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This report offers a detailed picture of the work of the nation’s state courts. Although our primary 
audience is the state court community, the information presented in this report is also valuable to 
legislative and cxecutivc branch policymakers. 

Examining the Work ofstate Courts, 2003, provides a comprehensive analysis of the business of state 
trial and appellate courts in a non-technical fashion. Accurate, objective, and comparable data across 
states provide a yardstick against which states can consider their pcrformance, identi$ emerging 
trends, and measure the possible impact of legislation. Without baseline data from each state, many 
of the most important questions facing the state courts will go unanswered. This volume facilitates a 
better understanding of the state courts by making use of closely integrated text and graphics to 
plainly and succinctly dcscribe the work of state trial and appellate courts. 

A second volume, State Court Caseload Statistics, 2003, is a basic reference that contains detailed 
information and descriptions of state court systems. Individuals requiring more complete informa- 
tion, such as state-specific information on the organization of the courts, total filings and dispositions, 
the number of judges, factors affccting comparability between states, and a host of other jurisdictional 
and structural issues, will find this volume useful. 

A third publication, the Caseload Highlights series, targets specific and significant issues and dissemi- 
nates the findings in short reports. The  Court Statistics Project (CSP) recognizes that informed 
judges and court managers want comparative information on a range of policy-relevant topics, but 
they want it in a timely fashion and in a condcnsed, rcadable format. Caseload Highlights fills the 
gaps in distribution cycles between the two annual rcports and are also timely in terms of the data and 
subject matter covered. 

These three publications are devcloped with generous support from the Bureau of Justice Statistics 
(UJS). Detailed dcscriptivc information on court structure is provided by another National Center for 
State Courts (NCSC) and BJS joint project, State Court Organization. Topics covered include: the 
number of courts and judges; judicial selection; jury qualifications and verdict rules; and processing 
and sentcncing procedures of criminal cases. Court structure diagrams summarize the key features 
of each state’s court organization. The  current edition is available through BJS at: www.ojp.usdoj.gov/ 
bjs/abstract/sco98.htm. A new, updated edition is scheduled for publication in fall 2004. 

Finally, 2003 saw the introduction of the new State Court Guide to Statistical Reporting. The CSP, 
supported by the Statc Justice Institute, and with close guidance from the Conference of State Court 
Administrators’ (COSCA) Court Statistics Committee, created the Guide as a tool for improving 
court administration by providing new and more concisc case filing and disposition categories. The 
Guide helps courts account for the significant amount of judicial time and cffort required in the post- 
judgment activities associated with some types of cases, such as juvenile and domestic relations cases. 
The Guide, along with its accompanying reporting matrices, is available on the NCSC web site at: 
www.ncsconline.org/d~research/statistical_rporting_2003/index. html. 

Taken together, these publications constitute the most complete research and reference sources avail- 
able on the work of the nation’s state courts. All of the publications are joint projects of COSCA and 
NCSC, who, along with BJS, hope that this information will better inform local, state, and national 
discussions about the operation of state courts. 
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The court systcm of the United States arose out of unique histori- 
cal circumstances. The  system is based upon the principle of fed- 
eralism; individual states developed their own judicial structure at 
the same time a federal court system was established. The  guiding 
principle was that states needed to retain significant autonomy 
from the federal government. This parallel evolution gives rise 
to complexity with respect to jurisdiction of the federal and state 
courts. There is significant overlap betwccn legal cases handled 
by state and federal courts; state courts can hear cases involving 
constitutional matters, although this is commonly thought of as 
the business of the federal courts; fcderal courts can hear criminal 
and civil cases (e.g., bank robbery, mass torts) that could also be 
prosecuted as violations of state rather than federal law. That  said, 
i t  should be understood that the caseload of the state courts vastly 
exceeds that of the federal courts for both criminal and civil cases. 

Structurally, the court system is also complex. In addition to the 
federal system of trial and appellate courts, there are multiple 
levels of courts in each state. Statc designs range from a unified 
trial court and a single appellate court of last resort (e.g., North 
Dakota or the District of Columbia) to as many as nine different 
trial courts combined with multiple appellate courts (e.g., Georgia 
or Indiana). 

Variation in sizc is another important factor distinguishing the state 
courts. The statc of California has the largest court systcm in thc 
world - the Supcrior Court of Los Angeles County alonc is largcr 
in terms of population served and number of judicial officers than 
the entire court system of many countries. At the opposite end of 
the spectrum, the courts of Wyoming serve the smallest state popu- 
lation in the United States. 

This volume endeavors to compare these often strikingly different 
states in such a way as to make the comparisons meaningful. 
When appropriate, adjustments are made for population and dis- 
tinctions are noted between different types of systems (e.g., general 
jurisdiction versus unified). Finally, for thc sake of simplicity, this 
text will refer to the District of Columbia and the Commonwealth 
of Puerto RICO as states. All refcrences to total populations and 
caseloads will include data from those two jurisdictions, unless 
otherwise noted. 
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B The Court Statistics Project reports the filing of 96.2 million 
cases in our nation’s state courts in 2002; 60 percent (57.7 
million) of those cases were traffic related. 

B Combined civil, criminal, domestic relations, and juvenile 
filings (38.5 million in 2002) have grown 15 percent in the 
10 years since 1993 with each category individually showing 
increases from 12 to 19 percent. Traffic filings, on the other 
hand, have remained fairly stable, increasing only 2 percent 
during the period shown. 

B From 2001 to 2002, civil, criminal, and domestic relations 
caseloads all had notable increases. However, juvenile case- 
loads dropped almost 3 percent from 2001 to 2002-the 
most significant decrease since 1999. 

Total State Trial Court Filings, 1993-2002 
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+2% 

50 

+ 1 5% 
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State Trial Court Filings by Case Type, 
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B Forty state trial court systems are separated into 
courts of general and limited jurisdiction. Ten 

Jurisdiction - 
states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Case Type Total UnifieUGeneral Limited 
Rico have unified court systems in which trial 

Traffic 57.6 14.1 43.5 
courts are consolidated into a single general Civil 16.3 7.7 8.6 

Domestic 4.6 3.3 1.3 
Juvenile 2.0 1.3 0.7 

are submitted in courts of unified or general Total 95.9 31.9 64.0 

jurisdiction. The  remaining two-thirds are 

Cases Filed in State Trial Courts by Jurisdiction, 2002 
(in millions) 

jurisdiction court level. Criminal 15.4 5.5 9.9 

B Nationally, one-third of state trial court filings 

Note: Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

processed in limited jurisdiction courts, where 
caseloads are largely comprised of misdemeanor 
filings, preliminary hearings in felony cases, 
traffic cases, and small claims cases. 

State trial courts comprise 13,544 limited juris- 
diction courts and 2,044 unified and general 
jurisdiction courts. 

Court Systems 

B 

Judicial Officers in State Trial Courts by Court Jurisdiction, 1993-2002 B The total number of limited and 
general jurisdiction courts in the 
United States, as well as the number 
of judicial officers associated with 
them, can vary as a result of the cre- 
ation or closing of courts and from 
changes in court system classification. 

Number of Judicial Officers ~ 

Unified /General Limited Growth from 
Year Jurisdiction Jurisdiction Total Prior Year 

1993 9,751 18,316 28.067 

1994 9.793 18,317 28,110 

1995 10,153 17,974 28,127 0.1 

1996 10,114 

- 

0.2 

18.301 28,415 1 .o B In 2002, there were 29,428 trial 
1997 10,007 18,553 28,560 0.5 judges and quasi-judicial officers 
1998 10,163 18,630 28,793 0.8 (i.e., commissioners, magistrates, 
1999 11,118 17,905 29.023 0.8 and referees) in the nation’s state 
2000 11,300 17,943 29.243 0.8 trial courts. The  growth in state 
2001 11.323 17,943 29,266 0.1 judgeships has averaged just over 
2002 11,390 18,038 29,428 0.6 one-half of 1 percent per year; the 

annual growth in the four major 
non-traffic categories of cases has 
averaged between two and three 
times that amount. 

~~ ~~~ 
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D This table shows the num- 
ber of general jurisdiction 
court judges reported in 
2002 by state. (Note: these 
figures do not include 
quasi-judicial officers such 
as magistrates and referees.) 
Due to the nature of their 
court structures, states with 
unified courts-where there 
is no distinction between 
trial levels-logically tend 
to have more judges when 
compared to only the 
general jurisdiction courts 
in states with multilevel 
court systems. 

D In the aggregate, state court 
systems employ an average 
of just under four general 
jurisdiction trial judges per 
100,000 population. When 
comparing court structures, 
general jurisdiction courts 
in states with multitiered 
courts have an average of 
three judges for every 
100,000 residents while 
states with unified courts 
have double that amount. 
Also displayed here is the 
total number of general 
jurisdiction filings per 
judge. States averaged 
over 1,500 filings per 
judge in 2002. 

Number and Rate of Judges in Unified and General Jurisdiction Trial Courts in 
49 States, 2002 

State 
Judges per 

Number of Judges 100,ooO Population Filings per Judge 

Unified Courts 
California 
Illinois 
Puerto Rico 
Missouri 
Minnesota 
Wisconsin 
Iowa 
Connecticut 
Kansas 
District of Columbia 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 
Unified Jurisdiction Average 

General Jurisdiction Courts 
New York 
Florida 
Texas 
Pennsylvania' 
New Jersey 
Ohio 
Indiana 
Louisiana 
Michigan 
Georgia 

Washington 
Oregon 
Anzona 
Virginia 
Maryland 
Alabama 
Colorado 
Tennessee 
Arkansas 
Kentucky 

North Carolina 
Massachusetls 
New Mexico 
Utah 
West Virginia 
Nevada 
Nebraska 
Hawaii 
South Carolina 
Montana 

Idaho 
Alaska 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 
Delaware 
Maine 
General Jurisdiction Average 

Overall Average 

1,498 
852 
328 
309 
263 
24 1 
192 
180 
160 
58 1 
42 
38 

347 

524 
509 
41 8 
409 
394 
376 
295 
211 
210 
188 

175 
166 
159 
150 
146 
142 
132 
116 
115 
114 

106 
80 
72 
70 
65 
56 
54 
49 
48 
40 

39 
34 
29 
22 
20 
19 
16 

156 

203 

4.3 
6.8 
8.5 
5.4 
5.2 
4.4 
6.5 
5.2 
5.9 
10.2 
6.6 
5.0 
6.2 

2.7 
3.0 
1.9 
3.3 
4.6 
3.3 
4.8 
4.7 
2.1 
2.2 

2.9 
4.7 
2.9 
2.1 
2.7 
3.2 
2.9 
2.0 
4.2 
2.8 

1.3 
1.2 
3.9 
3.0 
3.6 
2.6 
3.1 
3.9 
1.2 
4.4 

2.9 
5.3 
2.3 
2.1 
3.2 
2.4 
1.2 
3.0 

3.8 

1,546 
1,493 

853 
1,637 
1,940 
1,886 
1,526 
1,594 
1,764 
2,404 
1,982 
2,492 
1,760 

954 
2,206 
1,701 
1,569 
2.810 
1,490 
2,283 
1,631 
1,356 
1,772 

1,152 
1,902 
1,061 
1,878 
1,730 
1,307 
1,070 
1,912 
1.485 

979 

2,986 
391 

1.244 
3.089 

576 
1,433 

755 
686 

3,790 
779 

500 
455 

1,113 
770 

2,900 
1,220 

790 
1,506 

1,568 

* The data for Pennsylvania are preliminary figures provided by the PA AOC 
No data were available for Mississippi. Oklahoma, or Wyoming for 2002 
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B Ten states were able to provide comparable 
data with which to examine trial rates 
among general civil dispositions. Those 
states included: Arkansas, California, 
Florida, Hawaii, Minnesota, New Mexico, 
North Carolina, Texas, Washington, and 
West Virginia. General civil cases involve 
tort, contract, and real property issues. 

_ _ _ _ _ ~  ___ 

Total Trials 
-32% 

I 

B These 10 states reported, on average, just 
under 500,000 general civil dispositions 
per year for the time period shown; about 
7 percent of these dispositions resulted in 
a jury or bench trial. 

25% 

B In the same 10 states, roughly 76 percent 
of all general civil trials during the early 
and mid-1990s were non-jury (bench) 
trials. That proportion increased to 77 
percent in 2002. 

- - 

B The percentage of trials decided by jury 
dropped from 26 percent in 1993 to 2 3  
percent in 2002. These ten states reported 
10,500 jury trials in 1993, or 19 per 1,000 
general civil dispositions. In 2002, there 
were 6,300 jury trials, or 13 for every 
1,000 general civil dispositions. However, 
for most of the decade, the rate of general 
civil jury trials remained fairly stable be- 
tween 18 and 20 trials per 1,000 general 
civil dispositions. 

Total General Civil Dispositions and Trials in General 
Jurisdiction Trial Courts in 10 States, 1993-2002 

___ ___ 600.000 I 
Total Dispositions 

-12% 

Percentage of Jury v. Non-Jury Trials in General Jurisdiction 
Trial Courts in 10 States, 1993-2002 
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B From 1993 to 2002, Arkansas, 
Florida, Minnesota, New Mexico, 
North Carolina, and West Virginia 
all experienced a drop in jury trial 
rates between 35 and 75 percent. 
West Virginia, in fact, experienced 
the greatest decline with a drop of 
72 percent over the 10 years. 

D Jury trial rates for a few states 
changed less dramatically. The  
rates in California, Hawaii, and 
Texas, for example, dropped 
20 percent or less. 

B Variation in jury trial rates was more 
pronounced at the beginning of the 
series (Minnesota, North Carolina, 
and West Virginia had the highest 
rates), but has tended to become 
more concentrated over time. Most 
states now cluster between 8 and 
12 jury trials per 1,000 general 
civil dispositions. 

Jury Trial Rates per 1,000 General Civil 
Dispositions in General Jurisdiction Trial 
Courts in 10 States, 1993 v. 2002 
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B Thirteen states were able to provide 
comparable data for an examination 
of felony trial rates. The states 
included are: Alaska, California, 
Florida, Indiana, Kansas, New Jersey, 
North Carolina, Ohio, Puerto Rico, 
South Dakota, Texas, Vermont, and 
the District of Columbia. 

Total Felony Trials - 1 8% 
I I 

B Felony dispositions increased nearly 
125 percent in the states examined, 
beginning with 4 17,000 dispositions 
in 1976 and ending with just over 
933,000 dispositions in 2002. The 
number of trials fell from about 
37,000 to 30,200 (-18 percent) 
over the 27-year period. 

B Defendants, and the attorneys who 
represent them, have shown a consis- 
tent preference for having their cases 
decided by a jury rather than a judge. 
In the 13  states that provided the 
felony trial data for this time series, 
the proportion of felonies decided by 
juries increased from 59 percent in 
1976 to 68 percent in 2002. 

Total Felony Dispositions and Trials in General Jurisdiction 
Trial Courts in 13 States, 1976-2002 

+124% 

500,000 

Proportion of Jury v. Non-Jury Felony Trials in General 
Jurisdiction Trial Courts in 13 States, 1976-2002 

80% I _. . 

68% 

32% 
Non-jury 

." 

40% 

20% 

0% 
1976 1982 1988 1994 2000 2002 



B Large declines in felony jury trial rates 
were seen between 1976 and 2002; 
states with the most notable drops 
werc I’uerto Rico (-88 percent), 
New Jersey (-78 percent), North 
Carolina (-75 percent), the District 
of Columbia (-75 percent), and 
Indiana (-72 percent). 

B Felony jury trial ratcs varied dramati- 
cally in the benchmark year of 1976, 
from a high of 167 jury trials per 1,000 
felony dispositions in the District of 
Columbia, to a low of 28 per 1,000 in 
Vermont. The  adjacent lines show a 
noticeable rcduction in the range of 
rates in 2002, with the majority of 
states ending with between 20 and 
40 jury trials per 1,000 dispositions. 

B The  blue line shows the aggrcgate rates 
for the 13 states being examined. The  
line is relatively low, reflecting the 
influence of the three largest states 
in the sample: Texas, California, 
and Florida. 

Jury Trial Rates per 1,000 Felony Dispositions 
in General Jurisdiction Trial Courts in 
13 States. 1993 v. 2002 

13 State 
Aggregate 
Rate 

0 1  
1976 2002 
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A civil case is filed when a court is called upon to be the arbiter 

of a non-criminal dispute between individuals, businesses, or 

government agencies. These cases run the gamut from arguments 

between neighbors over a broken fence to presiding over the estate 

of a deceased family member to multibillion dollar class action 

suits such as the tobacco cases recently in the news. Domestic rela- 

tions cases, although of a civil nature, are examined separately in the 

Domestic Relations section and are not included in these analyses. 

The final pages of this section focus on tort law, the area of civil 

law that protects individuals and businesses against the negligent 

or intentionally harmful acts of others. There are many kinds of 
tort cases, including those that allege personal injury (e.g., medical 

malpractice) and those that allcgc property damage (e.g., vandal- 

ism). Contract cases cncompass everything from small claims, 

typically worth a few hundred dollars, to multibillion dollar 

anti-trust suits. 

The recently released State Court Guide to Statistical Reporting, 
2003, provides detailed descriptions of civil case and disposition 

types, as well as recommended formats for court data reporting. 
For more information and downloads of the Guide, please go to 

the National Center for State Courts Web sire at: www.ncsc 

online.org/d~research/statistical~reportin~2003/index. html. 
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Civil Cases Filed in State Trial Courts by Jurisdiction, 1993-2002 D Civil cases are more numerous than 
criminal cases and second only to traffic 
in sheer volume, as over 16 million civil 
cases were filed in state courts in 2002. 

After fluctuations during the first eight 
years of this trend, civil filings in both 
limited and general jurisdiction courts 
have risen steadily in the past two years. 

12,000,000 - 

Limited 
9,000,000 ~~ 

UnifiedlGeneral 
6.000.000 D 

The combined increase lor 
all trial courts was 12%. 

3,000,000 

Civil Caseload Composition in Unified v. General Jurisdiction 
Trial Courts in 18 States, 2002 - 40% 
General Civil 

'p 45% - 44% 
11% 

Small Claims - 8% 
1- 22% Estate 

I 2% = 6% 
Mental Health 

= 6% 
Other - 15% 

1993 1996 1999 2002 

I 1 % Unified Courts 
1 1 %  General Jurisdiction Courts 

Appeals 

D Most states have two-tiered court 
systems divided into courts of limited 
jurisdiction and courts of general 
jurisdiction. About one-fourth of the 
states have unified court systems that 
hear and dispose of all cases regardless 
of the amount or issues in controversy. 
Limited jurisdiction courts in states with 
two-tiered systems typically process a 
substantial number of civil cases (such 
as small claims), and the remaining 
civil caseloads are heard in the general 
jurisdiction courts. 

D General civil cases, i.e., tort, contract, 
and real property cases, together com- 
prise 45 percent of the civil caseload 
in general jurisdiction courts and are 
second only to small claims cases in 
unified courts (40 percent). 

D The proportion of small claims cases 
filed in unified court systems (44 per- 
cent) is four times greater than that of 
their general jurisdiction counterparts 
( 1  I percent). 
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The following page provides a detailed listing of civil filings in the states. 

The  calculation of civil filings per 100,000 population takes into account 
the population variance among states. Population-adjusted civil filings 
range from a high of about 15,300 in the District of Coliimbia to a low of 
approximately 2,400 in Hawaii. Tennessee appears to have a lower rate than 
Hawaii, but data from their limited jurisdiction courts were not available. 

B 

D Differences in state court dollar amount jurisdictional limits are reflected 
in the rates of filings in the general versus limited jurisdiction columns. 
States with fewer filings in the general jurisdiction court typically have 
higher minimum dollar amounts (e.g., Michigan’s minimum is $25,000) 
whereas the reverse is true in states with a low minimum, such as New 
Jersey ($2,000). 

B Case counting methods and court structure also influence civil filing rates. 
For example, Maryland and Virginia both report a substantially higher civil 
filing rate than most other states. However, most of these cases arc filed in 
the limited jurisdiction courts and arise from small claims or post-judgment 
actions that are counted as new filings. 

D T h e  District of Columbia perennially ranks first on this population-adjusted 
list. It is likely that their civil caseload is inflated by the vast numbers of 
commuters who work (and file civil cases) in the District, but who are not 
counted in the underlying population figures. Adjusting the District’s rate 
by adding the U.S. Census Bureau’s estimate of commuters into the city 
(481,112) to the permanent population (570,898) generates a rate benveen 
those of New York and Indiana (8,302). 
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Total Civil Filings (Excluding Domestic Re la t ions  Filings), 2002 

-Filings per 100,OOO Population ~ 

State - Total Jurisdiction Jurisdiction 
UnifiedGeneral Limited 

District of Columbia' 
Maryland 
Virginia 
New Jersey 
New York 
Indiana 
South Carolina 
Kansas' 
Michigan 
South Dakota' 

Georgia 
Delaware 
Ohio 
Colorado 
Utah 
Connecticut' 
North Carolina 
Massachusetts 
Florida 
Nevada 

Louisiana 
Idaho 
Montana 
Kentucky 
Rhode Island 
Nebraska 
Arkansas 
Iowa. 
Wisconsin' 
Oregon 

Arizona 
Alabama 
Illinois' 
Alaska 
West Virginia 
Puerto Rico' 
California' 
North Dakota' 
New Hampshire 
Washington 

Missouri' 
Vermont 
New Mexico 
Pennsylvania" 
Minnesota' 
Texas 
Maine 
Mississippi 
Hawaii 
Tennessee 

15,298 
15,158 
14,004 
8,844 
8,620 
7,534 
7,373 
7,263 
7,221 
6,989 

6,929 
6,644 
6,496 
6,455 
6.380 
6.307 
6,256 
5,993 
5.878 
5,835 

5,529 
5,441 
5,314 
5,242 
5,086 
4,953 
4,889 
4,823 
4.663 
4,516 

4.484 
4,430 
4.429 
4,149 
4,086 
4,017 
4,012 
3,900 
3,819 
3,742 

3.628 
3,559 
3.549 
3,401 
3.080 
2.985 
2.807 
2.789 
2.398 
1,167 

15,298 
1,442 
1.012 
8.775 
1,970 
5,878 
1,813 
7,263 

750 
6,989 

799 
1,763 
2,106 
1,304 
6,009 
4.184 
2,119 

399 
2,639 
1,264 

3,647 
55 1 

1,691 
1,167 

991 
41 9 

1,843 
4,823 
4,663 
4,516 

1.141 
1.121 
4,429 
1,011 
1.584 
4.01 7 
4,012 
3,900 

596 
1,505 

3,628 
2,816 
1,853 

623 
3.080 

811 
257 
922 
720 

1,167 

- 
13,716 
12,992 

69 
6.649 
1,657 
5,560 

6,471 

- 

- 

6,131 
4,881 
4,390 
5,150 

37 1 
2,123 
4,137 
5,595 
3,239 
4.570 

1,882 
4,890 
3,622 
4,074 
4,095 
4,534 
3,045 
- 

nla 

3,343 
3,309 

3.138 
2.502 

- 
3,223 
2,237 

743 
1,696 
2,778 

2,174 
2,550 
1.867 
1.678 

n/a 

- 

Filings 

Total 

87,337 
827,341 

1,021,374 
759,741 

1,651,347 
464,051 
302.821 
197,261 
725,744 
53,191 

593,179 
53,643 

741,922 
290,886 
147,781 
218.245 
520.490 
385.227 
982.423 
126.815 

247.838 
72,971 
48,325 

214,533 
54,402 
85,651 

132,483 
141,650 
253,735 
159,040 

244,647 
198.744 
558.128 

26,711 
73,627 

154,994 
1,408,818 

24,729 
48,694 

227,097 

205,829 
21,947 
65,834 

419,494 
154,631 
650,050 

36.336 
80,107 
29.848 
67.676 

Unified/General Limited 
Jurisdiction Juris$ctm 

87,337 
78,726 
73,794 

753,801 
377,497 
362,021 

74,475 
197,261 
75,361 
53,191 

68,372 
14.237 

240,540 
58,783 

139.186 
144,791 
176,279 
25,619 

441,007 
27,482 

163,490 
7.384 

15.382 
47,783 

. 10,599 
7,250 

49.948 
141,650 
253,735 
159,040 

62,262 
50,286 

558,128 
6,507 

28,544 
154,994 

1,408,818 
24,729 
7.602 

91,326 

205,829 
17,364 
34,370 
76.843 

154.631 
176,651 

3,324 
26,479 
8,960 

67.676 

- 
748.615 
947,580 

5,940 
1,273,850 

102,030 
228.346 

650,383 

- 

- 

524,807 
39,406 

501,382 
232,103 

8,595 
73,454 

344,211 
359,608 
541.41 6 
99,333 

84.348 
65,587 
32,943 

166,750 
43,803 
78,401 
82,535 
- 
- 
nla 

182,385 
148,458 

20,204 
45,083 
- 
- 
- 

41,092 
135.771 

- 
4,583 

31,464 
342,651 

473,399 
33,012 
53,628 
20.888 

nla 

- 

. .. 

Population 
Rank 

51 
18 
12 
9 
3 

14 
25 
33 

8 
47 

10 
46 

7 
22 
35 
30 
11 
13 
4 

36 

24 
40 
45 
26 
44 
39 
34 
31 
20 
28 

19 
23 
5 

48 
38 
27 

1 
49 
42 
15 

17 
50 
37 
6 

21 
2 

41 
32 
43 
16 

' These states have a unified coutl system (others have a two-tiered system) 
.* The data for Pennsylvanta are preliminaly figures provided by the PA AOC 
Notes nla signifies not available No data were available for Oklahoma or Wyoming for 2002 
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B A clearance rate is the total number 
of cases disposed divided by the 
number of cases filed during a given 
time period. Rates of ovcr IO0 per- 
cent (as reported in nine states in 
2002) indicatc that the court dis- 
posed of more cases than were filed, 
thus reducing thcir pending caseload. 

B ' All but four states cleared 90 percent 
or more of their aggregate civil 
caseload between 2000 and 2002. 

B Caseload growth is one factor that 
may influence clearance rates. 
Two states with low clcarancc rates 
between 2000 and 2002, Arkansas 
and Rhode Island, reported signifi- 
cant increases in thcir contract case 
filings (102 percent and 68 percent, 
respectively) over the same period. 

B Only three states (the District 
of Columbia, Hawaii, and New 
Mexico) reported a decline in civil 
caseloads between 2000 and 2002. 

Civil C a s e l o a d  C l e a r a n c e  and Growth Rates for Unified and G e n e r a l  
Jurisdiction Trial Courts in 38 S t a t e s ,  2000-2002 

State . 2000 2001- 2002 2000-2002 

- - Clearance Rates ~ -- -- 

_. 

Unified Courts 
Wisconsin 
District of Columbia 
North Dakota 
Minnesota 
Illinois 
Kansas 
Missouri 
South Dakota 
California 

101% 
102 
99 

101 
100 
95 
97 
94 
90 

General Jurisdiction Courts 
Massachusetts 
New York 
Utah 
Colorado 
Hawaii 
Delaware 
Alaska 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
Texas 

Tennessee 
Oregon 
Vermont 
Mary I and 
Ohio 
Michigan 
South Carolina 
Washington 
Alabama 
New Hampshire 

Idaho 
Indiana 
Arizona 
West Virginia 
Arkansas 
Montana 
Kentucky 
Virginia 
Rhode Island 

120 
110 
133 
113 
123 
97 

103 
103 
99 

105 

99 
102 
98 
96 
99 
98 
97 
97 
92 
97 

98 
93 
92 
91 
94 
95 
90 
88 
79 

99% 
99 

101 
95 

101 
101 
97 
90 
89 

97 
107 
94 

100 
86 

112 
105 
103 
102 
102 

100 
98 
97 

100 
96 
95 

100 
96 
96 
94 

93 
95 

103 
93 
91 
90 
89 
82 
74 

100% 
97 
98 
99 
91 
93 
91 
94 
87 

105 
103 
93 

103 
100 
99 
98 

101 
101 
93 

99 
97 
99 
97 
96 
97 
93 
94 
99 
95 

94 
96 
87 
96 
87 
86 
83 
82 
66 

100% 
100 
99 
98 
97 
96 
95 
93 
89 

107 
107 
107 
105 
103 
103 
102 
102 
101 
100 

99 
99 
98 
98 
97 
97 
96 
96 
96 
95 

95 
94 
94 
93 
91 
90 
87 
84 
73 

Growth Rate 
2000-2002 ~- 

18% 
-4 
14 
7 
8 

13 
10 
9 
3 

15 
1 
5 
5 

-14 
2 

11 
6 

-8 
12 

0 
6 
2 
4 

16 
3 

20 
4 

18 
5 

21 
14 

1 
0 

19 
8 

15 
4 

22 



Manner of Disposition for Civil Cases Filed in 21 Unified and G e n e r a l  Jurisdiction Trial Courts,  2002 

Non-Trial ~ 

Total Dlspos~ions~ Total Jury N0n-i- Default SettlelDismIss Other 

-~ Trials .~ 

S t a t e  

Unifled Courts 
Missouri 188,722 
Kansas 163,707 
District of Columbia 80,212 
Iowa 25,317 
South Dakota 11,853 

General Jurisdiction Courts 
Indiana 
Texas 
Florida 
Ohio 
Tennessee 
New Jersey 
Washington 
Michigan 

368,460 
164,837 
162,056 
140,901 
128.967 
114.435 
11 0.530 
51,445 

New Mexico 
Arkansas 
North Carolina' 
Hawaii' 
Delaware" 
Vermont 
Alaska 
Rhode Island 

32,469 
31,675 
25,314 

6,902 
6,633 
3,373 
2,460 

7.584 

Overall 1,027,092 

10.3% 
2.2 
0.8 
13.3 
6.9 

11.4 
15.5 
1.4 
2.0 
17.2 
2.0 
1.5 
2.2 

12.0 
8.6 
11.2 
1.9 
1.9 
15.6 
3.9 
9.8 

7.6% 

0.3% 
0.1 
0.3 
1.3 
0.9 

0.2 
1 .o 
0.9 
0.8 
0.5 
1.6 
0.5 
1 .I 

0.4 
0.8 
2.1 
0.5 
nla 
1 .o 
1.4 
4.2 

0.6% 

10.0% 
2.1 
0.5 
12.0 
5.9 

11.2 
14.5 
0.5 
1.2 
16.6 
0.4 
1 .I 
1 .I 

11.6 
7.8 
9.1 
1.4 
nla 
14.6 
2.4 
5.5 

7.0% 

48% 
54 
17 
24 
58 

37 
14 
10 
24 
11 

15 
34 

21 
25 
nla 
nla 
22 
46 
4 

n/a 

27% 

a 

38% 
29 
52 
10 
18 

31 
43 
49 
43 
61 
80 
26 
58 

27 
3a 
62 
58 
50 
38 
60 
72 

42% 

3% 
15 
30 
53 
17 

20 
27 
39 
31 
10 
10 
57 
6 

41 
28 
27 
40 
26 
nla 
32 
18 

23% 

nla = not available 
* Defaults In NoRh Carolina and Hawaii cannot be distinguished from settleldismiss and other dispositions '. Delaware does not report separate jury and bench tnal statistics 

Note totals may not sum due to rounding 

B The highest non-jury (bench) trial rates appear in Tennessee where nearly one in five 
(17.2 percent) civil cases is reported disposed of by non-jury trial. The  District of 
Columbia, New Jersey, and Florida each report bench trial rates of less than 1 percent. 

Ratios of non-jury trials to jury trials also vary dramatically: Tennessee reports a 33 to 
1 ratio while Michigan reports equal proportions (1:l). 

Overall, about 8 percent of civil cases were disposed of by trial in these 21 states. The 
greatest proportion of civil cases (42 percent) were settled and/or dismissed by the court. 

B 

B 
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D Data from the 17 states able to provide 
comparable tort and contract filing data 
for the 1 0-year period from 1993 to 
2002 indicate a 5 percent drop in tort 
filings whilc contract filings increased 

Tort and Contract Filings in General Jurisdiction Trial Courts 
in 17 States, 1993-2002 

Contract Filings +210/o 

-5% 
Tort Filings 

200,000 ~ 

D While the number of tort filings in the 
17 states exceeded those of contract 
filings during the first five years shown, 
contract cases have since overtaken 
tort cases and have continued to 
rise steadily. 

23 . . -. .. 

D Although data from 16 states indicate a 
40 percent increase in tort filings since 
1975, filings peaked in 1990 and have 
actually shown a generally downward 
movement since that timc. 

D The addition of 19 more states begin- 
ning in 1993 verifies the downward 
trend and reveals a 4 pcrccnt decrease 
in tort filings over the last 10 years. 

D The 35 states included in the 10 year 
trend represent about 77 percent of the 
U.S. population. Total population in 
those states rose 13 percent during 
that time, indicating no discernable 
relationship between tort filings and 
population growth. 

Tort Filings in General Jurisdiction Trial Courts in 16 States 
and 35 States, 1975-2002 

35 Stales, 1993-2002 8oo'oooo 600,000 -4% 

16 States, 1975-2002 
+40% 

- .. .- .- 200.000 400'000a 
0 1  

1999 2002 1975 1981 1987 1993 

35 States, 1993-2002 16 Stales, 1975-2002 
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B States with unified court systems 
hear all tort cases regardless of the 

Growth R a t e s  of Tort Filings in Unified and General Jurisdiction Trial 
Courts in 3 1  States. 1993 v. 2002 

amount of damages sought by the . 

courts in states with two-tiered 

Filings per 100,000 Population Percent Change 
plaintiff. General jurisdiction 1993 . 2002 1993-2002 

Unified Courts 
court systems only hear tort cases North Dakota 83 
valued over a statutory amount 
(ranging up to $50,000). 

B New Jersey had the highest popula- 
tion-adjusted filing rates in both 
years shown on the table. Its low 
jurisdictional limit, combined with 
its proximity to New York City and 
Philadelphia, likely contribute to 
the higher rates there. 

D North Dakota had the lowest 
rate in 1993, but has increased 
17 percent over 10 years. 

Puerto Rico 247 
Connecticut 487 
Kansas 174 
Missouri 342 
California 283 
Wisconsin 179 
Minnesota 152 

General Jurisdiction Courts 
Indiana 
Idaho 
New York 
Alaska 
New Jersey 
Ohio 
Alabama 
Utah 

Arkansas 
Tennessee 
Oregon 
Washington 
Colorado 
North Carolina 
Florida 
Maryland 

190 
101 
391 
156 
809 
282 
275 
97 

21 6 
237 
246 
226 
140 
140 
318 
302 

Nevada 489 
Arizona 329 
Maine 130 
Texas 264 
New Mexico 356 
Michigan 374 
Hawaii 25 1 

97 
266 
503 
179 
342 
233 
146 
117 

21 7 
111 
428 
167 
835 
290 
269 
93 

195 
21 0 
21 2 
189 
117 
114 
239 
218 

339 
224 
86 

159 
205 
213 
135 

17% 
8 
3 
3 
0 

-18 
-1 9 
-23 

14 
10 
10 
7 
3 
3 

-2 
-4 

-9 
-12 
-14 
-16 
-16 
-1 9 
-25 
-28 

-31 
-32 
-34 
-40 
-43 
-43 
-46 
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B This table is divided into states with uni- 
fied court systems and states with separate 
general jurisdiction courts. States with 
unified court systems will hear and count 
contract cases that would be disposed of 
in limited jurisdiction courts in other 
states (i.e., small claims cases) in addition 
to the higher-stakes cases typically heard 
in courts of general jurisdiction. Hence, 
contract filings per lOO,OOO population 
tend to be higher in unified courts. 

B New Jersey has no minimum limit for 
contract cases filed in their general juris- 
diction court and the maximum amount 
allowable for small claims cases in their 
limited jurisdiction court is only $2,000. 
Functionally, New Jersey is more similar 
to a unified court system than are the 
other states with two-tiered systems. 

B The 25 states shown were nearly evenly 
split between those whose population- 
adjusted contract caseloads increased 
over the last 10 years and those whose 
decreased. Kansas led all states with a 
77 percent increase in their contract 
caseload. Puerto RKO, another unified 
jurisdiction, reported the largest 
decrease at -49 percent. 

Growth Rates of Contract Filings in Unified and General 
Jurisdiction Trial Courts in 25 States, 1993 v. 2002 

Filings per 100,000 Population Percent Change 
State 1993 2002 1993-2002 

Unified Courts 
Kansas 
North Dakota 
Missouri 
California 
Minnesota 
Wisconsin 
Connecticut 
Puerto Rico 

2,755 
825 

1,249 
344 
136 
374 
678 

1,383 

General Jurisdiction Courts 
Wyoming 160 
Arkansas 497 
Washington 264 
New Jersey 2.421 
North Carolina 82 
Oregon 653 
Massachusetts 77 
Texas 123 
Alabama 298 
New York 100 

Tennessee 127 
Colorado 230 
New Mexico 698 
Arizona 284 
Alaska 89 
Florida 265 
Maine 75 

4,875 
1,426 
1,613 

343 
123 
259 
446 
708 

222 
670 
322 

2,797 
91 

694 
80 

127 
287 

88 

106 
183 
548 
22 1 

66 
189 
39 

77% 
73 
29 

0 
-10 
-3 1 
-34 
-49 

38 
35 
22 
16 
11 
6 
5 
4 

-4 
-1 2 

-1 6 
-20 
-2 1 
-22 
-26 
-28 
-47 
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B A study of general civil cases conducted by the National 
Center for State Courts (NCSC) and the Bureau of 
Justice Statistics (BJS) entitled the Civiljustice Survq, 
o f  State Courts, 1992 still provides the most accurate 
picture of tort caseload composition available.’ Auto- 
mobile accident torts clearly dominated the types 
of torts disposed of, exceeding all other tort cases 
combined by 20 percent. 

B Premises liability (“slip and fall”) cases constituted the 
second largest share of tort dispositions at 17 percent. 

Only one in twenty tort dispositions involved a claim 
of medical malpractice. Product liability cases, actions 
that also garner considerable public interest, were 
equally rare. 

B 

B The Civil Justice Survq, of State Courts, 1992 also pro- 
vided data regarding contract case composition.2 More 
than half (52 percent) of all contract cases in this 
sample were seller plaintiff cases. These actions are 
typically debt collections where the seller is demanding 
payment on goods or services previously delivered. 

B Mortgage foreclosure cases, a more specific kind of 
seller plaintiff action between a financial institution 
and a borrower, comprised about one-fifth of the con- 
tract caseload. 

Composi t ion of Tort Cases D i s p o s e d  of in the 
Nation’s 75 Largest Counties, 1992 

Auto - 60% 
Premises Liability - 17% 

Product Liability I 5% 

Medical Malpractice I 5% 

All Other - 13% 

B These data suggest that 7 of every 10 contract cases are 
some form of debt collection. 

B Buyer plaintiff cases, where the plaintiff seeks a refund 
or the honoring of a warrantee for a faulty, incom- 
plete, or undelivered product, represented 12 percent 
of the contract caseload. 

B In the civil arena, fraud-which is generally considered 
tortious in nature-most often arises from contractual 
disputes. In this sample, 4 percent of all contract cases 
alleged some form of contractual fraud. 

’ See the BJS Special Report: Tort Cuser in lnrge Cotmries (BJS, April 1335) 
SCC thc BJS Spccial Ilcport: Conrruct CmeI i f f  Lmge Countin (RJS, 1:cbruary 1336) 

Composi t ion of Contract Cases D i s p o s e d  of In the 
Nation’s 75 Largest Counties, 1992 

Seller Plaintiff I- 52% 

Mortgage Foreclosure - 19% 

Buyer Plaintiff - 12% 

RentaVLease 6% 

Fraud 4% 

All Other 7% 
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Manner of Disposition in Tort v. Contract Cases in General Jurisdiction 
Trial Courts in Seven States, 2002 - 50% 
DismisserYSettled - 16% 

I l l %  

I 3% - 35% 
12.8% 

Other' 

Default 

Jury Trial I ,4yo 

These data represent near/y 340,000 fort 
and contract cases resolved in trial courts I 2.4% 

rn 3.7% of general jurisdiction. 
Bench Trial 

"Othef includes changes of venue, transfers. post-judgement activity. etc. 

D After incrcasing 10 percent from 1993 to 1996, automobile tort 
filings fell steadily until 2002, when they showed a modest increase 
of about 1.5 percent over 2001. 

The  spikc in filings in 1996 resulted mostly from a rush to file before 
the enactment of tort reform legislation in Michigan that year. 

Safety features such as air bags, anti-lock brakes, and safety restraints 
have no doubt contributed to the decline in automobile torts. 

D 

D 

I 
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Over three-quarters of tort cases 
were resolved by somc form of 
settlement or dismissal. Exactly 
half of contract cases had a 
similar disposition. 

Trials are rare in both tort and 
contract cases. Non-jury trials are 
the most prevalent (3.7 percent) in 
contract cases, but tort cases are 
slightly more likely to be disposed 
of by trial (bench or jury) than are 
contract cases (5.2 percent versus 
4.1 percent, respectively). 

The  aforementioned NCSC/BJS 
studies indicate that over half of all 
contract cases were seller plaintiff 
or debt collection cases. This 
undoubtedly explains the dispro- 
portionately high percentage of 
default judgments in contract cases 
(35 percent). Defendants who fail 
to answer and dispute the allega- 
tions in tort cases run the risk of a 
having awards levied against them. 
In debt collection cases, the amount 
is known and often indisputable. 

Automobile Tort Filings in 19 States, 1993-2002 

800,000 - 

600,000 

1993 1996 1999 2002 -, 
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16,000 
10 years from 1993 to 2002. The addition of 
five states for the last five ycars shows medical 
malpractice filings increasing, on average, by 

12,000 

- 

17 States, 1998-2002 +6% 

11 Stales, 1993-2002 +18% 
- / 

B Data from two states, Florida and New York, 
dominate the trend shown herc. In the 
10-year trend, the two states represent 67 
percent of the filings. In the five-year trend, 
they account for just over half (53 percent). 

8,000 

B By 1996, filings in the 11 states had increased 4,000 
12 percent, where thcy remained essentially 
unchanged for thrce years. Following two 0 

Medical Malpractice Filings in 17 S t a t e s ,  1998 v. 2002 

- 

State 

Colorado 
Wyoming 
Mississippi 
New Hampshire 
North Dakota 
Florida' 
Wisconsin 
Arizona 
Connecticut 

Puerto Rtco 
Missouri 
New York 
Alabama 
New Jersey 
Rhode Island 
Oregon 
Minnesota 

Filings - - - -  
1998 2002 

157 297 
44 76 

356 549 
79 103 
22 44 

2,179 2,530 
230 253 
630 690 
337 368 

.. . . 

573 61 4 
81 7 873 

4,316 4,400 
31 5 306 

1,776 1,656 
149 135 
133 64 
208 133 

Percent Change Percent of 2002 
1998-2002 Tort Caseload 

89% 6% 
73 15 
54 8 
30 5 
19 7 
16 6 
10 3 
10 6 
9 2 

17 Slates, 1998-2002 11 States, 1993-2002 

7 
7 
2 

-3 
.7 
-9 

-24 
-36 

Total 12,321 13,091 6% 4% 

* Note Florida does not distinguish medical from other types of professional malpractice 

B This tablc shows medical malprac- 
tice filing data for each of the 17 
statcs included in the line chart 
above, as well as the individual 
percentage change over five ycars 
and the proportion of medical 
malpractice cases among all torts. 

B Colorado's five year caseload in- 
crease was the highest at 89 percent. 
However, that represented only 140 
additional cases. Minnesota reported 
the largest decrease at 36 pcrcent 
but, again, their caseload dropped 
by only 75 cases. 

B Medical malpractice cases ranged 
from 15 percent (Wyoming) to 
1 percent (Oregon) of total tort 
cascloads. The average for the 17 
states shown here was 4 percent. 
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Domestic relations cases represent approximately one-quarter 
of the total state trial court  civil caseload. However, these 
cases differ from other civil cases in that they must, by 
definition, involve actions between family members or per- 
sons considered to be involved in a domestic relationship. 
For this reason, domestic rclations caseloads are discussed 
independently of state court civil caseloads. 

Domestic violence, which was previously reported as a domestic 
relations case type, is now reported as a criminal case type. A new 
case type, civil protection/restraining order, has been added to 
the domestic relations caseload. These changes provide for 
more specific reporting of the criminal versus civil nature of 
domestic violence. 

Future Domestic Relations Case Reporting in the State Court 
Guide to Statistical Reporting, 2003 

Consistent reporting of domestic relations caseloads can be diffi- 
cult due to the unique characteristics of domestic relations cases. 
For example, custody issues may be decided during divorce pro- 
ceedings or through the post-judgment activity of a divorce case. 
Custody decisions may also be made without divorce proceedings 
if the parties involved are not married. Due to these types of 
variations within domestic relations cases, the State Court Guide 
to Statistical Reporting, 2003 includes a domestic relations case 
reporting section that is much more detailed and, for the first 
time, separate from the civil case reporting section. 

For additional information on the Guide, please refer to the 
NCSC website at: www.ncsconline.org/d-research/statistical- 
reporting2003/inde~.htmI. 
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Domestic relations caseloads are currently 
divided into five case types: divorce, cus- 
tody, paternity, interstate support, and 
adoption. In 2002, state courts reported 
a record high of 4.7 million domestic 
relations filings. 

Total filings in 2002 represent a 4 percent 
increase over the 4.5 million filings reported 
in 200 1, and a 9 percent increase from the 
4.3 million filings reported in 1998. 

Approximately 70 percent of domestic 
relations cases are filed in general jurisdic- 
tion courts. In 2002, this equaled just over 
3.3 million filings. 

Limited jurisdiction courts experienced a 
higher growth rate than general jurisdiction 
courts. In 4 of the 10 years shown in the 
trend, limited jurisdiction courts reported 
filing increases of 4 or 5 percent while 
general jurisdiction courts reported 
increases of 1 to 3 percent. 

Domestic relations filings decreased in both 
general and limited jurisdiction courts in 
1998. Since that year, filings have increased 
by 12 percent in limited jurisdiction courts 
and 8 percent in general jurisdiction courts 
(a total increase of 9 percent). 

Domestic Relations Filings in State Trial Courts, 1993-2002 

+14% 5,000,000 

4,000,000 

3,000,000 

2,000,000 

1,000,000 

0 
1993 1996 1999 2002 

’ 

- 

Domestic Relations Cases Filed in State Trial Courts by Court 
Jurisdiction, 1993-2002 

4,000,000 c -- 5,000,000 

General +120h 
3,000,000 - 
2.000.000 

1,000,000 

Limited +18% 

01 I 

1993 1996 1999 2002 
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Percent Change in Domestic Relations Filings by Case wpe, 
1993 v. 2001 

Interstate 
Divorce Adoption Support Custody Paternity 
44 38 27 26 25 # o f  states included in trend 

36% 

-38% 

Divorce 

Divorce cases (including annulments) are actions 
that result in the dissolution of a marriage. The  
most dramatic decrease was seen recently when total 
filings in 44 states fell 5 percent from nearly 1.5 
million in 2001 to just under 1.4 million in 2002. 

B 

B After edging up slightly in the first four years shown 
here, divorce filings reached their highest level of 
about 1,480,000 in 1997, but have since decreased 
by 6 percent. 

Custody 

In addition to child custody cases, the custody case- 
load described here includes cases involving issues of 
visitation and support. However, custody issues that 
were decided as part of a divorce case are not counted 
in the custody caseload. 

In the twenty-six states reporting separate custody 
caseloads, filings increased by 36 percent, from 
approximately 8 10,000 in 1993 to 1.1 million 
in 2002. 

B 

B 

B The greatest increase in filings among all 
domestic relations case types occurred in 
custody cases (36 percent) while interstate 
support filings fell by an almost equivalent 
percentage. 

B Adoption cases increased moderately 
(9 percent) from 1993 to 2002. 

B Filings in both divorce and paternity cases 
have decreased by 3 percent and 13 percent, 
respectively, over the past ten years. 

Domestic Relations Cases by Case Type, 
1993-2002 

-3% 

2,000.000 

1.500.000 

1,000,000 

500,000 

" .  
1993 1996 1999 2002 

2,000,000 
Custody 

+36% 

500.000 

" .  
1993 1996 1999 2002 

B Custody filings have increased at an average of 
3 percent a year for the last ten years. The  greatest 
increase (6 percent) occurred in 1997. 
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Paternity 

B A paternity case is one in which the identity or 
responsibilities of the father of a minor child are 
established. Paternity cases were reported by 25 
states for the time period 1993 to 2002. 

B The  decline in paternity filings began in 1996. 
Between 1996 and 1999, filings decreased by 22 
percent. After increasing slightly in 2000 and 2001, 
paternity filings have again decreased, with states 
reporting fewer filings in 2002 than in any other 
year in the trend. 

Interstate Support 

B Interstate support cases involve requests for support 
from a person living in a different state who is 
required by Title IV-D of the Social Security Act 
of 1973 to provide such support. Data from 27 
states show a decrease that started in 1995 and 
continued through 2000 at an average rate of 10 
percent per year. 

B Interstate support filings began increasing in 2001. 
After reaching a low of 74,000 cases in 2000, filings 
have increased 15 percent to 85,000 in 2002. 

Adoption 

B Adoption cases request the establishment of a new, 
permanent relationship of parent and child between 
persons not having that relationship naturally. As 
reporred by 39 states, adoption filings increased by 
9 percent from 1993 to 2002, with most of the 
increase occurring between 1996 and 1998. 

Paternity 

-13% 

400,000 

300,000 

200,000 

" .  
1993 1996 1999 2002 

200,000 
Interstate Suppotl 

01 
1993 1996 1999 2002 

100,000 
Adoption 

+9% 

:::_;-, 25,000 

0 
1993 1996 1999 2002 

B Since reaching a high of 82,600 filings in 1998, 
adoption caseloads have experienced an overall 
decreasd 3 percent overall despite the 1 percent 
increase in filings reported in 2002. 



B For 2002, 14 states were 
ablc to rcport filings for 
each of thc domestic rela- 
tions case types (indicated 
with state names in bold 
type). Of these states, Ohio 
reported the most filings per 
100,000 population (1,959) 
while Louisiana reported 
the fewest (555). 

B Divorce filings, the only 
case type reported by all 
37 states listed, range from 
92 percent of the domestic 
relations caseload in Mon- 
tana to 7 percent of the 
caseload in Louisiana. 
(Montana, however, does 
not report separate custody 
or interstate support filings, 
and these cases may be in- 
cludcd in divorcc caseloads.) 

B Interstate support filings 
are the least reported of the 
domestic rclations case types 
and rarely comprise more 
than 10 percent of a state's 
domestic rclations cascload. 
However, in 2002, both 
Iowa and Rhode Island 
reported interstate support 
caseloads of more than 
40 percent. 

D Adoption filings were 
reported by 35 states in 
2002. While 15 states 
reported that adoption 
comprised more than 5 
percent of their domestic 
relations caseloads, Alaska 
reported the highest per- 
centage of adoption filings 
( I  1 percent). 

Domestic Relations C a s e l o a d  Composi t ion in 37 States, 2002 

Filings per 

Population DR Filings Divorce Custody Paternity Support Adoption Other 

- -._ Percent of Caseload 
100,Mw) Total Interstate 

~ - - - _. - - - Slate 

Delaware2 4,423 35,708 14% 63% 0% 0% 1% 22% 
North Dakota3 2,955 18,736 23 48 9 2 19 

1 1 Pennsylvania2 3 '  2.838 350.055 13 85 
Vermont' 2,720 16,773 44 44 7 3 3 
New Jersey2 2,625 225,535 28 69 1 1 
Ohio 1,959 223,775 23 54 9 2 3 10 
Iowa' 1,944 57.1 02 35 9 49 3 3 
Mississippi 1,696 48.706 36 34 7 1 2 21 
Maryland3 1,665 90.895 40 25 31 5 
Arkansas3 1,649 44,685 49 28 13 4 7 

North Carolina2 
Dlst.of Columbia 
Nevada 
Tennessee 
Massachusetts 
South Dakota2 
West Virginia3 
New Mexico3 
Idaho2 
Oregon 

Indiana' 
Missouri4 
Kansas' 
Michigan 
Wisconsin 
Colorado 
Montana'.3 
New Hampshire 
Puerto Rico3 
Alaska' 

1,583 131,730 
1,517 8,662 
1,407 30,575 
1,398 81,069 
1,380 88,713 
1,259 9,579 
1,226 22,084 
1,221 22,650 
1,120 15,027 
1,102 38,814 

58 40 0 2 
45 10 29 10 7 
60 4 1 26 3 6 
42 39 4 4 4 7 
25 2 37 1 3 31 
44 26 23 5 1 
58 18 8 4 12 
59 16 16 3 7 
84 10 7 
49 10 7 1 5 28 

1,064 65,554 61 25 5 6 3 
1,053 59,710 52 2 17 3 26 
1,039 28,223 59 14 5 7 16 
1,039 104.374 49 15 17 5 6 7 

969 52,735 42 16 29 4 4 5 
960 43,261 61 2 7 6 6 19 
958 8,717 92 1 7 
934 11,913 57 19 4 1 6 13 
909 35,091 58 36 1 1 4 
887 5,713 65 8 7 11 9 

Hawaii' 863 10,746 53 24 5 6 12 
Washington 857 52,040 63 6 18 1 6 6 
Rhode Island' 849 9.082 48 42 6 4 

8 4 6 Connecticut' 846 29,290 50 31 
Minnesota' 756 37,965 47 38 6 9 
Utah 71 8 16,641 75 6 7 1 9 
Louisiana 555 24,901 7 55 26 4 6 2 

Bolded states reponed data In all categorles 
'Custody support lilings are underrepresented and may be counted in other categones 
'Paternity filings are underrepresented and may be counted in other categories 
'Interstate suppon filings are underrepresented and may be counted in other categories 
'Adoption filings are underrepresented and may be counted in other categones 
'The data tor Pennsylvania are preliminary figures provided by the PAAOC 
Note Totals may not sum due to rounding 



D In 2002, 23 courts in 18 states reported 
complete filing data for each of the 
domestic relations case types. 

Domestic Relations Caseload Composition in 23 Courts, 2002 

Divorce -1 43% 

D Divorce and custody filings comprised close Custody - 28% 
Other - 11% 

Paternity D 11% 

Adoption 4% 

to three-quarters of the 2002 domestic 
relations caseload with divorce cases being 
filed almost twice as often as custody cases. 

D Paternity and other domestic relations cases 
each comprised 1 1 percent of the domestic 
relations caseload. Other domestic relations 

Interstate support I 3% 

. ... filings include such cases as termination of 
parental rights and permission for minors 

I /  .;.- 

,$ ..... i ,  3Li> I 
to marry. 

c A- r;; L - ._ 
u' -.... I 

', . .- 
, ,  , I 

$;;. ...A . 
%=i\ 

. >  
j. ., 5 ' 7 ,- D Adoption and interstate support cases \, <" I 

together represented 7 percent of the 
domestic relations caseload. For 2002, 
this equaled more than 57,000 filings. 

- 
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D Domestic relations cases were 
previously reported as part of the 
civil caseload. 

D Despite the different nature of the 
cases, support and custody filings 
were combined as one case type. 

B Interstate support cases were identified 
separately from other support cases, 
but total support cases could not be 
determined due to the inclusion of 
custody filings. 

B Domestic violence, while actually a 
criminal case, was reported as part of 
the civil domestic relations caseload. 

B The original matrix did not distin- 
guish between cases that involved 
divorce versus cases that did not. 

D o m e s t i c  Relations Prototype 
(S ta te  Court M o d e l  Statistical Dictionary, 1989) 

=L 
Tort 

Auto tort 
Product liability 
Medical malpractice 
Unclassified tort 
Miscellaneous tort 

Contract 
Real property rights 
Small claims 

Estate 
Probate/wills/intestate 
Guardianship/consetvatorship/trusteeship 
Miscellaneous estate 
Unclassified estate 

Mental health 
Appeal 

Appeal of trial court case 
Total civil appeals 
Miscellaneous civil 
Unclassified civil 

Appeal of administrative agency case 
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The domestic relations section 
now provides for the idcntifi- 
cation of custody, support, and 
visitation filings that occur either 
in the absence of divorce pro- 
ceedings or as post-judgment 
divorce proceedings. 

Support cases are now divided 
between Title IV-D, private, or 
other filings. This change allows 
courts to accurately record and 
analpe support caseloads that 
may qualify for federal govern- 
ment financial support. 

Visitation has been added as a 
case type separate from custody to 
further refine the nature of cases 
that arc filed with the state courts. 

Domcstic violence cases havc 
been rcmoved from the domestic 
relations section and movcd 
into criminal. Civil protection/ 
restraining order cases have 
been addcd. 

Domestic Relations - Caseload Summary Matrix 
(State Court Guide to Statistical Reporting, 2003) 

Newlv Filed or Reopened Cases 
Marriage DissolutiodDivorce 
Paternity 
Custody (non-divorce) 
Support (non-divorce) 

iV-D Intrastate 

IV-DOther 
Private (non-IV-D) 
Other Support (non-divorce) 

Visitation (non-divorce) 
Adoption 
Civil ProtectiodRestraining Order 

IV-D UIFSA 

j Other Domestic Relations 
ReoDened Cases 

Custody (divorce) 
Support (divorce) 

IV-D Intrastate 

IV-D Other 
Pnvate (non-IV-D) 
Other Support (divorce) 

IV-D UlFSA 

Visitation (divorce) 
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For many, the perception of our court system is based largely upon 

what takes place in the criminal courts, despite the fact that only 

about 15 percent of the total state trial court filings during 2002 

involved criminal cases. The criminal caseload in state trial courts 

consists of felonies, misdemeanors, domestic violence, Driving While 

Intoxicated (DWI, also referred to as Driving Under the Influence 

(DUI)), and other miscellaneous case types. Except in states with 

unified court systems, felonies and domestic violence cases are typi- 

cally filed in general jurisdiction courts, while preliminary hearings, 

DWls, and misdemeanors are usually handled in limited jurisdiction 

courts. By far, the majority of criminal cases are processed in state 

rather than federal trial courts. 

This year, as a result of a reorgani7~tion prompted by the recently 

released State Court Guide to Statistical Reporting, 2003, domestic 

violence cases will be examined along with the criminal cases in 

this section rather than in conjunction with the domestic relations 

caseloads. For more information and downloads of the Guide, 
please go to the National Center for State Courts Web site at: 

www.ncsconline.org/d~research/statisti~~reportin~2003/index.html. 

The most high profile and time-consuming cases in state courts 

involve capital punishment, almost all ofwhich are cases in which 

defendants are charged with specific types of murder. These cases 

demand tremendous amounts of time from judges, juries, court staff, 

and witnesses. Capital cases are relatively rare compared to other 

types of felony cases. The  final pages of this section cxamine twenty- 

five years of capital punishment data collected by the Bureau of 

Justice Statistics, complemented by other sources. 
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Total criminal filings in the state courts grew by 
19 percent over the past 10 years. However, the 
growth in criminal filings between 2001 and 
2002 represents the first increase since 1998. 

Total Criminal Cases Filed in State Trial Courts, 
1993-2002 

16,000,000 
I_ - - +19% 

Most of the increase in criminal filings from 
2001 to 2002 was due to an increase in limited 
jurisdiction court filings. The  top line in this 
chart shows a sharp increase (up 3.6 percent) 
compared to general jurisdiction courts, although 
general jurisdiction court filings also increased 
from 2001 to 2002 (up 1.9 percent). 

8,000,000 

4,000,000 

0 
1993 1996 1999 2002 

Percent Growth in Criminal Filings by Court 
Jurisdiction, 1993-2002 

For the 46 states able to report comparable data, 
felony filings increased 22 percent from 1993 to 
2002. The  total number of felony filings in these 
states during 2002 was roughly 2.3 million. 

Over the IO-year period shown, domestic 
violence filings were up in both limited and 
general jurisdiction courts for the 40 states 
able to report comparable data. 

-- '" I 
Limited , +21% 

+ 1 6% 

General 7z?z 6% 0% 2002 

1993 1996 1999 

+ 1 6% 

General 

6% 

1993 1996 1999 2002 

Felony Filings in Unified and General Jurisdiction 
Courts in 46 States, 1993-2002 

+22% F 2,000,000 

1,000,000 

0 
1993 1996 1999 2002 

Domestic Violence Filings in General and Limited 
Jurisdiction Courts in 40 States, 1993-2002 

- +39% 500,000 I 
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By definition, the composition of 
criminal filings differs among unified, 
general, and limited jurisdiction courts. 
Unified court systems are those in 
which trial courts are consolidated into 
a single general jurisdiction court level. 

Because unified courts have jurisdiction 
over all criminal cases, misdemeanors 
dominate their caseloads and repre- 
sented over half of the criminal cases 
filed. Felonies comprised about 20 
percent, while Driving While Intoxi- 
cated (DWI) cases and domestic 
violence cases combined for another 
20 percent. 

Due to the inherent structural differ- 
ences between unified and general 
jurisdiction courts, 64 percent of the 
criminal cases filed in general juris- 
diction courts were felony cases, while 
only 11 percent were misdemeanors. 
Domestic violence cases ranked second 
to felonies and accounted for 14 per- 
cent of the caseload. 

Misdemeanor and DWI cases together 
represented almost the entire criminal 
caseload in the limited jurisdiction 
courts (94 percent). Felony and 
domestic violence cases made up 
the remainder. 

Criminal C a s e l o a d  Composi t ion i n  State Courts, 2002 

Unified Courts 

Felony - 21% 

Misdemeanor - 56% 

DWI 14% 

Domestic Violence 6% 

Other I 3% 

DWI 14% 

Domestic Violence 6% 

Other I 3% 

General Jurisdiction Courts 

Felony - 64% 

Misdemeanor = 11% 

DWI I 3% 

Domestic Violence = 14% 

Other 8% 

Limited Jurisdiction Courts 

Felony I 3% 

Misdemeanor -1 84% 

DWi 10% 
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B There is a broad range in 
the number of criminal 
filings across the states: 
California reported the 
largest number of filings 
(746,907) while Alaska 
reported the fewest 
(3,550). I t  is important 
to bear in mind that Cali- 
fornia and the other 11 
unified courts listed here 
are reporting their entire 
criminal caseloads (felony 
and misdemeanor) while 
most of the filings re- 
ported in the general juris- 
diction courts are felonies. 

B Although criminal 
caseloads in a state are 
typically proportionate 
to the size of the state's 
population, states with 
the fewest residents are 
not necessarily reporting 
the smallest population- 
adjusted filing rates. 

D Four states (New Hamp- 
shire, Utah, Vermont, and 
Wisconsin) use charges as 
their unit of count rather 
than defendants. This 
tends to overstate the 
number of filings, and 
thus the number of filings 
per 100,000 population. 

Total Criminal Filings and R a t e s  in Unified and General Jurisdiction Courts in 

. .  

- 
49 States, 2002 

State F l l~hgs 
Filings per Filing Rate Population 

- 100,OOO .. Population Rank Rank 

Unified Courts 
District of Colur 
Minnesota 
North Dakota 
Illinois 
Missouri 
South Dakota 
Connecticut 
Iowa 
Wisconsin 
Puerto Rico 
California 
Kansas 

nbia 43,431 
31 7,737 

39,773 
61 0,433 
240,163 

31,933 
11 6,964 
94,201 

148.122 
89,588 

746,907 
56,775 

General Jurisdiction Courts 
Indiana 
Vermont 
Louisiana 
Oregon 
Arkansas 
South Carolina 
Utah 
Virginia 
New Mexico 
Pennsylvania' 

Florida 
North Carolina 
Tennessee 
Alabama 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Delaware 

New Hampshire 
Michigan 
Arizona 
Nevada 
Washington 
Idaho 
Colorado 
Texas 
Ohio 

Montana 
Maine 
Kentucky 
Rhode Island 
Nebraska 
Alaska 
West Virginia 
New York 
Massachusetts 

245.81 6 
24,549 

15531 8 
11 7.795 
76.1 96 

107,423 
60,431 

166,389 
32,582 

214,717 

286,266 
140,228 
94,626 
70,849 
82.958 

127,695 
108.255 
13,930 
8,941 

13,965 
104,974 
55,764 
22,175 
58,253 
12,020 
39,147 

185,713 
96,070 

7,046 
9,311 

25,243 
6,339 

10,027 
3,550 
7,451 

53,264 
5.621 

7,607 
6,330 
6,272 
4.844 
4,234 
4,196 
3.380 
3.208 
2,722 
2,322 
2,127 
2,090 

3,991 
3,981 
3,476 
3,345 
2.81 2 
2,615 
2,609 
2.281 
1,756 
1,741 

1,713 
1,685 
1,632 
1,579 
1,520 
1.487 
1,265 
1,119 
1,107 

1,095 
1,044 
1,022 
1,020 

960 
896 
869 
853 
841 

775 
71 9 
61 7 
593 
580 
551 
41 4 
278 
87 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

10 
12 
14 
17 
19 
20 

7 
8 
9 

11 
13 
15 
16 
18 
21 
22 

23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 

'The data for Pennsylvania are preliminary figures provided by the PAAOC 
Note Mississippi, Oklahoma, and Wyoming are not included because data were not available for 2002 

51 
21 
49 

5 
17 
47 
30 
31 
20 
27 

1 
33 

14 
50 
24 
28 
34 
25 
35 
12 
37 

6 

4 
11 
16 
23 
18 
9 

10 
43 
46 

42 
8 

19 
36 
15 
40 
22 

2 
7 

45 
41 
26 
44 
39 
48 
38 
3 

13 
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B Comparable domestic violence data was available for 26 states for 2000 through 2002. Not surprisingly, the 
raw number of filings in 2002 tended to be highest for more populous states (e.g., Florida, New Jersey, Illinois, 
Pennsylvania) and lowest for smaller states (North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont, Hawaii). 

B From 2000 to 2002, the largest percentage increases in filings were reported by Arizona, Maryland, Hawaii, and 
Ohio; the largest decreases were reported by the District of Columbia, Florida, Tennessee, and Washington. 

D Domestic violence filing rates ranged from a high of 1,446 filings per 100,000 population in the District of 
Columbia to a low of 106 per 100,000 population in Maryland. The  median number of domestic violence 
filings per 100,000 population was 372 (the rate for Michigan). The  wide range of differences is due, in part, 
to varying local and statewide reporting practices. 

B A few less populous states, such as New Mexico and Nevada, reported a relatively high domestic 
violence filing rate. 

D o m e s t i c  V io lence C a s e l o a d s  in Unif ied and General Jurisdiction Courts in 26 States, 2000-2002 

-Domestic Violence Filings - 
state - 2000 2001 2002 

Unified Courts 
District of Columbia 9,093 
Missouri 40,409 
Minnesota 28,510 
Illinois 50,205 
South Dakota 2,562 
Kansas 7,660 
North Dakota 1,336 
Iowa 5,359 
Connecticut 5,538 

General Jurisdiction Courts 
New Jersey 71,977 
Vermont" 4,238 
New Mexico 11,553 
Florida 90,262 
Nevada 9.1 76 
Indiana 23,687 
Oregon 14,528 
Michigan 34,646 
Hawaii 3,570 
Pennsylvania' 39582 

Arkansas 8,578 
Utah" 6,183 
Washington 16,535 
Ohio 13,295 
Arizona 4,735 
Tennessee 7,734 
Maryland 4,048 

8,485 
41,095 
28,964 
51,241 
2,616 
8,325 
1,341 
5,907 
6,002 

71,252 
3,978 

11,766 
97,288 

9,299 
26,796 
14,622 
35,447 
4.027 
42430 

8,513 
6,052 

15,740 
15,401 
6,496 
7,083 
4.738 

8.253 
43,276 
28,636 
50,731 
2,899 
8,859 
1,422 
6,280 
5,981 

73,005 
4,005 

11,933 
80,624 
9,984 

26,532 
14,341 
37,413 
4,623 

41 576 

8,764 
6,105 

15.41 0 
17,007 
7,960 
6,872 
5.768 

Percent Change 
2000-2002 

-9% 
7 
0 
1 

13 
16 
6 

17 
8 

1 
-5 
3 

-11 
9 

12 
-1 
8 

29 
5 

2 
-1 
-7 
28 
68 
-1 1 
42 

Filings per 
100,000 population 

1,446 - 763 - 570 - 403 - 381 - 326 
B 224 - 214 - 173 - 850 - 650 - 643 - 482 - 459 - 431 - 407 - 372 - 371 - 337 - 323 - 264 
D 254 
= 149 
= 146 
I 119 
I 106 

The data tor Pennsylvania are preliminary figures provided by the PAAOC 
** Both Vermont and Utah use charges as the crimlnal unlt of count 
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B Since 2000, felony Felony Caseloads in 44 States, 2000-2002 

caseload growth has 

averaged 9 percent. State _ _  
The largest increase 
occurred in the District 
of Columbia (45  per- 
cent) and the greatest 
decrease occurred in 
Tcnnessee (-1 1 percent). 

B Each state with a uni- 
fied court system expe- 
rienced some level of 
growth while 6 of the 
32 states with a two- 
tiered system reported 
decreases in their felony 
caseloads. 

Unified Courts 
District of Columbia 
North Dakota 
Minnesota 
Iowa 
Missouri 
South Dakota 

'Puerto Rico 
Wisconsin 
Connecticut 
Illinois 
California 
Kansas 

General Jurisdiction Courts 
New Hampshire 
Indiana 
New Jersey 
Georgia 
Ohio 
Nebraska 
A r i z o n a 
Kentucky 
Massachusetts 
West Virginia 

Arkansas 
Hawaii 
New Mexico 
Colorado 
Texas 
North Carolina 
Pennsylvania' 
Idaho 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 

Maryland 
Alabama 
Oregon 
Rhode Island 
Louisiana 
New York 
Utah 
Nevada 
Alaska 
F I o r i d a 
Tennessee 

Felony Filings ~ -- 
2000 . 2po? 2002 

10.308 
4,500 

22,262 
20,396 
58.728 
5,049 

35,327 
28,390 
33,745 
97,077 

238,685 
17,234 

6,680 
55,371 
46,000 
73.897 
68.923 
7.642 

40.208 
22,041 
5.018 
4,349 

48,930 
4,294 

15,581 
35,767 

148,347 
93,602 

162,414 
10,074 
3,447 

105,909 
39,694 

67,633 
34,707 
35.727 

5.551 
53.584 
53.932 
17.665 
10.284 
3,281 

193.845 
62.076 

14,896 
5,084 

24,448 
21.767 
60,337 
4.826 

36,906 
30,069 
33,762 

101,463 
237,491 

16.876 

7,914 
60,381 
51,225 
74,326 
76,830 
7,786 

43,462 
22,934 

5,009 
5,042 

50,903 
4,561 

17.522 
36.859 

145.143 
95,953 

167,773 
10,694 
3,243 

108,164 
41,387 

71,511 
35,451 
35,712 

5,594 
54,012 
52,500 
16,415 
9,950 
2,964 

198,822 
63,152 

14,902 
5,937 

27,785 
24,654 
67,726 
5.631 

39,333 
30.564 
36.286 

103,642 
242,760 

17,437 

7,902 
64,626 
53,295 
84.980 
79,063 

8,678 
45,322 
24,788 

5,621 
4,871 

53,986 
4,724 

17,125 
39,146 

160,525 
100.729 
173,141 
10,738 
3,654 

11 2.1 07 
41,908 

70.853 
36,173 
36,411 
5,621 

53,482 
53,264 
17,269 
9,856 
3,100 

179,757 
55.501 

Percent Change 
2000-2002 

45% 
32 
25 
21 
15 
12 
11 
8 
8 
7 
2 
1 

18% 
17 
16 
15 
15 
14 
13 
12 
12 
12 

10 
10 
10 
9 
8 
8 
7 
7 
6 
6 
6 

5 
4 
2 
1 
0 

-1 
-2 
-4 
-6 
-7 

-11 

'The data lor Pennsylvania are preliminary figures provided by the PAAOC 
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B Clearance rates provide a basic 
measure of how well the court is 
keeping up with its workload. 
A clearance rate of 100 percent 
indicates a court disposed of as 
many cases as were filed during 
the year. A court with a clearance 
rate greater than 100 percent has 
disposed of more cases than were 
filed in that year, thereby reducing 
its pending caseload. Clearance 
rates are influenced by, among 
other things, the manner in which 
cases are disposed, the efficiency 
with which courts process cases, 
and the rate of caseload growth. 

D The last column in the table shows 
a three-year clearance rate in order 
to smooth yearly fluctuations and 
to provide a more representative 
clearance rate. 

B At the high end, seven states 
appear to be reducing pending 
caseloads: Alabama, Idaho, New 
Jersey, New York, Rhode Island, 
Utah, and Wisconsin each had 
rates at or above 101 percent. At 
the other end of the spectrum, six 
states had clearance r a t a  below 
90 percent: Connecticut, North 
Dakota, Missouri, California, 
Florida, and Hawaii. 

Fe lony  C l e a r a n c e  Rates in Unified and General Jurisdiction Courts 
in 35 States, 2000-2002 

Clearance Rates ~ 

State 2owp_ 2001 __ 2002 

Unified Courts 
Wisconsin 
District of Columbia 
Illinois 
Puerto Rico 
Minnesota 
Connecticut 
North Dakota 
Missouri 
California 

General Jurisdiction Courts 
New York 
Utah 
Rhode Island 
Alabama 
Idaho 
New Jersey 
Texas 
Pennsylvania' 
Indiana 
Tennessee 

Massachusetts 
Ohio 
Virginia 
Oregon 
West Virginia 
North Carolina 
Maryland 
Arkansas 
New Mexico 
Arizona 

Vermont 
Kentucky 
New Hampshire 
Washington 
Florida 
Hawaii 

105% 
103 
94 

105 
94 
89 
92 
92 
84 

108 
105 
100 
106 
98 

102 
102 
99 

101 
100 

114 
99 
95 
99 

100 
98 
96 
94 
94 
90 

91 
96 
99 
89 
82 
97 

103% 
99 
90 
96 
95 
86 
a7 
88 
81 

105 
114 
104 
100 
95 
98 

102 
101 
99 
99 

98 
96 
99 
98 
91 
97 
95 
96 
93 
95 

101 
90 
88 
89 
90 
83 

102% 
100 
116 
95 
93 
83 
81 
78 
77 

105 
99 

104 
101 
112 
102 
97 

100 
97 
97 

85 
98 
99 
95 

102 
97 
95 
92 
95 
96 

87 
89 
88 
91 
94 
84 

2000-2002 

103% 
100 
100 
98 
94 
86 
86 
85 
80 

106 
106 
103 
102 
102 
101 
100 
100 
99 
99 

98 
98 
98 
97 
97 
97 
95 
94 
94 
94 

93 
91 
91 
90 
89 
88 

'The data for Pennsylvania are preliminary figures provided by the PAAOC 
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B For the 21 states that could report, approximately 3 percent of felony cases were resolved by trial in 2002. The 
vast majority of cases were disposed of without a trial, primarily through the entcring of negotiated guilty pleas 
or dismissals. 

B Rates at which jurics disposed of felony cases typically ranged from 2 to 4 percent across the states examined. 
Non-jury (bench) trial rates ranged from about 1 percent in Vermont to 9 percent in Pucrto Rico. 

B The majority (65 perccnt) of fclony cases were resolved by guilty pleas. About one in three cases ends with a 
dismissal or is disposed of through some other method (including deferred adjudication and transfers to other 
court jurisdictions). 

Manner of Disposition for Felony Cases Filed in 21 Unified and General Jurisdiction Courts, 2002 

Total 
State Disposed 

Unified Courts 
California 
Puerto Rico 
Missouri 
Minnesota 
Iowa 
Kansas 
District of Columbia 
South Dakota 

General Jurisdiction Courts 
Texas 
Florida 
North Carolina 
Ohio 
New York 
Indiana 

New Jersey 
Arkansas 
Washington 
New Mexico 
Rhode Island 
Alaska 
Vermont 

Total 

N/J = no Iurisdictlon 

185,881 
37,739 
33,521 
26,030 
21,862 
18,290 
9,884 
4,315 

21 3,114 
169,870 
97,691 
77.848 
62,604 
57,905 

54,271 
49,564 
38,378 
17,564 
5,848 
3,320 
3,191 

1,188,690 

Total - Percent Trial 
Trials Jury No!-JJry 

7,898 3 % 
3,606 1 

935 2 
929 3 
865 1 
622 3 
438 4 
149 3 

4,791 2 
4,091 2 
2.143 2 
2.452 2 
2.888 4 
2,258 2 

1.573 2 
2,929 1 
2,426 4 
1,481 2 

74 nla 
151 4 
50 2 

42,749 2% 

1 Yo 
9 
1 
1 
3 
1 
0 
0 

1 
0 

NIJ 
1 
1 
2 

0 
5 
2 
6 

n/a 
0 
0 

1 % 

Total Percent Non- trial^ 
Non-Trials Guilty Plea Dismiss Other 

177,983 
34,133 
32.586 
25.101 
20,997 
17,668 
9,446 
4,166 

208,323 
165,779 
95.548 
75.396 
59.71 6 
55,647 

52,698 
46,635 
35,952 
16.083 
5.774 
3,169 
3,141 

1,145,941 

73% 
65 
81 
61 
70 
65 
35 
46 

41 
79 
61 
68 
87 
67 

69 
60 
76 
37 
90 
74 
78 

65% 

2 1 % 
13 

1 
18 
20 
21 
24 
29 

14 
11 
35 
7 
6 

19 

16 
6 

16 
5 
8 

20 
2 

16% 

2 % 
13 
15 
17 
6 

11 
37 
21 

43 
8 
1 

22 
2 

11 

12 
28 
2 

50 
1 
1 

18 

16% 

n/a = not available 
Note Totals may not sum due to rounding 
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D Although no state enacted new legislation author- 
izing capital punishment during 2002, 11 states 
revised statutes relating to the death penalty. 

Illinois is the only state to have declared a mora- 
torium on the death penalty. In the last three years, 
legislation proposing a moratorium on the death 
penalty has been introduced in 21 states. Some 
of these bills were defeated or deferred, and others 
are still pending. 

Thirty-seven of 38 states with the death penalty 
provide for automatic review of all death sentences, 

Death Penalty States 

D 

Slates with a Death Penalty 
m States without a Death Penalty 

D 

with the highest state appellate court usually con- 
ducting the review. In South Carolina, a defendant 
can waive review of their sentence of death if found 
competent by the court. 

D The federal court system does not provide for 
automatic review of death sentences. 

Almost all death row inmates are male, and Prisoners  on Death Row. 2002 

just over half have never been married. 

A slight majority are white (54 percent) 
while 44 percent are black. Hispanics, 
both black and white, make up 12 percent 
of all death row inmates. 

Over half had less than a high school 
education, 39 percent were high school 
graduates (or had GEDs) and about 10 
percent had at least some college education. 

Most death row inmates had been involved 
in past serious crime;'two-thirds had a 
prior felony conviction. About four in 
10 were under some form of legal status 
(e.g., parole, probation, pending charges, 
incarcerated) at the time of offense, and 

Male 

Never Married 

White 

Black 

Other 

Hispanic 

8th grade or less 

9th - 11th grade 
High school or GED 

Any college 

Prior homicide convictions 

Legal status at offense 
Prior felony convictions 

- 54% - 54% - 44% 
I 2% = 12% 

D 15% - 37% - 39% = 10% 

I 0% - 40% - 64% 

99% 

Source Capltal Punishment. 2001, Bureau of Justice Statlsttcs 
8 percent had a prior homicide conviction. 
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B The average age of death row inmates was 
39 years old; the average age of these death 
row inmates at time of arrest was 28. 

B The adjacent graph clearly shows the 
difference in age distributions and the aging 
death row population. At the end of 2002, 
the youngest person on death row was 18, 
the oldest was 87. 

B The average elapsed time since sentencing 
for inmates under sentence of death at 
the end of 2002 was just over 9 years; 
6.9 years for women and 9.2 years for men. 

B The average elapsed time since sentencing 
was highest for whites at 9.4 years and 
lowest for Hispanics at 7.9 years. 

Age at lime of Arrest v. Age of Death Row Inmates, 2002 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

Mean, 39 years 
Mean. 28 years 

c 17 20-24 30-34 40-44 50-54 60+ 

AGE - __.._._.-______.__I- 

Average Elapsed lime on Death Row (in Years) 
since Sentencing, 2002 

Overall 9.1 

Female - 6 9  

Male 9 2  

Hispanic 7 9  

Black 9 1  

White 9 4  

Source Capital Punishment, 2001. Bureau of Justice Statistics 
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D The average years under death sentence ranged from a high of 1 1.3 years in 
Tennessee and Utah to a low of 3 years in Virginia. 

Ten other states have average times of I O  years or more. An additional six 
jurisdictions (including the Federal system) show inmates spend between four 
and seven years on death row. 

B 

Average Years Under Sentence of Death by State, 1973-2002 

Tennessee 
Utah 

Illinois 
Florida 

Nevada 
Kentucky 

Idaho 
Ohio 

California 

Indiana 
A r i z o n a 
Georgia 

Pennsylvania 
Maryland 
Alabama 

New Jersey 
Oklahoma 

Missouri 
Texas 

Mississippi 

Arkansas 
South Carolina 
North Carolina 

Louisiana 
Oregon 

Delaware 
Washington 

Virginia 

Federal System II 

U S Average 

0 5 10 

47 

15 

Source. Capital Punishment. 2001, Bureau of Justice Statlstlcs 
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The number of persons sentenced to death in 
the United States began rising in the late 1970s 
following the reinstatement of the death penalty. 

The number of persons executed increased 
through the 1980s, then climbed dramatically 
through the 1990s, followed by a sharp drop 
over the last few years. 

The  latest Gallup Poll (October 2003) finds that 
64 percent of Americans support the death pen- 
alty, the lowest level since 1978. The  highest 
level of support (80 percent) was in 1990 and 
the lowest was in 1966 (42 percent). 

Gallup found that, when given a choice between 
the death penalty and life without the possibility 
of parole (LWOP) as the appropriate punish- 
ment for murder, public support for the death 
penalty declines to 53 percent, compared to 44 
percent support for LWOI? These numbers have 
remained fairly constant since the 1980s. 

Possible explanatory factors for the decline in 
executions and shift in public opinion about 
capital punishment include the 13 highly publi- 
cized DNA-based exonerations of innocent 
death row inmates, public opposition to the 
execution of mentally retarded defendants, and 
publication of studies questioning the fairness of 
the application of the death penalty and possible 
bias in its use. 

Total Sentenced to Death in the United States, 1977-2002 

8o 

0 1977 1 1982 1987 1992 1997 2002 

Total Executions in the United States, 1977-2002 

100 

75 

50 h 

25 

0 4  I 

1977 1982 1987 1992 1997 2002 

Source Capital Punishment, 2001. Bureau 01 Justice Statistics 

B Although some states autho- 
rize more than one method of 
execution, roughly 80 percent 
of executions are carried out 
by lethal injection. 

Method of Execution, 1977-2002 

Lethal Injection 654 79.8% 37 States, US. Military, U S .  Government 

Electrocution 150 18.3 8 States; sole method in Nebraska 

Lethal Gas 11 1.3 4 States; all have lethal injection as an alternative 

Hanging 3 .4 3 States; all have lethal injection as an alternative 
Firina Sauad 2 .2 3 States; all have lethal injection as an alternative 

Total 820 

Source, Death Penalty Information Center. State Web sites 
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B The table shows which states 
are ranked in the top 5 for 
number of offenders on death 
row, executions, commuta- 
tions, and overturned death 
sentences. 

D From 1973 to 2002, Califor- 
nia and Pennsylvania, with 
very low execution and com- 
mutation rates, have left the 
largest percent of persons on 
death row. Ohio,  Alabama, 
Illinois, and Nevada also have 
large percentages of persons 
remaining on death row. 

B Virginia is the most likely state 
to carry out executions (64 
percent) for those who receive 
death penalty sentences. The  
execution rate in Missouri is 
next highest at 35 percent, 
followed by Texas, Delaware, 
and Arkansas. 

D States in which 50 percent 
or more of those sentenced to 
death have had their scntcnces 
overturned are Colorado, 
New Jersey, New Mexico, 
North Carolina, Maryland, 
Mississippi, Washington and 
Wyoming. 

B Commutation of a death 
sentence is rare. The  sole 
exception to this pattern in 
the last twenty-five years is 
New Mexico, where 5 of 
the 28 death sentences were 
commuted by then-Governor 
Anaya in 1986. 

Result of Death Sentences in 33 States, 1973-2002 

State 

Texas 

Florida 

California 

North Carolina 

Ohio 

Pennsylvania 

Alabama 

Oklahoma 

Georgia 

Illinois 

Arizona 

Louisiana 

Tennessee 

South Carolina 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Virginia 

Nevada 

Arkansas 

Indiana 

Kentucky 

Maryland 

New Jersey 

Oregon 

Delaware 

Idaho 
Washington 

New Mexico 

Nebraska 

Utah 

Colorado 

Montana 

Wyoming 

Total Sentenced to Remaining on 
Death, 1973-2002 -. Death Row Executed Overturned Commuted 

925 
872 

795 
504 

367 

352 

342 

313 

299 
294 

239 

21 4 

204 

179 
173 

167 
137 

135 

99 

97 

75 

52 

51 

51 

48 
40 
38 
28 
27 
26 
19 

15 
11 

49% 
42 
77 

41 

56 

68 

56 

36 

37 

54 

50 

40 
47 

40 
38 

40 
17 
61 

40 

37 

48 

29 

27 

51 

29 
50 
26 

7 

26 
42 

26 
40 

18 

31% 

6 
1 

5 
1 

1 

7 

18 

10 
4 

9 

13 

0 
16 
3 

35 
64 

7 
24 

9 

3 

6 

0 
4 

27 

3 
11 
4 

11 
23 

5 

13 

9 

Numbers in blue are the top live percentages for each death sentence result 

12% 

46 
15 

50 

37 

25 

31 

43 

46 

33 

33 

42 

46 
40 
55 

19 
9 

21 

31 

47 

44 
54 

51 
43 
44 

38 
61 
68 

44 

31 
53 
40 
64 

5% 
2 
2 

2 

3 

1 

1 
0 
2 
1 

3 

3 
1 

2 

0 
1 
7 

3 
2 

2 

1 
8 

0 
0 
0 
8 

0 
18 
7 

4 

5 
7 

0 

Source: Capital Punishment. 2001, Bureau of Justice Statistics 
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B Due to constitutional safeguards, established because a sentence 
of death is irreversible, death penalty cases cost much more than 
similar cases adjudicated noncapitally (that is, where the maximum 
sentence is life imprisonment without the possibility of parole). 

The  most rigorous study to date, completed by Duke University 
for the North Carolina Administrative Office of the Courts, found 
that the extra cost of imposing a death sentence is over $250,000 
per case, and the extra cost per execution exceeds 2 million dollars 
per case. 

Other studies of the cost of execution in Texas, Florida, and 
California arrive at estimates from 2 to 3 million dollars per case. 

These costs are the result of higher trial rates for capital cases; in 
addition, death penalty trials have: a) a more extensive jury selec- 
tion process; b) a higher number of motions filed; c) a longer, dual 
trial process involving one trial to establish guilt or innocence and 
another to impose sentence; d) more extensive use of investigators 
and experts; and, e) the added cost of mandatory appeals. 

B 

B 

B 

I 
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For court statistics purposes, a juvenile is defined as a youth at or 

below the upper age limit for juvenile court jurisdiction. This age 

limit varies among states, and ranges from 15 years of age to 18 
years of age; in the majority of states, the limit is age 17. In most 

states, there are exceptions to this age criteria that allow juveniles 

to be adjudicated as adults, but this report deals only with cases 

adjudicated in juvenile court. 

Juvenile cases comprise primarily delinquency, dependency (child- 

victim), and status offense cases. Juvenile delinquency is defined 

as an act committed by a juvenile that, if committed by an adult, 

would result in prosecution in criminal court. Dependency cases 

(also known as child-victim cases) request the protection of children 

who are allegedly abused or neglected. Status offense cases are 

non-criminal misbehaviors that are illegal only for juveniles 

(e.g., truancy, running away from home). 

Over the past decade, much attention has been paid to the changing 

role of juvenile courts. This section summarizes state juvenile 

court activity using two measures: number of cases filed and 

number of cases disposed. If a decision is made to formally handle 

a juvenile case that has been referred to the court, a petition is 

filed and the case is placed on the juvenile court calendar. 

A case becomes disposed when the court takes some definite 

action on the basis of a referral. Dispositions typically involve a 
package of sanctions or a treatment plan designed to both hold 

the juvenile accountable and to address the child’s underlying 

problems. The following pages draw on national juvenile court 

disposition estimates obtained from the National Center for 

Juvenile Justice (NCJJ). More detailed juvenile court data and 
information may be found through the Office of Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) Web site at: 
www.ojjdp.ncjrs.org/ojstatbb/ezajajcs. 
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D Juvenile filings comprise primarily 
delinquency, dependency, and status 
offense cases. 

D Most juvenile cases (64 percent) are 
filed in general jurisdiction courts. 

D The number of filings in both limited 
and general jurisdiction courts in- 
creased without interruption between 
1993 and 1998. Since 1999, the 
number of filings has declined by 
4 percent. 

D Delinquency cases accounted for the 
overwhelming majority of the 2002 
juvenile caseload. 

D Together, dependency and status offense 
cases made up 37 percent of 2002 
juvenile filings. 

Total Juvenile Cases Filed in State Trial Courts by Jurisdiction, 
1993-2002 

1,600,000 
General 

+ 1 3% 

1,200,000 

Limited 
800,000 - +21% 

400,000 I 
" '  
1993 1996 1999 2002 

Juvenile Caseload Composition in 26 States, 2002 

Delinquency - 60% 

Dependency - 21% 

Status - 16% 

Other 3% 



B Exact counts of juvenile court delinquency 
dispositions are not readily available. How- 

Percent Change in Delinquency Cases Disposed by 
Type of Offense, 1986-2000 

ever, the National Center for Juvenile Justice 
(NCJJ) does provide national estimates 

generalized from a sample of courts. More Druas 5 175% 
detailed delinquency data and information is 
found at: www.ojjdp.ncjrs.org/ojstatbb/ezajcs. 

Total - 40% 

Public Order - 93% 
B Juvcnilc delinquency dispositions increased by 

40 pcrcent between 1986 and 2000, from 
1.18 to 1.65 million. The  growth in drug 
cases was the highest at 175 percent. Person 
and public order cases increased almost IO0 
percent, whilc the number of property 
dispositions declined slightly (4.5 percent) 
from 7 10,000 to 680,000. 

-5% I Property 

B E’emalcs account for a growing percentage 
of dclinquency cases disposed in juvenile 
court, rising from 19 percent in 1986 to 
nearly 25 percent in 2000. 

B The trend of increasing fcmale representa- 
tion in the delinquency caseload may require 
adjustments in the type of services and 
sanctions offered by juvenile courts. 

Proportion of Female Cases Among Delinquency 
Cases Disposed, 1986-2000 

30% I 

I 10% 

0% 
1998 2000 1986 1990 1994 

Source. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention. 1986-2000 



54 Examining the Work of State Courts, 2003 

75% 

50% 

25% 

0% 

State court juvenile intake units can decide 
to handle delinquency cases either formally 
or informally. In a formal case, a petition 
is filed and the case is placed on the court 
calendar for an adjudicatory hearing. Infor- 
mal cases are typically disposed of without 
going before a judge. 

Formal 

/ 
- ~- -- -- - 

Informal 

- 

The proportion of delinquency cases that 
are handlcd formally has been increasing 
steadily since the early 1990s. In 2000, 
58 percent of juvenile cases were scheduled 
for an adjudicatory hearing. 

200,0 

0% 

Formally processed delinquency cases 
may be adjudicated (judged to be either 
a delinquent or a status offender) or non- 
adjudicated (dismissed). Prior to the final 
adjudication hearing, the court can recom- 
mend that the juvenile take actions such as 
paying restitution or voluntarily attending 
substance abuse counseling. 

I 

Between 1986 and 2000, the majority (an 
average of 61 percent) of formally processed 
delinquency cases resulted in an adjudica- 
tion of delinquency. NCJJ also reports 
whether a juvenile was placed in secure 
detention at some point(s) after intake but 
before a disposition is given to the case. 
Juveniles who were placed in secure 
detention were more likely to be judged 
delinquent (an average of 70 percent) than 
juveniles who were not placed in detention 
facilities (an average of 58 percent). 

Percentage of Juveniles Adjudicated Delinquent 
(by Detention Placement), 1906-2000 

Not Detained 

Source Oflice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention. 1986-2000 
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B Following adjudication, a de- 
linquency case is scheduled for 
a disposition hearing. Case 
dispositions include out-of- 
home placements (usually 
within a residential facility), 
probation, release from court 
authority, and "other" disposi- 
tions that may require the 
performance of community 
service work or the payment 
of restitution and fines. 

B As with juveniles who were 
judged delinquent, time spent 
in a detention facility increases 
the odds of receiving an out- 
of-home placcmcnt. In 2000, 
detained juveniles were more 
than twice as likely to receive 
this disposition regardless of 
offense type. 

B Sixty-two percent of juveniles 
who were not placed in deten- 
tion received probation while 
this disposition was given to 
only 46 percent of detained 
juveniles. 

D Relatively few juveniles were 
released from the court's 
authority with no further 
sanction or consequence 
anticipated. While this dis- 
position was used more often 
for non-detained than de- 
tained juveniles, it still only 
accounted for 3 to 5 percent 
(depending on offense type) 
of delinquency dispositions. 

Type of Disposition by vpe of Offense,  2000 

Juveniles Detained - 46.7% 

placed - 42.9% 
Out-of-Home - 44.9% - 46.4% - 448% 

Probation 47 4% - 46 1% - 44.8% 

I 2.8% 
Released 3.6% 

Authority 2'8% 
from Court 

3.3% 

Juveniles Not Detained - 23.3% 

placed - 16.0% 
Out-of-Home - 17.8% 

19.2% 

H Public Order 
H Drugs 
H Property 
H Person 

58 0% 

63 2% 

63 7% 

64 0% 

Probation 

= 5.1% 
Released = 6.7% 

Authority 4.3% 
from Court 

= 6.3% - 13.6% - 14.1% 
I 1 4 . 2 %  - 10.5% 

Other 

Source Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention. 1986-2000. 
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Traffic cases include traffic misdemeanors (e.g., reckless driving, 

hit-and-run), non-criminal traffic violations (infractions), juvenile 

traffic violations, parking violations, ordinance violations, and other 

related cases. These cases represented 60 percent of all filings in state 

trial courts. The state trial court caseload data is supplemented by 

data from the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 

(NHTSA) and the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI). 

Cases that result from arrests for Driving While Intoxicated 

(DWI, also referred to as Driving Under the Influence (DUI)) 

are criminal cases but, as they result in the impaired operation of 

a motor vehicle, will be discussed in this section. The recently 

released State Court Guide to Statistical Reporting, 2003, provides 

detailed descriptions of traffic and criminal case and disposition 

types, as well as recommended formats for court data reporting. 

For more information and downloads of the Guide, please 

go to the National Center for State Courts Web site at: 

www.ncsconline.org/d~research/statisti~~reporting_2003/index. html. 
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B Overall, the number of traffic cases 
filed in state trial courts has increased 

despite a 12 percent increase in the 

Traffic Cases Filed in State Trial Courts, 1993-2002 

only slightly (2 percent) since 1993, 60,000.000 +2% 
Total 

+ 10% 
f 

Limited 
40,000,000 

number of licensed drivers, a 20 
percent increase in the number of 
registered vehicles, and a 24 percent 
increase in vehicle miles traveled over 
this same IO-year period. -20% 

20,000,000 

B While 65 percent of all traffic cases 
were filed in limited jurisdiction courts 
in 1993, this proportion increased to 
76 percent in 2002. 

0 
1993 1996 1999 2002 
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DWI filings in the 11  states shown on this 
graph have increased by 12 percent in the 
last I O  years. Closer inspection shows that 
the majority of that increase (9 percent) for 
the reporting states occurred in 2002. 

Two states, Maryland and Arizona, account 
for most of the increase seen in 2002. In 
Maryland, post-9/11 funding from the 
Federal government was used to increase 
police patrols and roadside checkpoints, 
resulting in an increase in DWI filings. 
Concurrently, the Blood Alcohol Concen- 
tration (BAC) level in Arizona was reduced 
from 0.15 in 2000 to 0.08 in 2001. This 
decrease resulted in over 9,000 more DWI 
filings in 2002. 

The  FBI estimates that arrests for driving 
under the influence of alcohol have fallen 
24 percent in the 20 years benveen 1983 
and 2002. Nearly all (21 percent) of that 
decrease occurred during the first 10 years. 

The  vertical line on the graph indicares the 
midpoint point in the FBI data and the 
point at which the above court data begins. 
From 1993 to 2002, the FBI data reveal 
fluctuating numbers of arrests culminating 
in a 4 percent decrease for the 10-year period. 

DWI Filings in 11 States, 1993-2002 

+ 1 2% 

_- 125,000 

01 I 

1993 1996 1999 2002 

Estimated Arrests for Driving Under the Influence, 
1983-2002 

-24% 

1,000,000 

500,000 -- 

V .  

1983 1989 1995 2002 

Source Uniform Crime Reports, 1983-2002. Federal Bureau of Investigation 
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Total - 1 4% 

Non-AlcohoCRelated 
-0% 

-22% 

- - - Alcohol-Related 
-~ 

I 

B The rate of traffic fatalities reached 
a new historic low in 2002 of 1.50 
fatalities per IO0 million miles driven, 
down 14 percent from 1.75 per I00 
million miles driven in 1993. 

B Both alcohol- and non-alcohol-related 
fatalities showed declincs, dropping 
22 percent and 8 percent, respectively. 

B Similarly, the injury rate has fallen 
substantially (-25 percent), from 137 
injuries per IO0 million miles driven 
in 1993 to 103 injuries per 100 million 
miles driven in 2002. 

Traffic Fatality Rates per 100 Million Miles Traveled, 1993-2002 

2.0 I 

Traffic Injury Rates per 100 Million Miles Traveled, 1993-2002 

-25% 
100 

Source National Highway Traffic Salety Administration 50 0 1993 h 1996 1999 2002 



B During this 10-year period, the use of re- Safety Belt Usage 1993-2002 

straints (lap/shoulder safety belts, child 80% 

60% 
/ 

_____^___ 

seats) rose nearly I O  percent for drivers, 
passcngcrs, infants, and children. 

40% 

20% 

0% I 
1993 1996 1999 2002 

B Every state (except New Hampshire, which has no safety belt law) has one of two types of safety belt infraction 
laws: aprimary law permits police officers to stop a vehicle simply becausc the operator or one of the other occu- 
pants in the vehicle does not have their safety belt fastened; a secondary law requires that the vehicle be stopped for 
some other offense (e.g., speeding, running a stop sign) before a citation for not wearing a safety belt can be issued. 

Fourteen of the 22 states with a primary safety belt law have use rates above 80 percent. Only 3 of the 29 states 
with secondary laws have use rates above 80 percent, indicating that primary laws do  indeed accomplish their goal 
of increased safety belt usage. 

B 

Safety Belt Usage Rates: States with Primary and Secondary Seat Belt Infraction Laws 

Safety Belt Infraction is a Primary Law 
State Use Rates ~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ~  
Washington 
California 
Puerto Rico 
Hawaii 
Oregon 
New Mexico 
Maryland 
Dictrict of Columbia 
North Carolina 
Michigan 
New York 
Iowa 
Texas 
New Jersey 
Alabama 
Connecticut 
Georgia 
lillnols 
Indiana 
Delaware 
Oklahoma 
Louisiana 
Average 

92.6% 
91.1 
90.5 
90.4 
88.2 
87.6 
85.6 
84.6 
84.1 
82.9 
82.8 
82.4 
81.1 
80.5 
78.7 
78.0 
77.0 
73.8 
72.2 
71.2 
70.1 
68.6 
77.4 

Safety Belt Infraction is a Secondary Law 
State Use Rates 

Vermont 
Minnesota 
Utah 
Montana 
Pennsylvania 
Florida 

Rates above 80% Nevada 
Arizona 
Colorado 
West Virginia 
Rhode Island 
Virginia 
Ohio 
Nebraska 
Maine 
Missouri 
Tennessee 
Wyoming 
South Carolina 
Wisconsin 
Alaska 
South Dakota 
Arkansas 
North Dakota 
Idaho 
Kentucky 
Mississippi 
Kansas 
Massachusetts 
Average 

84.9% 
80.1 ] Rates above 80% 
80.1 
78.4 
75.6 
75.1 
74.9 
73.7 
73.2 
71.6 
70.8 
70.4 
70.3 
69.7 
69.4 
69.4 
66.7 
66.6 
66.3 
66.1 
65.8 
64.0 
63.7 
63.4 
62.9 
62.0 
62.0 
61.3 
51 .O 
66.4 

Source National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 



Appellate courts, whether at the intermediate or highest level, 

provide review of decisions of lower courts and, as the final arbi- 

ters of disputes, shape and define the law. In most states, appellate 

courts are required to review decisions in criminal cases when the 

defendant is sentenced to death. Appellate courts are also respon- 

sible for disciplining attorneys and judges for serious violations of 

ethics and conduct. 

Most states divide their appellate system into two levels: an inter- 

mediate appellate courr (IAC), which renders a first level of trial 
court review, and a court of last resort (COLR), which handles the 

most critical and important matters and appeals from the IACs. 

Only eleven stares and the District of Columbia function without 

an LAC, while two states, Oklahoma and Texas, have more than 

one COLR. 

Many of the analyses included here make a distinction between 

mandatory and discretionary caseloads in appellate courts. As 

the terms imply, mandatory jurisdiction over cases means that an 

appellate court is obligated by its state constitution or statutes to 

consider the merits of a case. Discretionary jurisdiction means the 

court decides whether i t  will grant review of a case. 

63 



D Total appellate court caseloads include original 
proceedings and appeals over which the appel- 

jurisdiction. This trend shows annual filing data 
for state appellate courts for the last 10 years. 

Bctwccn 1993 and 1998 the number of appel- 
late court filings increased 17 percent, from 
254,000 to 297,000. Over the next five years, 
filings declined 6 percent to 278,000. 

Total Appellate Court Filings, 1993-2002 

late courts have mandatory or discretionary - +9% 

D 

I 

2002 

D Intermediate appellate courts provide first- 
level review, while courts of last resort are 
the final arbiters of disputes. This struc- 
ture results in inrermediate appellate courts 
handling the majority of appeals. Where 
there is no intermediate appellate court, a 
state supreme court conducts firsr and final 
appellate review. 

The  caseloads in IACs and COLRs are 
reported here as filings of mandatory 
appeals and discretionary petitions. 
Mandatory appeals in IACs outnumbered 
those in COLKs by a margin of 6 to 1. 
Convcrscly, thcrc arc more than two 
discretionary petitions filed in COLRs 
for every one filed in IACs. 

Total Mandatory and Discretionary Caseloads in COLRs 
and IACs, 2002 

Discretionary - 27.779 
(32'4 - 60.608 

158,889 

D 
W Intermediate Appellate Courts 
W Courts of Last Resort 

I 
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B States in this table are 
divided into those with 
and without an inter- 
mediate appellate court 
and then ranked accord- 
ing to their number of 
appeals per 100,000 
population. Caseloads 
are shown as percentages 
composed of mandatory 
appeals and discretion- 
ary petitions. 

B When adjusted for 
population, Louisiana 
(population rank 24) 
reported the highest 
number of appeals (283 
per 100,000 population) 
and North Carolina 
(population rank 11) 
reported the lowest (38 
per 100,000 population). 

B Proportions of manda- 
tory and discretionary 
caseloads vary dramati- 
cally, but several states 
show 100 pcrccnt 
mandatory or discre- 
tionary jurisdiction. 
1 hese proportions were 
based upon the number 
of cases reported in each 
category rather than 
actual mandated juris- 
diction. Hence, a 100 
percent designation 
in one category could 
simply mean that 
there were no cases 
filed in the other 
category in 2002. 

,. 

Total Appellate Caseloads by State, 2002 

Appeals per Total 
States 100.000 Pooulation Aooeals 

With Intermediate Appellate Court 

Louisiana 
Alabama 
Florida 
Puerto Rico 
Pennsylvania 
New Jersey 
Oregon 
Alaska 
Ohio 
Nebraska 

Texas 
Kansas 
Illinois 
Michigan 
Washington 
Idaho 
Kentucky 
Hawaii 
Arizona 
Colorado 

California 
Virginia 
New York 
Arkansas 
Wisconsin 
Missouri 
New Mexico 
Iowa 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 

Maryland 
Georgia 
Minnesota 
Massachusetts 
Utah 
Indiana 
Connecticut 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 

283 
141 
140 
132 
131 
123 
120 
114 
113 
106 

103 
99 
95 
94 
94 
93 
92 
92 
91 
90 

89 
88 
86 
83 
83 
80 
78 
73 
70 
65 

63 
60 
59 
57 
55 
52 
49 
49 
38 

Wlthout an Intermediate Appellate Court 

District of Columbia 266 
West Virginia 147 
Delaware 89 
Montana 88 
Vermont 86 
Nevada 79 
Rhode Island 70 
New Hampshire 64 
South Dakota 60 
North Dakota 57 
Maine 57 

12,706 
6,325 

23,379 
5,079 

16.178 
10,546 
4,213 

736 
12,952 
1,830 

22,413 
2,678 

11,985 
9,429 
5,692 
1,248 
3,783 
1,146 
4,951 
4,041 

31,296 
6,440 

16.386 
2.256 
4,522 
4,519 
1,440 
2.137 
2.856 
3,784 

3,453 
5,132 
2,942 
3,694 
1,264 
3,185 
1,693 
1,401 
3,157 

1,520 
2,653 

71 5 
798 
530 

1,723 
754 
813 
457 
363 
738 

Mandatory Discretionary Population 
Appeals Petitions Rank . .  ._. 

29% 
82 
83 
33 
83 
72 
83 
74 
88 
82 

86 
67 
78 
44 
70 
85 
78 
94 
76 
69 

45 
11 
76 
74 
75 
86 
58 

100 
59 
61 

63 
68 
74 
60 

100 
77 
71 
78 
55 

96 
0 

100 
73 
97 

100 
45 
0 

84 
94 
76 

71 Yo 
18 
17 
67 
17 
28 
17 
26 
12 
18 

14 
33 
22 
56 
30 
15 
22 

6 
24 
31 

55 
89 
24 
26 
25 
14 
42 
0 

41 
39 

37 
32 
26 
40 

0 
23 
29 ,  
22 
45 

4 
100 

0 
27 
3 
0 

55 
100 

16 
6 

24 

24 
23 
4 

27 
6 
9 

28 
48 

7 
39 

2 
33 
5 
8 

15 
40 
26 
43 
19 
22 

1 
12 
3 

34 
20 
17 
37 
31 
25 
16 

18 
10 
21 
13 
35 
14 
30 
32 
11 

51 
38 
46 
45 
50 
36 
44 
42 
47 
49 
41 

Notes. Oklahoma and Wyoming were unable lo provide data for 2002. States in blue are the nation's 10 most populous. 
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D Most appeals are resolved by opinions, memoranda/orders, or prc-argument dismissals. While opin- 
ions can be rendered through a varicty of means, the data here capture only two: signed opinions and 
per curiam affrmcd opinions. In 2002, 17 courts of last resort issued almost 3,700 such opinions 
while 24 intermediate appellate courts issued over 34,500. 

D During 2002, thcsc courts also issued more than 23,000 memoranda/orders and dismissed 
approximately 27,000 cases. 

Manner of Disposition in 17 Courts of Last Resort and 24 Intermediate Appellate Courts, 2002 

Number of Total 
. . . .. Justices .- Dispositions 

Courts of Last Resort 
Florida 
Nevada 
Iowa 
District of Columbia 
Colorado 
Washington 
Puerto Rico 
Indiana 
Hawaii 

Rhode Island 
Montana 
Delaware 
Vermont 
Alaska 
South Dakota 
Oregon 
North Dakota 

Intermediate Appellate Courts 
Ohio 
Pennsylvania Superior Ct. 
Michigan 
New Jersey 
Pennsylvania Commonwealth Ct 
Washington 
Oregon 
Missoun 

Wisconsin 
Georgia 
Massachusetts 
Alabama Ct of Criminal Appeals 
Colorado 
Maryland 
Minnesota 
Kansas 

Tennessee Ct of Appeals 
Alabama Ct of Civil Appeals 
Tennessee Ct of Criminal Appeals 
Connecticut 
iowa 
Arkansas 
New Mexico 
Alaska 

7 
7 
8 
9 
7 
9 
7 
5 
5 

5 
7 
5 
5 
5 
5 
7 
5 

68 
15 
28 
34 
9 

22 
10 
32 

16 
12 
22 
5 

16 
13 
16 
10 

12 
5 

12 
9 
9 

12 
10 
3 

2,977 
2,454 
2,180 
1.836 
1,415 
1,328 
1,240 
1,103 

847 

818 
792 
713 
603 
51 6 
428 
371 
345 

10,627 
8,152 
7,647 
7.280 
4,753 
4,306 
3,844 
3,661 

3.486 
3.389 
2.869 
2.748 
2,463 
2.381 
2,007 
1,742 

1,504 
1,306 
1,304 
1,271 
1,231 
1,200 

855 
302 

- Opinions 
.- sisned 

95 
38 

180 
339 
121 
129 
92 

195 
191 

75 
343 
71 
68 

182 
164 
60 

189 

6,992 
5.315 

212 
43 1 

1,746 
1.846 

393 
1.686 

761 
1,401 

363 
122 
291 
144 

1,324 
1,246 

043 
323 
890 
637 

1,144 
629 
152 
55 

Per Curiam 

213 
61 
11 

575 

44 
18 

105 

19 

68 

40 

102 
3,560 

118 

523 

1,179 
3 

70 

2,669 
1,767 

865 
1,287 

892 
129 
190 

70 
239 
546 
388 

167 
251 

3,636 
250 

264 
1,483 

103 

867 
643 

1,071 
1,673 
1,330 

61 
292 

422 
574 
288 

541 
172 

. Non-Opinion Dispositions 
Memo/Order PreArgument . Transferred Other 

588 
928 1.015 

7 
70 118 

957 
687 
257 258 

290 
210 

77 
147 
95 
64 

71 

3,389 
2,835 2 
1,793 
3,039 
2,722 117 
1,593 11 
1,660 
1.200 92 

567 69 
618 76 
578 
834 8 
500 41 
609 

204 

4 
358 51 

17 
262 129 

14 
43 80 

145 8 
31 

46 
57 

119 
18 
13 

141 

278 

171 
33 
20 
85 

246 

1,904 

168 
592 
190 
580 

1,335 
709 
741 
375 

517 
10 

235 

109 
243 

3 
448 

9 
44 



B The most common dispositions in inter- 
mediate appcllatc courts are signed opinions 
and pre-argument dismissals. Together, 
these two actions comprise about two- 
thirds of all dispositions in IACs. Opinions 
typically include statements of fact, points 
of law, rationale, and dicta, while a pre- 
argument dismissal is based on a review 
of briefs rather than oral arguments. 

B Nearly one-half of cases in appellate courts 
of last resort are resolved by a memoran- 
dum /order, which is a simple order based 
on a unanimous opinion. Pre-argument 
dismissals and signed opinions are the 
next most common at 22 percent and 
13 percent, respectively. 

. .  

B The remaining appeals are disposed of by 
pw curiam opinions (usually a short opinion 
issued in the name of the court rather than 
specific justices), transfers to another court, 
or some other method. 

Manner of Disposition in COLRs v. IACs, 2002 

47% Memoradum/order , 70,0 
r- 22% Pre-argument 8yo 

Signed opinion - 13% 36% 

Transferred E ’% 

Per curiam opinion - - 6% 7yo 

Other i llo,o 

Courts of Last Resort lntermdiate Appellate Courts 
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Mandatory Civil and Criminal Appeals in 36 Intermediate 
Appellate Courts, 1993 - 2002 

75,000 

D Mandatory civil and criminal 
appeals in IACs, those cases that 
the courts are statutorily required 
to hear, have tracked consistently 
with one another for the last 10 
years with civil appeals averaging 
about 8,000 more filings per year 
than criminal appeals. 25,000 

In 2002, mandatory civil and 
criminal appeals in the 36 inter- 
mediate appellate courts featured 
on this chart continued a decline 
that began in 1998, resulting in a 
3 percent decrease in civil appeals 
and a 5 percent decrease in crimi- 

-- 

Criminal 

D 
1996 1999 2002 1993 

Discretionary Criminal and Civil Petitions in 15 Courts of 
Last Resort, 1993-2002 

D Courts of last resort in 15 states 
were able to provide filing data for 
discretionary civil and criminal 
petitions from 1993 to 2002. For 
the ten-year period shown here, 

up 20 percent despite a 4 percent 
decrease over the last two years. 

T h e  number of discretionary civil 
petitions in the same 15 courts 
of last resort reached its peak in 
1995; the number of filings then 
remained constant for three years. 
From 1997 to 200 1, filings 
declined annually. The  number 
of civil petitions filed in 2002 
was virtually the same as in 2001. 
Overall, there has been an 8 per- 
cent decline in the last 10 years. 

Criminal 
____ 12.000 

discretionary criminal petitions are -6% 
Civil 

D 

1993 1996 1999 2002 
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B Forty-four states and the District of Columbia 
report having at least some aspect of an expedited 
appellate procedure for dependency cases. Only 
six states report not having any such procedure. 

Strategies to expedite appeals include developing 
a tracking system, devising and implementing 
penalties for delay, reducing briefing schedules, 
limiting oral argument, and expediting the assem- 
bling of the record and transcript preparation. 

States have formalized expedited processes 
through court rules (23 states), statutes 
(1 5 states), or constitutional amendments (one 
state). Internal operating procedures may also 
be used to expedite cases. Often, states have 
more than one legal process for expediting 
dependency appeals. For example, Georgia has 
utilized a constitutional amendment, state 

Status of Expedited Procedures as of July 2002 

B 

B Does not have any aspects of an expedited 
appellate procedure (6) 

Reports aspects of an expedited appellate 
procedure (45) 

statute, and internal operating procedures. Source Dependency Appeals Strategies to Reduce Delay 2nd Edition NCSC 2003 

B Case types that may be classified 
as dependency appeals include 
termination of parental rights 

custody, children in need of assis- 
tance, domestic violence cases that Adoption - 19 

include custody issues, guardianship Custody -1 19 

of a minor, and visitation appeals. 

Many states expedite more than 
one case type. In fact, most states 
expedite two or more case types, 
and many expedite any appeal that 
involves a child-related issue. 

Number of States Supporting Expedited Dependency 
Appeals by Type of Case 

(TPR), abuse and neglect, adoption, Termination of parental rights 37 

Abuse and neglect -1 29 

Child in need of assistance - 15 

Other - 14 
B 
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B Alternative dispute resolution (ADK) consists of dispute resolution processes 
outside of (or adjacent to) the traditional court case structure. Processes as diverse 
as mediation, arbitration, early neutral evaluation (ENE), summary jury trials, 
settlement conferences, parenting classes for divorcing couples, and group or 
family conferencing are all considered types of ADR. 

D The focus of many appellate court ADR programs is to encourage or require 
counsel for the parties to discuss settlement at a conference facilitated by a 
non-judicial court employee or other third-party neutral. Although these attorney- 
neutrals have different titles depending on the court, their role is primarily that of 
a mediator. The  conferences are usually held before the filing of appellate briefs 
and, in nearly all cases, before oral argument. Some appellate programs are geared 
exclusively toward settlement, while other programs also address case management 
and procedural issues. 

B Local court rules or procedures identify the criteria each court uses to deter- 
mine whether a case is eligible for the program and whether a conference 
should be scheduled. 

B In twenty-one states, appellate courts are addressing increasing caseloads by 
offering alternative dispute resolution before and during the appeal. 

B Case types that are often referred to mediation include general civil (tort, contract, 
and real property rights), domestic relations, and workers’ compensation cases. 

States Using ADR in Appellate Courts 

Appellate ADR or Setllement Conferences (1  9) 
H No Appellate ADR Program (32) 



B Administrative agencies are licensing Administrative Agency Appeals in 11 States, 1998-2002 

or regulatory bodies that oversee policies 

ployment compensation, public utilities, 

typically have a combination of legislative, 
executive, and judicial functions that they 

regarding worker's compensation, unem- 6,000 

- 1 6% historic preservation, etc. These agencies 4,000 

use to carry out legislatively mandated ' 2,000 

policy. Thus, an administrative agency 
appeal is an appeal of a decision made by 
one of these agencies. 

B The number of administrative agency 
appeals in 11 state appellate courts has been 
declining since 1999. The greatest decline 
(- 16 percent) occurred in 200 1 when the 
number of filings fell by almost 1,000 cases. 

0 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
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The most common pattern has 
one court of last resort with mostly 
discretionary jurisdiction and one 
intermediate appellate court with 
mostly mandatory jurisdiction. Of 
these states, the Wisconsin COLR 
has no mandatory jurisdiction 
while the IACs of Missouri, 
Nebraska, and Oregon have no 
discretionary jurisdiction. 

These states also have one court 
of last resort and one intermediate 
appellate court, but both have 
mostly mandatory jurisdiction. 
In fact, the IACs in Colorado 
and Ohio have no discretionary 
jurisdiction. 

- .............................. 

Appeals in five states are filed 
in the court of last resort, which 
retains some appeals and transfers 
othcrs to the intermediatc appellate 
court. These courts of last resort 
have both mandatory and dis- 
cretionary jurisdiction, but the 
intermediate appellate courts have 
mandatory jurisdiction only. 

In two states, both the court of 
last resort and the intermediate 
appellate court havc discretionary 
jurisdiction over the majority of 
their caseload. 

... - .- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

These states handle caseloads 
without an intermediate appellate 
court, and the court of last resort 
has both mandatory and discre- 
tionary jurisdiction. 

AK, AR, 
AZ, CA, 
FL, GA, 
KS, LA, 
MA, M N ,  
MO, NE, 
NJ, NC,  
OR, VA, 
WA, WI 

.. 

C O ,  CT, 
IL, MD, 
N M ,  OH, 
PR, U T  

- . .  

HI,  ID,  
IA, MS, 
sc 

-. 

KY, MI  

DE, DC, 
ME, MT, 
N H ,  RI, 
SD, VT, 
WY 

Trial Court Intermediate court of 
Appellate Court Last Resort 

( W  (COLR) 
Mostly Mandatory Mostly Discretlonary 

IAC COLR 
Mostly Mandatory Mostly Mandatory 

Trial Court 

COLR A 
+- + Mandatory 8 

IAC Discretionary 

- 11111 
Mandatory 

............. -. ..... - ..... 

A 
11111 11111 + - E +  - 

A 

Trial Court IAC COLR 
Mostly Discretionary Mostly Discretionary 

. .  .- . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .  . . 

A 
11111 - W + -  

Trial Court COLR 
Mandatory 8 
Discretionary 
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D Two states, with comparatively 
small volumes of appeals, handle 
caseloads without an intermediate 
appellate court or discretionary 
jurisdiction. 

D West Virginia is the only state with 
a single appellate court that has 
discretionary jurisdiction only. 

D Five states have two intermediate 
appellate courts, separated by sub- 
ject matter jurisdiction (e.g., civil, 
criminal, tax). In Alabama, the 
IACs have no discretionary 
jurisdiction and the Supreme 
Court assigns cases to the Court  
of Civil Appeals. 

B Oklahoma has one intermediate 
appellate court, but two courts 
of last resort with different subject 
matter jurisdiction - a supreme 
court with largely civil jurisdiction 
and a specialized court of last resort 
for criminal appeals. The  inter- 
mediate appellate court has no 
criminal or discretionary juris- 
diction, and all cases are assigned 
to it by the Supreme Court. 

B Texas has one intermediate 
appellate court, but two courts of 
last resort with different subject 
matter jurisdiction. The interme- 
diate appellate court has both civil 
and criminal jurisdiction, but no 
discretionary jurisdiction. 

ND, NV 

wv 

. . . .  

AL, IN, 
NY, PA, 
TN 

..... 

OK 

T X  

... 

A 
E -+ - 11111 

Trial Court COLR 
Mandatory 

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

A 
- 11111 -+ Q 

Trial Court 
COLR 

Discretionary 

......... -. ... ... .- . 

IAC A 
1111I Mostly Mandatory 

x 
G 9  - 

COLR 
A U - 

m - 11111 x Mostly Discretionary 
Trial Court 

IAC 
Mostly Mandatory 

-.. .. - ... .. - . - . . . . . . . . . .  

A 
11111 - 11111 f -+ - A 

I A C  x 
Q Mandatory 

COLR - Civtl 
Mostly Mandatov 

Trial Court 

1 1 1 1 1 1  A 

COLR - Criminal 
Mostly Mandatory 

........ - ..... - . . . .  ... 

COLR - Civil A 
Mostly Discretionary 11111 

A -  
- m - 

A Trial Court IAC 

11111 m Mandatory 

- 
COLR - Criminal 
Mostly Discretionary 



For each state, the State Profiles provide a basic overview of trial 

and appellate court filing rates, the number of judges, popula- 

tion trends, and court structure. Each state profile has three 

components: a descriptive table, caseload trend charts, and a 

set of court structure icons. We hope these profiles will 

provoke the demand for additional cross-state comparisons. 



76 ..... . .. Examining the Work of State Courts, 2003 

16,713,149 2002 estimate 
1993-2002 increase 22% 

B First, we refcrence each state in terms of estimated popula- 
tion size and growth. In our sample state, Florida, we see 

popularion has increased by 22 percent from 1993 to 2002. 
that the population is estimated at 16,713,149, and that the 

Judges p” ioo.oon rmdcncr 
We then report rhe number of appellate and general jurisdic- 
tion courts judges per 100,000 residcnts. In this example, 
those numbers are 0.4 and 3.0, respcctively. Trial court 

Appellate 0.4 
General Jurisdiction 3.0 

Trial Courr Filings prr 1110,0110 rcpidcnrs 

Criminal 3,973 
100,000 residents. In this example, those numbers are Civil 8,728 
caseloads are reported as criminal and civil filings per 

3,973 and 8,728, respectively. The  data for judges and for 
filings are expressed as a rate per 100,000 residents to allow 
comparisons across states. 

B Each profile contains two trend linc charts. The first, pictured on the left side of the figure below, shows 
trial court filing rates for criminal and civil cases. In this example, the population-adjusted filings show 
a general upward trend in civil cases, and a slight decline in criminal cases. 

The  sccond trend chart presents case filing ratcs for Intermediate Appellate Courts (LACS) and Courts of 
Last Resort (COLRs, more commonly (bur not always) known as state supreme courts). In this example 
we see that filing rates in Florida’s LAC rose and declined, while filing rates in the COLR appear flat 
(Note: the number of filings in COLRs tend to be small, and thus changes in filings can be masked 
simply due to the scale of the chart). 

Both sets of trend lines can be used to assess at a glance how one state’s trends might be similar or 
different from ocher states. Note that a small number of charts are incomplete due to the inability of 
some statcs to report the necessary data. 

B 

B 

. . . . . .  .. --- . . . . . .  I:LIIII~ pcr ! OiI,(100 rc\idwrs 

Appellate Trial 

I 
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B The diagram here shows the court structure of our sample state. Florida, 
like most states, has four levels of courts. Some states have fewer than 
four levels, and within levels, states may vary in terms of the number of 
distinct types of courts at that level. Each state’s profile can be compared 
at a glance as to its level of organizational complexity. 

At the top of the diagram, appellate courts are divided into courts of last 
resort (COLR) and intermediate appellate courts (IAC). Courts of last 
resort are, as the name implies, the final destination in the appeal process 
at the state level. In states with both an IAC and COLR, cases being 
appealed typically move from the general jurisdiction trial court to the 
intermediate appellate court and from there to the court of last resort. In 
Florida, we see that there is a single type of LAC and a single.COLR. 

B 

A - 11111 COLR 

6 IAC 

E GJ 

LJ 

B Only two states-Texas and Oklahoma-have two courts of last resort. 
Note also that 12 states do  not have an intermediate appellate court: 
Delaware, District of Columbia, Maine, Montana, Nevada, New 
Hampshire, North Dakota, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Vermont, 
West Virginia, and Wyoming. 

B At the bottom of the diagram, we find the state’s trial court organization, 
most often fashioned into courts of general and limited jurisdiction. 
In our example, there is one icon at the limited jurisdiction level, 
representing Florida’s County Court. At the general jurisdiction level, 
there is also one icon, representing Florida’s Circuit Court. 

Florida’s two-tiered trial court structure is among the most common, 
but it is not the simplest. About one quarter of the states have unified 
their court systems (e.g., Minnesota) by combining limited and general 
jurisdiction courts into a single general jurisdiction court. States with a 
unified court structure are symbolized by an absence of a limited juris- 
diction icon and the presence of a single general jurisdiction icon. Con- 
versely, five states-Georgia, Massachusetts, New York, Rhode Island, 
and Texas-have five or more distinct limited jurisdiction courts. 

B 

1 
Complete descriptions of each court system can be found in the complementary National Center for 
State Courts and Bureau of Justice Statistics publication, State Court Organization, 1998, available at: 
www.ojp.2lsdoj.gov/bjs/abstract/sco78.htm. Detailed structure charts for all states may also be found in 
State Court Caseload Statistics, 2003. 

. 
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1993 1997 2002 '-2 1993 1997 LJ 
0 1  Trial Court Filings pCr ion,nnn resldcnrs 

Criminal 9,149 
Civil 6,432 Achangc tn counting pracriccs rook placc in 1999. 
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Arizona 
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Appellate A Trial Scare Popularion 
2002 estimate 5,456,453 !!!!! COLR 
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fb IAC 
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State Population Trial Appellate 
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1993-2002 increase 13% 1OJOO1 1201 
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Judges per IOO.~OII rcsldcnrr 
Appellate 0.3 5.000 

GJ 
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General Jurisdiction 4.3 
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District of Columbia 
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Information for the CSP’s national caseload databases comes from published and unpublished 

sources supplied by state court administrators and appellate court clerks. Published data are 

typically taken from offkial state court annual reports, so they take many forms and vary 

greatly in detail. Data from published sources are often supplemented by unpublished data 

received from the state courts in many formats, including internal management memoranda 

and computer-generated output. 

The CSP data collection effort to build a comprehensive statistical profile of the work of state 

appellate and trial courts nationally is underway throughout the year. Extensive telephone 

contacts 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 also collected 

on 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 U.S. Bureau of the 

Census revised estimates); and special characteristics regarding subject matter jurisdiction and 

court structure. 

Examining the Work of State Courts, 2003 and State Court Caseload Statistics, 2003 are intended 

to cnhancc the potential for meaningful state court caseload comparisons. Because this volume 

examincs 50 statcs, the District of Columbia, and the Commonwealth of Puerto RKO, and thus 

52 different court systems, the biggest challenge is to organizc the data for valid state-to-state 

comparison among states and over time. The  C O S C N N C S C  approach also highlights some 

aspects that remain problematic for collecting comparable state courr caseload data. 

A discussion of how to use state court caseload statistics, a complete review of the data collection 

procedures, and the sources of each state’s 2002 caseload statistics are provided in thc companion 

volume to this report, State Court Caseload Statistics, 2003. 
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The analysis presented in Examining the Work o f  State Courts, 2003 is derived in part from 

the data found in State Court Caseload Statistics, 2003. The information and tables found in 

this latter volume are intended to serve as a detailed reference on the work of the nation’s 

state courts. State Court Caseload Statistics, 2003 is organized in the following manner: 

State Court  Structure Charts display the overall structure of each state court system on a 
one-page chart. Each state’s chart identifies all the courts in operation in that state during 

2002, describes their geographic and subjcct matter jurisdiction, notes the number of autho- 

rizcd judicial positions, indicates whether funding is primarily local or state, and outlines the 

routes of appeal between courts. 

Jurisdiction and State Court  Reporting Practices review basic information that affects the 
comparability of caseload information reports by the courts. For cxample, the dollar amount 

jurisdiction for civil cases; the method by which cases are counted in appellate courts and in 

criminal, civil, and juvenile trial courts; and trial courts that have the authority to hear ap- 

peals are all discussed. Information is also provided that defines what constitutes a case in 

each court, making it possible to determine which appellate and trial courts compile caseload 

statistics on a similar basis. Finally, the numbers of judges and justices working in state trial 

and appellate courts are displayed. 

2002 State Court  Caseload Tables contain detailed information from the nation’s state 
courts. Six tables detail information on appellate courts, and an additional six tables contain 

data on trial courts (Tables 1 - 12). Tables 13- 16 describe trends in the volume of case filings 

and dispositions for the period 1993-2002. These displays include trend data on mandatory 

and discretionary cases in state appellate courts and felony and tort filings in state trial courts 

over the past ten years. The  tables also indicate the extent of standardization in the data for 

each state. The factors that most strongly affect the comparability of caseload information 

across the states (for example, the unit of count) are incorporated into the tables. Footnotes 
explain how a court system’s reported caseloads conform to the standard categories for report- 

ing that are recommended in the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989. Caseload 

numbers are noted as incomplete in the types of cases represented, as overinclusive, or both. 

Statistics without footnotes are in compliance with thc Dictionary; standard definitions. 

State Court Caseload Statistics is available on the NCSC Web site at: 

www.ncsconline.org/d-research/csp/cp-main-page. h tml. 





The Guide provides a model approach for defining and counting court 
caseload and workload. It is designed to provide a consistent, nation- 
ally accepted framework for compiling accurate and comparable 
statistical reports, consistent with the Conference of State Court 
Administrators/National Association for Court  Management Joint 
Technology Committee’s Functional Standards. 

The Guide is available in full color PDF format on the NCSC Web site at: 
hn-p://www. ncsconline. org/wcbu blications/kis-~tstatreport2003pu b.pdf 

Black and white copies are available from the NCSC Research Division. 
You will find our Court Statistics Project information request form at: 
http://www. ncsconline. org/d_research/csp/csp~rm. htm. 

An interactive, Web-based version of the Guide will be available at: 
http://w ww. ncsconline. org/d-research/csp/csp_main~age. html. 

This Web application taps the power of database and Web technology 
to provide convenient and flexible access to the valuable information 
contained in the print version of the Guide. I 
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