 0 5 53 12
VERMONT--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X 0 0 5 29 8
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TABLE 6: Opinions reported by state appellate courts, 1986. (continued)

Admin- Total mandatory
istra- AN appeals and
tive other Total discretionary
Court Civil Criminal agency case- dispositions petitions
State/Court name: type appeals appeals  appeals types by opinton disposed
WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme Court
of Appeals .........c..... COLR X X X X 213 1,396
WYOMING--Supreme Court ..... COLR X X X X 207 321

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL

ALABAMA--Supreme Court ..... COLR 581 1,522
Court of Civil Appeals ... IAC X - X X 368 548
Court of Criminal Appeals. IAC -- 504 -- X 534 1,745

NEW YORK~-Court of Appeals . COLR X X X X 107 3,899

OKLAHOMA--Supreme Court .... COLR X 0 X X ns 1,3131
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X 0 X X 851 856

PENNSYLVANIA--Supreme Court. COLR X X X X 290 N/A
Superior Court ........... IAC X X 0 X 5,032 17,4101
Commonwealth Court ....... IAC X X X X 1,541 4,175

TENNESSEE--Supreme Court ... COLR X X X X 152 866
Court of Appeals ......... IAC X 0 X X 1,141 1,404
Court of Criminal Appeals. IAC 0 0 X X 849 946

TEXAS--Supreme Court ....... COLR X 0 X X 84 1,168
Court of Criminal Appeals. COLR 0 X 0 X 229 3,127
Courts of Civil Appeals .. IAC X X X X 4,113 8,161

NOTE: A1) available data that are at least 75% QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

complete are included in the table. 8lank
spaces indicate that either the data are
unavallable or less than 75% compiete, or
that the calculations are inappropriate.
States and/or courts omitted from this
table did not specifically report caseload
data on mandatory cases, or did not have
mandatory jurisdiction. State courts with
mandatory jurisdiction can be identified
in the state court system charts
identified in Part III of this Report.

JURISDICTION CODES:

COLR =

Court of Last Resort

IAC = Intermediate Appellate Court

X

= Court has jurtsdiction
0 = Court does not have jurisdiction

-~ = Data not applicable
N/A = Data not available

An absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that
data are not incomplete or overinclusive.

B: The following courts' data are complete with some
double-counting:
Georgla--Supreme Court--Court of Appeals
Hawaii--Supreme Court
Idaho--Supreme Court
Maryland--Court of Appeals
Missouri--Supreme Court
North Carolina--Court of Appeals
Vermont--Supreme Court
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Does the opinion

Opinion count include? Number of Number of
count s by: Per Number of opinions lawyer
written Majority curiam Memos/ Justices/ per Jjus- support
State/Court name: case document opinion opinion orders Judges tice/judge personnel
WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme Court
of Appeals ............... X 0 X X some 5 43 20
WYOMING--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X some 5 4] 12
STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL
ALABAMA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X some 9 65 18
Court of Civil Appeals ... X 0 X X X 3 123 6
Court of Criminal Appeals. X 0 X 0 some 5 107 10
NEW YORK--Court of Appeals . 0 X X 0 0 7 15 28
OKLAHOMA--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X ] 9 79 16
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X X 12 n 12
PENNSYLVANIA--Supreme Court. X 0 0 7 4 33.5
Superior Court ........... X 0 X X X 22 229 85.5
Commonwealth Court ....... 0 X X X X 12 128 5)
TENNESSEE--Supreme Court ... X 0 X X some 5 30 9
Court of Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 12 95 12
Court of Criminal Appeals. X 0 X X some 9 94 9
TEXAS--Supreme Court ....... v} X X 0 0 9 9 26
Court of Criminal Appeals. X 0 X 0 0 9 25 24
Courts of Appeals ........ X 0 X 0 0 80 60 137

C: The following courts' data are overinclusive:

New Jersey--Appellate Division of Superior
Court--Total mandatory jurisdiction cases
include discretionary petitions that were
granted review.

North Dakota--Supreme Court--Opinion and
order manners of disposition include
preargument dispositions.

South Dakota--Supreme Court--Civil and
criminal appeals disposed of by opinion
include appeals of administrative agency
and juvenile cases, and interlocutory
decisions.

i: The following courts' data are 75% complete:

Arkansas--Supreme Court--Grand total cases
do not include attorney disciplinary
cases, certified questions from the
federal courts, which were unreported for
this year, and a small number of
discretionary petitions that were denied
review or dismissed.

Connecticut--Supreme Court--Grand total
cases include only those cases heard by
the court, and do not include some
unclassified appeals and judge
disciplinary cases.
--Appellate Court--Grand total cases
disposed do not include discretionary
petitions that were denied or dismissed.



TABLE 6:

Opintons reported by state appellate courts, 1986.

(continued)

District of Columbia--Court of Appeals--
Grand total disposed cases do not include
petitions of final Judgements.

Indiana--Supreme Court--Grand total cases do
not include discretionary criminal
petitions.

Kansas--Supreme Court--Grand total cases do
not include attorney disciplinary cases,
certified questions from the federal
courts, which were unreported for this
year, and a small number of discretionary
petitions that were denied review or
dismissed.

--Court of Appeals--Grand total cases do
not include the few petitions for review
that were denled access.

Maine--Supreme Judicial Court Sitting as Law
Court--Grand tota) cases do not include
mandatory disciplinary and mandatory ad-
visory opinions.

Minnesota--Court of Appeals-Grand total cases
do not include discretionary petitions of
final judgments that were denied review.
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New Hampshire--Supreme Court--Data do not
include discretionary judge disciplinary
petitions.

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--Grand total cases
disposed do not include disciplinary cases.
Pennsylvania--Superior Court--Grand total cases
do not include petitions for review that were

denied.

South Carolina--Supreme Court--Grand total
disposed cases do not include discretionary
petitions that were denied review, or
otherwise dismissed/withdrawn/settled.

Virginia--Supreme Court--Grand total cases
do not include mandatory jurisdiction cases.



TABLE 7: Reported National Civil and Criminal Caseload for State Trial Courts, 1986

Reported Caseload

Filed Disposed

Civil cases:

I. General Jjurtsdiction courts:

A.

Number of reported complete and comparable Cases ........ccveivierevnnnns
Number of reported complete cases that are not comparable due to the

method of counting support/custody cases .......coiiiieirecenrsnnsnnsnns
Total number of reported complete CaseS .......civiieniiniinenannnacaannns
Number of courts reporting complete civil data ............cocvviiiunnns
Number of states with general jurisdiction courts reporting complete

[+ . 3 T
Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction

courts reporting complete civil data ...........coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii,

Number of reported complete and comparable civil cases that include other

Lo -3 A7 ¢T3 3
Number of reported complete civil cases that include other casetypes,

but are not comparable due to the method of counting support/custody

CASBS tiveeeeaeveaneneasoaenonsneenaesoseatococasessasononsassssannnnes
Total number of reported complete civil cases that include other

Lo K -2 ¢ T2
Number of courts reporting complete civil data that include other

Lo R - A 7 033U
Number of states with general jurisdiction courts reporting complete

civil data that include other casetypes ........ccciiiiiiinineneienenns
Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction

courts reporting complete civil data that include other casetypes .....

Number of reported cases that are comparable but are either incomplete

or incomplete and include noncivil casetypes ............coiiiiinnian..
Number of reported cases that are either incomplete or incomplete and

include noncivil casetypes, but are not comparable due to the method of

counting support/custody Cases .....ivriiiii i i i et i ieaaen
Total number of reported cases that are either incomplete or incomplete

and Include noncivil casetypes ...ttt ietiiiiiaeiiennn
Number of courts reporting cases that are incomplete or incomplete and

Include noncivil casetypes ...t i i i it ittt
Number of states with general jurisdiction courts reporting cases that

are incomplete or incomplete and include noncivil casetypes .............
Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction courts

reporting cases that are incomplete or incomplete and include noncivil

(R 12 A 115 T

II. Limited jurisdiction courts:

A.

Number of reported complete and comparable cases ...........cocviiiivnnn.n.
Number of reported complete cases that are not comparable due to the method
of counting support/custody cases ......coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiianen
Total number of reported complete CASES ....cuviiinreriiiinererenronenonans
Number of courts reporting complete civil data ........... ..o
Number of states with 1imited jurisdiction courts reporting complete data .
Percent of the total population of states with 1imited jurisdiction courts
reporting complete clvil data .......cvvieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiin.,

Number of reported complete and comparable civil cases that include other
Lo -1 412 S T R R
Number of reported complete civil cases that include other casetypes, but
are not comparable due to the method of counting support/custody cases ..
Total number of reported compiete civil cases that include other casetypes.
Number of courts reporting complete civil data that include other casetypes
Number of states with 1imited jurisdiction courts reporting complete civil
data that Include other casetypes .....ciiiiiiiriiiiiieniecinsnansnnens
Percent of the total population of states with 1imited jurisdiction courts
reporting complete civil data that include other casetypes ..............

1,828,223 1,472,

1,774,778 1,574,
3,603,000 3,047,

27
23
44%

93,804 93,

2,523,384 1,866,

2,617,188 1,959,

21
21
33%

839,143 851,

899,415 1,250,

1,738,558 2,101,

7
7

22%

5,954,025 4,551,

496,833 476,
6,450,858 5,027,

50
28

66%

531,670 616,

0

531,670 616,

6
6

19%

883
617
500
26
22

46%

012

81

883
15
15
27%
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115
927
12
12

24%

549
055
604
41
25

60%

8817
0
881
1
1

21%
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TABLE 7: Reported national civil and criminal caseload for state trial courts, 1986.

(continued)

Reported Caseload Filed Disposed

C. Number of reported cases that are comparable but are elther incomplete or

incomplete and Include noncivil casetypes .......ccvivriviniienerrnnnnnnnn 745,155 663,384
Number of reported cases that are either incomplete or incomplete and
include noncivil casetypes, but are not comparable due to the method
of counting support/custody Cases .......iiiiiiiiiinieiniienenanrnnnnnnn 8,216 2,730
Total number of reported cases that are either incomplete or incomplete
and Include noncIvil CasetyPeS . .vvrii ittt ittt iieteretraenenennnenns 153,971 666,114
Number of courts reporting cases that are incomplete or incomplete and
Include NONCIVAT CaSEEYPOS .uiitriirintiiieiieennernneenntonnensnoannnnns 13 12
Number of states with limited jurisdiction courts reporting cases that
are incomplete or incomplete and include noncivil casetypes ............. 8 9
Percent of the total population of states with 1imited jurisdiction courts
reporting cases that are incomplete or incomplete and include noncivil
Lo B 7 -2 AP U PN 18% 29%
Criminal Cases
I. General jurisdiction courts:

A. Number of reported complete and comparable €Cases .......ccveevevnneenccnnns 1,136,868 172,853
Number of courts reporting complete and comparable data ................... 18 16
Number of states with general jurisdiction courts reporting complete and

comparable data ......iiiiiii i it it ettt ta e, 18 16
Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction courts
reporting complete criminal data ........ccitiiiiiiiiiiriiiiertrtienaaaan 48% 45%

B. Number of reported complete criminal cases that include other casetypes ... 489,353 487,051

Number of courts reporting complete criminal data that include other

(o F-2 7 -2 3N PP PN 16 15
Number of states with general jurisdiction courts reporting complete

(o L) R T4 B - < T g O U U 15 14
Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction courts

reporting complete criminal data that include other casetypes ........... 16% 16%

C. Number of reported cases that are either incomplete or incomplete and .

Include noncriminal Casetypes ..c.uiiiiiiiiiieiiiieiiieiienteertronnanes 1,344,331 1,219,563
Number of courts reporting either incomplete data or incomplete data that

Include noRCriminal CasetyPes ..vvvrieriireneiereenerennenneenarosasnasens 18 20
Number of states with general Jurisdiction courts reporting either

incomplete criminal data or incomplete data that inciude noncriminal

(o Y- A T2 3 18 20
Percent of the total population of states with genera] Jurisdiction courts

reporting either incomplete criminal data or incomplete data that

include noncriminal casetypPes .....viviiiiieiinenianrosnssnsosnscacannns 35% 6%

II. Limited Jurisdiction courts:

A. Number of reported complete and comparable CaSes .......covevevruecnrnoncnss 1,511,025 760,807
Number of courts reporting complete and comparable data ................... n 6
Number of states with 1imited jurisdiction courts reporting complete and

comparable data ... .. ittt i i i et i a ettt 9 )
Percent of the total population of states with 1imited jurisdiction courts
reporting complete criminal data .......ccviiriiiiiiiiiiiieieitrtoniiannns 28% 17%

B. Number of reported complete criminal cases that include other casetypes ... 2,236,513 1,948,522

Number of courts reporting complete criminal data that include other

(o8- T - A -2 13 12
Number of states with 1imited jurisdiction courts reporting complete

criminal data that include other casetypes ..........coiiiiiiiiiiiiiannn, 12 n
Percent of the total population of states with 1imited jurisdiction courts

reporting complete criminal data that include other casetypes ........... 30% 27%
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TABLE 7: Reported national civil and criminal caseload for state trial courts, 1986. (continued)

Reported Caseload Filed Disposed

C. Number of reported cases that are either incomplete or incomplete and

Include NoNCriminal CasetyPeS . .iieirinvrineeeeeennenereaeeanocnnncasenns 3,996,492 3,827,106
Number of courts reporting elther incomplete data or incomplete data that
Include noncriminal casetypes .. ..ottt i i it et e 34 32

Number of states with limited jurisdiction courts reporting either

incomplete criminal data or incomplete data that include noncriminal

(o Y- 7 1 T2 U 24 23
Percent of the total population of states with Timited jurisdiction courts

reporting either incompiete criminal data or incomplete data that

Include noNCriminal CasetyPesS . ..ciiivriineeeernnreenencccoacoonannenanan 52% 52%

Summary section for all trial courts:

Reported filings

General Limited Total
Jurisdiction Jurisdiction (incomplete)
Civil Criminal Civil Criminal Civil Criminal

1. Total number of reported

complete cases .............. 3,603,001+% 1,136,868 6,450,858* 1,577,025 10,053,859* 2,713,893
2. Total number of reported

complete cases that include

other casetypes ............. 2,617,188* 489,353 531,670 2,236,513 3,148,858 2,725,866
3. Total number of reported cases

that are either incomplete, or

incomplete and include other

casetypes ......coiiniiaiaann 1,738,558* 1,344,330 753,971* 3,996,492 2,492,529 5,534,773

Total (incomplete) ............ 7,958,747* 2,970,552 7,736,499* 7,810,030 15,695,246* 10,780,582

*pata reflect a total of complete and comparable
civil data and complete civil data which are not
comparable due to the method of counting support/
custody cases in some courts.
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total, State Trial Court Caseload, 1986

Grand total Grand total Disposi- Filings
Criminal Criminal filings and dispositions tions as a per 100,000
Juris- unit of point of qualifying and qualify- percentage total

State/Court name: diction Parking _ count filing footnotes ing footnotes of filings population
ALABAMA Circult ...... 1 2 [t} A 131,646 O 133,207 O 100 3,248
ALABAMA District ..... 2 1 B8 B 537,844 ¢ 498,096 C 93 13,270
ALABAMA Probate ...... 2 2 I I N/A N/A
ALABAMA Municipal .... 2 1 M 8 N/A N/A

ALABAMA State Total. 669,490 e 631,303 * 94 16,518
ALASKA Supertor ...... 1 1 B8 A 21,0 P 18,706 P 89 3,953
ALASKA District ...... 2 3 8 B 52,921 J 126,997 8 9,929

ALASKA State Total . 73,992 «+ 145,703 ¢ 13,882
ARIZONA Superior ..... 1 2 D A 136,777 B 125,299 B 92 4,121
ARIZONA Justice of

the Peace .......... 2 1 7 8 592,198 1 555,464 1 94 17,843
ARIZONA Municipal .... 2 1 l B 1,098,032 1 1,063,749 1§ 97 33,083

ARIZONA State Total. 1,827,007 * 1,744,512 ¢ 95 55,047
ARKANSAS Circuit ..... 1 2 A A 65,662 64,042 € 2,768
ARKANSAS Chancery

and Probate ........ 1 2 1 1 53,016 B 45,650 B 94 2,235
ARKANSAS Court of

Common Pleas ....... 2 2 I I N/A N/A
ARKANSAS County ...... 2 2 I I 12,357 1 11,175 1 90 521
ARKANSAS Municipal .. 2 1 A B 500,963 V 343,422 ¥
ARKANSAS City ........ 2 1 A B 20,847 v 13,176 V
ARKANSAS Police ...... 2 1 A B

ARKANSAS State

Total ............ 652,845 ¢ 481,465 ¢
CALIFORNIA Superior .. 1 2 B A 838,895 8B 671,294 8 80 3,109
CALIFORNIA Municipal . 2 3 B B 17,541,419 C 14,299,819 C 82 65,014
CALIFORNIA Justice ... 2 3 B B 603,658 C 513,076 € 85 2,237
CALIFORNIA State
Total ............ 18,983,972 * 15,484,189 ¢ 82 70,361
COLORADO District,

Denver Supertor &

Juvenile & Probate . 1 2 0 G 137,780 C 128,859 C 94 4,211
COLORADO Water ....... 1 2 I I 1,870 2,348 126 57
COLORADO County ...... 2 2 ] 8 373,175 358,517 96 11,423
COLORADO Municipal ... 2 1 I I N/A N/A

COLORADO State

Total ............ 512,825 * 489,724 ¢ 95 15,697
CONNECTICUT Superior . 1 1 £ A 836,176 Y 177,524 ¥
CONNECTICUT Probate .. 2 2 I I 50,856 N/A 1,595
CONNECTICUT State
Total .....covvn.n.. 887,032 ¢ 711,524 *
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TABLE 8:

Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1986.

(continued)

Grand total

Grand total

Disposi- Filings

Criminal Criminal filings and dispositions tions as a per 100,000
Juris- unit of point of qualifying and qualify- percentage total

State/Court name: diction Parking _ count filing footnotes inq footnotes of filings population
DELAWARE Court of

Chancery ........... 1 2 i I 3,309 2,888 87 522
DELAWARE Supertor .... 1 2 B A 8,709 ¢ 7,642 ¢t 88 1,376
DELAWARE Court of

Common Pleas ....... 2 2 A B 23,522 1 22,151 1% 94 3,116
Municipal Court of

Wilmington, DELAWARE 2 4 A B 30,541 K 30,514 K 100 4,825
DELAWARE Family ...... 2 2 B B 36,287 ) 35,953 J 99 5,733
DELAWARE Justice of

the Peace .......... 2 2 A B 192,982 192,444 100 30,487
DELAWARE Alderman's .. 2 4 A B 24,620 23,828 97 3,889

DELAWARE State

Total ............ 319,970 ¢ 315,420 ¢ 99 50,548

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Superior ........... 1 3 B G 218,847 B 221,581 B 101 35,016

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Total ............ 218,847 ¢ 221,581 «* 100 35,016

FLORIDA Circuit ...... 1 2 £ A 678,640 557,453 82 5,813
FLORIDA County ....... 2 1 A B 3,681,012 3,451,121 94 31,529

FLORIDA State Total 4,359,652 4,014,574 92 37,342
GEORGIA Superior ..... 1 2 G A 202,901 D 194,736 D 96 3,324
GEORGIA State ........ 2 2 G A 520,580 O 481,732 0 93 8,529
GEORGIA Probate ...... 2 2 8 A 218,623 Vv 190,610 V
GEORGIA Juventle ..... 1 2 I 1 41,788 37,244 89 684
GEORGIA Municipal .... 2 2 M M N/A N/A
GEORGIA CiviY ........ 2 2 M M N/A N/A
GEORGIA Magistrate ... 2 2 B B 217,093 1§ 131,837 1 61 3,557
GEORGIA County

Recorder's ......... 2 1 M M N/A N/A
GEORGJA Municipal &

City of Atlanta .... 2 1 M M N/A N/A

GEORGIA State Total 1,200,985 * 1,036,159 *
HAWAII Circutt ....... 1 2 G B 45,098 D 44,805 D 99 4,243
HAWAIT Oistrict ...... 2 4 A G 959,176 898,428 94 90,233

HAWAII State Total . 1,004,274 ¢ 943,233 ¢ 94 94,475
IDAHO District ....... 1 3 D F 333,558 1 340,164 1 102 33,289

IDAHO State Total .. 333,558 ¢ 340,164 * 102 33,289
ILLINOIS Circutt ..... 1 4 G A 7,329,530 8 4,766,064 8 65 63,454

ILLINOIS sState Total 7,329,530 * 4,766,064 * 65 63,454
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TABLE 8:

Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1986.

(continued)

Grand total Grand total Disposi- Filings
Criminal Criminal filings and dispositions tions as a per 100,000
Juris- unit of point of qualifying and qualify- percentage total
State/Court name: diction Parking _ count filing footnotes  ing footnotes of filings population
INDIANA Superior and
Clrcult ............ 1 3 B8 A 481,838 460,665 96 8,156
INDIANA County ....... 2 4 8 F 268,393 1 261,435 1 97 4,877
Municipal Court of
Marjon County,
INDIANA .......... 2 3 B f 201,367 177,499 88 3,659
INDIANA Probate ...... 2 2 1 1 N/A N/A
INDIANA City and Town 2 3 ] F 200,012 198,947 99 3,635
Small Claims Court of
Marion County,
INDIANA .......... 2 2 I 1 61,352 58,001 95 1,115
INDIANA State Total 1,212,962 * 1,156,547 ¢ 95 22,042
IOWA District ........ 1 3 B A 888,940 D 880,443 P 31,19
I0WA State Total ... 888,940 ¢ 880,443 o 31,19
KANSAS District ...... 1 2 B G 415,195 B 405,656 B 38 16,878
KANSAS Municipal ..... 2 1 I 1 N/A N/A
KANSAS State Total . 415,195 * 405,656 * 98 16,878
KENTUCKY Circuit ..... 1 2 ] A 75,931 D 72,608 D 96 2,036
KENTUCKY District .... 2 3 B F 618,744 O 614,885 0 99 16,593
KENTUCKY State Total 694,675 ¢ 687,493 ¢ 99 18,629
LOUISTIANA District ... 1 2 7 A 482,176 D N/A 10,110
LOUISIANA Family and
Juvenile ........... 1 2 I I 29,076 N/A 645
LOUISIANA City and
Parish ......ccvvvuns 2 1 8 F 641,120 508,085 19 14,241
LOUISIANA Justice of
the Peace .......... 2 1 1 I N/A N/A
LOUISIANA Mayor's .... 2 1 I 1 N/A N/A
LOUISIANA State
Total ............ 1,152,372 ¢ 508,085 ¢ 25,591
MAINE Superior ....... 1 2 ] A 18,024 O 17,943 O 100 1,537
MAINE District ....... 2 4 8 A 264,238 J 253,232 ) 96 22,521
MAINE Probate ........ 2 2 I I N/A N/A
MAINE Administrative . 2 2 I I 0 0
MAINE State Total .. 282,262 ¢ 271,175 ¢ 96 24,063
MARYLAND Circuit ..... 1 2 B A 185,920 C 155,526 C 84 4,166
MARYLAND District .. 2 2 B A 1,603,748 935,861 V 35,934
MARYLAND Orphan's .... 2 2 1 I N/A N/A
MARYLAND State Total 1,789,668 * 1,091,387 ¢ 40,100
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TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1986. (continued)

Grand total Grand total Disposi- Filings
Criminal Criminal filings and dispositions tlons as a per 100,000
Juris- unit of point of qualifying and qualify- percentage total
State/Court name: diction Parking _ count filing footnotes  ing footnotes of filings population

MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court
of the Commonwealth:
Superior Court
Department ....... 1 1 D A 39,980 39,187 98 686
Housing, District,
B8oston Municipal Court

Departments ...... 1 1 D B 2,129,540 1 1,416,251 V 36,515
MASSACHUSETTS State
Total ............ 2,169,520 * 1,455,438 + 37,200
MICHIGAN Circuit ..... 1 2 B A 219,794 218,181 100 2,404
MICHIGAN Court of
Claims ............. 1 2 I I 825 536 65 9
MICHIGAN District .... 2 4 B B 2,937,101 2,131,221 93 32,121
MICHIGAN Municipal ... 2 4 8 B 42,330 41,740 99 463
MICHIGAN Probate ..... 2 2 I 1 107,972 1 37,821 v 1,181
MICHIGAN State Total 3,308,023 * 3,030,099 ¢ 36,177
MINNESOTA District ... 1 4 B8 ] 1,964,932 B 1,925,766 8 98 46,629
MINNESOTA State
Total ............ 1,964,932 * 1,925,766 * 98 46,629
MISSOURI Circuit ..... ] 3 b4 A 800,342 P 761,341 P 95 15,798
MISSOURI State Total 800,342 * 761,341 * 95 15,798
MONTANA District ..... 1 2 G A 32,740 D 27,910 B 3,998
MONTANA Justice of
the Peace .......... 2 1 B B N/A N/A
MONTANA City ......... 2 1 8 B N/A N/A
MONTANA Municipal .... 2 1 B 8 N/A N/A
MONTANA State Total 32,740 * 21,910
NEBRASKA District .... 1 2 B A 42,71 0 44,448 D 104 2,678
NEBRASKA County ...... 2 1 B F 401,157 1 403,302 1 101 25,119
NEBRASKA Separate
Juvenile ........... 2 2 I I 1,979 N/A 124
NEBRASKA Workmen's
Compensation ....... 2 2 I I 327 325 99 20
NEBRASKA State Total 2 446,234 * 448,075 * 27,942
NEVADA District ...... 1 2 b4 A N/A N/A
NEVADA Justice ....... 2 1 7 B8 N/A N/A
NEVADA Municipal ..... 2 1 V4 B8 N/A N/A

NEVADA State Total .

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1986. (continued)

Grand total Grand total ODisposi- Filings
Criminal Criminal f1ilings and dispositions tions as a per 100,000
Juris- unit of point of qualifying and qualify- percentage total
State/Court name: diction Parking _ count filing footnotes  ing footnotes of filings population
NEW HAMPSHIRE Superior 1 2 A A 25,890 B 25,533 8 99 2,51
NEW HAMPSHIRE District 2 4 A B 355,816 K N/A 34,646
NEW HAMPSHIRE Probate 2 2 I I 15,807 N/A 1,539
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Municipal .......... 2 4 A 8 8,176 K N/A 796
NEW HAMPSHIRE State
Total ............ 405,689 * 25,533 ¢ 39,502
NEW JERSEY Superior . 1 2 ] A 715,882 B 168,033 B 99 10,182
NEW JERSEY Municipal . 2 4 B B 5,418,384 4,628,396 84 71,895
NEW JERSEY Surrogates. 2 2 I I N/A N/A
NEW JERSEY State
Total ......counne 6,254,266 * 5,396,429 * 86 82,077
NEW MEXICO District .. 1 2 E ] 70,900 0 65,063 D 92 4,794
NEW MEXICO Magistrate. 2 3 £ B 115,023 C N/A 71.111
NEW MEXICO Probate ... 2 2 1 I N/A N/A
NEW MEXICO Municipal . 2 1 I 1 N/A N/A
Metropolitan Court of
Bernalillo County,
NEW MEXICO ......... 2 4 3 B 415,101 X 291,137 K 70 28,066
NEW MEXICO State
Total .......0vvn 601,024 * 356,200 ¢ 40,637
NEW YORK Supreme and
County ............. 1 2 £ A 340,924 0 225,135 0 66 1,918
Civil Court of the
City of NEW YORK ... 2 2 I I 254,170 246,352 97 1,430
Criminal Court of the
City of NEW YORK ... 2 4 £ ] 389,431 ¢ 361,421 1 93 2,19
NEW YORK Court of
Claims ............. 2 2 I 1 2,290 2,172 95 12
NEW YORK Surrogates' . 2 2 I I 108,773 59,869 V 612
NEW YORK Family ...... 2 2 I I 421,830 420,851 100 2,374
NEW YORK District and
City ..ovvevvvnnnns 2 4 E D 354,006 vV 1,341,922
NEW YORK Town and
Village ............ 2 1 £ 8 N/A N/A
NEW YORK State
Total ............ 1,871,424 * 2,657,722 * 10,530
NORTH CAROLINA Superior 1 2 8 A 168,210 159,589 95 2,656
NORTH CAROLINA District 2 3 c G 1,669,633 8 1,623,049 8 97 26,360
NORTH CAROLINA State
Total ..ovveennnen 1,837,843 * 1,782,638 * 97 29,016
NORTH DAKOTA 0istrict 1 4 8 A 18,423 D 17,609 D 96 2,N3
NORTH DAKOTA County .. 2 1 E F 89,605 K 89,731 K 100 13,197
NORTH DAKOTA Municipal 2 1 B B N/A 45,002 V
NORTH DAKOTA State
Total ............ 108,028 ¢ 152,342 ¢ 15,910

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1986. (continued)

Grand total Grand total Disposi- Filings
Criminal Criminal f31ings and dispositions tions as a per 100,000
Juris- unit of point of qualifying and qualify- percentage total
State/Court name: diction Parking _ count filing footnotes 1ing footnotes of filings population
OHIO Court of Common
Pleas .........cu... 1 2 ] C 589,740 576,994 98 5,484
QHIO County .......... 2 2 8 E 215,151 270,079 98 2,564
OHIO Municipal ....... 2 2 ] £ 2,171,708 2,154,121 99 20,196
OHIO Court of Claims . 2 2 1 I 4,047 2,588 64 37
OHIO Mayors' ......... 2 1 M M N/A N/A
OHIO State Total ... 3,041,253 * 3,004,382 * 99 28,283
OKLAHOMA District .... 1 2 J A 514,840 J 479,313 ) 93 15,578
OKLAHOMA Court of Tax
Review ............. 2 2 I I N/A N/A
OKLAHOMA Municipal
Criminal Court of
Record ............. 2 1 I I N/A N/A
OKLAHOMA Municipal
Court Not of Record. 2 1 I I N/A N/A
OKLAHOMA State Total 514,840 * 479,313 *
OREGON Circult ....... 1 2 £ G 118,149 P 99,066 P 84 4,379
OREGON Tax ........... 1 2 1 1 N/A N/A
OREGON District ...... 2 1 E 6 451,824 K 421,029 X 93 16,747
OREGON County ........ 2 2 I 1 N/A N/A
OREGON Justice ....... 2 3 € B N/A N/A
OREGON Municipal ..... 2 3 A B N/A N/A
OREGON State Total . 569,973 * 520,095 ¢
PENNSYLVANIA Court of
Common Pleas ....... 1 2 B A 411,569 433,573 3,647
PENNSYLVANIA District
Justice Court ...... 2 4 B B 1,869,029 739,568 93 15,722
Philadelphia Municipal
Court, PENNSYLVANIA. 2 2 B8 B 143,792 K 144,350 K 100 1,210
Pittsburgh City
Magistrates,
PENNSYLVANIA ..... 2 4 B B 389,774 4 N/A 3,219
Philadelphia Traffic
Court, PENNSYLVANIA. 2 1 I I N/A N/A
PENNSYLVANIA State
Total ............ 2,814,164 * 2,317,491 « 23,857
PUERTO RICO Superior . 1 2 A B 101,167 O 97,305 0 96 3,097
PUERTO RICO District . 2 2 A 8 165,320 C 164,41 C 99 5,060
PUERTO RICO Municipal. 2 1 1 1 N/A N/A
PUERTO RICO Total .. 266,487 «* 261,746 * 98 8,157
RHODE ISLAND Superior. 1 2 )] A 13,389 & 5,404 v 1,373
RHODE ISLAND Family .. 2 2 1 1 11,713 3 N/A 1,201
RHODE ISLAND District. 2 2 A B 75,342 0 64,055 0 85 1,121
RHODE ISLAND Municipal 2 ] I 1 N/A N/A
RHODE ISLAND Probate . 2 2 I I N/A N/A
RHODE ISLAND State
Total ............ 100,444 69,459 ¢ 10,302

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1986. (continued)

Grand total Grand total Disposi- Filings
Criminal Criminal f11ings and dispositions tlons as a per 100,000
Juris- unit of point of qualifying and qualify- percentage total
State/Court name: diction Parking _ count filing footnotes ing footnotes of fi1lings population
SOUTH CAROLINA Circuit 1 2 ] A 100,952 E 97,334 € 96 2,990
SOUTH CAROLINA Family 2 2 I I 63,781 B8 64,049 B 100 1,889
SOUTH CAROLINA
Magistrate ......... 2 4 B E 620,175 K 621,625 K 100 18,370
SOUTH CAROLINA
Probate ............ 2 2 1 I 20,459 19,552 96 606
SOUTH CAROLINA
Municipal .......... 2 4 ] E 364,265 K 64,298 K 100 10,790
SOUTH CAROLINA State
Total ............ 1,169,632 * 1,166,858 ¢ 100 34,645
SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit . ] 3 B B 209,676 195,943 1 29,615
SOUTH DAKOTA State
Total ............ 209,676 195,943 ¢ 29,615
TENNESSEE Circuit,
Criminal, and
Chancery ......... 1 2 2 A 151,393 0 136,749 O 90 3,152
TENNESSEE Probate .... 2 2 I I N/A N/A
TENNESSEE Juvenile ... 2 2 I i N/A N/A
TENNESSEE General
Sessions ........... 2 1 M M 3,073 W 2,730 W
TENNESSEE Municipal .. 2 1 M M N/A N/A
TENNESSEE State
Total ............ 154,466 * 139,479 *
TEXAS District ....... 1 2 8 A 559,671 B 617,406 B8 1o 3,354
TEXAS Municipal ...... 2 4 A B 6,568,777 1 5,214,948 1| 19 39,369
TEXAS Justice of the
Peace ........vu0unn 2 4 A B 2,357,091 Vv 1,909,655 V
TEXAS County-Level ... 2 2 B F 650,807 667,161 103 3,901
TEXAS State Total .. 10,136,346 * 8,409,170 ¢ 60,751
UTAH District ........ 1 2 J A 38,097 € 50,324 C 132 2,288
UTAH Circuit ......... 2 4 (] A 616,538 E 500,231 E 81 37,029
UTAR Justice of the
Peace ......cciiunnn 2 4 B8 B 314,398 298,565 95 18,883
UTAH Juvenile ........ 2 2 I I N/A N/A
UTAH State Total ... 969,033 ¢ 849,120 * 88 58,200
VERMONT Superior ..... 1 2 I I 9,490 D 9,355 0 99 1,754
VERMONT District ..... 1 2 D C 156,692 147,600 94 28,963
VERMONT Probate ...... 2 2 I I 3,45 V 4,175
VERMONT State Total. 169,638 * 161,131 ¢ 31,356
VIRGINIA Circuit ..... 1 2 A A 155,691 B 145,830 B 94 2,690
VIRGINIA District .... 2 4 A 3 2,693,074 2,650,652 98 46,537
VIRGINIA State Tota) 2,848,765 * 2,796,482 ° 98 49,227

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 8:

Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1986.

(continued)

Grand total Grand total Disposi- Filings
Criminal Criminal! filings and dispositions tions as a per 100,000
Juris- unit of point of qualifying and qualify- percentage total
State/Court name: diction Parking _ count filing footnotes ing footnotes of filings population
WASHINGTON Superior .. 1 2 G A 179,210 O 140,625 O 18 4,015
WASHINGTON District . 2 4 C B 774,344 C 85,546 V 17,350
WASHINGTON Municipal . 2 4 C B 1,146,356 N/A 25,686
WASHINGTON State
Total ............ 2,099,910 226,171 ¢ 47,052
WEST VIRGINIA Circuit. ] 2 J A 54,293 D 57,985 P 2,829
WEST VIRGINIA
Magistrate ......... 2 2 J £ 292,752 X 282,989 K 97 15,255
WEST VIRGINIA
Municipal .......... 2 1 A 8 N/A N/A
WEST VIRGINIA State
Total ............ 347,045 ¢ 340,974 ¢ 18,085
WISCONSIN Circuit .... 1 3 ] c 569,668 B 555,050 8 97 11,905
WISCONSIN Municipal .. 2 3 A B N/A 325,896 Vv
WISCONSIN State
Total ............ 569,668 * 880,946 *
WYOMING District ..... 1 2 J A 11,926 D 11,877 D 100 2,352
WYOMING Justice of
the Peace .......... 2 1 J 8 34,449 34,047 99 6,795
WYOMING Municipal .... 2 1 A B N/A N/A
WYOMING County ....... 2 1 J B8 105,967 106,660 101 20,901
WYOMING State Total. 152,342 ¢ 152,584 ¢ 100 30,048

NOTE:

Mississippd 1s not included in this table
because 1t did not report trial level data
for 1986, and did not respond to the Trial
Court Jurisdiction Guide. A1l other state
courts are 1isted in this table, regardless
of whether data are available. A1l data
that are at least 75% complete are entered
in the table. Blank spaces indicate that
either data are unavatlable or less than 75%
complete, or that the calculations are inap-
propriate. The *f1lings per 100,000 popula-
tion" State Total figure may not equal the
sum of the individual state courts due to
rounding.

N/A = Data are not available.

JURISDICTION COOES:

1
2

General Jurisdiction
Limited Jurisdiction

PARKING CODES:

oWy -

Parking data are unavailable

Court does not have parking Jurisdiction
Only contested parking cases are included
Both contested and uncontested parking cases
are included

CRIMINAL UNIT OF COUNT CODES:

mo (2] P E
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nonowon

n

Missing Data

Data element s inapplicable

Single defendant--single charge

Single defendant--single incident (one/more
charges)

Single defendant--single incident/maximum
number charges (usually two)

Single defendant--one/more incidents
Single defendant--content varies with
prosecutor

One/more defendants--single charge

(continued on next page)



TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1986. (continued)

G = One/more defendants--single incident (one/more
charges)

H = One/more defendants--single incident/maximum
number charges (usually two)

= One/more defendants--one/more incidents

= One/more defendants--content varies with
prosecutor

= Inconsistent during reporting year

= Both the defendant and charge components vary
within the state

xR
1]

~Ne

CRININAL POINT OF FILING CODES:

Missing Data

Data element is inapplicable

At the filing of the information/indictment

At the filing of the complaint

When defendant enters plea/initial appearance
When docketed

At ¥ssuing of warrant

At f11ing of iInformation/complaint

varies (At filing of the complaint, information,
indictment)

MM MOO>—~E
L R S A R I N A ]

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

An absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that
data are not incomplete or overinclustve.

*See the qualifying footnote for each court within
the state. Each footnote will have impact on
the state's total.

B: The following courts' data are not comparable
due to the method of counting support/custody
cases:

Alaska--District Court
Arizona--Superior Court
Arkansas--Chancery and Probate Court
California--Superior Court

District of Columbia--Superior Court
111inois--Circult Court
Kansas--District Court
Minnesota--District Court
Montana--District Court

New Hampshire--Superior Court

New Jersey--Supertor Court

North Carolina--District Court

South Carolina--Family Court
Texas--District Court
Virginia--Circuit Court
Wisconsin--Circult Court

C: The following courts' data are overinclusive:

Alabama--District Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include preliminary
hearings.

Arkansas--Circuit Court--Grand total disposed
data include postconviction remedy and pro-
bation revocation proceedings.

California--Municipal Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include preliminary
hearing cases.

--Justice Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data include preliminary hearing
cases bound over and other transfers.

Colorado--District, Denver Superior, Denver
Juvenile, Denver Probate Court--Grand
total filed and disposed data include
extraditions, revocations, parole, and
release from commitment hearings.

Maryland--Circult Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include some post-
conviction remedy proceedings.

New Mexico--Magistrate Court--Grand total
filed data include preliminary hearings.

Puerto Rico--District Court--Grand total
filed and disposed data Include transfers
and reopened cases.

Utah--District Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include postconviction
remedy and sentence review only
proceedings.

Washington--District Court--Grand total
filed data include some Municipal Court
cases.

D: The following courts' data are overinclusive
and are not comparable due to the method of
counting support/custody cases:

Alabama--Circuit Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings, and are not compar-
able with other state totals due to the
method of counting support/custody cases.

Georgia--Superior Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include probation revo-
catton hearings, and are not comparable
to other state totals due to the method
of counting support/custody cases.

Hawaii--Circuit Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include criminal
postconviction remedy proceedings, and
are not comparable with other state
totals due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

Towa--District Court--Grand total filed
data include postconviction remedy
proceedings, and are not comparable with
other state totals due to the method of
counting support/custody cases.

Kentucky--Circuit Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include sentence
review only and some postconviction
remedy proceedings, and are not compar-
able with other state totals due to the
method of counting support/custody cases.

Louistana--District Court--Grand total
f1led data include postconviction remedy
proceedings and are not comparable with
other state totals due to the method of
counting support/custody cases.

Maine--Superior Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include postconviction
remedy and sentence review only proceed-
ings, and are not comparable with other
state totals due to the method of count-
ing support/custody cases.

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 8:

Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1986.

(continued)

Montana--District Court--Grand total filed
data include reopened cases, and are not
comparable with other state totals due to
the method of counting support/ custody
cases.

Nebraska--District Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings, and are not compar-
able with other state totals due to the
method of counting support/custody cases.

New Mexico--Oistrict Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings and are not comparable
with other state totals due to the method
of counting support/custody cases.

North Oakota--District Court--Grand total
filed and disposed data include sentence
review only and postconviction remedy
proceedings, and are not comparable with
other state totals due to the method of
counting support/custody cases.

Vermont--Superior Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings, and are not comparable
with other state totals due to the method
of counting support/custody cases.

Washington--Superior Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings, and are not comparable
with other state totals due to the method
of counting support/custody cases.

West Virginia--Circuit Court--Grand total
filed and disposed data include postconvic-
tion remedy proceedings, and are not compar-
able with other state totals due to the
method of counting support/custody cases.

Wyoming--District Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings, and are not comparable
with other state totals due to the method
of counting support/custody cases.

The following courts' data include postconvic-
tion remedy proceedings:

Oelaware--Supertor Court

Rhode Island--Superior Court

South Carolina--Circuit Court

Utah--Circuit Court

The following courts' data are 75% complete:

Arizona--Justice of the Peace Court--Grand
total filed and disposed data do not in-
clude 1imited felony, parking, or miscellan-
eous traffic cases.
--Municipal Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data do not include ordinance
violation, parking, and miscellaneous
traffic cases.

Arkansas--County Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data do not include real property
rights and miscellaneous civil cases.
Several counttes did not report data.

165

Delaware--Court of Common Pleas--Grand total
filed and disposed data do not include
some 1imited felony cases.

Georgia--Magistrate Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data do not include criminal
cases.

Idaho~-District Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data do not include felony,
parking, and some DWI/DUI cases.

Indiana--Superior and Circuit Court-Grand
total filed and disposed data do not
include some civil, all mental health,
criminal appeals, miscellaneous criminal,
"redocketed civil,® and “"other" cases.
--County Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data do not include mental
health, miscellaneous civil, and mis-
cellaneous criminal cases.

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the
Commonwealth (Housing, District, Boston
Municipal Departments)--Grand total filed
data do not include criminal and traffic
cases from the Boston Municipal Court
Department, or parking data from the
District Court Department.

Michigan--Probate Court--Grand total filed
data do not include status offense
petitions.

Nebraska--County Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data do not include 1imited
felony or parking cases.

New York--Criminal Court of the City of New
York--Grand total Filed and disposed data
do not include moving traffic, miscel-
laneous traffic, some ordinance violation
cases and all parking cases from cities
that have Parking Violations Bureaus (1i.e.,
a1l cities with greater than 100,000
poputation).

Pennsylvania--Court of Common Pleas--Grand
total filed data do not include some un-
classified civil cases and postconviction
criminal appeals.

--Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court--Grand
total flled data do not include l1imited
felony, misdemeanor, and DWI/DUI cases.

South Dakota--Circuilt Court--Grand total
disposed data do not include adoption,
miscellaneous domestic relations, estate,
mental) health, administrative agency
appeals, and juvenile data.

Texas--Municipal Court--Grand total f)led
and disposed data do not include Vimited
felony cases and represent only a 76%
reporting rate.

Wisconsin--Municipal Court--Grand total
disposed data do not include cases from 59
courts which were not reported.

(continued on next page)



TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1986.

(continued)

J: The following courts' data are 75% complete and
are not comparable due to the method of counting
support/custody cases:

Alaska--District Court--Grand total filed
data do not include most traffic/other
violation cases, and are not comparable
with other state totals due to the method
of counting support/custody cases.

Delaware--fFamily Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data do not include status offense
‘petitions and child victim petitions, and P:
are not comparable with other state totals
due to the method of counting support/
custody cases.

Maine--District Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data do not include 1imited felony
cases, and are not comparable with other
state totals due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

Oklahoma--District Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data do not include any
Juvenile data, and are not comparable with
other state totals due to the method of
counting support/custody cases.

Rhode Island--Family Court--Grand total filed
data do not include paternity/bastardy
cases, and are not comparable with other
state totals due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

K: The following courts' data do not include
1imited felony cases:

Delaware--Municipal Court of Wilmington

New Hampshire--Bistrict Court--Municipal Court

New Mexico--Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo
County

North Dakota--County Court

Oregon--District Court

Pennsylvania--Philadelphia Municipal Court

South Carolina--Magistrate Court--Municipal
Court

West Virginia--Magistrate Court

0: The following courts' data are 75% complete and
are overinclusive:

Georgia--State Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data include probation revocation
hearings, but do not include 1imited felony
cases.

Kentucky--District Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include sentence review
only proceedings, but do not include 1imited
felony cases.

New York--Supreme and County Court--Grand
total filed and disposed data include 'H
postconviction remedy proceedings, but do
not include civil appeals and criminal
appeals cases.

Puerto Rico--Superior Court--Grand total
filed and disposed data include transfers
and reopened cases, but do not include
estate cases.
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Rhode Island--District Court--Grand total
filed and disposed data include
preliminary hearing proceedings, but do
not include administrative agency appeals
and mental health cases.

Tennessee--Circuit, Crimina) and Chancery
Court--Grand tota) filed and disposed
data include postconviction remedy
proceedings, but do not include
traffic/other violation cases.

The following courts' data are 75% complete,
overinclusive, and are not comparable due to
the method of counting support/custody cases:

Alaska--Superior Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings, but do not include
criminal appeals cases and are not
comparable with other state totals due to
the method of counting support/custody
cases.

Towa--District Court--Grand total disposed
data include postconviction remedy
proceedings, but do not include some
domestic relations and juvenile cases,
and are not comparable with other state
totals due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

Missouri--Circuit Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings, but do not include
some ordinance violation and some parking
cases, and are not comparable with other
state totals due to the method of
counting support/custody cases.

Oregon--Circuit Court--Grand total filed
data do not include some Juvenile cases,
but do include postconviction remedy
proceedings, and are not comparable with
other state totals due to the method of
counting support/custody cases. Grand
total disposed data do not include adop-
tion, mental health and some juvenile
cases, but do include postconviction
remedy proceedings, and are not comparable
with other state totals due to the method
of counting support/custody cases.

West Virginta--Circuit Court--Grand total
disposed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings, but do not include
civil trial) court appeals and criminal
appeals cases, and are not comparable
with other state totals due to the method
of counting support/custody cases.

The following courts' data are less than 75%
complete:

Arkansas--Municipal Court--Grand total
filed and disposed data do not include
parking and cases from several municipal-
tties.

--City Court--Grand total filed and dis-
posed data do not include parking and
data from several courts.

(continued on next page)



TABLE 8:

Reported grand total state trial court caseload, 1986.

(continued)

Georgia--Probate Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data represent less than 75%
of the Probate courts.

Maryland--District Court--Grand total
disposed data do not include civil and
ordinance violation cases.

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the Common-
wealth (Housing, District, Boston Municipal
Court Departments)--Grand total disposed
data do not include civil cases from the
Housing Court Department, miscellaneous
civil data from the Probate/ Famtly Court
Department, criminal cases from the Boston
Municipal, Housing and District Court
Departments, moving traffic cases from the
Boston Municipal Court Department, parking,
ordinance violation and miscellaneous
traffic cases, and juvenile data from the
Juvenile Court Department.

Michigan--Probate Court--Grand total disposed
data do not include paternity/bastardy,
miscellaneous domestic relations, mental
health, miscellaneous civil, traffic and
Juvenile cases.

New York--Surrogates' Court--Grand total
disposed data do not include miscellaneous
estate cases.
~-District and City Court--Grand total
filed data do not include moving traffic,
parking, miscellaneous traffic and
unclassified traffic violation cases.

North Dakota--Municipal Court--Grand total
disposed data do not include ordinance
violation and parking cases.

Rhode Island--Superior Court--Grand total
disposed data do not include civil cases.

Texas--Justice of the Peace Court--Grand
total filed and disposed data do not
include 1imited felony cases.

Vermont--Probate Court--Grand total filed
data do not include miscellaneous domestic
relations, gifts to minors, mental health,
or miscellaneous civil cases.
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Washington--District Court--Grand total disposed
data do not include criminal or traffic cases.

Wisconsin--Municipal Court--Grand total disposed
data represent only 144 of the 203 Municipal
Courts.

The following court's data are less than 75%
complete and are not comparable with other state
totals due to the method of counting support/
custody cases:

Tennessee--General Sessions Court--Grand total
filed and disposed data are missing al) but
domestic relations cases, and represent only
16 of 94 courts.

The following court's data are overinclusive, less
than 75% complete, and are not comparable due to
the method of counting support/custody cases:
Connecticut--Superior Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings, but do not include parking
and some small claims cases, and are not
comparable with other state totals due to the
method of counting support/custody cases.



TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1986

Dispo-
Total civil Total civil sitions Filings
f1lings dispositions as a per- per 100,000
Juris- and qualifying and qualifying centage total
State/Court name: diction footnotes footnotes of filings population
ALABAMA Circult ........iiin... 1 81,262 D 78,5719 0 97 2,005
ALABAMA District .................. 2 159,695 147,175 92 3,940
ALABAMA Probate ................... 2 N/A N/A
ALABAMA State Total ............. 240,951 ¢ 225,154 ¢ 94 5,945
ALASKA Superfor ............c.co.... 1 16,506 O 14,642 O 89 3,097
ALASKA Dfstrict ......oioiiiininn 2 26,328 8 17,739 8 67 4,940
ALASKA State Total .............. 42,834 ¢ 32,381 ¢ 16 8,036
ARIZONA Superior .................. 1 102,140 B 96,447 B 94 3,017
ARIZONA Justice of the Peace ...... 2 112,004 102,251 9N 3,375
ARIZONA Municipal ................. 2 1,97 1,97 100 59
ARIZONA State Total ............. 216,115 ¢ 200,669 * 93 6,511
ARKANSAS Circuit .................. 1 35,784 33,856 95 1,509
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate ..... 1 53,016 8 49,650 B 94 2,235
ARKANSAS Court of Common Pleas .... 2 N/A N/A
ARKANSAS County ......ccciiviennnn. 2 3,698 9 2,293 1§ 62 156
ARKANSAS Municipal ......ccciivvnen 2 38,756 1 21,463 1 55 1,634
ARKANSAS City ...c.vvviivnnvnnennen 2 90 1 50 1 56 4
ARKANSAS Police .............c.c.... 2 N/A N/A
ARKANSAS State Total ............ 131,344 ¢ 107,312 ¢ 82 5,537
CALIFORNIA Superior ...........c.... 1 654,283 B 510,572 B 18 2,425
CALIFORNIA Municipal .............. 2 1,049,569 777,606 74 3,890
CALIFORNIA Justice ................ 2 41,982 31,956 16 156
CALIFORNIA State Total .......... 1,745,834 ¢ 1,320,134 ¢ 16 6,4
COLORADO District, Denver Superior
and Juvenile and Probate ........ 1 105,688 99,194 94 3,235
COLORADD Water ..........cocevennes 1 1,870 2,348 126 Y
COLORADO County .........c.ccivvunns 2 144,766 136,825 95 4,43
COLORADO State Total ............ 252,324 238,367 94 7,723
CONNECTICUT Supertor .............. 1 154,58) D 92,916 P 4,847
CONNECTICUT Probate ............... 2 50,856 N/A 1,595
CONNECTICUT State Total ......... 205,437 ¢ 92,916 ¢ 6,442
DELAWARE Court of Chancery ........ 1 3,309 2,888 87 523
DELAWARE Superior ................. 1 4,067 3,470 85 643
DELAWARE Court of Common Pleas .... 2 5,681 4,630 81 898
DELAWARE fFamily ..........coovvnnn. 2 26,419 B 26,610 B 101 4,174
DELAWARE Justice of the Peace ..... 2 25,955 217,232 105 4,100
DELAWARE Alderman's ........coe0uus 2 0 0
DELAWARE State Total ............ 65,431 ¢ 64,830 ¢ 99 10,337
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior ..... 1 145,263 8 147,714 B 102 23,242
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Total ...... 145,263 * 147,714 & 23,242
FLORIDA Circult .....ocvvvvuennnnn. 1 442,809 366,912 83 3,793
FLORIDA County .....cvevinnennnaans 2 349,645 301,038 86 2,995
FLORIDA State Total ............. 792,454 667,950 84 6,788

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 9: Reported total state trial court civil caseload, 1986. (continued)

Dispo-
Total civil Total civil sitions Filings
fi1lings dispositions as a per- per 100,000
Jurds- and qualifying and qualifying centage total
State/Court name: diction footnotes footnotes of filings population
GEORGIA Superior .................. 1 140,803 O 130,195 0O 92 2,307
GEORGIA State ......coviveevnnenn.. 2 176,095 C 152,118 € 87 2,885
GEORGIA Probate ........ccevuevnnnn 2 22,946 1 N/A 376
GEORGIA Municipal ...........evnnen 2 N/A N/A
GEQRGIA CiviY ... it 2 N/A N/A
GEORGIA Magistrate ................ 2 183,166 1 121,430 1 66 3,001
GEORGIA State Total ............. 523,010 ¢ 404,343 ¢ 8,568
HAWAIT Circudt ... ..o, 1 26,177 D 29,047 D m 2,462
HAWAIT District ...... ... ... ... .. 2 21,263 20,354 96 2,000
HAWAII State Total .............. 47,434 * 49,401 * 4,462
IDAHO District ......cciieiennnnn.. 1 60,121 B 66,345 B 10 6,000
IDAHO State lotal ............... 60,121 * 66,345 * 6,000
TLLINOIS Circudt ... oo, 1 517,756 O 490,629 O 95 4,482
ILLINOIS State Total ............ 517,756 ¢ 490,629 * 95 4,482
INDIANA Superior and Circuit ...... 1 221,975 1 219,546 1 99 4,034
INDIANA County .....c.ivveevunnanns 2 66,841 1 67,213 1 101 1,215
Municipal Court of Marion
County, INDIANA ................ 2 11,281 ¢ 10,865 C 97 204
INDIANA Probate ............. ..., 2 N/A N/A
INDIANA City and Town ............. 2 17,384 17,695 102 316
Small Claims Court of Marion
County, INDIANA ..........coiunn 2 60,602 57,306 95 1,101
INDIANA State Total ............. 378,043 ¢ 372,625 ¢ 99 6,870
IOWA District .....ocivnenineonoans 1 150,849 D 151,856 P 5,293
IOWA State Total ................ 150,849 ¢ 151,856 ¢ 5,293
KANSAS District ..........ooviinns 1 134,131 8 130,350 8 97 5,452
KANSAS State Total .............. 134,131 ¢ 130,350 ¢ 97 5,452
KENTUCKY Circult ... . .coiviinnnn 1 62,212 O 59,342 D 95 1,668
KENTUCKY District ......... ...t 2 124,134 3 130,637 1 105 3,329
KENTUCKY State Total ............ 186,346 * 189,979 ¢ 4,997
LOUISTANA District ................ 1 187,145 O N/A 4,157
LOUISIANA Family and Juvenile ..... 1 N/A N/A
LOUISIANA City and Parish ......... 2 86,612 55,051 64 1,924
LOUISIANA State Total ........... 213,151 ¢ 55,057 6,081
MAINE Superior ............coeia.. 1 6,622 B 7,074 8 107 565
MAINE District ... ..o iiineeiinnnn. 2 50,810 8 41,900 8 94 4,332
MAINE Probate .......ccivvuvivnnnnen 2 N/A N/A
MAINE Administrative .............. 2 0 0
MAINE State Total ............... 57,432 ¢ 54,974 ¢ 96 4,896

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 9: Reported total state trial court civil caseload, 1986. (continued)

Dispo-
Total civil Total civil sitions Fi1ings
filings dispositions as a per- per 100,000
Juris- and qualifying and qualifying centage total
State/Court name: diction footnotes footnotes of filings population
MARYLAND Circult .................. 1 106,716 83,646 18 2,39
MARYLAND District ................. 2 586,635 N/A 13,144
MARYLAND Orphan's ........ccevvnn.. 2 N/A N/A
MARYLAND State Total ............ 693,351 83,646 15,536
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the
Commonwealth .................... 1 476,684 360,513 v 8,174
MASSACHUSETTS State Total ....... 476,684 360,513 * 16 8,174
MICHIGAN Circuit .................. 1 172,144 172,655 100 1,883
MICHIGAN Court of Claims .......... 1 825 536 65 9
MICHIGAN District ................. 2 366,072 354,044 97 4,003
MICHIGAN Municipal ................ 2 1,128 1,017 90 12
MICHIGAN Probate .................. 2 90,650 37,821 v 9N
MICHIGAN State Total ............ 630,819 566,073 * 90 6,899
MINNESOTA District ................ 1 233,927 B 221,297 8 95 5,551
MINNESOTA State Total ........... 233,927 * 221,297 ¢ g5 5,551
MISSOURI Circult .................. 1 237,782 P 224,860 P 95 4,694
MISSOURI State Total ............ 237,182 * 224,860 * 95 4,694
MONTANA District ................. 1 28,212 D 23,220 B 3,445
MONTANA Justice of the Peace ..... 2 N/A N/A
MONTANA City .....iiininnannnnnn, 2 N/A N/A
MONTANA Muntcipal ................ 2 N/A N/A
MONTANA State Total ............ 28,212 ¢ 23,220 * 3,445
NEBRASKA District ................. 1 36,805 J 38,408 J 104 2,305
NEBRASKA County ................... 2 57,514 57,592 100 3,601
NEBRASKA Workmen's Compensation ... 2 321 325 99 21
NEBRASKA State Total ............ 94,646 * 96,325 * 5,926
NEVADA District ..............ott, 1 N/A N/A
NEVADA Justice .......covviiiniianns 4 N/A N/A
NEVADA Municipal .................. 2 N/A N/A
NEVADA State Total ..............
NEW HAMPSHIRE Superior ............ 1 18,208 B 18,246 B 100 1,113
NEW HAMPSHIRE District ............ 2 42,789 N/A 4,166
NEW HAMPSHIRE Probate ............. 2 15,807 N/A 1,539
NEW HAMPSHIRE Municipal ........... 2 479 N/A 47
NEW HAMPSHIRE State Total ....... 77,283 «* 18,246 * 1,525
NEW JERSEY Superior ............... 1 624,828 J 619,617 3 99 8,200
NEW JERSEY Surrogates ............. 2 N/A N/A
NEW JERSEY State Total .......... 624,828 * 619,617 «* 99 8,200

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 9: Reported total state trial court civil caseload, 1986. (continued)

Dispo-
Total civil Total civil sitions Filings
filings dispositions as a per- per 100,000
Juris- and qualifying and qualifying centage total
State/Court name: diction footnotes footnotes of filings population
NEW MEXICO District ............... 1 53,424 D 48,663 D 91 3,612
NEW MEXICO Magistrate ............. 2 15,415 N/A 1,042
NEW MEXICO Probate ................ 2 N/A N/A
Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo
County, NEW MEXICO .............. 2 9,237 7,983 86 625
NEW MEXICO State Total .......... 78,076 * 56,646 * 5,279
NEW YORK Supreme and County ....... 1 284,568 0 169,638 O 60 1,601
Civil Court of the City of
NEW YORK. .. iiiiiiiiin et inenann 2 254,110 246,352 97 1,430
NEW YORK Court of Claims .......... 2 2,290 2,112 95 13
NEW YORK Surrogates' .............. 2 108,773 59,869 V 612
NEW YORK fFamily . . . . . . . . .. 2 376,979 375,200 100 2,121
NEW YORK District and City ........ 2 138,025 112,806 82 m
NEW YORK Town and Village ......... 2 N/A N/A
NEW YORK State Total ............ 1,164,805 * 966,037 ¢ 83 6,554
NORTH CAROLINA Superior ........... 1 92,031 85,589 93 1,453
NORTH CAROLINA District ........... 2 341,730 8 331,876 B 97 5,395
NORTH CAROLINA State Total ...... 433,761 * 417,465 ¢ 96 6,848
NORTH DAKOTA District ............. 1 15,085 B 14,440 B 96 2,222
NORTH DAKOTA County ............... 2 17,813 H 17,2717 H 97 2,623
NORTH DAKOTA State Total ........ 32,898 ¢ 31,11 ° 96 4,845
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ........ 1 324,779 316,776 E 98 3,020
OHIO County ....cvveiuernnrnnnnnnnn 2 23,759 23,642 100 221
OHIO Municipal ......covvivvninnnnn, 2 342,114 331,31 97 3,187
OHIO Court of Claims .............. 2 4,047 2,588 64 38
OHIO State Total ................ 695,299 ¢ 674,317 * 97 6,466
OKLAHOMA District ..............unn 1 226,467 B 211,376 8 93 6,852
OKLAHOMA Court of Tax Review ...... 2 N/A N/A
OKLAHOMA State Total ............ 226,467 ¢ 211,376 * 93 6,852
OREGON Clrcult ..........oveivnnnn. 1 79,268 D 71,335 P 2,938
OREGON Tax ....c.ivveerrnnnennannns 1 N/A N/A
OREGON District ......cocvvvinennnn 2 73,954 72,176 98 2,141
OREGON County ......cvvveiveeevnnn. 2 N/A N/A
OREGON Justice ......coveveninnnnn. 2 N/A N/A
OREGON State Total .............. 153,222 ¢ 149,511 ¢ 98 5,679
PENNSYLVANIA Court of Common
PlEAS vvvvvenerionnncnnannanonnns 1 264,305 1 286,758 2,412
PENNSYLVANIA District Justice
Court .. iviiiieiieiiiiierianannn 2 198,615 191,305 96 1,671
Philadelphia Municipal Court,
PENNSYLVANIA ... ..iiiiiinanne 2 101,345 C 102,336 C 101 853
Pittsburgh City Magistrates,
PENNSYLVANIA ... . iiiivnnnnnns 2 5,501 46
PENNSYLVANIA State Total ........ 569,766 * 580,399 ¢ 4,982

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 9: Reported total state trial court civil caseload, 1986. (continued)

Dispo-
Total civil Total civid sitions Filings
filings dispositions as a per- per 100,000
Juris- and qualifying and qualifying centage total

State/Court name: diction footnotes footnotes of filings population
PUERTO RICO Superior .............. 1 68,295 O 66,550 0 97 2,090
PUERTO RICO District .............. 2 46,911 C 45,898 C 98 1,436

PUERTO RICO Total ............... 115,206 * 112,448 ¢ 98 3,526
RHODE ISLAND Superior ............. 1 7,867 € N/A 807
RHOOE ISLAND Family ............... 2 5,143 ) N/A 528
RHODE ISLAND District ............. 2 33,770 1 27,261 1 81 3,464
RHODE ISLAND Probate .............. 2 N/A N/A

RHODE ISLAND State Total ........ 46,780 ¢ 27,261 ¢ 4,798
SOUTH CAROLINA Circuit ............ 1 52,895 C 50,475 C 95 1,567
SOUTH CAROLINA Family ............. 2 51,546 B 51,930 B 100 1,527
SOUTH CAROLINA Magistrate ......... 2 N/A m,2n 3,296
SOUTH CAROLINA Probate ............ 2 20,459 19,552 96 606

SOUTH CAROLINA State Total ...... 124,900 * 233,228 * 6,996
SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit .............. ] 42,510 35,505 1 6,004

SOUTH DAKOTA State Total ........ 42,510 35,505 «* 84 6,004
TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal, and

Chancery .....coieeiiiennnnnanens 1 106,890 D 96,643 O 90 2,225
TENNESSEE Probate ................. 2 N/A N/A
TENNESSEE Juvenile ................ 2 N/A N/A
TENNESSEE General Sessions ........ 2 3,013 W 2,730 W 89

TENNESSEE State Total ........... 109,963 ¢ 99,373 ¢ 90 2,225
TEXAS District ......ovvvvvvnnn.n. 1 419,434 O 458,875 D 109 2,514
TEXAS Municipal .......ccivviennnn. 2 561 1 561 1§ 100 3
TEXAS Justice of the Peace ........ 2 268,337 v 194,786 V 73
TEXAS County-Level ................ 2 178,265 C 202,247 C 113 1,068

TEXAS State Total ............... 866,597 *® 856,469 * 99 3,586
UTAR District ... .. ..., 1 33,042 C 42,5371 € 129 1,985
UTAH Circult ... .o, 2 80,378 55,345 69 4,828
UTAH Justice of the Peace ......... 2 3,562 3,538 99 214

UTAH State Total ................ 116,982 ¢ 101,420 * 87 1,026
VERMONT Superfor ........oceevevee. 1 9,489 D 9,351 D 99 1,754
VERMONT District ........ccocneenn. 1 19,007 18,255 96 3,513
VERMONT Probate ..........cocvvvnnn 2 3,456 Vv 4,175 112

VERMONT State Total ............. 31,952 ¢ 31,7181 ¢ 99 6,039
VIRGINIA Circult .....ovvivvnnnnns. 1 84,408 B 77,886 B 92 1,459
VIRGINIA Oistrict ................. 2 834,375 827,289 99 14,418

VIRGINIA State Total ............ 918,783 ¢ 905,175 ¢ 99 15,877
WASHINGTON Superor .........ccveue 1 135,933 D 102,411 D 15 3,046
WASHINGTON District ............... 2 101,814 85,546 C 2,281
WASHINGTON Municipal .............. 2 104 N/A 16

WASHINGTON State Total .......... 238,451 ¢ 187,951 ¢ 5,343

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 9: Reported total state trial court civil caseload, 1986. (continued)

Dispo-
Total civil Total civid sitions filings
filings dispositions as a per- per 100,000
Juris- and qualifying and qualifying centage total

State/Court name: diction footnotes footnotes of filings population

WEST VIRGINIA Circudt ............. 1 41,107 B8 45,183 ) 2,142

WEST VIRGINIA Magistrate .......... 2 49,638 50,559 102 2,587

WEST VIRGINIA State Total ....... 90,745 * 95,742 ¢ 4,729

WISCONSIN Circutt ................. 1 343,755 O 338,078 0 98 7,184

WISCONSIN State Total ........... 343,755 ¢ 338,078 ¢ 98 7,184

WYOMING District .................. 1 9,694 D 10,416 D 107 1,912

WYOMING Justice of the Peace ...... 2 4,334 4,137 95 855

WYOMING County .................... 2 15,896 16,074 101 3,135

WYOMING State Total ............. 29,924 ¢ 30,627 * 5,902
NOTE: Mississippl 1s not included in this table Montana--District Court
because it did not report civil data for New Hampshire--Superior Court
1986, and did not respond to the Trial Court North Carolina--District Court
Jurisdiction Guide. A1l other state courts North Dakota--District Court
are 1isted in this table, regardless of Oklahoma--District Court
whether data are available. A1l data that South Carolina--family Court
are at least 75% complete are entered in the Virginia--Circuit Court
table. Blank spaces indicate that either West Virginta--Circuit Court
data are unavailable or less than 75%
complete, or that the calculations are C: The following courts' data are overinclusive:
inappropriate. The "fi1ings per 100,000 Georgia--State Court--Total civil filed
population® State Total figure may not equal and disposed data include probation
the sum of the individual state courts due revocation hearings.
to rounding. Indiana--Municipal Court of Marion County--
Total ¢ivil filed and disposed data

JURISDICTION CODES: include miscellaneous criminal cases.

Pennsylvania--Philadelphia Municipal

1 = General) Jurisdiction Court--Total civil filed and disposed

2 = Limited Jurisdiction data Include some ordinance violation

cases.

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: Puerto Rico--District Court--Total civil

filed and disposed data include

An absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that transfers and re- opened cases.

data are not incomplete or overinclusive. South Carolina--Circuit Court--Total civil

1led and disposed data include criminal

*See the qualifying footnote for each court within appeals and postconviction remedy

the state. Each footnote will have impact on the proceedings.

state's total. Texas--County-Level Courts--Total civil
filed and disposed data include juvenile
cases.

Utah--District Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data include some
postconviction remedy proceedings.

B: The following courts' data are not comparable Washington--District Court--Total civil
due to the method of counting support/custody disposed data include some domestic
cases: relations cases from the Municipal Court.

Alaska--District Court
Arizona--Superior Court (continued on next page)

Arkansas--Chancery and Probate Court
Californta--Superior Court
Delaware--Family Court

District of Columbia--Superior Court
Idaho--District Court
Kansas--District Court
Maine--Superior Court, District Court
Minnesota--District Court
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TABLE 9: Reported total state trial court civi) caseload, 1986. (continued)

D: The following courts' data are overinclusive Tennessee--Circuit, Criminal and Chancery
and are not comparable due to the method of Court--Total civi) filed and disposed
counting support/custody cases: data iInclude postconviction remedy

Alabama--Circuit Court--Total civil filed proceedings and miscellaneous criminal
and disposed data include postconviction cases, and are not comparable with other
remedy proceedings, and are not comparable state totals due to the method of
with other state totals due to method of counting support/custody cases.
counting support/custody cases. Texas--District Court--Total civil filed

Alaska--Superior Court--Total civil filed and disposed data include some juvenile
and disposed data include postconviction cases, and are not comparable with other
remedy proceedings, and are not comparable state totals due to the method of
with other state totals due to method of counting support/custody cases.
counting support/custody cases. Vermont--Superior Court--Total civil filed

Connecticut--Superior Court--Total civil filed and disposed data include postconviction
data include postconviction remedy remedy proceedings and are not comparable
proceedings and are not comparable with with other state totals due to the method
other state totals due to the method of of counting support/custody cases.
counting support/custody cases. Washington--Superior Court--Total civil

Georgia--Superior Court--Total civil filed filed and disposed data include
and disposed data include probation postconviction remedy proceedings and are
revocation hearings, and are not comparable not comparable with other state totals
with other state totals due to method of due to the method of counting
counting support/custody cases. support/custody cases.

Hawaii--Circuit Court--Total civil filed and Wisconsin-~Circuit Court--Total civil filed
disposed data include criminal and disposed data include criminal
postconviction remedy proceedings and some appeals cases, and are not comparable
criminal and traffic/other violation cases, with other state totals due to the method
and are not comparable with other state of counting support/custody cases.
totals due to the method of counting Wyoming--District Court--Total civil filed
support/custody cases. and disposed data include criminal

ITWinods--Circult Court--Total civi) filed appeals cases and postconviction remedy
and disposed data include miscellaneous proceedings and are not comparable with
criminal cases, and are not comparable with other state totals due to the method of
other state totals due to the method of counting support/custody cases.
counting support/custody cases.

Towa--District Court--Total civil filed data E: The following courts' data include postcon-
Anclude postconviction remedy proceedings viction remedy proceedings:
and are not comparable with other state Ohio--Court of Common Pleas
totals due to the method of counting Rhode Island--Superior Court
support/custody cases.

Kentucky-~Circuit Court--Total civil filed H: The following court's data include criminal
and disposed data include some post- appeals cases:
conviction remedy proceedings and are not North Dakota--County Court
comparable with other state totals due to
the method of counting support/custody i: The following courts' data are 75% complete:
cases. Arkansas--County Court--Total civil filed

Louistana~--District Court--Total civil filed and disposed data do not include real
data include postconviction remedy proceed- property rights and miscellaneous civi)
ings and are not comparable with other cases and data from several counties.
state totals due to the method of counting --Municipa) Court--Total civil filed and
support/custody cases. disposed data do not include data from

Montana--District Court--Total civil filed approximately 25% of the courts.
data include appeals of trial court cases, --City Court--Total civil filed and
reopened cases, and are not comparable with disposed data do not include cases from
other state totals due to the method of several counties.
counting support/custody cases. Georgia--Probate Court--Total civil filed

New Mexico--District Court--Total civil filed data do not include cases from several
and disposed data include postconviction counties.
remedy proceedings and are not comparable --Magistrate Court--Total civil filed and
with other state totals due to the method disposed data do not include cases from
of counting support/custody cases. several counties.

Oregon--Circuit Court--Total civil filed data Indiana--Superior and Circuit Court--Total
include criminal appeals cases and civil filed and disposed data do not
postconviction remedy proceedings and are include mental health cases and a few
not comparable with other state totals due c¢ivi) cases which are reported as
to the method of counting support/custody "redocketed civil.®
cases.

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 9:

Reported total state trfal court civil caseload, 1986.

(continued)

--County Court--Total civil filed and
disposed data do not include mental health
or miscellaneous civil cases, and a few
civil cases which are reported as
"redocketed civii.*

Kentucky--District Court--Tota) civil filed
and disposed data do not include paternity/
bastardy cases.

Pennsylvanta--Court of Common Pleas--Total
civil filed data do not include some
unclassified civil cases.

Rhode Island--District Court--Total civil
filed and disposed data do not include
administrative agency appeals and mental
health cases.

South Dakota--Circuit Court--Total civil
disposed data do not include adoption,
miscellaneous domestic relations, estate,
mental health and administrative agency
appeals cases.

Texas--Municipal Court--Total civil filed and
disposed data do not include 24% of the
caseload due to the reporting rate.

J: The following courts' data are 75% complete and
are not comparable due to the method of counting
support/custody cases:

Nebraska--District Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data do not include civil
appeals and are not comparable with other
state totals due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

New Jersey--Superior Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data do not include a few
domestic relations cases and are not
comparable with other state totals due to
the method of counting support/custody
cases.

Rhode Island--Family Court--Total civil filed
data do not include paternity/bastardy and
adoption cases, and are not comparable with
other state totals due to the method of
counting support/custody cases.

West Virginia--Circuit Court--Total civil
disposed data do not include trial court
appeals and are not comparable with other
state totals due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

0: The following courts' data are 75% complete and
are overinclusive:

New York--Supreme and County Court--Total
civil filed and disposed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings, but do
not include civil appeals cases.

Puerto Rico--Superior Court--Total civil
filed and disposed data include transfers
and reopened cases but do not include
estate cases.

P: The following courts' data are 75% complete,
overinclusive, and are not comparable due to
the method of counting support/custody cases:

Connecticut--Superior Court--Total civil
disposed data do not include some small
claims cases, but do include
postconviction remedy proceedings, and
are not comparable with other state
totals due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

Towa--District Court--Total civil disposed
data include postconviction remedy
proceedings, but do not include a few
domestic relations cases and are not
comparable with other state totals due to
the method of counting support/custody
cases.

Missouri--Circuit Court--Total civil filed
and disposed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings, but do not include
some domestic relations cases, and are
not comparable with other state totals
due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

Oregon--Circuit Court--Total civil disposed
data include criminal appeals and
postconviction remedy proceedings but do
not include adoption or mental health
cases, and are not comparable with other
state totals due to the method of
counting support/custody cases.

V: The following courts’' data are less than 75%
complete:

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the
Commonwealth--Total civil disposed data
do not include real property rights and
small claims cases from the Housing Court
Department and miscellaneous civil cases
from the Probate/fFamily Court Department.

Michigan--Probate Court--Total civil
disposed data do not include paternity/
bastardy, miscellaneous domestic
relations, and mental health cases.

New York--Surrogates' Court--Total civil
disposed data do not include many estate
cases.

Texas--Justice of the Peace Court--Total
civil filed and disposed data do not
include 26% of the caseload due to the
reporting rate.

Vermont--Probate Court--Total civil filed
data do not include mental health and
miscellaneous civil cases, and some
domestic relatlons and estate cases.

W: The following court's data are less than 75%
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complete and are not comparable due to the
method of counting support/custody cases:
Tennessee--General Sessions Court--Total

civil filed and disposed data include
only domestic relations cases for 16 of
94 courts, and are not comparable with
other state totals due to the method of
counting support/custody cases.



TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1986

Total Dispo- Filings
Total criminal sitions per
criminal dispositions as a 100,000
Unit Point filings and and percen- adult
Juris- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count filing _footnotes footnotes filings tion
ALABAMA Circult ... it iinnn, 1 6 A 32,192 € 31,7107 ¢t 98 1,096
ALABAMA District ... ... ..., 2 B B 109,629 ¢ 101,819 C 93 3,713
ALABAMA Municipal ............ccivunn.. 2 M B N/A N/A
ALABAMA State Total .................. 141,821 ¢ 133,526 . 94 4,827
ALASKA Superior ........ccociiininnnnnnnn 1 B A 2,658 M 2,590 M 97 734
ALASKA District ......... ..o, 2 B B 26,450 C 25,441 C 36 1,307
ALASKA State Total ................... 29,108 ¢ 28,031 e 96 8,041
ARIZONA SUPEriOr ..vtvvriiennrnennnnennn 1 ] A 23,184 20,912 90 963
ARIZONA Justice of the Peace ........... 2 z B 59,380 1 50,644 i 85 2,466
ARIZONA Municipal ........ccoviveiennnn. 2 z B 190,250 178,052 94 7,901
ARIZONA State Total .........covvuvuns 272,814 * 249,608 * 91 11,329
ARKANSAS Circult ... ..o iiiiiiiiinaan, 1 A A 29,878 30,186 C 1,730
ARKANSAS Municipal .......oivevinnennnn. 2 A 8 140,141 O 105,787 0 15 8,115
ARKANSAS CAty ...vvinnnnnniineennnaannnn 2 A B 5,108 0 3,682 0 12 296
ARKANSAS Police .....ovvvinininnnnnnanns 2 A B N/A N/A
ARKANSAS State Total ................. 175,127 * 139,655 ¢ 80 10,141
CALIFORNIA Superior ........ccevevennens 1 B A 98,067 90,873 93 493
CALIFORNIA Municipal .....ccoviiininines 2 B B 816,490 0 698,446 O 86 4,109
CALIFORNIA Justice .........ccivvuenanns 2 B B 58,679 0 49,415 0 84 295
CALIFORNIA State Total ............... 973,236 * 838,734 ° 86 4,898
COLORADO District, Denver Superior
and Juvenile and Probate ............. 1 D G 16,963 C 16,414 C 97 107
COLORADD County ........civvievninnnnnns 2 D 8 33,016 9 32,006 3 97 1,375
COLORADO State Total ................. 49,979 ¢ 48,420 * 97 2,082
CONNECTICUT Superior .......ccevvevucnns 1 (3 A 143,719 L 141,585 L 99 5,912
CONNECTICUT State Total .............. 143,719 * 141,585 * 99 5,912
DELAWARE Superior ........ccciiiuviennn. 1 B A 4,642 4,172 € 90 981
DELAWARE Court of Common Pleas ......... 2 A B 17,841 1 17,521 i 98 3,112
Municipal Court of Wilmington, DELAWARE. 2 A B 12,740 C 12,988 0 102 2,693
DELAWARE Family .......coiiiiunininrans 2 8 B 3,172 2,940 93 67
DELAWARE Justice of the Peace .......... 2 A B 37,809 37,084 1 98 7,993
DELAWARE Alderman's ........c.ceceveeennn 2 A 8 3,106 F 2,822 F 91 6517
DELAWARE State Total ............e0e. 79,310 ¢ 11,521 ¢ 98 16,767
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior .......... 1 B G 37,820 L 38,281 L 101 7,750
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Total ........... 37,820 «* 38,281 * 7,750
FLORIDA Circult ... .. .oiiiiiiiiinannen 1 £ A 147,127 131,219 89 1,633
FLORIDA County .....vvvineiiiinnnnnnnns 2 A 8 365,137 310,143 85 4,037
FLORIDA State Total .................. 512,864 441,362 86 5,670

176

(continued on next page)



TABLE 10: Reported total state trial court criminal caseload, 1986. (continued)
Total Dispo- FAlings
Total criminal sitions per
criminal dispositions as a 100,000
Unit  Point f41ings and and percen- adult
Juris- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count filing footnotes footnotes f11ings tion
GEORGIA Superior ......iiiieriniennnanns 1 G A 55,129 0 51,559 O 104 1,255
GEORGIA State ........ciiiiiiiiieiinnnns 2 G A 113,056 1 105,072 1 93 2,515
GEORGIA Probate ........ccovviiivnvninns 2 8 A 5,149 V 4,915 v 95
GEORGIA Municipal ....viviienivnnnrnnnnn 2 M M N/A N/A
GEORGIA Civil ... i, 2 M M N/A N/A
GEORGIA Magistrate ........ ..ot 2 B B N/A N/A
GEORGIA County Recorder's .............. 2 M M N/A N/A
GEORGIA Municipal and City of Atlanta .. 2 M M N/A N/A

GEORGIA State Total .................. 173,334 * 167,546 ¢ 97 3,830
HAWATIL Circult ... i 1 G B 3,334 4 2,502 4 15 429
HAWAIIL District ... ..o i, 2 A C 29,551 14 28,937 13 98 3,803

HAWAII State Total ................... 32,885 ¢ 31,439 96 4,232
IDAHO District ........ocivieninnnns 1 D f 50,916 0 50,280 O 99 7,368

IDAHO State Total ............cvvunns 50,916 ¢ 50,280 ¢ 99 7,368
TLLINOIS Circult ..o, 1 G A 473,117 0 47147217 0O 100 5,57

ILLINOIS State Total ................. 473,177 ¢ 474,721 * 5,571
INDIANA Superior and Circuit ........... 1 B A 56,893 1 44,262 1 18 1,413
INDIANA County .........oierenineneinnn, 2 B f 38,911 i 42,363 9 109 967
Municipal Court of Marion County,

INDIANA . ittt 2 8 F 39,492 1§ 32,594 1 83 981
INDIANA City and Town ............ccovns 2 B F 29,735 28,613 96 139
Small Claims Court of Marion County,

INDIANA ..t i ieianenn 2 I I 150 695 93 13

INDIANA State Total .................. 165,781 * 148,527 ¢ 90 4,118
IOWA District ..o, 1 8 A 45,391 1§ 46,197 14 102 2,158

JOWA State Total ........c..ccieintn. 45,391 * 46,197 ¢ 2,158
KANSAS District .......coiiviiiniinnann, 1 B G 33,249 34,644 104 1,833

KANSAS State Total ...........coivvins 33,249 34,644 1,833
KENTUCKY Circult .....oiviiiiiiiiienen 1 8 A 13,719 C 13,266 C 97 504
KENTUCKY District .......ovvvviininnnen 2 B f 175,858 0 169,063 O 96 6,465

KENTUCKY State Total ................. 189,577 * 182,329 ¢ 96 6,970
LOUISIANA District ........c.ciniuennnns 1 7 A 83,121 L N/A 2,635
LOUISIANA City and Parish .............. 2 B F 145,906 X 118,372 X 81 4,625

LOUISIANA State Total ................ 229,027 * M8,312 ¢ 1,259
MAINE Superfor ......cociiiiiiiinnnnnnn. 1 B A 8,418 0 8,064 O 96 967
MAINE District ... ...t 2 B F 34,096 V 29,506 Vv 87

MAINE State Total ........couevvnvninnn 42,514 ¢ 37,5710 ¢ 88 967
MARYLAND Circult .......eoiniiineninnn. 1 B A 48,563 C 42,943 C 88 1,449
MARYLAND District ........covuviinnnnt, 2 B A 173,125 132,228 L 5,165

MARYLAND State Total ................ 221,688 * 175,11 * 19 6,614
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TABLE 10: Reported total state trial court criminal caseload, 1986. (continued)

Total Diyspo- Fi1ings

Total criminal sitions per

criminal dispositions as a 100,000

Unit Point filings and and percen- adult

Jurts- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-

State/Court name: diction count fi1ling _footnotes footnotes filings tion

MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the

Commonwealth: Supertor Court Dept. ... 1 D A 5,893 5,626 95 3N
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the

Commonwealth: Housing, District,

Boston Municipal and Juvenile

Court Dept. ....ovvuieiiinnnnnennnnnnn 1 D 8 316,809 N/A 7,054
MASSACHUSETTS State Total ............ 322,702 * 5,626 * 7,186
MICHIGAN Circult .........civvinienn.n. 1 8 A 47,650 46,126 97 Nna
MICHIGAN District ........ ... vian... 2 B B 221,309 0 223,262 O 98 3,406
MICHIGAN Municipal ..........ccveiinnn.. 2 B B 2,849 0 2,341 0 82 43
MICHIGAN State Total ................. 217,808 * 211,729 ¢ 98 4,163
MINNESOTA Oistrict ......... ... .. ...t 1 8 B 158,190 F 152,924 F 97 5,096
MINNESOTA State Total ................ 158,190 152,924 . 97 5,096
MISSOURI Circult ... ... 1 7 A 117,51 107,797 92 3,128
MISSOURI State Total ................. 17,51 107,797 92 3,128
MONTANA District ...........cciiuennnn.. 1 G A 3,141 ¢ 3,563 606
MONTANA Justice of the Peace ........... 2 8 8 N/A N/A
MONTANA CIty ... ..irrieirieiinnennnnn. 2 8 8 N/A N/A
MONTANA Municipal ..........ccivuvunnnnn 2 8 8 N/A N/A
MONTANA State Total .................. 3,147 ¢ 3,563 606
NEBRASKA District .........covivuivnenn. 1 B A 5,966 C 6,060 C 101 510
NEBRASKA County ........cciiiiiiennnnn, 2 B F 64,254 0 60,152 © 94 5,492
NEBRASKA State Total ................. 70,220 ¢ 66,192 ¢ 94 6,002
NEVADA District ....... .o, 1 Vi A N/A N/A
NEVADA Justice .......cciiiriinniannnnas 2 z B N/A N/A
NEVADA Municipal .........cceeeiivnenann. 2 1 B N/A N/A
NEVADA State Total ................... N/A N/A
NEW HAMPSHIRE Superior ................. 1 A A 7,682 1,287 95 1,002
NEW HAMPSHIRE District ................. 2 A B 41,381 K N/A 5,395
NEW HAMPSHIRE Municipal ................ 2 A 8 1,471 K N/A 192
NEW HAMPSHIRE State Total ............ 50,534 ¢ 1,287 6,589
NEW JERSEY Superior ........coveevnvuens 1 B A 41,857 40,1 97 723
NEW JERSEY Municipal .......ccvvuvnnennn 2 B B 377,52Y F 356,716 F 94 6,521
NEW JERSEY State Total ............... 419,378 * 397,427 ¢+ 95 7,244
NEW MEXICO District .......civiieinennnn 1 £ 8 9,713 9,102 94 939
NEW MEXICO Magistrate .................. 2 3 B 67,028 C 6,476
Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo County,
NEW MEXICO ...oviiiriiiinnninencnnanns 2 € B 52,298 0 56,2718 O 108 5,053
NEW MEXICO State Total ............... 129,039 ¢ 65,380 * 12,468

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 10: Reported total state trial court criminal caseload, 1986. (continued)
Total Dispo- f1lings
Total criminal sitions per
criminal dispositions as a 100,000
Unit Point filings and and percen- adult
Juris- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count filing footnotes footnotes filings tion
NEW YORK Supreme and County ............ 1 £ A 56,356 M 55,497 M 98 421
Criminal Court of the City of NEW YORK . 2 3 D 265,719 240,364 90 1,983
NEW YORK District and City ............. 2 £ D 215,981 F 204,650 F 95 1,612
NEW YORK Town and Village .............. 2 € B N/A N/A
NEW YORK State Total ................. 538,056 * 500,511 ¢ 93 4,016
NORTH CAROLINA Superior ................ 1 B A 76,179 74,000 97 1,617
NORTH CAROLINA District ................ 2 c G 410,026 f 396,393 F 97 8,705
NORTH CAROLINA State Total ........... 486,205 * 470,393 * 97 10,323
NORTH DAKOTA District ..............ve.e 1 (] A 1,482 C 1,313 ¢ 89 303
NORTH DAKOTA County .........covvivvnnnnn 2 3 f 15,670 1 16,332 1 104 3,204
NORTH DAKOTA Municipal ................. 2 (] B N/A N/A
NORTH DAKOTA State Total ............. 17,152 + 17,645 ¢ 3,508
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ............. 1 B C 38,374 38,009 99 486
OHIO County ...oveiiiiniiinnnnenincanennn 2 B E 40,100 F 38,684 F 96 508
OHIO Municipal .......iiiiiiiiinrnnnens 2 8 E 366,870 F 376,429 103 4,645
OHIO Mayors' .....ceirennireennnnennnanns 2 M M N/A N/A
OHIO State Total ...........covvuintns 445,345 * 453,122 + 5,638
OKLAHOMA District .........coivviinansn 1 J A n,419 F 65,273 F 91 2,968
OKLAHOMA State Total ................. 7,419 ¢ 65,273 ¢ 91 2,968
OREGON Circult .....coiiviunrnirnnnnnnns 1 £ G 22,533 M 21,731 M 36 1,120
OREGON District ........ccociiiininnnnnn 2 E G 72,9271 K 67,604 K 93 3,625
OREGON Justice .....coiiiiiiniiinnn.. 2 £ B N/A N/A
OREGON Municipal .......cviinivnnennenn, 2 A B8 N/A N/A
OREGON State Total .............cocu.nn 95,460 * 89,335 * 94 4,745
PENNSYLVANIA Court of Common Pleas ..... 1 8 A 98,880 i 98,963 1§ 100 1,094
PENNSYLVANIA District Justice Court .... 2 8 8 420,018 F 364,668 87 4,647
Philadelphia Municipal Court, PENNSYLVANIA 2 B B 19,738 1 19,691 1 100 218
Pittsburgh City Magistrates, PENNSYLVANIA 2 B B 10,904 O N/A 121
PENNSYLVANIA State Total ............. 549,540 ¢ 483,322 ¢ 6,080
PUERTO RICO Superfor .........coeveuunnn 1 A B8 27,629 C 25,718 ¢ 93
PUERTO RICO District ..........ociiunnnn 2 A 8 53,294 0 53,220 O 100
PUERTO RICO Total ........ovnvninnnn.n 80,923 ¢ 78,998 ¢ 98
RHODE ISLAND Superior ...........cevevuen 1 0 A 5,522 5,404 98 138
RHODE ISLAND District ............covatn 2 A B 41,5712 C 36,794 C 89 5,558
RHODE ISLAND State Total ............. 47,094 ¢ 42,198 ¢ 90 6,296
SOUTH CAROLINA Circutt ......... ... .t 1 8 A 48,057 M 46,859 M 98 1,970
SOUTH CAROLINA Magistrate .............. 2 B £ N/A 110,649 v
SOUTH CAROLINA Municipal ............... 2 B £ 67,224 K N/A 2,756
SOUTH CAROLINA State Total ........... 115,281 ¢ 157,508 ¢ 4,121
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TABLE 10: Reported total state trial court criminal caseload, 1986. (continued)
Total Dispo- filings
Total criminal sitions per
criminal dispositions as a 100,000
Unit Point f1lings and and percen- adult
Juris- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count filing _footnotes footnotes filings tion
SOUTH DAKOTA Circult ................... 1 8 B 33,827 17,662 Vv 6,633
SOUTH DAKOTA State Total ............. 33,827 17,662 * 6,633
TENNESSEE Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery 1 1 A 44,503 1 40,106 1 90 1,253
TENNESSEE General Sessions ............. 2 M M N/A N/A
TENNESSEE Municipal ......coovvenvninnnn, 2 M M N/A N/A
TENNESSEE State Total ................ 44,503 ¢ 40,106 * 90 1,253
TEXAS District ... .iieiiiiiiiiiiiinnn, 1 B A 128,612 146,074 114 1,094
TEXAS Municipal ..........coviveinnnnnn. 2 A ] 472,992 1 343,257 1 13 4,024
TEXAS Justice of the Peace ............. 2 A B 555,580 VvV 368,080 V 66
TEXAS County-lLevel .........ccvvvnvennnne 2 B f 450,519 398,571 1 3,833
TEXAS State Total .................... 1,607,703 * 1,255,982 ¢ 18 8,950
UTAH District ... i 1 J A 5,055 ¢ 7,781 ¢ 154 483
UTAH Circult .. i 2 B A 44,012 0 40,480 O 92 4,208
UTAH Justice of the Peace .............. 2 8 B 47,109 C 41,305 C 88 4,504
UTAH State Total ........ccivvinennnnn 96,176 * 89,572 . 93 9,195
VERMONT Superfor .......c.oeiveneveennnn 1 I I 1 4 400 .3
VERMONT District ....... .. .ciiiieinnnnn, 1 ] C 20,706 F 20,576 f 99 5,164
VERMONT State Total .................. 20,707 ¢ 20,580 * 99 5,164
VIRGINIA Circudt ... .. ... ..., 1 A A 1,283 F 67,944 F 95 1,639
VIRGINIA District ........ccvviennennnn, 2 A 3 394,813 L 379,739 L 96 9,078
VIRGINIA State Total ................. 466,096 * 447,683 * 96 10,7117
WASHINGTON Superfor .........c.cevivenenn 1 G A 20,763 17,128 82 628
WASHINGTON District ..........ooiintt. 2 C B 11,102 C N/A 2,555
WASHINGTON Municipal ........cccviiinenn 2 c B 83,609 N/A 2,528
WASHINGTON State Total ............... 215,474 ¢ 17,128 5, M
WEST VIRGINIA Circuit .................. 1 J A 6,931 € 6,445 0O 490
WEST VIRGINIA Magistrate ............... 2 J £ 136,553 K 127,476 K 93 9,650
WEST VIRGINIA Municipal ................ 2 A B N/A N/A
WEST VIRGINIA State Total ............ 143,484 * 133,921 ¢ 93 10,140
WISCONSIN Circuit ......oiiiieiiinennns 1 ] C 66,329 1 59,172 1 89 1,888
WISCONSIN Municipal ......civeinunnnenns 2 A B N/A N/A
WISCONSIN State Total ................ 66,329 ¢ 59,172 + 89 1,888
WYOMING District ........c.iiiiiiiins 1 J A 1,466 M 1,461 M 100 415
WYOMING Justice of the Peace ........... 2 J B 3,776 N/A 1,070
WYOMING Municipal .....ivirenivnennnnns 2 A B N/A N/A
WYOMING County ......coevirvenenrunnncns 2 J B 11,233 2,801 M 3,182
WYOMING State Total ............... ... 16,4715 ¢ 4,262 * 4,667
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TABLE 10:

Reported total state trjal court criminal caseload, 1986.

(continued)

NOTE: Mississippi is not included in this table

because it did not report criminal data for

1986, and did not respond to the Trial Court

Jurisdiction Guide. A1l other state courts
are listed in this table, regardless of
whether data are available. A1l data that
are at least 75% complete are entered in the
table. Blank spaces indicate that either
data are unavailable or less than 75%
complete, or that the calculations are
inappropriate. The "filings per 100,000
population” State Total figure may not equal
the sum of the individual state courts due
to rounding.

N/A = Data are not available.
JURISDICTION CODES:

1 General Jurisdiction

Limited Jurisdiction

@ on

UNIT Of COUNT CODES:

M = Missing Data

I = Data element 1s inapplicable

A = Single defendant--single charge

8 = Single defendant--single incident (one/more

charges)

C = Single defendant--single incident/maximum
number charges (usually two)

0 = Single defendant--one/more incidents

E = Single defendant--content varies with prosecutor

f = One/more defendants--single charge

G = One/more defendants--single incident (one/more

charges)
H = One/more defendants--single incident/maximum
number charges (usually two)
= One/more defendants--one/more incidents
K = One/more defendants--content varies with
prosecutor
L = Inconsistent during reporting year
= Both the defendant and charge components vary
within the state

L

POINT OF FILING CODES:

Missing Data

Data element is inapplicable

At the filing of the information/indictment

At the filing of the complaint

When defendant enters plea/initlal appearance

When docketed

At issuing of warrant

At filing of information/complaint

varies (At filing of the complaint,
informatton, indictment)

OMMODODP>—3X
mn o n u won

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

An absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that
data are not incomplete or overinclusive.

*See the qualifying footnote for each court
within the state. Each footnote will have
impact on the state's total.

C: The following courts' data are overinclusive:

Alabama--District Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include
preliminary hearing proceedings.

Alaska--District Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include some
moving traffic cases and all ordinance
violation cases.

Arkansas--Circuit Court--Total criminal
disposed data include postconviction
remedy and probation revocation
proceedings.

Colorado--District, Denver Superior, Denver
Juvenile, and Denver Probate
Courts--Total criminal filed and disposed
data include extraditions, revocations,
parole and release from commitment
hearings.

Kentucky--Circuit Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include sentence
review only and some postconviction
remedy proceedings.

Maryland--Circutt Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include some
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Montana--District Court--Total criminal
filed data include reopened cases.

Nebraska--District Court--Tota)l criminal
filed and disposed data include civil
appeals cases and postconviction remedy
proceedings.

New Mexico--Magistrate Court--Total criminal
filed data include preliminary hearing
proceedings.

North Oakota--District Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include sentence
review only and postconviction remedy
proceedings.

Puerto Rico--Superior Court--Total criminal
fi1led and disposed data include transfers
and reopened cases.

Rhode Island--District Court--Total criminal
f1led and disposed data include
preliminary hearing proceedings, moving
traffic, and ordinance violation cases.

Utah--District Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include some
postconviction remedy and all sentence
review only proceedings.

--Justice of the Peace Court--Total
criminal filed and disposed data include
traffic cases.

Washington--District Court-Total criminal
filed data include some Municipal Court
cases.

£: The following courts' data include post-
conviction remedy proceedings:
Alabama--Circuit Court
Delaware--Superior Court
West Virginia--Circuit Court (filed data)

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 10:

Reported total state trial court criminal caseload, 1986. (continued)

F:

i:

The following courts' data include ordinance
violation cases:
Delaware--Family Court
Minnesota--District Court
New Jersey--Municipal Court
New York--District and City Court
North Carolina--District Court
Ohjo--County Court--Municipal Court
Oklahoma--District Court
Pennsylvania--District Justice Court
Vermont--District Court
Virginla--Circult Court

The following courts' data are 75% complete:

Arizona--Justice of the Peace Court--Tota)
criminal filed and disposed data do not
include 1imited felony cases.

Colorado--County Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data do not include 1imited
felony and DWI/DUI cases.

Delaware--Court of Common Pleas--Total
criminal filed and disposed data do not
include some 1imited felony cases.
--Justice of the Peace Court--Total
criminal filed and disposed data do not
include most DWI/DUI cases.

Georgia--State Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data do not include limited
felony and OWI/DUI cases.

Hawaii--Circuit Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data do not include reopened
prior cases.

--District Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data do not include some criminal
cases that could not be separated from
ordinance violation cases.

Indiana--Superior Court and Circult Court--
Total criminal filed and disposed data do
not include appeals or miscellaneous
criminal cases.

--County Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data do not include miscellaneous
criminal cases.

~--Municipal Court of Marion County--Total
criminal filed and disposed data do not
include miscellaneous criminal cases.

Iowa--District Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data do not include some
misdemeanor cases.

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the Commonwealth
(Housing, District, Boston Municipal, and
Juvenile Court Departments)--Total criminal
filed data do not include
felony/misdemeanor, DWI/DUI and
miscellaneous criminal cases from the
Boston Municipal Court Department.

North Dakota--County Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data do not include
Timited felony and criminal appeals cases.

Pennsylvania--Court of Common Pleas--Total
criminal filed and disposed data do not
include some criminal appeals cases.
--Philadelphia Municipal Court--Total
criminal filed and disposed data do not
include some misdemeanor and all limited
felony cases.

Tennessee--Circuit, Criminal and Chancery
Court--Total criminal filed data do not
include miscellaneous criminal cases.
Total criminal disposed data do not
include miscellaneous criminal and
DWI/DUI cases.

Texas--Municipal Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data do not include
1imited felony cases and represent a 76%
reporting rate.

--County-Level Courts--Total criminal
disposed data do not include some
criminal appeals cases.

Wisconsin--Circuit Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data do not include
criminal appeals and some DWI/DUI cases.

The following courts' data do not include
Timited felony cases:
New Hampshire--District Court--Municipal
Court
Oregon--District Court
South Carolina----Municipal Court
Washington--District Court
West Virginia--Magistrate Court

The following courts' data do not include
DWI/DUI cases:
Connecticut--Superior Court
District of Columbia--Superior Court
Louistana--District Court--This figure 1s
estimated by the State Court Administra-
tor's Office on the basis that 70% of
criminal cases reported (277,072) are
traffic cases.
Maryland--District Court (disposed data)
Virginia--District Court

The following courts' data do not incliude
criminal appeals cases:
Alaska--Superior Court
New York--Supreme and County Court
Oregon--Circuit Court
South Carolina--Circult Court
Wyoming--District Court--County Court
(disposed data)

The following courts' data are 75% complete
and are overinclusive:

Arkansas--Municipa) Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include ordinance
violation cases, but do not include cases
from several municipalities.

--City Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violation
cases, but do not include data from all
courts.

California--Municipal Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include some
ordinance violation cases and preliminary
hearing bindovers and transfers, but do
not include DWI/DUI cases.
~--Justice Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include preliminary hearing
bindovers and transfers, and ordinance
violation cases, but do not include
DWI/DUI cases.

(continued on next page)



TABLE 10:

Reported total state trial court criminal caseload, 1986.

(continued)

Delaware--Municipal Court of Wilmington--
Total c¢riminal filed and disposed data
include ordinance violation cases, and a
few DWI/DUI cases, but do not include
1imited felony cases.

Georgia--Superior Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include ordinance
violation cases, but do not include some
criminal appeals and some DWI/DUI cases.

[daho--District Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include ordinance
violation cases, postconviction remedy and
sentence review only proceedings, but do
not include felony and some OWI/DUI cases.

IN1linois--Circuit Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include some preliminary
hearings and some ordinance violation
cases, but do not include DWI/DUI and
miscellaneous criminal cases.

Kentucky--District Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include sentence
review only proceedings, but do not include
Timited felony cases.

Maine--Superior Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data include ordinance
violation cases, postconviction remedy and
sentence review only proceedings, but do
not include some crimina) appeals cases.

Michigan--District Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include ordinance
violation cases, but do not include DWI/DUI
cases.

--Municipal Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violation
cases, but do not include OWI/DUI cases.

Nebraska--County Court--Total criminal data
include ordinance violations, but do not
include Yimited felony cases.

New Mexico--Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo
County--1otal criminal filed and disposed
data include ordinance violation cases, but
do not include 1imited felony cases.

Pennsylvania--Pittsburgh City Magistrates
Court--Total criminal filed data include
ordinance violation cases, but do not
include Vimited felony and 1imited DWI/DUI
cases.

Puerto Rico--District Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data include ordinance
violation cases, but do not include DWI/DUI
cases.

Utah--Circuit Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings, but do not include some
miscellaneous criminal cases.

West virginia--Circuit Court--Total criminal
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings, but do not include criminal
appeals cases.
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The following courts' data are less than 75X
complete:

Georgia--Probate Court--Total criminal
f1led and disposed data do not include
DWI/DUI and most misdemeanor cases.

Maine--District Court--Total criminal filed
and disposed data do not include 1imited
felony, DWI/DUI and some misdemeanor
cases.

South Carolina--Magistrate Court--Total
criminal disposed data do not include
1imited felony and DWI/DUI cases.

South Dakota--Circuit Court--Total criminal
disposed data do not include some
misdemeanor cases.

Texas--Justice of the Peace Court--Total
criminal filed and disposed data do not
include 1imited felony cases.

The following courts' data are less than 75%
complete and are overinclusive:
Louisiana--City and Parish Court--Total
criminal filed and disposed data include
ordinance violation cases, but do not
include DWI/DUI cases.



TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1986

Dispo-
sitions
Total traffic Total traffic as a Filings
f11ings and dispositions percen- per 100,000
Juris-  Park- qualifying and qualifying tage of total

State/Court name: diction _ing footnotes footnotes f11ings population
ALABAMA District ... ..., 2 1 236,628 219,604 93 5,838
ALABAMA Municipal ....... ..o 2 1 N/A N/A

ALABAMA State Total .................. 236,628 219,604 93 5,838
ALASKA District .......ciivvneinnnn.. 2 3 N/A 83,744 1§

ALASKA State Total ...........ccveens N/A 83,744 ¢
ARIZONA Justice of the Peace ........... 2 1 420,814 1 402,569 1 96 12,679
ARIZONA Municipal ..........c.civvivnnnn. 2 1 757,050 1 743,517 4§ 98 22,810

ARIZONA State Total .................. 1,177,864 * 1,146,086 * 97 35,489
ARKANSAS Municipal .......ccvvvenvnnnn. 2 1 322,066 V 216,172 ¥ 67
ARKANSAS City ..vvvivvrnnnnnninnnnennnn. 2 1 15,649 V 9,444 Vv 60
ARKANSAS Police .....ciitinvnnnninennnn. 2 1 N/A N/A

ARKANSAS State Total ................. 331,15+ 225,616 * 67
CALIFORNTA Municipal ...ovvevnenrnennnns 2 3 15,675,360 0 12,823,767 O 82 58,098
CALIFORNIA Justice .....oiivvvininennnns 2 3 502,997 0 431,705 0 86 1,864

CALIFORNIA State Jotal ............... 16,178,357 * 13,255,472 * 82 59,962
COLORADO County .......covveiiinnnennnn. 2 2 185,393 G 189,686 G 97 5,981
COLORADO Municipal .........cciuvvennnn.. 2 1 N/A N/A

COLORADO State Total ................. 195,393 ¢ 189,686 * 97 5,981
CONNECTICUT Superior .........cccvvvnennn 1 1 525,251 O 530,380 0 10 16,471

CONNECTICUT State Total .............. 525,251 * 530,380 ¢ 16,471
Municipal Court of Wilmington, DELAWARE 2 4 17,800 0 17,526 O 38 2,812
DELAWARE Family .......c.ciiiinnenennnn, 2 2 459 472 103 13
DELAWARE Justice of the Peace .......... 2 2 129,218 C 128,128 C 99 20,414
DELAWARE Alderman's ........cecevevennenn 2 4 21,514 N 21,006 N 98 3,399

DELAWARE State Total ................. 168,992 * 167,132 ¢ 99 26,697
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior .......... 1 3 23,256 6 23,146 G 100 3,721

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Total ........... 23,256 * 23,146 ¢ 3,721
FLORIDA County ..vvvrinnnnenrnnnnnnnans 2 1 2,966,230 2,845,940 96 25,407

FLORIDA State Total .................. 2,966,230 2,845,940 96 25,407
GEORGIA Superior .......ceviveennecasans 1 2 6,969 0 6,982 0 100 114
GEORGIA State .........ciiiiiiiinnnnnans 2 2 231,429 C 223,942 € 97 3,79
GEORGIA Probate .........coiiiiiniunenns 2 2 190,528 X 185,695 X 97
GEORGIA Juvenile ......ovvvevvnvnrennnes 1 2 2,057 1,1 86 34
GEORGIA Magistrate ........covvvuinnnnen 2 2 33,927 % 10,407 1 31 556
GEORGIA County Recorder's ........... ... 2 1 N/A N/A
GEORGIA Municipal and City of Atlanta .. 2 ] N/A N/A

GEORGIA State Total .................. 464,910 428,197 * 92 4,495
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TABLE 11: Reported total state trial court traffic/other violation caseload, 1986. (continued)
Dispo-
sittions
Total traffic Total traffic as a Filings
f11ings and dispositions percen- per 100,000
Juris-  Park- qualifying and qualifying tage of total
State/Court name: diction ing footnotes footnotes filings population
HAWALL Clircult ..o it iinens 1 2 178 1 154 1 87 17
HAWAILL District ... ..., 2 4 908,362 C 849,137 C 93 85,453
HAWAII State Total ................... 908,540 «* 849,291 * 93 85,469
IDAHO District ... .ooieerninieinenen, 1 3 215,841 v 216,604 v 100
IDAHO State Total .................... 215,841 ¢ 216,604 ¢
TLLINOIS Circudt ... .. v, 1 4 6,310,072 0 3,773,178 0 60 54,628
ILLINOIS State Total ................. 6,310,072 * 3,773,118 ¢ 60 54,628
INDIANA Superior and Circuit ........... 1 3 172,501 168,495 98 3,135
INDIANA County .......coiiiiriinnnnnnn. 2 4 162,641 151,859 93 2,955
Municipal Court of Marion County, INDIANA 2 3 150,634 134,040 89 2,131
INDIANA City and Town .................. 2 3 152,893 152,639 100 2,778
INDIANA State Total .................. 638,669 607,033 g5 11,606
IOWA District ... ..o viiiinniinnn.. 1 3 686,348 € 682,390 C 99 24,082
JOWA State Total ............. ... ..., 686,348 ¢ 682,390 * 99 24,082
KANSAS Oistrict ... .oiiieiinineninnnnnns 1 2 235,992 1 229,780 i 97 9,593
KANSAS Municipal .....oiiiiieienrnnnnnns 2 ] N/A N/A
KANSAS State Total ................... 235,992 ¢ 229,780 ¢ 97 9,593
KENTUCKY District ... ..o veieinnnns 2 3 279,498 N 280,405 N 100 7,495
KENTUCKY State Total ................. 279,498 * 280,405 ¢ 7,495
LOUISIANA District .......ovvivniiunennns 1 i 193,951 & N/A 4,308
LOUISIANA City and Parish .............. 2 1 398,003 C 324,647 C 82 8,841
LOUISIANA Justice of the Peace ......... 2 1 N/A N/A
LOUISIANA Mayor's .....c.iiveenecnecannns 2 1 N/A N/A
LOUISIANA State Tota) ............. ... 591,954 ¢ 324,647 ¢ 13,149
MAINE Superdor ........eeevveveeeeenenns 1 2 2,984 0 2,805 0 94 254
MAINE District ...vivnrnenrneiniarannnes 2 4 172,269 C 169,615 C 98 14,686
MAINE State Total ........ccevuvnnennn 175,253 ¢ 172,420 * 98 14,94]
MARYLAND District ......covvvieivnenenes 2 2 840,305 799,863 G 18,828
MARYLAND State Total ................. 840,305 799,863 * 95 18,828
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the
Commonwealth .........ccovivevevnnnnns 1 1 1,324,696 1 1,065,357 1 80 22,714
MASSACHUSETTS State Total ............ 1,324,696 * 1,065,357 * 80 22,14
MICHIGAN District ......coviviininnnnnn. 2 4 2,343,720 0 2,153,915 O 92 25,631
MICHIGAN Municipal .......cceeiiininennn. 2 4 38,354 0 38,382 0 100 419
MICHIGAN Probate ..........cvvivvivvenns 2 2 N/A N/A
MICHIGAN State Total ................. 2,382,074 * 2,192,297 * 92 26,051
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TABLE 11: Reported total state trial court traffic/other violation caseload, 1986.

(continued)

Total traffic

Total traffic

Dispo-
sitions
as a Fi11ings

f111ngs and dispositions percen- per 100,000
Juris-  Park- qualifying and qualifying tage of total
State/Court name: diction _ing footnotes footnotes filings population
MINNESOTA Oi¥strict ........ ... iveevenns 1 4 1,520,106 O 1,499,575 O 99 36,073
MINNESOTA State Total ................ 1,520,106 * 1,499,575 * 99 36,073
MISSOURI Circult ... ... iiiiiiinnnnnn ] 3 425,919 1 409,932 1 96 8,407
MISSOURI State Total ................. 425,919 * 409,932 * 96 8,407
MONTANA Justice of the Peace ........... 2 1 N/A N/A
MONTANA City ... ... ittt iannn.. 2 1 N/A N/A
MONTANA Municipal .........cciiiiiivannn 2 1 N/A N/A
MONTANA State Total .................. N/A N/A
NEBRASKA County .......civuivuninnnnnnnns 2 1 215,970 1 282,079 i 102 17,281
NEBRASKA State Total ................. 275,970 * 282,079 ¢ 17,281
NEVADA Justice .......covviiininiennnnnnn 2 1 N/A N/A
NEVADA Municipal ...........ccevenvennnn 2 1 N/A N/A
NEVADA State Total ................... N/A N/A
NEW HAMPSHIRE District ................. 2 4 264,856 N/A 25,789
NEW HAMPSHIRE Municipal ................ 2 4 6,226 N/A 606
NEW HAMPSHIRE State Total ............ 21,082 N/A 26,396
NEW JERSEY Municipal .............cc..ne 2 4 5,100,863 N 4,271,680 N 84 66,940
NEW JERSEY State Total ............... 5,100,863 * 4,271,680 ¢ 84 66,940
NEW MEXICO Magistrate .................. 2 3 32,580 N/A 2,203
NEW MEXICO Municipal ................... 2 1 N/A N/A
Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo County,
NEW MEXICO ....iiieienenenrnncnnnnans 2 4 353,566 N 226,876 1 23,906
NEW MEXICO State Total ............... 386,146 * 226,876 * 26,109
Criminal Court of the City of NEW YORK . 2 4 123,712 ¥ 121,057 Vv 98
NEW YORK District and City ............. 2 4 N/A 1,024,466 N
NEW YORK Town and Village .............. 2 1 N/A N/A
NEW YORK State Total ................. 123,712 * 1,145,523 +
NORTH CAROLINA District ................ 2 3 895,340 N 813,632 1 9] 14,135
NORTH CAROLINA State Total ........... 895,340 * 813,632 * 91 14,135
NORTH DAKOTA District .............. ..., 1 4 415 415 100 61
NORTH DAKOTA County .......covvveeceennn 2 1 56,122 56,122 100 8,265
NORTH DAKOTA Municipal ...........cccunn 2 1 N/A 45,002 X
NORTH DAKOTA State Total ............. 56,537 101,539 ¢ 8,327

186

{continued on next page)



TABLE 11: Reported total state trial court traffic/other violation caseload, 1986. (continued)
Dispo-
sitions
Total traffic TYotal traffic as a F11ings
fi11ings and dispositions percen- per 100,000
Juris- Park- qualifying and qualifying tage of total
State/Court name: diction _ing footnotes footnotes filings population
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ............. 1 2 110,559 107,533 97 1,028
OHIO County .....vivrnnrinnninnennanannn 2 2 211,898 N 207,753 N 98 1,91
OHIO Municipal ... ..., 2 2 1,462,124 N 1,446,981 N 99 13,597
OHIO Mayors' .....ciiiiiierinnnnennnnnnn 2 1 N/A N/A
OHIQO State Total ..................... 1,784,581 ¢ 1,762,267 ¢ 99 16,596
OKLAHOMA District .......... ... cints 1 2 216,954 N 202,664 N 93 6,564
OKLAHOMA Municipal Criminal Court
C o 0f RECOTd ..vtiiiiii it 2 1 N/A N/A
OKLAHOMA Municipal Court Not of Record . 2 1 N/A N/A
OKLAHOMA State Total ................. 216,954 * 202,664 ¢ 93 6,564
OREGON District ..........covvuevnonnt, 2 1 304,943 281,249 92 11,303
OREGON Justice ........ccciiiieinnnnnns 2 3 N/A N/A
OREGON Municipal ......ccvvvinrrnrennnnnn 2 3 N/A N/A
OREGON State Total ................... 304,943 281,249 92 11,303
PENNSYLVANIA District Justice Court .... 2 4 1,250,396 N 1,183,595 N 95 10,518
Philadelphia Municipal Court,
PENNSYLVANIA ... ... i 2 2 22,709 0 22,323 O 98 191
Pittsburgh City Magistrates,
PENNSYLVANIA ... ... i iiiieaiaan 2 4 373,369 N N/A 3,141
Philadelphia Traffic Court,
PENNSYLVANIA ... i iiiieaannnn 2 1 N/A N/A
PENNSYLVANIA State Total ............. 1,646,474 * 1,205,918 ¢ 13,850
PUERTO RICO District ......ccoivevnnnnn, 2 2 65,115 0 65,323 O 100 1,993
PUERTO RICO Municipal .................. 2 1 N/A N/A
PUERTO RICO Total .......cccvvvevennns 65,115 ¢ 65,323 ¢ 1,993
RHODE ISLAND District .................. 2 2 N/A N/A
RHODE ISLAND Municipal ................. 2 1 N/A N/A
RHODE ISLAND State Total ............. N/A N/A
SOUTH CAROLINA Family .........cciuenn.. 2 2 N/A N/A
SOUTH CAROLINA Magistrate .............. 2 4 N/A 399,705 C
SOUTH CAROLINA Municipal ............... 2 4 297,041 N/A 8,799
SOUTH CAROLINA State Total ........... 297,041 399,705 ¢ 8,799
SOUTH DAKOTA Circult .........ccviiunns, 1 3 130,873 142,776 C 18,485
SOUTH DAKOTA State Total ............. 130,873 142,776 * 18,485
TENNESSEE Circult, Criminal, and
Chancery .....ovueieiiinininnennnnnnss 1 2 N/A N/A
TENNESSEE General Sessions ............. 2 1 N/A N/A
TENNESSEE Municipal .......cciviiiunnnnnn 2 1 N/A N/A
TENNESSEE State Total ................ N/A N/A
TEXAS MUnicipal ....veiinrinniinennnnnns 2 4 6,095,224 1 4,871,130 1 80 36,531
TEXAS Justice of the Peace ............. 2 4 1,533,174 Vv 1,346,789 V 88
TEXAS County-tevel ..........ciiviunnnnn 2 2 19,160 63,364 C 115
TEXAS State Total ..........ccoivninnn 7,647,558 * 6,281,283 °* 82 36,646
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TABLE 11:

Reported total state trlal court traffic/other violation caseload, 1986.

(continued)

Dispo-
sitions
Total traffic Total traffic as a F1lings
f1lings and dispositions percen- per 100,000
Juris-  Park- qualifying and qualifying tage of total

State/Court name: diction _ing footnotes footnotes filings population
UTAH Clrcult ... ittt 2 4 492,148 C 404,406 C 82 29,558
UTAH Justice of the Peace .............. 2 4 263,721 1 253,722 1 96 15,839
UTAH Juvenile ........c..oiiiiiiinnnnnns 2 2 N/A N/A

UTAH State Total ..................... 755,875 * 658,128 ¢ 817 45,398
VERMONT District .............ocivnenn. 1 2 115,126 N 106,924 N 93 21,280

VERMONT State Total .................. 115,126 * 106,924 * 93 21,280
VIRGINIA Circudt ... ..., 1 2 N/A N/A
VIRGINIA District ............coiian.n. 2 4 1,381,673 G 1,367,303 G 99 23,815

VIRGINIA State Total ................. 1,381,673 * 1,367,303 * 99 23,815
WASHINGTON Oistrict .................... 2 4 557,696 N/A 12,496
WASHINGTON Municipal ............ccveen. 2 4 1,062,043 N/A 23,7197

WASHINGTON State Total ............... 1,619,739 N/A 36,293
WEST VIRGINIA Magistrate ............... 2 2 106,561 104,954 98 5,553
WEST VIRGINIA Municipal ................ 2 1 N/A N/A

WEST VIRGINIA State Total ............ 106,561 104,954 98 5,553
WISCONSIN Clrcuit ... ... . .ciiieeien... 1 3 141,255 139,581 99 2,952
WISCONSIN Municipal ........cvvuennennn. 2 3 N/A 325,896 V

WISCONSIN State Total ................ 141,255 465,471 * 2,952
WYOMING Justice of the Peace ........... 2 1 26,339 29,910 C 5,195
WYOMING Municipal ........coviiivennann. 2 1 N/A N/A
WYOMING County .......cciivinenenrnnnnne 2 1 81,858 87,7185 C 16,146

WYOMING State Total .................. 108,197 117,695 * 21,341

NOTE: Mississippt 1s not included in this table

because it did not report traffic/other
violation data for 1986, and did not respond
to the Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide. Al
other state courts are 1isted in this table,
regardless of whether data are available.

A1l data that are at least 75% complete are
entered in the table. Blank spaces Indicate
that either data are unavailable or less than
715% complete, or that the calculations are
inappropriate. The "fi1lings per 100,000
population" State Total figure may not equal
the sum of the individual state courts due to
rounding.

N/A = Data are not available.

JURISOICTION CODES:

1
2

General Jurisdiction
Limited Jurisdiction
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PARKING CODES:

.- -

Parking data are unavailable

Court does not have parking jurisdiction

Only contested parking cases are included

Both contested and uncontested parking cases
are included

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

An absence of a qualifying footnote indicates
that data are not incomplete or overinclusive.

*See the qualifying footnote for each court

C:

within the state.
impact on the state's total.

Each footnote will have

The following courts® data are overinclusive:
Delaware--Justice of the Peace Court--
Total traffic/other violation filed and
disposed data include most of the
DWI/DUI cases.
(continued on next page)



TABLE 11:

Reported total state trial court traffic/other violation caseload, 1986. (continued)

G:

i:

Georgia--State Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include
most of the DWI/DUI cases.

Hawali--District Court--Total traffic/
other violatton filed and disposed data
include some misdemeanor cases.

Iowa--District Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include
some misdemeanor cases.

Louistana--City and Parish Court--Total
traffic/other violation filed and disposed
data include DWI/DUI cases.

Maine--District Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include
some misdemeanor and all DWI/DUI cases.

South Carolina--Magistrate Court--Total
traffic/other violation disposed data
include DWI/DUI and juvenile cases.

South Dakota--Circuit Court--Total traffic/
other violation disposed data include some

misdemeanor and some criminal appeals cases.

Texas--County-Level Courts--Total
traffic/other violation disposed data
include criminal appeals cases.

Utah--Circuit Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include
some miscellaneous criminal cases.

Wyoming--Justice of the Peace Court--Total
traffic/other violation disposed data
include all criminal cases.

--County Court--Total traffic/other

violation disposed data include misdemeanor

and DWI/DUI cases.

The following courts® data include DWI/DUI
cases:

Colorado--County Court

Louisiana--District Court--This figure is
estimated by the State Court Administra-
tor's Office on the basis that 70% of
criminal cases reported (277,072) are
traffic cases.

District of Columbia--Superior Court

Virginta--District Court

Maryland--District Court (disposed data)

The following courts' data are 75% complete:

Alaska--District Court--Total traffic/other

violation disposed data do not include some

moving traffic violation cases and all
ordinance violation cases.

Arizona--Justice of the Peace--Total
traffic/other violation filed and disposed
data do not include parking and
miscellaneous traffic cases.

--Municipal Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include ordinance violation, parking and
miscellaneous traffic cases.

Georgia--Magistrate Court--Total traffic/
other violatton data do not include cases
from 19 counties.

Hawaii--Circuit Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include reopened prior cases reported with
the civil data.

Kansas--District Court--Total traffic/other
violatton filed and disposed data do not
include juvenile traffic cases.
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Massachusetts--Trial Court of the
Commonwealth--Total traffic/other
violation filed data do not include
parking, and some miscellaneous traffic
cases. Disposed data do not include
parking, ordinance violation, some
moving traffic, and some miscellaneous
traffic cases.

Missouri--Circuit Court--Total traffic/
other violation filed and disposed data
do not include ordinance violation and
parking cases heard by Municipal Judges.

Nebraska--County Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include ordinance violation or parking
cases.

New Mexico--Metropolitan Court of
Bernalillo County--Total traffic/other
violation disposed data do not include
ordinance violations and some miscel-
laneous traffic cases.

North Carolina--District Court--Total
traffic/other data disposed do not
include ordinance violations and some
miscellaneous traffic cases.

Texas--Municipal Court--Total traffic/
other violation data do not include some
cases due to a reporting rate of only
76%.

Utah--Justice of the Peace Court--Total
traffic/other violation filed and
disposed data do not include some moving
traffic cases.

The following courts' data do not include
ordinance violation cases:

Delaware--Alderman's Court

Kentucky--District Court

New Jersey--Municipal Court

New Mexico--Metropolitan Court of
Bernalillo County (filed data)

New York--District and City Court
(disposed data)

North Carolina--District Court (Filed data)

Ohto--County Court--Municipal Court

Oklahoma--District Court

Pennsylvania--District Justice Court--
Pittsburgh City Magistrates

Vermont--District Court

The following courts' data are 75% complete
and are overinclusive:

California--Municipal Court--Total traffic/
other violation filed and disposed data
include DWI/DUI cases, but do not
include some ordinance violation cases.
~--Justice Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data
include DWI/DUI cases, but do not
include some ordinance violation cases.

(continued on next page)




TABLE 11:

Reported total state trial court traffic caseload, 1986.

(continued)

Connecticut--Superior Court--Total traffic/
other violation filed and disposed data
include DWI/DUI cases, but do not iInclude
ordinance violation cases and uncontested
parking cases.

Delaware--Municipal Court of Wilmington--
Total traffic/other violation filed and
disposed data include most DWI/DUI cases,
but do not include ordinance violation
cases.

Georgta--Superior Court--Total traffic/
other violation filed and disposed data
include some DWI/DUI cases and some
criminal appeals cases, but do not include
ordinance violation cases.

IMinois--Circuit Court--Total traffic/
other violation filed and disposed data
include OWI/DUI cases, but do not include
ordinance violation cases from Cook County
and parking cases from anywhere but Cook
County.

Maine--Superior Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include
DWI/DUI and some criminal appeals cases,
but do not include ordinance violation
cases.

Michigan--District Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include ordinance violation cases, but do
include OWI/DUI cases.

--Municipal Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include ordinance violation cases, but do
include DWI/DUI cases.

Minnesota--District Court--Total traffic/
other violation filed and disposed data
include some DWI/DUI cases, but do not
include ordinance violation cases.

Pennsylvania--Philadelphta Municipal Court--
Total traffic/other violation filed and
disposed data include some misdemeanors but
do not include all ordinance violation
cases.

Puerto Rico--District Court--Total traffic/
other violation filed and disposed data
include DWI/DUI cases, but do not include
ordinance violation cases.

v:
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The following courts' data are less than 75%
complete:

Arkansas--Municipal Court--Total traffic/
other violation filed and disposed data
do not include ordinance violatton and
parking cases, and are missing all data
from several municipalities.
~-City Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include ordinance violation and parking
cases and are missing all traffic data
from several courts.

Idaho--0istrict Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not
include ordinance violation and parking
cases.

New York--Criminal Court of the City of New
York--Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data do not include
moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic,
and some ordinance violation cases.

Texas--Justice of the Peace Court--Total
traffic/other violation filed and
disposed data represent a reporting rate
of 74%.

Wisconsin--Municipal Court--Total traffic/
other violation disposed data represent
only 144 of the 203 municipal courts.

The following courts' data are less than 75%
complete and are overinclusive:

Georgla--Probate Court--Total traffic/
other violation filed and disposed data
include DWI/DUI cases but represent a
traffic data reporting rate of less than
15%.

North Dakota--Municipal Court--Total
traffic/other violation disposed data
include OWI/DUI cases, but do not
include ordinance violation or parking
cases.



TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1986

Total Tota) Dispo- fFilings
Juvenile Juvenile sitions per
Point f1lings and dispositions as a per- 100,000
Juris- of qualifying and qualify- centage Juvenile
State/Court name: diction filing footnotes ing footnotes of filings population
ALABAMA Circult ........cc i, 1 A 18,192 ¢ 22,921 ¢ 126 1,632
ALABAMA District ....... ... ooty 2 A 31,892 29,498 92 2,860
ALABAMA State Total .................. 50,084 ¢ 52,419 ¢ 4,492
ALASKA Superior ........ceiveivencnnnnns 1 c 1,907 1,474 n 1,115
ALASKA District ... . i, 2 I 143 13 5 84
ALASKA State Total ................... 2,050 1,547 75 1,199
ARIZONA SUPErior ....cveerieninnnnnnnans 1 c 11,453 7,940 69 1,257
ARIZONA State Total .................. 11,453 7,940 69 1,257
ARKANSAS County .....ociininiinnnincans 2 B 8,659 1 8,882 1 103 1,342
ARKANSAS State Total ................. 8,659 ¢ 8,882 ¢ 1,342
CALIFORNIA Superior ........cceeeevnenns 1 c 86,545 69,849 81 1,217
CALIFORNIA State Total ............... 86,545 69,849 81 1,217
COLORADO District, Denver Superior and
Juvenile and Probate ................. 1 A 15,129 13,251 88 1,741
COLORADO State Total ................. 15,129 13,251 88 1,747
CONNECTICUT Superior ......coeveveennnns 1 F 12,619 12,643 100 1,665
CONNECTICUT State Total .............. 12,619 12,643 1,665
DELAWARE Family ........cviieuicnnennnens 2 ¢ 6,237 v 5,931 v 95
DELAWARE State Total ................. 6,237 * 5,931 ¢ 95
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior .......... 1 8 12,508 12,440 99 9,130
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Total ........... 12,508 12,440 99 9,130
FLORIDA Circult ... ... veiiiiiiiinnnn, 1 A 88,104 59,322 67 3,350
FLORIDA State Total .................. 88,104 59,322 67 3,350
GEORGIA Juvenile .......ccivviuinienenns 1 A 39,7 35,473 89 2,319
GEORGIA State Total .........ecvvvunnn 39,7131 35,413 89 2,319
HAWAIT Circuit ....ocvviiiiniiinnnnennns 1 F 15,415 13,102 85 5,390
HAWAII State Total ...............c... 15,415 13,102 85 5,390
IDAHO District ....coviiiiiniiininennns 1 c 6,680 6,935 104 2,148
I0AHO State Total ..........ccivveel.. 6,680 6,935 2,148
ILLINOIS Clircult ..ot iiinnennens 1 c 28,525 27,536 97 933
ILLINOIS State Total ............c0tn. 28,525 27,536 87 933

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 12: Reported total state trial court juvenile caseload, 1986. (continued)
Total Total Dispo- Filings
Juvenile Juvenile sttions per
Point filings and dispositions as a per- 100,000
Juris- of qualifying and qualify- centage Juvenile
State/Court name: diction filing footnotes ing footnotes of filings population
INOIANA Superior and Circuit ........... 1 C 30,469 C 28,362 C 93 2,063
INDIANA Probate ..........ceveiieninnnn. 2 C N/A N/A
INDIANA State lotal .................. 30,469 ¢ 28,362 ¢ 93 2,063
IOWA District ... ..o eiiiiii, 1 A 6,352 N/A 850
IOWA State Total ..................... 6,352 N/A 850
KANSAS District ... ..., 1 A 11,823 C 10,882 ¢ 92 1,830
KANSAS State Total ................... 11,823 ¢ 10,882 * 92 1,830
KENTUCKY District .........cvvviinn.... 2 A 39,254 C 34,780 € 89 3,890
KENTUCKY State Total ................. 39,254 ¢ 34,780 * 89 3,890
LOUISIANA District ........ .ot 1 o 17,959 N/A 1,333
LOUISIANA Family and Juventle .......... 1 C 29,076 C N/A 2,159
LOUISIANA City and Parish .............. 2 c 10,599 10,009 94 181
LOUISIANA State Total ................ 57,634 * 10,009 4,279
MAINE District ........covieiiiennenn. 2 C 3,840 3,392 88 1,272
MAINE State Total .................... 3,840 3,392 88 1,272
MARYLAND Circult ........c.eeiienennan. 1 C 30,641 28,937 94 2,758
MARYLAND District ............ccvneenn.. 2 [% 3,683 3,710 102 332
MARYLAND State Total ................. 34,324 32,107 95 3,089
MASSACHUSETTS Trial Court of the
Commonwealth ...........cciviiivnnnns. ] C 45,438 23,942 V 3,388
MASSACHUSETTS State Total ............ 45,438 23,942 * 3,388
MICHIGAN Probate ...........civvuennnn.. 2 C 17,322 0 N/A 701
MICHIGAN State Total ................. 17,322 * N/A 701
MINNESOTA District ..................... 1 c 52,1709 51,970 99 47,486
MINNESOTA State Total ................ 52,709 51,970 99 47,486
MISSOURI Circult ......ceieiiieininnnnen 1 C 19,130 C 18,752 ¢C 98 1,46)
MISSOURI State Total ................. 19,130 * 18,752 # 98 1,461
MONTANA District ......ciiiiiinrnnnnnn 1 C 1,381 C 1,127 488
MONTANA State Total .................. 1,381 1,127 488
NEBRASKA County .......ccvvvevnvnnenanns 2 c 3,419 3,479 102 801
NEBRASKA Separate Juvenile ............. 2 C 1,979 N/A 464
NEBRASKA State Total ................. 5,398 3,479 1,264
NEVADA District ........cvieiineninnnnn, 1 c N/A N/A
NEVADA State Total N/A N/A
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TABLE 12: Reported total state trial court juvenile caseload, 1986. (continued)

Total Total Dispo- filings
Juventle Juvenile sitions per
Point f11ings and dispositions as a per- 100,000
Juris- of qualifying and qualify- centage Juvenile
State/Court name: diction filing footnotes ing footnotes of filings population
NEW HAMPSHIRE District ................. 2 C 6,790 N/A 2,612
NEW HAMPSHIRE State Total ............ 6,790 N/A 2,612
NEW JERSEY Superior .........ccivvienens 1 c 109,197 ¢ 107,705 ¢C 99 5,964
NEW JERSEY State Total ............... 109,197 * 107,705 ¢ 99 5,964
NEW MEXICO District ........... ..., 1 c 7,763 7,298 94 1,748
NEW MEXICO State Total ............... 7,763 7,298 94 1,748
NEW YORK Family .....iieienenncnoncnnens 2 c 44,851 C 45,651 C 102 1,025
NEW YORK State Total ................. 44,851 * 45,651 ¢ 1,025
NORTH CAROLINA District ................ 2 C 22,537 24,976 m 1,388
NORTH CAROLINA State Total ........... 22,537 24,976 1,388
NORTH DAKOTA District .................. 1 c 1,44] 1,441 100 758
NORTH DAKOIA State Total ............. 1,441 1,441 758
OHIO Court of Common Pleas ............. 1 E 116,028 114,676 99 4,065
OHIO State Total ............ccovvtnn. 116,028 114,676 99 4,065
OKLAHOMA District .........ciiiiiinnnns 1 G N/A N/A
OKLAHOMA State Total ................. N/A N/A
OREGON Circuit .......iviviiiiinnninnnns 1 C 16,348 1 N/A 2,383
OREGON County .....ccoiuinrnnronnncncnnn 2 c N/A N/A
OREGON State Total ............coevnns 16,348 ¢ N/A 2,383
PENNSYLVANIA Court of Common Pleas ..... 1 F 48,384 47,852 99 1,698
PENNSYLVANIA State Total ............. 48,384 47,852 99 1,698
PUERTO RICO Superior .......ccoevveevnnns 1 c 5,243 C 4,977 ¢C 95
PUERTO RICO Total ...........vvevvnnen 5,243 * 4,977 * 95
RHODE ISLAND Family .......cccvvvivnnnnn 2 f 6,570 N/A 2,894
RHODE ISLAND State Yotal ............. 6,570 N/A 2,894
SOUTH CAROLINA Family ........covininnnn 2 c 12,235 C 12,119 ¢ 99 1,306
SOUTH CAROLINA Magistrate .............. 2 1 N/A N/A
SOUTH CAROLINA State Total ........... 12,235 * 12,119 ¢ 99 1,306
SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit .......covvvinnnnn. 1 B 2,466 N/A 1,245
SOUTH DAKOTA State Total ............. 2,466 N/A 1,245
TENNESSEE Juvenile ......ovvviinnnnennns 2 B N/A N/A
TENNESSEE General Sessions ............. 2 B8 N/A N/A

TENNESSEE State Total ................

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 12: Reported total state trilal court juvenile caseload, 1986. (continued)

Total Total Dispo- Fil1ings
Juvenile Juvenile sitions per
Point f11ings and dispositions as a per- 100,000
Juris- of qualifying and qualify- centage Juvenile
State/Court name: diction filing footnotes ing footnotes of filings population
TEXAS District ... . i 1 C 11,625 1 12,457 i 107 236
TEXAS County-Level ..........civveuvnnnn 2 C 2,863 Vv 2,979 v 104
TEXAS State Total .................... 14,488 * 15,436 *
UTAH Juvenile .......ciitvieiinrnnnnnnn 2 c N/A N/A
UTAH State Total ............ccccvven.. N/A N/A
VERMONT District .........ccooienivn.... 1 c 1,853 1,846 100 1,324
VERMONT State Total .................. 1,853 1,846 1,324
VIRGINIA District ........... ... ... ... 2 A 82,213 16,321 93 5,117
VIRGINIA State Total ................. 82,213 76,321 93 5. 117
WASHINGTON Superior ............ccceeennn 1 A 22,514 21,086 94 1,948
WASHINGTON State Total ............... 22,514 21,086 94 1,948
WEST VIRGINIA Circult ........... .ot 1 [% 6,255 6,357 102 1,241
WEST VIRGINIA State Total ............ 6,255 6,357 1,241
WISCONSIN Circuit ... ... cciveeien.nn 1 c 18,329 18,219 99 1,442
WISCONSIN State Total ................ 18,329 18,219 99 1,442
WYOMING District ..........oviiueian.nn 1 C 766 N/A 497
WYOMING State Total .................. 766 N/A 497
NOTE: Mississippl is not included in this table JURISDICTION CODES:
because i1t did not report juvenile data for
1986, and did not respond to the Trial Court 1 = General Jurisdiction
Jurisdiction Guide. Al1 other state courts 2 = Limited Jurisdiction
are listed in this table, regardless of
whether data are avallable. Al] data that PCINT OF FILING CODES:

are at least 75% complete are entered in the
table. Blank spaces indicate that elther
data are unavallable or less than 75%
complete, or that the calculations are
inappropriate. The "filings per 100,000
population" State Total figure may not equal
the sum of the individual state courts due
to rounding.

Missing Data

Data element 1s itnapplicable
Fi1tng of complaint

At inittal hearing (intake)
filing of petition

Issuance of warrant

At referral

Varies

MM ODI—E
wononouwouwowonou

N/A = Data are not available.
{continued on next page)
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TABLE 12: Reported total state trial court juvenile

caseload, 1986. (continued)

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

An absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that
data are not incomplete or overinclusive.

® See the qualifying footnote for each court within
the state. Each footnote will have tmpact on the
state's total.

C: The following courts' data are overinclusive:
Alabama--Circult Court--Total juvenile filed
and disposed data include some domestic

relations cases.

IndYana--Superior and Circuit Court--Total
Juvenile filed and disposed data include
paternity/bastardy cases.

Kansas--District Court--Total juvenile filed
and disposed data include some traffic/
other violation data.

Kentucky--District Court--Total Juvenile
filed and disposed data include paternity/
bastardy cases.

Louisiana--Family and Juvenile Court--Total
Juvenile filed data include domestic
relations and mental health cases.

Missouri--Circuit Court--Total juvenile filed
and disposed data include adoption and
termination of parental rights cases.

Montana--District Court--Total juvenile filed
data include reopened cases.

New Jersey--Superior Court--Total juvenile
filed and disposed data include termination
of parental rights cases.

New York--fFamily Court--Total juvenile filed
and disposed data include juvenile traffic
cases.

Puerto Rico--Superior Court--Total juvenile
filed and disposed data include transfers
and reopened cases.

South Carolina--Family Court--Total juvenile
filed and disposed data include
traffic/other violation cases.

1: The following courts' data are 75% complete:

Arkansas--County Court--Total juvenile
filed and disposed data do not include
cases from several counties.

Oregon-~-Circuit Court--Total juvenile
filed data do not include petitions
filed in Marion County.

Texas~~-District Court--Total juvenile
filed and disposed data do not include
child-victim petitions.

0: The following court's data are 75X complete
and are overinclusive:

Michigan--Probate Court--Total juvenile
filed data include traffic/other
violation cases, but do not include
status petitions.

V: The following courts' data are less than 75%
complete:

Delaware--Family Court--Total juvenile
filed and disposed data do not include
status petitions and child-victim
petitions.

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the
Commonwealth--Total juvenile disposed
data do not include any cases from the
Juvenile Court Department and appeals
from the District Court Department.

Texas--County-Level Courts--Total juvenile
filed and disposed data do not include
child-victim petitions.
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FIGURE A:

Reporting Periods for All State Trial Courts, 1986

Reporting periods

January 1, 1986
to

July 1, 1985
to

September 1, 1985
to

October 1, 1985
to

State December 31, 1986 June 30, 1986 August 31, 1986 September 30, 1986
Alabama X
Alaska X
Arizona X
Arkansas X
California X
Colorado X
Connecticut X
Delaware X
District of Columbta X
Florida X
Georgla X X X
Court of Appeals Trial Courts Supreme Court
(Aug. 1, 1985 -
July 31, 1986)
Hawaii X
Idaho X
IMlinois X
Indtana X
Towa X
Kansas X
Kentucky X
Louisiana X
Maine X
Maryland X
Massachusetts X X
Trial Courts Supreme Judictal Court
Appeals Court
Michigan X X
Trial Courts Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
Minnesota X
Mississippi X
Supreme Court
Missouri X
Montana X X
Supreme Court Justice of the Peace
District Court City Court
Municipal Court
Nebraska X X X
District Court Workmen's Supreme Court
County Court Compensation Court
Separate Juvenile
Nevada X
New Hampshire X X

Supreme Court

Municipal Court
Superior Court
District Court

Probate Court
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FIGURE A: Report1ng(per1ods for a1l state courts, 1986. (continued)

Reporting periods

January 1, 1986

July 1, 1985 September 1, 1985 October 1, 1985
to

State to to to
December 31, 1986 June 30, 1986 August 31, 1986 September 30, 1986
New Jersey X
New Mexico X
New York X
North Carolina X
North Dakota X
Ohto X
Ok lahoma X
Oregon X
Pennsylvania X
Puerto Rico X
Rhode Island X X
Trial Courts Supreme Court
South Carolina X
South Dakota X
Tennessee X
Texas X
Utah X X
Supreme Court Trial Courts
Vermont X
Virginia X
Washington X
West Virginia X
Wisconsin X
Wyoming X
Note: Unless otherwise indicated, an "X" means Source: Data were gathered from the 1986 State

that all of the trial and appellate courts
in that state report data for the time
period indicated by the column.

Trial and Appellate Court Jurisdiction
Guide profiles and State Administrative
0ffices of the Courts.
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1986

Case counted at:

Filing

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened
cases in 1ts count of

Case flled with: new filings?

Notice of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal record briefs point court court No Rarely as _new case
ALABAMA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Court of Civil
Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Court of Criminal
Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
ALASKA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 TIDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
ARTZONA:
Supreme Court COLR X-CRIM 0 0 X* X 0 0 0 X
Court of Appeals IAC X-CRIM*  X* 0 X* X X 0 1] X
(except (only
indus- indus-
trial trial
cases & cases &
civil civil
petition petition
for for
special special
action) action)
ARKANSAS:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 } 4 0 0
Court of Appeals 1AC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
CALIFORNIA:
Supreme Court COLR X* X 0 0 X COLR X 0 0
(death (if petition
penalty for review
only) of IAC)
Courts of Appeal 1AC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
COLORADO:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Appeals 1AC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
CONNECTICUT:

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X
(if motion (if new
to recon- appeal)

sider)

Appellate Court IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X
(if re- (all
mand by others

COLR) reopened)
DELAWARE :
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0
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FIGURE B: Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts, 1986. (conttinued)
Does the court count
reinstated/reopened
Case counted at: cases in tts count of
Case filed with: new filings?
Notice of the Yes, or
Court Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type point court court No Rarely as new case
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Court of Appeals COLR 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
FLORIDA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X IAC X 0 0
District Court of
Appeals 1AC 0 X (Adm.Agy. X 0 0
and Workers
Comp.)
GEORGIA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X
(1f new
appeal)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 X 0 0
HAWAIL :
Supreme Court COLR 0 X X 0 0 X
(original
proceeding)
Intermedtate Court
of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 0 0 X
IDAHO:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X X 0 X 0
(appeal (COLR if
from appeal
trial from
court) IAC)
Court of Appeals IAC (when 0 0 0 X 0
assigned
by COLR)
ILLINOIS:
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 X X 0 0
Appellate Court IAC 0o X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
INDIANA:
Supreme Court COLR (any X COLR 0 0 X
first (only (1f
filing, death petition
notice, penalty for trans-
record, and/or fer from
brief sentence  IAC)
or over 10
motion) years)
Court of Appeals IAC (any X 0 0 0 X

first (precipe
f111ng)

)
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FIGURE B: Methods

of counting cases in state appellate court, 1986.

(continued)

Case counted at:

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened
cases in its count of

Filing Case filed with: new f11ings?
Notice of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal record briefs point court court No Rarely as new case
TOWA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X X X 0 0
(\f (COLR
appeal if
from appeal
trial from
court) IAC)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER X 0 X 0 0
(Af
appeal
from
trial
court)
KANSAS:
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 xX* X 0 0 0 X
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 X* X 0 0 0 X
KENTUCKY:
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 x* X X X 0 (i
(COLR
if review
is sought
from IAC)
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
LOVISIANA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0
MAINE:
Supreme Judicial
Court Sitting as
Law Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X
(1f (1f new
remanded) appeal)
MARYLAND:
Court of Appeals COLR 0 X 0 0 X X 0 0 X
(1f (IAC
direct Af appeal
appeal) from IAC)
Court of Special
Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
MASSACHUSETTS:
Supreme Judictal
Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Appeals Court IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 (ff 0
originally
dismissed

as premature)
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FIGURE B: Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts, 1986. (continued)

Does the court count

reinstated/reopened
Case counted at: cases in 1ts count of
Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal record briefs point court court No Rarely as new case
MICHIGAN:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 1} 0 0 X X 0 X
(1f (1f new
remanded appeal)
w/juris-
diction
retained)
Court of Appeals 1AC X 0 0 0 0 X 0 0 X
MINNESOTA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0
MISSISSIPPI:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
(file with both,
eff. 1/1/817)
MISSOURI:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
MONTANA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
(notice
plus any
other f1ling:
fee, record,
motion)
NEBRASKA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
NEVADA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X
(1f re-
manded &
Jurisdic-
tion
retained)

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE B: Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts, 1986. (continued)

Does the court count

reinstated/reopened
Case counted at: cases in its count of
Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Nottce of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal record briefs point court court No Rarely as pew case
NEW JERSEY:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 (COLR if IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
direct
appeal,
otherwise
with IAC)
Appellate Division
of Superior Court 1AC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
NEW MEXICO:
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 0
(within
30 days
of notice)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 X X 0 IOENTIFIED SEPARATELY
(within
30 days
of notice)
NEW YORK:
Court of Appeals COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
Appellate Divisions
of Supreme Court IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 X
(1f re- (1f re-
mit for mand for
specific new trial)
Vssues)
Appellate Terms of
Supreme Court 1AC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
NORTH CAROLINA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X X X 0
(If (COLR (1 f
direct if petition

appeal) appeal to re-
from hear)

IAC)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X X 0
{1f
recon-
sidering
dismissal)
NORTH DAKOTA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
OHIO:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 IAC X 0 0
Court of Appeals TAC X 4] 0 0 X+ 0 X 0 0

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE B:

Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts, 1986.

(continued)

Case counted at:

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened
cases in its count of

Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal record briefs point court court No Rarely as new case
OKLAHOMA:
Supreme Court COLR X* 0 0 0 X 0 X* 0 X*
Court of Criminal
Appeals COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 X*
{notice
plus
tran-
script)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0  TRANSFER 0 COLR X* 0 Xt
OREGON:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X TOENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Appeals 1AC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
PENNSYLVANIA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 -0 X X* X* X X 0
(direct (discre-~ (¥f re- (1f new
appeal tionary Instated appeal)
only) certiorar} to en-
granted) force
order)
Superior Court IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Commonwealth Court IAC X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 X
(Admin.
Agency)
PUERTO RICO:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X-CR X-Cv 10ENTIFIED SEPARATELY
RHODE ISLAND:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER X 0 X 0 0
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
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FIGURE B:

Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts, 1986.

(continued)

Case counted at:

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened
cases in its count of

Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal record briefs point court court No Rarely as new case
TENNESSEE :
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IOENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
(Court of
Appeals)
Court of Criminal
Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IOENTIFIED SEPARATELY
(Court of
Criminal
Appeals)
TEXAS:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Criminal
Appeals COLR 0 0 0 any first X X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
filing (Court of
Crim. Appeals)
Court of Appeals 1AC X 0 0 0 X 0 TOENTIFIED SEPARATELY
(Civil
only)
UTAH:
Supreme Court COLR X* 0 0 0 X X X 0 0
(court (Admin.
from Agency)
which
appealed)
VERMONT :

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X
(1f dis- (if after
missed final de-
& rein- cision or
stated) if statis-

tical
period has
ended)
VIRGINIA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 X 0 X X 0 0
(Petition
for
appeal)
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 0 X
WASHINGTON:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
Court of Appeals 1AC X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
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FIGURE B: Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts, 1986. (continued)

Case counted at:

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened
cases in its count of

Filing

Case filed with: new filings?

Notice of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal record briefs point court court No Rarely as new case
WEST VIRGINIA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
{Counted
as new
f1lings
as of
8/86)
WISCONSIN:
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 When 0 X 0 0 X
accepted
by court
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
WYOMING:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 X

-- = Data element is inapplicable.
ADM. AGY. = Administrative agency cases only.

CR = Criminal cases only.

CV. = Civil cases only.

0P = Death penalty cases only.
COLR = Court of last resort.

IAC = Intermediate appellate court.
*FOOTNOTES:

Arizona--Supreme Court: Civil cases: A case is
counted when the fee is paid within 30 days
after trial record is filed.

Arizona--Court of Appeals: Civil cases: A case
is counted when the fee is pald within 30 days
after trial record s filed. For juvenile/
industrial/habeas corpus cases, a case is
counted at receipt of notice, or at receipt of
the trial record.

Californtia--Supreme Court: Cases are counted at
the notice of appeal for discretionary review
cases from the IAC.

Kansas--Cases are counted at the docketing which
occurs 21 days after a notice of appeal 1is
filed in the trial court.

Kentucky--Cases are counted at either the filing
of the brief or request for intermedjate
relief.

Ohio--Court of Appeals: The clerk of the trial
court s also the clerk of the Court of
Appeals.

Oklahoma--The notice of appeal refers to the
petition in error. The courts do not count
reinstated cases as new filings, but do count
any subsequent appeal of an earlier decided
case as a new filing.

Pennsylvania--Supreme Court: Mandatory cases are
filed with the trial court, and discretionary
cases are filed with the appellate court.

Utah--Supreme Court: Mandatory appeals are no
longer in effect as of 1/1/86; and there will
be an intermediate court of appeals after
1/1/81.

Source: Data were gathered from the 1986 State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles and State

Admintstrative Offices of 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

Unlimited dollar
amount

Limited dollar
amount

Small claims

torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers
Jurts- real property real property dollar Jury proce- per-
State/Court name: diction Minimum/max imum Mintmum/maximum  amount trials dures mitted
ALABAMA:
Circuit Court G $1,000/No maximum - - -— - -
0istrict Court L - $1,000/ $5,000 $1,000 No Yes Optional
ALASKA:
Superior Court G 0/No maximum - - -- - -
District Court L -~ 0/$25,000 $5,000 No Yes No
ARIZONA:
Superior Court G $500/No maximum - - - - -
Justice of the Peace
Court L -- 0/ $2,500 $500 No Yes No
ARKANSAS:
Circuit Court G $100/No maximum - - - - -
Court of Common Pleas L -- $500/ $1,000 - - - _—
(contract only)
Municipal Court L - 0/ 3300 $300 No Yes No
(contract and
real property)
City Court, Police Court L - 0/ $300 - - - -
(contract and
real property)
CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court 6 $25,000/No maximum - - -- - -
Municipal Court L -- 0/%25,000 $1,500 No Yes No
Justice Court L -- 0/%25,000 $1,500 No Yes No
COLORADO:
District Court G 0/No maximum - - -- - -
Water Court G 0/No maximum - - - - -
(only real property)
County Court L -- 0/ $5,000 $1,000 No Yes No
CONNECTICUT:
Superior Court G 0/No maximum -— $1,500 No Yes Yes
DELAWARE :
Court of Chancery 6 0/No maximum -- - - - -
Superior Court G 0/No maximum - - - - -
Court of Common Pleas L -- 0/$15,000 -- - -- -
Justice of the Peace
Court L - 0/ $2,500 $2,500 No Yes Yes
Alderman's Court L -- 0/ $2,500 $2,500 No Yes Yes
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Superior Court G $2,000/No maximum - $2,000 Yes Yes Yes

(no minimum for real

property)
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FIGURE C:

filings in state trial courts, 1986. (continued)

Dollar amount jurisdiction for original tort, contract, real property rights, and small q1a1ms

Un¥imited dollar
amount

Limited dollar
amount

Small claims

torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers
Juris- real property real property dollar Jury proce- per-
State/Court name: diction Minimum/maximum Minimum/maximum_ amount trials dures mitted
FLORIDA:
Circuit Court G $5,000/No maximum -- - - - -
County Court L - $2,500/ $5,000 $2,500 Yes Yes Yes
GEORGIA: .
Superior Court G 0/No maximum - No max Yes No Yes
State Court L 0/No maximum - No max Yes  Yes Yes
(No real property)
Civil Court L - 0/ $1,500- $7,500- No Yes Yes
25,000 $25,000
Magistrate Court L - 0/ $2,500 $2,500 No Yes Yes
{No real property)
Municipal Court L -- 0/ $7,500 $7,500 No Yes Yes
HAWAILI :
Circuit Court G $5,000/No maximum . -- -- -- -
District Court L - 0/$10,000 $2,500 No Yes Yes
(No maximum in (Except in
summary posses- residential
sion or eject- security de-
ment) posit cases.
TI0AHO:
District Court: G 0/No maximum - - -- -- -
(Magistrates Division) L - 0/$10,000 $2,000 No Yes No
0/ $2,000
(only real
property)
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum -- $2,500 Yes Yes Yes
INDIANA:
Superior Court and
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum -- $3,000 No Yes Yes
County Court L -- 0/%$10,000 $3,000 No Yes Yes
Municipal Court of
Marion County L -- 0/%$20,000 - -- - -
Small Claims Court of
Marion County L - - $3,000 No Yes Yes
City Court L - 0/  $500- - - - --
$2,500
(No real property)
I0WA:
District Court G 0/No maximum -- $2,000 No Yes Yes
KANSAS:
District Court G 0/No maximum - $1,000 No Yes No

(continued on next page)
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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. (continued)
Unlimited dollar Limited dollar
amount amount Small claims
torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers
Juris- real property real property dollar Jury proce-  per-
State/Court name: diction Minimum/maximum Minimum/maximum _ amount trlals dures mitted
KENTUCKY:
Circult Court G $2,500/No maximum - - - - -
District Court L - 0/ $2,500 $1,000 No Yes Yes
LOUISIANA:
District Court G 0/No maximum -- - -- - -
City Court, Parish Court L -- 0/ $5,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes
Justice of the Peace Court L - 0/ $1,200 $1,200 No Yes Yes
MAINE:
Superior Court G 0/No maximum -- - - - -
District Court L - 0/$30,000 $1,400 No Yes Yes
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G $2,500/No maximum -- -- -- -- -
District Court L - 0/%10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
(No maximum real
property)
MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Court of the
Commonwealth:
Superior Court Dept. G 0/No maximum -- - -- - --
Housing Court ODept. G 0/No maximum - $1,500 No No Yes
Oistrict Court Dept. G 0/No maximum - $1,500 Yes  Yes Yes
Boston Municipal Court
Dept. G 0/No maximum -- $1,500 Yes  Yes Yes
MICHIGAN:
Circuit Court G $10,000/No maximum -- - -- - --
District Court L - 0/%$10,000 $1,500 No Yes No
Municipal Court L - 0/ $1,500 $1,500 No Yes No
MINNESOTA:
District Court G 0/No maximum -- $2,000 No Yes Yes
MISSISSIPPI: (NO DATA AVAILABLE)
MISSOURI:
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum - - - - -
(Associates Division) L - 0/ $5,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
MONTANA:
District Court G $50/No maximum - - - - -
Justice of the Peace Court
and Municipal Court L - 0/ $3,500 $1,500 No Yes No
City Court L - 0/ %300 $300 No Yes No
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FIGURE C: 0Dollar amount jurisdiction for original tort, contract, real property rights, and small claims

f11ings tn state trial courts, 1986.

(continued)

Unlimited dollar
amount

Limited dollar
amount

Small claims

torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers
Juris- real property real property dollar Jury proce- per~
State/Court name: diction. Minimum/max imum Minimum/maximum  amount trials dures mitted
NEBRASKA:
District Court 6 0/No maximum -- : - -- -- .-
County Court L -- 0/$10,000 $1,500 No Yes No
{ $5,000 for
real property)
NEVADA:
District Court G $1,000/No maximum - -- - - -
Justice Court L .- 0/ $2,500 $1,500 No Yes Yes
Municipal Court L - 0/ $2,500 N/A N/A  N/A N/A
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
Superior Court G $500/No maximum - - - - -
District Court L - 0/$10,000 $1,500 No Yes Yes
Municipal Court L - 0/ $1,500 $1,500 No Yes Yes
: (only landlord-tenant,
and small claims)
NEW JERSEY:
Superior Court (Law Divi-
sion and Chancery
Division) G 0/No maximum -- -- -- - -
(Law Division,
Special Civil Part) L -- 0/ $5,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
NEW MEXICO:
District Court [¢] 0/No maximum - - - - --
Magistrate Court L - 0/ $2,000 -- -- - -
Metropolitan Court of
Bernalillo County L -- 0/ $5,000 -- -- -- --
NEW YORK:
Supreme Court G 0/No maximum - - - -- --
County Court G - 0/%25,000 -- -- - --
Civil Court of the City
of New York L - 0/$25,000 $1,500 Yes  Yes Yes
City Court L - 0/ $500- $1,500 Yes Yes Yes
$15,000
District Court L -- 0/$15,000 $1,500 Yes Yes Yes
Court of Claims L 0/No maximum ~-- -- -- -- --
Town Court and Village
Justice Court L - 0/ $3,000 $1,500 Yes Yes Yes
NORTH CAROLINA:
Superior Court G $10,000/No maximum -- -- -- -- .-
District Court L - 0/$10,000 $1,500 No Yes Yes
NORTH DAKOTA:
District Court (] 0/No maximum - - -- -- --
County Court L - 0/$10,000, $2,000 No Yes varies
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FIGURE C:

(continued)

Oollar amount jurisdiction for original tort, contract, real property rights, and small claims
filings in state trial courts, 1986.

Unlimited dollar
amount

Limited dollar
amount

Small claims

torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers
Juris- real property real property dollar Jury proce- per-
State/Court name: diction Minimum/maximum Minimum/maximum_ amount trdals dures mitted
OHIO:
Court of Common Pleas G $500/No maximum -- - -- - --
County Court L - 0/ $3,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
Municipal Court L - 0/$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
OKLAHOMA:
District Court G 0/No maximum - $1,500 Yes Yes Yes
OREGON:
Circult Court G $3,000/No maximum - - - - -—
District Court L - 0/ $3,000 $1,500 No Yes No
Justice Court L - 0/ $2,500 $1,500 No Yes No
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G 0/No maximum - - - - --
District Justice Court L - 0/ $4,000 - - - --
Philadelphia Municipal Court L - 0/ $5,000 $5,000 No Yes Yes

Pittsburgh City

(only real property)

Magistrates Court L - 0/No maximum -~ - - -
(only real
property)
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G $10,000/No maximum - - - - -
District Court L - 0/%$10,000 - -- -- --
RHODE ISLAND:
Superior Court G 45,000/No maximum -- - - - -
District Court L - $1,000/ $5,000- $1,000 No Yes Yes
$10,000
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum - - -- -- --
Magistrate Court L - 0/ $1,000 - - - -
(no max. in landlord-tenant
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum - $2,000 No Yes Yes
TENNESSEE:
Circutt Court, Chancery Court G $50/No maximum - - - -~ -
General Sessions Court L 0/No maximum 0/%$10,000

(Forcible entry,
detatner, and in
actions to recover
personal property

(A1l civil actions

in counties with $25,000 No Yes Yes

population under
700,000)
0/%15,000

(AY] civil actions in
counties with popula-

tion over 700,000)
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FIGURE C:

(continued)

Dollar amount jurisdiction for original tort, contract, real property rights, and small claims
f1lings in state trial courts, 1986.

Unlimited dollar
amount

Limited dollar
amount

Small claims

torts, contracts, torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers
Juris- real property real property dollar Jury proce- per-
State/Court name: diction Minimum/maximum Minimum/maximum  amount trials dures mitted
TEXAS:
District Court 6 $500/No maximum - - - -- -
County Court at Law, Consti-
tutional County Court L - $200/varies - - - -
Justice of the Peace Court L -- / $2,500 $1,000 Yes Yes Yes
(No max.
in real
property)
UTAH:
District Court G 0/No maximum -- - - - -
Circuit Court L - 0/$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
Justice of the Peace Court L - 0/ $1,000 $1,000 Yes Yes Yes
VERMONT:
Superior Court G $200/No maximum - - - - -
District Court G - 0/ $5,000 $2,000 Yes  Yes Yes
VIRGINJA:
Circuit Court G $1,000/No maximum - -— - - --
( 0/No maximum
real property)
District Court L - 0/ $7,000 - -- - --
WASHINGTON:
Superior Court [t} 0/No maximum -- - -- -- -
District Court L - 0/$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
(tort)
0/ $7,500
(Contract. No real property)
WEST VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G $300/No maximum -- - -- - --
Magistrate Court L - 0/ $2,000 -- - -- --
(No real property)
WISCONSIN:
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum - $1,000 Yes No Yes
WYOMING:
District Court G $4,000/No maximum - - - - --
County Court L - 0/ $7,000 $750 No Yes Yes
Justice of the Peace Court L - 0/ $1,000 $750 No Yes Yes

JURISDICTION CODES:

6
L

Source:

General jurisdiction court.
Ltimited Jurisdiction court.
-- = Data element s inapplicable.

Administrative Offices of the Courts.
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FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by State Trial Courts, 1986

Contents of charging document

Number of Single Single
defendants incident incident One or
One (set # of (unlim- more
Juris- Point of counting or Single charges jted # of 1inci-
State/Court name: diction a criminal case One more charge per case) charges) dents
ALABAMA:
Circuit Court G Indictment X X
District Court L Complaint X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X (No data reported)
ALASKA:
Superior Court G Indictment X X
District Court L Complaint X X
ARIZONA:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
Justice of the Peace
Court L Complaint Varies with prosecutor'
Municipal Court L Complaint Varies with prosecutor*
ARKANSAS:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
City Court, Police Ct. L Complaint X X
CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
Justice Court L Complaint X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
COLORADO:
District Court G First appearance for X X
some counties/informa-
tion for cases coming
up from County Court.
County Court L Complaint/summons X X
CONNECTICUT: (Varies among
Superior Court G Information X Tocal police
departments)
DELAWARE :
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
Family Court L Complaint/petition X X
Justice of the Peace Ct. L Complaint X X
Court of Common Pleas L Compliaint X X
Municipal Court of
Wilmington L Complaint X X
Alderman's Court L Complaint X X
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Superior Court G Complaint/information/ X X
indictment

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE D:

Criminal case unit of count used by state trial courts, 1986.

(continued)

Contents of charqing document

Number of Single Single
. defendants incident incident One or
One (set # of (unlim- more
Juris- Point of counting or Single charges ited # of 1inch-
State/Court name: diction a criminal case One more charqe per case) charges) dents
FLORIDA:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X (Prosecutor dectides)
County Court L Complaint X X
GEORGIA:
Superior Court G Indictment/accusation X X
State Court L Accusation X X
Magistrate Court L Complaint X X
Probate Court L Accusation X X
Municipal Court L No data reported
Civil Court L No data reported
County Recorder's Court L No data reported
Municipal Courts
and the City Court
of Atlanta L No data reported
HAWAIT :
Circuit Court G Complaint/indictment X X {Most serious
charge)
District Court L fFirst appearance/infor- X X
mation
IDAHO:
District Court G Information X X
(Magistrates Division) L Complaint X X
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
INDIANA:
Superior Court and G Information/indictment X X (may not be
Circuit Court consistent)
County Court L Information/complaint’ X X (may not be
consistent)
Municipal Court of L Information/complaint X X (may not be
Marion County consistent)
City Court and Town L Information/complaint X X (may not be
Court consistent)
I0WA:
District Court G Information/indictment X X
KANSAS:
District Court G First appearance/ X X
information/indictment
KENTUCKY:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Complaint/citation X X
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FIGURE D: Criminal case unit of count used by state trial courts, 1986. (continued)

Contents of charqing document

Number of Single Single
defendants incident incident One or
One (set # of (unlim- more
Juris- Point of counting or Single <charges 1ited # of finci-
State/Court name: diction a criminal case One more charge per case}) charges) dents
LOUISIANA:
District Court G Information/indictment Varies Varies
City Court and Parish L Information/complaint X X
Court
MAINE:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Information/complaint X X
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Citation/information X X
MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Court of the
Commonwealth:
Superior Court Dept. ] Information/indictment X X
Housing Court Dept. L Complaint X X
District Court Dept. L Compiaint X X
Boston Municipal Ct. L Complaint X X
MICHIGAN:
Circuit Court G Information X X
District Court L Complaint X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
MINNESOTA:

District Court G Complaint X X
MISSISSIPPI: DATA ARE UNAVAILABLE
MISSOURI:

Circuit Court G Information/indictment  Varies Varles, depending on prosecutor

(Associate Division) L Complaint Varies Varies, depending on prosecutor
MONTANA:

District Court G Information/indictment X X

Justice of Peace Court

and Municipal Court L Complaint X X

City Court L Complaint X X
NEBRASKA:

District Court G Information/indictment X X (not con-
sistently
observed
statewide)

County Court L Information/complaint X X

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE D:

Criminal case unit of count used by state trial courts, 1986.

(continued)

Contents of charging document

Number of Single Single
defendants incident incident One or
One (set # of (unlim- more
Juris- Point of counting Single charges jted # of inci-
State/Court name: diction a_crimipal case One more charge per case) charges) dents
NEVADA:
District Court G Information/indictment Varies vVarles, depending on prosecutor
Justice Court L Complaint Varies Varies, depending on prosecutor
Municipal Court L Complaint Varies varies, depending on prosecutor
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Complaint X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
NEW JERSEY:
Superior Court
(Law Division) G Accusation/indictment X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
NEW MEXICO:
District Court G Complaint X X (May
Magistrate Court L Complaint X X vary
Bernalillo County with
Metropolitan Court L Complaint X X prosecutor)
NEW YORK:
Supreme Court G Defendant/Indictment X Varies depending on prosecutor
County Court L PDefendant/Indictment X Varies depending on prosecutor
Criminal Court of the
City of New York L Docket number X Varies depending on prosecutor
District Court and
City Court L Docket number X varies depending on prosecutor
Town Court and Village
Justice Court L Complaint X Varies depending on prosecutor
NORTH CAROLINA:
Superior Court G Indictment/information - X X
District Court L Warrant/summons (1in- X X (2 max)
cludes citations, Mag-
istrates order, misde-
meanor statememt of charges
NORTH DAKQOTA:
District Court G Information/indictment X X (may vary)
County Court L Complaint/information X Varies
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
OHIO:
Court of Common Pleas G Arraignment X X
County Court L Warrant/summons X X
Municipal Court L Warrant/summons X X
Mayor's Court L No data reported
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FIGURE D:

Criminal case unit of count used by state trial courts, 1986.

(continued)

Contents of charging document

Number of Single Single
defendants incident incident One or
One (set # of (unlim- more
Juris- Point of counting or Single charges ited # of 1inci-
State/Court name: diction a_criminal case One more charge per case) charges) dents
OKLAHOMA:
District Court G Information/indictment X X
OREGON:
Circuit Court G Complaint/indictment X (Number of charges not
consistent statewide)
District Court L Complaint/indictment X (Number of charges not
consistent statewide)
Justice Court L Complaint X (Number of charges not
consistent statewlde)
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G Information/docket
transcript X X
District Justice Court L Complaint X X
Philadelphia Municipal
Court L Complaint X X
Pittsburgh City
Magistrates Court L Complaint X X
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G Accusation X X
District Court L Charge X X
RHODE ISLAND:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Complaint X X
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Circuit Court G Indictment X X
Magistrate Court L Warrant/summons X X
Municipal Court L Warrant/summons X X
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Court G Complaint X X
TENNESSEE:
Circuit Court
and Criminal Court G Information/indictment Not consistent statewide
General Sessions Court L No data reported
Municipal Court L No data reported
TEXAS:
District Court and
Criminal District Court Information/indictment X
Complaint/information X

County-Level Courts
Municipal Court

Justice of the Peace Ct.

Complaint
Complaint

> ¢ ¢ >
> >
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FIGURE D: Criminal case unit of count used by the state trial courts, 1986. (continued)

Contents of chargqing document

Number of Single Single
defendants incident incident One or
One (set # of (unlim- more
Juris- Point of counting or Single charges ited # of inci-
State/Court name: diction a criminal case One more charge per case) charges) dents
UTAH:
District Court G Information X X
Circuit Court L Information/citation X X
Justice of the Peace
Court L Citation X X
VERMONT :
District Court G Arraignment X X
VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Warrant/summons X X
WASHINGTON:
Superior Court G Information X X
District Court L Complaint/citation X X (2 max)
Municipal Court L Complaint/citation X X (2 max)
WEST VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
Magistrate Court L Warrant X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
WISCONSIN:
Circuit Court G Initial appearance X X
Municipal Court L Citation** X X
WYOMING:
District Court G Information/indictment X X
County Court L Complaint/information X X
Justice of the
Peace Court L Complaint/information X X
Municipal Court L Citation/complaint X X

G = General jJurisdiction court.
L = Limited jurisdiction court.
FOOTNOTES

*Arizona--Varies in Limited Jurisdiction courts.
Prosecutor can file either long or short form.
Long form can involve one or more defendants and/
or charges; short form involves one defendant and
a single charge.

**Wisconsin--Municipal Court-~First offense OWI/DUI
cases only.

Source: Data were gathered from the 1986 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, and State
Administrative Offices of the Courts.
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FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used in State Trial Courts, 1986

filings are counted Age at which
At filing Disposition counted Juvenile
At in- of peti- At adjudi- At dispo- Jurisdiction
Juris- take or tion or cation of sitton of transfers to
State/Court name: diction referral complaint petition juvenile adult courts
ALABAMA:
Circuit Court G X X 18
District Court L X X 18
ALASKA:
Superior Court G X X 18
ARIZONA:
Superior Court G X X 18
ARKANSAS:
County Court L X X 18
CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G X X 18
COLORADO:
District Court G X X 18
(includes Denver
Juvenile Court)
CONNECTICUT:
Superior Court G X X 16
DELAWARE :
Family Court L X X 18
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Superior Court G X X 18
FLORIDA:
Circult Court G X X 18
GEORGIA:
Superior Court and
Juvenile Court G X X 17
HAWAIT:
Circuit Court G X X 18

(Jurisdiction may be
retatned until full
term of the order ex-
pires, provided term
does not extend beyond
time juvenile reaches
age 20)

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE E: Juvenile unit of count used in state trial courts, 1986. (continued)

Filings are counted Age at which
At filing Disposition counted Juventle
At in- of peti- At adjudi- At dispo- Jurisdiction
Juris- take or . tion or cation of sition of transfers to
State/Court name: diction referral complaint petition Juvenile adult courts
I0AHO:
District Court G X X 18
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court 6 X X 17
(15 for murder,
criminal sexual
assault, and armed
robbery with a
firearm)
INDIANA:
Superior Court and
Circuit Court G X X 18
Probate Court L X X 18
T10WA: Disposition
District Court G X data are not 18
collected
KANSAS:
District Court G X X 18
14
(for traffic violation)
16
(for fish and game or
charged with felony with
two prior juvenile adjud-
fcations, which would be
considered a felony)
KENTUCKY:
District Court L X X 18
LOUISIANA:
District Court G X X 11
Family Court and
Juvenile Court G X X 15

(for first and second
degree murder, man-
slaughter, and aggra-
vated rape)

City Court L X X 16

(for armed robbery,
aggravated burglary,
and aggravated kid-
napping)

MAINE:
0istrict Court L X X 18

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE E:

Juvenile unit of count used in state trial courts, 1986.

(continued)

Filings are counted

Age at which

At filing Disposition counted Juvenile
At in- of peti- At adjudi- At dispo- Jurisdiction
Juris- take or tion or cation of sition of transfers to
State/Court name: diction referral complaint petition Juvenile adult courts
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G X X 18
District Court L X X 18
MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Court of the
Commonwealth: G
District Court Dept. X X 17
Juvenile Court Dept. X X 117
MICHIGAN:
Probate Court L X X 17
MINNESOTA:
District Court G X X 18
MISSISSIPPI (Data are unavailable)
MISSOURI:
Circuit Court G X X 117
MONTANA:
District Court G X X 18
NEBRASKA:
Separate Juvenile Court L X X 18
County Court L X X 18
NEVADA:
District Court G X X 18
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
District Court L X X 18
16
(for traffic violation)
15
(for some felony charges)
NEW JERSEY:
Superior Court [ X X 18
NEW MEXICO:
District Court G X X 18
NEW YORK:
Family Court L X X :g

(for murder and kidnapping)
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FIGURE E: Juvenile unit of count used in state trial courts, 1986. (continued)

filings are counted Age at which
v At filing Disposition counted Juvenile
At in- of peti- At adjudi- At dispo- Jurisdiction
Juris- take or tion or catton of sition of transfers to
State/Court name: diction referral complaint petition Juvenile adult courts
NORTH CAROLINA:
District Court L X X 16
NORTH DAKOTA:
District Court G X X 18
OHIO:
Court of Common
Pleas G X X 18
(warrant)
OKLAHOMA:
District Court G X X 18
(case number)
OREGON:
Circuit Court G X (Dispositions are not 18
County Court L X counted) 18
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G X X 18
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G X X 18
RHODE ISLAND:
Family Court L X X 18
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Family Court L X X 17
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Court ¢] X X 18
TENNESSEE:
General Sessions Court L X X 18
Juvenile Court L X X 18
TEXAS:
District Court G X X 17
County Court at Law,
Constitutional County
Court, Probate Court L X X 17
UTAH:
Juvenile Court L X X 18

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE £: Juvenile unit of count used in state trial courts, 1986. (con

tinued)

Filings are counted

Age at which

At filing Disposition counted juvenile
At in- of peti- At adjudi- At dispo- Jurisdiction
Juris- take or tion or cation of sition of transfers to
State/Court name: diction referral complaint petition Juvenile adult courts
VERMONT:
District Court G X X 16
VIRGINIA:
District Court L X X 18
WASHINGTON:
Superior Court G X X X 18
(dependency) (delinquency)
WEST VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G X X 18
WISCONSIN:
Circuit Court G X X 18
WYOMING:
District Court [¢] X X 19

JURISDICTION CODES:

G = General jurisdiction court.
L = Limited jurisdiction court.
X =

Source: Data were gathered from the 1986 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, and

This court has jurisdiction in this casetype.

State Administrative Offices of the Courts.
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1986

Admints--
trative
Juris- Agency Trial Court Appeals Source of
State/Court name: diction Appeals Civil Criminal Type of appeal Trial Court Appeal
ALABAMA:
Circutt Court G X X X de novo District, Probate,
and Municipal Courts
ALASKA:
Superior Court G X 0 0 de novo
0 X X on the record District Court
ARTZONA:
Superior Court G 0 X X de novo Justices of the Peace
on the record and Municipal Courts
ARKANSAS:

Circuit Court G 0 X X de novo Court of Common
Pleas, County,
Municipal, City and
Police Courts

CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G X X X de novo on Justice and
the record Municipal Courts
COLORADO:

District Court G X X V] on the record County and Municipal

Court of Record
0 0 X de novo County and Municipal
Court of Record
County Court L 0 X X de novo Municipal Court
Not of Record
CONNECTICUT:
Superior Court G X 0 0 on the record
DELAWARE :

Superior Court G 0 X X de novo Municipal Court of
Wilmington, Alder-
man's, and Justice
of Peace Courts

X X X on the record Superior Court and
Court of Common Pleas
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:

Superior Court G X 0 0 on the record Merit Protection
Board, Administrative
Traffic Agency

FLORIDA:

Circuit Court G 0 X 0 de novo on the County Court

record
X 0 X on the record County Court
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FIGURE f:

State trial courts with incidental appellate jurisdiction, 1986.

(continued)

Adminis-
trative
Juris- Agency Iria) Court Appeals Source of
State/Court name: diction Appeals civil Criminal Type of appeal Trial Court Appeal
GEORGIA:
Superior Court G X X 0 de novo or Probate and
on the record Magistrate Courts
(varies by county)
0 0 X de novo or Probate and
on the record Municipal Courts
(Probate varies)
HAWAII:
Circuit Court G X 0 0 de novo
IDAHO:
District Court G X X (small X de novo Magistrates Division
claims only)
0 X 0 on the record Magistrates Division
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court G X 0 0 on the record
INDIANA:
Superior Court and
Circuit Court G X X X de novo City and Town Courts
Municipal Court of
Marion County L 0 X 0 de novo Small Claims Court
of Marion County
10WA:
District Court G X 0 0 de novo
0 X 0 on the record Magistrates
0 0 X de novo on the Magistrates
record
KANSAS:
District Court G X X X de novo Municipal Court
KENTUCKY:
Circuit Court G X X X on the record District Court
LOUISIANA:
District Court G 0 X X de novo on City and Parish,
the record Justice of the Peace,
and Mayor's Courts
MAINE:
Superior Court G X X X on the record District and

Administrative Courts
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FIGURE F: sState trial courts with incidental appellate jurisdiction, 1986. (continued)
Adminis-
trative
Juris- Agency Trial Court Appeals Source of
State/Court name: diction Appeals Civil Criminal Type of appeal Trial Court Appeal
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G X 0 0 on the record
0 X X de novo District Court
MASSACHUSETTS:
Superior Court Department G X X X on the record Other departments
District Court Department G 0 0 X de novo Other departments
and Boston Municipal Court
MICHIGAN:
Circuit Court G X X X de novo Municipal Court
0 X 0 on the record District, Municipal
Courts, and Probate
Courts
MINNESOTA:
District Court G 0 X X de novo County Court
MISSISSIPPI: (DATA ARE UNAVAILABLE)
MISSOURI:
Circuit Court G X 0 1] on the record
X X V] de novo Municipal and
Associate Divisions
MONTANA:

District Court G X X 0 de novo Justice of Peace,
and on the Municipal and City
record Courts

0 0 X de novo
NEBRASKA:

District Court G X 0 0 de novo on

the record
0 X X on the record County Court
NEVADA:
District Court G X X X de novo on Justice and Munic)-
the record pal Courts
0 0 X de novo Municipal Court
on the record
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
Superior Court G 1] 0 X de novo District and

Municipal Courts
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FIGURE F: State trial courts with incidental appellate jurisdiction, 1986. (continued)
Adminis-
trative
Juris- Agency Trial Court Appeals Source of
State/Court name: diction Appeals Civil Criminal Type of appeal Trial Court Appeal
NEW JERSEY:
Superior Court G 0 0 X de novo on Municipal Court
the record
NEW MEXICO:
District Court G X X X de novo Magistrate, Probate,
Municipal, and
Bernalillo County
Metropolitan Courts
NEW YORK:
County Court G 0 X X on the record City, Town, and
Village Justice
Court
NORTH CAROLINA:
Superior Court G X 0 X de novo District Court
X 0 0 de novo on the
record
X 0 0 on the record
NORTH DAKOTA:
District Court G X 0 0 Varies
0 X X de novo Limited Jurisdiction
Courts
OHIO:
Court of Common Pleas G X 0 0 de novo and
on the record
County Court L 0 0 X de novo Mayor's Court
Municipal Court L 0 0 X de novo Mayor's Court
Court of Claims L X 0 0 de novo
OKLAHOMA:
District Court G X 0 X de novo on the Municipal Court
record Not of Record
Court of Tax Review L X 0 0 de novo on the
record
OREGON:
Circuit Court G X X 0 on the record County, Justice, and
Municipal Courts
Tax Court G X 0 0 on the record
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G X X 0 on the record District Justice
0 0 X de novo District Justice
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FIGURE F: State trial courts with incidental appellate jurisdiction, 1986. (continued)

Adminis-
trative
Juris- Agency Trial Court Appeals Source of
State/Court name: diction Appeals civil Criminal Type of appeal Trial Court Appeal

PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court

District Court

RHODE ISLAND:
Superior Court

District Court

on the record

de novo

on the record

District, Municipal,
and Probate Courts

SOUTH CAROLINA:
Circuit Court

de novo on
the record

Magistrate, Probate
and Municipal Courts

SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Court

de novo and
on the record

de novo Magistrates Division
TENNESSEE:
Circuit, Chancery and
Criminal Courts de novo General Sessions,
Probate, Municipal
and Juvenile Courts
TEXAS:
District Court de novo and
de novo on
the record
County-Level Courts de novo Municipal and Justice

of the Peace Courts

UTAH:
District Court

on the record

Limited Jurisdiction
Courts

de novo Justice of the Peace
Court
VERMONT:
Superior Court de novo on District Court and
the record " Probate Court

(continued on next page)



FIGURE F: State trial courts with incidental appellate jurisdiction, 1986. (continued)
Adminis-
trative
Juris- Agency Trial Court Appeals Source of
State/Court name: diction Appeals Civil Criminal Type of appeal Trial Court Appeal
VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G X 0 4] on the record
0 X X de novo District Court
District Court L X 0 0 de novo District Court
WASHINGTON:
Superior Court G X X X de novo on District and
the record Municipal Courts
WEST VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G X 0 0 on the record
0 X X de novo Magistrate Court
WISCONSIN:
Circuit Court G X 0 X (first de novo Municipal Court
offense DWI/DUI
only
0 X X (first on the record Municipal Court
of fense DWI/DUI
only
WYOMING:
District Court G 0 X X de novo on Limited Jurisdiction
the record Courts

JURISDICTION CODES:

G
L

General jurisdiction court.
Limited jurisdiction court.
Information not avallable.

Definitions of types of appeal:

de novo:

de novo
on the record:

on the record:

Source:

An appeal from one trial court to another trial court which results in a totally new set
of proceedings, in order to reach a new trial court judgment.

An appeal from one trial court to another trial court which is based on the record, in

order to reach a new trial court judgment.

An appeal from one trial court to another trial court in which procedural challenges to
the original trial proceedings are claimed, and an evaluation of those challenges are
made--there is not a new trial court judgment on the case.

Data were gathered from the 1986 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles and State

Administrative Offices of the Courts.
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FIGURE G

Number of Judges/Justices in the State Courts, 1986

Court(s) Intermediate General Limited
of last appellate Jurisdiction Jurisdiction
State: resort court(s) court(s) court(s)
Alabama 9 8 124 807 (includes 416 mayors)
Alaska 5 3 29 70 (includes 54 magistrates)
Arizona 5 18 98 261 (includes 85 justices of the
peace, 58 part-time judges)
Arkansas 7 [ 70 329 (includes 61 juvenile
referees)
California 7 71 817 (includes 102 751 (includes 121 commissioners
commissioners or referees)
or referees)
Colorado 1 10 118 3N
Connecticut 6 6 149 (includes the 131
12 appellate
Justices/judges
Delaware 5 -- 17 88 (includes 53 justices of the
peace, 1 chief magistrate,
13 aldermen, 1 part-time Judge)
District of 9 -- 51 -
Columbia
Florida 7 46 356 219
Georgla 7 9 178 (includes 40 1,071 (¥ncludes 48 part-time judges,
part-time 159 chief magistrates, 273
Jjudges) magistrates)
Hawa it 5 3 32 (includes 8 64 (includes 42 per diem judges)
District Court
Judges)
Idaho 5 3 105 (includes 64 -
lawyer and 8
non-lawyer
magistrates)
I11inois 7 42 (includes 8 115 -
supplemental
Jjudges)
Indiana 5 13 198 125
Towa 9 6 324 (includes 168 --
part-time mag-
istrates)
Kansas 7 10 210 (includes 70 305
district magis-
trate Judges)
Kentucky 17 14 9 123
Louisiana 7 48 192 7155 (includes 384 Justices of the
peace, 300 mayors)
Maine 17 - 16 41 (includes 16 part-time judges)
Maryland 7 13 109 156
Massachusetts 1 10 281 -
Michigan 7 18 168 360
Minnesota 7 12 220* -t :
Mississippt 9 - 79 381 (includes 85 mayors, 191 Jus-

tices of the peace)
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FIGURE G: Number of judges/justices in the state courts, 1986. (continued)
Court(s) Intermediate General Limited
of last appellate jurisdicttion Jurisdiction

State: resort court(s) court(s) court(s)

Missour? 1 32 303 348

Montana 7 - 41 133

Nebraska 1 - 48 67

Nevada 5 - 35 711 (includes 59 justices of the

peace)

New Hampshire 5 -- 22 99 (includes 40 part-time Judges

and 37 special judges)

New Jersey 7 28 355 368 (includes 348 part-time judges)

New Mexico 5 1 56 193

New York 17 62 484 2,690 (includes 76 surrogates, 1,985

Justices of the peace)

North Carolina 7 12 172 (includes 100 777 (Includes 631 magistrates of
clerks who which 100 are part-time)
hear uncon-
tested probate)

North Dakota 5 - 26 176

Ohio 1 53 330 951 (includes 690 mayors)

Oklahoma 12 12 206 379 (inciudes unknown number of

part-time judges)

Oregon 7 10 86 252 (includes 37 justices of the

peace)

Peansylvania 7 24 313 580 (includes 546 justices of the

peace and 6 magistrates)

Puerto Rico 8 -- 92 163 (includes 10 special judges)

Rhode Island 5 - 19 63 (data are incomplete)

South Carolina 5 6 51 (includes 20 669 (includes 317 magistrates)
masters-in-
equity)

South Dakota 5 - 197 (includes 11 -
part-time lay
magistrates, 18
law magistrates,

84 full-time mag-
istrate/clerks, 49
part-time lay magis-
trate/clerks)

Tennessee 5 21 128 (includes 32 331 (includes 38 part-time judges,
chancellors) and 2 justices of the peace

Texas 18 80 374 2,475 (includes 954 justices of the

peace)

Utah 5 - 29 205 (includes 156 Justices of the

peace)

Vermont 5 - 24 19

Virginia 7 10 122 174
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FIGURE G: Number of Jjudges/justices in the state courts, 1986.

(continued)

Court(s) Intermediate General Limited
of last appellate Jurisdiction Jurisdiction
State: resort court(s) court(s) court(s)
Washington -9 16 129 194 (includes 169 attorneys and
25 non-attorneys of which
107 are part-time)
West Virginia 5 - 60 209 (includes 155 magistrates)
Wisconsin 7 13 197 205
Wyoming 5 -- 17 " 110 (includes 14 justices of
the peace)
Total 354 761 8,723 18,279

-- = The state does not have a court at the

indicated level.

NOTE: This table identifies, in parentheses, all

individuals who hear cases but are not
titled Jjudges/justices.

Some states may

have given the title "judge" to officials
who are called magistrates, justices of the

peace, etc., in other states.

*Minnesota--General Jurisdiction and Limited

Jurisdiction Courts were consolidated in

1987.

Source: Data were gathered from the 1986 State Trial and Appellate Court statistical profiles.
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases in State Trial Courts, 1986

Are reopened
cases counted
as new filings,

Are enforcement/
collection proceed-
ings counted? If

Are temporary injunc-
tions counted? If

or identified Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted
Juris- separately as or separately from separately from new
State/Court name: diction reopened cases? Conditions new case filings? case filings?
ALABAMA:
Circuit Court G Reopened Yes/No Yes/No
District Court L Reopened No Yes/No
ALASKA:
Superior Court G Reopened No Yes
Oistrict Court L Reopened No No
ARIZONA:
Superior Court G Reopened When trans- No Yes/No
ferred in
Justice of the
Peace Court L Reopened When trans- No Yes/No
ferred in
ARKANSAS:
Circuit Court G Reopened No No
Chancery and Probate
Court G Reopened No No
CALIFORNIA:
Supertor Court G Reopened Retried cases No No
Municipal Court L Reopened Retried cases No N/A
Justice Court L Reopened Retried cases No N/A
COLORADO:
District Court G Reopened Post Activities No No
Water Court 6 Reopened Post Activities No No
Denver Superior Court G Reopened Post Activities No No
County Court L Reopened Post Activities No No
Municipal Court L N/A N/A N/A
CONNECTICUT:
Superior Court G New filing No No
DELAWARE :
Court of Chancery G Reopened No No
Superior Court G New filing If remanded No Yes/No
Reopened Case rehearing
Justice of the Peace
Court L Rarely occurs No Yes/No
Family Court L New filing If part of ortg- No No
Vs heard inal proceeding
separately
Reopened - if
rehearing of
total case
Court of Common Pleas L N/A N/A N/A
Alderman's Court L N/A N/A N/A
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FIGURE H:

Method of counting civil cases in state trial courts, 1986.

(continued)

Are enforcement/
collection proceed-

ings counted? If
yes, are they counted

Are reopened
cases counted
as new filings,

or identiftied Qualifications

Are temporary injunc-
tions counted? IFf
yes, are they counted

Juris-  separately as or separately from separately from new
State/Court name: diction reopened cases? Conditions new case filings? case filings?
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Superior Court G Reopened No No
FLORIDA:
Circutt Court G Reopened Yes/No Yes/No
County Court L Reopened Yes/No Yes/No
GEORGIA:
Superior Court G New filing No No
Civil Court L N/C No No
State Court L New filing No No
Probate Court L New filtng No No
Magistrate Court L New filing No No
Municipal Court L N/C No No
HAWAII:
Circuit Court and G Reopened Supplemental Yes/Yes Yes/Yes
family Court proceedings Speclal proceedings Circuit Court:
Special Pro-
ceedings
District Court L Reopened Supplemental No Yes/No
proceedings
1DAHO:
District Court G Reopened Yes/No No
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court G Reopened No No
INDIANA:
Superior Court G Reopened Redocketed No No
Circuit Court G Reopened Redocketed No No
County Court L Reopened Redocketed No No
Municipal Court of Reopened Redocketed No No
Marion County L No No
City Court L N/A N/A N/A N/A
Small Claims Court of
Marion County L N/A N/A N/A N/A
10WA:
D¥strict Court G New filing Yes/No No
KANSAS:
District Court G Reopened No No

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE H: Method of counting civil cases in state trial courts, 1986. (continued)

Are reopened Are enforcement/
cases counted collection proceed- Are temporary injunc-
as new filings, ings counted? If tions counted? If
or identified Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted
Juris-  separately as or separately from separately from new
State/Court name: diction reopened cases? Conditions new case filings? case filings?
KENTUCKY:
Circuit Court G Reopened No Yes/Yes
District Court L Reopened No Yes/Yes
LOUISIANA:
District Court G Reopened As action on open Yes/Yes Yes/No
case
Juvenile Court [¢] Reopened As action on open Yes/Yes No
case
Family Court G Reopened As action on open No No
case
City & Parish Courts L New filing As action on open Yes/No No
case
MAINE:
Supertor Court G New filing Yes/No Yes/No
District Court L N/C No No
Probate Court L N/C No No
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G New filing No N/A
District Court L N/A N/A Yes/No
MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Court of the Commonwealth
Superior Court Dept. G N/C N/Applicable Yes/Yes
District Court Dept. @G N/C Yes/Yes N/Applicable
Boston Municipal Court
Dept. G N/C Yes/Yes N/Applicable
Housing Court Dept. G N/C Yes/Yes N/Applicable
Land Court Dept. G N/C N/Applicable N/Applicable
MICHIGAN:
Court of Claims G Reopened No No
Circuit Court G Reopened No No
District Court L N/A N/A N/A
Municipal Court L N/A N/A N/A
MINNESOTA:
District Court G Identified separately No No
MISSISSIPPI: Data are unavallable
MISSOURI:
Circuit Court G New filings Yes/No Yes/No
MONTANA:
District Court G Reopened Yes/Yes Yes/No
Justice of the Peace
Court L N/A N/A N/A
Municipal Court L N/A N/A N/A
City Court L N/A N/A N/A

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE H: Method of counting civil cases in state trial courts, 1986. (continued)

Are reopened Are enforcement/
cases counted collection proceed- Are temporary injunc-
as new filings, ings counted? If tions counted? If
or identified Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted
Juris- separately as or separately from separately from new
State/Court name: diction reopened cases? Conditions new case f1lings? case filings?
NEBRASKA:
District Court G Reopened No No
County Court L Reopened No No
NEVADA: Vartes based on local practice
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
Superior Court G Reopened No No
District Court L N/C No No
Municipal Court L N/C No No
NEW JERSEY:
Superior Court:
Civil, Family,
General Equity, and G Reopened Yes/Yes Yes/No
Criminal Divisions (except for
domestic
violence)
NEW MEXICO:
District Court G Reopened No No
Magistrate Court L Reopened No No
Metropolitan Court of
Bernalillo County L Reopened No No
NEW YORK:
Supreme Court G Reopened Yes/No Yes/No
County Court L N/C No No
Court of Claims L N/C No No
fFamily Court L Reopened Yes/No No
District Court L N/C No No
City Court L N/C No No
Civil Court of the
City of New York L N/C No No
Town & Village
Justice Court L N/C No No
NORTH CAROLINA:
Superior Court G N/C No No
District Court L N/C Yes/No No
NORTH DAKOTA:
District Court 6 New f11ing Yes/Yes Yes/Yes
(only counted ¥f a hearing
was held)
County Court L New filing N/Applicable N/Applicable

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE H: Method of counting civil cases in state trial courts, 1986. (continued)

Are reopened Are enforcement/
cases counted collection proceed- Are temporary injunc-
as new filings, ings counted? If ttons counted? If
or identified Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted
Juris-  separately as or separately from separately from new
State/Court name: diction reopened cases? Conditions new case filings? case filings?
OHIO:
Court of Common Pleas G Reopened Yes/No Yes/No
(are counted separately in
domestic relations cases)
Municipal Court L Reopened No No
County Court t Reopened No No
Court of Claims L N/A N/A N/A
OKLAHOMA:
District Court G Reopened No No
OREGON:
Circuit Court G Reopened Yes/No Yes/No
Justice Court L N/A N/A N/A
Municipal Court L N/A N/A N/A
District Court L Reopened N/A N/A
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G Reopened No No
District Justice Court L New filing N/A N/A
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G New filing Yes/No N/A
District Court L New filing Yes/No N/A
RHODE ISLAND:
Superior Court G Reopened N/A No
District Court L Reopened Yes/Yes No
Family Court L Reopened Yes/Yes No
Probate Court L N/A N/A N/A
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Circult Court G New fi1ing No No (Permanent in-
Family Court L New f1ling No No Junctions are
Magistrate Court L New filing No No counted as a
Probate Court L New filing No No new filing)
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Court G N/C No Yes/No
TENNESSEE:
Circuit Court G Reopened (varies based on local practice) (varies based on
local practice)
Chancery Court G Reopened (Varies based on local practice) (varies based on
local practice)
General Sesstons Court L Reopened (Varies based on local practice) (vartes based on

local practice)

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE H: Method of counting civil cases in state trial courts, 1986. (continued)

Are enforcement/
collection proceed- Are temporary injunc-
ings counted? If tions counted? If
Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted

Are reopened
cases counted
as new filings,
or identified

Juris- separately as or separately from separately from new
State/Court name: diction reopened cases? Conditions new case filings? case filings?
TEXAS:
District Court G Reopened No No
Constitutional County
Court L Reopened No No
County Court at Law L Reopened No No
Justice of the Peace
Court L New filing No No
UTAH:
District Court G N/C (called - No Yes/Yes
Circuit Court L N/C abstract of No Yes/Yes
Justice of the Peace Judgment
Court L N/C filed) No Yes/Yes
VERMONT:
Superior Court G N/C No Yes/No
District Court G N/C No Yes/No
Probate Court L N/C No N/A
VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court 6 Reopened Retnstated Yes/Yes Yes/No
cases
District Court L New filing Yes/No No
WASHINGTON:
Superior Court G New filing No Yes/No
Municipal Court L New filing N/A N/A
District Court L New filing Yes/Yes N/A
WEST VIRGINIA:
Circutt Court G Reopened No No
Magistrate Court L New filing No No
WISCONSIN:
Circuit Court G New filing Identified with R No Yes/Yes
suffix, but included
in total count
WYOMING:
District Court G Reopened No No
Justice of the Peace
Court L Reopened N/A N/A
County Court L Reopened N/A N/A

G - General Jurisdiction Court

L -~ Limited Jurisdiction Court

N/A - Information is not avatlable

N/C - Information 1s not collected/
counted

N/Applicable - Civil casetypes heard by this
court are not applicable to this !
figure.

Source: Data were gathered from the 1986 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide

profiles and State Administrative Offices of the Courts.

240



FIGURE I:

Method of Counting Support/Custody Cases in State Trial Courts, 1986

Is support/custody
a proceeding within
a marriage dissolu-

Do the support/custody

and marriage dissolutton
case counts include uncon-
tested cases as well as

Are changes in decree
counted as new filings

State/Court name: Jurisdiction tion case? contested cases? or as_reopened cases?
ALABAMA :
Circuit Court G Yes, unless S/C is Yes Reopened cases
filed separately
District Court L N/A Yes (S/C only) Reopened cases
ALASKA:
Superior Court G Yes, unless S/C is Yes Reopened cases
filed separately
ARIZONA:
Superior Court G Yes Yes Reopened cases
ARKANSAS:
Chancery and Probate
Court G No Yes Reopened cases
CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G Yes Yes N/C
COLORADO:
District Court G Yes, unless S/C 1is Yes Reopened cases
filed separately
CONNECTICUT:
Superior Court G Yes Yes Reopened cases
DELAWARE :
family Court L Yes, unless S/C is Yes Reopened cases
filed separately
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Superior Court G Yes, unless S/C is Yes Reopened cases
filed separately
FLORIDA:
Circuit Court G No Yes Reopened cases
GEORGIA:
Superior Court [¢] Yes, except URESA Yes New filings
cases, which are
filed separately
HAWALI:
Circuit and
Family Court G Yes Yes N/C
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FIGURE I: Method of counting support/custody cases in state trial courts, 1986. (continued)

Do the support/custody

and marriage dissolution

case counts include uncon- Are changes 1n decree
counted as new filings
or_as reopened cases?

Is support/custody
a proceeding within
a3 marriage dissolu- tested cases as well as

State/Court name: Jurisdiction tion case? contested cases?

IDAHO:
District Court G Yes, unless S/C is Yes New filings
filed separately
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court G Yes, unless S/C is Yes Reopened cases
filed separately
INDIANA:
Superior Court [¢] Yes Yes Reopened cases
(redocketed)
Circuit Court G Yes Yes Reopened cases
(redocketed)
T0WA:
District Court G Yes, except URESA Yes New filings
cases, which are
filed separately
KANSAS:
District Court G Yes, unless S/C is Yes N/C
filed separately
KENTUCKY:
Circuit Court G Yes Yes Reopened cases
/
LOUISIANA:
District Court G Yes Yes Reopened cases
Juvenile Court G No Yes Reopened cases
family Court G Yes Yes Reopened cases
MAINE:
Superior Court G Yes, except URESA Yes N/C
cases, which are
filed separately
District Court L Yes, except URESA Yes N/C
cases, which are
filed separately
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G Yes, unless S/C 1is Yes New filings
filed separately
MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Court of
the Commonwealth
Probate and Family
Court Department G Yes, uniess S/C is No Reopened cases

filed separately

(Modifications)
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FIGURE I: Method of counting support/custody cases in state trial courts, 1986.

{continued)

Do the support/custody

and marriage dissolution

a proceeding within case counts include uncon-
a marriage dissolu- tested cases as well as

Is support/custody

Are changes in decree
counted as new filings

State/Court name: Jurisdiction tion case? contested cases? or_as reopened cases?
MICHIGAN:
Circuit Court G Yes Yes N/C
MINNESOTA:
District Court G Yes, except URESA Yes Reopened cases
L cases, which are
filed separately
County Court Yes, except URESA
cases, which are Reopened cases
filed separately
MISSISSIPPI: Data are unavailable
MISSOURIE:
Circutt Court G Yes, except petitions for Yes New Filings
separate maintenance,
URESA cases, motions to
modify and motions for
contempt involving support
and custody decrees on
habeas corpus actions,
which are filed separately
from marriage dissolution
cases
MONTANA:
District Court G Yes, unless S/C is Yes Reopened cases
filed separately
NEBRASKA:
District Court G Yes Yes Reopened cases
NEVADA:
Data are unavailable
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
Superior Court [ Yes Yes Reopened cases
NEW JERSEY:
Superior Court:
Civil, Family,
General Equity and
Criminal Divisions G Yes, unless S/C 1s Yes Reopened cases
brought after original
proceeding
NEW MEXICO:
District Court G Yes, unless S/C 1s Yes Reopened cases

filed separately
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FIGURE I: Method of counting support/custody cases in state trial courts, 1986. (continued)

Is support/custody
a proceeding within

Do the support/custody
and marriage dissolution
case counts include uncon- Are changes in decree

a marriage dissolu- tested cases as well as counted as new filings
State/Court name: Jurisdiction tion case? contested cases? or as _reopened cases?
NEW YORK:
Supreme Court G Yes Yes Reopened cases
Family Court L No (support/custody N/Applicable Reopened cases

Jurisdiction only)

(heard in Supreme
Court only)

NORTH CAROLINA:

District Court L Yes, unless S/C is Yes Reopened cases
filed separately
NORTH DAKOTA:
O0istrict Court G Yes, unless S/C 1s Yes New filings
filed separately
OHIO:
Court of Common Pleas G Yes Yes New filtngs
OKLAHOMA:
District Court G Yes, except URESA Yes New filings
cases, which are
filed separately
OREGON:
Circuit Court G Yes, unless S/C is Yes N/C
filed separately
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G No Yes New f1lings
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G Yes, except URESA Yes Reopened cases
cases, which are
filed separately
RHODE ISLAND:
Family Court L Yes No Reopened cases
SOUTH CAROLINA:
family Court L Yes, unless S/C is Yes New f1lings (Not
filed separately counted)
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Court G Yes Yes N/C

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE I: Method of counting support/custody cases in state trial courts, 1986. (continued)

Do the support/custody
Is support/custody and marriage dissolution
a proceeding within case counts iInclude uncon- Are changes in decree
a marriage dissolu- tested cases as well as counted as new filings

State/Court name: Jurisdiction tion case? contested cases? or_as reopened cases?
TENNESSEE:

Circuit Court G Yes, unless S/C s Yes Reopened cases
brought after original
proceeding

Chancery Court G Yes, unless S/C 1is Yes Reopened cases
brought after original
proceeding

General Sessions L Yes, unless S/C is Yes Reopened cases

Court brought after original
proceeding
TEXAS:
District Court G Yes, unless S/C 1is Yes Reopened cases
filed separately
UTAH:
District Court G Yes Yes Reopened cases
VERMONT:
Superior Court G Yes Yes N/C
District Court G No Yes N/C
VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G varies* Yes Reopened cases
(cases commenced)
District Court L No Yes Reopened cases
(retnstated cases)
WASHINGTON:

Superior Court G Yes, unless pa- Yes Reopened cases
ternity, which
¥s counted
separately

WEST VIRGINIA:

Circuit Court G Yes, unless S/C 1s Yes Reopened cases
an out-of-state
issue

WISCONSIN:

Circuit Court G Yes, unless S/C 1is Yes Reopened cases (new
brought after action to modify
original proceeding Jurtsdiction)

WYOMING:
District Court G Yes Yes Reopened cases
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FIGURE [: Method of counting support/custody cases in state trial courts, 1986.

S/C
N/A
N/C
N/Applicable

URESA

Support/Custody

Informatton s not available
Information 1s not collected/counted
Civil casetypes heard by this court
are not applicable to this figure.
Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of
Support Act
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*FOOTNOTES:

Virginla--If a
considered at t
action, 1t is ¢

custody/support issue s
he same time as the divorce
ounted as one divorce case.

Sometimes custody/support issues are referred
to the juvenile and domestic relations court

where they are

counted as new cases. Some-

times custody/support issues arise after the
final decree in a divorce case is entered.
When this happens, the custody/support issue
is counted as a reinstatement of an "other

equity” case.
case commenced.

A retnstatement 1s counted as a
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Methodology

Court Statistics and 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
CSIM 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
CSIS Committee is composed of representatives from
COSCA, COSCA's 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) coliect,
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
Caseload Statistics series 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 CSIM Project

During compilation of the State of the Artand the 1975
State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report (the CSIM
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
Model Statistical Dictionary, 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.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978).

2National Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts,
State Court Model Annual Report (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 publications.® 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
Statistical Dictionary, which incorporates many new appel-
late court reporting categories, will be completed in 1988.

Another publication by which the CSIM Project seeks
to enhance the usefulness of court statistics is the Court
Case Management Information 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 1984 State Trial Court
Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Reporting.® Information
from this jurisdiction guide was incorporated into the
caseload database for 1981.

The second stage involved preparation of the 1984
State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical
Reporting, which was used in conjunction with the 1984
appellate court database.® The introduction to the 1981
Report contained a complete description of the impact of
the Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide on the CSIM data collec-
tion effort and the introduction of the 1984 Report provided
acomplete description of the impact of the Appellate Court
Jurisdiction Guide.

The first Report (1975) presented available caseload
data for state appellate courts, trial courts of general

3National Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts,
State Court Model Statistical Dictionary (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).

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

$Roper, 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 (1976) again presented avail-
able datafor 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 CSIM 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

Information for national caseload databases comes
from published and unpublished sources supplied by state
court administrators and appellate court clerks. The pub-
lished data are usually found in official state annual reports.
State annual reports assume a variety of forms and vary
widely in their subject matter and detail. 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 CSIM Project receives unpublished
data from those states in a wide range of forms, including
internal management memos, computer-generated out-
put, and the CSIM 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-up correspondence are usedto 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-

?U.S. Bureau of the Census, Local Population Estimates Series P-26,
No., 86-A (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, August,
1987).

cial 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(s), 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 andtrial 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 inthe range of available data, and changes inthe
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
CSIM Project maintained state files that included research
notes or other state publications that described changes in
the state court systems.

¢. 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 onthe 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
uponrequest). The data entry programused (SPSS's Data
Entry) automatically checked for certain data entry errors
common in keypunching. The software allows the pro-
grammerto establish a range of acceptable values foreach
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 onthe consis-
tency of subtotals and totals. A final manual edit of the
original, handwritten data instrument and the data entry
printout was conducted.

f. 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 CSIM Project: trial count caseload statistics, trial
court jurisdictional/organizational information, appellate
court caseload statistics, and appeliate court jurisdictional/
organizational information. An individual court profile is
preparedforeach of these groups ot data elements. These
data collection instruments have been approved by
COSCA's CSIS Committee and consist of data elements
defined inthe State Court Model Statistical 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 traffic/other
violation. Each of these major casetypes can be reduced
to a more specific level of cases. For example, the cCivil
category can be divided into tort, contract, real property
rights, small claims, domestic relations, etc. In some
situations, these casetypes canbe fine tuned even further;
forexample, domestic relations can be broken downinto 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-
tied. Some courts provided data that included active cases
only, while others included active and inactive cases. At
that point, COSCA’'s CSIS 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 genericterms reported inthe State Court Model Statis-
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 by whetherthe case is areview of a finaltrial court
judgment or some other matter (e.qg., 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 genericterms

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 Report—it
should not be interpreted to mean the state failed to collect
and report any data, only that, for one reason or another,
the data reported could not be used on the map. Where
there are several reasons why data for a state 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 CSIM reporting categories. The most
common reasons for nonconformity are incomplete or
overinclusive data. Anincomplete data element can result
from several courts not reporting any data or from the state
using a classification scheme that does not fit the definition
approved by COSCA’s CSIS 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. Giventhe efforts of this Project to develop
a set of comparable data, the civil data element described
in the latter situation would be qualified with an incomplete
footnote since its adoption data are reported elsewhere.
Similarly, since the COSCA CSIS classification scheme
considers adoptions as part of domestic relations cases
(i.e. civil), and 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 inthe 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.

The footnotes do not cover all of the features that 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 inone 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, regardless of when the reporting period
beganandended, the data cover 12 months. Pendingdata
will be greatly affected, however, since they represent a
“snapshot”intime and can vary greatly depending onwhen
that snapshot was taken.

The 1986 Report reflects court organization and juris-
dictionin 1986. Since 1975, new courts have been created
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 CSIM Project and
shouldbe sentto the Director, Court Statistics and Informa-
tionManagement Project, National Centerfor State Courts,
300 Newport Avenue, Williamsburg, Virginia, 23187-8798.
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Sources of 1986 State Court
Caseload Statistics*

ALABAMA:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Count.

IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by

the Administrative Director of Courts.

ALASKA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of
the Courts, Alaska Court System, 1986 Annual
Report (Anchorage, Alaska: 1987).

ARIZONA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of
the Courts, The Arizona Courts, 1986 Judicial
Report (Phoenix, Arizona: 1987).

ARKANSAS:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary of the
Judicial Department, Annual Report of the Judiciary
of Arkansas, FY 85-86 (Little Rock, Arkansas:
1987).

CALIFORNIA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Council of
California, 1987 Annual Report, Judicial Council of
California (San Francisco, California: 1987).

COLORADO:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator,
Annual Report of the Colorado Judiciary 1985-86
(Denver, Colorado: 1986).

CONNECTICUT:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Biennial Report of the Con-
necticut Judicial Department, 1984-86 (Hartford,
Connecticut: 1987).

DELAWARE:
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.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
COLR, GJC: Executive Officer of the Courts, 1986
Annual Repont, District of Columbia Courts (Wash-
ington, D.C.: 1986). Additional unpublished data
were provided by the Executive Officer.

ntermediate appellate court
Limited juisdiction cour

FLORIDA:
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.

GEORGIA:
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).

HAWAII:
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 Counts,
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.

IDAHO:
COLR, IAC, GJC: Administrative Director of the
Courts, The Idaho Courts 1986 Annual Report
Appendix (Boise, Idaho: 1987).

ILLINOIS:
COLR, IAC, GJC:” Unpublished data were provided
by the Administrative Director of the Courts.

INDIANA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Director of the
Division of State Court Administration, 1986 Indiana
Judicial Report (Indianapolis, Indiana: 1987).

IOWA:
COLR: State Court Administrator, 1986 Annual Sta-
tistical Report (Des Moines, lowa: 1987). Additional
unpublished data were provided by the Clerk of the
Supreme Court.
IAC: State Court Administrator, 1986 Annual
Statistical Report (Des Moines, lowa: 1987).
Additional unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Court of Appeals.
GJC: State Court Administrator, 1986 Annual
Statistical Report (Des Moines, lowa: 1987).
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KANSAS:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Administrator,
Annual Report of the Courts of Kansas: 1985-1986
Fiscal Year (Topeka, Kansas: 1986).

KENTUCKY:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court.
IAC: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk
of the Court of Appeals.
GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the Courts,
Annual Report, Kentucky Court of Justice 1985-86
(Frankfort, Kentucky: 1987).

LOUISIANA:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court.
IAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Administrator, 1986 Annual
Report of the Judicial Council of the Supreme Court
of Louisiana (New Orleans, Louisiana: 1987).

MAINE:
COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, State
of Maine Judicial Department 1986 Annual Report,
(Portland, Maine: 1987).

MARYLAND:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator,
Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary 1985-86
(Annapolis, Maryland: 1986). :

MASSACHUSETTS:
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, 1986 (Boston, Mas-
sachusetts: 1987).

MICHIGAN:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator,
1986 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 1985-1986 (St. Paul,
Minnesota: 1987).

MISSISSIPPI:
COLR: Staff Attorney, Mississippi Supreme Court
Annual Report 1986 (Jackson, Mississippi: 1987).
GJC, LJC: No data were available for cases
handled by these courts in 1986.

MISSOURI:
COLR, IAC, GJC: State Courts Administrator,
Missouri Judicial Report Fiscal Year 1986 (Jefferson
City, Missouri: 1986).

MONTANA:
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.

NEBRASKA:
COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator,
Nebraska Supreme Court 1986 Annual Report
(Lincoln, Nebraska: 1986).

NEVADA:

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court.

GJC, LJC: No data were available for cases
handled by these courts in 1986.

NEW HAMPSHIRE:

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Coun.

GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the
Director, Administrative Office of the Courts.

NEW JERSEY:

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Count.

IAC: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk
of the Court.

GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the
Administrative Director, Administrative Office of the
Courts.

NEW MEXICO:

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director,
Judicial Department, State of New Mexico, Annual
Report July 1, 1985-June 30, 1986 (Santa Fe, New
Mexico: 1986).

NEW YORK:

COLR, IAC: Clerk of the Court, 1986 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 1987 (New York: 1987).

NORTH CAROLINA:

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director, Ad-
ministrative Office of the Counts, North Carolina
Courts, 1985-86 (Raleigh, North Carolina: 1986).

NORTH DAKOTA:

COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator,
Annual Report of the North Dakota Judicial System,
1986 (Bismarck, North Dakota: 1987).

OHIO:

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of
the Supreme Court, Ohio Courts Summary 1986
(Columbus, Ohio: 1987).

OKLAHOMA:

COLR: Administrative Director of the Courts, State
of Oklahoma, The Judiciary: Annual Report for
Fiscal Year 1986 (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).

OREGON:

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were
provided by the State Court Administrator.

PENNSYLVANIA:

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were
provided by the Court Administrator.

PUERTO RICO:

GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the
Administrative Director of the Courts.
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RHODE ISLAND:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Count.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the
State Court Administrator.

SOUTH CAROLINA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Director of the Judicial
Department, South Carolina Judicial Department,
Annual Report, 1986 (Columbia, South Carolina:
1987).

SOUTH DAKOTA:
COLR, GJC: State Court Administrator, Benchmark
1986: Annual Report of the South Dakota Unified
Judicial System (Pierre, South Dakota: 1987).

TENNESSEE:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary,
Supreme Court of Tennessee, 1986 Annual Report
(Nashville, Tennessee: 1987).

TEXAS:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of
the Courts, Texas Judicial System Annual Report,
September 1, 1985 - August 31, 1986 (Austin,
Texas: 1986).

UTAH:
COLR, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided
by the Clerk of the Supreme Count.

VERMONT:
COLR, GJC, LJC: Court Administrator, Judicial Sta-
tistics for Year Ending June 30, 1986 (Montpelier,
Vermont: 1986).

COLR = Court of lastresort. .~
IAC = Intermediate appellate court.
LJC = Limited jurisdiction.court. .-
GJC = Geneéral jurisdiction court.

VIRGINIA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary,
Supreme Counrt, Virginia State of the Judiciary
Report 1986 (Richmond, Virginia: 1987).
WASHINGTON:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator,
Annual Report of the Courts of Washington, 1986
(Olympia, Washington: 1987).
WEST VIRGINIA:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court of Appeals.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the
Administrative Director of the Courts.
WISCONSIN:
COLR, IAC: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the
Director of State Courts.
WYOMING:
COLR, GJC: Unpublished data were provided by
the Court Coordinator.
LJC: No data were available for cases handled in
these courts in 1986.
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Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Profile

STATE NAME, COURT NAME
Court of last resort or intermediate appellate court
Number of divisions/departments, Number of authorized justices/judges
Time period covered

Beginning End
pending Filed Disposed pending

Cases:
Mandatory jJurisdiction:
Appeals of final judgments:
[ L G N .
Criminal:
Capital crimes (death/life) .................
Other criminal ....iieiirinenieeiernannnns
Total criminal ... ...t
Juvenile ... ... it aaraa
Administrative agency ....... ... i,
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional issue) .....
Total appeals of final judgments ...............
Other mandatory cases:
Discipiinary matters:
ALLOrNeY ... it ittt it it
I 1 T '
Total disciplinary ... inrniiiniennnnn,
Original proceedings (e.g., extraordinary writs,
postconviction remedy, sentence review only,
election cases) .......c.iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinas
Interlocutory decisions ...... ... ... i,
Advisory opinions:
Intra-state (legislature, executive, courts).
federal courts (i.e., certified question) ...
Total advisory opinions ..........covviinnne,
Total other mandatory cases .........cevevennnnn
Total mandatory jurisdiction cases ................

Discretionary Jurisdiction:
Petitions of final judgments:
[0 T T PP
Crimina) .. it it i e
Juvenile ... . et i
Administrative agency ......... i,
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional issue) .......
Total petitions of final judgments ...............
Other discretionary petitions:
Disciplinary matters:
AttOTneY . iiiiii i i it ittt
JUdge ...t ittt i e
Total disciplinary ..ovviiieiiniiiinirneenecenns
Original proceedings (e.g., extraordinary writs,
postconviction remedy, sentence review only,
e1ectiOn CASES) . vvirneniieenenennrnroaanoaanns () ()
Interlocutory decisions ........cevviiiieennennnn () ()
Advisory opintons:
Intra-state (legislature, executive, courts) ..
federal courts (e.g., certified question) .....
Total advisory opinions .........ccicviveinnnnn,
Total other discretionary petitions .............
Total discretionary jurisdiction cases .............

o~ o o~~~
N e N Nt et
I~~~ o~ o~
e N S

—~~ o~

—~ i~ o~
e e
—~— o~~~
—t N S St

Grand total CaSeS .....everiererrecencnaanonstancnnns () ()

Other proceedings:
Rehearing/reconsideration requests ................
MotIoNS .. i i e i ittt
Other matters (e.g., bar admissions) ..............
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Prototype of state appellate court statistical profile

Manner of Disposition

Preargument Decision
disposition Opinions without
(dismissed/ Per opinion
withdrawn/ Signed curiam (memo/ Trans-
settled) opinion opinion order) ferred Other

Mandatory Jurisdiction:
Appeals of final judgments:
[ L O
Criminal ... .. e e
Juvenile ... ...ttt e e
Administrative agency ......... . i,
Unclassifted (e.g., constitutional issue) ..
Other mandatory cases:
Disciplinary matters ............iiiiiianinn
Original proceedings (e.g., election cases)
Interlocutory decisions ...........coeianen
Total mandatory Jurisdiction cases ............

Discretionary jurisdiction (cases granted only):
Petitions of final judgments:
[ RV 1
(0 o T 1 T T
Juvenile ... i i e e
Administrative agency ....... . i,
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional issue) ..
Other discretionary petitions ................
Disciplinary matters .........cceiiiiinennn
Original proceedings (e.g., election cases)
Total discretionary jurisdiction cases ........

Grand total ... ... i it i

Type of decision in mandatory cases/qranted petitions of final judgment

Adminis- Other
trative Mandatory
Civil Criminal Juvenile Agency cases Total

Opinions:
AFFATmMEd ...t i i ittt
Modified ....iiitiiiiiiiiiiicir ittt
REVEFSed . ..vvrteinrrvercoansossorsonssansanns
Remanded ......coveeiiieeneraensencscnsonsanss
MIXed ...ttt ittt aaanns
Dismissed ......iiiiiiiiiieiietit it
(0] 1 - A

Decisions without opinion:
AfFIrmed ........iriiireeiitnctaanransesnacnnn
Modifled ....iiiniriiierraeecsasoonnsssnnnnnns
Reversed ........iiiiiecnocceccsnscnnsonnannaa
Remanded .......cceveeeeearnorcsonsoncncnanans
MIXed ...ttt rcrcct ettt
DASMISSEd ...v.iiiiiii ittt ettt
(1141 T-J

Type of decision in other discretionary petitions

Relief Relief
granted denied Other

Other discretionary petitions ................
Disciplinary matters ..........ciiiininnns
Original proceedings (e.g., election cases)

Total discretionary jurisdiction cases ........
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Prototype of state appellate court statistical profile

Boldface headings iIndicate the classifications used by the CSIM Project.

N/A = The casetype 1s handled by the court, but the data are unavatlable.

X = The data for this casetype are known to be included in the total but are unavallable by category.
-- = Data element 1s not applicable.

{ ) NOTE: Begin pending, filed outside the parentheses, disposed outside the parentheses, and end pending
figures reported as discretionary jurisdiction cases represent petitions/motions for review. Filed figures
inside the parentheses represent those newly filed petitions/motions that were granted review during the time
pertod covered on this profile. For those interested, filed figures inside the parentheses can then be added
to total mandatory jJurisdiction cases filed to arrive at the number of new cases that the court will
ultimately consider "on the merits." Disposed figures inside the parentheses represent the number of
discretionary petitions granted review that were disposed of "on the merits.® This number 1s rarely
available, and is usually included in either the total discretionary petitions disposed, or the mandatory
Jurisdiction cases. For those interested, disposed figures inside the parentheses can be added to toal
mandatory jurisdiction cases disposed to arrive at the number of cases that the court disposed of "on the
merits.®

OPINION COUNT:
CASE COUNT:

For the qualifying footnotes below, "d" = double counting and "J" = overinclusive.

A = The data element is complete with no footnotes.

B = lhe data element 1s complete with a "d* footnote only.

C = The data element is complete with a "J" footnote and no "d* footnote.
D = The data element is complete with a "J" footnote and a "d" footnote.

1 (enter as lower case) = The data element 3s 75% complete, with no "J" or "d" footnotes.

J = The data element 1s 75% complete, with a “d* footnote, but with no "}* footnote.

P = The data element 1s 75% complete with a "j" footnote and no "d" footnote.

Q = The data element 1s 75% complete with a "J" footnote and a "d" footnote.

V = The data element 1s less than 75% complete with no "j" footnote and no "d" footnote.
W = lhe data element 1s less than 75% complete with no "}" footnote and a “d“ footnote.
X = The data element is less than 75% complete with a "j* footnote and no "d* footnote.

Y = The data element 1s less than 75% complete with a "3J® footnote and a "d" footnote.

7 = The data are missing for this data element (1.e., the primary data element was coded a "-5" to a *-1").

R = Judge information.
S = fFigure was computed.
T = Additional information.

U = The data element is included in the unclassified category.
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Profile Used in 1986 Data Collection

STATE NAME, COURT NAME
Court of general jurisdiction or court of 1imited jurisdiction
Number of circults or districts, Number of judges
Time period covered

Beginning End
pending Filed Disposed pending

Civil:

D T
AUtO tOTt . it i i e e e eas
Medical malpractice ......eieiiiiiiniiiieennann
Other professional malpractice .......... .. .c...
Product 1%ability tort ... ... il
Miscellaneous tort ......ociuiiiiiiiiiiiiiaean,

IR -1 R Y < PPN

[0 o o P

Real property rights ...ttt

SMATT ClaIMS v evernieeneneroonsnenorasacannnnnans

pomestic relations:

Marriage dissolution ... ..coiniiiiiiiiiiiines
Support/custody ...ttt i i e
URESA ot ttieriereieeeaeoeaaaeoneacnassasononnnsss
Y0 0 T PN
Paternity/bastardy ........ciiiiiiiiiiiiiieianas
Miscellaneous domestic relations ................

Total domestic relattons .......covviiveuiniiannns

Estate:

Probate/wills/intestate ...,
Guardianship/conservatorship/trusteeship ........
Miscellaneous estate .......ciiiiiiiiiiiannanns

Tota) estate ......cooeiiiiiiiiinrnennrnnnnananas

Mental health ... . ... it iiiriaronannns

Appeal:

Appeal of administrative agency case ............
Appeal of trial court case .......c.ieiiiiicianns
Total civil appeals ....ciieiiiinnnneennansccnanen

Miscellaneous civil ... ittty

Tota) CIVIT Lt i i ittt et i

Criminal:

FRYIONY tvrrreeeeecneeconennneeaenananassasassecanns
Triable felony ...uuriiiiiiiiiiernneeennananaannn
Limited felony .....oiiireneninninenennnasoanenas

MISAEMEANOE .« vvveinanreonenernannsnsonaaassonsane

Felony/miSdemeansr .....oeeeereennvnveoananasnascnns

118 0721 PRI

00T 1T R I

Miscellaneous criminal .....oveiiiiinnninninreeenons

Total crImInal ivirirei ittt e

Traffic/other violation:
Moving traffic violatlon ..o,
Ordinance violatlon .....ciiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiieenenen
Parking violation ........eiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiennn..
Miscellaneous trafflic ....cooeieieieinennnionennnns

Total traffic/other violation ...........c.ovvnntn,

Juvenile:
Criminal-type juvenile petition .............oooies
Status Offense ....ueeeeniiinieranconsocaaansnsanne
Child-victim petition ....ooviiieiaaents oo
Miscellaneous juvenile petition .............eeenn.

Total Juvenile ....c.iiiiiiiieieiieetiiaasereaonnen

Grand total CASeS ..ii.iiiieiiitaianaanaaanaaonrorennn

Other proceedings:
postconviction remedy .........c..cieiiiiiiieiennnn
Preliminary hearings ....euieieieenenrnananoseanans
Sentence review ONTY ....vivieninernenonnrnsnonnsas
Extraordinary writs ....oiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiaiiiiane

Total other proceedings .........coeeiinaienernnnnns
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Prototype of state trial court statistical profile

Civil:
Tort:
Auto tort ... ..
Medical) malpractice ...............
Other professional malpractice ....
Product 1lability tort ............
Miscellaneous tort .......... ...,
Total tort
Contract ............ e eeeereearaes
Real property rights ................
Smal) €1aIms ...ttt
Domestic relations:
Marriage dissolution
Support/custody
URESA ..iiiiiiiiiinienrennnennnnns
Adoption ...ttt
Paternity/bastardy
Miscellaneous domestic relations ..
Total domestic relations
Estate:
Probate/wills/intestate ...........
Guardianship/conservatorship/
trusteeship
Miscellaneous estate
Total estate
Mental health
Appeal:
Appeal of administrative
agency case
Appeal of trial court case
Total civil appeals
Miscellaneous civil
Total civid

Civil:
Tort:
Auto tort .......... et seenaa
Medical malpractice
Other professional malpractice ....
Product 1lability tort
Miscellaneous tort
Total tort
Contract ....ovviiiiieneiieniananen
Real property rights
SMall €laIMS ©ieeenerierinnerennnnnns
Domestic relations:
Marriage dissolution
Support/custody
URESA ... iiiiiieneieennressonnnnns
Adoption ... ettt iaeaen
pPaternity/bastardy ............. ...
Miscellaneous domestic relations ..
Total domestic relations
Estate:
Probate/wills/intestate ...........
Guardianship/conservatorship/
trusteeship
Miscellaneous estate
Tota) estate
Mental health
Appeal:
Appeal of administrative
3QENCY CASE cvvvveveacnencaananas
Appeal of trial court case
Total civil appeal
Miscellaneous civil

Total civil

Manner of disposition: trials

Irial

Criminal:
FelONY: . iiirrriiiinrrnneroaans
Triable felony
Limited felony
M1Sdemeansr .....vvvuoruenneonnns
felony/misdemeanor
DWI/DUI
Appeal
Miscellaneous criminal
Total criminal

Traffic/other violation:
Moving traffic ......c.ovvennnnn
Ordinance violation
Parking violation ...............
Miscellaneous traffic ...........
Total traffic/other violation ....

Juvenile:
Criminal-type juvenile petition .
Status petition ...........conuts
Child-victim petition
Miscellaneous juvenile petition .
Total Juvenile ..........c.etn cee

Grand total trials

Manner of civil dispositions

Uncontested/

Default Dismissed Withdrawn Settled Transferred Arbitration

Jury Non-tury Total

Total
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Prototype of state trial court statistical profile

Manner of criminal dispositions and type of decision

Miscellaneous
felony Misdemeanor DWI/DUI Appeal criminal Total

Jury trial:
Conviction ........... ...
Gullty plea ....ovvvnnnn.
Acquittal ...............
Dismissed ..........ccu..
Non-jury trial:
Conviction ..............
Guilty plea .........e...
Acquittal ...............
Dismissed ...............
Dismissed/nolle prosequi ..
Ball forfelture ...........
Bound over ................
Transferred ...............
Other ....ciiiiiiiiiinnenns
Total disposttions .........

Manner of traffic/other violation dispositions and type of decision

Moving traffic Ordinance Miscellaneous traffic/
violation violation pParkingq other violation Total

Jury trial:

Conviction .............

Acquittal ..............
Non-Jury trial:

Conviction .............

Acquittal ....... ...,
Guilty plea ......ovvivnnn
Dismissed/nolle prosequl .
Bail forfeiture ..........
Parking fines ............
Transferred ..............

Age of pending caseload (days)

0-30 31-60 61-90 91-180 181-360 361-720 Over 720 Average age
days _days _days _days days days days of pending cases

Civil:
Tort:
Auto tort ...
Medical malpractice ..............
Other professional malpractice ...
Product 1tability tort ...........
Miscellaneous tort ...............
Total tort ......... Ceteecaerieeeen
Contract .....o.ieeirerrraninncneonnn
Real property rights ...............
SMaYY €lalmMs . .o.iiiiiiiiii e
Domestic relations:
Marriage dissolution .............
Support/custody .........oiiienl.n
URESA L.ttt it iiiennenns
Adoption ...t
Paternity/bastardy ...............
Miscellaneous domestic relations .
Total domestic relations ..........
Estate:
Probate/wills/intestate ..........
Guardianship/conservatorship/
trusteeship .....oivviiieean.n,
Miscellaneous estate .............
Total estate .......ccoiveuiininannn
Mental health ......c.cieviiieenns.
Appeal:
Appeal of administrative
AGENCY CAS@ cvvvnvennenrunoannns
Appeal of trial court case .......
Total appeal ......oeiiiiieinannnan
Miscellaneous civil ... ... ililt,
Total etvil Lo i
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Prototype of state trial court statistical profile

0-30 31-60 61-90 91-180 181-360 361-720 Over 720

days

Criminal:

FRIONY . iit it iiinirinensannens
Triable felony .....cocuivuennns
Limited felony .................

Misdemeanor ..........coieeninnnnn

felony/misdemeanor ...............

(1130 074111 S A

Appeal ...ttt

Miscellaneous criminal ...........

Total criminal ..........ciivvnnen

Traffic/other violation:
Moving traffic .........cviiuens
Ordinance violation ..............
Parking violation ................
Miscellaneous traffic ............
Total traffic/other violation .....

Juvenile:
Criminal-type juvenile petition ..
Status petition ..................
Child-victim petition ............
Miscellaneous juvenile petition ..
Total Juvenile ..........ievunnn..e

Age of pending caseload (days)

days _days

days

days

days

days

Average age
of pending cases

Boldface headings indicate the classifications used by the CSIM project.
N/A = This casetype 1s handled by the court, but the data are unavailable.

X = The data for this casetype are known to be included in the total but are unavailable by category.

-- = Not applicable.

Units of count:
Civil unit of count.
Criminal unit of count.
Traffic/other violation unit of count.
Juvenile unit of count.

Trial definitions:
Jury trial definition.
Non-jury trial definition.
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For the qualifying footnotes below, "J" = overinclusive and "nc" = not comparable due to the method of counting
support/custody cases.

A = The data

element is complete with no footnotes.

B = The data element is complete with an *nc® footnote only.

C = The data
footnote.
D = The data

element 1s complete with a "3J" footnote that could not be identified 1n codes E-H below, and no "nc"

element is complete with a "}* footnote and an "nc" footnote.

E = The data element 1s complete with a "j* footnote that iIndicates the data include all postconviction remedy
proceedings only, and no "nc" footnote.

F = The data element 1s complete with a "j" footnote that indicates the data include all ordinance violation
cases only, and no "nc" footnote.

G = The data element is complete with a *j" footnote that indicates the data include all OWI/DUI cases only, and

no "nc" footnote.

H = The data element is complete with a "j" footnote that indicates the data include all criminal appeals cases
only, and no “nc" footnote.

1 (enter as lower case) = the data element is
more information than can be specifically

J = The data element 1s 75% complete, with an

K = The data element is 75% complete, with no
cases only.

L = The data element
M = The data element
cases only.

N = The data element
cases only.

0 = The data element
P = The data element
V = The data element
W = The data element
X = lhe data element
Y = The data element

s

is

is

s

s

is
is
is

s

15% complete, with no

715% complete, with no

15% complete, with no

715% complete, with no "J” or "nc" footnotes, and 1s missing
identified in codes K-N below.

"nc* footnote, but with no "jJ* footnote.

"3" or "nc* footnotes, and does not include any limited felony

"3* or "nc" footnotes, and does not Include any DWI/DUI cases only.

"3* or "nc" footnotes, and does not include any crimipal appeal

"3® or "nc* footnotes, and does not include any ordinance violation

75% complete with a "j" footnote and no "nc® footnote.

75% complete with a "3" footnote and an "nc® footnote.

less than 75% complete with no "nc" footnote.

less than 75% complete with an "nc® footnote.

less than 75% complete with a *j" footnote and no "nc® footnote.

Tess than 75% complete with a *j" footnote and an "nc” footnote.

Q = Additional court information.

R = Judge information.

S = Figure was computed.

T = Additiona) information; reopened cases are added to the data element.

U = The data element is included in the unclassified category.

7 = The data are missing for this data element (1.e., the primary data element was coded a *-5" to a ).
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Appendix D

State Populations



Resident Population, 1986

Population (in thousands)

1986 1986 1986
State or territory Juvenile Adult Total
Alabama .................. 1,15 2,938 4,053
Alaska ...vveiiniennnnnnn. m 362 533
Arizona ........oiiiinnn.. 9n 2,408 3,319
Arkansas .......ccc0veennnn 645 1,127 2,372
Californfa ............... 7,109 19,872 26,981
Colorado .........ccveunn. 866 2,401 3,267
Connecticut .............. 158 2,431 3,189
Delaware ............ e 160 473 633
District of Columbia ..... 137 488 625
florida ......ccoiviennn. 2,630 9,045 11,675
Georgla ........ i, 1,713 4,39) 6,104
Hawail .........ociinaa... 286 m 1,063
Idaho ......cceviennnnn... an 691 1,002
IMinoYs ......oiveenia.s. 3,058 8,493 11,551
Indiana .........ccevunnn. 1,477 4,026 5,503
Towa ... .iviiniiiiaiannnn, 1417 2,103 2,850
KaNSAS .vivvivnevenrannnns 646 1,814 2,460
Kentucky .....ccvvvnvnnnn. 1,009 2,720 3,729
Louisiana ................ 1,347 3,155 4,502
Maine ........ciiiiiienn, 302 8N 1,173
Maryland ................. 1,11 3,352 4,463
Massachusetts ............ 1,34 4,49] 5,832
Michigan ................. 2,470 6,674 9,144
Minnesota ................ 1,110 3,104 4,214
Mississippl ... ...iuaa... 801 1,824 2,625
Missourl ..........c...... 1,309 3,757 5,066
Montana .............c0u.nn 231 588 819
Nebraska ..........cc0uve 4217 1,170 1,597
Nevada ........cccveennenn 240 124 964
New Hampshire ............ 260 1617 1,027
New Jersey ......ccevuennn 1,831 5,789 7,620
New Mexico ............... 444 1,035 1,479
New York .......ccievnenns 4,375 13,397 17,172
North Carolina ........... 1,624 4,110 6,334
North Dakota ............. 190 489 679
(0] 1 TN P 2,854 7,899 10,753
Oklahoma .........coc0nnnn 899 2,406 3,305
Oregon .....ceiviiiiiennns 686 2,012 2,698
Pennsylvania ............. 2,850 9,038 11,888
Puerto Rico ......ccvvvun N/A N/A 3,274
Rhode Island ............. 221 748 975
South Carolina ........... 937 2,439 3,376
South Dakota ............. 198 510 708
Tennessee .....cceeevneene 1,250 3,553 4,803
TeXAS vvevrrnnnrcancnaenns 4,930 11,755 16,685
Utah .. i iiiiiienaa, 619 1,046 1,665
Vermont ..............0.n. 140 401 541
virginia ...t 1,438 4,349 5,187
Washington ............... 1,156 3,307 4,463
West Virginia ............ 504 1,415 1,919
Wisconsin .........0veinnn 1,271 3,514 4,785
Wyoming ..........cc0ennnn 154 353 507

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, series P-25,
No. 1010, September 1987.
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Total State Population for Trend Tables, 1981, 1984, 1985, and 1986

Population (in thousands)

State or territory 1481 1984 1885 1986
Alabama .................. 3,97 3,990 4,021 4,053
AYaska .......... ...l 412 500 LY4) 533
Ardzona ..., 2,794 3,053 3,187 3,319
Arkansas ........ce000nnn. 2,296 2,349 2,359 2,372
Californta ............... 24,196 25,622 26,365 26,981
Colorado ................. 2,965 3,178 3,231 3,267
Connecticut .............. 3,134 3,154 3,174 3,189
Delaware ............o.... 598 613 622 633
Otstrict of Columbia ..... 631 623 626 625
florida .................. 10,183 10,976 11,366 11,675
Georgia .........co0vuunn. 5,574 5,837 5,976 6,104
Hawail ................... 981 1,039 1,054 1,063
Idaho ........oviiveninn. 959 1,00 1,005 1,002
MNitnods ...t 11,462 n,sn 11,535 11,551
Indiana .................. 5,468 5,498 5,499 5,503
Towa ... ittt 2,899 2,910 2,884 2,850
KaNSAS . .e.vvvrvrnronnnnnns 2,383 2,438 2,450 2,460
Kentucky ......cvvvven... 3,662 2,723 3,726 3,729
Loutsiana ................ 4,308 4,462 4,481 4,502
Maine ....... .00, 1,133 1,156 1,164 1,173
Maryland ................. 4,263 4,349 4,392 4,463
Massachusetts ............ 5,113 5,798 5,822 5,832
Michigan ...... eeeieae 9,204 9,075 9,088 9,144
Minnesota ................ 4,094 4,162 4,193 4,214
Mississipp) .. el 2,531 2,598 2,613 2,625
Missourl ......... ... ..., 4,941 5,008 5,029 5,066
Montana .................. 793 824 826 819
Nebraska ................. 1,571 1,606 1,606 1,597
Nevada ...........c.c.u... 845 91 936 964
New Hampshire ............ 936 977 998 1,027
New Jersey .........ccu... 7,404 7,515 7,562 7,620
New Mexico ............... 1,328 1,424 1,450 1,479
New York ...........c..... 17,602 17,735 17,1783 17,112
North Carolina ........... 5,953 6,165 6,255 6,334
North Dakota ............. 658 686 685 679
Ohio ....vvvrenininnnnnn. 10,781 10,752 10,744 10,753
Oklahoma ...... e e 3,100 3,298 3,301 3,305
Oregon .......cevevvnennnn 2,651 2,674 2,687 2,698
Pennsylvania ............. 11,871 11,90 11,8583 11,888
Puerto RicO ........c..... 3,197 3,267 3,267 3,274
Rhode Island ............. 953 962 968 975
South Carolina ........... 3,167 3,300 3,347 3,376
South Dakota ............. 686 706 708 108
Tennessee ......ccceeeenes 4,612 4,117 4,762 4,803
TeXaS .. viiirirnrananannns 14,766 15,989 16,310 16,685
Utah .....ccvviinennnnnn, 1,518 1,652 1,645 1,665
vermont .................. ) 516 530 535 541
virginia ................. 5,430 5,636 5,106 5,787
Washington ............... 4,217 4,349 4,409 4,463
West Virginia ............ 1,952 1,952 1,936 1,919
Wisconsin ................ 4,742 4,766 4,115 4,785
Wyoming .................. 492 511 509 507

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, series P-25.
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]
Other Publications
from the Court Statistics and
Information Management Project

Avallable from the
National Center for State Courts:

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report
1976-1979
Each of these four volumes (1976-1979) has
available caseload information from all appellate and
trial courts. 1980-1984, paperback, $12.50 each
volume, plus shipping.

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report
1980-1981
The 1981 Report is available free of charge from the
Court Statistics and Information Management
Project.

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report
1984
Available caseload information from all appellate
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1986,
276 pages, 25 oz., paperback, $12.50, plus ship-

ping.

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report
1985
Available caseload information from all appellate
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1987,
312 pages, 28 oz., paperback, $12.50, 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 Trial Courts
Defining courts business as cases filed, serious
cases, and contested cases, this monograph tests
six myths about courts, their work and decisions.
1983, 158 pages, 14 oz., paperback, $10.00, plus

shipping.

State Court Organization 1987
Updates the 1980 reference guide to the organiza-
tion and practices of all state appeliate and trial
courts. 1988, 420 pages, 43 oz., paperback, $15.00
plus shipping.

The following publications may be ordered
from the Court Statistics and Information
Management Project, 300 Newport Avenue,
Willilamsburg, VA 23187-8798:

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 Counrt Jurisdiction Guide for
Statistical Reporting
Contains information on the organizations, jurisdic-
tion, and time standards in the state appellate
courts. 1985, 117 pages. Single copies available
free of charge.

The following publications will soon be avail-
able from the Natlonal Center for State Courts:

State Court Model Statistical Dictionary
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, Rockville, MD
20850:

State Court Model Statistical Dictionary
Contains definitions of terms used to classify and
count court caseload. Gives the court statistical
usage for each term. 129 pages. Also ask for the
1984 Supplement, 81 pages. Single copies avail-
able free of charge.
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