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ERRATA 
Pliase note the following corrections to State Court Caseload Statistics: 
Reoort, 1987 

Page 142: Part I11 State Court Structure Charts 
Di s t r  i ct of Col umbi a 

SUPERIOR COURT 
*51 judges* 

CI 

CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction (S U n o  naxi- 
MUM),  Snall.clains ,jurisdiction ( S  2,8801, - Exclusive crininal jurisdiction. - Exclusive traffic/otter violation juris- 
diction, except for most parking cases 
(uhich are handled ahinistratively). - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury trials in alnos; ~ l l  cases. 

I 

Page 222:  Part IV Figure G 
- - - _  . 

Court of 
genera 1 

iurisdi c ti an 

Cou r t ( s 1 Intermedi ate General L i  mi ted 
o f  l a s t  appe 1 1 ate juri sdi ction jurisdiction . . .  court(s> court(s> court ( s 1 State : resort 

-- District of 9 
Col umbi a 

*51*  -- 

*The correct number o f  full-time judges i n  the Superior Court of the District 
of Columbia is 51. The pub1 ished number o f  61 i s  incorrect. 
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Overview of the Report 

This report offers a comprehensive picture of the work 
of state appellate and trial courts in 1987. It is the eleventh 
in a series of annual reports on state court caseloads. The 
1987 report is consistent with previous reports and en- 
hances the comparability and accessibility of the relevant 
information. The overview introduces the main parts of the 
report and explains their interrelationships, indicates sev- 
eral possible uses of caseload statistics, provides sugges- 
tions on how to use the report, and describes the nature of 
the National Center for State Courts' (NCSC) Court Statis- 
tics Project. 

Contents of the 1987 Report 

The 1987 report is divided into four parts. Part I is a 
commentary on 1987 appellate and trial court caseloads 
across the country, which highlights findings of general 
interest and discusses factors pertinent to any examination 
of state caseload data. Part I also presents trends since 
1981 in filings of selected categories of cases, including 
torts and felonies. 

Part I1 presents the case filing and case disposition 
data from individual state courts. The twelve detailed 
tables, six describing appellate courts and six describing 
trial courts, represent the core of the report. The level of 
detail is consistent with the purpose of the tables, which is 
to serve as a basic reference source. Footnotes to the 
caseload numbers contained in the tables explain particu- 
lar features that affect the comparability of certain caseload 
figures. 

In most instances, a footnote alerts the reader to one 
of three situations. Caseload numbers can be overinclu- 
sive in the types of cases that are covered, underinclusive 
through the omission of certain types of cases, or both. A 
caseload number is comparable when it meets the defini- 
tion for the caseload-reporting category recommended by 
the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary. 

Part Ill summarizes the structure of each state court 
system in the form of a one-page chart. The charts identify 
all of the state courts in operation during the year, describe 
their geographic and subject matter jurisdiction, note the 
number of authorized judicial posts, identify whether fund- 
ing is primarily local or state, and indicate the routes of 
appeal that link the courts. 

Part IV lists the statutes and recordkeeping practices 
that may have an impact on the comparability of caseload 
information reported by the courts. The nine figures in Part 

IV note, for example, the time period used for court statis- 
tical reporting, whether calendar year, fiscal year, or court 
calendar year: define the method by which cases are 
counted in appellate courts and in criminal, civil, and 
juvenile trial court proceedings: identify trial courts with the 
authority to hear appeals; and detail how trial courts resolve 
the specific issues raised when counting supporVcustody 
cases. The figures define what constitutes a case in each 
court, making it possible to determine which appellate and 
trial courts compile caseloads on a similar basis. The most 
important information in the figures is repeated in the main 
caseload tables (Part 11). 

Appendix A explains the methodology used to collate 
the information provided by the states into a standard 
format. 

Uses of Court Statistics 

Caseload statistics are simply counts of the number of 
cases filed and disposed of by a court and, if available, 
inventories of the number of cases pending at the begin- 
ning and at the end of the reporting period. That information 
provides building blocks that can be combined to construct 
answers to questions about the state courts. 

The broad outline of state court activity emerges from 
caseload statistics, because they directly address such 
basic descriptive questions as How many disputes are the 
courts asked to resolve? and How many of those disputes 
are in fact decided? Furthermore, caseload statistics can 
be combined with jurisdictional and other information in this 
report to describe the work and operations of the state 
courts. Topics that can be addressed include the compo- 
sition of caseloads at different court levels, the extent of 
casetype specialization by particular courts, and the effect 
of discretionary review on the ability of appellate courts to 
avoid case backlogs. 

Within the limits discussed below, caseload statistics 
offer a basis for determining the similarities and differences 
among state court systems. To what extent are appellate 
and trial courts in various states processing similar types of 
cases in similar volumes? States can then be grouped into 
distinct categories, and the impact of those distinctions on 
theabilityof courtsto keepupwiththeirincomingcaseloads 
determined. Caseload statistics for several years can be 
combined to discern trends. Felony case filings can be 
traced over time and compared to changes during the 
same time period to case filings for other types of criminal 
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offenses. The national consistency or changes, up or 
down, in the level of civil litigation can be studied as well. 

There are limits, however, to the uses of available court 
caseload statistics. A court case is not analogous to a unit 
of currency. Financial accounts are precise and compa- 
rable among firms because accountants can make use of 
a standard unit-the dollar or other national currency. By 
contrast, court cases vary in subject matter and complex- 
ity. A criminal case can be an accusation of murder or of 
petty theft. A civil suit may seek to recover $25 dollars in 
losses or $25 million. This report necessarily focuses on 
broad categories of cases: mandatory appeals and discre- 
tionary petitions for appellate courts; civil, criminal, and 
juvenile cases for trial courts. 

How to Use the Report 

This report accommodates all of the uses mentioned 
above. The commentary in Part I is fashioned from mate- 
rial in Parts II, Ill, and IV. The user’s purpose should 
determine the parts that are consulted and the order in 
which they are consulted. 

Part I should suffice if  the report is being used to obtain 
a general description of the work of the state courts during 
1987. The methodology in Appendix A should be reviewed, 
however, before drawing specific conclusions. 

The best route for obtaining information on a specific 
stateoraspecificstatecourtistoreadAppendixAandthen 
consult the relevant caseload tables in Part 11. Detailed 
information on the status of the information in the court or 
state can be found in footnotes to the tables, as well as in 
Parts Ill and IV. For example, the total caseload forthe trial 
courtsof Virginiacan be found inTable8, Part II. Afootnote 
indicates that the total conforms to the specifications in the 
State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, and a code indi- 
cates that parking violations are counted as court filings. 
The court structure chart for Virginia in Part Ill describes the 
subject matter of the cases that compose the total, while the 
figures in Part IV provide details on how the various types 
of civil and criminal cases are defined. 

Differences in the size and composition of court 
caseloads reflect how states divide the jurisdiction to de- 
cide cases and how states collect and disseminate court 

statistics. Comparisons among states or courts, therefore, 
require considerable care. Parts Ill and IV are essential for 
determining when like is being compared to like. Appendix 
A explains the conventions and codes that assist the user 
in identifying similar courts with similar caseload counts. 

The NCSC Court Statistics Project 

The NCSC Court Statistics Project (CSP) was set up in 
1977 to establish a meaningful statistical portrait of the 
work of the state courts. The caseload report series and 
other project publications, such as the State Court Model 
Statistical Dictionary, encourage uniformity in how courts 
and state court administrative offices collect and publish 
caseload information. 

The 1987 report, like previous reports in the series, is 
a joint effort by the Conference of State Court Administra- 
tors (COSCA) and the National Center for State Courts 
(NCSC). COSCA, through its Court Statistics and Technol- 
ogy Committee, oversees the preparation of all project 
publications and provides policy guidance when establish- 
ing or revising generic reporting categories and proce- 
dures. NCSC provides project staff and support facilities. 
Preparation of the 1987 report was funded by a grant from 
the State Justice Institute to NCSC. 

The staff of the Court Statistics Project can provide 
advice and clarification on the use of the statisticsfrom this 
and previous caseload reports. Project staff can also 
provide the full range of information delivered by the states. 
The prototype statistical profiles (Appendix C), which are 
used by project staff to collect data, reflect the full range of 
information sought from the states. Many states provide 
caseload information that is far more detailed than that 
presented in Part I1 of this report. Comments, suggestions, 
criticisms, and corrections from users of the report are 
encouraged. Please direct all questions and reactions 
regarding the report to: 

Director, Court Statistics Project 
National Center for State Courts 
300 Newport Avenue 
Williamsburg, Virginia 231 87-8798 
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Part I 

State Court Caseloads in 1987 



State Court Caseloads in 1987 

During 1987, more than 94 million new cases were 
filed inthe statecourts. Appeals and discretionarypetitions 
to state appellate courts account for 209,000 of those 
cases. The rest were trial court filings, consisting of 16 
million civil cases, 11.3 million criminal cases, 1.3 million 
juvenile cases, and 65.6 million traffic or other ordinance 
violation cases. 

Civil trial court filings, which include torts, contracts, 
small claims, and domestic relations cases, grew 2.4 
percent over the 1986 total. Criminal trial court filings, 
which include felony and misdemeanor cases, increased 
4.5 percent over the previous year‘s total. These increases 
parallel the experience of appellate courts, where filings 
grew by 3.9 percent. 

The 94 million new cases make the state courts a far 
more frequent forum for dispute resolution than the federal 
courts. During 1987, there were 41,599 appeals and 
petitions filed in the federal appellate courts; 4,493 were 
directed to the U.S. Supreme Court. There were 233,292 
new civil filings and 44,335 new criminal filings in the main 
federal trial courts, the U.S. District Courts, during 1987.’ 
Consequently, five times as many appeals and a hundred 
times as many civil and criminal trial court cases were filed 
in state courts than were filed in federal courts. 

Although the state court totals are not complete, the 
caseload statistics reported in this volume offer the most 
comprehensive picture available of the number and types 
of cases reaching appellate and trial courts nationwide. 
Basic filing and disposition data are available for all state 
appellate courts, although cases cannot always be divided 
into specific categories. Trial court caseloads are available 
for all but two states. Statistics for other states are incom- 
plete, with traffic and ordinance violation cases being the 
most underreported. 

This commentary uses 1987 state court caseload 
statistics toward three main objectives. The first describes 
the work of state court systems, identifying similarities and 
differences. The second relates the similarities and differ- 
ences to the manner in which states organize their court 
systems and other state-specific characteristics. The third 
assesses changes over time in state court caseloads. 

‘Filings in the U.S. Courts of Appeals and the U.S. District Courts are 
from Want’s Federal State Court Directory: 1989 Edition, Washington, 
D.C.: Want Publishing. Filings in the U.S. Supreme Court are from 
unpublished statistics provided by the Office of the Clerk and refer to 
the 12 months ending September 30, 1987. U.S. District Court filings 
do not include bankruptcy code filings, which are heard by bankruptcy 
judges, or misdemeanor cases heard by magistrates. 

Part I meets those objectives through the following 
framework. Appellate courts are examined first in a section 
that begins by describing and establishing patterns in 
overall state appellate caseloads. The section then re- 
views the variation among states in the rate atwhich the two 
specific types of cases are filed: mandatory appeals and 
discretionary petitions. The section reviews, for both types 
of cases, the extent to which appellate courts in 1987 kept 
pace with their incoming caseload and, for discretionary 
petitions, the percentage granted by the court. Subsec- 
tions examine the cases filed that appellate courts will 
decide on the merits and the number of opinions written 
during 1987. 

Part 1’s second section focuses on trial courts. Trial 
court caseloads are examined with respect to the division 
of labor among types of trial courts and then with respect to 
the filing and disposition of civil, criminal, and juvenile 
cases during 1987. Both the appellate and trial court 
sections conclude by discussing identified similarities and 
differences and their relationship to court organization. 

Although both the sections on appellate and trial courts 
compare 1987 caseloads to those from 1986, more exten- 
sive trend analysis is offered in the third section. The trend 
section focuses on changes since 1981 in the number of 
tort and felony case filings. Torts and felonies are the focus 
because of the demands that such cases place on court 
resources, their importance to current public policy de- 
bates, and the consistency over time in the definition of 
these two reporting categories. Part I concludes with a 
section that reiterates the main findings and a statement of 
the conclusions that tie the tables, charts, graphs, and 
maps to the three objectives. 

The commentary in Part I is a synthesis of material 
from the other three parts of the report: the main caseload 
statistics tables, the court structure charts, and the figures 
describing court jurisdiction and statistical reporting prac- 
tices. Before proceeding, it is helpful to arm the reader with 
basic knowledge about factors that affect the comparability 
of the caseload statistics. 

“Comparable” in this report refers to the methodology 
of reporting court caseloads established by the Conference 
of State Court Administrators through its Court Statistics 
and Technology Committee, as defined in the Srare Court 
Model Statistical Dictionary.2 Comparability is most often 

2National Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, 
State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1980, and Supplement, Williamsburg, 
Va.: National Center for State Courts, 1984. A revised and consoli- 
dated edition will be published in 1989. 
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compromised when a court’s caseload is incomplete, 
overinclusive, or counted by a method that inflates or 
deflates its magnitude relative to other courts. 

“Incomplete” means that types of cases that should be 
included in a count are omitted. For example, the definition 
of criminal case found in the State Court Model Statistical 
Dictionary includes the offense of driving while intoxicated 
(DWVDUI). A general jurisdiction trial court that has juris- 
diction over such cases but classifies them, for reporting 
purposes, with traffic violations rather than with criminal 
cases would have its total criminal caseload footnoted as 
incomplete. 

Conversely, if DWVDUI cases are heard in a court of 
limited jurisdiction, but cannot be separated from the “traffic 
and other vio1ation”cases filed in the court, the statistics on 
“traffic/other ordinance” violation cases will be footnoted as 
overinclusive, since they include cases that should be 
categorized as criminal. 

Comparability is also affected by basic decisions a 
state or court makes when designing its court records 
system. One basic decision is the “unit of count.” Some 
appellate courts count the receipt of the “notice of appeal” 
as the step that initiates the appellate process. Other 
courts wait until the trial court record is prepared and 
transmitted to the appellate court before counting a filing, 
by which time many appeals have beenwithdrawn, settled, 
or dismissed, especially in civil cases (see Figure B, Part 

Trial courts differ both in what is counted as a filing and 
in when the count is taken. Forcriminalcases, some courts 
count eachcharge, some count eachdefendant, and some 
use charging documents that contain multiple charges and/ 
or multiple defendants. Counts are taken at an early stage 
in some courts, such as the filing of the complaint, while 
other courts count only those cases that result in an 
arraignment. These practices are described using a 
common framework in Figure D, Part IV (p. 205). 

Trial courts tend to count civil cases at the filing of an 
initial petition or complaint with the clerk of court, but 
practices vary. What constitutes a case may differ by 
specific casetype; for example, courts differ in whether 
support/custody proceedings are counted as a case filing 
or as part of the marriage dissolution case. As is true for 
criminal cases, a common framework is used in this report 
to describe the method of count used in each state court for 
civil cases generally (Figure H, p. 225) and for support/ 
custody cases specifically (Figure I, p.’ 231). 

Part I uses charts, graphs, and maps to summarize 
caseload and related information contained in the other 
parts of the report. The goal is comparability, but differ- 
ences in case volume reflect many factors, including the 
constitutions, statutes, court structure and rules, and 
administrative recordkeeping practices of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. 

IV, p. 191). 

Appellate Court 
Caseloads in 1987 

State appellate courts reported 208,962 filings in 1987: 
154,701 mandatory appeals and 54,261 discretionary 
petitions. Case filing data were available for all 94 courts 

of last resort (COLRs) and intermediate appellate courts 
(IACs) in the 50 states and the District of Col~mbia.~ 

Some of the reported filings, however, contain under- 
counting or double counting. Table 1, Part II (p. 52) allows 
a detailed review of the quality of the caseload information 
used to generate the national totals. 

Appellate Court 
Structure and Jurisdiction in 1987 
Mandatory jurisdiction refers to appeals as a matter of 

right: those cases for which the court is required by state 
constitution or statute to hear and decide the appeal on the 
merits. Discretionary jurisdiction refers to casetypes in 
which a party must file a petition asking the court to hear the 
case. The appellate court then decides whether to exercise 
its discretionary power to consider the case on the merits. 

All states have established acourt of last resort (COLR), 
usually named the supreme court, in their constitutions. 
The COLR has the final jurisdiction over all appeals within 
the state. Thirty-eight states have also established one or 
more intermediate appellate courts to hear appeals from 
trial courts and administrative agencies ‘as specified in 
state law or at the discretion of the COLR.4 Twenty-four 
states organized their IAC on a statewide basis and four- 
teen on a regional basis in 1987. 

According to an influential perspectiveS on the appro- 
priate role and structure of appellate courts, there are two 
basic functions: (1) the review of specific trial court pro- 
ceedings to correct errors in the application of law and 
procedure, and (2) the development of law for the benefit of 
the community at large. The error-correction function 
should be exercised through mandatory jurisdiction, with 
each unsuccessful party entitled to one appeal as a matter 
of right. Further appellate review should develop the law, 
ensuring the uniform application of the law by trial courts 
throughout the state. This should be undertaken on a 
discretionary basis. Where the volume of cases exceeds 
the capacity of the COLR, an IAC should assume the error- 
correction function, and the COLR should, by the exercise 
of its discretion to review all manner of appeals, develop the 
law. 

The influence of this perspective on state court sys- 
tems is evident by the extent which states have created 
IACs in response to growing appellate caseloads. Twenty- 
five states established IACs in recent decades (since 
1958). Yet, despite the common contexts in which they 
were created, a careful examination reveals complex differ- 
ences in the allocation of jurisdiction to both COLRs and 

3Puerto Rico reports trial court but not appellate court statistics to the 
NCSC Court Statistics Project. 

‘Effective July 1, 1987, through January 1,1990, a temporary court of 
appeals is established in North Dakota “to exerase appellate and 
original jurisdiction as delegated by the supreme court” (sections 27- 
07.1-17, North Dakota Century Code). The court sits in three-judge 
panels. The two panels of the IAC called during 1987 heard six 
cases on assignment from the COLR. 

*The perspective is put forward in several authoritative texts that vary 
in nuance. The summary here is derived from the American Bar 
Association, Standards Relating to Court Organizafion, Chicago: 
American Bar Association, 1974, pp. 1-10, 
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MAP 1: The Distribution of Appellate Courts, 1987 

Court 

0 

rn 

Structures 

COLR only 
1 COLR and 1 IAC 
1 COLR and 2 IACs 
2 COLRs and 1 IAC 

IACS.~ When one matches appellate structure with jurisdic- 
tion, the consequences of these complex differences are 
highlighted. The matching process produces four catego- 
riesof cases: (1) COLR mandatory appeals, (2) COLR dis- 
cretionary petitions, (3) IAC mandatory appeals, and (4) 
IAC discretionary petitions. 

If we combine the appellate filings reported by the 
states according to court level and jurisdiction, the 1987 
appellate caseload is as shown in Chart 1. Eighteen 
percent of all filings were discretionary petitions to COLRs, 
and 12 percent of all filings took the form of mandatory 
appeals to COLRs. Mandatory appeals to IACs repre- 
sented 62 percent of the total state appellate caseload for 
the year, while 8 percent consisted of discretionary peti- 
tions to IACs. 

The text and graphics that follow will compare appel- 
late caseloads reported by the states. The information is 
placed in context by first considering appellate court struc- 
ture and jurisdiction throughout the nation. 

T h i s  perspective has clearly applied with great force to the federal 
system. The US. Circuit Courts of Appeals were established in 1891 
as an IAC on a regional basis and assumed much of the U.S. 
Supreme Court's mandatory caseload. The federal appellate system 
evolved subsequently through a series of significant transfers of 
mandatory appellate jurisdiction from the Supreme Court to the Circuit 
Courts of Appeal. This culminated in Public Law 100-352 (Act of June 
27, 1988, 102 Stat. 662), which 'substantially eliminates" the manda- 
tory jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. Seven states established an 
IAC before 1891: Illinois, Louisiana, Missouri, New Jersey, New York, 
Ohio, and Texas (Robert R. Stern, Appellate Practice in the United 
States, Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, 1981, p. 9). 

CHART 1 : Appellate Case Filings, 1987 

COLR-Discretionaw 

COLR-Mandatory 
1 1.6% 

IAC-Discretionary 
8.0% 

IAC-Mandatory 62.4% 

Totd=208,962 

Map 1 presents the number of courts that have been 
established at each level in the 50 states and the District of 
Columbia. The 13 states with only one appellate court are 
sparsely populated or geographically small. Thirty-one 
states have one COLR and one IAC. Texas and Oklahoma 
have separate COLRs for criminal and civil cases and one 
IAC. Four states have established multiple IACs. Alabama 
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MAP 2: Appellate Court Caseload Jurisdiction, 1987 

M=Mandatory 
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and Tennessee maintain separate courts for civil and 
criminal appeals, while Pennsylvania divides jurisdiction 
between its commonwealth court and its superior court on 
the basis of subject matter. New York divides jurisdiction 
between its two IACs primarily by the trial court from which 
the appeal is taken. 

Map 2 presents how states allocate mandatory and 
discretionary jurisdiction within their appellate systems. 
The District of Columbia and eight of the 13 states with only 
one appellate court have both mandatory and discretionary 
jurisdiction. The COLRs in New Hampshire, West Virginia, 
and Wisconsin exercise full discretionary jurisdiction over 
their dockets, while all COLR filings in Nevada, North 
Dakota, and Wyoming are appeals of right (totally manda- 
tory jurisdiction). States with IACs obviously vary in the 
manner in which jurisdiction is allocated between court 
levels. 

The Composition of 
Appellate Court Caseloads in 1987 
As a generalization, the substantial portion of the work 

of COLRs is to review petitions and then decide the 
petitionsgranted. Of every 100casesfiled inastateCOLR, 
61 were discretionary petitions. This contrasts with the IAC 
caseload, in which only 11 of every 100 filings were 
discretionary petitions. IACs are clearly the workhorses of 
state appellate systems. Nearly three quarters (72.2 per- 
cent) of appellate filings in states with both a COLR and an 
IAC went to the IAC.' 

The issue examined here is whether differences in 
appellate structure are associated with distinctive caseload 
patterns. Several interrelated questions revolve around 
this issue. Are the caseloads of one-level appellate sys- 
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tems distinctive from two-level appellate systems? Does 
the generalization cited above on the respective role of 
COLRs and IACs in two-tier systems apply to all states or 
are other patterns identifiable? Are states with multiple 
appellate courts at any level distinctive in the composition 
of their caseloads? Such questions are important, as the 
answers indicate the extent to which like is being compared 
with like when appellate systems are discussed. These 
issues are addressed next. 

The 1987 totals for the appellate courts of individual 
states can be found in Table 2, Part I I  (p. 54), which reports 
the number of mandatory appeals filed and disposed, the 
number of petitions that were filed and disposed, and the 
number of petitions granted (and previously granted peti- 
tion dispositions). States are listed according to their 
appellate structure. Consequently, states with one COLR 
and one IAC are listed first, followed by states with only a 
COLR, and finally states with more than one COLR or IAC. 
The appellate system of North Dakota will be grouped with 
states that have only a COLR. North Dakota's temporary 
court of appeals heard six cases during 1987 on assign- 
ment from the COLR; all appellate caseload statistics are 
reported as COLR filings and dispositions. 

'A second appeal is.possible in most states with a two-tier appellate 
system. This means that a case may be counted twice in a state's 
filing statistics, first as a mandatory appeal of the trial court judgment 
to the IAC and then as a petition for review by the COLR of an 
unfavorable IAC decision. One study concluded that between one- 
fifth and one-half of IAC decisions are appealed to the COLR but that 
few of those petitions are granted. See Stephen Wasby, Thomas 
Marvel, and Alexander Aikman, Volume and Delay in Stare Appellate 
Courfsr Problems and Responses. Williamsburg, Va.: National 
Center for State Courts, 1979, pp. 54-55. 



GRAPH 1: Total Appellate Filings per 100,000 Population, 1987 
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Graph 1 displayscasefilings per 100,000 population in the incidental appellate jurisdiction assigned to trial courts, 
the appellate courts of 45 states and the District of Colum- 
bia. The information used to generate the graph can be 
found in Table 2, Part II (p. 54). The main conclusions that 
can be drawn from the graph are the similarity of caseload 
levels once adjusted for state population size and that 
particular appellate structures do not appear to be closely 
linked to high or low caseloads.* 

These reported filing levels reflect court rules, defini- 
tions of appellate jurisdiction, methods of counting filings, 

and the rate at which trial court filings result in trials and, 

OGraph 1 overstates the presence of mandatory appeals relative to 
discretionary petitions in appellate court caseloads. The footnotes to 
Table 2, Part II indicate that the number of mandatory appeals is 
overinclusive, encompassing all discretionary petitions in the following 
courts: Arkansas Supreme Court, Illinois Appellate Court, Indiana 
Court of Appeals, Massachusetts Appeals Court. Michigan Court of 
Appeals, Maine Supreme Judicial Court, and Nebraska Supreme 
court. 
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thus, generate issues that can be the subject of an appeal. 
Variation in these factors will result in differences between 
states in filing rates and, if they were taken into considera- 
tion, would probably reduce the amount of variation among 
states in the same region and with similar sizes and 
economic bases. The variation found in Graph 1 will be 
examined by appellate court structure. 

States with only one appellate court are easily identi- 
fied in Graph 1. The bar representing their case filings has 
either one or two sections. Filing rates per 100,000 
population in those states tend to be lower than in states 
with a two-level appellate system. The difference is not 
absolute. Nevada and Vermont have filing rates above the 
median, as do West Virginia, which has entirely discretion- 
ary jurisdiction, and the District of Columbia, which has the 
highest filing rate. 

Three of the 13 states with only one appellate court 
have entirely mandatory jurisdiction (Nevada, North Da- 
kota, and Wyoming). Another four states (Delaware, 
Maine, Mississippi, and Nebraska) have allocated only 
minor discretionary jurisdiction to their appellate courts, 
and no discretionary petitions were filed in those courts 
during 1987. Filings in the appellate courts of the District of 
Columbia, Montana, South Dakota, and Vermont were 
overwhelmingly mandatory appeals. Rhode Island was the 
only state with one appellate court in which discretionary 
petitions and mandatory appeals were filed in roughly 
equal numbers. The COLRs in New Hampshire and West 
Virginia have solely discretionary jurisdiction, but most of 
the work of other COLRs in one-tier appellate systems is to 
decide mandatory appeals. 

Appellate filings in states with one COLR and one IAC 
tend to conform to the standard perspective on appellate 
structure and jurisdiction. Filings in the COLR represent a 
small proportion of the state total and are mainly discretion- 
ary petitions. Filings in the IAC are primarily mandatory 
cases. This describes the appellate systems of Arizona, 
California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Illi- 
nois, Kentucky, Michigan, Massachusetts, Minnesota, 
Missouri, Ohio, Oregon, Washington, and Wisconsin. Most 
of these states have total appellate filing rates above the 
median. 

Louisiana, Maryland, and North Carolina adhere to 
only part of the perspective. Discretionary petitions form a 
largerthan typical share of IAC filings in these three states. 

Seven states offer a very different pattern, with most 
filings in the COLR rather than the IAC and filings at both 
levels primarily in the form of mandatory appeals: Arkan- 
sas, Hawaii, Idaho, Iowa, New Mexico, South Carolina, and 
Utah (the Utah IAC went into operation on February 1, 
1987).9 The pattern is perhaps clearest in New Mexico. In 
that state, 64 percent of mandatory appeals and 84 percent 
of discretionary petitions were filed in the COLR, and there 
were more than three times as many mandatory appeals 
than discretionary petitions filed in the COLR (Table 2, Part 
II, p. 54). That basic pattern applies to those states in which 
the IAC hearscasesonassignmentfromtheCOLR. All IAC 
filings in Hawaii, Idaho, and Iowa are filed with the court 

Oln Oklahoma, the state supreme court also assigns cases to the 
state's IAC, the court of appeals. 

through assignment by the state COLR, while filings in the 
South Carolina IAC arrive both directly and through COLR 
assignment. With the exception of New Mexico, these 
states have relatively low rates of total appellate filings per 
100,000 population. 

Alaska, the remaining state with one COLR and one 
IAC, is distinctive because a substantial share of the total 
appellate filings are in the COLR, and most COLR filings 
are mandatory appeals rather than discretionary petitions. 
The Alaska COLR has mandatory jurisdiction to hear civil 
appeals and discretionary jurisdiction over other appellate 
casetypes, while that state's IAC has mandatory jurisdic- 
tion over criminal cases but no jurisdiction in civil cases. 

Alabama and Tennessee have separate IACs for civil 
and criminal appeals. Tennessee conforms to the most 
common pattern of a COLR with a limited share of the total 
caseload consisting mainly of discretionary petitions and 
an IAC with case filings in the form of mandatory appeals. 
The Alabama appellate caseload is more evenly divided 
between the two court levels, and the majority of COLR 
cases and all of the IAC cases are mandatory appeals. 

Texas has two COLRs, one having jurisdiction exclu- 
sively over criminal appeals. The combined COLR caseload 
is about one-half mandatory. In other respects, the pattern 
is similar to the most common one in that the vast majority 
of appellate filings are mandatory cases in the IAC. 

There is much diversity in the composition of state 
appellate caseloads. That diversity reflects how states 
have variously responded to increases in the volume of 
case filings. The available statistical evidence suggests 
that state appellate caseloads doubled in the 1960s and 
then again in the 1970s.1° Some states conform to the 
standard perspective on structuring and allocating jurisdic- 
tion to their appellate courts. Other patterns can be 
identified, however, even among states with two-tier sys- 
tems. Local circumstances and needs tempered the appli- 
cation of the standard perspective in many states. In 
particular, the bulk of the appellate burden remains on the 
COLR in some states (e.g. Alaska and New Mexico), and 
some states (e.g. Georgia, Kentucky, and Maryland) have 
retained substantial mandatory jurisdiction in their COLRs 
and allocated discretion to their IACs. 

The connection between caseload composition and 
appellate structure is important for any consideration of the 
work, operations, and problems of appellate courts nation- 
ally. Care is required when determining when like is being 
compared to like. The diversity in structures and jurisdic- 
tion also has clear practical consequences. The 3.9 
percent increase in total appellate filings between 1986and 
1987 was not evenly experienced by COLRs and IACs, or 
evenly divided between mandatory appeals and discretion- 
ary petitions. Overall, COLR filings increased by 3.0 
percent and IAC filings by 4.3 percent. The increase was 
strongest for discretionary petitions filed in IACs: the IACs 
with relevant data for both years reported 7.6 percent more 
discretionary petitions in 1987 than in 1986. Filings of 
mandatory appeals in IACs increased by 3.9 percent. 

' 

lPState appellate caseloads have, on the average, doubled every ten 
years since the Second World War." American Bar Assoaation, 
Judicial Administration Division, Standards Relating to Appellate Delay 
Reduction, Chicago: American Bar Association. 1988, p. 11. 
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COLR mandatory appeals increased by 2.1 percent and 
COLR discretionary petitions by 3.6 percent. 

The rest of the appellate caseload section considers, 
in turn, mandatory appeals and discretionary petitions. For 
mandatory appeals, the focus is on filing rates per 100,000 
population and dispositions as a percentage of filings. For 
discretionary petitions, the topics include filing rates, peti- 
tions disposed as a percentage of petitions filed, and the 
percentage of petitions granted. The information on man- 
datory appeals and number of petitions is then brought 
together. The number of petitions granted during 1987 is 
added to the number of mandatory appeals filed to yield 
what is a basic caseload measure for many appellate 
systems: the number of cases to be heard and decided on 
the merits. Appellateopinions are the final topicconsidered 
in this section of the commentary. 

Mandatory Appellate Caseloads in 1987 
States reported 154,701 mandatory appeals in 1987, 

15.7 percent of which were filed in COLRs. Forty-eight 
states and the District of Columbia had appellate courts 
with mandatory jurisdiction. 

LATE COURTS IN 1987. Graph 2 summarizes mandatory 
filings in 47 states and the District of Columbia, based on 
the information presented in Table 3, Part II (p. 66). Filings 

MANDATORY APPEALS FILED IN STATE APPEL- 

are expressed as rates per 100,000 population, and filings 
in a COLR are differentiated from those in an IAC. 

The resulting range is substantial, from 23 per 100,000 
population in North Carolina to 241 per 100,000 population 
in the District of Columbia. The median rate is 63.4, with 
nearly one-half of the states (22 of 46) falling within a band 
that includes Minnesota (51 filings per 100,000 population) 
and Alabama (80 filings per 100,000 population). There is, 
thus, a broad middle range of states with roughly compa- 
rable levels of mandatory appeals. 

There is no evident pattern linking filing rates to region, 
state population, or court structure. States without an IAC 
tend to be small, located in New England or the West, and 
tend to have a COLR with little or no discretionary jurisdic- 
tion. Yet the 11 states meeting those criteria (with the 
addition of Mississippi) are scattered on the graph. Rhode 
Island (32.8) and Mississippi (33.9) are at the low end; 
Maine (53.2), North Dakota (56.9), South Dakota (593, 
and Delaware (61.7) fall below the median rate of 66.0; 
Montana and Nebraska are located slightly above the 
median; and Nevada (85) and Vermont (98.2) show rates 
considerably above average. 

The highest filing rate is in the District of Columbia, 
which has one appellate court with very limited discretion- 
ary jurisdiction. Of the four states with the next highest per 
100,000 population filing rate, two (Alaska and New Mex- 

GRAPH 2: Mandatory Filings per 100,000 Population, 1987 
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ico) retain substantial mandatory jurisdiction at the COLR 
level and two-Florida and Oregon-do not. Some of the 
ranking of states found in Graph 2 may be attributable to 
differences in the breadth of appellate court jurisdiction and 
to how cases are counted. For example, 340f the 37 states 
with capital punishment statutes make provision for the 
automatic review of death sentences, usually by the COLR. 
The number of mandatory filings that result is currently 
smalk299 prisoners were received from the courts under 
sentence of death during 1987-but the provision for 
automatic appeal is one of many statutory or procedural 
factors that affect astate'sfiling rate." The method of count 
also affects the filing rate. For example, appeals in the 
California appellate courts are counted at the filing of the 
trial record, rather than the notice of appeal, a point by 
which some appeals have been closed and, therefore, not 
counted. Other states with low filing rates-Massachu- 
setts, North Carolina, and South Carolina (COLR only)- 
base their count on documents filed after the notice of 
appeal. 

CLEARANCE RATES FOR MANDATORY APPEALS 
IN 1987. Appellate courts that disposed of more cases 
during 1987 than were filed with the courts in that year 
reduced their pending caseloads. The cases disposed of 
during 1987 could have been filed in previous years. A 
clearance rate is simply the number of cases disposed 
divided by the number of cases filed, and multiplied by 100 
to express the difference as a percentage. Text Table 1 
abstracts the relevant information from Table 3, Part II (p. 
66) to present a clearance rate for each state, each COLR, 
and each IAC. States are listed from the lowest to highest 
statewide appellate clearance rate. 

A clearance rate could be calculated for 30 states and 
the District of Columbia. For nine other states, a clearance 
rate could be obtained for the IAC but not for the COLR and 
is included in Text Table 1. 

At the state level, clearance rates range from 81 
percent in Nebraska to 134 percent in New York. Twelve 
states and the District of Columbia disposed of more 
mandatory appellate cases in 1987 than were filed, thus 
reducing their pending caseload. The remaining states, to 
varying degrees, were accumulating larger pending 
caseloads to carry into 1988. 

There is no pattern linking high clearance rates to 
particular appellate structures. However, COLRs are slightly 
more likely than IACs to report clearance rates of greater 
than 100 percent: 12 of the 30 COLRs with mandatory 
jurisdiction and 12 of the 31 IACs in Text Table 1 reduced 
the size of their pending caseload. Because IACs tend to 
have larger mandatory caseloads than COLRs, their suc- 
cess in processing cases is likely to dominate the overall 
state clearance rate. For example, the COLR in New York 
reported aclearance rate of 90.2 percent, but the combined 
clearance rate for the two IACs of 136 percent left the state 
with the highest overall clearance rate in 1987 (134 per- 
cent). Overall. most states succeeded indismsina of more 

~ 

TEXT TABLE 1 : Appellate Court Clearance Rates 
for Mandatory Appeals, 1987 

State 

Nebraska 
Alaska 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Mississippi 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Illinois 

Wyoming 
Hawaii 

Arizona 
Indiana 
Florida 

Minnesota 
Vermont 

Arkansas 
Texas 
Idaho 

Wisconsin 
Iowa 

New Jersey 
Alabama 
Maryland 

North Carolina 
Delaware 

District of Columbia 
Kansas 
Nevada 

Washington 
Rhode Island 

New York 
Oklahoma 

Colorado 
South Carolina 

Connecticut 
Georgia 

Tennessee 
Oregon 

Missouri 
California 

State 
Total 

80.6% 
86.0% 
87.0% 
88.0% 
93.3% 
93.5% 
93.9% 
94.0% 
94.4% 
96.1% 
96.9% 
97.2% 
97.9% 
97.9% 
98.0% 
99.4% 
99.7% 
99.8% 

101.0% 
101.8% 
102.3% 
102.4% 
102. P/o 
1 03.9% 
105.5% 
106.3% 
110.1% 
118.3% 
119.1% 
1 24.5% 
134.4% 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

Court of 
Last Resort 

80.6% 
79.1% 

1 03.8% 
91.1% 
93.3% 
93.5% 
90.1% 
97.9% 
94.4% 
94.0% 
74.1 Yo 
93.9% 
94.3% 
84.7% 
98.0% 
90.6% 
99.9% 

102.1% 
NH 

107.6% 
109.2% 
101.9% 
95.3% 

106.1% 
105.5% 
106.3% 
155.6% 
118.3% 
109.6% 
124.5% 
90.2% 

NIA 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Intermediate 
Appellate Court 

91.5% 
85.6% 
87.9% 

94.1% 
93.7% 

106.0% 
97.7/0 
98.4% 
98.1% 
99.6% 

103.6% 
99.6% 
96.1% 

1 0 1 .O% 
93.5% 

102.0% 
102.5% 
103.736 
1 03.6% 

104.4% 

119.5% 

136.0% 
78.2"/0 
83.0% 
83.6% 
94.1 yo 
94.7% 
98.1 Yo 
98.3% 

106.7% 
106.9% 

N/A = Not Available 
NH = This casetype is not handled in this court 
- = A calculation is inappropriate 

Note: A blank space indicates that a state does not have an 
intermediate appellate court. 

Source: Tables 2 and 3, Part II 
National Center for State Courts, 1989. 

Discretionary Appellate 
Caseloads in 1987 
This section examines the 54.261 discretionarv peti- 

Case's during.1987 than Were filed. Thai SUC&SS Was 
Certainly facilitated by the sharp decline in the number Of 
mandatory filings during 1987 from the 1986 level. 

(llLawrence Greenfield, Capiral Punishment 1987, Washington, D.C.: 

tions that were filed in state appellate courts. More than 
two-thirds (69 percent) of those petitions were filed in a 
COLR. 

In state courts, unlike the federal system, "appellate 
capacity at an intermediate level does not always spawn 
discretionary review at the top, as it did in the federal Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S. Department of Justice, 1988. 
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I GRAPH 3: Dlscretionary Fillngs per 100,000 Population, 1987 
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system.”12 State COLRs often retain substantial manda- 
tory jurisdiction, and IACs are often created with discretion- 
ary jurisdiction. Thus, the division between the wok of 
COLRs and IACs is perhaps not as clear in most states as 
it is in the federal appellate system. 

Appellate courts vary in the procedures used to decide 
which petitions toaccept forreview. In 31 states, adecision 
to grant review in the COLR requires a majority of the 
members of the full court or of the panel, whichever is used 
to review petitions. In the remaining COLRs with discre- 
tionary jurisdiction, a minority-in several courts a single 
justice-of the members of the court or of a panel can grant 
a petition. 

The following section considers the number of peti- 
tions filed per 100,000 state population, clearance rates for 
petitions, and the percentage of petitions that were granted. 

DISCRETIONARY PETITIONS FILED. The number 
of petitions filed in each appellate court with discretionary 
jurisdiction can be found in Table 3, Part II (p. 66). Graph 
3 summarizes that information for34 states and the District 
of Columbia. The remaining states either lackdiscretionary 
jurisdiction or did not provide the relevant data for all court 
levels with discretionary jurisdiction. 

lZDoris Marie Provine, ”Certiorari,” pp. 783-794 in R. Janosik (ed.). 
Encyclopedia of the American Judicial Process, New York: Scrib- 
ners, p. 704. 

The median filing rate is 21 per 100,000 population. 
Filing rates range from a low of less than one per 100,000 
population in Mississippi (0.08) to a high of 139.3 per 
100,000 population in Louisiana. Most filing rates, how- 
ever, are less than 30 per 100,000 population. Louisiana, 
which allocates substantial discretionary jurisdiction to 
both its COLR and IAC, and West Virginia (107.4 per 
100,000 population), a one-court appellate system without 
mandatory jurisdiction, stand far apart from other states in 
the magnitude of their discretionary petition caseloads. 

There is no clear relationship between the size of 
mandatory and discretionary caseloads. Louisiana and 
Alaska are among the states with both the highest manda- 
tory and discretionary filing rates. The District of Columbia, 
which had a mandatory filing rate substantially higher than 
any state, receives more petitions on a population-size 
adjusted basis than states such as Texas or Oklahoma. 
Someof the statesat the low endof the rangefordiscretion- 
ary filings simply lack significant jurisdiction for discretion- 
ary petitions. Connecticut, Mississippi, and South Caro- 
lina, however, have low filing rates for both mandatory 
appeals and discretionary petitions. 

There is greater uniformity among the states in discre- 
tionary filing rates than for rates of mandatory appeals. 
States can be divided into four main categories: those with 
discretionary filing rates of less than 10 petitions per 
100,000 population (10 states); those with filing rates 
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between 10 and 20 petitions per 100,000 population (6); 
those with filing rates between 20 and 32 petitions per 
100,000 population (1 1 states); and the remaining states 
(8). Louisiana and West Virginia should, perhaps, be 
considered separately. Their appellate courts recorded 
filing rates that are more than double those found in the 
state with the third-highest rate, Alaska (52 petitions per 
100,000 population). 

IACs receive more discretionary petitions than the 
COLR in California, Florida, and Louisiana. A substantial 
proportion of all discretionary petitions were filed in the 
lACs of Georgia, Maryland, Minnesota, North Carolina, 
Virginia, and Washington. The filing rates in all of those 
states, except North Carolina, are above the median of 20 
per 100,000 population. 

CLEARANCE RATES FOR DiSCRETlONARY 
PETITIONS. Text Table 2 provides information on discre- 
tionary petitions that were decided during 1987 as a per- 
centage of those filed during the year (derived from Table 
4, Part II, p. 72). Comparable filing and disposition data are 
available for 24 states and the District of Columbia. State 
clearance rates show less variation for discretionary peti- 
tions than was observed for mandatory appeals. The 
lowest rate is 84 percent, reported by Wisconsin, and the 
highest is 117 percent in Texas. Alaska, Arizona, Hawaii, 
Rhode Island, and Texas reduced the size of their pending 
caseload during 1987. The other 18 states and the District 
of Columbia reported clearance rates below 100 percent. 
In two states, as many petitions were disposed as were 
filed: Mississippi reported two cases disposed and two filed 
and Delaware four disposed and four filed (although the 
Delaware totals are incomplete). 

Generally, pending discretionary caseloads were ris- 
ing more rapidly than pending caseloads of mandatory 
appeals. The limited information in Text Table 2 suggests 
that the problem is more acute for IACs than for COLRs. 
Eight of 29 COLRs reported clearance rates above 100 per- 
cent; only two of 13 lACs could report similar clearance 
rates. The main feature of the 1987 data is the generally 
low clearance rates reported for discretionary petitions. 

DISCRETIONARY PETITIONS GRANTED. The U.S. 
Supreme Court currently accepts for review about 5 per- 
cent of the discretionary petitions filed.I3 State COLRs tend 
to accept a larger percentage of petitions filed. During 
1987, state COLRs granted 14.1 percent of the discretion- 
ary petitions filed. 

That percentage is derived from Text Table 3, which 
shows the numberof petitionsfiled and the number and the 
percentage granted for the COLRs of 22 states and the 
District of Columbia. 

The percentages granted range from the low of 3 
percent in Michigan to a high of 62 percent in Massachu- 
setts. The Michigan Supreme Court has mandatory juris- 
diction only in judicial discipline cases, with all appeals of 
right directed from the trial courts to the IAC. The court 
received 2,087 filings (five appeals and 2,082 petitions). It 
granted 60 of those petitions. The mandatory jurisdiction of 
the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court is more broadly 

'-'Doris Marie Provine, 'Certiorari," pp. 783-794 in R. Janosik (ed.), 
Encyclopedia of the American Judicial Process. New York: Scribners, 
p. 784. 

TEXT TABLE 2: Discretionary Petitions Decided 
as a Percentage of Petitions 
Filed, 1987 

State 

Wisconsin 
Vermont 

Ohio 
New Hampshire 

Florida 
Maryland 

District of Columbia 
Alabama 

Minnesota 
Idaho 

West Virginia 
California 

Oregon 
North Carolina 

Iowa 
Louisiana 

Washington 
Kentucky 
Delaware 

Mississippi 
Hawaii 
Alaska 

Arizona 
Rhode Island 

Texas 
Virginia 

Illinois 
New Jersey 

Indiana 
Georgia 

Tennesee 

State Court of Intermediate 
Total Last Resort Appellate Court 

83.8% 
83.9% 
86.6% 
87.4% 
87.6% 
90.2% 
90.6% 
91.7% 
91.9% 
92.7% 
93.7% 
95.5% 
96.0% 
96.6% 
96.9% 
98.5% 
98.9% 
99.2% 

100.0% 
100.0% 
101.8% 
104.0% 
1 05.1 Yo 
110.1% 
116.6% 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

83.4% 
83.9% 

87.4% 
96.3% 
85.8% 
90.6% 
91.7% 
88.7% 
92.7% 
93.7% 
87.9% 
96.0"/0 
94.2?/0 
96.9% 
99.5% 
95.@/0 

101.9% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
101.8% 
105.5% 
105.9% 
110.1% 
116.6% 
81.1% 
97.6% 

1 02.1 Yo 
108.2% 

NIA 
N/A 

86.6% 

85.1% 

NH 

82.3% 
100.0% 

NH 

NH 

loo. PI0 
NH 

100.0% 
NH 

97.7% 
112.1% 
78.9% 

97.7/0 

NH 
1 00.0?/0 
88.2% 

NH 
N/A 
NIA 
N/A 
N/A 

95.6% 
loo.O% 

NIA = Not Available 
NH = This casetype is not handled in this coutl 
- = A calculation is inappropriate 

Note: A blank space indicates that a state does not have 
an intermediate appellate court. 

Source: Tables 2 and 4, Part II 
National Center for State Courts, 1989. 

defined, including, for example, all sentences of life impris- 
onment for first-degree murder. The court received 72 
appeals and 336 petitions, granting 208 of those petitions. 

The COLRs in the District of Columbia (4 percent), 
California (5 percent), Missouri (8 percent), Tennessee (8 
percent), Illinois, New Jersey, and North Carolina (9 per- 
cent) granted fewer than one of every ten petitions filed. 
Unlike Michigan, other COLRs with primarily discretionary 
jurisdiction tended to grant a high proportion of petitions: 
West Virginia (39 percent) and Wisconsin (24 percent). 
Where an IAC has been established, the precise bounda- 
ries of its jurisdiction become important in understanding 
the flow of cases to the COLR and, probably, the percent- 
age of petitions that are granted. For example, it appears 
that types of cases that would go to the IAC in Michigan 
would, if in Massachusetts, go to the COLR. 
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COLRS, 1987 

Number of Number of 
petitions petitions 

State filed granted 

Alaska 
California 

District of Columbia 
Georgia 

Hawaii 
Illinois 

Louisiana 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Missouri 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

North Carolina 
Ohio 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 

Tennessee 
Virginia 

Wisconsin 
West Virginia 

Texas 

21 9 
4.558 

96 
1,006 

57 
1,673 
2,673 

655 
336 

2,082 
626 

1,033 
1,382 

301 
676 

1,846 
1,086 
1,936 

758 
1,441 

869 
2,037 
2,515 

36 
224 

4 
119 

10 
152 
553 
104 
208 
60 

104 
79 

119 
45 
60 

194 
137 
237 
64 

156 
206 
785 
545 

Source: Tables 2, 4, and 5, Part Ii 
National Center for State Courts, 1989. 

Percentage of 
petitions 
granted 

16.4% 
4.9% 
4.2% 

1 1.8% 
1 7.5% 
9.1 Yo 

20.7% 
15.9% 
62.0% 

2.9% 
16.6% 
7.7% 
8.6% 

15.0% 
8.9% 

10.5% 
12.6% 
12.2% 
8.4% 

10.8% 
23.7% 
38.5% 
21.7% 

TEXT TABLE 3: Discretionary Petitions 
Granted as a Percent of Total 
Discretionary Cases Filed in 

1 

The two Texas COLRs, one for civil and one for 
criminal cases, granted 22 percent of the total discretionary 
petitions filed. The Texas Supreme Court (which hears 
appeals on civil matters) received three mandatory appeals 
and 1,176 discretionary petitions, granting 15.1 percent of 
the petitions. The Texas Court of Criminal Appeals proc- 
essed 2,450 mandatory appeals and 1,339 discretionary 
petitions, granting 27.4 percent of the petitions. The Texas 
IAC has exclusively mandatory jurisdiction, which resulted 
in 7,857 filings. These caseload statistics are taken from 
Table 2, Part II (p. 54) and the jurisdictional information 
from the court structure charts in Part 111. 

IACs with discretionary jurisdiction tend to grant a 
higher percentage of petitions than is the practice in their 
state COLR or in COLRs generally. Table 2, Part II (p. 54) 
provides information on the percentage of discretionary 
petitions granted in eight IACs: California Courts of Appeal, 
8.2 percent; Louisiana Courts of Appeal, 31.1 percent; 
Maryland Court of Special Appeals, 6.8 percent; Minnesota 
Court of Appeals, 31.3 percent; New Mexico Court of 
Appeals, 28.1 percent; North Carolina Court of Appeals, 
14.7 percent; Tennessee Court of Appeals, 28.6 percent; 
and Virginia Court of Appeals, 21.6 percent. With the 
exception of Maryland, the IAC grants a higher percentage 
of discretionary petitions filed than does the state COLR. 

Discretionary jurisdiction clearly enables courts to 
control their dockets. Generally, courts are selective in the 

TEXT TABLE 4: Mandatory Appeals Filed and 
Discretionary Petitions 
Granted in 1987 per 100,000 
Population 

Appellate Structure/State 

Srares with one COLR and one IAC 

North Carolina 
South Carolina 

California 
Maryland 

Minnesota 
Kansas 

Missouri 
Hawaii 

New Jersey 
Ohio 

New Mexico 
Louisiana 

Oregon 

Srares with no IAC 

24.6 
28.7 
40.1 
45.7 
56.0 
59.9 
63.2 
70.2 
87.3 
98.3 

116.2 
126.3 
169.5 

West Virginia 41.1 
North Dakota 56.8 

Delaware 61.6 
Wyoming 65.3 

Nevada 85.0 
District of Columbia 241.8 

Stares with multiple COLRs 

Texas 64.7 
Oklahoma 95.8 

Source: Tables 2, 3, and 5, Part ii 
National Center for State Courts, 1989. 

petitions that are granted. The use of discretion, however, 
is exercised very differently among the states. IACs also 
exercise discretionary power differently than COLRs, re- 
flecting their respective roles in state appellate systems 
and, perhaps, the capacity of IACs to expand the number 
of authorized judgeships in the face of rising caseloads. 

Mandatory Appeals 
and Petitions Granted in 1987 
Appellate courts decide two types of cases: manda- 

tory appeals and discretionary petitions that have been 
granted. Courts differ in the process through which discre- 
tionary petitions are reviewed, resulting in varying workload 
implications for the court and its justices. Therefore, the 
most comparable and perhaps most important index of the 
workcarried out by state appellatecourts in 1987 is the total 
number of mandatory appeals and discretionary petitions 
granted. This is the pool of cases that the courts will decide 
on the merits. 

The number of relevant cases can be calculated from 
all of the appellate courts in 20 states and the District of 
Columbia using information in Table 5, Part II (p. 77). Text 
Table 4 displays that number as filings per 100,000 popu- 
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GRAPH 4: Mandatory Filings and Petitions Granted/l00,000 Pop. In COLRs, 1987 
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lation of mandatory appeals and discretionary petitions that 
were subsequently granted, grouping states according to 
their appellate court structures. The filing rates range from 
24.6 in North Carolina to 1 69.5 in Oregon for states with one 
COLR and one IAC. Most of the filings in Louisiana and 
Oregon were in the IAC. However, New Mexico, with the 
third- highest filing rate, received the majority of filings in the 
COLR (64 percent of the total). The 1987 filing rates 
parallel those found for 1986 (Table 1.4, p. 11, State Court 
Caseload Statistics: 1986 Annual Report). In particular, 
filings in the District of Columbia Court of Appeals far 
exceed the level found in most states. State filing rates do 
not, however, appear to reflect the type of appellate court 
structure a state has adopted. 

The ranking of states essentially parallels that found 
for the rate of mandatory appeals per 100,000 population 
(see Graph 2). The Louisiana appellate courts, however, 
move ahead of Ohio and New Mexico when both granted 
petitions and mandatory appeals are used to calculate the 
rate of appeals. Compared to the appellate systems of the 
latter two states, Louisiana’s courts both receive a large 
proportion of their total filings as discretionary petitions and 
grant a high percentage (27 percent) of the petitions filed. 

Graph 4 focuses on the COLRs in states with at least 
one IAC. Filings that will be decided on the merits range 
from lessthanone per 100,000population inMichigan to 75 
per 100,000 in New Mexico. Granted petitions constitute 

the majority of cases decided by the COLRs of Louisiana, 
Massachusetts, and Pennsylvania. In California and Mis- 
souri, the number of appeals and the number of granted 
petitions are nearly equivalent. 

Caseloads are presented in this commentary as filings 
per 100,000 population. While facilitating comparisons 
among the states, it is not the measure of greatest weight 
for the justices or clerks of those courts. Rates based on 
filings per justice/judge, presented inTables 2-5, Part II, are 
perhaps more responsive to the immediate concerns of 
those working in appellate courts. The next subsection 
examines a particular aspect of appellate court workload: 
written opinions. 

Appellate Court Opinions in 1987 
The preparation of full written opinions “has been 

called the single most time-consuming task in the appellate 
process.”14 Rising appellate caseloads have led to both 
curtailment of the use of full opinions to decide cases and 
concern over the availability of sufficient judicial time to 
prepare full opinions in important cases. 

Table 6, Part II (p. 81) presents the numberof opinions 
published by state appellate courts during 1987. The table 

“American Bar Association, Judicial Administration Division, 
Standards Relating to Appellate Delay Reduction, Chicago: American 
Bar Association, 1988, p. 21. 
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also provides supplementary information that describes 
whether the count is by case or by written document and 
whether majority opinions, per curiam opinions, and 
memorandums/orders are included in the count. Informa- 
tion is also provided on the number of justices or judges 
serving on each court and the number of support staff with 
legal training that the court employs. The number of 
justices or judges is particularly significant, as appellate 
courts, and especially IACs, vary greatly in size. COLRs 
vary from three (the Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals) 
to nine justices (the Alabama Supreme Court, the District of 
Columbia Court of Appeals, the Iowa Supreme Court, the 
Mississippi Supreme Court, the Texas Supreme Court, and 
the Washington Supreme Court). IACs range in size from 
three judges (in Alabama, Alaska, Hawaii, and Idaho) to the 
80-judge Texas Courts of Appeals. 

The number of written opinions is not directly related to 
the number of cases decided by the court on the merits 
during 1987. Among COLRs, the range is from the 61 
cases decided by written majority opinions in Delaware to 
688 majority and per curiam opinions in Alabama. The 
restricted size of COLRs and the nature of their responsi- 
bilities tend to limit the numberof writtenopinions to several 
hundred in a year (the U.S. Supreme Court typically de- 
cides about 150 cases a year by opini~n). '~ Generally, 
courts can determine how they decide cases, whether by 
full explanatory opinion or by order, and thus control their 
workload. 

IACs vary considerably in the number of written opin- 
ions published during 1987. The highest number was 
reported by the California Courts of Appeal: 8,977 (com- 
pared to the 85 written opinions reported by the California 
Supreme Court). The IACs in Florida, Michigan, Ohio, and 
Texas reported more than 4,000 written opinions. Those 
opinions, however, will not typically be of the same length 
as those prepared by state COLRs. 

Appellate Courts in 1987: A Summary 
Nationally, there were 3.9 percent more appellate 

filings in 1987 than in 1986. Of course, this does not mean 
that filings in all courts increased; rather, more COLRs and 
IACs reported increases than reported decreases. The 
general increase, which is measured based on courts 
reporting comparable data in the two years, should be 
viewed in the context of increasing appellate caseloads 
over the past three decades. 

The combined state court appellate filings in 1987 
consisted of 12 percent mandatory appeals to COLRs, 18 
percent discretionary petitions to COLRs, 63 percent 
mandatory appeals to IACs, and 8 percent discretionary 
petitions to IACs. 

Most two-tier appellate systems conformed to the 
pattern in which the COLR controls its docket through 
discretionary jurisdiction and most mandatory appeals are 
heard in an IAC. There are a number of states to which that 
pattern does not apply. In some states, the COLR contin- 
ues to hear and decide most of the filings, often in the form 

CHART 2: Trial Court Filings, 1987 
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'The U.S. Supreme Court disposed of 151 cases by signed opinion 
(139 consolidated opinions) and nine cases by per curiam opinion 
(statistics supplied by the Office of the Clerk, Supreme Court of the 
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of mandatory appeals. The IACs in these and other states 
have been allocated significant discretionary jurisdiction. 

The rate at which appeals are filed per 100,000 popu- 
lation varies substantially among the states. When manda- 
tory appeals and discretionary petitions are examined 
separately, however, there is a large middle ground of 
states with broadly similar filing rates. Differences in 
appellate procedure and jurisdiction are shown in the 
varying percentages by which courts grant discretionary 
petitions. Generally, IACs grant a higher percentage of 
petitions than do COLRs, but information on the number of 
petitions granted is not made available by most appellate 
courts. 

Appellate courts in most states disposed of more 
cases in 1987 than were filed during the year. A case 
disposed of in 1987 could, of course, have originated in a 
filing several years previously. The increase in filings 
recorded during 1987 enhances the generally favorable 
picture of appellate courts that are reducing their pending 
caseload. There are also, however, a number of appellate 
courts that report clearance rates, especially for discretion- 
ary petitions, of substantially less than 100 percent. Those 
courts accumulated a largerpending caseload during 1987, 
and those cases must be heard and decided more expedi- 
tously in 1988 or subsequent years if these courts are to 
remain current. 

Trial Court Caseloads in 1987 

States reported 94,271,941 trial court filings for 1987. 
That total is formed by 16,027,139 civil cases, 11,271,768 
criminal cases, 1,338,737 juvenile cases, and 65,634,297 
traffic and other ordinance violation cases. Chart 2 displays 
filings for each casetype as a proportion of the total. Civil 
filings represented 17 percent of the total, criminal filings 12 
percent, and juvenile filings 1.4 percent. Although more 
than two-thirds of the total (69.6 percent) consist of traffic/ 
other ordinance violation cases, the focus here is on civil, 
criminal, and juvenile trial court caseloads because of their 
demands on court resources. 
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CHART 3: Trial Court Filings in General 
Jurisdiction Courts, 1987 

50.4% 

Total=24,531,414 

There were more civil and criminal trial court case 
filings in 1987 than in 1986. When the comparisons are 
restricted to courts that reported relevant data in both 1986 
and 1987, the following changes are found. Civil filings in 
general jurisdiction courts increased by 1.1 percent and 
civil filings in limited jurisdiction courts by 4.2 percent. 
Criminal filings in general jurisdiction courts increased by 
5.8 percent and criminal filings in limited jurisdiction courts 
by 4.1 percent. Those increases coincided with a 3.9 per- 
cent increase in the number of appellate court filings. 

As a national total, the 94 million cases reported are 
seriously incomplete. The deficiency is mainly in the 
reported trafficlother ordinance violation filings. Only 15 
states and the District of Columbia reported complete 
(although at times overinclusive) data on their trafficlother 
violation caseloads. Generally, problems of comparability 
and completeness are more serious for trial court than for 
appellate court caseload statistics. Mississippi and Ne- 
vada did not report trial court caseload data.16 

The completeness of civil and criminal caseload data 
from the other 48 states, the District of Columbia, and 
Puerto Rico is outlined in Table 7, Part II (p. 85). Other 
tables in Part II display the number of case filings and case 
dispositions for the four main trial court casetypes, noting 
instances where court statistics are incomplete, overinclu- 
sive, or simultaneously incomplete and overinclusive: total 
civil caseloads, Table 9; total criminal caseloads, Table 10; 
total trafficlother ordinance violation caseloads, Table 1 1 ; 
and total juvenile caseloads, Table 12. The sum of all four 
casetypes, by court and by state, is presented in Table 8. 

This commentary focuses on civil, criminal, and juve- 
nile cases. As with the section commenting on appellate 
caseloads, the main casetypes structure the presentation. 
The discussion of civil, criminal, and juvenile cases in- 
cludes consideration of filing rates per 100,000 population, 

16Kentucky trial court data for 1987 consists of case filings and 
dispositions during a 10-month period, July 1, 1986-April 30, 1987. 

CHART 4: Trial Court Filings in Limited 
Jurisdiction Courts, 1987 

Criminal 

Total=69,740,527 

the relative use of general and limited jurisdiction courts, 
and clearance rates. 

Trial Courts of General 
and Limited Jurisdiction 
General jurisdiction courts are major courts of record 

from which there is a right of appeal to the state IAC or 
COLR. Forty-four states in 1987 also had a lowertrial court 
level consisting of courts of limited jurisdiction. Variously 
called municipal, district justice, justice of the peace, or 
magistrate courts, limited jurisdiction courts are usually 
restricted in the range of cases that they can decide. 

There were an estimated 2,253 courts of general 
jurisdiction and 13,231 courtsof limited jurisdiction in 1987. 
Case filings in those courts were heard by 8,859 judges of 
general jurisdiction courts and 18,721 magistrates, district 
justices, and justices of the peace of limited jurisdiction 
courts (Figure G, Part IV, p. 222). 

Of the reported total of 94,271,941 court filings, 
24,531,414 were in general jurisdiction courts, 25.9 per- 
cent of the total. Despite the incompleteness of the data 
from many states, the respective roles of general and 
limited jurisdiction courts emerge from a comparison of the 
composition of their 1987 filings. 

Chart 3 summarizes the general jurisdiction court 
filings for 1987. Civil case filings represented nearly one- 
third of the total caseload (32.8 percent), criminal case 
filings one-eighth (12.8 percent), and juvenile cases, 4.0 
percent. Trafficlother violation cases represented the 
remaining 50.4 percent of all filings. 

Chart 4 divides the total limited jurisdiction court 
caseload into the four main casetypes. Civil cases ac- 
counted for 11.4 percent and criminal cases 11.7 percent 
of the total filings, with juvenile filings representing 0.5 
percent. The remaining three-fourths of the filings were 
traff iclordinance violation cases. 

The percentage of shares derived from the national 
caseload should be viewed with caution. In particular, the 
actual roleof the general jurisdiction court isobscured. The 
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MAP 3: Trial Court Structures, 1987 

Court Structure 
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national data combine states that only have a general 
jurisdiction trial court with states that have a second trial 
court level. The national total also merges data from states 
that hear juvenile cases in their general jurisdiction courts 
with data from states that have established a court of 
specialized (limited) jurisdiction for that purpose. 

By focusing on states with a two-tier trial court system 
and ignoring traffic and ordinance violations cases, it is 
possible to see the composition of general jurisdiction court 
caseloads more clearly. First, where juvenile cases are 
heard exclusively in the general jurisdiction court, the 
composition of case filings in 1987 was 71.6 percent civil, 
17.1 percent criminal, and 1 1.4 percent j~veni1e.l~ Second, 
where juvenile cases are heard in courts of special jurisdic- 
tion, the 1987 case filings were 68.5 percent civil and 31.5 
percent criminaI.le Whether a case is filed in the general 
jurisdiction or in the special juvenile court often is deter- 
mined solely by the age of the defendant, based on statute 
provisions that vary among the states and are discussed in 
the subsection on juvenile filings. 

State trial court systems are nearly as diverse as 
appellate court systems in their structure and division of 
jurisdiction among courts and between the two levels of 
courts. Before examining and comparing state filing data 

T h i s  is based on data from four states: Arizona, California, Florida, 
and New Mexico. Percentages were derived by combining un- 
weighted case filings. 

18This is based on data from three states: Arkansas, Michigan, and 
North Carolina. Percentages were derived by combining unweighted 
case filings. 

and clearance rates, it is useful to highlight some important 
dimensions on which state trial court systems differ. 

The conventional wisdom of court reform is based on 
the virtues of consolidation. In trial courts, this is manifest 
in the move toward uniform and simple jurisdiction. Uni- 
form jurisdiction means that all trial courts at each level 
have identical jurisdiction to decide cases. Simple jurisdic- 
tion means that the allocation of subject matter jurisdiction 
does not overlap between 

In six states and the District of Columbia, consolidation 
has resulted in a single trial court that has jurisdiction over 
all cases and proceedings. The other 44 states have a two- 
tier trial court system but differ in the degree to which 
jurisdiction is allocated in a uniform and simple manner. 
Differences in court structure are often important in under- 
standing the comparability and completeness of caseload 
data from a state. Map 3 summarizes the differences 
present in court structure during 1987. Four court struc- 
tures are differentiated: 

(1) Six states (Idaho, Iowa, Illinois, Massachusetts, 
Minnesota, and South Dakota) and the District of 
Columbia have unified all trial courts. 

(2) Fifteen states with two court levels, but in which all 
limited jurisdiction courts have uniform jurisdiction. 

T h e  "conventional wisdom" is that articulated by the American Bar 
Association in its Standards Relating to Court Organization, 
Chicago: American Bar Association, 1974, pp. 1-10, 
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MAP 4: Comparability of Civil Filing Data in General Jurisdiction Courts, 1987 
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(3) Sixteen states with two court levels that overlap in health, and estate cases over which courts have jurisdic- 
their jurisdiction. tion. It also includes all appeals of administrative agency 

decisions filed in the courts and appeals of decisions of 
(4) Thirteen states in which there are several general limited jurisdiction trial courts in civil cases to general 
jurisdiction courts and/or a multiplicity of limited juris- jurisdictioncourts. A review of the footnotes toTable9, Part 
diction courts that overlap in jurisdiction both with II (p. 100) indicates the degree to which states report data 
courts at the same level and with courts at the general conforming to the recommended definition. Map 4 summa- 
iurisdiction rizes the information of the footnotes as to the general 

Reference to the court structure charts in Part Ill of the 
report should indicate the difference in the degree of 
complexity that distinguishes the four types of court struc- 
tures just outlined. 

The remainder of this section considers, in turn, filings 
of civil, criminal, and juvenile cases. The main conclusions 
are summarized at the end of the section. 

Civil Filings in 1987 
States reported 16,027,139 civil casesfiled in 1987. A 

civil case is a request for the enforcement or protection of 
a right, or the redress or prevention of a wrong. To meet the 
definition recommended by the State Court Model Statisti- 
cal Dictionary, the category includes all torts, contracts, 
real property rights, smallclaims, domestic relations, mental 

jurisdiction court filing data from each state. 
Graph 5 displays the total civil case filings in 33 states, 

the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. The range isfrom 
3,432 filings per 100,000 population in Puerto Rico to 
23,085 in the District of Columbia. Connecticut has the 
median filing rate of 6,338. Most states report filing rates 
clustered near the median. Hawaii, with 4,497 filingqper 
100,000 population, has a rate that is 29 percent lowerthan 
the median. At the top of the range, Virginia reports a filing 
rate that is 2.6 times greater than the median. But Virginia 
and the District of Columbia clearly stand apart from the 
other jurisdictions included in the graph. Delaware, with the 
third-highest filing rate, reported 10,236filings per 100,000 
population-62 percent above the median. 

Reported civil caseloads are affected by the point at 
which filings are counted, whether reopened cases are 
treated as new filings, and the manner in which supporV 
custody proceedings are incorporated into court statistics 
on marriage dissolution cases. Figure H, Part IV (p. 225) 
details the method by which each court counts civil cases, 
and Figure I, Part IV (p. 231) details the method by which 
support/custody 

Different approaches to counting civil, and especially 
supportkustody, caseloads may influence the ranking of 

zOStates are assigned to categories based on information 'contained in 
David Rottman, Robert Roper, and Dixie Knoebel, State Court 
Organization 7987, Williamsburg, Va.: National Center for State 
Courts. 1988. An earlier typology of state court systems based on the 
number of courts and the allocation of jurisdiction among the courts 
can be found in Henry R. Glick, "State Court Systems," pp. 862-700 in 
R. Janosik (ed.), The Encyclopedia of the American Judicial System, 
New Yo&: Scribners, 1987, p. 688. 

are counted. 
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GRAPH 5: Civil Filings per 100,000 Population in State Trial Courts, 1987 
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states in Graph 5. The limited jurisdiction court in Virginia, 
the district court, regards all reopened civil cases as new 
filings, counts support/custody proceedings as separate 
filings, and enters changes to a marriage decree as a case 
commenced. Most states, and the general jurisdiction 
court in Virginia (the circuit court), do not count reopened 
civil cases as new filings and count supportlcustody pro- 
ceedings as part of the original marriage dissolution filing, 
unless they involve issues that arise at a later point in time 
or as a postdecree action. Since the method of count varies 
between the general and limited jurisdiction courts in Vir- 
ginia, the allocation of subject matter jurisdiction may also 
be relevant. The Virginia circuit court has exclusive domes- 
tic relations jurisdiction with the exception of support/ 
custody cases, which can be heard in the district court. 
Thus, the relatively high rate of civil filings in Virginia, and 
the atypical concentration of civil cases in the limited 
jurisdiction court, is attributable, in part, to choices made 
when designing court recordkeeping procedures. 

Courts hearing support/custody cases in Florida, 
Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming also 
count cases in a way that inflates their total civil filing rate 
relative to other states. This may alter somewhat the 
ranking of states from what would be found if a uniform 
method of counting casesexisted, but there is no indication 
that the impact would be dramatic. 

Differences in counting practices may affect the rela- 
tive share of the civil caseload heard in courts of general 
and limited jurisdiction in a state, as was noted for Virginia. 
Differences in the allocation of subject matter jurisdiction 
are more likely explanations for why the flow of case filings 
is mainly toward one court level. Delaware, for example, 
has five separate limited jurisdiction courts with authority to 
hear civil cases, including the family court, which has 
exclusive jurisdiction over domestic relations cases. Fewer 
than one of every eight civil cases in Delaware is filed in one 
of the state's two general jurisdiction court systems. Most 
of the states with high total civil filing rates have allocated 
substantial relevant subject matter jurisdiction to lower 
level courts. Massachusetts, with a unified trial court 
system, isthe exception; it has thefourth-highest state filing 
rate: 8,420 per 100,000 population. 

There is little evidence to connect the size of the civil 
court filing rate in a state to the appellate filing rate. The 
District of Columbia is the only jurisdiction to report high 
levelsfor both rates. With the possible exception of Alaska, 
other states with high appellate rates are found at all points 
in the ranking of states based on civil trial court filings. 
However, Massachusetts has the second-lowestappellate 
filing rate and the fourth-highest civil trial court filing rate. 

CLEARANCE RATES FOR CIVIL CASES IN 1987. 
Trial courts that disposed of more civil cases during 1987 
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TEXT TABLE 5: 

State 

Utah 
California 

Alaska 
Washington 

Florida 
Kentucky 

Hawaii 
Delaware 

Arizona 
North Dakota 

Texas 
North Carolina 

Illinois 
Colorado 

Ohio 
Puerto Rim 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Kansas 

Wisconsin 
Indiana 

Nebraska 
Minnesota 

District of Columbia 
South Carolina 

Idaho 
West Virginia 

New York 
Mary I and 
Montana 

Tennessee 
Oklahoma 

New Mexico 
Alabama 

New Hampshire 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

Arkansas 
New Jersey 

Georgia 
South Carolina 

Maine 
Michigan 

Trial Court Clearance Rates 
for Civil Cases, 1987 

Total 

70.9% 
75.3% 
83.9% 
84.4% 
89.1 "Lo 
92.6% 
92.9% 
93.8% 
93.8% 
94.4% 
95.1 % 
95.3% 
96.1 Yo 
97.2% 
97.4% 
98.1 "Lo 

98.7% 
98.9% 
99.3% 
99.8% 

100.2% 
100.5% 
100.6% 
101.0% 
101.0% 
1 0 1.9% 
102.9% 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

General 

136.8% 
76.2% 
96.6% 

87.8% 
98.2% 
95.4% 
79.8% 
94.4% 
95.8% 
99.4% 
91.4% 
96.1 Yo 
97.7% 

98.1 Yo 

85.3% 

98.3% 

100.3% 
89.7% 
99.3% 
99.8% 

101.9% 
102.9% 
100.6% 
1 0 1 .O% 
101.0% 
1 0 1.9% 
110.5% 
76.0% 
80.0% 
84.5% 
89.9% 
90.5% 
95.1 Yo 
95.9% 
96.4% 
96.6% 
97.6% 
97.6% 
99.7% 

100.2% 
101.0% 
101.1% 
107.1% 

Llmlted 

51.5% 
74.7% 
76.0% 
82.6% 
90.7% 
90.4% 
90.0% 
95.7% 
93.3% 
93.1 yo 
9 1 .O% 
96.3% 

96.7% 
96.7% 

89.8% 
99.8% 

98.2% 

NH 
NH 

97.7% 
98.9% 

101 .O% 

97.3% 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA = Not Available 
NH = This casetype is not handled in this court. 
- = A calculation is inappropriate. 

Note: A blank space indicates that a state does not have a 
limited jurisdiction court. 

Source: Table 8 and 9, Part II 
National Center for State Courts, 1989. 

(cases that may have been filed in previous years) than 
were filed reduced the size of their pending civil caseload. 
Text Table 5 abstracts the relevant information from Table 
9, Part I1 (p. 100) to present a clearance rate for each state, 
for the general jurisdiction courts in that state, and for the 
limited jurisdiction courts, if any, with the authority to hear 
civil cases. States are listed from the lowest to highest 
statewide civil clearance rate. 

Full information is available for 25 states, the District of 
Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Clearance rates could be 
calculated for the general but not the limited jurisdiction 
courts of another 16 states. Most states ended 1987 with 
a larger pending caseload than had been present at the 
start of the reporting year. Only six states (Idaho, Indiana, 
Minnesota, Nebraska, South Carolina, and West Virginia) 
and the District of Columbia reported clearance rates of 
greater than 100 percent. The highest statewide clearance 
rate was 102.9 percent; thus, no state was significantly re- 
ducing its pending caseload. In the other 20 states, clear- 
ance rates ranged from a low of 70.9 percent in Utah and 
75.3 percent in California to slightly below 100 percent in 
Wisconsin. 

The low clearance rates reported by Alaska and Utah 
at the state level are attributable to the limited jurisdiction 
courts. The Utah District Court had the highest clearance 
rate of any general jurisdiction court-1 36.8 percent4ut 
its caseload was combined with a limited jurisdiction court 
that disposed of one-half as many cases in 1987 as were 
filed. The general jurisdiction court in Alaska also reported 
a far higher clearance rate than did the limited jurisdiction 
courts in the state. By contrast, both trial court levels in 
California reported low clearance rates, a situation that 
may have changed in 1988 with increased statewide atten- 
tion to case management and delay reduction. 

Alaska, California, and Utah essentially repeated the 
clearance rates they reported for 1986. The District of 
Columbia, Idaho, Nebraska, and West Virginia reported 
clearance rates of over 100 percent in both 1986 and 1987, 
while Indiana and Minnesota did not. 

Overall, trial courts failed to keep pace with the flow of 
new case filings. Clearance rates could be calculated for 
the general jurisdiction courts of 41 states. The courts of 29 
of those states ended 1987 with a larger pending caseload 
than had been present at the start of the year. Clearance 
rates could be calculated for the limited jurisdiction courts 
of 21 states. The courts of 20 of those states accumulated 
larger pending caseloads during the course of 1987, sug- 
gesting the need for serious concern and corrective action. 

Criminal Filings in 1987 
States reported 1 1,271,768 new criminal case filings in 

1987, 28.9 percent in courts of general jurisdiction. Case 
filing data from Mississippi and Nevada are not available for 
1987, and the caseload data reported by courts in many 
states either include other casetypes, particularly ordi- 
nance violations, or omit casetypes that should be in- 
cluded, particularly DWI/DUI cases. Map 5 summarizes 
the impact this has on the general jurisdiction court data 
reported by each state. 

The State Court Model Statistical Dictionary def ines a 
criminal case as one in which a defendant is charged with 
the violation of a state law. Subcategoriesof criminal cases 
include felonies, misdemeanors, DWI/DUI, and appeals of 
trial court cases. Felonies that can be tried to completion 
in the court in which they are filed are distinguished from 
felony cases that must be bound over for trial to another 
court. Limited jurisdiction courts in most states hold prelimi- 
nary hearings for felony cases and, in 26 states, can 
dismiss a felony case; however, such courts can sentence 
convicted felons in only seven states (Alabama, Indiana, 
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MAP 5: Comparability of Criminal Filing Data in General Jurisdiction Courts, 1987 

Data reported are: 

Unavailable 
Incomplete 

Incomplete/Overinclusive 
3 Overinclusive 

n Complete 

Source=Table 10 
National Center for State Courts, 1989. - c y .  

Maine, Maryland, Nebraska, Rhode Island, and South 
Filings of felony cases in limited jurisdiction 

courts for the purpose of conducting preliminary hearings 
are not added to the state criminal caseload if the result is 
a defendant being bound over for trial in another court. 
Such cases are, thus, only counted once-as a filing in the 
court of general jurisdiction. 

Graph 6 displays the total criminal filings per 100,000 
population for those states reporting data from all courts 
with relevant subject matter jurisdiction.n Thirty-six states, 
the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico are included. 
Reference to Table 10, Part II (p. 108) indicates why the 
remaining states were excluded and the extent to which the 
caseload for a state at either the general or limited jurisdic- 
tion level is incomplete or overinclusive. 

The size of state criminal caseloads varies substan- 
tially. Rates per 100,000 population range from a low of 
1,466 reported by Kansas to a high of 13,565 reported by 
Delaware; the same states defined the lower and upper 
bounds of the range in 1986. The ninefold difference from 
lowest to highest rate is in marked contrast to the consis- 
tency found for state civil filing rates. 

ZIDavid Rottman, Robert Roper, Dixie Knoebel, Stare Cowl Organiza- 
?ion 7987, Williamsburg, Va.: National Center for State Courts, 1988, 
Table 16. pp.221-239. 

zzFiling rates in Table 10, Part II are computed on the basis of state 
adult population, the practice in previous caseload statistics reports. 
Graph 6, however, uses total population to derive filing rates, thus 
facilitating comparisons to the size and ranking of state civil filing 
rates. 

The median filing rate is 4,736. One group of states 
reports levels close to the median: Connecticut, Florida, 
Kentucky, Louisiana, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Penn- 
sylvania, South Dakota, and Washington. Two clusters of 
states can be identified below and two above that group. 
The lowest cluster includes Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Okla- 
homa, and Puerto Rico. The second-lowest includes 
California, Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, Maine, Michigan, Min- 
nesota, Nebraska, Rhode Island, and Vermont. 

The second-highest cluster, immediately above the 
middle group of states, consists of Alaska, District of 
Columbia, Idaho, Maryland, Massachusetts, South Caro- 
lina, and Utah. Finally, Arizona, Delaware, New Mexico, 
North Carolina, Texas, and Virginia form a cluster of states 
that reported more than 8,000 filings per 100,000 popula- 
tion. 

The ranking of states on Graph 6 is influenced by the 
unit of count and the point at which the count is taken in 
compiling court statistics. Figure D, Part IV (p. 205) de- 
scribes and Table 10, Part ll (p. 108) summarizes the 
practice in each court with jurisdiction to handle criminal 
cases. The unit of count is defined by (a) whether a case 
filing contains charges facing only an individual defendant 
or if two or more defendants can be included in one filing, 
and (b) whether the count is taken by charge or charging 
documents that contain one charge, one incident, or mul- 
tiple incidents. 

States and trial court systems within states have 
adopted different bases to count criminal cases. The 
impact of such variation is considerable. Some states take 
the count of filings at an early stage in the process, typically 
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GRAPH 6: Criminal Filings per 100,000 Population In State Trial Courts, 1987 
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the filing of a complaint, information, or indictment; other 
states only count a case as filed when the defendant enters 
aplea. The number of defendants percase and the number 
of charges per charging document will also greatly affect 
the number of cases reported as filed during a year.23 

The rankings of some states require careful examina- 
tion because of their unit of count and point of filing. The 
state with the lowest filing rate, Kansas, counts filings at the 
first appearance before the court by the defendant, a later 
point than that used by most states to count filings. Hawaii 
(in the district court) is the only other state following that 
practice; it, too, has a relatively low filing rate. 

States with the highest filings tend to count each 
charge against each defendant as a separate filing: Ari- 
zona, Delaware, Texas, and Virginia. Other states follow- 
ing that practice tend to be found in the top half of the 
ranking; Hawaii is the exception, but its use of a later than 
typical point for taking the count compensates for the effect 
of basing the count on charges rather than incidents. 

23A 1985 Directory Survey of General Jurisdiction Courts, carried out 
by the U S .  Bureau of the Census for the Bureau of Justice Statistics, 
found that 80 percent of the courts based their felony count on 
defendants and that 75 percent of convicted defendants were 
convicted on one charge. The survey also suggests substantial 
variation among individual courts within a state and identified counties 
that use more than one unit of count when compiling their criminal 
caseload data. 

Thus, some of the variation found in Graph 6, perhaps 
a substantial amount, is attributable to the differences in 
how courts maintain statistical records, rather than to 
known differences among states in crime rates or in the 
propensity to prosecute. 

There is little evidence linking the rate of criminal trial 
court filings in a state to the rate of appellate filings. Alaska, 
Arizona, and the District of Columbia report high rates of 
both appeals and trial court filings, while Massachusetts 
and North Carolina report relatively high rates of criminal 
filings and among the lowest rates of appeals. As with civil 
filings, the rankings for most states for appellate and trial 
court filing rates appear unrelated. 

There is stronger evidence suggesting that some states 
have consistently high or low filing rates for civil and 
criminal cases. Civil filings in the District of Columbia, 
Delaware, Massachusetts, and Utah were far higher than 
in the median rate at which most states clustered. All four 
jurisdictions reported relatively high criminal filing rates. 
Missouri reported a low filing rate for both civil and criminal 
filings. 

CLEARANCE RATES FOR CRIMINAL CASES IN 
1987. Text Table 6 summarizes the information available 
from Table 10, Part II (p. 108) on clearance rates. As 
before, clearance rates are calculated wherever possible 
for the combined caseloads of all trial courts in a state with 
relevant subject matter jurisdiction, with separate clear- 
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TEXT TABLE 6: Trial Court Clearance Rates 
for Criminal Cases, 1987 

State 

New Mexico 
California 

Arizona 
Washington 

Florida 
Oklahoma 

Maine 
Missouri 

Alaska 
Rhode Island 

New Jersey 
Hawaii 

Vermont 
Minnesota 

Connecticut 
Michigan 

Iowa 
Kentucky 

North Carolina 
Nebraska 

Idaho 
Puerto Rim 

Delaware 
Virginia 

Colorado 
Utah 

District of Columbia 
Kansas 

Illinois 
Maryland 

Tennessee 
Indiana 

North Dakota 
Oregon 

Wisconsin 
AI a barn a 
Arkansas 

Georgia 
Pennsylvania 

Texas 
Ohio 

South Carolina 
New York 

West Virginia 
Wyoming 
Montana 

Total 

79.6% 
83.8% 
84.9% 
85.3% 
87.1 yo 
89.2% 
89.3% 
91.1% 
91.9% 
92.3% 
93.5% 
93.7% 
94.4% 
94.9% 
95.1°/o 
95.5% 
96.0% 
96.5% 
97.6% 
98.2% 
98.6% 
98.7% 
99.1 Yo 
99.5% 
99.9% 
100.47'0 
101.9% 
103.4% 
103.8% 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

General 

93.3% 
94.3% 
91.8% 
86.8% 
92.7% 
89.2% 
95.3% 
91.1% 
89.8% 
101.3% 
94.2% 
76.0% 
94.4% 
94.9% 
95.1 yo 
95.8% 
96.0% 
97.8% 
97.2% 
104.4% 
98.6% 
98.7% 
106.0% 
93.2% 
102.2% 
192.9% 
101.9% 
103.4% 
103.8% 
81.3% 
85.5% 
88.7% 
90.9% 
92.2% 
93.8% 
94.5% 
95.0% 
95.9% 
97.9% 
98.2% 
99.0% 
99.4% 
99.5% 
103.6% 
105.3% 
119.3% 

Llmlted 

78.4% 

84.3% 
85.1 Yo 
84.8% 

NH 
87.7% 

NH 
92.1% 
91.0% 
93.4% 
95.9% 

82.5% 

NH 

NH 
95.4% 

96.4% 
97.7% 
97.7% 

98.8% 
98.7% 
100.7% 
99.0% 
96.5% 

NH 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
NIA 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 

N/A= Not Available 
NH = This casetype is not handled in this court 
- =  A calculation is inappropriate. 

Note: A blank space indicates that a state does not have a 
limited jurisdiction court. 

Source: Tables 8 and 10. Part II 
National Center for State Courts, 1989. 

ance rates provided for the general jurisdiction courts and 
the limited jurisdiction courts in each state. A state total 
could be obtained for 27 states, the District of Columbia, 
and Puerto Rico. 

Three states and the District of Columbia reported 
clearance rates greater than 100 percent: Utah (100.4 
percent), Kansas (103.4 percent), and Illinois (1 03.8 per- 

cent). The rate of 101.9 percent reported by the Superior 
Court of the District of Columbia repeats the pattern found 
for civil filings: the jurisdiction with the highest number of 
filings per 100,000 population also was one of the few to 
dispose of more cases than were filed. 

Utah offers a more complex situation. It had the lowest 
clearance ratesfor civil cases in 1987. Yet the Utah District 
Court, a general jurisdiction trial court, reported the highest 
civil and criminal clearance rates of any court in both 1986 
and 1987 (in 1987, it reported 4,320 criminal filings and 
8,332 dispositions, resulting in a clearance rate of 193 
percent). The majority of case filings, however, occur in the 
state's limited jurisdiction courts, where total civil filings in 
both years and criminal filings in 1986 substantially ex- 
ceeded the number of cases disposed. 

The general and limited jurisdiction courts in a state do 
not report consistent clearance rates, minimizing the value 
of examining the situation at the state level. Most courts at 
both levels, however, did not dispose of as many cases as 
were filed, and the gap between dispositions and filings 
was often substantial. Eleven of the 46 general jurisdiction 
courts included in Text Table 6 reported clearance rates of 
over 100 percent. Data are available for the limited jurisdic- 
tion courts of 18 states; the clearance rate exceeded 100 
percent inonlyone state. In 1987most courtswere not able 
to keep pace with the increasing volume of criminal cases. 
The number of cases disposed of fell short of the number 
of new filings. As a result, the pending caseload grew, 
although the data do not tell us by how much. However, by 
whatever margin it grew, the change has serious implica- 
tions, as it suggests that cases are being handled less 
expeditiously than before, and courts are accumulating 
problems that must be confronted in future years. 

Juvenile Filings in 1987 
The 1,338,737 juvenile filings during 1987, three- 

quarters in general jurisdiction trial courts, represent a 
small share (1.4 percent) of the total reported trial court 
caseload. Even when traff idother violation filings are 
omitted, juvenile cases represent approximately one filing 
in 21 (4.7 percent). Juvenile petitions accounted for 4.0 
percent of 1987 filings at the general jurisdiction level 
during 1987 (8.1 percent of nontraffidother violation fil- 
ings). 

Juvenile caseloads reflect the use of various special 
procedures (sometimes special jurisdiction trial courts) to 
hear cases involving persons defined by state law as 
juveniles. The casetype includes criminal-type juvenile 
petitions, status offense petitions (conduct illegal only for 
children), andchildvictim petitions. A juvenile petition is the 
equivalent to a case filing in an adult trial court case. 

Filing and disposition statistics, along with explanatory 
footnotes, for each court with juvenile subject matter juris- 
diction can be found in Table 12, Part II (p. 123). Statistics 
were not reported by Mississippi, Nevada, Oklahoma, and 
Tenne~see.*~ 

Juvenile caseloads emerge as a highly variable com- 
ponent of state trial court caseloads when examining data 
for individual states. Twenty-six states, the District of 

24Juvenile caseload data for 1987 were received from the Indiana 
Probate Court and the Utah Juvenile Court in 1987; neither court 
reported caseload statistics for 1986. 
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GRAPH 7: Juvenile Filings per 100,000 Population in State Trial Courts, 1987 
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Columbia, and Puerto Rico report the data necessary to 
calculate the share of the combined civil, criminal, and 
juvenile caseload that juvenile petition filings represent. 
The resulting percentages range from 2 percent in Arizona 
and North Carolina to 16.8 percent in Hawaii. In eighteen 
states and Puerto Rico, the share is in the 3-5 percent 
range.25 Larger shares are reported by the District of 
Columbia (6.3 percent), Kansas (7.1 percent), Kentucky 
(9.2 percent), Florida (9.6 percent), Minnesota (12.7 per- 
cent), and Utah (14.2 percent). As noted previously, 
juvenile cases were most prevalent in the Hawaii caseload: 
16.8 percent of the nontraffic caseload and 36.2 percent of 
filings in the state's general jurisdiction court. 

Graph 7 indicates the wide range of filing rates, calcu- 
lated per 100,000 state residents age 17or under, reported 
in 1987. Forty-two states and the District of Columbia are 
included.% Filings in a court of general jurisdiction are 
distinguished from those in courts of limited or special 
jurisdiction. All filings in Kentucky, Maine, Michigan, Ne- 
braska, New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, Rhode 

Z5The 18 states in which juvenile filings represent 3 to 5 percent of 
total civil, criminal, and juvenile filings are Alaska, California, Colo- 
rado, Connecticut, Idaho, Illinois. Indiana, Iowa, Massachusetts, 
Michigan, Missouri, Nebraska, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, South 
Dakota, Vermont, Virginia, and Washington. The percentage share of 
each type of case will be affected by footnotes indicating that statistics 
are incomplete or overinclusive in Tables 9, 10, and 12, Part 11. 

Island, Utah, and Virginia were in a court of limited or 
special jurisdiction. All juvenile petitions in 270f the states 
included on the graph were filed in a general jurisdiction 
court; only Alabama, Alaska, Indiana, Louisiana, and 
Maryland reported juvenile filings at both court  levels. 

Juvenile filing rates per 100,000 juvenile population 
vary from 633 in Montana to 9,078 in the District of Colum- 
bia. The second-lowest rate is the 825 reported by Iowa; 
the second-highest filing rate is the 6,294 per 100,000 
juvenile population rate reported by New Jersey. The 
remaining states cover the full range, with some bias 
toward the lower levels. A narrow band of rates, from 1,000 
to 1,500, includes 14 states (in order of ascending rates: 
Michigan, Illinois, Alaska, New York, Arizona, California, 
Missouri, Vermont, West Virginia, Arkansas, North Caro- 
lina, Maine, Nebraska, and Connecticut). South Dakota, 
Colorado, Pennsylvania, and New Mexico follow, all with 

26The Arkansas County Court, sitting as the juvenile court, had 
exclusive jurisdiction to handle juvenile petitions until early in 1987. 
The Arkansas Supreme Court found that practice unconstitutional. 
Effective January 20, 1987, juvenile jurisdiction was transferred to the 
circuit court and the chancery and probate court, pending approval of 
a constitutional amendment, which was approved in November 1988, 
and pending a 1989 legislative act that would structure a new juvenile 
court system. Since the transfer occurred more than halfway through 
the reporting year used by the Arkansas courts. all 1987 filings are 
attributed to the county court. 
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rates below 1,750 filings per 100,000 juvenile population. 
Indiana, Kansas, and Washington have rates near the 
2,000 mark, but the remaining states are arrayed at nearly 
even intervals between 2,141 (Idaho) and the District of Co- 
lumbia, which reported a filing rate (9,078) five times the 
median of 1,939. 

One factor underlying the variation found for juvenile 
filing rates is the divergent means and degrees to which 
states have established special procedures and courts to 
process cases involving delinquent juveniles. ‘‘Civil’’ and 
“criminal” as caseload categories do not differ significantly 
from state to state. The same types of cases would be 
found in their 1987 filings. There is no such broad agree- 
ment on what constitutes a “juvenile”case, and what might 
be heard through regularcourt procedures inone state may 
be heard in a special juvenile court in another. 

That difference is manifest in the age at which a person 
is no longer eligible for juvenile court handling. Most states 
define a juvenile as a person under age 18, often with 
exceptions based on the offense alleged (for example, 
Louisiana statutes define a juvenile as a person under age 
17, but a 15 year old can be charged in the district court as 
an adult if the offense is first- or second-degree murder, 
manslaughter, or aggravated rape; the threshold rises to 16 
if the offense is armed robbery, aggravated burglary, or 
aggravated kidnapping). 

The age at which a person is no longer eligible for 
original juvenile court handling can have a large impact on 
both a state’s criminal and juvenile caseload. Research 
consistently shows that involvement in crime is greatest in 
the 15-1 7 age group. Arrest statistics show that 15-to-19- 
year olds represent 28.7 percent of those arrested for FBI 
index crimes and 8.2 percent of the national population.27 
Therefore, the choice of 17 rather than 19 as the point to 
transfer court jurisdiction, or even 18, can significantly 
affect the relative number of juvenile as opposed to criminal 
court filings. 

Thirty-seven states and the District of Columbia termi- 
nate original juvenile delinquency jurisdiction in juvenile 
courts at age 18; Wyoming does at age 19. Georgia, 
Illinois, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, 
South Carolina, and Texas define an adult for purposes of 
courtjurisdictionasa 17yearold. Fourstatesuse 16asthe 
threshold age dividing juvenile and adult status: Connecti- 
cut, New York, North Carolina, and Vermont. 

The two latter groups of states have defined juvenile 
more narrowly than most states; this should be reflected in 
the size of their juvenile caseload. Graph 7 suggests that 
is indeed the case, as all four states have filing rates below 
the median. The use of a lower than typical age to terminate 
juvenile status may be a factor in the relatively low rates 
reported by Illinois and Michigan, but states that have 
adopted age 17 as the point of termination did not consis- 
tently report low filing rates. 

*The authority for the “peak” at age 15-1 7 in criminal activity is Travis 
Hirschi and Michael Gottfredson, ”Age and the Explanation of Crime,” 
American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 89, No. 3 (November 1983). The 
arrest percentage is calculated from Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
U.S. Department of Justice, Crime in the Unitedstates: Uniform 
Crime Repons 1987, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, 1988, Table 33, p. 174. 

Other factors may help explain these variations. Law 
enforcement agencies differ in the extent to which they 
divert juvenile law violatorsfromfurtherpenetration into the 
juvenile justice system. Case-screening practices by juve- 
nile court intake officers vary significantly and may result in 
awide range of referral to petition ratios. Prosecutors have 
differing authority at the intake juncture, which may have an 
impact on these ratios. The amount of judge time available 
and the size of probation officers’ supervision caseloads 
also may influence referral to petition ratios. Rural commu- 
nities and states tend to file fewer petitions proportionally 
than more urban jurisdictions; their delinquent offenses 
may be less serious and more amenable to noncourt or 
informal handling. Some states allow for direct filings of 
charges in a criminal court, particularly with older juveniles 
and more serious offenses, although the numbersof cases 
involved are not great. 

Generally, the juvenile statusoffense category is known 
to have extreme variance. Such cases are rarely or 
infrequently petitioned in some jurisdictions but regularly 
petitioned elsewhere, and the differences are sometimes 
pronounced even within one state. 

Dependency, neglect, and abuse case filings have 
increased in recent years. Thefrequencywith which a child 
protection agency files juvenile court petitions, as opposed 
to working with a family without court intervention, also 
varies sizably. 

CLEARANCE RATES FOR JUVENILE PETITIONS 
IN 1987. Text Table 7 presents clearance rates for juvenile 
petitions, based on caseload statistics from Table 12, Part 
I1 (p. 123). Statewide clearance rates can be obtained for 
34 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. The 
rates range from a low of 67.7 percent in Florida to a high 
of 109.8 percent in North Carolina. Six other states reported 
clearance rates greater than 100 percent: Arizona, New 
Mexico, New York, Texas, Utah, and West Virginia. Thus, 
fewer than one state in five reduced the size of its pending 
caseload during 1987. Since most juvenile petitions are 
filed and decided in general jurisdiction courts, the state 
ranking is usually that of the general jurisdiction trial court. 
Clearance rates could be calculated for 42 general and 
limited (usually special) jurisdiction courts handling juve- 
nile petitions. In 35 of those courts, the clearance rate was 
below 100 percent; 11 courts reported clearance rates 
below 90 percent. 

The states with the highest and the lowest juvenile 
filing rates tended to have comparable criminal filing rates. 
The high juvenile filing rates reported by the District of 
Columbia, Utah, and Virginia were complemented by high 
criminal filing rates. Iowa and Missouri reported low filing 
rates for both types of cases. Generally, the District of 
Columbia and Virginia had high trial court filing rates, while 
Missouri had low filing rates. 

Trial Courts in 1987: A Summary 
State trial court filings increased in 1987. The increase 

was greatest for criminal cases, especially those filed in 
general jurisdiction courts (an increase of 5.8 percent). 
Civil case filings increased slightly, with a larger increase in 
limited than in general jurisdiction courts. The increase 
parallels the experience of appellate courts, which have 
reported 3.9 percent more filings in 1987 than in 1986. 
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TEXT TABLE 7:  

State 

Florida 
Maine 
Illinois 
Alaska 

Montana 
Michigan 

Washington 
Alabama 
Colorado 
Kentucky 
California 

Virginia 
Pennsylvania 

Delaware 
Kansas 

Rhode Island 
Maryland 
Vermont 

Arkansas 
Connecticut 
Puerto Rim 
New Jersey 

Idaho 
Hawaii 

Minnesota 
Ohio 

Wisconsin 
Indiana 

District of Columbia 
New Mexico 

West Virginia 
Utah 

Arizona 
New York 

Texas 
North Carolina 

Louisiana 

Trial Court Clearance Rates 
for Juvenile Cases, 1987 

Total 

67.7% 
80.0% 
81.0% 
81.5% 
84.7% 
85.0% 
87.6% 
87.8% 
88.1 % 
91.1% 
92.9% 
94.1% 
94.4% 
94.5% 
95.5% 
96.1 'Yo 
96.4% 
96.4% 
97.5% 
97.5% 
97.7% 
98.0% 
98.5% 
98.7% 
99.0% 
99.6% 
99.6% 
99.8% 
99.9% 

100.6% 
101.1 Yo 
101.3% 
103.2% 
103.6% 
109.3% 
109.8% 

- 

General 

67.7% 
NH 

81.0% 
82.9% 
84.7% 

NH 
87.6% 
79.7% 
88.1 % 

NH 
92.9% 

NH 
94.4% 

NH 
95.5% 

NH 
97.3% 
96.4% 

97.5% 
97.7% 
98.0% 
98.5% 
98.7% 
99.0% 
99.6% 
99.6% 
99.9% 
99.9% 

lOO.6% 
101.1% 

NH 
103.2"/0 

NH 
1 1  1.7% 

NH 
NIA 

NH 

Limited 

NH 
80.0% 

59.3% 
NH 

85.0% 
NH 

93.9% 
NH 

91.1% 
NH 

94.19'0 
NH 

94.5% 
NH 

96.1 % 
88.9% 

NH 
97.5% 

NH 
NH 
NH 

NH 

NH 
NH 

96.7% 

NH 
NH 

101.3% 
NH 

103.6% 
98.3% 

109.8% 
92.5% 

NIA = Not Available 
NH = This casetype is not handled in this court _ -  - A calculation is inappropriate. 

Note: A blank space indicates that a state does not have a 
limited jurisdiction court. 

Source: Tables 8 and 12, Part II 
National Center for State Courts, 1989. 

There was little variation among states in the rate of 
1987 civil filings, with most states reporting civil filing rates 
close to the median of 6,338 per 100,000 population. 
Considerable variation was present for criminal filing rates. 
The range was from 1,466 to 13,565 per 100,000 popula- 
tion, with a median of 4,736 filings. Greater variation char- 
acterized juvenile filing rates. States reported filing rates 
that range from 633 to 9,078 filings per 100,000 juvenile 
population in 1987. 

The differences among states reflect both real vari- 
ation in the extent to which cases are brought before the 
courts and the various methods of counts and degrees of 
data completeness. However, the degree of variation 
found for the three types of cases is consistent with what 

would be expected. Civil law and procedure are broadly 
similar across the country. Crime rates, the criminal law, 
law enforcement procedure, and practice all differ among 
states in ways that affect the number of cases reaching the 
courts. Such differences are still more pronounced in their 
impact on the use of courts to handle juvenile cases. 

A few states report consistently high or consistently 
low use of their trial courts. Delaware, the District of 
Columbia, and Virginia reported among the highest filing 
rates for all three types of cases. Missouri reported among 
the lowest rates for all three. In states with two-tier trial 
court systems, civil cases dominate the caseload of gen- 
eral jurisdiction courts. 

A strong and disturbing pattern in 1987 trial court 
caseload statistics is the low clearance rates. Many, 
perhaps most, courts are experiencing difficulty in keeping 
up with the inflow of new cases. The number of new cases 
filed in 1987 often substantially exceeded the number of 
cases that were disposed of by the court. The problem is 
more prevalent for juvenile petition and criminal cases than 
for civil cases, and more serious for limited jurisdiction than 
for general jurisdiction courts. 

Finally, there is no clear relationship between the rate 
of trial court filings and the rate of appellate filingsin a state. 
Nationally, trial courts and appellate court filings recorded 
similar percentage increases. But that consistency is not 
evident in the individual states. The appellate courts of 
most states, however, will need to cope with the conse- 
quences of the trial court caseload growth recorded in 1987 
as the cases filed in that year reach judgment and become 
the subject of appeals. 

Trends in Civil and 
Criminal Court Filings: 1981-87 

Thissection places 1987trialcourtfilings in thecontext 
of recent caseload trends. Two main questions are ad- 
dressed. First, to what extent are filing rates for individual 
states and courts essentially stable over time? If filing rates 
change dramatically and unsystematically from year to 
year, then the rankings of states reported in the preceding 
section for civil, criminal, and juvenile filing rates are 
probably attributable to short-term or random factors. 
Stability in ranking suggests that durable characteristics 
such as state legal systems, economies, and demogra- 
phies are influential in determining the size and composi- 
tion of court caseloads. 

Second, is there sufficient consistency among courts 
and states to draw conclusions about nationwide change in 
the state courts? Although states differ in how they report 
their caseload data, each state tends to retain its system for 
generating caseload statistics and can thus define its own 
baseline when assessing the direction and magnitude of 
change over time. Also, sharp fluctuations from one year 
to the next can be associated with specific changes in a 
state's law, procedures, or recordkeeping and should not 
be confused with underlying, fundamental trends in filing 
levels. 

The baseline used for this section is the caseload 
reported by state trial courts in 1981 .28 The trends exam- 
ined describe change in specific torts, general civil (a 
combination of tort, contract, and real property rights fil- 
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ings), and criminal felonies. These case categories are 
indicators of important changes in the size andcomposition 
of court caseloads. Torts, general civil, and felony cases 
tend to consume more court resources than other case 
categories and to speak directly to the concerns and 
questions many court managers, legislators, and the public 
have about the work of the state courts. 

Trends in Tort Filings 
Torts are allegations of injury or wrong committed 

either against a person or against a person's property by a 
party who either failed to do something that they were 
obligated to do or did something that they were obligated 
not todo. The caseload statistics reportsfor 1985 and 1986 
contained a separate section devoted to trends in tort 
litigation. This report updates selected indicators of trends 
in torts and general civil case filings. 

Tort filing data can be obtained from 26 general juris- 
diction and six limited jurisdiction courts. The number of 
filingsandthe rateoffilingsper 100,000populationperyear 
are detailed in Appendix Table 1 .l. Filing data for 1982 and 
1983 are not available, leaving a gap in the time series and 
requiring caution when interpreting the strength and direc- 
tion of trends.% 

The focus here is on the four adjacent years: 1984-87. 
Chart 5 summarizes the change experienced by each court 
in each year. Courts are categorized as having a lower or 
higherfiling rateonly if thechange isgreaterthan 2percent. 

The data suggest three consistencies in tort filings. 
First, tort filing rates fluctuate in most states rather than 
remain stable. Second, there is a national direction to the 
fluctuation in a given year. Third, despite the fluctuations, 
there is an apparent underlying upward trend in some 
states but no underlying downward trend. 

The first consistency answers the question about sta- 
bility in filing rates. Filing rates in most states fluctuate from 
year to year, often substantially. Large fluctuations tend to 
be associated with specific changes in statute law or court 
procedure that make it advantageous for litigants to file a 

T h e  caseload statistics series published by the National Center for 
State Courts begins in 1975. However, 1981 is the earliest year for 
which caseload data comparable to that reported in this volume can 
be obtained for a significant number of general jurisdiction courts. 
The only other annual series on state court caseloads was collected 
and published by the U S .  Bureau of the Census. The last volume in 
that series reported 1946 statistics. 

Wefore 1986. civil case filings in New York's general jurisdiction 
courts, the supreme court and county court, were reported based on a 
count taken at the 'trial note of issue," a document by which the 
parties indicate their readiness for trial. In 1986 and 1987, civil filing 
statistics from those courts are based on a count taken at the "request 
for judicial intervention." which is usually tiled with the first motion, an 
event that takes place at an earlier stage in the litigation process than 
the "trial note of issue." The change in the point of count is of great 
importance for caseload trends. The New York supreme and county 
courts reported 126,776 civil case filings in 1985 and 284,568 in 1986. 
Table 9, Part I1 (p.100) reports 242,503 civil filings for 1987. However, 
to make the trend tables prepared by the NCSC Court Statistics 
Project consistent over time, case tiling statistics in Appendix Tables 
1.1 and 1.2 in Par! I of this report are based on a count of filings taken 
at the 'trial note of issue." Thus, Appendix Table 1.2 reports 121,433 
civil filings in 1987 for the New York supreme and county courts. 
based on information provided by the New York State Office of Court 
Administration. 

lawsuit either before or after a particular date. Tort reform 
legislation in Utah during 1986, for example, set a cap on 
the amount of noneconomic damages that a plaintiff could 
recover, modified the doctrine of joint and several liability, 
and required structured settlements for certain categories 
of awards. Tort filings in Utah doubled between 1985 and 
1986 and then decreased by 48 percent between 1986 and 
1987. The net effect was minor when considered in relation 
to population: there were 76 tort filings per 100,000 
population in the Utah District Court in 1985 and 79 per 
100,000 population in 1987. The sharp fluctuations re- 
ported for the state of Washington and, perhaps, Colorado 
may reflect the same pattern of a sharp rise in response to 
incentives to file in one year followed by an equally precipi- 
tous decline back to a rate close to the original filing level. 

Other fluctuations may reflect alterations during the 
1980s to the maximum dollar amount jurisdiction for cases 
filed in courts of limited jurisdiction and for small claims 
procedures. In most states, that maximum has increased 
substantially. Limited jurisdiction courts and small claims 
procedures are now viable alternatives to filing a tort case 
in the general jurisdiction courts of many states. This adds 
weight to the significance of the increases observed in tort 
filings, since case filings in general jurisdiction courts 
presumably represent a diminishing share of total claims 
for tort damages. For example, on July 1, 1986 (the start 
of the court reporting year), the maximum dollar amount of 
a small claims filing in the Alaska District Court rose from 
$1,000 to $5,000. This may account, in part, for the large 
decrease (28 percent) in tort filings in the Alaska Superior 
Court between 1986 and 1987. 

A second consistency to tort filing rates in the mid- 
1980s speaks to the question of national patterns. There 
is some consistency among states in the timing of upward 
and downward fluctuations. Filing rates tended to increase 
in 1985 and again in 1986. Between 1984 and 1985,13 of 
22 states registered increases in the rate at which tort 
cases were filed in their general jurisdiction trial court. 
Between 1985 and 1986, 22 of 26 states registered an 
increase. The change between 1986 and 1987 was more 
likely to be either slight (10 states) or downward (9 states), 
with only seven states registering increases. This consis- 
tency suggests factors operating at a national or, perhaps, 
regional level that affect the extent and direction of change 
to tort filing rates. 

A third consistency suggests that the direction in the 
filing trends is upward. New York is the only state in Chart 
5 in which two successive decreases were reported: 19841 
85 (-6 percent) and 1985/86 (-10 percent). Given the 
absence of states with sustained decreases in filings over 
the mid-l980s, a general downward pattern is implausible. 
Moreover, sufficient states are experiencing increases in 
their general jurisdiction court filings during the 1984-87 
period to support a general upward trend. California, Ohio, 
and Puerto Rico experienced three successive increases, 
while most (1 1 of the 13) states reporting an increase over 
1984185 also reported an increase in 1985186. 

Some of the increases over the full 1981 -87 period are 
substantial indeed. Tort filings per 100,000 populatioh 
increased by 49 percent in Texas, 48 percent in California, 
34 percent in Ohio, and 31 percent in Connecticut. Most 
increases were more modest, and the story that emerges 
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I 
CHART 5: Tort filing trends in general jurisdiction courts, 1984-1987 

1984-1985 1985- 1986 1986-1987 

OOWN: UTAH D l s t r l c t  . . . . . . . . . .  -13% NEW YORK Supreme and WASHINGTON Superlor -60% 
Decrease O F  3 MARYLAND C l r c u l t  . . . . . . .  -8% County . . . . . . . . . . .  -10% UTAH O l s t r l c t  . . . . . .  -48% 
percent  o r  more NEW YORK Supreme and ( 1  Court)  COLORAOO D l s t r l c t  .. -41% 

County . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  -6% ALASKA Superlor . . . .  -28% 
NORTH DAKOTA O l s t r l c t  . .  -6% IDAHO O l s t r l c t  . .... -17% 
MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  . . . .  -5% MAINE Superlor . . . . .  -14% 

( 5  Courts) MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  -6% 
FLORIDA C l r c u l t  . . . .  -3% 
MISSOURI ........... -3% 

( 9  Courts) 
- 

NO CHANGE: MAINE Superlor . . . . . . . . . .  -1% MAINE Superlor . . . . . .  -2% NORTH DAKOTA D l s t r l c t  -1% 
Decrease o r  NEW JERSEY Superlor . . . . .  0% MONTANA D l s t r l c t  . . . .  -1% ARKANSAS C l r c u l t  .... 0% 
increase no KANSAS D l s t r l c t  . . . . . . . . .  1% TEXAS D l s t r l c t  . . . . . .  0% HAWAII C l r c u l t  . . . . . .  0% 
greater  than 2 CONNECTICUT Superlor .... 2% ( 3  Courts) NORTH CAROLINA Superlor 0% 
percent (4  Courts) ARIZONA Superlor .... 1% 

MONTANA D l s t r l c t  . . . .  1% 
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County . . . ._.._.. . .  1% 
KANSAS D l s t r l c t  . . ... 2% 
NEW JERSEY Superlor . 2% 
TENNESSEE C l r c u l t  h 

Chancery .......... 2% 
(IO Courts) 

UP: HAWAII C l r c u l t  . . . . . . . . . .  3% 
Increase o f  3 MISSOURI C l r c u l t  . . ...... 4% 
percent  o r  more COLORADO D l s t r l c t  . . . . . . .  6% 

TENNESSEE C I r c u l t  and 
Chancery .............. 6% 

TEXAS D l s t r l c t  . . . . . . . . . .  7% 
WASHINGTON Superlor ..... 7% 
FLORIDA C l r c u l t  . . ....... 8% 
PUERTO R I C O  Superlor . . . .  11% 
ARIZONA Superlor . ....... 12% 
CALIFORNIA Superlor . . . . .  12% 
MONTANA O l s t r l c t  ........ 14% 
IOAHO O l s t r l c t  . . . . . . . . . .  16% 
O H I O  Court o f  Common Pleas 16% 

(13  Courts) 

ARKANSAS C t r c u l t  . . . .  
HAWAII C l r c u l t  . . . . . .  
MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  . 
TENNESSEE C l r c u l t  and 

Chancery .......... 
PUERTO R I C O  Superlor 
KANSAS D l s t r l c t  . . . . .  
ARIZONA Superlor .... 
IOAHO D l s t r l c t  . . . . . .  
CONNECTICUT Superlor 
NEW JERSEY Superlor . 
ALASKA Superlor . . . . .  
NORTH CAROLINA Superlor 
MISSOURI C l r c u l t  . ... 
O H I O  Court o f  Comnon 

Pleas ............. 
NORTH D A K O T A  D l s t r l c t  
MICHIGAN C l r c u l t  .... 
CALIFORNIA Superlor . 
FLORIDA C l r c u l t  . . ... 
MARYLAND C l r c u l t  . ... 
COLORAOO D l s t r l c t  ... 
WASHINGTON Superlor . 
UTAH D l s t r l c t  . ...... 

(22 Courts) 

3% 
4% 
4% 

4% 
4% 
5% 
6% 
7% 
7% 
7% 
9% 

. 9% 
10% 

10% 
11% 
13% 
14% 
1 6% 
20% 
34% 
98% 

100% 

CALIFORNIA Superlor . 3% 
MARYLAND C l r c u l t  .... 3% 
O H I O  Court o f  Comnon 

Pleas . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3% 
PUERTO RICO Superlor 5% 
TEXAS D t s t r l c t  . . . . . .  6% 
MICHIGAN C l r c u l t  . . .. 9% 
CONNECTICUT Superlor 11% 

(7  Courts) 

To ta l  Number o f  Courts (22)  To ta l  Number o f  Courts (26) To ta l  Number o f  Courts (26)  

Source: APPENDIX TABLE 1.1 

from the case filing statistics will vary depending on which 
states are regarded as the most significant bellwethers of 
change. Some tentative trends can be put forward, how- 
ever, based on the 1981 -87 tort filing data. Each trend is a 
distinctive pattern in terms of the consistency and direction 
of change in filing rates. 

First, tort filings in six states and Puerto Rico have 
grown consistently over the 1981 -87 period: Arizona (from 

1984), California, Connecticut, Michigan, Ohio, and Texas 
(included although there was no change in the filing rate per 
100,000 population between 1985186). Second, there was 
an apparent upward trend in three states, broken only in 
1986/87. This describes the trends for Florida, Hawaii 
(which recorded no change on a population-adjusted basis 
over 1986/87), and Missouri (from 1984). Third, filings in 
nine states do not manifest a clear direction, fluctuating 
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from year to year. This is the most common trend. These 
states are Idaho (substantial fluctuation, especially over 
1986/87), Kansas (minor year-to-year change, essentially 
stable), Maine (little change until substantial 1986/87 de- 
crease), Maryland (fluctuation with some indication that an 
upward trend may be present), Massachusetts (fluctuation 
but with evidence of a downward trend), Montana (essen- 
tially stable), New Jersey (upward since 1984), North 
Dakota (minor fluctuation, but the rate is essentially stable), 
and Tennessee (fluctuation, with some evidence of an 
upward trend). 

A fourth trend consists of three states that recorded 
sharp increases over 1985186 that could be attributed to 
specific changes in state statutory law or court procedure 
(see Part 11, State Court Caseload Statistics: 7986 Report). 
The three states, which recorded substantial decreases in 
their filing rates between 1986 and 1987, are Colorado 
(where the trend seems to be downward), Utah (where 
there is no identifiable trend), and Washington (where the 
trend is upward except for the 1986187 change). 

New York suggests a fifth trend that may be present in 
states not included in Appendix Table 1 .l. New York is the 
only state offering clear evidence of a strong downward 
trend; that trend, however, was broken in 1986/87, when an 
increase was recorded. 

To summarize, the available state court data on tort 
filings include six states with a consistent upward trend and 
five states with what can plausibly be interpreted as an 
upward trend but where the year-to-year change is not 
consistently upward. The filing rate has not consistently 
decreased in any state, although the trend is apparently 
downward in Colorado, Massachusetts, and New York. 
There is no satisfactory basis for attributing a direction to 
the filing data for remaining states; filing rates are essen- 
tially stable, particularly over the 1984-86 period. 

Torts as a Percentage 
of Total Civil Filings 
The trends just identified can clearly only be character- 

ized as such in the short term. The available data cover too 
brief a time span to draw firm conclusions about the extent 
and direction of.fundamenta1 changes in tort filings. It would 
buttress the tentative conclusions considerably, however, 
if, even in the short term, tort filings were increasing more 
rapidly than other types of civil cases. This is the case for 
those states recording consistent year-to-year increases in 
tort filing rates. 

The percentage of total civil filings that were tort cases 
in 1985,1986, and 1987 can be calculated from the data in 
Appendix Table 1.2. Twenty-five states and Puerto Rico 
are included. The resulting percentages are presented in 
Text Table 8. In 11 states, the percentage was essentially 
unchanged over the three-year period; in 10 states the 
percentage increased, and in four states it declined.30 

The largest increases were in the general jurisdiction 
courts of California, Maine, and Maryland. Torts repre- 
sented 17.9 percent of California's 1985 civil filings and 

loA more formal analysis would take into consideration that a change 
from 21 percent to 22 percent is not proportional to a change from, 
say 3 percent to 4 percent. The standard procedure is a logarithmic 
transformation of the data. 

TEXT TABLE 8: Tort Fillnas as a Percent 
of Civil Fzings 

State/Court name: 

General jurisdiction courts: 

Alaska Superior 
Arizona Superior 
Arkansas Circuit 

California Superior 
Colorado District, Denver Superior, 

Juvenile and Probate 
Connecticut Superior 

Florida Circuit 
Hawaii Circuit 
Idaho District 

Kansas District 
Maine Superior 

Maryland Circuit 
Michigan Circuit 

Minnesota District 
Missouri Circuit 

Montana District 
New Jersey Superior 

New York Supreme and County 
North Carolina Superior 

North Dakota District 
Ohio Court of Common Pleas 

Tennessee Circuit, Criminal 
and Chancery 
Texas District 

Utah District 
Washington Superior 
Puerto Rim Superior 

Umited jurisdiction courts: 

Alaska District 
Florida County 
Hawaii District 

Ohio County 
Ohio Municipal 

Texas County-Level 
Puerto Rico District 

1985 

11.4 
11.0 
16.0 
17.9 

5.0 
8.5 
7.1 
6.4 
3.3 
3.3 

28.8 
10.1 
15.9 

4.3 
6.8 
7.1 

28.1 
9.2 
3.6 
8.8 

12.0 
8.4 
4.2 
8.0 
7.0 

- 

3.6 

3.2 
1.8 
4.0 
5.1 
3.4 

- 

Source: Appendix Table 1.2, Part I 
National Center for State Courts, 1989. 

1986 

14.2 
11.6 
15.5 
19.9 

5.8 
8.9 
8.0 
6.7 
3.5 
3.2 

30.8 
11.6 
17.5 
4.4 
4.5 
6.5 
7.3 

26.7 
9.6 
3.7 
8.7 

12.3 
9.1 
7.7 

14.4 
6.7 

15.5 
12.1 
3.5 
1.8 
4.1 
5.5 
3.8 

1987 

11.0 
12.1 
15.4 
20.4 

3.5 
10.4 
8.0 
6.9 
3.1 
3.1 

31.1 
12.2 
17.4 
4.7 
4.2 
6.7 
7.3 

28.2 
9.1 
3.6 
8.7 

12.2 
9.2 
5.5 
6.2 
7.4 

4.4 
14.6 
4.2 
1.8 
4.3 
5.7 
3.7 

20.4 percent of 1987 filings. The change in Maine was 
from 28.8 percent to 31.1 percent and in Maryland from 
10.1 percent to 12.2 percent. More modest increases 
occurred in Arizona (1 1.1 percent to 12.1 percent) and in 
Texas (8.3 to 9.2 percent). These percentages are cited as 
evidence that tort filings were increasing at a faster pace 
than other types of civil cases. 

Diminished percentage shares are found in Alaska, 
Arkansas, Colorado, and Washington. Both tort filings and 
total civil filings were increasing in Arkansas overthe three- 
year period, but the growth in tort filings did not keep pace 
with other categories of civil cases. Colorado, Utah, and 
Washington were cited earlier as likely examples of the 
impact of tort reform. That attribution is strengthened by 
the fact that tort filings in those states apparently changed 
far more dramatically than total civil filings. 
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Torts as a percentage of total civil filings offer an 
indicator of change that is not linked to state population. 
The size of the population is growing in most states, and if 
filings remain constant from one year to the next, the result 
is a decreased filing rate. The use of population-adjusted 
filing data, therefore, imposes a more difficult standard for 
upward trends than for downward trends. Also, population 
change for individual states is often influenced by net 
migration, which can cause rapid change to the population 
size of states in some  region^.^' 

Overall, the use of percentages tends to support the 
conclusions drawn using rates per 100,000 population. 
Torts were increasing more rapidly than other civil filings in 
only a few states during the 1985-1987 period. There was, 
however, asharp upward swing in tort filings between 1985 
and 1986: torts increased as a percentage of total civil 
filings in 16 of 25 courts reporting relevant data. Although 
that increase did not recur in the 1986/87 changes for most 
states, there is more evidence in support of rising tort filings 
than in support of declining tort filings. 

Trends in General Civil Filings: 1981-87 
Torts are a small component of civil filings in most 

general jurisdictiontrialcourts. The range in 1987wasfrom 
3 percent (in Idaho and Kansas) to 31 percent (in Maine). 
General civil filings offer a larger, more broadly based 
indicator of trends. The category includes all contract, real 
property rights, and tort cases. It is possible that general 
civil filings are changing more consistently and substan- 
tially than tort filings alone. This is the case in the federal 
courts, where contract cases are increasing more rapidly 
than tort filings.32 

The number of general civil cases filed and the rate of 
filings per 100,000 population can be found in Appendix 
Table 1.3. Changes in filing rates between 1984/85,1985/ 
86, and 1986/87 are summarized in Chart 6. 

The consistencies identified for tort filing rates also 
apply to general civil cases over the 1984-87 period. The 
change between 1984 and 1985 and between 1985 and 
1986 was upward in most states. There was, however, no 
clear direction to the change between 1986 and 1987. Of 
the 18 states reporting data for both 1986 and 1987, six 
experienced decreases, five were unchanged, and seven 
experienced increases. There are fewer very large in- 
creases or decreases when changes are calculated for 
general civil filings. It seems reasonable to attribute the 
more substantial year-to-year changes found for tort filings 
to specific tort reform legislation. 

There is little consistency in the experience of general 
jurisdiction courts over the full 1981 -87 period. Eleven 
state general jurisdiction courts and the District of Colum- 

31T0rt filings can be standardized using a variety of rates, including 
rates per 100,000 households, rates per 100,000 firms, or rates per 
100,000 economic transactions in a state. The rate selected should 
reflect the purpose of the analysis. In this report, the issue is simply 
whether filings are increasing more or less rapidly than the population. 

3zMar~ Galanter, "The Life and Times of the Big Six; or, The Federal 
Courts Since the Good Old Days." Madison: University of Wisconsin, 
Institute for Legal Studies, Disputes Processing Research Program, 
Working Paper Number 6, August 1988. 

; 

bia Superior Court reported data for 1981 and 1984-87. A 
clear upward trend can be identified in Alabama and 
Kansas. Filing rates fluctuated in Colorado and Texas, but 
the direction of the change over the period appears to be 
upward. Most states recorded year-to-year changes, but 
without establishing a clear trend: Arkansas, Delaware, 
North Carolina, North Dakota, Tennessee, and Washing- 
ton. 

Hawaii and the District of Columbia recorded substan- 
tial and consistent declines in general civil filings. The 
Hawaii Circuit Court received 390 general civil filings per 
100,000 population in 1981 and 339 per 100,000 popula- 
tion in 1987, a decrease of 13 percent. General civil filings 
in the District of Columbia declined by 20 percent between 
1981-87, from 17,183 to 13,827 filings per 100,000 popu- 
lation. The lower general civil filing rates may be the result 
of changes that made small claims procedures applicable 
to a broader range of cases. In the District of Columbia, for 
example, the maximum dollar amount for a small claims 
filing was increased from $750 in 1981 to $2,000 in 1987. 

Overall, the limited evidence on general civil filings is 
less conclusive than that available for torts. Several states 
recorded increasedfilingsduringthe 1981 -87period, several 
states recorded decreased filings, while most recorded no 
consistent upward or downward trend. These are sufficient 
differences between tort and general civil case filing pat- 
terns to suggest that the factors promoting increased or 
decreased levels of tort litigation in states may not be 
having a similar effect on contract and real property rights 
litigation. 

Trends in Felony Filings: 198 1-87 
Felonies are serious criminal offenses. Typically, a 

felony is an offense for which the minimum prison sentence 
is one year or more. The definition of a felony and the 
specific offenses involved varies among the states, but 
felony case filings always include the most serious of- 
fenses and exclude minor offenses. 

The trend over the 1980s is clear: felony filings are 
increasing and increasing substantially in most general 
jurisdiction trial courts. Consistency across states strongly 
supports the identification of a national trend. 

Felony case filing statistics and filing rates per 100,000 
populations for 1981 and 1984-87 are presented in Appen- 
dix Table 1.4. Chart 7 summarizes the year-to-yearchanges 
each court experienced over the 1984-87 period. 

Filings per 100,000 population increased in one-half to 
two-thirds of the courts reporting relevant data for each set 
of adjacent years. Between 1984185, three courts regis- 
tered a decrease, 10 courts remained unchanged, and 19 
courts registered an increase. An increase or decrease 
here means that filings per 100,000 population changed by 
2 percent or more. Of the 36 courts with relevant data for 
the 1985186 change, four registered decreases, 12 no 
change, and 20 increases. The comparable 1986/87 
figures are six decreases, six no change, and 21 increases. 

Increases tended to be substantial. While no state 
court reported adecrease of more than 9 percent, and most 
decreases were in the 3 to 5 percent range, many courts 
reported year-to-year increases of 10 to 20 percent. The 
cumulative increase in the rate of felony filings is, therefore, 
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CHART 6:  General civil filing trends in general jurisdiction courts, 1984-1987 

General j u r l s -  
d l c t l o n  cour ts :  

1984-1985 1985-198b 1986-1967 

DOWN : HAWAII C l r c u l t  -7% ALASKA Superlor ....... -40% UTAH D l s t r l c t  ...... -38% 
Decrease o f  3 DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA TEXAS O l s t r l c t  ........ -3% WASHINGTON Superlor -25% 
percent o r  more Superlor -4x ( 2  Courts) MONTANA D l s t r l c t  ... -10% 

Super lor  ......... -b% 
HAWAII C l r c u l t  ..... -5% 
DELAWARE Super lor  .. -4% 

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

( 2  Courts) DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

( b  Courts) 

NO CHANGE: DELAWARE Superlor ....... 0% DISTRICT O f  COLUMBIA MICHIGAN C l r c u l t  ... -2% 
Decrease o r  an NORTH DAKOTA D l s t r l c t  ... 1% Superlor ............ -1% NORTH DAKOTA 
lncrease no ( 2  Courts) UTAH D l s t r l c t  ......... -1% D l s t r l c t  ......... -2% 
greater  than 2 HAWAII C l r c u f t  ........ 0% ARKANSAS C l r c u l t  ... -1% 
percent NORTH CAROLINA Superlor 1% NORTH CAROLINA 

( 4  Courts) Superior ......... Ox 
KANSAS D l s t r l c t  .... 2% 

( 5  Courts) 

UP: TENNESSEE C l r c u l t .  Cr lmlnal  
Increase I n  o f  3 and Chancery . . . . . . . . . .  4% 
percent o r  more NORTH CAROLINA Superlor . 8% 

ALABAMA C l r c u l t  ......... 9% 
KANSAS D l s t r l c t  ......... 9% 
TEXAS O l s t r l c t  .......... 9% 
COLORADO D l s t r l c t  ....... 10% 
HONTANA D l s t r l c t  ........ 10% 
WASHINGTON Superlor ..... 10% 
ARKANSAS Chancery and 

Probate ............... 18% 
( 9  Courts) 

To ta l  Number o f  Courts (13) 

ALABAMA C l r c u l t  ....... 4% TENNESSEE C l r c u l t  and 
TENNESSEE C l r c u l t .  Cr lmlnal  Chancery ........ 3% 

and Chancery ........ 4% TEXAS D l s t r l c t  .... 3% 
MONTANA O l s t r l c t  ...... 5% COLORADO D t s t r l c t  . 5% 
NORTH DAKOTA D l s t r l c t  . 5% ALABAMA C l r c u l t  ... 8% 
ARKANSAS C l r c u l t  ...... b% ARIZONA Superlor .. 9% 
CONNECTICUT Superlor .. b% CONNECTICUT Superlor 14% 
ARIZONA Superlor ...... 10% ALASKA Superlor ... 21% 

DELAWARE Superlor ..... 12% 
ARKANSAS Chancery and 

Probate .............. 13% 
WASHINGTON Superlor ... 21% 
MICHIGAN C l r c u l t  ...... 22% 
COLORADO D l s t r l c t  ..... 30% 

(13 Courts) 

KANSAS D l s t r l c t  ....... 11% ( 7  Courts) 

Tota l  Number o f  Courts (19) Tota l  Number o f  Courts (19) 

Source: APPENDIX TABLE 1.3 

quite substantial in a number of states. Between 1984 and 
1987, felony filings per 100,000 population consistently 
increased by 3 percent or more in California (a cumulative 
increase of 31.4 percent), the District of Columbia (79.3 
percent), New Hampshire (32.9 percent), New York (26.7 
percent), and Washington (29.1 percent). 

There were, however, fluctuations for most courts 
despite the strong underlying trend toward higher felony 
filings. Hawaii, for example, registered a decrease be- 
tween 1984185, no change between 1985186, and an 
increase between 1986187. No state registered three 
successive decreases, and only two states with relevant 
data (Vermont and Wyoming) failed to register at least one 
increase of 3 percent or more. 

Over the full 1981-87 period, felony filings per 100,000 
population increased in 20 states and the District of Colum- 
bia. Filing rates declined in six states over those years. 
Filing data for nine states were not available either for 1981 
or 1987. 

Despite the general consistency with which states 
recorded increased filing rates, the data do not provide 

unambiguous evidence of a strong, nationwide upward 
trend in the state courts. The experience of the states falls 
instead into four main trends. Strong and consistent 
upward trends are identifiable in Arkansas (60 percent), 
California (41 percent), Connecticut (43 percent), the Dis- 
trict of Columbia (138 percent), New Jersey (32 percent), 
and New York (46 percent). Eight other states can be 
categorized as having a clear upward trend, but one that 
was not consistent overthe full time period. The states (and 
the percent increase recorded between 1981 and 1987) 
are Arizona (21 percent), Iowa (27 percent), New Hamp- 
shire (30 percent), North Dakota (1 6 percent), Oregon (16 
percent), South Dakota (1 6 percent), Texas (26 percent), 
and Washington (25 percent). 

There was no evident direction in the changes experi- 
enced by Colorado, Hawaii, Illinois, Maine, North Carolina, 
Ohio, Virginia, and Wisconsin. The 1981 -87 percentage 
change in the filing rate may have been large, but the 
direction of year-to-year changes was inconsistent. 

Three states (Kansas, Rhode island, and Wyoming) 
appear to have experienced downward trends. Filing rates 
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CHART 7: Felony filing trends in general jurisdiction courts, 1984-1987 

1 9 8 4 - 1  9 8 5  1 9 8 5 - 1 9 8 6  1986-1987 

DOWN: KANSAS D l s t r l c t  ...... -8% I O W A  D l s t r l c t  . ....... -3% INDIANA Superlor and 
Decrease of 3 NORTH CAROLINA Superlor -5% M A I N E  Superlor . . . . . . .  -3% C l r c u l t  ............... -9% 
percent o r  more H A W A l I  C l r c u l t  . . . . . . .  -3% NEW JERSEY Superlor . .  -3% MONTANA D l s t r l c t  ......._ -5% 

( 3  Courts) WEST V I R G I N I A  C l r c u l t  -3% WlSCONSlN C l r c u l t  ....... -5% 
( 4  Courts) WYOMING D l s t r l c t  ........ -5% 

VERMONT D l s t r l c t  ........ -4% 
RHODE ISLANO Superlor ... -3% 

( b  Courts) 

NO CHANGE: OHIO Court o f  Conon 
Decrease o r  Pleas .............. 
lncrease no ILLINOIS C l r c u l t  ..... 
greater  than 2 VERMONT Superlor ..... 
percent V I R G I N I A  C l r c u l t  ..... 

WEST V I R G I N I A  C l r c u l t  
NEW JERSEY Superlor . . 
WYOMING D l s t r l c t  ..... 
NORTH D A K O T A  D l s t r l c t  
OKLAHOMA D l s t r l c t  .... 
VERMONT D l s t r l c t  . .... 

( 1 0  Courts) 

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

HAWAII C l r c u l t  ....... 
KENTUCKY C l r c u l t  ..... 
WISCONSIN C l r c u l t  .... 
WYOMING D l s t r \ c t  ..... 
COLORADO D l s t r l c t .  

Denver Superlor. 
Juvenl le  and Probate 

VERMONT Superlor _.... 
G E O R G I A  Superlor ..... 
MINNESOTA D l s t r l c t  ... 
MONTANA D l s t r l c t  ..... 
SOUTH DAKOTA C l r c u l t  . 
ARKANSAS C l r c u l t  ._. . .  
ILLINOIS C l r c u l t  ..... 

( 1 2  Courts) 

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

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

ILLINOIS C l r c u l t  ........ -2% 
COLORADO D l s t r l c t .  Denver 

Superlor. Juvenl le  and 
Probate ............... 0% 

MAINE Superlor .......... 0% 
ARIZONA Superlor ........ 1% 
OHIO Court o f  Conon 

Pleas ................. 2% 
SOUTH DAKOTA C l r c u l t  .... 2% 

( b  Courts) 

UP: NEW YORK Supreme and 
Increase o f  3 County .............. 
percent o r  more OREGON C l r c u l t  . . . . . . . .  

GEORGIA Superlor . . . . . .  
COLORADO D l s t r l c t ,  Denver 

Superlor. Juvenl le  and 
Probate ............. 

I O W A  D l s t r l c t  ......... 
T E X A S  D l s t r l c t  . . . . . . . .  
A R l Z O N A  Superlor . . . . . .  
NEW HAMPSHIRE Superlor 
W l S C O N S I N  C l r c u l t  ..... 
CALIFORNIA Superlor . . .  
MINNESOTA D l s t r l c t  .... 
D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA 

Superlor . . . . . . . . . . . .  
INDIANA Superlor and 

C l r c u l t  ............. 
IDAHO D l s t r l c t  . . . . . . . .  
RHODE ISLAND Superlor . 
M A I N E  Superlor ........ 
WASHINGTON Superlor ... 
ARKANSAS C l r c u l t  ...... 
SOUTH DAKOTA C l r c u l t  .. 

( 1 9  Courts) 

3% 
3% 
4% 

5% 
5% 
5% 
7% 
1% 
1% 
8% 
8% 

9% 

9% 
10% 
12% 
13% 
14% 
18% 
18% 

OKLAHOMA D l s t r l c t  .... 
KANSAS D l s t r l c t  ...... 
V I R G I N I A  C l r c u l t  . .... 
OHIO Court of Comnon 

Pleas .............. 
MISSOURI C l r c u l t  ..... 
NORTH DAKOTA D l s t r l c t  
OREGON C l r c u l t  ....... 
WASHINGTON Superior .. 
NORTH CAROLINA 

Superlor ........... 
RHODE ISLAND Superlor 
MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  

Court o f  the 
Comnonwealth . ...... 

NEW YORK Supreme and 
County ............. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Superlor ........... 

CALIFORNIA Superlor . . 
VERMONT D l s t r l c t  ..... 
A R I Z O N A  Superlor ..... 
CONNECTICUT Superlor . 
TEXAS D l s t r l c t  ....... 
INDIANA Superlor and 

C l r c u l t  ............ 
DISTRICT O f  COLUMBIA 

Superlor ........... 
( 2 0  Courts) 

3% 
4% 
4% 

5% 
6% 
6% 
1% 
1% 

9% 
9% 

11% 

11% 

12% 
13% 
13% 
15% 
15% 
11% 

23% 

32% 

KANSAS O l s t r l c t  ......... 
HAWAII C l r c u l t  .......... 
OKLAHOMA D l s t r l c t  ....... 
WASHINGTON Superlor ..... 
NEW JERSEY Superlor ..... 
V I R G I N I A  C l r c u l t  ........ 
I O W A  D l r t r l c t  ........... 
TEXAS D l s t r l c t  .......... 
CALIFORNIA Superlor ..... 
MISSOURI C l r c u l t  ........ 
NORTH DAKOTA D l s t r l c t  ... 
OREGON C l r c u l t  .......... 
WEST VIRGINIA C l r c u l t  ... 
MINNESOTA O l s t r l c t  ...... 
NEW HAMPSHIRE Superlor .. 
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County ................ 
ARKANSAS C l r c u l t  . ._..... 
NORTH CAROLINA Superlor . 
CONNECTICUT Superlor .... 
MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  Court 

o f  t he  Comnonuealth ... 
Superlor .............. 

D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA 

( 2 1  Courts) 

3% 
4% 
4% 
5% 
b% 
6% 
1% 
1% 
8% 
8% 
8% 
8% 
0% 

10% 
10% 

11% 
12% 
12% 
14% 

15% 

24% 

~ ~ 

To ta l  Number o f  Courts ( 3 2 )  Tota l  Number o f  Courts ( 3 6 )  Tota l  Number o f  Courts (33 )  

Source: APPENDIX TABLE 1 . 4  

inthosestatestendedtofalloverthe 1981 -87period but not Case Filing Trends, 
consistently. 1901-07: A Summary 

In sum, felony filings manifest a clear upward trend. This section reveals some dynamics underlying the 
The time span covered is still brief, and data are not 1987 trial court caseload statistics. Change rather than 
available’forsome states. But statesdrawnfrom all regions continuity characterizes filing levels for tort, general civil, 
report a consistent pattern of rising felony case filings. andfelonycriminalcasefilings. Specifically,civilfiling rates 
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in general jurisdiction courts tend to fluctuate from year to 
year. There is more evidence of a tendency toward higher 
rather than toward lower case filings, but few courts report 
large successive changes in the same direction even over 
the limited time period considered here. The ranking of 
states by cases filed per 100,000 population is unlikely to 
remain the same in 1988. 

There is sufficient consistency to the changes regis- 
tered to suggest that some national patterns exist, appli- 
cable to many if not to all states. Overall, however, the data 
suggest that conclusions must be tentative. Theconsisten- 
cies that can be identified should be balanced against the 
substantial variation that is present among the courts and, 
for most courts, over the 1981 -87 period. 

Variation is particularly evident for civil cases. The 
addition of 1987 data to the tort filing time series is far from 
conclusive. Between 1985 and 1986, tort filing rates 
increased in most states reporting data, often substantially. 
This was largely reversed between 1986 and 1987. A 
tendency toward higher filing rates can be identified, but its 
strength will depend on the importance given to different 
courts and to different ways of presenting the trends. 

The trend analysis also suggests that tort filings are 
changing over time in a manner that differs from that being 
experienced by other civil case categories. It is possible 
that tort filing rates in recent years have been influenced by 
specific legislative changes enacted by states. A more 
conclusive assessment must await the accumulation of 
more time points in the trend series. 

Felony case filings are experiencing an upward trend. 
The result is a growth in the portion of criminal caseloads 
that carries the most substantial implications for court 
staffing and resources. Most courts were processing far 
more felony cases in 1987 than at the start of the decade. 

Conclusion 
This commentary has three main objectives. The first 

is to describe the work of state court systems, identifying 
similarities and differences. The second is to relate the 
similarities and differences to the manner in which states 
organize their court systems and to other state character- 
istics. The third is to assess changes over time in state 
court caseloads. 

Similarities among appellate court systems include the 
filing rates for both mandatory appeals and discretionary 
petitions, which clustered around the median creating a 
broad middle range of states. Most appellate courts 
reported success in keeping pace with flow of new case 
filings and reduced the size of their pending caseloads. 

Differences in appellate court systems include the 
extent to which filings are mandatory appeals or discretion- 
ary petitions and the percentage of discretionary petitions 

that are granted. Two-tier appellate systems differ in the 
degree to which they conform to the pattern in which the 
COLR has discretionary control of its docket and the IAC 
hears mandatory appeals. 

Among trial court systems, there was broad similarity 
inthe rateof civilcasefilingsper100,OOOpopulation. Rates 
of criminal case filing were more varied, but a middle range 
could be identified. For civil, criminal, and juvenile cases, 
states shared problems of increasing pending caseloads. 
Fewer cases were disposed of than were filed. The 
resulting problems are more acute in most states for 
criminal and juvenile cases than for civil cases. 

State trial court systems differed in the rate at which 
juvenile petitions were filed during 1987. Compared to civil 
and criminal cases, the variation in juvenile filings was 
substantial. Trial court systems also differ in the use made 
of general and limited jurisdiction courts to hear cases. 

Many of the similarities and differences reflect the 
manner in which states allocate the jurisdiction to hear and 
decide various types of cases to their appellate and trial 
courts. Differences in court structure, however, are not 
strongly related to either filing or clearance rates. Trial 
courts in a one-tier system, for example, are not more or 
less likely than courts in a two-tier system to keep pace with 
their incoming caseloads. 

Court filings and court clearance rates do not form 
clear regional patterns. There is also no clear evidence 
linking court caseloads to the state population size or to 
other state characteristics. It is possible, of course, that 
subtle patterns exist but would only emerge through more 
systematic comparisons than were possible in this com- 
mentary. Also, the similarities and differences discussed 
are based both on real variation in filing rates and variation 
due to how cases are categorized and counted. 

The analysis of trends, which allows each state to 
serve as its own point of comparison, produced more 
patterns. National appellate filings and national trial court 
filings both increased during 1987. The slight rise in total 
civil filings and the more substantial rise in total criminal 
filings apply to the specific categories of torts, general civil, 
and felonies. Over the 1981 -87 period, tort and general civil 
filings fluctuated. 

Tort filing rates fluctuate from year to year in most 
states. An underlying upward trend is identifiable for some 
states over the 1981 -87 period. No state registered a clear 
and consistent downward trend. Tort filing rates were more 
likely to increase in some years than others, but the 
available evidence does not support conclusions about 
national patterns. 

A strong upward trend in felony filing rates can be 
identifiedfor the 1981 -87period. The result was a substan- 
tial increase in the number of serious offenses reaching 
state trial courts. 
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TABLE 1.1: Tort Filings in the State Trial Courts, 1981-1987 

1981 1984 1985 

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

and Per and p e r  and pe r  
q u a l l f y l n g  100,000 q u a l t f y l n g  100,000 q u a l l f y l n g  100,000 

S t a t e / C o u r t  name: f o o t n o t e s  D o o u l a t l o n  foo tno tes  DoDulat lon f o o t n o t e s  population 

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

ALASKA S u p e r l o r  Cour t  ............ 
ARIZONA S u p e r l o r  Court ........... 
ARKANSAS Ct rcu t t  Court ........... 
CALIFORNIA S u p e r l o r  Cour t  ........ 
COLORADO D l s t r l c t  and 

Denver S u p e r l o r  Cour t s  ......... 
CONNECTICUT S u p e r l o r  Cour t  ....... 
FLORIDA C l r c u l t  Cour t  ............ 
H A W A I I  C l r c u l t  Cour t  ............. 
I O A H O  D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ............. 
KANSAS D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ............ 
M A I N E  S u p e r l o r  Cour t  ............. 
MARYLAND C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........... 
MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  Cour t  o f  t h e  

Comnonuealth ................... 
MICHIGAN C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........... 
MISSOURI C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........... 
MONTANA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ........... 
NEW JERSEY S u p e r l o r  Cour t  ........ 
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County Cour ts  .................. 
NORTH CAROLINA S u p e r l o r  Cour t  .... 
NORTH OAKOTA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ...... 
O H I O  Cour t  O F  Comnon Pleas ....... 
TENNESSEE C l r c u l t  and 

Chancery Cour t s  ................ 
TEXAS D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ............. 
UTAH D l s t r l c t  Cour t  .............. 
WASHINGTON S u p e r l o r  Cour t  ........ 
PUERTO R I C O  S u p e r l o r  Cour t  ....... 

nc 
N/A 
N/A 

80.970 

5,089 
11,471 

nc 
1,468 
1,744 
4.517 
1,914 

nc 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

nc 
41,376 

39,234 
N/A 
51 6 

21,906 

12.046 
28,698 

nc 
7.919 
3,760 

-- 
335 

172 
366 

I 150 
1 182 

190 
169 

-- 

-- 
1 558 

223 

78 
203 

-- 

261 
194 

188 
C 118 

-- 

nc 
9,173 

N/A 
97,068 

4.199 
12.391 
26.815 

1,611 
1,729 
4.033 
2.083 

10.826 

15.151 
23.186 
9.259 
1,640 

41 ,722 

37.847 
N/A 
550 

22,149 

11,775 
34,224 

1,433 
8.997 
3,968 

-- 2,096 
300 10.748 
-- 5,382 

379 112.049 

132 
393 

l 244 
1 155 
1 173 

165 
180 

1 249 

4,537 
12.742 
29.864 

1,676 
2,010 
4.061 
2,072 

10,120 

1 261 14,405 
1 255 23.742 
1 185 9,678 
C 199 1,870 
1 555 42,141 

21 3 35,549 
-- 8,062 
80 51 2 

206 25.518 

250 12.565 
21 4 37,596 

C 87 1,245 
207 9.747 

C 121 4,388 

402 
337 
228 
425 

140 
40 1 

1 263 
1 159 
1 200 

166 
178 

1 230 

1 247 
261 

1 192 
C 226 
I 557 

200 
C 129 

75 
238 

264 
230 

C 76 
22 1 

C 134 

L l rn l t ed  l u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s :  

ALASKA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ............ nc -- nc -- 860 I 165 
H A W A I I  D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ............ 1,037 106 693 67 652 62 
OHIO County Cour t  ................ 705 7 51 9 5 464 4 
OHIO M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ............. 18.992 176 13.503 126 12.992 121 

....... 48 47 1.579 C PUERTO R I C O  O l s t r l c t  Cour t  1,813 C 57 1,550 C 
TEXAS County-Level Cour ts  ........ nc -- nc -- 8,242 50 
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APPCNDIX lA8LE 1.1: T o r t  f l l l n q s  l n . t h e  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s .  1981-1981 . . 

....... S t a t  e/C ou r t name : - 

! i e E a l . l u r l s  d l c t  l?!L.GL!L!L ... 

ALASKA Super lo r  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . .  
ARIZONA Super lo r  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . .  
ARKANSAS C l r c u l t  Cour t  
C A I  I f  ORNlA Super lo r  Cou 
COLORADO U I s t r I C  t and 

D m v e r  Super lo r  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . .  
CONNECI lCUl  Super lo r  Cour t  . . . . . . .  
FLORIUA C l r r u l t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . .  
HAWAII C l r t u l t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1OAI IO D l s t r l r t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
KANSAS O l s t r l r t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . .  
MAINE Super lo r  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
MARYLAND C t r r u I t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . .  
MASSACHUSETIS T r l a l  Cour t  o f  t h e  

Conrnonwca 1 t h . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
MlCHlGAN C l t ’ cu l t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . .  
MISSOURI C l r - c u l t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . .  
HONIANA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . .  
NLW JCRSEY Super lo r  Cour t  . . . . . . . .  
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County Cout t s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
NOHlH CAROLINA Super lo r  Cour t  . . . .  
NOHIH OAKOlA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . . . . .  
O H I O  Court  0 1  Comnori P leas . . . . . . .  
1ENNESSEf C l r r u l t  and 

T C X A S  U l s t r l c t  Cou t t  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
UlAH D l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . .  
WASHINGIUN Super lo r  Cour t  . . . . .  
PUERlO HlCU Super l o r  Court  . . . . . . .  

Chancery Cour ts  . . . . . . .  

L ‘.m I_t ed- J .I! r: 1.5 4 1 r t?. o!! c_ourt 5 L- _ _  . 
ALASKA D l s l r  I r t  Court  . . . . . . . . . . . .  
HAWAII 1 ) l s t r l r t  Court  . . . . . . . . . . . .  
O H I O  County Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
OHIO Hunlc l p a l  Cout t . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
PUERIO R l C O  D l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . . . . . .  
lEXAS C o u n t y - l e v e l  Cour ts  . . . . . . . .  

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

1986 .... 
~ 

Number o f  
f I 1  lrrgs 

and 
qua I I I y I tly 
. footno tes  

2.344 
1 I . 888 
5.541 

130.  206 

6.145 ( U )  
13.154 
35 .  535 

1.149 1 
2.118 1 
4.214 
2.044 

12.373 1 

15.040 I 
21.046 
IO. 7 4 6  I 

1.836 C 
45.541 l 

32.01 1 

561 
28.225 

13.161 
38. 238 

8.891 C 

2. 521 C 

4.5‘10 c 
19. ‘J 1 !J 

4 . Ob9 \ 
138 
463 

13.999 
1.779 c 
9.833 

.. __ . - .... . . .  

f l l l n q s  
pr r 

100. 000 
p o D u l a t l s  

440 
358 
234 
483 

I88 
4 3  I 
304 
I 6 5  
71 I 
I 7 4  
114 
21 1 

258 
296 
212 
724 
598 

180 
140 
83 

262 

2 I 4  
71’9 
152 
431 
I40 

163 
b9 

4 
I30  
54 
59 

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

Number o f  
I t 1 ings 

and 
g u n  I 1  I y I rlg 
.... f o o t  notes 

1.664 
12. 260 

5 .606  
131.455 

3.66b (U )  
15.305 
35.4Ii3 

1.785 1 
1.151 l 
4. 380 
1. 786 

12.938 1 

14. 251 l 
29. 756 
10.483 I 
1.792 C 

42.G62 I 

34.249 
8. 781 c 

55 I 
29.315 

13.591 
40. 7b4 

1 .  335 C 
8.001 
4.811 C 

1.011 I 
93 1 
406 

15.505 
1.779 C 

I I . 314 

f l l l n y s  
Per 

I O U .  000 
p l ? u  1 a t I II n 

311 
362 
23s 
49 1 

I l l  
419 
295 
165 
176 
171 
150 
285 

243 
323 
205 
222  
608 

181 
140 
82 

212 

2R0 
243 

79 
I l G  
1 4 1  

204 
8 1  

4 
144 
53 
6 1  

1987 .................... - - -- .. .- 

- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(continued on n e x t  page) 
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.1: T o r t  f l l l n q s  I n  t h e  s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s .  1981.1987 . I c o n t l n u e d )  

Percent  Percent 
change I n  t o r t  change I n  t o r t  

f l l l n g s  pe r  f l l l n g s  pe r  
100. 000 100.000 

p o p u l a t l o n  p o p u l a t l o n  
1 9 8 1 - 1 9 E  1986-1 987 

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

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

ALASKA Super lo r  Cour t  ............ 
A R I Z O N A  Super lo r  Cour t  ........... 
ARKANSAS C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........... 
CALIFORNIA S u p e r l o r  Cour t  . ....... 
COLORADO D l s t r l c t  and 

Oenver Super lo r  Cour t  ........... 
CONNECTICUT Super lo r  Cour t  ....... 
FLORIDA C l r c u l t  Cour t  ............ 
HAWAII C l r c u l t  Cour t  ............. 
I D A H O  D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ............. 
KANSAS D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ............ 
MAINE S u p e r l o r  Cour t  ............. 
MARYLAND C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........... 
MASSACHUSETTS T r l a l  Cour t  o f  t h e  

Comnonwealth ................... 
M I C H I G A N  C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........... 
MISSOURI  C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........... 
MONTANA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ........... 
NEW JERSEY Super lo r  Cour t  ........ 
NEW YORK Supreme and 

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

Chancery Cour t s  ................ 
TEXAS D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ............. 
UTAH D l s t r l c t  Cour t  .............. 
WASHINGTON Super lo r  C o u r t  ........ 
PUERTO R I C O  Super lo r  Cour t  ....... 
L l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s :  

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

.. 

.. 

.. 
4 8x 

-35% 
31% 
.. 

1 0% 
3% 
. 7% 

-1 1% 
.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 
9% 

-19% 

5% 
34% 

7% 
49% 

-6% 

.. 

.. 

25% 

.. 
-1 8% 
-43% 
-18% 

-7% 
.. 

-28% 
1% 
0% 
3% 

-41% 
11% 
-3% 

0% 
-17% 

2% 
-14% 

3% 

-6% 
9% 

-3% 
1% 
2% 

1 %  
0% 

-1% 
4% 

2% 
6% 

-48% 
-60% 

5% 

-73% 
2% 
0% 

10% 
.2% 
14% 
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N/A = Data a r e  u n a v a l l a b l e .  
-- = Data element Is n o t  a p p l l c a b l e .  

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

nc: The f o l l o u l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  n o t  comparable: 
A laska--Super lor  and D l s t r l c t  Courts--The 1981 

and 1984 da ta  a r e  n o t  comparable t o  t h e  1985. 
1986. 1987 d a t a  because t o r t s  a r e  separated 
from t h e  u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  f l g u r e  I n  
s l g n l f t c a n t l y  g r e a t e r  q u a n t l t l e s  d u r l n g  1985, 
1986 dnd 1987 t h a n  I n  p r e v l o u s  years.  

F l o r l d a - - C l r c u l t  Cour t - -There were 21,063 new 
f l l l n g s  I n  1981. b u t  t h e y  d l d  n o t  I n c l u d e  
reopened cases; t h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  1981 d a t a  a r e  
n o t  comparable u l t h  t h e  1984, 1985, 1986. and 
1987 da ta .  

cou ld  n o t  be separa ted  f rom o t h e r  c l v l l  
f 11 l n g s .  

M o n t a n a - - 0 l s t r l c t  Court--1981 da ta  a r e  n o t  
comparable u l t h  1984..1985, 1986. and 1987 
da ta  due t o  changes I n  r e p o r t i n g .  

Texas--County-Level Cour t s - -To r t  f l l l n g s  f o r  
1981 and 1984 do n o t  I n c l u d e  da ta  f rom H a r r l s  
County (1 .e. .  Houston) .  

U t a h - - 0 l s t r l c t  C o u r t - - T o r t  f l l l n g s  f o r  1981 
c o u l d  n o t  be separated f rom o t h e r  c l v l l  
f I 1  l ngs  . 

M a r y l a n d - - C l r c u l t  Cour t - -To r t  f l l l n g s  f o r  1981 

C:  The f o l l o u l n g  c o u r t s '  d a t a  a r e  o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  
M o n t a n a - - 0 l s t r l c t  C o u r t - - T o r t  f l l l n g s  I n c l u d e  

some c l v l l  appeals  cases f o r  1984. 1985. 1986 
and 1987. 

N o r t h  Caro l l na - -Super lo r  Cour t - -To r t  f l l l n g s  
I n c l u d e  some rn lsce l laneous c l v l l  cases f o r  
1985, 1986. and 1987. 

Puer to  R lco - -Super lo r  Cour t - -To r t  f l l l n g s  
I n c l u d e  t r a n s f e r s  and reopened cases. 
- - D l s t r l c t  Cour t - -To r t  f l l l n g s  I n c l u d e  
t r a n s f e r s  and reopened cases. 

U t a h - - 0 l s t r l c t  C o u r t - - T o r t  f l l l n g s  I n c l u d e  de 
novo appeals  f rom t h e  J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 
Cour ts .  

1:  

A 

F 

The f o l l o u l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  a t  l e a s t  75% 
c ompl e t  e : 
a s k a - - 0 l s t r l c t  Cour t - -Data do no t  l n c l u d e  
r l l l n g s  I n  t h e  low volume D l s t r l c t  Cour ts ,  which 
a r e  r e p o r t e d  u l t h  u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  cases. 
o r l d a - - C l r c u l t  Cour t - -Data f o r  1984 and 1985 do 
n o t  I n c l u d e  p r o f e s s l o n a l  t o r t  cases r e p o r t e d  
u l t h  o t h e r  c l v l l  cases. 

H a u a l l - - C l r c u l t  Court--Data do n o t  i n c l u d e  a 
sma l l  number o f  D l s t r l c t  Cour t  t r a n s f e r s  
r e p o r t e d  w l t h  o t h e r  c l v l l  cases. 

I d a h o - - 0 l s t r l c t  Court--Data do n o t  I n c l u d e  some 
f l l l n g s  r e p o r t e d  u l t h  u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  cases. 
The u n c l a s s l f l e d  f l g u r e s  f o r  1985, 1986, and 
1987 r e s p e c t l v e l y  a re :  20,644, 21.281. and 
22,202. 

M a r y l a n d - - C l r c u l t  Cour t - -Data do no t  I n c l u d e  
some f l l l n g s  r e p o r t e d  u l t h  u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  
cases. The u n c l a s s l f l e d  f l g u r e s  f o r  1985. 1986. 
and 1987 r e s p e c t l v e l y  a r e :  1,438, 976, and 
1,829. 

Massachuse t t s - -T r la l  Cour t  of t h e  Cormnowealth-- 
T o r t  f l l l n g s  do n o t  I n c l u d e  some cases whtch a r e  
r e p o r t e d  u l t h  u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  d a t a .  

M l c h l g a n - - C l r c u l t  Cour t - -To r t  f l l l n g s  a r e  
u n a v a l l a b l e  I n  1984 f o r  H l l l s d a l e  County, 
Osceola County, Kalkaska County. and D e l t a  
County. 

M l s s o u r t - - C l r c u l t  Court--Data do no t  l n c l u d e  
f l l l n g s  f rom S t .  Lou ls  coun ty  and do n o t  I n c l u d e  
t o r t s  f l l e d  I n  t h e  a s s o c l a t e  d l v l s l o n s  u l th  
c l v l l  J u r l s d l c t l o n  under $5,000. 1984 and 1985 
da ta  a l s o  do n o t  I n c l u d e  f l l l n g s  f rom Boone 
County. 

some t o r t s  r e p o r t e d  u l t h  u n c l a s s l f l e d  c l v l l  
cases. The u n c l a s s l f l e d  f l g u r e s  f o r  1985. 1986. 
and 1987 r e s p e c t l v e l y  a re :  40,026. 46.865. and 
44.850. 

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

(0): A d d l t l o n a l  c o u r t  l n f o r m a t l o n :  

C o l o r a d o - - 0 l s t r t c t  and Denver Super lo r  Court--The 
Denver Super lo r  Cour t  was a b o l l s h e d  11/14/86 
and t h e  caseload absorbed by t h e  D l s t r l c t  
Cour t .  
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TABLE 1.2: Total Civil and Tort Filings in State Trial Courts, 1985-1987 

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

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

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

Super lo r  and J u v e n l l e  and 
Probate Cour t s  ............... 

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

County Cour ts  . .............. 
NORTH CAROLINA Super lo r  Cour t  . .  
NORTH DAKOTA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  .... 
O H I O  Cour t  of Common Pleas ..... 
TENNESSEE C l r c u l t ,  C r l m l n a l  

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

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

;985 
C l v l l  T o r t  

Number of 
f 11 lngs  

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

18,315 E 
97,262 I 
3 3 ,637 

626,496 

89,995 
150,323 E 
421,694 

26,283 C 
60.347 

124.995 
7.199 

99.842 
149,316 
205.241 C 
224,651 0 

27.648 C 
597.399 1 

126,776 0 
87,670 
14,239 

290,520 E 

104,430 C 
451,035 C 

30,009 C 
122.505 C 

62.393 0 

24,046 
323.241 

20,622 
24,542 

326,127 
161,754 C 
46.074 C 

F11 lngs  
per  100,000 
o o o u l a t l o n  

3,515 
3.052 
I ,42Q 
2,376 

2.785 
4.736 
3,710 
2,494 
6,005 
5.102 

61 8 
2.273 
1,643 
4,895 
4,467 
3,347 
7,900 

713 
1,402 
2.079 
2,704 

2.193 
2,755 
1.824 
2,779 
1,910 

4,615 
2,844 
1.957 

228 
3.035 

988 
1,410 

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

and q u a l l f y l n g  pe r  100,000 
foo tno tes  D o o u l a t l o n  

2.096 
10,748 
5,382 

112.049 

4,537 
12,742 
29,864 l 

1,676 1 
2,010 1 
4.061 
2,072 

10.120 1 
23,742 

-- 
9,678 1 
1,870 c 

42,141 l 

402 
337 
228 
425 

140 
401 
263 
159 
200 
166 
178 
230 
261 

192 
226 
557 

-- 

35,549 200 
8,062 C 129 

51 2 75 
25.518 238 

12.565 264 
37,596 230 

1.245 C 76 
9,747 221 
4,388 c 134 

860 1 165 

652 62 
464 4 

12.992 121 
8,242 50 
1,579 C 48 

-- -- 

NOTE: The f o o t n o t l n g  scheme has been 
c o n s o l l d a t e d .  Footnotes f o r  1985 and 1986 have 
been t r a n s l a t e d  l n t o  t h e  f o o t n o t e  scheme f o r  1987. 

-- = Data element 1s n o t  a p p l l c a b l e .  

OUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

C:  The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  
H a w a l l - - C l r c u l t  C o u r t - - C l v l l  f l l l n g s  l n c l u d e  

c r l m l n a l  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs 
and some c r l m l n a l  and t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  
cases. 

1985 I n c l u d e  cases f rom t h e  County Cour t  and 
C o n c l l l a t l o n  and Probate D l v l s l o n  and County 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  u h l c h  merged w l t h  t h e  
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  I n  1985. 

M o n t a n a - - 0 l s t r l c t  C o u r t - - C l v l l  f l l l n g s  l n c l u d e  
appeals  o f  t r l a l  c o u r t  cases. T o r t  f l l l n g s  
I n c l u d e  some c l v l l  appeals  cases f o r  1985. 
1986. and 1987. 

M l n n e s o t a - - 0 l s t r l c t  C o u r t - - C l v l l  f l l l n g s  f o r  

N o r t h  Caro l l na - -Super lo r  Cour t - -To r t  f l l l n g s  
l n c l u d e  some mlscel laneous c l v l l  cases. 

Puer to  R lco - -Super lo r  Cour t - -To r t  f l l l n g s  
I n c l u d e  t r a n s f e r s  and reopened cases. 
- - D l s t r l c t  C o u r t - - C i v i l  and t o r t  f l l l n g s  l n c l u d e  
t r a n s f e r s  and reopened cases. 

C o u r t - - C l v l l  f l l l n g s  f o r  1987 l n c l u d e  
p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs and 
n l s c e l l a n e o u s  c r l m l n a l  cases. 

l n c l u d e  some J u v e n l l e  cases. 
--County-Level C o u r t s - - C l v l l  f l l l n g s  
I n c l u d e  some J u v e n l l e  cases. 

some p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs.  T o r t  
f l l l n g s  l n c l u d e  de novo appeals f rom t h e  J u r t t c e  
of t h e  Peace Cour ts .  

Tennesee--Cl rcu l t  Cour t ,  C r l m l n a l  and Chancery 

T e x a s - - 0 l s t r l c t  C o u r t - - C l v l l  f l l l n g s  f o r  1987 

U t a h - - 0 l s t r l c t  C o u r t - - C l v l l  F l l l n g s  l n c l u d e  
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.2: T o t a l  c l v l l  and t o r t  f l l l n s s  l n  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s .  1985.1987 . 

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

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

ALASKA Super lo r  Cour t  . ......... 
A R I Z O N A  Super lo r  Cour t  ......... 
ARKANSAS C l r c u l t  Cour t  ......... 
C A L I F O R N I A  Super lo r  Cour t  ...... 
COLORADO O l s t r l c t  . Denver 

Super lo r  and J u v e n l l e  and 
Probate Cour ts  ............... 

CONNECTICUT Super lo r  Cour t  ..... 
FLORIOA C l r c u l t  Cour t  .......... 
H A W A I I  C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........... 
IDAHO O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ........... 
KANSAS O f s t r l c t  Cour t  . . ........ 
M A I N E  Super lo r  Cour t  ........... 
MARYLAND C l r c u l t  Cour t  ......... 
M I C H I G A N  C l r c u l t  Cour t  ......... 
MINNESOTA O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....... 
MISSOURI  C l r c u l t  Cour t  ......... 
MONTANA O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 
NEW JERSEY Super lo r  Cour t  ...... 
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County Cour ts  ................ 
NORTH CAROLINA Super lo r  Cour t  . .  
NORTH OAKOTA O l s t r l c t  Cour t  .... 
O H I O  Cour t  oC Comnon Pleas ..... 
TENNESSEE C l r c u l t  . C r l m l n a l  

and Chancery Cour ts  .......... 
TEXAS O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ........... 
UTAH O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ............ 
WASHINGTON Super lo r  Cour t  ...... 
PUERTO R I C O  Super lo r  Cour t  . .... 
L l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s :  

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

C l v l l  

F l l l n g s  F l 1  lngs 
and q u a l l f y l n g  per  100. 000 

foo tno tes  p o p u l a t l o n  

Number O F  

1986 
T o r t  

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

and q u a l l f y l n g  pe r  100. 000 
Footnotes p o p u l a t l o n  

16. 506 E 
102. 140 
35. 784 

654. 283 

105. 688 
154.581 E 
442. 809 
26. 171 C 
60. 121 
134. 131 
6.622 

106.71 6 
154. 327 
233. 927 
237. 782 0 
28. 212 c 
624. 828 1 

120.038 0 
92.031 
15.085 

324.779 E 

106. 890 C 
419.434 C 
33.042 C 
135. 933 C 
68. 295 0 

26. 328 
349. 645 
21.263 
23. 759 

342. 714 
178.265 C 
46.911 C 

3.097 
3. 077 
1 .  509 
2.425 

3. 235 
4. 841 
3. 793 
2. 462 
6. 000 
5. 452 
565 

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

675 
1.  453 
2. 222 
3.020 

2.225 
2. 514 
1.985 
3. 046 
2. 086 

4.940 
2. 995 
2.000 
22 1 

3. 187 
1 .  068 
1 .  433 

2.344 
1 1 .  888 
5. 541 

130. 206 

6.145 
13. 754 
35. 535 
1.749 1 
2.118 1 
4.274 
2.044 
12. 373 1 
27.046 
10.356 
10. 746 1 
1.836 C 

45.547 1 

32. 011 
8.897 c 

561 
28. 225 

13.167 
38. 238 

19. 515 
2.527 C 

4. 558 c 

4. 069 1 
42. 229 

738 
463 

13.999 
9.833 
1 .  779 C 

440 
358 
234 
483 

188 
431 
304 
165 
211 
174 
174 
277 
296 
246 
212 
224 
598 

180 
140 
83 
262 

274 
229 
152 
437 
140 

763 
362 
69 
4 

130 
59 
54 
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APPENDIX  TABLE 1.2: T o t a l  c l v l l  and t o r t  f l l l n q s  I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s .  1985.1987 . 

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

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

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

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

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

County Cour ts  ................ 
NORTH CAROLINA Super lo r  Cour t  . . 
NORTH DAKOTA O l s t r l c t  Cour t  .... 
OHIO Cour t  o f  C o n o n  Pleas ..... 
TENNESSEE C l r c u l t .  C r l m l n a l  

and Chancery Cour ts  .......... 
TEXAS O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ........... 
UTAH O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ............ 
WASHINGTON Super lo r  Cour t  . . . . . .  
PUERTO R I C O  Super lo r  Cour t  ..... 
L l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s :  

ALASKA O l s t r l c t  Cour t  . .....>... 
F L O R I O A  County Cour t  ........... 
H A W A I I  O l s t r l c t  Cour t  .......... 
OHIO County Cour t  .............. 
O H I O  M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . .  
T E X A S  County-Level  Cour ts  . . . . . . .  
PUERTO R I C O  O l s t r l c t  Cour t  . .... 

1987 
C l v l l  

Number o f  
f 11 lngs  F l  1 l ngs  

and q u a l l f y l n g  pe r  100. 000 
foo tno tes  population 

15. 168 E 
101. 148 
36.401 

674. 912 

104. 614 
147. 347 0 
444. 952 

26.031 C 
57. 605 

140.586 
6. 079 

106. 193 
170. 541 
231. 244 
248. 190 E 

26. 816 1 
638. 975 1 

121. 443 0 
97. 979 
15.382 

337. 637 E 

111. 102 c 
442. 052 C 

29.543 E 
129. 842 E 
65.146 0 

24. 184 
361. 130 

22. 676 
23. 604 

362. 789 
197. 414 C 

46. 886 C 

2. 889 
2.987 
1. 524 
2. 440 

3. 174 
4. 589 
3. 701 
2.404 
5. 772 
5.678 

512 
2. 342 
1. 854 
5. 446 
4. 864 
3 .  315 
8. 329 

681 
1. 547 
2. 265 
3. 131 

2. 288 
2. 633 
1. 440 
2. 853 
1. 979 

4. 606 
3.  004 
2. 094 

21 9 
3.364 
1.176 
1. 424 

T o r t  
Number of 

f 11 l ngs  f l l l n g s  
and q u a l l f y l n g  pe r  100.000 

foo tno tes  DoDulat lon 

1. 664 
12. 260 

5. 606 
137. 455 

3. 666 
15. 385 
35. 453 

1. 785 1 
1. 757 1 
4. 380 
1. 884 

12. 938 1 
29. 756 
10. 739 
10. 483 1 

1. 792 C 
46. 671 1 

34.249 

551 
29. 375 

13. 591 
40. 764 

1. 335 c 
8.007 
4. 811 C 

8. 981 c 

1. 071 1 
52.491 

937 
406 

15. 505 
11. 314 

1. 729 C 

317 
362 
235 
497 

111 
479 
295 
165 
176 
177 
159 
285 
323 
253 
205 
222 
608 

192 
140 
82 

272 

280 
243 

79 
176 
146 

204 
437 
87 

4 
144 
67 
53 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.2: Total clvll and tort flllnqs In state trlal courts. 1985-1987. (contlnuedl 

E :  The followlng courts' data lnclude 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs: 

Alaska--Superlor Court 
Connectlcut--Superlor Court 
Ohlo--Court or Conmon Pleas 
Hlssourl--Clrcult Court 
Washlngton--Superlor Court 
Utah--0lstrlct Court 

1: The followlng courts' data are at least 75% 
compl et e : 

Alaska--0lstrlct Court--Tort flllngs do not 
lnclude cases from low-volume Olstrlct 
Courts, whlch are reported wlth other 
clvll cases. 

Arlzona--Superlor Court--Clvll flllngs for 
1985 do not lnclude mental health cases. 

florlda--Clrcult Court--Tort flllngs for 
1985 do not lnclude professlonal tort 
cases, whlch are reported wlth the 
unclasslfled clvll data. 

Hawall--Clrcult Court--Tort flllngs do not 
Include a small number o f  Olstrlct Court 
transfers reported wlth unclasslfled 
clvll data. 

Idaho--0lstrlct Court--Tort flllngs do not 
lnclude some cases that are reported wlth 
unclasslfled clvll data. The 
unclasslfled flgures for 1985, 1986, and 
1987 respectlvely are 20,644. 21,281, and 
22,202. 

Maryland--Clrcult Court--Tort flllngs do not 
Include some cases that are reported ulth 
unclasslfled clvll data. The 
unclasslfled flgures for 1985, 1986, and 
1987 respectlvely are 1,438, 976, and 
1,829. 

Mlssourl--Clrcult Court--Tort data do not 
lnclude flllngs from St. Louls County and 
do not lnclude torts flled In the 
assoclate dlvlslons wlth clvll 
jurlsdlctlon under $5,000. 1985 data 
also do not Include tort flllngs from 
8oone County. 

Montana--0lstrlct Court--Clvll flllngs do not 
lnclude some appeals o f  trlal court cases. 

New Jersey--Superlor Court--Tort flllngs do not 
Include some cases that are reported ulth 
unclasslrled clvll data. The unclasslfled 
flgures for 1985, 1986. and 1987 
respectlvely are 40,026, 46,865. and 
44.850. Clvll flllngs do not lnclude a feu 
domestlc relatlons cases. 

0: The Followlng courts' data are 75% complete and 

1987 lnclude postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs, but do not lnclude mental 
health cases. 

1985 and 1986 lnclude postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs, but do not lnclude some 
domestlc relatlons cases. 

New York--Supreme and County Court--Clvll 
flllngs Include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs, but do not Include clvll 
appeals cases. 

Puerto Rlco--Superlor Court--Clvll flllngs for 
1985 and 1986 Include transfers and reopened 
cases, but do not lnclude estate cases. 
Clvll flllngs for 1987 lnclude transfers and 
reopened cases, but do not Include URESA 
cases. 

are overlncluslve: 
Connectlcut--Superlor Court--Clvll flllngs for 

Mlssourl--Clrcult Court--Clvll flltngs for 

Appendix to Part I: Table 1.2 43 



TABLE 1.3: General Civil Filings In the State Trial Courts. 1981-1987 

1981 1984 
Number O F  Number O F  

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

S t a t e / C o u r t  name: foo tno tes  

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

ALABAMA C l r c u l t  Cour t  . ......... 28. 460 c 
ALASKA Super to r  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . .  nc 
A R I Z O N A  Super lo r  Cour t  . . . . . . . . .  nc 
ARKANSAS Chancery and Probate 

Cour ts  ...................... 7.545 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  . ............... nc 

Super lo r  and J u v e n l l e  and 
Probate Cour ts  ............... 36. 168 

C O N N U T I C U T  Super lo r  Cour t  ..... nc 
DELAWARE Super lo r  Cour t  . . . . . . . .  2. 522 c 
D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA Super lo r  

Cour t  ....................... 108. 426 
H A W A I I  C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........... 3. 830 
KANSAS O l s t r l c t  Cour t  .......... 54. 005 
M I C H I G A N  C l r c u l t  Cour t  .......... nc 
MONTANA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... nc 
NORTH CAROLINA Super lo r  Cour t  . . 13.756 c 
NORTH DAKOTA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  .... 5 .  632 
TENNESSEE C l r c u l t  and 

Chancery Cour ts  ............. 23. 442 
TEXAS D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ........... 68. 451 
UTAH D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ............ nc 
WASHINGTON Super lo r  Cour t  . ..... 34.922 

L l rn l t ed  j u r l s d l c t i o n  c o u r t s :  

ALABAMA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 5 5 .  818 
A R I Z O N A  J u s t l c e  O F  t h e  

Peace Cour t  ................. nc 
COLORADO County Cour t  . ......... 45.423 
DELAWARE Cour t  o f  Comnon Pleas . 3.740 
H A W A I I  D l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . .  13. 549 
I N D I A N A  County Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . .  5. 573 
KENTUCKY D l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . . . . . . .  57. 627 
M A I N E  O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ........... nc 
M I C H I G A N  D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ........ N / A  
MICHIGAN M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ....... N/A  
NEBRASKA County Cour t  .......... nc 
NEW HAMPSHIRE O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ... 10. 382 
NEW M E X I C O  H a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  .... 14. 117 

o f  B e r n a l l l l o  County ........ 8. 290 

C l t y  o f  New York ............ 151.159 
Cour t  O F  Clalrns .............. 1. 330 
O l s t r l c t  and C l t y  Cour ts  . . . . .  nc 

NORTH CAROLINA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  .. 52. 100 
NORTH DAKOTA County Cour t  ...... nc 
O H I O  H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ........... 260. 068 1 

County Cour t  ................. 1 1 .  302 1 
OREGON O l s t r l c t  Cour t  .......... 33. 862 

J u s t l c e  Cour t  ............... nc 
RHODE ISLAND D l s t r l c t  Cour t  . ... 23.689 
TEXAS J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 

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

COLORADO O l s t r l c t  . Denver 

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

NEW YORK C l v l l  Cour t  O F  t h e  

PENNSYLVANIA D l s t r l c t  

F11 lngs  
pe r  100. 000 
p o p u l a t l o n  

727 
nc 
nc 

329 
nc 

1 .  220 
nc 
422 

17. 183 
390 

2. 266 
nc 
nc 
231 
856 

508 
464 

nc 
828 

1. 425 

nc 
1. 532 
625 

1 .  381 
102 

1. 574 
nc 

N/A 
N /A  

nc 
1 .  109 
1. 063 

624 

859 
8 

nc 
875 

nc 
2. 412 

105 
1. 277 

nc 
2. 486 

nc 
nc 

f l l l n g s  and F 11 lngs  
q u a l i f y i n g  pe r  100.000 
f oo tno tes  p o p u l a t l o n  

29. 650 C 743 
nc nc 

29.580 5.916 

5. 151 219 
nc nc 

32. 032 
nc 

2. 520 

96. 975 
3. 992 
57.140 

nc 
6 .  651 
12.482 
5. 674 

21 . 505 
85. 873 

nc 
33.140 

1. 008 
nc 

C 41 1 

15. 566 
1 384 
1 2. 344 

nc 
807 

C 202 
827 

456 
537 
nc 
762 

51.805 

nc 
65.  485 
3. 755 
13. 968 
3. 664 
56. 359 
16. 146 c 

N/A  
N/A 

nc 
9.815. 
18.308 

9. 744 

195. 163 
1. 678 

nc 
45. 636 

nc 
221.523 
9. 542 
24. 518 

183.143 
18.759 

nc 
nc 

1. 298 

nc 
2. 061 
613 

1. 344 
67 

1. 514 
1. 397 

N/A  
N/A 

nc 
1. 005 
1 .  286 

684 

1. 100 
9 

nc 
740 
nc 

2. 060 
89 

91 7 

1 .  539 
1. 950 

nc 
nc 

1985 
Number O F  

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

32.447 
4. 906 

33. 143 

6.117 
30. 475 

35. 928 
47. 286 
2.564 c 

93. 877 
3. 764 
62. 501 
47.91 7 
7. 347 

13.654 c 
5 .  713 

22. 529 
95. 659 
3. 856 
36. 904 

44. 326 

53. 650 
72.174 
3.498 
14.974 
4. 407 
52.997 
15. 901 

230. 055 1 
869 

22. 571 
9. 566 
16. 633 

8. 465 

189. 790 
1. 953 

65. 263 
42. 864 
5. 534 c 

225. 593 1 
9. 316 1 
26. 299 

194. 610 
21. 396 

204. 952 " 
39.838 

F 11 Ings 
pe r  100. 000 
p o p u l a t l o n  

807 
942 

1. 040 

259 
1. 292 

1. 112 
1. 490 
412 

14. 996 
357 

2. 551 
527 
889 
218 
834 

473 
584 
234 
837 

1. 102 

1. 683 
2. 234 
562 

1 .  421 
80 

1 .  422 
1 .  366 
2. 531 

10 
1. 405 
959 

1 .  147 

584 

1. 067 
1 1  

361 
685 
808 

2. 100 
e7 

979 

1 .  642 
2.210 

1. 252 
2.422 
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Sta te /Cour t  name: 

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

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

Cour ts  ...................... 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Super lo r  . and J u v e n l l e  and 
Probate Cour ts  ............... 

CONNECTICUT Super lo r  Cour t  . . . . .  
DELAWARE Super lo r  Cour t  . . . . . . . .  
D I S T R I C l  OF COLUMBIA Super lo r  

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

Chancery Cour ts  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T E X A S  D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ........... 
UTAH D l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . .  
WASHINGTON Super lo r  Cour t  ...... 

COLORADO D l s t r l c t .  Denver 

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

ALA8AMA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 
A R I Z O N A  J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  

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

B e r n a l l l l o  County . . . . . . . . . . .  
M e t r o p o l l t a n  Cour t  o f  

NEW YORK C l v l l  Cour t  o f  t h e  
C l t y  of New York . ........... 
Cour t  o f  Clalms . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
D l s t r l c t  and C l t y  Cour ts  ..... 

NORTH CAROLINA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  .. 
NORTH DAKOTA County Cour t  ...... 
O H I O  M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ........... 

County Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
OREGON O l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . .  
PENNSYLVANIA D l s t r l c t  

J u s t l c e  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
RHODE ISLAND D l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . . .  
T E X A S  J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 

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

1986 
Number of 

f l l l n g s  
and q u a l l f y l n g  
. footno tes  

33. 984 c 
2. 998 

38. 224 

7.027 
32. 495 

4 7 .  787 
50. 4 7 4  

2. 950 

91. 918 
3.780 

70. 449 
61. 611 

7 .  633 
14. 842 c 

5. 974 

23. 568 
94. 258 

3. 838 
47. 289 

44. 492 

64. 036 
122. 683 

5 .  190 
15. 497 

4 .  991 
60. 598 
15.771 

258. 920 
900 

33. 304 
10. 804 
1 5 .  415 

9. 237 

196. 216 
2. 290 

87. 234 
4 4 .  295 

4. 908 
237. 516 

9.  031 
31. 268 

198. 615 
21. 116 

210. 1 7 1  
49.452 

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

839 
562 

1. 152 

296 
1 .  370 

1. 463 
1. 583 

466 

14.707 
356 

2. 864 
674 
932 
234 
880 

49 1 
565 
231 

1. 060 

1. 198 

1 .  929 
3. 755 

820 
1. 458 

91 
1 .  625 
1 .  345 
2.831 

IO 
2. 085 
1. 052 
1. 042 

625 

1 .  104 
13 

491 
699 
723 

2. 210 
84 

1 .  160 

1. 671 
2.166 

1. 249 
2.970 

APPENDIX  TABLE 1.3: General c l v l l  f l l l n q s  I n  t h e  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s .  1981-1987 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 

Percentage Percentage 
1987 change l n  change I n  

Number o f  f l l l n g s  p e r  f l l l n g s  pe r  
F 11 lngs  100.000 100.000 

pe r  IOO;OOO p o p u i a t l o n  p o p u i a t l o n  
p o p u l a t  1 on 1981 -1  987 1986-1 987 

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

f o o t n o t e s  

37. 050 C 
3. 582 

38. 537 

7 .  027 
32. 761 

50.474 
57. 883 

2. 870 C 

86. 006 

72. 547 
61.036 

6.803 
14.995 C 

5. 792 

24. 504 
98. 036 

2. 399 
36.078 

3. 672 1 

45.980 

68. 082 
93. 674 

4. 605 
16.902 

4. 901 
67. 400 
17.086 

273.323 
67 1 

32.173 
12. 491 
13. 326 

8. 408 

196. 257 
2.072 

83.618 
45. 387 

4. 302 
176. 113 1 

8. 041 1 
31. 805 

203. 752 
19.899 

221. 989 I 
55.  546 

907 25% 8% 
682 _ _  21% 

9% 1. 138 _ _  

294 -1 1% -1% 
1 .  372 .. 0% 

1. 531 2 5% 5% 
1 .  803 _ _  14% 

446 5% .4% 

13. 827 -20% -6% 
339 -13% .5% 

2. 930 29% 2% 
663 .. .2% 
84 I .. -10% 
234 1% 0% 
862 1% -2% 

505 1% 3% 
584 26% 3% 
143 _ _  -38% 
795 4% -25% 

1 .  126 -21% .6% 

2.011 
2.842 

715 
1 .  561 

89 
1 .  808 
1 .  439 
2. 971 

7 
2. 018 
1 .  181 

888 

_ _  
86% 
14% 
13% 

-13% 
15% 
.. 
.. 
.. 
.. 
6% 

16% 

4% 
-24% 
-1 3% 

7% 
-2% 
11% 

7% 
5% 

-30% 
-3% 
12% 
15% 

561 -10% -11% 

1.101 
12 

469 
7 08 
640 

1. 633 
75 

1.168 

2 2% 0% 
50% -8% 
.. .4% 

-19% 1% 
.. -11% 

-31% -26% 
-29% -11% 

-9% 1% 

2% 1. 707 _ _  
2. 018 -19% .7% 

1 .  322 _ _  6% 
3.306 .. 11% 
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APPENDIX  TABLE 1.3: General c l v l l  f l l l n q s  I n  t h e  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1981-1987 (con t lnued)  

N/A = Data a r e  n o t  a v a l l a b l e .  
-- = Data element 1s n o t  a p p l l c a b l e .  
nc = Data a r e  n o t  comparable u l t h  o t h e r  years.  

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

C:  The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  
A labama- -C l r cu l t  Court--Data I n c l u d e  c l v l l  

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

t 1 ve agency appea 1 s . 
H a l n e - - D l s t r l c t  Court--1981-1985 da ta  I n c l u d e  some 

domest lc  r e l a t l o n s  and j u v e n l l e  cases. 
Nebraska--County Court--Data f o r  1985 l n c l u d e  

cases f rom t h e  H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  f rom J u l y  1, 
1985. t o  December 31. 1985. 

N o r t h  Caro l l na - -Super lo r  Court--1981-1985 da ta  
l n c l u d e  a d m l n l s t r a t l v e  agency appeals .  
1987 da ta  l n c l u d e  m lsce l l aneous  c l v l l  cases. 

c r l m l n a l  appeals  cases. 

appea 1 s . 

1986 and 

N o r t h  Dakota--County Court--1985 d a t a  I n c l u d e  

U t a h - - D l s t r l c t  Court--1985 da ta  I n c l u d e  de novo 

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

Colorado--County Court--1981-1985 da ta  do n o t  
l n c l u d e  cases f rom Denver County Cour t .  

H a w a l l - - C l r c u l t  Court--Data do n o t  l n c l u d e  "un- 
r e p o r t e d  cases."  

Ind lana--County Court--Data do n o t  I n c l u d e  
" o t h e r "  cases o r  " redocketed c l v l l "  cases f o r  
1985 and 1986. 

K a n s a s - - D l s t r l c t  Court--1981-1985 da ta  do n o t  
l n c l u d e  a l l  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  r l g h t s  cases. 

H l c h l g a n - - D l s t r l c t  Court--Data f o r  1985 do n o t  
l n c l u d e  cases f rom t h e  c l t y  o f  Dearborn. 

H lch lgan - -Hun lc lpa l  Court--1985 da ta  do n o t  
I n c l u d e  cases f rom t h e  c l t y  o f  Dearborn. 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour ts  f o r  Grosse P o l n t e  H u n l c l p a l  
and Grosse P o l n t e  Shores d l d  n o t  r e p o r t  1985 
da ta .  

Oh lo - -Hun lc lpa l  Cour t  and County Court--Data do 
n o t  I n c l u d e  cases c l a s s t f i e d  as m lsce l l aneous  
c l v l l .  

Texas--Just lce o f  t h e  Peace Court--Data f o r  1987 
rep resen t  a r e p o r t l n g  r a t e  of  79% 

V :  The f o l l o u l n g  c o u r t ' s  da ta  a r e  l e s s  than  75% 
comp 1 e t e  : 

Texas--Just lce of t h e  Peace Court--Data f o r  1985 
and 1986 rep resen t  a r e p o r t l n g  r a t e  o f  73% and 
74% r e s p e c t l v e l y .  
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TABLE 1.4: Felony Filings in State Trial Courts. 1981-1987 

Stat t? /Cour t  name: 

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

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

Super lo r  Cour t  J u v e n l l e  and 
Probate Cour ts  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

CONNECTICUT Super lor  Cour t  . . .  
DISTRICI OF COLUMBIA 

Super lo r  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
G E O R G l A  Super lo r  Cour t  . . . . . . .  
H A W A I I  C l r c u l t  Cour t  . ........ 
ILLINOIS C l r c u l t  Cour t  . ...... 
I N D I A N A  Super lo r  and 

C l r c u l t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I O W A  O l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . .  
KANSAS D l s t r l c t  Court . . . . . . . .  
K E N l U C K Y  C l r c u l t  Cour t  . ...... 
MAINE Super lo r  Cour t  . . . . . . . . .  
MASSACHUSETlS l r l a l  Cour t  o f  

t h e  Cormonwealth . . . . . . . . . . .  
MINNESOTA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . . . .  
MISSOURI  C l r c u l t  Court . ...... 
MONTANA D l s t r l c t  Court ....... 
NEW HAMPSHIRE Super lo r  Cour t  . 
NEW JERSEY Super lo r  Cour t  . . . .  
NEW YORK Supreme L County Court 
NORTH C A R O L I N A  Super lo r  Cour t  
NORTH OAKOTA O l r t r l c t  Cour t  . .  
OHIO Court  o f  Comnon Pleas ... 
OKLAHOMA O l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . . . . .  
OREGON C l r c u l t  Court ......... 
RHOOE I S L A N D  Super lo r  Cour t  . .  
SOUTH DAKOTA C l r c u l t  Cour t  ... 
TEXAS D l s t r f c t  Cour t  ......... 
VFRMONT D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....... 

Super lo r  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
V I R G I N I A  C l r c u l t  Cour t  ....... 
WASHINGlUN Super lo r  Cour t  .... 
WEST V I R G I N I A  C l r c u l t  Cour t  . .  
WlSCONSlN C l r c u l t  Cour t  ...... 

Number o f  
f l l l n g s  

and q u a l l l y l n g  

1981 
F l  1 lngs 

Der 100.000 

14. 357 1 
14. 565 G 
64. 993 G 

13.868 
6 .  3R2 

8. 505 
37. 338 

2.291 1 
41.795 

8.166 
12. 121 
13.007 C 
3.281 

nc 
N /A 
N /A  
N /A  
3.652 

29. 101 
41.587 G 
42.792 

1 .  233 c 
4 1  . 076 

N/A  
20. 198 

4 .  576 
2. 654 

82.872 
3 .  021 

34 
40. 4 4 4  
15. 442 

N/A 
14.601 

WYOMING D l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . ..... 1.772 C 

. a d u l t  
popu 1 a t  lon 

720 
89 1 
366 

644 
274 

1. 729 
9so 
326 
505 

309 
69 1 
500 
40 I 

53 1 
533 
319 
995 
264 
530 

1 .  045 
639 
548 
800 
81 0 

9 
1 .  011 

502 

428 
521 

.. 1984 
Number o f  F l l l n g r  

f l l l n o s  per  100, 000 
and q u a i l r y l n g  

foo tno tes  

15. 360 
1 7 .  993 G 
74.  412 G 

14.  783 
6 .  650 0 

1 1 .  195 
33.  725 

2. 655 1 
46.107 C 

13.619 G 
7 .  658 

1 I .  391 
N / A  
3. 189 

N/A 
1 7 .  643 

N / A  
N /A  
3 .  813 

37.135 
49. 191 G 
42. 160 

1. 284 C 
37.073 
24.178 C 
19.913 
4.232 
2.606 

87. 249 
1. 831 

8 
42.642 
15.432 
4. 724 

13. 601 
1.462 

a d u l t  
p o p u l a t l o n  

700 
1 . Ob0 

39 2 

637 
276 

2.294 
u02 
353 
548 

342 
360 
ti38 

3 15 

SH I 

526 
656 
369 
924 
263 
4 7 1  

1 .  011 
1 .  013 

515 
521 
7 7 4  
4 1  1 

2 
1 .  013 

484 
332 
390 
4 1  1 

1985 
Nuiiibcr o f  F I 1  1;lgS 

f l l l n g s  
and y u a l l l y l n g  
. f o o t  notes 

11.295 1 
21. 425 G 
82.312 G 

15.804 
7 .  198 0 

12. 399 
36. 182 

2.609 1 
45.925 1 

1 4 .  894 (0) 
1.910 c 

10. 410 
13. 439 C 
3.656 

5.279 
19. 119 
41.935 

2. 514 
4. 198 

31.784 
51.034 G 
40. 915 

1 .  312 C 
36. 249 
24.613 C 
20. 682 

4 .  180 
3 .  088 

93. 968 
1 .  891 

6 
43. 096 
11.885 

4. 701 
14.549 

1. 468 

per  IOO;OOO 
a d u l t  

w u  l a t  l on 

748 
1. 251 

422 

668 
298 

2.510 
838 
341 
544 

373 
378 
5 8 1  
497 
425 

118 
626 

1.133 
435 
563 
663 
380 
87 7 
269 
461 

1. 038 
1. 047 

643 
61 5 
812 
480 

2 
1.01 1 

554 
331 
4 1 7  
421 
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APPENDIX  TABLE 1.4:  Felony f l l l n q s  I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1981-1987. - 

Sta te /Cour t  name: 

General J u r l s d l c t l o n  court>: 

A R I Z O N A  Super lo r  Court . . . . . . .  
ARKANSAS C l r c u l t  Cour t  . . . . . . .  
C A L I F O R N I A  Super lo r  Court . . . .  
COLORADO D l s t r l c t  Cour t .  

Denver Super lo r  Court 
J u v e n l l e  and Probate Cour t  . 

CONNECTICUl  S u i w r l o r  Cnurt . . .  
D I S T R I C T  OF COLUHOlA 

Super lo r  Court . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
GEORGIA Super lor  Court . . . . . . .  
HAWAIl C I r c u l t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . .  
I l L l N O I S  C l r c u l t  Cour t  . . . . . . .  
I N D I A N A  Super lo r  and 

C l r c u l t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I O W A  D l s t r l c t  Court . . . . . . . . . .  
KANSAS D l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . . . . . . .  
K E N T U C K Y  C l r c u l t  Cour t  . . . . . . .  
M A I N E  Super lo r  Cour t  . . . . . . . . .  
MASSACHUSETIS T r l a l  Cour t  o f  

t h e  Comnonuealth . . . . . . . . . . .  
M I N N E S O l A  D l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . . . .  
MISSOURI C l r c u l t  Cour t  ....... 
MONTANA O l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . . . . . .  
NEW HAMPSHIRE Super lo r  Cour t  . 
NEW J E R S t Y  Super lor  Court . . . .  
NEW YORK Supreme and 

County Court . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
N O R l H  CARULINA Super lo r  Cour t  
NORTH O A K O l A  D l s t r l c t  Cour t  .. 
O H I O  Cour t  o f  Comnon Pleas . . .  
OKLAHOMA D l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . . . . .  
OREGON C l r c u l t  Court . . . . . . . . .  
RHODE I S L A N D  Super lo r  Court . .  
SOUTH D A K O T A  C l r c u l t  Cour t  . .. 
TEXAS Olstrlct Cour t  . . . . . . . . .  
VERMONI D l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . . . . . .  

Super io r  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
V I R G I N I A  C l r c u l t  Court . . . . . . .  
WASHINGION Super lo r  Cour t  . . . .  
WEST V I R G I N I A  C l r c u l t  Cour t  .. 
WISCONSIN C I r c u l t  Cour t  . . . . . .  
WYOMING D l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . . . . . .  

Number o f  
f l l l n g s  

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

20,653 1 
21.944 G 
94,779 G 

1b.081 
8,436 0 

1b.207 
37.146 

2,598 I 
47,075 C 

18.436 G 
7.692 C 

11,106 
13,380 C 
3.583 

5.893 
19,701 
44.989 c 

2.591 0 
4.851 

38,443 

5b,356 Q 
44,980 

1,390 
38,314 
25,782 C 
22,533 

4,360 
3,182 

111,331 
2.171 

1 
45,646 
19.693 
4.546 

14.410 
1.466 

F l  1 l ngs  
per  100,000 

a d u l t  
WLlfl.!.c!!L 

858 
1.271 

4 1 7  

b 70 
344 

3,321 
846 
334 
554 

458 
366 
612 
492 
41 1 

131': 
b35 

1,197 
441 
b33 
b44 

421 
955 
284 
48b 

1,072 
1,120 

583 
b24 
947 
543 

0 
1,050 

595 
32 1 
412 
41 5 

Number o f  
f I 1  lngs 

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

~ ~~~ 

Percent Percent  

f t l l n g s  p e r  f l l l n g s  pe r  
1 9 8 7  change I n  change I n  

F l l l n u s  100.000 100.000 
adu 1 t a d u l t  

p o p u l a t l o n  popu l a t  1 on 
1 9 8 b - 1 9 8 7. .- -_ 1981-1987 

21,444 I 
24,005 G 

104.906 G 

16.223 
9.628 0 

19.986 
N/A 
2,7bb 0 

46,342 C 

16,905 G 
8.230 C 

11,500 
nc 

3.512 

b.790 
21,834 
49,017 C 

2,443 0 
5.527 

41.198 

62.940 G 
51.210 

1.481 C 
39.376 
26.438 C 
74.591 

4.278 
3.275 

119.395 
2.111 

85 
49.481 
21,071 

4,885 
13.802 

1,353 

per I O O ~ O O O  
a d u l t  

P ~ O ! ~ n t l O n _  

869 
1.416 

515 

6 70 
392 

4.112 

34 1 
542 

416 
397 
b30 

409 

150 
b96 

1,792 
418 
599 
105 

461 
1,070 

30 1 
495 

1.111 
1,201 

5b5 
638 

1.01 1 
519 

21 
1.113 

625 
34 1 
390 
39b 

1 
12 
0 

0 
14 

24 

4 
-2 

-9 
7 
3 

0 

15 
10 
8 

-5 
10 
b 

11 
12 
8 
2 
4 
8 

-3 
2 
7 

-4 

6 
5 
8 

- 5  
-5  

21 
60 
41 

4 
43 

138 

6 
1 

27 
-10 

2 

30 
32 

46 
8 

16 
- 7  

15 
-12 

16 
26 

-36 
133 
9 

25 

-9  
-24 
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.4:  Felony f l l l n q s  I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s ,  1981-1987. (contl!LusdJ 

NOTE: The f o o t n o t i n g  scheme has been c o n s o l l d a t e d .  
Footnotes For 1981, 1984. and 1985 have been 
t r a n s l a t e d  I n t o  t h e  f o o t n o t e  scheme f o r  1986 and 1987 

N/A = Data a r e  no t  a v a l l a b l e  

QUALIFYING FOOlNDTES 

C: The f o l l o u l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  ove r lnc  l u s l v e :  
I l l l n o l s - - C l r c u l t  Cour t - -Felony da ta  I n c l u d e  

p r e l l m l n a r y  hea r lngs  f o r  c o u r t s  "downstate." 
I o w a - - 0 l s t r l c t  Cour t - -Felony da ta  l n c l u d e  t h l r d  

o f f e n s e  DWI/DUI ca:es. 
K e n t u c k y - - C l r c u \ t  C o u r t - - f e l o n y  da ta  I n c l u d e  

mlsdemeanor cases, sentence r e v l e u  o n l y ,  and 
some p o s t c o n v l c t t o n  remedy proceedlngs.  

H l s s o u r l -  C l r c u l t  C o u r t - - f e l o n y  da ta  l n c l u d e  some 
DWI/OUI cases and I n c l u d e  p r e l l m l n a r y  h e a r l n g  
proceedlngs.  which a r e  Inc luded  I n  t h e  maln 
caseload t a b l e s  I n  caseload r e p o r t s  b e f o r e  19R7. 
Table 10. P a r t  I 1  of t h e  1987 r e p o r t  excludes 
those p r e l l m l n a r y  h e a r l n g  proceedlngs.  

N o r t h  D a k o t a - - 0 l s t r l c t  Cour t - -Fe lony  da ta  I n c l u d e  
sentence r e v l e u  o n l y  and p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy 
proceedlngs.  

O k l a h o m a - - 0 l s t r l c t  Cour t - -Fe lony  da ta  I n c l u d e  some 
mlscel laneous c r l m l n a l  cases. 

W y o m l n g - - 0 l s t r l c t  C o u r t - - f e l o n y  da ta  I n c l u d e  
c r l m l n a l  appeals .  

I nd lana - -Fe lony  da ta  I n c l u d e  c l a s s  0 f e l o n l e s .  
OWI/OUI cases, and ord lnance v l o l a t l o n  cases. 

G: The f o l l o w i n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  I n c l u d e  DWI/DUI 
cases: 

A r k a n s a s - - C l r c u l t  Cour t  
C a l l f o r n l a - - S u p e r l o r  Cour t  
I nd lana - -Super lo r  Cour t  and C l r c u l t  Court 
New York--Supreme and County Cour t  

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

Ar l zona- -Super lo r  C o u r t - - f e l o n y  da ta  do no t  
complete : 

l n c l u d e  some cases r e p o r t e d  u l t h  u n c l a s s l f l e d  
c r l m l n a l  da ta .  

I n c l u d e  reopened p r l o r  casec. 

l n c l u d e  l l m l t e d  f e l o n y  cases. 

H a u a l l  

I l l l n o l s  C l r c u l t  Cour t - -Fe lony  data do n o t  

C l r c u l t  Cour t - -Felony da ta  do n o t  

0: I he  f o l l o u l n g  c o u r t s '  data a r e  Incomplete 
and over tnc Ius  l v e :  

Connec t l cu t - -Super lo r  Cour t - -Fe lony  data l n c l u d e  
p r e l l m l n a r y  hea r lng  proceedlngs t h a t  were l n -  
c luded I n  the  maln caseload t a h l e s  I n  caseload 
r e p o r t s  he fo re  1981.  l a b l e  IO, Part  I 1  of t h e  
1981 r e p o r t  excludes those p r e l l m l n a r y  h e a r l n g  
proceedlnys.  f e l o n y  da ta  do no t  l n c l u d e  some 
cases r e p o r t r d  u l t h  mlsdemeanor data.  

Hawa I I - - C  1 r c u l  t Court - - f  e lony da ta  lnc  lude 
mlsdemeanor rases.  hu t  do no t  l n c l u d e  r e -  
opened p r l o r  cases. 

N o n t a n a - - U l s t r l c t  C o u r t - - f e l o n y  da ta  I n c l u d e  
appeals o f  t r l a l  c o u r t  t a r e s .  bu t  do n o t  
I n c l u d e  
some cases repo r ted  w l t h  u n c l a s s l f  l e d  c r l m l n a l  
da ta .  

( 9 )  : Add I t  lona 1 l r i f  orma t Ion:  
O l s t r l c t  o f  Columhla Super lor  Cour t - -  

Reac t l va ted  and r e l n s t a t e d  cases were added t o  
new f l l l n g s .  

Data a r e  not  comparable w l t h  p rev lous  yea rs '  
f l g u r e s .  due t o  changt-s I n  c l a s s l f l c a t l o n  of 
County Court f u n c t l o n .  

K a n s a s - - 0 l s t r l c t  Cour t -  Case f l l l n g s  l n c l u d e  b o t h  
o r l g l n a l  a c t l o n s  and r e t r l a l s / r e l n s t a t e d  
(reopened) cases. 

were r e f l l e d .  

r e a c t l v a t e d  cases. 

exper lenced a s l g n l l l c a n t  lncrease l n  t h e  
number of f l l l n g s  due t o  t h e  change t o  an 
l n d l v l d u a l  ca lendar lng  system I n  1986. 

Ind lana - -Super lo r  and C l r c u l t  Cour t - -  

Na lne - -Super lo r  Cour t - -Da ta  i n c l u d e  cases t h a t  

Hlnnesota D l s t r l c t  Cour t - -Data I n c l u d e  

New York--Supreme and County Cour t - -Th ls  c o u r t  
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Part II 

1987 State Court Caseload Tables 



TABLE 1: Reported National Caseload for State Appellate Courts, 1987 

Reported Caseload f l l e d  Olsposed 

Cour t s  o f  l a s t  r e s o r t :  

I .  Mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  cases: 

A .  Number o f  r e p o r t e d  complete cases ......................................... 16.981 13,153 

complete mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  da ta  .................................... 33 21 

rep resen ted  by complete da ta  ............................................ 72% 49% 

Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete da ta  .................................. 35 23 
Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  c o u r t s  o f  l a s t  r e s o r t  r e p o r t l n g  

Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  

B .  Number o f  r e p o r t e d  complete cases t h a t  l n c l u d e  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  5,650 5.799 
Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete d a t a  w l t h  

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  c o u r t s  o f  l a s t  r e s o r t  r e p o r t l n g  complete mandatory 

Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  mandatory J u r l s d l c t l o n  

some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  ............................................ 9 1 1  

J u r l s d l c t l o n  da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  ............. 9 11 

rep resen ted  by complete da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  .. 9% 12% 

C. Number o f  r e p o r t e d  cases t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  lncomplete,  o r  lncomplete and 
l n c l u d e  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  .................................... 1.656 1.218 

Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  lncomplete da ta ,  o r  lncornplete and I n c l u d e  

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  c o u r t s  o f  l a s t  r e s o r t  r e p o r t l n g  e l t h e r  lncornplete 
some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  ............................................ 5 5 

mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  da ta  o r  da ta  t h a t  a r e  b o t h  Incomplete and I n c l u d e  
some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  ........................................... 5 5 

rep resen ted  by lncomplete da ta ,  o r  Incomplete and I n c l u d e  some 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  ................................................. 17% 17% 

Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  u l t h  mandatory J u r l s d l c t l o n  

11.  D l s c r e t l o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n  p e t l t l o n s :  

A .  Numher o f  r e p o r t e d  complete p e t l t l o n s  ..................................... 30,368 26,263 
Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete p e t l t l o n s  ............................. 33 26 
Number o f  s t a t e s  w l th  c o u r t s  o f  l a s t  r e s o r t  r e p o r t l n g  complete 

d l s c r e t l o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n  p e t l t l o n s  .................................... 31 24 
Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n  

rep resen ted  by complete da ta  ............................................ 70% 62% 

6.  Number o f  r e p o r t e d  complete p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  l n c l u d e  some mandatory cases ... 995 5,345 
Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete p e t l t l o n s  w l t h  some mandatory cases ... 1 4 

t h a t  i n c l u d e  some mandatory cases ...................................... 1 4 

rep resen ted  by complete da ta  t h a t  l n c l u d e  some mandatory cases .......... 9% 

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  c o u r t s  o f  l a s t  r e s o r t  r e p o r t l n g  complete p e t l t l o n s  

Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  J u r l s d l c t l o n  

C. Number o f  r e p o r t e d  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomplete,  o r  Incomplete and 

Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  Incomplete p e t l t l o n s .  o r  Incomplete and l n c l u d e  

Number o f  s t a t e s  u l t h  c o u r t s  o f  l a s t  r e s o r t  r e p o r t l n g  e l t h e r  Incomplete 

Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n  

I n c l u d e  some mandatory cases ............................................ 6,220 7.033 

some mandatory cases .................................................... 10 10 

p e t l t l o n s  o r  lncomplete and l n c l u d e  some mandatory cases ................ 10 10 

rep resen ted  by lncomplete da ta ,  o r  lncomplete and l n c l u d e  some mandatory 
cases ................................................................... 17% 1 6% 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 1: Reported n a t l o n a l  caseload f o r  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( c o n t l n u e d )  

Reported Caseload F l l e d  Olsposed 

I n t e r m e d l a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s :  

1.  Mandatory J u r l s d l c t l o n  cases: 

A .  

8. 

C.  

Number o f  r e p o r t e d  complete cases ......................................... 
Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete da ta  .................................. 
Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l n t e r m e d l a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete 

mandatory J u r l s d l c t l o n  da ta  ............................................. 
Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  mandatory J u r l s d l c t l o n  

rep resen ted  by complete da ta  ............................................ 
Number o f  r e p o r t e d  complete cases t h a t  I n c l u d e  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  cases ... 
Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete da ta  w l t h  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  
Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l n t e r m e d l a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete 

da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  .......................... 
Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  mandatory J u r l s d l c t l o n  

rep resen ted  by complete da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  .. 

Number o f  r e p o r t e d  cases t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomplete.  o r  Incomplete and 

Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  da ta  t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomplete,  o r  

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l n t e r m e d l a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  da ta  

I n c l u d e  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  .................................... 
Incomplete and l n c l u d e  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  ..................... 
t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomplete.  o r  Incomplete and I n c l u d e  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t l t l o n s  ............................................................... 
represented by da ta  t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomplete,  o r  I ncomp le te  and 
I n c l u d e  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  .................................... 

Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  mandatory J u r l s d l c t l o n  

11. O l s c r e t l o n a r y  J u r l s d l c t l o n  p e t l t l o n s :  

Number o f  r e p o r t e d  complete p e t l t l o n s  ..................................... 
Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete p e t l t l o n s  ............................. 
Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l n t e r m e d l a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete 

d l s c r e t l o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n  p e t l t l o n s  .................................... 
Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  J u r l s d l c t l o n  

rep resen ted  by complete da ta  ............................................ 
Number o f  r e p o r t e d  complete p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  I n c l u d e  some mandatory cases ... 
Number O F  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  I n c l u d e  some mandatory 

cases ................................................................... 
Number o f  s t a t e s  u l t h  l n t e r m e d l a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete 

p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  l n c l u d e  some mandatory cases ............................. 
Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n  

rep resen ted  by complete da ta  t h a t  l n c l u d e  some mandatory cases .......... 

Number o f  r e p o r t e d  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomplete.  o r  I ncomp le te  and 

Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  Incomplete da ta ,  o r  lncomplete and I n c l u d e  

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l n t e r m e d l a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  e l t h e r  

Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  J u r l s d l c t l o n  

I n c l u d e  some mandatory cases ............................................ 
some mandatory cases .................................................... 
lncomp le te  p e t l t l o n s  o r  Incomplete and I n c l u d e  some mandatory cases ..... 
rep resen ted  by Incomplete da ta ,  o r  Incomplete and I n c l u d e  some mandatory 
cases  ................................................................... 

82.030 
28 

25 

60% 

47.824 
12 

11 

39% 

560 

1 

1 

1% 

16.320 
16 

14 

5 2% 

0 

0 

0 

0% 

358 

2 

2 

4x 

77.060 
25 

23 

5 7% 

54,328 
13 

11 

37% 

0 

0 

0 

0% 

14,424 
12 

11 

46% 

1.743 

1 

1 

3% 

340 

1 

1 

3% 

Sumnary s e c t l o n  f o r  a l l  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s :  
Reported f l l l n q s  

COLR I A C  T o t a l  --- 
A. Number o f  r e p o r t e d  complete c a s e s / p e t l t l o n s  ......... 47,349 98,350 145,699 
8. Number O F  r e p o r t e d  complete c a s e s / p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  case 

t ypes  .............................................................. 6.645 47.824 54.469 
C.  Number o f  r e p o r t e d  c a s e s / p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomplete,  o r  

I ncomp le te  and l n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes ............................ 7.876 918 8,794 

T o t a l  .................................................................. 61,870 147.092 208.962 
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1987 

T o t a l  cases f l l e d  
T o t a l s  

Sum of mandatory 
Sum of mandatory cases and 

d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  
cases and d l s c r e t l o n a r y  

T o t a l  v e t l  t l o n s  w a n t e d  
T o t a l  T o t a l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  F l l e d  F l l e d  

S ta te /Cour t  name: cases Det 1 t l ons s ran ted  Number l udqe  Number l u d q e  
mandatory d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  pe r  pe r  

STATES HITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERHEDIATE APPELLATC COURT 

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL ......... 837 273 1,110 139 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 368 219 36 587 117 404 81 
Cour t  of Appeals .......... 469 54 N/A 523 174 

ARIZONA- -STATE TOTAL ........ 3,567' 1,046' 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 116 l  995c .......... Cour t  of Appeals 3,451 51 

ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL ....... 1,408' 
............. Supreme Cour t  459p ( P I  

Cour t  O F  Appeals .......... 949 NH 

4,613 201 
N/A 1.111 222 
N/A 3,502 195 

1,408 108 
N/A 059 66 

NH 949 158 -- -- 

CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL ..... 10,300* 11,290 778* 21 ,590 257 11.078 132 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 31 5 l  4,558 224l  4.873 696 539 77 
Cour ts  of Appeal .......... 9.985 6,732 554 16,717 21 7 10,539 137 

COLORADO--STATE TOTAL ....... 2,144 756 2.900 171 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 21 4 756 N/A 970 139 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 1,930 NH NH 1,930 193 -- -- 

CONNECTICUT--STATE TOTAL .... 1,003 195' 1,198 100 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 58 152 l  N/A 210 30 
A p p e l l a t e  Cour t  ........... 945 43 N/A 988 198 

FLORIOA--STATE TOTAL ........ 14,442 3,552 17,994 340 

Appeal .................. 13,861 2,282 N/A 16,143 351 

Supreme Cour t  ............. 581 1,270 N/A 1,851 264 
D l s t r l c t  Cour ts  of 

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL ........ 2.71 1' 1,739 

Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 2,O7lc 133 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 640c 1,006 

HAWAII--STATE TOTAL ......... 750' 51 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 61 6c 5 7  
Cour t  of Appeals .......... 134 NH 

IDAHO--STATE TOTAL .......... 470' 82 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 28gC 82 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 181 NH 

4,450 278 

N/A 2,004 31 2 
1191 1,646 235 7 59 108 

10 807 101 7 60 95 
10 673 135 626 125 
NH 134 45 134 45 

552 69 
N/A 371 74 

NH 181 60 -- -- 
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T o t a l  cases d lsposed 
T o t a l s  

Sum o f  
Sum o f  mandatory P o l n t  a t  

T o t a l  mandatory cases and u h l c h  
T o t a l  T o t a l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  cases and d l s c r e t l o n a r y  cases 

mandatory d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  Cour t  a r e  
S t a t e K o u r t  name: cases p e t  1 t lons  q ran ted  p e t  1 t tons q ran ted  fyDe counted 

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 
-~ 

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL . 720 285 1,005 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 29 1 231 N/A 522 COLR 1 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 429 54 14 483 443 I A C  1 

ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL 3,458' 1,099' 

Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 3.372 45 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 86' 1,054c 

4,557 
l 0 l C  1,140 187 COLR 6 
N/A 3,417 Inc 6 

ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL 1.399' 1,399 1,399 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 41 6p ( P I  (P)  416 41 6 COLR 2 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 983 NH NH 983 983 I A C  2 

CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL 1 0 . 7 4 ~  10.780 21,522 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 73" 4.004 N/A 4,071 
Cour t s  o f  Appeal .. 10.669 6,776 N/A 17.445 

COLR 6 
I A C  2 

COLORADO--STATE TOTAL 1,036' 2,638 

Cour t  o f  Appeals . .  1,602 NH NH 1,602 
1.036c N/A 1,036 COLR 1 

-- I AC 1 
Supreme Cour t  ..... (C) 

CONNECTICUT-- 
Supreme Cour t  ..... ( P I  293p N/A 293 
A p p e l l a t e  Cour t  ... 893 N/A N/A 

COLR 1 
I AC 1 

FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL 14.139 3.110 17,249 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 548 1,223 N/A 1.771 
O l s t r l c t  Cour ts  o f  

Appeal ...._..... 13.591 1,887 N/A 15.478 

COLR 1 

I A C  1 

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL 2.225' 
Supreme Cour t  ..... N/A 1 ,5240 N/A 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 1.96lC 701 N/A 2,662 

COLR 2 
I A C  2 

HAWAI  I - - S T A T E  TOTAL . 721 ' 58 779 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 57qC 58 N/A 637 COLR 2 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 142 NH NH 142 -- I AC 2 

IDAHO--STATE TOTAL .. 469' 76 545 
76 N/A 37 1 COLR 1 

-- I A C  4 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 295c 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 174 NH NH 174 
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TABLE 2: Reported t o t a l  caseload f o r  a l l  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

T o t a l  cases f l l e d  
T o t a l s  

Sum o f  mandatory 
Sum o f  mandatory cases and 

d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t  l t lons  
cases and d l s c r e t l o n a r y  

T o t a l  o e t l  t l o n s  q ran  t e d  
T o t a l  T o t a l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  f l l e d  f l l e d  

mandatory d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  pe r  pe r  
S ta te /Cour t  name: cases oe t  1 t lons  q ran ted  Number Number 

ILLINOIS--STATE TOTAL ....... 8,522" 10,195 249 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 568 1,673 152 2,241 320 7 20 103 
A p p e l l a t e  Cour t  ........... 7,954c (C) N/A 7,954 234 

INOIANA- -STATE TOTAL ........ 1,558" 1,962 392 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 409 404 N/A 81 3 163 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 1,14gC (C) N/A 1,149 96 

IOWA--STATE TOTAL ........... 1,495" 327" 1,822 121 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 877C 327l  N/A 1,204 134 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 61 8 NH NH 61 8 103 -- -- 

KANSAS--STATE TOTAL ......... 1,341' 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 214 N/A 141 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 1,127c N/A ( C )  

1,482 87 
355 51 

1,127 113 

KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL ....... 2,952 783" 3,735 178 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 26 1 693' N/A 954 136 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 2,691 90 N/A 2.781 199 

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ...... 3,981 6,214 1,655 10,195 185 5,636 103 

Cour ts  o f  Appeal .......... 3.846 3,541 1,102 7,387 154 4,948 103 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 135 2,673 553 2,808 401 688 98 

MARYLANO--STATE TOTAL ....... 1,947" 949 124 2,896 145 2,071 104 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 233c 655 104 888 121 337 48 
Cour t  o f  Spec la l  

Appeals ................. 1,714 294 20 2,008 154 1,734 133 

MASSACHUSETTS--STATE TOTAL . . 1,506" 1.842 108 
Supreme J u d l c l a l  Cour t  .... 72 336 208 408 58 280 40 
Appeals Cour t  ............. 1,434c (C) N/A 1,434 143 

MICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL ....... 8,191" 10,273 41 1 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 5 2,082 60 2.087 298 65 9 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 8,186c ( C )  N/A 8.186 455 

MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ...... 2.165 974" 213" 3,139 157 2,378 119 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 241 626 104 867 124 345 49 

MISSOURI--STATE TOTAL ....... 3,148" 1,033 79 4,181 107 3,227 83 

Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 1,924 348' 109' 2,272 175 2.033 156 

Supreme Cour t  ............. 93 1,033 79 1.126 161 172 25 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 3,055 NH NH 3,055 96 3.055 96 
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T o t a l  cases d lsposed 
T o t a l s  

Sum o f  
Sum o f  mandatory 

T o t a l  mandatory cases and 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  cases and d l s c r e t l o n a r y  

p e t t t l o n s  d t s c r e t t o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  Cour t  
q r a  n t ed p e t  i t ions  q r a n t e d  type 

9,640 
138 2.189 694 COLR 
N/A 7,451 I A C  

P o l n t  a t  
whlch 
cases 

a r e  
counted 

1 
1 

T o t a l  T o t a l  
mandatory d t s c r e t l o n a r y  

cases p e t t t i o n s  

8,007' 
556 1,633 

7,45lC ( C )  

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

ILLINOIS--STATF TOTAL 
Supreme Cour t  . . . . . 
A p p e l l a t e  Cour t  ... 

INDIANA- -STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Cour t  _.... 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 

IOWA--STATE TOTAL ... 
Supreme Cour t  ._. . .  
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 

KANSAS--STATE TOTAL . 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 

KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 
Cour t  O F  Appeals .. 

1,514' 
384 437 

1,130c (C) 

1,951 ' 
56 821 440 COLR 

N/A 1,130 I A C  
6 
6 

1 ,522* 31 7 *  
944c 31 7 I  
578 NH 

58' 1.839 1,580 
58' 1,261 1,002 COLR 
NH 578 578 I AC 

1 
4 

1.476' 
333 N/A 

1 ,143c (C) 
N /A  
N/A 1,143 

COLR 
I AC 

5 
5 

2,575 7 7 7 *  
271 7061 

2,304 71 

3,352 
N/A 977 
N/A 2.375 

COLR 
I AC 

6 
3 

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 
Cour ts  o f  Appeal .. 

3,503 6,220 
123 2,660 

3,380 3,460 

1,627 9,723 5.130 

1,075 6,840 4.455 I AC 
552 2,783 675 COLR 2 

2 

MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 
Cour t  o f  Spec ta l  

Appeals ......... 

1,999* 856 
22213 562 

1.777 294 

2,855 
N/A 704 COLR 2 

2 N/A 2.071 I AC 

MASSACHUSETTS-- 
Supreme Cour t  . .... 
Cour t  o f  Appeals . .  

MICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 

283c 
N/A  

COLR 
I AC 

N/A  
N/A 

(C) 
N /A  

2 
2 

9,670 
N/A 2,168 
N/A 7.502 

COLR 
I AC 

1 
1 

2,120 895* 
204 555 

1,916 3401 

220 3.015 2,340 
115 759 319 COLR 
105' 2,256 2.021 I A C  

MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 

MISSOURI - -STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 

1 
1 

3,392' 997' 
133c 997' 

3,259 NH 

4,522 
N/A 1,130 COLR 

NH 3.259 -- I A C  
1 
1 
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TABLE 2: Reported t o t a l  caseload f o r  a l l  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  cou r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

T o t a l  cases f l l e d  
T o t a l s  

Sum o f  mandatory 
Sum o f  mandatory cases and 

p e t  1 t 1 ons 
cases and d l s c r e t l o n a r y  

d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
T o t a l  p e t  1 t lons  q ra  n t ed 

T o t a l  T o t a l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  f l l e d  f l l e d  

S ta te /Cour t  name: cases p e t  1 t 1 ons w a n t e d  Number Number judse 
mandatory d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  Per p e r  

NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL ..... 6.626* 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 349 
A p p e l l a t e  O l v l s l o n  of 

S u p e r l o r  Cour t  .......... 6 ,21 lC  

NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL ..... 1,682 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 1,078 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 604 

NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL . 1.446* 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 181 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 1,26Sc 

1,382l 

N / A  

1191 

(C) 

358 
301 

57 

61 
45 
16 

1,159 
676 
483 

131* 
60 
11c 

6.695 191 
1.131 241 468 67 

6,227 178 

2,040 170 1,143 145 
1,319 276 1.123 225 

661 94 620 89 

2,605 131 1,517 83 
e51 122 241 34 

1,148 146 1,336 111 

OHIO--STATE TOTAL ........... 10,405 1,846 194 12.251 189 10,599 163 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 422 1,846 194 2,268 324 61 6 88 
Cour t  of Appeals .......... 9,983 NH NH 9.983 112 9,983 172 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL ......... 4,481 1,086 131 5,567 328 4,618 272 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 116 1,086 131 1,262 1 eo 31 3 45 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 4,305 NH NH 4.305 431 4,305 431 

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE 
TOTAL ..................... 951 32* 32 983 89 983 89 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 51 1 3 2 l  32 543 109 543 109 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 440 NH NH 440 13 440 73 

UTAH--STATE TOTAL ........... 1,034* 40* 1,014 90 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 474 30 N/A 504 101 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 560l  101 N/A 570 81 

VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL ....... 2,642 41 6* 
Supreme Cour t  ............. N/A 1,441 156 
Cour t  of Appeals .......... 422 1,201 2601 1,623 162 682 68 

WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL ..... 3,373* 1,497' 4,870 195 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 1 35p 1,151p N/A 1,286 143 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 3.238 346 N/A 3 * 584 224 

WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL ...... 2.185 1,090 3,215 164 
Supreme Cour t  ............. NH 869 206 869 124 -- -- 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 2,185 221 N/A 2,406 185 

STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 

DELAWARE--Supreme Cour t  ..... 3 9 l C  41 (C) 401 80 39 7 19 

O I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA-- 
Cour t  of Appeals .......... 1,500 96 4 1,596 171 1,504 161 
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- 
T o t a l  cases d lsposed 

T o t a l s  

Sum o f  
mandatory P o i n t  a t  
cases and wh'ch 

d l s c r e t l o n a r y  cases 
p e t l t l o n s  Cour t  a r e  

w a n t e d  ltype counted 

T o t a l  Sum o f  
d l  s c r e t l o n a r y  mandatory 

T o t a l  T o t a l  p e t  1 t Ions  cases and 
mandatory d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  

S ta te /Cour t  name: cases p e t  1 t Ions  gran ted  p e t  1 t Ions  

NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL 6,781' 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 381 1,411' N/A 1,792 
A p p e l l a t e  O l v l s l o n  

o f  Super lo r  Cour t  6,40OC N/A ( C )  

COLR 1 

6,400 I A C  1 
- - 

NEW M E X I C O - -  
Supreme Cour t  ..... N/A N/A N/A 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 853C ( C )  N/A 853 

TOTAL ............. 1.502' 1,120 2,622 
NORTH CAROLINA--STATE 

Supreme Cour t  ..... 192 637 61 829 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 1 ,31OC 483 N/A 1,793 

COLR 5 
I A C  5 
- - 

253 COLR 2 
I A C  2 

OHIO--STATE TOTAL ... 9,773 1,598 181 11,371 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 380 1,598 181 1.978 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 9,393 NH NH 9,393 

9.574 
561 COLR 1 

9,393 I AC 1 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL . 4,545' 1,042 5,581 

Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 4,232 NH NH 4.232 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 313c 1.042 ( C )  1,355 

4,545 
31 3 COLR 1 

4,  232 I AC 1 

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE 
TOTAL ............. 964' 964 

..... N/A 596 
NH 368 Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 368 NH 

Supreme Cour t  596c ( C )  COLR 2 -- 1 AC 4 

UTAH - - 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 521C (C) N/A 521 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. N/A N/A N/A 

COLR 1 
I A C  1 

2.912' 
1,169 N /A 
1,743c N /A 1,743 

VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Cour t  ..... N /A 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. ( C )  
- 
WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL 4,018' 

Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 3.870 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 1 4SP 

COLR 1 
I AC 1 

1,481' 5,499 
1 ,093p 68 1,241 

388 N/A 4.258 
21 6 COLR 1 

I A C  1 
- - 

WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL 2,206' 91 3 3,119 
Supreme Cour t  ..... NH 725 21 9 125 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 2,206 188 N/A 2.394 

STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 

DELAWARE--Supreme Cour t  4 l g C  41 N/A 423 

-- COLR 5 
I AC 1 

COLR 1 

D I S T R I C T  O f  COLUMBIA-- 
Court  o f  Appeals .. 1,595 87 1 1,682 1,596 COLR 1 
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TABLE 2: Reported t o t a l  caseload For a l l  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s .  1987. ( con t lnued)  

- 
T o t a l  cases f l l e d  

T o t a l s  
Sum o f  mandatory 

Sum o f  mandatory cases and 

p e t  1 t 1 ons 
cases and d l s c r e t l o n a r y  

d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
T o t a l  - p e t  1 t 1 ons q ran ted  

T o t a l  T o t a l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  F l l e d  F l l e d  

S ta te /Cour t  name: cages p e t  1 t 1 ons qran ted  Number Number .ludss 

MAINE--Supreme J u d l c l a l  
Cour t  S l t t l n g  as Law 

mandatory d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  pe r  Per 

................... N/A 631 90 Cour t  631 ( P I  

MISSISSIPPI--Supreme 
Cour t  ..................... 89 1 2 N/A 893 99 

MONTANA--Supreme Cour t  ...... 546 25 N/A 571 82 

NEBRASKA--Supreme Cour t  ..... 1 ,l 96c (C) N/A 1,196 171 

NEVADA--Supreme Cour t  ....... 856 NH NH 856 171 856 I l l  

NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme Cour t  NH 516l  N/A 516 103 -- -- 

NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme 
Cour t  ..................... 382 NH NH 382 76 382 76 

RHOOE ISLAND--Supreme 
Cour t  ..................... 323 219 N/A 542 108 

SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme 
Cour t  ..................... 422c 27' N/A 449 90 

VERMONT--Supreme Cour t  ...... 538 31 N/A 569 114 
-. 

WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... NH 2,037 785 2,037 407 785 157 
- 
WYOMING--Supreme Cour t  ...... 320 NH NH 320 64 320 64 
- 

STATES HITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL 
- 
ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL ........ 3,277 713 3.990 235 

Supreme Cour t  ............. 998 713 N/A 1.711 190 
Cour t  o f  C l v l l  

Cour t  o f  C r l m l n a l  
-- -- AppedlS ................. 504 NH NH 584 195 

-- -- Appeals ................. 1.695 NH NH 1,695 339 
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T o t a l  cases dlsDosed 
T o t a l s  

Sum o f  
Sum o f  mandatory 

T o t a l  mandatory cases and 
T o t a l  T o t a l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  cases and d l s c r e t l o n a r y  

mandatory d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  Cour t  
S t a t e K o u r t  name: cases Det i t lons  q ran ted  p e t  1 t t ons q r a n t e d  type 

MAINE--Supreme J u d l c t a l  

P o t n t  a t  
u h l c h  
cases 

a r e  
counted 

1 
Cour t  S l t t l n g  as Law 

Court ............ 4951 40 N/A 535 COLR 

MISSISSIPPI--Supreme 
Cour t  ............ 2 831 2 2 833 833 COLR 

61gC ( C )  N/A 619 COLR 

964c ( C )  (C) 964 964 COLR 

1,013 NH NH 1,013 1,013 COLR 

MONTANA--Supreme Cour t  1 

NEBRASKA--Supreme Court 1 

NEVADA--Supreme Cour t  2 

NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme 
Cour t  ............. 

NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme 
Cour t  ............. 

RHODE ISLAND--Supreme 
Cour t  ............. 

1 NH 451 N/A 451 COLR - 
1 357 NH NH 351 351 COLR 

2 402 241 N/A 643 COLR 

SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme 
Cour t  ............. 1 381c (C) N/A 381 COLR 

527 26 N/A 553 COLR 

~~ ~~ 

VERMONT--Supreme Cour t  1 

WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 1 NH 1,909 775 1,909 775 COLR 

302 NH NH 302 302 COLR 

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL 

3,354 654 4,008 
1,017 654 N/A 1,671 COLR 

51 8 NH NH 51 8 -- I AC 

1,819 NH NH 1.819 -- I A C  

1 WYOMING--Supreme Cour t  

ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 
Cour t  o f  C l v t l  

Appeals .......... 
Cour t  o f  C r l m l n a l  

Appeals .......... 
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TABLE 2: Reported t o t a l  caseload f o r  a l l  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

T o t a l  cases f l l e d  

Sum o f  mandatory 
cases and 

d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t  1 t lons  

g ran ted  
F l l e d  

Per 
Number J&g 

Sum o f  mandatory 
cases and 

d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
pe t1  t tons 

f l l e d  
pe r  

Number 

T o t a l  
T o t a l  d l  s c r e t  l o n a r y  

d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  
p e t  1 t Ions  g ran ted  

T o t a l  
manda t o r y  

S ta te /Cour t  name : cases 

NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL ....... 11,822' 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 409 
A p p e l l a t e  O l v l s l o n s  o f  

A p p e l l a t e  Terms o f  Supreme 
Supreme Cour t  ........... 9,20!ic 

Cour t  ................... 2.2oeC 

N/A N/A 

9,205 196 

2,208 147 

3,309 276 
1.398 155 

3.133 131 
1,161 129 

OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ....... 3.016* 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 1.105 
Cour t  o f  C r l m l n a l  

Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 931 
Appeals ................. 980C 

117 
293 56 

(C) 61 
NH NH 

980 327 
931 78 

1,041 347 
931 78 

PENNSYLVANIA--STATE TOTAL ... 9.247' 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 80 
Super lo r  Cour t  ............ 6,137c 
Comnonwealth Cour t  ........ 3,0301 

1 ,936p 237' 
N/A ( C l  
115 N/A 

2,016 2813 

3,145 349 

31 7 45 
6,137 409 

2,819 108 
928 186 

1,080 90 

81 1 90 

TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL ...... 1,984' 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 170 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .......... 1,003 
Cour t  o f  C r l m l n a l  

Appeals ................. e1 IC 

234 47 
1,025 85 

7 58 64 
7 7  22 

(C) N/A 

2.515 545 
1,176 178 

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL .......... 10,310 
Supreme Cour t  ............. 3 
Cour t  o f  C r \ m l n a l  

Appeals ................. 2.450 
Cour ts  o f  Appeals ......... 7.857 

12,825 131 
1.179 131 

10,855 111 
181 20 

2,817 31 3 
7.857 98 

1,339 367 
NH NH 

3.789 421 
7,857 98 

JURISOICTION CODES: 

COLR = Cour t  o f  l a s t  r e s o r t  
I A C  = I n t e r m e d l a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t  
NH = Th ls  casetype Is n o t  handled I n  t h l s  c o u r t .  
-- = I n a p p l l c a b l e  

POINTS AT WHICH CASES ARE COUNTED: 

1 = A t  t h e  n o t l c e  o f  appeal 
2 = A t  t h e  f l l l n g  o f  t r l a l  r e c o r d  
3 - A t  t h e  f l l l n g  o f  t r l a l  reco rd ,  and complete 

4 a A t  t r a n s f e r  
5 = Other 
6 = Var les  

b r l e f s  

NOTE: N/A l n d l c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  da ta  a r e  u n a v a l l a b l e .  
Blank spaces l n d l c a t e  t h a t  a c a l c u l a t l o n  l s  
l napprop r  l a t e .  

( ) = Mandatory and d l s c r e t l o n a r y  J u r l s d l c t l o n  
cases cannot be s e p a r a t e l y  l d e n t l f l e d .  Oata 
a r e  r e p o r t e d  u l t h l n  t h e  J u r l s d l c t l o n  where t h e  
c o u r t  has t h e  m a J o r l t y  o f  i t s  caseload. 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

An absence of a q u a l l f y l n g  f o o t n o t e  l n d l c a t e s  t h a t  
t h e  d a t a  a r e  complete. 

'See t h e  q u a l l f y l n g  f o o t n o t e  f o r  each c o u r t  w l t h l n  
t h e  s t a t e .  Each f o o t n o t e  u t 1 1  have lmpact on t h e  
s t a t e ' s  t o t a l .  
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Sta te /Cour t  name: 

NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL 
Cour t  of Appeals .. 
A p p e l l a t e  D l v l s l o n s  

o f  Supreme Cour t  . 
A p p e l l a t e  Terms of 

Supreme Cour t  ..... 

T o t a l  cases d lsposed 
T o t a l s  

T o t a l  
mandatory 

cases 

1 5,894' 
369 

1 3.39ZC 

2.133c 

T o t a l  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  

p e t  1 t lons  

OKLAHORA--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 
Cour t  of C r l m l n a l  

Appeals .......... 
Cour t  of Appeals .. 

2,167' 
81 gC 

626 
728 

520' 
237' 

283 
NH 

PENNSYLVANIA-- 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 
Super lo r  Cour t  .... 
C o n o n u e a l t h  Cour t  

TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 
Cour t  o f  Appeals .. 
Cour t  of C r l m l n a l  

Appeals .......... 

N/A 
6, 253c 
4, 053c 
-- 

(C) 
1,033 

7 4 l C  

N/A 
N/A 
(C) 

1 ,087c 
7 7  

(C) 

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL .. 
Supreme Cour t  ..... 
Cour t  o f  C r l m l n a l  

Appeals .......... 
Cour t s  o f  Appeals . 

10,275 
3 

2,448 
7,824 

2,933 
1,261 

1,672 
NH 

Sum of 
T o t a l  mandatory 

d l s c r e t l o n a r y  cases and 
p e t l t l o n s  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  

q ran ted  p e t  It lons  

19.372 
227 3.847 

N/A 13.392 

N/A 2.133 

2.687 
N/A 1,050 

N/A 909 
NH 728 

N/A 
(C) 
N/A 4.053 

2,944 
N/A  1,087 
N /A 1,110 

N/A 747 

407 13,208 
170 1,264 

237 4,120 
NH 7.824 

Sum o f  
mandatory 
cases and 

d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t  I t  lons  

q r a n t e d  

596 

Cour t  
type 

COLR 

I AC 

I A C  

6,253 

10.682 
173 

2.685 
7.824 

COLR 

COLR 
I AC 

COLR 
I A C  
I A C  

COLR 
I AC 

I AC 
- 

COLR 

COLR 
I A C  

P o l n t  a t  
u h l c h  
cases 

a r e  
counted 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 
4 

6 
1 
1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

5 
1 

C:  The f o l l o u l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  
Arlrona--Supreme Cour t - -Data I n c l u d e  

mandatory j udge  d l s c l p l l n a r y  cases. 
Colorado--Supreme Court--Disposed d a t a  

I n c l u d e  mandatory j u r l s d l c t t o n  cases. 
Delauare--Supreme Court--Data l n c l u d e  some 

d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  and f l l e d  d a t a  
I n c l u d e  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were 
g ran ted .  

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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TA8Lt 2: Reported t o t a l  caseload f o r  a l l  s t a t e  appe l la te  cour ts ,  1987. (cont lnued)  

Georgla--Supreme Cour t - -Tota l  mandatory f l l e d  
data lnc lude a few d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  
t h a t  were granted and r e f l l e d  as appeals. 
--Court o f  Appeals--Total mandatory data 
lnc lude a l l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  
were granted and r e f l l e d  as appeals. 

Hawall--Supreme Court--0ata lnc lude a few 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  granted. 

Idaho--Supreme Court--Data Inc lude 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were granted. 

I l l l n o l s - - A p p e l l a t e  Court--Data lnc lude a l l  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s .  

Indlana--Court  o f  Appeals--0ata lnc lude a l l  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s .  

Iowa--Supreme Court--Data lnc lude some d l s -  
c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were dlsmlssed by 
t h e  Court.  

Kansas--Court O F  Appeals--Fl led data lnc lude a 
Few d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were 
granted.  Olsposed data Inc lude a l l  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s .  

Haryland--Court o f  Appeals--Data lnc lude d l s -  
c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were granted, and 
r e f l l e d  as appeals. 

Hassachusetts----Supreme Court--0lsposed data 
lnc lude a l l  mandatory appeals. 
--Appeals Court--0ata Inc lude a l l  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s .  

a few mandatory J u r l s d l c t l o n  cases. 
--Court o f  Appeals--Total mandatory data 
lnc lude d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s .  

Hlssourl--Supreme Court--Handatory dlsposed 
data lnc lude d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  
were granted, and r e f l l e d  as appeals. 

Hontana--Supreme Court--Handatory cases 
dlsposed lnc lude a l l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s .  

Nebraska--Supreme Court--0ata lnc lude a l l  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  and dlsposed 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  granted. 

New Jersey--Appel late O l v l s l o n  o f  Super lor  
Court--0ata Inc lude a l l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were granted. 

New Hexlco--Court o f  Appeals--0lsposed data 
lnc lude a l l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s .  

New York--Appellate D l v l s l o n s  o f  Supreme 
Court--0ata lnc lude a l l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t l t l o n s .  Appe l la te  terms of  Supreme 
Court--Data lnc lude a l l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t l t l o n s .  

f l l e d  data lnc lude a. few d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were granted and r e F I l e d  as 
appeals. Data lnc lude some cases where 
r e l l e F .  n o t  revlew. was granted. 

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--0ata lnc lude granted 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were dlsposed. 
--Court o f  Cr lmlna l  Appeals--Mandatory 
f l l e d  data Inc lude a l l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t l t l o n s .  

Oregon--Supreme Court--0lsposed data 
Inc lude a l l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  
were granted. 

Pennsylvanla--Superlor Court--0ata Inc lude a l l  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were granted. 
--Cornonwealth Court--0lsposed data lnc lude 
a l l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s .  

South Caroltna--Supreme Court--0lsposed data 
lnc lude a l l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  
were dlsposed. 

South Dakota--Fl led data lnc lude d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
advtsory op ln lons.  Handatory J u r l s d l c t l o n  
d l s p o s \ t l o n s  Inc lude a l l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t l t l o n s .  

Hlchlgan-+Supreme Court--0lsposed data lnc lude 

Nor th  Carol lna--Court  o f  Appeals--Handatory 

Tennessee--Supreme Court--0lsposed data 
lnc lude a l l  mandatory J u r l s d l c t l o n  
cases.--Court O F  Crlmlnal  Appeals--0ata 
Inc lude a l l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s .  

Utah--Supreme Court--0lsposed data Inc lude 
a l l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s .  

V l rg \n la - -Cour t  o f  Appeals--0lscret lonary 
p e t l t l o n s  dlsposed lnc lude a l l  mandatory 
j u r l s d l c t l o n  cases. 

0: Data f o r  t h e  f o l l o w l n g  cour t  a r e  o v e r l n c l u s l v e  
and represent  some double count lng  ( d l s c r e -  
t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  a re  granted r e v l e u  are  
counted once as a p e t l t l o n  and then a r e  
r e f l l e d  as mandatory cases and cannot be 
separated from mandatory cases): 

Georgla--Supreme Court--0lsposed data 
lnc lude a l l  mandatory appeals and d l s -  
c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  granted. 

1: The f o l l o w l n g  cou r t s '  data a r e  a t  l e a s t  75% 
complete : 

Artrona--Supreme Court--Data do n o t  h c l u d e  
mandatory judge d l s c l p l l n a r y  cases. 

Call fornla--Supreme Court--Total mandatory 
f l l e d  data do n o t  lnc lude mandatory judge 
d l s c l p l l n a r y  cases. To ta l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t l t l o n s  granted do n o t  lnc lude o t t g l n a l  
proceedlngs t h a t  were granted and 
a d m l n l s t r a t l v e  agency cases. 

Connectlcut--Supreme Court--Data do n o t  
lnc lude some u n c l a s s l f l e d  appeals and 
Judge d l s c l p l l n a r y  cases. 

Delaware--Supreme Court--0ata do no t  lnc lude 
some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  I n t e r l o c u t o r y  d e c l s l o n  
cases, u h l c h  a r e  repor ted w l t h  mandatory 
J u r l s d l c t l o n  cases. 

Georgla--Supreme Cour t - -0 lsc re t lonary  
p e t l t l o n s  granted do no t  lnc lude 
I n t e r l o c u t o r y  dec ls lons . 

Iowa--Supreme Court--Data do no t  lnc lude 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were 
dlsmlssed by t h e  cour t ,  whlch are  
repor ted w l th  mandatory J u r l s d l c t l o n  
cases. O lscre t lonary  p e t l t l o n s  granted 
and dlsposed do no t  lnc lude some 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  o r l g l n a l  proceedlngr. 

Kentucky--Supreme Court--0ata do no t  
lnc lude some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  u n c l a s s l f l e d  
p e t l t l o n s .  

Halne--Supreme J u d l c l a l  Court S l t t l n g  as Law 
Court--0lsposed data do n o t  lnc lude 
mandatory d l s c l p l l n a r y  and advlsory 
op ln lon  cases. 

Hlnnesota--Court o f  Appeals--Total d l s c r e -  
t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  do n o t  lnc lude 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  o f  f l n a l  Judg- 
ments t h a t  were denied. Tota l  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  granted do n o t  
lnc lude "other"  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  
granted. 

Hlssourl--Supreme Court--0lsposed data do 
no t  lnc lude a few d l s c r e t l o n a r y  o r l g l n a l  
proceedlngs. 

New Hampshlre--Supreme Court--Data do no t  
lnc lude d l s c r e t l o n a r y  Judge d l s c l p l l n a r y  
cases. 

New Jersey--Supreme Court--0ata do n o t  
Inc lude d t s c r e t l o n a r y  l n t e r l o c u t o r y  
dec ls lons.  

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--0lsposed data do 
no t  lnc lude dlsposed d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t l t l o n s  granted. 
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Pennsylvanla--Supreme Cour t - -Tota l  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  do not  I nc lude  
o r l g l n a l  proceedlng p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were 
granted. 
--Cornonwealth Cour t - -F l l ed  mandatory 
Ju r l sd !c t l on  cases do not  l nc lude  
t r a n s f e r s  from t h e  Super lor  Court and t h e  
Court o f  Comnon Pleas. 

South Carolina--Supreme c o u r t - - F l l e d  data 
do not  i nc lude  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  
t h a t  were denled o r  otherwlse d lsmlssedl  
wlthdraun. o r  s e t t l e d .  

Utah--Court o f  Appeals--Data represent an 
eleven-month r e p o r t l n g  per lod.  

Pennsylvanla--Supreme C o u r t - - 0 l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t l t l o n s  g ran ted  do n o t  I n c l u d e  
o r l g t n a l  proceedlng p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were 
g ran ted .  

South Dakota--Supreme Cour t - -Data do n o t  
I n c l u d e  a d v l s o r y  o p l n l o n s  r e p o r t e d  u t t h  
mandatory J u r l s d l c t l o n  cases. 

V l r g l n l a - - C o u r t  o f  Appea ls - -F l l ed  da ta  do 
n o t  l n c l u d e  o r l g l n a l  p roceed lng  p e t l t l o n s  
g ran ted .  

P: The f o l l o w t n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  b o t h  Incomplete 
and o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  

Arkansas--Supreme Cour t - -Data I n c l u d e  a Few 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s ,  b u t  do n o t  I n c l u d e  
mandatory a t t o r n e y  d l s c l p l l n a r y  cases and 
c e r t l f l e d  ques t l ons  f rom t h e  f e d e r a l  c o u r t s  

Matne--Supreme J u d t c l a l  Cour t  S l t t l n g  as Law 
Cour t - -To ta l  mandatory J u r l s d l c t l o n  f l l e d  
da ta  I n c l u d e  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  
b u t  do n o t  I n c l u d e  mandatory d l s c l p l l n a r y  
and a d v l s o r y  o p l n l o n  cases. 

Pennsylvanla--Supreme Cour t - -To ta l  d l s c r e -  
t l o n a r y  J u r l s d l c t l o n  f l l e d  da ta  I n c l u d e  
non-case mot lons t h a t  c o u l d  n o t  be 
separated,  b u t  do n o t  l n c l u d e  o r l g l n a l  
p roceed lng  p e t l t l o n s .  

J u r l s d l c t l o n  da ta  l n c l u d e  some d t s c r e -  
t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s .  b u t  do n o t  I n c l u d e  
mandatory c e r t l f l e d  ques t l ons  f rom t h e  
f e d e r a l  c o u r t s .  T o t a l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
p e t l t l o n s  I n c l u d e  mandatory c e r t l f l e d  
ques t l ons  f rom f e d e r a l  c o u r t s ,  b u t  do n o t  
l n c l u d e  some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  
r e p o r t e d  w l t h  mandatory J u r l s d l c t l o n  
caseload.  

Hashlngton--Supreme Court--Mandatory 

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

n o t  l n c l u d e  d l s c l p l l n a r y  cases. 

complete: 
Ca l l f o rn la - -Supreme Cour t - -0 lsposed da ta  do 
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processlng Measures for Mandatory Cases 
in State Appellate Courts. 1987 

as a 
pe rcen t  

S ta te /Cour t  name: type f l l e d  DlsDosed f l l e d  
Cour t  o f  

STATES W I T H  ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE 

ALASKA.. STATE TOTAL ........ 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

ARIZONA.. STATE TOTAL ....... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

ARKANSAS.. STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

CALIFORNIA.. STATE TOTAL .... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour ts  o f  Appeal ......... 

COLORADO.. STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

CONNECTICUT.. STATE TOTAL ... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
A p p e l l a t e  Cour t  .......... 

fLORIDA.. STATE TOTAL ....... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
D l s t r l c t  Cour ts  o f  Appeal . 

~~ ~~ ~~ 

GEORGIA.. STATE TOTAL ....... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

HAWAII.. STATE TOTAL ........ 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
I n t e r m e d l a t e  Cour t  o f  

Appeals ................ 

IDAHO.. STATE TOTAL ......... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

. 

COLR 
I A C  
. 

COLR 
I AC 

COLR 
I AC 
. 

COLR 
I A C  
. 

COLR 
I AC 
. 

COLR 
I AC 
. 

COLR 
I A C  
. 

COLR 
I AC 
. 

COLR 

I AC 
. 

COLR 
I A C  

F1 l e d  
Number f l l e d  pe r  

o f  pe r  100.000 
judges judge  poDula t l o n  

INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 

837 720 86 
368 291 79 
469 429 91 

8 105 
5 74 
3 156 

159 
70 
89 

3.567 3.458* 97 
116 l  8 6 l  74 

3.451 3. 372 98 

23 155 
5 23 

18 192 

105 
3 

102 

1. 408* 1.399* 99 
45gp 416p 91 
949 983 104 

13 108 
7 66 
6 158 

59 
19 
40 

10. 300' 10. 742' 
31 5 l  73v 

9. 985 10. 669 107 

84 123 
1 45 

71 130 

37 
1 

36 

2.144 
21 4 (C) 

1. 930 1.602 83 

1. 003 
58 N/A 

945 893 94 

17 126 
7 31 

10 193 

~~ 

65 
6 

59 

12 84 
1 8 
5 189 

14. 442 14. 139 98 
581 548 94 

13.861 13.591 98 

53 272 
7 83 

46 301 

31 
2 

29 

120 
5 

115 

2. 711* 
64OC (C) 

2. 071c 1. 961c 95 

16 169 
7 91 
9 230 

44 
10 
33 

150' 121' 96 
6 l b C  57qC 94 

134 142 106 

8 94 
5 123 

3 45 

69 
5 1  

12 

470* 469* 100 
28qC 29!iC 102 
181 174 96 

E 59 
5 58 
3 60 

47 
29 
18 

( con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 3: Se lec ted  caseload and p r o c e s s l n g  measures f o r  mandatory cases l n  
s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s .  1987 . (con t lnued)  

.. Sta te /Cour t  name: 

ILLINOIS.. STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
A p p e l l a t e  Cour t  .......... 

.. 

INDIANA.. STATE TOTAL ....... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 
. . 

IOWA.. STATE TOTAL .......... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

KANSAS.. STATE TOTAL ........ 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  of Appeals ......... 

- 
KENTUCKY.. STATE TOTAL ...... 

Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  of Appeals ......... 
. 
LOUISIANA.. STATE TOTAL ..... 

Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour ts  of Appeal ......... 

MARYLAND.. STATE TOTAL ...... 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 
Cour t  o f  S p e c l a l  Appeals . 

MASSACHUSETTS.. STATE TOTAL . 
Supreme J u d l c l a l  Cour t  ... 
Appeals Cour t  ............ 

Cour t  
L Y P L  

COLR 
I A C  
. 

COLR 
I AC 

Mandatory cases 
Dlsposed 

as a 
p e r c e n t  

of 
F l l e d  DlsDosed f l l e d  

8. 522' 8. 007' 94 

7 .  954c 7.45lC 94 
568 556 98 

Number F l l e d  
of  p e r  

judqes Judge 

41 208 
7 81 

34 234 

F l l e d  
p e r  

100.000 
p p u l a t l o n  

74 
5 

69 

1. 558* 1. 514' 97 

1 . 14qC 1 . 13OC 98 
409 384 94 

17 92 
5 82 

12 96 

28 
7 

21 

COLR 
I AC 

1. 495* 1. 522' 102 
877C 944c 108 
618 578 94 

15 100 
9 97 
6 103 

53 
31 
22 

COLR 
I AC 

1. 341' 1. 476' 110 

1 . 127c 1 . 143c 101 
214 333 156 

17 79 
7 31 

10 113 

54 
9 

46 

COLR 
I AC 

2. 952 2.575 87 
261 271 104 

2.691 2. 304 86 

21 141 
7 37 

14 192 

COLR 
I A C  
. 

COLR 
I AC 
. 

COLR 
I AC 

MICHIGAN.. STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

- . 
MINNESOTA.. STATE TOTAL ..... 

Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  of Appeals ......... 

COCR 
I AC 
. 

COLR 
I A C  

3. 981 3. 503 88 
135 123 91 

3. 846 3. 380 92 

55 72 
7 19 

48 80 

79 
7 

72 

89 
3 

86 

1. 947* 1. 999* 103 

1. 714 1. 7 7 7  104 
233c 222c 95 

20 97 
7 33 

13 132 

43 
5 

38 

1. 506' 
72 N/A  

1. 434c N/A 

17 89 
7 10 

10 143 

26 
1 

24 

25 328 
7 1 

18 455 

09 
0 

09 

2.165 2. 120 98 
241 204 85 

1. 924 1. 916 100 

20 108 
7 34 

13 148 

51 
6 

45 

CIISSOURI.. STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  of Appeals ......... COLR 

I A C  

3. 148 3.392' 
93 1 33c 

3.055 3. 259 107 

39 81 
7 13 

32 95 

62 
2 

60 

( c o n t l n u e d  on next page) 
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TABLE 3: Se lec ted  caseload and p rocess lng  measures f o r  mandatory cases I n  
S t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t tnued)  

Mandatory cases 
Dlsposed 

F l l e d  
p e r  

100,000 
p o w l a t l o n  

86 
5 

82 

as  a 
pe rcen t  

o f  
F l l e d  Olsposed F t l e d  

6,626' 6.781. 102 

6,277c 6,400c 102 

349 381 109 

Number F t l e d  
o f  p e r  

judqes j udge  

35 189 
7 50 

28 224 

Cour t  
type 

COLR 

I A C  
- 

COLR 
I AC 
- 

C O L R  
I A C  
- 

COLR 
I A C  
- 

COLR 
I AC 

S ta te /Cour t  name: 

NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL .... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
A p p e l l a t e  D l v l s l o n  o f  

Super to r  Cour t  ......... 

NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

1,682 
1,078 N/A 

604 853C 

12 140 
5 216 
7 86 

112 
72 
40 

1.446. 1 ,502' 104 
181 192 106 

1 ,26SC 1 ,31OC 104 

10.405 9,773 94 
422 380 90 

9,983 9,393 94 

19 76 
7 26 

12 105 

23 
3 

20 

96 
4 

93 

165 
6 

158 

OHIO--STATE TOTAL .......... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

65 160 
7 60 

58 172 

4.481 4 , 5 4 5 *  
176 31 jC 

4,305 4,232 98 

17 264 
7 25 

10 431 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL ........ 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  O F  Appeals ......... 

UTAH--STATE TOTAL .......... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

951 964' 
51 1 596c 
440 368 84 

11 86 
5 102 
6 73 

28 
15 
13 

COLR 
I AC 
- 

COLR 
I AC 
- 
COLR 
I A C  
- 

COLR 
I A C  
- 

COLR 
I A C  
- 

12 86 
5 95 
7 80 

62 
28 
33 

1,034' 
474 521c 
560t N/A 

~~ ~ ~ 

VIRGINIA--Supreme Cour t  .... 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL .... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL...... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

N /A N/A 
422 N/A 10 42 7 

74 
3 

71 

3,373' 4.018' 119 
13SP 14EP 110 

3,238 3,870 120 

25 135 
9 15 

16 202 

2.185 2.206 101 

2.185 2.206 101 
NH NH 

13 168 

13 168 
-- -- 

45 

45 
-- 

STATES WITH NO INTERHEOIATE APPELLATE COURT 

COLR 397c 41qC 106 5 79 

COLR 1,500 1.595 106 9 167 

DELAWARE--Supreme Cour t  .... 62 

O I S T R I C T  O f  COLUMBIA-- 
Cour t  O F  Appeals ......... 241 

(con t tnued  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 3:  Se lec ted  caseload and p i o c e s s l n g  ineJsurCs f o r  matIdatory ca5es I n  
s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

Mandatory cases 
Olsposed 

as a 
pe rcen t  

Cour t  o f  
type F l l e d  Dlsposed f l l e d  

F l l e d  
p e r  

100.000 
p o p u l a t l o n  

Number F l l e d  

judqes j udqe  
o f  Per 

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

HAINE--Supreme J u d l c l a l  Cour t  
S l t t l n g  as  Law Cour t  .... 7 90 53 COLR 631p 4951 

COLR 891 831 93 HISSISSIPPI--Supreme Cour t  9 99 34 

HONTANA--Supreme Cour t  .... 7 78 67 COLR 546 (C) 

COLR 1.19CC 964[: 81 

COLR 856 1,013 118 

- 

COLR NH NH 

NEBRASKA--Supreme Cour t  ... 7 171 75 

5 171 NEVAOA--Supreme Cour t  . .... 

NEW HAHPSHIRE--Supreme Cour t  

NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme Cour t  5 76 COLR 382 357 93 

COLR 323 402 124 
- 
COLR 422[: (C) 
- 
COLR 538 527 98 

COLR NH NH 
- 
COLR 320 302 94 

5 65 33 RHOOE ISLANO--Supreme Cour t  

SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Cour t  5 84 60 

VERHONT--Supreme Cour t  .... 5 108 98 

WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme Cour t  

WYOHING--Supreme Cour t  .... 5 64 

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LCVEL 
~~~ ~ 

ALABAHA--STATE TOTAL ....... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  C l v l l  Appeals ... 
Cour t  o f  C r l m l n a l  Appeals. 

80 
24 
14 
42 

3,211 3,354 102 17 193 
COLR 998 1,017 102 9 111 
I A C  584 51 8 89 3 195 
I AC 1,695 1.819 107 5 339 

66 
2 

52 

12 

11,822' 15,894' 134 69 171 
COLR 409 369 90 7 58 

I AC 9,205c 13.392c 146 47 196 

I AC 2,20ec 2,133c 97 15 147 

NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL ...... 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 
A p p e l l a t e  O l v l s l o n  o f  

A p p e l l a t e  Cour t  o f  Supreme 
Supreme Cour t  

Supreme Cour t  

OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  C r l m l n a l  Appeals. 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

92 
34 
30 
28 

3,016' 2,167' 24 126 
COLR 1,105 81 gC 9 123 
COLR 980c 626 3 327 
I AC 931 728 78 12 78 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 3: Selected caseload and p rocess lng  measures f o r  mandatory cases I n  
s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

-- Mandatory cases 

S ta te /Cour t  name: 

PENNSYLVANIA--STATE TOTAL .. 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Super lo r  Cour t  ........... 
Comnonwealth Cour t  ....... 

TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL ..... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  C r l m l n a l  Appeals. 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

TEXAS--STATC TOTAL ......... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  C r l m l n a l  Appeals. 
Cour ts  o f  Appeals ........ 

Cour t  
tyDe 

COLR 
I A C  
I AC 
- 

COLR 
I A C  
I A C  
- 

COLR 
COLR 
I AC 

Olsposed 
as a 

per cent  
o f  

F l l e d  Olsposed f l l e d  

9,241' 
80 N/A 

6,137c 6,253c 102 
3,030' 4,053c 

Number F l l e d  
o f  Per 

judqes .l udge 

31 298 
7 11 

1s 409 
9 337 

F 1 l e d  
per  

100.000 
p o p u l a t l o n  

78 
1 

51 
25 

1.984' 
170 ( C )  
e1 1c 747c 92 

1,003 1,033 103 

26 16 
5 34 
9 90 

12 84 

41 
4 

17 
21 

10.310 10,275 100 
3 3 100 

2,450 2,448 100 
7,851 7,824 100 

98 105 
9 0 
9 272 

80 98 

61 
0 

I 5  
47 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

COLR = Cour t  o f  Las t  Resor t  
I A C  = I n t e r m e d l a t e  A p p e l l a t e  Cour t  
NH = Th is  casetype Is n o t  handled I n  t h l s  

-- = I n a p p l l c a b l e  

NOTE: N/A l n d l c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  da ta  a r e  u n a v a l l -  

c o u r t  

a b l e .  Blank spaces l n d l c a t e  t h a t  a c a l c u -  
l a t l o h  Is l n a p p r o p r l a t e .  

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

The absence o f  a q u a l l f y l n g  f o o t n o t e  l n d l c a t e s  t h a t  
d a t a  a r e  complete.  

'See t h e  q u a l l f y l n g  f o o t n o t e  w r l t t e n  f o r  each c o u r t  
Each f o o t n o t e  has an lmpact on t h e  l n  t h e  s t a t e .  

s t a t e  t o t a l .  

( C ) :  Dlsposed mandatory J u r l s d l c t l o n  
cases cannot be s e p a r a t e l y  l d e n t l f l e d  
and a r e  r e p o r t e d  w l th  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
cases dlsposed. 

C :  The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  over-  

Delaware--Supreme Court--Data l n c l u d e  
some d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  and 
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were 
granted.  

Georgia--Supreme Court--Mandatory 
J u r l s d l c t l o n  f l l e d  da ta  l n c l u d e  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  cases t h a t  were g ran ted  
and r e f l l e d  as appeals .  
- -Cour t  o f  Appeals--Mandatory J u r l s d l c -  
t l o n  da ta  l n c l u d e  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  ' 

p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were g ran ted  and 
r e f l l e d  as appeals .  

Hawal I--Supreme Cour t - -0a ta  l n c l u d e  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  were 
granted,  and r e f l l e d  as appeals .  

Idaho--Supreme Court--Data l n c l u d e  d l s -  
c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  reviewed on t h e  
m e r l t s .  

I l l l n o l s - - A p p e l l a t e  Cour t - -0ata l n c l u d e  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s .  

l n c l u s l v e :  

( con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 3: Selected caseload and processlng measures for mandatory cases In 
state appellate courts, 1987. (contlnued) 

Indlana--Court of Appeals--Data lnclude 
dlscretlonary lnterlocutory declslon 
cases. 

Iowa--Supreme Court--Flled data Include 
dlscretlonary orlglnal proceedlngs. 
Dlsposed data Include some dlscretlonary 
cases that were dlsmlssed. 

Kansas--Court of Appeals-Data Include a 
few dlscretlonary cases that were granted. 

Maryland--Court of Appeals--Data Include 
dlscretlonary petltlons that were granted, 
and reflled as appeals. 

Massachusetts--Appeals Court--Data Include 
a small number of dlscretlonary 
lnterlocutory declslon petltlons. 

Ml ch l gan- -Court of Appeal s --Da ta I nc 1 ude 
dlscretlonary petltlons. 

Mlssourl--Supreme Court--Disposed data 
Include dlscretlonary petltlons that were 
granted, and reflled as appeals. 

Nebraska--Supreme Court--Data lnclude a 
few dlscretlonary petltlons, and dls- 
posed dlscretlonary petltlons granted. 

New Jersey--Appellate Dlvlslon o f  
Superlor Court--Data lnclude dlscre- 
tlonary lnterlocutory petltlons that were 
granted . 

New Hexlco--Court of Appeals--Data Include 
dlscretlonary petltlons. 

New rork--Appellate Dlvlslons o f  Supreme 
Court--Data Include dlscretlonary 
petltlons--Appellate terms of Supreme 
Court --Data lnclude dl scret lonary 
petltlons. 

North Carollna--Court of Appeals--Data 
Include dlscretlonary petltlons that were 
granted, and reflled as appeals. 

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--Disposed data 
include granted dlscretlonary petltlons 
that were dlsposed 
--Court of Crlmlnal Appeals--f lled 
data Include all dlscretlonary jurlsdlc- 
tlon cases. 

Oregon--Supreme Court- -Dl sposed data ln- 
clude dlscretlonary petltlons that were 
granted. 

PennsylvanIa--Superlor Court--Data lnclude 
all dlscretlonary petltlons that were 
granted. 
--Conntonwealth Court--Disposed data Include 
dlscretlonary petltlons. 

South Carollna--Supreme Court--Disposed data 
1 nc 1 ude a1 1 dl scret lonary pet 1 t tons that 
were dlsposed. 

South Dakota--Supreme Court--Data Include 
all dlscretlonary jurlsdlctlon cases. 

Tennessee--Court of Crlmlnal Ap eals-- 
Data Include dlscretlOnarY Peiltlons. 

Utah--Supreme Court--Disposed data ln- 
clude dlscretlonary petltlons. 

I :  The followlng courts' data are at least 75% 
complete : 

Arlzona--Supreme Court--Data d o  not lnclude 
Judge dlsclpllnary cases. 

Callfornla--Supreme Court--Flled data do not 
Include judge dlsclpllnary cases. 

Malne--Supreme Judlctal Court Slttlng as Law 
Court--Disposed data do not Include 
dlsclpllnary or advlsory oplnlon cases. 

Pennsyl van la - - C m n w e a l  th Court -- f I led 
mandatory Jurlsdlctlon cases do not 
lnclude transfers from the Superlor Court 
and the Court of Comnon Pleas. 

an eleven-month reportlng perlod. 

P: lhe followlng courts' data are both Incomplete 

Arkansas--Supreme Court--Data Include a few 
dlscretlonary petltlons, but do not 
lnclude mandatory attorney dlsclpllnary 
cases and certlfled questlons from the 
federal courts. 

Court--Flled data Include dlscretlonary 
petltlon cases, but d o  not lnclude 
mandatory dlsclpllnary and advlsory 
oplnlon cases. 

dlscretlonary petltlons, but do not 
Include certlfled questlons from the 
federal courts. 

Utah--Court o f  Appeals--flled data represent 

and overlncluslve: 

Nalne--Supreme Judlclal Court Slttlng as Law 

Hashlngton--Supreme Court--Data Include SOW 

V :  Data are less than 75% complete: 
Callfornla--Supreme Court--Disposed data do 

not Include dlsclpllnary cases. 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseioad and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
in State Appellate Courts, 1987 

Olscre t lonary  p e t l t l o n s  
0 t s po s ed F l l e d  F l l e d  

(dtsposed) 
per  

100,000 
popu la t lon  

as a (d lS-  
percent  Number posed) 

Court o f  o f  per 
State/Court  name: _tyDe F l l e d  DlsDosed f l l e d  judaes ludqe 

STATES WITH ONE COURT O f  LAST RESORT AN0 ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 
- 

COLR 
I AC 
- 

COLR 
I AC 

273 285 104 
219 231 105 

54 54 100 

52 
42 
10 

8 34 
5 44 
3 18 

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL ........ 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL ....... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

1,046' 1,099' 105 
995c 1,054c 106 

51 45 88 

23 45 
5 199 

18 3 

31 
29 

2 

ARKANSAS-- 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

COLR 
I AC 

N/A N/A 
NH NH 

11,290 10,780 95 
4.558 4.004 89 
6,132 6,776 101 

84 134 
7 651 

77 87 

41 
16 
24 

CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL .... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Courts o f  Appeal ......... 

-. 

COLORADO--STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeal .......... 

COLR 
I A C  
- 

COLR 
I AC 

156 1,036' 
156 1 ,036c 
NH NH 

7 108 
7 108 

23 
23 

12 16 
7 22 
5 9 

6 
5 
1 

CONNECTICUT--STATE TOTAL ... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Appe l la te  Court .......... 

-. 

FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL ....... 
Supreme Court ............ 
O l s t r l c t  Courts o f  Appeal. 

195' 
152' 293p 
43 N/A 

3,552 3.110 88 
1,270 1,223 96 
2,282 1,881 83 

COLR 
I AC 
- 

COLR 
I AC 
- 

COLR 
I AC 

53 67 
7 181 

46 50 

30 
11 
19 

28 
16 
12 

1,139 2,225. 
1,006 1,5240 
733 701 96 

16 109 
7 144 
9 81 

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL ....... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

HAWAII--STATE TOTAL ........ 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

57  58 102 
57 58 102 
NH NH 

COLR 
I AC 

82 76 93 
82 16 93 
NH NH 

5 16 
5 16 

-- -- 
8 
8 -- 

IDAHO--STATE TOTAL ......... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 
- 
ILLINOIS-- 

Supreme Court ............ 
Appe l la te  Court .......... 
- 
INDIANA-- 

Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

- 
IOWA--STATE TOTAL .......... 

Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 
- 

COLR 
I AC 
- 

COLR 
I AC 

1,673 1,633 98 
N/A N/A 

1 239 14 

COLR 
I AC 
- 

COLR 
I A C  
- 

404 437 108 
N/A N/A 

5 81 7 

12 
12 -- 

327' 31 7' 97 
327' 317' 97 
NH NH 

(cont lnued on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 4: Selected caseload and processlng measures f o r  d 'sc re t lonary  p e t l t l o n s  I n  
s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  cour ts ,  1987. (cont lnued)  

- 
OIscre t lonarv  D e t l t l o n s  

OlsDosed F l l e d  F l l e d  

- State/Court name: 

KANSAS-- 
Supreme Court . ........... 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 
- 

KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Court . ........... 
Court o f  Appeals . ........ 

a s  a 
percent  

Court o f  
type F l l e d  Dlsposed f i l e d  

N / A  N/A 
N/A N/A 

783* lll* 99 
COLR 693l 706l 102 
I AC 90 71 79 

( d l s -  (dlsposed) 
Number posed) per  

o f  per  100,000 
judges judqe w p u l a t  l o n  

21 37 
7 99 

14 6 

21 
19 

2 

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ..... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Courts o f  Appeal . . . . . . . . .  

COLR 
I AC 

6.214 6,220 98 
2,613 2,660 99 
3,541 3,460 98 

55 113 
7 382 

48 74 

139 
60 
79 

MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL ...... 
Court o f  Appeals . ........ 
Court o f  Specla l  Appeals . 

-. 

MASSACHUSETTS-- 
Supreme J u d l c t a l  Court . .. 
Appeals Court, . . . . . . . . .  . . . 

-. 

MICHIGAN-- 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

COLR 
I A C  

949 856 90 
655 562 86 
294 294 100 

20 4 7  
7 94 

13 23 

21 
14 
6 

COLR 
I AC 
- 

COLR 
I AC 

336 N/A 
N/A N/A 

2.082 2.168c 
N/A N/A 

MINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ..... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

MISSOURI--STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals . ........ 

COLR 
I AC 
- 

COLR 
I AC 

974. 895. 92 
626 555 89 
3481 3401 98 

1,033 997' 
1,033 997' 

NH NH 

7 48 6 

7 297 23 

20 49 
1 89 

13 21 

23 
15 

E 

7 148 
7 148 

-- -_ 
20 
20 -_ 

NEW JERSEY-- 
Supreme Court ............ 

Supreme Court ........... 
Appe l la te  D l v l s l o n  o f  

COLR 

I A C  

1,382' 1,411' 102 

N/A N/A 

7 197 18 

NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals . . . . . . . . .  

- 

NORlH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 
Supreme Court . ........... 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

OHIO--STATE TOTAL .......... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL ........ 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

- .  

COLR 
I AC 

358 
301 N/A 

57 N/A 

12 30 
5 60 
7 8 

24 
20 

4 

COLR 
I AC 

1,159 1,120 97 
676 637 94 
483 483 100 

19 61 
7 97 

12 40 

18 
11 
8 

COLR 
I A C  

1.846 1.598 87 
1,846 1.598 87 

NH NH 

7 264 
7 264 -- - -  

17 
17 
-- 

COLR 
I AC 
- 

1.086 1,042 96 
1.086 1.042 96 

NH NH 

7 155 
7 155 

40 
40 
-- 

(continued on next  page) 
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TABLE 4: Selected caseload and processlng measures f o r  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  I n  
s t a t e  appe l la te  cour ts ,  1987. (contlnued) 

- 
Olscre t lonarv  p e t l t l o n s  

01 sposed f l l e d  F t l e d  

percent  Number posed) per  

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL 32' 5 6 1 
Supreme Court COLR 321 N/A 5 6 1 
Court o f  Appeals ......... I A C  NH NH -- -- -- 

as a ( d l s -  (dlsposed) 

popu la t lon  
Court o f  o f  per  100.000 

-. S t a t e K o u r t  name: type F l l e d  Olsposed f t l e d  Judqes .ludqe 

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

UTAH--STATE TOTAL .......... 40' 
Supreme Court ............ COLR 30 N/A 
Court o f  Appeals ......... I A C  101 N/A 

12 3 2 
5 6 2 
7 1 1 

...... VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL 2,642 2.912' 17 155 45 

Court o f  Appeals I A C  1,201 1,743c 10 120 20 
............ Supreme Court COCR 1,441 1,169 81 7 206 24 ......... 

.... WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL 1.497* 1,481' 99 25 60 33 ............ Supreme Court COLR 1.15lP 1,093p 95 9 128 25 
Court o f  Appeals I A C  346 388 112 16 22 8 ......... 

WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL ..... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

23 
18 

5 

1.090 913 84 20 55 
COLR 869 725 83 7 124 
I A C  221 188 85 13 17 
- 
STATES WITH NO INTERMEOIATE APPELLATE COURT 
- 
COLR 
- 

COLR 

DELAWARE--Supreme Court .. 41 41 100 5 1 1 

15 
OISTRICT OF COLUMBIA-- 

Court o f  Appeals ....... 96 87 . 91 9 11 

MAINE--Supreme J u d l c l a l  Court COLR 
- 
COLR 
- 
COLR 
- 
COLR 
- 
COLR 

N/A 40 (3 )  
~~ ~~ 

MISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court . 2 2 100 9 .2 .1 

MONTANA--Supreme Court ..... 25 N/A 

~~ 

7 4 3 

NEBRASKA--Supreme Court ... N/A N/A 

NH NH 

~ 

NEVADA--Supreme Court ...... 
- .  

NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme Court COLR 51b1 451 81 5 103 49 

NORTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court COCR 
- 
COLR 

NH NH -- 

219 241 110 22 RHOOE ISLANO--Supreme Court 

COLR 
- 
COLR 

5 5 271 N/A 

31 26 84 

SOUTH DAKOTA--Supreme Court 

VERMONT--Supreme Court ..... 5 6 

WEST VIRGINIA-- 
Supreme Court o f  Appeals . 107 COLR 

- 
COLR 

2,037 1,909 94 5 407 

NH NH WYOMING--Supreme Court ..... 
(continued on next  page) 
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TABLE 4: Se lec ted  caseload and p rocess lng  measures f o r  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  I n  
s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

O l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  
Olsposed F l l e d  F l l e d  

pe rcen t  Number posed) p e r  
as a ( d l s -  (d lsposed)  

S ta te /Cour t  name: type F l l e d  Olsposed f i l e d  judges j u d g e  p o p u l a t l o n  
Cour t  o f  o f  p e r  1 00.000 

STATES WITH MJLTIPCE APPELLATE COURTS A T  ANY LEVEL 

ALAOAMA--STATE TOTAL ....... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  C l v l l  Appeals ... 
Cour t  o f  C r l m l n a l  Appeals 

- .  

NEW YORK-- 
Cour t  o f  Appeals . . . . . . . . .  
A p p e l l a t e  O l v l s l o n s  o f  

Appelate Terms o f  Supreme 
Supreme Cour t  

Cour t  
- 

OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  C r l m l n a l  Appeals. 
Cour t  o f  Appeals . . . . . . . . .  

- 
COLR 
I AC 
I AC 
- 

COLR 

I AC 

I AC 

713 654 92 
713 654 92 

NH NH 
NH NH 

N/A 3,478 

N/A N/A 

N/A N /A  

COLR 
COLR 
I AC 

520* 
293 237' 
N /A  283 

NH NH 
- 
PENNSYLVANIA-- 

Supreme Cour t  ............ COLR 1,936p N/A 7 27 1 16 
Comnonuealth Cour t  ....... I AC 115 N/A 9 13 1 
Super lo r  Cour t  ........... I AC N /A N/A 

TENNESSEE-- 
Supreme Cour t  ............. COLR 758 1.087C 5 152 16 

Cour t  O F  C r i m l n a l  Appeals I A C  N/A N/A 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... I A C  77 7 7  100 '1 2 6 2 

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ......... 2,515 2,933 117 18 140 15 
Supreme Cour t  ............ COLR 1,176 1.261 107 9 131 1 
Cour t  o f  C r l m l n a l  Appeals COLR 1,339 1.672 125 9 149 8 

-- -- -- Cour t  o f  Appeal .......... I AC NH NH 
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TABLE 4: Selected caseload and processlng measures for dlscretlonary petltlons In 
state appellate courts, 1987. (contlnued) 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

COLR = Court o f  Last Resort 
IAC = Intermedlate Appellate Court 
NH = ThIr casetype Is not handled In thls cou 
-- = Inappllcable 

NOTE: N/A lndlcates that the data are unaval 
able. Blank spaces lndlcate that a ca 
atlon 1s lnapproprlate. 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

t 

- 
cu- 

The absence o f  a quallfylng footnote lndlcates that 
data are complete. 

'See the quallfylng footnote wrltten for each 
court In the state. Each footnote has an Impact 
on the state's total. 

C: The followlng courts' data are overlncluslve: 
Arlzona--Supreme Court--Data lnclude mandatory 

judge dtsclpllnary cases. 
Colorado--Supreme Court--0lsposed data 

Include all mandatory Jurlsdlctlon cases. 
Hlchlgan--Supreme Court--Disposed data 

Include a few mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases. 
Tennessee--Supreme Court--Dl sposed data 

Include all mandatory Jurlsdlctlon cases. 
Vlrglnla--Court of Appeals--0lsposed data 

lnclude all mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases. 

The followlng court's data are overlncluslve 
and represent some double countlng: 

Georgla--Supreme Court--Disposed data ln- 
clude all mandatory appeals and dls- 
cretlonary petltlons granted, that are 
reflled as a mandatory case. 

0: 

1: The followlng courts' data are at least 75% 
complete : 

Connectlcut--Supreme Court--Flled data do 
not lnclude dlsclpllnary cases. 

Delaware--Supreme Court--Data do not In- 
clude some dlscretlonary lnterlocutory 
petltlons and some dlscretlonary advlsory 
oplnlons. 

Include dlscretlonary cases that were dls- 
mlssed by the court. 

Kentucky--Supreme Court--Data do not lnclude 
some dlscretlonary unclasslfled petltlons. 

Hlnnesota--Court of Appeals- Data do not ln- 
clude petltlons of flnal judgments that 
were denled. 

Hlssourl--Supreme Court--0lsposltlon data 
do not Include a feu orlglnal proceedlngr. 

New Hampshlre--Supreme Court--Data do not 
lnclude dlscretlonary judge dlsclpllnary 
cases. 

New Jersey- Supreme Court--Data do not ln- 
clude dlscretlonary Interlocutory 
petltlons whlch could not be separated 
from a "motlons" category. 

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--0lsposed data do 
not lnclude dlscretlonary petltlons 
granted and disposed. 

South Carollna--Supreme Court--flled data 
do not lnclude dlscretlonary petltlons 
that were denled or otherwlse dlsmlssed/ 
wlthdraun. or settled. 

South Dakota--Supreme Court--Data do not ln- 
clude advlsory oplnlons whlch are 
reported with mandatory jurlsdlctlon 
cases. 

Utah- Court of Appeals--flled data represent 
an eleven-month reportlng perlod. 

P:  The followlng courts' data are both lncomplete 

lowa--Supreme Court--Data do not 

and overlncluslve: 
Connect lcut--Supreme Court- -0lsposed data 

Include mandatory cases, but do not 
Include some unclasslfled appeals and 
Judge dlsclpllnary cases. 

Pennsylvanla--Supreme Court. .Total dlscre- 
tlonary Jurlsdlctlon flled data lnclude 
non-case motlons that could not be 
separated, but do not \nclude orlqlnal 
proceedlng petltlons. 

mandatory certlfled questlons from the 
federal courts, but do not lnclude some 
dlscretlonary petltlons. 

Washlngton--Supreme Court- Data lnclude 
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TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted 
in State Appellate Courts, 1987 

O l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  q ran ted  
Olsoosed F l l e d  F l l e d  

(d lsposed)  
Per 

100,000 
p o w  l a  t 1 on 

as a ( d l s -  
p e r c e n t  Number posed) 

- Sta te /Cour t  name: type F l l e d  Olsposed F l l e d  judges j udge  

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AN0 ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 

Cour t  o f  o f  pe r  

- 

COLR 
I AC 

ALASKA-- 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

36 N/A  
N /A  14 

5 7 
3 ( 5 )  

7 
( 3 )  

A R I Z O N A - -  
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... N/A l 0 l C  

N/A N/A 
COLR 
I AC 
- 

COLR 
I AC 

ARKANSAS-- 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

N/A N/A 
NH NH 

778*  
224' N/A 
554 N/A 

84 9 
7 32 

11 1 

3 
1 
2 

CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL .... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour ts  o f  Appeal ......... 

COLORADO-- 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

COLR 
I AC 
- 

COLR 
I AC 

N /A  N/A 
NH NH -- 

CONNECTICUT-- 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
A p p e l l a t e  Cour t  . ......... 

N/A N/A 
N /A  N /A  

COLR 
I AC 

FLORIOA-- 
Supreme Cour t  ........... 
O l s t r l c t  Cour ts  o f  Appeals 

COLR 
I AC 

N/A N/A 
N/A N/A 

GEORGIA- -  
Supreme Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . .  
Cour t  o f  Appeals ........ 11.9' N/A 

N/A N/A 
COLR 
I AC 

7 17 2 

H A W A I I - - S T A T E  TOTAL ....... 
Supreme Cour t  ........... 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ........ 

10 
10 N/A 
NH NH 

5 2 
5 2 

-- -- 
1 
1 

-- COLR 
I AC 

IDAHO- -  
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

ILLINOIS-- 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
A p p e l l a t e  Cour t  .......... 

COLR 
I AC 
- 

COLR 
I AC 

N/A N/A 
NH NH 

152 138 91 
N/A N/A 

7 22 1 

I N D I A N A - -  
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

COLR 
I AC 

N/A  56 
N/A N/A 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 5: Se lec ted  caseload and p rocess lng  measures f o r  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  g ran ted  I n  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  
c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

D l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  g ran ted  
01 sposed F l l e d  F l l e d  

(d l sposed)  
p e r  

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

( 2 )  
( 2 )  -- 

as a 
pe rcen t  

Cour t  o f  
type F l l e d  Dlsposed f l l e d  

58* 
COLR N/A 581 
I A C  NH NH 

S ta te /Cour t  name: 

IOWA--STATE TOTAL ......... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

KANSAS-- 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  O F  Appeals ......... 

KENTUCKY-- 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

COLR 141 N/A 
I A C  N/A N/A 

7 20 6 

COLR N/A N/A 
I A C  N /A N/A 

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ..... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t s  o f  Appeal ......... 

1.655 1,628 98 
COLR 553 553 100 
I A C  1.102 1.075 98 

55 30 
7 79 

48 23 

20 6 
7 15 

13 2 

3 1  
12 
25 

HARYLAND--STATE TOTAL ...... 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 
Cour t  o f  Spec la l  Appeals . 

124 
COLR 104 N/A 
I A C  20 N/A 

MASSACHUSETTS-- 
Supreme J u d l c l a l  Cour t  ... 
Appeals Cour t  ............ COLR 208 283c 

I A C  N/A N/A 
7 30 

MICHIGAN-- 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

HINNESOTA--STATE TOTAL ..... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

HISSOURI--STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

7 9 COLR 60 N/A 
I AC N/A N/A 

213* 220* 103 
COLR 104 115 111 
I AC 1091 105 l  96 

79 
COLR 79 N/A 
I A C  NH NH 

20 11 
7 15 

13 8 

5 
2 
3 

2 
2 

-- 

NEW JERSEY-- 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
A p p e l l a t e  D l v l s l o n  o f  

Super lo r  Cour t  .......... 

NEW MEXICO--STATE TOTAL .... 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

7 17 COLR 1191 N/A 

I AC N/A N/A 

61 12 5 
5 9 
7 2 

COLR 45 N/A 
I A C  16 N/A 

2 
1 
1 

19 7 
7 9 

12 6 

NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL. 
Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

131 
COLR 60 61 102 
I AC 71 N/A 

194 181 93 
COLR 194 181 93 
I A C  NH NH 

2 
2 

-- 
OHIO--STATE TOTAL .......... 

Supreme Cour t  ............ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

(con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 5: Selected caseload and processlng measures f o r  d tsc re t lonary  p e t l t l o n s  granted I n  s t a t e  appe l la te  
cour ts ,  1987. (contlnued) 

Olscret lonary D e t l t l o n s  wan ted  
Olsposed F l l e d  f l l e d  

( d l s -  
Number posed) 

Judqes judae 
o f  per  

1 20 
1 20 

-- -- 

(dlsposed) 
per  

100.000 
poou la t lon  

5 
5 -- 

as a 
percent 

o f  
F l l e d  OtSDOSed f t l e d  

131 
131 N/A 
NH NH 

Court 
tvDe 

COLR 
I AC 

State/Court name: 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL ........ 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court O F  Appeals ......... 

32 
32 N/A 
NH NH 

5 6 
5 6 -- -- 

1 
1 

-- 
COLR 
I AC 

UTAH-- 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... COLR 

I A C  
- 

COLR 
I AC 

N /A N/A 
N/A N/A 

1 
3 
I 

416' 
156 N/A 
260t N/A 

VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

17 24 
1 22 

10 26 

WASHINGTON-- 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... COLR 

I A C  
N/A 68 
N/A N/A 

WISCONSIN-- 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... COLR 

I A C  
206 21 9 106 
N/A N/A 

1 29 4 

STATES WITH NO INTERMEOIATE APPELLATE COURT 
- 
COLR N/A N/A OELAWARE--Supreme Court .... 

DISTRICT O f  COLUMBIA-- 
Court o f  Appeals ......... .6 COLR 4 1 25 9 . 4  

HAINE--Supreme Judtc ta l  
Court S l t t l n g  as Law 
Court ................... COLR N/A N/A 

HONTANA--Supreme Court .. COLR N/A N/A 

HISSISSIPPI--Supreme Court COLR N/A 2 

COLR 
- 
COLR 
- 

COLR 

N/A N/A NEBRASKA--Supreme Court .... 

NEVAOA--Supreme Court ...... 

NEW HAHPSHIRE--Supreme 
Court .................... 

NH NH 
~~ 

N/A N/A 
~ ~~~ 

NORTH OAKOTA--Supreme Court COLR 
- 
COLR 
- 
COLR 
- 

NH NH 

N/A N/A 

N/A N/A 

RHOOE ISLANO--Supreme Court 

SOUTH OAKOTA--Supreme Court 

(cont tnued on next  page) 
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TABLE 5: Selected caseload and processing measures f o r  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  granted l n  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  
cour ts ,  1987. (cont lnued)  

Court 
State/Court name: type 
VERMONT--Supreme Court . .... COLR 

- 
WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme Court 

o f  Appeals ............... COLR 

WYOMlNG--Supreme Court ..... COLR 

- 

Olscre t lonary  D e t l t l o n s  granted 
Olsposed F l l e d  F l l e d  

percent Number posed) per  
as a ( d l s -  (dlsposed) 

F l l e d  Olsposed f l l e d  judqes Judge population 
of o f  per  100,000 

N/A N/A 

185 715 99 5 157 41 

NH NH -- -- -- 

ALABAMA-- 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  C l v l l  Appeals ... 
Court o f  Cr lmlnal  Appeals 

STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LfVEL 
- 

COLR 
I A C  
I AC 

N/A N/A 
NH NH 
NH NH 

NEW YORK-- 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 
Appe l la te  O lv ls lons  o f  

Supreme Court ........... 
Appe l la te  Terms of Supreme 

Court ................... 

COLR 

I A C  

I A C  

N/A 227 

N/A N/A 

N/A N/A 

OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL ...... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Cr lmlna l  Appeals. 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

~~ 

PENNSYLVANIA-- 
Supreme Court ............ 
Superlor Court ........... 
Comnonwealth Court ....... 

TENNESSEE-- 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court of Appeals ......... 
Court o f  Cr lmlnal  Appeals 

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ......... 
Supreme Court ............ 
Court o f  Cr lmlnal  Appeals. 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

COLR 
COLR 
I A C  
- 

COLR 
COLR 
I A C  

111 
56 N/A 
61 N /A 
NH NH 

12 10 
9 6 
3 20 -- -- 

4 
2 
2 -- 

237l N/A 
N/A N/A 
N/A N/A 

7 34 2 

COLR 
I AC 
I A C  

64 N /A 
22 N/A 

N/A N/A 

5 13 
12 2 

1 
0 

COLR 
COLR 
I A C  

545 407 75 
178 110 96 
367 237 65 
NH NH 

18 30 
9 20 
9 41 

3 
1 
2 

-- 

JURISDICTION CODES: 
COLR = Court o f  Last  Resort 
I A C  = In te rmed la te  Appe l la te  Court 
NH = Thls  casetype 1s n o t  handled t n  t h l s  c o u r t  
-- = Inapp l tcab le  

NOTE: N/A l n d l c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  data a r e  unava l l -  
ab le.  Blank spaces l n d l c a t e  t h a t  a 
c a l c u l a t t o n  1 s  l nappropr la te .  

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

The absence o f  a q u a l l f y l n g  foo tno te  lnd lca tes  t h a t  
data a r e  complete. 
*See t h e  q u a l t f y l n g  foo tno te  f o r  each c o u r t  l n  t h e  
s ta te .  Each foo tno te  has an lmpact on t h e  s t a t e ' s  
t o t a l .  

C :  The f o l l o w l n g  cou r t s '  data a r e  over lnc lus lve :  
Arlzona--Supreme Court--0ata Inc lude 

mandatory Judge d l s c l p l l n a r y  cases. 
Massachusetts--Supreme J u d l c l a l  Court-- 

Olsposed data Inc lude a l l  mandatory 
J u r l s d l c t t o n  cases. 

1: The f o l l o w l n g  cou r t s '  data a r e  a t  l e a s t  75% 
complete : 

Call tornla--Supreme Court--0ata do no t  
Inc lude o r l g l n a l  proceedlngs l n t t l a l l y  
heard I n  the  Supreme Court t h a t  were 
granted. 

Georgla--Supreme Cour t - - f l l ed  data do n o t  
lnc lude d l s c r e t l o n a r y  l n t e r l o c u t o r y  
p e t l t l o n s  granted. 

Iowa--Supreme Court--0lsposed data do n o t  
Inc lude some o r l g l n a l  proceedlngs. 

Mlnnesota--Court o f  Appeals--0ata do n o t  
Inc lude some p e t l t l o n s .  

New Jersey--Supreme Cour t - -F l led data do n o t  
lnc lude d l s c r e t l o n a r y  l n t e r l o c u t o r y  
p e t l t l o n s  granted. 

Pennsylvanla--Supreme Court--0ata do n o t  
lnc lude o r l g l n a l  proceedlngs p e t l t l o n s  t h a t  
were granted. 

Inc lude o r l g l n a l  proceedlngr p e t l t l o n r  
granted. 

V l rg ln la- -Cour t  of Appeals--0ata do n o t  
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1987 

Does the oplnlon 
Number o f  
authorlred Number o f  

Oplnlon count Include? 
count I s  by: Per Total 

wrltten HaJorlty curlam Memos/ dlsposltlons 
StateKourt name: -- case document oplnlon oplnlon orders by oplnlon 

STATES WITH ONE COURT OF LAST RESORT AND ONE INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT 

Justices/ 
judqes 

lawyer support 
Der s onne 1 

-- 
X 0 
X 0 
-~ 

x '  0 
X 0 
-- 

X 0 
X 0 
-~ 

X 0 
X 0 
-- 

X 0 
X 0 
-~ 

X 0 
X 0 
-- 

X 0 
X 0 
-- 

X 0 
X 0 
-- 

X 0 

X 0 
-- 
0 X 
0 X 
-- 

X 0 
X 0 
-- 

X 0 
X X 
-- 
0 X 
X 0 
-- 

X 0 
X 0 

--- 
X 0 0 
X 0 0 
--- 

X X 0 
X X some 
~ - -  

X X X 
X X 0 
--- 

X X some 
X X some 
--- 

X X 0 
X 0 some 
- ~ -  

X X some 
X X some 
--- 

X X 0 
X X 0 
--- 

X X 0 
X 0 0 
--- 

X X some 

X X X 
--- 

X X X 
X X 0 
--- 

X X 0 
X X some 
--- 

X X 0 
X X X 
- ~ -  

X 0 0 
X 0 0 
- ~ -  

X X some 
X X some 

ALASKA--Supreme Court ...... 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

ARIZONA--Supreme Court ..... 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

135 
82 

5 
3 

11 
8 

121 
356 

5 
18 

16 
48 

358 
649 

1 
6 

15 
16  

ARKANSAS--Supreme Court .... 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

85 
8,917 

1 
11 

50 
206 

CALIFORNIA--Supreme Court .. 
Courts o f  Appeal . . . . . . . . . .  

COLORADO--Supreme Court .... 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

CONNECTICUT--Supreme Court . 
Appellate Court .......... 

FLORIDA--Supreme Court . . . . .  
Dlstrlct Courts o f  Appeal 

GEORGIA--Supreme Court ..... 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

238 
N/A 

7 
10  

14 
26 

233 
404 

6 
6 

14 
14 

512 
4,534 

1 
46 

15 
102 

374 
1,667 

1 
9 

17 
28 
- 

14 

6 

HAWAII--Supreme Court ...... 
Appeals ................ 

Intermedlate Court o f  

- 
IDAHO--Supreme Court ....... 

Court O F  Appeals ......... 

ILLINOIS--Supreme Court .... 
-_ 

Appellate Court .......... 

31 4 

135 

5 

3 

108 
154 

5 
3 

11 
6 

N/A 
2,024 

1 
34 

24 
88 
- 

13 
10 
- 

16 
6 

INDIANA--Supreme Court ..... 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

363 
1.114 

5 
12 

IOWA--Supreme Court ........ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

244 
41 8 

9 
6 

244 
781 

1 
10  

1 
18 

KANSAS--Supreme Court ...... 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Oplnlons reported by state appellate courts, 1987. (contlnued) 

Ooes the oplnlon 
Oplnlon count Include? 

count 1s by: Per Total 
urltten flajorlty curlam Hemos/ dlsposltlons 

Number o f  
authorlzed Number o f  
justices/ 
Judges 

1 
14 

lawyer support 
personnel 

1 1  
22 

26 
103 

14 
29 

State/Court name: -- case document oojnlon- oplnlon orders by- oplnlon 

KENlUCKY--Supreme Court .... 
Court o f  Appeals ......... X 0 

X 0 
-- 
0 X 
0 X 
-- 

X 0 
X 0 
-- 

X X some 
X X some 
--- 

X X some 
X X X 
--- 

X 0 0 
X 0 0 
--- 

279 
1,432 

LOUISIANA--Supreme Court ... 
Courts o f  Appeal ......... 145 

3.040 

126 
233 

1 
48 

1 
13 

flARYLhND--Court o f  Appeals . 
Court o f  Speclal Appeals . 

RASSACHUSETTS--Supreme 
Judlclal Court ........... 
Appeals Court ............ 

MICHIGAN--Supreme Court .... 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

0 X 
0 X 

X 0 0 
X X X 

247 
760 

1 
10 

20 
21 

1 5  
84 

108 
4.179 

7 
18 

X 0 
X 0 

X X 0 
X x some 

HINNESOTA--Supreme Court ... 
Court of  Appeals ......... 

1 
13 

10 
36 

X 0 
X 0 

X 0 0 
X 0 0 

156 
1.279 

74 
1.720 

--- 
1 

32 
X 0 
X 0 

X X some 
X X some 
--- 

X 0 0 

15 
135 

26 

60 

10 
20 

14 
28 

20  
varles 

10 
18 

19 
1 1  

MISSOURI--Supreme Court .... 
Court of  Appeals ......... 

NEW JERSEY--Supreme Court . . 
Superlor Court ......... 

Appellate Olvlslon o f  
81 

3.640 

0 X 7 

28 

5 
7 

X 0 
-- 

X 0 
0 X 

X X X 
--- 

X 0 some 
X 0 0 

192 
175 

NEW MEXICO--Supreme Court .. 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

NORTH CAROLINA--Supreme 
Court .................. 

Court o f  Appeals ......... X 0 
X 0 

X 0 some 
X 0 X 

160 
1,209 

7 
12 

N/A 
4.131 

7 
58 

OHIO--Supreme Court ........ 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

X 0 
X 0 

X 0 X 
X 0 X 
--- 

OREGON--Supreme Court ...... 
Court o f  Appeals ......... 

114 
597 

7 
10 

X 0 
X 0 

X X 0 
X 0 0 
--- 

SOUTH CAROLINA--Supreme 
Court .................. 

Court o f  Appeals ......... 
X 0 
X 0 

X X 0 
X X 0 

169 
336 

5 
6 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Opln lons r e p o r t e d  by s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s .  1987. ( con t lnued)  

Number o f  
a u t h o r l r e d  Number OF 

Does t h e  o p l n l o n  
count  I n c l u d e ?  

Per 
H a j o r l t y  cu r lam Memos/ 
o p l n l o n  o p l n l o n  o rde rs  

X X 0 
X X 0 
--- 

X X 0 
X X 0 
--- 

X X some 
X X some 
--- 

X X 0 
X 0 0 
~ - -  
APPELLATE COURT 
--- 

X 0 0 
--- 

Oplnton 
count  1s by:  

ur l tt en 
case document 

X 0 
X 0 -- 
X 0 
X 0 
-- 

X 0 
X 0 
-- 

X 0 
X 0 
-- 

T o t a l  
d l s p o s l t l o n s  

by o p l n l o n  

182 
151 

J u s t  I c e s /  
judqes 

5 
7 

lawyer  suppor t  
personnel  

12 
9 

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

UTAH--Supreme Cour t  ........ 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

VIRGINIA--Supreme Cour t  .... 
Cour t  O F  Appeals ......... 

149 
187 

1 
10 

23 
22 

23 
32 

10 
25 

134 
1.645 

9 
16 

WASHINGTON--Supreme Cour t  .. 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

WISCONSIN--Supreme Cour t  ... 
Cour t  o f  Appeals ......... 

116 
1,165 

7 
13 

STATES WITH NO INTERMEDIATE 

61 5 5 OELAWARE--Supreme Cour t  .... 

9 
D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA-- 

Cour t  O F  Appeals ......... X 0 
-- 

X X 0 
--- 

296 25 

8.5 

HAINE--Supreme J u d l c l a l  
Cour t  S l t t l n g  as Law 

Cour t  .................. 

HISSISSIPPI--Supreme Cour t  . 

220 7 

507 9 38 

14 HONTANA--Supreme Cour t  . . . . .  359 7 

365 7 14 NEBRASKA--Supreme Cour t  . . . .  

5 NEVADA--Supreme Cour t  ...... 142 20 

20 
NEW HAMPSHIRE--Supreme 

Cour t  .................... X X 0 
--- 

X X 0 
--- 

X 0 0 
--- 

X X 0 
~ - -  

X 0 0 

155 5 

249 5 10 NORTH OAKOTA--Supreme Cour t .  

181 5 17  RHOOE ISLAND--Supreme Cour t .  

5 SOUTH OAKOTA--Supreme Cour t .  186 

117 5 VERMONT--Supreme Cour t  ..... 
( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 6: Oplnlons reported by state appellate courts, 1987. (contlnued) 

Does the oplnlon 
Oplnl on count Include? 

count 1s by: Per 
wrltten Hajorlty curlam Memos/ 

case document oplnlon oplnlon orders -- State/Court name: 

WEST VIRGINIA--Supreme Court 
O F  Appeals ............... X 0 X X some 

WYOHING--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X some 

----- 

----- 
STATES WITH MULTIPLE APPELLATE COURTS AT ANY LEVEL 

ALABAMA--Supreme Court ..... X 0 X X some 
Court o f  Clvll Appeals ... X 0 X X X 
Court o f  Crlmlnal Appeals. X 0 X 0 some 

NEW YORK--Court o f  Appeals . 0 X X 0 0 
Appellate Terms O F  the 

Appellate Dlvlstons o f  the 
Supreme Court ........... 0 X X X some 

Supreme Court ........... 0 X X X some 
-- - ~- 

OKLAHOMA--Supreme Court .... X 0 X X 0 
Court o f  Crtmlnal Appeals. X 0 X X 0 
Court o f  Appeals ......... X 0 X X X 

PENNSYLVANIA--Supreme Court. X 0 X 0 0 
Superlor Court ........... X 0 X X X 
Cornonwealth Court ....... 0 X X X X 

-- - -- 

-- - -- 
TENNESSEE--Supreme Court ... X 0 X X some 

Court O F  Appeals ......... X 0 X X some 
Court O F  Crlmlnal Appeals. X 0 X X some 

-- - -- 
TEXAS--Supreme Court . . . . . . . .  0 X X 0 0 

Court o f  Crlmlnal Appeals. X 0 X 0 0 
Courts o f  Appeals ........ X 0 X 0 0 

Total 
dlsposltlons 
by oplnlon 

244 

196 

688 
339 
440 

109 

N/A 

N /A 

Number o f  
authorlzed Number o f  
Justices/ lawyer support 
judqes personnel 

5 20 

5 12 

9 18 
3 6 
5 10 

1 20 

15 25 

41 171 

143 
N/A 
721 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

9 
3 

12 

1 
15 
9 

184 
887 
690 

16 
6 

12 

N/A 
N/A 
39 

5 
12 
9 

9 
12 
9 

9 3  
21 4 

4.831 

9 
9 
80 

44 
42 

21 1 

CODES: 

X = Court follows thls method when countlng 

0 = Court does not Follow thls method when 
opl nl ons 

countlng oplnlons 
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TABLE 7: Reported National Civil and Criminal Caseload for State Trial Courts, 1987 

Reported Caseload F l l e d  Olsposed 

C l v l l  cases: 

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

A .  Number o f  r e p o r t e d  complete cases ....................................... 3,623,539 2,822,876 
Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete c l v l l  da ta  .......................... 29 27 
Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  genera l  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete 

da ta  .................................................................. 24 22 
Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  genera l  j u r l s d l c t l o n  

c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete c l v l l  da ta  .................................. 43% 40% 

8.  Number o f  r e p o r t e d  complete c l v l l  cases t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes .... 2,515,495 1.790.930 

casetypes ............................................................. 16 12 

c l v l l  da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes ............................... 16 12 

c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete c l v l l  da ta  t h a t  l n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes ..... 32% 26% 

l n c l u d e  n o n c l v l l  casetypes ............................................ 1,907,007 2,746.720 
Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  cases t h a t  a r e  lncomplete o r  I ncomp le te  and 

I n c l u d e  n o n c l v l l  casetypes ............................................ 10 15 
Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  genera l  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  cases t h a t  

a r e  Incomp le te  o r  lnco inp lete and I n c l u d e  n o n c l v l l  casetypes ........... 10 15 
Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  genera l  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  

r e p o r t l n g  cases t h a t  a r e  Incomplete o r  Incomplete and I n c l u d e  n o n c l v l l  
casetypes ............................................................. 24% 31% 

Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete c l v l l  da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  genera l  J u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete 

Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  genera l  J u r l s d l c t l o n  

C.  Number o f  r e p o r t e d  cases t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomplete o r  I ncomp le te  and 

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

A.  Number o f  r e p o r t e d  complete cases ....................................... 6,727,220 5.275.290 
Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete c l v l l  da ta  .......................... 55 41 
Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete da ta  29 26 
Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  

r e p o r t l n g  complete c l v l l  da ta  ......................................... 5 8% 43% 

8. Number o f  r e p o r t e d  complete c l v l l  cases t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes .... 356,260 367.199 
Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete c l v l l  da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes 3 3 

da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes ..................................... 3 3 

r e p o r t l n g  complete c l v l l  da ta  t h a t  l n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes ............ 6% 6% 

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete c l v l l  

Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 7: Reported n a t l o n a l  c l v l l  and c r l m l n a l  caseload f o r  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

Reported Caseload F l l e d  D l  sposed 

C .  Number o f  r e p o r t e d  cases t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  Incomplete o r  Incomplete and 

Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  cases t h a t  a r e  Incomplete o r  Incomplete and 

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  cases t h a t  

Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  

l n c l u d e  n o n c l v l l  casetypes ............................................ 897,618 845.448 

l n c l u d e  n o n c l v l l  casetypes ............................................ 14 15 

a r e  lncomplete o r  Incomplete and l n c l u d e  n o n c l v l l  casetypes ........... 9 11 

r e p o r t l n g  cases t h a t  a r e  lncomplete o r  Incomplete and I n c l u d e  n o n c l v l l  
casetypes ............................................................. 17% 28% 

C r l m l n a l  cases: 

I .  General J u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s :  

A. Number of  r e p o r t e d  complete cases ......................................... 1.237.605 830,696 
Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete da ta  .................................. 17 16 
Number of  s t a t e s  4 t h  genera l  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete da ta  17 16 
Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  genera l  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  

r e p o r t l n g  complete c r l m l n a l  da ta  ........................................ 48% 45% 

8. Number o f  r e p o r t e d  complete c r l m l n a l  cases t h a t  l n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes ... 632,304 598.890 

casetypes ............................................................... 16 16 

c r l m l n a l  da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes .............................. 16 16 

Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete c r l m l n a l  da ta  t h a t  l n c l u d e  o t h e r  

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  genera l  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete 

Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  genera l  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  
r e p o r t l n g  complete c r l m l n a l  da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes ........... 18% 1 ax 

C. Number o f  r e p o r t e d  cases t h a t  a r e  e l t h e r  lncomplete o r  Incomplete and 
l n c l u d e  n o n c r l m l n a l  casetypes ........................................... 1,272,729 1,196,835 

Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  e l t h e r  lncomplete da ta  o r  Incomplete da ta  t h a t  
I n c l u d e  n o n c r l m l n a l  casetypes ........................................... 18 20 

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  genera l  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  e l t h e r  
l ncomp le te  c r l m l n a l  da ta  o r  Incomplete da ta  t h a t  l n c l u d e  nonc r lm lna l  
casetypes ............................................................... 18 20 

Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l th  genera l  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  
r e p o r t l n g  e l t h e r  lncomplete c r l m l n a l  da ta  o r  Incomplete da ta  t h a t  
I n c l u d e  n o n c r l m l n a l  casetypes ........................................... 33% 34% 

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

A.  Number o f  r e p o r t e d  complete cases ......................................... 1,867.487 1.112.295 
Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete da ta  .................................. 10 8 
Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete da ta  8 6 
Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  

r e p o r t l n g  complete c r l m l n a l  da ta  ........................................ 10% 8% 

B .  Number o f  r e p o r t e d  complete c r l m l n a l  cases t h a t  l n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes ... 1.341.788 1,248,745 

casetypes ............................................................... 10 10 

c r l m l n a l  da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes .............................. 9 9 

r e p o r t l n g  complete c r l m l n a l  da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  casetypes ........... 16% 16% 

Number o f  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete c r l m l n a l  da ta  t h a t  I n c l u d e  o t h e r  

Number o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  r e p o r t l n g  complete 

Percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  s t a t e s  w l t h  l l m l t e d  j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t s  

( con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 7: Reported natlonal clvll and crlmlnal caseload for state trlal courts, 1987. (contlnued) 

Reported Caseload flled Olsposed 

C. Number of reported cases that are elther Incomplete or lncomplete and 
lnclude noncrlmlnal casetypes ........................................... 4.919.855 4,622,203 

Number of courts reportlng elther Incomplete data or Incomplete data that 

Number of states ulth llmlted Jurlsdlctlon courts reportlng elther 
lnclude noncrlmlnal casetypes ........................................... 38 34 

Incomplete crlmlnal data or Incomplete data that lnclude noncrlmlnal 
casetypes ............................................................... 27 26 

reporttng elther Incomplete crlmlnal data or Incomplete data that 
Percent of the total populatlon of states wlth llmlted Jurlsdlctlon courts 

lnclude noncrlmlnal casetypes ........................................... 5 2% 53% 

Sumnary sectlon for all trlal courts: 

Reported flllnqs 
General L lml t ed Total 

Jurlsdlctlon Jurlsdlctlon (Incomplete) 
Cr lml nal Crlmlnal Crlmlnal 

1. Total number of reported 
complete cases .............. 3,623,539 1,237,605 6,727.220 1,867,487 10,350,759 3,105.092 

complete cases that Include 
other casetypes ............. 2.515.495 632,304 356,260 1,341,788 2,871.755 1,974,092 

2. Total number o f  reported 

3. Total number o f  reported cases 
that are elther Incomplete. or 
lncomplete and lnclude other 
casetypes ................... 1,907,007 1,272,729 897,618 4,919,855 2,804,625 6,192,584 

Total (Incomplete) ............ 8.046.041 3,142,638 7,981,098 8,129.130 16,027,139 11.271.768 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1987 

f l l l n g s  Grand t o t a l  Grand t o t a l  D l s p o s l -  
C r  l m l  na 1 f l l ! n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  t l o n s  as a p e r  100,000 

J u r l s -  u n i t  O F  Suppor t /  q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l t f y -  percentage t o t a l  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  P a r k l n q  count  custody Footnotes I n s  Footnotes o f  F l l l n s s  DoDulat lon 

ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL . 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ...... G 2 G 6 143,213 C 132,894 C 93 3,508 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... L 1 8 1 572,100 C 537,518 C 94 14,012 
Probate Cour t  ...... L 2 I 1 N/A N/A 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... L 1 M 1 N/A N/A 

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL .. 155,629 146,494 * 94 29,644 
Super lo r  Cour t  ..... G 1 8 6 19,605 0 18,505 0 94 3,734 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... L 3 8 5 136,024 127,989 94 25,909 

ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL . 1,800,047 1,658,042 92 53.161 
Super lo r  Cour t  ..... G 2 D 6 135,963 128.645 95 4,015 

Cour t  ............. L 1 2 1 641,559 K 605,948 K 94 18.947 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... L 1 2 1 1,022,525 1 923,449 1 90 30,199 

J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 

ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL 
Chancery and Probate 

Cour t  ............. G 2 I 3 53.426 51,575 97 2,237 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ...... G 2 A 1 68.648 66,726 97 2,875 
C t t y  Cour t  ......... L 1 A 1 23.602 1 13,817 1 59 988 
County Cour t  ....... L 2 I 1 12,780 1 10,717 1 84 535 
Cour t  o f  Comnon Pleas L 2 I 1 N/A N/A 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... L 1 A 1 458,030 1 325.905 1 71 19.180 
P o l l c e  Cour t  ....... L 1 A 1 N/A N /A  

CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL 18,782,113 15,156,647 81 67.896 
Super lo r  Cour t  ..... G 2 8 6 873,158 699,932 80 3.156 
J u s t l c e  Cour t  ...... L 3 8 1 612,993 C 504,554 C 82 2,216 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... L 3 B 1 17,295.992 C 13,952.162 C 81 62,524 

COLORADO--STATE TOTAL 
D l s t r l c t ,  Denver 

Cour t  ............ G 2 D 3 136,550 C 132,292 C 97 4.143 
Water Cour t  ........ G 2 I 1 1,381 1,786 129 42 
County Cour t  ....... L 2 D 1 366,749 1 351.081 1 96 11.127 
f l u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... L 1 I 1 N/A N/A 

J u v e n l l e  6 Probate 

CONNECTICUT--STATE TOTAL 679.858 
Super lo r  Cour t  ..... G 1 E 3 626.203 0 576,910 0 
Probate Cour t  ...... L 2 I 1 53,655 N/A 

21,173 
19,502 

1.671 

(con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  caseload,  1987. ( c o n t l n u e d )  

Grand t o t a l  Grand t o t a l  D l s p o s l -  F l  1 l ngs  
C r l m l n a l  f l l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  t l o n s  as a pe r  100,000 

J u r l s -  u n l t  o f  Suppor t /  q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y -  percentage t o t a l  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  P a r k l n g  count  custody Footnotes I n s  f o o t n o t e s  o f  f l l l n g s  D o p u l a t l o n  

DELAWARE--STATE TOTAL 329.568 321,863 98 51.175 

Super lo r  Cour t  ..... G 2 8 1 9,029 E 8,315 E 92 1.402 
Alderman's Cour t  ... L 4 A 1 22,452 22.009 98 3,486 
Cour t  o f  Comnon Pleas L 2 A 1 26,331 1 25,652 1 97 4,089 
Faml l y  Cour t  ....... L 2 8 3 34.925 1 32,892 1 94 5,423 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 

............. 198,275 99 31,250 Cour t  L 2 A 1 201,251 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  o f  

Wl lm lng ton  ........ L 4 A 1 32,228 K 31.986 K 99 5,004 

Cour t  o f  Chancery .. G 2 I 1 3,352 2,734 82 521 

D I S T R I C T  OF COLUHBIA-- 
Super lo r  Cour t  ..... G 3 8 6 * *  219.138 221,395 101 35,231 

FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL . 4,751,310 4,169.006 88 39,519 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ...... G 2 E 4 699.915 603,356 86 5,821 
County Cour t  ....... L 1 A 1 4,051,395 3,565.650 88 33,697 

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL . 
J u v e n l l e  Cour t  ..... G 
Super lo r  Cour t  ..... G 
C l v l l  Cour t  ........ L 
County Recorder 's  

Cour t  ............. L 
H a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  ... L 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... L 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  and 

C l t y  o f  A t l a n t a  ... L 
Probate Cour t  ...... L 
S t a t e  Cour t  ........ L 

I 
G 
H 

1 
3 
1 

28,072 V 
214.658 C 

N /A  

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N /A 

288,185 1 

103.318 V 

18,153 V 65 
212,084 C 99 3,450 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

240.360 1 83 4,641 

14.476 V 

H A W A I I - - S T A T E  TOTAL .. 928,130 850,856 92 85,700 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ...... G 2 G 6 47.185 C 44,133 C 95 4,357 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... L 4 A 1 880,945 806,123 92 81,343 

~~ ~ 

IOAHO--O1 str l i t  Cour t  G 3 0 6 344.973 0 344.083 0 100 34,566 

I L L  I NO1 S--C 1 r c u  1 t Cour t  G 4 G 6 1,069,209 C 5,219,129 C 74 61,036 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  caseload, 1987. ( con t lnued)  

Grand t o t a l  Grand t o t a l  O lspos l -  F t l l n g s  
Cr l m l n a l  f l l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  t l o n s  as a p e r  100.000 

J u r l s -  u n l t  o f  Suppor t /  q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y -  percentage t o t a l  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  P a r k l n q  count  custody foo tno tes  l n q  foo tno tes  o f  f l l l n q s  p o p u l a t l o n  

INDIANA--STATE TOTAL . 1,248,539 1,221,189 98 22,573 
Super lo r  b C l r c u l t  

Cour t  ............. G 3 B 4 522,944 H 494,567 H 95 9,455 
County Cour t  ....... L 4 B 1 251,856 247,767 98 4,554 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  o f  

H a r l o n  County ..... L 3 6 1 213.693 214,494 100 3.864 
Probate Cour t  ...... L 2 I 1 3.360 2.844 85 61 
C l t y  and Town Cour t  L 3 8 1 194,066 199,677 103 3,509 
Small  Clalms Cour t  o f  
H a r l o n  County ..... L 2 I 1 62,620 61,840 99 1,132 

IOWA- -0 l s t r l c t  Cour t  . G 3 8 6 922,729 E 899,097 0 32,559 

KANSAS--STATE TOTAL .. 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... G 2 8 6 421,021 420,004 100 17.004 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... L 1 I N/A  N/A 

KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL 672,503 641.297 95 18,044 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ...... G 2 B 6 64,527 0 63,324 0 98 1,731 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... L 3 8 1 607,976 0 577,973 0 95 16,313 

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... G 2 2 6 484.554 E N/A 10.862 
Faml l y  b J u v e n l l e  

Cour t  ............. G 2 I 4 * * *  26,841 N/A 602 
C l t y  and P a r l s h  Cour t  L 1 6 1 639,436 522,820 82 14.334 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 

Cour t  ............. L 1 I 1 N/A N/A 
Mayor's Cour t  ...... L 1 I 1 N/A N/A 

HAINE--STATE TOTAL ... 
Super lo r  Cour t  ..... G 2 6 6 17.884 C 17,522 C 98 1,507 
A d m l n l s t r a t l v e  Cour t  L 2 I 1 341 309 91 29 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... L 4 B 5 293.896 C 277,520 C 94 24,760 
Probate Cour t  ...... 1 2 I 1 N/A N/A 

HARYLAND--STATE TOTAL 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ...... G 2 8 4 193,555 C 161,086 C 83 4,268 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... L 2 B 1 1,686.155 N 984,065 V 37,181 
Orphan's Cour t  ..... L 2 I 1 N/A N/A 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  caseload.  1987. ( con t lnued)  

Grand t o t a l  Grand t o t a l  D l s p o s l -  F l l l n g s  
Cr lmlna 1 f l l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  t l o n s  as a p e r  100,000 

J u r l s -  u n l t  o f  Suppor t /  q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y -  percentage t o t a l  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  Park lnq  count  custody f o o t n o t e s  I n s  f o o t n o t e s  o f  f l l l n q s  p o D u l a t l o n  

HASSACHUSETTS--STATE 
TOTAL ............ 2,147,351 1.611.177 36,676 
T r l a l  Cour t  O F  t h e  
Comnonwealth: 

Super lo r  Cour t  
Department ....... G 1 0 4 28,303 33.719 119 483 

Houslng. D l s t r l c t .  
Probate/Faml ly  Court,  
Boston H u n l c l p a l  
Cour t  Departments G 1 D 4 2,119,048 1 1,577,458 V 36.192 

HICHIGAN--STATE TOTAL 3,481,399 3.423.930 37,841 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ....... G 2 B 4 220,106 230,030 105 2,392 
Cour t  o f  Clalms .... G 2 I 1 81 8 1,012 124 9 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... L 4 B 1 3,102,052 3.084.343 99 33,718 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... L 4 B 1 42,376 43.607 103 461 
Probate Cour t  ...... L 2 I 1 116.047 1 64,938 V 1,261 

HINNESOTA--Dl s t r l c  t 
Cour t  .............. G 4 B 6 1,955,547 1,918.533 98 46,056 

HISSOURI--Clrcult  Cour t  G 3 2 6 835,039 D 794,846 0 95 16,364 

HONTANA--STATE TOTAL 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... G 2 G 3 31,517 27,790 88 3.896 
C l t y  Cour t  ......... L 1 B 1 N/A N/A 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 

Cour t  ............. L 1 B 1 N/A N/A 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... 1 1 B 1 N/A N/A 

NEBRASKA--STATE TOTAL 431,788 27,088 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... G 2 B 5 41,434 E 42.711 E 103 2,599 
County Cour t  ....... 1 1 B 1 387.699 K 388,425 K 100 24,322 
Separate J u v e n l l e  

Cour t  ............. 1 2 I 1 2.269 N/A 142 
Workers' Compensatlon 

Cour t  ............. 1 2 I 1 386 329 85 24 

NEVADA--STATE TOTAL .. 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... G 2 2 2 N/A N/A 
J u s t l c e  Cour t  ...... 1 1 2 1 N/A N/A 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... 1 1 2 1 N/A N/A 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  caseload, 1987. ( con t lnued)  

Grand t o t a l  Grand t o t a l  D l s p o s l -  F 11 lngs  
C r l m l n a l  f t l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  t t o n s  as a p e r  100,000 

J u r l s -  u n l t  of Suppor t /  q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y -  percentage t o t a l  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  P a r k l n g  count  custody foo tno tes  l n g  foo tno tes  O F  f l l l n q s  DoDu la t l on  

NEW HAMPSHIRE--STATE 
TOTAL .............. 416,64.1 ' 
Super lo r  Cour t  ..... G 2 A 5 27.152 1 26.076 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... 1 4 A 1 365.419 K N/A 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... L 4 A 1 7,671 K N /A  
Probate Cour t  ...... 1 2 I 1 16,399 N/A 

39,417 
2,569 

34,511 
726 

1.551 

NEW JERSEY--STATf TOTAL 
Super lo r  Cour t  ..... G 2 e 6'' 798.492 791,412 99 10.408 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... L 4 8 1 5,785,076 5,12e.305 89 75.405 

Tax Cour t  .......... 1 2 I 1 4,619 4.687 101 60 
Sur roga tes '  Cour t  .. 1 2 I 1 N/A N/A 

NEW MEXICO--STATE 
TOTAL .............. 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... G 2 E 3 68,656 65.511.1 95 4.517 
M a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  ... L 3 E 1 117,279 C 100,998 7.819 
Probate Cour t  ...... L 2 I 1 N/A  N/A 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... L 1 I 1 N/A N/A 
M e t r o p o l l t a n  Cour t  of 

B e r n a l l l l o  County . L 4 E 1 437,133 K 2e5.374 t 29,142 

NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL 
Supreme and County 

Cour t  ............. 
Cour t  o f  Clalms .... 
D l s t r l c t  and C t t y  

Cour t  ............. 
Faml l y  Cour t  ....... 
Sur roga tes '  Cour t  .. 
Town and V i l l a g e  
Cour t  ............. 

C t v l l  Cour t  of t h e  
C l t y  of New York .. 

C r l m \ n a l  Cour t  O F  t h e  
C l t y  of New York .. 

G 
L 

L 
1 
L 

1 

L 

L 

2 E 
2 I 

4 E 
2 I 
2 I 

1 E 

2 I 

4 E 

1 305,443 
1 2.072 

1 1.645.233 
4 439,130 
1 108.637 

1 N/A 

1 251.981 

1 380.853 

o 246,e67 o 81 1,714 
2.090 101 12 

1,614,405 98 9,230 
430.797 98 2,464 

59,359 v 610 

N/A 

248,588 99 1,414 

1 360.172 1 95 2.137 

NORTH CAROLlNA--STATE 
TOTAL .............. 2,030,961 ' 1,948.102 ' 96 31.669 
Super lo r  Cour t  ..... G 2 e 1 181,457 i70.6e7 94 2.830 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... L 3 C 3 1.e49.504 K 1,777,415 K 96 28, e40 

NORTH DAKOTA--STATE 
TOTAL .............. 163,502 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... G 4 e 3 25.831 C 25.167 C 97 3.844 
County Cour t  ....... L 1 E 1 91,282 K 90,939 K 100 13,584 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... L 1 e 1 N/A 47,396 V 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  caseload, 1987. ( con t lnued)  

Grand t o t a l  
C r l m l n a l  f l l l n g s  and 

J u r l s -  un l t  O F  Suppor t /  q u a l l f y l n g  
S t a t e K o u r t  name: d l c t l o n  P a r k l n g  count  custody f o o t n o t e s  

OHIO--STATE TOTAL .... 
Cour t  O F  Comnon Pleas G 2 E 4 617.380 E 
County Cour t  ....... L 2 E 1 293,124 
Cour t  o f  Claims .... L 2 I 1 4,513 
Mayors' Cour t  ...... L 1 H 1 N / A  
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... L 2 B 1 2,271,242 

Grand t o t a l  O lspos l -  
d l s p o s l t l o n s  t l o n s  as a 
and q u a l l f y -  percentage 
I n s  f o o t n o t e s  O F  f l l l n g s  

609.011 E 99 
292.082 99 

4,355 96 
N/A 

2,269,705 100 

F l l l n g s  
p e r  100,000 

t o t a l  
p o p u l a t l o n  

5,725 
2.724 

42 

21,061 

OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... G 2 J 6 ,506,265 1 458,069 t 90 15.473 
Cour t  O F  Tax Revlew L 2 I 1 N/A N/A 
H u n l c l p a l  C r l m l n a l  

Cour t  o f  Record ... L 1 I 1 N/A N/A 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  Not 

o f  Record ......... L 1 I 1 N/A N/A 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL .. 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ...... G 2 E 6 120.537 E 93.524 0 4,425 
Tax Cour t  .......... G 2 I 1 N/A N/A 
County Cour t  ....... L 2 I 1 N/A N/A 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... L 1 E 1 465,170 K 481,405 K 103 17,077 
J u s t l c e  Cour t  ...... L 3 E 1 N/A N/A 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... L 3 A 1 N/A N/A 

PENNSYLVANIA--STATE 
TOTAL .............. 4,128,203 34,586 
Cour t  o f  Comnon Pleas G 2 8 4 418.507 I 404,520 1 97 3,506 
D l s t r l c t  J u s t l c e  Cour t  L 4 E 1 2,015.663 1,811,218 90 16,887 
P h l l a d e l p h l a  H u n l c l p a l  

Cour t  ............. L 2 E 1 171,783 C 171,886 C 100 1,439 
P h l l a d e l p h l a  T r a f f l c  

P l t t s b u r g h  C l t y  
Cour t  ............. L 1 I 1 1,117,420 342 134 31 9.362 

M a g l s t r a t e s  ....... L 4 B 1 404,830 1 N/A 3.392 

PUERTO RICO- -TOTAL ... 
Super lo r  Cour t  ..... G 2 A 6 102,051 0 100.282 0 98 3,117 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... L 2 A 1 164.601 C 162.024 C 98 5,028 
Mun lc tpa l  Cour t  .... L 1 I 1 N/A N/A 

RHOOE ISLAND--STATE 
TOTAL ............ 
Super lo r  Cour t  ..... G 2 0 1 13,549 E 13.410 E 99 1,374 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... L 2 A 1 68.862 1 63.211 9 92 6.984 
Faml ly  Cour t  ....... L 2 I 6 14,177 1 9.920 V 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... L 1 I 1 N/A N/A 
Probate Cour t  ...... L 2 I 1 N/A N/A 

1,438 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  caseload, 1987. ( con t lnued)  

Grand t o t a l  Grand t o t a l  O lspos l -  F l l l n g s  . C r l m l n a l  f l l l n g s  and d l s p o s t t l o n s  t l o n s  as a pe r  100.000 
J u r l s -  u n l t  o f  Suppor t /  q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y -  percentage t o t a l  

S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  P a r k l n g  count  custodv foo tno tes  I n s  foo tno tes  o f  f l l l n s s  Doou la t ton  

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATf 
TOTAL .............. 1,262,666 * 1.270.989 101 36,866 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ...... G 2 B 1 105,502 I 105,740 E 100 3,080 
Faml l y  Cour t  ....... L 2 I 6 71,260 69,854 98 2,081 
M a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  ... L 4 8 1 690.000 K 701.451 K 102 20.146 
H u n l c i p a l  Cour t  .... L 4 8 1 37b,049 K 374,643 K 100 10,980 
Probate Cour t  ...... L 2 I 1 19,855 19.301 97 580 

SOUTH OAKOTA--Clrcult 
Cour t  .............. G 3 8 4 219.969 210,084 1 31,025 

TENNCSSEC--STATf TOTAL 
C l r c u l t .  C r l m l n a l ,  

General Sesslons 

Probate Cour t  ...... L 2 1 1 N/A N/A 
J u v e n l l e  Cour t  ..... L 2 I 1 N/A N/A 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... L 1 M 1 N/A N/A 

and Chancery Cour t  G 2 2 6 158.863 0 140.675 0 89 3.272 

Cour t  ............. L 1 M 6 3,145 V 2,524 V 80 

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ... 10,328,658 * 8,552,781 83 60,751 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... G 2 8 3 591.580 587,994 99 3,524 
County-Level Cour t  . L 2 8 4 664,945 668,182 100 3,961 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  

Peace Cour t  ....... L 4 A 1 2,325,122 I 1,943,614 I 84 13,849 
Mun\c\pa’l Cour t  .... L 4 A 1 6,747,011 l 5,352,991 l 79 40,187 

UTAH--STATE TOTAL .... 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ...... 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  

Peace Cour t  ....... 
J u v e n l l e  Cour t  ..... 

VERMONT--STATE TOTAL . 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... 
Super to r  Cour t  ..... 
Probate Cour t  ...... 

796.268 * 706.119 89 47,397 
G 2 J 3 33,863 C 48.744 C 144 2,016 
L 4 8 1 408,897 E 319.553 E 78 18,189 

L 4 8 1 305,580 289,441 95 18,189 
1 2 I 1 47,928 48,381 101 2.853 

174,090 176,007 101 31.768 
G 2 0 4 * * *  158,663 161.115 102 28,953 
G 2 I 5 10,302 10,291 100 1.880 
L 2 I 1 5,125 4.601 90 935 

VIRGINIA--STATE TOrAL 2,961,202 2,944,460 99 50,257 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ...... G 2 A 3 164,853 150,541 91 2,792 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... L 4 A 4 2,802,349 2,793,919 100 47.465 
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TABLE 6: Reported grand t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  caseload, 1967. ( con t lnued)  

Grand t o t a l  Grand t o t a l  D l s p o s l -  f l J l n g s  
C r l m l n a l  f l l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  t l o n s  as a pe r  100.000 

J u r f s -  u n i t  o f  Suppor t /  q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y -  percentage t o t a l  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  P a r k l n s  count  custody f o o t n o t e s  I n s  f o o t n o t e s  of f l l l n q s  p o p u l a t l o n  

WASHINGTON--STATE 
TOTAL .............. 2,036,770 1,804,661 * 44,927 
Super lo r  Cour t  ..... G 2 G 6 174,662 E 150.036 E 66 3.853 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... 1 4 C 1 766.474 K 774,649 K 99 17,331 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... 1 4 C 1 1,077,434 879,974 l 23,742 

WEST VIRGINIA--STATE 
TOTAL .............. 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ...... G 2 J 5 51,166 E 55,433 E 108 2.698 
H a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  ... L 2 J 1 296,642 K 266,663 K 97 15,648 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... L 1 A 1 N/A N/A 

WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL 1,326.838 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ...... G 3 D 3 1.066.567 1 1,014,813 1 99 22,604 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... 1 3 A 1 N/A 252,025 1 

WYOMING--STATE TOTAL . 
D i s t r i c t  Cour t  ..... G 2 J 5 10.319 E 10,619 E 103 2,106 
County Cour t  ....... 1 1 J 4 109.981 1 109.471 1 100 22,445 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 

M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  .... L 1 A 1 59.681 f 60.173 l 101 12,160 
Cour t  ............. L 1 J 1 N/A N/A 

NOTE: The t r l a l  c o u r t s  o f  H l s s l s s l p p l  a r e  n o t  
l n c l u d e d  I n  t h l s  t a b l e ,  as n e l t h e r  grand 
t o t a l  caseload no r  c o u r t  J u r l s d l c t l o n  
l n f o r m a t l o n  I s  a v a l l a b l e  f o r  1967. A l l  
o t h e r  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s  w l t h  grand t o t a l  
J u r l s d l c t l o n  a r e  l l s t e d  I n  t h e  t a b l e ,  
rega rd less  o f  whether caseload da ta  a r e  
a v a l l a b l e .  6 lank  spaces I n  t h e  t a b l e  
l n d l c a t e  t h a t  a p a r t l c u l a r  ,calculation, such 
as t h e  t o t a l  s t a t e  caseload,  I s  n o t  
a p p r o p r l a t e .  S t a t e  t o t a l  " f l l l n g s  p e r  
100.000 p o p u l a t l o n "  may n o t  equal  t h e  sum o f  
t h e  f l l l n g  r a t e s  f o r  t h e  l n d l v l d u a l  c o u r t s  
due t o  roundlng.  

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

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General J u r l s d l c t l o n  
L = L l m l t e d  J u r l s d l c t l o n  

SUPPORT/CUSTODY CODES: 

1 = The c o u r t  does n o t  have J u r l s d l c t l o n  over  

2 = Suppor t /custody caseload d a t a  a r e  n o t  a v a l l a b l e  
3 = Only con tes ted  suppor t / cus tody  cases and a l l  

suppor t /custody cases 

URESA cases (where t h e  c o u r t  has J u r l s d l c t l o n )  
a r e  counted s e p a r a t e l y  f rom mar r lage  d l s s o l u -  
t l o n  cases 

4 - Both con tes ted  and uncontested suppor t /custody 
cases and URESA cases (where t h e  c o u r t  has 
J u r l s d l c t l o n )  a r e  counted s e p a r a t e l y  f rom 
mar r lage  d l s s o l u t l o n  cases 

5 = Suppor t /custody 1 s  counted as a p roceed lng  o f  
t h e  mar r l age  d l s s o l u t l o n  and thus  a mar r l age  
d l s s o l u t l o n  t h a t  I n v o l v e s  suppor t /custody I s  
counted as one case 

t h e  mar r l age  d l s s o l u t l o n  b u t  URESA cases a r e  
counted s e p a r a t e l y  

6 = Suppor t /custody 1s  counted as a p roceed lng  o f  

** = N o n d l s s o l u t l o n  suppor t / cus tody  cases a r e  a l s o  
counted s e p a r a t e l y  

*** = Cour t  has o n l y  URESA J u r l s d l c t l o n  

PARKING CODES: 

1 = Park lng  d a t a  a r e  u n a v a l l a b l e  
2 = Cour t  does n o t  have p a r k l n g  J u r l s d l c t l o n  
3 = Only  con tes ted  p a r k l n g  cases a r e  i n c l u d e d  
4 = Both con tes ted  and uncontested p a r k l n g  cases 

5 = Park lng  cases a r e  handled a d m l n l s t r a t l v e l y  
6 = Uncontested p a r k l n g  cases a r e  handled admln- 

l s t r a t l v e l y ;  con tes ted  p a r k l n g  cases a r e  
handled by t h e  c o u r t  

CRIMINAL UNIT O f  COUNT CODES: 

a r e  l n c l u d e d  

M = M l s s l n g  Data 
I = Data element 1s l n a p p l l c a b l e  
A = S l n g l e  de fendan t - - s ing le  charge 
6 = S l n g l e  d e f e n d a n t - - s l n g l e  l n c l d e n t  (one/more 

C = S l n g l e  de fendan t -s lng le  l n c ~ d e n t / m a x ~ m u m  

D = S l n g l e  defendant--one/more l n c l d e n t s  
E = S l n g l e  defendant- -content  v a r l e s  w l t h  

f = One/more de fendan ts - - s lng le  charge 

charges)  

number charges ( u s u a l l y  two) 

p r o s e c u t o r  

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 8:  Reported grand t o t a l  s t a t e  t r i a l  c o u r t  caseload. 1987. ( con t lnued)  

G = Onelmore de fendan ts - - s lng le  l n c l d e n t  (one/more 
charges)  

ti = Onelmore de fendan ts - - s lng le  lnc ldent lmaxlmum 
number charges ( u s u a l l y  two)  

J = Onelmore defendants--one/more l n c l d e n t s  
K = Onelmore defendants- -content  v a r l e s  w l t h  

p rosecu to r  
L = I n c o n s l s t e n t  d u r l n g  r e p o r t l n g  year  
Z = Bo th  t h e  defendant  and charge components va ry  

v l t h l n  t h e  s t a t e  

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

The absence o f  a q u a l l f y l n g  f o o t n o t e  l n d l c a t e s  t h a t  
d a t a  a r e  complete. 

*See t h e  q u a l l f y l n g  f o o t n o t e  f o r  each c o u r t  w l t h l n  
t h e  s t a t e .  Each f o o t n o t e  has an Impact on 
t h e  s t a t e ' s  t o t a l .  

C: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  
A labama--Cl rcu l t  Court--Grand . t o t a l  F l l e d  

and d lsposed da ta  l n c l u d e  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  
remedy proceedlngs.  and p r e l l m l n a r y  
hea r lngs .  
- - D l s t r l c t  Court--Grand t o t a l  f l l e d  
and d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  p r e l l m l n a r y  
hea r lngs .  

and d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  p r e l l m l n a r y  
h e a r l n g  b lndovers  and t r a n s f e r s .  
- -Hun lc lpa l  Court--Grand t o t a l  
f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  l n c l u d e  p r e l l m l n a r y  
h e a r l n g  b lndovers  and t r a n s f e r s .  

C a l l  fornla--Justice Court--Grand t o t a l  f 1 l e d  

Colorado--01 s t  r l c t  , Denver Juvenl  l e ,  
Denver Probate Court--Grand t o t a l  f l l e d  
and d lsposed data. l n c l u d e  e x t r a d l t l o n s .  
revoca t lons ,  pa ro le ,  and r e l e a s e  f rom 
comnltment hea r lngs .  

Georg la- -Super lor  Court--Grand t o t a l  f l l e d  
and d lsposed da ta  l n c l u d e  p r o b a t l o n  
r e v o c a t i o n  hear lngs .  

t i a w a l l - - C l r c u l t  Court--Grand t o t a l  f l l e d  
and d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  c r l m l n a l  
p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy p roceed lng r .  

I l l l n o l s - - C l r c u l t  Court--Grand t o t a l  f l l e d  
and d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  p r e l l m l n a r y  
h e a r l n g  proceedlngs. 

Malne--Super lor  Court--Grand t o t a l  f l l e d  
and d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  
remedy and sentence rev lew  o n l y  proceed- 
l ngs .  
- - D l s t r l c t  Court--Grand t o t a l  f l l e d  and 
d lsposed da ta  t n c l u d e  p r e l l m l n a r y  
hear  1 ngs . 

Hary land--Cl  r c u 4 t  Court--Grand t o t a l  f ! l e d  
and d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  some p o s t -  
c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs.  

New f l ex l co - - f l ag l s t ra te  Court--Grand t o t a l  
f l l e d  da ta  l n c l u d e  p r e l l m l n a r y  hea r lngs .  

N o r t h  D a k o t a - - D l s t r l c t  Court--Grand t o t a l  
f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  sentence 
r e v l e w  o n l y  and p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy 
proceedlngs.  

Pennsylvanla--Phlladelph!a H u n l c l p a l  
Court--Grand t o t a l  f l l e d  and d l spo red  
da ta  I n c l u d e  p r e l l m l n a r y  h e a r l n g  
proceedlngs. 

Puer to  R l c o - - D l s t r l c t  Court--Grand t o t a l  
f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  l n c l u d e  t r a n s f e r s  
and reopened cases. 

and d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  
remedy and sentence rev lew  o n l y  proceed- 
lngs.  

Utah--Dl s t r t c t  Court--Grand t o t a l  f 1 l e d  

( con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trlal court caseload, 1987. (contlnued) 

E:  The followlng courts' data Include postconvlc- 
tlon remedy proceedlngs: 

Delaware--Superlor Court 
Iowa--0lstrlct Court (flled data) 
Loulslana--0lstrlct Court (flled data) 
Nebraska--0lstrlct Court 
Ohlo--Court of Common Pleas 
Oregon--Clrcult Court (flled data) 
Rhode Island--Superlor Court 
South Carollna--Clrcult Court 
Utah--Clrcult Court 
Washlngton--Superlor Court 
West Vlrglnla--Clrcult Court 
Wyomlng--0lstrlct Court 

1: The followlng courts' data are at least 75% 
conipl et e : 

Arlzona--Munlclpal Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data do not Include partlal 
data from one munlclpallty. 

Arkansas--Clty Court--Grand total flled and 
dlsposed data do not Include cases from 
several courts whlch dld not report. 
--County Court--Grand total flled and 
dlsposed data do not Include real property 
rlghts and mlscellaneous clvll cases and 
data from several countles whlch dld not 
report. 
--Munlclpal Court--Grand total flled and 
dlsposed data do not lnclude cases from 
several munlclpalltles whlch dld not report. 

Colorado--County Court--Grand total flled and 
dlsposed data do not Include llmlted felony 
cases and are mlsslng clvll data from 
Denver County. 

flled and dlsposed data do not Include some 
llmlted felony cases. 
--Famlly Court--Grand total flled and 
dlsposed data do not lnclude status 
petltlons and chlld-vlctlm petltlons. 

Georgla--Magistrate Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data do not lnclude cases from 
1 1  countles, and Include only partlal data 
from 15 countles. 

Comnonwealth (Houslng. Dlstrlct. 
Probate/Famlly. Boston Munlclpal Depart- 
merits)--Grand total flled data do not 
lnclude parklng cases from the Dlstrlct 
Court Department. 

Hlchlgan--Probate Court--Grand total flled 
data do not Include status petltlons. 

New Hampshlre--Superlor Court--Grand total 
flled data do not Include some crlmlnal 
appeals cases. 

Delaware--Court of Comnon Pleas--Grand total 

Massachusetts--Trlal Court of the 

New Nexlco--Metropol ltan Court of 
Bernallllo County--Grand total dlsposed 
data do not Include llmlted felony and 
some mlscellaneous trafflc cases. 

New York--Crlmlnal Court of the Clty of New 
York--Grand total flled and dlsposed data 
do not lnclude movlng trafflc. mlscel- 
laneous trafflc, and some ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases. 

Oklahoma--0lstrlct Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data do not lnclude any 
Juvenlle cases. 

total flled data do not Include some clvll 
cases and postconvlctlon crlmlnal appeals. 
--Plttsburgh Clty Maglstrates Court--Grand 
total flled data do not lnclude llmlted 
felony and DWI/DUI cases. 

Rhode Island--0lstrlct Court--Grand total 
flled and dlsposed data do not Include 
admlnlstratlve agency appeals, mental 
health, and llmlted felony cases. 
--Family Court--Grand total flled data do 
not Include paternlty/bastardy cases. 

South Dakota--Clrcult Court--Grand total 
dlsposed data do not Include adoptlon. 
mlscellaneous domestlc relatlons. estate, 
mental health, admlnlstratlve agency 
appeals, and Juvenlle data. 

Texas--Justice of the Peace Court--Grand 
total flled and dlsposed data represent a 
reportlng rate of 79%. 
--Hunlclpal Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data do not lnclude llmlted 
felony cases and represent a reportlng rate 
of 79%. 

dlsposed data do not Include some 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 

and dlsposed data do not lnclude cases 
from Hllwaukee County. 
--Hunlclpal Court--Grand total 
dlsposed data do not Include cases from 41 
courts whlch dld not report. 

Wyoming--County Court--Grand total flled and 
dlsposed data do not Include appeals o f  
trlal court cases, felony and crlmlnal 
appeals cases. 
--Munlclpal Court--Grand total flled and 
dlsposed data do not lnclude partlal data 
from two munlclpalltles. 

Pennsylvanla--Court o f  C o m n  Pleas--Grand 

Washlngton--Munlclpal Court--Grand total 

Wlsconsln--Clrcult Court--Grand total flled 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand total state trlal court caseload. 1987. (contlnued) 

K: The followlng courts' data do not Include 

Arlzona--Justlce of the Peace Court 
Delaware--Hunlclpal Court of Wllmlngton 
Nebraska--County Court 
New Hampshlre--0lstrlct Court--Hunlclpal Court 
New Hexlco--Metropolltan Court of Bernallllo 

County (flled data) 
North Carollna--Dlstrlct Court 
North Dakota--County Court 
Oregon--Dlstrlct Court 
South Carollna--Haglstrate Court--Hunlclpal 

Washlngton--Dlstrlct Court 
West Vlrglnla--Haglstrate Court 

llmlted felony cases: 

Court 

H: The followlng court's data do not lnclude 
crlmlnal appeals cases: 

Indlana--Superlor and Clrcult.Court 

N: The followlng court's data do not Include 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases: 

Haryland--0lstrlct Court (ftled data) 

0: The folloulng courts' data are lncomplete and 
overlncluslve: 

Alaska--Superlor Court--Grand total ftled 
and dlsposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedtngs, but do not Include 
crlmlnal appeals cases. 

Connectlcut--Superlor Court--Grand total flled 
data lnclude postconvlctlon remedy proceed- 
Ings, but do not lnclude mental health 
cases, and chlld-vlctlm petltlons. Grand 
total dlsposed data lnclude postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs, but do not Include 
mental health, some mlscellaneous domestlc 
relatlons, most small clalms cases, and all 
chlld-vlctlm petltlons. 

Idaho--Dlstrlct Court--Grand total Flled and 
dlsposed data lnclude postconvlctlon remedy 
and sentence revlew only proceedlngs, but 
do not Include parklng cases. 

Illlnols--Clrcult Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data lnclude some 
prellmlnary hearlngs, but do not Include 
parklng cases from anywhere but Cook 
County. 

Ioua--Dlstrlct Court--Grand total dlsposed 
data Include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedtngs, but do not lnclude juvenlle 
cases and a few domestlc relatlons cases. 

Kentucky--Clrcult Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data lnclude sentence revleu 
only and postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs. but represent only 10 months 
of data. 
--Dlstrlct Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data lnclude sentence revlew 
only proceedtngs. but do not Include 
llmlted felony cases. 

Hlssourl--Clrcult Court--Grand total flled 
and dlsposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs, but do not Include 
some ordlnance vlolatlon and some parklng 
cases. 

New York--Supreme and County Court--Grand 
total flled and dlsposed data Include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs, but do 
not Include clvll appeals and crlmlnal 
appeals cases. 

Oregon--Clrcult Court--Grand total dlsposed 
data Include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs, but do not lnclude adoptlon, 
mental health, and some Juvenlle cases. 

Puerto Rlco-supert tor Court--Grand total 
flled and dlsposed data lnclude transfers 
and reopened cases, but do not lnclude 
URESA cases. 

Tennessee--Clrcult. Crlmlnal and Chancery 
Court--Grand total flled data Include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs, but do 
not lnclude trafflc/other vlolatlon cases. 
Grand total dlsposed data lnclude 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs, but do 
not Include DWI/DUI and trafflc/other 
vlolatlon cases. 

V :  The rollowlng courts' data are less than 75% 

Georgla--Juvenile Court--Grand total flled 
compl et e : 

and dlsposed data do not lnclude data 
from 58 countles. 
--Probate Court--Grand total flled 
data do not lnclude most mlsdemeanor 
cases and do not represent all countles. 
Grand total dlsposed data do not lnclude 
any clvll cases, most mlsdemeanor cases, 
and do not represent all countles. 

Haryland--0lstrlct Court--Grand total 
dlsposed data do not lnclude clvll and 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 

(conttnued on next page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported grand t o t a l  s t a t e  t r i a l  c o u r t  caseload,  1987. ( con t tnued)  

Massachuse t t s - -1 r ta l  Cour t  o f  t h e  Comnon- 
w e a l t h  (Houslng, D l s t r t c t .  Probate/Faml ly .  
Boston M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  Departments)--Grand 
t o t a l  d lsposed da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  c t v l l  
cases f rom t h e  Houslng Cour t  Department, 
mtscel laneous c l v t l  da ta  f rom t h e  
Probate/Faml ly  Cour t  Department, c r t m l n a l  
cases From t h e  Boston Mun lc lpa l .  Housing 
and D l s t r t c t  Cour t  Departments, movtng 
t r a f f l c  cases f rom t h e  Boston M u n l c l p a l  
Cour t  Department, p a r k l n g .  o rd lnance  
v l o l a t t o n  and m lsce l l aneous  t r a f f l c  cases, 
and J u v e n l l e  da ta  f rom t h e  J u v e n l l e  Cour t  
Department. 

Mtchtgan--Probate Court--Grand t o t a l  d lsposed 
da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  p a t e r n t t y / b a s t a r d y ,  
mtscel laneous domest lc  r e l a t t o n s ,  menta l  
h e a l t h .  m lsce l l aneous  c l v l l ,  t r a f f l c  and 
J u v e n l l e  cases. 

d lsposed da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  mtscel laneous 
e s t a t e  cases. 

d lsposed da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  ordtnance 
v l o l a t t o n  and p a r k l n g  cases. 

Rhode I s land - -Faml l y  Court--Grand t o t a l  
d lsposed da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  most mar r l age  
d l s s o l u t t o n  cases and a l l  p a t e r n t t y /  
bas ta rdy  cases. 

Tennessee--General Sesstons Court--Grand 
t o t a l  f t l e d  and d lsposed da ta  a r e  m i s s l n g  
a l l  b u t  domestlc r e l a t i o n s  cases, and 
rep resen t  o n l y  16 o f  94 c o u r t s .  

New York--Surrogates '  Court--Grand t o t a l  

N o r t h  Dakota--Hunlc tpa l  Court--Grand t o t a l  
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1987 

Olspo- 
T o t a l  c l v l l  T o t a l  c l v l l  s l t l o n s  F l l l n g s  

Suppor t /  f 11 lngs d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a pe r -  pe r  100.000 
custody J u r l s -  and q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y l n g  centage t o t a l  

S t a t e f C o u r t  name: code d l c t l o n  foo tno tes  foo tno tes  o f  f l l l n q s  Dopu la t l on  

C l r c u l t  Cour t  .......... 6** G 84,329 0 80,891 0 96 2,065 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 1 L 159,638 149.613 94 3,910 
Probate Cour t  .......... 1 L N/A N/A 

ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL ..... 

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL ...... 39,352 33,024 84 7,496 
Super lo r  Cour t  ......... 6" G 15,168 E 14,644 E 97 2,889 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 5 L 24.184 18,380 76 4.606 

ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL ..... 221,632 207.926 94 6,546 
Super lo r  Cour t  ......... 6 G 101.148 95,480 94 2.987 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 

Cour t  ................. 1 L 118.878 110,840 93 3,511 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ........ 1 L 1,606 1 1,606 1 100 47 

ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL .... 
Chancery and Probate 

Cour t  ................. 3'* G 53,426 51,575 97 2,237 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  .......... 1 G 36,401 36,104 99 1,524 

........... 57 181 County Cour t  1 L 4,314 1 2,466 1 
Cour t  o f  Comnon Pleas .. 1 C N/A N / A  
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ........ 1 L 33,617 1 21,660 1 64 1,408 
P o l l c e  Cour t  ........... 1 L N/A N/A 

C l t y  Cour t  ............. 1 L 64 1 48 1 75 3 

CALIFORNIA--STATE TOTAL .. 1,789,532 1 ,346,724 75 6,469 
Super lo r  Cour t  ......... 6 G 674.912 514,244 76 2,440 
J u s t l c e  Cour t  .......... 1 C 40,407 29,804 74 146 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ........ 1 L 1,074,213 802,676 75 3,883 

COLORADO--STATE TOTAL .... 217,646 211,513 97 6,603 
O l s t r l c t .  Oenver 
J u v e n i l e  and Probate 
Cour t  ................. 3 G 104,614 101,744 97 3,114 

Water Cour t  ............ 1 G 1,381 1,786 129 42 
County Cour t  ........... 1 L 111,651 1 107.983 1 97 3,387 

CONNECTICUT--STATE TOTAL . 203,506 
Super lo r  Cour t  ......... 5**  G 149,851 0 85,929 x 
Probate Cour t  .......... 1 L 53.655 N/A 

6,338 
4,667 
1,671 

DELAWARE--STATE TOTAL .... 65,921 61,814 94 10,236 
Court  of  Chancery ...... 1 G 3,352 2,734 82 52 1 
Super lo r  Cour t  ......... 1 G 4,565 3,584 79 709 
Alderman's Cour t  ....... 1 L 0 0 
Court  o f  Comnon Pleas .. 1 L 4,918 5,271 107 764 
Faml l y  Cour t  ........... 3** L 24,362 22,896 94 3,783 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  1 L 28,124 27.329 95 4,460 

DISTRICT OF COLUHBIA-- 
Super lo r  Cour t  ........ 6** G 143,590 145.058 101 23,085 

FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL ..... 806.082 718;315 89 6,704 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  .......... 4 G 444,952 390,616 88 3,701 
County Cour t  ........... 1 L 361 ,130 327,699 91 3,004 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 9:  Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  c l v l l  caseload, 1987. ( c o n t l n u e d )  

01 spo- 
T o t a l  c l v l l  T o t a l  c l v l l  s I t tons F l l l n g s  

Suppor t /  f 11 l ngs  d l s p o s l t l o n s  as  a p e r -  p e r  100,000 
custody J u r i s -  and q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y l n g  centage t o t a l  

S ta te /Cour t  name: code d l c t l o n  foo tno tes  Footnotes o f  f l l l n g s  p o p u l a t l o n  

GEORGIA- -STATE TOTAL ..... 
Super lo r  Cour t  ......... 3 G 144,081 C 144,390 C 100 2.316 
C l v l l  Cour t  ............ 1 L N/A N/A 
H a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  ....... 1 L 249.161 t 216.861 1 87 4.005 
M u n i c i p a l  Cour t  ........ 1 1 N/A N/A 
Probate Cour t  .......... 1 L 23,029 1 N/A 370 
S t a t e  Cour t  ............. 1 L N/A N/A 

H A W A I I - - S T A T E  TOTAL ...... 48,707 45,233 93 4.491 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  .......... 6 G 26,031 C 24.831 C 95 2,404 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 1 L 22,676 20,402 90 2.094 

IOAHO- -0 l s t r l c t  Cour t  .... 6** G 57,605 58.673 102 5,772 

I L L I N O I S - - C l r c u l t  Cour t  .. 6* *  G 532,279 C 51 1,653 C 96 4,596 

I N O I A N A - - S T A T E  TOTAL ..... 
Super lo r  and C l r c u l t  

Cour t  ................. 
C l t y  and Town Cour t  .... 
County Cour t  ........... 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  of 

H a r l o n  County ......... 
Probate Cour t  .......... 
Small Clalms Cour t  o f  

H a r l o n  County ....... 

407.970 

5 G 249,380 
1 L 16,370 
1 1 66.751 

1 L 11,493 
1 L 2,203 

1 L 61,773 

408.869 

253,988 
17.487 
62 .839 

11,844 
1,725 

60,986 

100 

102 
107 
94 

103 
78 

99 

7.316 

4,509 
296 

1.207 

208 
40 

1,117 

I O H A - - 0 l s t r l c t  Cour t  ..... 6 G 170,471 E 173,666 0 6,015 

KANSAS--0 ls t r lc t  Cour t  ... 6** G 140,586 139,574 99 5,678 

KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL .... 187,195 173.377 93 5.023 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  .......... 6 G 52.752 0 51.813 0 98 1,415 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 1 L 134,443 1 121,564 1 90 3,607 

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ... 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 6 G 181,554 E N /A  4.070 
f a m t l y  and J u v e n l l e  Cour t  4 * * *  G N/A N/A 
C l t y  and P a r l s h  Cour t  . .  1 L 73,928 53.132 72 1,657 
J u s t l c e  O F  t h e  Peace Cour t  1 L N/A N/A 

HAINE--STATE TOTAL ....... 
Super lo r  Cour t  ......... 6 G 5,981 6.047 101 504 
Admln l s t ra t1ve .Cour t  ... 1 L 341 309 91 29 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 5 L 54,712 52,223 95 4,609 
Probate Cour t  .......... 1 L N/A N/A 
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TABLE 9: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r . l a l  c o u r t  c l v l l  caseload, 1987. ( con t lnued)  

~ ~~ ~~~ 

D ~ S P O -  
T o t a l  c l v l l  T o t a l  c l v l l  s l t l o n s  f l l l n g s  

Support /  f l l l n g s  d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a pe r -  per  100.000 
cus tody  J u r l s -  and q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y l n g  centage t o t a l  

S ta te /Cour t  name: code d l c t l o n  foo tno tes  foo tno tes  of f l l l n q s  p o p u l a t t o n  

C l r c u l t  Cour t  .......... 6** G 106,193 84,894 80 2.342 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 1 1 619,451 N/A 13.659 
Orphan's Cour t  ......... 1 L N/A N/A 

HARYLAND--STATE TOTAL .... 

HASSACHUSETTS--1rlal Cour t  
o f  t h e  Comnonuealth .... 5'* G 493,006 462,890 1 8,420 

MICHIGAN--SlATE TOTAL .... 647,043 609,862 7.033 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  .......... 6* *  G 170.541 182,572 107 1,854 
Cour t  of Clalrns ........ 1 G 81 8 1.012 124 9 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 1 1 383,268 380,986 99 4,166 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ........ 1 L 992 1.271 128 11 
Probate  Cour t  .......... 1 L 91,424 44,021 V 994 

HINNESOTA--Dlstr lct Cour t  6 G 231,244 232.681 101 5,446 

MISSOURI--Clrcult  Cour t  .. 6.' G 248.190 E 239.881 0 4,864 

HONTANA--STATE TOTAL ..... 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 3 G 26,816 t 22,672 t 85 3.315 
C l t y  Cour t  ............. 1 L N/A N/A 

Cour t  ................. 1 L N/A N/A 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ........ 1 L N/A N/A 

J u s t l c e  of t h e  Peace 

NEBRASKA--STATE TOTAL .... 91,053 * 91.521 101 5,712 
D t s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 5 G 36,536 1 31.598 1 103 2.292 
County Cour t  ........... 1 1 54,131 53,594 99 3,396 
Workers ' Cornpen sa t  1 on 

Cour t  ................. 1 L 386 329 85 33 

NEVADA--STATE TOTAL ...... 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 2 G N/A N/A 
J u s t l c e  Cour t  .......... 1 L N/A N/A 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ........ 1 L N/A N /A  

NEW HAWPSHIRE--STATE l O T A 1  81.548 7.115 

D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 1 L 45.470 N/A 4,302 
Super lo r  Cour t  ......... 5 G 19.201 18.507 96 1.81 7 

H u n t c l p a l  Cour t  ........ 1 1 478 N/A ' 45 
Probate Cour t  .......... 1 L 16,399 N/A 1.551 

NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL .. 
Super lo r  Cour t  ......... 6**  G 638,975 1 636.795 1 100 8,329 
Sur rogates '  Cour t  ...... 1 1 N/A N/A 
Tax Cour t  .............. 1 1 4,619 4,687 101 60 

( con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  c l v l l  caseload.  1987. ( c o n t l n u e d )  

Dlspo-  
T o t a l  c l v l l  T o t a l  c l v l l  s It lons  F 11 Ings  

Support / f 11 l ngs  d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a p e r -  p e r  100,000 
custody J u r l s -  and q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y l n g  centage t o t a l  

S t a t e K o u r t  name: code d l c t l o n  foo tno tes  foo tno tes  o f  f t l l n q s  p o p u l a t l o n  

NEW MEXICO- -STATE TOTAL . .  
O l s t r i c t  Cour t  ......... 6** G 51,013 48,489 95 3.401 

B e r n a l l l l o  County . ... 1 L 8,408 10,470 125 561 
M a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  ....... 1 L 13,326 11,140 84 888 
Probate Cour t  .......... 1 L N/A N/A 

M e t r o p o l l t a n  Cour t  of 

NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL .... 
Supreme and County Cour t  5 G 242,503 0 184,237 0 76 1,360 
C l v l l  Cour t  o f  t h e  C l t y  

of New York ............ 1 L 251.981 248,588 99 1,414 
Court  o f  Clalms ........ 1 L 2,072 2.090 101 12 

Faml ly  Cour t  ........... 4 L 390,636 380.572 97 2.192 
Sur roga tes '  Cour t  ...... 1 L 108,637 59,359 v 610 

D l s t r l c t  and C l t y  Cour t  1 L 134.61 8 119,332 89 755 

Town and V l l l a g e  Cour t  . 1 L N/A N/A 

NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL 462,909 441,103 95 7.218 
Super lo r  Cour t  ......... 1 G 97.979 89,551 91 1,528 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 6** L 364,930 351 ,552 96 5,690 

NORTH DAKOTA--STATE TOTAL 32.036 30,235 94 4,761 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 6** G 15,382 14.733 96 2,289 
County Cour t  ........... 1 L 16,654 15,502 93 2,478 

OHIO--STATE TOTAL ........ 728,543 709.809 97 6,756 

County Cour t  ........... 1 L 23,604 23.217 98 219 
Court  o f  Clalms ........ 1 L 4,513 4,355 96 42 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ........ 1 L 362,789 350.247 97 3,364 

Court  of Comnon Pleas . .  6** G 337,637 E 331,990 E 98 3,131 

OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL .... 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 6 G 222,754 201.691 91 6.808 
Court  o f  Tax Revleu .... 1 L N/A N/A 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL ...... 
.......... 2,813 C l r c u l t  Cour t  6** G 76,636 C 70.845 0 

Tax Cour t  .............. 1 G N/A N/A 
County Cour t  ........... 1 L N/A N/A 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 1 L 73.666 69,384 94 2,704 
J u s t l c e  Cour t  .......... 1 L N/A N/A 

PENNSYLVANIA--STATE TOTAL 577,182 * 551.414 96 4,836 
Court  o f  Comnon Pleas .. 4 G 262.333 1 253,406 1 91 2,198 
O l s t r l c t  J u s t l c e  Cour t  . 1 L 203.752 194,843 96 1,707 
P h l l a d e l p h l a  M u n l c l p a l  

................. 103.165 C 98 882 Cour t  1 L 105,251 C 
P l t t s b u r g h  C l t y  
H a g l s t r a t e s  ........... 1 L 5.846 N/A 49 
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TABLE 9: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  c l v l l  caseload, 1987. ( con t lnued)  

Olspo- 
T o t a l  c l v l l  T o t a l  c l v l l  s l t  tons F l l l n g s  

Suppor t /  f 11 l ngs  d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a pe r -  pe r  100,000 
custody J u r l s -  and q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y l n g  centage t o t a l  

S ta te /Cour t  name: code d l c t l o n  foo tno tes  foo tno tes  o f  f l l l n s s  p o w l a t l o n  

PUERTO RICO--TOTAL ....... 112.032 109,952 98 3,422 
......... 98 1.990 Super lo r  Cour t  6 G 65,146 0 63,935 0 

O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 1 L 46,886 C 46.017 C 98 1,432 

RHOOE ISLANO--STATE TOTAL 
......... 98 852 Super lo r  Cour t  1 G 8,405 E 8,199 E 
......... 93 3,444 O l s t r l c t  Cour t  1 L 33.954 1 31.455 1 

Faml ly  Cour t  ........... 6 L 7,418 I 3,422 V 752 
Probate Cour t  .......... 1 L N/A N/A 

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TQTAL 257.606 260,278 101 7,521 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  .......... 1 G 54,917 C 55,460 C 101 1,603 
Faml ly  Cour t  ........... 6* *  L 58.634 57.195 98 1,712 
M a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  ....... 1 L 124,200 128.322 103 3,626 
Probate Cour t  .......... 1 L 19,855 19,301 97 580 

SOUTH OAKOTA--Clrcult 
Cour t  .................. 4 G 40,948 35,075 1 5,775 

TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL ... 
C l r c u l t ,  C r l m l n a l ,  

General Sesslons Cour t  . 6**  L 3.145 V 2,524 V 80 
J u v e n l l e  Cour t  ......... 1 L N/A N/A 
Probate Cour t  .......... 1 L N/A N/A 

and Chancery Cour t  .... 6** G 111,102 c 99,852 C 90 2,288 

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ....... 918.818 873,533 95 5,473 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 6** G 442,052 C 439.517 C 99 2,633 
County-Level Cour t  ..... 6**  L 197,414 C 217.723 C 110 1,176 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace . . .  1 L 278,890 1 215,831 1 7 7  1,661 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ........ 1 L 462 1 462 l 100 3 

UTAH--STATE TOTAL ........ 129,928 92,153 71 7,734 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 3 G 29.543 E 40,412 E 137 1,759 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  .......... 1 L 97,053 48.423 50 5,777 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 

Cour t  ................. 1 L 3,332 3,318 100 198 

VERMONT--STATE TOTAL ..... 33,380 32.934 99 6,091 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 4* * *  G 18,038 18,073 100 3,292 
Super lo r  Cour t  ......... 5 G 10.217 10,260 100 1.864 
Probate Cour t  .......... 1 C 5,125 4,601 90 935 

VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL .... 971.498 960.907 99 16,455 

O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ......... 4 1. 884,478 882.895 100 14,981 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  .......... 3 G 87,020 78,012 90 1,474 

WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL .. 231,638 195,451 84 5.104 
Super lo r  Cour t  ......... 6 G 129.842 E 110.788 E 85 2,861 
O l s t r t c t  Cour t  ......... 1 L 101,196 83.511 83 2.230 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ........ 1 1 600 576 96 13 
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TABLE 9: Reported total state trlal court clvll caseload, 1987. (contlnued) 

Olspo- 
Total clvll Total clvll s It lons Fl1 lngs 

Support/ f 1 1  lngs dlsposltlons as a per- per 100.000 
custody Jurls- and quallfylng and quallfylng centage total 

StateKourt name: code dlctlon footnotes footnotes . of flllnqs poDulatlon 

WEST VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL 87,633 90,152 103 4.620 
Clrcult Court .......... 5 G 37.292 41,194 110 1,966 
Haglstrate Court ....... 1 L 50,341 48.958 97 2,654 

WISCONSIN--Clrcult Court . 6* G 347,766 0 347,087 0 100 7.235 

WYOMING--STATE TOTAL ..... 
Olstrlct Court ......... 5 G 7,507 C 9,194 C 1,548 
County Court ........... 4 L 15,864 1 16,186 1 102 3,238 
Justlce of the Peace 

................. Court 1 L N/A N/A 

NOTE: The trlal courts of Mlsslsslppl are not 
Included In thls table as nelther clvll 
caseload nor court Jurlsdlctlon lnformatlon 
1s avallable for 1987. All other state 
trlal courts wlth clvll Jurlsdlctlon are 
llsted In the table regardless of whether 
caseload data are avallable. Blank spaces 
In the table lndlcate that a partlcular 
calculatlon. such as the total state 
caseload. 1s not approprlate. State total 
"Flllngs per 100,000 populatlon" may not 
equal the sum of the Flllng rates for the 
lndlvldual courts due to roundlng. 

JURISOICTION COOES: 

G = General Jurlsdlctlon 
L = Llmlted Jurlsdlctlon 

Support/Custody Codes: 
1 = The court does not have Jurlsdlctlon 

2 = Support/custody caseload data are no 
3 = Only contested support/custody cases 

URESA cases (where the court has Jur 
are counted separately from marrlage 
dlssolutlon cases 

support/custody cases 
over 

aval able 
and a 1 
sdlct on) 

4 = Both contested and uncontested support/custody 
cases and URESA cases (where the court has 
Jurlsdlctlon) are counted separately from 
marrlage dlssolutlon cases 

the marrlage dlssolutlon and thus a marrlage 
dlssolutlon that lnvolves support/custody 1s 
counted as one case 

the marrlage dlssolutlon but URESA cases are 
counted separately 

5 = Support/custody 1s counted as a proceedlng of 

6 = Support/custody 1s counted as a proceedlng o f  

**Nondlsolutlon support/custody are also counted 
separately 

***Court has only URESA Jurlsdlctlon 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

The absence o f  a quallfylng Footnote lndlcates 
that data are complete. 

*See the quallfylng footnote for each court 
ulthln the state. Each Footnote has an lmpact 
on the state's total. 

C: The followlng courts' data are overlncluslve: 
Georgla--Superlor Court--Total clvll flled 

and dtsposed data lnclude probatlon 
revocat 1 on hear 1 ngs . 

Hauall--Clrcult Court--Total clvll flled 
and dtsposed data lnclude crlmlnal 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs and 
some crlmlnal and trafflc/other 
vlolatlon cases. 

Illlnols--Clrcult Court--Total clvll flled 
and dlsposed data lnclude mlscellaneous 
crlmlnal cases. 

Oregon--Clrcult Court--Total clvll flled 
data lnclude crlmlnal appeals cases and 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs. 

Pennsylvanla--Phlladelphla Munlclpal 
Court--Total clvll flled and dtsposed 
data lnclude some ordlnance vlolatlon 
cases. 

Puerto Rlco--0lstrlct Court--Total clvll 
flled and dlsposed data lnclude 
transfers and reopened cases. 

South Carollna--Clrcult Court--Total clvll 
flled and dlsposed data Include crlmlnal 
appeals and postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs. 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  c l v l l  caseload, 1987. ( con t tnued)  

- 
Tennessee--Cl rcu l t .  C r l m l n a l  and Chancery 

Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  
l n c l u d e  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs 
and m lsce l l aneous  c r l m l n a l  cases. 

and d lsposed d a t a  l n c l u d e  some J u v e n l l e  
cases. 
--County-Level Cour t s - -To ta l  c l v l l  1 :  
f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  
c h l l d - v l c t l m  p e t l t l o n  cases. 

da ta  I n c l u d e  c r l m l n a l  appeals  cases and 
p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs.  T o t a l  
c l v l l  d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  c r l m l n a l  
appeals ,  j u v e n l l e .  cases and p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  
remedy proceedlngs.  

T e x a s - - D l s t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l e d  

Wyomlng - -D ls t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l e d  

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

A laska--Super lor  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l e d  
and d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  p o s t c o v l c t l o n  
remedy proceedlngs.  

I o w a - - D l s t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l e d  
and d lsposed da ta  l n c l u d e  m lsce l l aneous  
c r l m l n a l  cases. 

L o u l s l a n a - - D l s t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  
f l l e d  d a t a  I n c l u d e  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy 
proceedlngs.  

M l s s o u r l - - C l r c u l t  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l e d  
d a t a  I n c l u d e  p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy 
proceedlngs.  

Ohlo--Court o f  Common Pleas 
Rhode I s land - -Super lo r  Cour t  
U t a h - - D l s t r l c t  Cour t  
Was h l  ngton--Super l o r  Cour t  - -To ta l  c 1 v l  1 

f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  
p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy proceedlngs.  

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

Ar lzona--Munlc lpa l  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l e d  
and d lsposed da ta  do n o t  l n c l u d e  p a r t l a l  
da ta  From one m u n l c l p a l l t y .  

Arkansas--Cl ty  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l e d  and 
d lsposed da ta  do n o t  l n c l u d e  cases f rom 
seve ra l  c l t l e s .  
--County Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l e d  
and d lsposed da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  r e a l  
p r o p e r t y  r l g h t s  and m lsce l l aneous  c l v t l  
cases and da ta  f rom seve ra l  c o u n t l e s .  
- -Mun lc lpa l  Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l e d  and 
d lsposed da ta  do n o t  l n c l u d e  da ta  f rom 14 
m u n l c l p a l l t l e s ,  and p a r t l a l  da ta  From 14 
o t h e r s .  

and d lsposed da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  cases 
f rom Denver County. 

f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  
any cases f rom 11 coun t les .  and p a r t l a l  
da ta  f rom 15 coun t les .  
- -Probate Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  f l l e d  
da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  cases f rom seve ra l  
coun t les .  , 

Colorado--County,Court- -Total  c l v l l  f l l e d  

Georgla--Magistrate Cour t - -To ta l  c l v l l  
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TABLE 9: Reported total state trlal court clvll caseload, 1987. (contlnued) 

Kentucky--0lstrlct Court--Total clvll flled 
and dlsposed data do not lnclude paternity/ 
bastardy cases. 

Cononwealth--Total clvll dlsposed data do 
not Include real property rlghts and small 
clalms cases from the Housing Court 
Department and mlscellaneous clvll cases 
from the Probate/Famlly Court Department. 

Montana--0lstrlct Court--Total clvll flled 
and dlsposed data do not include some 
appeals o f  trlal court cases. 

and dlsposed data do not include clvll 
appeals. 

New Jersey--Superlor Court--Total clvll flled 
and dlsposed data do not Include a few 
domestlc relatlons cases. 

Pennsylvanla--Court o f  Common Pleas--Total 
clvll data do not Include some unclasslfled 
clvll cases. 

Rhode Island--0lstrlct Court--Total clvll 
flled and dlsposed data do not Include 
admlnlstratlve agency appeals and mental 
health cases. 
--Famlly Court--Total clvll flled 
data do not Include paternlty/bastardy and 
adoptlon cases. 

South Dakota--Clrcult Court--Total clvll 
dlsposed data do not Include adoptlon. 
mlscellaneous domestlc relatlons. estate, 
mental health, and admlnlstratlve agency 
appeals cases. 

clvll ftled and dlsposed data represent a 
reportlng rate o f  79%. 
--Munlclpal Court--Total clvll flled and 
dlsposed data represent a reportlng rate o f  
79%. 

dlsposed data do not Include appeals of 
trlal court cases. 

Massachusetts--Trlal Court o f  the 

Nebraska--0lstrIct Court--Total clvll flled 

Texas--Justice o f  the Peace Court--Total 

Hyomlng--County Court--Total clvll flled and 

0: The followlng courts' data are lncomplete and 
overlncluslve: 

Alabama--Clrcult Court--Total clvll flled 
and dtsposed data include postconvlctlon 
remedv oroceedlnas. but do not Include " .  
URESA-cases. 

Connectlcut--Superlor Court-- 
flled data lnclude postconv 
proceedlngs, but do not \nc 
health cases. 

otal clvll 
ctlon remedy 
ude mental 

Iowa--0lstrlct Court--Total clvll dlsposed 
data Include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs, but do not Include a few 
domestlc relatlons cases. 

Kentucky--Clrcult Court--Total clvll flled 
and dlsposed data lnclude some 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs. but 
represent only 10 months of CY 87. 

Mlssourl--Clrcult Court--Total clvll 
dlsposed data lnclude postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs, but do not lnclude 
adoptlon and rnlscellaneous domestlc 
relatlons cases. 

New York--Supreme and County Court--Total 
clvll flled and dlsposed data lnclude 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs. but do 
not lnclude clvll appeals cases. 

Oregon--Clrcult Court--Total clvll dlsposed 
data Include crlmlnal appeals and 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs, but do 
not include adoption and mental health 
cases. 

Puerto Rlco--Superlor Court--Total clvll 
Flled and dlsposed data Include transfers 
and reopened cases, but do not Include 
URESA cases. 

Wlsconsln--Clrcult Court--Total clvll flled 
and dlsposed data include crlmlnal 
appeals cases, but do not Include data 
from Hllwaukee County. 

V :  The followlng courts' data are less than 75% 

Mtchtgan--Probate Court--Total clvll 
dlsyosed data do not lnclude paternity/ 
bastardy, mlscellaneous domestlc 
relatlons, mental health, and 
mlscellaneous clvll cases. 

dlsposed data do not lnclude 
mlscellaneous estate cases. 

Rhode Island--Famlly Court--Total clvll 
dlsposed data do not include most 
marrlage dlssolutlon cases and all 
adoptlon cases. 

Tennessee--General Sesslons Court--Total 
clvll flled and dlsposed data lnclude 
only domestlc relatlons cases for 16 of  
94 courts. 

compl ete : 

New York--Surrogates' Court--Total clvll 

X :  The followlng court's data are less than 75% 
complete and overlncluslve: 

Connectlcut--Superlor Court--Total clvll 
dlsposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs, but do not lnclude 
mental health, some rnlscellaneous 
domestlc relatlons. and most small clalms 
cases. 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1987 

Sta te /Cour t  name: 

ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL ................... 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........................ 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

T o t a l  D l s p o -  f l l l n g s  
c r l m l n a l  s l t l o n s  p e r  T o t a l  

c r l m l n a l  d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a 100,000 

J u r l s -  o f  o f  q u a l l f y l n g  q u a l l f y l n g  tage o f  popula-  
d l c t l o n  count  f l l l n g  foo tno tes  foo tno tes  f l l l n n s  t l o n  

percen-  a d u l t  U n l t  P o l n t  f l l l n g s  and and 

-- 

G G A 34,125 E 32.262 E 95 1,151 
L B 8 113,023 C 106,504 C 94 3,811 
L M B N/A N/A 

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL .................... 
Super lo r  Cour t  ....................... 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 

30.444 ' 27,985 92 8,624 
G B A 2.661 M 2,389 H 90 754 
L B B 27,783 C 25,596 C 92 7,871 

ARIZONA--STATE TOTAL ................... 
Super lo r  Cour t  ....................... 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  ........... 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL .................. 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........................ 
C l t y  Cour t  ........................... 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 
P o l l c e  Cour t  ......................... 

CALIfORNIA--STATE TOTAL ................ 
Super lo r  Cour t  ....................... 
J u s t l c e  Cour t  ........................ 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

298,742 253,736 85 12,110 
G 0 A 24,237 22,245 92 982 
L Z B 66.274 K 56.400 K 85 2.686 
L Z B 208,231 l 175.091 1 84 8,441 

G A A 32,247 30,622 95 1,853 
L A 8 5.989 0 4,787 0 BO 344 
L A B 132,315 0 99,404 0 75 7,604 
c A 8 N/A N/A 

1.040.241 871,199 ' 84 5.109 
G B A 108,329 102.160 94 532 
L 8 B 62,820 0 51,015 0 81 309 
L B 8 869,092 0 718,024 0 83 4,268 

COLORADO--STATE TOTAL .................. 
O l s t r l c t ,  Denver J u v e n l l e  and Probate 

Cour t  ............................... 
County Cour t  ......................... 

CONNECTICUT--Superlor Cour t  ............ 

57,370 57.327 ' 100 2,368 

G 0 B 17,104 C 17,418 C 102 706 
L 0 8 40,266 1 39,849 1 99 1,662 

G E A 159,617 0 151,864 0 95 6,504 

DELAWARE--STATE TOTAL .................. 
Super lo r  Cour t  ....................... 
Alderman's Cour t  ..................... 
Cour t  o f  Comnon Pleas ................ 
f a m l l y  Cour t  ......................... 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  ........... 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  o f  W l lm lng ton  ........ 

D I S T R I C T  O f  COLUMBIA--Superlor Cour t  ... 

87,359 ' 86.527 * 99 18,124 
G B A 4.464 E 4,731 E 106 926 
L A B 3.611 f 3,547 f 98 749 
L A B 21.413 1 20,381 1 95 4,443 
L B B 3,498 3.282 94 726 
L A 8 40,688 1 40.367 1 99 8,441 
L A 8 13,685 0 14.219 0 104 2,839 

G B G 41,608 L 42.377 L 102 8,561 

FLORIDA--STATE TOTAL ................... 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........................ 
County Cour t  ......................... 

556,540 484,676 87 5.972 
G E A 160.786 149,030 93 1,725 
L A B 395,754 335,646 85 4,247 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE IO: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  c r l m l n a l  caseload, 1987. ( con t lnued)  

T o t a l  Dlspo- F l l l n g s  
T o t a l  c r l m l n a l  s l t l o n s  pe r  

c r l m l n a l  d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a 100,000 

J u r l s -  o f  o f  q u a l l f y l n g  q u a l l f y l n g  tage  o f  popu la-  
U n i t  P o l n t  f l l l n g s  and and percen- a d u l t  

S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  count f l l l n p  foo tno tes  foo tno tes  f l l l n q s  t l o n  

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL ................... 
Super lo r  Cour t  ....................... 
C t v l l  Cour t  .......................... 
County Recorder 's  Cour t  .............. 
M a g i s t r a t e  Cour t  ..................... 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  and C l t y  o f  A t l a n t a  .. 
Probate Cour t  ........................ 
S t a t e  Cour t  .......................... 

G A 
H M 
H H 

H H 
M H 
B A 
G A 

B e 

70,577 C 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N / A  

N/A 
2,506 V 

67,694 C 96 1,573 
N/A  
N /A  
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
2,373 V 95 

HAWAI I - -STATE TOTAL .................... 35,401 33,186 94 4,442 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........................ G G e 3.845 I 2,923 1 76 482 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... L A C 31.556 1 30.263 1 96 3,959 

IDAHO- -0 l s t r l c t  Cour t  .................. G 0 F 60,536 C 59.663 C 99 8,748 

ILL INOIS- -C l r cu l t  Court  ................ G G A 478,096 0 496,077 0 104 5,594 

INDIANA--STATE TOTAL ................... 228,540 208,197 * 5.628 
Super lo r  and C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........... G e A 77.581 M 68,776 M 89 1.910 
C l t y  and Town Cour t  .................. L e F 35.856 C 37.461 C 104 883 

......................... 94 1,329 53,977 50.916 County Cour t  L B F 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  o f  Har lon  County ..... L B F 60,279 50.190 83 1,484 
Small Clalms Cour t  o f  Mar lon  County .. L I I 847 854 101 21 

IOWA- -0 l s t r l c t  Cour t  ................... G e A 45,115 1 43.321 l 96 2.146 
~ ~~ ~ 

KANSAS--0lstrlct Court  ................. 

KENTUCKY--STATE TOTAL .................. 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........................ 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ................. 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
C l t y  and P a r l s h  Cour t  ................ 

G e C 36,301 37,549 103 i,gae 

162,591 156,892 96 5,954 
G e A 11,775 0 11.511 0 98 431 
L e F 150,816 0 145,381 0 96 5,522 

204.e52 
G 2 A N/A 2,305 72.523 L 
L e F 132.329 X 113.709 X 86 

MAINE--STATE TOTAL ..................... 42.680 38,111 * 89 
Super lo r  Cour t  ....................... G B A 8,978 0 8.553 0 95 1.016 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... L e F 33.702 v 29.55e v 88 

MARYLAND--STATE TOTAL .................. 240.980 187,883 7,067 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........................ G 8 a 54.980 C 44.698 C 81 1,612 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... L B A 186.000 143,185 L 5,455 

(con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  c r l m l n a l  caseload,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

S ta te /Cour t  name: 

MASSACHUSETTS--STATE TOTAL ............. 
T r l a l  Cour t  of t h e  Cornonwealth: 

Super lo r  Cour t  Dept. ................ 
T r l a l  Cour t  o f  t h e  Cornonwealth: 
Housing. D l s t r l c t ,  Boston M u n l c l p a l  
and J u v e n l l e  Cour t  Dept. ............. 

T o t a l  Dlspo-  F l l l n g s  
T o t a l  c r l m l n a l  s l t l o n s  pe r  

c r l m l n a l  d l s p o s l t l o n s  as  a 100,000 

J u r l s -  o f  o f  q u a l t f y l n g  q u a l l f y l n g  tage O F  popula-  
-- d l c t l o n  count  f l l l n q  Footnotes Footnotes f l l l n q s  t l o n  

U n l t  P o l n t  f l l l n g s  and and percen- a d u l t  

334,230 9,219 7.396 

G D A 6,790 6.069 89 150 

G 0 E 327.440 3,150 V 7,246 

MICHIGAN- -STATE TOTAL .................. 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........................ 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

MINNESOTA--0lstr lct Cour t  .............. 

294,160 280.899 95 4.364 
G 8 A 49,565 47.458 96 735 
L 8 E 242,626 0 231.382 0 95 3,600 
L B 8 1,969 0 2.059 0 105 29 

G E E 167,616 0 159.111 0 95 5,347 

MISSOURI--Clrcult  Cour t  ................ 

MONTANA--.STATE TOTAL ................... 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
C l t y  Cour t  ........................... 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  ........... 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

G E A 113,543 103,469 91 2,993 

G G A 3,282 C 3,916 C 119 56 1 
L E 8 N/A N/A 
L E E N/A N/A 
L E B N /A  N/A 

NEBRASKA--STATE TOTAL .................. 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
County Cour t  ......................... 

66,999 * 65,791 96 5.726 
G B A 4.898 C 5.113 C 104 419 
1 E F 62,101 0 60,678 0 96 5,308 

NEVADA--STATE TOTAL .................... 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
J u s t l c e  Cour t  ........................ 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

NEW HAMPSHIRE--STATE TOTAL ............. 
Super lo r  Cour t  ....................... 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

G 2 A N/A N/A 
L 2 E N /A  N/A 
L 2 E N/A N/A 

52,935 ' 
G A A 7.951 1 7.569 
L A E 43.718 K N/A 
L A E 1,266 K N/A 

6,644 
1,005 
5.527 

160 

NEW JERSEY--STATE TOTAL ................ 
Super lo r  Cour t  ....................... 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

394,675 369.080 94 6,757 
G 8 A 44,212 41 724 94 750 
1 8 8 350,403 327.356 93 5,999 

NEW MEXICO- -STATE TOTAL ................ 127,281 101.299 ' BO 12,076 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... G E A 9,906 9,246 93 940 
H a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  ..................... L E E 50,657 C 43.822 C 87 4.806 
M e t r o p o l l t a n  Cour t  o f  E e r n a l l l l o  

County .............................. L E E 66.716 0 48,231 0 72 6,330 

(con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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lABLE 10: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  c r l m l n a l  caseload. 1987. ( con t lnued)  

S ta te /Cour t  name: 

NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL .................. 
Supreme and County Cour t  ............. 
C r l m l n a l  Cour t  O F  t h e  C l t y  o f  New York 
O l s t r l c t  and C l t y  Cour t  .............. 
Town and V l l l a g e  J u s t l c e  Cour t  ....... 

T o t a l  Olspo- f l l l n g s  
T o t a l  c r l m l n a l  s l t l o n s  p e r  

c r l m l n a l  d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a 100,000 

J u r l s -  O F  o f  q u a l l f y l n g  q u a l l f y l n g  t a g e  of popu la -  
d l c t l o n  count  f l l l n g  f o o t n o t e s  f o o t n o t e s  f l l l n s s  t l o n  

U n l t  P o l n t  f l l l n g s  and and percen-  a d u l t  

G E A 62.940 N 62.630 N 100 468 
L E 0 278,670 260,256 93 2.070 
L E 0 217.509 f 201,967 f 93 1,615 
L E 8 N/A N/A 

NORTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL ........... 
Super lo r  Cour t  ....................... 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 

570.027 556.253 98 11.910 
G B A 83,478 81,136 97 1,744 
L C G 486,549 0 475.117 0 98 10.166 

NORTH DAKOTA--STATE TOTAL .............. 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
County Cour t  ......................... 
N u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

G B A 1.554 C 1.413 C 91 320 
L E F 15.652 K 16.483 K 105 3,227 
L B 8 N/A N/A 

OHIO--STATE TOTAL ...................... 
County Cour t  ......................... 
Mayor 's  Cour t  ........................ 
N u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

Cour t  o f  Cormnon Pleas ................ G B C 39,376 38.994 99 495 
L B E 38,905 F 38.509 F 99 490 
L M H N/A N/A 
L B E 369,386 f 381.655 f 103 4.648 

OKLAHOMA--0lstrlct Cour t  ............... G J A 71,890 F 64,111 f 89 3,022 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL .................... 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........................ 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
J u s t l c e  Cour t  ........................ 
N u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

PENNSYLVANIA--STATE TOTAL .............. 
Cour t  o f  Comnon Pleas ................ 
O l s t r l c t  J u s t l c e  Cour t  ............... 
P h l l a d e l p h l a  H u n i c l p a l  Cour t  ......... 
P l t t s b u r g h  C l t y  N a g l s t r a t e s  .......... 

G E G 24.591 N 22.679 N 92 1,207 
L E G 71.508 K 65.952 K 92 3.509 
L E 8 N/A N/A 
L A B N/A N/A 

597.623 6.578 
G 8 A 106.972 1 104.688 1 98 1.177 
L B B 439.011 f 370,603 f 84 4.832 
L 8 8 39.973 0 42,052 0 105 440 
L B e 11,667 0 N/A 128 

PUERTO RICO--TOTAL ..................... 
Super lo r  Cour t  ....................... 
D I s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
- 
RHOOE ISLAND--STATE TOTAL .............. 

Super lo r  Cour t  ....................... 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 

73.002 72.072 99 
G A B 30.352 C 29.946 C 99 
L A B 42.650 0 42.126 0 99 

40.052 36.967 ' 92 5,291 
G D A 5.144 5,211 101 680 
L 0 B 34.908 0 31,756 0 91 4,611 

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL ............ 
C l r c u t t  Cour t  ........................ 
M a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  ..................... 
N u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

244,035 9.856 
G B A 50.585 N 50.280 N 99 2.036 
L B E 124.200 X 123,424 X 99 
L 8 E 70.050 K N/A 2.820 
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TABLE IO: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  c r l m l n a l  caseload. 1987. ( con t lnued)  

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

SOUTH DAKOTA--Clrcult Cour t  ............ 

T o t a l  Dlspo- F l l l n g s  
T o t a l  c r l m l n a l  s l t l o n s  pe r  

c r l m l n a l  d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a 100.000 

J u r l s -  o f  o f  q u a l l f y l n g  q u a l l f y l n g  tage o f  popula-  
d l c t l o n  count  f l l l n g  foo tno tes  foo tno tes  f l l l n g s  t l o n  

U n l t  P o l n t  f l l l n g r  and and percen- a d u l t  

G B 8 36,403 18.833 V 7.096 

TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL ................. 
C l r c u l t .  C r l m l n a l ,  and Chancery Cour t  
General Sesslons Cour t  ............... 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

TEXAS--STATf TOTAL ..................... 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
County-Level Cour t  ................... 
J u s t l c e  of t h e  Peace Cour t  ........... 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

G 2 A 47,761 1 40,823 1 
L H H N/A N/A 
L M M N/A  N/A 

1,325 

1,655,686 1,246,184 ' 14,025 
G 8 A 137.355 134,885 98 1,164 
L 8 F 448.463 378,341 1 3.799 
L A 8 592,157 1 396,100 1 67 5,016 
L A 8 477,711 1 336,858 1 71 4,047 

UTAH--STATE TOTAL ...................... 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........................ 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  ........... 

VERMONT--STATE TOTAL ................... 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
Super lo r  Cour t  ....................... 

106,996 107,420 ' 100 10.180 
G J A 4,320 C 8.332 C 193 41 1 
L 8 A 56,629 0 60,007 0 106 5,388 
L 8 8 46,047 C 39,081 C 85 4,381 

21,361 20,154 94 5,248 
G 0 C 21,276 f 20,123 F 95 5,228 
G I I 85 31 36 21 

V I R G I N I A - - S T A T E  TOTAL .................. 488.598 486,137 * 99 10,992 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........................ G A A 77,833 F 72,529 F 93 1,751 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... L A E 410.765 L 413,608 L 101 9,241 

WASHINGTON--STATE TOTAL ................ 219.772 187,415 ' 85 6,523 
Super lo r  Cour t  ....................... G G A 22,348 19,398 87 663 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... L C 8 107.828 K 84,222 K 78 3,201 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... L C 8 89,596 83.795 94 2.659 

WEST V I R G I N I A - - S T A T E  TOTAL ............. 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........................ G J A 7.497 E 7,770 E 104 533 
M a g t s t r a t e  Cour t  ..................... L J E 137,449 K 129,801 K 94 9,769 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... L A 8 N/A N/A 

WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL ................. 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........................ G D C 68,777 1 64.536 1 94 1,944 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... L A 8 N/A N/A 

WYOMING--STATE TOTAL ................... 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... G J A 1,353 M 1.425 M 105 396 
County Cour t  ......................... L J 8 8,281 1 N/A 2,421 
J u s t l c e  of t h e  Peace Cour t  ........... L J 8 N/A N/A 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... L A 8 1,798 v N/A 
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TABLE 10: Reported total state trlal court crlmlnal caseload. 1987. (contlnued) 

F: The followlng courts' data Include ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases: 

Delaware--Alderman's Court 
New York--0lstrlct and Clty Court 
Ohlo--County Court--Hunlclpal Court 
Oklahoma--Dlstrlct Court 
Pennsylvanla--0lstrlct Justlce Court 
Vermont--0lstrlct Court 
Vlrglnla--Clrcult Court 

1: The followlng courts' data are at least 75% 
comp 1 et e : 

Arlzona--Munlclpal Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled and dlsposed data are mlsslng partlal 
data from one munlclpallty. 

Colorado--County Court--Total crlmlnal flled 
and dlsposed data do not lnclude llmlted 
felony and OWI/DUI cases. 

Delaware--Court o f  Comnon Pleas--Total 
crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data do not 
Include some llmlted felony cases. 
--Justlce o f  the Peace Court--Total 
crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data do not 
Include most DWI/OUI cases. 

Hawall--Clrcult Court--Total crlmlnal flled 
and dlsposed data do not lnclude reopened 
prlor cases. 
--Olstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal flled and 
dlsposed data do not Include some crlmlnal 
cases that could not be separated from 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 

Iowa--0lstrIct Court--Total crlmlnal flled 
and dlsposed data do not lnclude some 
mlsdemeanor cases. 

New Hampshlre--Superlor Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled data do not Include some crlmlnal 
appeals cases. 

Pennsylvania--Court o f  Common Pleas--Total 
crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data do not 
Include some crlmlnal appeals cases. 

Tennessee--Clrcult, Crlmlnal and Chancery 
Court--Total crlmlnal flled data do not 
Include mlscellaneous crlmlnal cases. 
Total crlmlnal dlsposed data do not lnclude 
mlscellaneous crlmlnal and DWI/DUI cases. 

dlsposed data do not Include some crlmlnal 
appeals cases. 
--Justlce of the Peace Court--Total 
crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data represent 
a reportlng rate of 79%. 
--Munlclpal Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled and dlsposed data do not include 
llmlted felony cases and represent a 79% 
reportlng rate. 

Wlsconsln--Clrcult Court--Total crlmlnal 
fIled and dlsposed data do not Include 
DWI/DUI data from Mllwaukee County, or 
any crlmlnal appeals cases. 

Wyomlng--County Court--Total crlmlnal flled 
data do not lnclude felony and crlmlnal 
appeals cases. 

Texas--County-Level Courts--Total crlmlnal 

K :  The folloulng courts' data do not Include 
llmlted felony cases: 

Arlzona--Justlce o f  the Peace Court 
New Hampshlre--Dlstrlct Court (flled 

data)--Hunlclpal Court (flled data) 
North Dakota - -Count y Court 
Oregon--0lstrlct Court 
South Carollna----Munlclpal Court (flled 

Washlngton--Dlstrlct Court 
West Vlrglnla--Magistrate Court 

data) 

L: The followlng courts' data do not lnclude 
DWI/OUI cases: 

Olstrlct of Columbla--Superlor Court 
Loulslana--0lstrlct Court--Thls flgure 1s 

estlrnated by the State Court Admlnlstra- 
tor's Offlce on the basls that 75% o f  
crlmlnal cases reported (290.092) are 
trafflc cases. 

Maryland--Dlstrlct Court (dlsposed data) 
Vlrglnla--Dlstrlct Court 

M: The folloulng courts' data do not Include 
crlmlndl appeals cases: 

Alaska--Superlor Court 
Indlana--Superlor Court and Clrcult Court 
New York--Supreme and County Court 
Oregon--Clrcult Court 
South Carollna--Clrcult Court 
Wyomlng--Dlstrlct Court 

0: The folloulng courts' data are lncomplete and 
overlncluslve: 

Arkansas--Clty Court--Total crlmlnal flled 
and dlsposed data lnclude ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases, but do not lnclude data 
from all courts. 
--Munlclpal Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled and dlsposed data Include ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases, but do not lnclude cases 
from several munlclpalltles. 

flled and dtsposed data lnclude 
prellmlnary hearlng blndovers and 
transfers, and ordlnance vlolatlon cases, 
but do not lnclude DWI/DUI cases. 
--Munlc Ipal Court --Tota 1 crlmlnal 
flled and dlsposed data lnclude some 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases and prellmlnary 
hearlng blndovers and transfers, but do 
not lnclude DWI/DUI cases. 

Connectlcut--Superlor Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled and dlsposed data lnclude ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases, but do not Include 
OWI/DUI cases. 

Delaware--Munlclpal Court o f  Wllmlngton-- 
Total crtmlnal flled and dlsposed data 
lnclude ordlnance vlolatlon cases, but do 
not lnclude llmlted felony and most 
DWI/DUI cases. 

Callfornla--Justlce Court--Total crlmlnal 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported total state trlal court crlmlnal caseload, 1987. (contlnued) 

NOTE: The trlal courts of Mlsslsslppl are not ln- 
cluded ln thls table, as nelther crlmlnal 
caseload nor court Jurlsdlctlon lnformatlon 
1s avallable for 1987. All other state 
trlal courts wlth crlmlnal Jurtsdlctlon are 
llsted In the table regardless o f  whether 
caseload data are avallable. Blank spaces 
ln the table lndlcate that a partlcular 
calculatlon, such as the total state case- 
load, Is not approprlate. State total 
"flllngs per 100,000 populatlon" may not 
equal the sum o f  the flllng rates for the 
lndlvldual courts due to roundlng. 

N/A = Oata are not avallable. 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General Jurlsdlctlon 
L = Llmlted Jurlsdlctlon 

UNIT OF COUNT CODES: 

H = Mlsslng Oata 
I = Data element 1 s  lnappllcable 
A = Slngle defendant--single charge 
B = Slngle defendant--single lncldent (one/more 

C = Slngle defendant--single lncldent/maxlmum 
number charges (usually two) 

D = Slngle defendant--one/more tncldents 
E = Slngle defendant--content varles wlth prosecutor 
F = One/more defendants--slngle charge 
G = One/more defendants--single lncldent (one/more 

charges ) 
H = One/more defendants--single lncldent/maxlmum 

number charges (usually two) 
J = One/more defendants--one/more lncldents 
K = One/more defendants--content varles wlth 

prosecutor 
L = Inconslstent durlng reportlng year 
Z = Both the defendant and charge components vary 

wlthln the state 

POINT OF FILING CODES: 

charges) 

H = Mlsslng Data 
I = Oata element 1 s  lnappllcable 
A = At the ftllny of the Informetlon/lndlctment 
B = At the rlllng o f  the complalnt 
C = When defendant enters plea/lnltlal appearance 
D = When docketed 
E = At lssulng of warrant 
F = At flllng o f  lnformatlon/complalnt 
G = Varles (at flllng of the complalnt. 

QUALIFYING f OOTNOTES : 

The absence o f  a quallfylng footnote lndlcates that 
data are complete. 

t nf ormat t on, 1 ndlc tment ) 

'See the quallfylng footnote For each court 
wlthln the state. tach footnote has an 
Impact on the state's total. 

C: The followlng courts' data are overlncluslve: 

flled and dlsposed data lnclude 
prellmlnary hearlng proceedlngs. 

Alaska--0lstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled and dlsposed data Include some 
movlng trafflc cases and all ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases. 

Colorado--Dlstrlct, Denver Juvenlle. and 
Denver Probate Courts--Total crlmlnal 
flled and dlsposed data Include 
extradltlons. revocatlons, parole, and 
release from comnltment hearlngs. 

flled and dlsposed data Include 
trafflc/other vlolatlon cases. 

and dlsposed data lnclude ordlnance 
vlolatlons, postconvlctlon remedy and 
sentence revlew only proceedlngs. 

Indlana--Clty and Town Court--Total 
crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data Include 
some ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 

Maryland--Clrcult Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled and dlsposed data Include some 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs. 

Montana--0lstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled data lnclude appeals of  trlal court 
cases. 

flled and dlsposed data lnclude clvll 
appeals cases and postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs. 

New Hexlco--Magistrate Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled data Include prellmlnary hearlng 
proceedlngs. 

North Dakota--0lstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled and dlsposed data lnclude sentence 
revlew only and postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs. 

Puerto Rlco--Superlor Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled and dlsposed data Include transfers 
and reopened cases. 

Utah--0lstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal flled 
and dlsposed data lnclude postconvlctlon 
remedy and all sentence revlew only 
proceedlngs. 
--Justlce o f  the Peace Court--Total 
crlmlnal Filed and dtsposed data lnclude 
some movlng trafflc vlolatlon cases. 

E: The followlng courts' data lnclude post- 

Alabama--Dlstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal 

Georgla--Superlor Court--Total crlmlnal 

Idaho--Dlstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal flled 

Nebraska--0lstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal 

convlct 1 on remedy proceed lngs : 
Alabama--Clrcult Court 
Delaware--Superlor Court 
nest Vlrglnla--Clrcult Court 

(contlnued on next page) 
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TA6LE 10: Reported total state trlal court crlmlnal caseload, 1987. (contlnued) 

Illlnols--Clrcult Court--Total crlmlnal flled 
and dlsposed data Include some prellmlnary 
hearlngs and some ordlnance vlolatlon 
cases, but do not lnclude DWI/DUI and 
mlscellaneous crlmlnal cases. 

Kentucky--Clrcult Court--Total crlmlnal flled 
and dlsposed data Include sentence revleu 
only and some postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs, and represent only 10 months 
o f  data. 
--Dlstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled and dlsposed data Include ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases and sentence revleu only 
proceedlngs, but do not Include llmlted 
felony cases. 

Halne--Superlor Court--Total crlmlnal flled 
and dlsposed data lnclude ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases, postconvlctlon remedy and 
sentence revleu only proceedlngs, but do 
not lnclude DWI/DUI some crlmlnal appeals 
cases. 

flled and dlsposed data lnclude ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases, but do not Include DWI/DUI 
cases. 
--Hunlclpal Court--Total crlmlnal flled and 
dlsposed data lnclude ordlnance vlolatlon 
cases, but do not Include DWI/DUI cases. 

ftled and dlsposed data Include ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases, but do not Include some 
OWI/OUI cases. 

Nebraska--County Court--Total crlmlnal data 
lnclude ordlnance vlolatlons, but do not 
lnclude llmlted felony cases. 

New Hexlco--Metropolltan Court o f  Bernallllo 
County--Total crlmlnal flled and dlsposed 
data Include ordlnance vlolatlon cases, but 
do not Include llmlted felony cases. 

crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data lnclude 
ordlnance vlolatlons, but do not lnclude 
llmlted felony cases. 

Pennsylvanla--Pittsburgh CIty Haglstrates-- 
Total crlmlnal flled data Include ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases, but do not lnclude llmlted 
felony and llmlted DWI/DUI cases. 
--Phlladelphla Hunlclpal Court--Total 
crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data Include 
prellmlnary hearlng proceedlngs. but do not 
lnclude some mlsdemeanor cases. 

Puerto Rlco--Dlstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled and dlsposed data Include ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases, but do not Include DWIIDUI 
cases. 

Hlchlgan--Dlstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal 

Hlnnesota--Dlstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal 

North Carollna--Dlstrlct Court--Total 

Rhode Island--Dlstrlct Court--Total 
crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data lnclude 
movlng trafflc vlolatlon and ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases, but do not lnclude 
llmlted felony cases. 

Utah--Clrcult Court--Total crlmlnal flled 
and dlsposed data Include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs. but do not include 
some mlscellaneous crlmlnal cases. 

V :  The folloulng courts' data are less than 75% 
complete : 

Georgla--Probate Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled and dlsposed data do not lnclude 
DWI/DUI and most mlsdemeanor cases, and 
represent only 51 o f  95 c0untles. 

Halne--Dlstrlct Court--Total crlmlnal flled 
and dlsposed data do not lnclude DWI/DUI 
and some mlsdemeanor cases. 

Comnonuealth (Houslng, Dlstrlct. Boston 
Hunlclpal, and Juvenlle Court Departments) 
--Total crlmlnal dlsposed data do not 
Include felony, mlsdemeanor. DWI/DUI, 
mlscellaneous crlmlnal. and some crlmlnal 
appeals cases. 

South Oakota--Clrcult Court--Total crlmlnal 
dlsposed data do not lnclude some 
mlsdemeanor cases. 

Wyomlng--Hunlclpal Court--Total crlmlnal 
flled data do not Include mlsdemeanors 
and are mlsslng partlal data from two 
munlclpalltles. 

Hassachusetts--1rlal Court o f  the 

X :  The folloulng courts' data are less than 75% 

Loulslana--Clty and Parlsh Court--Total 
crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data lnclude 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases, but do not 
Include DWI/DUI cases. 

South Carollna--Haglstrate Court--Total 
crlmlnal flled and dlsposed data Include 
mlscellaneous juvenlle cases, but do not 
lnclude felony and DWI/DUI cases. 
data were estlmated uslng percentages 
provlded by the ADC).  

complete and overlncluslve: 

(flled 
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TABLE 11 : Reported Total State Trial Court Trafficlother Violation Caseload, 1987 

Sta te /Cour t  name: 

ALABAMA--STATE TOTAL ................... 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

DlSpO- 
s l t l o n s  

T o t a l  t r a f f l c  T o t a l  t r a f f l c  as a f l l l n q s  
f l l l n q s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  percen- p e r  100,000 

J u r l s -  Park- q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y l n g  tage  o f  t o t a l  
d t c t l o n  Ing f oo tno tes  Footnotes f l l l n s s  D o p u l a t l o n  

L 1 266,652 250,622 94 6,531 
L 1 N/A N /A  

ALASKA--Dlstr lct Cour t  ................. L 3 83,949 1 83.949 1 . 100 15,990 

ARIZONA- -STATE TOTAL ................... 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  ........... 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

ARKANSAS--STATE TOTAL .................. 
C l t y  Cour t  ........................... 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 
P o l l c e  Cour t  ......................... 

CALIFORNIA--STATE' TOTAL ................ 
J u s t l c e  Cour t  ........................ 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

1,269,095 1,185.460 93 37,481 
L 1 456,407 438,708 96 13.479 
L 1 812.688 1 746,752 t 92 24.001 

L 1 17,549 1 8.982 1 51 735 
L 1 292,098 1 204,841 1 70 12,232 
L 1 N/A N/A 

15,862,453 12,855.196 81 57,342 
L 3 509,766 0 423.735 0 83 1,843 
L 3 15,352,687 0 12,431,461 0 81 55,499 

COLORADO--STATE TOTAL .................. 
County Cour t  ......................... 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

L 2 214,832 G 203,249 G 95 6,518 
L 1 N/A N/A 

CONNECTICUT--Superlor Cour t  ............ 

OELAWARE--STATE TOTAL .................. 
Alderman's Cour t  ..................... 
Farnl ly Cour t  ......................... 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  ........... 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  o f  Wl l rn lnqton ........ 

G 5 305.787 0 328,445 0 107 9,523 

169,663 167,263 * 99 26,345 
L 4 18.841 N 18,462 N 98 2,926 
L 2 440 455 103 68 
L 2 131,839 C 130,579 C 99 20,472 
L 5 18.543 0 17,767 0 96 2,079 

D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA--Superlor Cour t  ... 

FLORIDA--County Cour t  .................. 

G 6 21.594 G 21,624 G 100 3,472 

L 5 3,294,511 2,902,305 88 27,402 

GEORGIA--STATE TOTAL ................... 
J u v e n i l e  Cour t  ....................... 
Super lo r  Cour t  ....................... 
County Recorder 's  Cour t  .............. 
M a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  ..................... 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  and C l t y  o f  A t l a n t a  . .  
Probate Cour t  ........................ 
S t a t e  Cour t  .......................... 

G 2 4,864 V 3,482 V 72 
G 2 N/A N/A 
L 1 N/A N/A 
L 2 39.624 1 23,499 1 59 637 
L 1 N/A N/A 
L 2 17,783 X 72.103 X 93 
L 2 N/A N/A 

( con t lnued  on nex t  page) 
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TABLE 11: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r i a l  c o u r t  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v i o l a t i o n  caseload. 1987. ( con t inued)  

S ta te /Cour t  name: 

H A W A I I - - S T A T E  TOTAL .................... 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........................ 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 

I D A H O - - 0 l s t r l c t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

I L L I N O I S - - C l r c u l t  Cour t  . ............... 

I N D I A N A - - S T A T E  TOTAL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Super lo r  and C l r c u l t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . .  
C l t y  and Town Cour t  . ................. 
County Cour t  ......................... 
H u n i c l p a l  Cour t  o f  Mar lon  County ..... 

~~ 

Olspo- 
s l t l o n s  

T o t a l  t r a f f l c  T o t a l  t r a f f l c  as a f 11 l ngs  
f l l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  percen-  p e r  100.000 

J u r i s -  Park- q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y l n g  tage  o f  t o t a l  
d i c t l o n  i n g  f o o t n o t e s  f o o t n o t e s  f l l l n q s  D o p u l a t l o n  

827.057 755.701 91 76.367 
G 2 344 1 243 I 71 32 
L 4 826.713 C 755,458 C 91 76,335 

G 3 220,280 V 219,292 V 100 

G 4 6,027,756 0 4,186.216 0 69 51,974 

582,066 * 574.231 99 10.524 
G 3 167.177 143,030 86 3,023 
L 3 141,840 1 144,729 1 102 2,564 
L 4 131,128 134,012 102 2,371 
L 3 141,921 152,460 107 2.566 

I O W A - - 0 l s t r l c t  Cour t  ................... G 3 701,101 C 682,110 C 97 24.139 

KANSAS-STATE TOTAL .................... 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

G 4 230,713 1 230.066 1 100 9,318 
L 1 N/A N/A 

KENTUCKY--0lstr lct Cour t  ............... L 3 285.959 N 277.536 N 97 7.673 

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ................. 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
C i t y  and P a r l s h  Cour t  ................ 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . .  
Hayor ’s  Cour t  ........................ 

G 1 217,569 G H/A 4,877 
L 1 423.364 0 346.902 0 82 9.490 
L 1 N/A N/A 
L 1 N /A N/A 

M A I N E - - S T A T E  TOTAL ..................... 
Super lo r  Cour t  ....................... 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 

MARYLAND--0istr lct Cour t  ............... 

204.183 * 195,282 96 17,202 
G 2 2,925 0 2,922 0 100 246 
L 4 201,258 C 192,360 C 96 16.955 

L 1 876.757 N 837.370 0 19.333 

MASSACHUSETTS-Trlal Cour t  o f  t h e  
C o n o n w e a l t h  ......................... 

M I C H I G A N - - S T A T E  TOTAL .................. 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
H u n i c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 
Probate Cour t  ........................ 

G 1 1,273.813 G 1,117,981 0 21,756 

L 4 2,476,158 0 2,471,975 0 100 26.915 
L 4 39,415 0 40,277 0 102 428 
L 2 N/A N/A 

( c o n t i n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLf 11: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  caseload. 1987. ( con t lnued)  

Dlspo- 
s l t l o n s  

T o t a l  t r a f f l c  T o t a l  t r a f f l c  as a F l  1 lngs  
f l l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  percen- p e r  100,000 

S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  l n q  foo tno tes  foo tno tes  flllnw D o w l a t l o n  

MINNESOTA--Dlstrlct Cour t  .............. G 4 1,498,905 0 1,469.564 0 98 35,302 

J u r l s -  Park- q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y l n g  tage  OF t o t a l  

NISSOURI--Cl rcu l t  Cour t  ................ G 3 456,540 1 432,461 \ 95 8,941 

MONTANA--STATE TOTAL ................... 
C l t y  Cour t  ........................... L 1 N/A N/A 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  ........... L 1 N/A N/A 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... L 1 N/A N/A 

NEBRASKA--County Cour t  ................. 

NEVADA--STATf TOTAL ..................... 
J u s t l c e  Cour t  ........................ 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

NEW HAMPSHIRE--STATE TOTAL ............. 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
H u n k l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

NEW JERSEY--Munlclpal Cour t  ............ 

L 1 261,181 N 270,514 N 101 16,799 

L 1 N/A N/A 
L 1 N/A N/A 

214,821 
L 4 268.900 N/A 
1 4 5.921 N/A 

26,001 
25,440 

561 

L 4 5,434,613 4,800,949 88 10.838 

NEW MfXICO--STATE TOTAL ................ 
H a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  ..................... L 3 53,296 46.036 86 3,553 
M e t r o p o l l t a n  Cour t  o f  B e r n a l l l l o  

H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... L 1 N/A N/A 
County .............................. L 4 362.001 N 226.613 1 24.134 

NEW YORK--STATE TOTAL .................. 
C r l m l n a l  Cour t  o f  the,Cl ty  o f  New York L 4 102,183 V 99.916 V 98 
O l s t r l c t  and C l t y  Cour t  .............. L 4 1,293,106 N 1,293.106 N 100 1,254 
Town and V l l l a g e  Cour t  ............... L 1 N/A N/A 

NORTH CAROLINA--Dlstr lct Cour t  ......... L 6 975,488 N 925.991 N 95 15.211 

NORTH DAKOTA--STATE TOTAL .............. 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... G 4 515 N/A 06 
County Cour t  ......................... L 1 58,916 58.954 100 8,116 
f l u n t c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... L 1 N/A 41.396 X 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 1 1 :  Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r i a l  c o u r t  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v i o l a t l o n  caseload. 1987. ( con t lnued)  

S ta te /Cour t  name: 

OHIO- -STATE TOTAL ...................... 
Cour t  o f  Comnon Pleas ................ 
County Cour t  ......................... 
Hayor 's  Cour t  ........................ 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ....................... 

Dlspo- 
s 1 t Ions  

T o t a l  t r a f f l c  T o t a l  t r a f f l c  as a F l 1  l ngs  
f l l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  percen- per  100,000 

J u r l s -  Park- q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y l n g  tage  o f  t o t a l  
d l c t l o n  I n s  foo tno tes  foo tno tes  f l l l n q s  DoDula t lon  

G 2 124,963 123.081 98 1.159 
1 5 231,215 N 230.356 N 100 2,144 
L 1 N/A N/A 
L 5 1.539.067 N 1.537.803 N 100 14.272 

OKLAHOMA--STATE TOTAL .................. 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
Mun tc lpa l  Cour t  Not o f  Record ........ 
H u n l c l p a l  Cr l rn lna l  Cour t  o f  Record ... 

G 2 211.621 N 192.267 N 91 6 468 
L 1 N/A  N/A 
1 1 N/A N/A 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL .................... 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
J u s t l c e  Cour t  ........................ 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

L 1 319.996 346.069 108 11,747 
L 3 N/A N/A 
1 3 N /A N/A 

PENNSYLVANIA--STATE TOTAL ............. 
D l s t r l c t  J u s t l c e  Cour t  ............... 
P h l l a d e l p h l a  H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ......... 
P h l l a d e l p h l a  T r a f f l c  Cour t  ........... 
P l t t s b u r g h  C l t y  H a g l s t r a t e s  .......... 

2,904.196 & 24,331 
L 4 1.372.900 N 1,245.772 N 91 11,502 
L 2 26,559 0 26.669 0 100 223 
1 1 1,117,420 342.134 31 9,362 
1 4 387.317 N N/A 3,245 

PUERTO RICO--TOTAL ..................... 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

RHODC ISLAND--STATE TOTAL .............. 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

1 2 75.065 0 73.8ei o 98 2,280 
L 1 N/A N/A 

L 2 N/A N/A 
L 1 N/A  N/A 

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL ............ 
f a m l l y  Cour t  ......................... 
H a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  ..................... 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

L 2 N/A N/A 
1 4 441,600 C 449.705 C 102 12.893 
1 4 305.999 374.643 C 8,934 

SOUTH DAKOTA--Clrcult Cour t  ............ 

TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL ................. 
C l r c u l t .  C r l rn lna l ,  and Chancery Cour t  
General  Sesslons Cour t  ............... 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ..................... 
County-Level  Cour t  ................... 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  ........... 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

G 3 139,420 156,176 C 19.664 

G 2 N /A N/A 
1 1 N/A N/A 
1 1 N/A N/A 

7,739.403 6,416,938 46.098 
L 2 16,490 69.584 C 98 
L 4 1,454,075 1 1,331.683 1 92 8,661 
L 4 6,268.838 1 5,015,671 1 80 37,339 

(con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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S ta te /Cour t  name: 

UTAH--STATE TOTAL ...................... 
C l r c u t t  Cour t  ........................ 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  ........... 
J u v e n l l e  Cour t  ....................... 

Olspo- 
s l t l o n s  

T o t a l  t r a f f l c  T o t a l  t r a f f l c  as a F l 1  l ngs  
f l l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  percen-  pe r  100.000 

J u r l s -  Park- q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y l n g  tage  o f  t o t a l  
d l c t l o n  l n q  foo tno tes  foo tno tes  f l l l n s s  p o p u l a t l o n  

520,199 * 466,893 90 30,964 
L 4 255,215 C 211,123 C 83 15,191 
L 4 256,201 1 247.042 1 96 15,250 
L 2 8.783 8,728 99 523 

~~ ~~ 

VERMONT--0lstrlct Cour t  ................ 

VIRGINIA--STATE TOTAL .................. 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........................ 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 

G 2 117,533 N 121,169 N 103 21 ,448 

G 2 N/A N/A 
L 4 1,422,578 G 1,417,890 G 100 24.095 

WASHINGTON--State T o t a l  ................ 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

1,564,688 1,402,719 * 34.480 
L 4 577.450 607,l  I 6  105 12.725 
L 4 987,238 795,603 1 21,755 

WEST V I R G I N I A - - S T A T E  TOTAL ............. 
H a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  ..................... 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... L 2 109.052 107,904 99 5,149 

L 1 N/A N/A 

WISCONSIN--STATE TOTAL ................. 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........................ 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

WYOMING--STATE TOTAL ................... 
County Cour t  ......................... 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  . .......... 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  ...................... 

884,266 * 
G 3 638.981 1 632,241 1 99 13,293 
L 3 N/A 252,025 0 

L 1 85,836 93.284 C 17.518 
L 1 N/A N/A 
1 1 57,883 0 60,173 0 104 11,813 

NOTE: Park lng  v l o l a t l o n s  a r e  d e f l n e d  as p a r t  o f  
t h e  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  caseload: 
However, s t a t e s ,  and c o u r t s  w l t h l n  a s t a t e ,  
d l f f e r  I n  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  whlch p a r k l n g  
v l o l a t l o n s  a r e  processed through t h e  
c o u r t s .  
c o u r t  l n d l c a t e s  t h e  manner I n  whlch p a r k l n g  
cases a r e  r e p o r t e d  by t h e  c o u r t .  
f o o t n o t e s  I n  Table 11 do n o t  repea t  t h e  
l n f o r m a t l o n  p r o v l d e d  by t h e  code, and thus 
r e f e r  o n l y  t o  t h e  s t a t u s  o f  t h e  s t a t l s t t c s  
on movlng t r a f f l c ,  rn lsce l laneous t r a f f l c .  
and o rd lnance  v l o l a t l o n s .  The t r l a l  c o u r t s  
o f  M l s s l s s l p p l  a r e  n o t  l nc luded  I n  t h l s  
t a b l e  as n e i t h e r  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  
caseload no r  c o u r t  J u r l s d l c t l o n  l n f o r m a t l o n  
I s  a v a l l a b l e  f o r  1987. A l l  o t h e r  s t a t e  
t r l a l  c o u r t s  w l t h  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  
J u r l s d l c t l o n  a r e  l l r t e d  I n  t h e  t a b l e  
r e g a r d l e s s  o f  whether caseload da ta  a r e  
a v a l l a b l e .  B lank spaces I n  t h e  t a b l e  
l n d l c a t e  t h a t  a p a r t l c u l a r  c a l c u l a t l o n ,  such 
as t h e  t o t a l  s t a t e  caseload,  1s n o t  
a p p r o p r l a t e .  S t a t e  t o t a l  " f l l l n g s  per  
100,000 p o p u l a t l o n "  may n o t  equal  t h e  sum o f  
t h e  f l l l n g  r a t e s  f o r  t h e  l n d l v l d u a l  c o u r t s  
due t o  roundlng.  

A code o p p o s l t e  t h e  name o f  each 

O u a l l f y l n g  

N / A  = Oata a r e  n o t  a v a l l a b l e  

JURISOICTION CODES: 

G = General J u r l s d l c t l o n  
L = L l m l t e d  J u r l s d l c t l o n  

PARKING CODES: 

1 = Pa rk lng  da ta  a r e  u n a v a l l a b l e  
2 Cour t  does n o t  have p a r k l n g  J u r l s d l c t l o n  
3 = Only con tes ted  p a r k l n g  cases a r e  l nc luded  
4 = Both con tes ted  and uncontested p a r k l n g  cases 

5 = Pa rk lng  cases a r e  handled a d m l n l s t r a t l v e l y  
6 = Uncontested p a r k l n g  cases a r e  handled 

a r e  l nc luded  

a d m l n l s t r a t l v e l y ;  con tes ted  p a r k l n g  cases 
a r e  handled by t h e  Cour t  

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

The absence o f  a q u a l l f y l n g  f o o t n o t e  l n d I c a t e s  
t h a t  da ta  a r e  complete. 

*See t h e  q u a l l f y l n g  f o o t n o t e  f o r  each c o u r t  
u l t h l n  t h e  s t a t e .  Each f o o t n o t e  has an 
Impact on t h e  s t a t e ' s  t o t a l .  

( con t l nued  on n e x t  page) 
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C :  The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  
Delaware--Justice o f  t h e  Peace Cour t - -  

T o t a l  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and 
d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  most o f  t h e  D W I / D U I  
cases. 

o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  
I n c l u d e  some mlsdemeanor cases. 

I o w a - - D l s t r l c t  C o u r t - - T o t a l  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  
v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  
some mlsdemeanor cases. 

H a l n e - - D l s t r l c t  C o u r t - - T o t a l  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  
v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  l n c l u d e  
some mlsdemeanor and a l l  DWI/DUI cases. 

t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed 
da ta  l n c l u d e  O W I / D U I  and J u v e n l l e  cases. 
( F l l e d  da ta  were es t lma ted  u s l n g  
percentages p r o v l d e d  by t h e  A O C ) .  
--Hunlc l p a l  Cour t  - - T o t a l  t r a f  f l c / o t h e r  
v l o l a t l o n  d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  mlsdemeanor 
and D W I / D U I  cases. 

South D a k o t a - - C l r c u l t  C o u r t - - T o t a l  t r a f f l c /  
o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  some 
mlsdemeanor cases. 

Texas --County-Level Cour ts  --Tota 1 
t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  d lsposed da ta  
I n c l u d e  some c r l m l n a l  appeals  cases. 

U t a h - - C l r c u l t  Cour t - -To ta l  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  
v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  l n c l u d e  
some m lsce l l aneous  c r l m l n a l  cases. 

v l o l a t l o n  d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  mlsdemeanor 
and D W I / D U I  cases. 

H a w a l l - - D l s t r l c t  C o u r t - - T o t a l  traffic/ 

South C a r o l l n a - - H a g l s t r a t e  C o u r t - - T o t a l  

Wyomlng--County C o u r t - - T o t a l  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  

G: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  I n c l u d e  DWI/DUI 
cases : 

Colorado--County Cour t  
D l s t r l c t  o f  Columbla--Super lor  Cour t  
L o u l s l a n a - - D l s t r l c t  Cour t - -Th ls  f l g u r e  1s 

es t lma ted  by t h e  S t a t e  Cour t  Admln l s t ra -  
t o r ' s  O f f l c e  on t h e  b a s l s  t h a t  75% o f  
c r t m l n a l  cases r e p o r t e d  (290.092) a r e  
t r a f f l c  cases. 

Comnonwealth ( f l l e d  da ta )  
M a s s a c h u s e t t s - - 1 r l a l  Cour t  o f  t h e  

V l r g l n l a - - D l s t r l c t  Cour t  

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

A l a s k a - - 0 l s t r l c t  C o u r t - - T o t a l  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  
v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  do n o t  
l n c l u d e  some movlng t r a f f l c  v l o l a t l o n  cases 
and a l l  o rd lnance  v l o l a t l o n  cases. 

A r l zona- -Hun lc lpa l  C o u r t - - T o t a l  t r a f f l c l o t h e r  
v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d\sposed da ta  do n o t  
l n c l u d e  p a r t l a l  da ta  f rom one m u n l c l p a l l t y .  
u h l c h  o n l y  r e p o r t e d  f o r  t h r e e  months. 

Arkansas--Cl ty  C o u r t - - T o t a l  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  
v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  do n o t  
l n c l u d e  o rd lnance  v I o l a t l o n  cases and a r e  
m l s s l n g  a l l  t r a f f l c  da ta  f rom seve ra l  
c o u r t s .  
--Hun 1 c I pa 1 Cour t  - -Tota 1 t r a  f f I c /  
o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  do 
n o t  l n c l u d e  o rd lnance  v l o l a t l o n  cases, and 
a r e  m l s s l n g  a l l  da ta  f rom seve ra l  
m u n l c l p a l l t l e s .  and p a r t l a l  da ta  f rom 
seve ra l  o t h e r s .  

G e o r g l a - 4 a g l s t r a t e  Cour t - -To ta l  t r a f f l c /  
o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  
do n o t  l n c l u d e  any cases f rom 11 
c o u n t l e s ,  and p a r t l a l  da ta  f rom 15 
c o u n t l e s .  

H a w a l l - - C l r c u l t  C o u r t - - T o t a l  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  
v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  do n o t  
I n c l u d e  reopened p r l o r  cases r e p o r t e d  
u l t h  t h e  c l v l l  da ta .  

I n d l a n a - - C l t y  and Town Cour t - -To ta l  
t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v i o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and 
d lsposed da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  some cases 
r e p o r t e d  w l t h  c r l m l n a l  data.  

o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed d a t a  
do n o t  I n c l u d e  J u v e n l l e  t r a f f l c  cases. 

o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed d a t a  
do n o t  l n c l u d e  o rd lnance  v l o l a t l o n  and 
p a r k l n g  cases 'heard by H u n l c l p a l  Judges. 

New H e x l c o - - M e t r o p o l l t a n  Cour t  o f  
B e r n a l l l l o  County- -Tota l  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  
v l o l a t t o n  d lsposed d a t a  do n o t  l n c l u d e  
o rd lnance  v l o l a t l o n s  and some m l s c e l -  
laneous t r a f f l c  cases. 

Texas--Justice o f  t h e  Peace Cour t - -To ta l  
t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  da ta  do n o t  
I n c l u d e  some cases due t o  a r e p o r t i n g  
r a t e  of 79%. 
- - H u n l c l p a l  C o u r t - - T o t a l  t r a f f t c /  
o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  da ta  do n o t  I n c l u d e  some 
cases due t o  a r e p o r t i n g  r a t e  o f  79%. 

Utah--Justice o f  t h e  Peace C o u r t - - T o t a l  
t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and 
d lsposed da ta  do n o t  l n c l u d e  some rnovlng 
t r a f f l c  cases. 

W l s c o n s l n - - C l r c u l t  C o u r t - - T o t a l  t r a f f l c /  
o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed d a t a  
do n o t  I n c l u d e  cases f rom D l s t r l c t  1 
(Hl lwaukee County) .  

o rd lnance  v l o l a t l o n  cases: 
Delaware--Alderman's Cour t  
K e n t u c k y - - D l s t r l c t  Cour t  
M a r y l a n d - - D l s t r l c t  Cour t  ( f l l e d  d a t a )  
Nebraska--County Cour t  
New H e x l c o - - M e t r o p o l i t a n  Cour t  o f  

B e r n a l l l l o  County ( f l l e d  d a t a )  
New Y o r k - - D l s t r l c t  and C l t y  Cour t  
N o r t h  C a r o l l n a - - D l s t r l c t  Cour t  
Ohlo--County C o u r t - - H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  
Ok lahoma- -01s t r l c t  Cour t  
P e n n s y l v a n l a - - D l s t r l c t  J u s t l c e  Cour t - -  

V e r m o n t - - D l s t r l c t  Cour t  

K a n s a s - - D l s t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  traffic/ 

H l s s o u r l - - C l r c u l t  C o u r t - - T o t a l  traffic/ 

N: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  do n o t  l n c l u d e  

P i t t s b u r g h  C l t y  H a g l s t r a t e s  

0: The f o l l o w l n g  c o u r t s '  da ta  a r e  Incomplete 

C a l l f o r n l a - - J u s t l c e  C o u r t - - T o t a l  
and o v e r l n c l u s l v e :  

t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and 
d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  DWI/DUI cases, b u t  
do n o t  I n c l u d e  some o rd lnance  v l o l a t l o n  
cases. 
- - N u n l c l p a l  C o u r t - - T o t a l  t r a f f i c /  
o t h e r  v i o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and dtsposed da ta  
l n c l u d e  DWI/DUI cases, b u t  do n o t  
I n c l u d e  some o rd lnance  v l o l a t l o n  cases. 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 

Part 11: 1987 State Court Caseload Tables 121 



TABLE 11: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  caseload. 1987. ( con t lnued)  

Connec t l cu t - -Super lo r  Cour t - -To ta l  traffic/ 
o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed data 
l n c l u d e  D W I / D U I  cases, b u t ' d o  n o t  I n c l u d e  
o rd lnance  v l o l a t l o n  cases. 

Delaware--Munlc lpa l  Cour t  of Wllmlngton--  
T o t a l  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v i o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and 
d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  most DWI /DUI  cases, 
b u t  do n o t  l n c l u d e  o rd lnance  v l o l a t l o n  
cases. 

o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  
I n c l u d e  DWI/DUI cases, b u t  do n o t  I n c l u d e  
o rd lnance  v l o l a t l o n  cases f rom Cook County 
and p a r k l n g  cases f rom anywhere b u t  Cook 
County. 

t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t t o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed 
da ta  l n c l u d e  D W I / D U I  cases, b u t  do n o t  
I n c l u d e  ord lnance v l o l a t l o n  cases. 

Malne--Super lor  Cour t - -To ta l  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  
v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  
DWI/DUS and some c r l m l n a l  appeals cases, 
b u t  do n o t  l n c l u d e  o rd lnance  v l o l a t l o n  
cases. 

M a r y l a n d - - D l s t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  
v l o l a t l o n  d lsposed da ta  l n c l u d e  DWI/DUI 
cases, b u t  do n o t  l n c l u d e  o rd lnance  
v l o l a t l o n  cases. 

Comnonwealth--Total t r a f  f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  
d lsposed da ta  l n c l u d e  some f e l o n y /  
mlsdemeanor cases, b u t  do n o t  I n c l u d e  
o rd lnance  v l o l a t l o n ,  some movlng t r a f f l c ,  
and rn lsce l laneous t r a f f l c  cases. 

H l c h l g a n - - D l s t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  
v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  
D W I / D U I  cases, b u t  do n o t  I n c l u d e  o rd lnance  
v l o l a t l o n  cases. 
- -Mun lc lpa l  Cour t - -To ta l  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  
v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  I n c l u d e  
DWI/DUI cases, b u t  do n o t  I n c l u d e  o rd lnance  
v l o l a t l o n  cases. 

I l l l n o l s - - C l r c u l t  Cour t - -To ta l  t r a f f l c /  

L o u l s l a n a - - C l t y  and P a r l s h  Cour t - -To ta l  

Massachuse t t s - -T r la l  Cour t  of t h e  

M l n n e s o t a - - 0 l s t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  traffic/ 
o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  
I n c l u d e  some DWI/DUI cases, b u t  do n o t  
I n c l u d e  ord lnance v l o l a t l o n  cases. 

Pennsylvania--Phlladelphla Mun lc lpa l  
Cour t - -To ta l  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t t o n  
f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  l n c l u d e  some 
mlsdemeanors bu t  do n o t  l n c l u d e  some 
ord lnance v l o l a t l o n  cases. 

o t h e r  v l o l a t t o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  
I n c l u d e  DWI/DUI cases, b u t  do n o t  
I n c l u d e  ord lnance v l o l a t l o n  cases. 

Wlsconsln- -Hunlc lpa l  Cour t - -To ta l  t r a f F l c /  
o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  d lsposed da ta  l n c l u d e  
DWI /DUI  cases, b u t  rep resen t  o n l y  155 o f  
t h e  196 mun lc tpa l  c o u r t s .  

Wyomlng--Munlclpal Cour t - -To ta l  traffic/ 
o t h e r  v t o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  
l n c l u d e  mlsdemeanors, b u t  a r e  m l s s l n g  
da ta  f o r  a slx-month p e r l o d  f rom two 
m u n l c l D a l l t l e s .  

Puer to  R l c o - - D l s t r l c t  Cour t - -To ta l  t r a f F l c /  

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

t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and 
d lsposed d a t a  rep resen t  101 o f  159 
coun t les ,  a r e p o r t t n g  r a t e  o f  64% whlch 
accounts f o r  50% o f  t h e  caseload. 

I d a h o - - D l s t r \ c t  Cour t - -To ta l  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  
v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  do n o t  
l n c l u d e  ord lnance v l o l a t l o n  and p a r k l n g  
cases. 

New York--Cr lmlnal  Cour t  o f  t h e  C l t y  o f  New 
York--Tota l  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  
f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  do n o t  l n c l u d e  
movlng t r a f f l c ,  mlscel laneous t r a f f l c .  
and some o rd lnance  v l o l a t l o n  cases. 

complete : 
Georgla--Juvenile Cour t - -To ta l  

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

Georg la- -Probate Cour t - -To ta l  t r a f f l c /  
o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  f l l e d  and d lsposed da ta  
l n c l u d e  DWI/DUI cases b u t  rep resen t  o n l y  
51 of 95 c o u n t l e s .  

N o r t h  Dakota--Hunlc lpa l  Cour t - -To ta l  
t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  d lsposed da ta  
l n c l u d e  DWI/DUI cases, b u t  do n o t  
l n c l u d e  ord lnance v l o l a t l o n  cases. 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1987 

T o t a l  T o t a l  Olspo- F l l  l ngs  

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

ALABAMA:-STATE TOTAL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........................ 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 

Juvenl  l e  J u v e n l l e  s l t l o n s  pe r  
P o l n t  F l l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a p e r -  100,000 

J u r l s -  O F  q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y -  centage j u v e n l l e  
d l c t l o n  flllno Footnotes l n q  Footnotes o f  F l l l n q s  p o p u l a t l o n  

57,546 * 50,520 * 88 5.152 
G A 24,759 C 19.741 C 80 2.217 
1 A 32.787 30,779 94 2.935 

ALASKA--STATE TOTAL .................... 
Super lo r  Cour t  ....................... 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 

ARIZONA--Superlor Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

ARKANSAS--County Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

CALIFORNIA--Superlor Cour t  . ............ 

1,884 1,536 82 1,095 
G C 1,776 1,472 83 1,033 
L I 108 64 59 63 

G C 10.578 10,920 103 1,151 

1 8 8,466 1 8.251 1 97 1,306 

G C 89.917 83,528 93 1,231 

COLORADO--Olstrlct, Oenver J u v e n l l e  and 
Probate Cour t  ........................ G A 14.832 13.070 88 1,699 

CONNECTICUT--Superlor Cour t  ............ G F 10,948 1 10,672 1 97 1,446 

DELAWARE--Family Cour t  . ................ 1 C 6.625 V 6,259 V 94 

D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA--Superlor Cour t  . . .  
~~ 

FLORlOA--Clrcult  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

GEORGIA--Juvenile Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

G 8 12.346 12.336 100 9,078 

G A 94.177 63.710 68 3,483 

G A 23.208 V 14,671 V 63 

HAWAII - -Cl rcu l t  Cour t  . ................. G F 16,965 16,736 99 5,932 

I D A H O - - 0 l s t r l c t  Cour t  . ................. G C 6,552 6,455 99 2,141 
~ 

I L L I N O I S - - C l r c u l t  Cour t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  G C 31,078 25,183 81 1,024 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  J u v e n l l e  caseload. 1987. ( con t lnued)  

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

INOIANA--STATE TOTAL ................... 
Super lo r  and C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........... 
Probate Cour t  ........................ 

T o t a l  
j u v e n l  l e  

P o l n t  f l l l n g s  and 
J u r l s -  of q u a l l f y l n g  
d l c t l o n  f l l l n g  foo tno tes  

29,963 
G C 28,806 
L C 1,157 

T o t a l  Olspo- 
J u v e n l l e  s l t l o n s  

d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a pe r -  
and q u a l l f y -  centage 
I n s  foo tno tes  of f l l l n q s  

29,892 100 
28.773 100 

1.119 97 

F l l l n g s  
p e r  

100,000 
J u v e n l l  e 

p o p u l a t l o n  

2,038 
1,960 

19 

IOWA- -0 l s t r l c t  Cour t  ................... G A 6,042 N /A 825 

KANSAS--0 ls t r lc t  Cour t  ................. 

KENTUCKY--0lstrlct Cour t  ............... 

LOUISIANA--STATE TOTAL ................. 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 
Faml l y  and J u v e n l l e  Cour t  ............ 
C l t y  and P a r i s h  Cour t  ................ 

MAINE --0 I s t r 1 c t Court  .................. 

MARYLANO--STATE TOTAL .................. 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........................ 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... 

HASSACHUSETTS--Tclal Cour t  of t h e  
C o n o n w e a l t h  ......................... 

HICHIGAN--Probate Cour t  ................ 

MINNESOTA--0lstrlct Cour t  .............. 

MISSOURI--Clrcult  Cour t  ................ 

MONTANA--0lstrlct Cour t  ................ 

NEBRASKA--STATE TOTAL .................. 
County Cour t  ......................... 
Separate J u v e n l l e  Cour t  .............. 

NEVAOA--0lstr lct Cour t  ................... 

G A 13,421 C 12,815 C 95 2.065 

L A 36.758 C 33,492 C 91 3,691 

49.564 3,769 
G C 12,908 N/A  982 
G C 26,841 C N/A 2.041 
L C 9.815 9.077 92 746 

L C 4,224 3,379 80 1,391 

36,329 35,004 96 3,229 
G C 32,382 31,494 97 2.878 
L C 3,947 3.510 89 351 

G C 46,302 21.087 X 3,466 

L C 24,623 0 20,917 0 85 1.001 
~ 

G C 57,782 57,177 99 5 201 

G C 16,766 19.037 C 1,281 

G C 1,419 1,202 85 634 

5,955 1,404 
L C 3,686 3,639 99 869 
L C 2,269 N/A 535 

G C N/A N/A 

( con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  J u v e n l l e  caseload,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

T o t a l  T o t a l  01 SDO- F llln9s 

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

NEW HAHPSHIRE--0lstr lct Cour t  .......... 

NEW JERSEY--Superlor Cour t  ............. 

J u r l s -  
d l c t  l o n  

Juven l  l e  juvenile s l t i o n s  Per 
P o l n t  f l l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a pe r -  100,000 

o f  q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y -  centage J u v e n l l e  
f l l l n q  foo tno tes  I n s  f o o t n o t e s  o f  f l l l n s s  population 

L C 7,331 N/A 2.756 

G C 115,245 C 112.893 C 98 6,294 

NEW HEXICO- -0 l s t r l c t  Cour t  ............. G C 7,737 7,783 101 1,735 

NEW YORK--Family Cour t  ................. L C 48,494 50,225 104 1.112 

NORTH CAROLINA--0lstr lct Cour t  ......... L C 22,537 24,749 110 1.385 
~~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~ 

NORTH OAKOTA--Dlstr lct Cour t  ........... 

OHIO--Court o f  Cormnon Pleas ............ 

G C 8,320 9,021 C 4,449 

G E 115,404 11 4,946 100 4,069 

OKLAHOHA--0lstrlct Cour t  ............... 

OREGON--STATE TOTAL .................... 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  ........................ 
County Cour t  ......................... 

G G N /A  N/A 

G C 19.310 N/A 
L C H/A N/A 

2.815 

~ ~ 

PENNSYLVANIA--Court o f  Comnon Pleas .... 

PUERTO RICO--Superlor Cour t  ............ 

G F 49,202 46,426 94 1,726 

G C 6.553 C 6,401 C 98 

RHOOE ISLANO--Family Cour t  ............. L F 6,759 C 6.498 C 96 2.952 

SOUTH CAROLINA--STATE TOTAL ............ 
Faml l y  Cour t  ......................... 
H a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  ..................... 

L C 12,626 C 12.659 C 100 1,342 
L I N/A N/A 

SOUTH OAKOTA--Ctrcult Cour t  ............ G 8 3,198 N/A 1,632 

TENNESSEE--STATE TOTAL ................. 
General Sesslons Cour t  ............... 
J u v e n l l e  Cour t  ....................... 

L 8 N/A N/A 
L 8 N/A N/A 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported t o t a l  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  J u v e n l l e  caseload. 1987. ( con t lnued)  

T o t a l  T o t a l  Dlspo-  F l  1 l ngs  

P o l n t  f l l l n g s  and d l s p o s l t l o n s  as a p e r -  100.000 
J u v e n l l e  J u v e n l l e  s l t l o n s  Per 

J u r l s -  o f  q u a l l f y l n g  and q u a l l f y -  centage j u v e n l l e  
S t a t e / C o u r t  name: d l c t l o n  f l l l n g  foo tno tes  I n s  foo tno tes  o f  f l l l n q s  DODUlatlOn 

TEXAS--STATE TOTAL ..................... 14,751 16.126 109 

County-Level Cour t  ................... L C 2,578 V 2,534 V 98 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ....................... G C 12.173 I 13.592 I 112 244 

UTAH--Juvenile Cour t  ................... L C 39,145 39,653 101 6,223 

VERMONT--0lstrlct Cour t  ................ G C 1,816 1,750 96 1.288 

V I R G I N I A - - 0 l s t r l c t  Cour t  ............... L A 84,528 79,526 94 5,794 

WASHINGTON--Superlor Cour t  ............. G A 22,672 19,852 88 1,939 

WEST VIRGINIA--Cl rcu l t  Cour t  ........... G C 6,397 6,469 101 1,306 

WISCONSIN--Clrcult Cour t  ............... G C 31,063 l 30,949 1 100 2,448 

WYOMING--0lstrlct Cour t  ................ G C 1,379 N/A 932 

NOTE: The t r l a l  c o u r t s  o f  H l s s l s s l p p l  a r e  n o t  l n -  JURISDICTION CODES: 
c luded  I n  t h l s  t a b l e  as n e l t h e r  J u v e n l l e  
caseload no r  c o u r t  J u r l s d l c t l o n  l n f o r m a t l o n  G = General J u r l s d l c t l b n  
I s  a v a l l a b l e  f o r  1987. A l l  o t h e r  s t a t e  L = L l m l t e d  J u r l s d l c t l o n  
t r l a l  c o u r t s  w l t h  j u v e n l l e  J u r l s d l c t l o n  a r e  
l l s t e d  I n  t h e  t a b l e  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  whether POINT OF f I L I N G  CODES: 
caseload da ta  a r e  a v a l l a b l e .  B lank spaces 
I n  t h e  t a b l e  l n d l c a t e  t h a t  a p a r t l c u l a r  H = H l s s l n g  Data 
c a l c u l a t l o n ,  such as t h e  t o t a l  s t a t e  case- I = Data element l s  l n a p p l l c a b l e  
load,  I s  n o t  a p p r o p r l a t e .  S t a t e  t o t a l  A = F l l l n g  o f  comp la ln t  
" f l l l n g s  pe r  100.000 p o p u l a t l o n "  may n o t  B = A t  l n l t l a l  h e a r l n g  ( I n t a k e )  
equal  t h e  sum o f  t h e  f l l l n g  r a t e s  f o r  t h e  C = F l l l n g  o f  p e t l t l o n  
l n d l v l d u a l  c o u r t s  due t o  roundlng.  E = Issuance o f  war ran t  

F = A t  r e f e r r a l  
G = Var les  N/A = Data a r e  n o t  a v a l l a b l e .  

( con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported total state trlal court juvenlle caseload, 1987. (contlnued) 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

The absence o f  a quallfylng footnote lndlcates that 
data are complete. 

*See the quallfylng footnote for each court wlthln 
the state. Each footnote has an Impact on the 
state's total. 

C: The followlng courts' data are overlncluslve: 
Alabama--Clrcult Court--Total Juvenlle flled 

and dlsposed data lnclude URESA cases. 
Kansas--0lstrlct Court--Total Juvenlle flled 

and dlsposed data Include some trafftc/ 
other vlolatlon data. 

Kentucky--0lstrlct Court--Total juvenlle 
flled and dlsposed data Include paternity/ 
bastardy cases. 

Loulslana--Famlly and Juvenlle Court--Total 
Juvenlle Flled data lnclude domestlc 
relatlons and mental health cases. 

Hlssourl--Clrcult Court--Total juvenlle 
dlsposed data Include adoptlon and 
termlnatlon of  parental rtghts cases. 

New Jersey--Superlor Court--Total Juvenlle 
flled and dlsposed data Include termlnatlon 
o f  parental rlghts and some paternity/ 
bastardy cases. 

North Oakota--0lstrlct Court--Total Juvenlle 
dlsposed data Include trafflc cases. 

Puerto Rlco--Superlor Court--Total Juvenlle 
flled and dlsposed data lnclude transfers 
and reopened cases. 

Rhode Island--Famlly Court--Total Juvenlle 
Flled and dlsposed data lnclude adoptlon 
cases. 

South Carollna--Famlly Court--Total Juvenlle 
flled and dlsposed data Include 
trafflc/other vlolatlon cases. 

1 :  The followlng courts' data are at least 75% 
complete : 

Arkansas--County Court--Total juvenlle 
Flled and dlsposed data do not Include 
cases from several countles. Effectlve 
1/20/87 juvenlle jurlsdlctlon transferred 
to the Clrcult and Chancery Courts. 

Connectlcut--Superlor Court--Total 
Juvenlle flled and dlsposed data do not 
Include chlld-vlctlm petltlons. 

Texas--0lstrlct Court--Total Juvenlle 
flled and dlsposed data do not Include 
chlld-vlctlm petlttons. 

Wlsconsln--Clrcult Court--Total Juvenlle 
flled and dlsposed data do not Include 
cases from Mllwaukee County. 

0: The followlng court's data are Incomplete 

Hlchlgan--Probate Court--Total Juvenlle 
flled and dlsposed data Include 
trafflc/other vlolatlon cases, but do 
not lnclude status petltlons. 

and overlncluslve: 

V :  The followlng courts' data are less than 75% 
complete : 

Delaware--Family Court--Total Juvenlle 
flled and dlsposed data do not lnclude 
status petlttons and chlld-vlcttm 
petltlons. 

Georgla--Juvenile Court--Total juvenlle 
flled and dlsposed data represent 101 o f  
159 countles. a reportlng rate o f  64% 
whlch accounts for approxlmately 50% o f  
the caseload. 

Texas--County-Level Courts--Total juvenlle 
flled and dlsposed data do not Include 
chlld-vlctlm petttlons. 

complete and overlncluslve: 
X :  The followlng court's data are less than 75% 

Hassachusetts--1rlal Court o f  the 
Comnonwealth--Total Juvenlle dlsposed 
data lnclude some trafflc/other vlolatlon 
cases, but do not Include any cases from 
the Juvenlle Court Department and 
appeals from the Dlstrlct Court 
Department. 
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1987 State Court Structure Charts 

Court Structure Charts: 
An Explanatory Note 

The court structure charts summarize the key features 
of each state’s court organization into aone-page diagram. 
The format has two objectives: (1) to be comprehensive, 
indicating all court systems in the state and their interrela- 
tionships; and (2) to describe the jurisdiction of court 
systems using a comparable set of terminology and sym- 
bols. The court structure charts employ the common 
terminology developed by the NCSC’s Court Statistics 
Project (CSP) for reporting caseload statistics. 

The first chart is a prototype. It represents a state court 
organization in which there is one of each of the four court 
system levels recognized by the Court Statistics Project: 
courts of last resort, intermediate appellate courts, general 
jurisdiction 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 (or other judicial officers). Eachcourt system’s 
subject matter jurisdiction is indicated using the Court 
Statistics Project casetypes. Information is also provided 
on the use of districts, circuits, or divisions in organizing the 
courts within the system and the number of courts, where 
this coincides with a basic government unit. 

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

Appellate Courts 
The rectangle representing each appellate court con- 

tains information on the number of authorized justices; the 
number of geographic divisions, if any, that are maintained; 
whether court decisions are made en banc, in panels, or 
both; and the Court Statistics Project casetypes that are 
heard by the court. The casetypes are shown separately 
for mandatory and discretionary cases. The casetypes 
themselves are defined in other Court Statistics Project 
publications, especially 1984 State Appellate Court Juris- 
diction Guide for Statistical Reporting and State Court 
Model Statistical Dictionary. 

An appellate court can have both mandatory and 
discretionary jurisdiction over the same Court Statistics 
Project casetype. This arises, in part, because the Court 
Statistics Project casetypes are defined broadly in order to 

be applicable to every state’s courts. There are, for ex- 
ample, only two appellate Court Statistics Project casetypes 
for criminal appeals: capital and noncapital. A court may 
have mandatory jurisdiction over felony cases but discre- 
tionary jurisdiction over misdemeanors. The listing of 
casetypes would include “criminal” for both mandatory and 
discretionary jurisdiction. The duplication of a casetype 
under both headings can also occur if appeals from one 
lower court for that casetype are mandatory, while appeals 
from another lower court are discretionary. Also, statutory 
provisions or court rules in some states automatically 
convert a mandatory appeal into a discretionary petition- 
for example, when an appeal is not filed within a specified 
time limit. A more comprehensive description of each 
appellate court’s subject matter jurisdiction can be found in 
the 1984 State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for 
Statistical Repo ding. 

Trial Courts 
The rectangle representing each trial court also lists 

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

Trial courts can have what is termed incidental appel- 
late jurisdiction. The presence of such jurisdiction over the 
decisions of other courts is noted in the list of casetypes as 
either “civil appeals,” “criminal appeals,” or “administrative 
agency” appeals. 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 
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court system is divided. These subdivisions are stated 
using the court system’s own terminology. The descrip- 
tions, therefore, are 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 
form of state funds. Locally funded court systems are 
drawn with broken lines. A solid line indicates some or all 
of the funding is derived from state funds. 

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

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

The number of justices or judges is sometimes stated 
as “FTE.” This represents “full time equivalent” authorized 
judicial positions. “DWI/DUI” stands for “driving while 
intoxicated/driving under the influence.” The abbreviation 
“SC” stands for “small claims.” The dollar amount jurisdic- 
tion for civil cases is indicated in parenthesis with a dollar 
sign. Where the small claims dollar amount jurisdiction is 
different, it is also noted. 

Conclusion 
The court structure charts are convenient summaries. 

They do not substitute for the detailed descriptive material 
contained in State Court Organization 1987, another Court 
Statistics Project publication. Moreover, they are based on 
the Court Statistics Project’s terminology and categories. 
This means that a state may have established courts that 
are not included in these charts. Some states have courts 
of special jurisdiction to receive complaints on matters that 
are more typically directed to administrative boards and 
agencies. Since these courts receive cases that do not fall 
within the Court Statistics Project casetypes, they are not 
included in the charts. The existence of such courts, 
however, is recognized in a footnote to the state’s court 
structure chart. 

132 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Repolt 1987 



STATE COURT STRUCTURE PROTOTYPE, 1987 

COURT OF LAST RESORT 
Number of justices 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction, J - Discre ti onary jurisdiction 

INTERHEDIIIIE IIPPELLATE COURT 
(number of courts) 
Nunber of judges 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction. - Discretionary jurisdiction, 

COURT OF GENERAL JURISDICTION 
(nunber of courts) 
Nunber of judges 
CSP casetypes: - Ciuil, - Crininal, - Iraffidother uiolation. - Juvenile, 
Jury t r i a l h o  jury trial. 

1 

COURT OF LIHITED JURISDICTION 
(nunber of courts) 
Nunber of judges 
CSP casetypes: - Ciuil, - Crininal* - Iraffjdother violation. 
- Juuenile. 
Jury t r i a l h o  jury trial. I 

Court of 
1 ast resort 

1 
Intemediate 
appe I late 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
1 iflited 

jurisdiction 

NOTE: Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains inportant infomation 
relevant to this ciart, 
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L 

( I  I I  

ALABAMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

COURI OF CIVIL APPEALS 
3 Judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory 'urisdiction in civil, 

administrative agency, juven i 1 e ,  
ori inal roceeding cases. - No hscrePionary jurisdiction. 

I SUPRME COURT 

COURI OF CRIHINAL APPEALS 
5 Judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory ,jurisdiction,in 

criminal, juvenile, original 
roceeding, interlocutory 

Becision cases. - No discretionary Jurisdiction, 
I 

I 9 justices sit in panels I 

t 
~~~~~~ ~~ 

CIRCUII COURI (39 circuits) 
124 Judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real roperty rights (b 1 88B/no max), 

- disdemeanor, DUI/qUl! Exclusive triable felony, 
Exc 1 us jve , domestic refations, civi 1 appeals 

criminal a w e  a I s Juri sd i c t 1 on, 
urisdiction, 

- Juvenile. 
Jury trials. 

I 

1 ,.......... A......... 
I PROBIITE COURT I 
I (67 counties) I 

I 68 Judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
1 - Exclusive mentall 
1 health, estate I 
I jurisdiction, I 

-i I 

I I 

I I 

I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

L............ ....... J 
I No jury trials. I 

DISTRICT COURT (67  districts) 
95 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract real propert rights (b 1 808/5,886), 

Exclusive smali claims urishction (b l,b80) - Hisdefieanor, DUIAIUI. kxlusive limited feloiy 
[ur! sdiction! - oving traffic, parking, miscellaneous traffic, - Juvenile, 

No jury trials, 

I 

Court of 
last 

resort 

lntemediate 
appellate 

courts I 
'1 ,..-.---.-.-.~-.....-.--- 

I NJNICIPIIL COURT I 
I (283 courts) I 

I 224 Judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Misdemeanor .DUI/DUI,I 
I - Hoving traffic I 
I parking, miscel- 1 
I aneous traffic, I 
I Exclusive ordinance 1 
I violation Jurisdic- I 
I tion. I 

I No jury trials, I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

L.-......................1 

HOIE: The text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ckart. 

Court of 
genera 1 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jmited 

jurisdiction 
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ALASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

-b 

SUPREnE COURT 

COURT OF llPPEllLS 
3 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in criminal, juvenile, 

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

I I 5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in ciuil, adminis- 

trative agency, Juuenile, disciplinary 

29 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, domestic relations, estate, 

Exclusive real ro erty rights, mental 
health, administraeiue agency,, civil 
appeal!, miscellaneous civi I ,Jurisdiction, - Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals 

- iuuenile. urisdiction, 

Jury trials in most cases, 
I 

DISTRICT COURI (59  locations in 4 districts) 
17 Judges, 54 magistrates 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract (b 8/18,880-25,888), small 
- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DUI/DUl 
- ixclusive traf f i d o t h e r  violation juri s- 

diction, exce t for uncontested parking 
violations ( w h c h  are handled administrat- 
iuely), 

claims jurisdiction ( S  5,808). 

urisdiction. 

- Emergency juvenile. 
Jury trials in most cases, 

Court of 
last resort 

Intemediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
genera 1 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
ljnited 

jurisdiction 

NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ckart, 
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ARIZONA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

-b 

~~ ~~~ ~ 

SUPREME COURT 
5 Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandator Jurisdiction in civil criminal, disci linary, , 

- Discretionary jurisdicti,on in civil, noncapital criminal 
certifie! questions frofi federal courts, origina! proceeding 
cases, 
administrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases, 

I 

I 

COURT OF llPPEllLS (2 courts/diuisions) 
18 judges sit in panels 

CI 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in ciui!, ,noncapital criminal, a h i n -  
istrative agency, Juvenile, original Proceeding, interloc- . .  _ .  I utory decision c a s e s ,  - Discretionary Jurisdiction in administrative agency cases, 

I 

SUPERIOR COURI (is  counties) f 

I 101 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real pro erty rights (b 500/no maximum) mis- 

cel laneous domes tic re 1 a!i oi ons, Exc Ius iue estate, Mental 
health, dofiestic relations except for miscellaneous, civil 
trial court appeals Miscellaneous civil 'urisdictjon, - Misdemeanor, .miscel!aneous criminal, Excfusiue triable 
felony! crifiinal appeals jurisdiction. - Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 

Jury trials, 
I 

JUSIICES OF THE PEllCE (84 precincts) 
8 4  Judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract real eroperty 

rights (b 012 $EO), miscellaneous 
domestic relations, Exclusive 
soall claims 'urisdiction (b 560), - Hisdemeanor hl/oUl, niscellaneous 
criminal* hxclusiue limited felony 
dur! sdi c ti on! - owin traffic violations, parking, 
misceIlaneous traffic, 

I Jury trials, except in small claims, I 

Court of 
last resort I 
lntemediate 

appellate 
court I 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 1 
1 

I I 

I I 

r.....--...'..-.~...--------------.----- 
I HUNICIPAL COURT ( 7 9  cities/towns) 1 

I 112 full-time and 56 part-time judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Miscellaneous dofiestic relations. I 
I - Misdemeanor DUl/DUI, 
I - Moving traffic, parking, miscel- I 
I laneous traffic. Exclusive I 
I ordinance violation jurisdiction, 1 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

L.... ................................... J 
I Jury trials, except in civil cases, I 

Courts of 
1 lfii ted 

jurisdiction 

NOTE: Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ckart. 
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ARKANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

I 

CIRCUIT COURT (24  circuits) 
48 judges * ( 2 4  circuits) 
CSP casetypes: 30 judges - Tort, contract real p r o p e r  

CHllNCERY llND PROBllTE COURT 

ty ri hts (b l h n o  naxifiud, , 
Miscellaneous civil 
fxc I us i ue , c i u i 1 appbal s 
uri sdi c ti on. - disdeneanor, D U I / D U I ,  niscel- 
laneous crininal, Exclusive tal health jurisdiction. 
triable felony ,crininal ap- 
pe a1 s Jur 1 sdi c t I on. 

CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, .real pro erty 
ri his, Exclusive doneseic 
relations (except for p a t e r  
nity/bastardy), estate, nen- 

Jury trials, No jury trials. - 

SUPRME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 

1 r---.....----------.-.----------- 
I HUNICIPRL COURT (128 courts) I 
I I 
I 105 judges I 
I I 
I CSP caset pes: 
1 - Contract real roperty 1 
I rights (4 0/360b, Exclusiuet 
I m a l l  clains jurisdiction I 

I - Linited felony, nisdeneanor, I 
I DWI/DUI. I 
I - Iraffidother violation. I 

I I (5 3 0 0 ) .  

I I 

CSP casetypes: - nandator Jurisdiction in ciuil, crininal, adninistratiue 
agency, lawyer disciplinary, certified questions fron federal 
courts original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital crininal, 

1 ~-----------------...------------ 
I I 

I 

I COUNTY COURT ( 7 5  courts) I 

I 75 judges and 6i juvenile 
I referees. I 
I I 

I CSP casetypes: I - Real propert ri hts, niscel-1 1 laneous ciuil. Ixclusiue I 
I aternitylbastardy jurisdic- I 
I L o n  
I - Exclisiue juvenile juris- 
I diction,** 

adninistrative agency cases. 

6 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criflinal, adnin- 

istrative agency, Juvenile, interlocutory decision cases. - No discretionary jurisdiction. 

I CSP caset pes: 
I - Contract real roperty 
I rights (4 0 / 3 d  
I - Hisdeneanor, DUIhUI, I 
I - Iraffidother violation. I 

I 

I I 

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

'1 

I No jury trials, I 

r----------------.-.-....-.--... 
I CITY COURT ( 9 4  courts) I 

I 79 judges I 

I CSP caset pes: 

I - llisdeneanor, DUIhUI, I 
I - Traffic/other uiolation. I 

I 

I 

- Contract real roperty 
rights t i  e/seeP 

I I I I 

L................................J . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I I No jury trials. I 

................. 
I Ho jury trials, 

r'--"-""""-" 
I COURT OF COMON PLEAS ( 5  courts) 1 
I 5 judges I 
I I 

I CSP caset e s .  
1 - contract!$ SB~/I,BBB). 

I 
I 

I I 

L....-....................-..~----- - - J  
I Jury trials, I 

)I Ei ht judges also serve the Chancery and Probate Court, 
wt Eflectiue Jan, 28, 1987, 'uuenile Jurisdiction was transferred to the Circuit 

HOIE: Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains inportant infomation 
relevant to this ckart. 

Court and the Chancery and Probate Court. 

Court of 
last resort I 
1 

Intemediate 
appellate 

court 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jnited 

jurisdiction 
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CALIFORNIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

I I 7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in criminal disciplinary cases, - Discretionary jurisdicti,on in civil, noncapital criminal 

administrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, i n t e r  I locutory decision cases, 
I I 

L, 

C&TS OF IIPPEAL ( 6  courts/districts) CI 

77 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, a h i n -  
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in administratiwe agency, orig- 

istrative agency, ,Juven!le cases. 
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

I 

SUPERIOR COURT ( 5 8  counties) CI 

724 judges, 186 comissioners and referees 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, ,real property ri hts 6 25,888/no maximum), 

miscellaneous civil. Exclusive lomestjc relations, estate, 
Mental health cjvil appeals JUriSdiCtiOn, - DUI/DUI, Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals juris- 
diction, 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials. 

I 
I 

MUNICIPAL COURT (87 courts) 
554  judges, 123 referees and c o m i s -  
sioners. 
CSP casetypes: - fort contract, real pro ert 

rights (b 8/25,888), m a r l  ,craims 
($ 1 588), miscellaneous civil. - Limited felony, ,misdyeanor, DUI/DUI .  - fraffic/other violation. 

Jury trials, except in infraction cases 

I 

JUSTICE COURT (79 courts) 
78 Judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real pro ert 

- Limited felony, misdemeanor, 
- Traffidother violation. 

r i g h t s  ( S  8/25,888), sma!l.craims 
(b 1 508),  miscellaneous civil, 
DUI/DUI, 

CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real pro ert 
r i g h t s  ( S  8/25,888), sma!l.craims 
(b 1,508), miscellaneous civil, - Limited felony, misdemeanor, 

- Traffidother violation. DUI/DUI, 

Jury trials, except in infraction cases 

Court of 
last resort I 
Intemediate 

appellate 
court I 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
limited 

jurisdiction 

NOTE: Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains important information 
rtltvant to this ckart, 
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COLORADO COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital criminal, adnin- 
- No discretionary Jurisdiction. 

istratiue agency, juueni le, cases, 

SUPREAE COURT I/ 7 justices sit en banc 

r 

CI 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in ciuil, criminal, ahinistratiue 
agency, Juueni le, disciplinary, advisory opinion, original 

- giscretionary jurisdiction in ciuil, ,noncapital criminal, 
ahinistratiue agency, juuenile, advisory opinion, original 
roceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

I proceeding cases. 

1 

COURT OF BPPEBLS CI 

I 18 judges sit in panels I 

DISTRICT COURT (22  districtsln 
118 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real propert 

rights, estate civil ap- 
peals, mental health, yiscel 
aneous ciuil, Exclusive 

doMes t i c re 1 at i ons juris- 
diction, - CriMinal appeals, limited 

Jury trials, except in appealsd 

UIITER COURT ( 7  districts) 
7 district judges serue 
CSP casetypes: - Real property rights, 
Jury trials, 

DENUER PROBBIE COURT 

1 judge 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive estate, 

mental health 
urisdiction in 

denuer, 

Jury trials, 

DENUER JUUR(1LE COURI 
3 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive ado tion, 

support/cus toiy 
urisdiction in 

den u e r ! - Exclus!ve, juvenile 
urisdiction in 

denuer. 

Jury trials, 

I 
Hunihipal 
Court of 
recprd 

COUNTY COURT ( 6 3  counties) 
112 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real ro erty 

rights ($ 8 / 5 , b 0 0 ) ,  [xcrusiue 
small claims jurisdiction 

- Criminal appeals, limited felony, 
Exclusiue misdefieanor, DUI/DUl 
p s d i c t i o n ,  - ouiny traffic, Miscellaneous 
traffic, 

Jury trials, except in small 
claims and appeals, 

($  2,888). 

1 1 r""'-""'-'- .-..-.-..-... 
I HUNICIPllL COURT I 
I (215 courts) I 

1 "238 judger I 

I CSP caset pes: 
1 - tlouin jraffic parking, 

nunicipal 1 Miscel'laneous traffic, 1 
+Court n o t 1  Exclusive ordinance I 

of record I violation jurisdiction. I 

I I 

I I 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

L. -.................--------- 1 
I No jury trials, I 

The Denver Superior Court was abolished 11/14/86. 
HOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains i w o r t v t  infomation 

relevant to this ckart, 

Court of 
last resort 

lntemediate 
appellate 

court 

Courts o 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
lifiited 

jurisdiction 

Part I l l :  1987 State Court Structure Charts 139 



CONNECTICUT COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

S U P R M E  COURI 
7 .  'ustices sit en.banc in conference, otheyisp 5 justices 
s i t  as the Court in a panel whose membership rotates daily 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 

agency cases, 
adminis trative agency, Judge disci Pi inary cases, 

- Discretionary jurisdicti,on in civil .noncapital criminal, 

~~~ 

APPELLllTE COURT 
9 judges sit in panels 

A 

CSP casetypes: - tlandatory 'urisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, 
admini s t r a h v e  agency, juven i I e, 1 awyer disci pl inary, 
original proceeding cases, 
(zoning onlyP cases, 

- Di scretionar jurisdiction in adni nis trative agency 
I 

146 judges and the appellate justices/judges 
CSP caset pes: - Patern/!y/bastardy, mental health, miscellaneous ciuil. 

Exclusive tort contract, real pro erty rights, small 
cla/ms,(S,l,BBh, marriage dissolueion, civil appeals - y s d l c t i o n ,  

- Exclusive traffido her violation urisdiction, ,except 
f o r  uncontested parking (which i s  tandled ahinistra- 
xclusive criminal iurisdiction. , , 

I - juvenile jurisdiction, 
Jury trials in most cases, 

I 

.................................................... 1 
I PROBllTE COURT (132 courts) I 

I 132 judges I 

I CSP caset pes: 
I - Paterni!y/bastardy, miscellaneous dofiestic relations, I 
I mental health, miscellaneous civil, Exclusive adoption, I 
I estate jurisdiction, I 

I No jury trials, I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

L...........-.... - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - J  

Court of 
last resort 

lntemediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

iuri sdi c ti on 

Court of 
1 imi fed 

jurisdiction 

H O I E :  Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ckart. 
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DELAWARE COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURI 
5 Justices sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory 'urisdiction in civil, criminal, ,lawyer disci linary, advisory opin- 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, certifiid questions ions for tie executive and legislature, oriqinal proceeiing cases 

from federal courts, interlocutory decision cases, 

COURT OF CHllNCERY (3 counties) 
1 chancellor and 3 uice- 
chance 11 ors 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract real r o p e r  

ty rights, mental hearth. 
Exclusive estate juris- 
diction, 

No jury trials, 

SUPERIOR COURT (3 counties) CI 

13 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real propert 

rights mental health, 
miscellaneous. Exclusive 
civil appeals 'urisdiction - flisdemeanor, ixclusiue tri- 
able felony, criminal ap- 
peals, ,miscellaneous crimina 
Jurisdiction, 

1 

f 

~~~~ ~ 

COURT OF COHHON PLEAS 
(3 counties) 
5 judges 
CSP casetypes: - fort contract real property 

rights miscellaneous civil 
- Misdeneanor, - Preliminary hearings, 
Jury trials in some cases, 
(No jury trials in New Castle) 

($ 0/15,000) * 

JUSTICE OF THE P E K E  COURT 
(19 courts) 
53,justices of the peace and 1 
chief nagi strate 

i ms 

laneous 

Juru trials in sone cases, 

trials, except in appeals, 1 

FANILY COURT (3 counties) 
13 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive domestic relations 

- novinq traffic, miscellaneous 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdic- 

N o  jury trials, 

urisdiction, - il. isdemeanor, 
traffic ( juven 1 1  e). 
tion, 

I CSP caset pes: 
I - Misdemeanor, DUI/dUl. 
I - Traffidother violation, I 

-1 - Small craims (b 2 560), 
I 
I 
I 

I HUNICIPAL COURT OF WILHINGTON ( i  city) I 
I I 

I I 
I 3 Judges ( 2  full-time, 1 part-time) I 

I CSP casetypes: 
I - Misdemeanor, DU!/DUI: 
I - Traffic/other violation, 
I - Preliminary hearings. 

N O I E :  Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains inportant information 
relevant to this ciart. 

Court of 
last resort 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 inited 

jurisdiction 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

COURT OF nPPEnLs CI 

9 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory urisdiction i,n civil, criminal, 

administrahue agency juvenile, lawyer 
disciplinary, original proceeding, inter- 
1 o c u t 0 r y de C i s i.on cas e s 1 - Dlscretionary Jurisdiction in small claims, 
minor crininal, and original proceeding 
cases, 

SUPERIOR COURT 
61 judges 

CI 

CSP casetypes: - [xc 1 us 1 we. ci vi 1 'uri sdi c t i on, small c 1 aims 
Jurisdiction (b d,oE@). - Exclusive criminal 'urisdic t ion, - Exclusive traffidother violation juris- 
diction, except for Most parking cases 
(which are handled administratively). - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury trials in alnost all cases, 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

iurisdiction 

NOTE: Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains important infornation 
relevant to this ckart. 
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FLORIDA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

_3 

SUPREME COURT a 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in ciuil, criminal, administrative 

agency Juvenile, disciplinary, aduisory opinion cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agency, juvenile, adujsory opinion, orig- 
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

DISTRICT COURTS OF llPPERL (5 courts) 
46 judges sit in 3-judge panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory 'urisdiction in ciuil, noncapital criminal, 

administratiue agency, juvenile, original Proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction,in cjuil, noncapital crjfiinal, 
juuenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases, I 

I 

CIRCUIT COURT (26 circuits) 
362 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real pro ert rights (S 5,60B/no maxi- 

- Hisdemeanor, , 6 U l / D U l  miscellaneous criminal,, 
mum), miscellaneous ciui!. !xclusiue domestic relations, 
mental health estate, civil appeals jurisdiction, 
Exclusive triable feiony, crifiinal appeals Jurisdiction. 

Jury trials, except in appeals, 

~~ ~ 

COUNTY COURT (67  counties) 
223 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, ,real property rights ( S  2,500/5,886), 

- Hisdemeanor, DUI/DUI miscellaneous criminal, - Exclusive traffjc/other violation jurjsdiction, except 
parking (which is handled administratiuely). 

miscellaneous ciuil, Exclusive small claims jurisdiction 
(b 2,566). 

Jury trials, except in miscellaneous traffic. 

Court of 
ast resor 

Intermediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
I ifii fed 

jurisdiction 

NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains important information 
relevant to this ckart. 
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GEORGIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

+ 

SUPREME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 

COURT OF n p p w  
9 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital crimjnal, administratiwe agency, 
- tlP%t!onary. 'urisijction in civi!, noncapital criminal, administrative 

, original roceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

I 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civjl, criminal, ahinistrative.agency, juven/le, 
disciplinary, certified questions from federal courts, original proceeding 

Jury trials* 

cases. 
agency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

- Discretionary 'urisdiction in civi I ,  noncapi tal criminal , administrative 
I 

I JUUENILE COURT (159 counties: 591 
1 se arate courts, judges in 1BB I 
I o d e r  counties also sit on other1 
I courts) I 
I 11 full-time and 40 part-time 1 

I ud es 2 of whom also serve as 1 
I ka!e Court judges, and 2.mag- I 
I istrates, Superior Court Judges I 
I serve in the 100 remainin 
I count/es without a separa!e I 
I Juvenile Court Judge. 
I I 
I CSP caset pes: 
I - noving Yraffic, Miscellaneous 
I traffic. 
I - Juvenile, 
I No jury trials. 
I 

L.........---.......-----------. 

..................................... 
i CIVIL COURT I I S T M E  COURT 
I (Bibb Count I I ( 6 2  courts) 
I and Richon! I I 35 full-time 
I County) I I and 48 art- 
I 3 judges I I time j u h e s ,  and - -  
I I I 2 associates 

4 CSP casetypes: 
I - Iort con- 
I tract($ B/ 
I 7500-25000), 
I small claims 
I 258661, 
I - Limited fel- 
I ($ 3808- 

I ony, 
I Jury trials. 
L.........-.---.. 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

.J 

SUPERIOR COURI ( 4 5  circuits among 
159 counties) 

CI 

135 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, miscellaneous civil, 

Exclusive real property rights, 
domestjc relations, civil appeals 

- 1  isdemeanor, DUI/DUI, Exclusive 
triable felony, ,criminal appeals, - Iraffidother violation, except 
for parking. 

urisdiction, 

159 chief magistrates I 
and 273  magistrates, I 
31 of whom also serve I 

I I I State, Probate, Juu- I 
I CSP casetypes: I I enile, Civil, or I 
I - Iort contract,ttl lunicipal Courts, I 
I smalI claims I I I 

I (b UBRIES), I I CSP casetypes: I 
I miscellaneous I I - Iort contract 011 
I civil, I I 25aej small claims I 
I - Limited felony, I I ($ 2 5 h  I I 
I Misdemeanor I I - L!m/ted felony, I 
I DUIAUI. I I limited MiSdeMeanOr. I 
I - Hovin traffic I I - Ordinance uiolation.1 

4 miscellaneous 1 1 N O  jury trials, I 
1 traffic, I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .......................... r.........x....-... , I Jury trials, I 1 

1 M N I C I P A L  ('OUR I L......-...........J I COUNT RECORDER'S COURT I 
I (1 court in I I ( Chathm, De Kalb, t 
I Columbus) I I Gwinnett and lluscogee I 
I Judge I I Countiesj I 
I I 1 I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Iort, contract I 
I ($ 0/7588), I 
I small clains I 

I - Llmited felony,~ 
I Misdemeanor. I 

I Jury trials in t 
I civil cases, I 

I (4 lsa0-7see) .  I 

1 I 

L..-......------...J 

I 7 judges 
I CSP,casety es: 
I - Limited Ielony; 
I DUI/DUI, 
I - Iraffic/other 
I violation, 
I 

I No jury trials, 
L.....-............ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 

Court 
of 
last 

resort 

I n t e r  
mediate 

appe 1 1  ate 
court 

Courts 
of 

qeneral 
dPElIin 

r....L.............. 1 
I PROBATE COURT I 
I (159 Counties) I 

I 159 judges I 

I CSP caset pes: I 
I - !ental iealth I 
I estate, mlscei- I 
I laneous civil. I 
I - lisdemeanor, I 
I DUl/DUl, I 
I - lovin traffic, I 
1 miscellaneous I 
I traffic, 

I I 

I I 

I I 
I I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I No jury trials, 1 

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

I 
I 

NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this d a r t ,  

irts 
If 
I! ted 
tion 
'1s- 
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HAWAII COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREHE COURT 
5 Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 

agency juvenile, disci linary, certified questions fron 
- Discretionary 'uris iction in civi , criminal, adninistrative 

agency, juveniye, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
federal courts, origlna, P proceedinq cases: 

I cases. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I I 1 

I N T ~ I B I E  COURT OF n p p w  5\ 

3 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory urisdiction in civil, crlmjnal 

administrative agency juvenile, original , interlocutory decision cases 
%;i$n!o it by the Supreme Court, - No discre ti onary jurisdiction, 

, 

_. 

~ R C U I T  GJRT BND i i n ~ u  COURT (4 circuits) 
24 jud es and 8 district familu judges, One First 
Circui! judge hears contested land matters and tax 
appeals. 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real property rights, miscellaneous 

civil ( d  1 666-5,BBB/nO maximum), Exclusive dom- 
estic relations, mental health, estate, administra- 
tive agency a eals Jurisdiction, - Hisdemeanor, g!l/DUl miscellaneous criminal, 
Exclusive trjable,felony JUriSdiCtion, - Moving traffic, ,miscellaneous traffic, - Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, 

D I S I R I C I  COURT (4 circuits) 
1 22 judges and 37 per diem judges# 1 CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real propertu riuhts miscellaneous civil (b 6/ 

16,886) [concurrent from 5,688-18 OB6 (civil. nonJury)l. Exclusive 
small claims 'urisdiction (b 2,566).  - Misdemeanor dUl/oUl. Exclusive Iinited felony jurisdiction - Movin ,traffic, niscellaneous traffic, Exclusive parking, oidinance 
violaelon jurisdiction, 

1 N O  jury trials. I 

Court of 
last resort 1 
Intemediate 

appellate 
court 1 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

- - - -  Indicates assignment of cases, 
it Some per,diem judges are assigned to serve as per diem District & Family Court judges 

NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ciart, 

in the First Circuit, 

Court of 
limited 

jurisdiction 1 
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IDAHO COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPRME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory urisdiction i,n ciyil, crimjnal, 

administrative agenc , juvenile, disciplin- 
ary, original proceejing ca!es - Discretionary jurisdict!on in,aiuil, non- 
capital criminal, administrative agency, 
juvenile, certified questions from federal 
courts, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

COURT OF LPPMLS 
3 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatorr ,jurisdiction,in civil, noncapital 

criminal juvenile, original proceeding 
cases asiigned to it b the Supreme Court. - No discretionary jurisjiction. 

D I S T R I C T  COURT ( 7  districts) CI 

33 judges, 62 law er and 8 nonlawyer 
magistrates, and 3 trial court administrators, 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive ciuil 'urisdiction (including 

civil appeals) (g U n o  maximum; Hagistrates 
division: B/iB,BBB), Small claims jurisdic- 
tion ( S  2,8681. - Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (including 
crifiinal a peals). - Exclusi we, !raf f i c/other vi 0 1  ati on 

- ixclusiue juvenile jurisdiction. urisdiction. 

I Jury trials, except in small claims and traffic 

Intemediate 
appell ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

_ _ _ _  indicates assignment of cases, 

NOIE: Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ckart. 
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ILLINOIS COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

- 

S U P R M E  COURT 
7 Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory 'urisdiction i,n civil, criminal, 

ahinistraiive agency juvenile, lawyer 
disciplinary, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction in,ciuil, non- 
capital criminal, administrative agency, 
juueni le, certif led questions, from federal 
courts, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

f 

CIRCUIT COURT (22 circuits) CI 

786 authorized circuit and associate circuit 
Judges 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction (includinq 
- ixcluslue crininal 'urisdiction. - Excl us1 ve traff i d o l h e r  ui o l  ation 

administrative a encu appeals), small claims 
urisdiction 561) 

bPPELLllTE COURI ( 5  courts/di s tri c ts) 
34 authorized judges sit in panels, P I U S  9 
supplemental judges 
CSP casetypes: - flandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 

criminal, administrative auenc , juum!le, 
original Froceeding, inter [ocueorg decision 
cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, inter- 
locutory decision cases, 

CI 

I 

I 'uri sdi c t i on - hclusiue juvenile Jurisdiction, 
I Jury trials in most cases. 

I 
Court of 
general 

Jurisdiction 

Court of 
last resort 

Intemediate 
appellate 

court 

NOIE: Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this cIart, 
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INDIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

- 1 -  

SUPRME COURI 
5 j u s t i c e s  s i t  en banc 
CSP c a s e t y p e s :  - f landatory j u r i s d i c t i o n  in c i v i l ,  c r i f i i n a l ,  d i s c i p l i n a r y ,  o r i g i n a l  p r o c e e d i n g  
- D i s c r e t i o n a r y  j u r i s d i c t i o n ,  i n  c i v i 1 ,  noncapi  t a l  c r  ifii na l  , adn in  i s t r a t i  ve agency,  

c a s e s ,  
J u v e n i l e ,  o r i g i n a l  p roceed ing  c a s e s .  

I 7 
R I 1 COURT OF BPPULS ( 4  c o u r t s )  I 1 j u d g e  1 2  j udges  R /  I 

CSP c a s e t y p e s :  - Mandatory ' u r i s d i c t i o n  i n  c i v i l ,  n o n c a p i t a l  c r i f i i n a l ,  
a d n i n i s t r a t i u e  agency,  j u v e n i l e ,  o r i g i n a l  p r o c e e d i n g ,  
i n t e r l o c u t o r y  d e c i s i o n  c a s e s ,  - D i s c r e t i o n a r y  JUriSdiCtiOn i n  i n t e r l o c u t o r y  d e c i s i o n  
c a s e s .  

SUPERIOR COURT ( 1 1 5  c o u r t s )  
1 1 7  j u d g e s  
CSP c a s e t y p e s :  - T o r t  c o n t r a c t ,  r e a l  ro e r t  

r i g h t s ,  sfiall c l a i f i s  1s ! 8 0 h  
d o f i e s t i c  r e l a t i o n s ,  f i en ta i  h e a l t h ,  
e s t a t e ,  c i v i l  a p p e a l s  n i s c e l l a n e o u  
c i v i l ,  - f r i a b l e  f e l o n y ,  f i isdef ieanor ,  DUl/ 
DUI, c r i f i i n a l  a p p e a l s ,  f i i s c e l l a -  
neous  c r i f i i n a l ,  - Houinq t r a f f i c ,  f i i s c e l l a n e o u s  
t r a f f i c ,  - J u u e n i l e ,  

J u r y  t r i a l s .  

COUNIY COURT ( 5 7  c o u r t s )  
5 4  j u d g e s  
CSP c a s e t y p e s :  - T o r t  c o n t r a c t ,  real pro e r t y  

r i g h t s  6 8/18 000), s f i a r l  
c i a i f i s  (s 3,80b), Mental  
h e a l t h ,  f i i s c e l l a n e o u s  c i v i l ,  - L i f i i t e d  f e l o n y  f i isdef ieanor ,  
DUI/DUI, f i i s c e i l a n e o u s  c r i w  
i n a l ,  - I r a f f i c / o t h e r  v i o l a t i o n ,  

J u r y  t r i a l s ,  

A 
CIRCUIT COURT ( 9 2  c o u r t s )  FI 
8 9  Judges 
CSP c a s e t y p e s :  - T o r t  c o n t r a c t ,  r e a l  ro e r t  

r i g h t s ,  s f i a l l  claifis ft 5 008) 
d o f i e s t i c  r e l a t i o n s ,  nen ta !  h e a l t h ,  
e s t a t e ,  c j v i l  a p p e a l s ,  f i i s c e l -  
l aneous  c i v i l ,  - T r i a b l e  f e l o n y ,  f i i sd t f i eanor ,  DWI/ 
D U I ,  c r i f i i n a l  a p p e a l s ,  f i i s c e l i a -  
neous c r i f i i n a l ,  - Moving t r a f f i c ,  f i i s c e l l a n e o u s  
t r a f f i c ,  - J u v e n i l e .  

1 I I J u r y  t r i a l s ,  

PROBIITE COURT 
(1 c o u r t )  
1 j udge  
CSP c a s e t y p e s :  - Adoption,  e s t a t e ,  

f i i s c e l  l a n e o u s  
c i v i l !  - J u v e n i l e ,  

J u r y  t r i a l s ,  

................ , r'.'.."'..l......"' 1 
I CITY COURT (52 c o u r t s )  I I TOUN COURT I 
I I I ( 2 5  c o u r t s )  I 

I I 25 j u d g e s  I I 5 2  j u d g e s  

r""---'-"---" 

I I ,  I . .  
I CSP c a s e t y p e s :  I I CSP c a s e t y p e s :  1 1 

I - I o r t  c o n t r a c t  ( S  8(508-2,588)1 I - Hisdemeanor ,  I 1 

I - Cisdefieanor ,  DUVDUI, I I - I r a f f i c / o t h e r  I 1 

I ( H o s t  a r e  S 500 f iax i f iud ,  I I DUI/DUI. I 1  

I - I r a f f i c l o t h e r  v i o l a t i o n .  I I v i o l a t i o n ,  I 1  

I J u r y  t r i a l s .  I I J u r y  t r i a l s .  I 1  

1 I 1  I 1  

L.................................1 L .................... J I 

fi The Tax C o u r t  uas e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  1 9 8 6 ,  

HUNICIPIIL COURT OF HIIRION 
COUNIY (15 c o u r t s )  
1 5  j u d g e s  
CSP c a s e t y p e s :  - T o r t ,  c o n t r a c t ,  real 

ro e r t y  rights 6 0/ 
$0, $00) , , f i e n t a l  h e a l t h ,  
c i v i l  t r i a l  c o u r t  a p p e a l s ,  
f i i s c e l  l a n e o u s  c i  v i  1 ,  - L i f i i t e d  f e l o n y ,  f i isdenean-  
or, DUl/DUl, f i i s c e l l a n e o u s  
c r i f i i n a l ,  

- Traf  f i d o t h e r  v i o l  a t  ion.  
J u r y  t r i a l s ,  

I 

t 
r""".'......L...'..."."'. 1 
I SHALL CLIIIMS COURT OF I 
I HllRlON COUNTY ( 8  c o u r t s )  I 
I 

I 
I 8 j u d g e s  
I CSP c a s e t  pes:  
1 - Sfiall c'laims (s 3,800)~ I 
I - M i s c e l l a n e o u s  c r i f i i n a l ,  I 
I I 
I I 

L.....................--------l 
I No j u r y  t r i a l s ,  I 

H O T E :  !he t e x t  a t  t h e  be i n n i n g  of t h i s  s e c t i o n  c o n t a i n s  i n p o r t a n t  i n f o m a t i o n  
r e l e v a n t  t o  t h i s  c k a r t ,  

C o u r t  
of 

l a s t  
r e s o r t  1 

I n t e r  
f i e d i a t e  

a p p e l l a t e  
c o u r t  I 

Cour t s  
of 

g e n e r a l  
dYcPlIin 

C o u r t s  
o f  l,ifi! t e d  

dYKt 
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IOWA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

r 
SUPREHE COURT 
9 justices sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory urisdiction i.n ciuil, criminal, 

administraiiue agency, juvenile, lawyer 
disciplinary, certified questions from fed- 
eral courts, original roceeding cases, - Discretionary 'urisdichon i,n ciuil, crimin- 
a], administraiiue agency, juvenile, ,orig- 
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases, 

I I 1 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

6 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - landatory 'urisdiction in civil, crjmjnal, 

ahinistraiiue agency juveni le, original 
proceedin interlocutor decision cases 
assigned g; the Supreme,!ourt. - No discretionary JUriSdiCtiOn, 

I 

DISTRICT COURT (8 districts in 99 counties) FI 

lB0 judges, 42 district associate judges, 
17 senior judges, and 158 part-time magistrates 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including 

trial court appeals), Small claims i~ urisdiction~li 2 O@B), 

criminal a peals). 
jurisdiction, except for uncontested parking. 

- xclusive criminal jurisdiction (including 
- Exclusive !raffic/other violation 
- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction, 
Jury trials, except in small claims, juvenile, 
equit cases, city and count ordinance 
uiolahons, and mental healti cases, 

Court of 
last resort 

1 Intermediate appellate 
court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

- - - -  Indicates assignment of cases. 
NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains important information 

relevant to this ckart, 
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KANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREHE COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 

COURT OF llPPERLS 
18 judges generally sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 

agency, juvenile, original proceeding, crininal inter- 
locutory decision cases, 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil interlocutory decision 
cases. 

DISTRICT COURT (31 districts) A 

146 judges and 78 magistrates 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (including civil appeals), 
- Exclusive criminal Jurisdiction (including crininal Sttall clains jurisdiction 6 1,000) ,  

appeals) I - Moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
I Jury trials, 

I CSP casetyes:, I 

I - Hovjng raffic, miscellaneous traffic DUVDUI, Exclusive I 
I ordinance violation, parking jurisdiction. I 
I I 

Intermediate 
appellate 

court I 
Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
linited 

jurisdiction 1 
NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains important information 

relevant to this ciart, 
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KENTUCKY COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

4 

SUPRENE COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 

ypes: 
ru hrisdiction in capital and other criminal 

ing cases. 
administrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, 

- Discretionary jurisdicti,on in civil, noncapital criminal, 

COURT OF llPPEALS 
14  judges enerally sit in panels, but sit en banc in 
a policymaiing capacity. 
CSP casetypes: - Uandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, orig- 

inal Proceeding cases, - Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agency, original proceeding, interlocutory I decision cases, 

I 

CIRCUIT COURT ( 5 6  judicial circuits) 
91 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract real pro erty rights, estate (b 2 560/ 

no maxinun), Ixclusiye,Iomestic relptions, excepI,for 
paternjt /bastardy, civil appeals, miscellaneous civil 
urisdic!ion. - [isdemeanor. Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals 

Jurisdic ti on. 
Jury trials, except in appeals, I 

I 

DISTRICT COURT ( 5 7  judicial districts) 
125 judges 

lisdemeanor, limited - Exclusive traffic - Exclusive juvenile jurisdicti 
Jury trials in most cases, 

lurt of 
it resort 

Intermediate 
appe 11 ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
1 jmited 

jurisdiction 

NOTE: Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ckart, 
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LOUISIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1907 

SUPREnE COURT 
7 Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandator jurisdiction in civil, crininal, administrative 

agency Hisciplinar cases. - Discretionary juris!icti.on in civil, noncapital crininal, 
administrative agency juvenile, certified questions fron i federal courts, interIocutorr decision cases, 

COURTS OF n p p u L  ( 5  courts) 
48 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandator jurisdiction in civil, nonca ita1 crininal, ad- 

njnistrplive aqency, juyeni !e, origins! proceeding cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in original proceeding cases, 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appe 1 1  ate 

court 

192 judges 
I DISTRICT COURT (42  districts) n 

I , CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real pro erty rights, adoption, Mental 
health, narriage dissolu!ion. Exclusive sup ort/custody, 
ppternity/bastardy estate, civil trial cour! appeals, 
n!scellaneous civil Jurisdict!on, - Misdeneanor, DUl/DUl, Exclusive triable felony, crininal 
appeals Jurisdiction, - Traffidother violation, - Juvenile, 

Jury trials in nost cases, 
I JUUENILE COURI (3 courts) 
CSP casety es: - URESR aioption, Mental 

health, - Juvenile, 
Ho jury trials, 

Court of 
last resort 

FAMILY COURT ( i  in East Bator 
Rouge) 
CSP casety es: - URESR aa)option, Mental 

health, marriage dissolu- 
tion, - Juvenile, 

No Jury trials, 

J U S T I C E  OF THE I 
I P E K E  COURT I 
I ("399 courts) I 
I I 
I "399 Justices of I 
I the 'peace I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Iort, contract I 

I I 

I real'pro erty I 
I ri hts 0/ I  
1 i ~ l ~ ,  snail 1 
I clains ($1200). I 
I - Traffic/other I 
I violation. I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I No jury trials. I 

1 r... ."'.L... . . . .  

I I I I IYOR'S COURT 1 
I ("380 courts) 1 
I I  

I il!yd;!7es ; 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Traffic/otherl 
I violation. I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
1 I 
I I  
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I  
I I 

L - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  1 I No jury trials.1 

CITY IND P l R I S H  
COURTS ( 5 3  courts) 
li judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, 

real pro erty 
ri hts, 0/ 
50101, snall 
clains (b 2880), - llisdeneanor, 
DUI/DUl* 

- Trafficlother 
violation, - Juvenile, except 
for status 
petitions, 

No jury trials. 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 in1 ted 

jurisdiction 

NOTE: Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains iwortant infomation 
relevant to this ckart, 
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MAINE COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT SITTING AS LAU COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, adyinistratiue 

agency, juvenile, disciplinary, advisory opinion, original - groceedjng , interlocutory decision, cases, 
iscretionarv Jurisdiction in criminal extradition, 

I administrative-agency, original Proceeding cases, 

SUPERIOR COURT (16 counties) 
16 justices I aj 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract real propert rights, 

marria e dissoiution, sup orbcustody, 
Miscelyaneous civil, Extrusive aternityl 
bastardy, civil a eals jurisdiceion - Hisdemeanor, DUldIl, Exclusive triible fel- 
ony{ criminal appeals, miscellaneous criminal 
JUriSdiCtiOn. 

Jury trials in most cases, 

DISTRICT COURT (13 districts) 
24 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract real property 

ri hts ($ B/S,bBB), doMestic re- 
lalions (except for adoptions 
and paterni t /bastard 1 ,  Ex- 
clusive smal! claims !$ 1,466), 
mental health 'urisdiction, - Misdemeanor, DdI/DUl, Exclusive 
limjted felony jurisdiction, - Moving traffic, ordinance vio- 
lation, Exclusive parking, mis- 
cellaneous traffic ,jurisdiction, - Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction. 

I N O  jury trials, 

CI 

I CSP casetypes: 
I - Exclusive adoption, fiiscella- 1 
I neous domestic relations, estate1 
1 jurisdiction, I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

L........... - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - J  
I No jury trials, I 

ADHI NI STRATIVE COURT R 

2 judges 
CSP casety es: - Rppeal o F  administrative agency cases, 
No jury trials, 

Court of 
last resort 1 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 1 
Courts of 

1 imited 
iurisdiction 

NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ciart, 
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MARYLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

COURT OF SPECIAL RPPEllLS 
13 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital criminal, admin- 

istrative agency, juueni le, interlocutory decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, 
original proceeding cases. 

COURT OF BPPEllIA 
7 judges sit en banc 

4- 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in ciujl criminal, adninistratjve 

- Djscretionary jurisdiction. in ciuil, noncapital criminal, ad- 

agenc , Juvenile, lawyer disciplinar 
frofi )(ederal courts, original proceehng, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

certified questions 1 ministrative agency, juuenile, interlocutory decision cases, 

- 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real property ri hts, estate miscellaneous 

ciuii (b 2 500/no maximum), Exc!usiue domestic relations, 
mental heaith, civil appeals jurisdiction. - Felony, misdemeanor, ,miscellaneous criminal, Exclusive 
criminal appeals jurisdiction, - Juvenile, except in Montgomery County, 

Jury trials in most cases. 

C I R C U I l  COURT (8 circuits in 24 counties) r 109 judges 

t 
Juvenile in - I ~ ~ o n t g o m e r y  County 

DISTRICT COURT (12 districts in 24 +- counties) 
I 90 ,judges 

CSP casetypes: - Iort. contract. 

- Felony (theft-; 

uiolation, miscellaneous tra 
juri sdic t !on. - uuenile in flontgomery county. 

1 No jury trials. 

Court of 
last resort 

Intermediate 
appellate 

court 1 
Court of  
general 

jurisdiction 1 
---: 1 CSP casetypes: - Estate, exce t where such cases I 

are handled 1 Circuit Court in I 

Montgomery an! Harford counties, 1 

I I 

I I 
I I 
I I 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I  N o  jury trials, I 

Courts of 
I jmited 

jurisdiction 

NOTE: Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains important information 
relevant to this clart. 
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MASSACHUSETTS COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

+ 

SUPREHE JUDICIllL COURT a 
7 justices sit on the Court, and 5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Uandatory Jurisdiction in ciuil, criminal, judge disciplin- 
- Discretionary jurisdictjon in ciuil, criminal, adninistra- ary, advisory opinion, original proceeding cases. 

tiue agency, Juvenile, interlocutory decision cases, 

n p p m s  COURT 
10 justices sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: I - Uandatoru Jurisdiction in ciuil, criminal, administrative 

agency juirenile cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases, 

Court of 
last resort 

1 
lntemediate 

appellate 
court 

1 TRIAL COURT OF THE COHHONUEllLTH 
I 281 justices 

SUPERIOR COURT CI 
DEPARTMENT 
( 2 3  locations in 
1 4  counties) 

61 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, 

real propert 
rights, civii’ 
appeals, mi scel- 
laneous civil, - Triable felony, 
n i x e  1 laneous 
criminal. 

Jury trials. 
JUVENILE COURT 
DEPllRTHENT 
(Boston, Bris- 
to1 County, 
Hanpden Coun- 
ty, and U o r  
cester County) 
12 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Juuenile. 

Jury trials. 

DISTRICT COURT DEPARTMENT 
(69  qeo raphical diuisions) 
153 jusjices 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real property 

rights (S 0/no m a x i m w ) ,  
small claims (b 1,5061, s u p  
ort/custody aterni ty/bas- 

eard , mental [ealth, civil 
triai’ court appeals, miscel- 
laneous ciuil. - Triable felony, limited 
felony, misdemeanor, DUl/DUl, 
criminal akpeals, , - Traffic/ot er uiolation, - Juuenile. 

Jury trials in some cases, - 
HOUSING COURT 
DEPARTHENI ( U o rc e s te r 
County, Ham den 
County,and loston) 
4 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Real property rights, 

small claims 
6 1 500). - Limited felony, mis- 
demeanor. 

Jury trials. 

BOSTON HUNICIPllL COURT 
DEPllRTHENT (Boston 1 

11 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real 

property ri hts ( S  0/no max- 
i m w )  smayl claims 
( S  1 , 5 h ,  support/custod , 
mental health, ciui1,triai’ 
court appeals, and miscel- 
laneous civil. - Triable felony, misdemeanor, 
DUI/DUl, criminal a peals, - Traffic/other uiola&ion, 

Jury trials in some cases, 
PROBllTE llND FAMILY 
COURT DEPARTHENT 
(20 locations in 14 

court) 
3 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Real propert! 

rights, 

Jury trials* 

counties) 
37 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Su port/custody, 

paierni ty/bastardy 
miscellaneous ciui I I 
Exclus i we marriage 
d/ s s o  1 uti on, adoption, 
miscel lantous domes tic 
relations, estate 
jurisdiction, 

Ho jury trials, 

it Limited dollar Jurisdiction in tort and contract cases is b 25,000, 
NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 

relevant to this ckart. 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 
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MICHIGAN COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

appeals, miscellaneous 
civil, Exclusive m a r  
riage dissolution, 
support/cus tody, civi 1 
trial court appeals 
durisdiction. - WI/DUI miscella?eous 
crimina!. Exclusive 
triable felon criminal 
appeals jurisiiction. 

Jury trials, 
1 

SUPREHE COURT 

Jury trials. 

I 1 7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in judge disciplinary cases, - Discretionary, ‘urisdiction, in,ciuil, criminal, administrative 

agency, juuenife, lawyer disci Iinary, ,advisory opinion, 
original proceeding, interlocu!orr decision cases, 

COURT OF PPPEALS 
18 judges sit in panels 

I CSP casetypes: A - Handatoru Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 
agency juvenile cases. - Discretionary jurisdicti.on in civil, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, 

COURT OF CLPIllS R 
(1 court) 
i circuit judge serves 
CSP casetyes; 
- lldminis ratiue agency 

a peals involuin 
cPaims against tKe 
state, 

No jury trials, 

I 

CIRCUIT COURT R 
( 5 5  circuits) 
167 judges 

RECORDER’S COURT 
OF DETROIT (1) 

29 judges 
CSP casetypes: - DUIANI, miscel- 

laneous criminal, 
Exclusive triable 

t 

felon , criminal 
appeals juris- 
diction, 

DISTRICT COURT 
(161 districts) 
247 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, rea: 

ro erty ri hts Ps i/ie,m0P small 
c!alms (s  i,500), - Limited felony mis- 
demeanor, DUI/dUI. - llouin traffic, 
miscePlaneous 
traffic, ordinance 
ui o 1 ati on. 

Jury trials in most 
cases. 

I I 

I I 
I 167 judges I 

I CSP caset pes: 
I - Paterni!y/bastardg I 
I miscellaneous cIvii, I 
I Exclusive adoption, I 
I miscellaneous domestic 1 
I relations, mental I 
I health, estate. I 
I - Moving traffic, miscel-1 
I laneous traffic, I 
I - Exclusjue,juvenile I 
I jurisdiction, I 

I Some jury trials, I 

I I 
I I 

L..........................J 

1 1 r - - - - - - - - - - -  ...-------- 
I HUNICIPPL COURT I 
I (6 courts) I 

I 6 judges I 

1 CSP casetypes: I 
I - Iort, contract, real1 
I ro ert rights I 
1 Ps b i , ! ~ ~ ) ,  small I 
1 clains ($ 1,566). I 
I - Limited felon 
I misdeneanor, h l /  I 
I DUI, 
I - Movin traffic, I 
I miscePlaneous I 
1 traffic, ordi- I 
I nance,uiolation, I 
I Jury trials in most I 
! cases, I 

I I 

I I 

Court of 
last resort 1 
lntemediate 

appellate 
court 

H O I E :  Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ckart, 
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MINNESOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

S U P R M E  COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in crifiinal administrative agency, 

disciplinary, certified questions from federal court 
cases. - Discretionary, 'urisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative I agency, Juvenife, original proceeding cases. 

[ COURT OF PPPEALS I 13 judges sit en banc and in panels I 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, criminal, juvenile, agency juvenile cases. 

original proceeding cases. 

DISTRICT COURT (18 districts)# 
224 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract real property rights, domestic relations, 

smal! claims (Eonciliation Division: $ 8/2,688), mental 
health estate, miscellaneous civil, - Juvenile. - A l l  criminal, DUI/DUI. - Iraffidother violations, 

Jury trials, 

Court of 
last resort 

Intermediate 
appe 1 1 ate 

court 

11 Ihe District Court was consolidated in September, 1987, 
NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains important information 

relevant to this ckart, 

tourt of 
general 

jurisdiction 
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MISSISSIPPI COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

I lininaries, I 
I - Juvenile. 
I Appeals de novo. I 

I Jury trials, 

I 

I I 
I 

L...................----- r""'" 

SUPREME COURI 
9 justices sit in panels and en banc 

I juveniles, I 

I I 

I Jury trial of adults, I 

I I 

I I 

L....................~.------- - - - - J  

CI 

CSP casetypes: - landatory jurjsdic ti on. in. civi 1, crifiinal , a h i n i s  trative 
agency, juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in certified questions fron fed- 
eral court cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (28  districts)*CI 
40 judges 
Jurisdiction: - Civil actions. 

Bastardy. - F e  1 on i es, misdemeanors. 
Appeals de novo or on 
record, 

Jury trials, I. 
I 23 judges 

CHllNCERY COURT ( 2 8  districts)* 
39 Judges 
Jurisdiction: - Equity, divorce alimon , pro- 

bate, guardianship, menral 
comitqents, - Hears juvenile if no County 
Court. 
Appeals de novo. 

I Jury trials, I 

1 

I I 

r.'.............. l................ 
I FllNILY COURT (1 court)* I 

I 1 judge I 
I , 

............... ................ 1 1 1 r--- - - - - - - - - - . - . -  
I JUSTICE COURT (92 courts)* I 

r----...--.-.---- 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (168 courts)* 
I I I 
I 102 judges, 165 mayors I I 191 judges 

m i iu i i r r ryar  uburiiaiirc v r u l a -  I I ~ b h v i 1  aclriuiis \s U I O , O V U ~ ~  I 

I tions. I I - Misdemeanors, felony I 
I I I preliminaries. I 

I I Jury trials. I I Jury trials. 
I I I I 

L..........---......------- - - - - - - J  L............ ..................... J 

Court of 
1 as t resort 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
linited 

jurisdiction 

* A trial court jurisdiction.guide was never completed by.Mississip i, and data 
are unauallable for the trial courts; therefore, the trial court !eminology 
reported in this court structure chart does not reflect CSP model reporting terns, 

H O I E :  Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this d a r t ,  
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MISSOURI COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

-+ 

SUPREME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in capital criminal 

and original proceedin cases, - Discret!onar jurisdjc!ion. in civil, noncap- 
ita1 CriminaY, administrative agency, juven- 
ile, disciplinary, original proceeding cases, 

COURT OF APPEALS ( 3  districts) 
32 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 

cr!m!nal, administrat!ve aqenc!, juven!It, 
original proceeding, inter ocu ory decision 
cases, - No discretionary jurisdiction, 

I 

I 

CIRCUIT COURT (44 circuits) CI 

I 133 circuit and 178 associate circuit judges 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil 'urisdiction (including 

civil appeals) t d  8/no maximum; Rssociates 
division: b 8/15 888), Small claiMs juris- 
diction (b 1,8881, - Exclusive criminal 'urisdiction, - Iraffic/other ujola$on 'urisdiction, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 

Jury trials in most cases. 
I 

i HUNICIPAL COURT (415 courts) 
I 348 municipal judges I 

I CSP casety es:  
I - Hunicipay ordinance violations, 
I No jury trials, I 

I 
I 

I I 

I I 
I 
I 

I I 

L.-.................--------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - J  

1 

1 
I 

Court of 
last resort 

Intemediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
gtneral 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
1 jmited 

jurisdiction 

NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ciart. 
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MONTANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

i 

- 
SUPREHE COURT 
7 justices sit en banc and in panels 

Court of 
last resort 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, juvenile, 
- Discretionary urisdiction in administrative agency, 

disciplinary cqses, 
certified questions from federal courts, original proceeding 
cases, 

t WllTER COURT 

( 4  Diuisons) 
4 judges 
CSP casetwes: - Real pro'ert 

rights, Pimiled 
to adjudication 
of existin 
water righis, 

No jury trials, 

D I S T R I C T  COURT (28 Judicial districtslfi 
36 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real property rights 

(b 5 h o  maxifium), Exclusive domestic 
rel+tions, mental health, estate, 
civil ap eals, miscellaneous civil 
durisdiceion. 
ony criminal ap eals, 
isdemeanor, Exclusive triable fei- 

- Exclusive Juveni!e jurisdiction, 
Jury trials. 

1 r.'.......""""".~~~~ L-----.. 
I J U S T I C E  OF THE PERCE COURT I 
I ( 5 6  counties) I 

I 47 judges, !us 33 'judges who I 
I also serve lity Courts I 

I CSP casetutes: I 

I I 

I 

I - Tort--cintract real pro ertyi 
I rights (b 0/3 h), smal! I 
I claims (b 1,5bB). 
I - Misdemeanor, D U I B U I ,  I 
I - Moving traffic parking, mis-1 
I cellaneous traffic. I 
I I 

I Jury trials, except in small I 
1 claims. I 
L........... .................... .1 

UORKERS' 
COHPENSBT I ON 
COURT 
i judge 
CSP casety es: - Limited eo 

workers' 
compensation 
disputes, 

No jury trials, 

1 

I I 

I I 

T....... L...................... 
I H U N I C l P l l L  COURI (1 court) I 

I 1 judge I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort, contract, real rop- I 
I ert ri hts (b 8/3 !id), I 
I smai'l c?aims (S  i QBB). 1 
I - Misdemeanor D U I ~ U I !  
I - Mowin traffic parking, 
I miscellaneous traffic, 1 

I I 
I I 

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

................ 1 r......----------. 

I I 
I C I T Y  COURT (85 cities) I 

I 52 jud es plus 33 judges who also1 
I serve justice of the Peace Courts I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Iort contract real roperty I 
I rights (b 0/306), sma!l claims I 

1 (b 366), 
I - Misdemeanor , D U I / D U I !  
I - Moving traffic, parking, ,miscel-: 
I laneous traffic, Exclusive or- I 
I qinance ujolation, parking I 
I jurisdiction. I 

I Jury trials in some cases, I 

I I 

L...................................1 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 imited 

uri sdicti on 

NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ciart. 
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NEBRASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREHE COURT 
7 justices sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction o v e r  civil, criminal, administrative 

agency Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding cases, - Discretionary 'urisdiction o v e r  civil administrative agency, 
certified queshons,from federal courts, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases* 
I 

t fi 
DISTRICT COURT (21 districts) 
48 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real roperty rights, 

civii appeals, miscellaneous civil, 
Exclusive domestic relations (exce t 
ado tions) , mental health 'urlsdic!/on, - His!emeanor, DUI/DUI, Excfusiue tri- 
able felony; ,criminal appeals, miscel- 
laneous criminal jurisdiction. 

Jury trials, except in appeals, 

SEPBRIITE JUVENILE COURT 
(3 counties) 
4 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Juvenile, 

No jury trials. 

UORKERS' C O P E N S  A T  I ON COURT 
(1 court) 
6 judges 
CSP casety e s :  - Limited e o  workers' 

compensation disputes, 

COUNTY COURT (93 courts in 21 districts)* 
51  judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract real pro erty rights 

( S  015 BBB-lB,bBB), small clains 
( S  1 ,568)*  Exclusive adoption, estate 
tjurlsdiction. - imited felony, ,misdemeanor, DUl/DUI. - Traffidother violation, 

- Juvenile, 
Jury trials, except in parking, 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

* In July 1985, the flunicipal Courts were merged with the County Courts, 
NOTE: The text at the be inning o f  this section contains important infomation 

relevant to this c!art, 

Courts of 
1 !mi fed 

jurisdiction 
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NEVADA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

S U P R M  COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil .criMinal, ahinistratiue 

agenc , juvenile, ,lawyer disciplinary, original proceeding, 
interrocutorr decision cases. 

I - No discretionary jurisdiction, 

DISTRICT COURT ( 9  districts) 
35 judges, plus 2 effective 1/1/88 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real roperty rights (b 1 080/no MaxiMy!, 

Exclusive doMestic relations, mental health, estate, civil 
appeals, Miscellaneous civil jurisdiction, 
appeals, ~i,scellaneous,cr~~inal jurisdiction. 

- tlisdeneanor, DUI/DUI. Exclusive triable felony, criMinal 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials in Most cases. 

I 
I 62 justices of the peace# 
1 CSP casetypes: 
I - Iort contract real pro erty 
I rights 0 0/2,500), s ~ a l l  claims 
I (b 1,5B0), 
I - Misdeneanor, DUI/DUI. Exclusive 
I 1iMjted felony jurisdiction. 
I - Hoving traffic, parking, Miscella- 
I neous traffic. 

I 

I 
I Jury trials, except in m a l l  claiMs 
I and parking cases, 
L................-.................... 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

..J 

I HUNICIPlL COURT (18 incorporated 
I cities/towns) I 
I 

I 
I 25 judges# 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Tort contract real pro erty 
I rights (b 6/2,500), mal! c l a i ~ s  
I (b 1,5661, 
I - MisdeMeanor DUI/DUl. 
I - Hoving traffic, parking, ,Hiscel: 
I Ianeous,traffic, Exclusiy ordi- 
I nance violation jurisdiction. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

.J 

it fight Justices of the Peace also serve as Municipal Court judges, 

NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains iMportant information 
relevant to this ckart. 

Court 
of 
last 

resort 1 
Court 

of 
general 
d P E 1 L n  

Courts 
o f  

l.ifi! ted 
d P E 1 L n  
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NEW HAMPSHIRE COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

- 

S U P W E  COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

PROBllTE COURT (10 counties) 
10 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Hiscellaneous dmestic relations, 

Miscellaneous civi 1. Exclusive 
adoption nental health, estate 
jurisdiction, 

No jury trials, 

t CSP casety es: - No Mandaeory jurisdiction - Discretionary jurisdictioi in civil, noncapital criminal, 
a d m i s t r a t i v e  agenc , juvenile, disciplinar , advisory 
opinions for, the stale executive and legislalure, original 
proceed1 ng, i n terl ocutory dec i s i on cases, 

1 

SUPERIOR COURT (10 counties) fi 

25 authorized justices 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real ro erty rights, miscellaneous civil 

- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals jurisdiction. 
!S 5 b 1 o  naximun), Ixcrusiue ,Harriage,dissolution, patern- 
i ty/bas tardy, support/cus tody jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, 

DISTRICT COURT (41  districts) 
82  authorized full-tine and part- 
time judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort coitract, real pro ert 

rights (S 0/10,000), snarl cyaifi: 
($. 1, ?BO) ,  miscel 1 aneous domes t i i 
relations. - Misdemeanor, DUI/DUI. - Trafficlother uiolation. - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

No jury trials, 

HUNICIPllL COURT 
( 5  municipal i ties)# 
5 part-time justices 
CSP casetypes: - Real property ri hts 

m a l l  claims (S ! , 5 0 b ) ,  
Miscellaneous civi 1. - flisdemeanor, DU!/DUI! - Traffic/other violation. 

No jury trials. 

t Ihe,Municipal Court.is being phased out (by statute) upon retirement and/or 
resignation of sitting ~ustices, 

NOTE: Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains important information 
relevant to this ckart. 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 lfii fed 

jurisdiction 
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NEW JERSEY COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

b 

S U P R M E  COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, adninistratiue 

agency juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, 
ablinistratiue agenc appeal, juvenile disci linary, .certi- 
fied questions from redera1 courts, inhrlocuPory decision 
cases. 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, juve- 
- Discretionary juri sdi c!i on i n interlocutory decision case:. 

nile, adninistratlue, a ency , cases, 

SUPERIOR COURT: CIVIL, FBNILY, GENERAL EQUITY AND CAIHINl lL  
DIVISIONS (15 Vicinages in 21 counties) 
321 'udges authorized 
21 iurrogates also serve as deputy Superior Court Clerks 

CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (uncontested estate are 

- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals, mis- 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 
Jury trials in most cases* 

handled by the surrogates) (% B/no flaximv; S ecial Civil 
Part: S 8/5,@0). Small cla!ms jurisdiction [b l ,BBB),  

cellaneous criminal jurisdiction. 

I I 

I 
I 

I which 14 were Multi-Municipal) I 

I 362 Jud es of which approximately1 
I 28 are Puli-time 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Exclusive limited felon mis- I 
I demeanor, DUI/DUl jurisjlction. I 
I - Exclusive trafficlother 
I violation jurisdiction, I 

I No jury trials. I 

I 

I I 

L....-......................----- ----l 

TAX COURT* 
12 authorized judges 
CSP casetypes: - State/local tax 

matters 

Intermediate 
appellate 

court 1 
Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Y lax .Court is considered a limited Jurisdiction court because of its,specia!ized 
subject matter, Nevertheless, it receives appeals from administrative bodies and 
its cases are appealed to the intemediate appellate court. lax Court jud es 
have the m e  general qualifications and terns of service as Superior Cour! 
judges and can be cross assigned. 

NOIE: Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this d a r t ,  
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NEW MEXICO COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

I Jury trials, except in traffic,I 

SUPREME COURT 
5 Justices sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Handator .jurisdiction in ciuil, criminal, administratiue 

agency, hsciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdicti.on in ciuil, noncapital criminal, 
administratiue agency, Juvenile, certified questions from 
federal court cases. 

t 
COURT OF n m L s  
7 judges sit in panels 1 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory urisdiction in ciuil, noncapital criminal, 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases. 

administrahue agency, juvenile cases, 

t 
DISTRICT COURT (13 districts) 
59 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real property ri hts, estate, Exclusive 

domestic relations, mental healti, civil appeals, fiiscel- . . .  1 aneous ci u i 1 'uri sdi c t i on! 
prisdjction. , 

- misdemeanor. ixclusiue triable felony, criminal appeals 
- xclusiue juvenile jurisdiction, 
Juru trials. 

, , , , 

I t 
MAGISTRATE COURT ( 3 3  Hagistrate 
Districts) 
51 judges 

I Jury trials, I 

BERNllLILLO COUNTY METROPOLITAN 
COURT 
11 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real property 
- Limited felony misdemeanor, 
- Traffidother uiolation. 

rights ( S  6/5,666), 
DUlAUI, 

r.....'.""""".. '1........... 

I HUNICIPAL COURT (81 fiunicipal- 1 
I ities) 
I 81 judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Traffidother violation, I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

.......... 1 

I I 

I I 

r..'......-.. l......--- 
I PROBATE COURT ( 3 3  counties) I 

I 33 judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Estate, (Hears uncontested I 
I cases: Contested cases go to1 
1 District Court.) I 

I No jury trials, I 
I I 

L.......... - . - . - . - . . - - - - - - - - - - - - - J  

NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains important information 
relevant to this ciart, 

Court of 
last resort 

Intemediate 
appe 1 1  ate 

court 

Court of 
genera 1 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
limited 

jurisdiction 
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NEW YORK COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, 
crininal, adninistrative agency, 
juuenile, lawyer disci linary, orig- 
inal proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, 
crininal, .juvenile ori inal.pro- 
ceeding, interlocutory iecision 
cases, 

1 

felonies: 
3rd and 4th 

FllHILY COURT (62 counties-- 
includes HYC Family Court) 
156 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Donestic relations (except 

marriage djssolution) I 
gu,ardi anshi !. .Exc Ius i v c  
mental, heal, h Jurisdiction, - Exclus I w e ,  Juveni le 

Ho jury trials. 
Jur 1 sdl C ti on. 

- 

CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real pro erty 
rights ( S  8/25 EEE), snarl 
clains (S 1,50h, niscellane- 
ous civil. 

CSP casety es: - linited Felony, nisdeneanor, 
DUlAUI. - lliscellaneous traffic nisde- 
neanors, ordinance violation, 

Jury trials, I Jury trials in crininal cases. 1 

COURT OF n p p u u  
7 judges sit en banc cou 

of I 
res 

,t 
.s t 
rt CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurisd/ction in civil, crininal, administrative agency, juvenile, 

- Discretjonar jurisdiction in civil, .crininal, administrative agency, juuenile, 
original proceeding cases. 
Judge discip!inary, original proceeding cases, 

I L 
LPPnlAIE IERMS OF S U P R U E  COURT 
( 3  terns12 departnents) 
15 justices sit in panels in three 
terns 

A 
n p p n m  DIVISIONS OF SUPREME a 
COURI (4 courts/divisions) 
47 justices sit in panels in four 
departnen ts I Intern te 

e CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, 
crininal, Juvenile, interlocutory 
decision'cases. 
crininal, juvenile, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

- Discretionary juri sdjc ti on in 

I I 

1 Honfelonies: 
2nd Departnent 

I 

COUNTY COURT (57 counties outside NYC) 
r484 FIE conbined Suprene Court and 
County Court Judges, 

CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, .real ropert rights, 
niscellaneous civil (1 0/25,!!0). 
Trjal court appeals 'urisdjction, - Tr!able felony D U I ~ U I ,  ?isceiianeous 
crininai, Exclusive crininal appeals. 

Jury trials, 
I 

Courts 1 of 
general 
jur! s- 

diction 

SUPREME COURT (12 districts) CI 
~ 4 8 4  F T E  conbined Suprene Court and 

CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, ,real property rights, 
niscellaneous civil. Exclusive 
narriage dissolution jurisdiction. - friable felony, DUl, niscellaneous 
crininal, 

Jury trial s a  

County Court Judges, 

t 

Departnents 3rd and H 4th 1st d 2nd 

I 

SURROGIIIES' COURI 
( 6 2  counties) 

COURI OF CLllINS (1 court) 
32 Judqes, 15 act as Suprene 
Court Judges 

76 surrogates 
CSP casetypes: - Bdoption, estate, 

CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real 
ropert rights involving 

!he stale. 
Ho jury trials. 

DISIRICI COURT (2 counties) 
49 judges in Hassau and Suffolk 

CIIY COURT (79 courts in 61 
cities) 
165 judges 

if 
on 

cou 
I i! 
d' 

CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real pro erty 
rights (6 0/15,000), m a l l  

CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real Property 
I cliins (6 1,5081, - tinited felony, nisdeneanor, 

DUI/DUl, - Hoving traffic, nisctllaneous 
traffic ordinance violation. 

Jury trials, except in traffic. 
t -  

t Jury tri a1 s, 

................. 1 ....... -...-----, 
CIVIL COURT OF THE CIIY OF 
HM YOM (1 court) 

CRIHIML COURT OF THE CIIY OF 
NU YOM (1 court) 

TOW LND UILLRGE JUSIICE COURI i 
I (2 327 courts) 
I 1,985 justices I I I 120 judges I I 167 judges I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort contract real pro erty 1 
I rights ( S  0/3 h), snal! I 
I clains ( S  1 ,5h) .  
I - Hisdeneanor, ,DUI/DUI, niscel- I 
I laneous crininal, I 
I -Iraffic/other violation. I 
I Jury trials in nost cases* I 
L............................-.---J 

I - Tort contract real pro erty 1 
I rights ( S  0 / 3  h), snal! I 
I clains ( S  1 ,5h) .  
I - Hisdeneanor, DUVDUI, niscel- I 
I laneous crifiinal, . I 
I -Iraffic/other violation. I 
I Jury trials in nost cases* I 
L............................-.---J 

The text at the beginning of this 



NORTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

+ 

SUPRENE COURT CI 

7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory JUrlSdlCtiOn in ,ciui 1 I criminal, administrative 

agency, Juvenile, Judge disciplinary, interlocutory 
decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, criminal, admin- 
istrative agency, .Juvenile, advisory opinions for the 
executive and legislature, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases, 

I 

COURI OF IIPPMLS 
12 judges sit in panels 

SUPERIOR COURI ( 3 4  districts) CI 

72 judges and 100 clerks with estate Jurisdiction 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real property rights 6 l0,080/no max- 

i m d ,  miscellaneous civil cases. Exclusive adoption, 
estate, mental health, administrative agency appeals 
urisdiction. 

jurisdiction. 
- d  isdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals 

Jury trials, 

D I S T R I C I  COURT ( 3 4  districts) 
151 judges and 637 magistrates of which approximately 
10B Magistrates are part-time 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real ro ert rights (b 0/10,BBB), .Ex- 

clusive small claims !$ !,SO!), non-adoption domestic 
relations, civil trial court appeals, miscellaneous .. . 
civi 1 jurisdiction. - Misdemeanor, Exclusive limited felony, DUI/DUI  juris- _ .  
diction. - E xclusiue traf f I clother v i o 1  ati on Jurisdiction, - Exclusive Juvenile JUriSdiCtiOn. 

Jury trials in civil cases only, 

I 
1 
I 
~ 

Court of 
last resort 

1 n t e m e d i  ate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
sen era 1 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
1 jmited 

jurisdiction 

NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ckart, 
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NORTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPWE COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction. in,civil, crifiinal, ahinlstratiue 
- No discretionary jurisdiction, 

agency, juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases. 

L 

........... 

I 
I 
I 

3-judge panels 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 

criminal, ahinistrative agency, juvenile, 
disciplinary, original proceeding, i n t e r  
1 ocutory dCc i s i on ,cases! - Ho discretionary JUriSdiCtiOn, 

1 I 

DISTRICT COURT (7 judicial districts in 53 
counties) 

CI 

26 judges 
CSP casetupes: 
:-Iort--ci&act, real property rights 

guarhi anshi p. Exc Ius ive domes tic re! ations, 
appeals of ahinistrative agency cases, 
miscellaneous civil jurisdiction. - Misdemeanor, miscellaneous criminal. Exclusive 
triable felony jurisdiction. - Moving,traffic, .miscellaneous traffic, - Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction, 

Jury trials in most cases, 

.......................... r'-""-'-'----""'--..-....-..-.... 

I I I cities) 
I 27 judges I 1  
I I I 148 judges 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - tort contract, real property 
1 rights ($ 0/10,000), estate, Ex- 
I clusive snall claims ($ 2,BBB), 
I mental health jurisdiction. 
I - Limited felony, misdemeanor, DUI/ 
I Dull crininal. appeals. 
I - Moving traffic, parking, miscel- I I 
I laneous traffic, I 1  

I I  . .  
I I CSP casetypes: 
I 1 - DUI/DUl, 
I I - novin traffic parking, 
I-W misce Ylaneous ,traffic 
I I Exclusive ordinance violation 
I I jurisdiction, 

'1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 1  I 
I Jury trials, except in small claims I I I 
I cases, I I No jury trials, I 
L.......................................l L....................................1 

Court of 
last resort I 
lntemediate 

appe 1 1  ate 
court 

1 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

- - - -  Indicates assignment of cases, 
1( Effective July 1, 1987 throu h January 1, 1990, .a temporary Court of flp eals is 

established to exercise appe?late and original jurisdiction as delegate! by the 
Supreme Court, 

NOTE: the text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ckart, 

Courts of 
1 ! M i  fed 

jurisdiction 
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OHIO COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

CSP casetypes: - Miscellaneous civil actions 
- Uictims of crifie cases against the state, 

SUPRRIE COURT CI 

7 justices sit en banc 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - DWI/DUI, I 
I - Traffidother violation. 1 
I I 
I I 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 
agency ,juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction, in cjvil, noncapital criminal, 
Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

COURT OF APPEllLS (12 courts) 
58 Judges sit in panels of  3 Members each 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurjsdiction, in civil, criminal administrative 

agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision L cases; - Ho discretionary Jurisdiction, 

~......-.-----------.-----------. ................................ 
I COURT OF COHHON PLUS ( 8 8  counties) 
I 339 judges I 

I I 

I I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Iort, contract, real property rights (b 5B0/no Maximum), I 
I appeal o f  administrative agency cases miscellaneous civil, I 
I Exclusive domestjc relations, mental health, estate Juris- I 
I estate Jurisdiction, I 
I - Exclusive triable felony, miscellaneous criminal Jurisdiction, I 
I - Exclusive ‘uvenile ‘urisdiction. 
I - Traffidotier violation (juvenile cases only) jurisdiction, 
I I 

L....... .......................................................... J 
I Jury trials in Most cases. I 

i MUNICIPAL COURT (118 courts) 
I 198 judges 

i COUNTY COURT (51 courts) 
I I 1  

I I 61 judges 
I I 1  

I CSP casetuws: I -,. - - -  
I --ioit--contract, real pro erty I 
I rights (5 0/16 BBB), ma!] I 
I claims (b ~ , B B B ) ,  miscellane- I 
1 ous ciuil, I 
I - Limited felony, misdmeanor, I 
I DWI/DUI, criminal a peals. I 
I - Iraffidother violation, I 

I Jury trials in Most cases, I + 
I 

L................................ 

Court of 
last resort 

1 CSP casetypes: 
I - Iort contract real pro erty 
I rights (5  6/3,b86), smal! claims 
I (5  1 606), miscellaneous civil. 
I - Limited,felony, misdemeanor, DUl/ I 

I DUI c m i n a l  appeals, 
I - Irakfic/other violation, except for 
I parking cases, I 

I Jury trials in most cases, I 
I I 

L - . . . - . - - - - - T - - - - - - - . . - - - - - - - - - . - . - . - . - - J  

-1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

r.l................l.......... 
I HWOR’S COURT (“690 courts) 1 COURT OF CLAIMS (i  court) 1 

I 

1 judge sits on temporary 696 judges (mayors) I 
assianment I 

I I 

L....... J 
I Ho jury trials, I Jury trials. ...................... 

Court of 
general 

iurisdiction 

Courts of 
limited 

jur I sdi c t i on 

NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains important information 
relevant to this cRart. 
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OKLAHOMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREME COURT 
9 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: 
- Handatory 'urisdiction in civil, 

administ:atiue, agency, juveni le, 
lawyer disciplinary, advisory 
opinion, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, 
administratiwe agency, juvenile, in- 
terlocutory decision cases. 

I 
I 
I t 
7 

I COW OF APPE~~LS ( 4  courts) 
12 jud e s  sit in four p e w  
anent givisions of 3 members 
each 
CSP casetupes: - Handato?jurisdiction in 

agency, juvenile, original 
1 civil, aininistratiue 

roceeding, interlocutory I {ecjsion cases that are 
assigned by the Supreme 
Court. 
tion, 

- No discretionary jurisdic- 

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS 
3 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in crininal, - iuuenile, origi.na1 groceeding cases. 

iscretionary juris iction in inter- 
locutory decision cases, 

I DISTRICT COURT ( 2 6  districts) 
71 district, 77 associate district, and 
58 judges I 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil Jurisdiction, except 

for concurrent jurisdiction in appeal 
of administratiwe agency cases, 
Small claims jurisdiction 1,5661, - Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (includi 
criminal a eals), - Hoving trarfic, miscellaneous traffic, 
ordinance violation. - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials, 
I 

COURT OF TAX REUIM CI 
(1 court) 
3 District Court 
Judges serve 
CSP casety es: 
- ~p ea1 , o f  admin 

isPrative agency 
cases, 

I MUNICIPAL COURT NOT i MUNICIPAL CRIMlNllL I 
I OF RECORD (346 courts) I I COURT OF RECORD I 
I I 'I ( 2  courts) I 
I lip roximately 358 full I I 
I an8 part-time judges 1 I 8 full-tine and 18 
I I I part-time judges I 
I CSP casetypes: I I I 
I - Iraffic/other I I CSP casetypes: I 
I violation, I I - Irafficlother I 
I I I violation, I 

I I Jury trials, I I Jury trials. 
I I 1  I 

L.......................J . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Courts of 
last resort 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appellate 

court 

Courts of 
limited 

jurisdiction 

- - - -  Indicates assignment of cases, 
Oklahoma has a Uorkers' Compensation Court which hears complaints that are handled exclusively by 
administrative agencies in other states. 
NOTE: Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains inportant infomation 

relevant to this ckart, 
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OREGON COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPRUlE COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in capital criminal, administrative agency, 
- Discretionaru Jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital criminal. a k i n -  

djscipl jnary, original proceeding,cases, 

I istrative agency, juvenile, discjplinary, certified questions-from 
federal courts, original proceeding cases. I 

COURT OF llPPEALS CI 
18 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory juri,sdiction in.cjuil, nonca ita1 criminal, administra- 

tive agency, Juvenile, original proceehns, interlocutory decision 
cases, - No discretionary jurisdiction, 

- 
TllX COURT CI 
(1 court) 
1 judge 
CSP casetypes: - Civil appeals 

from adninis- 
tratiue 
agencies, 

No jury trials, I 
I I 

CIRCUIT COURT (28 judicial districts in 36 
counties) 
8 4  judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real pro erty rights 

(b iB,000/no fiaxifiw), a80 tion estate, 
civil appeals .Mental healeh, ixclusive 
domestic relations (except adoption), miscel. 
laneous civil 'urisdiction, - Exclusive t r i a h e  felony, criminal appeals 
urisdiction, - !uvenile, 

Jury trials in most cases. 

peace 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, 

real pro erty 
ri hts (1 8/ 
2 See), small 
claims (b 2,588), - Limited felony, 
misdemeanor, 
D U I A U I ,  - Hoving traffic 
parking, miscel- 
aneous traffic, 

r e - - - - - - - - - - - - - +  ~....-..------------- 1 r  ____________.__._ 
I COUNTY COURT 1 I JUSTICE COURT I I MUNICIPllL COURT 1 
I (36 counties) I I (39 courts) I I (194 courts) I 

I 9 judges I I 38 justices of the I I 126 judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I I 
I - Ado tion, I I 
I meneal health, I I 
I estate, I 1  
I - Juvenile. I I 

I Ho jury trials, I I 
L _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _  J 1 

I I 1  1 1  I 

I I 1  

I I 1  

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

- -  
I 1  

I I CSP casetypes: 
I I - Misdemeanor, 
I I DUIAUI. 
I I - Iraffic/other 
I I violation, 

I I Jury trials in 
I I some cases. 
I L  .-..--.--------- 

I 1  
, I  I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

H 

I 
-1 

I I 
I Jury trials in somet-) 
I cases, I 
L.--. --......--..... -1 

e- 

- 
DISTRICT COURT 
( 2 7  counties with a 
District Court) 

58 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, 

real'pro erty ' 

rights (! 0/ 
1 0  000), small 
cliims (s 2 5 0 ~ 0 ,  
[robate/wi 1 i d i n -  
estate. - Limited felony, 

mi sdeneanor , 
D U I A U I ,  - Iraffidother 
violation, 

Jury trials in some 
cases. 

N O I E :  Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ckart, 

Court of 
last resort 1 
1 

Intemediate 
appellate 

court 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of  
1 jni ted 

jurisdiction 
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PENNSYLVANIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

S U P R M E  COUWT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, crjminal, adninistrptjue agency, juvenile, 
- Discretionary jurisdiction. in cluil, noncapital criminal, administrative agency, disciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

Court of 
last resort 

I CONHOIPlEALTH COURT CI 

9 authorized judges sit in panels 
and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, 

noncapital criminal, adninistra- 
tive agency, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases 
involving the Coyonwealth, - Discretionary urisdiction in 
civil administrative agency or- 
igina! proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases involving the 
Comonweal th, 

I 

SUPERIOR COURT 
15 authorized judges sit in panels 
and en banc 
CSP casetypes - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, 

nonca ita1 crifiinal, uuenile, or 
igina! proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

enile, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases, 

- Djscretionary. 'urisdiction in 
civil, noncapi t a1 criminal, JUU- 

COURT OF CONNON PLEllS (68 districts in 67 counties) 

CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real roperty ri hts, miscellaneous civil. 
Exclusive domestic relations, esfate, mental health, civil 
appeals Jurisdiction, - Misdemeanor, DUI/DUI. Exclusive triable felony, criminal 
appeals, ni.sce I I aneous. crjminal jurisdiction. - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

(1st District) 
22 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Real roperty rights (b 615 BOB), 

fil sce! 1 aneous domes tic re 1 at! ons 
mi sce 11 aneous ,c i y 1 1  ! Exc 1 us i we 
small claims jurisdiction 

- I;j,yited felony, misdefieanor, DUIl (s  s m e ) ,  
UUl, - Ordinance violation, 

No jury trials. I 

1 
Intemediate 

appe 1 1  ate 
courts 

1 
Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

(543 courts) I I  
I I  I I 543 district justices 

CSP casetypes: - Tort contract real property 
- Limited felony, misdemeanor, 
- Trafficlother violation, 

rights (b B/Q,bBB). 
DUI/DUI, 

CSP casetypes: - Tort contract real property 
- Limited felony, misdemeanor, 
- Trafficlother violation, 

rights (b B/Q,bBB). 
DUI/DUI, 

Ho jury trials, J 
PHllADELPHIll IRIIFFIC COURT 
(1st District) I 
1 judges 
CSP caset pes: - Hovin k a f f i c  parking, 

Mi sce(i1 aneous traf f i c. 

No jury trials, 

1 1 r - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -.--.------------- 
I PITTSBURGH CITY MGISTRBTES I 
I (5th District) I 

I 5 magistrates I 

I CSP casetypes: 
I - Real pro erty rights. 
I - Limited [elony, misdemeanor, 
I DWI/DUI, I 
I - Trafficlother violation, I 

1 No jury trials. I 

I I 

I I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 

L.....................................J 

Courts of 
I !mi fed 

jurisdiction 

NOIE: Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ckart, 
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PUERTO RlCO COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREHE coum 
I I 8 justices 

Jurisdiction: - Reviews jud ments and decisions of the Court of First I n -  
stance,* ani cases on appeal or review before the Superior 

SUPERIOR COURT* ( 1 2  districts) 
92 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real ropert rights (b lB,BBB/no maximum), 

- Misdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony and criminal appeals 
dofiestic relations an8 miscerlaneous civil. Exclusive estate 
and civil appeals jurisdiction, 
urisdiction, - i  xclusive juvenile jurisdiction, I 

Jury trials in crhinal cases$ 
I I 
I 

4 DISTRICT COURT* ( 3 9  courts) 

94 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real roperty rights (b B/lB,BBO) miscel- 

laneous domestic relahons and Miscellaneous civil - H!sdemeanor, Exclusive limited felony and DUIlDUI'juris- 
diction. - Iraffidother violation, except parking, 

No jury trials, 
I 

JUSTICE OF THE P U C E  ( 3  courts) 
3 regular judges and 1 0  special judges 
Jurisdiction: - Justices of the Peace are empowered 

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

No jury trials. 

MUNICIPAL COURT ( 5 2  courts) 
56 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Traffic/other violation. 

No jury trials, 

* Ihe Court,of First Instance consists of two diuisions: the Superior Court and 
the District Court. 

NOTE: Ihe text at the be inning of  this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this c8arta 

Court of 
1 ast resort 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 inited 

urisdiction 
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RHODE ISLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

S U P R M E  COURT 
5 justices sit en banc R/ 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, juvenile, 
- Discretionary urisdiction in administrative agency appeals, 

discipljnary, advisory opinion, oriqinal proceeding cases, 
interlocutory decision, original proceeding cases, 

L 

SUPERIOR COURT ( 4  divisions) 
28 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract real roperty rights ($  5,~88/no 

maximm), civiI a ears m i s c e l l a n e y  civil, - Misdemeanor, DUl/g!ll kxclusive triable felony, 
criminal appeals Jurisdiction. 

I Jury trials. I 

DISTRICT COURT ( 8  divisions) CI 

13 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real ro erty 

rights (% 115 b80-18,~00~, appeal! 
of administrative agenc cases, 
Exclusive small claims b 1,588), 
Mental health ‘urisdiction, - Mjsdemeanor, Ddl,/oUl.. Exclusive 
limited felon urisdiction. - Ordinance uiorahon, Exclusive 
Moving traffic for those cases 
not handled admi ni s trati we 1 y , 

No jury trials, I 

FAHILY COURT ( 4  divisions) 
11 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Exc Ius !we, domestic re lati ons 
- i  xclusive juvenile jurisdiction, urisdic ti on. 

No jury trials, 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

I ’  

I CSP casetypes: I I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Ordinance ujolption. Exclusive I I - Exclusive estate jurisdiction, I 
I parking jurisdiction, I I I 

Courts of 
lifiited 

jurisdiction 

NOTE: Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ciart. 
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SOUTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

--t 

S U P R M E  COURT 
5 Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, juvenile 

disciplinary, certified questions from federal courts, orig- . -  inal Proceedinq, interlocutory decision cases, 
admnistratiue agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, inter- 
locutory decision cases, 

- Discretionary jurisdicti.on in civil, noncapital criminal 
I 

I 
I 

1 t 
COURT OF n p p m s  
6 judges sit in panels and en banc 1 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, ,noncapital criminal, a h i n -  
- No discreeionary Jurisdiction, 

istrative agenc , juvenile, original proceeding cases assigned 
by the Su reme fourt 

CIRCUIT COURT (16 circuits) CI 

31 Judges and 20 masters-in-equity 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract real roperty ri hts, miscellaneous civil, 
- Hisdemeanor, D U d i I .  Exclusive ,triible felony, criminal 

Jury trials, except in appeals. 

Exclusive civii a ears Jurisdiction 
appeals, miscellaneous criminal JUriSdiCtiOn. 

FAHILY COURT (16 circuits) 
46 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Miscellaneous civil, Exclusive 

domestic relations Jur!sdiction, 
except for some aternit /bastardy 
cases heard in tie Magisirate 
Court, - Juvenile traffic, - Juvenile, 

No jury trials. 

1 ~"~""""""""~~~.....~~~.~.~~~. 
I I  

I I  

I  PROBATE COURT (46 courts) I 

I  46 Judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I  
I  - Exclusiue.menta1 health, estate 
I jurisdiction. I  

I  No jury trials. I  

+ 
I I  
I I  

L......................------------.--l 

Court of 
last resort 

1 

1 
I temediate 

appe 1 1 ate 
court 

I HAGISTRATE COURT (315 courts) 
I  315 magistrates I 

I  CSP casetypes: I  
I  - Iort contract real property1 
I ri his ( $  0/1 h), some I  

: - Limited i(elonq, misdemeanor, I 
I DUlflUI, 
I - Traffjc/other violation. I  
I - Juvenile, I  

I  Jury trials. I  

I  I  

I  I 

aternit /bastardy, 

I I  

L--................--------------l 

1 ~----.------------------------.-- 
I I 

I I 

I  HUNICIPllL COURT (241 courts) I 

I "250 judges I 

I CSP casety e$: + - Limited !elony, misdemeanor, I 
I DUlflUI, 
I - Traffidother violation, I  

I  Jury trials, I 
I I  

L........-............--- - - - - - - - - J  

- - - -  Indicates assignment of cases, 
NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains important infornation 

relevant to this ckart. 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 imited 

jurisdiction 
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SOUTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPRME COURI 

5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory 'urisdiction in civil, criminal, 

ahinistratiue agency juvenile, 
disciplinary, origina! proceeding.cases, - Discretionary urisdiction in advisory 
opinions for.t{e state executiue, i n t e r  
locutory decision, original proceeding 
cases, 

I 

I 

CIRCUIT COURI ( 8  circuits) CI 

35 judges 18 law ma istrates, 11 art-tine 
lay Magistrates, 84 full-time cler! nagis- 
trates, and 49 part-time clerk magistrates, 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusiue civil jurisdiction (includin 

civil a eals), Small claims jurisdiction 
- Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (includinq ( S  2 ,00 l3 ,  

criminal a peals). - - Exclusive !raffic/other violation juris- 
diction (exce t for uncontested parking 
which is handred ahinistratjvely), - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, except in small claims. 

Court of 
last resor 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ciart. 
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TENNESSEE COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

COURT OF APPEALS (3) CI 

S U P R E M  COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

COURT OF CRIMINAL llPPEllLS (3) 

CSP casetypes: - Handator jurisd/ctjon,in civil, crifiinal, workers' cofipen- 
sation Yawyer .disciplinary .cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction, in civil, noncapital crjfiinal, 
Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

CIRCUIT COURT CI 
( 9 5  counties in 31 districts) 
69 judges 
CSP caset pes: - c i v i l  t i l  5 B h o  fiaxifiw)l , 

- Crininal. - Moving traffic, fiiscella- 
Jury trials. 

except small claiys, Civil 
appeals Jurisdiction, 

neous , traffic, 

CHllNCERY CI CRIHINAL COURT 
COURT (31 districts) 
(31 districts) 
33 chancellors 
CSP.caset pps: - CriMinaY Crivinal - Civil (1 50/ 

no fiaxifiw) 
except sfial l 
claifis, 

26 judges 
CSP caset pes: 

appeals jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, Jury trials. 

sit in panels and 9 judges s i t  in panels and I I en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory urisdiction i,n civil, 

ahinistrative agency, Juvenile 
cases. 

CSP casetypes - Mandatory jurisdiction in non- 
capital crifiinal, Juvenile, or- 
iginal proceedi,ng,cases! - Discretionary urisdiction in 
interlocutory decision cases 

4 JUDICIAL DISTRICTS (31 districts) I 

Court of 
last resort 

I 

In ternedi ate 
appellate 

courts 

I 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

I I 3 judgesj.5 gen- I I 
I I era1 session 1 I "197 judges 
I I .iudaes also serve1 I " ............. 

I CSP caset pes: I 1  I I CSP casetypes: 
I - PaterniYy/bastardy,i I CSP casetypes: I I - Misdefieanor, DUI/DUl.~ 
I Mental health, I I - Estate, I I - Trafficlother v i o -  I 
I - Juvenile, 1 1  I I lation. I 

I No jury trials, I I No jury trials, 1 I No jury trials. I 

I I 1  I 1  I 

L.-......... ........... 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  L................. . . - - - - - l  

1 ~------------.-----------------------------------.-..---.. 
I GENERAL SESSIONS COURT (92 counties, 2 additional I 
I counties have a trial justice court) I 

I 87 full-tifie and 44 part-tifie judges. (This includes I 
I 2 justices of the peace) I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort, contract real propert rights ($ Bharies) I 
I Marriage dissolution, ,supporbcustody, .Mental health, I 

-1 estate cases, Exclusive sfiall claifis JUriSdiCtiOn I 
1 ($ lB,000)* I 
I - Hisdefyanor, DUI/DUl! I 
I - Iraffic/other violation, I 
I - Juvenile, I 

I No jury trials, I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

L.......................................- - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - l  

Courts of 
1 jni ted 

jurisdiction 

NOTE: Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains ifiportant infomation 
relevant to this ckart, 
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TEXAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in I noncapital criminal, original Pro-l 

Courts of 
last resort I 

DISTRICI COURT (375 courts) f4 
375 judges 

CRIMINAL DISTRICT COURT 
(18 courts) 

SUPRFnE COURT 
9 justices sit en banc 9 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil cases, - Discretionary jurisdicti.on in civil, 

adninistrative agency, juvenile, c e r  
tified questions from federal courts, 

CSP casetypes - Handatory jurisdiction in crimin- 
al, original proceeding cases, 

CSP casetypes - Handatory jurisdiction in crimin- 
al, original proceedin cases, - Discretionary ,jurisdic!jon in 
noncapital criminal, original pro- I originar proceeding cases. 

I 

. .  I ceeding cases, 
1 I 

1 

A 1 

lntemediate 
appellate 

court 1 COURTS OF APPEALS (14 courts) 
8 8  justices sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal adminis- 

- No discretionary jurisdiction. 
trative agency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

DISTRICT COURTS (375 courts) 

CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real pro erty 
rights (b 288/no maximumr, 
domestic relations estate, 
miscellaneous civi I ,  
Exclusive administrative agency 
appeals 'uri sdi c ti on, - Iriable felony misdemeanor, 
DUIAUI, miscellaneous criminal, - Juvenile. 

1 0  judges 
CSP casety es: - Triable Pelony misdemeanor, 

DUl/DUI, misce!laneous criminal 
cases, 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Jury trials, I Jury trials, 

I C O U M Y  LEVEL COURTS (432 courts) ................................. 
COUNTY COURT AT MU (154 courts) I 
154 judges I 

CSP casetypes: I - Tort contract, real property I 
rights ( S  288/uaries), small I 
claims (b 156-288), marria e I 
dissolution, estate, menta! I 
health, civil trial court I 
appeals, miscellaneous civil, I - lisdemeanor, DUIAUI, criminal I 
appeals. I - loving traffic, miscellaneous I 
traffic. I - Juvenile. I 

Jury trials, I 

I 

I 

I 

................................. J 

I CONSTITUTIONAL C O U M Y  COURT 
I (254 courts) 
I 254 judges 
I 

PROBATE COURT 
(16 courts) 
16 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Estate, 

I CSP casetypes: 
I - Iort contract real property 
I rights ($ 288/2 5881, small 
I claims for counties with pop, 
I above 488,888 (b 2,5681, marr- 
I ia e dissolution estate, men- 
I ta! health, civil trial court 
I appeals, Miscellaneous civil, 
I - Hisdemeanor, D U I A U I ,  criminal 

Courts of 
1 imited 

jurisdiction 
I appeals, 
I - Hoving traffic, miscellaneous 
I traffic. 
I - Juvenile, 
Jury trials, ................................. Jury trials, 
........................................ 1 MUNICIPAL COURT* (848 courts) I 

....................................... 
i JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT* 
I (913 courts) I 
I 941 judges I 

I 
I 

i,ie9 judges I 
I I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - fort contract real pro erty I 
I rights (b 0/2,588) smal! claims I- 
I (( 1 808), mental health, 
I - Limited felony, misdemeanor. I 
I - loving traffic, parking, miscel- I 
I laneous traffic. I 

I Jury trials, I 
I I 

L......................................J 

CSP casety es:  - Limited felony, misdemeanor. - Moving traffic, Earking, Miscella- 
I 
I 
I 

neous traffic! xclusive ordinance I 
violation jurisdiction, I 

I Jury trials. I 

I 
I I 
I I 

L..........-..............................~ 

* Some Hunicipal and Justice of the Peace Courts may appeal to the District Court, 
NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 

relevant to this clart, 
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UTAH COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPRME COURT a 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurjsdiction in civil .criminal, administrative 

agency, juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, original proceeding 
cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases, 

t 
COURT OF nmnm CI 

7 justices sit in panels of 3 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jusisdiction in civil, criminal, ahinistra- 
- Discreeionary jurisdiction in ineerlocutory decision 

tive a ency, juvenile, original roceeding cases, 
cases. 

t 
DISTRICT COURT ( 7  districts in 29 counties) 
29 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real roperty ri hts. 

Exc Ius i we domes tic re fa ti ons, es?ate 
Mental health, civil appeals, miscel!aneous 
civil jurisdiction, - Misdemeanor, Excl,lJs!ve. trjable felony, 
criminal appeals jurisdiction, 

Jury trials in Most casetypes, 

CI 

CIRCUIT COURT (12 circuits in 29 
counties) 
37 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real pro ert 

rights ($  B/iB,BBB), smafl craim 
- Limited felon , fiisdeyeanor, 

DU!/DUI. ,Exclusive miscellaneou 
criminal urisdiction. - Traffic/other violation, 

Jury trials, except in small claifl 
and parking cases, 

(! 1 m e ) .  

1 
Court of 

last resort 

I 

1 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

I I  
I  CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort contract (b B/i B U N ,  I 
I small claims ( $  i , ~ e d .  I 

I 
I DUI/DUI, I 
I - Traffidother violation. I 

W - Liflited felony, fiisdemeanor, 

I Jury trials in some casetypes. 
L.................. ---------.--- 

JUUENILE COURT ( 6  juvenile court districts) 
12 judges 
CSP caset pes: - Moving, !raft ic, ,misGel laneou! traffic (juueni le), - Exclusive juveni le Jurisdic t 1 on. 
Ho jury trials, 

Intemediate 
appel 1 ate 

court 

I 
I  
I  
I  
I 

, -1 

16 The Court of llppeals became operational on Feb, 1, 1987, 
NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains ifiportant infomation 

relevant to this ckart, 

Courts of 
1 jfli ted 

jurisdiction 
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VERMONT COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

S U P R M E  COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

a 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, crininal administrative 
agency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases. I - Discretioi ‘y jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases, 

SUPERIOR COURI (14 counties) CI 

1 6  judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract (b 266/no maxi- 

mum) support/custod , patern- 
i t d a s t a r d  , miscelYaneous 
domestic reyations, miscel- 
laneous civil. Exclusive real 
property rights, marriage dls- 
solution, civil appeals juris- 
diction. - Triable felony, 

Jury trials. 

DISTRICT COURIr (13 circuits) 
15 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract (b 6/5,6BB), 

sup ort/custody, paterni ty/bas- 
tar! miscellaneous domestic 
relarions, mental health, 
Exclusive small claims juris- 
diction (b 2,666). - Triable felony, Exclusive mis- 
demeanor, DU I/DU I jurisdiction. - Exclusive novin traffic, His- 
cellaneous traffic ordinance 
violation ,jurisdiction. - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, 

PROBBTE COURI (19 districts) 
19 judges 
CSP caset pes: - Mental Kealth, miscellaneous domestic 

relations miscellaneous civil, Exclu- 
sive adoption, estate jurisdiction, 

No jury trials. 

Court of 
last resort 1 
Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
I lfiited 

jurisdiction 1 1 
* Ihe District Court, althou h created as a court of limited jurisdiction has steadily 

increased its scope to incyude almost all criminal matters In 1983, the District 
Court was granted,jurisdiction over all criminal cases anb has become the court of 
!enera1 Jurisdiction for most criminal matters, II small nuMber of appeals go to t~ie 
uperior Court. 

NOTE: Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ckart, 
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VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPRME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc and in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in capital crininal, a h i n -  

istratiye agency,, lawyer disciplinary cases! - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 
crininal, adninistrative a ency,, juvenile jud e dis- 
ciplinary, original proceeiing, interlocutory iecision 

I cases. I 

10 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction jn,some civil, .sone adninistra- 
- Discreeionary jurisdiction in noncapi taf crininal cases. tiue a ency and sone original proceedin cases, 

f CIRCUII COURT (31 circuits) n 
122 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real property ri hts (b B-l,BBB/no Max- 

inud  Mental health, adninistraeive agency a peals, 
M i m i  laneous civi 1. Exclusive, donestic rela!ions 
(except for support/custody), civil appeals fron trial 
courts, estate jurisdiction - Misdeneanor, criminal appeals, Exclusive triable felony _.  
uri sdi c ti on. - 5  rdinance violation, 

Jury trials, 

DISTRlV COURI,(204 General District, Juvenile, and 
Donestic Relations Courts)** 

ti 

184 FIE general district and 73 FTE juvenile and donestic 
relations judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real ro erty rights (b !/7,088), SUP 

- Misdemeanor. Exclusive DUIDUI, limited felony juris- 
port/cus tody , nen tal (earth, adni n i strati ue agency 
appeals, 
diction, 
miscellaneous traff ic Jurisdiction. 

- Ordinance uiolation, Exc!uslve,moving traffic, parking, 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 
No jury trials, 

1 
I n t e m e d i  ate 

appellate 
court 

Court of 
general 

iurisdiction 

Court of 
Ilnited 

jurisdiction 

* The Uir inia Court of Ilp eals becane o erational on January 1, 1985. 
*# The Diserjct Court.is rererred to as tge,Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court 

when hearin juvenile and donestic relations cases, and as the General District 
Court for tie balance of the cases. 

NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains inportant infornation 
relevant to this ciart. 
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WASHINGTON COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

S U P R M E  COURT 
9 justices sit en banc and in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurjsdiction.in civil, criminal, administrative 

agency, Juvenile, certified questions from federal court 
cases;. 
adnin i strati ue agency w e n  i 1 e, disci pl i nary, original 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

- Discretionary jurisdicti,on in civil, noncapital criminal, 

I 

I 

COURT OF APPEllLS ( 3  courts/divisions) 
16 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Uandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, a h i n -  
- Discretionary jurisdiction in akiniserative agency, i n t e r  istrative agency, .Juven!le, .ori ina! roceeding cases, 

I locutory decision cases, 
I 

S U S I O R  COURT ( 3 8  districts in 39 counties) 
133 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, Exclusive real property rights, domestic 

relations, estate, mental health, civil appeals, miscel- 
laneous civil 'urisdiction, - Exclusjve triafle felony, .cr/fiinal appeals jurisdiction, - Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials in most cases, I 

....... 1 r""..."""'.."'~.---- l.... 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (129 cities) I 

129 Judges 

Court of 
last resort 

1 n t e m e d i  ate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

................................... 1 1 
DISTRIC1,COURI (68 districts in I 
62 counties)** 

I I 199 Judges I 
I CSP casetypes: I I 
I - Domestic relations, I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Hisdemeanor DUI/DUI, - Tort, contract 6 B/lB,BBB) 
I - Moving trafhc, parking,,fiiscel- miscellaneous domestic relations, I 
I laneous traffic, and ordinance I I Exclusive small claims juris- I 
I violations. I I diction ($  1,888). I 
I I I - Hisdemeanor DUIBUI. 
I I I - Moving traffic, arking, miscel- I 
I 1 1 laneous (non-traFfic) violations, I 
I I 1  
I Jur trials, except in traffic and I I Jury trials, except in traffic I 
i pariiing. I I and parking, I 
L...................----.............1 L...................--.------.-------J 

Courts of 
1 imited 

jurisdiction 

** District Court provides services to municipalities which do not have a Hunicipal 

NOTE: The text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ckart. 

Court, 

182 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1987 



WEST VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPRME COURI OF llPPEllLS 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casety es:  - No nandaPory Jurisdiction - Discretionary jurisdictioi.in civil, noncapital criminal, ad- 

M!nistrative agency, Juuenile, disciplinar certified ques- 
tions from federal courts, original proceellng, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

CIRCUIT COURT (31 circuits) 
68 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract ( S  3BB/no MaxiMw). Exclusive real property 

rights, donestjc relations, mental health, estate, civil 
appeals Jurisdiction, - llisdeneanor, DWliDUI. Exclusive triable felony, criminal 
appeals jurisdiction. - Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction. 

Jury trials. 

156 Magistrates 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract ($ 0 - Hisdeneanor. DUI/DU 

limited f e  

Jury trials. I 

r.--......”’..‘L. 

I HUNICIPllL COURT 
I 122 judges 
I 

I 

1 -----..-------- 
122 courts) I 

I 
I 
I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - DUI/DUI. I 
I - Moving traffic, Miscellaneous I 
I traffic, Exclusjve parking, I 
I ordinance violation I 
I Jurisdiction, I 

Court of 
.ast resort 

Court of 
general 

urisdiction 

1 
Courts o 
1 !Mi fed 

jurisdiction 

N O I E :  Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains iwortant infomation 
relevant t o  this clart, 
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WISCONSIN COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

(I 

SUPRBlE COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casety es: - No fiandaeory jurisdiction - Discretionary jurisdictioi in civil .crifiinal, a h i n -  

istrative agency, disci linary, certified questions frofi 
federal courts, originaf proceeding, Juveni le cases, 

l i  

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, crifiinal, ahinistrative 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision 

ayency juvenile cases. 
cases. 

I 

1 

CIRCUIT COURT (69 circuits) CI 

I I 197 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive.civi,l jurjsdlction (including civil appeals). 

Sfiall claifis urisdiction (b  1 888). - DUIAUI, Excfusiue triable felony, fiisdefieanor .. uri sdi ct i on. -i ontested: Moving traffic, parkin , miscellaneous traf- 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 
Jury trials in Most cases, 

fic. Ordinance,uiol,atjons i f  no %unicipal Court, 

I 
I 

Court of 
last resort 

1 
Intermediate 

appellate 
court 

I 

Court of 
g(lnera1 

jurisdiction 

I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - DWIAUI. 
I - Iraffic/other violation, 

Court of 
I jnited 

jurisdiction 

N O I E :  Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains ifiportant infornation 
relevant to this ciart, 
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WYOMING COURT STRUCTURE, 1987 

SUPREnE COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil criminal, ahinistrative 

agenc , juvenile, lawyer discipiinar , certified questions 
from ledera1 cqurts, .original proceeii Vg cases - Discretionary jurisdiction in extraordinary writs, writs of 
certiorari on appeals fron limited jurisdiction courts, 

DISTRICT COURT ( 9  districts) a 
1 i7 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real roperty rights (b 1,000-7 088/no max- 

 MUM [depends on whetRer a ea1 is from County Eourt or 
Justice of the Peace'tourtPP, Exclusive domestic relations 
(except for miscellaneous domestic relations), mental health, 
estate, civil a peals, miscellaneous civil jurisdiction. - Exclus!ve triable felony ,.criminal appeals Jurisdiction, 
Exclusive Juveni le Jurisdiction, 

1 ~------.-.---.--------.~----.--..---- 
I JUSTICE OF THE P E K E  COURT I 
I (14 courts in 11 counties) I 

I 14 justices of the peace I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort contract real pro erty I 
I rights (b B/l,hB), smalf claims I 
I (b 750), 
I - Limited felony, misdemeanor, I 
I DWl/DUI, I 
I - Moving traffic, parking, miscel- I 
I laneous trafficlother violation, I 

I Jury trials, except in small 
I claims, I 

I I 

I I 

I I 
I 

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

1 

I I 

I I 

r-......"..... l.--.---....--.---.-- 

I MUNICIPllL COURT (88 courts) I 

I 74 judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - DWVDUI, I 
I - Moving traffic parking, His- I 
I cellaneous trarfic, Exclusive I 
I ordinance violation Juris- I 

I diction, I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

I I 
I I 

L........ -..........---------.--..-- J 
I Jury trials, I 

COUNTY COURT ( 9  districts) 
19 judges 

I CSP casetwes: I 
--SortT-cintract, real property ri hts (b 8/7 800), small claims (b.7507, 

~ I s c e l  a n e w  dofies t ic re1 ati ons. - Limited felony, MiSdeMeanOr, DUI/DUl. - loving traffic, parking, miscellaneous 
traffic violation, 

Jury trials, except in small claims, 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 1 
Courts of 
I jnited 

jurisdiction 

NOTE: Ihe text at the be inning of this section contains important infomation 
relevant to this ckart, 
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FIGURE A: Reporting Periods for All State Courts, 1987 

R e p o r t i n g  p e r i o d s  

S t a t e  

January 1 .  1987 J u l y  1 ,  1986 September 1. 1986 October 1. 1986 
t o  t o  t o  t o  

December 31, 1987 June 30, 1987 August 31. 1987 September 30. 1987 

A1 abama 
Alaska 
Ar l zona  
Arkansas 
C a l l f o r n l a  

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

Colorado 
Connec t l cu t  
Delaware 
D l s t r l c t  o f  Columbla X 
F l o r l d a  X 

x 
X 
X 

Georgia 

Hawa 1 l 
Idaho 
I 1  1 l n o t s  
I n d  l ana  

X X X 
Cour t  o f  Appeals M a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  Supreme Cour t  

Probate Cour t  J u l y  31, 1987) 
Super lo r  Cour t  

X 
X 
X 
X 

J u v e n l l e  Cour t  (AUg. 1, 1986 - 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louts  lana 
Malne 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

Ma r y 1 and 
Massachusetts X X 

X 

T r l a l  Cour ts  Supreme J u d l c l a l  Cour t  
Appeals Cour t  

M lch lgan  X X 
T r l a l  Cour t s  Supreme Cour t  
Cour t  o f  Appeals 

Mlnnesota X 
M l s s l s s l p p l  X 

Supreme Cour t  

Mlssour1 
Montana X 

Supreme Cour t  
Dl s t r  1 c t  Cour t  

Nebraska X 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  
County Cour t  
Separate Juven I 1  e 

Nevada X 
New Hampshlre X 

Supreme Cour t  
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  
Super lo r  Cour t  

X 
X 

J u s t i c e  o f  t h e  Peace 
C i t y  Cour t  
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  

X X 
Workers ' Supreme Cour t  

Compensation Cour t  

X 
Probate Cour t  

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE A :  R e p o r t l n g  p e r l o d s  f o r  a l l  s t a t e  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

Repor t l ng  pe r lods  

S t a t e  

January 1, 1987 J u l y  1 ,  1986 September 1, 1986 October 1, 1986 
t o  t o  t o  t o  

December 31. 1987 June 30, 1987 August 31,  1987 September 30, 1987 

New Jersey 
New Mexlco 
New York X 
N o r t h  C a r o l l n a  
N o r t h  Dakota X 

X 
X 

X 

Ohlo 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvanla 
Puer to  R lco  

X 

X 
X 

Rhode I s l a n d  X 

South C a r o l l n a  X 
South Dakota 
Tennessee X 
Texas 

T r l a l  Cour ts  

X 

X 

X 
Supreme Cour t  

Utah X X 

Vermont X 
V I  r g l n l a  X 
Washlngton X 
West V l r g l n l a  X 
Wlsconsln X 
Wyoml ng X 

Supreme Cour t  T r l a l  Cour ts  

Note:  Unless o the rw lse  I n d l c a t e d .  an " X "  means Source: Oata were gathered f rom t h e  1987 S t a t e  
t h a t  a l l  o f  t h e  t r l a l  and a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s  T r l a l  and A p p e l l a t e  Cour t  J u r l s d l c t l o n  
I n  t h a t  s t a t e  r e p o r t  d a t a  f o r  t h e  t l m e  Gulde p r o f l l e s  and S t a t e  A d m l n l s t r a t l v e  
p e r l o d  l n d l c a t e d  by t h e  column. O f f l c e s  o f  t h e  Cour ts .  
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FIGURE 6: Methods of Counting Cases In State Appellate Courts, 1987 

Does t h e  c o u r t  coun t  
re lns ta ted / reopened  

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

ALABAMA : 
Supreme Cour t  
Cour t  of C l v l l  

Cour t  o f  C r l m l n a l  
Appeals 

Appeals 

ALASKA: 
Supreme Cour t  
Cour t  of Appeals 

A R I Z O N A :  
Supreme Cour t  
Cour t  o f  Appeals 

ARKANSAS: 
Supreme Cour t  
Cour t  o f  Appeals 

CALIFORNIA: 
Supreme Cour t  

Cour ts  of Appeal 

COLORADO: 
Supreme Cour t  
Cour t  o f  Appeals 

CONNECTICUT : 
Supreme Cour t  

A p p e l l a t e  Cour t  

DELAWARE : 
Supreme Cour t  

Case counted a t :  cases l n  I t s  count  o f  

N o t l c e  o f  t h e  Record Yes. o r  
F l l l n g  Case f l l e d  w l t h :  new f l l l n g s ?  

Cour t  o f  t r l a l  p l u s  Other T r l a l  A p p e l l a t e  f r e q u e n t l y  
type apDeal reco rd  b r l e f s  p o l n t  c o u r t  c o u r t  R a r e l y  as new case 

COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

I AC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

I AC X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IOENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
I A C  X 0 0 0 X 0 IOENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

COLR X-CRIH 0 0 X *  X 
I A C  X-CRIM*  X *  0 X *  X 

(excep t  
l ndus -  
t r t a l  
cases 6 
c l v l l  

p e t  I t  l o n  
f o r  

spec l a 1  
a c t  ton)  

0 0 X 0 
X 0 X 0 

( o n l y  
l ndus -  
t r t a l  
cases 6 
c l v l l  

p e t  t t l o n  
f o r  

s p e c l a l  
a c t  l on) 

COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 
I AC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 

COLR X *  X 0 0 X COLR X 0 0 
( d e a t h  ( I f  p e t l t l o n  
p e n a l t y  f o r  r e v l e u  

o n l y )  o f  I A C )  
I A C  0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

COLR X 0 0 0 0 X I O E N T I F I E O  SEPARATELY 
I A C  X 0 0 0 0 X I O E N T I F I E O  SEPARATELY 

COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

I AC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

( I f  mo t lon  
t o  open) 

( I f  mo- 
t l o n  t o  
open o r  
I f  remand 
by COLR) 

- - _ _ _ _ . - -  - -  

COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of c o u n t l n g  cases I n  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

S ta te /Cour t  name: 

D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA: 
Cour t  o f  Appeals 

Cour t  
type 

COLR 

Does t h e  c o u r t  count  
re lns ta ted / reopened  

Case counted a t :  cases I n  I t s  count  of  
F l l l n g  Case f l l e d  w l t h :  new f l l l n g s ?  

N o t l c e  of t h e  Record Yes. o r  
of  t r l a l  p l u s  Other T r l a l  A p p e l l a t e  f r e q u e n t l y  

aDDeal reco rd  b r l e f s  p o l n t  c o u r t  c o u r t  R a r e l y  as new case 

X 0 0 0 X 0 I D E N T I F I E D  SEPARATELY 

FLORIDA: 
Supreme Cour t  
D l s t r I c t  Cour t  of 
Appeals 

COLR 

I AC 

GEORGIA:  
Supreme Cour t  

Cour t  O F  Appeals 

H A W A I I :  
Supreme Cour t  

I n t e r m e d l a t e  Cour t  
of Appeals 

COLR 

I AC 
- 

COLR 

I A C  

I DAH0 : 
Supreme Cour t  

Cour t  of Appeals 

I LL I N O I S :  
Supreme Cour t  
A p p e l l a t e  Cour t  

COLR 

I A C  

- 

COLR 
I AC 

I N D I A N A :  
SuDreme Cour t  

Cour t  of Appeals 

COLR 

I A C  

X 0 0 0 X I AC X 0 0 

X 0 0 0 X (Adm.Agy. X 0 0 
and Workers 

Comp . ) 

0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 
( 1 F  new 
aPPea 1 1 

0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

0 X 0 0 X X 0 0 X 
( o r l g l n a l  
proceedlng)  

0 X 0 (when 0 0 0 0 X 
ass lgned 
by COLR) 0 0 0 0 X 

X 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 
(appeal  (COLR l f  

f rom appeal 
t r l a l  f rom 
c o u r t )  IAC) 

0 0 0 (when 0 0 0 X 0 
asstgned 
by COLR) 

X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 
X 0 0 0 X 0 I D E N T I F I E D  SEPARATELY 

0 0 0 (any X COLR 0 0 X 
f 1 rst ( on1 y (If 
f l l l n g .  dea th  p e t l t l o n  
n o t l c e ,  p e n a l t y  f o r  t r a n s -  
reco rd ,  and/or f e r  f rom 
b r l e f  sentence IAC) 

o r  over  10 
mot ton)  yea rs )  

f 1 r s  t 
f 11 l n g )  

0 0 0 (any X 0 0 0 X 
( p rec  l p e )  

( c o n t l n u e d  on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE 6: Methods o f  c o u n t l n g  cases l n  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t ,  1987. ( c o n t l n u e d )  

Does t h e  c o u r t  count  

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

IOWA: 
Supreme Cour t  

Cour t  o f  Appeals 

KANSAS: 
Supreme Cour t  
Cour t  o f  Appeals 

KENTUCKY: 
Supreme Cour t  

Cour t  of Appeals 

LOUISIANA: 
Supreme Cour t  
Cour t  o f  Appeals 

M A I N E :  
Supreme Jud 1 c l a  1 

Cour t  S l t t l n g  as 
l a w  Cour t  

MARY LAND: 
Cour t  of Appeals 

Cour t  of Spec la l  
Appea 1 s 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
Supreme J u d l c l a l  

Appeals Cour t  
Cour t  

re lns ta ted / reopened  
Case counted a t :  cases I n  I t s  count  o f  

N o t l c e  o f  t h e  Record Yes. o r  
F l l l n g  Case f l l e d  w l t h :  new f l l l n g s ?  

f r e q u e n t l y  Cour t  o f  t r i a l  p l u s  Other  T r l a l  A p p e l l a t e  
type b r l e f s  appeal r e c o r d  p o l n t  c o u r t  c o u r t  R a r e l y  as new case 

COLR X 0 0 0 X 
(If 

appeal 
f rom 
t r l a l  
c o u r t )  

I AC 0 0 0 TRANSFER X 
( I f  

appea 1 
f rom 
t r l a l  
c o u r t )  

------ 

X X 0 0 
(COLR 

I f  
appeal 

f rom 
IAC) 

0 X 0 0 

COLR 0 0 0 X' X 0 0 0 X 
I AC 0 0 0 X' X 0 0 0 X 

C O L R  0 0 0 X *  X X X 0 0 
(COLR 

1 f rev iew  
1s sought 
f rom I A C )  

I A C  0 0 X 0 X 0 X 0 0 

COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 
I AC 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 
(If ( I f  new 

remanded) appeal 1 

COLR 0 X 0 0 X X 0 0 X 
( I f  ( I A C  

d l r e c t  I f  appeal  
appeal )  From I A C )  

I A C  0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
I A C  0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 

(If 
o r l g l n a l l y  
d 1 s m l  s sed 
as premature)  

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of c o u n t l n g  cases I n  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

Does t h e  c o u r t  count  
re lns ta ted / reopened  

Case counted a t :  cases I n  l t s  count  of 

N o t l c e  o f  t h e  Record Yes. o r  
F l l l n g  Case f l l e d  w l t h :  new f l l t n q s ?  

S ta te /Cour t  name : 

HI CH I GAN : 
Supreme Cour t  

Cour t  of Appeals 

MINNESOTA: 
Supreme Cour t  
Cour t  O F  Appeals 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Supreme Cour t  

MISSOURI  : 
Supreme Cour t  
Cour t  of Appeals 

MONTANA: 
Supreme Cour t  

NEBRASKA: 
Supreme Cour t  

NEVADA: 
Supreme Cour t  

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Supreme Cour t  

Cour t  of t r l a l  p l u s  Other T r l a l  A p p e l l a t e  f r e q u e n t l y  
tvDe aDDeal r e c o r d  b r l e f s  Do tn t  c o u r t  R a r e l y  as new case 

COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X 
( I f  ( I f  new 

remanded appeal )  
w / j u r  1 s- 
d l c t  l o n  
r e t a  1 ned) 

I A C  X 0 0 0 0 X 0 0 X 

COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 
I A C  X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 I D E N T I F I E D  SEPARATELY 
( f l l e  w l t h  both,  

e f f .  1/1/87) 

C O L R  X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
I A C  X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
( n o t i c e  
p l u s  any 
o t h e r  F l l l n g :  
Fee, reco rd ,  
mo t lon )  

------ - -  

COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X D X 
( I f  r e -  
manded & 
J u r l s d l c -  

t l o n  
r e t a l n e d )  

( con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE 8: Methods of c o u n t l n g  cases I n  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( c o n t l n u e d )  

Does t h e  c o u r t  coun t  

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

NEW JERSEY: 
Supreme Cour t  

A p p e l l a t e  O l v l s l o n  
of Super lo r  Cour t  

NEW MEXICO:  
Supreme Cour t  

Cour t  O F  Appeals 

NEW YORK: 
Cour t  o f  Appeals 
A p p e l l a t e  O l v l s l o n s  
of Supreme Cour t  

A p p e l l a t e  Terms o f  
Supreme :Court 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Supreme Cour t  

Cour t  of Appeals 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
Supreme Cour t  

re lns ta ted / reopened  
Case counted a t :  cases I n  I t s  coun t  of 

N o t l c e  of t h e  Record Yes. o r  
F l l l n g  Case f l l e d  w l t h :  new f l l l n q s ?  

Cour t  of t r l a l  p l u s  Other T r l a l  A p p e l l a t e  f r e q u e n t l y  
tyDe anpeal reco rd  b r l e f s  D o l n t  & c o u r t  No R a r e l y  as new case 

COLR 

I AC 
- 

COLR 

I AC 

- 

COLR 

I AC 

I AC 
- 

COLR 

I AC 

COLR 

O H I O :  
Supreme Cour t  
Cour t  of Appeals 

COLR 
I AC 

X 0 0 0 0 

X 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 X X 
( w l  t h i n  
30 days 
of n o t l c e )  

(w l th ln  
30 days 
o f  n o t t c e )  

0 0 0 X X 

----- 

X 0 0 0 X 

0 X 0 0 X 

0 X 0 0 X 

----- 

X 0 0 0 X 
----- 

X 0 0 0 0 
X 0 0 0 X *  

(COLR I f  I D E N T I F I E D  SEPARATELY 
d l r e c t  
appeal ,  

o t h e r w l  se 
w l t h  I A C )  

X IOENTIFIEO SEPARAELY 
- -  

0 X 0 0 

0 I D E N T I F I E O  SEPARATELY 

0 0 0 

0 X 0 
( I f  r e -  
m l t  f o r  
spec 1 f l c  
I ssues )  

0 X 0 

X X X 
(COLR ( I f  

appeal t o  r e -  
f rom hear )  

1 f p e t  1 t l o n  

IAC) 
0 X X 

(If 
recon-  

s l d e r  1 ng 
d l s m l s s a l )  
- -  

0 0 0 

I A C  X 0 
0 X 0 

X 

X 
( I f  r e -  
mand f o r  
new t r l a l )  

0 

X 

0 
0 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods o f  c o u n t l n g  cases l n  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

Does t h e  c o u r t  count  

S ta te /Cour t  name: 

OKLAHOMA: 
Supreme Cour t  
Cour t  o f  C r l m l n a l  
Appeals 

re lns ta ted / reopened  
Case counted a t :  cases I n  I t s  count  of 

N o t l c e  of t h e  Record Yes. o r  
F l l l n g  Case f l l e d  w l t h :  new F l l l n q s ?  

Cour t  of t r l a l  p l u s  Other T r l a l  A p p e l l a t e  f r e q u e n t l y  
tyDe appeal r e c o r d  b r l e f s  p o l n t  c o u r t  c o u r t  R a r e l y  as new case 

COLR X *  0 0 0 X 0 X' 0 X' 

COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 x *  0 X *  
( n o t l c e  

p l u s  
t r a n -  

script) 
X *  x *  0 I A C  0 0 0 TRANSFER 0 COLR Cour t  o f  Appeals 

OREGUN: 
Supreme Cour t  
Cour t  of Appeals 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Supreme Cour t  

S u p e r l o r  Cour t  
C o n o n w e a l t h  Cour t  

PUERTO R I C O :  
Supreme Cour t  

RHOOE ISLAND: 
Supreme Cour t  

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Supreme Cour t  
Cour t  o f  Appeals 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Supreme Cour t  

COLR X 0 0 0 0 X I D E N T I F I E D  SEPARATELY 
I A C  X 0 0 0 0 X I D E N T I F I E D  SEPARATELY 

COLR X 0 0 X X *  
( d  1 r e c t  ( d l  scre-  
appeal t l o n a r y  
o n l y )  c e r t l o r a r l  

g ran ted )  

I AC X 0 0 0 X 
I AC X 0 0 0 X 

X' X X 0 
( t f  r e -  ( I f  new 
1 ns t a  t e d  appeal )  
t o  en- 
f o r c e  
o r d e r )  

0 X 0 0 
X 0 0 X 

( Adml n . 
Agency) 

- -  

COLR X 0 0 0 X-CR x-cv I D E N T I F I E D  SEPARATfLY 
------ - -  

COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

COLR 0 X 0 0 X X X 0 0 
I AC 0 0 0 TRANSFER X 0 X 0 0 

COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

( c o n t l n u e d  on nex t  page) 
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FIGURE 8: Methods o f  c o u n t l n g  cases I n  s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( c o n t l n u e d )  

Does t h e  c o u r t  coun t  

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

TENNESSEE: 
Supreme Cour t  
Cour t  O F  Appeals 

Cour t  o f  C r l m l n a l  
Appeals 

TEXAS: 
Supreme Cour t  
Cour t  o f  C r l m l n a l  

Appea 1 s 

Cour t  o f  Appeals 

Cour t  
L Y I L  

COLR 
I A C  

1 AC 

- 

COLR 

COLR 

I A C  

UTAH: 
Supreme Cour t  

Cour t  o f  Appeals 

COLR 

I A C  

VERMONT: 
Supreme Cour t  

V I R G I N  I A: 
Supreme Cour t  

Cour t  o f  Appeals 

WASHINGTON: 
Supreme Cour t  
Cour t  o f  Appeals 

COCR 

- 

COLR 

I AC 
- 

COLR 
I AC 

r e 1  ns ta ted/ reopened 
Case counted a t :  cases I n  I t s  count  o f  

F l l l n g  Case f l l e d  wl th :  new f l l l n q s ?  
N o t l c e  o f  t h e  Record Yes. o r  

o f  t r l a l  p l u s  Other T r l a l  A p p e l l a t e  f r e q u e n t l y  
appeal r e c o r d  b r l e f s  p o l n t  c o u r t  c o u r t  & R a r e l y  as new case 

X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
X 0 0 0 0 X I D E N T I F I E D  SEPARATELY 

( C o u r t  o f  
Appeals) 

( C o u r t  o f  
C r  tm lna l  
Appea 1 s) 

X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIEO SEPARAlELY 

----- - -  

X 0 0 0 0 X I D E N T I F I E D  SEPARATELY 

0 0 0 any f t r s t  X X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
f l l l n g  ( C o u r t  o f  

C r l m .  Appeals) 
X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

( C l v l l  . 
o n l y )  

X' 0 0 0 X X X 0 0 
( c o u r t  (Admln. 

f rom Agency) 
wh lch  

appealed) 
X 0 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 

X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 
( I f  d l s -  ( l f  a f t e r  
missed f l n a l  de- 
6 r e l n -  c l s l o n  o r  
s t a t e d )  i f  s t a t i s -  

t l c a l  
p e r l o d  has 
ended) 

----- - -  

X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE 6: Methods o f  countlng cases ln state appellate courts, 1987. (conttnued) 

Does the court count 

State/Court name: 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Supreme Court 

WISCONSIN: 
Supreme Court 

Court o f  Appeals 

WYOHl NG: 
Supreme Court 

Court 
type 

COLR 

- 

COLR 

IAC 
- 

COLR 

Case counted at: 
Flllng 

Notlce of the Record 
o f  trlal plus Other 

appeal record brlefs polnt 

X 0 0 0 

---- 

0 0 0 (When 
accepted 
by court 

X 0 0 0 
---- 

X 0 0 0 

relnstated/reopened 
cases In Its count of 

Case flled wlth: new Flllnqs? 

Trlal 
court 

X 

- 

0 

X 

0 

Appellate 
court 

0 X 
(Counted 
as new 
flllngs 
as of 
8/86) 

X 0 

0 0 
- 

X 0 

Yes. or 
frequently 

Rarely as new case 

0 0 

0 X 

0 x 

0 X 

AOH. AGY. = Admlnlstratlve agency cases only. 
CR = Crlmlnal cases only. 
CV = Clvll cases only. 
DP = Death penalty cases only. 
COLR = Court o f  last resort. 
IAC = Intermedlate appellate court. 

*FOOTNOTES: 

Arlrona--Supreme Court: Clvll cases: A case l s  
counted when the fee Is pald wlthln 30 days 
after trlal record 1s flled. 

Arlzona--Court of Appeals: Clvll cases: A case 
1s counted when the fee Is  pald wlthln 30 days 
after trlal record 1s flled. For Juvenile/ 
lndustrlal/habeas corpus cases, a case 1s 
counted at recelpt o f  notlce. or at recelpt o f  
the trlal record. 

Callfornla--Supreme Court: Cases are counted at 
the notlce of appeal for dlscretlonary revlew 
cases from the IAC. 

Kansas--Cases are counted at the docketlng uhlch 
occurs 21 days after a notlce o f  appeal 1s 
flled In the trlal court. 

Kentucky--Cases are counted at elther the flllng 
o f  the brlef or request for lntermedlate 
re1 lef . 

Ohlo--Court o f  Appeals: The clerk of the trlal 
court I s  also the clerk o f  the Court o f  
Appea 1 s . 

Oklahoma--The notlce o f  appeal refers to the 
petltlon In error. The courts do not count 
relnstated cases as new flllngs. but do count 
any subsequent appeal o f  an earller declded 
case as a new Flllng. 

Pennsylvania--Supreme Court: Mandatory cases are 
flled ulth the trlal court, and dlscrettonary 
cases are flled 4 t h  the appellate court. 

Utah--Supreme Court: Mandatory appeals are no 
longer ln effect as o f  1/1/86; an lntermedlate 
court o f  appeals was establlshed on 1/1/87. 

Source: State Appellate Court Jurlsdlctton Gutde proflles, as updated and verlfled for 1987 by State 
Admlnlstratlve Offlces o f  the Courts. 
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FIGURE C: Dollar Amount Jurisdiction for Original Tort, Contract, Real Property Rights, 
and Small Claims Filings in State Trial Courts, 1987 

U n l l m l t e d  d o l l a r  L l m l t e d  d o l l a r  

t o r t s ,  c o n t r a c t s ,  t o r t s ,  c o n t r a c t s  Haxlmum Sumnary Lawyers 
amount amount Small  c la lms 

J u r l s -  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  d o l l a r  J u r y  proce-  p e r -  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d I c t I on Hl n lmum/max imum H I  n lmum/max lmum amount t r l a  1 s dures m i t t  ed 

ALABAMA: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  

G $1,00O/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
1 -- $1,000/ $5,000 $1.000 No Yes O p t l o n a l  

ALASKA: 
S u p e r l o r  Cour t  
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  

_ -  -- -- -- -- G ~ / N O  maxlmum 
L -- 0/$25,000 $5,000 No Yes No 

ARIZONA:  
S u p e r l o r  Cour t  G $500/No maximum -- -- -- -- -- 
J u s t i c e  o f  t h e  Peace 

Cour t  L _ -  O/ $2,500 $500 No Yes No 

ARKANSAS: 
C l  r c u l t  Cour t  G $100/No maxlmum _- -- -- -- -- 
Cour t  o f  Comnon Pleas 1 -- $500/ 11.000 -- -- -- -- 

( c o n t r a c t  o n l y )  

( c o n t r a c t  and 
r e a l  p r o p e r t y )  

( c o n t r a c t  and 
r e a l  p r o p e r t y )  

M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  1 -- O/ $300 $300 No Yes No 

C l t y  Cour t ,  P o l l c e  Cour t  L -- O/ $300 -- -- -- -- 

CALIFORNIA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  
J u s t l c e  Cour t  

-- -- -- -- -- G $25,00O/No maximum 
L -- 0/$25.000 $1.500 No Yes No 
L -- 0/$25,000 $1.500 No Yes No 

COLORADO: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  
Water Cour t  

County Cour t  

G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
G ~ / N O  maxtmum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- O/ $5,000 $2.000 No Yes No 

( o n l y  r e a l  p r o p e r t y )  

CONNECTICUT: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- $1.000 No Yes Yes 

OELAWARE : -- -- -- -- -- Cour t  o f  Chancery G ~ / N O  maxlmum 
Super lo r  Cour t  G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
Cour t  o f  Comnon Pleas L -- 0/$15,000 -- -- -- -- 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 

Cour t  L -- O /  $2,500 $2,500 No Yes Yes 
Alderman's Cour t  L -- O/ $2.500 $2.500 No Yes Yes 

O I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G ~ / N O  maximum -- $2.000 Yes Yes Yes 

(no  mlnimum f o r  r e a l  
p r o p e r t y )  

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 

Part IV: Figure C 199 



FIGURE C: D o l l a r  amount j u r l s d l c t l o n  f o r  o r l g l n a l  t o r t ,  c o n t r a c t ,  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  r l g h t s ,  and sma l l  c l a lms  
f l l l n g s  l n  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

U n l l m l t e d  d o l l a r  L l m l t e d  d o l l a r  
amount amount Small  c la lms  

t o r t s ,  c o n t r a c t s ,  t o r t s ,  c o n t r a c t s  Haxlmum Sumnary Lawyers 
J u r l s -  r e a l  p r o o e r t y  r e a l  DroDertv  d o l l a r  J u r y  proce-  p e r -  

S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  Hlnlmum/maxlmum Hlnlmum/rnaxlmum amount t r l a l s  dures m l t t e d  

FLORIDA: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  
County Cour t  

G $ 5 , 0 0 O / N o  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- $2,500/ $5,000 $2.500 Yes Yes Yes 

GEORGIA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  
S t a t e  Cour t  

C l v l l  Cour t  

H a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  

H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  

G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- No max Yes No Yes 
L ~ / N O  maxlmum -- No M X  Yes Yes Yes 

L -- O/ $7,500- $3.000- No Yes Yes 

L -- O/ $2.500 $2,500 No Yes Yes 
(No r e a l  p r o p e r t y )  

L -- O/ $7,500 17,500 No Yes Yes 

( N o  r e a l  p r o p e r t y )  

25,000 $25,000 

H A W A I I :  
C l r c u l t  Cour t  
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  

G $1,000/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- O/$lO.OOO $2,500 No Yes Yes 

(No maxlmum I n  (Except  l n  
sumnary posses- r e s l d e n t l a l  
s l o n  o r  e j e c t -  s e c u r l t y  de- 

ment) p o s i t  cases. 

IDAHO: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t :  G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
( H a g l s t r a t e s  O l v l s l o n )  L -- 0/$10,000 $2.000 No Yes No 

ILLINOIS: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G O/No maxlmum .- $2,500 Yes Yes Yes 

I N D I A N A :  
S u p e r l o r  Cour t  and 

C l r c u l t  Cour t  G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- $3.000 No Yes Yes 
County Cour t  L -- O/$lO,OOO $3.000 No Yes Yes 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  o f  

H a r l o n  County L 
Small  Clalms Cour t  o f  

C l t y  Cour t  L 

-- 0/$20,000 -- -- -- -- 

-- O/ $500- -- -- -- -- 
Marton County I -- -- $3,000 No Yes Yes 

$2,500 
( N o  r e a l  p r o p e r t y )  

IOWA : 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- $2.000 No Yes Yes 

KANSAS: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G O/No maxlmum .- $1,000 No Yes No 

(continued on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE C:  O o l l a r  amount J u r l s d l c t l o n  f o r  o r l g l n a l  t o r t ,  c o n t r a c t ,  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  r l g h t s ,  and sma l l  c l a lms  
f l l l n g s  I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

U n l l m l t e d  d o l l a r  L l m l t e d  d o l l a r  
amount amount Small  c l a l m s  

t o r t s ,  c o n t r a c t s ,  t o r t s ,  c o n t r a c t s  Maxlmum Sumnary l awyers  
J u r l s -  r e a l  p roDer t y  r e a l  DroDerty  d o l l a r  J u r y  p roce -  p e r -  

S t a t e K o u r t  name: d l c t l o n  Mlnlmum/maxlmum Jjnlmum/maxlmum amount t r l a l s  dures m l t t e d  

KENTUCKY : 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  
01 s t r  l c t  Cour t  

G $2.500/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- _ -  
L O /  $2.500 $1,000 No Yes Yes _ _  

LOUISIANA: 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  G O/No maxlmum _ _  -- -- -- -- 
C l t y  Cour t ,  P a r l s h  Cour t  L -- O/ $5,000 $2.000 No Yes Yes 
Justice o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  L -- O/ $1,200 $1,200 No Yes Yes 

MAINE: 
Super lo r  Cour t  
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  

G . ~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- 0/$30.000 $1.400 No Yes Yes 

MARYLAND : 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  

G $2,50O/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- 0/$10,000 11,000 . No Yes Yes 

(No maxlmum r e a l  
p r o p e r t y  1 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
T r l a l  Cour t  o f  t h e  

Comnonwealth: 
Super lo r  Cour t  Oept. G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
Houslng Cour t  Oept. G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- $1,500 NO NO Yes 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  Oept. G ~ / N O  maximum -- $1.500 Yes Yes Yes 
Boston M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  

Oept . G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- $1,500 Yes Yes Yes 

MICHIGAN:  
C l r c u l t  Cour t  
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  
H u n l c i p a l  Cour t  

G $10,00O/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
0/$10.000 $1.500 No Yes No 
O/ $1.500 $1,500 No Yes No 

-- L 
L -- 

MINNESOTA: 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  G O/No maxlmum .- $2,000 No Yes Yes 

MISSISSIPPI: (NO DATA AVAILABLE) 

MISSOURI : 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- _- -_ -- 
(Assoc la tes  O l v l s l o n )  L -- O/ $5,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 

MONTANA : -- -- -- -- O l s t r l c t  Cour t  G $50/No maxlmum -- 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  

and M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L -- O/ $3.500 $1,500 No Yes No 
C l t y  Cour t  L -- O /  $300 $300 No Yes No 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE C: O o l l a r  amount j u r l s d l c t l o n  f o r  o r l g l n a l  t o r t ,  c o n t r a c t ,  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  r l g h t s .  and sma l l  c l a lms  
f l l l n g s  I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  cou r t s .  1987. ( con t lnued)  

U n l l m l t e d  d o l l a r  L l m l t e d  d o l l a r  

t o r t s ,  c o n t r a c t s ,  t o r t s ,  c o n t r a c t s  Haxlmum S u m r y  Lawyers 
amount amount Small  c la lms  

J u r l s -  r e a l  p roDer t y  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  d o l l a r  J u r y  proce-  pe r -  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  Hlnlmum/maxlmum Hlnlmum/maxlmum amount t r l a l s  dures m l t t e d  

NEBRASKA: 
01 s t  r I c t  Cour t  
County Cour t  

-- -- -- -- G O/No maxlmum -_  
L -- 0/$10.000 $1.500 No Yes No 

( $5.000 f o r  
r e a l  p r o p e r t y )  

NEVADA: 
01 s t  r l c t  Cour t  
J u s t l c e  Cour t  
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  

G $1 ,000/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 

L -- O /  $2.500 -- -- -- -- L -- O /  $2.500 $1.500 No Yes Yes 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
S u p e r l o r  Cour t  
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  

G $5OO/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- O/$lO,OOO $1,500 No Yes Yes 
L -- O /  11,500 $1,500 No Yes Yes 

( o n l y  l a n d l o r d - t e n a n t .  
and sma l l  c l a lms)  

NEW JERSEY: 
Super lo r  Cour t  (Law O l v l -  

slon and Chancery 
D l  v l  s \on)  G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
(Law O l v l s l o n ,  
S p e c l a l  C l v l l  P a r t )  L -- O /  $5.000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 

NEW MEXICO:  
01 s t r l c t  Cour t  G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
H a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  L -- o/ $2,000 -- -- -- -- 
H e t r o p o l l t a n  Cour t  o f  

B e r n a l l l l o  County L -- O /  $5.000 -- -- -- -- 

NEW YORK : 
Supreme Cour t  G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
County Cour t  G -- 0/$25,000 -- -- -- -- 
C l v l l  Cour t  of t h e  C l t y  

o f  New York L -- 0/$25,000 $1.500 Yes Yes Yes 
C l t y  Cour t  L -- O /  $500- $1,500 Yes Yes Yes 

D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L -- 0/$15,000 $1,500 Yes Yes Yes 
Cour t  o f  Clalms L ~ / N O  maxlmum 
Town Cour t  and V l l l a g e  

J u s t l c e  Cour t  L _ _  O /  $3.000 $1.500 Yes Yes Yes 

$15,000 

-- -- -- -- -- 

NORlH CAROLINA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G $10.000/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  L -- 0/$10.000 $1,500 No Yes Yes 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
01 s t  r l c t  Cour t  
County Cour t  

~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- G 
L -- O/$lO,OOO $2,000 No Yes Var les  

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE C: O o l l a r  amount j u r l s d l c t l o n  f o r  o r l g l n a l  t o r t ,  c o n t r a c t ,  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  r l g h t s .  and sma l l  c l a l m s  
f l l l n g s  I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

U n l l m l t e d  d o l l a r  L l m l t e d  d o l l a r  

t o r t s ,  c o n t r a c t s ,  t o r t s ,  c o n t r a c t s  Haxlmum S u m r y  Lawyers 
amount amount Small  c l a l m s  

J u r l s -  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  d o l l a r  J u r y  proce-  p e r -  
S t a t e K o u r t  name: d l c t l o n  Hlnlmum/maxlmum Mlnlmum/maxlmum amount t r l a l s  dures m t t t e d  

OHIO: 
Court  of Comnon Pleas G $5OO/No maxlmum _ _  -- -- -- -- 
County Cour t  L -_ O/ $3,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L -- O/$lO,OOO $1,000 No Yes Yes 

OKLAHOMA: 
01 s t r l c  t Cour t  G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- $1.500 Yes Yes Yes 

OREGON: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  
J u s t l c e  Cour t  

G $10.000/No maxlmum _ _  -- -- -- -- 
L -- 0/$10.000 $2.500 No Yes No 
L -- O/ $2,500 $2,500 No Yes No 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Cour t  of Comnon Pleas G 
O l s t r l c t  J u s t l c e  Cour t  L 
P h l l a d e l p h l a  M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L 

P l t t s b u r g h  C l t y  
M a g I s t r a t e s  Cour t  L 

~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
-- O/ $4,000 _ _  -- -- -- 
-- O/ $5,000 $5.000 No Yes Yes 

( o n l y  r e a l  p r o p e r t y )  

~ / N O  maxlrnum -- -- -- -- 
( o n l y  r e a l  
p r o p e r t y  1 

PUERTO R I C O :  
Super lo r  Cour t  
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  

RHOOE ISLAND: 
Super lo r  Cour t  
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  

-- -- -- -- _ _  G $S,OOO/No maxlmum 
L $1,000/ $5.000- $1,500 No Yes Yes -- 

$1 0,000 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  
H a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  

-- -- -- -- G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- 
L _ _  o/ $1,000 -- -- -- -- 

(no  max. i n  l a n d l o r d - t e n a n t  

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- $2.000 No Yes Yes 

-- -- -- -- TENNESSEE: 
$SO/No maxlmum -- C l r c u l t  Cour t ,  Chancery Cour t  G 

General Sesslons Cour t  L O/No maxlmum O/$lO ,000 
( F o r c l b l e  e n t r y .  ( A l l  c l v l l  a c t l o n s  
d e t a l n e r ,  and I n  l n  c o u n t l e s  w l t h  $10.000 No Yes Yes 
a c t l o n s  t o  recove r  p o p u l a t l o n  under 
pe rsona l  p r o p e r t y  700,000) 

0/$15.000 
( A l l  c l v l l  a c t l o n s  I n  

c o u n t l e s  w l th  popula-  
t l o n  ove r  700,000) 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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fIGURE C: O o l l a r  amount J u r l s d l c t l o n  f o r  o r l g l n a l  t o r t ,  c o n t r a c t ,  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  r l g h t s .  and sma l l  c l a l m s  
f l l l n g s  l n  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

U n l l m l t e d  d o l l a r  L l m l t e d  d o l l a r  

t o r t s ,  c o n t r a c t s ,  t o r t s ,  c o n t r a c t s  Maxlmum Sumnary Lawyers 
amount amount Small  c la lms  

J u r l s -  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  d o l l a r  J u r y  proce-  p e r -  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d 1 c t l on HI nlmum/max lmum Ml n lmum/max lmum amount t r l a 1 s dures m l  t t e d  

TEXAS: 
D l  s t  r l c t  Cour t  G $200/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
County Cour t  a t  Law, C o n s t l -  

t u t l o n a l  County Cour t  L -- $200/var les $200 -- -- -- 
Justice o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  L -- 0 / $2,500 $1.000 Yes Yes Yes 

(No max. 
l n  r e a l  
p r o p e r t y )  

UTAH: 
~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- O l s t r l c t  Cour t  G 

C l  r c u l t  Cour t  L -- O/$IO,OOO $I, 'OOO NO Yes Yes 
Justice o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  L -- O/ $1,000 $1.000 Yes Yes Yes 

YE RHONT: 
Super lo r  Cour t  
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  

$200/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- G 
G -- O/  $5,000 $2,000 Yes Yes Yes 

V I R G I N I A :  
C l r c u l t  Cour t  

01 s t r  l c t  Cour t  

G $l.OOO/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
O/No maxlmum 

( r e a l  p r o p e r t y )  -- O/ $7,000 -- -- -- -- L 

WASHINGTON: 
S u p e r l o r  Cour t  
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  

G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- 
L -- O/$lO,OOO $1.000 No Yes Yes 

( t o r t )  
O /  $7,500 

(Con t rac t .  No r e a l  p r o p e r t y )  

WEST V I R G I N I A :  
C l r c u l t  Cour t  
M a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  

WISCONSIN: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  $1,000 Yes No Yes G ~ / N O  maxlmum -- 

$1,00O/No maxlmum -- -- -- -- -- O l s t r l c t  Cour t  G 
County Cour t  L -- O /  $7,000 $750 No Yes Yes 

-- o/ s1,ooo $750 NO Yes Yes Justice o f  t h e  Peace Cour t  L 

WY OH1 NG : 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General J u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t .  
L = L l m l t e d  J u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t .  
-- = Oata element 1s l n a p p l l c a b l e .  

Source: Oata were gathered From t h e  1987 S t a t e  T r l a l  Cour t  J u r l s d l c t l o n  Gulde p r o f l l e s .  and S t a t e  
A d m l n l s t r a t l v e  O f f l c e s  of t h e  Cour ts .  

204 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1987 



FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by the State Trial Courts, 1987 

Contents o f  charqinq document 
Number o f  Slngle Slngle 
defendants lncldent lncldent One or 

One (set # o f  (unllm- more 
Jurls- Polnt O F  countlng or Slngle charges lted # o f  Incl- 

State/Court name: dlct lon a crlmlnal case - One more charse per case) charqes) dents 

ALABAMA: 
Clrcult Court G Informatlon/Indlctment X X 
Dlstrlct Court L Comp la 1 nt X X 
Munlclpal Court L Compl a 1 nt X (No data reported) 

ALASKA: 
Superlor Court 
Dlstrlct Court 

G Indlctment 
1 Comp 1 a 1 n t 

X 
X 

X 
X 

ARIZONA: 
Superlor Court G Informatlon/lndlctment X X 
Justlce o f  the Peace 

Court 1 Compla t nt Varies ulth prosecutor' 

Munlclpal Court L Compl a 1 nt Varles ulth prosecutor' 

ARKANSAS: 
Clrcul t Court G Informatlon/lndlctment X X 
Hunlclpal Court 1 Compl a 1 n t X X 
Clty Court, Pollce Ct. L Comp 1 a 1 nt X X 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superlor Court G Informatlon/lndlctment X 
Justlce Court L Compl a 1 n t X 
Munlclpal Court 1 Comp 1 at nt X 

X 
X 
x 

COLORADO: 
Dlstrlct Court 
County Court 

G Compl a I n t X 
L Complalnt/sumnons X 

X 
X 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superlor Court G Informatlon X 

(Varles among 
local pollce 
departments) 

DELAWARE: 
Superlor Court G Intormatlon/lndlctment X 
Famlly Court 1 Complalnt/petltlon X 
Justlce o f  the Peace Ct. L Cornpla 1 n t X X 
Court o f  Comnon Pleas L Compl a 1 n t X X 

Wllmlngton L Compl a 1 nt X X 
Alderman's Court L Compl a 1 n t X X 

Munlclpal Court O F  

X 
X 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superlor Court G Complalnt/lnformatlon/ X X 

1 nd lctment 

(contlnued on next page) 
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FIGURE 0: C r l m l n a l  case u n l t  o f  count  used by t h e  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( c o n t l n u e d )  

Contents o f  c h a r s l n s  document 
Number o f  S l n g l e  S l n g l e  
defendants l n c l d e n t  l n c l d e n t  One o r  

One ( s e t  # o f  ( u n l l m -  more 
J u r l s -  P o l n t  o f  c o u n t l n g  o r  S l n g l e  charges l t e d  # o f  l n c l -  

One m s  charqe Der case1  charqes) dents  - Sta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  a c r l m l n a l  case - 
FLOR I D A :  

C l r c u l t  Cour t  
County Cour t  

G I n f o r m a t l o n / l n d l c t m e n t  X (P rosecu to r  dec ldes)  
L Compl a l n t  X X 

GEOHGIA:  
Super lo r  Cour t  G 
S t a t e  Cour t  L 
H a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  L 
Probate Cour t  L 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L 
C l v l l  Cour t  L 
County Recorde r ' s  Cour t  L 
H u n l c l p a l  Cour ts  

and t h e  C l t y  Cour t  
o f  A t l a n t a  L 

Ind l c tmen t /accusa t lon  X 
Accusat lon X 
Compl a 1 n t X 
Accusat lon X 
No da ta  r e p o r t e d  
No da ta  r e p o r t e d  
No da ta  r e p o r t e d  

No da ta  r e p o r t e d  

H A W A I I :  
C l r c u l t  Cour t  

D l s t r l c t  Cour t  

G Comp la ln t / l nd  l c  tment X 

L F l r s t  appearance/ ln for -  X X 
ma t lon  

X (Most s e r l o u s  
charge) 

I DAH0 : 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G I n f o r m a t l o n  X 
( f i a g l s t r a t e s  D l v l s l o n )  L Compla 1 n t  X 

x 
X 

ILLINOIS: 
C1 r c u l t  Cour t  G I n f o r m a t l o n / l n d l c t m e n t  X X 

I N D I A N A :  
Super lo r  Cour t  and 

C l r c u l t  Cour t  
County Cour t  

H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  o f  
Mar lon County 

C l t y  Cour t  and Town 
Cour t  

G I n f o r m a t l o n / l n d l c t m e n t  X 

L In fo rma t lon /comp la ln t  X 

L I n f o r m a t l o n / c o m p l a l n t  X 

L I n f o r m a t l o n / c o m p l a l n t  X 

X (may n o t  be 
c o n s l s t e n t )  

X (may n o t  be 
c o n s l s t e n t )  

X (may n o t  be 
c o n s l s t e n t )  

X (may n o t  be 
c o n s l s t e n t )  

I O W A :  
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G I n f o r m a t l o r d l n d l c t r n e n t  X X 

KANSAS: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G F l r s t  appearance X X 

KENTUCKY: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G I n f o r m a t l o n / l n d t c t m e n t  X 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L C o r n p l a l n t / c l t a t l o n  X 

X 
X 

( con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE D: C r l m l n a l  case u n l t  o f  coun t  used by t h e  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( c o n t l n u e d )  

Contents o f  c h a r s l n s  document 
Number o f  S l n g l e  S l n g l e  
defendants l n c l d e n t  l n c l d e n t  One o r  

One ( s e t  # o f  ( u n l l m -  more 
J u r l s -  P o l n t  o f  c o u n t l n g  o r  S l n g l e  charges l t e d  # o f  l n c l -  

S ta te /Cour t  name: d 1 c t  1 on a c r l m l n a l  case - One more charqe p e r  case) charqes)  dents  

LOUISIANA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G I n f o r m a t l o n / l n d l c t m e n t  Va r les  
C l t y  Cour t  and P a r l s h  L I n f o r m a t l o n / c o m p l a l n t  X 

Cour t  

Va r les  
X 

MAINE:  
Super lo r  Cour t  
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  

G I n f o r m a t l o n / l n d l c t m e n t  X 
L I n f o r m a t l o n / c o m p l a l n t  X 

X 
X 

MARY LAND : 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G I n f o r m a t l o n / l n d l c t m e n t  X 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L C l t a t l o n / l n f o r m a t l o n  X 

X 
X 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
T r l a l  Cour t  o f  t he  

Commonwealth: 
Super lo r  Cour t  Dept. G I n f o r m a t l o n / l n d l c t m e n t  X 
Houslng Cour t  Dept. L Compl a 1 n t X 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  Dept. L Compl a 1 n t X 
Boston M u n l c l p a l  C t .  L Compl a 1 n t  X 

M I C H  IGAN : 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G I n f o r m a t l o n  X 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L Comp 1 a I n t X 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L Comp 1 a 1 n t X 

X 
X 
X 

MINNESOTA:  
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Comp 1 a 1 n t X X 

M I S S I S S I P P I :  DATA ARE UNAVAILABLE 

M I S S O U R I :  
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G I n f o r m a t l o n / l n d l c t m e n t  X 
( A s s o c l a t e  D l v l s l o n )  L Compl a 1 n t  X 

X 
X 

MONTANA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G I n f o r m a t l o n / l n d l c t m e n t  X 
J u s t l c e  o f  Peace Cour t  

and M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L Compl a 1 n t X 
C l t y  Cour t  L Compl a 1 n t X 

NEBRASKA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  

County Cour t  

G I n f o r m a t l o n / l n d l c t m e n t  X 

L I n f o r m a t l o n / c o m p l a l n t  X 

X ( n o t  con- 
s 1 s t e n t  1 y 
observed 
s ta tew lde )  

X 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE 0: C r l m l n a l  case u n i t  o f  coun t  used by t h e  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s :  1987. (~?flr~!n!yJ] 

Contents O F  c h a r q l n q  document 
Number o f  S l n g l e  S l n g l e  
defendants l n c l d e n t  l n c l d e n t  One o r  

One ( s e t  # o f  ( u n l l m -  more 
J u r l s -  P o l n t  o r  c o u n t l n g  o r  S l n g l e  charges l t e d  # OF l n c l -  

S t a t e / C o u r t  name: d 1 c t  1 on a c r l m l n a l  case - One more charqe pe r  case1  charges)  dents  

NEVADA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G I n f o r m a t l o n / l n d l c t m e n t  Va r les  Var les .  dependlng on p rosecu to r  
J u s t l c e  Cour t  L Compl a 1 n t  Va r les  Var les,  dependlng on p rosecu to r  
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  1 Compla 1 n t  Va r les  Var les.  dependlng on p rosecu to r  

NEH HAMPSHIRE: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G I n f o r m a t l o n / l n d l c t m e n t  X X 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L Compl a 1 n t  X X 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  1 Comp 1 a 1 n t X X 

NEW JERSEY: 
Super lo r  Cour t  

( l a w  D l v l s l o n )  G Accusa t lon / l nd l c tmen t  X 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L Compl a 1 n t  X 

X 
X 

NEW MCXICO:  
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G I n d l c t m e n t / l n f o r m a t l o n  X 

B e r n a l l l l o  County 
M a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  1 Compl a 1 n t  X 

M e t r o p o l l t a n  Cour t  1 Comp 1 a 1 n t  X 

X (nay 
X va ry  

u l t h  
X p r o s e c u t o r )  

NEW YORK : 
Supreme Cour t  G DeFendant/Indlctment X 
County Cour t  1 Oefendant / Ind lc tment  X 
C r l m l n a l  Cour t  o f  t h e  

C l t y  O F  New York 1 Docket number X 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  and 

C l t y  Cour t  1 Docket number X 
Town Cour t  and V l l l a g e  

J u s t l c e  Cour t  L Compl a I n t  X 

Va r les  dependlng on p rosecu to r  
Va r les  dependlng on p rosecu to r  

Va r les  dependlng on p rosecu to r  

Va r les  dependlng on p rosecu to r  

Va r les  dependlng on p rosecu to r  

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  

D l s t r l c t  Cour t  

G I n d l c t m e n t  ( F l l l n g  O F  
appeal From D l s t r l c t  
Cour t  on mlsdemeanor 
c o n v l c t l o n )  X 

L Warrant/summons ( I n -  X 
c ludes  c l t a t l o n s .  Mag- 
I s t r a t e s  o rde r ,  mlsde- 
meanor s ta tement  o f  charges) 

X 
x ( 2  M X )  

NORTH DAKOTA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G InFormat lon / l nd l c tmen t  X 
County Cour t  1 Cornpla ln t / lnFormat lon X 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  C Compla 1 n t  X 

OHIO: 
Cour t  o f  Conmon Pleas G Arra lgnment  X 
County Cour t  L War r a n t  /surmons X 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  1 Warrant/sumnons X 
Mayor 's  Cour t  1 No da ta  r e p o r t e d  

X 
X 
X 

( con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE 0: C r l m l n a l  case u n l t  of count  used by t h e  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

Contents o f  c h a r q l n g  document 
Number o f  S l n g l e  S I n g l e  
defendants l n c l d e n t  l n c l d e n t  One o r  

One ( s e t  # o f  ( u n l l m -  more 
J u r l s -  P o l n t  of c o u n t l n g  o r  S l n g l e  charges l t e d  # o f  l n c l -  

S ta te /Cour t  name: d 1 c t 1 on a c r l m l n a l  case - One more charqe p e r  case) charges) den ts  

OKLAIIOMA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G I n f o  rma t 1 on / 1 nd 1 c t men t X X 

OREGON: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Comp la ln t / l nd l c tmen t  X (Number o f  charges n o t  

D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L Comp la ln t / l nd l c tmen t  X (Number o f  charges n o t  

J u s t l c e  Cour t  L Compl a 1 n t X (Number o f  charges n o t  

c o n s l s t e n t  s t a t e w l d e )  

c o n s l s t e n t  s ta tew lde )  

c o n s l s t e n t  s ta tew lde )  
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L Compl a 1 n t X X 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Cour t  o f  Common Pleas G In fo rma t lon /docke t  

t r a n s c r l p t  X 
D l s t r l c t  J u s t l c e  Cour t  L Comp 1 a 1 n t X 

Cour t  L Compl a 1 n t X 

M a g l s t r a t e s  Cour t  L Compl a 1 n t  X 

Ph I 1  ade l  p h l a  Hun l c  1 pa 1 

P l t t s b u r g h  C l t y  

X 
X 

X 

X 

PUERTO R I C O :  
Super io r  Cour t  G Accusat lon 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  L Charge 

X X 
X X 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G I n f  ormat l o n / l n d  l c tmen t  X 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L Compl a 1 n t X 

X 
X 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G I n d l c t m e n t  X 
M a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  L Warrant/summons X 
M u n I c l p a l  Cour t  L Warrant/sumnons X 

X 
X 
X 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Comp 1 a 1 n t X X 

TENNESSEE: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  

General Sesslons Cour t  L No da ta  r e p o r t e d  
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L No da ta  r e p o r t e d  

and C r l m l n a l  Cour t  G I n f o r m a t l o n / l n d l c t m e n t  Not  c o n s l s t e n t  s t a t e w l d e  

TEXAS: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  and 

C r l m l n a l  D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G I n f o r m a t l o n / l n d l c t m e n t  X 
County-Level Cour ts  L Comp la ln t / l n fo rma t lon  X 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L Compl a l n t  X X 
J u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace C t .  L Compl a 1 n t X X 

X 
X 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE 0 :  Crlmlnal case unlt o f  count used by the state trlal courts, 1987. (contlnued) 

Number o f  
defendants 

One 
Jurls- Polnt o f  countlng or 

One m o r e  State/Court name: dlctlon a crlmlnal case - 
UTAH : 

Dlstrlct Court G Informatlon X 
Clrcult Court L Informatlon/cltatlon X 
Justlce of the Peace 

Court L C1 ta t ton X 

Contents o f  charqlns document 
Slngle Slngle 

lncldent lncldent One or 
(set # o f  (unllm- more 

Slngle charges lted # o f  Incl- 
charqe Der case) charges) dents 

X 
X 

X 

VERMONT: 
Dlstrlct Court G Arralgnment X X 

VIRGINIA: 
Clrcult Court G Informatlon/lndlctment X X 
Dlstrlct Court L Warrant/sumnons X X 

WASHINGTON: 
Superlor Court G Informatlon X 
Olstrlct Court L Complalnt/cltatlon X 
Hunlclpal Court L Complalnt/cltatlon X 

X 
X (2 max) 
x (2 MX) 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Clrcult Court G Informatlon/lndlctment X 
Haglstrate Court L Warrant X 
Hunlclpal Court L Comp 1 a 1 n t X X 

X 
X 

WISCONSIN: 
Clrcult Court G Inltlal appearance X 
Hunlclpal Court L Cltatlon** X X 

X 

WYOMING: 
Dlstrlct Court G Informat lon/l ndlctment X 
County Court L Complalnt/lnformatlon X 
Justlce o f  the 

Peace Court L Complalnt/lnformatlon X 
Hunlclpal Court L Cl ta t I on/compla 1 n t X X 

G = General Jurlsdlctlon court. 
L = Llmlted Jurlsdlctlon court. 

FOOTNOTES 

*Arlrona--Varles In Clmlted Jurlsdlctlon courts. 
Prosecutor can flle elther long or short form. 
Long form can lnvolve one or more defendants and/ 
or charges; short form Involves one defendant and 
a slngle charge. 

**Wlsconsln--Munlclpal Court--The court has 
excluslvely clvll Jurlsdlctlon, but Its caseload 
lncludes flrst offense DWI/DUI cases. The State 
Court Model Statlstlcal Dlctlonary treats all 
DWI/DUI cases as a subcategory of crlmlnal cases. 

Source: State Trlal Court Jurlsdlctlon Gulde proflles, updated and verlfled for 1987 by State 
Admlnlstratlve Offices of the Courts. 
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FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used In State Trial Courts, 1987 

J u r l s -  t ake  o r  t l o n  o r  c a t l o n  o f  s l t l o n  o f  t r a n s f e r s  t o  
S t a t e K o u r t  name: d l c t l o n  r e f e r r a l  complaint p e t  1 t l o n  i u v e n l l e  a d u l t  c o u r t s  

ALABAMA: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L 

X X 
X X 

18 
18 

ALASKA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G x X 18 

A R I Z O N A  : 
Super lo r  Cour t  G X X 18 

ARKANSAS: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G 
Chancery and 

Probate Cour t  G 

X X 

X X 

18 

18 

CALIFORNIA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G X X 18 

COLORADO: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G 

( l n c l u d e s  Denver 
J u v e n l l e  Cour t )  

X X 18 

CONNECTICUT: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G X X 16 

DELAWARE: 
Faml ly  Cour t  1 X X 18 

D I S T R I C T  OF COLUMBIA:  
Super lo r  Cour t  G X X 18 

F L O R I D A :  
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G X X 18 

G E O R G I A :  
Super lo r  Cour t  and 

J u v e n l l e  Cour t  G X X 17 

H A W A I I  : 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G X X 18 

( J u r l s d l c t l o n  may be 
r e t a l n e d  u n t l l  f u l l  
t e r m  o f  t h e  o rde r  ex- 
p l r e s .  p r o v l d e d  t e r m  
does n o t  ex tend  beyond 
t l m e  J u v e n l l e  reaches 
age 20) 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE E: J u v e n l l e  u n l t  o f  count  used I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1981. ( c o n t l n u e d )  

F l l l n q s  a r e  counted Age a t  whlch 

A t  l n -  o f  p e t l -  A t  a d j u d l -  A t  dlspo- j u r l s d l c t l o n  
J u r l s -  t a k e  o r  t l o n  or c a t l o n  o f  s t t l o n  o f  t r a n s f e r s  t o  

S t a t e K o u r t  name: d l c t l o n  r e f e r r a l  comp la in t  p e t  I t  l o n  J u v e n l l e  a d u l t  c o u r t s  

A t  f l l l n g  U l s p o s l t l o n  counted j u v e n l  l e  

IDAHO: 
U l s t r l c t  Cour t  G X X 18 

I LLINOI S : 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G X X 17 

(15  f o r  f l r s t  degree 
murder, aggravated 
c r l m l n a l  sexual  
a s s a u l t ,  and armed 
robbery w l t h  a 
f 1 rearm) 

IN0 IANA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  and 

C l r c u l t  Cour t  ti 
Probate CoLr t  L 

X X 
X X 

18 
18 

I oun : 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G 

O l s p o s l t l o n  

c o l l e c t e d  
X da ta  a r e  no t  18 

KANSAS : 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  G X X 18 

14 
( F o r  t r a f f l c  v l o l a t l o n )  

16 
(Cor f l s h  and game o r  

charged w l t h  f e l o n y  w l t h  
two p r l o r  J u v e n l l e  adJud- 
l c a t l o n s ,  whlch would be 
consldered a f e l o n y  

KENTUCKY: 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  L X X 18 

LOUISIANA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G X X 17 
Famt ly  Cour t  and 

J u v e n l l e  Cour t  G X X 15 
( f o r  f l r s t  and second 
degree murder, man- 
s l a u g h t e r ,  and aggra-  
vated rape)  

C l t y  Cour t  1 X X 16 
( f o r  armed robbery,  
aggravated b u r g l a r y ,  
and aggravated k l d -  
na DP 1 ny 1 

MAINE: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L X X 18 

( con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE E:  J u v e n l l e  u n l t  o f  count  used l n  s t a t e  t r i a l  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( c o n t i n u e d )  

F l l l n q s  a r e  counted Age a t  wh lch  

A t  l n -  o f  p e t l -  A t  a d j u d l -  A t  d l spo -  j u r l s d l c t l o n  
J u r l s -  t a k e  o r  t l o n  o r  c a t i o n  o f  s l t l o n  o f  t r a n s f e r s  t o  

S t a t e K o u r t  name: ~~ d l c t l o n  r e f e r r a l  cornpla ln t  p e t  1 t t o n  J uven I 1  e a d u l t  c o u r t s  

A t  f i l l n g  D i s p o s i t t o n  counted j u v e n  1 1 e 

MARYLAND: 
C t r c u j t  Cour t  G 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  1 

X 
X 

X 18 
X 18 

MASSACHUSCTTS: 
T r l a l  Cour t  o f  t h e  
Cornonwealth: G 

D l s t r l c t  Cour t  Dept. 
J u v e n l l e  Cour t  Uept. 

X 
x 

X 
X 

17 
17 

M I C H I G A N  : 
Probate Cour t  C X X 17 

MINNESOTA : 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G X X 18 

MISSISSIPPI (Data a r e  u n a v a l l a b l e )  

MISSOURI  : 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G X X 17 

- 

MONTANA: 
D i s t r i c t  Cour t  G X 18 

NEBRASKA: 
Separate J u v e n l l e  Cour t  1 
County Cour t  1 

X 
X 

X 
X 

18 
18 

NEVADA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Va r ies  by D l s t r l c t  Va r les  by D l s t r l c t  18 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  C X X 18 

16 
(To r  t r a t f i c  v l o l a t l o n )  

15 
( f o r  some f e l o n y  charges)  

NEW JERSEY: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G X X 18 

NEW M E X I C O :  
D i s t r i c t  Cour t  G X X I8 

NEW YORK:  
Faml l y  Cour t  L X X 16 

13 
( f o r  murder and k ldnapp lng )  

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE E:  J u v e n l l e  u n l t  O F  count  used I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

F l l t n g s  a r e  counted Age a t  whlch 

A t  l n -  o f  p e t l -  i t  a d j u d l -  A t  d l s p o -  J u r l s d i c t l o n  
J u r i s -  t a k e  o r  t t o n  o r  c a t t o n  o f  s l t l o n  o f  t r a n s f e r s  t o  

S t a t e K o u r t  name: d l c t t o n  r e f e r r a l  comp la ln t  p e t  I t t o n  j u v e n l l e  a d u l t  c o u r t s  

A t  f l l l n g  Dl spos l t l o n  counted Juven\ l e  

NORTH C A R O L I N A :  
D l r t r l c t  Cour t  I X X 16 

NORTH UAKOTA: 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  ti X X 18 

OHIO:  
Court  O F  Common 

Pleas G X 
( ua r r a  n t  ) 

X 18 

OKLAHOMA : 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  G X X 

(case number) 
18 

OREGON: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G 
County Cour t  L 

X ( D l s p o s l t l o n s  a r e  n o t  18 
X counted)  18 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Cour t  O F  Comnon Pleas G X X 18 

PUERTO R I C O :  
Super lo r  Cour t  G X X 18 

RHOUE ISLAND: 
Faml l y  Cour t  I. X X 18 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Faml l y  Cour t  1 X X 17 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
C 1  r c u l  t Cour t  G X X 18 

TENNESSEE: 
General Sesslons Cour t  L X 
J u v e n l l e  Cour t  L X 

X 18 
X 18 

TEXAS: 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  G 
County Cour t  a t  Law. 

C o n s t l t u t l o n a l  County 
Cour t ,  Probate Cour t  L 

X I 7  

X 17 

UTAH: 
J u v e n l l e  Cour t  1 X X 18 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE E: J u v e n l l e  u n i t  o f  count  used I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( c o n t i n u e d )  

F i l i n g s  a r e  counted Age a t  u h l c h  

A t  l n -  o f  p e t l -  A t  adJudl -  A t  dlspo- j u r l s d l c t l o n  
A t  f i l i n g  O l s p o s l t l o n  counted- j u v e n  1 l e  

J u r l s -  t a k e  o r  t i o n  o r  c a t i o n  of s l t l o n  o f  t r a n s F e r s  t o  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  r e f e r r a l  comp la in t  p e t  1 t 1 on j u v e n l l e  a d u l t  c o u r t s  

VE RHON T : 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G X X 16 

V I R G I N I A :  
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L X X 18 

WASHINGTON: 
S u p e r l o r  Cour t  G X X X 18 

(dependency) (de l l nquency )  

WEST V I R G I N I A :  
C l r c u i t  Cour t  G X X 18 

WISCONSIN: 
C l  r c u l t  Cour t  G X X 18 

WYOMING: 
D i s t r i c t  Cour t  G X X 19 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

ti = General j u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t .  
L = L i m l t e d  J u r l s d i c t l o n  c o u r t .  

= f f f e c t l v e  January 20. 1987, J u v e n i l e  j u r l s d l c t l o n  I n  Arkansas t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  t h e  C i r c u l t  Cour t  
(de l tnquency )  and Chancery and Probate Cour t  (dependency) f rom t h e  County Cour t .  

Source: S t a t e  T r l a l  Cour t  J u r l s d i c t l o n  Gulde p r o f l l e s .  updated and v e r l f l e d  by S t a t e  
A d m l n l s t r a t l v e  O f f l c e s  of t h e  Cour ts .  

Part IV: Figure E 215 



FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1987 

Admlnl s- 
t r a t  1 ve 

J u r l s -  Agency T r l a l  Cour t  ADDealS Source o f  
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  ApDeals E C r l m l n a l  TyDe o f  ADDeal T r l a l  Cour t  ADDeal 

ALABAMA: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G X X X de novo O l s t r l c t ,  Probate, 

and M u n l c l p a l  Cour ts  

ALASKA: 
S u p e r l o r  Cour t  G X 0 0 de novo 

0 X X on t h e  reco rd  O l s t r l c t  Cour t  

AR I ZONA : 
S u p e r l o r  Cour t  G 0 X X de novo J u s t i c e  o f  t h e  Peace, 

M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  

ARKANSAS: 
C l  r c u l  t Cour t  G 0 X X de novo Cour t  o f  Comnon 

Pleas, County, 
H u n l c l p a l ,  C l t y  and 
P a l l c e  Cour ts  

CALIFORNIA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G X X X de novo on J u s t l c e  Cour t ,  

t h e  reco rd  H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  

COLORADO: 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  G X X 0 on t h e  reco rd  County and H u n l c l p a l  

0 0 X de novo County and H u n l c l p a l  
Cour t  O F  Record 

Cour t  o f  Record 
County Cour t  L 0 X X de novo M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  

Not o f  Record 

CONNECTICUT: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G X X 0 on t h e  reco rd  Probate Cour t  

DELAWARE: 
Super to r  Cour t  G 0 X X de novo M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  o f  

Wl lmlngton.  A lde r -  
man's. and J u s t l c e  
o f  Peace Cour t s  

X X X on t h e  reco rd  Super to r  Cour t ,  
Cour t  o f  Comnon Pleas 

DISTRICT O f  COLUMBIA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G X 0 0 on t h e  reco rd  H e r l t  P r o t e c t l o n  

Board, A d m l n t s t r a t l v e  
T r a f F l c  Agency 

FLORIDA : 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G 0 X 0 de novo on t h e  County Cour t  

0 0 X on t h e  r e c o r d  County Cour t  
r e c o r d  

( con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 

21 6 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Repofl 1987 



FIGURE F: S t a t e  t r t a l  c o u r t s  w l t h  t n c l d e n t a l  a p p e l l a t e  j u r t s d t c t t o n ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

Adml n t s - 
t r a t  t v e  

S ta te /Cour t  name: 

GEORGIA:  
Super to r  Cour t  

J u r t s -  Agency T r l a l  Cour t  Appeals 
d l c t t o n  ApDeals Cr lmlna 1 

G X X 0 

0 0 X 

de novo o r  
on t h e  r e c o r d  
( v a r t e s  by coun ty )  
de novo o r  
on t h e  r e c o r d  
(P roba te  v a r l e s )  

Source o f  
T r l a l  Cour t  Appeal 

Probate Cour t ,  
M a g t s t r a t e  Cour t  

Probate Cour t  
H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  

HAUAII: 
C t r c u l t  Cour t  G X 0 0 de novo 

I DAH0 : 
D t  s t r  t c t  Cour t  G X x ( s m a l l  x de novo H a g l s t r a t e s  D t v t s t o n  

0 X 0 on t h e  r e c o r d  M a g l s t r a t e s  D l v l s t o n  
c la tms  o n l y )  

ILLINOIS: 
C t r c u l t  Cour t  G X 0 0 on t h e  r e c o r d  

I N D I A N A :  
Super to r  Cour t  and 

H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  o f  
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G X X X de novo C t t y  and T o m  Cour ts  

Mar ton County L 0 X 0 de novo Smal l  Clalms Cour t  
o f  Mar ton County 

IOWA: 
O t s t r l c t  Cour t  G X 0 0 de novo 

0 X X on t h e  r e c o r d  M a g l s t r a t e s  D l v l s t o n  

KANSAS: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G X X X de novo H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  

KENTUCKY: 
C t r c u l t  Cour t  G X X X on t h e  r e c o r d  D t s t r l c t  Cour t  

LOUISIANA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G X X X de novo on C l t y  and Par t sh ,  

t h e  r e c o r d  J u s t t c e  o f  t h e  Peace, 
Mayor's Cour ts  

MAINE:  
Super to r  Cour t  G X X X on t h e  r e c o r d  O l s t r l c t  Cour t ,  

A d m t n l s t r a t l v e  Cour t s  

( c o n t t n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE F: S t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s  w l t h  I n c l d e n t a l  a p p e l l a t e  J u r l s d l c t l o n ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

Admlnls- 
t r a t  l ve 

J u r l s -  Agency T r l a l  Cour t  ADGealS Source o f  
S t a t e K o u r t  name: d t c t l o n  ADDealS C r l m l n a l  Tvoe of  ADDeal T r l a l  Cour t  ADDeal 

MARYLAND: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G X 0 0 on t h e  reco rd  

0 X X de novo D l s t r l c t  Cour t  

MASSACHUSETTS: 
Super lo r  Cour t  Department G X X 0 on t h e  reco rd  Other  departments 

D l s t r l c t  Cour t  Department G 0 X X de novo Other  departments 
and Boston M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  

M I C H I G A N  : 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G X X X de novo M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  

0 X 0 on t h e  reco rd  D l s t r l c t .  M u n l c l p a l  
and Probate Cour ts  

MINNESOTA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G 0 X X de novo County Cour t  

~~ 

M I S S I S S I P P I :  (DATA ARE UNAVAILABLE) 

MISSOURI :  
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G X 0 0 on t h e  reco rd  

X X 0 de novo M u n l c l p a l  Cour t ,  
Assoc l a t e  D l  v t  s 1 ons 

MONTANA : 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G X X 0 de novo J u s t l c e  o f  Peace, 

and on t h e  M u n l c l p a l  and C l t y  
reco rd  Cour ts  

0 0 X de novo 

NEBRASKA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G X 0 0 de novo on 

t h e  r e c o r d  
0 X X on t h e  reco rd  County Cour t  

NEVADA: 
de novo on J u s t l c e  and M u n l c l -  
t h e  reco rd  p a l  Cour ts  

D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G X X X 

0 0 X de novo M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  
on t h e  reco rd  

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
X de novo D l s t r l c t  and Super lo r  Cour t  G X D 

Mun lc lpa l  and Probate 
Cour ts  

( con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE f ;  State trial courts with Incidental appellate jurlsdlction, 1987. (continued) 

Adml nl s- 
t rat Ive 

Jurls- Agency Trlal Court ADDealS Source o f  
State/Court .name: dlction ADDealS Crlmlnal Type of Appeal Trial Court Appeal 

NEW JERSEY: 
Supertor Court G 0 0 X de novo on Munlclpal Court 

the record 

NEW MEXICO: 
Dlstrlct Court G X X X de novo Hag I s t ra te, Probate, 

Munlctpal, and 
Bernallllo County 
Hetropol ltan Courts 

NEW YORK: 
County Court G 0 X X on the record City, Town and 

Vlllage Justlce 
Courts 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Superior Court G X 0 X de novo Dlstrlct Court 

X 0 0 de novo on the 

X 0 0 on the record 
record 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
Dlstrlct Court G X 0 0 Varles 

County Court L 0 X X de novo Munlclpal Court 

OHIO: 
Court of  Comnon Pleas G X 0 0 de novo and 

County Court L 0 0 X de novo Mayor's Court 

Huntclpal Court L 0 0 X de novo Mayor ' s Court 

Court o f  Clalms L X 0 0 de novo 

on the record 

OKLAHOMA: 
Olstrlct Court G X 0 x d e  novo on the Huniclpal Court 

Court o f  Tax Review L X 0 0 de novo on the 
record Not o f  Record 

record 

OREGON: 
Clrcult Court G X X X on the record County Court, 

Munlclpal Court, (In 
countles ulth no 
Dlstrlct Court) 
Justlce Court. (ln 
countles wlth no 
Dlstrlct Court) 

G X 0 0 on the record Tax Court 

PENNSYLVANIA : 
Court o f  Comnon Pleas G X X 0 on the record Limlted Jurlsdlctlon 

Courts 
0 0 X de novo 

(contlnued on next page) 
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FIGURE F: S t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s  w l t h  l n c t d e n t a l  a p p e l l a t e  J u r l s d t c t t o n ,  1987 (con t lnued)  

Adml n I s - 
t r a t  l v e  

J u r t s -  Agency T r t a l  Cour t  Appeals Source o f  
Sta te /Cour t  name : d t c t l o n  Appeals C r l m l n a l  Type o f  Appeal T r l a l  Cour t  Appeal 

PUERTO RICO:  
S u p e r l o r  Cour t  G 0 X X - - 01 s t r t c t  Cour t  

RHODE ISLAND: 
S u p e r l o r  Cour t  G X 0 0 on t h e  reco rd  

0 X X de novo D t s t r t c t ,  Mun lc lpa l ,  
and Probate Cour ts  

D t s t r l c t  Cour t  L X 0 0 on t h e  reco rd  

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G X X X de novo on Mag1 s t r a t e .  Probate 

t h e  reco rd  and M u n l c l p a l  Cour ts  

SOUTH OAKOTA: 
C t r c u l t  Cour t  G X 0 0 de novo and 

on t h e  r e c o r d  

0 X X de novo Mag1 s t  r a t e s  01 v l  s t on 
- 

TENNESSEE: 
C l r c u t t ,  Chancery and 

C r t m l n a l  Cour t s  G X X X de novo General Sesr lons,  
Probate , Hunt c l p a l  
and J u v e n t l e  Cour ts  

TEXAS: 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  G X 0 0 de novo and 

de novo on 
t h e  r e c o r d  

X de novo M u n l c l p a l  and J u s t l c e  County-Level Cour ts  L 0 X 
o f  t h e  Peace Cour t s  

UTAH: 
O l s t r  t c t  Cour t  X X X on t h e  reco rd  L t m t t e d  J u r j s d l c t l o n  

0 X X de novo J u s t t c e  o f  t h e  Peace 

G 
Cour ts  

Cour t  

VERMONT: 
S u p e r l o r  Cour t  G X X 0 de novo on D l s t r l c t  Cour t ,  

t h e  reco rd  Probate Cour t  

( con t l nued  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE F: S t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s  w i t h  l n c l d e n t a l  a p p e l l a t e  J u r l s d l c t l o n ,  1987. ( c o n t i n u e d )  

Adml n l s- 
t r a t  l v e  

J u r l s -  Agency Trial Cour t  ADDealS Source of 
S t a t e K o u r t  name: d l c t t o n  ADDeals C r l m l n a l  TyDe o f  ADDeal T r l a l  Cour t  Appeal 

V I R G I N I A :  
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G X 0 0 on t h e  r e c o r d  

0 X X de novo D l s t r l c t  Cour t  

D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L X 0 0 de novo 

WASHINGTON: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G X X X de novo on D l s t r l c t  and 

t h e  r e c o r d  H u n l c l p a l  Cour t s  

WEST V I R G I N I A :  
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G X 0 0 on t h e  r e c o r d  

0 x X de novo M a g i s t r a t e  Cour t  

WISCONSIN: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G X 0 X ( f l r s t  de novo H u n l c l p a l  Cour t  

o f f e n s e  DWI/DUI 
o n l y )  

0 X X ( f l r s t  on t h e  r e c o r d  M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  
o f f e n s e  UWI/DUI 
o n l y )  

WY OH I NG: 
D t s t r t c t  Cour t  G X X X de novo on L l m l t e d  J u r l s d l c t l o n  

t h e  r e c o r d  Cour t s  

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General J u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t .  
L = l l m l t e d  J u r l s d l c t l o n  c o u r t .  
-- = Information n o t  a v a l l a b l e .  

D e f l n l t l o n s  of t y p e s  of appeal :  

de novo: An appeal f rom one t r l a l  c o u r t  t o  ano the r  t r l a l  c o u r t  t h a t  r e s u l t s  l n  a t o t a l l y  new s e t  of 
proceedlngs and a new t r l a l  c o u r t  Judgment. 

de novo 
on t h e  reco rd :  An appeal  f rom one t r l a l  c o u r t  t o  another  t r l a l  c o u r t  t h a t  I s  based on t h e  r e c o r d  t o  reach  

a new t r l a l  c o u r t  Judgment. 

An appeal  f rom one t r l a l  c o u r t  t o  ano the r  t r l a l  c o u r t  I n  u h l c h  p r o c e d u r a l  cha l l enges  t o  
t h e  o r l g l n a l  t r l a l  proceedlngs a r e  clalrned. and an e v a l u a t l o n  o f  those  cha l l enges  a r e  
made--there I s  n o t  a new t r l a l  c o u r t  Judgment on t h e  case. 

on t h e  reco rd :  

Source: Data were ga the red  f rom t h e  1987 S t a t e  T r l a l  Cour t  J u r l s d l c t l o n  Gulde p r o f l l e s  and S t a t e  
A d m l n l s t r a t l v e  D f f l c e s  o f  t h e  Cour ts .  

Part IV: Figure F 221 



FIGURE G: Number of JudgesNustices In the State Courts, 1987 

Cour t ( s )  I n t e r m e d l a t e  General l l m l t e d  
o f  l a s t  a p p e l l a t e  J u r  1 sd l c t  l o n  J u r  1 sd l c  t l o n  

S t a t e :  r e s o r t  c o u r t (  s) c o u r t (  s) c o u r t (  s) 

A1 abama 9 8 
A laska  5 3 
A r  1 zona 5 18 

Arkansas 7 6 

124 
29 

101 

70 

803 ( l n c l u d e s  416 mayors) 

252 ( I n c l u d e s  84 J u s t l c e s  O F  t h e  
peace, 56 p a r t - t l m e  Judges) 

329 ( I n c l u d e s  61 J u v e n l l e  

71 ( I n c l u d e s  54 m a g l s t r a t e s )  

r e f e r e e s )  

C a l l F o r n l a  7 7 7  

Colorado 7 10 
Connec t i cu t  7 9 

-- Delaware 5 

830 ( I n c l u d e s  106 755 ( I n c l u d e s  123 comnlss loners 
comnlss loners o r  r e f e r e e s )  
o r  r e f e r e e s )  

121 342 
162 ( t n c l u d e s  t h e  132 

16 a p p e l l a t e  
J u s t  1 ces/J udges 

17 87 ( I n c l u d e s  53 J u s t l c e s  O F  t h e  
peace,, 1 c h l e f  m a g l s t r a t e ,  
12 aldermen, 1 p a r t - t l m e  Judge) 

O l s t r l c t  o f  9 -- 
F l o r l d a  7 46 

Col  umbl a 

Georg la 7 9 

Hawa 1 I 5 3 

61 -- 

362 . 22 3 
188 ( I n c l u d e s  40 1.077 

p a r t  -t lme 
Judges 1 

Judges) 

32 ( I n c l u d e s  8 59 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  

t nc ludes  48 p a r t - t i m e  Judges, 
159 c h l e f  m a g l s t r a t e r ,  273 
m a g l s t r a t e s )  
l nc ludes  37 p e r  dlem Judges) 

Idaho 5 

I 1  1 l n o t s  7 

I n d i a n a  5 
Iowa 9 

~ ~~ 

3 103 ( I n c l u d e s  62 -- 
lawyer  and 8 
non-lawyer 
magi s t r a t e s )  

43 ( l n c l u d e s  9 780 -- 

13 206 155 
6 317 ( I n c l u d e s  158 -- 

supplemental 
Judges) 

p a r t - t l m e  mag- 
l s t r a t e s )  

Kansas 7 10 216 ( I n c l u d e s  70 31 4 
d 1 s t  r I c t  mag\ s - 
t r a t e  Judges) 

Kentucky 1 14 91 125 
L o u l s l a n a  7 40 192 770 ( I n c l u d e s  399 J u s t l c e s  o f  t h e  

Ha l ne 7 -- 16 42 ( I n c l u d e s  16 p a r t - t l m e  judges)  
peace, 300 mayors) 

Ha r y l  and 7 13 109 156 
Massachusetts 7 10 281 -- 
H l  ch 1 gan 7 18 197 360 
Minnesota 7 13 224* 
H l s s l s s l p p l  9 -- 79 482 ( l n c l u d e s  165 mayors, 191 Jus- 

t l c e s  o f  t h e  peace) 

( con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE G: Number of J u d g e s / j u s t l c e s  I n  t h e  s t a t e  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( c o n t l n u e d )  

C o u r t ( s )  I n t e r m e d l a t e  General L l m l  t e d  
o r  l a s t  appel  l a t e  J u r l s d l c t l o n  J u r  I sd 1 c t  1 on 

S ta te :  r e s o r t  c o u r t (  s) c o u r t ( s )  c o u r t (  s) 

Mlssour t  7 32 
Montana 7 -- 

-- Nebraska 7 
Nevada 5 -- 

303 
41 

48 
35 

348 
133 ( t n c l u d e s  33 J u s t l c e s  o f  t h e  

peace t h a t  a l s o  serve on t h e  
c l t y  c o u r t )  

67 
79 

New Hampshlre 5 -- 
New Je rsey  7 28 
New MexIco 5 1 
New York 1 62 

25 
342 

59 
484 

97 
374 ( I n c l u d e s  342 p a r t - t l m e  Judges) 
182 

2.690 ( I n c l u d e s  76 su r roga tes ,  1,985 
j u s t t c e s  of t h e  peace) 

N o r t h  C a r o l l n a  7 1 2  

N o r t h  Dakota 5 
Ohlo 7 58 
Ok 1 ahoma 12 12 

172 ( I n c l u d e s  100 788 ( I n c l u d e s  631 rnag ls t ra tes  of 
c l e r k s  who u h l c h  100 a r e  p a r t - t l m e )  
hear  uncon- 
t e s t e d  p roba te )  

26 175 
339 950 ( I n c l u d e s  690 mayors) 
206 379 ( I n c l u d e s  unknown number o f  

p a r t  -t lme Judges ) 

Oregon 7 10 

Pennsylvanla 7 24 

Puer to  R lco  8 
Rhode I s l a n d  5 

-- 
-- 

85 

330 

92 
20 

316 ( I n c l u d e s  38 J u s t l c e s  of t h e  

577 ( I n c l u d e s  543 J u s t l c e s  of t h e  
peace and 5 m a g i s t r a t e s )  

163 ( I n c l u d e s  10 s p e c l a l  Judges) 

peace) 

70 

South C a r o l l n a  5 

South Dakota 5 

6 

.- 

51 ( I n c l u d e s  20 657 ( I n c l u d e s  315 m a g i s t r a t e s )  
mas te rs - l n -  
equity) 

197 ( I n c l u d e s  11 -- 
p a r t - t l m e  l a y  
m a g l s t r a t e s ,  18 
l a w  m a g i s t r a t e s ,  
84 f u l l - t l m e  mag- 
l s t r a t e / c l e r k s .  49 
p a r t - t l m e  l a y  mag- 
I s t r a t e / c l e r k s )  

Tennessee 5 21 

Texas 18 80 

Utah 5 7 

Vermont 5 -- 
V I  r g l n l a  7 10 

128 ( I n c l u d e s  33 347 ( I n c l u d e s  44 p a r t - t t m e  Judges, 

385 2,474 ( I n c l u d e s  941 J u s t l c e s  o f  t h e  

20) ( I n c l u d e s  158 J u s t i c e s  o f  t h e  

c h a n c e l l o r s )  and 2 j u s t l c e s  of t h e  peace 

peace) 

peace) 
29 

25 19 
122 177 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE G: Number o f  judges/justlces In the state courts, 1987. (contlnued) 

Court(s) Intermedtate General Llmlted 
o f  last appellate jurtsdlct lon jurlsdlctlon 

State: resort court( s) court(s) court( s 

Washlngton 9 16 

Wl sconsln 7 13 
West Vlrglnla 5 -- 

Wyomlng 5 -- 

133 
60 

197 
17 

328 
278 (lncludes 156 magistrates) 
205 
107 (lncludes 14 justlces o f  

the peace) 

Total 355 778 8,859 18.721 

-- = The state does not have a court at the 
lndlcated level. 

NOTE: Thls table ldentlfles. In parentheses, all 
Indlvtduals who hear cases but are not 
tltled judges/justlces. Some states may 
have glven the tltle 'judge' to offlclals 
who are called maglstrates. Justlces of  the 
peace, etc., ln other states. 

*MI  nnesota--General Jurl sdlct Ion and L l m l  ted 
Jurtsdlctlon Courts were consolldated In 
1987. 

Source: Data were gathered from the 1987 State Trlal and Appellate Court statlstlcal proflles. 
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases In State Trial Courts, 1987 

Are reopened Are enforcement/ 
cases counted c o l l e c t l o n  proceed- Are temporary l n j u n c -  
as new f l l l n g s ,  l ngs  counted? I f  t l o n s  counted? I f  
o r  l d e n t l f l e d  Q u a l l f l c a t l o n s  yes, a r e  they  counted yes, a r e  they  counted 

J u r l s -  s e p a r a t e l y  as o r  s e p a r a t e l y  f rom s e p a r a t e l y  f rom new 
S ta te /Cour t  name : d l c t l o n  reoDened cases? Cond l t l ons  new case f l l l n q s ?  case f l l l n q s ?  

ALABAMA: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G New f l l l n g  
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  L New f l l l n g  

Yes/No 
No 

Yes/No 
Yes/No 

ALASKA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G Reopened 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  L Reopened 

No 
No 

Yes 
No 

Yes/No 
AR I ZONA: 

Super lo r  Cour t  G Reopened When t r a n s -  No 

J u s t l c e  of t h e  
f e r r e d  I n  

Peace Cour t  L Reopened When t r a n s -  No Yes/No 
f e r r e d  I n  

ARKANSAS: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Reopened 
Chancery and Probate 

Cour t  G Reopened 

No 

No 

No 

No 

CALIFORNIA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G Reopened R e t r l e d  cases No 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L Reopened R e t r l e d  cases No 
J u s t l c e  Cour t  L Reopened R e t r i e d  cases No 

No 
N/A 
N/A 

COLORADO: 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Reopened Post A c t l v l t l e s  No 
Water Cour t  G Reopened Post A c t l v l t l e s  No 
County Cour t  L Reopened Post A c t l v l t l e s  No 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L N/A N/A 

No 
No 
No 
N/A 

CONNECTICUT: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G New f l l l n g  No No 

OELAWARE : 
Cour t  of Chancery G 
Super lo r  Cour t  G 

Cour t  L 
Faml l y  Cour t  L 

J u s t l c e  of t h e  Peace 

Cour t  of Comnon Pleas L 
Alderman's Cour t  L 

Reopened No 
New f l l l n g  I f  remanded No 
Reopened Case r e h e a r l n g  

Rare l y  occurs No 
New F l l t n g  I f  p a r t  of o r l g -  No 

I s  heard l n a l  p roceed lng  
s e p a r a t e l y  

Reopened - I f  
r e h e a r l n g  of 
t o t a l  case 

N/A N/A 
N/A N/A 

No 
Yes/No 

Yes/No 
No 

N/A 
N/A 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of c o u n t l n g  c l v l l  cases I n  s t a t e  t r t a l  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

Are reopened Are enforcement/ 
cases counted c o l l e c t t o n  proceed- Are temporary I n j u n c -  
as new f l l l n g s .  l ngs  counted? I f  t t o n s  counted? I f  
o r  l d e n t l f l e d  Q u a l l f l c a t l o n s  yes, a r e  they  counted yes, a r e  they  counted 

J u r l s -  s e p a r a t e l y  as o r  separa te l y  f rom s e p a r a t e l y  f rom new 
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  reoDened cases? Cond l t l ons  new case f l l l n q s ?  case f l l l n q s ?  

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G Reopened Yes/Yes Yes/Yes 

FLORIDA: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Reopen e d 
County Cour t  L Reopened 

Yes/No 
Yes/No 

Yes/No 
Yes/No 

GEORGIA: 
S u p e r l o r  Cour t  G New f l l l n g  
C l v l l  Cour t  L N/C 
S t a t e  Cour t  L New f l l l n g  
Probate Cour t  L New f l l l n g  
M a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  L New f l l l n g  
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L N/C 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

H A W A I I  : 
C i r c u l t  Cour t  and G Reopened Supplemental Yes/Yes Yes/Yes 

Fami l y  Cour t  proceed 1 ngs Spec la l  proceedlngs C l r c u l t  Cour t :  
Spec la l  Pro- 
ceedtngs 

D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L Reopened Su p p l  emen t a 1 No Yes/No 
proceedlngs ( I n c l u d e d  as new 

(case f l l i n g )  

IDAHO: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Reopened Yes/No No 

ILLINOIS: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Reopen e d No No 

INDIANA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G Reopen e d Redoc ke ted  No 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Reopened Redocketed No 
County Cour t  L Reopened Redocketed No 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  o f  Reopened Redocketed No 

H a r l o n  County L No 
C l t y  Cour t  L N/A N/A N/A 
Small  Clalms Cour t  o f  
H a r l o n  County L N/A N/A N/A 

No 
No 
NO 
No 
No 
N/A 

N/A 

I O W A  : 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G New f l l l n g  Yes/No No 

KANSAS: 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Reopened No Yes/No 

(con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE H: Method o f  c o u n t l n g  c l v l l  caSes I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

Are reopened Are enforcement/ 
cases counted c o l l e c t l o n  proceed- Are temporary l n j u n c -  
as new f l l l n g s ,  l ngs  counted? If t l o n s  counted? If 
o r  l d e n t l f l e d  Q u a l l f l c a t l o n s  yes, a r e  t h e y  counted yes, a r e  they  counted 

J u r l s -  s e p a r a t e l y  as o r  s e p a r a t e l y  f rom s e p a r a t e l y  f rom new 
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  reoDened cases? Cond l t l ons  new case f l l l n q s ?  case f l l l n a s ?  

KENTUCKY: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Reopened 
D l  s t r l c t  Cour t  L Reopened 

No 
No 

Yes/Yes 
Yes/Yes 

LOUISIANA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Reopened As a c t l o n  on open Yes/Yes Yes/No 

J u v e n l l e  Cour t  G Reopened A s  a c t l o n  on open Yes/Yes No 

f a m i l y  Cour t  G Reopened A s  a c t l o n  on open No No 

C l t y .  & P a r l s h  Cour ts  L New f l l l n g  As a c t l o n  on open Yes/No No 

case 

case 

case 

case 

MAINE: 
Super io r  Cour t  G New f l l l n g  
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L N/C 
Probate Cour t  L N/C 

No 
No 
No 

Yes/No 
No 
No 

MARYLAND: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G New f l l l n g  
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L N/A 

No 
N/A 

N /A 
Yes/No 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
T r l a l  Cour t  o f  t h e  Comnonwealth 
Super io r  Cour t  Dept. G N/C 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  Dept. G N/C 
Boston M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  

Dept . G N/C 
Houslng Cour t  Dept. G N/C 
Land Cour t  Dept. G N/C 

N/A Yes/Yes 
Yes/Yes N/A 

Yes/Yes N/A 
Yes/Yes N/A 
N/Appl l c a b l e  N/A 

M I C H I G A N  : 
Cour t  o f  Clalms G Reopened 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Reopened 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L N / A  
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L N/A 

No 
No 
N/A 
N/A 

No 
No 
N/A 
N/A 

MINNESOTA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G I d e n t l f l e d  s e p a r a t e l y  No No 

MISSISSIPPI: Data a r e  u n a v a i l a b l e  

MISSOURI:  
C l  r c u l t  Cour t  G New f l l l n g s  Yes/No Yes/No 

MONTANA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Reopen e d 
3 u s t l c e  o f  t h e  Peace 

Cour t  L N/A 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L N/A 
C l t y  Cour t  L N/A 

Yes/Yes 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Yes/No 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of  c o u n t l n g  c l v l l  cases I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

Are reopened Are enforcement/ 
cases counted c o l l e c t l o n  proceed- Are temporary l n j u n c -  
as new f l l l n g s ,  l ngs  counted? I f  t l o n s  counted? I f  
o r  l d e n t l f l e d  Q u a l l f l c a t l o n s  yes. a r e  they  counted yes, a r e  t h e y  counted 

J u r l s -  s e p a r a t e l y  as o r  separa te l y  f rom s e p a r a t e l y  f rom new 
S ta te /Cour t  name: d l c t l o n  reoDened cases? Cond l t l ons  new case f l l l n q s ?  case f l l l n g s ?  

NEBRASKA: 
D l  str l c t  Cour t  G Reopened 
County Cour t  L Reopened 

No 
No 

No 
No 

NEVADA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Reopened Yes /Yes No 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G Reopened 
O l s t r l c t  Cour t  L N/C 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L N/C 

No 
No 
No 

No 
No 
NO 

NEW JERSEY: 
Super lo r  Cour t :  

C l v l l ,  Faml ly ,  
General E q u i t y ,  and G Reopened 
Cr l m l n a l  D l  v l  s i ons  

Yes/Yes Yes/No 
(excep t  f o r  
domest t c  
v l o l e n c e )  

NEW HEXICO: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Reopened 
M a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  L Reopened 
M e t r o p o l l t a n  Cour t  of 

B e r n a l l l l o  County L Reopened 

Yes/Yes No 
No No 

No No 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Cour t  
County Cour t  
Cour t  o f  Clalms 
Faml l y  Cour t  
D l  str I c t  Cour t  
C i t y  Cour t  
C l v l l  Cour t  of t h e  

C l t y  of New York 
Town b V l l l a g e  

J u s t l c e  Cour t  

L 

L 

Reopened 
N/C 
N/C 
Reopened 
N/C 
N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

Yes/No 
No 
No 
Yes/No 
No 
No 

No 

No 

Yes/No 
No 
No 
NO 
No 
No 

No 

No 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G N/C 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L N/C 

No 
Yes/No 

No 
No 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G New f l l l n g  

County Cour t  L New f l l l n g  

Yes/Yes Yes/Yes 
( o n l y  counted l f  a h e a r l n g  

was h e l d )  
W/A N/A 

( con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of c o u n t l n g  c l v l l  cases l n  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

Are reoDened Are enforcement/ 

S ta te /Cour t  name: 

OHIO:  
Cour t  of C o n o n  

M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  
County Cour t  
Cour t  of Clalms 

cases counted 
as new f l l l n g s ,  
o r  I d e n t l f l e d  

J u r l s -  s e p a r a t e l y  as 
d l c t l o n  reopened cases? 

Pleas G Reopened 

L Reopened 
L Reopened 
L N/A 

c o l l e c t l o n  proceed- 
l ngs  counted? I f  

Q u a l l f l c a t l o n s  yes, a r e  they  counted 
o r  s e p a r a t e l y  f rom 

Cond l t l ons  new case f l l l n g s ?  

Yes/No 
( a r e  counted s e p a r a t e l y  I n  
domestlc r e l a t l o n s  cases) 

No 
No 
N /A 

Are temporary InJunc-  
t l o n s  counted? If 
yes, a r e  they  counted 
s e p a r a t e l y  f rom new 

case f l l t n q s ?  

Yes/No 

No 
No 
N/A 

OKLAHOMA : 
01 s t r l c t Cour t  G Reopened No No 

OREGON: 
C l  r c u l t  Cour t  G Reopened 
J u s t l c e  Cour t  L N/A 
M u n l c l p a l  Cour t  L N/A 
D l  s t r l c  t Cour t  L Reopen e d 

Yes/No 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Yes/No 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Cour t  of Comnon Pleas G Reopened 
D l s t r l c t  J u s t l c e  Cour t  L New f l l l n g  

No 
N/A 

No 
N/A 

PUERTO R I C O :  
Super lo r  Cour t  G New f l l l n g  
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  1 New f l l l n g  

Yes/No 
Yes/No 

N/A 
N/A 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G Reopened 
D t s t  r l c t  Cour t  L Reopened 
Faml l y  Cour t  L Reopened 
Probate Cour t  1 N/A 

No 
No 
No 
N/A 

Yes/No 
Yes/Yes 
Yes/Yes 
N/A 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G New f l l l n g  
Faml l y  Cour t  L New f l l l n g  
M a g l s t r a t e  Cour t  L New f l l l n g  
Probate Cour t  L New f l l l n g  

No 
No 
No 
No 

No (Permanent l n -  
No j u n c t l o n s  a r e  
No counted as a 
No new f l l l n g )  

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G N/C No Yes/No 

TENNESSEE: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Reopened ( V a r l e s  based on l o c a l  p r a c t l c e )  ( V a r l e s  based on 

Chancery Cour t  G Reopened ( V a r l e s  based on l o c a l  p r a c t l c e )  ( V a r l e s  based on 

General Sesslons Cour t  1 Reopened ( V a r l e s  based on l o c a l  p r a c t l c e )  ( V a r l e s  based on 

l o c a l  p r a c t l c e )  

l o c a l  p r a c t l c e )  

l o c a l  p r a c t l c e )  

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE H: Method o f  countlng clvll cases In state trlal courts, 1987. (contlnued) 

Jurls- 
State/Court name: d lct 1 on 

TEXAS: 
Dlstrlct Court G 
Constltutlonal County 
Court L 

County Court at Law L 
Justice o f  the Peace 
Court L 

Are reopened 
cases counted 
as new flllngs, 
or ldent 1 f 1 ed 
separately as or 
reopened cases? Condltlons 

Qual 1 f 1 cat Ions 

Reopened 

Reopened 
Reopened 

New flllng 

Are enforcement/ 
collectlon proceed- 
lngs counted? I f  

yes, are they counted 
separately From 
new case flllngs? 

No 

No 
No 

No 

Are temporary Injunc- 
tlons counted? If 
yes, are they counted 
separately from new 

case flllnss? 

No 

No 
No 

No 

UTAH : 
Dlstrlct Court G N/C (called - No Yes/Yes 
Clrcult Court L N/C abstract o f  No Yes/Yes 
Justlce of  the Peace judgment 
Court L N/C flled) No Yes/Yes 

VE RHONT: 
Superlor Court G N/C No Yes/No 
Dlstrlct Court G N/C No Yes/No 
Probate Court L N/C No N/A 

VIRGINIA: 
C1 rcult Court G Reopened Ret ns tated Yes/Yes Yes/No 

Dlstrlct Court L New flllng Yes/No No 
cases 

WASHINGTON: 
Superlor Court G New flllng No Yes/No 
Munlclpal Court L New flllng N/A N/A 
Dlstrlct Court L New flllng Yes/Yes N/A 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Clrcult Court G Reopened 
Haglstrate Court L New flllng 

No 
No 

No 
No 

WISCONSIN: 
Clrcult Court G New flllng Identlfled wlth R No 

sufflx, but Included 
ln total count 

Yes/Yes 

WYOMING: 
Dlstrlct Court G Reopened 
Justlce o f  the Peace 
Court L Reopened 

County Court L Reopened 

No 

N/A 
N/A 

No 

N/A 
N/A 

G - General Jurlsdlctlon Court 
L - Llmlted Jurlsdlctlon Court 
N/A - Informatlon 1s not avallable 
N/C - Informatlon 1s not collected/ 

N/Appllcable - Clvll casetypes heard by thls 
counted 

court are not appllcable to thls 
flgure. 

Source: State Trlal Court Jurlsdlctlon Gulde proflles, as updated and verlfled for 1987 by 
State Admlnlstratlve Offlces o f  the Courts. 
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FIGURE I: Method of Counting Support/Custody Cases in State Trial Courts, 1987 

Do t he  support/custody 
I s  support/custody and marrlage d l s s o l u t l o n  
a proceedlng u l t h l n  case counts l nc lude  uncon- Are changes I n  decree 
a marrlage d tsso lu -  t es ted  cases as w e l l  as 

State/Court name: J u r l s d t c t l o n  t l o n  case? contested cases? o r  as reopened cases? 

ALABAMA: 

counted as new f t l l n g s  

C l r c u l t  Court G Yes, except URESA and Yes New f l l l n g s  
nond lsso lu t l on  S/C 
uh l ch  a re  counted 
separate ly  

O l s t r l c t  Court L N/A Yes (S/C on l y )  New f l l l n g s  

ALASKA: 
Super lor  Court G Yes. except URESA and Yes Reopened cases 

nond lsso lu t ton  S/C 
uh l ch  a re  counted 
separate1 y 

AR I ZONA : 
Super lor  Court G Yes. except URESA cases Yes Reopened cases 

uh lch  are counted 
separate ly  

ARKANSAS: 
Chancery and Probate 

Court G Yes, except URESA cases Yes Reopened cases 
contested S/C and non- 
d l s s o l u t l o n  S/C uhtch 
are counted separate ly  

CALIFORNIA:  
Superlor Court G Yes Yes N/C 

COLORADO: 
D l s t r l c t  Court G Yes. except URESA Yes 

cases and contested 
S/C uh l ch  a re  counted 
separate ly  

Reopened cases 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superlor Court G Yes, except nondtssolut ton Yes 

S/C uh l ch  a re  counted 
separate ly  

Reopened cases 

DELAWARE : 
Famlly Court 1 Yes, except contested Yes 

S/C and nond lsso lu t l on  
S/C uh l ch  a re  counted 
separate ly  

Reopened cases 

D I S T R I C T  O f  COLUMBIA: 
Superlor Court G Yes. except URESA Yes 

cases and nond lsso lu t l on  
S/C u h l c h  a re  counted 
separate ly  

Reopened cases 

FLORIDA: 
C i r c u l t  Court G No Yes Reopened cases 

GEORGIA: 
Superlor Court G Yes. except URESA Yes New f l l l n g s  

and contested S/C 
cases uh lch  a re  
counted separate ly  

(cont lnued on next  page) 
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FIGURE I: Method of c o u n t l n g  suppor t /custody cases I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

Do t h e  suppor t /custody 

t e s t e d  cases as w e l l  as 

I s  suppor t /custody and mar r l age  d t s s o l u t l o n  
a proceedlng u l t h l n  case counts  I n c l u d e  uncon- Are changes I n  decree 
a mar r l age  d l s s o l u -  

S ta te /Cour t  name: J u r l s d l c t l o n  t l o n  case? con tes ted  cases? o r  as reopened cases? 

H A W A I I :  

counted as new f l l l n g s  

C t r c u l t  Court 
(Faml l y  Court 
01 v l  s ton) G Yes. except URESA cases Yes N/C 

wh1ch a re  counted 
separzte ly  

IDAHO:  
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Yes, except  URESA Yes 

cases and S/C nondls-  
s o l u t l o n ,  u h l c h  a r e  
counted s e p a r a t e l y  

New f l l l n g s  

ILLINOIS: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Yes, except  URESA Yes 

cases and nondls-  
s o l u t l o n  S/C, u h l c h  a r e  
counted s e p a r a t e l y  

Reopened cases 

I N D I A N A :  
S u p e r l o r  Cour t  G Yes 

C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Reopened cases 
( redocke ted )  
Reopened cases 
( redocketed)  

IOWA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Yes. except  URESA Yes 

cases, u h l c h  a r e  
counted s e p a r a t e l y  

New f l l l n g s  

KANSAS: 
01 s t r l c t  Cour t  G Yes, except  URESA Yes 

cases and nondls-  
s o l u t l o n  S/C, u h l c h  a r e  
counted s e p a r a t e l y  

N/C 

KENTUCKY: 
C I  r c u l t  Cour t  G Yes, except  URESA Yes 

cases, whlch a r e  
counted s e p a r a t e l y  

Reopened cases 

LOUISIANA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Yes, except  URESA Yes 

J u v e n l l e  Cour t  G No ( c o u r t  has o n l y  Yes 

Fami l y  Cour t  G Yes, except  nondls-  Yes 

cases, u h l c h  a r e  
counted s e p a r a t e l y  

suppor t /custody 
] u r  1 sd l c t 1 on) 

s o l u t l o n  S/C, whlch 
a r e  counted s e p a r a t e l y  

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

MAINE: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G Yes, except  URESA Yes 

D l s t r l c t  Cour t  L Yes Yes 

cases, u h l c h  a r e  
counted s e p a r a t e l y  

N/C 

N/C 

( con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE I :  Method of  c o u n t l n g  suppor t / cus tody  cases I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( con t lnued)  

Do t h e  suppor t /custody 
Is suppor t / cus tody  and mar r l age  d l s s o l u t l o n  
a p roceed lng  u l t h l n  case counts  l n c l u d e  uncon- Are changes I n  decree 
a mar r l age  d l s s o l u -  t e s t e d  cases as w e l l  as counted as new F l l l n g s  

S ta te /Cour t  name: J u r l s d l c t l o n  t l o n  case? con tes ted  cases? o r  as reoDened cases? 

MARYLAND: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Yes, except  URESA Yes New f l l l n g s  

cases and nondls-  
s o l u t l o n  S/C, u h l c h  
a r e  counted s e p a r a t e l y  

MASSACHUSETTS: 
T r i a l  Cour t  o f  
t h e  Comnonwealth: 

Probate and Faml ly  
Cour t  Department G Yes, except nond ls -  No Reopened cases 

s o l u t l o n  S/C cases, 
u h l c h  a r e  counted 
s e p a r a t e l y  

(Mod1 f l c a t  1 ons) 

MI CHIGAN : 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Yes, except  URESA Yes N/C 

cases and nond ls -  
s o l u t l o n  S/C, u h l c h  
a r e  counted s e p a r a t e l y  

MINNESOTA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Yes. except  URESA Yes 

cases, u h l c h  a r e  
counted s e p a r a t e l y  

Reopened cases 

MISSISSIPPI : Data a r e  u n a v a l l a b l e  

MISSOURI : 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Yes, except  URESA Yes 

cases and nondls-  
s o l u t l o n  S/C, u h l c h  a r e  
counted s e p a r a t e l y  

New f l l l n g s  

MONTANA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Yes, except  URESA Yes 

cases and con tes ted  
S / C ,  u h l c h  a r e  counted 
s e p a r a t e l y  

New f l l l n g s  

NEBRASKA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Yes Yes Reopened cases 

NEVADA: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Yes Yes Reopened cases 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G Yes Yes Reopened cases 

NEW JERSEY: 
Super lo r  Cour t :  

C l v l l ,  Faml ly .  
General E q u l t y  and 
C r l m l n a l  D l v l s l o n s  G Yes, except  URESA 

cases and nond ls -  
s o l u t l o n  S/C. u h l c h  
a r e  counted s e p a r a t e l y  

Yes Reopened cases 

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE I: Method o f  c o u n t l n g  suppor t / cus tody  cases I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( c o n t l n u e d )  

DO t h e  supDort/custody' 
Is suppor t /custody and mar r l age  d l s s o l u t l o n  
a proceedlng u l t h l n  case counts  I n c l u d e  uncon- Are changes l n  decree 
a mar r l age  d l s s o l u -  t e s t e d  cases as w e l l  as 

S t a t e l c o u r t  name: J u r l s d l c t l o n  t t o n  case? con tes ted  cases? o r  as reoDened cases? 
counted as new f l l l n g s  

NEW HEXICO: 
D l  s t r l c t  Cour t  G Yes, except  URESA Yes 

cases and nondls-  
s o l u t l o n  S/C, u h l c h  
a r e  counted s e p a r a t e l y  

Reopened cases 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Cour t  G Yes Yes Reopened cases 

Faml l y  Cour t  L No ( suppor t / cus tody  N/Appl f c a b l e  Reopened cases 

Cour t  o n l y )  
j u r l s d t c t l o n  o n l y )  (heard I n  Supreme 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
D l  s t r l c t  Cour t  L Yes, except  URESA Yes 

cases and nondls-  
s o l u t l o n  S/C, whlch 
a r e  counted s e p a r a t e l y  

Reopened cases 

NORTH D A K O l A :  
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Yes, except  URESA Yes 

cases and nondls-  
s o l u t l o n  S/C. u h l c h  
a r e  counted s e p a r a t e l y  

New f l l l n g s  

O H I O :  
Court o f  Comon Pleas G Yes, except  URESA Yes 

cases and nond ls -  
s o l u t l o n  S/C, u h t c h  
a r e  counted s e p a r a t e l y  

New f l l l n g s  

OKLAHOMA : 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Yes, except  URESA Yes 

cases, u h l c h  a r e  
counted s e p a r a t e l y  

New f l l l n g s  

OREGON: 
C l r c u l t  Cour t  G Yes, except  URESA Yes 

cases and nondls-  
s o l u t l o n  S/C. whlch a r e  
counted s e p a r a t e l y  

Reopened cases 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Cour t  o f  Comnon Pleas G No Yes New f l l l n g s  

PUERTO R I C O :  
Super lo r  Cour t  G Yes. except  URESA Yes 

cases, u h l c h  a r e  
counted s e p a r a t e l y  

Reopened cases 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Faml l y  Cour t  L Yes. except  URESA Yes 

cases, u h l c h  a r e  
counted s e p a r a t e l y  

Reopened cases 

( con t lnued  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE I ;  Method o f  countlny w y p u r t / c u S t o d y  cares  I n  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t s ,  1987. ( c o n t l n u e d )  

Do t h e  suppor t / cus tody  
Is suppor t / cus tody  and rnarr lage d l s s o l u t l o n  
a p roceed lng  w l t h l n  case counts  l n c l u d e  uncon- Are changes l n  decree 
a mar r l age  d l s s o l u -  t e s t e d  cases as w e l l  as counted as new f l l l n g s  

S t a t e l c o u r t  name: J u r l s d l c t l o n  t l o n  case? con tes ted  cases? o r  as reopened cases? 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Faml l y  Cour t  L Yes, except  URESA Yes 

cases and nondls-  
s o l u t l o n  S/C. whlch 
a r e  counted s e p a r a t e l y  

New f l l l n g s  ( n o t  
counted)  

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
C t r c u t t  Cour t  G No Yes N/C 

TENNESSEE: 
C l  r c u l t  Cour t  G Yes. except  URESA Yes 

cases and nond ls -  
s o l u t l o n  S/C. whlch 
a r e  counted s e p a r a t e l y  

cases and nond ls -  
s o l u t l o n  S/C. whlch 
a r e  counted s e p a r a t e l y  

s o l u t l o n  S/C. u h l c h  
a r e  counted s e p a r a t e l y  

Chancery Cour t  G Yes, except  URESA Yes 

General Sesslons L Yes, except  URESA Yes 
Cour t  cases and nond ls -  

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 

TEXAS: 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Yes, except  URESA Yes 

cases and nondls-  
s o l u t l o n  S /C ,  whlch 
a r e  counted s e p a r a t e l y  

cases and nond ls -  
s o l u t l o n  S/C, whlch 
a r e  counted s e p a r a t e l y  

County-Level Cour ts  L Yes, except  URESA Yes 

New f l l l n g s  

New f l l l n g s  

UTAH : 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G Yes, except  URESA Yes 

cases and con tes ted  
S/C ,  whlch a r e  counted 
s e p a r a t e l y  

Reopened cases 

VERMONT: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G Yes 
D l s t r l c t  Cour t  G No 

Yes 
Yes 

N/C 
N/C 

V I R G I N I A :  
C l  r c u l t  Cour t  G Varies* 

D l s t r l c t  Cour t  1 No 

Yes 

Yes 

Reopened cases 

Reopened cases 
(cases comnenced) 

( r e l n s t a t e d  cases) 

WASHINGTON: 
Super lo r  Cour t  G Yes. except  URESA Yes 

and p a t e r n l t y  
cases, whlch a r e  
counted s e p a r a t e l y  

Reopened cases 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
C1 rcu l  t Court G Yes, un less  S/C I s  Yes Reopened cases 

an o u t - o f - s t a t e  
I ssue  

( c o n t l n u e d  on n e x t  page) 
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FIGURE I: Hethod o f  countlng support/custody cases In state trlal courts, 1987. (contlnued) 

--_- - 
Do the support/custody 

Is support/custody and marrlage dlssolutlon 
a proceedlng wlthln case counts lnclude uncon- Are changes ln decree 
a marrlage dlssolu- tested cases as well as 

State/Court name: Jurlsdlctlon --- tlon case? contested cases? or as reopened cases? 
counted as new flllngs 

WISCONSIN: 
Clrcult Court G Yes, except URESA Yes 

cases and S/C flled 
after the orlgtnal 
proceedlng 

Reopened cases (new 
actlon to rnodlfy 
Jur l sdlct \on) 

WYOHI NG : 
Dlstrlct Court G Yes 
County Court L No 

Yes 
Yes 

Reopened cases 
Reopened cases 

s/c - Support/Custody 
N/A - Informatlon 1s not avallable 
N/C - Inforrnatlon 1s not collected/counted 
N/Appllcable - Clvll casetypes heard by thls court 

URE SA - Unlforrn Reclprocal Enforcement o f  
are not appllcable to thls flgure. 

Support Act 

*FOOTNOTES: 

Vlrglnla--If a custody/support lssue 1s consldered 
at the same tlme as the dlvorce actlon. It 1s 
counted as one dlvorce case. Sometlmes. 
custody/support lssues arlse after the f lnal decree 
In a dlvorce case 1s entered. When thls happens, 
the custody/support lssue 1s counted as a 
relnstatement o f  an "other equlty" case. A 
relnstatement 1s counted as a case comnenced. 
Custody/support issues are sometlrnes referred to 
the Juvenlle and Domestlc Relatlons Court, where 
they are counted as new cases. 

Source: State Trlal Court Jurisdlctlon Gulde. as  updated and verlfled for 1987 by State Admlnlstratlve 
Offlces o f  the Courts. 
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Methodology 

Court Statistics Project: 
Goals and Organization 

The Court Statistics Project compiles and reports 
comparable court caseload data from the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rim and encourages 
greater uniformity in how individual state courts and state 
administrative court offices collect and publish caseload 
information. Progress toward greater uniformity in caseload 
data reporting should result in more meaningful and useful 
caseload information at the disposal of judges, court man- 
agers, and state court administrators. 

The State Court Caseload Statistics series is a coop- 
erative effort of the Conference of State Court Administra- 
tors (COSCA) and the National Center for State Courts 
(NCSC). Responsibility for project management and staff- 
ing is assumed by the NCSC’s Court Statistics Project, 
formerly called the National Court Statistics Project (1977- 
83) and the Court Statistics and Information Management 
Project (1983-87). COSCA, through itscourt Statisticsand 
Technology Committee (CSTC), provides policy guidance 
and review for the project. The Court Statistics and 
Technology Committee is composed of representatives 
from COSCA, COSCA’s staff, the National Conference of 
Appellate Court Clerks, the National Association for Court 
Management, and a representative from the academic 
researchcommunity. The preparationof the 1987caseload 
report was funded by agrantfrom the State Justice Institute 
(SJI 87 08F B 020) to NCSC. 

In addition to preparing publications, the Court Statis- 
tics Project responds to about 500 requests for information 
and assistance each year. These requests fall into four 
basic categories: requests for caseload data, requests for 
court jurisdictional information, requests for information on 
data collection and reporting procedures, and requests for 
statistical analysis of the caseload data. The requests 
come from a variety of sources, including state administra- 
tive offices of the courts, local courts, individual justices and 
judges, federal agencies, legislators, the media, academic 
researchers, and NCSC staff. The requests received by 
the project are taken into consideration when topics are 
selected for emphasis in the annual caseload statistics 
report. 

Evolution of the Court Statistics Project 

During compilation of the State ofthe Art and the State 
Court CaseloadStatistics: Annual Report, 7975, the Court 
Statistics Project’s original data compilation efforts, classi- 

fication problems arose from the muftitude of categories 
and 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 the 
7984 Supplement provide common terminology, defini- 
tions, and usage for reporting appellate and trial court 
caseload inventory. The dictionary and other project pub- 
lications provide terms for use in reporting data on the 
method of case disp~sition.~ The classification structure 
and definitions serve as a model framework for developing 
comparable and useful data. A consolidated and revised 
edition of the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 
which incorporates many new appellate court reporting 
categories, will be published in 1989. 

The Court Case Management Information Systems 
Manual, which was produced jointly with the State Judicial 
Information Systems Project, is another publication through 
which the Court Statistics Project seeks to enhance the 
usefulness of court statistics! This manual provides a 
methodology for building court information systems that 
provide the data needed for both daily court operations and 
long-term case management, resource allocation, and 
strategic planning. 

Once a set of recommended terms was established, 
the focus shifted to assessing the comparability of caseload 
data as reported by the courts to those terms. It became 
particularly important to detail the subject matter jurisdic- 
tion and methods of counting cases in each state court. 
This effort was undertaken in two stages. The first stage 
addressed problems related to the categorizing and count- 

‘National Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, 
State Court Caseload statistics: The Stare of the Art (Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978). 

*National Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, 
Stare Court Model Annual Repon (Williamsburg, Va.: National Center 
for Slate Courts, 1980). 

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

‘Clifford and Jensen, Court Case Management lnformation Systems 
Manual (Williamsburg, Va.: National Center for State Courts, 1983). 
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ing of cases in the trial courts and resulted in the 7984 State 
Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Reporting? 
Information from the jurisdiction guide was incorporated 
into the caseload database for 1981 and is updated annu- 
ally. 

The second stage involved preparation of the 7984 
State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical 
Reporting, which was used to compile the 1984 appellate 
court database.6 The introduction to the 1981 report 
contains a complete description of the impact of the Trial 
Court Jurisdiction Guide on the Court Statistics Project 
data collection, and the introduction of the 1984 report 
provided a complete description of the impact of the Appel- 
late Court Jurisdiction Guide. 

Much of the court jurisdiction information contained in 
the 1987report isthe result of researchdoneforStateCourt 
Organization, 7987, another project publication. State 
Court Organization, 7987, is a source book which de- 
scribes the organization and management of state appel- 
late and trial c o ~ r t s . ~  

The first caseload report presented 1975 caseload 
data for state appellate courts, trial courts of general 
jurisdiction, and for selected categories (juvenile, domestic 
relations, probate, andmental health) in limited jurisdiction 
courts. The second report (1976) again presented avail- 
able data for appellate courts and courts of general jurisdic- 
tion and also included all available caseload data for limited 
jurisdiction courts. The 1979 and 1980 reports eliminated 
repetitiveness in the summary tables and reorganized the 
data in the summary tables based on completeness and 
comparability. The 1981 volume, incorporating the struc- 
ture detailed in the 7984 Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide, 
organized the caseload data by comparable jurisdictions. 
In order to make the series current with the publication of 
the 1984volume, thecourt Statistics Projectdid not publish 
caseload data for 1982 and 1983. 

Sources of Data 
Information for the national caseload databasescomes 

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 detail. They represent the most reliable and valid 
data available at the state level. The data, however, are the 
product of statistical reports, often filed monthly or quar- 
terly, from numerous local jurisdictions and, in most states, 
several trial court systems. The caseload statistics are 
used by the states to manage their own systems and are not 
prepared specifically for inclusion in the NCSC caseload 
statistics series. 

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

%oper, 1984 State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical 
Reporting (Williamsburg, Va.: National Center for State Courts, 
1985). 

’Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, State Court 
Organization, 1987 (Williamsburg, Va.: National Center for State 
courts, 1988). 

Some states either do not publish an annual report or 
publish only limited caseload statistics for either trial or 
appellate courts. The Court Statistics Project receives 
unpublished data from those states in a wide range of 
forms, including internal management memos, computer- 
generated output, and the project’s statistical and jurisdic- 
tional profiles, which were sent to state court administrative 
offices for updating. 

Telephone contact and follow-up correspondence are 
used to collect missing data, confirm the accuracy of 
available data, and determine the legal jurisdiction of each 
court. Information is collected concerning the number of 
judges per court or court system (from annual reports, 
offices of state court administrators, and appellate court 
clerks): the state population (based on Bureau of the 
Census revised estimates):8 and special characteristics 
regarding subject matter jurisdiction and court structure. 
Appendix B lists the source of each state’s caseload 
statistics for 1987. 

Data Collection Procedures 
The following outline summarizes the major tasks 

involved in collecting the 1987 caseload data reported in 
this volume. 

a. The 1987 state reports were evaluated to note 
changes in the categories and terminology used to report 
the data, changes in the range of available data, and 
changes in the state’s court organization or jurisdiction. 
This process involved a direct comparison of the 1987 
material with the contents of individual state 1986 annual 
reports. Project staff used a copy of each state’s 1986 trial 
and appellate court statistical profile(s), trial and appellate 
court jurisdiction guide profile(s), and the state court or- 
ganization chart as worksheetsfor gathering the 1987data. 
Use of the previous year’s profiles provided the data 
collector with a reference point so that the logic behind the 
1986 datacollection could be identified and replicated. The 
caseload data were then taken from the state caseload 
report and entered onto the 1987 profiles. The caseload 
terminology used on the profiles are defined in the statisti- 
cal dictionary. Prototypes of the appellate and trial court 
statistical profiles can be found in Appendix C. 

b. Project staff screened the collected caseload 
numbers for significant changesfrom the previous year. A 
formal record documented, and, where possible, explained 
such changes. This process served as another reliability 
check by identifying statutory, organizational, or proce- 
dural changes that potentially have an impact on court 
caseload. During the data collection process, a check was 
conducted to ensure compatibility between the information 
supplied on the jurisdiction guide profiles and the casetypes 
identified on the statistical profiles. 

c. The data were then transferred from the handwrit- 
ten copy to computer databases (codebooks are available 
upon request). The data entry program used (SPSS’s Data 
Entry) automatically checked for certain data entry errors. 

8U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-25, 
No. 1024, State Population and Household Estimates, with Age, Sex, 
and Components of Change: 7987-87. (Washington, D.C., U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1988). 
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The software allows the programmer to establish a range 
of acceptable values for each variable. If a value was 
entered which 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 
entered, a batch error-detection program checked for other 
user-specified logic violations, usually through mathemati- 
cal checks on the consistency of subtotals and totals. The 
reliability of data collection and data entry were verified 
through an independent review of all decisions made by the 
original data collector. 

d. After the data were entered and checked for 
keypunching errors, computer printouts were run compar- 
ing 1986 and 1987 reported data. The printouts were 
checked for inconsistencies between the two years, and 
outliers were identified. 

e. Finally, the caseload tables in the body of this report 
were generated from the database. 

Variables 
There are four basic types of data elements collected 

by the Court Statistics Project: (1) trial court caseload 
statistics, (2) trial court jurisdictional/organizational infor- 
mation, (3) appellate court caseload, and (4) appellate 
court jurisdictionaVorganizationa1 information. An individ- 
ual court profile is prepared for each of these data ele- 
ments. These data collection instruments are approved by 
COSCA’s Court Statistics and Technology Committee and 
consist of data elements defined in the State Court Model 
Statistical Dictionary. 

There are four main trial court casetypes: civil, crimi- 
nal,juvenile, andtraff ic/otherviolation. Each majorcasetype 
can be reduced to several specific caseload categories. 
For example, the civil casetype consists of tort, contract, 
real property rights, small claims, mental health, estate, 
and domestic relations cases. In some circumstances, 
these casetypes can be further refined; for example, 
domestic relations cases can be divided into marriage 
dissolution, URESA, support/custody, and adoption cases. 

Currently, only filing and disposition numbers are en- 
tered into the database for each of these casetypes. Data 
on pending cases were routinely collected by the project 
until serious comparability problems were identified when 
compiling the 1984 caseload report. Some courts provided 
data that included active cases only, while others included 
active and inactive cases. COSCA’s Court Statistics and 
Technology Committee recommended that the collection 
of pending caseload be deferred until a study determined 
whether the data can be made comparable across states. 

The trial court jurisdictional profile collects an assort- 
ment of information relevant to the organization and 
jurisdiction of each trial court system. The main purpose of 
the profile is to translate the terminology used by the states 
when reporting statistical information into generic terms 
recommended by the State Court Modelstatistical Diction- 
ary. In addition, the profile collects information on the 
numbers of courts, the number of judges, methods of 
counting cases, the availability of jury trials, the dollar 
amount jurisdiction of the court, and the method of case 
disposition. 

There are also statistical and jurisdiction guide profiles 
for each state appellate court. Two major casetypes are 

used in the statistical profile: mandatory cases (those 
cases which the court must hear on the merits-appeals of 
right) and discretionary petitions (those cases which the 
court has discretion on whether to accept and then reach a 
decision on the merits). The statistical profile also contains 
the number of petitions granted, although many states do 
not report this. Mandatory and discretionary cases are 
further differentiated by whether the case is a review of a 
final trial court judgment or some other matter, such as 
interlocutory or postconviction relief. Where possible, the 
statistics are classified according to subject matter, mainly 
civil, criminal, juvenile, disciplinary, and administrative 
agency appeal. 

As with the trial court jurisdiction guide, the primary 
task of the appellate court guide is to translate the terminol- 
ogy and categories used by each state appellate court into 
the generic ones recommended by the State Court Model 
Statistical Dictionary. This guide also contains information 
about each court, including the number of court locations, 
the number of justices/judges, the number of legal support 
personnel, the point at which appeals are counted as a 
case, the procedures used to review discretionary peti- 
tions, and the use of panels. 

Graphics as a Method 
of Displaying Caseload 
The 1985 and 1986 caseload reports used maps to 

summarize the data presented in table form. The 1987 
report also uses maps to display information: however, 
their use is limited to summarizing court structure and 
jurisdictional information rather than caseload data. 

The 1987 report uses pie charts and bar graphs to 
illustrate and summarize the caseload data presented in 
table form. The states are arranged by filing rate, from 
lowest to highest, so that a midpoint can be easily deter- 
mined. Each graph is limited to those states providing 
relevant data in a comparable manner to the project. It is 
incorrect to conclude that a state omittedfrom the graph did 
not report caseload statistics to the project. The definitive 
statement of data availability can be found in the detailed 
caseload tables in Part II. 

Foo tn ores 
Footnotes indicate the degree to which a court’s statis- 

tics conform to the Court Statistics Project’s reporting 
categories as defined in the State Court Model Statistical 
Dictionary. Footnoted caseload numbers are either over- 
inclusive in that they contain casetypes other than those 
defined for the term in the dictionary, or are underinclusive 
in that some casetypes defined for the term in the dictionary 
are not included. It is possible for a caseload number to 
contain inapplicable types, while omitting applicable ones, 
making the subtotal or total simultaneously overinclusive 
and underinclusive. 

Reported case filings and dispositions are also af- 
fected by the unit and method of count used by states, 
differing subject matter and dollar amount jurisdictions, and 
different court system structures. Most of these differences 
are described in the figures found in Part IV of this volume 
and summarized in the court structure chart for each state 
in Part I l l .  
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Variations in Reporting Periods 
As indicated in Figure A, most states report data by 

fiscal year, others by calendar year, and a few appellate 
courts report data by court term. Therefore, the 12-month 
period covered in this report is not the same for all courts. 

The 1987 report reflects court organization and juris- 
diction in 1987. Since 1975, new courts have been created 
at both the appellate and trial level, new courts report data 
to the Court Statistics Project, courts may have mergedand 
changedcounting or reporting methods. The dollar amount 
limits of civil jurisdiction in many trial courts also vary. Great 
care is therefore required when comparing the 1987 data to 
previous years. 

Final Note 
Finally, comments, corrections, and suggestions by 

readers are a vital part of the work of the Court Statis- 
tics Project and should be sent to the Director, Court 
Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, 300 
Newport Avenue, Williamsburg, Virginia, 231 87-8798. 
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Sources of 1987 state court caseload statistics 

ALABAMA: 
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the Administrative Director of Courts. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Courts, Alaska Court System, 7987 Annual 
Report (Anchorage, Alaska: 1988). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Courts, The Arizona Courts, 7987 Judicial 
Report (Phoenix, Arizona: 1988). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary of the 
Judicial Department, Annual Report of the Judiciary 
of Arkansas, FY 86-87 (Little Rock, Arkansas: 
1 988). 

CALIFORNIA: 
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Council of Califor- 
nia, 7988 Annual Report, Judicial Council of Califor- 
nia (San Francisco, California: 1988). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Annual Report of the Colorado Judiciary 7986-87 
(Denver, Colorado: 1987). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Biennial Report of the 
Connecticut Judicial Department, 7985-87 (Hartford, 
Connecticut: 1988). 

COLR, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the 
Courts, 7987 Annual Report of the Delaware 
Judiciary (Wilmington, Delaware: 1987). Additional 
unpublished data were provided by the Administra- 
tive Director of the Courts. 

COLR, GJC: Executive Officer of the Courts, 7987 
Annual Report, District of Columbia Courts (Wash- 
ington, D.C.: 1987). Additional unpublished data 
were provided by the Executive Officer. 

ALASKA: 

ARIZONA: 

ARKANSAS: 

COLORADO: 

CONNECTICUT: 

DELAWARE: 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 

FLORl DA: 
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
State Courts Administrator and Clerk of the Su- 
preme Court. 
IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the State Court Administrator. 

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: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Administrative Director of the Courts. 

COLR, IAC: Administrative Director of the Courts, 
The Judiciary, State of Hawaii: Annual Report 7986- 
87 and Statistical Supplement, July 7 ,  7986 to June 
30, 7987(Honolulu, Hawaii: 1987). 
GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the Courts, 
The Judiciary, State of Hawaii: Annual Report 1986- 
87 (Honolulu, Hawaii: 1987). Additional unpub- 
lished data were provided by the Administrative 
Director of the Courts. 

COLR, IAC, GJC: Administrative Director of the 
Courts, The Idaho Courts 7987 Annual Report 
Appendix (Boise, Idaho: 1988). 

COLR, IAC, GJC: Unpublished data were provided 
by the Administrative Director of the Courts. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Director of the 
Division of State Court Administration, 7987 Indiana 
Judicial Report (Indianapolis, Indiana: 1988). 

COLR: State Court Administrator, 7987 Annual 
Statistical Report (Des Moines, Iowa: 1988). 
Additional unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
IAC: State Court Administrator, 7987 Annual 
Statistical Report (Des Moines, Iowa: 1988). 
Additional unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Court of Appeals. 
GJC: State Court Administrator, 7987 Annual 
Statistical Repoh (Des Moines, Iowa: 1988). 

GEORGIA: 

HAWAII: 

IDAHO: 

ILLINOIS: 

INDIANA: 

IOWA: 
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KANSAS: 
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Administrator, 
Annual Report of the Courts of Kansas: 7986- 7987 
Fiscal Year (Topeka, Kansas: 1987). 

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: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Administrative Director of the Courts. 

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
IAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Administrator, 7987 Annual 
Report of the Judicial Council of the Supreme Court 
of Louisiana (New Orleans, Louisiana: 1988). 

COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, State 
of Maine Judicial Department 7987 Annual Report 
(Portland, Maine: 1988). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary 7986-87 
(Annapolis, Maryland: 1987). 

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, 7987 (Boston, Mas- 
sachusetts: 1988). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
7987 Annual Report of the State Court Administrator 
and Statistical Supplement (Lansing, Michigan: 
1988). 

MINNESOTA: 
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Minnesota State Court Report 7986-7987(St. Paul, 
Minnesota: 1988). 

COLR: Staff Attorney, Mississippi Supreme Court 
Annual Report 7987 (Jackson, Mississippi: 1988). 
GJC, LJC: No data were available for cases 
handled by these courts in 1987. 

COLR, IAC, GJC: State Courts Administrator, 
Missouri Judicial Report Fiscal Year 7987 (Jefferson 
City, Missouri: 1987). 

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 1987. 

COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Nebraska Supreme Court 7987 Annual Report 
(Lincoln, Nebraska: 1987). 

KENTUCKY: 

LOU IS1 ANA: 

MAINE: 

MARYLAND: 

MASSACHUSETTS: 

MICHIGAN: 

MISSISSIPPI: 

MISSOURI: 

MONTANA: 

NEBRASKA: 

NEVADA: 
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
GJC, LJC: No data were available for cases 
handled by these courts in 1987. 

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Director, Administrative Off ice of the Courts. 

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
IAC: Unpublished data were provided by the Clerk 
of the Court. 
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Administrative Director, Administrative Off ice of the 
courts. 

NEW MEXICO: 
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director, 
Judicial Department, State of New Mexico, Annual 
Repolt July 7, 7986-June 30, 7987(Santa Fe, New 
Mexico: 1987). 

COLR, IAC: Clerk of the Court, 7987Annual Report 
of the Clerk of the Court, Court of Appeals of the 
State of New York (New York: 1988). 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 
Annua! Report 7988 (New York: 1988). 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director, 
Administrative Off ice of the Courts, North Carolina 
Courts, 7986-87(Raleigh, North Carolina: 1987). 

COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Annual Report of the North Dakota Judicial System, 
7987(Bismarck, North Dakota: 1988). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Supreme Court, Ohio Courts Summary 7987 
(Columbus, Ohio: 1988). 

COLR: Administrative Director of the Courts, State 
of Oklahoma, the Judiciary: Annual Report for 
Fiscal Year 7987 (Oklahoma City, Oklahoma: 
1988). 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 7987 and Statistical Appendix 
(Oklahoma City, Oklahoma: 1988). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the State Court Administrator. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the Court Administrator. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 

NEW JERSEY: 

NEW YORK: 

NORTH DAKOTA: 

OHIO: 

OKLAHOMA: 

OREGON: 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
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PUERTO RICO: 

RHODE ISLAND: 

GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Administrative Director of the Courts. 

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the 
State Court Administrator. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Director of the Judicial 
Department, South Carolina Judicial Department, 
Annual Report, 7987 (Columbia, South Carolina: 
1988). 
Unpublished data were provided by the State Court 
Administrator. 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
COLR, GJC: State Court Administrator, Benchmark 
7987: Annual Report of the South Dakota Unified 
Judicial System (Pierre, South Dakota: 1988). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary, 
Supreme Court of Tennessee, 7987 Annual Report 
(Nashville, Tennessee: 1988). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Courts, Texas Judicial System Annual Report, 
September 1, 7986 -August 31, 7987(Austin, 
Texas: 1987). 

COLR, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided 
by the Clerk of the Supreme Court. 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 

TENNESSEE: 

TEXAS: 

UTAH: 

VERMONT: 
COLR, GJC, LJC: Court Administrator, Judicial 
Statistics for Year Ending June 30, 7987 (Montpe- 
lier, Vermont: 1987). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary, 
Supreme Court, Virginia State of the Judiciary 
Report 7987(Richmond, Virginia: 1988). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Annual Report of the Courts of Washington, 7987 
(Olympia, Washington: 1988). 
Caseloads of the Courts of Limited Jursidiction of 
Washington State, 7987 (Olympia, Washington: 
1987.) 

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court of Appeals. 
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Administrative Director of the Courts. 

COLR, IAC: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Director of State Courts. 

COLR, GJC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the Court Coordinator. 
LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Director of State Courts. 

VIRGINIA: 

WASH I NGTON : 

WEST VIRGINIA: 

WISCONSIN: 

WYOMING: 
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Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Profile Used In 1987 Data Collection 

SlAlE NAME. COURT NAME 
Court of last resort or lntermedlate appellate court 

Tlme perlod covered 
Number of dlvlslons/departments. Number o f  authorlzed Justlces/Judges 

8eglnnlng End 
pend 1 ng Flled OlsDosed Dend 1 nq 

Cases: 
Mandatory jurlsdlctlon: 

Appeals o f  flnal Judgment: 
Clvll .................................. 
Crlmlnal: 

Capital crlmes (death/llfe) 
Other crlmlnal ............. 

Total crlmlnal .............. 
Juvenlle .................... 
Admlntstratlve agency ....... 
Unclasslfled (e.g., constltut 

Total appeals of flnal judgmen 

Olsclpllnary matters: 
Other mandatory cases: 

Attorney ................... 
Judge ...................... 

....... 
................. 
................. 
................. 
................. 
................. 
onal Issue) ..... 
................ 

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

................. 
Total dl sc lpl lnary ........................... 

Orlginal proceedlngs ( e . g . ,  extraordlnary wrlts, 
pos tconv\ c t 1 on remedy , sentence rev1 eu on1 y , 
electlon cases) ............................. 

fnterlocutory declslons ....................... 
Advlsory oplnlons: 

Intra-state (leglslature, executlve, courts). 
Federal courts (1.e.. certlfled questlon) ... 

Total advlsory oplnlons ...................... 
Total other mandatory cases .................... 

Total mandatory Jurlsdlctlon cases ................ 
Otscretlonary jurlsdlctlon: 

Petltlons o f  flnal Judgment: 
Clvll ........................................... 
Crlmlnal ........................................ 
Juvenlle ........................................ 
Admlnlstratlve agency ........................... 
Unclasslfled (e.9.. constltutlonal Issue) . . . . . . .  

Total petlttons o f  flnal Judgment ................ 
Other dlscretlonary petltlons: 

Olsclpllnary matters: 
Attorney ...................................... 
Judge ......................................... 

Total dlscipllnary ............................. 
Orlglnal proceedings (e.g., extraordlnary wrlts, 

postconvlctlon remedy, sentence revleu only, 
electlon cases) ............................... 

Interlocutory declslons ......................... 
Advisory oplntons: 

Intra-state (leglslature, executlve, courts) .. 
Federal courts (e.9.. certlfled questlon) ..... 

Total advlsory oplnlons ........................ 
Total other dlscretlonary petltlons ............. 

Total dlscretlonary jurlsdlctlon cases ............. 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Grand total cases ................................... 
Other proceedlngs: 

Rehearlng/reconslderatlon requests ................ 
Motlons ........................................... 
Other matters (e.g., bar admlsslons) .............. 

0 
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Predec ls lon  Oecls lon 

(d lsn i lssed/  Per o p l n l o n  
u l t h d r a u n /  Slgned cu r la in  (mento/ Trans- 

d spas I t  l o f l  04 1 n I on s u l t t l o u t  

s e t t l e d l  o p l n l o n  o p l n l o n  o rde r )  - f e r r e d  O t h e r  

Mandatory j u r l s d l c t  loit: 
Appeals o f  f l n a l  Judgment: 

C l v l l  ...................................... 
C r l m l n a l  ................................... 
J u v e n l l e  ................................... 
A d m l n l s t r a t l v e  agency ...................... 
U n c l a s s l f l e d  ( e . 9 . .  c o n s t l t u t l o n a l  I ssue )  .. 
D l s c l p l l n a r y  m a t t e r s  ....................... 
O r l g l n a l  proceedlngs (e .g . ,  e l e c t i o n  cases) 
I n t e r l o c u t o r y  d e c l s l o n s  .................... 

Other mandatory cases: 

T o t a l  mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  cases ......... 
O l s c r e t l o n a r y  J u r l s d l c t l o n  (cases g ran ted  o n l y  

C l v l l  .................................... 
C r l m l n a l  ................................. 
J u v e n l l e  ................................. 
A d m l n l s t r a t l v e  agency .................... 
U n c l a s s l f l e d  (e .9 . .  c o n s t l t u t l o n a l  I ssue )  

Other d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  .............. 
D l s c l p l l n a r y  m a t t e r s  ..................... 
O r l g l n a l  proceedlngs (e.9. .  e l e c t l o n  cases 

T o t a l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cases ...... 
Grand t o t a l  .................................. 

P e t l t l o n r  o f  f l n a l  Judgments: 

Type o f  d e c l s l c g  I n  mandatory cases/qrantcd- p_et-!t_lo_n_s__qf f I n a l  judgment 

Opl n lons  : 
A f r l r m e d  ..................................... 
M o d l f l e d  ..................................... 
Reversed ..................................... 
Remanded ..................................... 
Mlxed . . . . .  
Uismlssed . 
Other .... 

Uec ls lons  ul 
Af f l r rned  . 
M o d l f l e d  . 
Reversed . 
Remanded . 
Mlxed ..... 
Dlsmlssed . 

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

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

................................... 
hout  o p l n l o n :  
................................... 
................................... 
................................... 
................................... 
................................... 
................................... 

Other ...................................... 

m e  o f  d e c l s l o n  I n  o t h e r  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  fipl!t_logn_s 

Pet I t I on 
s r a n t a  d e n l P d  !ikher 

Pe t I t I o 11 

Other d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
D l s c l p l l n a r y  m a t t e r s  ....................... 
O r l g l n a l  proceedlrtgs (e .g. ,  e l e c t i o n  cases) 

T o t a l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  j u r l s d l c t l o n  cases ........ 
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P r o t o t m e  of  state aDpellate court statlstlcal Droflle 

Boldface headlngs lndlcate the classlflcatlons used by the Court Statlstlcs ProJect. 
N/A = The casetype Is handled by the court, but the data are unavallable. 
X = The data for thls casety e are known t o  be lncluded ln the total but are unavallable by category. -- = Data element 1s not appylcable. 
( ) NOTE: Begln pendlng data flled outslde the arentheses. dlsposed data outslde the parentheses, and end 
pendlng data re orted as dlscretlonary urlsdlctyon cases represent petltlons/motlons for revleu. 
flgures lnslde !he parentheses re reseni those newly flled petltlons/motlons that were granted durlng the 
tlme perlod covered on thls For those Interested flled flgures lnslde the parentheses can th n be 
added to total mandahory urfsdlctlin cases flled to arrlv6 at the number of  new cases that the court will 
ultlmately conslder on tie merlts Dlsposed f l  ures lnslde the arzntheses re resent the number o f  
dlscret nary etitlons ranted that u re dlspo e8 o f  "on the merlrs Thls numger l s  rarely le, and 
1s usus/? 
cases. Tie number o f  dlsposed petltlons lnslde the parentheses can be added to total rnaniiiory Jurlsdlctlon 
cases dlsposed to arrlve at the number o f  cases that the court dlsposed of  "on the merlts. 
Qualtfylnq Footnotes: 
A = The data element 1s complete wlth no Footnotes. 
B = The data element 1s complete and represents some double countlng. 

Flled 
roflye 

lncfuded In e?ther.the tota7 dlscretfonary petltlons dlsposed or the mandator ur!:!!iP?on 

C = The data element 1 s  overlncluslve. 
0 = The data element 1s overlncluslve and represents some double countlng. 

1 (enter as lower case) = The data element Is at least 15% complete. 
J E The data element 1s at least 75% complete, and represents some double countlng. 

P D The data element 1s lncomplete and overlncluslve. 
Q = The data element 1s lncomplete, overlncluslve and represents some double countlng 

V = The data element 1s less than 75% complete. 
W = The data element Is less than 15% complete, and represents some double countlng. 
X = The data element 1s less than 75% complete, and overlncluslve. 
Y = The data element Is less than 75% complete, overlncluslve, and represents some double countlng. 

2 The data are mlsslng for thls data element. 

R = Judge lnformatlon. 
S = Flgure was computed. 
T = Addltlonal lnforrnatlon. 
U = The data element 1 s  lncluded In the unclasslfled category. 
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Profile Used in 1987 Data Collection 

STATE NAME. COURT NAME 
NumBet of clrcults or dlstrlcts, Number of judges 

Tlme perlod covered 
Court of eneral jurlsdlctlon or court o f  llmlted Jurlsdlctlon 

me inning tna 
Dindlns Flled DlsDosed pend 1 nq 

Clvll: 
lort: ............................................. 

Auto tort ....................................... 
Hedlcal rnalpractlce ............................. 
Other rofesslonal malpractlce .................. 
Hlscellaneous tort ........ Produc! llablllty tort .......................... ...................... 
iota1 tort .............. 

Contract ................. 
Real property rlghts ..... 
Small clalms ............. 
Dornestlc relattons: 

Harrla e dlssolutlon ... 
Su or!/custody ........ URRA .................. 
Adoptlon ............... 
Paternlty/bastardy ..... 
Hlscellaneous domestlc r 

Probate/ullls/lntestate ............ 
Guardlanshlp/conservatorshlp/trustee 
Hlscellaneous estate ............... 
Total estate ........................ 

Mental health ........................ 

Tot 1 domestlc relatlons 
Estate: 

.. .. .. .. 

.. .. .. .. 
ii .... 

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

..................... ..................... ..................... ..................... ..................... 
lons ................ ..................... 

............ 
hlp ........ ............ ............ ............ 

Ap eal: 
Ippeal o f  admlnlstratlve agency case 
A peal o f  trlal court case ......... 

To!al clvll ap eals ................. 
Hlscellaneous cyvll ............................... 

............ ............ ............. 
Total clvtl ........................................ 
Felony ............................................ 
Hlsdemeanor ....................................... 
DWI/DUI ........................................... 
A pea ............................................ 

Total crlmlnal ..................................... 

Crlmlnal: 

dscellaneous crlrnlnal ............................ 

TraFflc/other vlolatlon: 
Hovlng trafflc vlolatlon .......................... 
Ordlnance vlolatlon ............................... 
Parkln vlolatlon ................................. 
rota1 trafflc/other vlolatlon ...................... 

scellaneous t ra t f 1 c ............................. 

Juven 1 le : 
Crlmlnal-type juvenlle petltlon ................... 
Status offense .................................... 
Chlld-vlctlm petltlon ............................. Mlscellaneous juvenlle petltlon ................... 

Total juvenlle ..................................... 
Grand total cases ................................... 
Other proceedlngs: 

Postconvlctlon remedy ............................. Prellminary hearln s ............................ 
Sentence revleu on7y 1: ............................ Extraordlnary urlts ............................... 

Total other proceedlngs ............................ 
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Prototype o f  state trlal court stattstlcal proflle 
Manner o f  dlSDOSltlOn: trlals 

Clvll: 
Tnrt * .-. -. 
Auto tort ................ 
Other professlonal malprac 

Produ,ct llablllty tort . 
M\scellaneour tort ..... 
Fotal tort .............. 

Contract ................. 
Real property rtghts ..... 
Small clatms ............. 

Trlal 
Jury N o F I F y  Total 

Crlmlnal: 
Felony: ........ .......... Mlsdemeanor ... 

Ice ...... DWI/DUI ....... .......... .......... .......... .......... .......... 

A peal ........ 
Mfscellaneous c 
Total crlmlnal . 

.......... 
Uomestlc relatlons: 

Marrla e dlssolutlon . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Su or!/custody ................... 
Adoptlon ........................... 
Paternlty/bastardy ................ 
Mlscellaneous domestlc relatlons .. 

lotal domestlc relatlons ........... 
Probate/wllls/Intestate ........... 
Guardlanshl /conservatorship/ 
Ml sce f laneous estate .............. 

Total estate ....................... 
Mental health ....................... 

URFSA ............................. 

Estate: 

tru teeshyp ..................... 

Trlal 
Jury Non-Jury Total 

................. ................. ................. ................. 
tmlnal .......... ................. 

Trafflc/other vlo atlon:' 
Movlng trafflc ................. 
Ordlnance vlola lon ............. 
Parktn vlolatlon ............... 
Mlscel?aneous traf f Ic ........... 

Total trafflc/other vlolatlon .... 
Juvenl le: 

Crlmtnal-t e Juventle petltlon . 
Status e t K l o n  ................. 
Chlld-vfct lm petttlon ........... 
H l s  ellaneous Juvenlle petltlon . 

TotaS Juvenile ................... 
Grand total trlals ................. 

Ap eal: 
!&Deal o f  admlnlstrattve 
.agency case ..................... 

A peal o f  trlal court case ........ 
Total clvll ap eals ................ 

Hlscellaneous cyvll ................. 
Total clvll .......................... 

Manner o f  clvll dlsposltlons 
Uncontested/ 

Default OIsmlssed Wlthdrawn Settled Transferred Arbltratlon fbtal 
c1 1vll: 

Tort: 
Auto tort ......................... 
Medlcal malpractlce ............... 
Other rofesslonal malpractlce .... 
Product llablllty tort ............ 
Mlscellaneous tort ................ 
rota1 tort ......................... 

Contract .. .;. ....................... 
Real property rlghts ................ 
Small clalms ........................ 
Oomestlc relatlons: 

Marrla e dlssolutlon .............. 
Su or?/custody ................... 
Adoptlon .......................... 
Paternlty/bastardy ................ 
Mlscellaneous domestlc relattons .. 
lotal domestlc relatlons ........... 
Prob e/wl ls/lntesta e .......... 
Guargfanshl /conservaiorsh\p/ 

trusteeshfp ..................... 
Mlscellaneous estate .............. 

Total estate ....................... 

URRA ............................. 

Estate: 

Mental health ......... 
Anneal. ..r "_.  . 

Appeal o f  admInIstrat 
agency case ....... 

A peal o f  trlal court 
ToPal clvll aDoea1 ... 

Hlscellaneous Clvll ... 

............. 
lve .............. 
case ........ .............. .............. 

Total clvll .......................... 
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Pro to type  o f  s t a t e  t r l a l  c o u r t  s t a t l s t l c a l  p r o f i l e  

Manner O F  c r l m l n a l  dlSpOSlt lOnS and t y p e  o f  d e c l s l o n  

H lsce l l aneous  
Fe 1 ony  Hlsdemeanor DW I /OU I ApDea 1 c r l m l  na 1 Total 

J u r y  t r l a l :  
C o n v l c t l o n  .............. 
G u l l t y  p l e a  ............. 
A c q u l t t a l  ............... 
Dlsmlssed ............... 
C o n v l c t l o n  .............. Non- jury  t r l a l :  

G u l l t  p l e a  ............. 
Acqul !ta 1 ............... 
Olsmlssed ............... 

D lsmlssed /no l l e  p rosequ l  .. 
B a l l  f o r f e l t u r e  ........... 
Bound over  ................ 
Trans fe r red  ............... 
Other  ..................... 

T o t a l  dlSpOSlttOnS ......... 
Manner o f  t r a f f l c / o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  d l s p o s l t l o n s  and t y p e  o f  d e c l s l o n  

Hovln t r a f f l c  Ordlnance H lsce l l aneous  traffic/ 
v l  o9a t t o n  v l o l a t l o n  P a r k l n g  o t h e r  v l o l a t l o n  Total 

J u r y  t r l a l :  
C o n v l c t l o n  . . 
Ac u l t t a l  ... 

Non- ju ry  t r t a l :  
C o n v l c t l o n  .. 
A c q u l t t a l  ... 

G u l l t y  p l e a  ... 
O lsmlssed /no l l e  
B a l l  F o r f e l t u r e  
Park lng  f l n e s  . 
Trans fe r red  ... 
Other  ......... 

T o t a l  .......... 

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

........... ........... ........... 
I p rosequ l  . . . . . . . . . . . .  ........... ........... ........... ........... 

Age o f  pendlng caseload (days) 

0-30 31-60 61-90 91-180 181-360 361-720 Over 720 Avera e age 
days days days days days days o f  pendgnq cases 

C l v l l :  
l o r t :  

Auto t o r t  ........................ 
H e d l c a l  m a l p r a c t l c e  .............. 
Other r o f e s s l o n a l  m a l p r a c t l c e  ... 
Produc! l l a b l l l t y  t o r t  ........... 
H lsce l l aneous  t o r t  ............... 

T o t a l  t o r t  ........................ 
Con t rac t  ........................... 
Real p r o p e r t y  r l g h t s  ............... 
Small c la lms  ....................... 
Domestlc r e l a t l o n s :  

M a r r l a  e d l s s o l u t l o n  ............. 
5u or!/custody .................. 
Adopt lon ......................... 
P t e r n l t y / b a s t a r d y  ............... 
Hfsce l l aneous  domestlc r e l a t l o n s  . 

l o t a l  domestlc r e l a t l o n s  .......... 

URP!, ............................ 

t s t a t e :  
P r o b a t e / w l l l s / l n t e s t a t e  .......... 
Guard lanshl  /conservatorship/ 

H lsce l l aneous  e s t a t e  .............. 
T o t a l  e s t a t e  ...................... 

Menta l  h e a l t h  ...................... 
Appeal : 

Appeal o f  a d m l n l s t r a t l v e  
agency case .................... 

A pea l  o f  t r l a l  c o u r t  case ....... 
H lsce l l aneous  c l v l l  ................ 

T o t a l  c l v l l  ......................... 

t rus teeshyp  .................... 

T O L I  appeal ...................... 
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P r o t o t m e  of state trlal court statlstlcal profile 
Aqe o f  pendlns caseload (days1 

0-30 31-60 61-90 91-180 181-360 361-720 Over 720 Avera e age 
days davs days days days days of  Dendynq cases 

Crlrnlnal: 
Felony ........................... 
Hlsdemeanor ...................... 
OWI/OUI .......................... 
;!peal ........................... 

s ellaneou crlmlnal ........... 
Totai crlrnlnaf .................... 

Trafflc/other vlolatlon: 
Hovlng trafflc ................... 
Ordlnance vlolatlon .............. 
Parkln vlolatlon ................ 
Hlscellaneous traff lc ............ 

.Total trafflc/other vlolatlon ..... 
.liiucn ! 1 c . .......... 

Crlmlnal-t e Juvenlle petltlon .. 
Status et7Plon .................. 
Chl ld-vyct l r n  pet 1 t 1 on ............ 
Hlscellaneous Juvenlle Detltlon .. 

Total juvenlle , ........,.......... 
Boldface headln s lndlcate the classlflcatlons used b the Court Statlstlcs Project (CSP). 
N/A = Thls casefy e I s  handled by the court, but the iata are unavallable 
X = The data for !his casetype are known to be Included ln the total but are unavallable by category 
-- = Not appllcable. 
Unlts of count: 

Clvll unlt o f  count. 
Crlrnlnal unlt o f  count. 
Trafflc/other vlolatlon unlt o f  count. 
Juvenlle unlt of count. 

Trlal deflnltlons: 
Jur trlal deflnltlon. 
Nonlury trlal deflnltlon. 
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puallfylng footnotes: 
A = The data element I s  complete wlth no footnotes. 

C = rhe data element Is complete and also Includes more lnformatlon than can be speclflcally ldentlfled i n  codes 

E = The data element I s  complete and also lncludes all postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs. 
F = lhe data element Is complete and also lncludes all ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 
G = The data element Is complete and also Includes all DWI/DUI cases. 
H = lhe data element Is  complete and also Includes all crlmlnal appeals cases. 

t - H  below. 

1 (enter as lower case The data element 1s at least 75% complete, and Is mlsslng 

K = lhe data element does not lnclude any llmlted Felony cases. 
L = The data element does not Include any DWI/DUI cases. 
?I = The data element does not lnclude any crlmlnal appeal cases. 
N = The data element does not lnclude any ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 

more lnformatlon tba; can be speclflcally Identlfled In codes K-N below. 

0 = The data element l s  lncomplete and overlncluslve. 

V = The data element l s  less than 75% complete. 
X = The data element 1 s  less than 75% complete and overlncluslve 

Q = Addltlonal court lnformatlon. 
R = Judge lnformatlon. 
S = flgure was computed. 
1 = Addltlonal lnformatlon; reopened cases are added to the data element. 
U = Ihe data element I s  lncluded In the unclasslfled category. 
Z = The data are mlsslng for thls data element (t.e.. the prlmary data element was coded a '-5. to a " -1" ) .  

- 1 2  = Data not avatlable 
- 2 2  = Casetype does not fall wlthln the Jurtsdlctlon o f  the court. 
-32 = Data are represented I n  the total, but could not be separated by data element. 
-4Z = Uata are reported In the unclasslfled category o f  the same general casetype. 
-5Z = Data are collapsed wlth another casetype and could not be ldentlfled by speclflc data element. 
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Appendix D 

State Populations 



Resident Population. 1987 

P o p u l a t i o n  ( I n  thousands) 
1987 1987 1987 

S t a t e  o r  t c r r l t o r y  Juvenl  l e  A d u l t  T o t a l  

Alabama .................. 
Alaska ................... 
Ar l zona  .................. 
Arkansas ................. 
C a l l f o r n l a  ............... 
Colorado ................. 
Connec t t cu t  .............. 
Delaware ................. 
O l s t r t c t  o f  Columbla ..... 
F l o r l d a  .................. 
Georgta .................. 
Haua t l  ................... 
Idaho .................... 
I l l l n o l s  ................. 
I n d i a n a  .................. 
Iowa ..................... 
Kansas ................... 
Kentucky ................. 
Lou ls lana  ................ 
Malne .................... 
Mary land ................. 
Massachusetts ............ 
Mlch lgan  ................. 
Mlnnesota ................ 
M l s s l s s l p p l  .............. 
M l s s o u r l  ................. 
Montana .................. 
Nehraska ................. 
Nevada ................... 
New Hampshlre ............ 
New Jersey ............... 
New Mexico ............... 
New York ................. 
N o r t h  C a r o l l n a  ........... 
N o r t h  Dakota ............. 
Ohlo ..................... 
Oklahoma ................. 
Oregon ................... 
Pennsylvanta ............. 
Puer to  R l c o  .............. 
Rhode I s l a n d  ............. 
South C a r o l l n a  ........... 
South Dakota ............. 
Tennessee ................ 
Texas .................... 
Utah ..................... 
Vermont .................. 
V l r g l n l a  ................. 
Washlngton ............... 
West V l r g l n l a  ............ 
Wlsconsln ................ 
Wyoming .................. 

1 .  117 
172 
91 9 
648 

7.302 

873 
757 
162 
136 

2.704 

1. 736 
286 
306 

3. 035 
1.470 

732 
650 
996 

1.  315 
303 

1. 125 
1.  336 
2. 460 
1 .  111 

791 

1. 309 
224 
424 
253 
266 

1.831 
446 

4. 361 
1. 627 

187 

2. 836 
893 
686 

2. 851 
N/A 

229 
941 
196 

1.251 
4.984 

629 
141 

1. 459 
1.  169 

490 

1.  269 
148 

2. 966 
353 

2.467 
1 .  740 

20. 361 

2.423 
2. 454 

482 
486 

9. 319 

4. 486 
797 
692 

8.  547 
4. 061 

2. 102 
1. 826 
2.731 
3. 146 

884 

3.410 
4. 519 
6.740 
3. 135 
1.  834 

3. 794 
585 

1 .  170 
754 
791 

5. 841 
1 .  054 

13.464 
4.786 

485 

7 .  948 
2. 379 
2.038 
9. 085 

N/A 

757 
2. 484 

51 3 
3. 604 

11.805 

1. 051 
407 

4.415 
3. 369 
1. 407 

3. 538 
342 

4. 083 
525 

3. 386 
2. 388 

27.663 

3. 296 
3.211 

644 
622 

12.023 

6.222 
1 .  083 

998 
11.582 
5.531 

2. 834 
2.476 
3. 727 
4.461 
1.181 

4. 535 
5. 855 
9. 200 
4. 246 
2. 625 

5.103 
809 

1 .  594 
1.007 
1.057 

7.672 
1 .  500 

17. 825 
6.413 

672 

10.784 
3.272 
2.724 

11. 936 
3. 292 

986 
3.425 

709 
4.855 

16. 789 

1.  680 
548 

5.904 
4. 538 
1 .  897 

4. 807 
490 

Source: U.S. Bureau o f  t h e  Census. Cur ren t  P o p u l a t l o n  Repor ts  . s e r l e s  P.25. 
No . 1024 . May 1988 . 
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Total State Population for Trend Tables. 1981.1984.1985. 1986. and 1987 

T o t a l  s t a t e  PoDu la t l on  f o r  t ' rend t a b l e s  . 1981 . 1984 . 1985 . 1986 . and 1987 

s a t e  o r  t e r r l t o r y  

Alabama .................. 
Alaska ................... 
A r l r o n a  .................. 
Arkansas ................. 
C a l i f o r n l a  ............... 
Colorado ................. 
Connec t l cu t  .............. 
Delaware ................. 
O l s t r l c t  o f  Columhla ..... 
F l o r l d a  .................. 
Georgla .................. 
Hawal l  ................... 
Idaho .................... 
I l l l n o l s  ................. 
Ind lana  .................. 
Iowa ..................... 
Kansas ................... 
Kentucky ................. 
Lou is iana  ................ 
Halne .................... 
Mary land ................. 
Massachusetts ............ 
Mlch lgan  ................. 
Mlnnesota ................ 
H l s s l s s l p p l  .............. 
H l s s o u r l  ................. 
Montana .................. 
Nehraska ................. 
Nevada ................... 
New Hampshlre ............ 
New Jersey ............... 
New Mexlco ............... 
New York ................. 
N o r t h  C a r o l l n a  ........... 
N o r t h  Dakota ............. 
Ohlo ..................... 
Oklahoma ................. 
Oregon ................... 
Pennsylvanla ............. 
Puer to  R lco  .............. 
Rhode I s l a n d  ............. 
South C a r o l l n a  ........... 
South Dakota ............. 
Tennessee ................ 
Texas .................... 
Utah ..................... 
Vermont .................. 
V l r g l n l a  ................. 
Washlngtan ............... 
West V 1 r g  1 n l  a 

Wlsconsln ................ 
Wyomlng .................. 

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

P o w l a t i o n  ( i n  thousands) 
1981 1984 1985 .. 1986 1987 

3. 917 
41 2 

2. 794 
2 .  296 

24. 196 

2.965 
3. 134 

598 
631 

10.183 

5. 574 
981 
959 

11.462 
5.  468 

2.899 
2. 383 
3. 662 
4. 308 
1. 133 

4. 263 
5.773 
9. 204 
4. 094 
2.531 

4. 941 
793 

1. 577 
845 
936 

7. 404 
1.328 

17.602 
5.953 

658 

10.  781 
3. 100 
2. 651 

11. 871 
3.197 

953 
3. 167 

686 
4 .  612 

14.766 

1. 518 
516 

5. 430 
4. 217 
1. 952 

4 .  742 
492 

3. 990 
500 

3. 053 
2. 349 

25. 622 

3. 178 
3.154 

61 3 
623 

10. 976 

5.837 
1. 039 
1.001 

11. 511 
5. 498 

2.910 
2. 438 
2. 723 
4 .  462 
1. 156 

4. 349 
5. 798 
9. 075 
4.162 
2.598 

5. 008 
824 

1 . 606 
91 1 
977 

7 .  515 
1. 4 2 4  

17. 735 
6.165 

686 

10. 752 
3. 298 
2. 674 

11. 901 
3. 267 

962 
3. 300 

706 
4. 7 1 7  

15.989 

1. 652 
530 

5. 636 
4. 349 
1. 952 

4. 766 
51 1 

4.021 
521 

3.187 
2. 359 

26. 365 

3. 231 
3. 174 

622 
626 

11. 366 

5.976 
1. 054 
1. 005 

11. 535 
5.499 

2.8b4 
2. 450 
3. 726 
4.481 
1. 164 

4. 392 
5. 822 
9.088 
4.193 
2. 613 

5. 029 
826 

1.506 
936 
998 

7 .  562 
1. 450 

17. 783 
6. 255 

685 

10. 7 4 4  
3. 301 
2.687 

11. 853 
3.267 

968 
3. 347 

708 
4.762 

16.370 

1. 645 
535 

5. 706 
4. 409 
1. 936 

4. 775 
509 

4 .  053 
534 

3. 280 
2.372 

26.981 

3. 267 
3.189 

633 
626 

11. 675 

6.104 
1. 062 
1. DO3 

11. 553 
5. 503 

2.850 
2.460 
3.729 
4. 502 
1.173 

4. 463 
5. 832 
9.145 
4. 214 
2.625 

5.066 
81 9 

1. 598 
964 

1. 027 

7. 620 
1.479 

17. 772 
6.334 

679 

10.753 
3. 305 
2. 698 

11. 889 
3. 274 

975 
3. 376 

708 
4.803 

16. 685 

1. 665 
541 

5.787 
4.463 
1.919 

4.785 
507 

4.083 
525 

3.386 
2. 388 

27. 663 

3. 296 
3.211 

644 
622 

12.023 

6. 222 
1.083 

998 
11.582 
5.531 

2. 834 
2. 476 
3. 727 
4. 461 
1. 187 

4. 535 
5. 855 
9. 200 
4.246 
2. 625 

5.103 
809 

1. 594 
1. 007 
1. 057 

7.672 
1. 500 

17. 825 
6.413 

672 

10.784 
3. 272 
2. 724 

11. 936 
3. 292 

986 
3. 425 

709 
4. 855 

16.789 

1. 680 
548 

5.904 
4. 538 
1. 897 

4 .  807 
490 

I 

Source: U.S. Bureau o f  t h e  Census. Cur ren t  PoDulat lon Reports . s e r i e s  P-25 . 
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