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Overview of the Report

This report presents a comprehensive picture of the
work of state trial and appellate courts in 1988. It is the
twelfthina series of annualreports on state court caseloads
produced as a cooperative effort by the Conference of
State Court Administrators (COSCA) and the National
Center for State Courts (NCSC).

The 1988 report is divided into five parts. The
overview describes the contents of the parts and explains
how they are interrelated, offers advice on how to use the
report, and outlines the work of the NCSC's Court Statis-
tics Project. Although designed to be consistent with pre-
vious reports in the series, the 1988 report introduces
several new features that are highlighted in the overview.

Contents of the 1988 Report

The report presents caseload statistics; supplemen-
tary information on the jurisdiction, structure, and
recordkeeping in each state’s court system needed to
compare and interpret caseload statistics; and commen-
taries that analyze the statistical and other information to
portray the current situation of the state courts.

Part I begins the report with ageneral commentary on
1988 trial and appellate caseloads across the country.
Part | highlights findings of general interest and explores
the factors pertinent to any examination or analysis of
caseload data. The situation of trial courts and appellate
courtsin 1988 is discussed and then placed in the context
of trends in felony and tort case filings and in appellate
caseloads since 1984.

Part 1l presents a special analysis of how cases were
concluded in state trial courts during 1988. How fre-
quently do civil and criminal cases go to trial? Are jury
trials more common than bench trials for particular types
of cases? Questions about the method of case disposi-
tion address concerns by the court community over the
adequacy of court resources, the efficiency of case proc-
essing, and case outcomes. Part il assesses the current
status of the information available on method of case
disposition, uses thatinformation to describe the situation
in 1988, and suggests ways to improve the collection and
publication of relevant data. The analysis draws on
statistics collected annually by the NCSC's Court Statis-
tics Project but not routinely published in its caseload
statistics report series. Part Il continues the practice of

devoting a part of an annual report to issues of current
interest to the state court community.

Caseload statistics are provided in Part lll. The
sixteen detailed tables are the core of the report. Appel-
late court caseloads in 1988 are enumerated in the first
six tables. Table 1 gives the total caseload of appellate
courts for the year and describes the comparability and
completeness of the information that is presented. Other
tables describe particular types of appellate cases and
particular aspects of case processing.

Trial court caseloads in 1988 are detailed in the next
sixtables. Table 7 shows the total trial court caseload and
the comparability and completeness of the underlying
state statistics. Table 8 reviews the total number of cases
filed and disposed for each state and individual courts
within each state. Othertables describe the civil, criminal,
juvenile, andtraffic and otherordinance violation caseloads
of state trial courts.

The remaining four tables are new. Table 13 and 14
bring together statistics for the years 1984-88 on manda-
tory and discretionary cases in state appellate courts.
Table 15 contains the numbers of felony case filings in
state trial courts for the same period. Table 16 reportsthe
numbers of tort case filings for those five years. The new
tables support the increased emphasis in the report
series on the analysis of trends.

The tables of caseload statistics foundin Part Iil are
intended as basic reference sources. Each table com-
piles informationfromthe 50 states, the District of Colum-
bia, and Puerto Rico. In addition, the tables impose a
degree of standardization. Particular features that affect
the comparability of caseload information across states
from year to year are appended to the tables. Footnotes
to caseload numbers explain how a court system’s re-
ported caseloads are related to the standard categories
for reporting such information recommended in the State
Court Model Statistical Dictionary. A footnote alerts the
user to three circumstances that qualify the validity of the
reported number. Caseload numbers are citedif they are
incomplete in the types of cases represented, they are
overinclusive, orboth. Numbers without footnotes shouid
beinterpreted as in compliance withthe dictionary's stan-
dard definitions.

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

Part V lists the statutes and recordkeeping practices
that may affect the comparability of caseload information
reported by the courts. Eight figures note, for example,
thetime periodused forcourt statistical reporting, whether
calendar year, fiscal year, or court calendar year; define
the method by which cases are counted in appellate
courts and in ciminal, civil, and juvenile trial court pro-
ceedings; and identify trial courts with the authority to
hear appeals. The figures define what constitutes a case
in each court, making it possible to determine which
appellate and trial courts compile caseloads on a similar
basis. The most important information in the figures is
repeated in the main caseload tables (Part Iil). In the
1988 report, information detailing how trial courts resolve
the specificissues raised when counting support/custody
cases is located in Table 9, Part lll, eliminating Figure I.

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

Uses of Court Statistics

Caseload statistics are simply counts of the number
of cases filed in and disposed of by a court and, if
available, inventories of the number of cases pending at
the beginning and at the end of the reporting period. That
information provides building blocks that can be com-
bined and used to construct answers to basic questions
aboutthe state courts: How many disputes are the courts
askedto resolve? How many of those disputes are infact
decided?

Furthermore, caseload statistics can be combined
with jurisdictional and other information in this report to
describe the work and operations of the state courts.
Topics that can be addressed include the composition of
caseloads at different court levels, the extent of case
specialization by particular courts, and the effect of dis-
cretionary review on the ability of appellate courts to avoid
case backlogs.

Caseload statistics also offer a basis for determining
the similarities and differences among state court sys-
tems. To what extent are appellate and trial courts in
various states processing similar types of cases in similar
volumes? States can then be grouped into distinct
categories, and the impact of those distinctions on the
ability of courts to keep up with their incoming caseloads
determined. Caseload statistics for several years canbe
combined to discern trends. Felony case filings can be
traced over time and compared to parallel patterns in
case filings for other types of criminal offenses, or to
trends in arrests or incarcerations. The extent of consis-
tent national direction to changes in the level of civil
litigation can also be studied.

There are limits, however, to the uses that can be
made of available court caseload statistics. A court case

is not analogous to a unit of currency. Financial accounts
are precise and comparable among firms because ac-
countants can make use of a standard unit, the dollar or
other national currency. By contrast, court cases vary in
subject matter and complexity. A criminalcase canbe an
accusationof murder or of petty theft. A civil suit may seek
to recover $25 in losses or $25 million. This report
necessarily focuses on broad categories of cases:
mandatory appeals and discretionary petitions for appel-
late courts; civil, criminal, and juvenile cases for trial
courts. Despite these limitations, the outline of state court
activity emerges from caseload statistics.

How to Use the Report

This report is designed to accommodate all of the
above uses. The commentary in Part | is fashioned from
material in Parts lll, IV, and V. The user's purpose
determines the parts to consult and the order in which
they should be consulted.

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

The best route for obtaining information on a specific
state or a specific state court is to read Appendix A and
then consult the relevant caseload tables in Part lil.
Detailedinformation onthe status of the informationinthe
court or state can be found in footnotes to the tables in
Part lll, and in Parts IV and V. For example, the total
caseload for the trial courts of Virginia can be found in
Table 8, Part Ill. The absence of a footnote indicates that
the total conforms to the specifications in the State Court
Model Statistical Dictionary and a code indicates that
parking violations are counted as court filings. The court
structure chart for Virginiain Part IV describes the subject
matter of the cases that comprise the total, while the
figures in Part V provide details on the basis by which
various types of civil and criminal cases are defined.

Ditferences in the size and composition of court
caseloads reflect differences in how states distribute the
jurisdiction to decide cases and in how states coliect and
disseminate court statistics. Comparisons among states
or courts therefore require considerable care. Parts (V
and V are essential for determining when like is being
compared to like. Appendix A explains the conventions
and codes thatidentify similar courts with similar caseload
counts.

The NCSC Court Statistics Project

The NCSC Court Statistics Project was established
in 1977 to develop a meaningful profile of the work of the
state courts. The caseload report series and other project
publications, such as the State Court Mode! Statistical
Dictionary, seek to. encourage unitormity in how courts
and state court administrative offices collect and publish
caseload information.

The 1988 report, like previous reports, is a joint effort
by the Conference of State Court Administrators and the
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National Center for State Courts. COSCA, through its
Court Statistics Committee, oversees the preparation of
project publications and provides policy guidance for
devising or revising generic reporting categories and
procedures. The NCSC provides project staff and sup-
port facilities. Preparation of the 1988 report is funded by
a grant from the State Justice Institute to the NCSC.
The staff of the Court Statistics Project can provide
advice and clarification on the use of the statistics from
this and previous caseload reports. Project staff can also
provide the full range of information delivered by the
states. The prototype statistical profiles (Appendix C)

used by project staff to collect datareflect the full range of
information sought from the states. Most states provide
far more detailed caseload information than that pre-
sented in Part Ii! of this report.

Comments, suggestions, and corrections fromusers
of the report are encouraged. Please direct questions
about and reactions to the report to:

Director, Court Statistics Project
National Center for State Courts
300 Newport Avenue
Williamsburg, Virginia 23187-8798
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State Court Caseloads in 1988

“A judicious man looks at Statistics not to
get knowledge but to save himself from having
ignorance foisted on him.”

Thomas Carlyle

More than 98 million new cases were filed in state
courts during 1988. Mandatory appeals and discretion-
ary petitions to state appellate courts account for 221,000
cases. The remainder are trial count filings: 16.9 million
civil cases, 11.9 millioncriminal cases, 1.4 miflionjuvenile
cases, and 68.2 million traffic or other ordinance violation
cases.

Civil trial court filings, which include torts, contracts,
domestic relations, and small claims cases, grew by 4.3
percent from the 1987 total. Criminal trial court filings,
which include felony and misdemeanor cases, increased
by 5.0 percent over the previous year's total. Rising filing
levels also characterized state appellate courts, where
filings of mandatory appeals grew by 4.9 percent and
discretionary petitions by 1.9 percent.

With more than 98 million new cases, state courts
resolve the overwhelming majority of legal disputes. By
contrast, 45,043 appeals and petitions were filed in the
federal appellate courts during 1988; 4,775 in the U.S.
Supreme Court. There were also 240,232 new civil filings
and 44,761 new criminal filings during 1988 in the U.S.
District Courts, the main federal trial counts.! Conse-
quently, five times as many appeals and 100 times as
many civil and criminal trial court cases were filed in state
courts than were filed in federal cours.

The caseload statistics reported here represent the
most comprehensive picture available of the number and
types of cases reaching appellate and trial courts nation-
wide. Basic filing and disposition data are available for all
state appellate courts, although cases cannot always be
divided into specific categories. Trial court caseloads are
available for all but one state, although statistics for other
states are incomplete, with traffic and ordinance violation
cases being the most underreported.

Plan of Analysis

A primary goal of the Court Statistics Project is to
collect and disseminate comparable state court caseload

' Filings in the U.S. Courts of Appeals and the U.S. District Courts
are from Want's Federal State Court Directory: 1989 Edition,
Washington, D.C. Want Publishing. Filings in the U.S. Supreme
Court are from unpublished statistics provided by the Office of the
Clerk and refer to the twelve months ending September 30, 1988.
U.S. District Court filings do not include bankruptcy code filings,
which are heard by bankruptcy judges, or misdemeanor cases heard
by magistrates.

statistics. This report seeks to achieve three intermediate
objectives in meeting that larger goal:

To present caseload information in a manner that
maximizes its comparability across states and uses
that information to describe the work of state court
systems during 1988.

To highlight the similarities and differences among
the states and, where possible, to relate that variation
to the manner in which states organize their court
system and other state characteristics.

To develop a data series that describes trends in
state court caseloads, thus monitoring change over
time in state court systems.

As notedinthe Overview, Part | has been refined and
reformatted to meet more completely these objectives.

Trial courts are examined first. The section first
highlights the quality of available trial court caseload data
and references the location of more detailed data descrip-
tions available in this volume. The section continues by
describing and establishing patterns in caseload for both
general and limited jurisdiction trial courts. Variation
among states with respect to the filing and disposition of
civil, criminal, and juvenile cases during 1988 is then
reviewed and discussed.

Appellate courts are the focus of the second section
of the commentary. Following a discussion of appellate
court structure and jurisdiction, the comparability of
appellate court caseload data is reviewed and the loca-
tion of more detailed information elsewhere in this volume
noted. The section continues by examining the distribu-
tion of the overall appeliate court caseload in 1988.
Variation among states in the rate at which two specific
types of cases are filed is the focus: mandatory appeals
and discretionary petitions. The section also reviews for
each type of case the extent to which appellate courts
kept pace in 1988 with their incoming caseload, and, for
discretionary petitions, the percentage that the courts
granted. Subsections examine the cases filed that appel-
late courts will decide on the merits and the number of
opinions written during 1988.

The patterns found in state court caseloads in 1988
are then placed in the perspective of trends over the
1984-88 period. For appellate courts, the trend section
focuses on recent changes in the level of mandatory and



discretionary filings and dispositions. The emphasisison
the growthin appellate courtcaseloads and whethercase
dispositions are keeping pace with the influx of new
cases. For trial courts, the focus is on the recent trends
in the rate of filings of felony and tort cases, two types of
cases that impose considerable demands on court re-
sources, are subjects of contemporary public policy
debates, and are defined consistently over time as
caseload reporting categories.

Part | concludes by reiterating the main findings and
patterns that tie the tables, charts, graphs, and maps that
were reviewed back to the three objectives.

Comparability and Reliability

The commentary in Part | is a synthesis of material
from three other parts of the report: the main caseload
statistics tables (Part Ill), the court structure charts (Part
IV), and figures describing court jurisdiction and statisti-
cal reporting practices (Part V). Before proceeding, it is
helpful to develop a working knowledge of factors that
affect the comparability of the caseload statistics.

“Comparable” in this report refers to the standard for
reporting court caseloads established by the Conference
of State Court Administrators, through its Court Statistics
Committee, as defined in the State Court Model Statisti-
cal Dictionary 2

Comparability is most often compromised when court
caseloadis incomplete because some types of casesthat
should be included are omitted; overinclusive when it
contains some types of cases that should not have been
included; orthe caseloadfigures are bothincomplete and
overinclusive. Caseload comparability is also compro-
mised when states use methods for counting cases that
artificially inflate or deflate the magnitude of their case
tilings or case dispositions relative to other courts.

“Incomplete” means that types of cases that should
be included in a count are omitted. For example, the
definition of a criminal case found in the State Court
Model Statistical Dictionary includes the offense of Driv-
ing While Intoxicated (DWI/DUI). A general jurisdiction
trial count that reaches decisions in such cases but
classities them, for reporting purposes, with traffic viola-
tions rather than with criminal cases will have its total
criminal caseload footnoted as incomplete.

Conversely, the count of traffic and other ordinance
violation cases will be “overinclusive” in that court, since
it includes cases that should, according to the standard,
be classified as criminal. It is possible for a caseload
count to be simultaneously incomplete and overinclusive
if the total omits some types of cases and includes others
that do not meet the definition.

Comparability is also affected by basic decisions a
state or count makes when designing its court records
system. One basic decision is the “unit of count.” Some
appellate courts count the receipt of the “notice of appeal”

2 Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, State
Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989 Edition. Williamsburg,
Virginia: National Center for State Courts, 1989.
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as the step that initiates the appellate process. Other
courts wait until the trial court record is prepared and
transmitted to the appellate court before counting afiling,
by which time some appeals have been withdrawn,
settled, ordismissed, especially in civil cases (see Figure
B, Part V, p. 241).

Trial courts differ both in what is counted as a filing
and inwhen the count is taken. For criminal cases, some
courts count each charge, some count each defendant,
and some count charging documents that contain mul-
tiple charges and/or multiple defendants. Counts are
taken at an early stage in some courts, such as the filing
of the complaint, while inother courts the counts are taken
only when cases result in an arraignment. These prac-
tices are described using a common framework in Figure
D, Part V (p. 253) in this repont.

Trial courts tend to count civil cases at the filing of an
initial petition or complaint with the clerk of court, but
practices vary. What constitutes a case may differ by
specitic casetype; for example, courts differ in whether
support/custody proceedings are counted as a case filing
or as part of the marriage dissolution case. A common
framework is used in this report to describe the method of
count used in each state trial court system for civil cases
generally (Figure H, Part V p. 271) and for support/cus-
tody cases specifically (Table 9, Part ll1).

Charts, graphs, and maps summarize caseload and
related information from other parts of the report in a
comparable manner. However, the differences in case
volume observed in 1988 reflect many factors, including
the constitutions, statutes, court structure and rules, and
administrative recordkeeping practices of the 50 states,
the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.

Trial Court Caseloads in 1988

This section begins with a summary of the overall
activity during 1988 within state trial courts. It then
highlights the distinction between courts of general and
limited jurisdiction and reviews the overall completeness
and comparability of the caseload data. The remainder of
this section considers, in turn, civil, criminal, and juvenile
cases. The main conclusions are summarized at the end
of the section.

Overview

States reported 98,502,813 trial court filings for 1988,
a total formed by 16,919,204 civil cases, 11,961,285
criminalcases, 1,435,857 juvenile cases, and 68,186,467
traffic and other ordinance violation cases. Chart 1
displays filings for each casetype as a proportion of the
total. Civil filings represented 17.2 percent of the total,
criminal filings 12.1 percent, and juvenile filings 1.5 per-
cent. More than two-thirds of the total (69.2 percent)
consists of traffic/other ordinance violation cases.

Civil and criminal trial court case filings increased
during 1988. When the comparison to 1987 filings is
restricted to courts that reported relevant data in both
years, the following changes are found. Civil filings in
general jurisdiction courts increased by 3.5 percent and



CHART 1: Trial Court Filings, 1988
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CHART 2: Trial Court Filings in General
Jurisdiction Courts, 1988
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civil filings in limited jurisdiction courts by 5.1 percent.
Criminal filings in general jurisdiction courts increased by
8.4 percent and criminal filings in limited jurisdiction
courts by 3.8 percent.

General and Limited Jurisdiction Courts

General jurisdiction courts are major courts of record
from which there is a right of appeal to the state interme-
diate appellate court (IAC) or court of last resort (COLR).
Forty-four states in 1988 also had a lower trial court level,
consisting of courts of limited jurisdiction. Variously
called municipal, district justice, justice of the peace, or
magistrate courts, these courts are usually restricted in
the range of cases that they can decide.

There were an estimated 2,253 courts of general
jurisdiction and 13,231 courts of limited jurisdiction in
1987. Case filings in those courts were heard by 8,937
judges of general jurisdiction courts and 18,563 magis-
trates, district justices, and justices of the peace of limited
jurisdiction courts (Figure G, Part V, p. 269).

Of the reported total of 98,502,813 court filings,
26,680,462 were in general jurisdiction courts, 27.0 per-
cent of the total. Despite the incompleteness of the data
from many states, the respective roles of general and
limited jurisdiction courts emerge from a comparison of
the composition of their 1988 filings.

Chart 2 summarizes general jurisdiction court filings
in 1988. Civil case filings represented nearly one-third of
the total caseload (31.4 percent), criminal case filings
nearly one-eighth (12.8 percent), and juvenile cases, 3.8
percent. Traffic/other violation cases represented the
majority (52.0 percent) of all general jurisdiction court
filings.

Chart 3 divides the total limited jurisdiction court
caseload into the four main casetypes. Civil and criminal

CHART 3: Trial Court Filings In Limited
Jurisdiction Courts, 1988

Criminal
11.9%

Total = 71,822,351

tilings each accounted for 12 percent of the total, with
juvenile filings representing 0.6 percent. The remaining
three-fourths of the filings were traffic/ordinance violation
cases.

Percentage shares derived fromthe nationalcaseload
should be viewed with caution. In particular, the actual
role of the general jurisdiction court is obscured. The
national data combine states that only have a general
jurisdiction trial court with states that have a second trial
court level. The national total also merges data from
states that hear juvenile cases in their general jurisdiction
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courts with data from states that have established a court
of specialized (limited) jurisdiction for that purpose.

The composition of general jurisdiction court
caseloads is shown more clearly by focusing on states
with a two-tier trial court system. First, where juvenile
cases are heard exclusively in the general jurisdiction
court, the composition of case filings in 1988 was 70.4
percent civil, 18.9 percent criminal, and 10.7 percent
juvenile.> Second, where juvenile cases are heard in
courts of special jurisdiction, the 1988 case filings were
66.4 percent civil and 33.6 percent criminal.* Whether a
case is filed in the general jurisdiction or in the special
juvenile court often is primarily determined by the age of
the defendant, based on statute provisions that vary
among the states in ways that will be discussed in the
subsection on juvenile filings.

Completeness and

Comparability of Data

As a national figure, the 98 million trial court cases
reported is incomplete. The deficiency is mainly in the
reported traffic/other ordinance violation filings. Only 15
states and the District of Columbia reported complete
(although attimes overinclusive) data ontheir traffic/other
violation caseloads. Generally, problems of comparabil-
ity and completeness are more serious for trial court than
for appellate court caseload statistics. Mississippi did not
report trial court caseload data.’

The completeness of civil and criminal caseload data
from the other 49 states, the District of Columbia, and
Puerto Rico is outlined in Table 7, Part lll (p. 111). Other
tables in Part Ilf display the number of case filings and
case dispositions for the four main trial court casetypes,
noting instances where court statistics are incomplete,
overinclusive, or simultaneously incomplete and overin-
clusive: total civil caseloads, Table 9; total criminal
caseloads, Table 10;totaltraffic/otherordinance violation
caseloads, Table 11; and total juvenile caseloads, Table
12. The sum of all four casetypes, by court and by state,
is presented in Table 8.

Before examining and comparing state filing rates
and clearance rates, it is also useful to highlight some
important dimensions on which state trial court systems
differ. State trial court systems are diverse in structure
anddivision of jurisdiction among courts and between the
two levels of courts.

Ditferences in court structure and jurisdiction can be
important for understanding the comparability and com-
pleteness of caseload data from a state.

The conventional wisdom of court reform stresses
the virtues of consolidation. Intrial courts, this is manifest

3 This is based on data from four states: Arkansas, Arizona,
Califomnia, and Florida. Percentages were derived by combining
unweighted case filings.

4 This is based on data from two states: Michigan and North
Carolina. Percentages were derived by combining unweighted case
filings.

® Trial court statistics from Nevada are included for the first time in
the caseload report series.
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inthe move toward uniform and simple jurisdiction. Uniform
jurisdiction means that all trial courts at each level have
identical authority to decide cases. Simple jurisdiction
means that the allocation of subject matter jurisdiction
does not overlap between levels.® The degree of consoli-
dation of a state’s trial courts offers a basis for classifica-
tion.

In six states and the District of Columbia, consolida-
tion has resulted in a single trial court that has jurisdiction
over allcases andproceedings. The other 44 states have
a two-tier trial court system but differ in the degree to
which jurisdiction is allocated in a uniform and simple
manner. Map 1 summarizes the differences present in
court structure during 1988. Four court structures are
differentiated:

(1) Unified: Six states (Idaho, lllinois, lowa, Massa-
chusetts, Minnesota, and South Dakota) and the
District of Columbia with all trial courts unified.

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

(3) Mixed: Sixteen states with two court leveis that
overlap in their jurisdiction.

(4) Complex: Fifteen states in which there are
several general jurisdiction courts and/or a multi-
plicity of limited jurisdiction courts that overlap in
jurisdiction both with courts at the same level and
with courts at the general jurisdiction level.”

Reference to the court structure charts in Part IV testifies
to the varying degrees of complexity that distinguish the
four types of court structure.

The Composition of Trial Court

Caseloads in 1988

A more in-depth analysis of civil, criminal, and juve-
nile cases follows. The discussions of civil, criminal, and
juvenile cases include consideration of the relative use of
general and limited jurisdiction courts, filing rates per
100,000 population, and clearance rates.

CIVIL FILINGS IN 1988. States reported the filing of
16,919,204 civil cases in 1988. A civil case is a request
forthe enforcement or protection of aright, or the redress
or prevention of a wrong. To meet the definition recom-

¢ The “conventional wisdom" is that articulated by the American Bar
Association in its Standards Relating to Court Organization, Chicago:
ABA, 1974, pp. 1-10.

7 States are assigned to categories based on information contained
in David Rottman, Robert Roper, and Dixie Knoebel, State Court
Organization 1987, Williamsburg, VA: National Center for State
Courts, 1988. An earlier typology of state court systems based on
the number of courts and the aliocation of jurisdiction among the
courts can be found in Henry R. Glick, “State Court Systems,” pp.
682-700 in R. Janosik (ed.) The Encyclopedia of the American
Judicial System, New York: Scribners, 1987, p. 688.



MAP 1: Trial Court Structures, 1988
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GRAPH 1: Civil Case Filings per 100,000 Population in-State Trial Courts, 1988
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mended by the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary,
the category should include all torts, contracts, real prop-
enty rights, smaliclaims, domestic relations, mental health,
and estate cases over which the court has jurisdiction. It
also includes all appeals of administrative agency deci-
sions filed in the court and appeals of decisions of limited
jurisdiction trial courts in civil cases to general jurisdiction
courts. A review of the footnotes to Table 9, Part lli (p.
123) indicates the degree to which states report data con-
forming to the recommended definition. Map 2 summa-
rizes the impact of the footnotes on the general jurisdic-
tion court filing data reported by each state.

Graph 1 displays the total civil case filings in 33
states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. The
range is from 3,499 filings per 100,000 population in
Puerto Rico to 24,722 in the District of Columbia. Ne-
braska has the medianfiling rate of 6,245. The magnitude
of the range is deceptive. Most states report filing rates
clustered nearthe median. Hawaii has the second lowest
filing rate of 4,629 per 100,000 population, a rate only 26
percent below the median. At the top of the range, the
filing rate for Virginia is 2.8 times greater than the median.
But Virginia and the District of Columbia clearly stand
apart from the other jurisdictions included in the graph.
Delaware, with the third highest filing rate, reported 9,851

8 » State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988

filings per 100,000 population—58 percent above the
median.

Reported civil caseloads are affected by the point at
which filings are counted, whether reopened cases are
treated as new filings, and the manner in which support/
custody proceedings are incorporated into court statistics
on marriage dissolution cases. Figure H, Part V (p. 271),
details the method by which each count counts civil cases
and Table 9, Part l11 (p. 123), details the method by which
support/custody cases are counted.

Different approaches to counting civil, and especially
support/custody, caseloads affect the ranking of states in
Graph 1. The limited jurisdiction court in Virginia, the
district count, regards all reopened civil cases as new
filings, counts support/custody proceedings as separate
tilings, and enters changes to a marriage decree as a
case commenced. Most states, and the general jurisdic-
tion court in Virginia, the circuit court, do not count
reopened civil cases as new filings and count support/
custody proceedings as part of the original marriage
dissolution filing unless issues that arise at a later point in
time or as a post-decree action areinvolved. Because the
method of count varies between the general and limited
jurisdiction courts in Virginia, the allocation of subject
matter jurisdiction also is relevant. The circuit court in



Virginia has exclusive domestic relations jurisdiction, with
the exception of support/custody cases, which can be
heard in the district court. Thus, the relatively high rate of
civil filings in Virginia, and the atypical concentration of
civil cases in the state’s limited jurisdiction courts, is
attributable, in part, to choices made when designing
court recordkeeping procedures.

Courts hearing child support/custody cases in Flor-
ida, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Vermont, and Wyo-
ming also count cases in a way that inflates their total civil
filing rate relative to other states. A uniform method of
counting would alter the ranking of states found in Graph
1, but it is unlikely that the impact would be dramatic.

Differences in counting practices may affect the rela-
tive share of the civil caseload heard in courts of general
and limited jurisdiction in a state, as was noted for
Virginia. However, differences inthe allocation of subject
matter jurisdiction are more likely explanations for why
the flow of case filings is mainly toward one court level.
Delaware is an example. While the overall high civil filing
rate found in that state may reflect the state’s popularity
among companies seeking a jurisdiction in which to
register as a corporation, Delaware is distinctive in hav-
ing five separate limited jurisdiction courts with the au-
thority to hear civil cases, including the family court, which
has exclusive jurisdiction over domestic relations cases.
Fewer than one of every eight civil cases in Delaware is
filed in one of the state’s two general jurisdiction court
systems. Delaware’s combination of a high filing rate and
multiple limited civil jurisdiction courts is consistent with
the general observation that states with high total civil
filing rates have allocated substantial relevant subject
matter jurisdiction to lower level courts. However, even
here there is an exception. Massachusetts, with a unified
trial court system, has the fourth highest state filing rate:
8,763 per 100,000 population.

There s little evidence linking the size of the civil court
fiing rate in a state to the appellate filing rate. For
example, Massachusetts has the second lowest appel-
late filing rate (see p. 23) and the fourth highest civil trial
court filing rate. The District of Columbia is the only
jurisdiction to report high levels for both rates. With the
possible exception of Alaska, other states with high
appellate rates are found at all points in the state ranking
based on civil trial court filings.

Clearance Rates for Civil Cases. Trial courts that
disposed of more civil cases during 1988 (cases that may
have beenfiledin previous years) thanwere filed reduced
the size of their pending civil caseload. Text Table 1
abstracts the relevant information from Table 9, Part lil (p.
123) to present a clearance rate for general jurisdiction
and limited jurisdiction courts with the authority to hear
civil cases. The two court levels are shown separately,
with courts listed from lowest to highest statewide civil
clearance rate.

Thirty-nine courts of generaljurisdiction and 20 courts
of limited jurisdiction are included in Text Table 1. Most
states ended 1988 with a larger pending caseload than
had been present at the start of the reporting year.
Looking first at courts of general jurisdiction, only 12 of the

TEXT TABLE 1: Trial Court Clearance Rates for
Civil Cases, 1988

General Jurisdiction

State

Florida

Hawaii
Washington
Maryland
California
Montana

New Hampshire
Delaware
lilinois
Arizona
Alaska

Maine

North Carolina
Oklahoma
West Virginia
Virginia

Texas

South Carolina
Kentucky
Indiana
Rhode Island
Pennsylvania
North Dakota
Kansas

New Jersey
Ohio

Vermont
Alabama
Arkansas
Idaho
Nebraska
Minnesota
District of Columbia
Puerto Rico
Colorado
Michigan

New Mexico
New York

Wyoming

State

California
Washington
Alaska

Hawaii

North Dakota
Florida

Puerto Rico
Texas
Kentucky
Indiana
Vermont
Arizona

North Carolina
West Virginia
Nebraska
Virginia
Delaware
Ohio
Colorado
South Carolina

Source: Table 9, Part I

1988 1987
85.6% 87.8%
86.0 954
86.6 85.3
86.8 80.0
875 76.2
875 845
88.1 96.4
90.1 79.8
915 96.1
92.3 94 .4
925 96.6
93.0 101.1
935 914
94.9 90.5
95.7 110.5
959 89.7
96.8 99.4
97.2 101.0
979 98.2
98.2 1019
98.3 97.6
98.5 96.6
98.8 958
995 99.3
99.6 99.7
99.8 98.3
99.9 100.3
100.0 959
100.4 976
100.5 101.9
100.7 102.9
100.8 100.6
101.1 101.0
101.1 98.1
102.3 97.7
104.3 107.1
104.6 95.1
108.1 76.0
120.2 121.2
Limited Jurisdiction
1988 1987
74.1% 74.7%
76.8 826
778 76.0
914 90.0
91.5 93.1
91.6 90.7
93.0 98.2
93.1 91.0
93.2 90.4
93.2 97.7
93.3 89.8
939 93.3
95.8 96.3
96.5 973
98.9 98.9
100.9 99.8
102.6 95.7
102.8 96.7
102.9 96.7
102.9 101.0

National Center for State Courts, 1990
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39 reported clearance rates of 100 percent or greater.
The courts of Wyoming reported the largest clearance
rate: 120.2 percent. Withthe exception of New York, with
a rate of 108.1 percent, most of the other states that
disposed of more cases than were filed did not greatly
reduce the size of their pending caseloads. The general
jurisdiction court systems of an additional 13 states
reported clearance rates of between 95 and 100 percent.
Seven states reported clearance rates falling between 90
and 95 percent, while seven of the 39 states reported
clearance rates of less than 90 percent, with the 85.6
percentin Florida marking the lowest reportedrate forthat
year.

To address the question of whether the patterns
found in 1988 reflect short-term or long-term problems of
the state courts, Text Table 1 includesthe clearance rates
of the general and limited jurisdiction courts of each state
recorded in 1987. For most general jurisdiction courts
clearance rates are similar in the two years. Moreover,
the changes that occurred were evenly split between
increases and decreases, with 15 declining clearance
rates and 17 increasing rates; in the remaining seven
court systems there was no real change.

Clearance rates can be calculated for the limited
jurisdiction courts of 20 states. The courts of five of those
states reponted clearance rates of 100 percent or greater.
The highest rate was 102.9 percent, recorded in both
Colorado and South Carolina. In three states, the clear-
ance rate was between 95 and 100 percent, and in a
further nine it was between 90 and 95. Limited jurisdiction
counts in three states—California, Washington, and
Alaska—reported lower clearance rates. The same court
systems reported the lowest rates in 1987, suggesting
long-term ratherthan short-term factors underlie difficulty
in keeping pace with the flow of new cases.

Overall, however, civil clearance rates were margin-
ally betterin 1988 than in the previous year. Some states
experienced striking changes of fortune, exemplified in
the abrupt shiftinthe New York generaljurisdiction courts
from a 76 percent to a 108.1 percent clearance rate. The
more extreme year-to-year changes, however, oftenhave
simple explanations. Here, filing fees appear to be
responsible. The filing fee atthe general jurisdiction court
level was increased from $35 to $100 during 1988,
leading plaintiffs in New York State to file their complaints
in limited jurisdiction courts charging considerably lower
fees (seep. 32). Since the number of dispositions was not
greatly affected, the number of cases disposed of during
1988 significantly exceeded the number of new filings,
yielding a high clearance rate for the year.

It remains the case that most courts at both levels
failed to keep pace with the flow of new case filings. Most
ended 1988 with a larger pending caseload than had
been present at the start of the year.

CRIMINAL FILINGS IN 1988. States reported
11,961,285 new criminal case filings in 1988, 28.5 per-
centincourts of generaljurisdiction. Case filing data from
Mississippiand Nevada are not available for 1988 and the
caseload data reported by courts in many states either
include other casetypes, particularly ordinance viola-
tions, or omit casetypes that should be included, particu-

(
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larly DWI/DUI cases. Map 3 summarizes the impact this
has on the general jurisdiction court data reported by
each state. Generally, criminal case filing statistics are
compiledless consistently than statistics oncivil caseloads.

The State Court Model Statistical Dictionary defines
a criminal case as one in which a defendant is charged
with the violation of a state law. Subcategories of criminal
cases include felonies, misdemeanors, driving while in-
toxicated (DWI/DUI), and appeals of trial court cases.
Felonies that can be tried to completion in the court in
which they are filed are distinguished from felony cases
that must be bound over for trialto another court. Limited
jurisdiction courts in most states hold preliminary hear-
ings for felony cases and in 26 states candismiss a felony
case; however, such counts can sentence convicted
felons in only six states (Alabama, Indiana, Maine, Mary-
land, Rhode Island, and South Carolina).® Filings of
felony cases in limited jurisdiction courts for the purpose
of conducting preliminary hearings are not added to the
state criminal caseload if the result is a defendant being
bound over for trial in another court. Such cases are thus
only counted once, as a filing in the court of general
jurisdiction.

Graph 2displays the total criminal filings per 100,000
population for states that report data from all courts with
relevant subject matter jurisdiction.® Thirty-four states,
the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico are included.
Reference to the footnotes to the statistics in Table 10,
Part 1l (p. 132) indicates why the remaining states were
excluded and the extent to which the caseload for a state
at either the general or limited jurisdiction level is incom-
plete or overinclusive.

The size of state criminal caseloads varies substan-
tially. Rates per 100,000 population range from a low of
1,599 reported by Kansas to a high of 14,994 reported by
Delaware; the same states defined the lower and upper
bounds of the range in 1986 and 1987. The nearly ten-
fold difference from lowest to highest rate and the disper-
sion around the median contrast sharply with the consis-
tency found for state civil filing rates. Variation amongthe
states in crime rates and prosecutorial practices explain
part of that variation. However, differences in how and
when criminal cases are counted also affect the filing
rates per 100,000 population.

The median filing rate is 4,769. The consistency in
criminal filing rates between 1987 and 1988 at either
extreme is quite noticeable. Eight jurisdictions repon
distinctively low rates of criminal filings: Kansas, lowa,
Colorado, Oklahoma, Missouri, Puerto Rico, Michigan,
and Hawaii. The same eight jurisdictions in the identical
rank order had the lowest filing rates in 1987.

Rates that substantially exceeded the median are
found in five states. The same states maintained the

* D. Rottman, R. Roper, and D. Knoebel, State Court Organization
1987. Williamsburg, VA, 1988, Table 16, pp. 221-239.

¢ Filing rates in Table 10, Part lll, are computed on the basis of state
adult population, the practice in previous casetoad statistics reports.
Graph 2, however, uses total population to derive filing rates, thus
facilitating comparisons to the size and ranking of state civil filing
rates.
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MAP 3: Comparability of Criminal Filing Data in General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988
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same rank ordered positions they held in 1987: Virginia,
Arizona, North Carolina, Texas, and Delaware form a
cluster of states that reported more than 8,000 filings per
100,000 population.

The ranking of states on Graph 2 (particularly at
either extreme) is influenced by the unit of count and the
point at which the count is taken in compiling court
statistics. Figure D, PartV (p. 253), describes, and Table
10, Part lll (p. 132), summarizes, the practice in each
courtwith criminaljurisdiction. The unitof count is defined
by (a) whether a case filing contains charges facing only
an individual defendant or if two or more defendants can
be included in one filing, and (b) whether the count is
taken by charge or charging documents that contain one
charge, one incident, or multiple incidents.

States and trial court systems within states have
adopted different bases by which criminal cases are
counted. The impact of such variation is considerable.
Some states take the count of filings at an early stage in
the process, typically the filing of acomplaint, information,
orindictment; other states only count acase as filedwhen
the defendant enters a plea. The number of defendants
per case and the number of charges per charging docu-
ment will also greatly affect the number of cases reported
as filed during a year.'®

Consideration of the unit of count and point of filing
used to compile the statistics explains, in par, the ranking
of individual states on Graph 2. The state with the lowest
filing rate, Kansas, counts filings at the first appearance
before the court by the defendant, a later point than the

filing of the information or indictment used by most states.
Hawaii (in the district court) is the only other state follow-
ing that practice; it, too, has a relatively low filing rate. By
contrast, states with the highest filings tend to count each
charge against each defendant as a separate filing:
Arizona, Delaware (in its courts of limited jurisdiction, with
the exception of the family court), Texas, and Virginia.
Other states following that practice tend to be foundinthe
top half of the ranking; Hawaii is the exception, but its use
of a later than typical point for taking the count compen-
sates for the effect of basing the count on charges rather
than incidents."

Thus, some of the variation found in Graph 2, per-
haps a substantial amount, is attributable to the impact of

1o A 1985 directory survey of general jurisdiction courts, carried out
by the U.S. Bureau of the Census for the Bureau of Justice Statis-
tics, found that 80 percent of the courts based their felony count on
defendants and that 75 percent of convicted defendants were
convicted on one charge. The survey also suggests substantial
variation among individual courts within a state and identified
counties that use more than one unit of count when compiling their
criminal caseload data.

"' The high rate of criminal filings recorded in Delaware, however,
meshes with that state's rate of prison sentences per 100,000
population, which is one of the highest in the nation. In 1988,
Delaware reported 354 sentences of imprisonment per 100,000
resident population, the third highest rate among the states (Nevada
and Louisiana reported higher rates). Lawrence Greenfield,
Prisoners in 1988. Washington D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice,
Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1989, p. 2. Problems of comparability
exist, however, for prison incarceration rates as well as filing rates,
with the Delaware statistics including both jail and prison inmates.

Part |: State Court Caseloads in 1988 « 11



GRAPH 2: Criminal Filings per 100,000 Population in State Trial Courts, 1988

The following states are not included:
AL, AR, GA, LA, ME, MI, MT, NE, NY, ND,
OH, SC, TN, WV, Wi, WY,

State
KANSAS J 1,699
1OWA "1 1,764
COLORADO - 1,839 L Limited
OKLAHOMA —[——===m 2,101 [ General
MISSOURI —l:::m 2,412
PUERTO RICO. - 2,436
MICHIGAN BT —————" 3,462 General Percent of Total
HAWAN I "] 3,504
Vf:;‘g:: “_‘] g.g;; AK-8.9% KY-8.2% PR-40.3%
7 : AZ-7.7% MD-22.5% R1-16.5%
| bl — — - N
RENTUOKT B > ears CA-10.9% MA-100% SD-100%
MINNESOTA -——a—— 3 4,232 C0-30.4% MI-17.1% TX-8.5%
NéLBL;;‘sC"('f = - 1 :-2236 CT-100% MN-100% UT-3.5%
ontoon ] 4602 DE-4.4% MO-100% VT-100%
FLORIDA ~— 1 } 4,703 DC-100% NE-7.8% VA-15.9%
SOUTH DAKOTA —f=——v= 1 4,760 FL-32% NH-16.6% WA-11.3%
RHODE ISLAND = ] 4,787 HI-14.7% NJ-11.3%
CONNECTICUT : z 1 4,942
WASHINGTON — ) 5,086 1D-100% NM-10.7%
NEW HAMPSHIRE - ] 5,201 IL-100% NC-14.4%
ALASKA - ] 5,409 IN-37.1% OK-100%
NEW JERSEY - ] 5,414 - -
MARYLAND 1 ] 65,544 :(Asjggz% gﬁ_f;g:
PENNSYLVANIA ——X ) 5,607 . :
IDAHO - T 5,622
MASSACHUSETTS ——yo—= . "1 6,088
NEW MEXICO -] I ] 6,348
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 1 6,802
UTAH 1 7,101
VIRGINIA - 1 ] 8,662
ARIZONA ] 9,464
NORTH CAROLINA — 1 ] 9,626
TEXAS -] ] 9,846
DELAWARE ) 14,894
Medianl f f
0 6,000 10,000 16,000

differences in how courts maintain statistical records,
rather than to known differences among states in crime
rates or in the propensity to prosecute. Differences also
reflect the status of ordinance violation cases, which the
definition of a criminal case excludes from the count of a
state’s total criminal caseload. The counts of criminal
cases from the courts of Delaware and Virginia, two
states with high filing rates, include some ordinance
violation cases in their criminal caseloads. However,
other states for which that is true—New York, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, and Vermont—are found at all
points in the ranking shown in Graph 2.

There is little evidence linking the rate of criminal trial
court filings in a state to the rate of appellate filings.
Alaska, Arizona, and the District of Columbia report high
rates of both appeals (see pp. 20-23) and trial count
filings, while Massachusetts and North Carolina report
relatively high rates of criminal filings and low rates of
appeals. As with civil filings, the rankings for most states
on appellate and trial court filing rates appear unrelated.

There is stronger evidence suggesting that some
states have consistently high or low filing rates for civil
and criminal cases. Civil filings in the District of Colum-
bia, Delaware, Massachusetts, and Utah were far higher
thaninthe median rate at which most states clustered. All

four jurisdictions reported relatively high criminal filing
rates. Missouri reported low filing rates for both civil and
criminal filings.

Clearance Rates for Criminal Cases. Text Table
2 summarizes the information on clearance rates avail-
able from Table 10, Part lll. Clearance rates are shown
for the general jurisdiction courts of 38 states, the District
of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Of these, five reported
clearance rates greater than 100 percent: North Dakota
(100.5 percent), Delaware (104.3 percent), Kansas (106
percent), West Virginia (106.6 percent), and Montana
(110.4 percent). Twenty jurisdictions, including the Dis-
trict of Columbia and Puerto Rico, reported clearance
rates in the 95-100 percent range, with Michigan and
Vermont fractionally below 100 percent. Rates in the 90-
95 percent range were recorded in six states. Nine states
reported clearance rates of lower than 90 percent, with
Hawaii reporting the lowest clearance rate—53.5 per-
cent. Thus, during 1988, only one state in eight managed
to keep pace with the flow of new case filings, the
remainder adding to the stock of cases pending before
their general jurisdiction trial courts, with one state in five
adding a substantial biock of cases.

Limited jurisdiction courts, which in most states hear
and decide the bulk of criminal caseloads {see Graph 2),
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TEXT TABLE 2: Trial Court Clearance Rates for
Criminal Cases, 1988

General Jurisdiction

State 1988 1987
Hawaii 53.5% 76.0%
Rhode Istand 81.0 101.3
Washington 85.1 86.8
Nebraska 88.8 104.4
Florida 888 927
Missouri 89.2 91.1
Oklahoma 89.4 89.2
New Jersey 89.5 94.2
Maryland 89.8 81.3
Maine 912 95.3
South Carolina 91.3 99.4
Alabama 92.0 945
Oregon 93.6 922
lowa 945 96.0
Alaska 94.7 89.8
New Mexico 95.1 93.3
Connecticut 95.5 95.1
Indiana 95.5 88.7
Virginia 955 93.2
Arizona 95.6 918
North Carolina 95.7 97.2
lllinois 97.2 103.8
Puerto Rico 96.0 98.7
California 96.1 94.3
Idaho 96.1 986
New York 96.2 99.5
Wyoming 96.4 105.3
Pennsylvania 96.6 979
Minnesota 97.2 94.9
District of Columbia 97.4 101.9
Ohio 97.7 99.0
Colorado 978 102.2
Kentucky 99.2 978
Michigan 99.7 9858
Vermont 999 944
North Dakota 100.5 90.9
Delaware 104.3 106.0
Kansas 106.0 103.4
West Virginia 106.6 103.6
Montana 1104 119.3
Limited Jurisdiction
State 1988 1987
Washington 73.1% 85.1%
California 834 825
Florida 86.3 848
Rhode Island 88.0 91.0
Michigan 91.7 954
Oregon 919 922
New Jersey 923 934
Arizona 92.4 843
Hawaii 925 95.9
Kentucky 94.7 96.4
Nebraska 95.0 97.7
Puerto Rico 954 98.8
Alaska 95.6 92.1
Colorado 96.0 99.0
North Carolina 97.3 97.7
Delaware 99.8 98.7
Virginia 100.3 100.7
New Mexico 100.7 784
Indiana 101.6 924
Kansas 112.7

Note: A blank space indicates that a calculation is
inappropriate for that year.

Source: Table 10, Part llI
National Center for State Courts, 1990

were only slightly more successful in coping with the flow
of new cases. In four of the 20 states included in Text
Table 2, the clearance rate exceeded 100 percent. Five
states were in the 95-100 percent range and seven inthe
90-95 percent range. Four of the 20 states reported
limited jurisdiction court filing rates of less than 90 per-
cent.

Most statewide trial court systems were unable to
keep pace with the increasing volume of criminal cases.
Since the number of cases disposed of duringthe yearfell
short of the number of new filings, the pending caseload
grew, although the data do not tell us by how much. By
whatever margin it grew, however, the change has seri-
ous implications. Cases are being handled less expedi-
tiously than previously and courts are accumulating prob-
lems that must be confronted in subsequent years. Also,
courts appeared to have coped more successfully with
the rise in civil cases than with the rise in criminal cases.
Criminal cases are generally subject to more stringent
time standards for case processing than are civil cases.
This suggests that the large influx of new criminal cases
during 1988, an increase at the general jurisdiction court
level of 8.4 percent, is creating problems that warrant
serious concern and corrective action.

One index of the magnitude of the problem courts
face is the extent to which 1988 clearance rates differ
fromthose recordedinthe previous year. Amonggeneral
jurisdiction courts, 23 reported iower rates in 1988 thanin
1987 and 15 higher rates. The clearance rates for the
general jurisdiction courts of two states were essentially
unchanged. Among limited jurisdiction courts, the change
was more evenly divided between increases and de-
creases: eight states show a decrease and six an in-
crease. The downward shifts at both court levels tended
to be more substantial than shifts toward higher, im-
proved clearance rates. The overall impression is of
statewide court systems facing considerable difficulty in
responding to the growth in criminal filings.

JUVENILE FILINGS IN 1988. The 1,435,857 juve-
nile petitions filed during 1988 represent a smali share
(1.5 percent) of the total reported trial court caseload.
Even when traffic and ordinance violation cases are
omitted, juvenile petitions only account for about one trial
court filing in 22 (4.7 percent).

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

Most states now decide juvenile petitions within a
court of general jurisdiction, although often in a specially
designated division or department. As a result, nearly
three quarters (73 percent) of all juvenile petitions were
filed in a court of general jurisdiction, where they repre-
sent 8.3 percent of the combined civil, criminal, and
juvenile caseload.

Filing and disposition statistics, along with explana-
tory footnotes, for each court with juvenile subject matter
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jurisdiction can be found in Table 12, Part lIl (p. 149).
Relevant statistics were not reported by Mississippi,
Nevada, Oklahoma, and Tennessee. Map 4 describes
the comparability across the remaining states of statistics
onthe number of juvenile petitions filed in 1988, based on
the footnotes to Table 12.

Juvenile caseloads emerge as the most variable
component of state trial court caseloads. This describes
both the share that juvenile petitions represented of new
case filings in a state's trial courts and the rate of new
cases filed per 100,000 juveniles in the state population
during 1988.

Graph 3 demonstrates the variability present in the
rate at which juvenile petitions were filed during 1988,
with the rates calculated per 100,000 state residents age
17 or under. Forty-one states, the District of Columbia,
and Puento Rico are included.'? The bars in the graph
distinguish filings in a court of general jurisdiction from
those in courts of limited or special jurisdiction. Allfilings
in Kentucky, Maine, Michigan, Nebraska, New Hamp-
shire, New York, North Carolina, Rhode Istand, Utah, and

2 The Arkansas County Court, sitting as the juvenile court, had
exclusive jurisdiction to handle juvenile petitions until early in 1987.
The Arkansas Supreme Court found that practice unconstitutional.
Effective January 20, 1987, juvenile jurisdiction was transferred to
the circuit court and the chancery and probate court, pending
approval of a constitutional amendment, which was approved in
November, 1988, and pending a 1989 legislative act that would
structure a new juvenile court system.

Virginia were in a court of limited jurisdiction. All juvenile
petitions in 27 of the states included on the graph were
filed in a general jurisdiction court; only Alabama, Alaska,
Indiana, Louisiana, and Maryland reported juvenile filings
at both court levels.

Juvenile filing rates per 100,000 juvenile population
vary widely from 620 in Puerto Rico and 622 in Montana
to 9,946 in the District of Columbia. New Jersey had the
second highest filing rate (6,878), which is nearly one-
third less than that reported for the District of Columbia.
The median filing rate was 1,923, reported by the courts
of Pennsylvania. Thus, although there is a wide range in
juvenile filing rates, most states are concentrated at
relatively low levels.

What explains this diversity, so much greater that
what was found for either civil or criminalfiling rates? One
factor is the divergent means and degrees to which states
have established special procedures and courts to proc-
ess cases involving delinquent juveniles. The composi-
tion of “civil” and “criminal” as caseload categories does
not differ significantly from state to state, with much the
same type of cases forming the 1988 filings of each state.
There is no such broad agreement on what constitutes a
“juvenile” case. What is heard through regular court
procedures in one state may well be heard in a special
juvenile court in another.

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

The age at which a person is no longer eligible for
originaljuvenile court handling can have alarge impacton
both a state’s criminal and juvenile caseload. Research
consistently shows that involvement in crime peaks inthe
15-17 age group. Arrest statistics showthat 15-to-19year
olds represent 28.7 percent of those arrested for FBI
index crimes and 8.2 percent of the national population. 3
Therefore, the choice of 17 rather than 19 as the point to
transfer court jurisdiction, or even 18, can significantly
affect the relative number of juvenile as opposed to
criminal court filings.

3 The authority for the “peak” at age 15-17 in criminal activity is
Travis Hirschi and Michael Gottfredson, “Age and the Explanation of
Crime,” American Journal of Sociology Vol. 89, No. 3 (November),
1983. The arrest percentage is calculated from Federal Bureau of
Investigation, U.S. Department of Justice, Crime in the United
States: Uniform Crime Reports 1987. Washington, D.C.: US.
Government Printing Office, 1988, Table 33, p. 174.

Thirty-seven states and the District of Columbia ter-
minate original juvenile delinquency jurisdiction in juve-
nile courts at age 18; Wyoming at age 19. Georgia,
lllinois, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missour,
South Carolina, and Texas define an adult for purposes
of court jurisdiction as a 17-year-old. Four states use 16
as the threshold age dividing juvenile and adult status:
Connecticut, New York, North Carolina, and Vermont.

The two latter groups of states have defined juvenile
more narrowly than most states; this should be reflected
in the size of their juvenile caseload. Graph 3 suggests
that is indeed the case, as all four states have filing rates
below the median. The use of a lower than typical age to
transfer persons from juvenile status may be a factor in
the relatively low rates reported by lllinois and Michigan,
but states that have adopted age 17 as the point of
transfer did not consistently report low filing rates.

Otherfactors may help explainthese variations. Law
enforcement agencies differ in the extent to which they
divert juvenile law violators from further penetration into
the justice system. Case screening practices by juvenile
court intake officers vary significantly and may resultina
wide range of referral to petition ratios. Prosecutors have
differing authority at the intake juncture, which may have
an impact on these ratios. The amount of judge time
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available and the extent of probation officers’ supervision
caseloads also may influence referral to petition ratios.
Rural communities and states'tend to file fewer petitions
propontionally than more urban jurisdictions; their delin-
quent offenses may be less serious and more amenable
to noncourt or informal handling. Some states allow for
direct filings of charges in a criminal court, particularly
with older juveniles and more serious offenses, although
the numbers of cases involved are not great.

Generally, the juvenile status offense category is
known to have extreme variance. Such cases are rarely
or infrequently petitioned in some jurisdictions, but regu-
larly petitioned elsewhere. The differences are some-
times pronounced, even within one state.

That variation may have grown in recent years asthe
number of dependency, neglect, and abuse case filings
increased. The frequency with which a child protection
agency files juvenile court petitions, as opposed to work-
ing with a family without court intervention, has been
shown to vary sizably, adding to the differences among
the states in the rate at which juvenile petitions are filed.

The significance of juvenile petitions in the total state
trial court caseload could be determined for 27 states, the
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. When civil, crimi-
nal, and juvenile filings are combined in those jurisdic-
tions, the percentage share formed by juvenile petitions
ranged from 2 percent in Arizona and North Carolina to
16.5 percent in Hawaii. In 19 states and Puerto Rico, the
share is in the 3-t0-5 percent range.' Larger shares are
reported by the District of Columbia (6.6 percent), Kansas
(7.2 percent), Kentucky (8.0 percent), Florida (6.4 per-
cent), Minnesota (14.0 percent), and Utah (12.3 percent);
as noted previously, juvenile cases were most prevalent
inthe Hawaii caseload: 16.5 percent of the total caseload
and 39.8 percent of filings in the state’s general jurisdic-
tion court.

That variability means that most states rank quite
differently in terms of the rate of criminal and of juvenile
case filings. The District of Columbia, Utah, and Virginia
are distinctive in ranking high for both criminal and juve-
nile case filings. lowa and Missouri are distinctive for the
degree to which low juvenile filings coincide with low
criminal filing rates. However, Hawaii and New Jersey
reflect more inconsistency. Both states have among the
highest rates at which juvenile petitions are filed but
among the lowest rates for criminal case filings.

Clearance Rates for Juvenlle Petitions. Clear-
ance rates for juvenile petitions, based on caseload
statistics from Table 12, Part lll (p. 149), are presented in
Text Table 3 to address the question of whether juvenile
petitions were being processed more expeditiously dur-

“ The 19 states in which juvenile filings represent 3 to 5 percent of
total civil, criminal, and juvenile filings are: Alaska, Califomia,
Colorado, Connecticut, |daho, lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Missouri, Nebraska, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, South
Dakota, Vermont, Virginia, Washington, and Wyoming. The
percentage share of each type of case will be affected by footnotes
indicating that statistics are incomplete or overinclusive in Tables 9,
10, and 12, Part lil.

TEXT TABLE 3: Trial Court Clearance Rates for
Juvenile Cases, 1988
General Jurisdiction
State 1988 1987
Florida 69.4% 67.7%
Alaska 755 829
Winois 76.1 81.0
Alabama 784 79.7
Montana 83.4 847
Indiana 86.2 99.9
Colorado 879 88.1
West Virginia 88.7 101.1
Washington 89.3 876
Pennsylvania 95.4 94.4
Maryland 95.6 97.3
Vermont 959 96.4
California 95.9 929
Kansas 96.4 95.5
Hawaii 96.9 98.7
Ohio 97.6 99.6
Idaho 98.7 98.5
New Jersey 98.9 98.0
Arizona 99.5 1038.2
Minnesota 99.7 99.0
Connecticut 99.8 975
District of Columbia 100.4 99.9
New Mexico 100.5 100.6
Puerto Rico 100.7 97.7
Arkansas 100.7
Texas 120.5 111.7
Limited Jurisdiction
State 1988 1987
Maryland 85.7% 88.9%
Maine 86.4 80.0
Michigan 89.0 85.0
Kentucky 90.2 91.1
Rhode Island 91.0 96.1
Louisiana 933 925
Alabama 936 939
Virginia 942 941
Utah 100.5 101.3
New York 100.6 103.6
Indiana 100.9 96.7
North Carolina 106.6 109.8
Note: A blank space indicates that a calculation is
inappropniate for that year.
Source: Table 12, Part il
National Center for State Courts, 1990

ing 1988 than were civil or criminal cases. The table also
provides the clearance rate each court recorded in 1987
to help address the question of whether the patterns
found in 1988 reflect short-term or long-term problems of
the state courts.

Clearance rates are available from 38 separate state-
wide court systems. Those rates vary from a low of 69.4
percent in Florida to a high of 120.5 percent in Texas.
Nine courts repont clearance rates of 100 percent or
greater, 12 (all of them courts of general jurisdiction)
report rates between 95 and 100 percent, five (all courts
of special jurisdiction) report rates between 80 and 95
percent), and 12 courts report rates of less than 90
percent. In 1988, there was no clear difference between
general jurisdiction and limited jurisdiction courts in the
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degree to whichthey were able to keep pace with the flow
of new cases. Most statewide court systems ended 1988
with a larger pending juvenile caseload than they had at
the start of the year.

The consistency in clearance rates in 1987 and 1988
is striking. Inconsistencies were most notable in states
where the clearance rate declined betweenthe two years.
For example, the clearance rate for the general jurisdic-
tion courts of Indiana declined from 99.9 percent to 86.2
percent, while those in West Virginia declined from 101.1
percent to 88.7 percent. A few states, most notably
Texas, sharply improved their clearance rate, but the
examination of 1987 clearance rates suggests both the
persistence of the problem facing the state courts and the
possibility that it is increasing over time.

Trial Courts in 1988: A Summary

State trial court filings increased in 1988. The in-
crease was greatest for criminal cases, especially those
filed in general jurisdiction courts {an increase of 8.4
percent). Civil case filings increased by 4.3 percent, with
a larger increase in limited than in general jurisdiction
courts. The increase parallels the experience of appel-
late courts, which reported 4.2 percent more filings in
1988 than in 1987.

There was little variation among states in the rate of
1988 civilfilings. Most states report civil filing rates close
to the median of 6,338 per 100,000 population. Consid-
erable variation was present for criminal filing rates. The
range was substantial, from 1,466 to 13,565 per 100,000
population, with a median of 4,843 filings and little con-
centration around the median. Greater variation still
characterized juvenile filing rates. States filing rates
ranged from 633 to 9,078 filings per 100,000 juvenile
population in 1988 and rates were scattered throughout
that range.

The differences among states reflect both real vari-
ation in the extent to which cases are brought before the
courts and the various methods of count and degrees of
data completeness. However, the degree of variation
found for the three types of cases is consistent with what
would be expected. Civil law and procedure are broadly
similar across the country. Crime rates, substantive
criminal laws, and law enforcement practices all differ
among states in ways that affect the number of cases
reaching the courts. Such differences are still more
pronounced in theirimpact on the use of courts to handle
juvenile cases.

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

A strong and disturbing pattern in 1988 trial court
caseload statistics is low clearance rates. Many, perhaps
most, courts are experiencing difficulty inkeeping up with
the inflow of new cases. The number of new cases filed
in 1988 often substantially exceeded the numberof cases

that were disposed of by the court. The problem is more
prevalent for juvenile petition and criminal cases than for
civil cases, and more serious for limited jurisdiction than
for general jurisdiction courts.

Rising civil and criminal caseloads create problems
that ultimately will be transferred to the appellate courts.
More cases add to the potential pool from which appeals
are drawn and appellate courts will need to cope with the
consequences of the trial court caseload growth recorded
during 1988 as the cases filed in that year reach judg-
ment.

Appellate Court Caseloads in 1988

This section begins with a summary of overall activity
within the state appellate courts. It then provides back-
ground on distinctions in appellate court structure (the
roles of courts of last resort and intermediate appellate
courts) and the manner in which new cases reach appel-
late courts (i.e., mandatory appeals and discretionary
petitions). An appraisal of the overall completeness and
comparability of the appellate caseload data follows. The
magnitude and composition of total state appellate
caseloads are then described-and their relationship to
appellate structure explored. The remainder of this
sectionconsiders, inturn, mandatory appeals and discre-
tionary petitions. The main conclusions are summarized
at the end.

Overview

State appellate courts reported 221,794 filings in
1988: 161,762 mandatory appeals and 60,032 discre-
tionary petitions. Filing data are available for all 95 courts
of last resort (COLRs) and intermediate appellate courts
(IACs) in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.'®
There was a 3.9 percent increase in total appellate filings
between 1987 and 1988. This increase was not evenly
distributed between COLRs and IACs or between man-
datory appeals anddiscretionary petitions. Overall, COLR
filings increased by 3.4 percent and IAC filings by 4.4
percent. The increase was strongest for mandatory
appeals filed in COLRs: COLRs with relevant data for
both years reported 7.1 percent more appeais in 1988
than in 1987. Filings of mandatory appeals in IACs
increased by 4.5 percent. 1AC discretionary petitions
increased by 3.1 percent and IAC mandatory appeals by
1.0 percent.'® The connection between caseload compo-
sition and appellate structure is important for any consid-
eration of the work, operations, and problems of appellate
courts nationally. This is addressed in the next section.

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

'¢ United States Courts of Appeal experienced a 8.3 percent
increase in filings between 1987 and 1988. In particular, "criminal
appeals were up 24 percent, largely due to implementation of US
sentencing guidelines.” Want's Federal-State Directory, 1990
Edition, p. 144,
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Appellate Court Structure

and Jurisdiction in 1988

Mandatory jurisdiction refers to appeals as a matter
of right: those cases for which the court is required by
state constitution or statute to hear and decide the appeal
onthe merits. Discretionary jurisdiction refersto casetypes
inwhich a party mustfite a petition asking the court to hear
the case. The appellate court then decides whether to
exercise its discretionary power to consider the case on
the merits.

All states have established a court of last resort
(COLR), usually namedthe supreme court, by constitution.
The COLR has the final jurisdiction over ail appeals within
the state. Thirty eight states have also established one or
more intermediate appellate courts to hear appeals from
trial courts and administrative agencies as specified in
state law or at the discretion of the COLR.

According to an influential perspective on the appro-
priate role and structure of appellate courts,'” there are
two basic functions: (1) the review of specific trial court
proceedings to correct errors inthe application of law and
procedure, and (2) the development of law for the benefit
of the community at large. The error correction function
should be exercised through mandatory jurisdiction, with
each unsuccessful party entitied to one appeal as a
matter of right. Further appellate review should serve the
function of developing the law, including ensuring its
uniform application by trial courts throughout the state,
and be undertaken on a discretionary basis by selecting
the appropriate cases out of those reaching the court
through petitions. Where the volume of cases exceeds
the capacity ofthe COLR, an{AC should assume the error
correction function and the COLR should, by the exercise
of its discretion to review all manner of appeals, develop
the law.®

The influence of this perspective on state court sys-
tems is evident in the extent to which states have created
IACsinresponseto growing appellate caseloads. Twenty-
five states established their 1ACs in recent decades
(since 1958). Yet, despite the common contexts in which
they were created, a careful examination reveals com-
plex differences in the allocation of jurisdiction to both
COLRs and IACs.

Y The perspective is put forward in several authoritative texts that
vary in nuance. The summary here is derived from the American Bar
Association, Standards Relating to Court Organization, ABA, 1974,
pp. 1-10.

'® This perspective has clearly applied with great force to the federal
system. The U.S. Circuit Courts of Appeals were established in 1891
as an IAC on a regional basis and assumed much of the U.S.
Supreme Court's mandatory caseload. The federal appellate system
evolved subsequently through a series of significant transfers of
mandatory appellate jurisdiction from the Supreme Court to the
Circuit Courts of Appeals. This culminated in Public Law 100-352
(Act of June 27, 1988, 102 Stat. 662), which “substantially elimi-
nates” the mandatory jurisdiction of the Supreme Court." Seven
states had established an |AC before 1891: IHiinois, Louisiana,
Missouri, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, and Texas (Robert R. Stern,
Appellate Practice in the United States: Second Edition, Washing-
ton, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, 1989, p. 6).

CHART 4: Appellate Case Filings, 1988

COLR-Discretionary
18.8%

COLR-Mandatory
11.5%

IAC-
Discretionary
8.3%

IAC-Mandatory
61.4%

Total = 221,794

The consequences of these complex differences are
highlighted when one matches appellate structure with
jurisdiction. The matching process produces four catego-
ries of cases: (1) COLR mandatory appeals, (2) COLR
discretionary petitions, (3) IAC mandatory appeals, and
(4) 1AC discretionary petitions.

If we combine the appellate filings reported by the
states according to court level and jurisdiction, the 1988
appellate caseload is as shown in Chart 4. Nineteen
percent of allfilings were discretionary petitionsto COLRs
and 12 percent of all filings took the form of mandatory
appeals to COLRs. Mandatory appeals to IACs repre-
sented 61 percent of the total state appellate caseload for
the year, while 8 percent consisted of discretionary peti-
tions to IACs.

Completeness and

Comparability of Data

Care is required when determining when like is being
compared to like in the world of appellate courts. Before
examining and comparing state appellate court filing data
and clearance rates, it is useful to highlight some impor-
tant dimensions on which state appellate court systems
differ.

The tirst dimension is the number of courts that have
been established at each level in the 50 states and the
District of Columbia. This canbe seeninMap 5. The 12
states with only one appellate court are typically sparsely
populated or geographically small. Thirty-two states
have one COLR and one IAC. Texas and Oklahoma have
separate COLRs for criminal and civil cases, and one
IAC. Four states have established multiple IACs. Ala-
bama and Tennessee maintain separate courts for civil
and criminal appeals, while Pennsylvania divides juris-
diction between its commonwealth court and its superior
court on the basis of subject matter. New York divides
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MAP 5: Appellate Court Structures, 1988

Source: Court structure charts in Part IV
National Center for State Courts, 1990
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jurisdiction between its two IACs primarily by the trial
court from which the appeal is taken.

Map 6 addresses the dimension of how states allo-
cate mandatory and discretionary jurisdiction within their
appellate systems. The District of Columbia and 8 of the
12 states with only one appellate court have both manda-
tory and discretionary jurisdiction. The COLRs in New
Hampshire, West Virginia, and Wisconsin exercise full
discretionary jurisdiction over their dockets, while all
COLRfilings in Nevada, North Dakota, and Wyoming are
appeals of right (totally mandatory jurisdiction). States
with |ACs differ in the manner in which jurisdiction is
allocated between the two appellate court levels. The
court structure charts in Part IV of the report provide a
point of reference for further distinguishing between
appellate court structures.

The nearly 222,000 appellate count case filings re-
ported in 1988 is not definitive since there is both under-
counting in some courts and double counting in others.
Table 1, Part lll (p. 72) reviews the quality of the caseload
information used to generate the national totais. Other
tables in Part Il provide information on mandatory ap-
peals, discretionary petitions, and opinions reported by
state appellate courts, noting instances where court sta-
tistics are incomplete, overinclusive, or simultaneously
incomplete and overinclusive. The most serious problem
is counts that are overinclusive because discretionary
petitions granted by the court are included both as peti-
tions and as mandatory appeals.

The 1988 totals for the appellate courts of individual
states can be found in Table 2, Part Il (p. 74), which
reports the number of mandatory appeals filed and dis-
posed, the number of petitions that were filed and dis-
posed of, and the number of petitions granted (and
previously granted petition dispositions). Tables 3 (Part
Il (p.88)), 4 (Partlll (p.94)), and 5 (Part lli (p. 100)) report
more detailed information on, respectively, mandatory
appeals, discretionary petitions, and discretionary peti-
tions granted. Table 6 (Part lll {p. 106)) displays informa-
tion on opinions reported by the state appellate courts. In
allinstances, states are listed according to their appellate
structure. States with one COLR and one IAC are listed
first, followed by states with only a COLR, and finally
states with more than one COLR or IAC.

The text and graphics that follow describe and com-
pare appellate caseloads reported by the states. The
review begins with the big picture, comparing the size and
composition of total state appellate caseloads.

The Composition of Appellate Court

Caseloads in 1988

As a generalization, the substantial portion of the
work of COLRs is to review petitions and then decide
those petitions that were granted. Of every 100 cases
filed in a state COLR, 62 were discretionary petitions.
This contrasts with the IAC caseload, in which only 12 of
every 100 filings were discretionary petitions. IACs are
the workhorses of state appellate systems. Three quar-
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Source: Court structure charts in Part 1V
National Center for State Courts, 1990

MAP 6: Appellate Court Caseload Jurisdiction, 1988
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ters (75.1 percent) of appellate filings in states with both
a COLR and an IAC went to the IAC."®

The issue considered here is whether differences in
appellate structure are associatedwith particularcaseload
patterns. Several interrelated questions revolve around
this issue.

Are the caseloads of one-level appellate systems
distinctive from other systems?

Does the generalization cited above on the respec-
tive role of COLRS and IACs in two-tier systems
apply to all states or are other patterns identifiable?

Are states with multiple appellate courts at any level
distinctive in the composition of their caseloads?

Such questions are important as the answers indicate the
extent to which like is being compared with like when

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

appellate systems are discussed and also speak to
whether appellate court reform has had the intended
impact. These issues are addressed below.

Graph 4 displays case filings per 100,000 population
in the appellate courts of 44 states and the District of
Columbia. The information used to generate the graph
can be found in Table 2, Part Ill (p. 74). The two main
conclusions that can be drawn from the information are
that caseload levels are similar across the states once
adjusted for state population size and particular appellate
structures are not closely linked to high or low caseloads.

States with only one appellate court are readily iden-
tified in Graph 4. The bar representing their case filings
has either one or two sections. Filing rates per 100,000
population in those states tend to be lower than in states
with a two-level appellate system. The difference is not
absolute. Nevada and Vermont have filing rates above
the median, as do West Virginia, which has entirely
discretionary jurisdiction, and the District of Columbia,
which has the highest filing rate.

2 Graph 1 overstates the presence of mandatory appeals relative to
discretionary petitions in appellate court casefoads. The footnotes to
Table 2, Part il indicate that the number of mandatory appeals is
overinclusive, encompassing all discretionary petitions: Arkansas
Supreme Coun, lllinois Appellate Court, Kansas Court of Appeals,
Michigan Court of Appeals, Maine Supreme Judicial Court, Nebraska
Supreme Court, New York Appellate Division of the Supreme Court,
New York Terms of the Supreme Court, and the Oklahoma Court of
Criminal Appeals.
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GRAPH 4: Total Appellate Filings per 100,000 Population, 1988
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Appellate structure is more strongly associated with
the composition of the appellate caseload. Two of the 12
states with only one appeliate court have entirely manda-
tory jurisdiction (Nevada and Wyoming). Another four
states (Delaware, Maine, Mississippi, and Nebraska)
have allocated only minor discretionary jurisdiction to
their appellate court. Thus, few discretionary petitions
were filed in those courts. Filings in the appellate courts
of the District of Columbia, Montana, South Dakota, and
Vermont were overwhelmingly in the form of mandatory
appeals. Rhode Island was the only state with one
appellate court in which discretionary petitions and
mandatory appeals were filed in roughly equal numbers.
The COLRs in New Hampshire and West Virginia have
solely discretionary jurisdiction, but most of the work of a

COLR in aone-tier appellate system is to decide manda-
tory appeals.

Appellate filings in about half of the states with one
COLR and one IAC conform to the standard perspective
on appellate structure and jurisdiction. Filings in the
COLR represent a small proportion of the state total and
are mainly discretionary petitions, while filings in the IAC
are primarily mandatory cases.?'

2 This describes the appellate systems of Arizona, Arkansas,
Colorado, Connecticut, Georgia, !llinois, Kansas, Kentucky,
Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey, North
Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Utah, Virginia, Washington, and Wisconsin.
The states of California, Florida, Louisiana, and Massachusetts
adhere to only part of the perspective. Discretionary petitions form a
larger than typical share of IAC filings.
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Six states offer a very different pattern, with most
filings in the COLR rather than the IAC: Hawaii, Idaho,
lowa, New Mexico, North Dakota, and South Carolina.
The pattern is perhaps clearest in New Mexico. In that
state, 62 percent of mandatory appeals and 80 percent of
discretionary petitions were filed in the COLR (Table 2,
Part lll, p. 74). That basic pattern applies to those states
in which the |IAC hears cases on assignment from the
COLR.Z

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

Alabama and Tennessee have separate |ACs for civil
and criminal appeals. The 1988 caseload in Tennessee
conforms to the most common pattern of a COLR with a
limited share of the total caseload consisting mainly of
discretionary petitions and an IAC with case filings inthe
form of mandatory appeals. The Alabama appellate
caseload is more evenly divided between the two court
levels and the majority of COLR cases and all of the IAC
cases are mandatory appeals.

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

There is much diversity in the composition of state
appellate caseloads. That diversity reflects how states
have respondedto increasesinthe volume of casefilings.
The available statistical evidence suggests that state
appellate caseloads doubled in the 1960s and then again
in the 1970s and grew at a more modest pace in the
1980s.2 Some states conform to the standard perspec-
tive on structuring and allocating jurisdiction to their
appellate courts. Other patterns can be identified, how-
ever, even among states with two-tier systems. Local
circumstances and needs tempered the application of the
standard perspective in many states. In particular, the
bulk of the appellate burden remains on the COLR in
some states (e.g. Alaska and New Mexico) and some
states (e.g. Hawaii, Idaho, lowa, South Carolina) have

2 All IAC filings in Hawaii, Idaho, lowa, and North Dakota are filed
through assignment by the state COLR, while filings in the South
Carolina IAC arrive both directly and through COLR assignment.
With the exception of New Mexico, these states have relatively low
rates of total appellate filings per 100,000 population. In Oklahoma,
all appeals in civil cases are directed to the Supreme Court, which
then transfers cases to the Court of Appeals, the state's IAC.

2 "State appellate caseloads have, on the average, doubled every
ten years since the Second World War.” American Bar Association,
Judicial Administration Division, Standards Relating to Appellate
Delay Reduction, Chicago: American Bar Association, 1988, p. 11.

retained substantialmandatory jurisdictionintheir COLRs
and others have allocated discretion to their IACs.

These reported filing levels reflect court rules, defini-
tions of appellate jurisdiction, methods of countingfilings,
the incidental appellate jurisdiction assignedto trial courts,
and the rate at which trial court filings result in trials, and
thus generate issues that can be the subject of an appeal.
Variation in these factors will result in differences be-
tween states in filing rates and, if they were taken into
consideration, would probably reduce the amount of
variation among states inthe same region and with similar
sizes and economic bases. The variation found in Graph
4 will be examined by appellate court structure.

The rest of the appellate caseload section considers,
in turn, mandatory appeals and discretionary petitions.
For mandatory appeals, the focus is on filing rates per
100,000 population and dispositions as a percentage of
filings. For discretionary petitions, the topics covered
include filing rates, petitions disposed as a percentage of
petitions filed, and the percentage of petitions granted.
The information on mandatory appeals and number of
petitions is then brought together by adding the number
of petitions granted during 1988 to the number of manda-
tory appeals filed, yielding a basic caseload measure for
many appellate systems: the number of cases to be
heard and decided on the merits. Appellate opinions are
the final topic considered.

MANDATORY APPELLATE CASELOADS IN 1988.
States reported 161,762 mandatory appeals in 1988,
15.8 percent of which were filed in COLRs. Forty-eight
states and the District of Columbia had appellate courts
with mandatory jurisdiction.

Mandatory Appeals Filed In State Appellate
Courts. Graph 5 summarizes mandatory filings in 45
states andthe District of Columbia, based onthe informa-
tion presented in Table 3, Part Il (p. 88). Filings are
expressed as rates per 100,000 population and filings in
a COLR are differentiated from those in an IAC.

Theresultingrange is substantial, from 23 per 100,000
population in North Carolina to 263 per 100,000 popula-
tion in the District of Columbia. The median rate is 70.3,
with nearly one-half of the states (22 of 46) falling within
aband that includes lowa (54 filings per 100,000 popula-
tion) and Pennsylvania (81 filings per 100,000 popula-
tion). There is abroad middie range of states with roughly
comparable levels of mandatory appeals.

There is no evident pattern linking filing rates to
region, state population, or court structure. States with-
outanlACtendto be small, located in New England orthe
Great Plains, and tend to have a COLR with little or no
discretionary jurisdiction. Yet, the 12 states meeting
those criteria (including Mississippi and West Virginia)
are scattered on the graph.2

 Mississippi (35.1), Rhode Island (41.3), and Maine (43.8) are at
the low end; South Dakota (60.0) and Nebraska (68.9), fall below the
median rate of 70.3; Delaware, Montana, and Wyoming are focated
slightly above the median; and Nevada (94.0) and Vermont (111.3)
show rates considerably above the median.
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GRAPH 5: Mandatory Filings per 100,000 Population, 1988
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Some of the rankings found in Graph 5 may be
attributed to differences in the breadth of appellate court
jurisdiction and to how cases are counted. The highest
filing rate is in the District of Columbia, which has one
appellate court system, and that court has very limited
discretionary jurisdiction. Of the five states with the next
highest per 100,000 population filing rate, two (Alaska
and New Mexico) retain substantial mandatory jurisdic-
tion at the COLR level and three (Arizona, Florida and
Oregon) do not.

In some states, appeals in death penalty cases
increasingly fillthe dockets of courts of last resort. Thirty-
four of the 37 states with capital punishment statutes in
effect during 1988 provide for the automatic review of
death sentences, usually by the COLR. In California,
which has such review, one commentator described the
state supreme court as expending much of its effort
during 1988 ondeath penalty cases, yet “after devoting so
much energy to the death penalty backlog, the court
finished its second year where it started. Its 73 decisions
were matched by 73 new death penalty judgments.”?

» Gerald Uelmen, “Mainstream Justice: A Review of the Second
Year of the Lucas Count,” California Lawyer, July, 1989, p. 40.

The method of count also affects the filing rate.
Appeals in the California appellate courts, for example,
are counted at the filing of the trial record, a point by which
some appeals have been closed, and therefore not
counted. Other states with low filing rates (Massachu-
setts, North Carolina, and South Carolina) also base their
count on documents filed after the notice of appeal.

Clearance Rates for Mandatory Appeals. Appel-
late courts that disposed of more cases than were filed
during 1988 reduced their pending caseloads. Cases
disposed during 1988 could have been filed in previous
years. Text Table 4 combinesthe relevant 1988 informa-
tion from Table 3, Part Il (p. 88) with the corresponding
data from 1987, allowing a two-year comparison of clear-
ance ratesforeach COLR and each IAC. States are listed
from lowest to highest 1988 clearance rates.

Aclearance rate could be calculated for COLRs in 30
states and the District of Columbia. For 32 states, a
clearance rate could be obtained for the IAC and is
included in Text Table 4. In COLRs the percentages
range from a low of 70.4 percent in Arizona to a high of
144 .9 percent in North Carolina. COLRs in 14 states are
reducing their pending caseload (reporting clearance
rates of over 100 percent) in 1988. This is a slight
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TEXT TABLE 4: Appellate Court Clearance Rates
for Mandatory Appeals, 1988
Court of Last Resort
State 1988 1987
Arizona 70.4% 74.1%
Maryland 75.6 95.3
Hawaii 85.2 94.0
Delaware 86.1 105.5
Mississippi 96.3 93.3
Idaho 869 102.1
Minnesota 923 84.7
Ohio 924 90.1
Nevada 93.0 118.3
Wyoming 93.6 944
Missoun 952
Vermont 95.7 98.0
Maine 96.0
New Jersey 97.8 109.2
Rhode Island 98.3 1245
District of Columbia 98.7 106.3
Texas 99.1 999
Nebraska 99.2 80.6
lllinois 103.3 979
Florida 104.7 94.3
South Dakota 108.2
Alaska 108.5 791
Louisiana 108.9 91.1
North Dakota 1104 935
lowa 112.2 107.6
Arkansas 1143 90.6
Kentucky 11714 103.8
Alabama 1199 101.9
Washington 129.1 109.6
Kansas 1323 155.6
North Carolina 1449 106.1
Intermediate Appellate Court
State 1988 1987
Idaho 71.4% 96.1%
Arizona 83.0 97.7
Kentucky 84.2 85.6
Georgia 86.1 94.7
Louisiana 86.4 879
Oklahoma 89.2 78.2
lowa 91.9 935
Arkansas 92.0 103.6
Alaska 926 91.5
Indiana 92.7 98.4
North Carolina 94.2 103.6
lllinois 94.2 93.7
Minnesota 94 .4 99.6
Missouri 949
Florida 955 98.1
Califonia 96.6 106.9
Ohio 96.6 94.1
Texas 96.8 99.6
Michigan 99.3 91.6
Kansas 99.8 104.4
Maryland 100.5 103.7
New Jersey 100.6 102.0
Alabama 1016 102.5
Connecticut 103.1 941
Washington 104.2 1195
Colorado 104.2 83.0
Oregon 106.6 98.3
Hawaii 107.5 106.0
Wisconsin 110.3 101.0
New York 118.7 136.0
South Carolina 119.5 83.6
North Dakota 144 4
Note: A blank space indicates that a calculation is
inappropriate for that year.
Source: Tables 2 and 3, Partlll
National Center for State Courts, 1990

improvement over 1987, when only 12 kept pace with the
flow of new mandatory appeal filings.

Mandatory clearance rates reported by IACs are
somewhat lower than for COLRs. The percentages
range from 71.4 percentinldahoto 144.4 percentin North
Dakota. In 1988, only 12 IACs reported clearance rates
in excess of 100 percent which is a slight improvement
overthe 11 IACs that reduced their pending caseloads in
1987.

DISCRETIONARY APPELLATE CASELOADS IN
1988. This section examines the 60,032 petitions that
were filed for review in state appellate courts. More than
two-thirds (69 percent) of those petitions were filed in a
COLR.

In state courts, “appellate capacity at anintermediate
level does not always spawn discretionary review at the
top, as it did in the federal system.”® State COLRs often
retain substantial mandatory jurisdiction and IACs are
often created with discretionary jurisdiction. Thus, the
division between the work of COLRs and IACs is not as
clear in most states as in the federal appellate system.

Appellate courts vary in the procedures to decide
which petitions to accept for review. In 31 states, a
decision to grant review in the COLR requires a majority
of the members of the full court or of the panel, whichever
is used to review petitions. In the remaining COLRs with
discretionary jurisdiction, a minority (in several courts a
single justice) of the members of the court or of a panel
can grant a petition.

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

Discretlonary Petitions Filed. The number of peti-
tions filed in each appellate court with discretionary
jurisdiction canbe foundin Table 3, Part Ill (p. 88). Graph
6 summarizes that information for 36 states and the
District of Columbia. The remaining states either lack
discretionary jurisdiction or did not provide the relevant
data for all courts with discretionary jurisdiction.

The medianfiling rate is 19.5 per 100,000 population.
Filing rates range from no filings in Mississippi to a high
of 153.3 per 100,000 population in Louisiana. Most filing
rates, however, are less than 30 per 100,000 population.
Louisiana (153.3 per 100,000 population), which allo-
cates substantial discretionary jurisdiction to both its
COLR and |AC, and West Virginia (86.4 per 100,000
population), a one-court appellate system without man-
datory jurisdiction, stand far above other states in the
magnitude of their discretionary petition caseloads.

There is greater uniformity among the states in dis-
cretionary filing rates thanfor rates of mandatory appeals.
States fall into four main categories: those with discre-
tionary filing rates of less than 10 per 100,000 population
(11 states); those with filing rates between 10 and 20
petitions per 100,000 population (seven); those with filing
rates between 20 and 31 petitions per 100,000 population

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

GRAPH 6: Discretionary Filings per 100,000 Population, 1988
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* State does not have discretionary jurisdiction.

(12 states); and those with filing rates in excess of 40
petitions per 100,000 (6 states). Louisiana and West
Virginia are distinct. Their appellate court filing rates lie
considerably far from the filing rate found in the state with
the third highest rate, Alaska (53 per 100,000 population).

IACs receive more discretionary petitions than the
COLREs in California, Florida, Louisiana, and Massachu-
setts. A substantial proportion of all discretionary peti-
tions were filed in the IACs of Georgia, North Carolina,
and Virginia. The filing rates in all of those states, except
North Carolina, are above the median of 19.5 per 100,000
population.

There s arelationship betweenthe size of mandatory
and discretionary caseloads. This is manifest at the high
and fow ends of the rankings. Alaska, Arizona, Florida,
Louisiana, and Oregon have both high mandatory and
high discretionary filing rates. Some of the states at the
low end of the range for discretionary filings simply lack
significant jurisdiction for discretionary petitions. How-
ever, Connecticut, Mississippi, and South Carolina, have
low filing rates for both mandatory appeals and discre-
tionary petitions.

Clearance Rates for Discretionary Petitions. Text
Table 5 provides information on discretionary petitions
that were decided during 1988 as a percentage of those

filed during the year (derived from Table 4, Part lll, p. 94),
as well as the corresponding information from 1987.
Comparable filing and disposition data are available for
COLRs of 29 states and the District of Columbia.

The lowest clearance rate in a COLR is 75 percent,
reported by the COLRin Delaware, and the highestis 115
percent reported by the COLR in Virginia. Roughly one-
half (14 out of 30) of COLRs reported disposing of more
petitions in 1988 than were filed. Relative to 1987, the
number of COLRs with clearance rates in excess of 100
percent improved substantially, from 8 out of 27 to 14 out
of 30.#7 Generally, pending discretionary caseloads in
COLRs during 1988 changed at the same pace as did
pending caseloads for mandatory appeals.

Discretionary clearance rates in IACs are limited to
13 states. IACs of six states are reporting clearance rates
of 100 percent or greater and are thereby reducing their
pending caseloads. These results are nearly identical to
what the IACs experienced in 1987. In fact, the actual
clearance rate levels varied little between the two years,
with five of the states that reported clearance rates in

7 Fourteen COLRSs reduced the size of their pending caseload
during 1988 compared to only eightin 1987.
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TEXT TABLE 5: Discretionary Petitions Decided
as a Percentage of Petitions

Filed, 1988
Court of Last Resort
State 1988 1987
Delaware 75.0% 100.0%
lowa 784 96.9
Alabama 788 91.7
New York 793
North Dakota 833
Louisiana 873 99.5
Arizona 889 105.9
Minnesota 90.0 88.7
Ohio 91.6 86.6
California 93.1 87.9
Hawaii 93.3 101.8
Rhode Island 94.2 1101
Wisconsin 946 834
inois 95.1 97.6
Texas 98.0 116.6
Kentucky 988 101.9
Vermont 100.0 83.9
Missouri 100.8
Oregon 101.6 96.0
New Jersey 103.3 102.1
Alaska 1045 105.5
District of Columbia 106.6 90.6
New Hampshire 107.7 874
Florida 108.4 96.3
West Virginia 109.5 93.7
Idaho 110.5 92.7
Washington 1115 95.0
Maryland 1138 85.8
North Carolina 114.3 94.2
Virginia 115.0 81.1
Intermediate Appeliate Court
State 1988 1987
Wisconsin 71.1% 85.1%
Florida 80.5 823
Kentucky 83.7 78.9
Georgia 95.3 95.6
Louisiana 98.1 97.7
Indiana 98.7
Minnesota 99.7 97.7
North Carolina 100.0 100.0
Maryland 100.0 100.0
Washington 104.3 1121
California 104.7 100.7
Arizona 105.0 88.2
Alaska 106.5 100.0

Note: A blank space indicates that a calculation is
inappropriate for that year.

Source:; Tables 2 and 4, Part il
National Center for State Courts, 1990

excess of 100 percent in 1987 also reporting rates ex-
ceeding 100 percent in 1988.

Discretionary Petitions Granted. The U.S. Su-
preme Court accepts for review about 5 percent of the
discretionary petitions filed.?® State COLRs tend to ac-
cept a larger percentage of petitions filed. During 1988,
state COLRs granted 16.4 percent of the discretionary
petitions filed.

2 Provine, supra note 27, p. 783.

TEXT TABLE 6: Discretionary Petitions Granted
as a Percentage of Total Discre-
tionary Cases Filed in COLRS,
1988

Number of Number of Percentage of

State Petitions  Petlitions Petitions

Filed Granted Granted

Alaska 244 29 11.9%
District of Columbia 61 9 14.8
Hawaii 45 10 22.2
llinois 1,558 210 135
Louisiana 2,657 395 14.9
Maryland 682 140 20.5
Massachusetts 563 196 348
Michigan 2,662 79 30
Minnesota 651 137 210
Missouri 1,056 114 108
New Jersey 1,354 126 9.3
New Mexico 252 40 15.9
North Carolina 636 57 9.0
Ohio 1,770 203 11.5
Oregon 857 121 14.1
Pennsylvania 2,207 230 104
Texas 2,659 482 18.1
Virginia 1,439 192 13.3
Waest Virginia 1,621 789 487
Wisconsin 915 181 19.8

Source: Tables 2, 4, and 5, Part |l
National Center for State Courts, 1980

That percentage is derived from Text Table 6, which
shows the number of petitions filed, the number and the
percentage granted, for the COLRs of 19 states and the
District of Columbia. The percentage granted ranges
from the low of 3 percent in Michigan to a high of 48.7
percent in West Virginia. The COLRs in Michigan (3
percent), North Carolina (9 percent), and New Jersey (9.3
percent) granted fewer than one of every ten petitions
filed. Where an IAC has been established, the precise
boundaries of the COLR's jurisdiction become important
to understanding the flow of cases to the COLR and,
possibly, the percentage of petitions that are granted. For
example, the types of cases that would go to the IAC in
Michigan are filed instead in the COLR in West Virginia,
where no IAC has been established and the Supreme
Court has exclusively discretionary jurisdiction.

The two Texas COLRs, one for civil and one for
criminal cases, granted 18.1 percent of the total discre-
tionary petitions filed. The Texas Supreme Count, which
hears appeals on civil matters, received three mandatory
appeals and 1,243 discretionary petitions, granting 14.1
percent of the petitions. The Texas Court of Criminal
Appeals received 3,578 mandatory appeals and 1416
discretionary petitions, granting 21.7 percent of the peti-
tions. The Texas |AC has exclusively mandatory jurisdic-
tion, and recorded 8,250 filings. These caseload statis-
tics are taken from Table 2, Part lil (p. 74), and the
jurisdictionalinformation fromthe court structure chartsin
Part IV,

IACs with discretionary jurisdiction tend to grant a
higher percentage of petitions than is the practice in their
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state COLR or in COLRs generally. Table 2, Part Il (p.
74), provides information on the percentage of discretion-
ary petitions granted in eight IACs: California Courts of
Appeal, 8.6 percent; Indiana Court of Appeals, 51.3
percent; Louisiana Courts of Appeal, 29.3 percent; Mary-
land Court of Special Appeals, 10 percent; Minnesota
Count of Appeals, 35 percent; New Mexico Court of
Appeals, 23.4 percent; and North Carolina Court of
Appeals, 15.9 percent. With the exception of Maryland,
the IAC grants a higher percentage of discretionary
petitions filed than does the state COLR.

Discretionary jurisdiction enables courts to control
their dockets. Generally, courts are selective in the
petitions that are granted. The use of discretion, how-
ever, is exercised very differently among the states. 1ACs
also exercise discretionary power differently than COLRSs,
reflecting theirrespective roles in state appellate systems
and, perhaps, the capacity of |ACs to expand the number
of authorized judgeships in the face of rising caseloads.

MANDATORY APPEALS AND PETITIONS
GRANTED IN 1988. Appellate courts decide two types of
cases: mandatory appeals and discretionary petitions
that have been granted. Counrts differ in the process
through which discretionary petitions are reviewed, re-
sulting in varying workload implications for the court and
its justices. Therefore, the most comparable and perhaps
most important index of the work carried out by state
appellate courts in 1988 is the total number of mandatory
appeals and discretionary petitions granted. This is the
pool of cases that the courts will decide on the merits.

The number of relevant cases canbe calculated from
all of the appellate courts in 17 states and the District of
Columbia using information in Table 5, Part Ill (p. 100).
Text Table 7 displays filings per 100,000 population of
mandatory appeals and discretionary petitions that were
subsequently granted. States are grouped according to
their appellate structure. The filing rate includes all
mandatory appeals and all discretionary petitions that
were subsequently granted.

Filing rates range from 25.1 inNorth Carolinato 146.5
in Oregon for states with one COLR and one IAC. Most
of the filings in Louisiana and Oregon were in the IAC.
However, New Mexico, with the third highest filing rate,
received the majority of filings in the COLR (62.7 percent
of the total). Contrasting the filing rates fromthese courts
with those with either no IAC or multiple COLRs does not
appear to show any systemic variation. The one possible
exception is the District of Columbia, where the filing rate
far exceeds the level found in all states. The 1988 filing
rates parallel those found for 1987 (Text Table 4, p. 13,
State Court Caseload Statistics: 1987 Annual Repori).
State filing rates do not, however, appear to reflect the
type of appeliate court structure a state has adopted.

The ranking of states essentially parallels that found
forthe rate of mandatory appeals per 100,000 population
(see Graph 5). The Louisiana appeliate courts, however,
move ahead of Ohio and New Mexico, and the Minnesota
appellate courts move ahead of the North Dakota courts
when both granted petitions and mandatory appeals are
used to calculate the rate of appeals. Compared to the
appellate systems of Ohio and New Mexico, Louisiana’s

TEXT TABLE 7: Mandatory Appeals Filed and
Discretionary Petitions Granted
per 100,000 Population, 1988

Apellate Structure/State
States with one COLR and one IAC

North Carolina 25.1
South Carolina 276
California 427
Maryland 46.7
North Dakota 56.4
Minnesota 60.1
Missouri 679
Hawaii 769

Ohio 98.7

New Mexico 118.1
Louisiana 127.6
Oregon 146.5

State with no IAC

West Virginia 421

Wyoming 745

Nevada 94.0

District of Columbia 264.2
State with multiple COLRS

Texas 73.1

Oklahoma 103.8

Source: Tables 2, 3, and 5, Part lli
National Center for State Courts, 1990

courts both receive a large proportion of their total filings
as discretionary petitions and grant a high percentage (23
percent) of the petitions filed.

Graph 7 focuses onthe COLRs in states with at least
one |AC. Filings that will be decided on the merits range
from less than one per 100,000 population in Michigan to
75 per 100,000 population in Alaska. Granted petitions
constitute the majority of cases decided by the COLRs of
Louisiana, Massachusetts, Missouri, and Pennsylvania.
In California, the number of appeals and the number of
granted petitions are nearly equivalent.

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

APPELLATE COURT OPINIONS IN 1988. The
preparation of full written opinions “has been called the
single most time-consuming task in the appellate proc-
ess.”® Rising appellate caseloads have led to both
curtailment of fuli opinions to decide cases andto concern

® American Bar Association, Judicial Administration Division, supra
note 23, p. 21.
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GRAPH 7: Mandatory Filings and Petitions Granted per 100,000 Population in COLRs, 1988
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overthe availability of sufficientjudicial time to prepare full
opinions in important cases.

Table 6, Part Il (p. 106), presents the number of
signed opinions issued by state appellate courts during
1988. Thetable also provides supplementary information
that describes whether the count is by case or by written
document and whether majority opinions, per curiam
opinions, and memorandums/orders are included in the
count. [nformation is also provided on the number of
justices or judges serving on each court and the number
of support staff with legal training that the court employs.
The number of justices or judges is particularly signifi-
cant, as appellate courts, and especially IACs, vary
greatly in size. COLRs vary from three (the Oklahoma
Count of Criminal Appeals) to nine justices (the Alabama
Supreme Coun, the District of Columbia Court of Ap-
peals, the lowa Supreme Count, the Mississippi Supreme
Coun, the Texas Supreme Court, and the Washington
Supreme Court). IACs range in size fromthree judges (in
Alabama, Alaska, Hawaii, and ldaho) to the 88-judge
California Courts of Appeal.

The restricted size of COLRs and the nature of their
responsibilities tends to limit the number of signed opin-
ions to severalhundredin ayear (the U.S. Supreme Court
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typically decides about 150 cases a year by opinion).®
Generally, courts can determine how they decide cases,
whether by full explanatory opinion or by order, and thus
control their workload. Therefore, the number of signed
opinions is not directly related to the number of cases
decided by the court on the merits during 1988. Among
COLRs, they range from 55 in Delaware to 672 in Ala-
bama.

IACs vary considerably in the number of signed
opinions issued during 1988. The highest humber was
reported by the California Courts of Appeal: 8,693
(compared to the 122 opinions reported by the California
Supreme Count). The IACs in Florida, Michigan, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, and Texas reported more than 4,000 signed
opinions.

Appellate courts decide appeals in other ways that
also state the facts of the case and reasons for the court’s
decision. These include memorandum decisions, which
are signed, and per curiam opinions, which are for the

* The U.S. Supreme Court disposed of 156 cases by signed opinion
(133 consolidated opinions) and 12 cases by per curiam opinion
(statistics supplied by the Office of the Clerk, Supreme Court of the
United States).



court and generally very brief, but in some appellate
courts they state the court's reasoning. What differenti-
ates a signed opinion from a memorandum decision
varies among appellate courts. All unpublished opinions
are designated memorandum decisions by some courts
and are counted separately from the signed opinions
shownin Table 6, Part lil. Other courts merge memoran-
dum decisions with the count of signed opinions. There-
fore, despite their significance, statistics on opinions are
the least comparable elementto appellate courtcaseloads.

Appellate Courts in 1988: A Summa

Nationally, there were 4.2 percent more appellate
filings in 1988 thanin 1987. Of course, this does not mean
that filings in all courts increased; rather, more COLRs
and |ACs reported increases than reported decreases.
The general increase, based on courts reporting compa-
rable data in the two years, should be viewed in the
context of increasing appellate caseloads over the past
three decades.

The combined state court appellate filings in 1988
consisted of 11.5 percent mandatory appeals to COLRs,
18.8 percent discretionary petitions to COLRs, 61.4 per-
cent mandatory appeals to IACs, and 8.3 percent discre-
tionary petitions to 1ACs.

Most two-tier appellate systems conformed to the
pattern in which the COLR controls its docket through
discretionary jurisdiction and most mandatory appeals
are heard in an IAC. There are a number of states to
which that pattern does not apply. In some states, the
COLR continues to hear and decide most of the filings,
ofteninthe formof mandatory appeals. The IACsinthese
and other states have been allocated significant discre-
tionary jurisdiction.

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

Appeliate courts in most states disposed of more
cases in 1988 than were filed during the year. A case
disposed of in 1988 could, of course, have originatedin a
filing several years previously. Appellate courts that re-
portclearance rates of substantially less than 100 percent
accumulated a larger pending caseload during 1988 and
cases must be heard and decided more expeditiously in
1989 and subsequent years if these courts are to remain
current.

Trial Court and Appellate Court
Caseload Trends, 1984-88

This section describes change over a five-year pe-
riod in the caseloads of state trial and appellate courts.

Such a more-broadly based appraisal of the work of the
state courts during the mid-1980s serves several pur-
poses. First, it indicates whether the differences among
states and the patterns highlighted in the preceding
sections for 1988 are stable features of state court sys-
tems. Second, it outlines the direction, if any, in which
courts and count users nationally are now moving. Clear
trends allow us to infer probable future situations from
previous circumstances. The examination of recent
trends begins with trial court case filings, focusing on
felony and tort cases.

Trends in Civil and

Criminal Trial Court Filings, 1984-88

This analysis places 1988 trial court filings in the
context of recent caseioad trends. Two questions are
addressed. First, to what extent are filing rates for
individual states and courts essentially stable over time?
If filing rates change dramatically and unsystematically
from year to year, then the rankings of states reported in
the preceding section for civil, criminal, and juvenile filing
rates are probably attributable to short-term or random
factors. Stability in ranking suggests that durable charac-
teristics such as state legal systems, economies, and
demographics are influential ifi determining the size and
composition of court caseloads.

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

The baseline used for this section is the caseload
reported by state trial courts in 1984.%" The trends
describe subsequent changes in feiony and tort case
filings. Contract and real property rights cases are also
briefly examined to determine if such civil cases are
changing in the same direction and at the same pace as
tort cases. Felony, tort, contract, and real property rights
cases tend to consume more court resources than other
case categories and to speak directly to the concerns and
questions court managers, legisiators, and the public
have about the work of the state courts.

The data used in this section consists of caseload
information reported in the State Court Caseload Statis-
tics: Annual Report series, 1984 to 1988. Examining

3 The caseload statistics series published by the National Center for
State Courts begins in 1975. However, the period 1984 to 1988 is
the longest continuous time span for which caseload data compa-
rable to that reported in this volume can be obtained for a significant
number of general jurisdiction courts. The only other annual series
on state court caseloads was collected and published by the U.S.
Bureau of the Census. The last volume in that series reported 1946
statistics.
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CHART 5: Felony and Tort Trial Court Filings,
1984-88 Trends
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trends limits the data to states that reported statistics in
comparable terms over the entire time span. Therefore,
some states that have refined their data collection proce-
dures in recent years may have relevant statistics in the
1988 report but are excluded from the trend analysis,
which includes those states that provided data through-
out the five-year span.

TRENDS IN FELONY FILINGS, 1984-88. Felonies
are serious criminal offenses. The line dividing felonies
from other criminal offenses and the specific offenses
included varies among the states but felony case filings
always include the most serious offenses and exclude
minor offenses. Typically, afelony is anoffense forwhich
the minimum prison sentence is one year or more.*

Comparable felony filing data can be obtained from
32 statewide general jurisdiction trial court systems for
the period 1984 to 1988. The number of felony cases filed
peryearin each court system is detailed in Table 15, Part
Il (pp. 171-74). The combinedfelony caseloadsofthe 32
states rose by nearly one-third (32.2 percent) between
1984 and 1988. Chart 5 depicts the trend that links the
filing levels in those two years. The largest year-to-year
change was in 1985-86, whenfilings rose by 10.8 percent
(see Table 15, Part lll).

Text Table 8 summarizesthe experiences overthose
years of the general jurisdiction courts in each of the 32

2 Wayne Logan, Lindsay Stellwagen, and Patrick Langan, Felony
Sentencing Law of the 50 States and the District of Columbia, 1986.
Washington D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice
Statistics (NCJ-105066), 1988.

states, using filing rates per 100,000 adult population.
States are ranked by the magnitude of the overall per-
centage change in filing rates over the five years. Per-
centage changes between adjacent years are also shown.
The use of population based rates implicitly imposes a
burdenfor atrend analysis in which court caseloads must
rise more rapidly than the state population to show an
increase. Population adjusted rates, however, are used
to be consistent with previous sections and to facilitate
comparisons by identifying the relative size of the
caseloads confronting the various states. The subsection
on tort trends discusses the implications of population-
adjusted filing rates.

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

Filings per 100,000 population increased in approxi-
mately two-thirds of the courts reporting relevant data for
each set of adjacent years. Between 1987 and 1988, six
states registered a decrease, (although the change in
four states was 2 percent or less) and 26 registered an
increase. The patterns of change observed over this
most recent period were roughly similar to those occur-
ring throughout the past five years.

Increases tended to be substantial. While very few
state courts reported adecrease of more than 10 percent,
and most decreases were less than 5 percent, many
courts reported year-to-year increases of 10 to 20 per-
cent. Ofthe 32 states reporting relevant data, 13 showed
continuous yearly increases across the five-year span.
Therewere, however, fluctuations for most courts despite
the strong underlying trend toward higher felony filings.
Montana, for example, registered little change between
1985-86, a 5 percent decrease between 1986-87, and a
12 percent increase between 1987-88. No state regis-
tered four successive decreases during the five-year
period and only two states with relevant data (Hawaii and
Oklahoma) failed to register at least one increase of 5
percent or more. In all, 29 of the 32 states showed an
increase in felony filings over the last five years.

Despite the general trend in increasing filings, there
are important differences among the states in the pat-
terns that characterize the annual rates of change. The
experience of the states in changing levels of felony filings
per 100,000 population between 1984 and 1988 falls into
four main patterns. First, strong and consistent upward
trends (1 percent or more per year) are identifiable in
California (a cumulative increase of 41.5 percent), Con-
necticut (55.5 percent), the District of Columbia (106.3
percent), Indiana (52.4 percent), Minnesota (30.3 per-
cent), New Hampshire (42.5 percent), New York (34.5
percent), Oregon (27.4 percent), Texas (33.9 percent),
and Washington (52.3 percent).

Second, seven other states manifest a pattern that
can be categorized as having a clear upward trend, but
without consistent year-to-year increases exceeding 1
percent over the time period (some years changes in
felony filing rates were in the -1 percent to 1 percent
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General Jurisdiction Courts

Felony
Filings
Percent Percent Percent per Percent
Change Change Change 100,000 Change
85-86 86-87 87-88 1988 Overall
-2.9% -5.1% 3.2% 358 -9.3%
-3.1 8.1 -11.7 307 -7.7
57 -23.0 47 965 -11
-1.2 -53 37 404 3.7
44 29 5.1 662 37
-1.3 47 10.7 438 5.1
13.0 45 -20 508 79
-3.2 0.7 -0.7 406 8.2
3.2 37 08 1102 83
03 -0.1 6.8 715 12.3
0.2 6.2 55 744 135
-3.1 7.0 44 409 135
55 2.0 9.6 543 153
1.3 52 11.8 467 154
38 6.1 56 1176 16.0
5.7 7.9 09 309 176
1.6 12.2 1.4 1267 19.5
14 23 -1.1 631 211
8.9 120 64 1139 233
1.8 2.2 249 677 237
14.7 1.3 0.6 874 25.0
70 77 7.0 1291 274
14 9.7 8.6 757 30.3
16.6 6.8 25 1037 339
10.6 11.1 6.0 496 345
13. 8.0 78 555 415
124 103 7.3 750 425
75 50 178 737 52.3
9.4 -3.0 §5.0 876 52.4
228 6.5 6.8 521 524
74 94 23.4 251 55.5
323 238 88 4473 106.3

*Figures for felony filings do not match those reported in the 1984, 1985, and 1986 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Reports. For
Connecticut Superior, the felony filings have been adjusted to include only triable felonies so as to be comparable to 1987 and
1988 data. For Hawaii Circuit, misdemeanor cases have been included to allow comparability with 1987 and 1988 data.

TEXT TABLE 8: Trends in Felony Filings per 100,000 Adult Population Percentage
Change by Year and Over Five-Year Period
(Sorted by Five-Year Percentage Change)
Felony
Filings
per Percent
100,000 Change
Court 1984 84-85
HAWAI! Circuit* 395 -4.6%
WEST VIRGINIA Circuit 332 -0.3
MISSOURI Circuit 976 16.1
WISCONSIN Circuit 390 6.8
KANSAS District 638 -8.1
WYOMING District 417 1.0
VERMONT District 471 20
MAINE Superior 375 133
OKLAHOMA District 1017 20
COLORADO District 637 49
NEW JERSEY Superior 656 1.1
IOWA District 360 48
OHIO Court of Common Pleas 471 -2.2
MONTANA District 404 75
VIRGINIA Circuit 1013 -0.2
NORTH DAKOTA District 263 22
ARKANSAS Circuit 1060 18.0
SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit 521 18.0
NORTH CAROLINA Superior 924 -5.1
ILLINOIS Circuit 548 0.6
ARIZONA Superior 699 6.9
OREGON Circuit 1013 33
MINNESOTA District 581 78
TEXAS District 774 49
NEW YORK Supreme and County 369 32
CALIFORNIA Superior 392 75
NEW HAMPSHIRE Superior 526 71
WASHINGTON Superior 484 14.5
RHODE ISLAND Superior 575 11.9
INDIANA Superior and Circuit 342 9.2
CONNECTICUT Superior* 161 7.2
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior 2169 15.7
Source: Table 15, Partll|
National Center for State Courts, 1990

range). These states (andthe percentincrease recorded
between 1984 and 1988) are Arizona (25.0 percent),
Colorado (12.3 percent), New Jersey (13.5 percent),
North Dakota (17.6 percent), Oklahoma (8.3 percent),
South Dakota (21.1 percent), and Virginia (16.0 percent).

Third, there is a pattern of mixed increases and
decreases in the yearly changes experienced by Arkan-
sas, lllinois, lowa, Kansas, Maine, Montana, North Caro-
lina, Ohio, Rhode Island, Vermont, Wisconsin, and
Wyoming. It should be noted that the percentage change
for the five years as a whole was positive in all these
courts. However, the direction of year-to-year changes
was not consistent.

Lastly, three states (Hawaii, Missouri, and West
Virginia) appear to have experienced downward trends.

Filing rates in those slates tended to decline over the
1984-88 period but not consistently.

In sum, felony filings nationally manifest a clear
upwardtrend. Thetime spancoveredis still brief and data
are not available for some states. But virtually all states
with relevant data, states drawn from all regions of the
country, demonstrate a pattern of rising felony case
filings.

TRENDS IN TORT FILINGS, 1984-88. Torts are
allegations of injury or wrong committed either against a
person or against a person’s property by a party who
either failed to do something that they were obligated to
do or did something that they were obligated not to do.
The caseload statistics reports for 1985, 1986, and 1987
contained a separate section devoted to trends in tort
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Filve-Year Period
{Sorted by Five-Year Percentage Change)
Tort
Filings
per Percent
100,000 Change
Court 1984 84-8
ALASKA Superior 261 54.1%
NEW YORK Supreme and County 213 6.3
MAINE Superior 180 -1.2
IDAHO District 173 15.8
WASHINGTON Superior 207 6.9
UTAH District 87 -127
MONTANA District 199 137
TEXAS District 214 73
HAWAII Circuit 155 26
PUERTO RICO Superior 121 10.6
NORTH DAKOTA District 80 6.8
COLORADO District 132 6.3
KANSAS District 165 0.2
FLORIDA Circuit* 244 75
MARYLAND Circuit 249 -74
CALIFORNIA Superior 379 12.2
OHIO Court of Common Pleas 206 153
NEW JERSEY Superior 555 04
MICHIGAN Circuit** 255 -1.8
ARIZONA Superior 300 12.2
ALASKA District 116 423
OHIO County 5 -10.5
HAWAII District 67 -73
OHIO Municipal 126 -3.7
PUERTO RICO District 47 1.9
TEXAS County-Level 45 127
**Data from 4 counties was unavailable for the 1984 total tort figures.
Source: Table 16, Partlll
National Center for State Courts, 1990

TEXT TABLE 9: Trends in Tort Filings per 100,000 Population Percentage Change by Year and Over

General Jurisdiction Courts

Tort
Filings
Percent Percent Percent per Percent
Change Change Change 100,000 Change
85-8 86-8 87-8 1988 Overall
9.3% -27.9% -43.5% 179 -31.4%
99 6.7 -10.8 171 -19.7
-2.1 -13.7 -2.0 147 -18.2
57 -16.7 -17.7 145 -16.1
97.8 -59.6 6.6 188 -9.0
100.5 -47.6 47 83 4.1
-1.0 -1.2 -136 191 -3.8
0.2 59 -10.5 217 1.5
35 0.2 4.2 158 19
39 53 -15.8 124 1.9
10.5 -0.8 09 83 3.2
339 -40.9 227 137 33
48 1.8 4.1 184 113
109 4.1 0.5 278 139
20.3 29 74 306 23.1
13.6 3.0 59 468 234
10.5 38 -3.2 264 28.0
73 18 196 728 311
421 -9.3 36 335 31.2
6.2 1.1 62.2 587 955
Limited Jurisdiction Courts
362.5 -733 -58.3 85 -266
03 -126 03 4 -21.8
12.2 246 -179 71 6.5
77 104 -1.8 142 128
12.7 -3.0 6.9 56 19.0
174 14.3 74 72 62.0

*Figures for tort filings do not match those reported in the 1986, 1987, and 1988 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Reports.
Professional tort cases in Florida Circuit have been removed so as to be comparable to 1984 and 1985 data.

litigation. This report updates selected indicators of
trends in torts and general civil case filings.®
Comparable tort filing data can be obtained from 20
general jurisdiction courts for the period 1984 to 1988.
The actual number of tort filings per year are detailed in

¥ Before 1986, civil case filings in New York's general jurisdiction
courts, the supreme court and county court, were reported based on
a count taken at the “trial note of issue,” a document by which the
parties indicate their readiness for trial. In 1986, 1987, and 1988,
civil filing statistics from those courts are based on a count taken at
the “request for judicial intervention,” which is usually filed with the
first motion, an event that takes place at an earlier stage in the
litigation process than the *trial note of issue.” The change in the
point of count is of great significance for the caseload data. The
New York supreme and county courts reported 126,776 civil case
filings in 1985 and 284,568 in 1986. To make the trend tables
prepared by the NCSC Court Statistics Project consistent over time,
Table 16 in Part lIl is based on a count of filings taken at the “trial
note of issue” using information provided by the New York state
office of court administration.

Table 16, Part lil (p. 175). Text Table 9 summarizes the
change experienced by each court in each year by
showing the rate of filings per 100,000 population (in 1984
and 1988) and the percentage change between adjacent
years and for the five-year period as a whole. The courts
are ranked by the percentage change in the rate of tort
filings per 100,000 population over the past five years.

The data suggest three consistencies in tort filings.
First, tort filing rates in most states fluctuate rather than
remain stable. Second, there is a national directiontothe
fluctuationin a givenyear. Third, despite the fluctuations,
there is an apparent underlying upward or downward
trend in some states.

The first consistency answers the question about
stability infiling rates. Filing rates in most states fluctuate
fromyear-to-year, often substantially. The more extreme
yeartoyearchanges intortfiling levels are oftenthe short-
term effects of tort reform legisiation that make it advan-
tageous for litigants to file a lawsuit either before or after
a particular date. This issue is examined by linking the
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timing of recent statutory changes in Alaska, Arizona,
Michigan, New Jersey, Washington, and Utah to ob-
served abrupt shifts in the level of tort filings in those
states.

Tort reform legislation during 1986 and 1987 revised
several aspects of Alaska's civil law. In 1986 a $500,000
ceiling on noneconomic damages in personal injury cases
was established.* In addition, the Alaska legislature in
1987 did away with pure joint and several liability for joint
tortfeasors (defendants). The resultis that a plaintiff can
no longer recover alldamages fromone tortfeasor; rather,
each tortfeasor is now responsible for an amount of
damages based upon his or her percentage of fault. The
substantialrise intort filings during 1985 and 1986 is likely
to represent an effort by people to have their cases
decided under the old law. The sharp declines during
1987 and 1988 to levels roughly in line with pre-1985 filing
rates support this reasoning.

Arizona offers a clear example of the potential impact
of change in filing incentives brought about by changes in
the legal framework. In 1987, the Arizona legislature
abolished joint and several liability with the statute taking
effect on January 1, 1988.% The impact was dramatic.
“Of the 17,128 tort cases pending in Maricopa County as
of December 30, 1987, 8,223 were filed in that very
month, precisely to take advantage of the old doctrine.
The court administrator’s office reports that the average
number of new tort filings per month in Maricopa County
is 615."7 This change undoubtedly underlies the 62
percent increase in the tort filing rate per 100,000 popu-
lation between 1987 and 1988.%

In 1986, the Michigan legislature established a case
evaluation panel to screen most civil actions in order to
identify and penalize frivolous law suits (especially ton
actions).?® The panel became effective on October 1,
1986. When the panel determines that an action is
frivolous, the plaintiff proceeds to trial at the risk of serious
penalties should the judgment be against himor her. This
statute seemingly accounts for the large increase in the
number of tort filings in 1986 (the last year before the
evaluation panel came into effect).

On December 27, 1987, New Jersey statute law
established mandatory arbitration for personal injury
actions involving less than $20,000.4° Because arbitra-
tion is generally less expensive for the litigants, this
change in the law provides a strong incentive for the
plaintiffs with relatively small personal injury claims to
bring suit where they otherwise would not. This statute is
one factor responsible for the nearly 20 percent increase

3 Section 09.17.101 of the Code of Civil Procedure.

% Chapter 16 of the Code of Civil Procedure was repealed in 1987.
% Section 12-2506 of the Arizona Revised Statutes. This change
became effective January 1, 1988.

¥ Elliot Talenfeld, “Instructing the jury as to the effect of joint and
several liability: time for the court to address the issue on the
merits,” Arizona State Law Journal, 20:925, 1988.

3 Although the new statute took effect January 1, 1988, its impact
was felt on the 1988 filing rates because Arizona is on a July 1-June
30 reporting period.

» Section 600.4963 of the Michigan Compiled Laws.

“ Section 2A:23A-20 of the New Jersey Revised Statutes.

in tort filings per 100,000 population the state recorded
during 1988.

Tort reform legislation in Utah during 1986 set a cap
on the amount of noneconomic damages that a plaintiff
could recover, modified the doctrine of joint and several
liability, and required structured settlements for certain
categories of awards. Tort filings in Utah doubled be-
tween 1985 and 1986 and then decreased by 48 percent
between 1986 and 1987. Thereafter, the upheaval dissi-
pated, with tort filings remaining relatively constant be-
tween 1987 and 1988 (a slight increase of just under 5
percent). The net effect was minor when considered in
relation to population: there were 76 tort filings per
100,000 population in the Utah District Court in 1985,
spiked to 152 filings per 100,000 population in 1986, and
dropped to 83 per 100,000 population in 1988.

The sharpfluctuations notedfor the state of Washing-
ton appear to reflect the same pattern of a sharmp rise in
response to incentives to file in one year followed by an
equally precipitous decline back to a rate near the original
filing level. Tort filings doubled between 1985 and 1986
and then fell by 59 percent in 1987. The 1988 statistics
suggest the short-term nature of this jolt as the tort filing
rate in 1988 is quite similar t6 the pre-1986 levels.

Otherfluctuations may reflect changes over the 1980s
in the maximum dollar amount jurisdiction for cases filed
in courts of limited jurisdiction and for small claims proce-
dures. In most states, those maximums have increased
substantially. Limited jurisdiction courts and small claims
procedures are now viable alternativestofiling atortcase
in the general jurisdiction courts of many states. This
adds weight to the significance of the increases observed
in tort filings, since case filings in general jurisdiction
courts perhaps represent a declining share of total claims
for tort damages. For example, on July 1, 1986 (the start
of the court reporting year), the maximum dollar amount
of a small claims filing in the Alaska District Court rose
from $1,000 to $5,000. This change, in addition to the
change in tort law discussed earlier, may account for the
large decreases in the tort filing rate per 100,000 popula-
tionin boththe Alaska Superior and Alaska District Courts
during the 1986 to 1988 period.

A second consistency in tont filing rates in the latter
half of the 1980s speaks to the question of national
patterns. There is some consistency among states inthe
timing of upward and downward fluctuations. Filing rates
tended to increase in 1985 and again in 1986. Between
1984 and 1985, 14 of 20 states registeredincreasesinthe
rate at which tort cases were filed in their general jurisdic-
tion trial court. Between 1985 and 1986, 16 of 20 states
registered an increase. This upward trend seems to be
leveling off in that the changes between 1986 and 1987
and between 1987 and 1988 both showed an even mix of
increases and decreases.

This appearance of a leveling off in tort filings is
further confirmed by examining the aggregate number of
tort filings for the 20 states being examined, as shown in
Chart 5 (Table 16, Partlll, p. 175). Forthose states, there
was an overall increase in tort filings of 24.7 percent
during the past five years. Most of this growth occurred
between 1984 and 1986 (23.8 percent). Although some
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growth has continued between 1986 and 1988, it is slight
(justunder 1 percent). This consistency suggests factors
operating at a national or perhaps regional level that
affectthe extent and direction of change to tort filing rates.
Thus despite the link between extreme fluctuations in
some states and specific legislative initiatives, there is
nevertheless some evidence of a national direction in tort
filings. This may reflect the pervasiveness of the wave of
tort reform in the mid-1980s or other factors that affect
incentives to litigate.

Athird consistentpatternis thatthe direction of trends
in filings is upward. Maine is the only state in Text Table
9inwhichtort filings decreased each year during the five-
year period. Despite the apparent slowing in tort growth
over the past two years, enough states are still experienc-
ing increases in their general jurisdiction court filings
during the 1984-88 period to support a general upward
trend. Kansas, New Jersey, and Arizona experienced
four successive increases, while 13 of the 20 states
showed an overall increase in tort filings between 1984
and 1988.

Some of the increases over the full 1984-88 period
are substantial indeed. Tort filings per 100,000 popula-
tion increased by 95 percent in Arizona, 23 percent in
California, 31 percent in Michigan and New Jersey, and
28 percent in Ohio. Most increases were more modest
and the story that emerges from the case filing statistics
will vary depending on which states are regarded as the
most significant bellwethers of change. Some tentative
trends can be discerned, however, based onthe 1984-88
tort filing data. Each trend is distinctive in terms of the
consistency and direction of change in filing rates.

First, tort filings in three states have grown consis-
tently over the 1984-88 period: Arizona, Kansas, and
New Jersey. Second, there was an apparent upward
trend in eight states, broken only in one year. The
following states show an increase in tort filings for all
years except: (a) 1984-85—Maryland; (b) 1986-87—
Colorado and Washington; and (c) 1987-88—California,
Hawaii, Ohio, Puerto Rico, and Texas. Third, filings in
seven states do not manifest a clear direction, fluctuating
from year to year. Those states showing substantial
fluctuation over the five-year period are: Alaska, Idaho,
and Utah. Those states that have exhibited relatively
minor year-to-year change are: Florida, Montana, North
Dakota, Michigan, and New York.

Maine suggests a fourth trend that may also be
presentinstates notincludedin Text Table 9. Maineisthe
only state offering consistent evidence of a downward
trend; the decrease, however, has been slight in most
years.

To summarize, the available state court data suggest
that overall tort filings are currently increasing at much
more modest rates than earlier in the decade. This trend
is less apparent at the state level where a great deal! of
variability exists. Over the last five years, the courts
examined include three states with a consistent upward
trend and eight additional states with a predominant
upward trend despite some yearly fluctuation. The filing
rate has consistently decreased in only one state. There

is no satistactory basis for attributing a direction to the
tiling data for the eight remaining states.

Torts are a type of court case likely to consume
substantial court resources and are used as a key meas-
ure in the debate on whether the level of litigation in this
country is rising. This section has laid the groundwork by
examining the growth of tort filings as a distinct casetype.
The next subsection extends the analysis by examining
the growth of tort filings relative to other categories of civil
caseload.

TORTS AND OTHER CIVIL LITIGATION, 1984-88.
The trends just identified are short-term. The available
information covers too brief a time span to draw firm
conclusions about the extent and direction of fundamen-
tal change in tort filings. It would buttress the tentative
conclusions considerably, however, if even in the short-
term, tort filings were increasing more rapidly than other
types of civil cases.

This is pursued by providing a broader context to
gauge what is now happening in tort litigation. The first
method considers torts as a percentage of total civil filings
between 1984 and 1988. Since torts are a component of
total civil filings, a change in this percentage indicates
whether torts are becoming a larger component of state
court caseloads. This index provides another way 10
judge the amount of change in tort litigation.

The second method is to offer a more refined stan-
dard by which to judge the degree of change in tort
litigation. This takes the form of a comparison of the five-
year trends in tort, contract, and real property rights
cases. Examining trends in these select casetypes
allows us to draw conciusions on whether torts are
increasing more sharply and more consistently than other
major forms of civil cases.

Torts as a Percentage of Total Civil Filings. Itis
possible to calculate the percentage tort cases represent
of total civil filings in 20 general jurisdiction state court
systems. The number of tort cases filed annually in each
court system is shown in Text Table 10; total civil filings
are taken from Table 9 in the various annual caseload
reports for the years under consideration.

In 12 states the percentage was essentially un-
changed over the five-year period; in one state the
percentage consistently increased; and in seven states
there were mixed increases and decreases.*'

The only state to show a continual increase in the
percentage of tort cases was Arizona. Torts represented
10.7 percent of Arizona’'s 1984 civil filings and 19.1
percent of 1988 filings. This increase reflects the effects
of tort reform discussed earlier. There were several
states that showed pronounced increases in specific
years or for certain periods in the five-year span. Califor-
nia, Hawaii, and Texas all showed an increasing percent-
age of tort filings from 1984 to 1987 before a slight decline

4 A more formal analysis would take into consideration that a
change from 21 percent to 22 percent is not proportional to a change
from, say 3 percent to 4 percent. The standard procedure is a
logarithmic transformation of the data.
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TEXT TABLE 10: Tort Filings as a Percentage of Civil Filings
Court 1984
ALASKA Superior 7.8%
ARIZONA Superior 10.7
CALIFORNIA Superior 16.2
COLORADO District 48
FLORIDA Circuit 7.0
HAWAII Circuit 6.2
IDAHO District 29
KANSAS District 34
MAINE Superior 30.7
MARYLAND Circuit 111
MICHIGAN Circuit 155
MONTANA District 6.2
NEW JERSEY Superior 74
NEW YORK Supreme and County 29.9
NORTH DAKOTA District 40
OHIO Court of Common Pleas 76
PUERTO RICO Superior 6.3
TEXAS District 7.7
UTAH District 48
WASHINGTON Superior 8.0
Source: Trial Court Statistical Profiles, Court Statistics Project, 1984-88.

1985 1986 1987 1988
11.4% 14.2% 11.0% 6.4%
1.1 11.6 12.1 19.1
179 19.9 204 19.6
50 58 35 4.1
7.1 8.0 8.0 76
64 6.7 6.9 6.4
33 35 3.1 25
3.2 3.2 3.1 3.2
288 309 29.9 26.0
10.1 116 12.2 12,6
163 18.9 174 17.2
6.8 6.5 6.7 6.3
71 73 73 8.2
28.0 26.7 28.2 26.7
36 37 3.6 3.2
8.8 8.7 8.7 83
7.0 6.7 74 6.7
83 9.1 9.2 8.0
41 76 45 47
8.0 14.4 6.2 6.5

in 1988. After a small decline in 1985, the percentage of
tortfilings in Maryland has increased from 10.1 percent to
12.6 percent in 1988. Given the legislative initiatives
previously discussed, it is predictable that Utah and
Washington show large increasesin 1986 inthe share tort
cases represent of total civil filings. Again, the change in
tort filings relative to total civil filings underscores the
importance of tort reform for the composition of total civil
caseloads.

A pattern of continuously smaller percentages is not
found. However, all courts except Arizona had at least
one yearwheretorts as apercentage of total civilcaseload
declined.

Torts as a percentage of total civil filings offers an
indicator of change that is not linked to state population.
The size of the population is growing in most states, and
if the absolute number of filings remains constant from
one year to the next the result is a decreased filing rate.
The use of population adjusted filing data therefore im-
poses a more difficult standard for upward trends than for
downward trends. Also, population change for individual
states is often influenced by net migration, which can
cause rapid change to the population size of states in
some regions.*?

In general, the use of percentages in this section
tends to support the conclusions drawn using tont filing
trends and rates per 100,000 population of the last
section. Overall, in 11 of the 20 states torts were increas-
ing more rapidly than other civil filings between 1984-88.

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

There was, however, a sharp upward swing in tort filings
between 1985 and 1986: torts increased as a percent of
total civil filings in 15 of 20 courts reporting comparable
data. Although that degree of increase did not recur for
most states in either 1986-87 or 1987-88, there is more
evidence in support of rising tort filings than in support of
declining tort filings.

Trendsin Tort, Contract, and Real Property Rights
Fllings,1984-88. Torts are a small component of civil
filings in most general jurisdiction trial courts. The range
in 1988 was from 3 percent (in Kansas) to 26 percent (in
Maine), with the majority being less than 10 percent.
Therefore, when comparing torts as a percentage of total
civil filings, large increases in tort filings may be partially
concealed because torts are so small a percentage of all
civilcases. This section attempts to alleviate this concern
by narrowing the field of inquiry to an examination of the
relationship between tort, contract, and real property
rights cases.

Contract case is a major classification category for
civil cases that includes disputes over a promissory
agreement between two or more parties. Real property
rights cases arise out of contention on the ownership,
use, or disposition of land or real estate (State Court
Model Statistical Dictionary). Examining trends in these
two major forms of civil litigation in relation to tort cases
provides a further means of assessing the change in tort
litigation. Specifically, are these two casetypes changing
more consistently and substantially than tort filings? This
is the case in the federal courts, where contract cases are
increasing more rapidly than tort filings.*?

© Marc Galanter, “The Life and Times of the Big Six; or, the Federal
Courts Since the Good Old Days,” Wisconsin Law Review, 1988,
No. 6, pp. 921-954.
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Tort Filings per 100,000 Total Population

Tort Tort

Filings Filings
r r

108,0000 108?000
Court 1984 1985
ARIZONA Superior 300 337
COLORADO District 132 140
FLORIDA Circuit 244 263
HAWAII Circuit 155 159
KANSAS District 165 166
MARYLAND Circuit 249 230
MONTANA District 199 226
NEW JERSEY Superior 555 557
NORTH DAKOTA District 80 75
PUERTO RICO Superior 121 134
TEXAS District 214 230
UTAH District 87 76
WASHINGTON Superior 207 221
HAWAII District 67 62
OHIO County 5 4
OHIO Municipal 126 121

Contract Filings per 100,000 Total Population

Contract Contract

Filings Filings
er r

108,000 10?),0000
Court 1984 1985
ARIZONA Superior 661 690
COLORADO District 480 469
FLORIDA Circuit 352 413
HAWAII Circuit 205 174
KANSAS District 1722 1890
MARYLAND Circuit 126 119
MONTANA District 542 582
NEW JERSEY Superior 2413 2635
NORTH DAKOTA District 592 571
PUERTO RICO Superior 133 135
TEXAS District 320 352
UTAH District 122 104
WASHINGTON Superior 319 340
HAWAII District 1148 1213
OHIO County 53 47
OHIO Municipal 1389 1406

TEXT TABLE 11: Tort, Contract, and Real Property Rights Filings Per 100,000 Total Population

General Jurisdiction Courts

Tort Tort Tort
Filings Fllings Filings Overall
per per per Percent
100,000 100,000 100,000 Change
1986 1987 1988 84-88*
358 362 587 95.5%
188 i 137 3.3
291 280 278 139
165 165 158 1.9
174 177 184 11.3
277 285 306 23.1
224 222 191 3.8
598 608 728 31.1
83 82 83 3.2
140 147 124 19
229 243 217 1.5
152 79 83 -4.1
437 176 188 -8.0
Limited Jurisdiction Courts
69 87 Al 6.5
4 4 4 -21.8
130 144 142 128
General Jurisdiction Courts
Contract Contract Contract
Fllings Filings Filings Overall
per per per Percent
100,000 100,000 100,000 Change
1986 1987 1988 84-88*
777 758 740 12.0%
561 576 525 9.2
475 475 485 377
170 156 164 -20.2
2103 2126 2142 24.4
141 161 170 344
622 523 393 274
2693 2667 2741 136
579 535 548 -7.5
151 151 159 20.0
333 339 279 -129
18 5 9 -92.9
349 316 301 -59
Limited Jurisdiction Courts
1235 1331 1328 16.7
48 45 47 -123
1477 15879 1610 16.0
Continued on next page

Complete and comparable data on tort, contract, and
real property rights filings are available for 13 of the 20
general jurisdiction courts discussed in the last section.
Annual filing rates per 100,000 population for the three
types of civil cases and the overall percentage changes
in filing rates between 1984 and 1988 are summarized in
Text Table 11. The courts are categorized by the five-
year percentage change.

The consistencies identified for tort filing rates also
apply to contract and real propenty cases over the 1984-
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88 period. During the five-year period, the change in all
three casetypes was upward in most states. Aggregating
the data from all 13 courts shows that between 1984 and
1988 tort filings increased by 26.4 percent while contract
filings increased 16.9 percent and real property rights
filings rose by 35.1 percent.

This overall upward trend characterizes the experi-
ence of the individual states. Between 1984 and 1988, 7
of the 13 states reported increases in contract filings, 8
states reported increases in real propenty rights filings,




Real Property Filings per 100,000 Total Population

Real Real
Property Property
Filings Fillngs
per per
100,000 100,000
Court 1984 1985
ARIZONA Superior 8 13
COLORADO District 395 502
FLORIDA Circuit 277 338
HAWAII Circuit 24 24
KANSAS District 456 499
MARYLAND Circuit 7 6
MONTANA District 66 81
NEW JERSEY Superior 1622 1685
NORTH DAKOTA District 155 189
PUERTO RICO Superior 299 289
TEXAS District 3 3
UTAH District 66 54
WASHINGTON Superior 236 276
HAWAI| District 130 146
OHIO County 31 35
OHIO Municipal 546 573

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1990

TEXT TABLE 11: Tort, Contract, and Real Property Rights Filings Per 100,000 Total Population, continued

*Percentage changes were calculated using filings rates expressed to two decimal places.

General Jurisdiction Courts

Real Real Real
Property Property Property

Filings Filings Filings Overall
per per per Percent
100,000 100,000 100,000 Change
1986 1987 1988 84-88*
16 18 16 106.5%

713 844 982 148.3

407 407 437 574

21 18 20 -179

587 627 616 35.1

6 5 4 -40.5

86 96 78 17.9

1711 1732 1869 15.2

218 245 211 36.3

318 272 240 -19.6

3 3 3 -16.1

61 58 59 -9.9

273 302 325 379

Limited Jurisdiction Courts

153 143 170 306

32 31 37 223

602 636 705 29.2

while 10 states reported increases in tort filings. The
highest rate of increase in tort filings over the past five
years was in Arizona—growing by over 95 percent. This
was substantially more than the growth in contract filings
(12.0 percent), but less than the 106.5 percent growth in
real property rights filings (although the absolute number
ot real property rights filings is substantially less than
either tort or contract filings). At the other extreme, tort
filings in Utah declined by 4 percent between 1984 and
1988, but torts still increased relative to contract and real
property rights filings in that these two declined even
further, 92.9 percent and 9.9 percent, respectively. Inall,
tortfilings rose relative to contract and real property filings
in four states—Hawaii, New Jersey, Texas, and Utah.
Contract filings rose relative to tort and real property
filings in two courts (Maryland and Puerto Rico) and the
remaining seven courts showed real property rights fil-
ings increasing more rapidly than either tort or contract
filings.

The change in tort filings relative to contract and real
propenty rights varies considerably when state-by-state
and year-to-year changes are examined. Aggregating
the data from the 13 courts shows that both contract and
real property filings increased relative to tort filings be-
tween 1984 and 1985. Only in Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and
Utahdidtorts increase more rapidly thancontract and real
propenty rights case filings. The years 1985 and 1986
were marked by substantial increases in filing rates in all
three categories of civil filings, but particularly in torts.
Aggregating the 13 states, tort filings increased by 15.8

percent during the 1985-86 period, substantially faster
than either contract (5.7 percent) or real property filings
(9.0 percent). This appears to reflect the prevalence of
tort reform during 1986. In fact, torts rose relative to both
contract and real property rights filings in 6 of the 13
courts.

Following the rather large increases in civil caseload
filings in 1985-86, the 1986-87 period showed substan-
tially slower growth. In aggregate, tort filings declined by
4.3 percent between 1986 and 1987. In comparison,
contract filings rose by 2.3 percent and real property
rights filings increased by 4.3 percent.

During 1987 and 1988, both aggregate tort and real
property right filings recorded large increases, 8.3 per-
cent and 9.1 percent, respectively. Aggregate contract
filings also increased slightly (0.1 percent) for the fifth
straight year, although it should be noted, increases in
contract filings became progressively smaller over the
five years. Tort filings rose relative to contract and real
propenrty rights filings in six states. Overall, on a yearly
basis, tort filings show the most pronounced variation. It
seems reasonable to attribute this to specific tort reform
legislation.

There is little consistency over the 1984-88 period in
the relative growth in tort, contract, and real property
rights filings within specific states. Only Florida shows a
continual increase in one of the three civil casetypes
relative to the others across the five years being studied,
with real property rights filings increasing relative to both
tort and contract filings. Real property rights cases in four
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additional states (Arizona, Colorado, North Dakota, and
Washington) grew relative to both tort and contract filings
for three of the four pairs of adjacent years. In only two
states (Hawaii and New Jersey) did tort filings rise relative
to contract and real property rights filings a majority of the
time. Maryland, Puerto Rico, Texas, and Utah experi-
enced a relative increase in torts across two of the four
pairs of adjacent years. There is no identifiable patternto
the changes in Kansas, Montana, Texas, and Utah.

Overall, the evidence presented here indicates that
tort tilings are not increasing at rates that greatly exceed
other major categories of civil filings. Infact, only in the
1985-86 period did the aggregate growth in torts exceed
both contract and real propenrty rights filings. Within the
states, the resuits show more variation, but no state
recorded a continual, yearly relative rise in tort filings
during the 1984-88 period. There are sufficient differ-
ences between tort, contract, and real property rights
case filing patterns to suggest that the factors promoting
increased or decreased levels of tort litigation in states
are not having a similar effect on contract and real
propenrty rights litigation.

CASE FILING TRENDS, 1984-88: A SUMMARY.
This section reveals some dynamics underlying the 1988
trial court caseload statistics. Change rather than conti-
nuity characterizes filing levels for felony and civil case
filings. Specifically, civilfiling rates in general jurisdiction
courts tend to fluctuate from year to year. The direction
is toward higher rather than lower case filings, but few
courts consistently demonstrate annual increases even
over the limited time period considered here.

The addition of 1988 data to the tort filing time series
is far from conclusive in establishing clear trends. Be-
tween 1985 and 1986 tort filing rates increased in most
states reporting data, often substantially. Thiswas largely
reversed between 1986 and 1987 with tort filings leveling
off, often near pre-1986 levels in 1988. An underlying
tendency toward higher filing rates can be identified, but
the assessment of its strength depends on the impor-
tance given to different states and to different ways of
presenting the trends. A conclusive assessment awaits
the accumulation of more time points in the trend series.

The trend analysis also suggests that tort filings are
changingovertime in amannerthat differs from other civil
case categories. It is possible that much of the variation
in ton filing rates is attributable to specific legislative
changes enacted by states during the second wave of
major tort reform (the previous wave was in the late
1970s).

This implies that the identification of national patterns
in civil filings is tentative. The consistencies must be
balanced against the substantial variation that is present
among the states and, for most states, over the 1984-88
period.

By contrast, felony case filings are clearly experienc-
ing an upward trend. The result is a growth in the portion
of criminal caseloads that carries the most substantial
implications for court staffing and resources. Most courts
were processing far more felony casesin 1988 than atthe
stant of the decade.

;;l fggle Court Caseload Trends,

Recent trends in appellate court caseloads can
address two main questions. First, are changes in the
filing and disposition rates of individual states and courts
consistent from year to year? A five-year timeframe
indicates whether growth or decline recorded in 1988 is
attributable to long-term patterns or short-term factors.
The initial step is to measure the magnitude and consis-
tency of changes over the five years. The second step is
to compare the experiences of courts of last resort with
intermediate appellate courts. The final step is to deter-
mine if caseloads in states that have adopted the now
standard two-level appellate system are changing in
ways that differ from states with one-level systems.

Second, is there sufficient consistency among courts
and states to draw conclusions about changes in appel-
late caseload volume on a national level. Here, the
overall growth in appeals is of crucial importance. Appel-
late caseloads soared over recent decades, doubling
from the mid-1960s to the mid-1970s and then doubling
again inthe period up to 1984. The 4.2 percent growth in
filings recorded by appellate courts in 1988 suggests a
more modest rate of growth.* s this characteristic of the
mid-1980s?

SOURCES OF DATA. Filing and disposition statis-
tics are drawn from information reported in the State
Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report series, 1984 to
1988. Most state appellate courts are included, although
the states included in the trend analysis were limited to
those that provided relevant data throughoutthe five-year
span. Still, differences exist among states in what is
included in certain case categories and care should be
taken when making comparisons among states. Trends
describe changes in: (1) mandatory filings and disposi-
tions, and (2) discretionary filings, discretionary petitions
granted, and dispositions of discretionary appellate cases.

TYPES OF ANALYSIS. During the 1984-88 period,
mandatory appeals comprised 68.6 percent of all cases,
the remaining 31.4 percent were discretionary petitions.
Overall, mandatory appeals increased by 10.3 percent
over the five years. Discretionary petitions increased by
13.1 percent.

Breaking these figures into separate growth rates for
the two levels of appellate courts shows that the total
number of mandatory appeals grew inthe COLRs by 16.7
percent and by 9.1 percent in the IACs (see Chart 6).
During this same time span, the number of discretionary
appeals increased by 2.7 percent in the COLRs and by
30.6 percentinthe IACs. The overall growth rates for the
combined appellate courts therefore conceals important
differences between COLRs and the |ACs. The trend

“ Earlier examinations of appellate caseload growth include: Victor
E. Flango and Nora F. Blair, “Creating an Intermediate Appellate
Court: Does It Reduce the Caseload of a State's Highest Court?,”
Judicature, 64, August, 1980 and The Growth of Appeals, U.S.
Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics Bulletin,
February, 1985.
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CHART 6: Mandatory and Discretionary
Appellate Court Filings,
1984-88 Trends
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analysis therefore treats COLR and the IAC caseloads
separately.

The main source tables for the trend analysis are
located in Part Ill. Table 13 (p. 154) lists the number of
mandatory appeals filed and disposed annually between
1984 and 1988, while Table 14 (p. 164) provides similar
information for discretionary petitions. Text tables draw
fromthose sources to presentfiling levels and clearance
rates, as well as supplementary information, such as the
percentage of discretionary petitions granted by the courts.
Change in filing rates is measured for adjacent years and
for the tive-year period as a whole. Clearance rates are
calculated by dividing the number of cases disposed of by
the court during the year by the number filed in that same
year. Arate of 100 percent or greater meansthatthe court
reduced the size of its pending caseload during the year.
A rate of less than 100 percent means that the court did
not keep up with the volume of new cases beingfiled, and
thus ended the year with a larger pending caseload than
it had at the start.

MANDATORY FILINGS IN APPELLATE COURTS,
1984-88. A mandatory case refers to an “appeal of right”
which the appellate court must hear and decide on the
merits. The trend analysis includes information from 39
COLRs in 38 states and the District of Columbia and from
33 IACs in 31 states. The number of filings and the
percentage change by year and for the five-year period
for both COLRs and 1ACs are shown in Text Table 12.

Two broad trends in mandatory filings emerge. First,
mandatory filing levels are not stable; most states show
broad fluctuations. Second, despite the increases re-
corded in previous decades, courts are almost as likely to

be experiencing adownward trend in mandatory filings as
upward.

The first trend answers the question of pattems of
change in appellate filings. Filing rates in most states
fluctuate widely from year to year. Over the five-year
period, the growth in mandatory filings in the COLRs
ranges widely, from a decline of 55 percent in Pennsylva-
nia, to an increase of 138 percent in the lllinois Supreme
Court. If one examines the percentages, or even merely
the direction, of the yearly percentage change columns
for COLRs, it is apparent that roughly one-half of these
courts experience a decline in filings between any two
given years. Only the Washington and Utah*s courts of
last resort show a sustained decline in mandatory filings
over the five-year period. In the other direction, five
COLRs—in Hawaii, lllinois, Kansas, South Dakota, and
Texas—had a continuous rise in mandatory filings over
the last five years.

Nearly ali of the IACs experienced one or more years
in which filing rates declined. But in comparison to the
abrupt changes COLRs recorded, IAC filing rates tend to
be relatively constant over the five-year period. Still, the
variation among IACs is considerable, extending from a
decline of nearly 27 percent in Connecticut to an increase
of 73 percent in Oklahoma. No IAC manifested a contin-
ual decline in mandatory filings over the five-year span.
IACs in Alabama, Arizona, Colorado, Florida, idaho,
Ohio, and Pennsylvania experienced yearly increases in
mandatory filings between 1984-88. A particularly telling
example of the variability in IAC mandatory filings is found
inthe data from Oklahoma. This court showedthe largest
overall increase in mandatory filings despite declines
recorded in two of the five years examined.

The structure of the appellate system seems to make
little difference. Changes infiling rates for COLRs without
an JAC or with multiple 1ACs are evenly distributed with
those appellate courts having one COLR and one IAC.

States with large increases in mandatory COLR
filings over the five years experienced a much smaller
increase, or a decline, in IAC mandatory filings (i.e.,
California, lllinois, Kansas, New Mexico, Ohio, and South
Carolina). Likewise, IACs recording large increases in
mandatory filing rates tended to be in states in which the
mandatory filing rates of the COLR decreased or in-
creased slightly (i.e., Arizona, Colorado, Florida, Idaho,
and Oklahoma). Filings at both court leveis recorded a
considerable increase only in one state—Hawaii.

The second trend suggests a major national shift in
mandatory appellate court filing trends. Forthe past few
decades, appellate caseloads were rising at a brisk pace
indeed, doubling in each decade. One striking measure
of the rapidity with which new cases were reaching
appellate courts was the finding that mandatory appeals
of final judgments rose between 1973 and 1982, tentimes
faster than the national population and three times taster
than new appellate judgeships.®

“ Much of the decline in mandatory filings in the Utah COLR is
attributable to an IAC being established in 1987.
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and Over Five-Year Period

(Sorted by Five-Year Percentage Change)

influenced the five-year trends.

IACs or one of two COLRs

TEXT TABLE 12: Trends in Total Mandatory Cases Filed, Percentage Change by Year**

Courts of Last Resort

Type of Mandatory Percent Percent Percent Percent Mandatory Percent

Appellate  Filings Change Change Change Change Filings Change

Court Jurisdiction 1984 84-85 85-86 86-87 87-88 1988 Overall

Texas Supreme Court 4 0 3

Pennsylvania Supreme Court 4 268 -47.0% -35.2% -13.0% 51.3% 121 -54.9%
Washington Supreme Court 1 228 -149 -16.5 -16.7 -133 117 -48.7
North Carolina Supreme Court 1 230 -3.5 12.2 -26.9 -19.2 147 -36.1
Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court 1 141 -85 -333 -16.3 333 96 -319
Utah Supreme Court 1 640 -1.9 0.8 -239 6.5 443 -30.8
Colorado Supreme Court 1 256 -21.9 25 44 -7.9 197 -23.0
Michigan Supreme Court 1 5 4 -20.0
Arkansas Supreme Court 1 479 -8.4 6.4 11.7 -129 400 -16.5
Louisiana Supreme Court® 1 147 -46.3 418 205 -8.9 124 -16.3
Florida Supreme Court 1 587 1.7 54 -7.6 -12.2 510 -13.1
District of Columbia Court of Appeals® 2 1810 -2.2 -121 -3.6 83 1624 -10.3
Oregon Supreme Court 1 205 -12.2 -19.4 214 9.1 192 -6.3
Georgia Supreme Court 1 663 44 -11.0 39 -0.2 639 -36
New Jersey Supreme Court 1 368 -38.3 40 479 23 357 -3.0
North Dakota Supreme Court 2 370 8.6 11.5 1.3 -39 367 0.8
Vermont Supreme Court* 2 623 7.7 -4.3 2.2 15.2 620 05
Rhode Island Supreme Court 2 409 -15 -3.5 -17.0 26.9 410 0.2
Oklahoma Supreme Court 4 789 430 -30.1 40.2 -26.8 809 25
Arizona Supreme Court 1 105 -229 45.7 1.7 -3.4 112 6.7
Wyoming Supreme Court 2 331 -7.6 11.8 6.4 11.6 357 79
Idaho Supreme Court 1 349 0.3 -17.2 0.3 322 382 9.5
Mississippi Supreme Court 2 838 -2.7 23.9 -11.8 3.1 919 9.7
Maryland Court of Appeals 1 220 0.9 9.2 2.1 3.9 242 10.0
Nebraska Supreme Court 2 1002 05 1.7 17.9 -7.8 1103 10.1
Alabama Supreme Court 4 745 71 3.6 20.7 -16.9 829 113
Alaska Supreme Court 1 320 4.4 -4.8 15.7 -14 363 13.4
Kentucky Supreme Court 1 221 276 -11.0 4.0 -1.1 258 16.7
Nevada Supreme Court 2 799 -2.8 9.8 0.4 15.8 991 240
South Dakota Supreme Court 2 344 4.1 14 16.3 1.4 428 244
South Carolina Supreme Court 1 479 -58 15.1 -1.5 22.1 624 303
Delaware Supreme Court 2 331 22.7 2.7 -4.8 19.1 473 429
Califomia Supreme Court 1 222 279 -16.9 335 1.3 319 437
Ohio Supreme Court 1 338 30.8 111 -14.1 18.5 500 479
Hawaii Supreme Court 1 471 53 218 20 16.1 715 51.8
New Mexico Supreme Court 1 635 2.7 141 449 0.2 1076 69.4
Texas Court of Criminal Appeals 4 1959 20 11.2 103 46.0 3578 826
Kansas Supreme Court 1 169 4.7 6.8 132 62.1 347 105.3
lilinois Supreme Court 1 37N 329 142 09 65. 882 137.7

*The composition of cases included in the court's total mandatory filings varied during the five-year period. However, it was determined
that the variation had only a slight impact on the reported trends. See the footnotes in Table 13 (Part ill) for information on the
changes that affected comparability. Courts were excluded when there was a change in case composition that significantly

“*Percentage change by year only shown for courts where mandatory filings exceed 10.
The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: 1=COLR with one IAC; 2=COLR without an IAC; 4=Mixed-COLR with multiple

continued on next page

Such an expansion did not carry beyond the early
1980s. Overall, COLRs andthe IACs experienced growth
in mandatory filings since 1984, but rates of change
varied substantially from state to state. Sixteen of 39
COLRs actually experienced a decline intheir mandatory

% The Growth of Appeals, U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of
Justice Statistics Bulietin, February, 1985.

caseload between 1984 and 1988. Roughly one-quarter
of the IACs experienced falling caseloads over the five-
year span. Funther, the 16.7 percent overall increase in
COLR filings was primarily driven by large increases in
one court—the Texas Court of Criminal Appeals. The
influence of this one court is exceptional when one
considers that the 3,578 filings in that court during 1988
represent 16.5 percent of the total mandatory appeals
filed in COLRs. The five-year increase in COLR manda-
tory filings is reduced from 16.7 percent to 8.9 percent if

40 - State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988



Type of Mandatory

Appellate  Fllings
Court Jurisdiction 1984
Connecticut Appellate Court* 3 1362
South Carolina Court of Appeals 3 404
Pennsylvania Commonwealth Court** 5 3920
Alaska Court of Appeals 3 467
Wisconsin Court of Appeals 3 2239
Oregon Court of Appeals 3 3828
Kentucky Court of Appeals 3 2725
Maryland Court of Special Appeals 3 1777
Alabama Court of Civil Appeals 5 532
Massachusetts Appeals Court 3 1375
Louisiana Courts of Appeal* 3 3870
North Carolina Court of Appeals 3 1314
New Jersey Appellate Div. Superior 3 6224
Arkansas Court of Appeals 3 855
Indiana Court of Appeals 3 1150
Ohio Court of Appeals 3 9383
California Courts of Appeal 3 10118
Washington Court of Appeals 3 2866
Pennsylvania Superior Court 5 §793
Georgia Court of Appeals 3 2070
Texas Courts of Appeals 5 7386
Kansas Court of Appeals 3 1041
New Mexico Court of Appeals 3 572
llinois Appellate Court 3 7134
Missouri Court of Appeals 3 2852
Hawaii Intermediate Court of Appeals 3 101
Florida District Courts of Appeal 3 11770
Colorado Court of Appeals 3 1580
Alabama Court of Criminal Appeals 5 1400
lowa Court of Appeals 3 569
Arizona Court of Appeals 3 2753
Idaho Court of Appeals 3 146
Oklahoma Court of Appeals 5 788

influenced the five-year trends.

Source: Table 13, Part Il
National Center for State Courts, 1990

TEXT TABLE 12: Trends In Total Mandatory Cases Filed, Percentage Change by Year and Over Five-Year Period, continued

Intermediate Appellate Courts
Percent Percent Percent Percent Mandatory Percent
Change Change Change Change Filings Change
84-85 85-86 86-87 87-88 1988 Overall
-31.4% 2.0% -0.8% 5.3% 995 -26.9%
-3.2 -10.2 254 -30.2 307 -24.0
-11.6 79 -18.9 44 3164 -19.3
45 132 -7.1 -7.2 435 6.9
53 -129 6.4 -1.7 2147 -4.1
40 41 38 -13.1 3739 -2.3
158 -123 -28 -1.0 2665 2.2
-76 0.1 4.3 23 1754 -1.3
3.0 -33 10.2 94 529 06
54 39 6.1 -2.8 1394 14
-7.5 3.3 4.1 3.1 3967 2.5
46 04 -84 6.8 1351 28
-3.0 1.1 28 29 6458 3.8
-1.1 124 0.2 -53 899 5.1
-9.8 35 71 6.4 1222 6.3
1.5 1.7 31 0.2 10005 6.6
1.3 -21 05 9.7 10954 83
141 8.1 8.4 -2.5 3157 10.2
1.5 19 2.5 49 6439 112
6.0 37.0 -22.3 113 2306 114
7.7 -1.5 03 50 8250 11.7
44 4.0 04 43 1176 13.0
168.7 14 -10.0 7.3 648 133
6.7 -0.8 54 2.1 8119 138
11.0 0.6 -29 85 3315 16.2
30.7 0.0 1.5 -10.4 120 188
4.2 10.1 2.7 24 14195 20.6
29 145 3.7 0.8 1946 232
8.6 11 103 53 1784 274
283 -24.4 120 17.8 728 279
33 179 3.0 13.1 3902 41.7
2.1 16.8 4.0 25.4 227 655
-194 52. 4.1 46.3 1362 728

*The composition of cases included in the court's total mandatory filings varied during the five-year period. However, it was determined
that the variation had only a slight impact on the reported trends. See the footnotes in Table 13 (Part 11l for information on the
changes that affected comparability. Courts were excluded when there was a change in case composition that significantly

**Figures for mandatory filings in 1984 and 1985 do not match those shown in Table 13 (Part lll). Cases transferred from the Superior
Court and Court of Common Pleas have been removed so as to be comparable to 1986-88 data.

The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: 3=IAC; 5=Mixed-IAC with multiple COLRs or one of two IACs

the Texas Court of Criminal Appeals is excluded fromthe
total.

Comparing the rate of growth in mandatory filings to
population and appellate judgeship change indicates that
caseloads are still expanding, but not at an explosive
pace. Text Table 13 provides the overall change in
population and appellate judgeships for the states in-
cluded in the trend analysis. One interpretation is that an
increase in mandatory filings equivalent to the rise in
population or appellate judgeships does not indicate a
growing propensity to litigate or that increasing strain is
being placed on the appellate system.

Population in the states being considered increased
by 4.7 percent, intermediate appellate court judgeships
increased by 6.5 percent, and there was no change to

supreme court judgeships over the five years. The
primary implication is that the number of mandatory
appeals per appellate court judgeship continues to in-
crease, and thus cause concern, but at slower rates than
earlierin the decade. Of course, appellate courts are still
striving to contend with the massive inflow of appeals
experienced in the 1970s and early 1980s that vastly
expanded the number of appeals before state courts.

DISPOSITIONS OF MANDATORY FILINGS, 1984-
88. Beyond charting the growth in mandatory filings, a
principal concern is the response of the courts to the
challenge of rising caseloads. The analysis therefore
turns to changes in clearance rates.

Are the courts keeping up with caseload demands?
The answer depends on the productivity of the courts as
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TEXT TABLE 13: Changes in State Populatlon
Mandatory Filings, and
Appellate Judgeships, 1984-88

Factor Increase
Population 4.7%
COLR Judgeships 0.0%
IAC Judgeships 6.5%

COLR Mandatory Filings 16.7%

IAC Mandatory Filings 9.1%

shown in the overall number of case dispositions, the
number of cases disposed of relative to the number filed,
and the number of cases disposed of per judge. To
undertake this analysis, the courts included have been
further restricted to those reporting statistics on both
mandatory filings and dispositions over the five years.
Twenty-four COLRs and 27 IACs are included. The
change in case dispositions in those courts is shown in
Table 13, Part lll (pp. 154-62).

On average the number of COLR case dispositions
rose 26.5 percent over the five-year period. But, there
was considerable variability with roughly one-third of the
COLRs recording a decline in the number of case dispo-
sitions. The downward trend in many COLRs is not
unexpected, since nearly one-half of COLRs experi-
enced declining rates of mandatory filings during the
same period. Comparing filing and disposition numbers
indicates that the decline in dispositions registered in the
COLRs of New Jersey, North Carolina, and Washington
paralleled declining mandatory filings. Similarly, large
increases in mandatory filings in the COLRs in Hawaii,
llinois, Kansas, Ohio, and Texas accompanied large
increases in dispositions over the five-year span.

Dispositions in IACs increased by 7.9 percent. The
variability in dispositions was less pronounced in IACs
than in COLRs, ranging from a decline of 16.8 percent in
Kentucky to an increase of 80.6 percent in Connecticut.
As with COLRs, declining numbers of dispositions mirror
declining rates of mandatory filings (i.e., Alaska, Ken-
tucky, Maryland, and South Carolina), while increasing
rates of dispositions were associated with rising rates of
mandatory filings (i.e., Arizona, Colorado, lowa, and
Okiahoma). The one anomaly appears to be Connecti-
cut, where filings of mandatory filings decreased by 26.9
percent and the largest increase in dispositions (80.6
percent) was recorded.

The relationship between mandatory filings and dis-
positions in the appellate cournt system is most directly
expressed by computing aclearance rate. Text Table 14
provides information on mandatory appeals that were
decided as a percentage of those filed for each of the last
five years for both COLRs and lACs. The resuiting clear-
ance rates show considerable variation. Explanations for
this variance may include such factors as large increases

in filings due to transfers of jurisdiction to decide appeals,
special efforts to clear backlog through the use of tempo-
rary judges, or the introduction of new procedures to
expedite cases. Clearance rates are unrelated to state
size, region of the country, or appellate court structure.

To summarize, appellate courts are keeping up with
mandatory caseload demands. The overall five-yearrate
of change for the 24 COLRs reporting statistics on both
filings and dispositions shows that filings increased by
20.3 percent while dispositions increased by 26.5 per-
cent. Filings in IACs rose by 11.2 percent and disposi-
tions increased by 7.9 percent over the same five years
in question. These percentages woulid seem to indicate
that courts are unwillingto respondto increasing caseloads
by increasing delay and backlog. Rather, the upward
trend in filings is being met by increasing the output of
dispositions. In the period 1984 to 1988, the overall
number of dispositions of mandatory cases per judge in
the COLRs grew from 68.4t087.1. Overthe same period,
the average number of dispositions per judge in the IACs
rose from 172.6to 176.1.

TRENDS IN DISCRETIONARY FILINGS AND DIS-
POSITIONS, 1984-88. Trends in filings and dispositions
of discretionary petitions are the next topic. Once again,
the central questions are: (1) What are the patterns of
change exhibited by individual states and courts?, and (2)
Does sufficient consistency exist among states andcourts
to draw conclusions on a national level? The relevant
data can be found in Table 14, Part Il (pp. 164-70).

On average, the discretionary component of the
appellate court system caseload constitutes just over 30
percent of the total caseload. This figure is misleading as
an indicator of the allocation of the appellate workioad.
The vast majority of IAC filings are mandatory cases
(approximately 84 percent). By contrast, less than 35
percent of all filings in COLRs are mandatory appeals.
During the period 1984-88, roughly 66 percent of all
discretionary petitions were filed in COLRs.

The courts included in this section of the analysis are
restricted to those providing information on discretionary
appeals filed over the full five years. Statistics on discre-
tionary appeals are available from 36 COLRs in 34 states
and the District of Columbia. Data are also available from
12 1ACs in 12 states. Text Table 15 displays the number
and percentage rates of change for discretionary filings.

Tumning first to the COLRs, itis apparent that patterns
of change are not readily identifiable. When the rate of
change between any two adjacent years is examined,
one-half of the courts had a decline in discretionary filings.
However, the direction of change for a particular coun
rarely holds constant for consecutive years. New Hamp-
shire is the only courtto show a decrease in discretionary
petitions in each of the five years. Onthe other hand, only
Missouri and Wisconsin, show a consistent increase in
discretionary filings over the period. The remaining
courts have varying patterns of increases and decreases
over the five-year span.

Variability is also apparent in the intermediate appel-
late courts. From 1984 to 1986, the 12 IACs show a
dominant upward trend in discretionary filings. This is
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TEXT TABLE 14: Clearance Rates for Mandatory Appeals, 1984-88

Courts of Last Resort

Type of Clearance Clearance Clearance Clearance Clearance
Appellate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate
Court Jurisdiction 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988
Alaska Supreme Court 1 108.4% 85.9% 111.6% 79.1% 108.5%
Arizona Supreme Court 1 105.7 107.4 59.3 741 70.5
Arkansas Supreme Court 1 93.5 102.7 98.3 90.6 1143
Delaware Supreme Court 2 106.9 919 99.5 105.5 86.0
District of Columbia Court of Appeals 2 834 88.6 100.8 106.3 98.6
Florida Supreme Court 1 90.3 107.0 102.4 94.3 104.7
Hawaii Supreme Court 1 96.4 104.0 1144 94.0 85.2
Idaho Supreme Court 1 100.9 95.7 1247 102.1 86.9
Ilinois Supreme Court 1 83.3 100.6 94.1 97.9 103.3
Kansas Supreme Court 1 203.0 194.4 175.1 155.6 132.3
Kentucky Supreme Court 1 126.7 91.8 100.8 103.8 117.1
Maryland Court of Appeals 1 104.5 106.4 79.0 95.3 756
Mississippi Supreme Court 2 76.0 104.7 90.3 93.3 86.3
Nevada Supreme Court 2 98.6 111.6 100.1 1183 93.0
New Jersey Supreme Court 1 1109 110.6 100.4 109.2 97.8
North Carolina Supreme Court 1 95.2 824 984 105.5 1449
North Dakota Supreme Court 2 89.5 99.1 947 93.5 1104
Ohio Supreme Court 1 94.7 86.7 84.3 90.0 924
Rhode Island Supreme Court 2 109.3 975 1229 124.5 98.3
Texas Court of Criminal Appeals 4 114.2 104.3 91.3 99.9 99.1
Texas Supreme Court 4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Vermont Supreme Court 2 854 88.0 97.3 98.0 95.6
Washington Supreme Court 1 77.2 948 129.0 109.6 129.1
Wyoming Supreme Court 2 755 1134 956 944 936

The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: 1=COLR with one IAC; 2=COLR without an IAC; 4=Mixed-COLR with multiple

IACs or one of two COLRs
intermediate Appellate Courts
Type of Clearance Clearance Clearance Clearance Clearance
Appellate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate
Court Jurisdiction 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988
Alabama Court of Civil Appeals 5 100.8% 94.2% 103.4% 88.7% 108.9%

Alabama Court of Criminal Appeals 5 105.7 93.7 1135 107.3 99.4
Alaska Court of Appeals 3 96.1 91.0 116.6 915 92.6

Arizona Court of Appeals 3 94.4 1039 102.8 97.7 83.0
Arkansas Court of Appeals 3 96.7 105.8 88.3 103.6 92.0
Colorado Court of Appeals 3 89.3 859 854 83.0 104.2
Connecticut Appellate Court 3 41.7 939 110.7 94.5 103.1
Florida District Courts of Appeal 3 101.5 102.3 95.1 98.1 955
Hawaii Intermediate Court of Appeals 3 123.8 79.5 100.0 106.0 107.5
Idaho Court of Appeals 3 119.9 189.3 100.0 96.1 71.4

llinois Appellate Court 3 96.6 91.5 928 93.7 94.2

Indiana Court of Appeals 3 98.9 102.4 104.0 98.3 93.0

lowa Court of Appeals 3 93.5 873 106.7 93.5 91.9

Kansas Court of Appeals 3 100.4 91.0 97.8 101.4 99.8
Kentucky Court of Appeals 3 98.9 87.4 96.1 856 842
Maryland Court of Special Appeals 3 105.6 110.0 944 103.7 100.5
Missouri Court of Appeals 3 110.8 100.3 101.9 106.7 94.9

New Jersey Appellate Div. Superior 3 100.6 100.3 108.3 102.0 100.6
North Carolina Court of Appeals 3 107.5 106.5 117.7 103.6 94.2
Ohio Court of Appeals 3 97.2 99.7 96.0 94.1 96.6

Oklahoma Court of Appeals 5 101.6 109.1 88.2 78.2 89.2
Oregon Court of Appeals 3 98.2 95.1 96.8 98.3 106.6
Pennsylvania Superior Court 5 102.0 142.1 123.7 101.9 99.6
South Carolina Count of Appeals 3 109.2 101.8 106.6 83.6 119.5
Texas Courts of Appeals 5 1120 100.3 104.2 99.6 96.8
Washington Court of Appeals 3 95.0 916 916 1195 104.2
Wisconsin Court of Appeals 3 99.3 106.1 106.1 101.0 110.3

The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: 3=IAC; 5=Mixed-IAC with muitiple COLRs or one of two IACs

Source: Table 13, Part il
National Center for State Courts, 1990
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TEXT TABLE 15: Trends in Discretionary Petitions Filed, Percentage Change by Year**
and Over Five-Year Period

(Sorted by Five-Year Percentage Change)
Courts of Last Resort

Type of Disc. Percent Percent Percent Percent Disc. Percent
Appellate  Fllings Change Change Change Change Filings Change
Court Jurisdiction 1984 84-8 85-8 86-8 87-8 198 Overall
Mississippi Supreme Court 2 2 0
Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court 1246 7.2% 10.3% -77.2% 67.6% 563 -54.8%

986 -175 4.2% -18.2 -1.0 686 -304

85 4.7 6.2 26.3 -36.5 61 -28.2
1915 -455 144 208 0.1 1439 -249
388 -24.0 153 -138 0.7 295 -240
5 4 -20.0
603 -48 -7.0 -34 -2.3 504 -16.4
72 -41.7 214 -41.2 103.3 61 -16.3

Kentucky Supreme Count*
District of Columbia Court
Virginia Supreme Court
Oklahoma Supreme Court
Delaware Supreme Coun*

New Hampshire Supreme Court*
Utah Supreme Court

1

1

2

1

4

2

2

1
Maryland Court of Appeals 1 761 6.3 -14.9 79 4.1 682 -10.4
lllinois Supreme Court 1 1675 57 3.7 2.2 -6.9 1558 -7.0
Rhode Island Supreme Court 2 202 426 -41.7 304 -13.7 189 -6.4
Oregon Supreme Court 1 870 38 9.6 9.7 214 857 -15
Arizona Supreme Court 1 1016 143 -4 -13.9 23 1018 0.2
Colorado Supreme Court 1 813 57 2.1 -3.4 9.1 825 1.5
Ohio Supreme Court 1 1704 35 5.4 6.5 4.1 1770 39
Georgia Supreme Court 1 941 3.6 5 27 08 998 6.1
Alabama Supreme Court 4 712 -14.9 259 6.6 7.3 765 74
Washington Supreme Court 1 881 28 -1.0 28.3 -17.2 953 8.2
California Supreme Court 1 3991 8.9 10.6 -5.2 4.5 4351 9.0
Texas Supreme Court 4 1130 35 5.0 -4.2 5.7 1243 10.0
Alaska Supreme Court 1 221 -12.2 61.3 -30.0 114 244 104
Texas Court of Criminal Appeal 4 1281 6.2 0.0 -15 58 1416 10.5
Michigan Supreme Court 1 2347 -11.8 1.3 20 279 2662 13.4
North Carolina Supreme Court 1 541 146 18.5 8.0 -59 636 17.6
New Jersey Supreme Court 1 1142 -7.8 31.2 0.0 -2.0 1354 18.6
Florida Supreme Court 1 1056 113 -6.6 15.8 36 1316 246
Missoun Supreme Court 1 846 16.0 8 4.4 2.2 1056 248

Louisiana Supreme Court* 1 2126 8.8 6.1 89 -0.6 2657 24,

West Virginia Supreme Court of Appeals 2 1282 7.0 15.5 285 -20.4 1621 264
Idaho Supreme Court 1 60 53.3 -16.3 65 -7.3 76 26.7
Wisconsin Supreme Court 1 718 6.0 9.9 3.9 53 915 274
Vermont Supreme Court 2 25 -24.0 26.3 29.2 3.2 32 28.0
South Dakota Supreme Court 2 27 -37.0 88.2 -15.6 29.6 35 29.6
Hawaii Supreme Court 1 32 28.1 49 326 -21.1 45 40.6
New Mexico Supreme Court 1 174 -10.9 30.3 49.0 -16.3 252 448

*The composition of cases included in the court’s total mandatory filings varied during the five-year period. However, it was determined
that the variation had only a slight impact on the reported trends. See the footnotes in Table 14 (Part lf) for information on the
changes that affected comparability. Courts were excluded when there was a change in case composition that significantly
influenced the five-year trends.

“*Percentage change by year only shown for courts where discretionary filings exceed 10.
The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: 1=COLR with one IAC; 2=COLR without an IAC; 4=Mixed-COLR with multiple

IACs or one of two COLRs
Intermediate Appellate Courts

Type of Disc. Percent Percent  Percent Percent Disc. Percent

Appellate Filings Change Change Change Change Filings Change

Court Jurisdiction 1984 84-85 85-86 86-87 87-88 1988 Oversll

Maryland Court of Special Appeals 3 308 -37.7% 25.0% 225%  -25.2% 220 -28.6%
Wisconsin Court of Appeals 3 245 6.9 5.7 83 3.2 228 6.9
North Carolina Court of Appeals 3 47 28 12.8 -11.5 7.7 446 -83
Alaska Court of Appeals 3 63 1.6 29.7 -349 14.8 62 -1.6
New Mexico Court of Appeals 3 57 19.3 -235 9.6 12.3 64 123
Georgia Court of Appeals 3 623 29 0.9 13.3 -2.2 M7 15.1
Florida District Courts of Appeal 3 1970 0.3 16.2 05 0.1 2285 16.0
Kentucky Court of Appeals 3 79 215 2.1 -43 22 92 16.5
California Courts of Appeal 3 5838 1.7 5.0 8.0 41 7005 20.0
Arizona Court of Appeals 3 50 -20.0 225 4.1 176 60 20.0
Washington Court of Appeals 3 263 21.7 15.9 6.7 75 372 414
Louisiana Courts of Appeal 3 1842 378 188 174 9.5 3877 110.5

The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: 3=IAC; 5=Mixed-IAC with multiple COLRs or one of two IACs

Source: Table 14, Part IIi
National Center for State Courts, 1990
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TEXT TABLE 16: Discretionary Petitions Flled and the Percentage Granted
Courts of Last Resort
Typeof Disc. Percent Disc. Percent Disc. Percent Disc. Percent Disc. Percent
Appellate Filings Granted Filings Granted Fllings Granted Filings Granted Filings Granted
Court Jurlsdiction 1984 1984 1985 198§ 1986 1986 1987 1987 1988 1988
California Supreme Court 1 3991 8.0% 4346 73% 808 5.8% 4558 4.9% 4351 5.1%
Georgia Supreme Court 1 941 168 975 15.0 980 13.0 1006 118 998 146
Hawaii Supreme Court 1 32 15.6 41 268 43 16.3 57 17.5 45 222
llinois Supreme Court 1 1675 122 1579 104 1637 9.5 1673 9.1 1558 135
Louisiana Supreme Court 1 2126 169 2313 20.3 2455 174 2673 207 2657 149
Maryland Court of Appeals 1 761 179 713 12.6 607 174 655 15.9 682 205
Massachusetts Supreme 1 1246 148 1336 15.7 1473 139 336 61.9 563 348
Judicial Court
Michigan Supreme Court 1 2347 4.0 2069 6.0 2042 6.1 2082 29 2662 3.0
Missouri Supreme Court 1 846 125 981 10.8 989 6.7 1033 76 1056  10.8
New Mexico Supreme Court 1 174 35.1 155 426 202 33.2 301 15.0 252 15.9
North Carolina Supreme Court 1 541 126 620 10.8 735 78 676 8.9 636 9.0
Ohio Supreme Court 1 1704 8.6 1644 10.5 1733 1.7 1846 10.5 1770 115
Oregon Supreme Court 1 870 12.1 903 10.3 990 1414 1086 126 857 14.1
Virginia Supreme Court 1 1915 16.1 1043 229 1193 16.0 1441 10.8 1439 133
Wisconsin Supreme Court 1 718 123 761 129 836 123 869 237 915 19.8
West Virginia Supreme 2 1282 424 1372 35.2 1585 36.6 2037 385 1621 48.7
Court of Appeals
Oklahoma Supreme Court 4 388 216 295 22.0 340 226 293 19.1 296 217
Pennsylvania Supreme Court 4 2761 6.9 4067 5.5 3709 6.8 1936 12.2 2207 104
Texas Court of Criminal Appeals 4 1281 234 1360 19.1 1360 154 1339 274 1416  21.7
Texas Supreme Court 4 1130 93 1169 14.7 1228 116 1176 151 1243 14.1
The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: 1=COLR with one IAC; 2=COLR without an IAC; 4=Mixed-COLR
with multiple IACs or one of two COLRs
Source: Table 5, State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Reports, 1984 - 1988 Editions
National Center for State Courts, 1990

partially reversed in 1987, when 6 of the 12 courts record
a decline and several others only a small increase. The
trend is once again upward in 1988. Despite the preva-
lence of rising caseloads, only the California and Louisi-
ana |ACs have consistent increases over the five-year
period. Moreover, those two courts account for the vast
majority of IAC discretionary cases. No IAC out of the 12
examined recorded a consistent downward trend in dis-
cretionary filings.

With regard to the question of national trends, the
information on discretionary filings is inconclusive. Total
discretionary filings in COLRSs increased by 7.2 percent
from 1984 to 1986, fell 5.1 percent in 1987, and grew by
lessthan 1 percentduring 1988, for acumulative five-year
increase of 2.7 percent. Nearly 40 percent of the COLRs
experienced a decline and 60 percent an increase in
discretionary filings over the five years.

The associationbetweenfiling trends and jurisdiction
for discretionary petitions is no stronger than was evident
for mandatory filings. West Virginia and New Hampshire,
the two states with completely discretionary jurisdiction,
are distinct. While West Virginia shows an overall rise of
26.4 percent indiscretionary filings (placingitin the upper
quartile), New Hampshire is the only state with a consis-
tent decline in filings over the five-year period (placing it
in the lower quartile). In addition, there does not appear
to be a clear relationship between discretionary filings
and state appellate structure.

DISPOSITIONS OF DISCRETIONARY PETITIONS,
1984-88. The number of petitions filed provides a meas-
ure of the volume of business brought to the appellate

courts. The number of petitions granted and the total
disposed represent the outputs of a court during a specific
period of time. Trends for COLRs inthose two measures
complete the discussion of discretionary petitions. Few
IACs provide complete statistics on the number of discre-
tionary petitions granted and the total number of discre-
tionary petitions disposed of overthe past five years. Any
generalizations based on so few courts would be prob-
lematic at best.

Discretionary Jurisdiction Cases Granted Review.
Filing a discretionary petition does not ensure appellate
review. The court decides whether to exercise its discre-
tionary power to consider the case on its merits. Text
Table 16 reports the total number of discretionary peti-
tions filed and the number and percentage granted review
for the 20 COLRs providing complete data.

Viewing the information by state, the primary consis-
tency is that the percentage of discretionary petitions
granted remains relatively constant. There is, of course,
some variability by year, sometimes extreme, but the
overall pattern is one of consistency. The COLRs that
granted review of a small percentage of discretionary
cases in 1988 (5 percent or less) tended to grant a small
percentage throughout the five-year period (e.g., Califor-
nia and Michigan). Most states remain within a range of
about 10 to 25 percent. West Virginia, whose COLR has
no mandatory jurisdiction, and which has no IAC, consis-
tently grants the highest percentage of discretionary
petitions: nearly 50 percent in 1988. In Massachusetts
and New Mexico, the number of petitions granted has
remained relatively constant but the percentage has
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TEXT TABLE 17: Appellate Court Clearance Rates for Discretionary Appeals, 1984-88
Courts of Last Resort
Type of Clearance  Clearance Clearance Clearance  Clearance
Appellate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate
Court  Jurisdiction 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988
Alaska Supreme Court 1 99.5% 101.5% 92.7% 105.5% 104.5%
Arizona Supreme Court 1 103.1 92.9 100.0 105.9 889
Florida Supreme Court 1 100.4 956 114.9 96.3 108.4
Hawaii Supreme Court 1 109.4 95.1 104.7 101.8 933
Idaho Supreme Court 1 91.7 107.6 92.2 92.7 110.5
llinois Supreme Court 1 102.4 106.0 99.1 97.6 95.1
Kentucky Supreme Court 1 80.4 128.4 106.0 101.9 98.8
Maryland Court of Appeals 1 103.2 95.1 115.3 858 113.8
Missouri Supreme Court 1 96.0 99.9 96.4 96.5 100.8
New Jersey Supreme Court 1 94.1 97.3 99.7 102.1 103.2
North Carolina Supreme Court 1 86.0 107.3 101.8 94.2 1143
Ohio Supreme Court 1 759 86.9 88.4 86.6 91.6
Virginia Supreme Court 1 100.2 126.7 91.8 81.1 115.0
Washington Supreme Court 1 102.7 100.1 87.6 95.0 1115
Wisconsin Supreme Cournt 1 100.4 91.9 915 834 94.6
Delaware Supreme Court 2 100.0 66.7 100.0 100.0 75.0
Mississippi Supreme Court 2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
New Hampshire Supreme Court 2 91.2 104.9 77.7 874 107.7
Rhode Island Supreme Court 2 107.9 76.0 118.5 110.0 94.2
Vermont Supreme Court 2 104.0 105.3 875 839 100.0
West Virginia Supreme Court of Appeals 2 87.7 92.4 88.1 93.7 109.5
Texas Court of Criminal Appeal 4 84.4 76.9 80.9 124.9 101.5
Texas Supreme Court 4 91.5 101.5 95.0 107.2 94.0
The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: 1=COLR with one IAC; 2=COLR without an |IAC; 4=Mixed-COLR with multiple
IACs or one of two COLRs
Source: Table 14, Part ll|
National Center for State Courts, 1990

fluctuated widely due to broad changes in the number of
discretionary petitions being filed.

Over the five years, the number of discretionary
petitions filed rose by 2.7 percent in the 20 COLRs, while
the number granted has increased by 14.8 percent. The
result is an increase in the percentage granted from 13 to
15 percent for those courts.

Discretionary Petitions Disposed. Trends in dis-
cretionary petition dispositions indicate the extent to
which appellate courts are keeping up with their discre-
tionary caseloads. This issue will be addressed by
examining the productivity of the courts in terms of the
overall number of discretionary petitions disposed of and
the number of discretionary petitions disposed of relative
to the number filed. The growth and percentage change
in discretionary decision output for the 24 COLRs provid-
ing information on both discretionary filings and disposi-
tions is shown in Table 14, Part Il (p. 164).

As with mandatory case dispositions, there is consid-
erable variability among the courts. No court experienced
a continual decline during the five-year period, but nearly
one-half of the courts recorded a decline in the number of
discretionary petitions between any pairof adjacentyears.
In addition, for the majority of courts, there appears to be
no consistent pattern to the direction of change between
years. Only Ohio shows a consistent increase in discre-
tionary dispositions throughout the five-year span. For

courts that disposed of more than five cases per year, six
of the eight that had declining disposition rates also had
declining discretionary filing rates over the five-year pe-
riod.

The relationship between filings and dispositions is
more directly seen by examining clearance rates. Text
Table 17 displays the five-year trend in clearance rates
for 23 COLRs. The most noticeable feature is again the
wide variability in clearance rates. The extentofthe range
and the sharp fluctuations from year to year suggest that
clearance rates vary in response to short-term factors
that affect the work of the appellate courts.

Appellate caseload trends, such as those just exam-
ined, are often shaped by changes to jurisdiction. An
abrupt rise or decline in the filings of a court in a two-tier
appellate system may reflect the transfer of jurisdiction
betweenthe COLR andIAC. Acommontransferinrecent
years shifts the jurisdiction to hear appeals involving a
sentence of life imprisonment from the COLR to the |AC.
Inother states, however, the shift has beeninthe reverse
direction, with all mandatory appeals of convictions for
offenses such as first degree homicide falling within the
jurisdiction of the COLR. More generally, sentencing
reformcan change the role of a state’s appeliate courts in
the review of sentences.

Changes to state constitutions and statutes govern-
ing civil law can have a similar impact. For example, in
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Pennsylvania mandatory jurisdiction over appeals of
decisions by certain administrative agencies shifted in
1983 from the COLR to the commonwealth court, one of
the state’s two IACs. The COLR's review became
discretionary.*” Court rules or policies can also change
in ways that redistributes appellate jurisdiction, paricu-
larly in those states in which the COLR assigns cases to
the IAC.

New legislation can also generate a large number of
appeals in the short term. Tort reform or sentencing
reform legislation, for example, caninitially lead to alarge
number of appeals, but asthe COLR develops the lawthe
number of resulting appeals will dwindle. The Texas
Court of Criminal Appeals during 1988 experienced a
substantial increase in the number of writs filed. Much of
the increase can be traced to the Texas Prison Manage-
ment Act, which deals with the accumulation of “good
time"” credits in the state prison system.*® Cases raising
issues relating to that act were consolidated andthe issue
decided during the year.

APPELLATE CASELOAD TRENDS, 1984-88: A
SUMMARY. The trend tables highlight consistency and
variation among state appellate courts. Rates of change
of mandatory and discretionary filings and dispositions
vary significantly among states reporting complete and
comparable databetween 1984 and 1988, both for courts
of last resort and intermediate appellate courts.

While the data presented here are not conclusive
evidence, they suggest that the rate of increase in appel-
late court filings over the past five years is substantially
slower than that experienced from the mid-1960s to the
mid-1980s. In addition, this overall moderate growth in
filings has been accompanied by a concomitant growthin
dispositions, indicating that the state appellate courts as
a whole are successful in keeping pace with the growth
in filings. This ability may reflect the substantial innova-
tion over the 1970s and early 1980s in appellate court
structure and procedure. However, it must be stressed
that it is very difficult to draw national generalizations
because of continuing state-by-state and year-to-year
variationsinthe data. The rates of filings and dispositions
are increasing in some states, decreasing in others, and
remaining essentially unchanged in still other jurisdic-
tions. Therefore, it is not surprising that there remains a
considerable breadth of opinion as to the existence of any
national trends in appellate caseloads.

Conclusion

This commentary has three main objectives. The
first is to describe the work of state court systems,
identifying similarities and differences. The secondis to

“ The relevant statute is 42 Pa. Cons. Stat. secs. 723(a), 763, as
interpreted by the state supreme court in O'Brien v. State
Employee’s Retirement System, 503 Pa. 399, 469 A.2d 1008, cert.
denied, 469 U.S. 816 (1983).

“ Texas Prison Management Act, Art. 61840.

relate the similarities and differences to the manner in
which states organize their court systems and to other
state characteristics. The third isto assess changes over
time in state court caseloads.

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

Differences in appellate court systems include the
extent to which filings are mandatory appeals or discre-
tionary petitions and the percentage of discretionary
petitions that are granted. Two-tier appellate systems
differ in the degree to which they conform to the pattern
in which the COLR has discretionary control of its docket
and the IAC hears mandatory appeals.

Amongtrial court systems, there was broad similarity
in the rate of civil case filings per 100,000 population.
Rates of criminal case filings were more varied, but a
middle range could be identified. For civil, criminal, and
juvenile cases, states shared problems of increasing
pending caseloads. Fewer cases were disposed of than
were filed. The resulting problems are more acute in
most states for criminal and juvenile cases than for civil
cases.

State trial court systems differed in the rate at which
juvenile petitions were filed during 1988. Compared to
civil and criminal cases, the variation in juvenile filings
was substantial. Trial court systems also differinthe use
made of general and limited jurisdiction courts to hear
cases.

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

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

The analysis of trends, which allows each state to
serve as its own point of comparison, produced more
patterns. National appellate filings and nationaltrial court
filings both increased during 1988. At the appellate level,
the trends in mandatory filings and discretionary petitions
show a great deal of state-by-state and year-to-year
variation. This lack of consistent change makes it difficult
to draw firm conclusions as to the existence of national
frends. The data appear to suggest, however, that
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appelliate filings have assumed a more modest growth
rate in the latter half of the 1980s relative to the experi-
ence of the 1970s and early 1980s. In addition, the
growth in dispositions appears to be keeping pace with
the growth in filings.

Withinthe trial courts, a strong upwardtrendin felony
filing rates can be identified for the 1984-88 period. The
result was a substantial increase inthe number of serious
offenses moving through the state courts.

On the civil side, the 1984-88 period was marked by

substantial fluctuation in the rate of tort filings. _Tort. __.

reform legislation appears to underlie some of the abrupt
fluctuations in tort filing rates, particularly in 1985 and
1986. Overall, the evidence presented here indicates
that tort filings do not appear to be increasing at rates in
excess of other important components of civil caseload
such as contract or real property rights cases.
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Method of Case Disposition in State Trial Courts

What happens to trial court cases once they are filed?
We know from research studies that most civil and crimi-
nal cases end because they have been withdrawn or
settled by the parties, dismissed by the court, or not
prosecuted. Few cases reach a trial. However, what we
know about patterns in case dispositions is far from
definitive. Research typically describes dispositions in
one trial court or in a small group of trial courts over a
limited period of time. National statistics are needed to
strengthen what we know about disposition methods in
state triai courts.

National statistics contribute both greater precision
and meaningful context. Currently, we can only approxi-
mate the proportion of cases that are disposed of by each
method. A rigorous framework for classifying disposi-
tions would permit clear statements on the relative fre-
quency of jury trials, bench trials, pretrial dismissals, and
other disposition methods. National statistics put single
jurisdiction research into context. Does the proportion of
cases disposed of by various methods vary among the
states? Within a state, do the proportions change over
time?

The precision and context offered by national statis-
tics are important. A jury trial rate of 3 percent imposes
substantially different demands on trial court resources
thanarate of 6 or9 percent. Trial courts inwhich one-third
of all civil cases are dismissed before trial are likely to
process cases quite differently than systems with dis-
missal rates of 60 percentor more. If we can explain such
differences, we have the potential to understand the
processes that determine need for court resources. We
can also relate disposition rates to court backlogs, the
impact of alternative dispute resolution programs, and
case management systems.

There are, however, significant obstacles to achiev-
ing comprehensive national statistics on case disposition
methods. First, many states do not routinely collect such
information. Second, the categories states use to collect
method of disposition information are often not compa-
rable. Even the definition of what constitutes a jury trial
varies: some states count only cases that reach a verdict,
while others count any case in which a witness is sworn
as a disposition at trial regardless of whether a dismissal
or settlement ensues. Third, method of disposition statis-
tics usually refer to a broad mix of either civil or criminal
cases. The coverage is so wide thatthe usefulness of the
information is blunted by the diversity of cases that are
being described.

This part reports on etforts to devise a framework for
collecting and displaying information on 1988 case dispo-
sitions. The framework serves three objectives. First, it
catalogues factors that inhibit the use of the information
now available.  Second, similarities and differences
among states are described in the use of dismissals,
guilty pleas, jury trials, and bench trials to dispose of
criminal and civil cases. Third, suggestions are offered
for improving the statistics that state court administrative
offices and individual trial courts maintain on method of
disposition. While Part Il provides the best available
information on dispositions, prudence requires that as
much attention be given to the methodological limitations
of the information as to their descriptive content.

The main products of this effort are carefully foot-
noted compilations of method of disposition statistics.
Two tables at the end of Part Il summarize the data
provided to the Court Statistics Project for 1988. Table 1
reports on method of disposition in criminal cases. Table
2 reports on method of disposition in civil cases.'

Data Completeness and Comparability

How much information on case disposition method is
currently available and to what extent is it comparable
across states? Tables 1 and 2 provide the basis for the
answers offered in this section. For each statewide trial
court system included, the tables indicate the total num-
ber of cases disposed of through basic disposition cate-
gories during 1988, as well as the total number of case
dispositions. Supporting material in each table desig-
nates the underlying definitions of trials and methods for
counting cases and trials used in the state, as well as the
casetypes for which data can be obtained. The tables
were generated from statistics published in state court
annual reports or unpublished tabulations made avail-
able by state court administrative offices. This section
provides a guide to issues that affect the completeness
and the comparability of the data in the tables. This is an

' The summary tables permit direct comparisons between states only
after careful consideration of various of factors. Partil discusses those
factors that are specific to method of disposition statistics, such as
whether the trial count consists of cases that reach trial regardless of
outcome or only cases thatreach a verdictattrial. Differences in subject
matter jurisdiction, court structure, and units for counting cases, as
discussed in Part |, also have a bearing on the use of method of
disposition statistics.
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TEXT TABLE 1: Trial Definition in Criminal and Civil Cases
Number of states
which use definition for

Definition Criminal Civil

A) Ajury trial is counted at jury selection, 22 23
empaneling, or when jury is sworn.
A non-jury trial is counted when evidence is
first introduced or first witness is sworn.

B) Ajury trialis counted at introduction of 2 0
evidence or swearing of first witness.
A nonjury frial is counted when evidence is
first introduced or swearing of first witness.

C) Ajury trial is counted at verdict or decision. 12 13
A nonijury trial is counted at the decision.

essential step. Across states, the measurement of dispo-
sition methods encounters many of the problems that
existed 15 years ago for case filing and disposition
caseload statistics.

Completeness

Thirty-six statewide general jurisdiction court sys-
tems provide criminal disposition data; 36 states provide
civil disposition data.? Yet, Tables 1 and 2 reveal serious
gaps in the available data. Even for the 36 states
reporting method of disposition data, the available infor-
mation offers an incomplete picture of disposition out-
comes. For criminal cases, three states report the total
number of trials without distinguishing between jury or
bench trial. Only nine states record whether trials re-
sulted in acquittal or conviction during 1988.

Comprehensive, complete disposition data are avail-
able only for a handful of states. This is often attributable
to a lack of specificity in the reporting categories used to
collect and collate disposition method statistics. Several
distinctdisposition methods may be subsumedunderone
heading. For example, civil cases terminated through a
default judgment may be merged with dismissals as part
of the “other” method of disposition category; criminal
cases concluded through guilty pleas may be combined
with dismissals in criminal cases when nontrial disposi-
tion methods are not disaggregated. Lack of specificity in
reporting categories is the main obstacle to a more
comprehensive view of method of case disposition.

Comparability
Practices and procedures for collecting civil and
criminal case disposition data vary widely among the

2 The following tables refer only to general jurisdiction courts. In the 44
states with both general and limited jurisdiction courts, most of the trial
court caseload is disposed of in the limited jurisdiction courts. Before
making comparisons among states itis important to consult the individ-
ual court structure charts in Part IV to determine the subject matter of
cases heard in courts of general jurisdiction.
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states. This complicates the inevitable difficulties of
combining information describing 52 different jurisdic-
tions (the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto
Rico) with distinctive laws and court structures.

There are, however, some key definitional and
measurement characteristics that groups of states share.
Comparability is possible where states count trials simi-
larly, use similar methods for counting whatis a case, and
report information for a similar range of casetypes.?

In current practice, the point at which a state counts
ajury trial varies widely. Some court systems count trials
when the first juror is examined; some when the first
evidence is introduced; some when a verdict is reached;
and some at other intervening points. Text Table 1
shows the relative use of alternative trial definitions for the
courts displayed in Tables 1 and 2. Two-thirds of the
states share aftrial definition in which a jury trial is counted
when the jury is selected, empaneled, or sworn, and a
bench trial is counted when the first evidence is intro-
duced or first witness sworn.

The impact on state trial rates from definitional differ-
ences is highlighted by a recent study of the lengths of civil
and criminal trials in three general jurisdiction courts
located in each of three states: California, Colorado, and
New Jersey.* Text Table 2 summarizes the percentage
of criminal and civil trials tried to a jury verdict or a bench
judgment after trial commenced. A substantial percent-
age of casesthatbeginthe trial process “wash out”before
a verdict is reached. For example, fully one-quarter of
both civil and criminal jury trials in the California sites are
not tried to verdict. This implies that the jury trial rate in
California, which counts a case as disposed at trial once
the jury selection process begins, is significantly higher

3 Suggested definitions for key terms are supplied in the State Court
Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989.

* Dale A. Sipes, On Trial, National Center for State Courts, 1988. The
sites were: Califomia (superior courts in Oakland, Monterey, and
Marin County); Colorado (district courts in Denver, Colorado Springs,
and Golden); and New Jersey (superior courts in Jersey City, Pater-
son, and Elizabeth).



TEXT TABLE 2: Percentage of Civil and
Criminal Cases Tried to Verdict
by Jury and Bench Trial

Criminal Cases

Jury Bench

California 71 % 100 %
Colorado 85 83
New Jersey 82 75

Civil Cases

Jury Bench

California 74 % 90 %
Colorado 77 90
New Jersey 63 81

Source: Dale Sipes, On Trial, National Center for State Courts,
1988

than it would be if a trial disposition was defined as a jury
verdict being reached.

Trial definitions for each court system are displayed
under the ‘trial definition” column in Tables 1 and 2.
These definitional differences undoubtedly explain some
of the variation in trial rates that will be examined later.
Generally, most states providing data define a trial in a
way that overstates the number of cases concluded at
trial. That definition could, however, provide court man-
agers with guidance on the number of trial settings that
need to be scheduled by judicial district.

At a more fundamental level, the size of the total pool
of criminal cases available for disposition is affected by
definitional considerations. Courts differ in the point at
which a case is initially counted as filed, ranging from the
filing of the information or indictment to the time of the
arraignment. Given that a certain number of cases will
drop outof the system betweenthose two points—usually
through a plea or dismissal—those courts that use an
early count will tend to have a higher rate of nontrial dis-
positions for purely definitional reasons.

Courts also differ in the case unit of count. This is
particularly important for criminal cases, where courts
variously use charges, defendants, or indictments as the
basic unit for collecting statistics. A single criminal inci-
dent involving two detendants can be counted as one
case (a single incident) or two cases (one for each
defendant) or as more than two cases if each count
against each defendant is considered a case. Table 1
summarizes the point and unit of count underlying the
statistics reported for each court system.

The casetypes for which method of disposition data
were sought are shown as headings to the right of each
table. The “+" symbol is used to designate if a casetype
is included in a particular row of information. Where pos-

sible, disposition methods are displayed separately for
each casetype. Where the “o” symbol appears, reported
data do not include that particular casetype.®

For most states, disposition data describe a mix of
casetypes. This obscures the implications of the resulting
trial rate, because different types of cases require differ-
ing amounts of time to decide depending on the complex-
ity ofthe issues. Forexample, anuncontested divorce will
typically require only afew minutes of court time, while the
average contract case disposed by jury trial requires two
days (14 hours and 2 minutes of trial time®). Some types
of cases have an inherently high trial rate. Statutes in
many states provide that appeals of administrative agency
decisions are to be resolved through bench trials in the
generaljurisdiction court. This inflates the benchtrial rate
for court systems in which such appeals are included in
the base of case dispositions for which a rate is calcu-
lated. Generally, Tables 1 and 2 report the most detailed
breakdowns of disposition method data available.

The lack of complete and comparable information for
all states makes it impossible to offer a definitive assess-
ment of how trial court cases are decided. It is possible,
however, to remain within the limits of what is prudent
given the state of the data and still draw conclusions. The
states reporting data represent a broad cross-section of
regions, population sizes, court structures, and criminal
and civil caseload sizes.

Patterns of Trial Court Dispositions, 1988

The following sections describe national patterns on
the method of disposing of criminal and civil cases in
1988. Criminal and civil cases are treated separately but
through a similar framework. First, court procedures are
outlined to develop issues for discussion using the data
and to highlight the various methods of disposition. Then,
the relative frequency is examined for trials, guilty pleas,
and dismissals as methods for disposing of criminal
cases and for trials, defaults, and settlements in civil
cases. Where possible, jury and bench trial rates are
examined separately. The discussion respects the limits
of comparability and completeness, while still addressing
matters of substantive concern to the court community.

Criminal Dispositions

Stages in the

Disposition of a Criminal Case

Criminal cases enter the court system at the decision
to file charges. Charges are initiated by the prosecutor,
although the official charging document differs between

8 For example, if one is interested in criminal dispositions in the
Wisconsin Circuit Court, turn to Table 1. The first of the three rows under
Wisconsin has a + sign under the F casetype, which indicates that the
disposition information in that row contains information on felony
caseloads. The second and third rows provide exclusive disposition
information on, respectively, misdemeanors and DWI/DUI cases.

¢ Sipes, supranote 4, atp. 10.
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felony and misdemeanor offenses and varies among the
states (and often by district, circuit, or county within
states). In one-half of the states, felony charges require
anindictment by agrand jury unless the defendant waives
that right. In states without a grand jury, charges are
initiated by an information signed by the prosecutor.
Misdemeanor cases typically are initiated through the
filing of a complaint.

Once an indictment or information is filed with the
trial court, defendants are scheduled for arraignment. At
the arraignment, defendants are formally charged, ad-
vised of their rights, and called upon to plead. If the
defendant pleads guilty or nolo contendere, the judge can
either accept or reject the plea. A date for sentencing is
then set if the pleais accepted. The plea may be rejected
if, for example, the judge believes that defendants do not
fully understand their rights. The case would then pro-
ceed o trial.

A trial date is set if the defendant pleads not guilty.
The defendant has the right to either a trial by jury or a
bench trial. In both instances, the prosecution and
defense present their statements and evidence and the
judge rules on issues of law in jury trials and on both law
and fact in bench trials. Although most trials result in
either an acquittal or conviction, a mistrial is another pos-
sible outcome. Further, guilty pleas are sometimes
entered during the course of a trial and cases are dis-
missed on the motion of the prosecutor, defense counsel,
or the judge.

Criminal Dispositions

by Casetype, 1988

The available information permits an overview of the
use of trials, guilty pleas, and dismissals in 1988.7 Table
1 presents the summary data onthe method of disposition
for criminal cases.

TRIAL. Few criminal cases are resolved by formal
trial proceedings. The overwhelming majority of criminal
cases are disposed by either a guilty plea or a dismissal.
Text Table 3 shows the percentage of dispositions reached
through the trial process by state and in the aggregate
nationally. Overall, approximately 6 percent of criminal
caseswere disposed attrialin 1988. States vary substan-
tially, however, in the frequency with which trials were
held. Thetrial rate ranges fromlows of less than 1 percent
in Connecticut (misdemeanors only) and Texas (misde-
meanors only) to highs of 25 percent in Missouri (misde-
meanors only), 33 percent in Virginia (misdemeanors and
other criminal cases only), and 38 percent in Hawaii (DUI
cases only). Some of this variation undoubtedly can be
attributed to inconsistencies in the criminal casetypes
included in the reported trial rates and the definition of a
trial. Ascanbe seeninTable 1, the trial rates may include
any combination of felony, misdemeanor, DUI/DWI, or
other criminal cases. The varying patterns of consolidat-
ing the different criminal casetypes apparent in Text

7 See the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989 for standardized
definitions of the disposition terms used in this section.

Table 3 make it difficult to interpret and compare the
published trial rates.

Text Table 4 narrows the field to felony cases. in 12
states and the District of Columbia a trial rate specifically
for felony cases could be determined. Trial rates ranged
from a low of 3 percent in Texas (2 percent jury and 1
percent bench) to a high of 28 percent in Virginia (6
percent jury and 22 percent bench). The figure for
Virginia is twice the rate of the second highest felony trial
rate of 14 percent in Missouri.

JURY TRIALS. Aggregating data for the 32 states
reveals a virtually even split between jury and bench
trials, with jury trials representing 47.4 percent of all trials
held and bench trials the remaining 52.6 percent (Text
Table 3). Aggregation, however, conceals the fact that
jury trial rates exceed bench trial rates in 19 of the 32
states. Further, 19,703 of the 51,478 reported criminal
benchtrials occurredin Virginia. The influence of this one
court system is extreme. |If the data from Virginia is
excluded from the total, the split between jury and bench
trial reverses, with jury trials representing 57 percent and
benchtrials 43 percent of alltrials. The percentage of total
dispositions by jury trial ranges from a low of less than 1
percent in Connecticut (misdemeanor data only) to a high
of 11 percent in Hawaii (a combination of felony, misde-
meanor, and other criminal cases).?

A focus on felony cases again adds precision. [n-
deed, Text Table 4 shows jury trial rates for felonies
occupy a narrow range: from 2 percent in Texas to 7
percent in Alaska and the District of Columbia. In addi-
tion, jury trial rates in felony cases exceed bench trial
rates in 10 of the 13 reporting states.

BENCH TRIALS. Most states report benchtrial rates
inthe range of 1 to 4 percent. In Text Table 3, benchtrials
represent less than 1 percent of all dispositions in ten
states® and the District of Columbia. Although bench trials
account for 31 percent of dispositions in Hawaii (DUI
cases only) and Virginia (misdemeanor and other crimi-
nal cases only), only in two other states—Missouri (22
percent) and North Dakota (15 percent)—do bench trial
rates exceed 10 percent.

The high bench trial rates in Hawaii, Missouri, North
Dakota, and Virginia may reflect peculiarities associated
with the types of cases being reported (e.g., DUl in
Hawaii); distinctive definitions for what is to be counted as
abenchtrial, including proceedings that are not treated as
trial settings in other states (e.g., probation revocation
hearings); or jurisdictional or procedural factors that
promote the use of bench trials to decide cases.

Returning to felony cases, in 13 courts the field is
narrowed to a well-defined type of case. Text Table 4
displays bench trial rates in 13 states, including Missouri
and Virginia. The courtsin 12 of the 13 states have felony
bench trial rates of less than 10 percent. These rates are
comparable with those reported in a 1987 study of 26

* Twenty-four of the 32 states publishing the appropriate data had jury
trial rates of 5 percent or less.

® These states are: Alaska, Arizona, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware,
Florida, Minnesota, New Jersey, Texas, and Vermont.
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TEXT TABLE 3: Percentage of Criminal Dispositions Reached at Trial,
1988
Percent Percent Percent
State Trial by Jury by Bench FMDO
Alaska 7.2% 6.9% 0.3% +000
Arizona 4.1 3.7 04 +4+++
California 6.8 4.6 20 +44+ 4
Colorado 45 4.0 05 +00+
Connecticut 04 0.1 0.3 0+00
Delaware 6.2 5.7 0.5 ++40+
District of Columbia 71 6.9 0.2 +000
43 27 1.6 0+00
Florida 29 26 04 ++0+
Hawaii 146 10.7 40 ++0+
384 7.7 30.6 00+0
Indiana 125 6.0 6.5 +000
lowa 43 15 28 44+
Kansas 58 4.2 17 +00+
4.2 0.9 33 0+00
Maine 6.7 5.1 1.6 +++ 4+
Maryland 8.3 36 47 ++0+
Michigan 10.9 45 6.4 +00+
Minnesota 5.4 46 0.8 +000
: 21 1.7 03 0+00
Missouri 136 4.2 94 +000
25.4 35 21.8 0+00
Montana 96 54 43 ++0+
New Jersey 53 49 04 +000
New York 7.7 6.4 1.3 +04+0
North Dakota 18.7 3.7 15.0 ++04+
Ohio 8.3 43 4.0 +000
Oklahoma 6.9 37 3.1 +00+
53 0.6 4.7 0+0+
47 0.7 40 00+0
Oregon 7.9 45 35 +000
Pennsylvania 7.2 3.1 4.1 +++0
South Dakota 56 43 13 +000
14 0.1 13 0++0
Texas 3.1 2.1 1.0 +000
09 06 03 0+00
Vermont 35 30 05 +000
1.5 1.0 0.5 O+++
Virginia 28.3 6.4 21.9 +000
33.1 26 30.5 0+0+
Washington 8.2 6.6 1.7 +00+
Wisconsin 68 49 1.9 +000
22 1.2 1.0 0+00
2.7 1.8 09 00+0
Wyoming 8.6 3.8 48 +00+
Aggregate Trial Rates for Courts Reporting Disposition, Jury Trial, and Bench Trial
Information
Percentage
Variables Total of Total
Dispositions 1,618,012
Trials 97,873 6.1%
Jury 46,395 29 (47.4% of Total Trials)
Bench 51,478 3.2 (52.6% of Total Trials)
Casetypes: F=Felony; M=Misdemeanor; D=DUI/DWI; O=Other Criminal

urban trial courts.' Virginia remains atypical, however,
with afelony benchtrial rate of 22 percent. When coupled

' John Goerdtetal., Examining Court Delay: The Pace of Litigation in
26 Urban Trial Courts, 1987, National Center for State Courts, 1989.
The data appendix to this report shows bench trial rates ranging from a
low of less than 1 percent in Miami, Minneapolis, and Newark to a high
of 9 percent in Portland.

with the high bench trial rates for misdemeanor and other
criminal cases, this suggests that perhaps some Virginia
general jurisdiction courts use a broader measure of
bench trial rates than other courts.!

VARIATION IN TRIAL RATES. How trials are de-
fined offers a likely explanation for the variation in trial
disposition rates among states. Examining Table 1 in
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TEXT TABLE 4: Percentage of Felony
Dispositions at Trial, 1988
Percent Percent Percent
State Trial by Jury by Bench

Alaska 7.2% 6.9% 0.3%
District of Columbia 71 6.9 0.2
Indiana 125 6.0 6.5
Minnesota 54 46 08
Missoun 136 4.2 9.4
New Jersey 53 49 04
Ohio 8.3 43 40
Oregon 79 45 35
South Dakota 56 43 1.3
Texas 3.1 21 1.0
Vermont 35 30 05
Virginia 28.3 6.4 219
Wisconsin 6.8 49 19

conjunction with Text Table 4 provides information on
both the definition of a trial and the trial rate for felony
cases. States with low bench trial rates like Alaska and
New Jersey count a case as disposed only if the case is
triedto decision. This contrasts with the practice of states
that report comparatively high bench trial rates. In Mis-
souri and Virginia a case is counted as disposed by a
bench trial once the opening statements are made.
However, this explanation is not fully satisfactory. The
District of Columbia, for example, reports a bench trial
rate of less than 1 percent using the same definition as
Virginia, where the rate is 22 percent.

It appears, therefore, that other, more substantive
factors may be at work. One of these may be the size of
the court's caseload. A full-fledged trial is an expensive
proposition both in terms of judicial time and fimited
courtroom and other court resources. Most states have
arelatively fixed capacity (e.g., limited number of judges
and courtrooms) with which to handle trials. This sug-
gests that rising caseloads may be counterbalanced by
decreasingpercentages of cases disposedatfrial. Prose-
cutors recognize the limitations and become more selec-
tive in the cases that they take to trial.

Such reasoning may help to explain why states with
a higher ratio of caseload to court capacity tend to have
relatively fewer trials. As expanding caseloads impinge
on a fixed court size, increasing congestion and delay
may boost the incentive to seek alternatives to formaltrial
dispositions. Therefore, while the absolute number of
trials may be larger in such courts, the percentage of
cases disposed of at trial may be smaller. A comparison
of Hawaii and California is illustrative. California has
approximately 10times as manybenchtrials and 20 times
as many jury trials as Hawaii. Yet trials represent 7
percent of California’s total criminal dispositions, com-
pared to the 17 percent of cases in Hawaii that are

" This viewpoint is supported by Goerdt etal., which showed bench trial
rates for two large urban courts in Virginia: Fairfax (7%) and Norfolk
(6%). There is variation between these figures and those published for
the two circuits in the 1987 Virginia Annual Report. Fairfax showed a
bench trial rate of 44% and Norfolk showed a bench trial rate of 7%.

disposed of through trial. Other factors underlying the
variation intrial rates are less readily measured withinthe
confines of this study. However, these “unmeasured
explanations for the variation in trial disposition rates may
involve various idiosyncracies relevant to state laws,
prosecutorial philosophies and case screening policies,
state legal cultures and norms, and the formal involve-
ment of judges in the pretrial resolution stage.”'?

TRIAL VERDICTS. The number and frequency of
trials is of interest to judges and court administrators.
There is probably wider interest in the verdicts that result
from those trials.

Anticipating the rate at which defendants are con-
victed or acquitted at trial is challenging. The number of
cases terminated by formal trial proceedings is quite
small, the product of a lengthy screening process. Since
most defendants are convicted by a plea of guilty (a topic
discussed in the next section), can one characterize the
type of case that proceeds to trial?

Incentives from prosecutors in the form of charge
reductions and recommendations forreduced sentences,
as well as the risk of longer sentences following a trial
conviction, are strong inducements to most clearly guilty
defendants to plead guilty prior to trial.** In addition,
defendants facing questionable evidence or prosecution
witnesses who are less than credible are likely to be
offered-even more substantial plea bargains as incen-
tives." This implies that most of the prosecution’s “strong”
cases, as well as many cases with more tenuous evi-
dence will be settled by plea agreement.

To forgo attractive prosecutorial offers and risk an
extended prison sentence implies that many defendants
who proceed to trial estimate a relatively high probability
of acquittal. Of course, not every such decision is based
on rational, calculated decision-making. Some defen-
dants will go to trial regardiess of the strength of the
prosecution’s case. And we cannotdiscount the situation
of defendants who indeed are innocent and believe that
the trial process will bear that out.

Text Table 5 shows the jury and bench trial convic-
tionrates for 9 ofthe 36 states. The datafromthose states
demonstrate that whatever the perception underlying
decisions to proceed to trial, the rate of acquittal is low.
Approximately two-thirds of all defendants who went to
trial in those states’ general jurisdiction courts in 1988
were convicted.’® These results seem to be consistent

2 Victor E. Flango et al., The Business of State Trial Courts, National
Center for State Courts, 1983, p. 40.

'3 The existence of differential sentencing (the belief that a defendant
who pleads guilty will receive a less severe sentence than one who is
convicted at trial) has been confirmed in a wide variety of studies. For
a review of the literature, see William F. McDonald, Plea Bargaining:
Critical Issues and Common Practices, U.S. Dept. of Justice, National
Institute of Justice, 1985.

" Both the decision to plead guilty rather than go to trial and the extent
of the offered plea agreement are reported by virtually all researchers
to depend on case strength. See, e.g., Joan Jacoby, The Amarican
Prosecutor: A Search for Identity, Lexington Books, 1980,

' There is some variation between courts, especially with regard to
bench trial rates. Florida and New Jersey both report bench trial
conviction rates of less than 50 percent,
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TEXT TABLE 5: Conviction Rate at Trial, 1988
Percent Percent
Jury Bench
State Convict Convict FMDO
California 81.3% 74.2% +4+++
Delaware 66.0 68.2 +4+0+
Florida 58.6 421 ++0+
Kansas 776 +00+
75.0* 0+00
Maine 69.8 60.8 +4+4+
Montana 733 92.5 ++0+
New Jersey 68.9 314 +000
Texas 834 64.4 +000
72.0 92.3 0+00
Vermont 66.2 545 +000
61.0 74.2 O+++
*The Kansas conviction rate combines both jury and bench trials.
Casetypes: F=Felony; M=Misdemeanor; D=DUI/DWI;
O=0ther Criminal

overtime, meshing with 1978 figures reportedfor a similar
mix of courts in an earlier NCSC Court Statistics Project
publication, The Business of State Trial Courts, aswell as
several classic case studies.'®

GUILTY PLEAS. Text Table 6 indicates that 66
percent of all criminal case are disposed of by a guilty
plea.'” Most states conform rather closely to that rate.
Departures from the two-thirds norm are often for specific
types of cases. However, California reports that guilty
pleas were obtained in 87.2 percent of all cases while
Pennsylvania reports guilty pleas in 46.7 percent of
cases.

When consideration is restricted to felony cases, as
shown in Text Table 7, guilty pleas range from relatively
low rates of 46 percent in Texas and 51 percent in South
Dakota and Virginia to relatively high rates of 71 percent
in Ohio and 84 percent in Rhode Island.

THE GUILTY PLEAPROCESS. Because the deter-
mination of guilt is so critical, there is a well-defined
process and a humber of constitutional guarantees that
underlie a plea of guilty. At the point of the arraignment,
the defendant must decide whether to proceed to trial or
admit guilt. There are several plea alternatives if the
defendant opts to forgo trial. First, the defendant may
plead guilty to the charges. A second alternative, avail-
able in most jurisdictions, is a plea of nolo contendere, or
no contest, to the charges. A third alternative is a plea of
not guilty by reason of insanity or mental iliness.

Before the court’s acceptance of any plea, the federal
courtrules, aswell as those of most states, require that an
extensive dialogue take place, onthe record, between the

6 James Eisenstein and Herbert Jacob, Felony Justice, Little, Brown,
1977; VeraInstitute of Justice, Felony Arrests, Longman Inc., 1981;and
Abraham S. Blumberg, Criminal Justice, Quadrangle Books, 1970.

v This is the percentage of filings that were disposed of by a guilty plea.
An estimate of the number of convictions disposed of by a guilty pleacan
be obtained by first subtracting the number of cases dismissed from the
filing total. This gives a guilty plea rate of 79 percent of convictions.

TEXT TABLE 6: Nontrial Criminal Dispositions,
1988
Percent Percent Percent
State Plea Dismiss Other FMDO
Alaska 648% 26.9% 11% +000
California 87.2 6.0 - + 44+
Delaware 704 198 36 + +0+
District of Columbia 60.0 13.0 185 +000
30.3 235 419 0+00
Florida 74.8 136 59 ++0+
Hawaii 523 240 9.1 + +0+
33.2 2.2 26.2 0+00
Indiana 62.7 213 - +000
Kansas 59.7 218 127 + 00+
488 335 135 0+00
Maine 511 269 153 + 4+ 4+
Michigan 574 134 19.4 + 00+
Missouri 704 11.2 0.7 +000
412 30.0 0.7 0+00
Montana 66.0 24 4 - + +0+
New Jerse: 64.5 18.2 - + 000
New Yo 83.1 8.5 1.5 +0+0
North Carolina 634 29.9 29 +000
North Dakota 789 - - + +0+
Ohio 711 9.6 9.8 +000
Oklahoma 60.0 33.1 - + 00+
60.4 29.1 52 0+0+
82.1 123 0.9 00+0
Pennsylvania 46.7 8.2 38.0 + +4+0
Rhode Island 844 118 0.3 +000
59.5 232 5.2 0 +++
South Carolina 636 27.7 6.3 + o+t
South Dakota 51.2 432 - + 000
85.0 13.6 - 0++40
Texas 46,0 17.8 21.1 +000
35.1 233 36.0 0+00
Vermont 64.1 250 0.5 +000
68.9 239 - 0 +4+4+
Virginia 516 15.7 45 +000
36.1 27.0 3.9 0 +0+
Washington 69.9 155 55 + 00+
Wisconsin 67.2 19.1 69 +000
64.7 32.1 1.0 0+00
81.0 158 0.5 00+0
Wyoming 63.5 16.9 11.0 +00+
*Disposition percentages exclude trial rates and will not sum to
100 percent.
- =Not available.
Casetypes: F=Felony; M=Misdemeanor; D=DUI/DWI;
O=0ther Criminal.

judge and the defendant to ensure that the plea was fully
explained and the consequences of the plea understood.
This dialogue establishes an adequate record that the
defendant knowingly waived the privilege against self-
incrimination, the right to trial by jury, and the right to face
one’s accusers; ensures that the nature of the offense
was fully explained to the defendant; and verifies that the
plea was fully explained and the consequences of the
plea understood. Another requirement is that the defen-
dant be represented by counsel to provide an informed
and impatrtial analysis of the prospects at trial relative to
a guilty plea.

The plea process is certainly swifter than the formal
trial process, but it need not be lesstair. Althoughfairness
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TEXT TABLE 7: Nontrial Felony Dispositions,
1988
Percent Percent Percent
State Plea Dismiss Other
Alaska 64.8% 26.9% 1.1%
District of Columbia 60.0 13.0 18.5
Indiana 627 213 -
Missouri 70.4 11.2 0.7
New Jersey 64.5 18.2 -
North Carolina 634 299 29
Ohio 711 96 98
Rhode Island 844 118 03
South Dakota 51.2 432 -
Texas 46.0 17.8 211
Vermont 64.1 25.0 05
Virginia 51.6 15.7 45
Wisconsin 67.2 19.1 6.9
- = Not available

is a difficult quality to measure, the overwhelming preva-
lence of quilty pleas provides strong evidence that the
plea process is more desirable to both defendants and
prosecutors than trial. Both sides benefit. Prosecutors
benefit because they are able to secure high conviction
rates without incurring the uncertainty and cost of trial.
Defendants presumably prefer the outcome of the nego-
tiation to the exercise of their trial rights or the deal would
not have been struck. The defendant also saves the
uncertainty and cost of trial.'®

THE PREVALENCE OF GUILTY PLEAS . Approxi-
mately 79 percent of all criminal convictions occurthrough
a guilty plea. Often this involves an explicit bargain or
agreement between the defense and prosecution. The
prevalence of plea bargaining has been explained by the
impact of caseload pressure upon criminal court opera-
tions."® As caseload pressure increases, it is argued,
overworked prosecutors substitute compromise (plea
bargaining) for traditional due process methods and guilty
pleas replace trials as the primary form of disposition.
Furthermore, this situation can only be remedied by
reducing caseload pressures through a large infusion of
resources into the criminal justice system.

'* The debate over the efficacy of plea bargaining has created a large
literature. See, e.g., Lynn Mather, Plea Bargaining or Trial?, Lexington
Books, 1979.

12 See, Albert Alschuler, “The Prosecutor's role in Plea Bargaining,” 36
University of Chicago Law Review (1968). The theory of caseload
pressure should be contrasted with Malcom Feely, “Plea Bargaining
and the Structure of the Criminal Process,” Justice System Journal, vol.
7, no. 3, 1982, p. 338. Rather than issues of caseload pressure,
efficiency considerations, or resource conservation underlying the
prevalence of plea bargaining, Feeley argues that changes in the
structure of the criminal justice system (e.g., expansion of criminal law
and procedural rights, the rise of criminal justice professionals) has
increased the level of adversariness. This increased adversariness has
led to increased negotiation resulting in a more evenly balanced
relationship between the state and the defendant.

This conventional wisdom is challenged by several
recent studies. A study conducted in the Connecticut
Superior Court found that the trial rate had remained
relatively unchanged at about 8.7 percent from 1880 to
1959 although caseloads considerably increased. Simi-
larresults were found in a more statistically rigorous study
of the Chicago courts, where variations in caseload did
not affect the guilty plea rate or the decision to pursue a
case to trial.?®

Examining this issue using felony disposition data,
Text Table 7, inconjunctionwith Table 15 (Part lil, p. xxx),
provides some support for these recent findings. There
is no evidence of a relationship between caseload levels
and the number of guilty pleas.2' For example, the per-
centage of guilty pleas in states with large felony caseloads
such as Texas (46%) and New Jersey (65%) do not differ
greatly from the percentage of guilty pleas in low criminal
caseload states such as Alaska (65%) and South Dakota

(51%). Although such comparisons are far from conclu-

sive, they support the view that caseload pressure alone
does not explain the prevalence of guilty pleas’and, by
inference, of plea bargaining. It is therefore highly un-
likely that an increase in criminal justice resources, on its
own, would lead to the elimination of plea bargaining.
Prosecutors would still have incentives to pleabargain in
cases where questions exist over the credibility of wit-
nesses, cases where key evidence might not stand up at
trial, and inmany other situations. Prosecutors, however,
mention caseload pressures as one important reason for
engaging in plea bargaining.? A reasonable conclusion
is that caseload pressures are but one ingredient in the
plea bargaining decision. Caseload pressure is ageneral
impetus to plea bargain, but does not determine which
specific cases will be bargained or the generosity of any
particular bargain.

DISMISSALS. In a pretrial meeting, the defense
attorney may ask the prosecutor to dismiss the charges
against the client. An unqualified dismissal involves
neither a plea by the defendant nor an exchange by the
prosecutor; rather, a dismissal is a decision by the trial
court to terminate all charges against a defendant. Dis-
missals typically point to questions over the sufficiency of
the evidence. Eyewitness identification may be uncer-
tain, victims reluctant to testify, and the evidence circum-
stantial.

Text Table 6 indicates that approximately 20 percent
of all criminal cases are dismissed, making it the second
most common method of case disposition. The lowest
dismissal rate for felony cases (Text Table 7) are 10
percent in Ohio and 11 percent in Missouri. The highest

» See, €.g., Milton Heumann, Plea Bargaining, University of Chicago

Press, 1978; Peter Nardulli, “The Caseload Controversy and the Study

of Criminal Courts,” 70 Joumnal of Criminal Law and Criminology (1979).
2 These figures should only be viewed as suggestive since they do not
control for the staffing size of the courts or the prosecutor’s offices.

2 Foran example of research based on prosecutor interview data which
has found caseload pressure to have a direct effect on case determina-
tion, see William F. McDonald, Plea Bargaining: Critical Issues and
Common Practice, National Institute of Justice, 1985.
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rates are in North Carolina (30 percent) and South Dakota
(43 percent). It is noteworthy that the lowest dismissal
rate is higher than the average trial rates.

Civil Dispositions

The proceedings and outcomes of civil cases do not
possess the peculiar fascination that the public and press
find in serious criminal cases. Only the occasional multi-
million dollar judgment brings the civil courts into the
limelight. This obscures reality because most of the
workload of general jurisdiction courts consists of civil
cases.?

There are some important procedural differences
between criminal and civil cases. This section outlines
the stages of a civil action from the filing of the initial
complaint to case termination. An analysis of the fre-
quency with which civil cases are disposed by trial,
settlement, dismissals, and default then follows.

Stages in the .

Disposition of a Civil Case

All states have established rules of civil procedure
that mandate the way that civil actions are to be initiated
and processed. The process begins when a complaint is
filed with the clerk of the court outlining the facts of the
case, the alleged civil wrong, and a request for a count
ordered remedy such as monetary damages. The defen-
dantis informed of the complaint through a summons and
is required to respond to the complaint within a limited
time period; otherwise, default judgment may be entered
against the defendant.

Once a civil action has been initiated, it may be
several years before the trial stage is reached. This
underscores the lack of binding rules concerning the pace
of civil litigation (23 states have nonbinding “goals” for
increasing the pace of civil cases) that contrast with the
speedy trial rules enforced for criminal cases.?

Both parties are likely to use the interim period to
prepare their cases through the discovery process. This
may take the form of verbal questioning under oath
{depositions) or by asking detailed and specific written
questions (interrogatories). This process allows each
party to clarify exactly what is disputed by the other party,
and which witnesses the opposing party will use to prove
its case. At the completion of discovery, many courts
schedule a pretrial conference with the opposing parties
andthe judge to examine the legal issues and discuss the
possibility of settlement.

As incriminal cases, a civil case that proceeds to trial
may be held before either a judge or jury. If the jury finds

2 |n 1988, Table 7 (Partlll, p. 111) shows that 71 percent of the general
jurisdiction caseload was civil cases with the remaining 29 percent
being criminal cases.

# The difference in case processing time between civil and criminal
cases is substantial. The NCSC publication, Examining Court Delay:
The Pace of Litigation in 26 Urban Trial Courts, 1987, p. 12, 54, shows
the median time from complaint to disposition in civil cases to be 333
days and the median time from arrest to disposition in felony cases to
be 119 days.

in favor of the plaintiff, the jury also sets the monetary
amount of the award. This varies from the standard
practice in most criminal courts where the jury determines
guilt or innocence, but the sentencing is left to the judge.
In other respects, the form ot a civil trial is similar to a
criminal trial.

Civil Dispositions by Casetype, 1988

This section now turns to an analysis of specific
patterns that are evident for dispositions by trial and by
settlement, dismissal, or default. Table 2 displays sum-
mary data on the method of disposition of civil cases in
1988. The civil casetypes included as weli as bench and
jury trial definitions are also shown for each courtin Table
2.

TRIAL. Most civil cases are settled prior to trial.
Therefore, as with criminal cases, the formal trial process
is the least used method of civil case disposition. Text
Table 8 displays civil trial rates by state and in aggregate.

Overall, trials account for 9.2 percent of all civil
dispositions in 1988. Of the 34 states reporting relevant
information, 21 have combined jury and bench trial rates
of 9 percent or less for all civil casetypes. The remaining
courts show considerable variation, with trial rates reach-
ing to as high as 35 percent in Oklahoma (small claims
cases only) and 39 percent in Missouri (small claims
cases only).

As with criminal trial rates, it is likely that the various
combinations of general civil (tort, contract, and real
property), small claims, domestic relations, and other civil
cases shown in Text Table 8 complicate interpretation of
civil trial rates. Text Table 9 presents trial rate informa-
tion for general civil cases only.® As can be seen, there
is still considerable variation in trial rates. The range
however is more restricted, with highs of 20 percent in
North Carolina and 24 percent in Oklahoma. Fifteen of
the 27 states publishing data on general civil caseloads
report trial rates of 7 percent or less.?

JURY TRIALS. Aggregating over the 34 states in
Text Table 8 finds that 12.5 percent of all civil trials were
jury trials; the remaining 87.5 percent were before the
bench. There is little variation in jury trial rates, with all
states reponting civil jury trial rates of less than 6 per-
cent.?” In only six states do jury trial rates exceed bench
trial rates.

In many instances, Text Table 9 allows an examina-
tion of jury trial rates for the components of general civil
caseload. Forthe 10 states that report such specific data,
itcanbe seenthat jury trial rates intort cases are all below

# The reported general civil trial rates may include some "other civil®
cases if they cannot be separated from tort, contract, and real property
cases. Itis importantto focus on this grouping as general civil excludes
casetypes such as small claims where a jury trial is not an option.

# These results do not significantly differ from those found by Goerdt
etal. In unpublished data from Examining Court Delay: The Pace of
Litigation in 26 Urban Trial Courts, 1987, the civil trial rate ranged from
a low of 2 percent in Dayton to highs of 18 percent in Portiand and 20
percent in Fairfax.

Z Again, these rates mirror the levels found in Goerdt et al., supranote
10, p. 24.
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TEXT TABLE 8: Percentage of Civil Dispositions
Reached at Trial, 1988
Percent Percent Percent
State Trial by Jury by Bench TCRSDO
Alaska 6.0% 1.4% 46% +++00+
Arizona 29 1.0 19 +++00+
California 3.9 1.6 23 +00000
17.0 50 119 00+000
Colorado 25 09 1.7 +++00+
Connecticut 29 1.1 19 +++00+
Delaware 28 1.7 1.1 +++00+
District of Columbia 16 08 08 ++000+
Florida 5.7 47 10 +00000
4.2 0.8 34 0+0000
37 0.2 35 00+000
0.9 0.2 0.7 00000+
Hawaii 2.8 1.9 09 +00000
1.7 05 12 0+0000
04 04 00 00+000
1.1 0.3 08 00000+
Indiana 199 1.1 188 +++00+
lowa 104 1.0 9.4 +++0++
Kansas 59 0.6 53 +++00+
Maine 59 4.0 1.9 +++0++
Maryland 9.1 1.3 78 +++0++
Massachusetts 6.5 23 4.2 +00000
10.3 14 89 0+0000
15.0 1.6 134 00+000
Michigan 33 29 04 +00000
2.2 06 15 0++00+
Minnesota 16.2 4.5 118 +00000
56 14 42 040000
2.3 05 18 00+000
1.1 03 08 00000+
Missouri  19.3 0.6 187 +++00+
388 0.0 388 000+00
New Jersey 75 04 7.1 ++++0+
New York 104 45 59 +++04+4+
North Caralina  20.2 57 145 +++00+
North Dakota 129 04 125 +++0++
Ohio 7.3 3.2 4.1 +00000
18.6 08 178 0++00+
Oklahoma 24.6 1.1 235 +++000
35.2 0.0 352 000+00
Oregon 59 3.6 22 +++000
Pennsylvania 110 44 66 +++00+
Rhode Island 8.6 44 4.2 +++00+
South Dakota 6.5 11 54 +++00+
Texas 134 39 95 +00000
9.5 1.0 86 0+0000
19.4 21 173 00+000
133 1.0 123 00000+
Vermont 145 15 13.0 +++00+
Virginia  18.9 29 160 +++00+
Washington 6.4 46 18 +00000
34 0.4 3.0 0+0000
24 0.1 23 00+000
1.3 0.2 1.1 00000+
Wisconsin 55 41 14 +00000
25 0.3 22 0+0000
28 0.0 28 000+00
5.1 0.3 48 00000+
Wyoming 28.4 05 279 +++0++
Casetype: T=Tort; C=Contract, R=Real Property; S=Small
Claims; D=Domestic Relations; O=Other Civil
Aggregate Trial Rates for Courts Reporting Disposition,
Jury Trial, and Bench Trial Information, 1988
Percentage
Variables Total of Total
Dispositions 2,835,491
Trials 260,980 9.2%
Jury 32,563 1.2 (125% of Total Trials)
Bench 228,417 8.1 (87.5% of Total Trials)
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TEXT TABLE 9: Percentage of General Civil
Dispositions Reached at Trial,
1988
Percent Percent Percent

State Trial by Jury byBench TCRO

Alaska 6.0 1.4 46 + 4+
Arizona 29 10 19 ++ 4+
California 39 1.6 23 +000
17.0 50 11.9 00+0

Colorado 2.5 0.9 1.7 4+
Connecticut 29 141 19 4+
Delaware 28 1.7 1.1 4+t
District of Columbia 1.6 08 0.8 ++0+
Florida 5.7 4.7 1.0 +000

4.2 08 34 0+00

3.7 0.2 35 00+0

0.9 0.2 0.7 000+

Hawaii 2.8 19 09 +000

1.7 05 1.2 0+00

04 04 0.0 00+0

1.1 03 08 000+

Indiana 199 11 18.8 +4+++
Kansas 59 06 53 4+
Massachusetts 6.5 2.3 4.2 +000
10.3 1.4 89 0+00

15.0 1.6 13.4 00+0

Michigan 33 29 04 +000

2.2 0.6 15 O+++

Minnesota 16.2 45 11.8 +000
56 1.4 4.2 0+00

23 0.5 18 00+0

1.1 0.3 08 000+

Missoun 19.3 0.6 18.7 ++++
North Carolina 20.2 57 145 ++++
Ohio 73 3.2 4.1 +000

18.6 08 178 O+ ++

Oklahoma 246 1.1 235 +++0
Oregon 59 3.6 2.2 +4++0
Pennsylvania 11.0 44 6.6 4+t
Rhode Island 8.6 44 4.2 +4+ 4+
South Dakota 6.5 1.1 54 +4++ 4+
Texas 134 39 a5 +000

9.5 1.0 86 0+00

19.4 2.1 17.3 00+0

13.3 1.0 123 000+
Vermont 145 15 13.0 +4+ 4+
Virginia 18.9 29 16.0 + 4+t
Washington 6.4 46 1.8 +000
34 04 30 0+00

24 0.1 23 00+0

1.3 0.2 1.1 000+

Wisconsin 5.5 4.1 1.4 +000
25 0.3 2.2 0+00

5.1 0.3 48 000+

Casetype: T=Tort; C=Contract; R=Real Property; O=0Other Civil

5 percent. For contract and real property rights cases,
jury trial rates do not exceed 2 percent and 5 percent,
respectively.

BENCH TRIALS. Whereas criminal trials were split
nearly equally between bench and jury trials, approxi-
mately 87 percent of all civil trials are bench trials. Given
the fixed nature of jury trial rates, the wide variation in
overall trial rates is obviously driven by the variation in
bench trial rates. Bench trial rates range from as low as
less than 1 percent in Florida (other civil cases only),
Hawaii (tort and real property rights cases only}, Michigan
(tort cases only), and Minnesota (other civil cases only) to




as high of 35 percent in Oklahoma (small claims cases
only) and 39 percent in Missouri (small claims cases
only).

Restricting the analysis to general civil caseloads,
Text Table 9 shows the bench trial rates to be highest in
Missouri (19 percent for general civil plus other civil),
Indiana (19 percent for general civil plus other civil), and
Oklahoma (23 percent for general civil).?

Refining the analysis one step further, the bench trial
rate in tort cases ranges as high as 12 percent in Minne-
sota, although it is 4 percent or less in 8 of the 10 states
providing such specific data. Likewise, bench trial rates
incontractcases range as high as 9 percentinMassachu-
setts and Texas, while bench trials in real property rights
cases are highest in Texas (17 percent).

One reason for the apparent preference for bench
trials is that jury trials are not suitable or even not
permitted for the most common civil casetypes (e.g.,
domestic relations and small claims). The influence of
these high volume casetypes on the disposition totals
dilutesthe impact of relatively highjury trial rate casetypes,
such as torts. As with criminal cases, jury and bench trial
rates vary greatly by civil casetype.

SETTLEMENTS, DISMISSALS, AND DEFAULTS.
Rising civil caseloads have prompted a shift in resources
and decision mechanisms away from formal trial pro-
ceedings and toward pretrial settlements in many civil
courts.?® The broad acceptance of the role of settlement
in meeting the civil objectives of a “just, speedy, and an
inexpensive determination of every action™® reflects the
emergence of the judge as manager. “Today the need for
judges to actively exercise control over the progress of
and preparation of civil cases is accepted as a philosophi-
cal concept and is written into rules in a number of
instances.”™' Encouraging the use of settlement, where
applicable, is a principal tool of civil case management in
many states and individual trial courts. To an unknown
degree, this shift in emphasis may have reinforced the
importance of nontrial methods of disposition in civil
cases.

The data in Table 2 reflect the importance of settle-
ment as adominant method of civil case disposition. Text
Table 10 shows the percentage of civil dispositions
occurring through a dismissal or settlement, default, or
other disposition. Cases that are either settled or dis-
missed represent between one-quarter to three-quarters
of total dispositions in most courts. The total disposition
figures include, however, a large number of cases that
were initiated but quickly terminated or never fully pur-
sued. These are cases settled by default (the defendant
did not respond to the plaintiff's allegations in the initial

# The range of bench trials published by the state courts exhibits a
slightly wider scope than found by Goerdt et al. In that study (available
in unpublished data), bench trials ranged from 1 percent in Dayton,
Colorado Springs, Districtof Columbia, Detroit, Jersey City, and Newark
to highs of 9 percent in Portland and 11 percent in Fairfax.

® There is a substantial body of thought which stresses the benefits of
the settlement process over trial. See, e.g., Julius M. Title, *“New
Settlement Techniques for Civil Cases,” 18 Judges Journal 42 (1979).
* Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 4.

3 American Bar Association, The Improvement of the Administration of
Justice, ABA Press, 1981, p. 137.

TEXT TABLE 10: Non-Trial Civil Dispositions,
1988*
Percent
Dismiss/ Percent Percent
State Settied Default Other TCRSDO
Alaska 47.9% 62% 309% +++00+
Delaware 7786 10.2 94 ++4+00+
Florida 69.1 20.4 48 +00000
46.9 431 5.8 0+0000
373 56.8 2.2 00+000
109 109 22 00000+
Hawaii 84.2 1.8 98 +00000
65.8 148 13.7 0+0000
429 0.0 51.0 00+000
271 2.3 26.9 00000 +
Indiana 395 26.2 144 +++00+
Kansas 445 428 7.3 +++00+
Maine 56.3 1.7 23.6 +++04++
Massachusetts 718 - 21.7 +00000
71.8 - 18.0 0+0000
80.9 - 42 00+000
Michigan 625 16.6 17.7 +00000
48.7 238 25.4 0+4+00+
Minnesota 28.0 - 32.7 +00000
333 - 46.4 0+0000
54.7 - - 00+000
116 - 16.6 00000+
Missouri 37.0 420 1.8 +++00+
345 25.7 0.9 000+00
Montana 16.0 44 48.2 +++0++
New Jersey 488 428 0.9 ++++0+
North Carolina 55.5 6.1 18.2 +++00+
Ohio 720 4.0 16.8 +00000
48.8 23.3 9.3 0++00+
Oklahoma 393 36.0 - +++000
1585 49.2 - 000+00
Pennsylvania 67.3 - 216 +++00+
Rhode Island 778 - - +++00+
Texas 46.0 3.1 375 +00000
50.1 245 15.9 0+0000
426 6.6 314 00+000
53.4 109 22.5 00000+
Vermont 48.7 38.8 - +++004+
Virginia 449 6.5 29.7 +++00+
Washington 87.8 5.0 08 +00000
67.9 280 0.7 0+0000
424 55.0 0.1 00+000
67.3 310 04 00000+
Wisconsin 418 - 52.7 +00000
: 395 - 58.0 0+0000
7.3 - 899 000+00
357 - 59.2 00000+
Wyoming 28.1 33.1 104 +++04+ 4
*These disposition rates exclude trial rates and will not sum to
100 percent.
- = Not available
Casetype: T—Tort; C—Contract, R—Real Property; S—Small
Claims; D—Domestic Relations; O—Other Civil

complaint) or placed in the “other” category (cases that
have been consolidated or placed on inactive status). If
cases so disposed are removed, the average number of
civil cases disposed through settiement approaches 75
percent.

Text Table 11 displays the nontrial disposition rates
forgeneralcivil cases. The variation is considerable even
within a specific casetype. Tort cases show both the
highest (88 percent in Washington) and the lowest (28
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TEXT TABLE 11: Nontrial General Civll
Dispositions, 1988
Percent
Dismiss/ Percent Percent

State Settled  Default Other TCRO
Alaska 479 6.2 30.9 P
Delaware 776 10.2 9.4 ++++
Flonda 69.1 20.4 48 +000
46.9 431 58 0+00
373 56.8 2.2 00+0
Hawaii 842 18 98 +000
658 148 13.7 0+00
429 0.0 51.0 00+0
Indiana 395 26.2 144 ++++
Kansas 445 428 73 ++ 44+
Massachusetts 718 - 217 +000
718 - 180 0+00
80.9 - 4.2 00+0
Michigan 625 16.6 17.7 +000
487 238 254 0+++
Minnesota 28.0 - 327 +000
333 - 46.4 0+00
54.7 - 97.2 00+0
Missoun 370 420 18 4+t
North Carolina 555 6.1 18.2 ++ 44+
Ohio 720 4.0 16.8 +000
48.8 23.3 93 O+++
Oklahoma 39.3 36.0 - +++0
Pennsylvania 67.3 - 216 444
Rhode Island 778 - - P
Texas 46.0 3.1 375 +000
50.1 245 159 04+00
426 6.6 314 00+0
Vermont 48.7 38.8 - +++ 4+
Virginia 449 6.5 29.7 +4++ 4
Washington 878 50 0.8 +000
679 28.0 07 0+00
424 55.0 0.1 00+0
Wisconsin 418 - 52.7 +000
395 - 58.0 0+00

- = Not available
Casetype: T=Tort; C=Contract, R=Real Property; O=Other Civil.

percent in Minnesota) percentage of cases dismissed or
settled. Contract cases are nearly as diverse. The
dismissal/settiement rate for contract cases ranges from
33 percent in Minnesota to 72 percent in Massachusetts.
Real property rights cases have rates that range from 37
percent in Florida to 81 percent in Massachusetts.
Overall, some important similarities are found for the
patterns of disposition in civil and criminal cases. Most
importantly, the percentage of dispositions by trial and
nontrial methods are similar. The percentages can,
however, obscure the point that substantially more gen-
eral jurisdiction civil cases are being filed and disposed
than criminal cases. Table 7, in Part lil, indicates that the
total number of civil dispositions is nearly two and one-
half times greater than the total criminal dispositions in
general jurisdiction courts in 1988. Therefore, while the
relative mix of disposition methods may be similar in civil
and criminal cases, the actual number of civil disposi-

tions, and the consequent impact on the court system,
exceeds the criminal side.

CONCLUSION. The disposition data available from
general jurisdiction courts in 1988 indicate that most
cases, civil as well as criminal, are not disposed at trial.
However, although the trial rate forthe country as awhole
is less than 10 percent, there is a good deal of variation
between states. Felony trial dispositions range from
about 1 percent to 24 percent, while general civil trial
dispositions range from approximately 1 percent to 28
percent of all cases. Most criminal convictions, however,
are obtained through guilty pleas and most civil cases are
disposed through settlement.

Thus, despite the widespread availability of atrialbe-
fore a jury of their peers, overseen by an impartial
judiciary, few litigants exercise this option. Although a
large number of cases are being disposed without formal
trial proceedings, there is an increasing concern by the
public and legal community about rising costs, delay, and
inefficiency. In addition, there is the perception by some
that the most common methods of case termination—the
guilty pleaincriminalcases and settlementin civilcases—
are lacking in fairness. In order to fully explore these
issues, accessible and reliable disposition statistics from
the nation’s state courts are essential.

Observations and Recommendations

The most telling comment on the current status of
information about method of trial court dispositions is that
little has changed in the last ten years. Roughly the same
number of general jurisdiction court systems were in-
cluded in The Business of the State Trial Courts, which
described state court activity in 1978, as are found in
Tables 1 and 2.¥ Many states are not currently in a
position to publish statistics that speak directly to the
concernsthat the public, judges, the legal protession, and
court administrators have on how cournts dispose of
cases.

This is true despite great strides in automating court
records and the extensive development of information
systems for tracking criminal and civil cases. The exten-
sive research that accompanied the move toward sen-
tencing guidelines and determinate sentencing systems
(and tort reform legislation and alternative dispute reso-
lution in civil law) has not led to the ready availability of

2 For example, it was these sorts of concerns that led the Senate
Judiciary Committee to convene a task force of major participants in the
civil justice system in 1988 to explore ways to reduce court congestion,
delay, and cost. The results are published in Justice for All: Reducing
Costs and Delay in Civil Litigation, The Brookings Institute, October
1989.

3 |n 1978, 27 general jurisdiction court systems had relatively complete
information on plea, dismissal, and overall trial rates (no distinction was
made between jury and bench trial rates). On the civil side, 33 states
had information on overall trial rates. However, only 7 of these states
also reported information on settlement and dismissal rates.
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statistics on trial rates, dismissals, guilty pleas, or acquit-
tals at trial.

Ourfocus is onthe statistics published in annual state
court reports or readily available from the administrative
offices of the courts. But that is the main official source
available to those interested in examining the patterns of
case outcomes. Special studies of case disposition
methods often exist. Part Il of this report is intended to
encourage the more systematic and widespread incorpo-
ration of such data collection efforts into state court
annual reports.

Clearly, more attention should be placed on the
quantity and quality of information administrative offices
of the court collect and report on the method of case
disposition. Two steps are necessary if that is to occur.

First, more consideration needs to be given to the
purposes for which such informationis collected. Whatis
it that the public, presiding judges, and court administra-
tors need to know on a regular basis? The way in which
scarce court system resources are allocated between
alternative disposition procedures depends on their rela-
tive use. For example, the number of trials per judge
offers a basic index of the adequacy of formal trial
resources. Similarly, eftective differentiated case man-
agement requires information on varying time to disposi-
tion statistics for each disposition alternative.

Moreover, method of case disposition statistics pro-
vide a context for more standard caseload measures like
the number of case filings and dispositions. Clearance
rates, for example, may fall in a period of stable case
filings if more cases are going to trial.

Further, it is helpful to distinguish information on the
method by which cases are decided from the type of
decision. Criminal cases are resolved at jury trial or
bench trial, by a guilty plea or a dismissal before trial, or
through a nolle prosequi. Cases can also be disposed of
in a court by transfer to another court’s jurisdiction; some
cases are in practice disposed of when the defendantfails
to appear. Civil cases are disposed of by jury trial, bench
trial, as uncontested, or when they are dismissed, with-
drawn, settled, or submitted to arbitrationbefore trial. The
method of disposition categories used should cover the
range of options that matter, grouping those options that
are similar in their consequences and implications for
court schedules and staffing.

The type of decision overlaps with method of dispo-
sition for most nontrial methods in criminal cases. Statis-
tics are needed on the number of cases that reach trial but
are dismissed, settled, or resolved by a plea. In addition,

there is substantial interest in the rates of acquittal and
conviction attrial. Public perception of court performance
often hinges on the perceived fairness of dispositional
outcomes. Forcivilcases, adifferentclassificationscheme
is needed. The prototype statistical profile for coun
reporting in Appendix C (as elaborated inthe 1989 edition
of the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary) is a good
starting point.>* It is recommended, however, that the
prototype be modified to include an additional disposition
category for summary judgments. Summary judgment
allows the court to enter judgment in a case when the
court determines that there are “no genuine issues of
material fact"® so as to avoid the time and expense of trial.
It may be that some courts are including summary judg-
ments in the trial category thereby inflating the published
trial rate. Clearly distinguishing between summary judg-
ment and trial would increase the precision of method of
disposition statistics for civil caseloads.

Second, once a clear set of purposes are agreed, it
is necessary to establish clear rules for categorizing and
counting dispositions. The State Court Model Statistical
Dictionary recommends that a jury trial be counted when
the jury is sworn and the first evidence is introduced; a
bench trial is counted when the first evidence is intro-
duced. Once begun, a trial is counted regardless of
whether a judgment is reached.

Clearly stated rules are also-needed onwhat is being
counted. It is recommended that defendants be the unit
for criminal cases and the complaint the unit for describ-
ing method and type of decision. Rules and conventions
need to be devised and published for treating such
complicating factors as counterclaims and multiplaintiff
and multidefendant civil actions. A meaningful break-
down of types of cases needs to be adopted for collecting
and reporting method of disposition information. In all
instances, the rule or convention should respond to the
purposes for which the information is being coliected.

Finally, it would be advantageous if these steps were
taken in tandem by states and, within states, by all court
systems with relevant jurisdiction. The current patchwork
of information available on courts of general jurisdictionis
inadequate as a basis for describing how court cases are
resolved.

3 This prototype, however, has not yet been modified to include
categories reporting type of decision in civil cases.
* Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 56(c).
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PART Il Table 1: Criminal Dispositions by Casetype for General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988.

State/Court name;

ALASKA
Supetior Court

ARIZONA
Superior Court

CAUIFORNIA
Superior Court

COLORADO
District Court

CONNECTICUT
Superior Court

DELAWARE
Superior Court

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Superior Court

FLORIDA
Circuit Court

HAWAII
Circuit Court

INDIANA
Superior and Circuit Court

IOWA
District Court

KANSAS
District

MAINE
District

MARYLAND
Circuit Court

MICHIGAN
Circuit Court

MINNESOTA
District Court

MISSOURI
Circuit Court

MONTANA
District Court

NEW JERSEY
Superior Court

NEW YORK
Supreme and County Court
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Number ot
disposi- Number Number
Trigd  tions for Number of of Number Number Number
defini- casetypes of jury nonjury of of of other
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C-E 2,392 173 166 7 1,549 644 26
A-D 24,006 985 888 o7 NA 4,374 NA
A-D 111,120 7,553 5,138 2,415 96,909 6,658 NA
A-D 18,021 8 808 B 7148 948 NA NA NA
A-D 5,245 162 NA NA NA NA NA
A-D 147,354 B 656 216 B 4408 NA NA NA
A-D 4,528 281 259 22 3,188 898 161
A-D 10,677 759 737 22 6,401 1,383 1,979
A-D 17,611 757 483 274 5,335 4,136 7,383
A-D 163923 8 47918 42028 $638 1226338 22,2788 9,738 8
A-D 2443C 358C 261C 97C 1281C 587C 223C
A-D 271 A 104 A 21A 83A 90 A 6A FANY
C.E 16,713 2,092 1,009 1,083 10,478 3,566 NA
A-D 46,963 A 2,023 A 720A 1,303 A NA NA 44,940 A
A-D 13,215 769 550 219 7,888 2879 1679
A-D 15,407 651 135 516 7514 5,164 2,078
A-D 10,703 8 7148 5438 iNne 54728 2874 B 16428
A-D 52,039 C 4320C 1.864C 2456 C NA NA NA
C-E 54,018 5,909 2,433 3476 31,012 7,239 10,484
A-D 12,835 696 593 103 NA 109 12,030
A-D 13,046 B 268 B 2268 428 NA 498 127298
8-D 18,667 B 2,543 B 7838 17608 13,144 8 2,085 B 133B
8-D 28748 7298 1028 627 8 11838 861 B 1B
C-E 3,754 362 202 160 2,476 916 NA
C-E 39,086 2,084 1,925 189 25,204 7,098 NA
B-D 64,611 A 4,996 A 4,154 A 842 A 53,700 A 5,523 A 955 A



Table 1: Criminal Dispositions by Casetype for General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988. (continued)

State/Court name:

NORTH CAROLINA
Superior Court

NORTH DAKOTA
District Court

OHIO
Court of Common Pleas

OKLAHOMA
District Court

OREGON
Circuit Court

PENNSYLVANIA
Court of Common Pleas

RHODE ISLAND
Superior Court

SOUTH CAROLINA
Circuit Court

SOUTH DAKOTA
Circuit Court

TEXAS
District Court

VERMONT
Superior and District Courts
District Cournt

VIRGINIA
Circuit Court
Superior Court

WASHINGTON
Supetior Court

WEST VIRGINIA
Circuit Court

WISCONSIN
Circuit Court

WYOMING
District Court

+

o

+

+

o +

0 0
+ (o}
[0} 0
o 0]
+ 0
0 +
0 0
+ °
+ +
+ +

(o]

+
0 0
+ 0
o o]
+ +
(o] (4]
+ 0
0 (¢}
(o] o}
+ 0
o} +
0 0
+ o]
0 +
0 0

Number of
disposi- Number Number
Unit  Trial tions for Number of of Number Number Number
of defini- casetypes of jury nonjury of of of other
Count tion  described trials frials tials pleas dismissals  dispositions
2-A A-D 53,420 B NA 20108 NA 33882 B 15,984 B 15448
2-A C-E 1,561 8 292 8 58 B 2348 12318 NA NA
2E AD 42,604 3,545 1,827 1,718 30,280 4,104 4,170
A C-E 22,107 1,516 826 690 13,272 7319 NA
9A CE 27,050 1,440 168 1,272 16,331 7,883 1,396
9A C-E 11,716 545 78 467 9,617 1,446 108
5B C-E 25,142 A 1,989 A 1,120 A 869 A NA NA NA
2-AD C-E 109,698 A 7,868 A 3413 A 4455 A 51,242 A 8,951 A 41,637 A
4A C-E 5,488 125 NA NA 4,634 645 18
4A CE 878 B 298 NA NA 522 B 204 B 468
2-A C-E 53,762 1,397 NA NA 34,173 14,882 3,370
2-A  A-D 2,994 168 128 40 1,533 1,293 NA
2-A A-D 164,487 2,279 140 2,139 139,881 22,327 NA
2-A AD 161,098 4613 3,117 1,496 69,488 26,887 31,879
2-A A-D 4,276 38 25 13 1,503 997 1,538
2-A C-E 2,167 76 65 11 1,388 542 10
2-A C-E 17,233 253 164 89 11,882 4,114 NA
1-A A-D 50,705 14,360 5.261 11,099 26,150 7,937 2,258
1-A AD 28,204 B 9,324 B 720 B 8,604 B 10,171 B 7,605 B 1,104 B
7-A  A-D 22,792 1,880 1,494 386 15,921 3,528 1,257
9A AD 4662 B NA 2518 NA NA NA 4411 B
9-A A-D 2,137B NA 80 B NA NA NA 2,057 8B
9-A A-D 243 B NA 278 NA NA NA 2168
4-E AD 13,260 905 655 250 8914 2,532 909
4E A-D 34,323 765 418 347 22,199 11,029 331
4E A-D 18,885 A 513A 340 A 173 A 15,304 A 2975A 93 A
9-A A-D 1427 A 123 A 54 A 69 A 9806 A 241 A 157 A
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Table t: Criminal Dispositions by Casetype for General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988. (continued)

Note: An NA indicates that the data are not available or

that the calculations are inappropriate. States
omitted from this table did not specifically report
criminal trial data in sufficient detail. State courts
with the possibility of jury trials can be identified in
the state court system charts located in Part lll of
this repont.

= Other dispositions include transfers and other
disposition types that are specific fo individual states.

NA = Not available.

Ke
F
M
D

o

= Data are given for these casetypes.
= Data do not include these casetypes.

y.

Felony
Misdemeanors
Dwi/DUI

= Other Criminal

Boan

Trial definitions:

A

m OO @

= A jury tral is counted at jury selection, empaneling, or
when jury is swom.

= A jury trial is counted at introduction of evidence or
swearing of first witness.

= A jury tnal is counted at verdict or decision.

= A nonjury trial is counted when evidence is first
introduced or swearing of first witness.

= A nonjury tnal is counted at the decision.

Criminal case use of count codes:
Contents of case (number of defendants/number of charges):

oW ONOOE WK =

-

= Single defendanvsingle charge

= Single defendanvsingle incident

= Single defendant/single incident (maximum number
of charges)

Single defendanVone or more incidents

Single defendantvaries with prosecutor

One or more defendants/single charge

One or more defendants/single incidents

One or more defendants/single incidents {maximum
number of charges)

One or more defendants/one or more incidents
One or more defendants/varies with prosecutor
Varies with prosecutorivaries with prosecutor

wno

Point at which case is counted:

moow>»
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At the filing of the information or indictment

At the filing of the information or complaint

At the filing of the complaint (warrant or accusation)
At the assigning of a docket number

At the arraignment (first appearance)

A:

Data are incomplete:

Hawaii~Circuit Court—All criminal casetypes do not
include reopened prior cases.

fowa-District Court--Misdemeanor and DWI/DUI
disposed data do not include some cases.

New York--Supreme and County--Criminal disposed
data do not include appeals.

Oregon--Circuit Court--Criminal disposed data do not
include appeals.

Pennsylvania--Court of Common Pleas—-Criminal
disposed data do not include some appeal cases.

Wisconsin--Circuit Court--DWI/DUI data does not include
Milwaukee County.

Wyoming--District Court--Disposed data do not include
criminal appeals.

Data are overinclusive:

- Colorado—Superior Court-Criminal disposition data

include extraditions, revocations, parole, and release
from commitment hearings.

Connecticut—Superior Court-Misdemeanor data include
ordinance violation cases.

Florida--Circuit Court-Felony data include
misdemeanors, DWI/DUI and miscellaneous criminal
cases.

lowa--District Court--Felony data include some DWI/DUI
cases.

Maine—Superior Court—Misdameanor disposition data
include some criminal appeal cases. Unclassified
criminal include ordinance violations, miscellaneous
criminal, and other proceedings.

Minnesota--District Court--Misdemeanor disposition data
include ordinance violation and some DWI/DU! cases.

Missouri--Circuit Court—Felony and misdemeanor
disposition data include some DWI/DUI cases.

North Carolina--Superior Court—-Criminal appeals
disposed data include misdemeanor cases.

North Dakota—District Court—Criminal disposed data
include other proceedings.

Oklahoma--Felony data include some miscellaneous
criminal cases. Misdemeanor data include ordinance
violations and some miscellaneous criminal cases.

Rhode Island--Superior Court—-Criminal appeals
disposed data include misdemeanor and DWI/DUI
cases.

Virginia--Circuit Court--Criminal appeals disposed data
include misdemeanor and ordinance violation cases.
West Virginia—Circuit Coun--Criminal casetypes include

postconviction remedy proceedings.

Data are incomplete and overinclusive:
Hawaii—Circuit Court-Felony data include misdemeanor
cases, but do not include reopened prior cases.
Maryland--Circuit Court~Felony data include
misdemeanors but do not include some cases.



PART Il

State/Court name:;

ALASKA
Superior Court

ARIZONA
Superior Court

CAUFORNIA
Supetior Court

COLORADO
District Court

CONNECTICUT
Superior Court

DELAWARE
Superior Court

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Superior Court

FLORIDA
Circuit Court

HAWAII
Cireuit Court

INDIANA
Supetior and Clreuit Court

IOWA
District Court

KANSAS
District Court

MAINE
Superior Court

MARYLAND
Circuit Court

MASSACHUSETTS
Superior Court

MICHIGAN
Cireuit Court

MINNESOTA
District Court

ILAsSsDbO

o +

©c OO +

© C O+

[=]

QOO+

Casetype for which

trial data given
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oo+ o
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Table 2: Civil Dispositions by Casetype for General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988.

Number of
disposi- Number Number Number Number
Trial tions for Number of of Number of of
defini-  casetypes of jury nonjury of dismissed/ other

tion described trials trials trials defaults settled dispositions
35 4380 B 264 B 618 2038 2738 2,100B 1,355 B
1-4 54,132 1,548 526 1,022 11,010 NA 853
1-4 103,822 4,031 1,610 2,421 NA NA 99,791
1-4 795 135 40 95 NA NA 660
14 162,893 49,904 NA NA NA NA NA
1-4 65,135 1,643 567 1,076 NA NA NA
14 47,487 1,393 508 885 NA NA NA
1-4 4,49 125 77 48 458 3,485 423
35 12,458 194 99 95 NA NA NA
1-4 33,411 1,903 1,575 328 6,622 23,093 1,593
1-4 54,529 2,306 448 1,858 23,507 25,555 3,161
1-4 51,062 1,880 98 1,782 28,999 19,057 1,126
1-4 101,765 8 9488 2008 748 B 11,064 B 11,0748 2,252 8
1-4 1,635 A 46 A 3tA 15A 30A 1,376 A 161 A
1-4 1,554 A 27 A 8A 19A 230 A 1,023 A 213A
14 247 A 1A 1A 0A 0A 106 A 126 A
1-4 5,039 A 54 A 16 A 38A H7A 1,366 A 1,358 A
35 53,109 A 10,555 A 577A 9978 A 13,833 A 20,967 A 7,654 A
35 56,586 C 5913C 578 C 5335C NA NA 50,670 C
1-4 81,027 4,767 455 4312 34,695 36,063 5912
1-4 6,361 A 374 A 252 A 122A 110A 3,582 A 1,503 A
1-4 97,772 8,879 1,287 7,592 NA NA NA
1-4 17,767 A 1,155 A 406 A 749 A NA 12,765 A 3,847 A
1-4 5,646 580 78 502 NA 4,052 1,014
1-4 2382 A 357 A 37A 320A NA 1,926 A 9 A
35 35,531 1,159 1,020 139 5,892 22,206 6,274
35 45,931 1,005 298 707 10918 22,360 11,648
14 10,807 1,755 481 1,274 NA 3,025 3,538
14 8,899 496 122 374 NA 2,966 4,131
14 17,353 395 81 314 NA 9,492 NA
14 40,940 444 113 331 NA 4,734 6,785
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Table 2: Civil Dispositions by Casetype for General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988. (continued)

MISSOURI
Circuit Court

MONTANA
District Court

NEW JERSEY
Superior Court

NEW YORK

Supreme Court and County Crt

NORTH CAROLINA
Superior Court

NORTH DAKOTA
District Court

OHIO
Court of Common Pleas

OKLAHOMA
District Court

OREGON
Circuit Court

PENNSYLVANIA
Court of Common Pleas

RHODE ISLAND
Superior Court

SOUTH DAKOTA
Circuit Court

TEXAS
District Count

VERMONT
Superior Court

VIRGINIA
Circuit Court

WASHINGTON
Supetior Court

WEST VIRGINIA
Circuit Court

WISCONSIN
Circuit Court

WYOMING
District Court
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0 1-4 19,600

+ 35 18,020 A

+ 35 509,104

+ 35 114916 C

+ 1-4 15,685

+ 35 18,776
14 29,302 A

+ 1-4 59,932 A

0 3-5 64,828

0 35 74,467

Q 1-4 263788

+ 35 34,124 A

+ 35 2,449

+ 1-4 10,637

4] 1-4 18,856

0 1-4 40,674

0 1-4 55,878

0 1-4 439

+ 14 127,450

+ 35 5,189

+ 1-4 54,51

0 1-4 10,888

0 1-4 13,237

0 1-4 13,192

+ 1-4 19,843

+ 1-4 38,652

0 1-4 16,949

0 14 64,340

0 1-4 211,613

+ 1-4 46,471

+ 1-4 8819B

Annual Report 1988

27,788
7,606

5,643 A

38,147

11,960 C

3174

2,430

2,128 A
11,129 A

15,957
26,221

15498

3,762 A

210

694
2,475

5461
5,332

16,901

752

10,301

700
452
320
257

NA

928
1,632
5,897
2,367

2,508 B

928

NA

2,234

5180C

896

936 A
455 A

724

956 8

1513A

108

121
NA

1,592
535

1,266

76

1,573

501
51
19

692
203

152

26,860
7,606

5,643 A

35913

6,780C

2,278

2,351

1,192 A
10,674 A

15,233
26,218

5938

2,249 A

102

573
2475

3,869
4,797
76
15,635

676

8,728

199
401
301
223

NA

236
1,429
5,868
2,215

2,460 B

60,304
5,044

217,661

NA
962
10,988

1174 A
13,860 A

23,369
36,667

NA
NA
NA

7,934
16,381

1271
13,682
13,905

2,011

3521

3,709
7.258
6,157

NA

NA
NA
NA
NA

298168

§3,137
6,767

2,687 A

NA

8,702

NA

21,088 A
29,263 A

25,502
11,579

NA

22979 A

1,906

NA
NA

18,692
27,996

187
68,027

2,529

24,490

9,560
8,985
5597
13,346

NA

7,087
25,416
15,443
16,583

24798

2,518
183

8,691 A

4,728

NA

NA

4912A
5,580 A

NA
NA

NA

7,383A

NA

2,009
NA

15,250

8,868

28,617

NA

16,199

91
17
a3

38,143

8934
37,292
190,273
27,521

916 8



Table 2: Civil Dispositions by Casetype for General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988. {continued)

Note: All available data are entered in the table and all B:
appropriale calkculations are included. An NA
indicates that the data are not available, or
calculations are inappropriate.
A civil case is counted when It has reached issue.
Casetypes:
T = Tort
C = Contract
R = Real Property
D = Domestic Relations C:
S =« Small Claims
O = Other Civil
NA = Not available.
+ = Data are given for these caselypes.
o = Data do not include these casetypes.

Trial definition:
1

O o w n

>

A jury tral is counted at jury selection, empaneling, or
when the jury is swom.

A jury trial is counted at introduction of evidence or
swearing of first witness.

A jury tnaf is counted at verdict or decision.

A nonjury trial is counted when first evidence is
Introduced or first witness is sworn.

A nonjury tral is counted when the decision is made.
Other dispositions include transfers, arbitrations, and
categories that are specific to individual states.

Data are not complete:

Hawaii—Circuit Court-All casetypes do not include
some cases reported as reopened prior cases.

Indiana--Superior Court and Circuit
Court--All civil case disposition figures do not
include some cases reported as “redocketed” in
Indiana.

Maine—Superior Court—-Domestic relations do not
include support/custody (which is not counted
separately from marriage dissolution) or
patemity/bastardy cases. Civil appeals do not
include administrative agency appeals.

Massachusetts—Trial Court of Commonwealth—-Tort
data do not include data from Boston Municipal
and District Court Departments. Real property
rights disposed data do not include summary
process and civil cases from the Housing Court
Department.

Montana-District Court—-Total civil data do not
include some trial court appeals.

Ohio—Disposition data are missing wrongful death
torts and miscellaneous civil cases.

Pennsylvania—Court of Common Pleas-Civil data do
not include arbitration cases.

Data are overinclusive:

Alaska-Superior Court—-Unclassified civil disposed
data include tort, contract, real property,
miscellaneous civil cases, and postconviction
remedies.

Florida--Circuit Court-Unclassified civil data include
miscellaneous civil cases.

Oregon--Circuit Court--Civil disposed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Wyoming--District Court-~Juvenile cases and criminal
appeals are included in the civil data.

Data are incomplete and overinclusive:

lowa-District Court--Civil disposed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings, but do not
include some miscellaneous domestic relations
cases.

New York--Supreme and County Court-Civil data
include postconviction remedy proceedings, but do
not include trial court appeals.
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TABLE 1: Reported National Caseload for State Appellate Courts, 1988

Reported Caseload Filed Disposed
Courts of last resort:
I.  Mandatory jurisdiction cases:

A. Number of reported complete cases . . . ........... .. ... ..... 18,641 15,103
Number of courts reporting complete data . .. ................. 34 24
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting

complete mandatory jurisdiction data ... ................... 33 23
Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction
represented by complete data . . . ......... ... .. ... ... 61% 51%
. Number of reported complete cases that include some discretionary petitions 5,555 6,969
Number of courts reporting complele data with
some discretionary petitions . ... ...... .. ... . . oL 10 13
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting complete mandatory
jurisdiction data that include some discretionary petitions .. ....... 10 13
Parcent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction
represented by complete data that include some discretionary petitions 18% 12%
. Number of reported cases that are either incomplete, or incomplete and
include some discretionary petitions . .. ................... 1,359 1,144
Number of courts reporting incomplete data, or incomplete and include
some discrefionary petitions . .. ..... .. ... ..o oL 4 4
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting either incomplete
mandalory jurisdiction data or data that are both incomplete and include
some discretionary pefitions ... ......... .. ... .. . ., 4 4
Parcent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction
represented by incomplete data, or incomplete and include some
discretionary pelitions . ... ..... ... .. .. . e e 14% 14%
Il. Discretionary jurisdiction petitions:

A. Number of reported complete petitions . ..................... 35,824 28,870
Numbaer of courts reporting complete pelitons . .. .............. 36 29
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting complete

discretionary jurisdiction petitions . ... ... ... . L L 35 28
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jurisdiction

represented by complete data .. ... .......... .. ... .. ... 79% 67%
Number of reported complete petitions that include some mandatory cases 1,018 6,832
Number of courts reporting complete pelitions with some mandatory cases 1 5
Number of states with courts of last resort reporling complete petitions

that include some mandatory cases . ..................... 1 5
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jurisdiction

represented by complete data that include some mandatory cases 1% 1%

. Number of reported petitions that are either incomplete, or incomplete and

include some mandatory €ases . ............c...ciiiienn 4,845 2,879
Number of courts reporting incomplete petitions, or incomplete and include

SOMe MANMAtOTY CASES . . . . v ot v v en ittt eee e 8 6
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting either incomplete

petitions or incomplete and include some mandatory cases ....... 8 6
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jurisdiction

represented by incomplete data, or incomplete and include some mandatory

CASES . ottt e e e e e 14% 9%
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TABLE 1: Reported National Caseload for State Appellate Courts, 1988. (continued)

Reported Caseload Filed Disposed
Intermediate appellate courts:
l. Mandatory jurisdiction cases:

A. Number of reported complete cases ........................ 84,309 77,449
Number of courls reporting complete data . ................... 31 26
Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting complete

mandatory jursdictiondata . ............ .. ... . . 0., 29 25
Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction

represented by complete data .. ............ ... ... .. ..., 62% 56%

B. Number of reported complete cases that include some discretionary cases 48,734 56,364

Number of courts reporting complete data with some discretionary petitions 10 14
Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting complete

data that include some discretionary petitions ... ............. 9 1
Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction

represented by complete data that include some discretionary petitions 32% 33%

C. Number of reported cases that are either incomplets, or incomplete and

include some discretionary petitions ... ................... 3,164 0
Number of courts reporting data that are either incomplete, or

incomplete and include some discretionary petitions . ........... 1 0
Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting data

that are either incomplete, or incomplete and include some discretionary

PElIlIONS . . . . e e e e e 1 0
Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction

represented by data that are either incomplete, or incomplete and

include some discrationary petitions . ..................... 5% 0%

il. Discretionary jurisdiction petitions:

A. Number of reported complete petitions .. .................... 18,014 15,252
Number of courts reporting complete petiions . ... ............. 20 13
Number of states with intenmediatle appellate courls reporting complete

discretionary jurisdiction petiions . ....................... 19 13
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jurisdiction
represented by complete data . ......................... 49% 37%

B. Number of reported complete petitions that include some mandatory cases 0 1,454

Number of courts reporting complete petitions that include some mandatory

CASES . i it e e e e e e e 0 1
Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting complete

petitions that include some mandatory cases ................ 0 1
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jurisdiction

represented by complete data that include some mandatory cases .. 0% 2%

C. Number of reported petitions that are either incomplete, or incomplete and

include some mandatory €ases . .............c.0. .00, 331 365
Number of courts reporting incomplete data, or incomplete and include

SOMe MaNdalory CASES . . . .t vv v vieiin it i i et nennnn 1 2
Number of states with intermediate appeflate courts reporting either

incomplete petitions or incomplete and include some mandatory cases 1 2
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jurisdiction

represented by incomplete data, or incomplete and include some mandatory

[ L= =N 2% 4%

Summary section for all appellate courts:

Reported filings
_TAC

_COLR Total_
A. Number of reported complete cases/petitions . ............. 54,465 102,323 156,788
B. Number of reported complete cases/petitions that include other case
377522 6,573 48,734 55,307
C. Number of reported cases/petitions that are either incomplete, or
incomplete and include othercasetypes . ................. 6,204 3,495 9,699
L L 67,242 154,552 221,794
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1988

TOTAL CASES FILED

Sum of mandatory  Sum of mandatory

cases and cases and
discretionary discretionary
Total petitions petitions filed
Total Total discretionary filed granted
mandatory discretionary  petitions Filed Filed
cases petitions filed per per
State/Court name: filed filed ‘granted Number judge Number judge

States with one court ot last resort and one intermediate appellate court

ALASKA
Supreme Court 363 244 29 607 121 392 78
Court of Appeals 435 62 NA 497 166
State Total 798 306 1,104 138
ARIZONA
Supreme Court 112A 1,018 B NA 1,130 226
Court of Appeals 3,902 60 NA 3,962 220
State Total 4014 ° 1,078 * 5,092 221
ARKANSAS
Supreme Court 400 C (C) NA 400 57
Court of Appeals 899 NJ NJ 899 150 899 150
State Total 1,299 * 1,299 100
CALIFORNIA
Supreme Court 319 A 4,351 222 A 4,670 667 541 77
Courts of Appeal 10,954 7,005 599 17,959 204 11,553 131
State Total 11,273 ° 11,356 821 ° 22,629 238 12,094 127
COLORADO
. Supreme Court 197 825 NA 1,022 146
Court of Appeals 1,946 NJ NJ 1,946 150 1,946 150
State Total 2,143 825 2,968 148

CONNECTICUT

Supreme Court 86 162 A NA 248 35
Appellate Court 995 98 NA 1,093 121
State Total 1,081 260 ° 1,341 84
FLORIDA
Supremse Court 510 1,316 NA 1,826 261
District Courts of Appeal 14,195 2,285 NA 16,480 358
State Total 14,705 3,601 18,306 345
GEORGIA
Supreme Court 639 8 998 146 A 1,637 234 785 112
Court of Appeals 2306 8 717 (B) 3,023 336 2,306 256
State Total 2,945 ° 1,715 4,660 291 3,091 193
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED

Sum of
Sum of mandatory
Total mandatory cases and Point at
Total Total discretionary cases and  discretionary which
mandatory  discretionary petitons  discretionary petitions cases
cases petitions granted petitions granted Court are
State/Court name. disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed ~lype  counted

States with one court ot last resort and one intermediate appellate court

ALASKA
Supreme Court 394 255 NA 649 COLR 1
Court of Appeals 403 66 23 469 426 IAC 1
State Total 797 321 1,118

ARIZONA
Supreme Court 79A 905 B 618 984 140 COLR 6
Court of Appeals 3,240 63 NA 3,303 IAC 6
State Total 3319° 968 ° 4,287

ARKANSAS
Supreme Court 457 C (C) (C) 457 457 COLR 2
Court of Appeals 827 NJ NJ 827 827 1AC 2
State Total 1,284 ° 1,284 1,284

CALIFORNIA
Suprems Court 101 A 4,052 NA 4,153 COLR 6
Courts of Appeal 10,577 7,334 NA 17,811 IAC 2
State Total 10,678 * 11,386 22,064

COLORADO
Suprems Court (8) 1,001 B NA 1,001 COLR 1
Court of Appeals 2,028 NJ NJ 2,028 2,028 IAC 1
State Total 1,001 ° 3,029

CONNECTICUT
Supreme Court (C) 278 C NA 278 COLR 1
Appellate Court 1,026 NA NA IAC 1
State Total

FLORIDA
Supreme Court 534 1,426 NA 1,960 COLR 1
District Courts of Appeal 13,559 1,839 NA 15,398 IAC 1
State Total 14,093 3,265 17,358

GEORGIA
Supreme Court (8) 16158 NA 1,618 COLR 2
Court of Appeals 1,986 B 683 (B) 2,669 1,986 IAC 2
State Total 2,208 * 4,284

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1988. (continued)

TOTAL CASES FILED

Sum of mandatory

Sum of mandatory

cases and cases and
discretionary discretionary
Total petitions petitions filed
Total Total discretionary filed granted
mandatory discretionary  petitions Filed Filed
cases petitions filed per per
State/Court name: filed filed “granted Number judge  Number judge
HAWALI
Supreme Court 715 45 10 760 162 725 145
Intermediate Court of Appeals 120 NJ NJ 120 40 120 40
State Total 835 45 10 880 110 845 106
IDAHO
Supreme Court 3828 76 NA 458 92
Court of Appeals 227 NJ NJ 227 76 227 76
State Total 609 * 76 685 86
ILLINOIS
Supreme Court 882 1,558 210 2,440 349 1,092 156
Appellate Court 8,119 B (B) NA 8,119 239
State Total 9,001~ 10,559 258
INDIANA
Supreme Court NA NA NA
Court of Appeals 1,146 76 39 1,222 102 1,185 99
State Total
IOWA
Supreme Court 801 B 371 A NA 1,172 130
Court of Appeals 728 NJ NJ 728 121 728 121
State Total 1,529 * 37N 1,900 127
KANSAS
Supreme Court 347 NA 133 480 69
Court of Appeals 1,176 B (8) NA 1,176 118
State Total 1,523 °
KENTUCKY
Supreme Court 258 686 A NA 944 135
Court of Appeals 2,665 92 NA 2,757 197
State Total 2,923 778 ° 3,701 176
LOUISIANA
Supreme Court ** 124 2,657 395 2,781 397 519 74
Courts of Appeal 3,967 3,877 1,136 7,844 163 5,103 106
State Total 4,091 6,534 1,531 10,625 193 5,622 102
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED

Sum of
Sum of mandatory
Total mandatory cases and Point at
Total Total discretionary cases and  discretionary which
mandatory  discretionary petitions  discretionary petitions cases
cases petitions granted petitions granted Court are
State/Court name: disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed _type  counted
HAWAI
Supreme Court 609 B 42 (8) 651 609 COLR 2
Intermediate Court of Appeals 129 NJ NJ 129 129 IAC 2
State Total 738 42 780 738
IDAHO
Supreme Court 3328 84 (B) 416 332 COLR 1
Court of Appeals 162 NJ NJ 162 162 IAC 4
State Total 494 ° 84 578 494
ILLINOIS
Supreme Court 911 1,482 153 2,393 1,064 COLR 1
Appellate Court 7648 8B (B) NA 7,648 IAC 1
State Total 8,559 * 10,041
INDIANA
Supreme Court 380 494 36 874 416 COLR 6
Court of Appeals 1,062 75 38 1,137 1,100 IAC 6
State Total 1,442 569 74 2,01 1,516
IOWA
Supremse Court 899 B 291 A 51 A 1,190 950 COLR 1
Court of Appeals 669 NJ NJ 669 669 IAC
State Total 1,568 * 291° 51° 1,859 1,619
KANSAS
Supreme Court 459 NA NA COLR 5
Court of Appeals 1,174 B (B) NA 1,174 IAC 5
State Total 1,633 °
KENTUCKY
Supreme Court 302 678 A NA 980 COLR 6
Court of Appeals 2,243 77 NA 2,320 IAC 3
State Total 2,545 755 ° 3,300
LOUISIANA
Supreme Court ** 132 2,320 411 2,452 543 COLR 2
Courts of Appeal 3,429 3,802 1,156 7,231 4,585 IAC 2
State Total 3,561 6,122 1,567 9,683 5,128

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appeliate Courts, 1988. (continued)

TOTAL CASES FILED

Sum of mandatory Sum of mandatory

cases and cases and
discretionary discretionary
Total petitions petitions filed
Total Total discretionary filed granted
mandatory discretionary  petitions Filed Filed
cases petitions filed per per
State/Court name: filed filed granted Number judge Number judge
MARYLAND
Court of Appeals 242 B 682 140 924 132 382 §5
Court of Special Appeals 1,754 220 22 1,974 152 1,776 137
State Total 1,996 * 902 162 2,898 145 2,158 108
MASSACHUSETTS
Supreme Judicial Court 96 563 196 659 94 292 42
Appeals Court 1,384 B 886 NA 2,280 228
State Total 1,490 ° 1,449 2,939 173
MICHIGAN
Supreme Court 4 2,662 79 2,666 381 83 12
Court of Appeals 8,559 B (B) NA 8,559 476
State Total 8,563 * 11,225 449
MINNESOTA
Supreme Court 271 651 137 922 132 408 58
Court of Appeals 2,065 331 A 116 A 2,396 184 2,181 168
State Total 2,336 982 * 253° 3318 166 2,589 129
MISSOURI
Supreme Court 63 1,056 114 1,119 160 177 25
Court of Appeals 3315 NJ NJ 3315 104 3,315 104
State Total 3,378 1,056 114 4,434 114 3,492 80
NEW JERSEY
Supreme Court 357 1,354 A 126A 1,711 244 483 69
Appellate Div. Superior Court 6,458 B NA (B) 6,458 231
State Total 6815 ° 6,941 198
NEW MEXICO
Supreme Court 1,076 252 40 1,328 266 1,116 223
Court of Appeals 648 64 15 712 102 663 05
State Total 1,724 316 55 2,040 170 1,779 148
NORTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court 147 636 57 783 112 204 29
Court of Appeals 1,351 B 446 71 1,797 150 1,422 119
State Total 1,498 * 1,082 128 2,580 136 1,626 a6
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED

Sum of
Sum of mandatory
Total mandatory  cases and Point at
Total Total discretionary cases and discretionary which
mandatoty  discretionary petitons  discretionary  petitions cases
cases petitions granted petitions granted Court are
State/Court name: disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed type  counted
MARYLAND
Court of Appeals 183 8 776 NA 959 COLR 2
Court of Special Appeals 1,762 220 NA 1,982 1AC 2
State Total 1,945 ° 996 2,941
MASSACHUSETTS
Supreme Judicial Court (B) NA 288 B 288 COLR 2
Appeals Court NA NA NA IAC 2
State Total
MICHIGAN
Supreme Court (B) 2254 B NA 2,254 COLR 1
Court of Appeals 8,497 B (B) NA 8,497 IAC 1
State Total 10,751
MINNESOTA
Supreme Court 250 586 117 836 367 COLR 1
Court of Appeals 1,949 330 A 122 A 2,279 2,071 IAC 1
State Total 2,199 916 * 239 3,115 2,438
MISSOURI
Supreme Court 60 1,064 177 1,124 237 COLR 1
Court of Appeals 3,145 NJ NJ 3,145 3,145 IAC 1
State Total 3,205 1,064 177 4,269 3,382
NEW JERSEY
Supreme Court 349 1,398 A NA 1,747 COLR 1
Appellate Div. Superior Court 6,494 B NA (B) 6,494 IAC 1
State Total 6,843 *
NEW MEXICO
Supreme Court NA NA NA COLR 5
Court of Appeals 690 B (B) NA 690 IAC 5
State Total
NORTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court 213 727 62 940 275 COLR 2
Court of Appeals 1272 8B 446 (8) 1,718 1,272 IAC 2
State Total 1,485 ° 1,173 2,658 1,547

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1988. (continued)

TOTAL CASES FILED

Sum of mandatory

Sum of mandatory

cases and cases and
discretionary discretionary
Total petitions petitions filed
Total Total discretionary filed granted
mandatory discretionary  petitions Filed Filed
cases petitions filed per pet
State/Court name: filed filed granted Number Judge Number judge
NORTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court 367 6 0 373 75 367 73
Court of Appeals 9 NJ NJ 9 9
State Total 376 6 0 382 76 376 75
OHIO .
Supreme Court 500 1,770 203 2,270 324 703 100
Court of Appeals 10,005 NJ NJ 10,005 173 10,005 173
State Total 10,505 1,770 203 12,275 189 10,708 165
OREGON
Supreme Court 192 857 121 1,049 150 313 45
Court of Appeals 3,739 NJ NJ 3,739 374 3,739 374
State Total 3,931 857 121 4,788 282 4,052 238
SOUTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court 624 26 A 26 650 130
Court of Appeals 307 NJ NJ 307 51 307 51
State Total 931 26 ° 26 957 87 957 87
UTAH
Supreme Court 443 61 NA 504 101
Court of Appeals 721 20 NA 741 106
State Total 1,164 81 1,245 104
VIRGINIA
Supreme Court NA 1,439 192
Court of Appeals 455 1,291 250 A 1,746 175 705 7
State Total 2,730 442°
WASHINGTON
Supreme Court 123 B 947 A NA 1,070 119
Court of Appeals 3,157 372 NA 3,529 221
State Total 3,280 ° 1,319 ° 4,589 184
WISCONSIN
Supreme Court NJ 915 181 915 131 181 26
Court of Appeals 2,147 228 NA 2,375 183
State Total 2,147 1,143 3,290 165
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED

Sum of
Sum of mandatory
Total mandatory  cases and Point at
Total Total discretionary cases and discretionary which
mandatory  discretionary petitions  discretionary  petitions cases
cases petitions granted petitions granted Court are
State/Court name: disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed type  counted
NORTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court 405 5 0 410 405 COLR 1
Court of Appeals 13 NJ NJ 13 13 IAC
State Total 418 5 (o] 423 418
OHIO
Supreme Court 462 1,621 151 2,083 613 COLR 1
Court of Appeals 9,668 NJ NJ 9,668 9,668 IAC 1
State Total 10,130 1,621 151 11,751 10,281
OREGON
Supreme Court 3228 871 (8) 1,193 322 COLR 1
Court of Appeals 3,985 NJ NJ 3,985 3,985 IAC 1
State Total 4307 ° 871 5,178 4,307
SOUTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court 385 B (B) NA 385 COLR 2
Court of Appeals 367 NJ NJ 367 367 IAC 4
State Total 752 ° 752
UTAH
Supreme Court 617 B (B) NA 617 COLR 1
Court of Appeals 637 B (B) NA 637 IAC 1
State Total 1,254 ° 1,254
VIRGINIA
Supreme Court NA 1,655 NA COLR 1
Court of Appeals (8) 1,454 B NA 1,454 IAC 1
State Total 3,109 °
WASHINGTON
Supreme Court 154 B 1,060 A 84 1,214 238 COLR 1
Court of Appeals 3,289 388 NA 3,677 IAC 1
State Total 3,443° 1,448 ° 4,891
WISCONSIN
Supreme Court NJ 866 184 866 184 COLR 5
Court of Appeals 2,368 162 NA 2,530 IAC 1
State Total 2,368 1,028 3,396
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1988. (continued)

TOTAL CASES FILED

Sum of mandatory  Sum of mandatory

cases and cases and
discretionary discretionary
Total petitions petitions filed
Total Total discretionary filed granted
mandatory discretionary  petitions Filed Filed
cases petitions filed per per
State/Court nama: filed filed granted Number  judge Number judge
States with no intermediate appelliate court
DELAWARE
Supreme Court 473 8 4A NA 477 as

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Court of Appeals 1,624 61 9 1,685 187 1,633 181
MAINE
Supreme Judicial Court 528 C (C) NA 528 75
MISSISSIPPI
Supreme Cournt 919 0 NA 919 102
MONTANA
Supreme Court 597 31 NA 628 90
NEBRASKA
Supreme Court 1,103 B (B) NA 1,103 158
NEVADA
Supreme Court 991 NJ NJ 991 198 991 198
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Supreme Court NJ 504 NA 504 10t
RHODE ISLAND
Supreme Court 410 189 NA 599 120

SOUTH DAKOTA

Supreme Court 428 B 35A NA 463 a3
VERMONT

Supremse Court 620 32 NA 652 130
WEST VIRGINIA

Supreme Court of Appeals NJ 1,621 789 1,621 324 789 158
WYOMING

Supreme Court 357 NJ NJ 357 1Al 357 n
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED

Sum of
Sum of mandatory
Total mandatory  cases and Point at
Total Total discretionary cases and discretionary which
mandatory  discretionary petiions  discretionary  petitions cases
cases petitions granted petitions granted Court are
State/Court name: disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed type  counted
States with no intermediate appellate court
DELAWARE
Supreme Court 407 B 3A NA 410 COLR 1
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Court of Appeals 1,602 65 4 1,667 1,606 COLR 1
MAINE
Supreme Judicial Court 507 C (C) NA 507 COLR 1
MISSISSIPPI
Supreme Court 793 0 0 793 793 COLR 2
MONTANA
Supreme Court 655 B (B) NA 655 COLR 1
NEBRASKA
Supreme Court 1,094 B (B) NA 1,094 COLR 1
NEVADA
Supreme Court 922 NJ NJ 922 922 COLR 2
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Supreme Court NJ 543 NA 543 COLR 1
RHODE ISLAND
Supreme Court 403 178 NA 581 COLR 1
SOUTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court 463 B (B) NA 463 COLR 2
VERMONT
Supreme Court 593 32 NA 625 COLR 1
WEST VIRGINIA
Supreme Court of Appeals NJ 1,775 756 1,775 756 COLR 1
WYOMING
Supreme Court 334 NJ NJ 334 334 COLR 1

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1988, (continued)

TOTAL CASES FILED

Sum of mandatory  Sum of mandatory

cases and cases and
discretionary discretionary
Total petitions petitions filed
Total Total discretionary filed granted
mandatory discretionary  petitions Filed Filed
cases petitions filed per per
State/Court name: filed filed granted Number judge Number judge

States with multiple appeilate courts at any level

ALABAMA
Supreme Court 829 765 NA 1,594 177
Court of Civil Appeals 529 NJ NJ §29 176 529 176
Court of Criminal Appeals 1,784 NJ NJ 1,784 357 1,784 357
State Total 3,142 765 3,907 230
NEW YORK
Court of Appeals 324 B 4,280 NA 4,604 658
Appellate Div. of the Supreme Court 10,740 B (B) NA 10,740 229
Appellate Terms of the Supreme Crt. 2,192 B (8) NA 2,192 146
State Total 13,256 * 17,536 254
OKLAHOMA
Supreme Court 809 295 64 1,104 123 873 87
Court of Criminal Appeals 1,046 B (B) 82 1,046 349 1,128 376
Court of Appeals 1,362 NJ NJ 1,362 114 1,362 114
State Total 3217 146 3,512 146 3,363 140
PENNSYLVANIA
Supreme Court 121 2,207 C 230C 2,328 333 351 50
Superior Court 6,439 B NA (B) 6,439 429
Commonwealth Court 3,164 A 45 NA 3,209 357
State Total 9,724 *
TENNESSEE
Supreme Court 161 820 64 981 196 225 45
Court of Appeals 994 103 12 1,097 91 1,006 84
Court of Criminal Appeals 889 67 25 956 106 914 102
— State Total 2,044 990 101 3,034 17 2,145 a3
TEXAS
Supreme Court 3 1,243 175 1,246 138 178 20
Court of Criminal Appeals 3,578 1,416 307 4,994 555 3,885 432
Courts of Appeals 8,250 NJ NJ 8,250 103 8,250 103
State Total 11,831 2,659 482 14,490 148 12,313 126

84 « State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988



TOTAL CASES DISPOSED

Sum of
Sum of mandatory
Total mandatory  cases and Point at
Total - Total discretionary cases and discretionary which
mandatory  discretionary petitions  discretionary  petitions cases
cases petitions granted petitions granted Court are
State/Court name: disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed type  counted
States with multiple appellate courts at any level
ALABAMA
Supreme Court 994 603 NA 1,597 COLR 1
Court of Civil Appeals 576 NJ NJ 576 576 IAC 1
Court of Criminal Appeals 1,774 NJ NJ 1,774 1,774 IAC 1
State Total 3,344 603 3,947
NEW YORK
Court of Appeals 369 3,392 160 3,761 6§29 COLR 1
Appellate Div. of the Supreme Court 13,225 B (B) NA 13,225 IAC 2
Appellate Terms of the Supreme Crt. 2,124 B (8) NA 2,124 IAC 2
State Total 15,718 * 19,110
OKLAHOMA
Supreme Court 852 B 231 A NA 1,083 COLR 1
Court of Criminal Appeals 693 291 NA 984 COLR 2
Court of Appeals 1,215 NJ NJ 1,215 1,215 IAC 4
State Total 2,760 ° §22° 3,282
PENNSYLVANIA
Supreme Court NA NA NA COLR
Superior Court 6,416 B NA (B) 6,416 IAC 1
Commonwealth Court 4392 8 (B) NA 4,392 IAC
State Total
TENNESSEE
Supreme Court (B) 1,057 B NA 1,057 COLR 1
Court of Appeals 1,015.8 97 NA 1,112 1AC 1
Court of Criminal Appeals 794 B 35 A NA 829 IAC 1
State Total 1,189 * 2,998
TEXAS
Supreme Court 3 1,168 120 1,171 123 COLR 1
Court of Criminal Appeals 3,546 1,437 233 4,983 3,779 COLR 5
Courts of Appeals 7,984 NJ NJ 7,984 7,984 IAC 1
State Total 11,533 2,605 353 14,138 11,886
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Table 2: Reported total caseload for all state appellate courts, 1988. (continued)

COURT TYPE:

COLR = Court of last resort
IAC « Intermediate appellate court

POINTS AT WHICH CASES ARE COUNTED:

Al the notice of appeal

Al the filing of trial record

At the filing of trial record and complete briels
Al transfer

Other

Varies

DN WN -
a8 8B

NOTE: NA indicates that the data are unavailable. Blank
spaces Indicate that a calculation is inappropriate.

NJ = This case type is not handled in this court.
- = Inapplicable

() = Mandatory and discretionary jurisdiction cases
cannot be separalely identified. Data are reported
within the jurisdiction where the court has the majority
ol its caseload.

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

An absence of a qualifying footnole indicates that the data
are complete.

*See the qualifying footnote for each court within the state.
Each footnote will have impact on the state’s total.

**Total discretionary petitions filed, granted, and disposed in
the Louisiana Supreme Court do not include 224 writs that
were granted and lransferred.

A: The following courts’ data are incomplete:

Arizona-Supreme Court--Data do not include
mandatory Judge disciplinary cases.

California-Supreme Court--Total mandatory filed
data do not include mandatory judge disciplinary
cases. Mandatory disposed data do not include
disclplinary cases which are estimated to make
the total less than 75% complete. Total
discretionary petitions granted do not include
original proceedings and administrative agency
cases.

Connecticut—-Supreme Court--Data do not include
some unclassifled appeals and Judge
disciplinary cases.

Delaware-Supreme Court--Data do not
include some dliscretlonary Interlocutory
declslon cases, which are reported with
mandatory Jurlsdiction cases.

Georgia--Supreme Court--Discretionary petitions
granted do not include Interlocutory decislons.

lowa—-Supreme Court--Data do not include
discretionary petitions that were dismissed by
the court, which are reported with mandatory
jurlsdictlon cases. Discretionary petitions
granted and disposed do not include some
discretionary original proceedings.

Kentucky—-Supreme Court-Data do not include some
discretionary unclassified petitions.

Minnesota--Court of Appeals--Total discretionary
petitions do not Include discretionary petitions
of final [udgments that were denied. Total
discretionary petitions granted do not include
‘other” discretionary petitlons granted.

New Jersey-Supreme Court-Data do not include
discretionary Interlocutory declsions.

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--Disposad data do not
include some dlscretionary petitlons which are
reported with mandatory Jurisdiction cases.

Pennsylvania~Commonwealth Courn-Filed
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mandatory Jurisdiction cases do not Include
transfers from the Superior Court and the Court of
Commeon Pleas.

South Carolina--Supreme Court-Filed data do not
Include discretionary petitlons that were denied or
otherwise dismissed/withdrawn, or settled.

South Dakota--Supreme Court-Data do not include
advisory opinions reported with mandatory
furlsdictlon cases.

Virginia--Court of Appeals--Filed data do not include
original proceeding petitions granted.

Washington—-Supreme Court--Data do not include some
discretionary petitions.

The following courts' data are overinclusive:

Arizona~Supreme Court--Data include mendatory
judge disciplinary cases. :

Colorado—-Supreme Court--Disposed data include
mandatory jurisdiction cases.

Delaware--Supreme Court--Data include some
discretionary petitions and filed data include
discretionary petitions that were granted.

Georgia--Supreme Court-Tolal mandatory filed data
include a few discretionary petitions that were
granted and refiled as appeals. Discretionary
petitions disposed data represent some double
counting because they include all mandatory
appeals and dlscretionary petitlons granted that
are refiled as a mandatory case.

—-Court of Appeals--Total meandatory data include all
discretionary petitions that were granted and
refiled as appeals.

Hawaii-Supreme Court--Data include a fow
discretionary petitions granted.

Idaho--Supreme Coun-Data Include discretionary
petitions reviewed on the merits. Mandatory
disposed data include petitions granted disposed.

llinois—Appellate Court—-Data include all discretionary
petitions.

lowa~-Supreme Court--Data include some
discretionary petitions that were dismissed by the
Court.

Kansas--Court of Appeals--Data include all
discretionary petitions.

Maryland--Court of Appeals-—-Data include
discretionary petitions that were granted and
refiled as appeals.

Massachusetts--Supreme Court--Disposed data Include
all mandatory appeals disposed.
~Appeals Court-Data include all discretionary
petitions.

Michigan--Supreme Court-Disposed data include
mandatory jurisdiction cases.
~Court of Appeals--Total mandatory data Include
discretionary petitions.

Montana—Supreme Court—-Mandatory cases disposed
include all discretionary petitions.

Nebraska~-Supreme Court--Data include all
dliscretionary petitions.

New Jersey-Appeilate Division of Superior Court-Data
include all discretionary petitions that were
granted.

New Mexico—-Court of Appeals--Disposad data include
all discretlonary petitions.,

New York--Appellate Divisions of Supreme Couri-Data
include all discretionary petitions.
~Appaellate Terms of Supreme Court-Data Include all
discretionary petitions.

North Carolina--Court of Appeals--Mandatory filed data
include discretionary petitions that were granted
and refiled as appeals.

Oklahoma--Supreme Court-Disposed data include
some discretionary petitions.
~Court of Criminal Appeals--Mandatory filed data
include all discretionary petitions.



TABLE 2. Reporled Total Caseload for State Appeliate Courts, 1988.

Oregon--Supreme Court-Disposed data include all
discretionary petitions that were granted.

Pennsylvania—Superior Court-Data include all
discretionary petitions that were granted.
~Commonwealth Court-Disposed data include all
discretionary petitions.

South Carolina--Supreme Court-Disposed data
Includse all discretionary petitions that were
disposed.

South Dakota--Filed data include discretionary
advisory opinlons. Mandatory jurisdiction
dispositions include all discretionary petitions.

Tennessee—Supreme Court-Discretionary petitions
disposed data include all mendatory jurisdiction
cases.

—~Court of Criminal Appeals--Mandatory
jurisdiction disposed data include some
discretionary petitions.

Utah—-Supreme Court--Disposed data include all
discretionary petitions.

—~Court of Appeals--Disposed data include all
discretionary petitions.

Virginia--Court of Appeals--Discretionary petitions
disposed data include all mandatory jurisdiction
cases.

Washington—Supreme Court--Data include some
discretionary petitions.

(continued)

C:  The following courls' data are both incomplete and
overinclusive:

Arkansas--Supreme Court--Data include a few
discretionary petitions, but do not include
mandatory attorney disciplinary cases and
certified questions from the federal courts.

Connecticut-Supreme Court--Disposed data include
mandatory cases, but do not include some
unclassified appeals and judge disciplinary
cases.

Maine—-Supreme Judicial Court Sitting as Law
Court--Total mandatory Jurisdiction data include
discretionary petitions but do not inciude
mandatory disciplinary and advisory opinion
cases.

Pennsylvania—Supreme Court--Total discretionary
jurisdiction filed data include non-case motions,
but do not include original proceeding petitions.
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases
in State Appellate Courts, 1988

Disposed Filed
asa  Number Filed per
Court percent of per 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed offiled |udges  Judge population

States with one court of last resort and one intermedilate appeliate court

ALASKA

Supreme Court COLR 363 394 109 5 73 69

Court of Appeals IAC 435 403 93 3 145 83

State Total 798 797 100 8 100 163
ARIZONA

Supreme Court COLR 112 A 79A 7 5 22 3

Court of Appeals IAC 3,902 3,240 83 18 217 112

State Total 4014 ° 3319~ 83 23 175 115
ARKANSAS

Supreme Court COLR 400 C 457C 114 7 57 17

Court of Appeals IAC 899 827 92 6 150 38

State Total 1,299 * 1,284 * 99 13 100 54
CALIFORNIA

Supreme Court COLR 319 A 101 A 32 7 46 1

Courts of Appeal IAC 10,954 10,577 97 88 124 39

State Total 11,273° 10,678 ° 95 95 119 40
COLORADO

Supreme Court COLR 197 (B) 7 28 6

Court of Appeals |AC 1,946 2,028 104 13 150 59

State Total 2,143 2,028 20 107 65
CONNECTICUT

Supreme Court COLR 86 NA 7 12 3

Appellate Court IAC 995 1,026 103 9 M 31

State Total 1,081 16 68 33
FLORIDA

Supreme Court COLR 5§10 534 105 7 73 4

District Courts of Appeal IAC 14,195 13,559 96 46 309 115

State Total 14,705 14,093 96 53 277 119
GEORGIA

Supreme Court COLR 639 B (B) 7 91 10

Court of Appeals IAC 2,306 B 1,986 B 86 9 256 36

State Total 2,945 * 1,986 * 16 184 46
HAWAII

Supreme Court COLR 716 B 609 B 85 5 143 65

Intermediate Court of Appeals IAC 120 129 108 3 40 1"

State Total 835 ° 738 ° 88 8 104 76

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Pracessing Measures for Mandatory Cases
in State Appellate Courts, 1988. (continued)

Disposed Filed
asa  Number Filed per
Court percent of per 100,000

State/Court name: type Filed Disposed  offiled  judges judge population
IDAHO

Supreme Court COLR 382 B 332 B 87 5 76 38

Court of Appeals IAC 227 162 Al 3 76 23

State Total 609 * 494 ° 81 8 76 61
ILLINOIS

Supreme Court COLR 882 o 103 7 126 8

Appsllate Court IAC 8,119 8 7,648 B 94 34 239 70

State Total 9,001 * 8,559 * 95 41 220 78
INDIANA

Supreme Court COLR NA 380 5

Court of Appeals IAC 1,146 1,062 93 12 96 21

State Total 1,442 17
IOWA

Supreme Court COLR 801 B 899 B 112 9 89 28

Court of Appeals IAC 728 669 92 6 121 26

State Total 1,529 * 1,568 * 103 15 102 54
KANSAS

Supreme Court COLR 347 459 132 7 50 14

Court of Appeals IAC 1,176 B 1,174 B 100 10 118 47

State Total 1,523 * 1,633 ° 107 17 90 61
KENTUCKY

Supreme Court COLR 258 302 117 7 37 7

Court of Appeals IAC 2,665 2,243 84 14 190 72

State Total 2,923 2,545 87 21 139 78
LOUISIANA

Supreme Court COLR 124 132 106 7 18 3

Courts of Appeal IAC 3,967 3,429 86 48 83 90

State Total 4,091 3,561 87 55 74 93
MARYLAND

Court of Appeals COLR 242 B 183 B 76 7 35 5

Court of Special Appeals IAC 1,754 1,762 100 13 135 38

State Total ’ 1,996 * 1,945 * 97 20 100 43
MASSACHUSETTS

Supreme Judicial Court COLR 96 (8) 7 14 2

Appeals Court IAC 1,394 B NA 10 139 24

State Total 1,490 * 17 88 25
MICHIGAN

Supreme Court COLR 4 (8) 7 1 (o]

Court of Appeals IAC 8,559 B 8,497 B 99 18 476 93

State Total 8,563 * 8,497 * 25 343 93

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases
In State Appellate Courts, 1988. (continued)

Disposed Filed
asa  Number Filed psr
Court percent of per 100,000

State/Court name: type Filed Disposed offiled  judges judge population
MINNESOTA

Supreme Court COLR 271 250 92 7 39 6

Court of Appeals IAC 2,065 1,949 94 13 159 48

State Total 2,336 2,199 94 20 117 54
MISSOURI

Supreme Court COLR 63 60 95 7 9 1

Court of Appeals IAC 3315 3,145 95 32 104 64

State Total 3,378 3,205 95 39 87 66
NEW JERSEY

Suprems Court COLR 357 349 98 7 51 5

Appellate Div. Superior Court IAC 6,458 B 6494B 101 28 231 84

State Total 6815 ° 6,843 " 100 35 195 88
NEW MEXICO

Supreme Court COLR 1,076 NA 5 218 A

Court of Appeals IAC 648 690 B 7 93 43

State Total 1,724 12 144 114
NORTH CAROLINA

Supreme Court COLR 147 213 145 7 21 2

Court of Appeals IAC 1,351 B 12728 94 12 113 21

State Total 1,498 * 1,485~ 99 19 79 23
NORTH DAKOTA

Supreme Court COLR 367 405 110 5 73 1

Court of Appeals IAC 9 13 144 0 1

State Total 376 418 1 5 75 56
OHIO

Supreme Court COLR 500 462 92 7 n 5

Court of Appeals IAC 10,005 9,668 97 58 173 92

State Total 10,505 10,130 96 65 162 97
OREGON

Supreme Court COLR 192 3228 7 27 7

Court of Appeals IAC 3,739 3,985 107 10 374 135

State Total 3,931 4307 ° 17 231 142
SOUTH CAROLINA

Supreme Court COLR 624 385 B 5 125 18

Court of Appeals IAC 307 367 120 6 51 9

State Total 931 752° 1 85 27
UTAH

Supreme Court COLR 443 6178 5 89 26

Court of Appeals IAC 721 6378 7 103 43

State Total 1,164 1,254 * 12 97 69

(continued on next pags)
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TABLE 3. Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases
in State Appellate Courts, 1988. (continued)

Disposed Filed
asa  Number Filed per
Court percent of per 100,000
State/Court name: _type Filed Disposed  offiled  judges judge population
VIRGINIA
Supreme Court COLR NA NA 7
Court of Appeals IAC 455 (B) 10 46 8
State Total 17
WASHINGTON
Supreme Court COLR 123 B 154 B 125 9 14 3
Court of Appeals IAC 3,157 3,289 104 16 197 68
State Total 3,280 ° 3443 ° 105 25 131 71
WISCONSIN
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ
Court of Appeals IAC 2,147 2,368 110 13 165 44
State Total 2,147 2,368 110 20 107 44
States with no Iintermediate appellate court
DELAWARE
Supreme Court COLR 473 8 407 8B 86 5 - 85 72
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Court of Appeals COLR 1,624 1,602 99 9 180 263
MAINE
Supreme Judicial Court COLR §28 C 507 C 96 7 75 44
MISSISSIPPI
Supreme Court COLR 919 793 86 9 102 35
MONTANA
Supreme Court COLR 897 655 B 7 85 74
NEBRASKA
Supreme Court COLR 1,103 B 1,094 B 99 7 158 69
NEVADA
Supreme Court COLR 991 922 93 5 198 94
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ 5
RHODE ISLAND
Supreme Court COLR 410 403 98 5 82 41
SOUTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court COLR 428 B 463 B 108 5 86 60
VERMONT
Supreme Court COLR 620 593 96 5 124 m

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases

in State Appellate Courts, 1988. (continued)

Disposed Filed
asa Number Filed per
Court percent of per 100,000
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed offiled Judges  judge population
WEST VIRGINIA
Supreme Court of Appeals COLR NJ NJ 5
WYOMING
Supreme Court COLR 357 334 94 5 Al 75
States with multiple appellate courts at any level
ALABAMA
Supreme Court COLR 829 994 120 9 92 20
Court of Civil Appeals IAC 529 576 109 3 176 13
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC 1,784 1,774 199 5 357 43
State Total 3,142 3,344 106 17 185 77
NEW YORK
Court of Appeals COLR 324 B 369 B 114 7 46 2
Appellate Div. of the Supremse Court IAC 10,740 B 13,2258 123 47 229 60
Appellate Terms of the Supreme Crt.  IAC 2,192 8B 2,124 B 97 15 146 12
State Total 13,256 * 15,718 * 119 69 192 74
OKLAHOMA
Supreme Court COLR 809 8528 9 90 25
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 1,046 B 693 3 349 32
Court of Appeals IAC 1,362 1,215 83 12 114 42
State Total 3217 2,760 * 24 134 99
PENNSYLVANIA
Supreme Court COLR 121 NA 7 17 1
Superior Court IAC 6,439 8 6,416 B 100 15 429 54
Commonwealth Court IAC 3,164 A 4,392 B 9 352 26
State Total 9,724 ° 31 314 81
TENNESSEE
Supreme Court COLR 161 NA 5 32 3
Court of Appeals IAC 994 1,015 8 12 83 20
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC 889 794 B 9 99 18
State Total 2,044 26 79 42
TEXAS
Supreme Court COLR 3 3 100 9 0 0
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 3,578 3,546 99 9 398 21
Courts of Appeals IAC 8,250 7,984 97 80 103 49
State Total 11,831 11,533 97 98 121 70
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1988. (continued)

COURT TYPE:

COLR = Court of Last Resort
IAC = Intermediate Appellate Court

NOTE: NA indicales that the data are unavailable. Blank
spaces indicate that a calculalion is inappropriale.

NJ =« This case type is not handled in this count
- = Inapplicable

(B): Mandatory Jurisdiction cases cannot be separately
identified and are reported with discretionary
petltlons. (See Table 4)

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

The absence of a qualifying foolnote indicates that data are
complete.

*Sea the qualifying footnote written for each court in the
state. Each foolnote has an impact on the state total.

A: The following courts’ data are incomplete:
Arizona--Supreme Court--Data do not include judge
- disclplinary cases.

California~Supreme Court--Filed data do not include
|udge disciplinary cases. Discretionary disposed
data do not include dlscipiinary cases, which are
estimated to make the total less than 75%
complete.

Pennsylvania--Commonwealth Court--Filed data do
not include transfers from the Superior Court and
the Court of Common Pleas.

B: The following courts’ data are overinclusive:

Delaware--Supreme Court--Data include some
discretionary petitions and discretionary
petitions that were granted.

Georgia--Supreme Court--Mandatory jurisdiction
filed data include discretionary petitions that
were granted and refiled as appeals.

—~Court of Appeals--Mandatory jurisdiction data
include discretionary petitions that were granted
and refiled as appeals.

Hawaii--Supreme Court--Data include discretionary
petitions that were granted, and refiled as

peals.

Idaho--Supreme Court-Data include discretionary
petitions reviewed on the merits. Disposed data
include petitions granted disposed.

linois—Appellate Court-Data include discretionary
petitions.

lowa—~Supreme Court--Filed data include
discretionary original proceedings. Disposed
data include some discretionary cases that were
dismissed.

Kansas--Court of Appeals--Data include all
discretionary cases.

Maryland--Court of Appeals--Data include
discretionary petitions that were granted and
refiled as appeals.

Massachuselis--Appeals Court-Filed data include a
small number of discretionary Interlocutory
decislon petitions.

Michigan--Court of Appeals--Data include
discretlonary petitions.

Montana--Supreme Count--Disposed data include all
discretionary petitions.

Nebraska-Supreme Court--Data include all
discretionary petitions.

New Jersey--Appellate Division of Superor Couri—-
Data include discretionary petitions that were
granted.

New Mexico-Court of Appeals--Disposed data
Include discretionary petitions.

New York--Court of Appeals--Data include grented
discretionary petitions that were disposed.

—Appellate Divisions of Supreme Courl--Data
include discretionary petitions.

—~Appellate Terms of Supreme Court--Data
include discretionary petitions.

North Carolina--Court of Appeals--Data include
discretionary petitions that were granted, and
refiled as appeals.

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--Disposed data include
granted discretionary petitions that were
disposed.

-Court of Criminal Appeals--Filed data include
all discretionary Jurisdiction cases.

Oregon--Supreme Court-Disposed data include
discretionary petitions that were granted.

Pennsylvania—Superior Court-Data Include all
discretionary petitions that were granted.
~Commonwealth Court-Disposed data include
discretionary petitions.

South Carolina--Suprema Court-Disposed data
include all discretionary petitions that were
disposed.

South Dakota--Supreme Court—-Disposed data
include all discretlonary jurisdiction cases.
Filed data include advisory opinions.

Tennessee—-Court of Criminal Appeals—-Data
include some discretionary petitions.

—-Court of Appeals--Disposed data include some
discretionary petitions.

Utah-Supreme Court--Disposed data include
discretionary petitions.

Washington--Supreme Court--Data include some
discretionary petitlons.

The following courts’ data are both incomplete and
overinclusive:

Arkansas--Supreme Court--Data include a few
discretionary petltions, but do not include
mandatory attorney disclplinary cases and
certifled questions from the federal courts.

Maine—-Supreme Judicial Court Sitling as Law
Court--Data include discretionary petition
cases, but do not include mandatory
disciplinary and advisory opinion cases.
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions

in State Appeliate Courts, 1988

Disposed
asa
Court percent
State/Court name: type Filed Disposed of filed

ALASKA
Supreme Court COLR 244 255
Court of Appeals IAC 62 66
State Total 308 321
ARIZONA
Supreme Court COLR 1,018 B 905 B
Court of Appeals IAC 60 63
State Total 1,078 * 968 *
ARKANSAS
Supreme Court COLR (C) (C)
Court of Appeals IAC NJ NJ
State Total
CALIFORNIA
Supreme Court COLR 4,351 4,052
Courts of Appeal IAC 7,005 7,334
State Total 11,356 11,386
COLORADO
Supreme Court COLR 825 1,001 B
Court of Appeals IAC NJ NJ
State Total 825 1,001 °
CONNECTICUT
Supreme Court COLR 162 A 278 C
Appellate Court 1AC 98 NA
State Total 260 *
FLORIDA
Supreme Court COLR 1,316 1,426
District Courts of Appeal IAC 2,285 1,839
State Total 3,601 3,265
GEORGIA
Supreme Court COLR 998 16158
Court of Appeals IAC 717 683
State Total 1,715 2,208 *
HAWAII
Supreme Court COLR 45 42
Intermediate Court of Appeals IAC NJ NJ
State Total 45 42
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions

in State Appsllate Courts, 1988 (continued)

Part Ill: 1988 State Court Caseload Tables ¢ 95

Disposed Filed
asa Number Filed per
Court percent of per 100,000

State/Court name: type Filed Disposed of filed ludges judge population
IDAHO

Supreme Court COLR 76 84 111 5 15 8

Court of Appeals IAC NJ NJ 3

State Total 76 84 11 8 10 8
ILLINOIS

Supreme Court COLR 1,558 1,482 a5 7 223 13

Appellate Court IAC (B) (B) 34

State Total 41
INDIANA

Supreme Court COLR NA 494 5

Court of Appeals IAC 76 75 99 12 6 1

State Total 569 17
IOWA

Supreme Court COLR 3711 A 291 A 78 9 41 13

Court of Appeals 1AC NJ NJ 6

State Total a7t 291° 78 15 - 25 13
KANSAS

Supreme Court COLR NA NA 7

Court of Appeals IAC (B) (8) 10

State Total 17
KENTUCKY

Supreme Court COLR 686 A 678 A 99 7 98 18

Court of Appeals IAC 92 77 84 14 7 2

State Total 778 ° 755 * 97 21 37 21
LOUISIANA

Supreme Court COLR 2,657 2,320 87 7 380 60

Courts of Appeal IAC 3,877 3,802 98 48 81 88

State Total 6,534 6,122 94 §5 119 148
MARYLAND

Court of Appeals COLR 682 776 114 7 97 15

Court of Special Appeals IAC 220 220 100 13 17 5

State Total 902 996 110 20 45 20
MASSACHUSETTS

Supreme Judicial Court COLR 563 NA 7 80 10

Appeals Court IAC 886 NA 10 89 15

State Tota! 1,449 17 85 25
MICHIGAN

Supreme Court COLR 2,662 2,254 B 7 380 29

Court of Appeals IAC (B) (B) 18

State Total 25

(continued on next page)



TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions
In State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued)
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Disposed Filed
asa Number Filed per
Court percent of per 100,000

State/Court name: _type Filed Disposed of filed judges judge population
MINNESOTA

Supreme Court COLR 651 586 90 7 93 15

Court of Appeals IAC 331 A 330 A 100 13 25 8

State Total g82 * 916" 93 20 49 23
MISSOURI

Supreme Court COLR 1,056 1,064 101 7 151 21

Court of Appeals IAC NJ NJ 32

State Total 1,056 1,064 101 39 27 21
NEW JERSEY

Supreme Court COLR 1,354 A 1,398 A 103 7 193 18

Appellate Div. Superior Court IAC NA NA 28

State Total 35
NEW MEXICO

Supreme Court COLR 252 NA 5 50 17

Court of Appeals IAC 64 (B) 7 9 4

State Total 316 12 26 21
NORTH CAROLINA

Supreme Court COLR 636 727 114 7 o1 10

Court of Appeals IAC 446 446 100 12 37 7

State Total 1,082 1,173 108 19 57 17
NORTH DAKOTA

Supreme Court COLR 6 5 83 5 1 1

Court of Appeals IAC NJ NJ 0

State Total 6 5 a3 5 1 1
OHIO

Supreme Court COLR 1,770 1,621 92 7 253 16

Court of Appeals IAC NJ NJ 58

State Total 1,770 1,621 92 65 27 16
OREGON

Suprems Court COLR 857 871 102 7 122 31

Court of Appeals IAC NJ NJ 10

State Total 857 871 102 17 50 31
SOUTH CAROLINA

Supreme Court COLR 26 A (8) 5 5 1

Court of Appeals IAC NJ NJ 6

State Total 26° 1 2 1
UTAH

Supreme Court COLR 61 (B) 5 12 4

Court of Appeals IAC 20 (8) 7 3 1

State Total 81 12 7 5

(continued on next page)



TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions
in State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued)

State/Court name:

VIRGINIA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

WASHINGTON
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

WISCONSIN
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

DELAWARE
Supreme Court

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Court of Appeals

MAINE
Supreme Judicial Court

MISSISSIPPI
Supreme Court

MONTANA
Supreme Court

NEBRASKA
Supreme Court

NEVADA
Supreme Court

NEW HAMPSHIRE
Supreme Court

RHODE ISLAND
Supreme Court

SOUTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court

VERMONT
Supreme Court

Disposed Filed
asa Number Filed per
Court percent of per 100,000
~type Filed Disposed of filed judges judge population
COLR 1,439 1,655 115 7 206 24
IAC 1,291 1,454 B 10 129 21
2,730 3,109 * 17 161 45
COLR 947 A 1,060 A 112 9 105 20
IAC 372 388 104 16 23 8
1,319 ¢ 1,448 * 110 25 83 28
COLR 915 866 85 7 131 19
IAC 228 162 14! 13 18 5
1,143 1,028 90 20 57 24
States with no Intermediate appellate court
COLR 4A 3A 75 5 ° 1 1
COLR 61 65 107 8 8 10
COLR (B) (B) 7
COLR 0 0 S
COLR 31 (B) 7 4 4
COLR. (8) (8) 7
COLR NJ NJ 5
COLR 504 543 108 5 101 46
COLR 189 178 94 5 38 19
COLR 3B A (B) 5 7 5
COLR 32 32 100 5 6 6
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions
in State Appellate Courts, 1888 (continued)

State/Court name:

WEST VIRGINIA
Supreme Court of Appeals

WYOMING
Supreme Court

Disposed
asa Number Filed
Court percent of per
type Filed Disposed of filed judges judge
COLR 1,621 1,775 110 5 324
COLR NJ NJ 5

States with multiple appellate courts at any level

ALABAMA

Supreme Court COLR 765 603 79 9 85

Court of Civil Appeals IAC NJ NJ 3

Court of Criminal Appeals IAC NJ NJ 5

State Total 765 603 79 17 45
NEW YORK

Court of Appeals COLR 4,280 3,392 79 7 611

Appellate Div. of the Supreme Court IAC (B) (B) 47

Appellate Terms of the Supreme Crt.  IAC (8) (B) 15

State Total 69
OKLAHOMA

Supreme Court COLR 295 231 A 9 33

Court of Criminal Appeals COLR (B) 291 3

Court of Appeals IAC NJ NJ 12

State Total 522 * 24
PENNSYLVANIA

Supreme Court COLR 2207 C NA 7 315

Superior Court IAC NA NA 15

Commonwealth Court IAC 45 (B) 9 5

State Total 31
TENNESSEE

Supreme Court COLR 820 1,057 B 5 164

Court of Appeals IAC 103 97 94 12 9

Court of Criminal Appeals IAC 67 35 A 9 7

State Total 990 1,189 ° 26 38
TEXAS

Supreme Court COLR 1,243 1,168 94 9 138

Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 1,416 1,437 101 9 157

Courts of Appeals IAC NJ NJ 80

State Total 2,659 2,605 98 98 27
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Pelitions in State Appellate Courts, 1988. (continued)

COURT TYPE:

COLR = Court of Last Resort
IAC = Intermediate Appellate Court

NOTE: NA indicates that the data are unavailable. Blank
spaces indicate that a calcuation is inappropriate.

NJ = This case type is not handled in this court

- = Inapplicable

(B): Discretionary petitions cannot be separately
identified and are reported with mandatory cases.
(See Table 3)

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

The absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that data are
complete.

*See the qualifying footnote written for each court in the
state. Each footnote has an impact on the state's total.

A: The following courts’ data are incomplete:

Connecticut-Supreme Court—-Filed data do not
include disciplinary cases.

Delaware—-Supreme Court--Data do not include some
discretionary Interlocutory petitions and some
discretionary edvisory opinions.

lowa—-Supreme Court--Data do not include
discretionary cases that were dismissed by the
court.

Kentucky—Supreme Court-Data do not include some
discretionary unclassified petitions.

Minnesota--Court of Appeals—Data do not include
petitions of finel judgments that were denied.

New Jersey—Supreme Court-Data do not include
discretionary interlocutory petitions.

Oklahoma--Supreme Court—-Disposed data do not
include discretionary petitions granted and
disposed.

C:

South Carolina--Supreme Court—Filed data do not
include discretionary petitions that were denied
or otherwise dismissed/withdrawn, or settled.

South Dakota--Supreme Court-Filed data do not
include advisory opinlons which are reported with
mandatory jurisdiction cases.

Tennessee—-Court of Criminal Appeals—Disposed
data do not include some cases which are
reported with mandatory jurisdiction cases.

Washington—-Supreme Coun--Data do not include
some casaes which are reported with mandatory
jurisdiction cases.

The following courls' data are overinclusive:

Arizona—-Supreme Court-Data include mandatory
judge disciplinary cases.

Colorado-Supreme Coun--Disposed data include all
mandatory jurisdiction cases.

Georgia--Supreme Court-Disposed data include all
mandatory jurisdiction cases and discretionary
petitions granted, that are refiled as a
mandatory case.

Michigan—-Supreme Court—-Disposed data include
mandatory jurisdiction cases.

Tennessee—Supreme Court—-Disposed data include
all mandatory jurisdiction cases.

Virginia--Court of Appeals--Disposed data include all
mendatory jurlsdictlon cases.

The following courts’ data are both incompiete and
overinclusive: -

Connecticut~Supreme Court--Disposed data include
mandatory cases, but do not include some
unclassified appeals and judge disciplinary
cases.

Pennsylvania—-Supreme Court--Filed data include non-case
motions that could not be separated, but do not include
original proceeding patitions.
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TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted
in State Appellate Courts, 1988

Discretionary Granted Disposed Filed
petitions: asa asa Number granted
Court filed granted percent  percent of per
State/Court name: type filed granted disposed offled ofgranted judges Judge

States with one court of last resort and one intermediate appellate court

ALASKA
Supreme Court COLR 244 29 NA 12 5 6
Court of Appeals IAC 62 NA 23 3
State Total 306
ARIZONA
Supreme Count COLR 10188 NA €18 5
Court of Appeals IAC 60 NA NA 18
State Total 1,078 *
ARKANSAS
Supreme Court COLR NA NA NA 7
Court of Appeals IAC NJ NJ NJ 6
State Total
CALIFORNIA
Suprema Court COLR 4,351 222 A NA 7 32
Courts of Appeal IAC 7,005 599 NA 9 88 7
State Total 11,356 821°
COLORADO
Supreme Court COLR 825 NA NA 7
Court of Appeals IAC NJ NJ NJ 13
State Total 825
CONNECTICUT
Supreme Court COLR 162 A NA NA 7
Appellate Court IAC 98 NA NA 9
State Total 260 °
FLORIDA
Supreme Court COLR 1,316 NA NA 7
District Courts of Appeal IAC 2,285 NA NA 46
State Total 3,601
GEORGIA
Supreme Court COLR 998 146 NA 16 7 21
Court of Appeals IAC 717 NA NA 9
State Total 1,715
HAWAI
Supreme Court COLR 45 10 NA 22 5 2
Intermediate Court of Appeals IAC NJ NJ NJ 3
State Total 45 10 22

(continued on next page)

100 - State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988



TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted
in State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued)

Discretionary Granted Disposed Filed
petitions: asa asa Number granted
Court filed granted percent  percent of per
State/Court name: type filed granted disposed offled ofgranted judges Judge
IDAHO
Supreme Court COLR 76 NA NA 5
Court of Appeals IAC NJ NJ NJ 3
State Total 76
ILLINOIS
Supreme Court COLR 1,558 210 153 13 73 7 30
Appellate Court IAC NA NA NA 34
State Total
INDIANA
Supreme Court COLR NA NA 36 5
Court of Appeals IAC 76 39 38 51 97 12 3
State Total 74
IOWA
Supreme Court COLR 371 A NA 51 A 9
Court of Appeals IAC NJ NJ NJ 6
State Total 37 51°
KANSAS
Supreme Court COLR NA 133 NA 7 19
Court of Appeals IAC NA NA NA 10
State Total
KENTUCKY
Supreme Court COLR 686 A NA NA 7
Court of Appeals IAC 92 NA NA 14
State Total 778 °
LOUISIANA
Supreme Court COLR 2,657 395 411 15 104 7 56
Courts of Appeal IAC 3,877 1136 1156 29 102 48 24
State Total 6,534 1,531 1,567 23 102 55 28
MARYLAND
Court of Appeals COLR 682 140 NA 21 7 20
Court of Special Appeals IAC 220 22 NA 10 13 2
State Total 902 162 18
MASSACHUSETTS
Supreme Judicial Court COLR §63 196 288 B 35 7 28
Appeals Court IAC 886 NA NA 10
State Total 1,449
MICHIGAN
Supreme Court COLR 2,662 79 NA 3 7 1
Court of Appeals IAC NA NA NA 18
State Total

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 5. Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted
In State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued)

State/Count name:

MINNESOTA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

MISSOURI
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

NEW JERSEY
Supreme Court
Appeliate Div. Superior Court
State Total

NEW MEXICO
Suprems Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

NORTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

NORTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

OHIO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

OREGON
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

SOUTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

UTAH
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals
State Total

Discretionary Granted Disposed Filed
petitions:. asa asa Number granted
Court filed granted percent  percent of per
type filed granted disposed offled ofgranted judges judge
COLR 651 137 17 21 85 7 20
IAC 331 A 116 A 122 A 35 105 13 9
982 * 253 ° 239 * 26 84 20 13
COLR 1,056 114 177 1 155 7 16
IAC NJ NJ NJ 32
1,056 114 177 1 155
COLR 1,354 A 126 A NA 9 7 18
IAC NA NA NA 28
COLR 252 40 NA 16 5 8
IAC 64 16 NA 23 7 2
316 55 17
COLR 636 57 62 9 109 7 8
IAC 446 7B NA 12 6
1,082 128 ©
COLR 6 0 0 5
IAC NJ NJ NJ 0
6 0 0 0
COLR 1,770 203 151 11 74 7 29
IAC NJ NJ NJ 58
1,770 203 151 1" 74
COLR 857 121 NA 14 7 17
IAC NJ NJ NJ 10
857 121 14
COLR 26 A 26 NA 5 5
IAC NJ NJ NJ 6
26 ° 26
COLR 61 NA NA [
IAC 20 NA NA 7
81
(continued on next page)
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TABLE 5. Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted
in State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued)

Discretionary Granted Disposed Filed
petitions: asa asa Number granted
Count filed granted percent  percent of per

State/Court name: type filed granted disposed offied ofgranted |udges judge
VIRGINIA

Suprems Court COLR 1,439 192 NA 13 7 27

Court of Appeals 1AC 1,201 250 A NA 10 25

State Tota! 2,730 442
WASHINGTON

Supreme Court COLR 847 A NA 84 9

Court of Appeals IAC 372 NA NA 16

State Total 1,319
WISCONSIN

Supreme Court COLR 915 181 184 20 102 7 26

Court of Appeals IAC 228 NA NA 13

State Total 1,143

States with no intermediate appeliate court

DELAWARE

Supreme Court COLR 4A NA NA 5
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Court of Appeals COLR 61 9 4 15 44 9 1
MAINE

Supreme Judicial Court COLR NA NA NA 7
MISSISSIPPI

Supreme Court COLR 0 NA o] 9
MONTANA

Supreme Court COLR 3t NA NA 7
NEBRASKA

Supreme Court COLR NA NA NA 7
NEVADA

Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ NJ 5
NEW HAMPSHIRE

Supreme Court COLR 504 NA NA 5
RHODE ISLAND

Supreme Court COLR 189 NA NA 5
SOUTH DAKOTA

Supreme Court COLR 35A NA NA 5
VERMONT

Supreme Court COLR 32 NA NA 5

{continued on next page)
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TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted
In State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued)

Discretionary Granted Disposed Filed
petitions: asa asa Number granted
Court filed granted percent  percent of per
State/Court name: ~ type filed granted disposed offled of granted judges Judge
WEST VIRGINIA
Supreme Court of Appeals COLR 1,621 789 756 49 096 5 158
WYOMING
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ NJ 5
States with multiple appellate courts at any level
ALABAMA
Supreme Court COLR 765 NA NA 9
Court of Civil Appeals IAC NJ NJ NJ 3
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC NJ NJ NJ 5
State Total 765
NEW YORK
Court of Appeals COLR 4,280 NA 160 7
Appellate Div. of the Supreme Court IAC NA NA NA 47
Appellate Terms of the Supreme Crt.  |AC NA NA NA 15
State Total
OKLAHOMA
Supreme Court COLR 295 64 NA 22 9 7
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR NA 82 NA 3 27
Court of Appeals IAC NJ NJ NJ 12
State Total 146
PENNSYLVANIA
Supreme Court COLR 2207 C 230 C NA 10 7 33
Superior Court IAC NA NA NA 15
Commonwealth Court 1AC 45 NA NA 9
State Total
TENNESSEE
Supreme Court COLR 820 64 NA 8 5 13
Court of Appeals IAC 103 12 NA 12 12 1
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC 67 25 NA 37 9 3
State Total 990 101 10
TEXAS
Supreme Court COLR 1,243 175 120 14 69 9 19
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 1,416 307 233 22 76 9 34
Courts of Appeals IAC NJ NJ NJ 80
State Total 2,659 482 353 18 73
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TABLE 5:  Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted in State Appellate
Courts, 1988. (continued)

COURT TYPE: Kentucky—~-Supreme Court—Discretionary
petitions filed data do not include some
COLR = Court of Last Resort discretionary unclassified petitions.
IAC = Intermediate Appellate Court Minnesota--Court of Appeals--Data do not
Include some petitions.
NOTE: NA indicates that the data are unavailable. New Jersey—Supreme Court-Filed data do
Blank spaces Indicate that a calculation is inappropriate. not include discretionary interlocutory
petltions granted.
NJ = This casetype Is not handled in this coun Virginia--Court of Appeals--Filed data do not
- = [napplicable inciude orlginal proceedings petitions
granted.
QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: Washington-Supreme Court--Discretionary
petitions filed data do not include some
The absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that cases reported with mandatory
data are complete. jurisdictlon cases.
*See the qualifying footnote for each court in the B: The following courts’ data are overinclusive.
stale. Each footnote has an impact on the stale's Arizona-Supreme Court--Disposed data
total. include mandatory judge disciplinary
cases.
A: The following couris’ data are Incomplete: Massachuselts--Supreme Judicial Court
California-Supreme Courl--Filed data do nol —Disposed data include all mandatory
include origlnal proceedings initially jurisdiction cases disposed.
heard in the Supreme Court that were North Carolina--Court of Appeals--Data
granted. include discretionary petitions granted
Connecticut—Supreme Court--Discretionary that were disposed.
petitions filed data do not include
disciplinary cases. C: The following court's data are incomplete and
Delaware—Supreme Court--Discretionary overinclusive:
petitions filed data do not include some Pennsyivania—-Supreme Court--Filing data
discretionary Interlocutory petitions Include motions that gould not be
and some discretionary advisory separated, but do not Inciude original
opinlons. proceeding petitions that were granted.

lowa—-Supreme Court--Disposed data do not
include some orlginal proceedings.
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1988

Opinion Composition of
count is by: opinion count: Total Numberot  Number of
per dispositions  authorized lawyer
written signed curiam memos/ by signed justices/ support
State/Court name: case document  opinions  opinions orders opinion judges personnel

States with one court of last resort and one Intermediate appellate court

ALASKA

Supreme Court X 0 X o] o] 193 5 1"

Court of Appeals X o) X o) 0] 110 3
ARIZONA

Supreme Court X (o] X X (0] 86 5 16

Court of Appeals X (o] X X some 284 18 61
ARKANSAS

Supreme Court X (o] X X X 378 7 14

Court of Appeals X o X X (0] 562 6 15
CALIFORNIA

Supreme Court X o) X X some 122 7 48

Courts of Appeal X (o] X X some 8,639 88 231
COLORADO

Supreme Court X (o) X X O 244 7 14

Court of Appeals X o X o some NA 13 30
CONNECTICUT

Supreme Court X (o] X X some 230 7 14

Appsllate Court X o] X X some 462 ] 16
FLORIDA

Supreme Court X (o] X X o 222 7 15

District Courts of Appeal X (o] X X o 4,346 46 o9
GEORGIA

Supreme Court X (o] X X (0] 348 7 14

Court of Appeals X (o) X (o] o 1,724 ] 27
HAWAII

Supreme Court X (o] X X somse 320 5 14

Intermediate Court of Appeals X o X X X 120 3 6
IDAHO .

Supreme Court o X X X X NA S 11

Court of Appeals o X X X o NA 3 6
ILLINOIS

Supreme Court X o] X X o NA 7 26

Appellate Court X o X X some 1,938 34 87
INDIANA

Supreme Court X (o] X X (o] 328 ] 16

Court of Appeals X X X X X 1,121 12 32

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued)

State/Court name:

IOWA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

KANSAS
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

KENTUCKY
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

LOUISIANA
Supreme Court
Courts of Appeal

MARYLAND
Court of Appeals
Court of Special Appeals

MASSACHUSETTS
Supreme Judicial Court
Appeals Court

MICHIGAN
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

MINNESOTA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

MISSOURI
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

NEW JERSEY
Supreme Court
Appellate Div. Superior Court

NEW MEXICO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

NORTH CAROLINA
Supreme Count
Court of Appeals

Composition of
opinion count:

per
signed curiam memos/
opinions  opinions orders

Total
dispositions
by signed
opinion

Number of  Number of
authorized lawyer

X (o] (0]
X (o] o}
X X some
X X some
X X some
X X some
X X some
X X X
X 0 (o]
X (0] (o)
X (o] (o]
X X X
X X (o}
X X some
X (0] o
X (o] (o]
X X some
X X some
X (o] o]
X X X
X (o] some
X (o] (o)
X (0] some
X (o] X

264
418

380
822

NA
NA

149
2972

112
230

253
169

79
4,869

165
611

133
1,556

220
136

188
1,170

Justices/ support
judges personnel
9 16
6 6
7 7
10 18
7 11
4 19
7 26
52 138
7 14
13 29
7 20
14 32
7 27
18 82
7 10
13 31
7 15
32 54
7 21
28 54
5 10
7 20
7 14
12 28

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued)

State/Court name:

NORTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

OHIO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

OREGON
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

SOUTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

UTAH
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

VIRGINIA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

WASHINGTON
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

WISCONSIN
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

DELAWARE
Supreme Court

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Court of Appeals

MAINE
Supreme Judicial Court

MISSISSIPPI
Supreme Court

MONTANA
Supreme Court

Opinion Composition of
count s by: opinion count: Total Number of  Number of
per dispositions  authorized lawyer
written signed curiam  memos/ by signed justices/ support
case  document opinions  opinions  orders opinion Judges personnel
X o] X X o) 268 5 10
X (0] o o) o NA 3 b
X @) X o) X NA 7 20
X o X o X 4,718 §9 varles
X o X X o 128 7 9
X o X o o 606 10 16
X o X X @) 123 5 16
X o X X @) 336 6 11
X o X X o 141 5 12
X o X X o 289 7 10
X o X X 0 183 7 15
X (@) X X O 180 10 12
X (o] X X some 141 9 24
X o X X some 1,375 16 50
X (o) X X o 98 7 1
X 0] X o 0 1,277 13 26
States with no intermediate appellate court

X o X o o 55 5 5
X o X X o 249 9 26
o X X o) o) 343 7 11
X o X o X 475 9 21
X 0 X o o 363 7 14
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TABLE 6. Opinions Reported by State Appsllate Courts, 1988 (continued)

Opinion Composition of
count is by: opinion count: Total Number of  Number of
per dispositions  authorized lawyer
written signed curiam memos/ by signed justices/ support
State/Court name: case document opinions  opinions orders opinion judges personnel
NEBRASKA
Supreme Court X o X X X 487 7 14
NEVADA
Supreme Court o X X X o 116 5 20
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Supreme Court X o X X o] 144 5 12
RHODE ISLAND
Supreme Court X (o] X (o] (¢] 139 5 17
SOUTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court X o X X o] 194 5 8
VERMONT
Supreme Court X (o] X o o 217 5 8
WEST VIRGINIA
Supreme Court of Appeals X (o] X X some 249 5 21
WYOMING
Supreme Court X (o] X X some 178 5 12
States with multiple appellate courts at any level
ALABAMA
Supremse Court X (o] X X some 672 9 20
Court of Civil Appeals X (0] X X X 401 3 6
Court of Criminal Appeals X (o] X o some 377 5 10
NEW YORK
Court of Appeals o X X o o) 119 7 30
Appeliate Div. of the Supreme Court O X X X some NA 47 136
Appellate Terms of the Supreme Crt. O X X X some NA 18 25
OKLAHOMA
Supreme Court X o X X o 199 9 29
Court of Criminal Appeals X (o] X X o NA 3 16
Court of Appeals X o X X X 1,215 12 19
PENNSYLVANIA
Supreme Court X (o] X (o) e} 268 7 NA
Superior Court X 0 X X X 4,405 15 NA
Commonwealth Court (o] X X X X 1,869 9 36

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued)

Opinion Composition of
count is by: opinion count: Total Number of  Number of
per dispositions  authorized lawyer
written signed curiam memos/ by signed Justices/ support
State/Court name: case document  opinions  opinions orders opinion Judges personnel
TENNESSEE
Supreme Court X (0] X X some 182 5 9
Court of Appeals X o X X some 811 12 12
Court of Criminal Appeals X (o] X X some 725 9 9
TEXAS
Supreme Court o X X o (0] 93 9 24
Court of Criminal Appeals X (o] X o o 235 9 22
Courts of Appeals X (o] X o 0 5,066 80 140
CODES:

X - Court follows this method when counting opinions
O - Courtdoes not follow this method when counting opinions
NA - Data are not available
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TABLE 7: Reported Natlonal Civii and Criminal Caseload for State Trial Courts, 1988

Reported Caseload Filed Disposed
Civil cases:
I. General jurisdiction courls:

A. Number of reported complete cases . ..........c.vvivvenen.. 3,601,482 2,814,275
Number of courts reporting complete civildata .. ............... 30 27
Number of states with general jurisdiction courls reporting complete

o - 25 22
Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction
courts reporting complete civildata . ............. .. ... ... 44% 41%

B. Number of reported complete civil cases that include other casetypes . . 3,003,957 2,186,789

Number of courts reporling complete civil data that include other

CaSBIYPOS . vt ittt e e s e e e e 18 13
Number of states with general Jurisdiction courts reporting complete

civil data that Include other casetypes . ................... 18 13
Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction

courls reporting complete civil data that include other casetypes . . .. 33% 26%

C. Number of reported cases that are either incomplete or incomplete and

include noncivil casetypes . ... .... ... ... i e 1,767,346 2,743,920
Number of courts reporting cases that are incomplete or incomplete and

include noncivil casetypes ... ......... .. ... ... o, ., 9 15
Number of states with general jurisdiction courts reporting cases that

are incomplete or incomplete and include noncivil casetypes ...... 8 15
Parcent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction courts

reporting cases that are incomplete or incomplete and include noncivil

Loz 14 o - T 23% 30%

Il.  Limited jurisdiction courts:

A. Number of reported complete cases . ....................... 5,677,889 4,114,149
Number of courts reporting complete civildata ................. 55 45
Number of states with limited jurisdiction courts reporting complete data 30 27
Percent of the total population of states with limited jurisdiction courts

reporting complete civil data . .. ......... ... . i, 63% 59%

B. Number of reported complete civil cases that include other caselypes . . 184,497 211,906
Number of courts reporting complete civil data that include other caselypes 1 1
Number of states with limited jurisdiction courts reporting complete civil

data that include other Caselypes . .. .....covveivvennenenns 1 1
Percent of the total population of states with limited jurisdiction courts

reporting complete civil data that include other casetypes ........ 7% 7%

C. Number of reported cases that are either incomplete or incomplete and

include noncivil casetypes . . . . ... ... it i . 2,684,033 2,696,529
Number of courts reporting cases that are incomplete or incomplete and

include noncivil casetypes . . . . ....... ... .. . i, 18 2
Number of states with limited jurisdiction courts reporting cases that

are incomplete or incomplete and include noncivil casetypes ... ... 1 15
Percant of the total population of states with limited jurisdiction courts

reporting cases that are incomplete or incomplete and include noncivil

CASOIYPES . . it i e e e e 3% 36%

(conlinued on next page)
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TABLE 7: Reported National Civil and Criminal Caseload for State Trial Courts, 1988. (continued)

Reported Caseload Filed Disposed

Criminal cases:

.  General Jurisdiction courts:

A. Number of reported complete cases . ....................... 832,847 855916
Number of courts reporting complete data . ................... 15 15
Number of stales with general jurisdiction courls reporting complete data 15 15
Percent of the tolal population of states with general jurisdiction courts

reporting complete criminal data .., ..................... 39% 45%

8. Number of reported complete criminal cases that include other casetypes 628,193 485,398

Number of courts reporting complele criminal data that include other

CASOlYPES . .ttt e e e e 17 16
Number of states with general Jurisdiction courts reporting complete

criminal data that include other casetypes ............. . 17 16
Percent of the lotal population of stales with general jurisdiction courts

reporting complete criminal data that include other casetypes ... .. 24% 18%

C. Number of reported cases that are either incomplete or incomplete and

include noncriminal €casetypes . .. ... ..o it et e 1,952,593 1,457,861
Number of courts reporting either incomplete data or incomplete data that

include noncriminal casetypes ... ..... ...ttt 20 19

Number of states with general jurisdiction courts reporting either

incomplete criminal data or incomplete data that include noncriminal

CSAIYPOS o it e e 20 19
Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction courts

reporting either incomplete criminal data or incomplete data that

Include noncriminal casetypes . ............ ..., 36% 34%

Il Limited jurisdiction courts:

A. Number of reported complete €ases ... ..... ... 0t n. 1,826,610 1,068,876
Number of courts reporting complete data . .. ...........c..... 9 7
Number of states with limited jurisdiction courts reporting complete data . 8 6
Parcant of the total population of states with limited jurisdiction courts

reporting complefe criminal data ... ..................... 22% 14%

B. Number of reported complete criminal cases that include other casetypes 1,399,949 1,264,107

Number of courts reporting complete criminal data that include other

CASEOIYPES . ... e e 11 1"
Number of states with limited jurisdiction courts reporting complete

criminal data that include other casetypes . ................. 10 10
Percent of the total population of states with limited jurisdiction courts

reporting complete criminal data that include other casetypes ... .. 23% 23%

C. Number of reported cases that are either incomplete or incomplete and

include noncriminal casetypes .. ....... ..ottt 6,321,093 5,087,112
Number of courts reporting either incomplete data or incomplete data that

include noncriminal Casetypes . . v v v it vt i i i e 42 37

Number of states with limited jurisdiction courls teporting aither

incomplete criminal data or incomplete data that include noncriminal

CASBIYPOS . .t e 29 28
Percent of the total population of states with limited jurisdiction courts

reporting either incomplete criminal data or incomplete data that

include noncriminal casetypes . .. ............couii ey 60% 61%

Summary section for all trial courts:
Reported filings

General Limited’ Total
Jurisdiction Jurisdiction {incomplate)
Civil Criminal Civil Criminal Civil nminal
1. Total number of reported
complete cases ......... 3,601,482 832,847 5,677,889 1,826,610 9,279,371 2,659,457
2. Total number of reported
complete cases that include
other casetypes ......... 3,003,957 628,193 184,497 1,399,949 3,188,454 2,028,142
3. Total number of reported cases
that are either incomplete, or
Incomplete and include other
caselypes ............ 1,767,346 1,952,593 2,684,033 5,321,093 4,451,379 7,273,686
Total (incomplete) ........ 8,372,785 3,413,633 8,546,419 8,547,652 16,919,204 11,961,285
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988

Grand total Grand total  Dispositions Filings per
Criminal filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- unitof Support/  qualifying and qualify-  percentage total
State/Court name: diction Parking count custody  footnotes Ing footnotes  of filings  population
ALABAMA
Clrcult G 2 G 6 142,715 B 133,963 B 94 3,478
District L 1 B 1 562,657 B 655,325 B 99 13,713
Municipal L 1 M 1 NA NA
Probate L 2 | 1 NA NA
State Total
ALASKA
Superior G 1 B 6 18,955 C 17,268 C 91 3,624
District L 3 B 5 128,004 121,862 85 24,475
State Total 146,959 ° 139,130 * 95 28,099
ARIZONA
Superior G 2 D 6 143,835 134,379 93 4,123
Justice of the Peace L 1 Z 1 608,432 A 581,781 A 96 17,439
Municipal L 1 Y4 1 1,160,302 1,162,778 99 33,256
State Total 1,912,569 * 1,868,938 * 98 54,817
ARKANSAS
Chancery and Probate G 2 | 3 58,997 56,059 95 2,464
Circuit G 2 A 1 64,564 70,750 B 2,697
City L 1 A 1 23,210 14,141 61 970
County L 2 l 1 5231 A 3,108 A 59 219
Court of Common Pleas L 2 | 1 NA NA
Municipal L 1 A 1 444916 A 309,233 A 70 18,585
Police L 1 A 1 NA NA
State Total
CALIFORNIA
Superior G 2 B 6 881,494 788,607 89 3,113
Justice L 3 B 1 599,534 B 498,026 B 83 2,117
Municipal L 3 B 1 16,677,205 8 13,872,079 B 84 58,546
State Total 18,058,233 * 15,168,712 ¢ 84 63,776
COLORADO
District, Denver Juvenils, Denver Probate G 2 D 3 142,123 B 142,310 B 100 4,305
Water G 2 1 1 1,478 1,681 114 45
County L 2 D 1 360,082 A 353,803 A 08 10,908
Municipal L 1 | 1 NA NA
State Total
CONNECTICUT
Superior G 1 E 5 549,781 C 479,464 C 87 16,995
Probate L 2 I 1 54,367 NA 1,681
State Total 604,148 © 18,675

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Totai State Trial Court Caseload, 1988.

Grand total Grand total  Dispositions  Filings per
Criminal filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- unitof Support  qualifying and qualify-  percentage total

State/Court nams: diction Parking count custody footnotes ing footnotes  of filings  population
DELAWARE

Court of Chancery G 2 | 1 3,665 3,314 90 655

Superior G 2 B 1 9,341 8 8,019 B 97 1,415

Alderman's L 4 A 1 25,652 25,667 100 3,887

Court of Common Pleas L 2 A 1 31,381 A 31,185 A 99 4,755

Family L 2 B 3 38,094 A 37552 A 99 5,772

Justics of the Peace L 2 A 1 214,504 218,085 102 32,501

Municipal Court of Wilmington L 4 A 1 34,132 A 34322 A 101 5,172

State Total 356,769 * 359,144 ° 101 54,056
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Superior G 3 B 6" 226,115 226,812 100 36,588
FLORIDA

Circuit G 2 E 4 753,471 635,377 84 6,108

County L 1 A 1 4,160,201 3,544 951 85 33,727

State Total 4,913,672 4,180,328 85 39,835
GEORGIA

Superior G 2 G 3 233,863 221,564 95 3,688

Civil L 2 M 1 NA NA

County Recorder's L 1 M 1 NA NA

Juvenile L 2 | 1 69,848 52,601 75 1,101

Magistrate's L 2 B 1 315,542 A 273,419 A 87 4,975

Municipal L 2 M 1 NA NA

Municipal and City of Atlanta L 1 M 1 NA NA

Probate L 2 8 1 92,481 A 64,723 A 70 1,458

State L 2 G 1 395,671 A 321,499 A 81 6,239

State Total
HAWAI

Circuit G 2 G 6 50,7758 43814 B 86 4,620

District L 4 A 1 856,053 769,664 80 77,894

State Total 906,828 * 813478 ° 90 82,514
IDAHO

District G 3 G 6 356,103 C 352,587 C 99 35,504
ILLINOIS

Circuit G 4 G 6 8,737,406 B8 5,105,400 B 58 75,245
INDIANA

Superior and Circuit G 3 B 4 566,782 A 541,979 A 96 10,203

City and Town L 3 B 1 199,716 201,095 101 3,595

County L 4 B 1 243,974 239,499 98 4,392

Probate L 2 | 1 3,690 3,334 €0 66

Municipal Court of Marion County L 3 B 1 176,658 A 148,792 A 84 3,180

Small Claims Court of Marion County L 2 | 1 66,145 60,190 91 1,191

State Total 1,256,965 ° 1,194,889 * 95 22,628

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988.

State/Court name:

IOWA
District

KANSAS
District
Municipai
State Total

KENTUCKY
Circuit
District
State Total

LOUISIANA
District
Family and Juvenile
City and Parish
Justice of the Peace
Mayor's
State Total

MAINE
Superior
Administrative
District
Probate
State Total

MARYLAND
Circuit
District
Orphan's
State Total

MASSACHUSETTS
Trial Court of the Commonwealth

MICHIGAN
Circuit
Court of Claims
District
Municipal
Probate
State Total

MINNESOTA
District

Grand total Grand total  Dispositions  Filings per
Criminal filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- unitof SupporV  qualifying and qualify-  percentage total
diction Parking count custody  footnotes ing footnotes  of filings  population
G 3 B 6 934,509 B 925,748 C 32,975
G 2 B 6 419,564 415,172 99 16,816
L 1 B 166,072 A 167,576 A 95 6,656
585,636 * 572,748 * 98 23,472
G 2 B 6 76,185 B 74,741 8 98 2,045
L 3 B 1 581,500 C 560,834 C 86 15,607
657,685 * 635,575 * 97 17,651
G 2 z 6 548,730 B NA 12,451
G 2 | 4 26,219 NA 595
L 1 B 1 678,787 526,088 78 15,402
L 1 | 1 NA NA
L 1 I 1 NA NA
G 2 B 6 18,404 8 17,067 B 93 1,527
L 2 | 1 283 286 101 23
L 4 B 5 321,557 B 306,491 B 95 26,685
L 2 | 1 NA NA
G 2 B 4 203,147 B 180,963 B 89 4,393
L 2 B 1 1,900,318 A 1,084,053 A 41,097
L 2 | 1 NA NA
G 1 D 4 2,324,596 A 1,776,401 A 39,480
G 2 B 4 234,911 242,317 103 2,543
G 2 i 1 780 1,057 136 8
L 4 B 1 3,087,262 3,017,088 98 33,416
L 4 B 1 54,224 49,527 91 587
L 2 | 1 124,726 A 65,806 A 1,350
3,501,903 * 3,375,795 * 37,903
G 4 B 6 2,030,327 1,975,887 97 47,140

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988

Grand total Grand total  Dispositions Filings per

Criminal filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- unitof Supporty  qualifying and qualify-  percentage total
State/Court name: diction Parking count custody footnotes ing footnotes  of filings  population
MISSOURI
Circuit G 3 Z 8 845,340 C 791,544 C 84 16,440
Municipal L NA NA
State Total
MONTANA
District G 2 G 3 29 421 26,468 90 3,655
Water G NA NA
Workers' Compensation G NA NA
City L 1 8 1 NA NA
Justice of the Peace L 1 B 1 NA NA
Municipal L 1 B8 1 NA NA
State Total
NEBRASKA
District G 2 B 5 561,396 8 510748 99 3,208
County L 1 B 1 423,021 A 420,550 A 99 26,406
Separate Juvenile L 2 ! 1 2,388 NA 149
Worker's Compensation L 2 | 1 360 344 96 22
State Total 477,165 ° 29,786
NEVADA
District G 2 Z 2 36,520 A NA 3,465
Justice L 1 Zz NA NA
Municipal L 1 z 1 NA NA
State Total
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Superior G 2 A 5 30,131 A 25,869 2,774
District L 4 A 1 379,249 A 785 A 34,922
Municipal L 4 A 1 7427 A NA 684
Probate L 2 ! 1 17,841 NA 1,643
State Total 434,648 * 40,023
NEW JERSEY
Superior G 2 B 6" 854,980 846,100 9 11,075
Municipal L 4 8 1 6,300,064 5,781,767 82 81,607
Surrogates L 2 | 1 NA NA
Tax L 2 ! 1 2,762 3,816 138 36
State Total
NEW MEXICO
District G 2 E 3 69,461 B 71,3428 103 4612
Magistrate L 3 E 1 104,595 B 876218 84 6,945
Municipal L 1 I 1 NA NA
Probate L 2 { 1 NA NA
Metropolitan Ct of Bernalillo County L 4 E 1 325,690 A 169,682 A 21,626
State Total

(continued on next pags)
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988.

State/Court namae:

NEW YORK
Supreme and County
Court of Claims
Oistrict and City
Family
Surrogates’
Town and Village Justice
Civil Court, City of New York

Criminal Court, City of New York

State Total

NORTH CAROLINA
Superior
District
State Total

NORTH DAKOTA
District
County
Municipal
State Total

OHIO
Court of Common Pleas
County
Court of Claims
Mayor's
Municipal
State Total

OKLAHOMA
District
Court of Tax Review
Municipal Court Not of Record

Municipal Criminal Court of Record

State Total

OREGON
Circuit
Tax
County
District
Justice
Municipal
State Total

Grand total Grand total
Criminal filings and dispaositions
Juris- unitof Suppory  qualifying and qualify-
diction Parking count custody footnotes ing footnotes
G 2 E 1 259,326 C 272,397 C
L 2 | 1 2,064 1,888
L 4 E 1 1,865,966 A 1,832,358 A
L 2 | 4 486,946 461,317
L 2 | 1 107,644 58,009 A
L 1 E 1 NA NA
L 2 | 1 242,849 A 270,551 A
L 4 E 1 375618 A 363,738 A
G 2 B 1 192,598 182,047
L 3 Cc 3 1,983,056 A 1,919,543 A
2,175,654 ° 2,101,590 °
G 4 B 3 28,072 B 28,311 B
L 1 E 1 101,199 A 100,583 A
L 1 B 1 NA 47,620 A
176,484 °
G 2 B 4 640,849 B 635,377 B
L 2 B 1 288,556 279,770
L 2 i 1 4,945 5,930
L 1 M 1 NA NA
L 2 B 1 2,391,614 2,412,135
G 2 J 6 461,519 A 427,070 A
L 2 | 1 NA NA
L 1 | 1 NA NA
L 1 ! 1 NA NA
G 2 E 6 124,598 B 101,741 C
G 2 | 1 207 204
L 2 | i NA NA
L 1 E 1 463,143 A 426,116 A
L 3 E 1 119,613 B 116,851 B
L 3 A 1 227,447 212,330

Dispositions Filings per

asa 100,000
percentage total
offiings  population
105 1,448
91 12
98 10,419
85 2,719
601
111 1,356
97 2,097
95 2,968
97 30,556
97 33,523
101 4,209
99 15,172
99 5,904
97 2,658
120 46
101 22,032
93 14,240
4,505
99 7
92 16,744
98 4,324
93 8,223

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988.
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Grand total Grand total  Dispositions Filings per
Criminal filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- unitof Supporty  qualifying and qualify-  percentage total
State/Court name: diction Parking count custody  footnotes ing footnotes otfilings  population
PENNSYLVANIA
Court of Common Pleas G 2 2] 4 440,765 A 430,300 A 08 3,673
District Justice Court L 4 B 1 2,129,929 1,913,846 80 17,748
Philadelphia Municipal Court L 2 B 1 181,309 B 181,825 B 100 1,511
Philadelphia Traffic Court L 1 l 1 1,012,811 306,005 30 8,439
Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court L 4 8 1 399,358 A NA 3,328
State Total 4,164,172 ° 34,699
PUERTO RICO
Superior G 2 A 6 100,650 C 100,084 C 99 3,056
District L 2 A 1 176,836 B 166,848 B 94 5,368
Justices of the Peace L NJ NJ
Municipal L 1 ! 1 NA NA
State Total
RHODE ISLAND
Superior G 2 D 1 16,726 B 15,080 B 90 1,684
District L 2 A 1 73,849 A 74,539 A 101 7,437
Family L 2 | 6 15,235 A 10,476 A 1,534
Municipal L 1 | 1 NA NA
Probate L 2 | 1 NA NA
State Total
SOUTH CAROLINA
Circuit G 2 B 1 112,377 B 105,769 B 94 3,238
Family L 2 | 6 74,795 73,764 99 2,155
Magistrate L 4 B 1 735,000 A 741,973 A 101 21,175
Municipal L 4 8 1 393,212 A 390,268 A 99 11,328
Probate L 2 ! 1 20,220 16,646 82 683
State Total 1,335,604 ° 1,328,420 * 99 38,479
SOUTH DAKOTA
Circuit G 3 B 4 214,987 200,869 A 30,152
TENNESSEE
Cireuit, Criminal, and Chancery G 2 Z 6 175131 C 153,902 C 3,577
General Sessions L 1 M 6 NA NA
Juvenile L 2 | 1 NA NA
Municipal L 1 M 1 NA NA
Probate L 2 M 1 NA NA
State Total
TEXAS
District G 2 B 3 608,612 B 588,301 B 97 3614
County-Level L 2 B 4 635,348 649,671 102 3,773
Justice of the Peace L 4 A 1 2,422,206 A 2,070,995 A 86 14,384
Municipal L 4 A 1 6,640,879 A 5,820,334 A 88 39,435
State Total 10,307,045 * 9,129,301 ° 89 61,206

(continued on next pags)



TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988.

State/Court name:

UTAH
District
Circuit
Justice
Juvenile
State Total

VERMONT
District
Superior
Probate
State Total

VIRGINIA
Clrcult
District
State Total

WASHINGTON
Superior
District
Municipal
State Total

WEST VIRGINIA
Circuit
Magistrate
Municipal
State Total

WISCONSIN
Circuit
Municipal
State Total

WYOMING
District
County

Justice of the Peace

Municipal
State Total

Grand total Grand total
Criminal filings and dispositions
Juris- unitof Suppory  qualiying and qualify-
diction Parking count custody footnotes ing footnotes
G 2 J 3 34,142 B 26,565 C
L 4 B 1 403,385 B 323,705 C
L 4 B 1 299,052 A 275,983 A
L 2 | 1 43,520 43,816
780,099 ° 670,089 *
G 2 b 4" 163,598 154,260
G 2 | 5 10,830 10,396
L 2 1 1 5,190 4,843
169,678 169,499
G 2 A 3 177,107 169,557
L 4 A 4 3,050,358 3,052,714
3,227,465 3,222,271
G 2 G 6 185,220 B 160,608 B
L 4 c 1 821,728 A 810,480 A
L 4 Cc 3 1,225,729 947,783
2,232,677 " 1,918,871 °
G 2 J 5 64,282 B 52,144 B
L 2 J 1 290,471 A 288,635 A
L 1 A 1 NA NA
G 3 o] 3 1,002,660 1,000,889
L 3 A 1 NA 374,563 A
1,375,452 *
G 2 J 5 10,062 B 10,246 B
L 1 J 4 110,239 A 103,439 A
L 1 J 1 19,983 A 19,795 A
L 1 A 1 NA NA

Dispositions Filings per

asa

percentage

of filings

92
101

100
95
93

100

96
100
100

87
99
77
86

96

99

100

102
94
99

100,000
total

population

2,023
23,897
17,716

2,578
46,214

27,576
1,955
932
30,463

2,944
50,704
63,648

3,985
17,679
26,371
48,035

2,893

15,484

20,656

2,101
23,014
4,172
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988. (continued)

NOTE:

NA =

The trial courts of Mississippi are not inciuded in
this table, as neither grand total caseload nor court
Jurisdiction information is available for 1988. All
other state frial courts with grand total jurisdiction
are listed in the table, regardless of whether
caseload data are available, Blank spaces in the
lable indicate that a particular calculation, such as
the total state caseload, is not appropriate. State
total *filings per 100,000 population® may not equal
the sum of the filing rates for the Individual courts
due to rounding.

Data are not avallable.

JURISDICTION CODES:

G =
L -

General Jurisdiction
Limited Jurisdiction

SUPPORT/CUSTODY CODES:

1 -
2 =
3 =
4 =
5 o
6 o

The court does not have jurisdiction over
supportcustody cases

SupporVcustody caseload data are not available
Only contested support/custody cases and all
URESA cases (where the court has jurisdiction) are
counted separately from marriage dissolution cases
Both contested and uncontested support/custody
cases and URESA cases (where the court has

Jurisdiction) are counted separately from mariage

dissolution cases

Support/custody is counted as a proceeding of the
marriage dissolution and thus a marriage dissolution
that involves support/custody is counted as one case
Support/custody is counted as a proceeding of the
marriage dissolution but URESA cases are counted
separately

Nondissolution support/custody cases are also
counted separately

Court has only URESA jurisdiction

PARKING CODES:

om BN -
nnaean

Parking data are unavailable

Court does not have parking jurisdiction

Only conlested parking cases are included

Both contested and uncontested parking cases are
included

Parking cases are handled administratively
Uncontested parking cases are handled admin-
Istratively; contested parking cases are handled by the

" court

CRIMINAL UNIT OF COUNT CODES:

NrxXe T OTMmMOoO 0> X
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Missing Data

Data element Is inapplicable

Single defendant--single charge

Single defendant--single incident (one/more charges)
Single defendant--single incidenvmaximum number
charges (usually two)

Single defendant--one/more incidents

Single defendant--content varies with prosecutor
One/more defendants~single charge

One/more defendants—single incident {one/more
charges)

One/more defendants—single incidenV/maximum
number charges {usually two)

One/more defendants—one/more incidents

One/more defendanis—-content varias with prosecutor
Inconsistent during reporting year

Both the defendant and charge components vary
within the state

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:
The absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that data are
complete.

*See the qualifying footnote for each court within
the state. Each footnote has an impact on
the state’s total.

A: The following courts’ data are incomplete:

Arizona-~Justice of the Peaca Court--Grand total filed
and disposed data do not include limited felony
cases.

Arkansas--County Court—-Grand total filed and disposed
data do not include real property rights,
miscellaneous domestic relations, and
miscellaneous clvil cases.

--Municipal Court—Grand total filed and
disposed data do not include cases from several
municipalities which did not report.

Colorado—-County Court--Grand total filed and disposed
data do not include clvil data from Denver County.

Delaware--Court of Common Pleas—Grand total filed
and disposed data do not include most felony
cases.
~Family Court~-Grand total filed and disposed data
do not include status petitions and child-victim
petitions.

—Municipal Court of Wilmington--Grand total filed and
disposed data do not Include limited felony cases.

Georgia--Magistrate Court-Grand total filed and
disposed data do not include cases from 19
counties, and include only partial data from 11
counties.

—-Probate Court--Grand total filed data include cases
from 75 of 159 counties, and are less than 75%
complete. Disposed data do not include any clvil
cases, and partial criminel and trafflc data from 84
counties, and are less than 75% complete.

--State Court--Grand total filed and disposed data
include data from 24 of 63 courts, and are less than
75% complete.

Indiana--Superior and Circuil Courts--Grand total filed
and disposed data do not include clvil appeals and
criminal appeals cases.

-Municipal Court of Marion County--Grand total filed
and disposed data do not include eppeals of trlel
court cases.

Kansas--Municipal Court--Grand total filed and disposed
data represent 119 of 390 municipal courts.

Maryland--District Court-Grand total filed data do not
include ordinance violation and parking casas.
Disposed data do not include clvil, ordinance
vlolation, and parking cases, and are less than
75% complete.

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the Commonwealth~
Grand total filed data do not Include parking cases.
Dispased data do not include clvil cases from the
Housing Court Department, miscellaneous clvil data
from the Probate/Family Court Department, criminal
cases from the Boston Municipal, Housing and
Juvenile Court Departments, moving traffic casas
from the Boston Municipal Court Department,
perking, ordinance violation and miscellaneous
traffic cases, and |uvenile data from the Juvenile
Court Depariment, and are less than 75% complete.

Michigan—Probate Court--Grand total filed data do not
include status petitions. Disposed data do not
include paternity/bastardy, miscellaneous domestic
relations, mental health, miscellaneous civll, and
status petition cases, and are less than 75%
complete.

Nebraska—County Court--Grand total filed and disposed
data do not include limited felony and parking
cases.



TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988. (continued)

Nevada-District Court—Grand total filed data do not
include telony, misdemeanor, DWUDUI,
miscellaneous criminal, and all juvenile cases,
and are less than 75% complete.

New Hampshire~Superior Court—Grand total filed data
do not include some criminal appeals cases.
—District Court--Grand total filed data do not include
limited felony cases. Disposed data do not
include criminal, traffic and juvenile cases, are
missing all clvil casetypes except mental health,
and are less than 75% complete.

—~Municipal Court~Grand total filed data do not
include limited felony cases.

New Mexico—-Maetropolitain Court of Bernalillo County—
Grand total filed data do not include limited felony
cases. Disposed data do not include limited
felony and miscellaneous traffic cases.

New York--District and City Courts—-Grand total filed
and disposed data do not include civil appeals
cases.

—Civil Court of the City of New York-Grand total
filed and disposed data do not include civil
eppeals cases.

—Criminal Court of the City of New York--Grand
total filed and disposed data do not include
moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic, and some
ordinance violation cases.

—~Surrogates’ Court--Grand total disposed data do
not include miscellaneous estate cases, and are
less than 75% complete.

North Carolina--District Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data do not inciude limited felony cases.

North Dakota—County Count--Grand total filed and
disposed data do not include limited felony cases.
—Municipal Court—-Grand total disposed data do not
include ordinance violation and parking cases,
and are less than 75% complete.

Oklahoma--District Court-—-Grand total filed and
disposed data do not include any juvenile cases.

Oregon--District Court--Grand total filed and disposed
data do not include felony and parking cases.

Pennsylvania—-Court of Common Pleas-Grand total
data do not include some civil cases and
postconviction criminal appeals.

—-Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court-Grand total filed
data do not include limited felony cases.

Rhode Island-District Count--Grand total filed and
disposed data do not include administrative
agency appeals, mental health, and limited
felony cases.

—Family Court-Grand tota! filed data do not include
paternity/bastardy cases. Disposed data do not
include most marriage dissolution cases and all
paternity/bastardy cases, and are less than 75%
complete.

South Carolina--Magistrate Court—Grand total filed and
disposed data do not include limited felony cases.
—-Municipal Court—-Grand total filed and disposed
data do not include limited felony cases.

South Dakota--Circuit Court--Grand total disposed data
do not include adoption, miscellaneous domestic
relations, estate, mental health, administrative
agency appeals, and Juvenile data.

Texas—Justice of the Peace Courl—Grand total filed
and disposed data do not include limited felony
cases and represent a reporting rate of 80%.
~Municipal Court—Grand total filed and disposed
data do not include limited felony cases and
represent a reporting rate of 77%.

Utah-Justice Court—Grand total filed and disposed
data do not include limited felony cases.

Washington-District Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data do not inciude limited felony cases.

Waest Virginia—-Magistrate Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data do not include limited felony cases.

Wisconsin--Municipal Court-Grand total disposed data
do not include data from several municipalities.

Wyoming--County Court—~Grand total filed data do nol
include limited felony cases. Disposed data do not
include appeals of trial court cases, felony and
criminal appeals cases.
—Justice of the Peace Court~-Grand tolal filed and
disposed data do not include limited felony cases.

The following courts’ data are overinclusive:

Alabama--Circuit Court—-Grand total filed and disposed
data include postconviction remedy proceedings.
~District Court--Grand total filed and disposed data
include preliminary hearlng proceedings.

Arkansas--Circuit Court--Grand total disposed data
include postconviction remedy and probation
revocation proceedings.

California~Justice Court-Grand total filed and disposed
data include preliminary hearing bindovers and
transfers.

—~Municipal Court-Grand total filed and disposed data
include preliminary hearing bindovers and transfers.

Colorado-District, Denver Juvenile, and Denver
Probate Courts—-Grand total filed and disposed data
include extraditions, revocations, parole, and release
from commitment hearings.

Delaware—-Superior Court-Grand total filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings.

Hawaii—Circuit Court—-Grand total filed and disposed
data include criminal postconviction remedy
proceedings.

llinois—Circuit Court—-Grand total filed and disposed
data include preliminary hearing proceedings.

lowa—-District Count--Grand total filed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Kentucky~Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed
data include sentence review only and
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Louisiana~-District Court—-Grand total filed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Maine—Superior Court-Grand total filed and disposed
data include postconviction remedy and sentence
review only proceedings.

-District Court--Grand total filed and disposed data
include preiiminary hearing proceedings.

Maryland--Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed
data include some postconviction remedy
proceedings.

Nebraska~District Court—Grand total filed and disposed
data include postconviction remedy proceedings.

New Mexico—-District Court-Grand total filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings.

—Magistrate Court—Grand total filed and disposed
data include preliminary hearing proceedings.

North Dakota-District Court-Grand total filted and
disposed data include sentence review only and
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Ohio—-Court of Common Pleas—Grand total filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings.

Oregon--Circuit Court--Grand total filed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings.
~Justice Court~Grand total filed and disposed data
include preliminary hearing proceedings.

Pennsylvania—Philadelphia Municipal Court--Grand total
filed and disposed data include preliminary hearing
proceedings.

Puerto Rico—-District Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data include transfers and reopened cases.

Rhode Island-Superior Court-Grand total filed and
disposed data include postconvictlon remedy
proceedings.South Carolina—Circuit Court--Grand
total filed and disposed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings.
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988.

Texas—District Court--Grand total filed and disposed
data include some other proceedings (i.e., motions
to revoke, efc.)

Utah-District Court--Grand 1total filed data include
postconviction remedy and sentence review
only proceedings.

—~Circuit Court--Grand total filed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Washington—Superior Court—-Grand total filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings.

Woest Virginia—Circuit Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings.

Wyoming--District Court--Grand total filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings.

C: The following courts' data are incomplete and
overinclusiva:

Alaska—-Superior Court-Grand total filed and disposed
data include postconviction remedy proceedings,
but do not include criminal appeals cases.

Connecticut-Superior Court—~Grand total filed data
include postconviction remedy proceedings, bul
do not include some miscellaneous domestic
relations cases. Grand total disposed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings, but do not
include some miscellaneous domestic relations,
and most small claims cases.

Idaho--District Court--Grand total filed and disposed
data incdlude postconviction remedy and sentence
review only proceedings, but do not include
parking cases.

lowa-District Court--Grand total disposed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings, but do not
include juvenile cases and a few domestic
relations cases.

(continued)

Kentucky-District Court—Grand tota! filed and
disposed data include sentence review only
proceedings, but do not include limited felony
cases.

Missouri--Circuil Court~Grand total filed and disposed
data include postconviction remedy proceedings,
but do not include some ordinance violation and
some parking cases.

New York--Supreme and County Cournts—-Grand total
filed and disposed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings, but do not include civil
appeais and criminal appeals cases.

Oregon--Circuit Court--Grand total disposed data
include postconviction remedy proceedings, but
do not include adoption, mental health, and
Juvenile cases.

Puerto Rico—-Superior Court—-Grand total filed and
disposad data include transfers and reopened
cases, but do not include URESA cases.

Tennessee—Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery Courts—
Grand total filed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings, but do not include
traffic/other violation cases. Disposed data
include postconviction remedy proceedings, but
do not include DWVDUI, and traffic/other violation
cases.

Utah—District Court--Grand total disposed data include
postconviction remedy and sentence review only
proceadings, but are incomplete due o conversion
from a manual to an automated data system which,
at present, is incomplete.
~Circuit Court--Grand total disposed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings, but are
incomplete due to conversion from a manual lo an
automated data system which, at present, is
incomplete.
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988

Dispo-
Support/custody: Total civil Total civil sitions Filings per
(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as aper- 100,000
Juris- ofcount change  andqualifying  and qualifying centage total
State/Court name. diction code  counted as footnotes footnotes of filings population
ALABAMA
Circuit G 6" NF 80,681 C 80,699 C 100 1,966
District L 1 169,872 165,732 104 3,896
Probate L 1 NA NA
State Total
ALASKA
Superior G 6" R 14,587 B 13,485 B 92 2,789
District L 5 NA 22,353 17,382 78 4274
State Total 36,940 ° 30,867 ° 84 7,063
ARIZONA
Superior G 6 R 107,170 98,894 92 3,072
Justice of the Peace L 1 126,177 118,142 94 3,616
Municipal L 1 5,674 5,674 100 163
State Total 239,021 222,710 93 6,851
ARKANSAS
Chancery and Probate G 3" R 54,891 52,096 95 2,203
Circuit G 1 28,356 31,512 111 1,184
City L 1 225 84 37 9
County L 1 5,231 A 3,108 A 59 219
Court of Common Pleas L 1 NA NA
Municipal L 1 43,451 A 19,036 A 44 1,815
Police L 1 NA NA
State Total
CALIFORNIA
Superior G 6 NC 676,691 591,991 87 2,390
Justice L 1 37,059 28,338 76 131
Municipal L 1 1,082,470 800,901 74 3,823
State Total 1,796,220 1,421,230 79 6,344
COLORADO
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate G R 109,047 111,417 102 3,303
Water G 1 1,478 1,681 114 45
County L 3 114,947 A 118,273 A 103 3,482
State Total 225472 231,371 ° 103 6,830
CONNECTICUT
Superior G 5" NC 151,183 C 91,698 C 61 4,672
Probate L 1 54,367 NA 1,681
State Total 205,520 * 6,353

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988. {(continued)

Dispo-
Support/custody: Total civil Total civil silons Fllings per
(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as a per- 100,000
Juris- ofcount change  and qualifying  and qualifying centage total

State/Court name: diction code  counted as footnotes footnotes of filings population
DELAWARE

Court of Chancery G 1 3,665 3314 90 5§55

Superior G 1 4,999 4,491 90 757

Alderman's L 1 0 0

Court of Common Pleas L 1 4,988 4,884 o8 756

Family L 3 R 25,947 25,765 99 3,931

Justice of the Peace L 1 25,419 27,188 107 3,851

State Total 65,018 65,642 101 9,851
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Superior G 6" R 152,782 154,387 101 24,722
FLORIDA

Circuit G 4 R 471,451 403,616 86 3,822

County L 1 349,570 320,117 92 2,834

State Total 821,021 723,733 88 6,656
GEORGIA

Superior G 3 NF 156,312 150,460 96 2,465

Civil L 1 NA NA

Magistrate's L 1 263,090 A 233,091 A 89 4,148

Municipal L 1 NA NA

Probate L 1 23,197 A NA 366

State L 1 162,634 A 121,895 A 75 2,564

State Total
HAWAIL

Circuit G 6 R 27,178 B 23,362 B 86 2,473

District L 1 23,693 21,643 o1 2,156

State Total 50,871 ° 45,005 * 88 4,629
IDAHO

District G 6** NF 58,717 §9,030 101 5,854
ILLINOIS

Clrcuit G (S R 662,465 B 607,183 B 92 §,705
INDIANA

Superior and Circuit G 5 R 257,904 A 253,457 A o8 4,644

City and Town L 1 12,183 9,216 76 219

County L 1 63,666 61,823 97 1,146

Probate L 1 2,365 A 1,997 A 84 43

Municipal Court of Marion County L 1 11,432 A 12,002 A 105 206

Small Claims Court of Marion County L 1 66,145 60,190 1 1,191

State Total 413,785 ° 398,685 * 96 7,449
IOWA

District G 6 NF 175,037 B 181,048 C 6,176

{continued on next page)
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TABLE 9. Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988, (continued)

Dispo-
Support/custody: Total civil Total civil sitions Filings per
{a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as a per- 100,000
Juris-  ofcount change  andqualifying  and qualifying centage total
State/Court name: diction  code  counted as footnotes footnotes of filings population
KANSAS
District G 6" NC 143,851 143,078 99 5,766
KENTUCKY
Cireuit G 6 R 63,373 B 62,035 B 08 1,701
District ) L 1 127,966 A 119,239 A 93 3,434
State Total 191,339 ° 181,274 ° 95 5,135
LOUISIANA
District G 6 R 174,920 B NA 3,969
Family and Juvenile G 4 R NA NA
City and Parish L 1 69,459 48,594 70 1,576
Justice of the Peace L 1 NA NA
State Total
MAINE
Superior G 6 NC 6,838 6,361 93 567
Administrative L 1 283 286 . 101 23
District L 5 NC 60,258 56,624 94 5,001
Probate L 1 NA NA
State Total
MARYLAND
Circuit G 6** NF 112,645 97,772 87 2,436
District L 1 679,424 NA 14,693
Orphan's L 1 NA NA
State Total
MASSACHUSETTS
Trial Court of the Commonwealth G 5" R 515,957 487,692 A 8,763
MICHIGAN
Circuit G 6" NC 180,122 187,673 104 1,950
Court of Claims G 1 780 1,057 136 8
District L 1 395,382 392,600 99 4,279
Municipal L 1 842 822 98 9
Probate L 1 98,651 42,609 A 1,068
State Total 675,777 624,761 ° 7314
MINNESOTA
District G 6 NF 231,819 233,571 101 5,382
MISSOURI
Circuit G 6** NF 257,667 B 231,456 C 5,011

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988. (continued)

Dispo-
Support/custody: . Total civil Total civil sitions Filings per
(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as a per- 100,000
Juris- ofcount  change  andqualifying  and qualitying centage total
State/Court name: diction  code  counted as footnotes footnotes of filings population
MONTANA
District G 3 R 24,646 A 21,567 A 88 3,062
City L 1 NA NA
Justice of the Peace L 1 NA NA
Municipal L 1 NA NA
State Total
NEBRASKA
District G 5 R 45,648 A 45971 A 101 2,849
County L 1 54,031 53,449 99 3,373
Worker's Compensation L 1 360 344 96 22
State Total 100,039 ° 99,764 © 100 6,245
NEVADA
District G 2 R 36,512 NA 3,464
Justice L 1 NA NA
Municipal L 1 NA NA
State Total
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Superior G 5 R 21,321 18,793 88 1,963
District L 1 50,228 785 A 4,625
Municipal L 1 404 NA 37
Probate L 1 17,841 NA 1,643
State Total 89,794 8,268
NEW JERSEY
Superior G 6" R 681,986 A 679,430 A 100 8,834
Surrogates L 1 NA NA
Tax L 1 2,762 3816 138 36
State Total
NEW MEXICO
District G 6" R §1,072 B 53423 B 105 3,391
Magistrate L 1 11,065 8,283 75 735
Probate L 1 NA NA
Metropolitan Ct of Bernalillo County L 1 9,097 8,944 98 604
State Total
NEW YORK
Supreme and County G 5 R 192,149 C 207,786 C 108 1,073
Court of Claims L 1 2,064 1,888 91 12
District and City L 1 227,766 A 215,158 A 94 1,272
Family L 4 R 428,761 402,812 94 2,394
Surrogates’ L 1 107,644 58,009 A 601
Town and Village Justice L 1 NA NA
Civil Court of the City of New York L 1 242,849 A 270,551 A 111 1,356

State Total

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988. (continued)

State/Court name:

NORTH CAROLINA
Superior
District
State Total

NORTH DAKOTA
District
County
State Total
OHIO
Court of Common Pleas
County
Court of Claims
Municipal
State Total

OKLAHOMA
District
Court of Tax Review
State Total

OREGON
Circuit
Tax
County
District
Justice
State Total

PENNSYLVANIA
Court of Common Pleas
District Justice Court

Philadelphia Municipal Court
Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court

State Total

PUERTO RICO
Superior
District
State Total

RHODE ISLAND
Superior
District
Family
Probate
State Total

Dispo-
Support/custody: Total civil Total civil sitions Filings per
(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as aper- 100,000
Juris- ofcount change  and qualifying  and qualifying centage total
dicion code  counted as footnotes footnotes of filings population
G 1 103,650 96,924 94 1,597
L 6" R 402,154 385,154 96 6,197
505,804 482,078 95 7,794
G 6 R 17,398 17,182 99 2,608
L 1 16,484 15,089 92 2,471
33,882 32,271 95 5,080
G 6" NF 344,946 B 344,068 B 100 3,178
L 1 24,422 23,529 96 225
L 1 4,945 5,930 120 45
L 1 376,514 387,758 103 3,469
750,827 * 761,285 ° 101 6,917
G 6 NF 200,332 190,095. 95 6,181
L 1 NA NA
G 6" R 79414 B 76,599 C 2,871
G 1 207 204 99 7
L 1 NA NA
L 1 78,746 80,918 103 2,847
L 1 6,719 5,675 84 243
G 4 NF 272,402 A 268,386 A 99 2,270
L 1 218,079 209,630 96 1,817
L 1 112,521 A 1129819 A 100 938
L 1 4,278 NA 36
607,280 * 5,060
G 6 R 60,687 C 61,349 C 101 1,842
L 1 54,577 C 60,757 C 93 1,657
115,264 © 112,106 * 97 3,499
G 1 8,863 B 8714 8B 98 893
L 1 34,178 A 39,621 A 116 3,442
L 6 R 8077 A 3,962 A 813
L 1 NA NA

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988. (continued)

Dispo-
Support/custody: Total civil Total civil sitions Filings per
(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as a per- 100,000
Juris- ofcount change  andqualifying  and qualifying centage total

State/Court name: diction  code  counted as footnotes footnotes of fiings  population
SOUTH CAROLINA

Circuit G 1 63,506 B 62,007 8 97 1,542

Family L 6" NF 60,707 60,512 100 1,749

Magistrate L 1 124,950 134,744 108 3,600

Probate L 1 20,220 16,646 82 683

State Total 259,383 * 263,909 ° 102 7,473
SOUTH DAKOTA

Clrcuit G 4 NC 40,209 33,922 A 5,639
TENNESSEE

Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery G 6" R 117,384 B 105,862 B 90 2,398

General Sessions L 6" R NA NA

Juvenile L 1 NA NA

Probate L 1 NA NA

State Total
TEXAS

District G 6" NF 456,240 B 441,632 B 97 2,709

County-Level L 6" NF 184,497 B 211,906 B 115 1,096

Justice of the Peace L 1 274,745 A 215,395 A 78 1,632

Municipal L 1 721 A 721 A 100 4

State Total - 916,203 ° 869,654 ° 95 5,441
UTAH

District G 3 R 29,960 B 22,860 C 1,775

Circuit L 1 103,576 58,107 C 6,136

Justice L 1 3,240 2,720 84 192

State Total 136,776 * 83,687 * 8,103
VERMONT

District G 4 NC 18,618 19,092 103 3,343

Superior G 5 NC 10,778 10,284 95 1,935

Probate L 1 5,190 4,843 93 932

State Total 34,586 34,219 99 6,209
VIRGINIA

Circuit G 3 R 94,484 90,648 66 1,571

District L 4 R 974,286 A 982,828 A 101 16,195

State Total 1,068,770 * 1,073,476 * 100 17,765
WASHINGTON

Superior G 6 R 134,180 B 116,171 B 87 2,887

District L 1 106,054 80,562 76 2,282

Municipal L 1 4,183 4,076 97 90

State Total 244,417 ° 200,809 * 82 5,259

{continued on next page)
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988. (continued)

Dispo-
Supportcustody: Total civil “Total civil sitions Filings per
(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as a per- 100,000
Juris- ofcount change  andqualifying  and qualifying centage total
State/Court name: diction code  counted as footnotes footnotes of filings population
WEST VIRGINIA
Circuit G 5 R 40,402 38,652 86 2,154
Magistrate L 1 50,631 48,832 96 2,699
State Total 91,033 87,484 96 4,853
WISCONSIN
Circuit G 6" R 345,825 B 350,028 B 101 7,125
WYOMING
District G 5 R 7,340 B 8,819 B 120 1,532
County L 4 R 16,415 16,466 A 3,427
Justice of the Peace L 1 2,018 1,990 Q9 421
State Total 25,773 ° 27,275 ° 5,381
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988.

NOTE: The tral courts of Mississippi are not Included in
this 1able as neither civil caseload nor court
jurisdiction information is available for 1988. All
other state trial courts with civil jurisdiction are listed
in the table regardless of whether caseload data are
available. Blank spaces in the table indicate that a
particular calculation, such as the total state
caseload, is not appropriate. State total *filings per
100,000 population” may not equal the sum of the
filing rates for the Individual courts due to rounding.

NA= Data are not available

JURISDICTION CODES:

G = General Jurisdiction
L = Limited Jurisdiction

SUPPORT/CUSTODY CODES:

-

= The court does not have jurisdiction over
supportcustody cases

= Supporticustody caseload data are not available

Only contested support/custody cases and all URESA

cases (where the court has jurisdiction) are counted

separately from marriage dissolution cases

4 = Bolh contested and uncontested support/custody
cases and URESA cases (where the court has
jurisdiction) are counted separately from marriage
dissolution cases

§ = SupporVcustody is counted as a proceeding of the
marriage dissolution and thus a marriage dissolution
that involves support/custody is counted as one case

6 = Supportcustody is counted as a proceeding of the

marriage dissolution but URESA cases are counted

separately

[A MM
n

**Nondissolution support/custody cases are also counted
separately

***Court has only URESA Jurisdiction
QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

The absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that data are
complete.

*See the qualifying footnote for each court within the state.
Each footnote has an impact on the state’s total.

A: . The following cqurts’ data ara Incomplete:

Arkansas--County Court—-Total clvil filed
and disposed data do not include real property
rights, miscellaneous domestic relations, and
miscellaneous civil cases.
-Municipal Court-Total clvil filed and disposed data
do not include data from 10 municipalities, and
partial data from 21 others.

Colorado--County Court--Total clvil filed
and disposed data do hot include cases from
Denver County.

Georgia--Magistrate Court—Total elvil
filed and disposed data do not include any cases
from 19 of 159 counties, and partial data from 11
counties.
—~Probate Court--Total civil filed data include cases
from 75 of 159 counties, and are less than 75%
complete. ‘
—Slate Court-Tolal clvll filed and disposed data
include cases from 24 of 63 courls, and are
therefore less than 75% complete.

Indiana—-Superior and Circuit Couns—-Total
civil filed and disposed data do not include civll
appeals, miscellaneous domestic relations, and
some support/custody cases.
—~Probate Count--Total clvil filed and disposed data
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do not include miscellansous domestic relations

cases,

-Municipal Court of Marion County~Total clvil filed
and disposed data do not include eppeals of trial
court cases.

Kentucky—District Court-Total civil filed and disposed
data do not include paternity/bestardy cases.

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Total
clvil disposed data do not Include real property
rights and small claims cases from the Housing
Court Depariment and miscellansous clvil cases
from the Probate/Family Court Department.

Michigan—Probate Court--Total clvli disposed data do
not include paternity/ bastardy, miscellaneous
domestic relatlons, mental health, and
miscellaneous civil cases, and are less than 75%
completa.

Montana-District Court~Total civil filed and disposed
data do not include some appeals of trial court
cases.

Nebraska-District Court--Total civil filed and disposed
data do not include civil appeals.

New Hampshire~District Court--Total ¢lvii disposed
data do not include tort, contract, real property
rights, small claims, and miscellaneous domestic
relations cases, and are less than 75% complete.

New Jersey—Superior Court-Total clvll filed and
"disposed data do not include a few domestic
relations cases.

New York--District and City Courts—Total clvil filed and
disposed data do not include clvil appeals cases.
—Civil Court of the City of New York-Total civll filed
and disposed data do not include civil appeals
cases.
~Surrogates' Court--Total civil disposed data do not
include miscellaneous estate cases, and are less
than 75% complete.

Pennsylvania-Court of Common Pleas-Total civll data
do not include some unclassified clvil cases.
~Philadelphia Municipal Court--Total clvil filed and
disposed data do not include miscellansous
domestic relations casss.

Rhode Island-District Court--Total ¢lvil filed and
disposed data do not include administrative agency
appeals and mental heaith casas.

—~Family Court-Total civil filed data do not include
paternity/bastardy and adoption cases. Disposed
data do not include most marriage dissolution
cases, all adoption and paternity/bastardy cases,
and are less than 75% complete.

South Dakota--Circuit Court--Total clvil disposed data
do not include adoption, miscellaneous domestic
relations, estate, mental heaith, and
administrative agency appeals cases.

Texas-Justice of the Peace Court~Total civll filed and
disposed data represent a reporting rate of 80%.
~Municipal Court--Total civil filed and disposed data
represent a reporting rate of 77%.

Utah-Circuit Court--Total clvll disposed data do not
include some cases. Conversion from a manual to
an automated data system is incomplete and
disposition data, at present, are incomplete.

Virginia--District Court--Total ¢livil filed and disposed
data do not include some mental health and some
domestic relations cases.

Wyoming--County Court-Total civil disposed data do
not include eppeals of trial court cases.

B: The following courts’ data are overinclusive:

Alaska-Superior Court-Total clvil filed and disposed
data include postconviction remedy proceedings.

Hawaii-Circuit Count—Total ¢lvi filed and disposed
data include criminal postconviction remedy
proceedings and some criminal and traffic/other
violatlon cases.

Nlinois—Circuit Court-Total civll filed and disposed
data include miscellaneous criminal cases.



TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988.

lowa—District Court--Total civil filed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Kentucky—Circuit Court--Total civil filed and disposed
data Include some postconviction remedy
proceedings.

Louisiana—-District Court—-Total civll filed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Missouri-Circuit Court--Total clvll filed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings.

New Mexico—-District Court--Total clvil filed, and
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings.

Ohio—Court of Common Pleas~Total clvil filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings.

Oregon-Circuit Court--Total civil filed data include
criminal eppesls cases and postconviction
remedy proceedings.

Rhode Island-Superior Court-Total clvli filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings.

South Carolina--Circuit Court-Total clvil filed and
disposed data include criminal appeals and
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Tennessea—Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery Court--
Total civil filed and disposed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings and
misceilaneous criminal cases.

Texas—District Court--Total civil filed and disposed
data include child-victim petition cases and some
other proceedings.

-County-Level Courts--Total clvil filed and disposed
data include child-victim petition cases.

Utah--District Court--Total clvil filed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Washington—Superior Court~Total clvil filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings.

Wisconsin—Circult Court—Total civil filed and disposed
data include criminal appeals cases.

Wyoming--District Court--Total ¢lvil filed data include
criminel appeals cases and postconviction
remedy proceedings. Total clvil disposed data
include criminal appeals, juvenile cases and
postconviction remedy proceedings.

(continued)

C: The following courts' data are incomplete and
overinclusive:

Alabama-Circuit Court-Toltal civil filed and disposed
data include postconviction remedy proceedings,
but do not include URESA cases.

Connecticut--Superior Count-Total clvil filed data
include postconviction remedy proceedings, but
do not include some miscellaneous domestic
relations cases. Disposed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings, but do not
include some miscellaneocus domestic relations,
most small claims cases, and are less than 75%
complete.

lowa-District Court—-Total clvil disposed data include
postconviction remedy proceedings, but do not
include a few domestic relations cases.

Missouri—-Circuit Court~Total clvil disposed data
include postconviction remedy proceedings, but
do not include adoption and miscellaneous
domestic relations cases.

New York—Supreme and County Courts--Total civil
filed and disposed data include postconviction
remedy proceedings, but do not include clvll
appeals cases.

Oregon--Circuit Court--Total civll disposed data
Include criminal appeals and postconviction
remedy proceedings, but do not include adoption
and mental health cases.

Puerto Rico—-Superior Court-Total civil filed and
disposed data include transfers and reopened cases,
but do not include URESA_ cases.

—District Coun--Total ¢lvll filed and disposed data
include transters and reopened cases, but do not
include small clalms cases.

Utah-District Count--Total clvil disposed data Include
postconviction remedy proceedings, but do not
include some cases. Conversion from a manual to
an automated data system is Incomplete, and
disposition data, at present, is incomplete.
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1988

Total Dispo- Filings
Total criminal sitions per
criminal dispositions asa 100,000
Unit Point filings and and percen- adult
Juris- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count filing footnotes footnotes filings tion
ALABAMA
Clreuit G G A 34,161 B 314108 92 1,143
District L 8 8 118,373 8 109,866 B 93 3962
Municipal L M B NA NA
State Total
ALASKA
Superior G B8 A 2,526 A 2,392 A 95 710
District L B 8 25,762 B 24629 B 06 7,237
State Total 28,288 © 27,021 ° 96 7,946
ARIZONA
Superior G o) A 25,297 24171 96 997
Justice of the Peace L Z B 65,102 A 56,638 A 87 2,566
Municipal L Zz 8 239,790 225,049 94 9,452
State Total 330,189 ° 305858 ° 93 13,015
ARKANSAS
Circuit G A A 29,193 31,999 B 1,673
Clty L A B 6,537 B 4,567 B 70 375
Municipal L A B 131,860 C 104,355 C 79 7,556
Police L A B8 NA NA
State Total
CALIFORNIA
Superior G B A 119,441 114,718 96 574
Justice L 8 B8 60,126 C 47,021 C 78 289
Municipal L B B 913,008 C 755,147 C 83 4,385
State Total 1,092,575 916,886 * 84 5,247
COLORADO
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate G D B 18,431 B 18,021 B o8 758
County L D B 42,265 C 40,558 C 96 1,738
State Total 60,696 * 58,579 ° a7 2,496
CONNECTICUT
Superior G E A 159,858 C 152,599 C 95 6,459
DELAWARE
Superior G B A 43428 4528 8 104 879
Alderman's L A B 3875 B 3,701 B 96 784
Court of Common Pleas L A B 26,393 A 26,301 A 100 5,343
Family L 8 8 4,098 4,112 100 830
Justice of the Peace L A 8 45,547 A 45723 A 100 9,220
Municipal Court of Wilmington L A 8 14,707 C 14,596 C 99 2977
State Total 98,962 * 98,961 ° 100 20,033
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1988. (continued)

State/Court name:

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Superior

FLORIDA
Circuit
County
State Total

GEORGIA
Superior
Civil
County Recorder's
Magistrate's
Municipal
Municipal and City of Atlanta
Probate
State
State Total

HAWAII
Circuit
District
State Total

IDAHO
District

ILLINOIS
Circuit

INDIANA
Superior and Circuit
City and Town
County
Municipal Court of Marion County
State Total

IOWA
District

KANSAS
District
Municipal
State Totat

Total Dispo- Filings
Total criminal sitions per
criminal dispositions asa 100,000
Unit Point filings and and percen- adult
Juris- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-
diction count filing footnotes footnotes filings tion
G B G 42,036 A 40,944 A 97 8,758
G E A 185,709 164,933 89 1,947
L A B 394,444 340,390 86 4,135
580,153 505,323 87 6,081
G G A 77551 B 71,104 B 92 1,698
L M M NA NA
L M M NA NA
L B B NA NA
L M M NA NA
L M M NA NA
L B A 3,070 A 2,827 A 92 67
L G A 67,972 A 63,729 A 79 1,489
G G B 5,667 A 3,029 A 53 698
L A (o] 32,847 A 30,372 A 92 4,045
38,514 ° 33,401 ° 87 4,743
G D F 56,391 B 54,205 B 96 8,067
G G A 569,124 C 553,052 C 97 6,611
G B A 79,494 A 75,893 A 95 1,942
L 8 F 35,523 B 39,353 B m 868
L 8 F 46,854 47,019 100 1,144
L B F 52,437 50,553 96 1,281
214,308 °* 212,818 ° 99 5,235
G B A 49,704 A 46,963 A 94 2,345
G B c 35,853 38,012 106 1,946
L 8 Cc 4,047 A 4,559 A 113 220
39,900 * 42,571 ° 107 2,166

(continued on next pags)
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1988. (continued)

Total Dispo- Filings
Total criminal sitions per
criminal  dispositions asa 100,000
Unit Point filings and and parcen- adult
Juris- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count filing footnotes footnotes fillngs tion
KENTUCKY
Cireuit G B A 12,8128 12,706 B 99 467
District L B F 142,731 C 135,180 C 95 5,200
State Total 155,543 * 147,886 ° 85 5,666
LOUISIANA
District G z A 89,897 A NA 2,890
City and Parish L B F 128,076 C 108,527 C 85 4117
State Total 217973 ¢ 7.007
MAINE
Superior G E A 8,730 C 7,965 C 91 969
District L E F 35,366 C 31,428 C 89 3,925
State Total 44,096 * 39,393 ° 89 4,894
MARYLAND
Circuit G B A §7,753 B 51,880 B 90 1,661
District L B A 198,587 144,061 A 5711
State Total 256,340 * 195,941 ° 7,372
MASSACHUSETTS
Trial Court of the Commonwealth G D B 357,273 A 8,275 A 7,842
MICHIGAN
Circuit G B A 54,789 64,644 100 807
District L B B 261611 C 239,591 C 92 3,855
Municipal L B B 3416 C 3318 C 97 50
State Total 319,816 * 297,553 ° 93 4,713
MINNESOTA
District G B B 182,288 C 177,165 C 97 §,720
MISSOURI
Circuit G H A 124,048 110,604 89 3,239
MONTANA
District G G A 34008 3,754 B 582
City L B B NA NA
Justice of the Peace L B B NA NA
Municipal L B B NA NA
State Total
NEBRASKA
District G 8 A 6,748 B 5,103 B 89 488
County L B F 67,867 C 64,457 C 95 5,756
State Total 73615 ° 69,560 ° 94 6,244

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1988. (continued)

State/Court name:

NEVADA
District
Justice
Municipal
State Total

NEW HAMPSHIRE
Superior
District
Municipal
State Total

NEW JERSEY
Superior
Municipal
State Total

NEW MEXICO
District
Magistrate
Metropolitan Ct of Bernalillo County
State Total

NEW YORK
Supreme and County
District and City
Town and Village Justice
Criminal Court of the City of New York
State Total

NORTH CAROLINA
Superior
District
State Total

NORTH DAKOTA
District
County
Municipal
State Total

OHIO
Court of Common Pleas
County
Mayor's
Municipal
State Total

Total Dispo- Filings
Total criminal sitions per
criminal dispositions asa 100,000
Unit Point filings and and percen- adult
Juris- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-
diction count filing footnotes footnotes filings tion
G 4 A 8A NA
L Zz B NA NA
L 4 B NA NA
G A A 8,810 A 7,076 1,086
L A B 46,692 A NA 5,757
L A B 978 A NA 121
56,480 * 6,964
G B A 47,063 42,131 90 799
L B B 370,863 342,241 92 6,298
417,926 384,372 92 7,097
G E A 10,256 9,748 95 970
L E B 41,200 B 35,366 B 86 3,898
L E B 44116 C 50,524 C 115 4,174
95,572 * 95,638 ° 100 9,042
G E A 67,177 A 64,611 A 96 496
L E D 228,143 B 207,143 B 91 1,683
L E B NA NA
L E D 282,525 A 269,263 A 95 2,084
G E A 88,948 85,123 96 1,832
L E G §29,319 C 515,138 C 97 10,905
618,267 ¢ 600,261 ° 97 12,737
G B A 1,564 8 1,561 B 100 321
L E F 16,301 A 17,058 A 105 3,368
L B B NA NA
G B c 43,613 42,604 98 543
L B E 40,751 B 39,384 B 97 507
L M M NA NA
L B E 389,278 B 394,236 B 101 4,847

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 10: Reported Tota! State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1988. (continugd)

Total Dispo- Filings
Total criminal sitlons per
criminal dispositions asa 100,000
Unit Point filings and and percen- adult
Juris- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-
State/Court name: diction count filing footnotes footnotes filings tion
OKLAHOMA
District G J A 68,096 B 60,873 B 89 2,887
OREGON
Circuit G E G 26,859 A 25,142 A 94 1,291
District L E G 62,416 A 57,205 A 92 3,001
Justice L E B 7,708 B8 78218 101 3N
Municipal L A 8 30,321 C 27,281 C 90 1,458
State Total 127,305 * 117,459 * 92 6,120
PENNSYLVANIA
Court of Common Pleas G B A 113,605A 109,698 A 97 1,241
District Justice Court L B B 502,798 B 398,041 B 79 5,493
Philadelphia Municipal Court L B B 41577¢C 42474 C 102 454
Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court L B B 15513 C NA 169
State Total 673,493 * 7,358
PUERTO RICO
Superior G J B 32,316 B 31,036 B 96 1,569
District L J B 47933 C 45,748 C 95 2,327
State Total 80,249 * 76,784 ° 96 3,896
RHODE ISLAND
Superior G D A 7,863 6,366 81 1,031
District L D B 39,671 C 34918 C 88 5,199
State Total 47,534 ¢ 41,284 ° 87 6,230
SOUTH CARCLINA
Circuit G B A 58,871 A §3,762 A 91 2,334
Magistrate L B E 124950 C 133,383 C 107 4,954
Municipal L B E 76,725 A NA 3,042
State Total 260,546 * 10,331
SOUTH DAKOTA
Circuit G B B 33,869 16,730 A 6,564
TENNESSEE
Clreuit, Criminal, and Chancery G Y4 A §7,747 A 48,040 A 83 1,585
General Sessions L M M NA NA
Municipal L M M NA NA
State Total
TEXAS
District G B A 140,929 B 132,882 1,189
County-Level L B F 429,728 362,046 A 3,625
Justice of the Peace L A B 577,484 A 399,615 A 69 4,872
Municipal L A B 509,947 A 449,731 A 88 4,302
State Total 1,658,088 * 1,344,274 * 13,988

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1988. (continued)

State/Court name:

UTAH
District
Clrcuit
Justice
State Total

VERMONT
District
Superior
State Total

VIRGINIA
Clrcuit
District
State Total

WASHINGTON
Superior
District
Municipal
State Total

WEST VIRGINIA
Circuit
Magistrate
Municipal
State Total

WISCONSIN
Circuit
Municipal
State Total

WYOMING
District
County
Justice of the Peace
Municipal
State Total

Total Dispo- Filings

Total criminal sitions per
criminal dispositions asa 100,000

Unit Point filings and and percen- adult
Juris- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula-

diction count filing footnotes footnotes filings tion
G J A 4,182 B 3,705 C 395
L B A 63,191 C 54,136 C 86 5,967
L B B 52,500 C 44,329 C 84 4,958
119,873 * 102,170 * 11,319
G D c 21,299 B 21,2678 100 5,120
G | | 112 112 100 27
21,411 ° 21,379 ° 100 5,147
G A A 82,623 B 78,909 B 96 1,817
L A E 438457 A 439,845 A 100 9,645
521,080 518,754 ° 100 11,462
G G A 26,793 22,792 85 775
L C B 119,735 A 93,740 A 78 3,463
L Cc B 89,809 59,512 66 2,597
236,337 * 176,044 ° 74 6,834
G J A 6,605 B 7,042 8 107 472
L J E 137,163 A 142,279 A 104 9,804

L A B NA NA
G D c 71,439 A 66,469 A 93 1,995
L A 8 NA NA

G J A 1,480 A 1,427 A 96 438
L J B 13,314 A NA 3.939
L J B 2,752 A NA 814
L A B 1,502 NA 444
19,048 * 5,636
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1988.

NOTE: The trial courts of Mississippi are not included in
this table, as neither criminal caseload nor court
jurisdiction information is available for 1988. All
other state trial courls with criminal jurisdiction are
listed in the table reqardless of whether caseload
dala are available. Blank spaces in the table
indicate that a particular calculation, such as the
fotal state caseload, is not appropriate. State total
“filings per 100,000 population® may not equal the
sum of the filing rates for the individual courts due
to rounding.

NA = Data are not available.
JURISDICTION CODES:

G = General Jurisdiction
L = Limited Jurisdiction

UNIT OF COUNT CODES:

Missing Data

Data element is inapplicable

Single defendant--single charge

Single defendant--single incident (one/more charges)
Single defendant--single incident/maximum number
charges (usually two) :

Single defendant--one/more incidents

Single defendant--content varies with prosecutor
One/more defendants—single charge

One/more defendanis—single incident (one/more
charges)

One/more defendants—single incident/maximum
number charges (usually two)

One/more defendants—one/more incidents

One/more defendanis—content varies with prosecutor
Inconsistent during reporting year

Both the defendant and charge components vary
within the state

NCX&S T OMMO OO>»—Z

POINT OF FILING CODES:

Missing Data

Data element is inapplicable

Al the filing of the information/indictment

At the filing of the complaint

When defendant enters plea/initial appearance
When docketed

At issuing of warrant

Al filing of information/complaint

Varies (at filing of the complaint, information,
indictment)

OTMTMOO®>»—Z
neanonnB oo

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

The absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that data are
complete.

*See the qualifying footnote for each court
within the state. Each footnote has an
impact on the state's tolal.

A: The following courts' data are incomplete:

Alaska--Superior Court-Total criminal filed and
disposed data do not include crimingl appeals
cases.

Arizona—Justice of the Peace Court--Total criminal
filed and disposed data do not include limited
felony cases.

Delaware—Court of Common Pleas—Total criminal filed
and disposed data do not include most felony
cases.

—Justice of the Peace Court—Total criminal filed
and disposed data do not include most DWVDUI
cases.

District of Columbia--Superior Court--Total criminal
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filed and disposed data do not include DWI'DUI cases.

Georgia—-Probate Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include cases from 75 of 159 counties,
do not include DWVDUI cases, which are reported
with traffic/other violation data, and are less than
75% complets.
—~State Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data
include cases from 24 of 63 courts, do not Include
some DWUDUI cases, which are reported with
traffic/other violation data, and are less than 75%
complete.

Hawaii~Circuit Cournt-Total criminel filed and disposed
data do not include reopened prior cases.

—District Court—Total criminal filed and disposed
data do not include some misdemeanor cases.

Indiana—~Superior and Circuit Courts—-Total criminal
filed and disposed data do not include criminal
appeals cases.

lowa~District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed
data do not include some misdemeanor cases.

Kansas—Municipal Count~Total criminal filed and
disposed data represent 119 of 390 municipal courts.

Louisiana-District Count-This figure is estimated by the
State Court Administrator's Office on the basis that
75% of criminal cases reported are traffic cases.
Filed data do not include DWVI/DUI cases.

Maryland-District Court-Total criminal disposed data
do not include DWUDUI cases.

Massachusetis—-Trial Court of the Commonwealth~Total
criminal filed data do not include some
misdemeanor and some DWVDUI cases. Disposed
data do not include felony, misdemeanor, DWUVDUI,
miscellaneous criminal and some criminal appeals
cases, and are less than 75% complete.

Nevada-District Court~Total criminal filed data do not
include felony, misdemeanor, DWIDUI, and
miscellaneous criminal cases, and are less than
75% complete.

New Hampshire—Superior Court—Total ¢riminal filed
data do not include some criminal appeals cases.
~District Court-Total eriminal filed data do not
include limited felony cases.
~Municipal Court-Total criminel filed data do not
include limited felony cases.

New York--Supreme and County Courts—Total criminal
filed and disposed data do not include criminal
appeals cases.

-Criminal Court of the City of New York--Total
criminal filed and disposed data do not include
limited felony cases.

North Dakota-County Court—Total eriminal filed and
disposed data do not include limited telony cases.
Oregon-Circuit Court-Total criminal filed and disposed

data do not include criminal eppeals cases.
—District Court—-Total criminal filed and disposed
data do not include limited felony cases.

Pennsytvania—Court of Common Pleas—Total criminel
filed and disposed data do not include some
criminal appeals cases.

South Carolina~Circuit Court-Total criminal filed and
disposed data do not include criminal appeals
cases.

—Municipal Court-Total eriminal filed data do not
include fimited felony cases.

South Dakota—-Circuit Court--Total eriminal disposed
data do not include most misdemeanor and some
criminal appeals cases, and are less than 75%
complete.

Tennessee—Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery Courts—
Total criminal filed data do not include
miscellaneous criminal cases. Disposed data do
not include DWI/DUI and miscellaneous criminal
cases.

Texas—County-Level Courts—Total criminal disposed
data do not include some criminal appeals cases.



—Justice of the Peace Court-Total criminal filed
and disposed data do not include limited feiony
cases and represent a reporting rate of 80%.
~Municipal Court-Total criminal filed and disposed
data do not include limited felony cases and
represent a 77% reporting rate.
Virginia--District Court--Total eriminal filed and
disposed data do not include DWLDUI cases.
Washington-District Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data do not include limited felony cases.
Waest Virginia—Magistrate Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data do not include limited felony cases.
Wisconsin--Circuit Court~Total criminal filed and
disposed data do not include any criminal appeals
cases, or DWL/DUI cases from District 1.
Wyoming--District Court--Total eriminal filed and
disposed data do not include criminel appeals
cases.
—~County Court-Total criminal filed data do not
include limited felony cases.
—Justice of the Peace Court-Total criminal filed
data do not include limited felony cases.

TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1988. (continued)

data include ordinance violation cases.
—Municipal Court-Total criminal filed and disposed
data include ordinance violation cases.

Oklahoma--District Court-Total criminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violation cases.

Oregon-~Justice Court--Total crimina! filed and
disposed data include preliminary hearings.

Pennsylvania-District Justice Court-Total eriminal filed
and disposed data include ordinance violation
cases. .

Puerto Rico—~Superior Court-Total criminal filed and
disposed data include transfers and reopened cases.

Texas—District Court--Total criminal filed data include
some other proceedings.

Utah-District Court--Total criminal filed data include
postconviction remedy and all sentence review
only proceedings.

Vermont--District Court--Total ¢riminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violation cases.
Virginia--Circuit Court--Total criminal filed and disposed

data include ordinance violation cases.

Waest Virginia—Circuit Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy

B: The following courts’ data are overinclusive: proceedings.
Alabama--Circuit Court—Total eriminal filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy C: The following courts’ data are incomplete and
proceedings. overinclusive:

—District Court--Total criminal filed and disposed
data include preliminary hearing proceedings.

Alaska-District Count~Total criminal filed and disposed
data include some moving traffic cases and all
ordinance violation cases.

Arkansas--Circuit Court--Total criminal disposed data
include postconvictlon remedy and probation
revocation proceedings.
~City Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data
include ordinance violation cases.

Colorado~District, Denver Juvenile, and Denver
Probate Courts—-Total criminal filed and disposed
data include extraditions, revocations, parole, and
release from commitment hearings.

Delaware—Superior Count—-Total criminal filed and
disposed data include postconviction remedy
proceedings.

—~Alderman’s Court-Total criminal filed and disposed
data include ordinance violation cases.

Georgia-—-Superior Court-Total criminal filed and
disposed data include all traffic/other violation cases.

Idaho--District Court--Total criminal filed and disposed
data include ordinance violatlons, postconviction
remedy and sentence review only proceedings.

Indiana--City and Town Courts--Total eriminal filed and
disposed data include some ordinance violation
and some other traffic cases.

Kentucky-Circuit Court—Total criminal filed and
disposed data include sentence review only and
some postconviction remedy proceedings.

Maryland--Circuit Court-Total criminal filed and
disposed data include some postconviction remedy
proceedings.

Montana-District Court—Total criminal filed data
include appeals of trial court cases. Disposed
data include all civil appeals cases.

Nebraska-District Court-Total eriminal filed and
disposed data include civil appeals cases and
postconviction remedy proceedings.

New Mexico—Magistrate Court-Total criminal filed and
disposed data include preliminary hearing
proceedings.

New York--District and City Courts~Total criminal filed
and disposed data include ordinance violation
cases.

North Dakota—-District Court—Total criminal filed and
disposed data include sentence review only and
postconviction remedy proceedings.

Ohio—County Court-Total criminal filed and disposed

Arkansas--Municipal Court-Total eriminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violation cases,
but do not include felony cases and data from
several municipalities.

Califomia—Justice Court~Total criminal filed and
disposed data include preliminary hearing bindovers
and transfers, and some ordinance violetion cases,
but do not include DWIDUI cases.

—Municipal Court—-Total criminal filed and disposed
data include preliminary hearing bindovers and
transfers and some ordinance violation cases, but
do not include DWLDUI cases.

Colorado—-County Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include some preliminary hearings,
but do not include DWVDUI cases.

Connecticut—Superior Court—~Total criminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violation casss,
but do not include DWUDUI cases.

Delaware—Municipal Court of Wilmington--Total
criminal filed and disposed data include ordinance
violation cases, but do not include limited felony
and most DWUDUI cases.

llinois—-Circuit Court~Total criminal filed and disposed
data include some preliminary heerings and some
ordinance violation cases, but do not include
DWI'DUI and miscellaneous criminal cases.

Kentucky—District Court—Total criminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violation cases
and sentence review only proceedings, but do not
include limited felony cases.

Louisiana~City and Parish Courts—Total criminal filed
and disposed data include ordinance violation
cases, but do not include DWIDUI cases and are
less than 75% complete.

Maine—Superior Court—Total eriminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance vlolation cases,
and postconviction remedy and sentence review
only proceedings, but do not incdude DWLDUI and
some criminal appeals cases.
~District Coun--Total criminal filed and disposed
data include preliminary hearings, do not include
DWUIDUI and some misdemeanor cases, and are
less than 75% complete.

Michigan—District Court—-Total criminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violation cases,
but do not include DWUDUI cases.

—Municipal Court-Total criminal filed and disposed
data include ordinance violation cases, but do not
include DWVDVI cases.
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Minnesota--District Court--Total eriminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance violation cases,
but do not include some DWLDUI cases Nebraska--
County Court~Total criminal filed and disposed data
include ordinance violations, but do not include
limited felony cases.

New Mexico—-Metropolitan Court of Bemalillo County—
Total criminal filed and disposed data include
ordinance vlolation cases, but do not include
limited felony cases.

North Carolina--District Court--Total criminal filed and
disposaed data include ordinance violations, but do
not include limited felony cases. -

Oregon--Municipal Court—-Total ¢riminal filed and
disposed data include ordinance viotation cases,
but do not include DWVDUI cases.

Pennsyivania—Philadelphia Municipal Count--Total
criminal filed and disposed data include preliminary
hearing proceedings, but do not include some
misdemeanor cases.
~Pittsburgh City Magistrates—-Total criminal filed
data include ordinance violation cases, but do not
include limited felony cases.

Puerto Rico—District Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include transfers and reopened cases,
and ordinance violation cases, but do not include
limited felony and DWVDUI cases.
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Rhede Island-District Court--Total criminal filed and
disposed data include moving traffic violation and
ordinance violation cases, but do not include
limited felony cases.

South Carolina--Magistrate Court—Total criminal filed
and disposed data include miscellaneous juvenlie
cases, but do not include felony and DWIDUI
cases, and are less than 75% complete. (Filed data
were estimated using percentages provided by the
AOC).

Utah--District Court--Total criminal disposed data
include postconviction remedy and sentence
review only proceedings, but do not include some
cases. Conversion from a manual to an automated
data system is incomplete, and the dispostion data,
at present, is incomplete.
~Circuit Court--Total criminal filed and disposed data
include postconviction remedy proceedings, but do
not include some miscellaneous criminal cases.
Disposed data do not include some cases due o
conversion from a manual to an automated data
system. The conversion process is incomplete,
rendering the dispostion data incomplete at the
present time.

—Justice Court—Total criminal filed and disposed
data include some moving traffic violation cases,
but do not include limited felony cases.



TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Tratfic/Other Violation Caseload, 1988

State/court name:

ALABAMA
District
Municipal
State Total

ALASKA
District

ARIZONA
Justice of the Peace
Municipal
State Total

ARKANSAS
City
Municipal
Police
State Total

CALIFORNIA
Justice
Municipal
State Total

COLORADO
County
Municipal
State Total

CONNECTICUT
Superior

DELAWARE
Alderman's
Family
Justice of the Peace
Municipal Court of Wilmington
State Total

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Superior

FLORIDA
County

Juris-

diction

-

-

-

rrrer

Parking

Lo T \V I VI -

Dispo- Filings
Total traffic Total traffic sitions per
filings and dispositions asa 100,000
qualifying and qualifying percentage total
footnotes footnotes of filings population
250,547 248,048 89 6,106
NA NA
79,818 A 79,818 A 100 16,262
417,153 407,000 98 11,956
914,838 922,055 101 26,221
1,331,891 1,329,055 100 38,177
16,448 A 9,490 A 58 687
269,605 A 185,842 A 69 11,262
NA NA
502,349 C 422,667 C 84 1,774
14,581,727 C 12,316,031 C 84 61,498
15,084,076 °© 12,738,698 * 84 63,272
202,870 B 185,072 B 96 6,146
NA NA
225,178 C 221,607 C 98 6,961
21,777 A 21,966 A 101 3,300
508 438 86 77
143,538 B 145,174 B 101 21,748
19,425 C 19,726 C 102 2,943
185,248 © 187,304 © 101 28,068
17,572 B 17,700 B 101 2,843
3,416,187 2,884,444 84 27,695

(continued on next page)

Part lli: 1988 State Court Caseload Tables = 141



TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court TrafficzOther Violation Caseload, 1988. {continued)

Dispo- Filings
Total traffic Total traffic sitions per
filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- qualifying and qualifying percentage total
State/court name: diction Parking footnotes footnotes of filings population
GEORGIA
Superior G 2 NA NA
County Recorder's L 1 NA NA
Juvenile L 2 12,750 10,015 79 201
Magistrate's L 2 62,452 A 40,328 A 77 827
Municipal and City of Atlanta L 1 NA NA
Probate L 2 66,214 C 61,896 C K] 1,044
State L 2 165,065 C 145,875 C a8 2,603
State Total
HAWAII
Circuit G 2 211 A 248 A 118 19
District L 4 799,513 B 717649 B 90 72,749
State Total 799,724 © 717,897 ° 90 72,768
IDAHO
District G 3 234,196 A 232,644 A 99 23,350
ILLINOIS
Cireuit G 4 7,472,037 C 3,919,653 C 52 64,348
INDIANA
Superior and Circuit G 3 201,341 188,521 94 3,625
City and Town L 3 162,010 A 162,526 A 100 2,736
County L 4 133,454 130,657 98 2,402
Municipal Court of Marion County L 3 112,789 86,237 76 2,030
State Total 599,594 ° 557,941 ° 93 10,794
IOWA
District G 3 703,041 B 697,737 B 99 24,807
KANSAS
District G 4 225,619 A 220,359 A 98 9,043
Municipal L 1 162,025 A 163,017 A 94 6,494
State Total 387,644 ° 373,376 * 06 15,537
KENTUCKY
District L 3 280,690 A 279,268 A 99 7,533
LOUISIANA
District G 1 269,691 B NA 6,120
City and Parish L 1 471,805 C 360,150 C 76 10,708
Justice of the Peace L 1 NA NA
Mayor's L 1 NA NA
State Total

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1988. (continued)

Dispo- Filings
Total traffic Total traffic sitions per
filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- qualifying and qualifying percentage total
State/court name: diction Parking footnotes footnotes of filings population
MAINE
Superior G 2 2836 C 2,741 C 97 235
District L 4 221,216 B 214,366 B 97 18,358
State Total 224,052 © 217,107 * 97 18,594
MARYLAND
District L 1 1,019,401 A 937,502 C 22,046
MASSACHUSETTS
Trial Court of the Commonwealth G 1 1,407,055 C 1,256,763 C 23,897
MICHIGAN
District L 4 2,430,269 C 2,384,897 C 98 26,304
Municipal L 4 49,966 C 45387 C 91 541
Probate L 2 NA NA
State Total
MINNESOTA
District G 4 1,549,060 C 1,498,169 C 97 35,966
MISSOURI
Circuit G 1 445,563 A 428,774 A 96 8,665
Municipal L 2 NA NA
State Total
MONTANA
City L 1 NA NA
Justice of the Peace L NA NA
Municipal L 1 NA NA
State Total
NEBRASKA
County L 1 297,274 A 298,948 A 101 18,556
NEVADA
Justice L 1 NA NA
Municipal L NA NA
State Total
NEW HAMPSHIRE
District L 4 274,697 NA 25,294
Municipal L 4 6,045 NA §57
State Total 280,742 25,851
NEW JERSEY
Municipal L 4 5,929,201 5,439,526 92 76,803

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1988. (continued)

Dispo- Filings
Total traffic Total traffic sitions per
filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- qualifying and qualitying percentage total
State/court name: diction Parking footnotes footnotes of filings population
NEW MEXICO
Magistrate L 3 52,330 43,972 84 3475
Metropolitan Ct of Bernalilio County L 4 272477 A 110,214 A 18,003
Municipal L 1 NA NA
State Total
NEW YORK
Criminal Court of the City of New York L 4 93,083 A 84,475 A 101 5§20
District and City L 4 1,410,057 A 1,410,057 A 100 7,873
Town and Village Justice L 1 NA NA
State Total
NORTH CAROLINA
District L 6 1,028,252 A 994,387 A 97 15,844
NORTH DAKOTA
District G 605 NA 91
County L 1 68,414 A 68,406 A 100 10,257
Municipal L 1 NA 47,620 C
State Total
OHIO
Court of Common Pleas G 2 128,454 127,875 100 1,183
County L 5 223383 A 216,857 A 97 2,058
Mayor's L 1 NA NA
Municipal L 5 1,625,822 A 1,630,141 A 100 14,978
State Total
OKLAHOMA
District G 2 193,091 A 176,102 A 91 5,958
Municipal Court Not of Record L NA NA
Municipal Criminal Court of Record L 1 NA NA
State Total
OREGON
District L 1 321,981 A 287,993 A 89 11,641
Justice L 3 105,185 103,355 o8 3,803
Municipal L 3 197,126 C 185,039 C 94 7,127
State Total 624,292 * 676,387 ° 92 22,570
PENNSYLVANIA
District Justice Court L 4 1,409,052 A 1,306,175 A 93 11,741
Philadelphia Municipal Court L 2 27,211 B 26,432 B 97 227
Philadelphia Traffic Court L 1 1,012,811 306,005 30 8,439
Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court L 4 379,567 A NA 3,163
State Total 2,828,641 ° 23,570
{continued on next page)
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1988. (continued)

State/court name:

PUERTO RICO
District
Municipal
State Total

RHODE ISLAND
District
Municipal
State Total

SOUTH CAROCLINA
Family
Magistrate
Municipal
State Total

SOUTH DAKOTA
Circuit

TENNESSEE
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery
General Sessions
Municipal
State Total

TEXAS
County-Level
Justice of the Peace
Municipal
State Total

UTAH
Circuit
Justice
Juvenile
State Total

VERMONT
District

VIRGINIA
Circuit
District
State Total

WASHINGTON
District
Municipal
State Total

Dispo- Filings
Total traffic Total traffic sitions per
filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- qual!fying and qualifying percentage fotai
diction Parking footnotes footnotes of filings population

L 2 74,326 C 70,343 C 95 2,256
L 1 NA NA
L 2 NA NA
L 1 NA NA
L 2 NA NA

L 4 485,100 B 473,846 B 98 13,976

L 4 316,487 390,268 B 9,118

G 3 137,653 161,217 8 19,306
G 2 NA NA
L 1 NA NA
L 1 NA NA

L 2 18,755 73,331 8B 111

L 4 1,569,977 A 1,455,985 A 93 9,323

L 4 6,130,211 A 5,369,882 A 88 36,403

7,718,943 * 6,899,198 * 45,837

L 4 236,618 B 211462 C 14,018

L 4 243,312 A 228,934 A 94 14,414

L 2 7,494 7,596 101 444

487,424 © 447,992 * 28,876

G 2 111,937 A 112,229 A 100 20,096
G 2 NA NA

L 4 1,545,649 B 1,543,397 B 100 25,692

L 4 595,939 636,178 107 12,821

L 4 1,131,737 884,195 78 24,349

1,727,676 1,520,373 a8 37,170
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1888. (continued)

Dispo- Filings
Total traffic Total traffic sitions per
filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- qualifying and qualifying percentage total
State/court name: diction Parking footnotes footnotes of filings population
WEST VIRGINIA
Magistrate L 2 102,677 97,524 85 5,473
Municipal L 1 NA NA
State Total
WISCONSIN
Cireuit G 3 553,196 552,794 100 11,397
Municipal L 3 NA 374,563 C
State Total 927,357 *
WYOMING
County L 1 80,510 86,973 B 16,808
Justice of the Peace L 1 15,213 17,805 B 3,176
Municipal L 1 NA NA

State Total
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court TrafficOther Violation Caseload, 1988. (continued)

NOTE:

Parking violations are defined as part of the
traffic/other violation caseload. However, states and
courts within a state differ to the extent in which
parking violations are processed through the courts.
A code opposite the name of each court indicates
the manner In which parking cases are reported by
the court. Qualifying footnotes in Table 11 do not
repeat the information provided by the code, and
thus refer only to the status of the statistics on
moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic, and ordinance
violations. The trial courts of Mississippi are not
included in this table as neither traffic/other violation
caseload nor court jurisdiction Information is
available for 1988. All other state trial courts with
traffic’other violation jurisdiction are listed in the
table regardless of whether caseload data are
available. Blank spaces in the {able indicate that a
particular calculation, such as the total state
caseload, Is not appropriate. State total “filings per
100,000 population® may not equal the sum of the
filing rates for the individual courts due to rounding.

NA = Data are not available.

JURISDICTION CODES:

G =

L

General Jurisdiction
Limited Jurisdiction

PARKING CODES:

o ; D WN -

Parking data are unavailable

Court does not have parking jurisdiction

Only contested parking cases are included

Both contested and uncontested parking cases are
included

Parking cases are handled administratively
Uncontested parking cases are handled
administratively; contested parking cases are handled
by the Court

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

The absence of a qualifying foolnote indicates that data are
complete.

*See the qualifying footnote for each court within the state.
Each footnote has an impact on the state’s total.

A: The following courts' data are incomplete:

Alaska--District Court--Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data do not include some
moving trafflc violatlon cases and all ordinance
vlolation cases.

Arkansas--City Court-Total traffic/other violatlon filed -

and disposed data do not include ordinance
vlolatlon cases.

-Municipal Court--Total traffic/other vlolation filed
and disposed data do not include ordinance
vlolation cases, and are missing all data from 10
municipalities, and partial data from 21 others.

Delaware—Alderman’s Court-Tolal traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not include
ordinance violatlon cases.

Georgia--Magistrate Court--Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data do not include any cases
from 19 counties, and partial data from 11 counties.

Hawaii--Circuit Court-Total traftic/other vlolation filed
and disposed data do not include reopened prior
cases. )

Idaho--District Court--Tolal traftic/other vlolation filed
and disposed data do not include ordinance
vlolation and parking cases, and are less than
75% complete.

Indiana--Clty and Town Couris--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not include

some ordinance vlolation and some other traffic
cases.

Kansas--District Court--Total traffic/ other violation
filed and disposed data do not include juvenile traffic
cases.
~Municipal Court--Total traffic/other violation data
represent 119 of 330 municipal courts.

Kentucky--District Court—-Total traffic/other vlolatlon
filed and disposed data do not include ordinence
violation cases.

Maryland--District Couri—~Total traffic/other violation
filed data do not include ordinance violation and
parking cases, and are less than 75% complete.

Missouri--Circuit Court—-Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data do not Include ordinance
violation and parking cases heard by Municipal
judges.

Nebraska--County Court--Total tratfic/other violation
data do not include ordinance violation and
parking cases.

New Mexico—-Metropolitan Court of Bemalillo County—
Total traffic/other violation filed data do not include
ordinance violation cases. Disposed data do not
include ordinance vlolation and miscellaneous
traffic cases.

New York--District and City Courts—Total traffic/other
vlolation filed and disposed data do not include
ordlnance violation cases.

-Criminal Court of the City of New York--Total
traffic/other violation filed and disposed data do
not include moving traffic, misceileneous traffic,
and some ordinance violatlon cases, and are less
than 75% complete.

North Carolina--District Court--Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do net include
ordinance violation cases.

North Dakota--County Court~Total trafflc/other
violatlon data do not include parking cases, and
are less than 75% complete.

Ohio--County Court--Total traffic/other violation filed
and disposed data do not include ordinance
violation cases.

--Municipal Court--Total traffic/other violation filed
and disposed data do not include ordinance
violation cases.

Oklahoma--District Court--Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data do not include ordinance
violation cases.

Oregon--District Court--Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data do not include parking
cases.

Pennsylvania--District Justice Court-Total trafflc/other
violation filed and disposed data do not include
ordinance violation cases.

-Pittsburgh City Magistrates—Total tratfic/other
violation filed data do not Include ordinance
violation cases.

Texas—Justice of the Peace Court-Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data do not include
some cases due 10 a reporting rate of 80%.
--Municipal Court--Total traffic/other vlolstion filed
and disposed data do not include some cases due
to a reporting rate of 77%.

Utah--Justice Court--Total tratfic/other violation filed
and disposed data data do not include some
moving traffic cases.

Vermont--District Court--Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data do not include ordinance
.violation cases.

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive:

Colorado--County Court--Tolal traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data include DWLDUI cases.

Delaware—-Juslice of the Peace Court-Total
traffic/other violation filed and disposed data
include most of the DWUDUI cases.
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Caseload, 1988. (continued)

District of Columbia--Superior Court--Total traftic/other
violatlon filed and disposed data include DWULDUI
cases.

Hawali-District Court-Total trafflc/other violation
flled and disposed data include some misdemeanor
cases.

lowa-District Count--Total traffic/other violation filed
and disposed data include some misdemeanor
cases.

Louisiana-District Court-This figure is estimated by
the State Court Administrator's Office on the basis
that 75% of criminal cases reported (359,588) are
traffic cases. Data Include DWIDUI cases.

Maine--District Court--Total traffic/other violation filed
and disposed data include some misdemeanor and
all DWUDUI cases.

Pennsylvania--Philadelphia Municipal Court--Total
traftic/other violatlon filed and disposed data
include miscellaneous domestic relations and
some misdemeanor cases.

South Carolina--Magistrate Court-Total traffic/other
violation filed and disposed data include DWLDUI
cases.
~-Municipal Court—Total traffic/other violation
disposed data include misdemeanor and DWUVDUI
cases.

South Dakola--Circuit Court--Total traffic/other
violation disposed data include some misdemeanor
and some criminal appeals cases.

Texas—County-Level Courts—-Total traffic/other
violatlon disposed data include some criminal
appeals cases.

Utah~Circuit Court--Total traffic/other violatlon filed
data include some miscellaneous criminai cases.

Virginia--District Court--Total traffic/other vlolation
filed and disposed data include DWLDUI cases.

Wyoming--County Coun--Total trafflc/other vlolation
disposed data include mlsdemeanor and DWIDUI
cases.
~Justice of the Peace Court~Total traffic/other
violation disposed data include misdemeanor,
DWI/DUI, and criminal appeals cases.

C: The following courts’' data are incomplete and
overinclusive:

California~Justice Court—Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data include DWIDUI cases, but
do not include some ordinance violation cases.
—Municipal Court-Total trafflc/other violatlon filed
and disposed data include DWLDUI cases, but do
not include some ordinance violation cases.

Connecticut—Superior Court—Total traffic/other
violatlon filed and disposed data include DWILDUI
cases, but do not include ordlnance violation
cases.

Delaware--Municipal Court of Wilmington—Total
traffic/other violatlon filed and disposed data
Include most DWVDUI cases, but do not include
ordinance violation cases.

Georgia--State Court—Total tratfic/other violation filed
and disposed data include some DWIDUI casss,
represent data from 24 of 63 courts, and are less
than 75% complete.

-Probate Court--Total traffic/other vloletion filed
and disposed data include DWUDUI cases,
represent data from 75 of 159 counties, and are
less than 75% complete.

Winois—-Circuit Court-Total traffic/other violation filed
and disposed data Include DWULDUI cases, but do
not include ordinance violation cases from Cook
County and parking cases from anywhere but Cook
County.

Louisiana—~City and Parish Count—Total tratfic/other
vlolation filed and disposed data include DWUDUI
cases, but do not include ordinance violation
cases.
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Maine—-Superior Court-Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data include DWIDUI and some
criminal appeals cases, but do not include
ordinance violatlon cases.

Maryland--District Court-Total traffic/other violation
disposed data include DWUDUI cases, but do not
Include ordinence violation and pearking cases, and
are less than 75% complete.

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Total
traffic/other violation filed data include some
misdemeanor and some DWVDUI cases, but do not
Include psarking cases. Disposed data include some
misdemeanor cases, but do not include ordlnance
violation, parking, miscellaneous traffic and some
moving traffic cases.

Michigan-District Court--Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data include DWUDUI cases, but
do not Include ordinance violation cases.
—-Municipal Court-Total traffic/other violation filed
and disposed data include DWIDUI cases, but do
not Include ordinance violatlon cases.

Minnesota--District Court--Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data Include some DWVDUL
cases, but do not include ordinance violation
cases.

North Dakota~Municipal Court--Total tratfic/other
violatlon disposed data include DWUDUI cases, but
do not include ordinance violation and parking
cases, and are less than 75% complete.

Oregon--Municipal Count—Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data include DWLDU! cases, but
do not include ordinance vlolatlon cases.

Puerto Rico—District Court--Total traffic/other violation
filed and disposed data Include DWUDUI cases,
transfers, and reopened cases, but do not include
ordinance violation cases.

Utah--Circuit Court--Total traffic/other violation
disposed data include some miscellaneous criminal
cases, but do not include some cases. Conversion
from a manual to an automated dala system is
incomplete and the disposition data, at prasent, are
incomplete.

Wisconsin--Municipal Court-Total tratfic/other
violation disposed data include DWUDUI cases, but
do not include cases from several municipalities.



TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1988

Total Total Dispo- Filings
juvenile juvenile sitions per
Point filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- of qualifying and qualifying percentage Juvenile
State/court name: diction filing footnotes footnotes of filings population
ALABAMA
Cireuit G A 27873 8B 21,854 B 78 2,500
District L A 33,865 31,681 94 3,037
State Total 61,738 * 63,535 * 87 5,537
ALASKA
Superior G C 1,842 1,391 76 1,103
District L | 7 33 46 43
State Total 1,913 1,424 74 1,146
ARIZONA
Superior G c 11,368 11,314 100 1,194
ARKANSAS
Chancery and Probate G C 4,106 3,963 97 633
Circuit G c 7,015 7,239 103 1,081
State Total 11,121 11,202 101 1,714
CALIFORNIA
Superior G c 85,362 81,898 96 1,138
COLORADO
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate G A 14,645 12,872 88 1,685
CONNECTICUT
Superior G F 13,592 13,560 100 1,788
DELAWARE
Family L C 7,541 A 7,237 A 96 4,543
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Superior G B 13,725 13,781 100 9,946
FLORIDA
Circuit G A 96,311 66,828 69 3,446
GEORGIA
Juvenile L A 67,098 42,586 75 3,215
HAWAI
Circuit G F 17,719 17,175 97 6,174
IDAHO
District G c 6,799 6,708 99 2,237
ILLINOIS
Cireuit G Cc 33,780 25,512 76 1,125

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1988. (continued)

Total Total Dispo- Filings
juvenile Juvenile sitions per
Point filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- of qualifying and qualifying percentage Juvenile
State/court name: diction filing footnotes footnotes of filings population
INDIANA
Superior and Circuit G (o 27953 B 24,108 B 86 1,913
Probate L c 1,325 8 1,337 B 101 91
State Total 29,278 * 25,445 ° 87 2,004
IOWA
District G A 6,727 NA 942
KANSAS
District G A 14241 B 13,723 8 96 2,181
KENTUCKY
District L A 30,113 B 271478 90 3,070
LOUISIANA
District G c 14,222 NA 1,097
Family and Juvenile G c 26,219 8B NA 2,023
City and Parish L c 9,447 8,817 03 729
State Total 49,888 * 3,849
MAINE
District L c 4717 4,073 86 1,552
MARYLAND
Circuit G c 32,749 31,311 96 2,855
District L Cc 2,906 2,490 86 253
State Total 35,655 33,801 95 3,109
MASSACHUSETTS
Trial Court of the Commonwealth G c 44,311 22,671 C 3,327
MICHIGAN
Probate L c 26,075 C 23,197 C 89 1,063
MINNESOTA
District G C 67,160 66,982 100 5,996
MISSQURI
Clreuit G c 18,062 20,710 B 1,377
MONTANA
District G c 1,375 1,147 83 622
NEBRASKA
County L Cc 3,849 3,696 96 810
Separate Juvenile L Cc 2,388 NA 565
State Total 6,237 1,474

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1988. (continued)

State/court name:

NEVADA
District

NEW HAMPSHIRE
District

NEW JERSEY
Superior

NEW MEXICO
District

NEW YORK
Family

NORTH CAROLINA
District

NORTH DAKOTA
District

OHIO
Court of Common Pleas

OKLAHOMA
District

OREGON
Circuit

PENNSYLVANIA
Court of Common Pleas

PUERTO RICO
Superior

RHODE ISLAND
Family

SOUTH CAROLINA
Family
Magistrate
State Total

SOUTH DAKOTA
Circuit

Total Total Dispo- Filings
juvenile Juvenile sitions per
Point filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- of qualifying and qualifying percentage Juvenile
diction filing footnotes footnotes of filings population
G G NA NA
L c 7,632 NA 2,775
G F 125,931 B 124,539 B 99 6,878
G (o] 8,133 8,171 100 1,811
L c 58,185 58,505 101 1,336
L c 23,331 24,864 107 1,426
G c 8,515 9,568 B 4,653
G E 123,836 120,830 98 4,387
G G NA NA
G Cc 18,325 NA 2,671
G F 54,758 52,216 95 1,923
G C 7647 8B 7,699 B 101 620
L (o] 7,158 B 6,514 8 91 3,112
L (o] 14,088 B 13252 8 94 1,485
L | NA NA
G 8 3,256 NA 1,653
(continued on next page)
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1988. (continued)

Total Total Dispo- Filings
juvenile juvenile sitions per
Point filings and dispositions asa 100,000
Juris- of qualifying and qualifying percentage Juvenile
State/court name: diction filing footnotes footnotes of filings population
TENNESSEE
General Sessions L 8 NA NA
Juvenile L B NA NA
State Total
TEXAS
District G c 11,443 A 13,787 A 120 230
County-Level L c 2,368 A 2,388 A 101 47
State Total 13,811 ° 16,175 ° 117 277
UTAH
Juvenile L c 36,026 36,220 101 5,728
VERMONT
District G o 1,744 1,672 96 1,237
VIRGINIA
District L A 91,966 B 86,644 B 94 6,256
WASHINGTON
Superior G A 24,247 21,645 89 2,038
WEST VIRGINIA
Circuit G Cc 7275 6,450 89 1,525
WISCONSIN
Circuit G Cc 32,200 31,598 98 2,528
WYOMING
District G c 1,242 NA 881
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1988.

NOTE: The trial counts of Mississippi are not included in
this table as neither juvenile caseload nor court
Jurisdiction information is available for 1988. All
other state trial courts with juvenile urisdiction are
listed in the table regardless of whether caseload
data are available. Blank spaces in the lable
indicate that a particular calculation, such as the
total state caseload, Is not appropriate. State total
“filings per 100,000 population® may not equal the
sum of the filing rates for the Individual courts due
to rounding.

NA = Data are nol available.
JURISDICTION CODES:

G = General Jurisdiction
L = Limited Jurisdiction

POINT OF FILING CODES:

M= Missing Data

| = Data element is inapplicable
A = Filing of complaint

B = At initial hearing {intake)

C = Filing of petition

E = Issuance of warrant

F = Al referral

G= Varies

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

The absence of a qualifying footnote Indicates that data are
complete.

*See the qualifying footnote for each court within the state.
Each footnote has an impact on the state's total.

A: The following courts' data are incomplete:

Delaware—Family Court-Total Juvenile filed and
disposed data do not include status petition and
child-victim petltion cases, and are less than 75%
complete.

Texas-District Court--Total Juvenile filed and disposed
data do not include child-victim petition cases.
~-County-Level Court-Total Juvenile filed and
disposed data do not Include chlld-victim petition
cases, and are less than 75% complete.

(continued)

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive:

Alabama--Circuit Court-Total Juvenile filed and
disposed data include URESA cases.

Indiana--Superior and Circuit Courts~Tolal juvenile
filed and disposed data include miscellaneous
domestic relations and some support/custody
cases.

—-Probate Court--Total juvenile filed and disposed
data include miscellaneous domestic relations
cases.

Kansas--District Court--Total juvenile filed and
disposed data include juvenile traffic/other violation
cases.

Kentucky--District Gourt--Total Juventile filed and
disposed data include paternity/bastardy cases.
Louisiana--Family and Juvenile Courts—~Total juvenile
filed data include supportcustody, URESA,

adoption, and mental health cases.

Missouri--Circuit Court~Total juvenile disposed data
include adoption and miscellaneous domestic
relations cases (i.e., termination of parental rights).

New Jersey-Superior Court-Total juvenile filed and
disposed dala include lermination of parental rights
cases.

North Dakota-Distrdct Coun-Total juvenile disposed
daia include traffic/other violation cases.

Puerto Rico--Superior Court--Total juvenlle filed and
disposed data include transfers, reopened cases,
and appeals.

Rhode Island-Family Court-Total Juvenlle filed and
disposed data include adoption cases.

South Carolina--Family Court--Total Juvenile filed and
disposed data include traffic/other violation cases.

Virginia--District Court--Total Juvenile filed and
disposed data include some mental health and
domestic relations cases.

C: The lollowing courts' data are incomplete and
overinclusive:

Massachussetts--Trial Court of the Commonweaith--Tolal
juvenille disposed data include juvenile traffic/other
violatlon cases, but do not include any cases from
the Juvenile Court Department, and appeals from
the District Court Department. The dala are less
than 75% complete.

Michigan-Probale Court--Total Juvenlle filed and
disposed data include traffic/other vlolatlon cases,
but do not include status petition cases.
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseloads in State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 88

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
filings and filings and fiings and filings and filings and
Court qualifying qualifying qualifylng qualifying qualifying
State/Court name: type footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes
States with one court of last resort and one intermediate appellate court
ALASKA
Supreme Court COLR 320 334 318 368 363
Court of Appeals IAC 467 446 505 469 435
ARIZONA
Supreme Court COLR 105 A 81 A 118 A 116 A 112 A
Court of Appeals IAC 2,753 2,843 3,352 3,451 3,902
ARKANSAS
Supreme Court COLR 479 C 439 C 411 C 459 C 400 C
Court of Appeals IAC 855 846 951 949 899
CALIFORNIA
Supreme Court COLR 222 A 284 A 236 A 315 A 319 A
Courts of Appeal IAC 10,118 10,252 10,035 9,985 10,954
COLORADO
Supreme Court COLR 256 200 205 214 197
Court of Appeals IAC 1,580 1,626 1,862 1,930 1,846
CONNECTICUT
Appellate Court IAC 1,362 B 934 B 953 B 945 995
FLORIDA
Supreme Court COLR 587 5§97 629 581 510
District Courts of Appeal IAC 11,770 12,262 13,502 13,861 14,195
GEORGIA
Supreme Court COLR 6638 692 B 616 B 6408 6398
Court of Appeals IAC 20708 1946 B 2,666 B 20718 2306 B
HAWAII
Supreme Court COLR 471 8 496 B 604 B 616 B 7158
Intermediate Court of Appeals IAC 101 132 132 134 120
IDAHO
Suprems Court COLR 349 8 348 B 288 B 289 B 382 B
Court of Appeals IAC 146 149 174 181 227
ILLINOIS
Supreme Court COLR 371 493 563 568 882
Appellate Court IAC 7,134 B 7611 B 7,550 B 7954 B 8,119 B
INDIANA
Court of Appeals IAC 1,150 B 1,037 B 1,073 B 1,1498B 1,222 B
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State/Court name:

ALASKA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

ARIZONA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

ARKANSAS
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

CALIFORNIA
Supreme Court
Courts of Appeal

COLORADO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

CONNECTICUT
Appellate Court

FLORIDA
Supreme Court
District Courts of Appeal

GEORGIA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

HAWAII
Supreme Court
Intermediate Court of Appeals

IDAHO
Suprems Court
Court of Appeals

ILLINOIS
Supreme Court
Appellate Court

INDIANA
Court of Appeals

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions
Court and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify-
type ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes

States with one court of last resort and one intermediate appellate court

COLR
IAC

COLR
IAC

COLR
IAC

IAC

IAC

COLR
IAC

COLR
IAC

COLR
IAC

COLR
IAC

IAC

347
449

1M1 A
2,598

448 C
827

1,411

568 8

§30
11,941

454 B
125

3528
175

309
6,891 B

1,137 8

287 355 291 394
406 589 429 403
87 A 70A 86 A 79A
2,953 3,445 3,372 3,240
451 C 404 C 416 C 457 C
895 840 983 827
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
1,396 1,580 1,602 2,028
877 8B 1,055 B 893 1,026
639 644 548 534
12,540 12,847 13,591 13,559
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
516 B 691 B §79 B 609 B
105 132 142 129
3338 359 B 2058 aRs
282 174 174 162
496 §30 556 M
6,961 B 7,007 B 74518 76488
1,062 B 1,116 B 1,130 8

11378

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseloads in State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 88. (continued)

1984 . 1985 1986 1087 1988
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
filings and filings and fillngs and fllings and filings and
Court qualifying qualifying qualitying qualiying qualifying

State/Court name: type footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes
IOWA

Court of Appeals IAC 569 730 552 618 728
KANSAS

Supreme Court COLR 169 177 189 214 347

Court of Appeals IAC 1,041 8B 1,087 B 1,131 8 1,127 8 1,176 8
KENTUCKY

Supreme Court COLR 221 282 251 261 258

Court of Appeals IAC 2,725 3,156 2,769 2,691 2,665
LOUISIANA

Supreme Court COLR 147 B 798B 112 135 124

Courts of Appeal IAC 3,870 B 3,578 B 3,695 3,846 3,967
MARYLAND

Court of Appeals COLR 220 B 218 B 238 B 233 8 242 8

Court of Special Appeals 1AC 1,777 1,642 1,644 1,714 1,754
MASSACHUSETTS

Supreme Judicial Court COLR 141 129 86 72 96

Appeals Court IAC 1375 B 1,301 B 1,352 8B 1,434 B 1,394 8
MICHIGAN

Supreme Court COLR 3 3 4 5 4
MISSOURI

Court of Appeals IAC 2,852 3,166 3,147 3,055 3315
NEW JERSEY

Supreme Court - COLR 368 227 236 349 357

Appellate Div. Superlor Court IAC 6,224 B 6,037 B 6,106 B 6,277 B 6,458 B
NEW MEXICO

Supreme Court COLR 635 652 744 1,078 1,076

Court of Appeals 1AC 572 662 671 604 648
NORTH CAROLINA

Supreme Court COLR 230 222 249 182 147

Court of Appeals IAC 1314 B 1,375 B 1,381 B 1,265 B 1,361 8
NORTH DAKOTA

Supreme Court COLR 370 338 377 382 367
OHIO

Supreme Court COLR 338 442 491 422 600

Court of Appeals IAC 9,383 9,522 9,683 9,983 10,005
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State/Court name:

IOWA
Court of Appeals

KANSAS
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

KENTUCKY
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

LOUISIANA
Supreme Court
Courts of Appeal

MARYLAND
Court of Appeals

Court of Special Appeals

MASSACHUSETTS

Supreme Judicial Court

Appeals Court

MICHIGAN
Suprems Court

MISSOURI
Court of Appeals

NEW JERSEY
Supreme Court

Appellate Div. Superior Court

NEW MEXICO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

NORTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

NORTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court

OHIO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions
Court and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify-
type ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes
IAC 632 637 589 578 669
COLR 343 344 331 333 459
IAC 1,045 8B 989 B 1,106 B 1,143 B 1,174 B
COLR 280 259 253 21 302
IAC 2,696 2,757 2,661 2,304 2,243
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
COLR 2308 232 B 188 B 222 B 183 B
IAC 1,877 1,807 1,662 1,777 1,762
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
IAC 3,159 3,177 3,206 3,259 3,145
COLR 408 251 237 381 349
IAC 6,262 8 6,056 B 6,611 B 6,400 B 6,494 B
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
COLR 219 183 245 192 213
IAC 14128 1,464 B 1,626 B 13108 1,272 B
COLR 331 335 357 357 405
COLR 320 383 414 380 462
IAC 9,124 9,491 9,286 9,393 9,668

Part 1l
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseloads in State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 88. (continued)

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and
Court qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying

State/Court name: type footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes
OREGON

Supreme Court COLR 205 180 145 176 192

Court of Appeals IAC 3,828 3,981 4,146 4,305 3,739
SOUTH CAROLINA

Supreme Court COLR 479 451 519 511 624

Court of Appeals IAC 404 391 351 440 307
UTAH

Supreme Court COLR 640 628 623 474 443
WASHINGTON

Supreme Court COLR 228 8B 194 B 162 B 1358 123 B

Court of Appeals IAC 2,866 3,270 3,535 3,238 3,187
WISCONSIN

Court of Appeals IAC 2,239 2,358 2,053 2,185 2,147

States with no Intermediate appellate court

DELAWARE

Supreme Court COLR 3318 406 B 4178 3978 4738
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Court of Appeals COLR 18108 1,770 8 1,556 1,500 1,624
MISSISSIPPI

Supreme Court COLR 838 815 1,010 891 819
NEBRASKA

Supreme Court COLR 1,002 B 997 B8 1,014 8 1,196 B 1,103 B
NEVADA

Supreme Court COLR 799 777 853 856 891
RHODE ISLAND

Supreme Court COLR 409 403 389 323 410
SOUTH DAKOTA

Supreme Court COLR 344 B 358 B 3638 4228 428 B
VERMONT

Supremse Court COLR 623 B 575 550 538 620
WYOMING ,

Supreme Court COLR 331 306 342 320 357
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1984 1985 1986 1087 1988

Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions
Court and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify-
State/Count name: type ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes
OREGON
Supreme Court COLR 3908 296 B 262 B 313 B 322 B
Court of Appeals IAC 3,759 3,784 4,014 4,232 3,985
SOUTH CAROLINA
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE
Court of Appeals IAC 441 398 374 368 367
UTAH
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE
WASHINGTON
Supreme Court COLR 176 B 184 B 209 B 148 B 154 B
Court of Appeals IAC 2,724 2,994 3,238 3,870 3,289
WISCONSIN
Court of Appeals IAC 2,223 2,501 2,178 2,206 2,368
States with no intermediate appellate court
DELAWARE
Supreme Court COLR 354 B 373 8B 415B 419 B 407 B
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Court of Appeals COLR 1,510 8 1,568 B 1,568 B 1,595 1,602
MISSISSIPPI
Supreme Court COLR 637 853 912 831 793
NEBRASKA
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE
NEVADA
Supreme Court COLR 788 867 854 1,013 922
RHODE ISLAND
Supreme Court COLR 447 393 478 402 403
SOUTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE
VERMONT
Supreme Court COLR 5§32 B 506 535 527 593
WYOMING
Supreme Court COLR 250 347 327 302 334

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseloads in State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 88. (continued)

1984 1985 1086 1987 1988
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
filings and fiings and filings and filings and filings and
Court qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying
State/Court name: type footnotas footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes

States with multiple appellate courts at any level

ALABAMA
Supreme Court COLR 745 A 798 A 827 A 998 A 820 A
Court of Civil Appeals IAC 532 548 530 584 529
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC 1,400 1,520 1,537 1,695 1,784
OKLAHOMA
Supreme Court COLR 789 1,128 788 1,105 809
Court of Appeals IAC 788 635 971 931 1,362
PENNSYLVANIA
Supreme Court COLR 268 142 92 80 121
Commonwealth Court IAC 4,012 3,554 3,737 A 3,030 A 3,164 A
Superior Court IAC 5,793 B 5878 B 5,989 B 6,137 8B 6,439 B
TENNESSEE
Court of Appeals IAC 951 999 1,173 1,003 994
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC 868 B 850 B 885 B 8118 889
TEXAS
Supreme Court COLR 0 1 2 3 3
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 1,859 1,998 2,221 2,450 3,578
Courts of Appeals IAC 7,386 7,954 7,832 7,857 8,250
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State/Court name:

ALABAMA
Supreme Court
Court of Civil Appeals
Court of Criminal Appeals

OKLAHOMA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

PENNSYLVANIA
Supreme Court
Commonwsealth Court
Superior Court

TENNESSEE
Court of Appeals
Court of Criminal Appeals

TEXAS
Supreme Court
Court of Criminal Appeals
Courts of Appeals

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions
Court and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify-
type _ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes
States with multiple appellate courts at any level
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
IAC 536 516 548 518 576
IAC 1,480 1,424 1,745 1,819 1,774
COLR 229 A 149 A 174 A 813 B 852 B
IAC 801 693 856 728 1,215
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
1AC 5,908 B 8,355 B 74108B 6,253 B 6,416 B
IAC 1,010 1,010 1,330 1,033 1,015 B
IAC 851 B 891 8 946 B 747 8B 794 B
COLR 0 1 2 3 3
COLR 2,237 2,084 2,027 2,448 3,546
IAC 8,274 7,981 8,161 7,824 7,984
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseloads in State Appellate Courts, 1984-88.

COURT TYPE:

COLR = Court of last resort
IAC = Intermediate appellate cournt

NOTE: NA Indicates that the data are
unavailable.

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

An absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that the data
are complete.

A: The following courts’ data are ncomplete:

Anizona-Supreme Court--Data do not include
mandatory judge disciplinary cases.

California-Supreme Court--Data do not include judge
disclplinary cases.

Oklahoma--Supreme Court-Disposed data for 1984-
1986 do not include mandatory appeals of flnal
judgments, mandstory disciplinary cases and
mandatory interlocutory decislons.

Pennsylvania-Commonwealth Court-Data do not
include transfers from the Superior Court and Court
of Common Pleas.

B: The following courls' data are overinclusive:

Connecticut—Appellate Court-Data for 1984-1986
include a few discretionary petltions that were
granted review.

Delaware—Supreme Court--Data include
some discretionary petitions and filed data
include discretionary petitlons that were granted.

District of Columbia—~Court of Appeals—-Data for 1984
and 1985 include discretlonary petitions that
were granted and refiled as appeals.

Georgia--Supreme Count~Total mandatory filed data
include a few discretionary petitions that were
granted and refiled as appeals.
—~Court of Appeals--Total mandatory data include
all discretionary petitions that were granted and
refiled as appeals.

Hawaii~Supreme Court--Dala Include a few
discretionary petitions granted.

Idaho--Supreme Court-Data include discretionary
petitions that were grented.

llinois-Appellate Court-Data Include all discretionary
petitions.

Indiana--Court of Appeals—-Data include all
discretionary petitions.
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Kansas--Court of Appeals--Filed data include a lew
discretionary petitions that were granted.
Disposad data include all discretionary petitions.

Louisiana—-Supreme Court--Data for 1984 and 1985
include a few discretionary eppeals.
~Courts of Appeal—-Data for 1984 and 1985 include
refiled discretionary petitions that are granted
review,

Maryland--Court of Appeals—-Data include
discretionary petitions that were granted, and
refiled as appeals.

Massachusetis--Appeals Court~Data include a few
discretionary Interlocutory decislon petitions.
Nebraska—-Supreme Court--Data include discretionary

petitions.

New Jersey-Appellate Division of Superior Court—
Data include all discretionary petitions that were
granted.

North Carolina--Court of Appeals--Mandatory filed
dala include a few discretionary petitions that
were granted and refiled as appeals. Data Include
some cases where relief, not review, was granted.

Cklahoma--Supreme Court-Data for 1987 and 1988
Include granted discretionary petitions that were
disposed.

Oregon--Supreme Coun--Disposed data Include all
discretionary petitions that were granted.

Pennsylvania—Superior Court-Data include all
discretionary petitions that were granted.

South Dakota--Supreme Court-Data include
discretionary advisory opinions.

Vermont-Supreme Court-Data for 1984 include
discretionary petitions that were grented and
dacided.

Washington—-Supreme Court--Data include some
discretionary petitions.

The following courts' data are both Incomplete and
ovarinclusive:

Arkansas--Supreme Court—Data include a few
discretionary petitions, but do not include
mandatory attorney dlisciplinary cases and
certified questions from the tederal courts.
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TABLE 14: Discretlonary Caseloads In State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 88

State/Court name:

ALASKA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

ARIZONA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

CALIFORNIA
Supreme Court
Courts of Appeal

COLORADO
Supreme Court

FLORIDA
Supreme Court
District Courts of Appeal

GEORGIA
Supremse Court
Court of Appeals

HAWAI
Supreme Court

IDAHO
Supreme Court

ILLINOIS
Supreme Court

KENTUCKY
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

LOUISIANIA
Supreme Court
Courts of Appeal

MARYLAND
Court of Appeals
Court of Special Appeals

MASSACHUSETTS
Supreme Judicial Court

1984 1985 1986
Number of Number of Number of
filings and fillngs and fillngs and
Court  qualifying qualifying qualifying
type footnotes footnotes footnotes

1987
Number of
filings and
qualifying
footnotes

1088
Number of
filings and
qualifying
footnotes

States with one court of last resort and one intermediate appellate court

COLR
IAC

COLR
IAC

COLR
IAC

COLR

COLR
IAC

COLR
1AC

COLR

COLR

COLR

COLR
IAC

COLR
IAC

COLR
IAC

COLR

221
63

1,016 B

50

3,991
5,838

813

1,056
1,970

941
623

32

60

1675

986
79

2,126 A
1,842

761
308

1,246

194
64

1,161 8
40

4,346
5,938

767

1,175
1,975

975
641

41

92

1,579

813
96

2313 A
2,538

713
192

1,336

313
83

1,156 B
49

4,808
6,234

783

1,097
2,294

980
647

43

77

1,637

847
94

2,455
3,016

607
240

1,473

219
54

995 B
51

4,558
6,732

756

1,270
2,282

1,006
733

57

82

1,673

693 A

2,673
3,541

655
294

336

244
62

1018 B
60

4,351
7,005

825

1,316
2,285

998
717

45

76

1,558

686 A
82

2,657
3877

682
220

563



1984 1985 1986 1987 1988

Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions
Court and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify-
State/Court name: type ing footnotes ing footnotes Ing footnotes Ing footnotes ing footnotes

States with one court of last resort and one intermediate appellate court

ALASKA

Supreme Court COLR 220 197 290 231 255

Court of Appeals IAC 77 54 99 54 66
ARIZONA

Supreme Court COLR 1,048 B 1,078 B 1,156 B 1,054 B 905 B

Court of Appeals IAC 59 45 48 45 63
CALIFORNIA

Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE

Courts of Appeal DATA NOT AVAILABLE
COLORADO

Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE
FLORIDA

Supreme Court COLR 1,060 1,128 1,260 1,223 1,426

District Courts of Appeal IAC 1,669 1,683 1,751 1,887 1,839
GEORGIA

Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE

Court of Appeals DATA NOT AVAILABLE
HAWAIL

Supreme Court COLR 35 39 45 58 42
IDAHO

Supreme Court COLR 55 99 [al 76 84
ILLINOIS

Supreme Court COLR 1,715 1,673 1,622 1,633 1,482
KENTUCKY

Supreme Court COLR 793 1,044 898 706 A 678 A

Court of Appeals IAC 73 87 107 Al 77
LOUISIANIA

Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE

Courts of Appeal DATA NOT AVAILABLE
MARYLAND

Court of Appeals COLR 785 678 700 562 776

Court of Speclal Appeals IAC 308 192 185 294 220
MASSACHUSETTS

Supreme Judicial Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 14: Discretionary Caseloads in State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 88. (continued)

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
filings and filings and filings and filings and fillngs and
Court  qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualitying

State/Court name: type footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes
MICHIGAN

Supreme Court COLR 2,347 2,069 2,042 2,082 2,662
MISSOURI

Suprems Court COLR 846 981 089 1,033 1,056
NEW JERSEY

Supreme Count COLR 1,142 A 1,063 A 1,382 A 1,382 A 1,354 A
NEW MEXICO

Supreme Court COLR 174 165 202 301 252

Court of Appeals IAC 57 68 52 Y4 64
NORTH CAROLINA

Supreme Court COLR 541 620 735 676 636

Court of Appeals IAC 471 484 546 483 446
OHIO

Supreme Court COLR 1,704 1,644 1,733 1,846 1,770
OREGON

Supreme Court COLR 870 903 990 1,086 857
UTAH

Supreme Court COLR 72 42 51 30 61
VIRGINIA

Supreme Court COLR 1915 1,043 1,183 1,441 1,439
WASHINGTON

Supreme Court COLR 881 C 806 C 897 C 1,161 C 047 A

Court of Appeals IAC 263 320 37 346 372
WISCONSIN

Supreme Court COLR 718 761 836 869 915

Court of Appsals IAC 245 228 241 221 228

" States with no Intermediate appellate court

DELAWARE

Supreme Court COLR 5A 3A 3A 4A 4A
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Court of Appeals COLR 85 a1 76 96 61
MISSISSIPPI

Supreme Court COLR 2 4 3 2 0
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State/Court name:

MICHIGAN
Supreme Court

MISSOURI
Supreme Court

NEW JERSEY
Supreme Court

NEW MEXICO
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

NORTH CARCLINA
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

OHIO
Supreme Court

OREGON
Supreme Court

UTAH
Supreme Court

VIRGINIA
Supreme Court

WASHINGTON
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

WISCONSIN
Supreme Court
Court of Appeals

DELAWARE
Supreme Court

OISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Court of Appeals

MISSISSIPPI
Supreme Court

1984 1985 1988 1987 1988
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions
Court and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify-
type ing footnotes Ing footnotes ing footnotes Ing footnotes Ing footnotes
COLR 2,495 8B 2314 B 2,397 B 2,168 B 2254 B
COLR 812 A 980 A 953 A 997 A 1,064
COLR 1,075 A 1,025 A 1,378 A 1411 A 1,398 A
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
COLR 465 665 748 637 727
IAC 423 462 560 483 446
COLR 1,293 1,428 1,532 1,598 1,621
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
COLR 1,919 1,321 1,095 1,169 1,655
COLR 805 C 807 C 786 C 1,093 C 1,060 A
IAC 270 283 317 388 388
COLR 721 8 699 765 725 866
IAC 209 228 241 188 162
States with no intermediate appelliate court
COLR SA 2A 3A 4A 3A
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
COLR 2 4 3 2 0

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 14: Discretionary Caseloads in State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 88. (continued)

State/Court name:

NEW HAMPSHIRE
Supreme Court

RHODE ISLAND
Supreme Court

SOUTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court

VERMONT
Supreme Court

WEST VIRGINIA
Supreme Court of Appeals

ALABAMA
Supremse Court

OKLAHOMA
Supreme Court

TEXAS
Supreme Court
Court of Criminal Appeals

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
filings and filings and filings and fiings and filings and
Court  qualifying qualifying qualifying qualitying qualifying
type footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes
COLR 603 A 574 A 534 A 516 A 604
COLR 202 288 168 219 189
COLR 27A 17 A 32A 27 A 35A
COLR 25 19 24 31 32
COLR 1,282 1,372 1,585 2,037 1,621
States with multiple appellate courts at any level
COLR 712 606 763 713 765
COLR 388 295 340 293 295
COLR 1,130 1,169 1,228 1,176 1,243
COLR 1,281 1,360 1,360 1,339 1,416

168 =~ State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988



State/Court name:

NEW HAMPSHIRE
Supreme Court

RHODE ISLAND
Supreme Court

SOUTH DAKOTA
Supreme Court

VERMONT
Supreme Court

WEST VIRGINIA
Supreme Court of Appeals

ALABAMA
Supreme Court

OKLAHOMA
Supreme Court

TEXAS
Supreme Court
Court of Criminal Appeals

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions
Court  and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify-
type  ingfootnotes  ing footnotes  ing footnotes  Ing footnotes  ing footnotes
COLR §50 A 602 A 415 A 451 A 543
COLR 218 219 199 241 178
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
COLR 26 20 21 26 32
COLR 1,124 1,268 1,396 1,909 1,775
States with multiple appellate courts at any level
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
DATA NOT AVAILABLE
COLR 1,034 1,187 1,166 1,261 1,168
COLR 1,081 1,046 1,100 1672 1,437
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TABLE 14: Discretionary Casaloads in State Appellate Courts, 1984-88. (continued)

COURT TYPE: New Hampshire-Suprems Court-Data for 1984-1987
include discretlonary judge disciplinary cases.
COLR = Court of las! resort New Jersey—Supreme Court--Data do not include
IAC = Intermediale appellate court discretionary Interlocutory decisions.
South Dakota--Supreme Court-Data do not include
QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: edvisory opinions.
. Washington-Supreme Courl--Data do not include some
An absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that the data are cases which are reporied with mendatory
complete. Jurisdiction cases.
A:  The following court’s dala are incomplete: 8: The foliowing courts’ dala are overinclusive:
Delaware—~Supreme Court--Data do not include soma Arzona-Supreme Court--Dala include mandatory
discretionary Interlocutory decislon cases, which Judge disciplinary cases.
are reported with mendatory Jurlsdiction cases. Michigan-Supreme Court--Disposed data include a
Kentucky—Supreme_Courl--Dala for 1887 and 1988 do few mandatory Jursidiction cases.
not Include some discretionary unclassified
petitlons,

Louisiana--Supreme Court—Data for 1984 and 1985 do
not include some discretionery petitions that are
reported with mandatory jurlsdiction caseload.

170 « State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988



TABLE 15: Felony Caseloads in State Trial Courts, 1984 - 88

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and
qualifying qualifylng qualifying qualifying qualifying
State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes
General jurlsdiction courts
ARIZONA
Superiot 15,360 A 17,295 A 20,653 A 21,444 A 22,176 A
ARKANSAS
Circuit 17,993 B 21,4258 21,944 B 24,805 B 22,1108
CALIFORNIA
Superior 744128 82,372 B 94,779 B 104,906 B 115,595 B
COLORADO
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate 14,783 15,804 16,087 16,223 17,391
CONNECTICUT
Superior* 3,879 4,179 4,512 4,985 6,204
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Superior 10,583 12,399 16,207 19,986 21,472
HAWAII
Clrcult® 2,969 C 2878 C 2,842 C 2,766 C 2909 C
ILLINOIS
Clreult 46,107 B 45,925 B 47,075 B 46,342 B 58,289 B
INDIANA
Superior and Clreuit” 13,619 8 14,894 B 18,436 B 19,804 8 21,313 B
IOWA
District 7,658 B 79708 7,692 B 8,230 B 8,666 B
KANSAS
District 11,397 10,470 11,106 11,500 12,188
MAINE
Superior 3,189 3,656 3,583 3,612 3,657
MINNESOTA
District 12,162 12,771 19,707 21,834 24,116
MISSOURI
Circuit 36,056 B 41,935 B 44,989 B 34,971 B 36,965 B
MONTANA
District 2378 C 2574 C 2591 C 2443 C 2,726 C
(continued on next page)
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TABLE 15: Felony Caseloads in State Trial Courts, 1984 - 88 (continued)

1984 1985 1986 1987 1088
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and
qualitying qualitying qualifying qualifying qualifying
State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Superior 3,813 4,198 4,857 5,527 6,079
NEW JERSEY
Superior 37,135 37,784 38,443 41,198 43,837
NEW YORK
Supreme and County® 49,191 B 51,034 B 56,356 B 62,940 B 67,1778
NORTH CAROLINA
Superior 42,160 40,915 44,980 51,210 55,284
NORTH DAKOTA
District 1,284 B 1312B 1,390 B8 1,487 B 1,497 B
OHIO
Court of Common Pleas 37,073 36,249 38,374 39,376 43,613
OKLAHOMA
District 24,178 B 24,673 B 25,782 B 26,438 B 25,997 B8
OREGON
Circuit 19,913 20,682 22,533 24,591 26,859
RHODE ISLAND
Superior 4,232 4,780 4,360 4,278 6,685
SOUTH DAKOTA
Circuit 2,606 3,088 3,182 3,275 3,267
TEXAS
District 87,249 93,968 111,331 119,395 122,903 B
VERMONT
District 1,837 1,897 2177 2,11 2,115
Superior 8 6 1 85 112
VIRGINIA
Circuit 42,642 43,096 45,646 49,481 53,445
WASHINGTON
Superior 15,432 17,885 19,693 21,071 25,476
WEST VIRGINIA
Circuit 4,724 B 4,707 B 4,546 B 4,885 B 4,291 8
WISCONSIN
Clrcuit 13,607 14,549 14,470 13,802 14,484
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TABLE 15: Felony Caseloads in State Trial Courts, 1984 - 88 (continued)

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988
Number of Number of Number of Number ot Number of
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying
State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes
WYOMING
District 1,462 1,468 1,466 1,353 1,480
Limited jurisdiction courts
CALIFORNIA
Justice 10,165 8 10,700 B 10,571 B 11,640 B 12,076 B
CALIFORNIA
Municipal 133,315 B 145,133 B 163,959 B 185,995 B 197,176 B
DELAWARE
Court of Common Pleas 656 A 520 A 726 A 819 A 804 A
HAWAII
District 381 230 256 235 229
INDIANA -
County 7442B 8,623 B 8,437 B 8,271 B 7,602 B
MICHIGAN
District 14,194 A 15,782 A 18,568 20,445 20,036
OHIO
County 856 1,199 1,048 1,139 1,112
Municipal 17,354 16,561 18,371 20,222 23,643

Part lll: 1988 State Court Caseload Tables « 173



TABLE 15: Felony Caseloads In State Trial Courts, 1984-1988. (continued)

COURT TYPE:

G = General Jurisdiction
L = Limited Jurisdiction

NOTE: The footnoting scheme has been consolidated.
Footnotes for 1984-1987 have been translated
into the footnote scheme for 1988.

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

A: The following courts’ data are Incomplets:

Arizona-~-Superior Court-Felony data do not Include
some cases reported with unclassified criminal data.

Delaware-Court of Common Pleas-Felony data do not
Include most cases which are reported with
preliminary hearings.

Michigan--District Court--Felony data do not include
cases from several courts which were unavailable.

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive:
Arkansas--Circuit Court--Felony data include DWI/DUI

cases.
Californla—~Superior Court--Felony data include
DWI/DUI cases.

-Justice Court-Felony data include preliminary
hearing bindovers and tramsfers.

~-Municipal Court-Felony data include preliminary
hearing bindovers and transfers.

llinois--Circuit Court-Felony data include preliminary
hearings for courts *downstate.”

Indiana--Superior and Circuit Courts—Felony data
include DWVDUI cases.

-County Court-Felony data include DWVDUI cases.
lowa-District Count--Felony data include third offense
DWI/DUI cases.

Missouri--Circuit Court-Felony data include some
DWI/DUI cases and include prellminary hearing
proceedings, which are Included in the main
caseload tables In caseload reports before 1987.
The 1988 report excludes those preliminary hearing
proceedings.
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New York--Supreme and County Courls--Felony data
include DWI/DUI cases.

North Dakota~-District Court-Felony data include
sentence review only and posteonviction remedy
proceadings.

Oklahoma--District Court—Felony data include some
miscellaneous criminal cases.

Texas-District Court--Felony data include some other
proceedings (e.g., motions to revoke).

West Virginia--Circuit Coun--Felony data include
postconviction remedy proceedings.

C: The following courts’ data are incomplete and
overinclusive:
Hawaii--Circuit Court—-Felony dala include misdemeanor
cases, but do not include reopened prior cases.
Montana--District Court—Felony data include criminal
appeals, but do not include some cases reported
with unclassified criminal data.

*  Additional information:

Connecticut—-Superior Court-—-Figures for felony filings
do not match those reported in the 1984, 1985 and
1986 State Court Caseload Stalistics: Annual
ReFons. Felony Tilings have been adjusled 1o
nclude only triable felonies so as lo be comparable
to 1987 and 1988 data.

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Figures for felony filings do not
match those reported In the 1984, 1985 and 1986
State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Reports.
Misdemeanor cases have been Includec to allow
comparability with 1987 and 1988 data.

Indiana--Superior and Circuit Courts~County Court--
1985-1988 data are not comparable with previous
years' figures due to changes in classification of
County Court function.

New York--Supreme and County Courts--These courts
experienced a significant increase in the number of
filings due to the change to an individual calendaring
system in 1986.




TABLE 16: Tort Caseloads in State Trial Courts, 1984 - 88

State/Count name:

ALASKA
Superlor

ARIZONA
Superior

CALIFORNIA
Superior

COLORADO

District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate®

FLORIDA
Circuit”

HAWAII
Circuit

IDAHO
District

KANSAS
District

MAINE
Superior

MARYLANO
Circuit

MICHIGAN
Circuit

MONTANA
District

NEW JERSEY
Superior

NEW YORK

Supreme and County

NORTH DAKOTA
District

1984 1985 1986 1887 1988
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying
footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes

General jurlsdiction courts
nc 2,096 2,344 1,664 937
9,173 10,748 11,888 12,260 20,490
97,068 112,049 130,206 137,455 132,378
4,199 4,537 6,145 3,666 4,506
26815 A 20,864 A 34,027 A 33,622 A 34325 A
1611 A 1,676 A 1,749 A 1,785 A 1,736 A
1,729 A 2010 A 2118 A 1,757 A 1,453 A
4,033 4,061 4,273 4,380 4,595
2,083 2,072 2,044 1,786 1,776
10,826 A 10,120 A 12373 A 12,938 A 14,170 A
23,186 A 22,811 32,612 29,756 30,966
1,640 1,870 1,836 1,792 1,541
41,722 A 42,141 A 45547 A 46,671 A 56,186 A
37,847 35,549 32,011 34,249 30,709
§50 612 561 551 852

(continued on next page)
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TABLE 16: Tort Caseloads in State Trial Courts, 1984 - 88 (continued)

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying
State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes
OHIO
Court of Common Pleas 22,149 25,518 28,225 29,375 28,614
PUERTO RICO
Superlor 3,968 4,388 4,558 4,811 4,077
TENNESSEE
Clircuit, Criminal, and Chancery 11,775 12,565 13,167 13,597 13,501
TEXAS
District 34,224 37,596 38,238 40,764 36,597
UTAH
District 1,433 B 1,245 B 25278 1,335 8 1,404 B
WASHINGTON
Superior 8,997 9,747 19,515 8,007 8,746
Limited jurisdiction courts
ALASKA
District 580 A 860 A 4,069 A 1,071 A 445 A
HAWAII
District 693 652 738 937 781
OHiO
County 519 464 463 406 410
Municipal 13,503 12,992 13,999 15,505 15,373
PUERTO RICO
District 1,550 1,579 1,779 1,729 1,860
TEXAS
County-Level 7.143 8,242 9,833 11,314 12,188
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TABLE 16: Tort Caseloads in State Trial Courts, 1984-88. (continued)

NOTE: The footnoting scheme has been consolidated.
Footnotes for 1984-1987 have been translated into
the footnote scheme for 1988.

COURT TYPE:

G = General Jurisdiction
L = Limited Jurisdiction

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES:

nc:  The following courts' data are not comparable:
Alaska~Superior Court--District Court-The 1984 data
are not comparabla to the 1985, 1986, 1987, and
1988 data because torts are separated from the
unclassified civil figure in significantly greater
quantities during 1985, 1986, 1987 and 1988 than
in previous years.

A:  The following courts' data are incomplete:

Alaska--District Court--Dala do not include filings in
the low volume District Courts, which are reported
with unclassified civil cases.

Florida--Clrcuit Court-Data do not include
professional tort cases reported with other civil
cases.

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Data do not include a small
number of District Court transfers reported with
other civll cases.

ldaho--District Court--Data do not include some filings
reported with unclassified civil cases. The
unclassified figures for 1984, 1985, 1986, 1987,
and 1988 respactively are: 20,365, 20,644, 21,281,
22,202, and 24,226.

Maryland--Circuit Count-Data do not include some
filings reported with unclassified civil cases. The
unclassified figures for 1984, 1985, 1986, 1987 and
1988 respectively are: 827, 1,438, 976, 1,829, and
1,761.

Michigan—Circuit Court--Tort filings are unavailable in
1984 for Hillsdale County, Osceola County,
Kalkaska County, and Dalta County.

New Jersey--Superior Court-Data do not include
some torts reported with unclassified clvll cases.
The unclassified figures for 1984, 1985, 1986,
1987, and 1988 respectively are: 38,025, 40,026,
46,865, 44,850, and 49,189.

B: The following courts’ data are overinclusive:
Utah-District Count--Tort filings include de
novo appeals from the Justice of the Peace
Courts.

. Additional court information:

Colorado--District and Denver Superlor Courts—-The
Denver Superior Court was abolished 11/14/86
and the caseload absorbed by the District Court.

Florida--Clrcuit Court—Figures for tort filings do not
match those reported in the 1986, 1987, and
1988 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual
Reports. Prolessional tort cases have been
removed so as 1o be comparable to 1984 and
1985 data.
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1988 State Court Structure Charts

An Explanatory Note

The court structure charts summarize in a one-page
diagram the key features of each state’s court organiza-
tion. The format meets two objectives: (1) it is compre-
hensive, indicating all court systems in the state and their
interrelationships; and (2) it describes the jurisdiction of
the court systems, using a comparable set of terminology
and symbols. The count structure charnts employ the
common terminology developed by the NCSC's Court
Statistics Project for reporting caseload statistics.

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

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

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

Appellate Courts

The rectangle representing each appellate court
contains information on the number of authorized jus-
tices; the number of geographic divisions, if any, that are
maintained; whether court decisions are made en banc,
in panels, or both; and the Court Statistics Project
casetypes that are heard by the court. The casetypes are
shown separately for mandatory and discretionary cases.
The casetypes themselves are defined in other Court
Statistics Project publications, especially 7984 State
Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Report-
ing and State Court Model Statistical Dictionary: 1989
Edition.

An appellate court can have both mandatory and
discretionary jurisdiction over the same Court Statistics
Project casetype. This arises, in pant, because the Court
Statistics Project casetypes are defined broadly in order
to be applicable to every state’'s courts. There are, for
example, only two appellate Court Statistics Project
casetypes for criminal appeals: capital and noncapital. A
court may have mandatory jurisdiction over felony cases
but discretionary jurisdiction over misdemeanors. The
listing of casetypes would include “criminal” for both
mandatory and discretionary jurisdiction. The duplication
of a casetype under both headings can also occur if
appeals from one lower court for that casetype are
mandatory, while appeals from another lower court are
discretionary. Also, statutory provisions or court rules in
some states automatically convert a mandatory appeal
into a discretionary petition—for example, when an ap-
peal is not filed within a specified time limit. A more
comprehensive description of each appellate court's
subject matter jurisdiction can be found in the 1984 State
Appeliate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Report-

ing.
Trial Courts

The rectangle representing each trial court also lists
the applicable Court Statistics Project casetypes. These
include civil, criminal, traffic/other violation, and juvenile.
Where a casetype is simply listed, it means that the court
system shares jurisdiction over it with other courts. The
presence of exclusive jurisdiction is always explicitly
stated. The absence of a casetype from a list means that
the court does not have that subject matter jurisdiction.
The dollar amount jurisdiction is shown where thereis an
upper or a lower limit to the cases that can be filed in a
court. Adollar limitis not listed if a court does not have a
minimum or maximum dollar jurisdiction for general civil
cases. In criminal cases, jurisdiction is distinguished
between ‘triable felony,” where the court can try a felony
case to verdict and sentencing, and “limited felony,”
which applies to those limited jurisdiction courts that can
conduct preliminary hearings that bind a defendant over
for trial in a higher court.

Trial courts can have what is termed incidental appel-
late jurisdiction. The presence of such jurisdiction over

181



the decisions of othercourtsis notedin the list of casetypes
as either “civil appeals,” “criminal appeals,” or “adminis-
trative agency appeals.” Atrial court that hears appeals
directly from an administrative agency has an “A” in the
upper right corner of the rectangle.

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

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

Symbols and Abbreviations

An “A” in the upper right corner of a rectangle,
representing either an appellate or a trial court, indicates
thatthe court receives appeals directly fromthe decisions
of anadministrative agency. Where “administrative agency
appeals”is listed as a casetype, itindicates that the court
hears appeals from decisions of another court on an
administrative agency’s actions. Itis possible for a court
to both have an “A” designation and to have “administra-
tive agency appeals” listed as a casetype. Such a court

hears appeals directly from an administrative agency
(“A”) and has appellate jurisdiction over the decisions of
alowercourtthathas already reviewedthe decisionofthe
administrative agency (and is thus listed as a casetype).

The number of justices orjudges is sometimes stated
as “FTE."” This represents “full time equivalent” author-
ized judicial positions. “DWI/ DUI” stands for “driving
while intoxicated/driving under the influence.” The abbre-
viation, “SC”, stands for “small claims.” The dollaramount
jurisdiction for civil cases is indicated in parenthesis with
a dollar sign. Where the small claims dollar amount
jurisdiction is different, it is noted.

Conclusion

The count structure charts are convenient summa-
ries. They do not substitute for the detailed descriptive
material contained in State Court Organization 1987,
another Court Statistics Project publication. Moreover,
they are based on the Court Statistics Project’s termi-
nology and categories. This means that a state may
have established courts that are not included in these
charts. Some states have courts of special jurisdiction
to receive complaints on matters that are more typically
directed to administrative boards and agencies. Since
these courts receive cases that do not fall within the
Court Statistics Project casetypes, they are not in-
cluded in the charts. The existence of such courts,
however, is recognized in a footnote to the state’s court
structure chart.
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STATE COURT STRUCTURE PROTOTYPE, 1988

COURT OF LAST RESORT

Number of justices Court of
last resort
(5P casetypes:

- Mandatory Jurisdiction.

- Discretionary Jurisdiction,

|

INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURT
(number of courts)

Number of judges Intermediate
appellate
CSP casetypes: court

- Handatory jurisdiction,
- Discretionary jurisdiction,

4

COURT OF GENERAL JURISDICTION
(number of courts)

Humber of judges

Court of

CSP casetypes: . general
Civil, Jurisdiction

- Criminal,

- Traffxc/other violation,
- Juvenile,

Jury trial/no jury trial.

COURT OF LIMITED JURISDICTION
(number of courts)

Humber of judges
Court of
(SP casetypes: limited

- Civil. Jurisdiction
- (riminal. L

- Traffic/other violation,
- Juvenile.

Jury trial/no jury trial.
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ALABAMA COURT STRUCTU

RE, 1988

SUPREME COURT
9 Justices sit in panels
(SP casetypes:
agency, disciplinary, original proceeding case
- Discretionary JurlScht{On in civil, noncapita

administrative agency, Juvenile, advisory opin
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases,

- Handatorg_durisdiction in ¢ivil, criminal, administrative

criminal,
on, original

Court of
last
resort

COURT OF CIVIL APPEALS
3 Judges sit en banc

(SP casetypest

- Handatory iurxsdlctlon in civil,
administrative agency, Juvenile,
orlg;nal groceedlng Cases.

- No discretionary jurisdiction.

- !

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
5 Judges sit en banc

(SP casetypest
- Handatory Jurisdiction in
criminal, Juvenile, original
grogeedlng, interlocutory
ecision cases,
- No discretionary jurisdiction,

)

CIRCUIT COURT (39 circu
124 Judges

CSP casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real
Exclusive domestic re
Hurlsdxctlon.

- fisdemeanor, DHI/DUIL,

- Juvenile,

Jury trials

criminal appeals jurisdiction,

its) A

fropertg rights (3 1,000/n0 max).
ations, civil appeals

Exclusive triable felony,

_________ b

PROBATE COURT
(67 counties)

68 judges

(8P casetypes:

- Exclusive mental
health, estate
Jurisdiction.

e e - m - - == . = —

No jury trials.

oo

MUNICIPAL COURT
(2724 courts)

238 Jjudges

(5P casetypes:

- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUIL.

- Hoving trafflc
farklng, miscel-

aneous traffic,

Exclusive ordinance
viotation jurisdic-
tion,

1

o - e = . — oy
f e - - e = - - —-——— —

No Jjury trials.

99 Jjudges
(SP casetypes:

Exclusive sma
- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI.
Hurgsdlctlon, .
- Hoving traffic, misce
- Juvenile,

Ko jury trials.

DISTRICT COURT (67 districts)

- Tort, contract, real prqpepta‘rights ($ 1,000/5,000),
i1 claims gurls )

iction ($ {, '
xclusive limited felony

11aneous traffic,
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ALASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT
9 Justices sit en banc

(SP casetypes: o

- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, adminis-
trative agency, Juvenile, disciplinary
cases, o -

- Discretionary jurisdiction in criminal
duugn;le, orxglnal proceeding, interlocutory

ecisions, and certified quesixons from

federal courts,

v

COURT OF APPEALS
3 Judges sit en banc

CSP casetypess o o

- Handatory Jurisdiction in criminal, juvenile,
original proceeding, interlocutory decision
cases.

- Discretionary jurisdiction in criminal
3uuen;le, original proceeding, interlocutory

ecision cases.

|

SUPERIOR COURT (15 courts in 4 districts) A
30 Judges,3 masters

(SP casetypes: ) )

- Tort, contract, domestic relations, estate,
Exclusive real {rogertg rights, mental
health, administrative agency, civil
appeals, miscellaneocus civil jurisdiction,

- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals
jurlsdlctlon.

- Juvenile,

Jury trials in most cases,

A

DISTRICT COURT (S6 locations in 4 districts)
18 Jjudges, 61 magistrates

(SP casetypes:

- Tort, contract (4 0/10,000-35,000), small
claims Jjurisdiction (% 3,000),

- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DHI/DUI
gurxsd;ctxon. i . L

- txclusive traffic/other violation juris-
diction, exceﬁg for uncontested parking
vlo%a}lons (which are handled administrat-
ively),

- Emergency juvenile,

Jury trials in most cases,
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ARIZONA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT
9 Justices sit en banc
CSP casetypes:

certifie
£ases.

questions from fed

—™ - nandatora Jurisdiction in civil,capital criminal, disciplinary
eral courts, orlqlnal

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

proceeding

4

18 judges sit in panels
(SP casetypes:

utory decislon cases,

COURT OF APPEALS (2 courts/divisions) A

- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, C 0
istrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interloc-

- Discretionary jurisdiction in administrative agency cases,

noncapital criminal, admin-

|

SUPERIOR COURT ({5 counties)
101 judges
(SP casetypes:

—  c¢ivil jurisdiction,

- Juventle,

Jury trials,

- Tort, contract, real property rights (¢ 598/no maximum)
misce]laneous domestic relations, Exclusive estate menial
health, limited-jurisdiction court appeals, miscellaneous

- Hisdemeanor, miscellaneous criminal, Exclusive triable
felony, criminal appeals Jjurisdiction,

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT .
i (84 precincts)
84 judges

(SP casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real property
rxgh{s'(s 072 508), miscellaneous
domestic relailoos.. Exclusive
small claims Burlsdlctlon ($ 1000).

- Misdemeanor, DNI/DUI, miscellaneous
criminal, Limited felony
Hur;sdlctlon, o _

- ovxn? traffic violations, parking,
miscellaneous traffic.

Jury trials except in small claims.

e e - e - e - —

MUNICIPAL COURT (82 cities/towns)
{14 full-time and 36 part-time judges

(SP casetypes: . .

- Niscellaneous domestic relations,

- Nisdemeanor, DWI/DU], i

- Noving traffIQ, parking, miscel-
laneous traffic, Exclusive
ordinance violation jurisdiction.

Jury trials except in civil cases.
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ARKANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT
7 Justices sit en banc

(SP casetypes: o o . Court of
—H - nandatorf Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative last resort
agency, lawyer disciplinary, certified questions from federal

courts, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases,
- stgrgilonarg Jurisdiction 1n civil, noncapital criminal
administrative agency cases.

!

COURT OF APPEALS f
6 Judges sit in panels and en banc

Intermediate
(SP casetypes: ) . ) appellate
- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin- court
istrative agency, juvenile, interlocutory decision cases,
- No discretionary Jurisdiction,
CIRCUIT COURT (24 circuits) CHANCERY AND PROBATE COURT ]
34 Jjudges* (24 circuits)
(SP casetypes: 33 judges
- Tort, contract, real proper-
ty rl?hts (% 155/00 Maximum), (SP casetypes:
miscellaneous civil, ¢ - Tort, coniract, real proiertg Courts of
Exclusive civil appeals rlgh&g. Exclusive domestic _ general
Hurnsdlctxon. . relations (except for pater- Rurisdiction
- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, miscel- nity/bastardy), estate, men-
laneous ¢riminal, Exclusive tal health jurisdiction,
triable felony, criminal ap- = Juvenile
Seals_furlsdxc ion,
- Juvenile ,
Jury trials, No jury trials.
I MUNICIPAL COURT (122 courts) | COUNTY COURT (75 courts) 1 |
' 1 ' |
1§08 judges ! 79 judges I
t | | |
1 (SP casetgpes: I ! !
1 - Contract, real Sropertg o 1 (5P casetypes: ' '
1 rights ({8/308 ). Exclusivel————— - Real propertu rights, miscel-:
t small claims Jjurisdiction t laneous ¢ivil, Exclusive 1
1 (8 300), ) ' ! gaternltg/bastardg Jurisdic- 1
+ = Limited felony, misdemeanor, 1 ! lon, t
- DHI/DUILL ' ! ]
1 - Traffic/other violation, ' ' '
| | | i
LMo dury trials, o ) QN0 dury trials, ;
................................ 3 e esecceccseacaeaaaan
I POLICE COURT (5 courts) - I CITY COURT (34 courts) l
o ' ' ) ! Courts of
1 4 judges 1 1 79 judges ! Climited
) ) ) ] Jurisdiction
! CSE c%setgpes: | ; 1 1 ng c%setgpes: | ; !
i = Contract, real property p—————— - Contract, real property '
L Tt (b b/300] . | rigris (b B7300) .
1 = Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, ' 1 = Hisdemeanor, DH]/DUI, 1
1 - Traffic/other violation. I 1 = Traffic/other violation, '
| | { |
LMo gury trials. el ; L R0 dury trials, ;
I COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (13 courts) |
| )
1 13 judges '
| 1
1 (5P caset fes: '
' - Contrac% $ 300/1,000), i
| |
1 Jury trials, I
becerceecccnaccccccccccsccesnncncanna J —

¥ Tuentg-seven additional judges serve both Circuit and Chancery Courts,
Seventeen of these twenty-seven also have primary responsibility for
the Jjuvenile division of Chancery Court,
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CALIFORNIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT fi ;
7 Jjustices sit en banc
M (SP casetypest . . o Court of
- Handatory Jjurisdiction in criminal, disciplinary cases. last resort

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

[}

COURTS OF APPEAL (6 courts/districts) fA
88 Judges sit in panels '
Intermediate
(SP casetypes: . L ) appellate
- Handatory gurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin- court
istrative agency, Juyenile cases, ) )
- Discretionary jurisdiction in administrative agency, orig-
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.
]
SUPERIOR COURT (58 counties) A
725 Jjudges, 113 commissioners and referees
(SP casetypes: ) ) Court of
- Tort, contract, real property rlghts (% 25,000/n0 maximum), _general
miscellanecus civil, Exclusive domestic relations, estate, Jurisdiction
mental health, civil appeals Jjurisdiction. o
- gUl{DUI. Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals juris-
iction,
- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction,
Jury trials,
4
NUNICIPAL COURT (88 courts) JUSTICE COURT (76 courts)
566 judges, 134 referees and cormis- 76 judges
sioners.,
CSP casetypes: Courts of
(5P casetypes: - Tort, contract, real profert? . Climited
- Tort, contract, real profertf ) rights (5 0/25,000), small claims Jurisdiction
righls (¢ 0/25,000), small claims ($°2,000), miscellaneous civil,
($2,000), miscellaneous civil, - Linited felony, misdemeanor,
- Linited felony, misdemeanor, DHI/DUI, DUI/DUI, o
- Traffic/other violation, - Traffic/other violation.
Jury trials except in small claims Jury trials except in small claims
and infraction cases. and infraction cases,
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COLORADO COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT A
M 7 Justices sit en bane
(SP casetypes: = = . L . . Court of
—» - Kandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative last resort
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, advisory opinion, criginal
Broceed;ng, interlocutory decision cases. o
= Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal
administrative agency, Jjuvenile, advisory opinion, original
proceeding cases.
COURT OF APPEALS fA
13 Judges sit in panels
Intermediate
CSP casetypes: . o . appellate
- Nandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin- court
istrative agency, Juvenile cases.
= No discretionary jurisdiction.
DISTRICT COURT (22 districts)A | | DENVER PROBATE COURT DENVER JUVENILE COURT
{10 Jjudges { judge, { referee 3 Judges, 2 referees
(8P casetypes: (5P casetypes: (SP casetypes: -
- Tort, contract, real propertyl | - Exclusive estate, - Exclusive adostlon,
rights, estate, civil ap- mental health support/custody
feals, mental health, miscel- gurxsdlctlon in gurlsdlctxon in
aneous civil, Exclusive enver, enver,
domestic relations juris- - Exclusive juvenile
diction, o gurlsdxctlon in
- {riminal appeals, limited enver,
felonE, miscellaneous crimin-
al, Exclusive triable felony
!urlsd;ctan. o
- kxclusive %uvenlle Jurisdic- Courts of
tion except in Denver, _ general
) . i ) Jurisdiction
Jury trials, except in appeals. Jury trials, Jury trials.
[
HRTER COURT (7 districts)
? district Judges serve
— (SP casetypes: .
- Real property rights, funicipal
) Court of
Jury trials, record
COUNTY COURT (63 counties) [ooccscseomesectoocccacccennn 1
. 1 MUNICIPAL COURT |
112 judges 1 (215 courts) !
| J
CSP casetypes: 1 ~230 judges '
- Tort, contract, real Erorertg '
rights ($ 0/ Lé 0y, txclusive 1 (SP cgsetgpes:, ) !
small ¢laims Jurisdiction L - nguln? raffic, parking, 1 Courts of
($ 2,000, o Hunicipal 1 misce laneous_irafflc. ! Climited
- Criminal appeals, limited felony. —Court not——  Exclusive ordinance ' Jurisdiction
Exclusive misdemeanor, DHI/DU! of record v wviolation jurisdiction, 1
Hur;sdxctlon, ) ! !
- floving traffic, miscellaneous ' '
traffic. ! |
t |
Jury trials exceft in small ! . ) |
claims and appeals, ! No Jjury trials. !
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CONNECTICUT COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

—

SUPREME COURT

7 justices sit in panels of 5 (membership rotates daily)
upon order of Chief Justice 6 or ? may sit on panel

(SP casetypes: o o )

- Nandatory Jjurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
agency cases. . . ) o

- Discretionary jurisdiction in ¢ivil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, judge dlsclpixnarg cases.

APPELLATE COURT A
9 judges sit in panels of 3
(SP casetypes:

- Handatory {urisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, Jjuvenile, lawyer disciplinary,
original proceeding cases. o .

- stcret:onar§ Jurisdiction in administrative agency
(zoning only) cases.

SUPERIOR COURT (12 districts and 21 geogra{hica] areas. R
fogtclu}l/crlmlnal matters, and 14 districts for juvenile
matters

{59 Judges including the appellate judges/justices

¢SP caset%pes: . o
- Paternity/bastardy, mental health, miscellaneous civil,
Exclusive tort, contract, real protgrtg rights, small
claims ($ 1,eab), marriage dissolution, administrative

appeals (except workers' compensation),
- Exclusive criminal %urlsd;ctxon. o
= Exclusive traffic/other violation gurxsdlctlon..except
{gr ?ngontested parking (which is nandled administra-
elyy,
- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most cases,

r—— = = = - - ———y

PROBATE COURT (132 courts)
132 Jjudges

1
|
|
|
|
(SP casetypes: . . . !
- Paternity/bastardy, miscellaneous demestic relations, '
mental health, miscellaneous civil. Exclusive adoption, 1
estate jurisdiction, !

I

!

d

No jury trials,
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DELAWARE COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT ]
3 Justices sit in panels and en banc
Court of
CSP casetypess . o ) ] last resort
- Mandatory gurxsdlct;on in civil, criminal, lawyer dxsclgllnarg, advisory opin-
1ons for the executive and legislature, original proceeding cases. )
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, certified questions
from federal courts, interlocutory decision cases.
) i
COURT OF CHANCERY (3 counties) SUPERIOR COURT (3 counties) A 1
{ chancellor and 4 vice- 13 judges
chancellors
(SP casetypes:
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real property
- Tort, contract, real froper- r;ghfs mental health, Courts of
ty rights, neniallhea th, n1s¢ellaneous., Exclusive general
Exclusive estate Jjuris- civil appeals gurlsdyctxon. Jurisdiction
diction. - Misdemeanor, tExclusive tri-
able felony, criminal ap-.
peals, miscellaneous criminal
Jurisdiction,
Ho Jury trials, Jury trials except in appeals.
4
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS FAMILY COURT (3 counties) ]
(3 counties) '
3 Judges 13 Judges
CSP casetypes: (SP casetypes: .
- Tort, contract, real property - Exclusive domestic relations
rights, miscellaneous civil Hurxsdlctxon.
($ 8/15,000). - Risdemeanor,
- Nisdemeanor, i - Moving traffic, miscellaneous
- Preliminary hearings. traffic (juvenile),
. - Exclusive juvenile jurisdic-
Jury trials in some cases, tion,
{(No Jjury trials in Hew Castle) i )
Ho Jjury trials,
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT [rososseceomococr oo ceaaacnaas 3
(19 courts) 1 ALDERMAN’S COURT (12 towns) !
[} t
33 Jjustices of the peace and { 1 18 alderwen '
chief magistrate I (
1 ¢SP caset?pes: ! Courts of
CSP casetypes: 4 - Small claims ($ 2,500, 1 limited
- Real Erogertg rl?hts ) 1 - Nisdemeanor, DNI/ﬁUl, ' Jurisdiction
E: B/Sb%)a), small claims 1 = Traffic/other violation, 1
,300). ! '
- Misdemeanor, DHI/DUI. ! '
- Noving traflic, miscellaneous ] '
traffie, ! . . !
S 1 Ho Jjury trials, |
Jury trials in some cases. B ek d
I MUNICIPAL COURT OF WILMINGION (1 city) 1
| |
1 3 judges (2 full-time, { part-time) !
| t
1 (8P casetypes: '
t = Hisdemeanor, DWI/DUI, '
1 - Traffic/other violation, '
1 - Preliminary hearings, ]
| |
Lo dury trials: e ; —
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

COURT OF APPEALS [}
9 Jjudges sit in panels and en banc

CSP casetypes:

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, Court of
criminal, administrative agency, last resort
Juvenile, lawyer disciplinary,
original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases, . | .

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

4

SUPERIOR COURT A
{ Judges

(SP casetypest .
- Exclusive ¢civil jurisdiction (% 8/no maxi- Court of
num) . Small claims Jurisdiction ($ 2,800, . general
= Exclusive criminal %urlsd;ctxon. . Jurisdiction
- Exclusive traffic/other violation juris-
diction, except for most parking cases
(which are handled administratively),
= Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction,

Jury trials in almost all cases.
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FLORIDA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT fA
7 Justices sit en banc

(SP casetypes: . . . o .

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, advisory opinion cases,

- Dlsgreilonarg Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal
administrative agency, Juvenile, advisory opinion, orig-
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.

4

Court of
last resort

DISTRICT COURIS OF APPEAL (5 courts) [«
46 judges sit in 3-judge panels
(SP casetypes:

- Handatory iurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, Jjuvenile, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases. ) o

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

Intermediate
appellate
court

]

CIRCUIT COURT (28 circuits)
372 Jjudges

(SP casetypes: ] )

- Tort, contract, real pquertu rights ($ 3,000/n0 maxi-
mum), Miscellaneous civil, Exclusive domestic relations,
mental health, estate, civil appeals Jurisdiction,

- Hlsdemeanor,,ﬁul/DUl miscellaneous criminal, =
sxclusive triable feiong, criminal appeals jurisdiction,

- Juvenile

Jury trials except in appeals.

Court of
. general
Jurisdiction

COUNTY COURT (67 counties)
228 Jjudges

(SP casetypes: _

- Tort, contract, real property rights (¢ 2,500/5,000),
?%sge%é%?eous civil. “Exclusive small claims jurisdiction

- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, miscellaneous criminal.

= Exclusive traff;c/otﬁer vielation jurisdiction, except
parking (which 1s handled administratively).

Jury trials except in miscellaneous traffic,

Court of
Climited
Jurisdiction
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GEORGIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

L—-—-—i ¢Sp casetgpes:

t = Noving traffic, miscellaneous traffic,
v - Juvenile,
t No Jjury trials,

SUPREME COURT
7 Justices sit en banc
Court
P CSP casedypes: o o ) L of
- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, adwinistrative agency, juvenile, 4 last
disciplinary, certified questions from federal courts, original proceeding resort
cases.
- Discretiqnarg.furisdjction in civil, noncapital criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.
COURT OF APPEALS
P 9 Judges sit in panels and en banc
Inter-
(SP casetypes: ) o o ) mediate
»— - MNandatory Jjurisdiction in ¢ivil, noncapital criminal, administrative agency, appellate
ﬂuuenxlg, original grocgedan, interlocutory decision cases, i court
- xscretanarg.furxs 1ction in civil, noncapital criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases.
SUPERIOR COURT (45 circuits among 139 counties) fA
137 judges
Court
CSP casetypes: . . . . of
- Tort, contract, miscellaneous civil, Exclusive real property rights, general
domestic relations, civil appeals gurisdiction. o uris-
= Nisdemeanor, DHI/DOI. Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals. 1ction
- Traffic/other violation, except for parking,
Jury trials,
v CIVIL COURT (Bibb and Richmond counties)ip-----ommceeodozoccoacaes ) proecdecceececanaoen )
(. 11 COUNTY RECORDERS COURT 1 PROBATE COURT '
13 judges 11 (Chatham, De Kalb, ] 1 (139 counties) '
! v Guinnett, and Muscogee 1 ! .
t (SP casetypes: 11 Counties) 1 1 159 Judges l
—i - Tort, contract(s 8/7380-25000), I ' ' t
v small claims ($0/7508-25800). 11§ Judges ' 1 (5P casethpes: !
1 73688-25000), " ) = Hental health,
v = Linited felony, " CSP‘casetgfes: ' 1 estate, miscel-
| , 11 = Limited felony, J v laneous civil, 1
i Jury trials. v DHI/DUL, ! 1 = Hisdemeanor, i
R R LR LI A EE L AR EEREEE 41 - Traffic/other ! MU,
[eomcsssssscsecccrontiocastatrosotatoancne 11 violation, J - Nquxn? traffic,
1 MUNICIPAL COURT (1 court in Columbus) " ! 1 miscellaneous
'  iud " No urq trisl ' v traffic, '
t 4 judge 11 NHo jury trials, ' ' '
L Juag i Jury ) ' !
i (SP casetypes: 'y 1 Ho jury trials,
¢+ - Tort, contract ($08/7500), small t 1 MAGISTRATES COURT ' R CURRRAEEIEEE
v claims ($0/7500), 1 (139 counties) '
= Limited felony, misdemeanor. 1 . . 1| procsreesoecectacioaaes )|
i Jury trials in civil cases. 11 439 chief magistrates v | 1 MUNICIPAL COURTS '
------------------------------------------ v and 267 magistrates, o | r AND IHE CITY COURT
froooooeeso-eoseessomacoccsosioooiaioes 11 36 of whom also serve 1 | 1+ OF ATLANIA 1 Courts
1 STATE COURT (63 courts) v+ State, Probate, Juv- | 1 (7398 courts) ' of
' . o t o eniley Civil, or i limited
1 36 full-time and 48 part-time judges, 1+ r Municipal Courts. 1 {1 CSP caset?pes: b Juris-
1 and 2 associates [ LJ 1 ~Limited felony, DHI/ » iction
! 11 (SP casetypes: —~ . . '
1 CSP casetypes: . 4 - Tort, contract (¢ 8/t v -Traffic, ordinance
v = Tort, contract, small claims, civil + 3000], small claims ¢+ 1 wviolation. '
1 appeals, nlsceilaneous civil, 1o ($0{3500). [ )
= Limited {elony, misdemeanor, DUI/DUL.v v - Limited felony, o '
t - Hoving traffic, miscellaneous t+ limited misdemeanor.t v+ . '
v traffic, + 1« - Ordinance violation.t 1o xurg trials except
b Jury trials. Lo Ko jury trials. yotin tlants City Court.‘
SRRSO )
] JQ%ENILE C%U?I (159 counties: 62 separate courts, judges in 97 other counties also sit on t
1 other courts i
t 11 full-time and 4@ part-time judges, 2 of whom also serve as State Court Judges. Superior
i Court Judges serve in the 97 remaining counties without a separate Juvenile Court judge, '
|
|
|
[}
]
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HAWAII COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT
9 Justices sit en banc

CSP casetypes: o . )

- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, dlscxflxnarg, certified questions from
federal courts, original prqceedln? cases,

- Dlscrethnarg.iurls iction in clvil,

criminal, administrative

agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision

cases.
1

 } ! f
|
]
1
]
!
INTERMEDIATE COURT OF APPEALS A

3 Jjudges sit en banc

(SP casetypess o

- Handatory %qrxsdlctxon in ¢ivil, criminal,
adwinistrative agency, juvenile, original
proceedlng, interlocutory decision cases
assigned to 1t by the Supreme Court.

- No discretionary jurisdiction,

CIRCUIT COURT AND FAMILY COURT (4 circuits) A

24 Judges and 8 district fanilT Jjudges. One First
CerU} Judge hears contested [and matters and tax
appeals.

(SP casetypes: . )

- Tort, contract, real property rights, miscellaneous
civil (5 9,000/n0 maximum) [concurrent from $3,000-
10,000], Exclusive domestic relations, mental health,
estate, administrative aqenc? appeals jurisdiction,

- Nisdemeanor, DRI/DUI, miscellaneous criminal.
Exclusive tr;able.feiong Jurisdiction,

- Hoving traffic, miscel]laneous traffic.

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials,

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
. general
Jurisdiction

DISTRICT COURT (4 circuits)
22 judges and 35 per diem judges*

(5P casetypes: . . .
- Tort, contract, real property rights, miscellanequs civil
19, 800) {concurrent from J,000-1 908 (civil nonjury) ).
small claims court furlsdxcthn (io-sz,saa). L
- Nisdemeanor, DUI/DUL. Exclusive limited felony jurisdict

violation jurisdiction,

No jury trials,

($ o/
Exclusive

ion,

- novin%_traffic, miscellaneous traffic. Exclusive parking, ordinance

Court of
Climited
Jurisdiction

---- Indicates assignment of cases.

* Some per diem judges are assigned to serve as per diem District & Family Court judges

in the First Circuit,

Part IV: 1988 State Court Structure Charts « 195



IDAHO COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT [«
9 Justices sit en banc

(SP casetypes: L

- Mandatory %urlsdlctlon in civil, criminal, Court of

B administrative agencg, Juvenile, disciplin- last resort
ary, original proceeding cases.

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

T

1

COURT OF APPERLS
3 Jjudges sit en banc

Intermediate
(SP casetypes: . appellate
- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital court
criminal, Juvenile, original proceeding
cases assigned to,xt.bg,thg Supreme Court,
- No discretionary jurisdiction,

DISTRICT COURT (? districts) A

33 Jjudges, 63 lau;er and 8 nonlawyer
magistrates, and 7 trial court administrators.

(SP casetypesy .
- Exclusive civil gurlsdlctxon (including
¢ivil appeals) (& B/no maximum; Hagistrates Court of
division; 9/10,000). Small claims Jjurisdic- _ general

tion ($ 2,000), o i Jurisdiction

- Exclusive criminal Jurisdiction (including
crininal agpeals). ) .

- Exclusive traffic/other violation
!urlsd;ctan. L

- txclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials except in small claims and traffic,

---- indicates assignment of cases.,

196 « State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988



ILLINOIS COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

A 4

SUPREME COURT
7 Justices sit en banc

CSP casetypes: .

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

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

APPELLATE COURT (5 courts/districts) A

34 authorized judges sit in panels, plus §

supplemental judges

Intermediate

CSP casetypess . . appellate

- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital court
erininal, administrative a?encg, Juvenile,
original proceeding, interlocutory decision
cases,

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

l

CIRCUIT COURT (22 circuits) A

389 authorized circuit, 371 associate circuit
Judges, and 39 permissive associate Jjudges,

CSP casetypesy . . . .
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including Court of
administrative aaenca appeals), small claims . general
gurxsd;ctlon'(s go), Jurisdiction
- Exclusive ¢rimina iurxsd;ctlon.

- Exclusive traffic/other violation

Eurlsdgctan. L
- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most cases.
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INDIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT
9 Justices sit en banc
(5P casetypes:

cases,

Juvenile, original proceeding

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

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

cases.,

)

TAX COURTx f

{ Judge {2 judges

(SP casetypes: ¢SP casetypes:

- ndninisggatiue d A
agency appeals. administra

cases,

COURT OF APPEALS (4 courts)

- Handatory gurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal

lve agency, Juvenile, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases, i

- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision

|

1

l

estate, civil appeals,
nxscellaneous civil,

- Iriable felony, misdemeanor,
DUI/DUI, criminal appeals.

- Hoving irafflc. niscellaneous
traffic,

- Juvenile,

Jury trials except small claims,

SUPERIOR COURT (430 courts) A

129 Jjudges

(SP casetypes:

= Tort, contract, real {rogerta
rlqhks, small claims ($ 3,000)
domestic relations, mental health,

CIRCUIT COURT (92 courts)
98 Jjudges

(SP casetypes:

= Tort, contract, real
rlqhis, small claims (8 3,000
domestic relations, nentgl heal th,
estate, civil appeals, miscel-
laneous civil,

- Triable felony, misdemeanor, DHI/
DUI, criminal appeals,

= floving traffic, miscellaneous
traffic,

= Juvenile,

frogertu

Jury trials except small ¢laims,

|

COUNTY COURT (42 courts)
40 judges

(5P casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real proYertg
rlqhis ($ 9/10,000), small
claims (5.3,005), mental
health, miscellaneous civil,

- Limited felony, misdemeanor,

ut.
- Traffic/other violation,

Jury trials except small claims

PROBATE COURT
(1 court)

{ Jjudge

CSP casetypes

- fdoption, e
miscellaneo
civil,

= Juvenile,

Jury trials.

MUNICIPAL COURT OF MARION
COUNTY ({3 courts)

15 Jjudges
: (SP casetypes:
state, = Tort, contract, real
us Erosertg rights ($ o/
8,000), mental health,

miscellaneous civil,

or, DHI/DU
- Traffic/other violation.

Jury trials.

civil trial court appeals,

- Limited fe}ong, misdemean-

foooooscccmecnc=" 'L """""""" ) I O t """"" I bt
« CITY COURT (49 courts) 1+ TOWN COURT (24 courts): 1+ SMALL CLAIMS COURT OF

' _ Vo ) 11 MARION COUNTY (8 courts)
1 49 Judges v 24 judges [ I

1 [ 11 8§ Jjudges

1 (SP casetypes: 11 CSP casetypes: o

i = Tort, contract ($ 0/500-2,500)r 1+ - Misdemeanor, 11 (5P casetYpes:

! (nos{ are $ 300 maximum), + +  DUI/DUT, 11 - Small claims ($ 3,000,
1 = Misdemeanor, DHI/DVI, v v = Traffic/other 11 = Niscellaneous civil,

1 = Traffic/other violation, t + violation, ]

| | | [

! Jury trials. t Jury trials, 11 Ho jury trials,

% The Tax Court was established in 1986.
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IOWA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT
§ Jjustices sit in panels and en banc
(SP casetypes:

- Handatory iurisdiction in civil, criminal,
administrative agency, Juvenile, lawyer Court of

M disciplinary, certified questions from fed- last resort
eral courts, original {roceedxng cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, crimin-
al, administrative agency, Juvenile, orig-
1nal proceeding, interlocutory decision
cases,

|- — — - — = —

COURT OF APPEALS

6 Jjudges sit in panels and en banc )
Intermediate
(SP casetypes: =~ . o appellate
~ Handatory %urlsdlctxon in civil, criminal, court
administrative agency, Jjuvenile, original
proceeding, interlocu orE decision cases
assigned by the Supreme (ourt.
- No discretionary jurisdiction.

DISTRICT COURT (8 districts in 99 counties) A

100 judges, 42 district associate judges,
19 senior judges, and 158 part-time magistrates

(SP casetypes: .
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including
trial court affeals). Small claims
gurlsd;ctxon. b 2,000, , Court of
~ txclusive criminal gurisdiction (including . general
criminal agpealg). . ) Jurisdiction
- Exclusive traffic/other violation )
Eurxsd;cthn, except for uncontested parking,
- kxclusive gjuvenile gurisdiction,

Jury trials, except in small claims, juvenile,
eqult%,cases, city and county ordinance
violations, and mental healih cases.

---- Indicates assignment of cases,
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KANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT
7 Justices sit en bane

(SP casetypes: =~ o o )

- nandatorg.Jurlsdlctnon in ¢ivil, criminal, administrative
agency, disciplinary, certified questions from federal
courts, original proceeding cases, o .

- D;screixonarg.Jurzsdxctlon in ¢ivil, criminal, administra-
tive agency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases,

4

COURT OF APPEALS
10 Jjudges generally sit in panels

CSP casetypes: o o i

- Nandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, criminal inter-
locutory decision cases, i

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil interlocutory decision
cases,

DISTRICT COURT (31 districts)
146 judges and 70 magistrates

(SP casetypes: =~ o

- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including civil appeals).
Small claims jurisdiction ($ 1,000), .

- Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (including criminal
appeals), ) .

- Noving traffic, miscellaneous traffic.

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials except in small claims,

e = = -

] MUNICIPAL COURT (~398 cities)

~314 judges

CSP c@setgpes:. ) )
- Moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic, DHI/DUI,
ordinance violation, parking jurisdiction,

No jury trials,
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KENTUCKY COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

w

SUPREME COURT
7 Jjustices sit en banc

CSP casetypess = ) o

- Handatorf,iurxsdxctlon in capital and other criminal
(death, life, 20 yr+ sentence), lawyer disciplinary,
certified questions from federal courts, original proceed-
ing cases, . .

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

3

COURT OF APPEALS

14 judges Egnerallg sit in panels, but sit en banc in
a policymaking capacity.

CSP casetypes:

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, orig-

inal proceeding cases. | . o

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

J

CIRCUIT COURT (56 judicial circuits) f

91 judges

CSP casetypes: )

- Tort, contract real.progertg rights, estate (§ 4,000/
no Maximum), txclusxve, omestic relations, excep{.fqr
patgrn;tg(bastardg, civil appeals, miscellaneous civil
qulsdlc ion, . _ .

- Risdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals

Jurisdiction,
Jury trials except in appeals.

4

DISTRICT COURT (59 judicial districts)
{25 Jjudges

CSP casetypes: )

- Tort, contract, real property rights, estate ($ 0/4,000),
Exc}us;ue,paternxtg/bastardg, mental health, small claims
Hurxsdxctlon (8 1,000, o

- Nisdemeanor, llmxied felony, DUI/DUI jurisdiction.
- Exclusive traffic/other violation jurisdiction.

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most cases,
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LOUISIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT
? Jjustices sit en banc

CSP casetypes: o . ) Court of
—H - nandatora.dupxsdxctxon in civil, criminal, administrative last resort
agency, . 1scxpl1ngr3_ca$es.‘ o _ .
- Dlsgrgilonarg Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital ¢riminal,
administrative agency, Juvenile, certified questions from
federal courts, interlocutory decision cases.
4
COURTS OF APPEAL (5 courts) A
52 judges sit in panels Intermediate
appellate
CSP casetypes: . o court
- Handatorz_durxsdnctxon in civil, noncarxtal crininal, ad-
ninistrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding cases.
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in original proceeding cases.
{
DISTRICT COURTS
192 judges
DISTRICT COURT (42 districts) A
(SP casetypes: ) .
- Tort, contract, real proigrtg rights, adoption, mental
— healih, marriage dissolution. Exclusive sup{ort/custodg,
paternity/bastardy, estate, civil trial court appeals,
miscellaneous civil Jurisdiction. .
- Misdemeanor, DNI/DUI. Exclusive triable felony, criminal
—  appeals jurisdictien, Courts of
= Traffic/other violation, . genera)
- Juvenile, Jurtsdiction
Jury trials in most cases.
JUVENILE COURT (3 courts) £9H1L¥ COURT (4 in East Baton
ouge
¢sp casetgses:,
- URESR, adoption, mental (sp casetgses:
healtﬁ. - URESA, adoption, mental
- Juvenile, anltﬁ, marriage dissolu-
ion,
. ] = Juvenile,
No jury trials. Ho Jury trials.
prooenes-- 1 """" A I e l ------ 1
v JUSTICE OF THE v 1+ MAYOR'S COURT 1+ [ CITY AND PARISH
+ PEACE COURT 14 (7250 courts) 1 | COURTS (33 courts)
1 (V384 courts) [ . ! .
1 o 11250 Judges 1] 72 judges
1 *384 justices of 1 1 (Nayors
1 the peace (| 1| (8P casetypes:
1 t 0 (8P casetypes: + | - Tort, contract,
1 (SP casetypes: 1 1 - Traffic/other real prorertg
1 - Tort, contract + 1 wiolation. rights, ($ ¢/ Courts of
1 rea] progertq o ! 5008), small o limited
' rlahts 0/ v 1 1 claims (4 2000), Jurisdiction
1 1200), small v o4 t | = Bisdemeanor,
1 claims (84200) .0 | U1,
t - Traffic/other + 1 1| - Iraffic/other
t violation, ¢ ! violation,
' to t | - Juvenile except
t 1o ! for status
' 1o ! petitions,
] ] ] |
' No jury trials, [ Ho jury trials.J o jury triais.
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MAINE COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT SITTING AS LAW COURT A

7 justices sit en banc

(SP casetypes: | o o ) Court of

- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative last resort

agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, advisory opinion, original
ﬁroceed;ng, interlocutory decision cases. o

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

4 4

SUPERIOR COURT (16 counties) A
16 gjustices

(SP casetypes: i

- Tort, contract, real properti rights,
narr1a?e dlssolut;on, supfor'/custodg,, Court of
miscellaneous civil, Exclusive ggternltg/ _general
bastardy, civil a Eeals Jurisdiction, Jurisdiction

- Nisdemeanor, DHI/DU]. Exclusive triable fel-
ony, criminal appeals, miscellaneous eriminal
Jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most cases,

feseesasccecscoccccscccceccdocneonns —_—
|

PROBATE COURT ({6 courts)
1
16 part-time judges

DISTRICT COURT (43 districts)
24 judges

(SP casetypes: .

- Exclusive adoption, miscella-
neous domestic relations, estate
Jurisdiction,

CSP casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real Sropertg
rxghis (¢ 0/30,000), domestic re-
lations (excepi for adoptions

and paternlt?/bastard?). Ex-

clusive small claims (8 1,400,

1
[}
1
[}
|
:
|
mental healthbdurisdiction. ]
[}
i
i
[}
[}
[}
1
[}

- Nisdemeanor, DRI/DUI, Exclusive
limited felony Jjurisdiction, Courts of

- Moving traffic, ordinance vio- Climited
lation, Exclusive parking, mis- Jurisdiction

cellaneous traffic Jurisdiction.
- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction,

No jury trials. t No Jjury trials.

ADMINISTRATIVE COURT f
¢ Jjudges

¢SP casetg;es: o i
- fppeal of administrative agency cases.

No Jury trials.
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MARYLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

w

COURT OF APPEALS
7 Jjudges sit en banc

(5P casetypes: o o )

- Mandatory jurisdiction in ¢ivil, criminal, administrative
aqenc¥, Juvenile, lawyer dlscxpllnarg, certified questions
from federal courts. original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases, =~ . .

= Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital ¢riminal, ad-
ministrative agency, juvenile, interlocutory decision cases,

y

COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
{3 judges sit in panels and en banc

(SP casetypes: H—

- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin-
istrative agency, juvenile, interlocutory decision cases,

- Discretionary Jjurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
original proceeding cases,

|

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

(SP casetypes: . .

- Tort, contract, real property Pl?hts, estate, miscellaneous
civil (6 ¢ 309/n0 maximum), Exc.usgue,domesixc relations,
mental health, civil appeals Jurisdiction. .

- felony, misdemeanor, miscellaneous criminal, Exclusive
criminal appeals Jjurisdiction,

= Juvenile except in fontgomery County,

Jury trials in most cases.

s

Hontgomery County

DISTRICT
counties)

91 judges

- Tort, ¢
righ{s
{0, 000}

Hurxsdl
- telony
Migdeme
- Exclusi
violati
jurlsdx
- Juvenil

(SP casetypes:

No Jury trials.

COURT (42 districts in 24 ORPHAN’S COURT (22 counties)

[}
66 Jjudges

|

]

1 (SP casetypes:

1 - Estate, excegt where such cases

ontract, real prqpert? tare handled by Circuit Court in
mxsceliaoeous civil ($ &/ |
. Exclusive small claims '
ction ($ 4,000, !
(theft and worthless check), !
anor, DHI/DUIL, . '
ve moving traffic, ordinance |
on, miscellaneous traffic '
ction, |
]

|

I

e in Hontgomery County.

b No jury trials,
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MASSACHUSETTS COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

hd

SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT

7 Jjustices sit on the Court, and 5 Justices sit en banc

(SP casetypes:

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civi], criminal, judge disciplin-
ary, adyisory opinion, original proceeding cases,

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administra-
tive agency, Juvenile, interlocutory decision cases.

Court of
last resort

]

APPEALS COURT
14 justices sit in panels
CSP casetypes:

- Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative

agency, Juvenile cases,
- Discreti

onary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases.

TRIAL COURT OF THE COMMONWEALTH

320 Justices

SUPERIOR COURT
DEPARTMENT

(23 locations in

14 counties)

A | Dis
69
68 Jus

D
(
{ ices
¢

SP casetypes:

TRICT COURT DEPARTMENT
geographxcal divisions)

Intermediate
appellate
court
BOSTON MUNICIPAL COURT
DEPARTMENT (Boston)
11 justices

76 Justices

(SP casetypes:

- tort, contract,
real propertT
rights, civi

appeals, miscel-

laneous civil.
- Triable felony,

- Tort, contract, real property
rights ($ 0/n0 maximum),
small clains (8 4,500, sup-
gort/custodg ﬁaternltg/bas-

ardT, mental health, civil
trial court appeals, miscel-
laneous civil, .

- Triable felony, limited

felony, misdemeanor, DHI/DUI,

(SP casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real
property Pl?hts (¢ 0/no max-
1mum), small claims

(s 1,508),'support/cust9dT,
mental health, civil tria
court appeals, and miscel-
laneous ¢ivil,

- Iriable felony, misdemeanor,

miscellaneous criminal Aﬁpeals.
criminal, - Traffic/other violation,
- Juvenile.

Jury trials,

Jury trials,

DNI/DUT, criminal agpeals.
- Traffic/other violation,
Courts of
. _general
Jury trials, Jurisdiction

JUVENILE COURT
DEPARTMENT
(Boston, Bris-
tol County,
Hampden Coun=

ty, and Wor
cester County)

{2 Jjustices

(SP casetypes:
- Juvenile,

Jury trials,

HOUSING COURT
DEPARTMENT (Horcester
County, Hangden
County, and Boston)

6 Justices

CSP casetypes:

- Rea] property rights,
small claims
($ 1,590, i

- Limited felony, mis-
demeanor,

trials except in
claims,

soall

LAND COURT
DEPARTMENT
(1 statewide
court)

4 justices
(SP casetypes:

- Real property

rights.

No Jjury trials,

PROBATE AND FAMILY
COURT DEPARTMENT
(20 locations in 14
counties)

43 justices

(5P casetypes:

- Sugport/custodg,
paternity/bastardy
niscellaneous ¢civil,
Exclusive marriage
dissolution, adoption,
miscellaneous domestic
relations, estate
Jurisdiction,

No Jjury trials,
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MICHIGAN COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

- Limited felony, mis-
demeanor, DHI dut.

- Hquln? traffic,
miscellaneous
traffic, ordinance
violation,

- Limited Ielong

health, estate, misdemeanor, BA1/

- Hoving traffic, miscel-
laneous traffic,

- Exclusive juvenile

Jurisdiction,

- nouin? traffic,
misceilaneous
traffic, ordi-
nance violation.

Jury trials in most

cases.

Jury trials in most
cases.

SUPRENE COURT
7 Justices sit en banc
Court of
CSP casetypes: o last resort
- Handatory jurisdiction in judge disciplinary cases, .
- Dlscretnqnarq'furxsdlctnon'1n,01911, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, lawyer dlscxgllnarg,.adulsorg opinion,
original proceeding, interloculory decision cases.
)
COURT OF APPEALS
18 judges sit in panels )
Intermediate
CSP casetypes: . o . appellate
H - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative court
agency, Juvenile cases. . o
- Discretionary Jjurisdiction in civil, nencapital criminal
administrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases.
|
COURT OF CLAIMS A CIRCUIT COURT fi RECORDER'S COURT
(1 court) (39 circuits) OF DETROIT (1)
L 167 Judges )
1 circuit Jjudge serves 29 judges
CSP casetypes:
(sp c;setgpes; - Tort, contract, real (SP casetypes
- Rdministrative agency {rOfertB rights = DNI/DUI, miscel-
afpeals 1nyolu1ng 0,000/n0 maximum), laneous criminal
claims against the paternity/bastardy, Exclusive triable
state, administrative agency felon?, criminal Courts of
) ) appeals, miscellaneous appeals Juris- _ general
No jury trials, civil. Exclusive mar- diction, Jurisdiction
riage dissolution,
support/custody, civil
trial court appeals
ﬁurxsdlctlon.
- DHI/ZDUL, miscellaneous
criminal, Exclusive
triable {elpnz, criminal
appeals jurisdiction,
Jury trials, Jury trials.
[
N . . | N
DISTRICT COURT PROBATE COURT 1 MUNICIPAL COURT |
(108 districts) (83 counties) t (6 courts)
| !
247 Jjudges 197 Jjudges 1 6 Judges
' |
CSP casetypes: ¢sp casetipes: t CSP casetypes:
- Tort, contract, real - Paternity/bastardy v - Tort, contract, reals
frosertg rlghts miscellaneous civil, ' frogertg rights '
$ 9/18,000), small Exclusive adoption, t (8 9/4,500), small Courts of
claims (5 1,500, miscellaneous domestic t claims (8 1,500), C limited
relations, mental ! | Jurisdiction
| i
1 '
| |
| |
| |
| |
| [}
] !

[ e e
e e = e - m - - == = -

Some Jjury trials,

206 -+ State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988



MINNESOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT fA

7 Justices sit en banc
Court of
(SP casetypes: last resort

- Nandatory jurisdiction in criminal, administrative agency,
disciplinary, certified questions from federal court
cases,

- Discrethnarg.furlsd;ctlon in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Jjuvenile, original proceeding cases.

w

4

COURT QF APPEALS fA

13 judges sit en banc and in panels .

Intermediate

CSP casetypes: o . i appellate

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative court
agency, Juvenile cases. o .

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, Juvenile,
original proceeding cases.

s

DISTRICT COURT (10 districts)*
230 judges
(SP casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real property rights, domestic relations, Court of
small claims (bonciliztion Division: $ 8/2,000), mental general

health, estate, miscellaneous civil. Jurisdiction
= Juvenile,
- All criminal, DWI/DUIL.
- Traffic/other violations.

Jury trials except in small claims,

% The District Court was consolidated in September, 1987,
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MISSISSIPPI COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT

(5P casetypes:

eral court cases.

9 Jjustices sit in panels and en banc

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases, o .

- Dis¢retionary jurisdiction in certified questions from fed-

CIRCUIT COURT (28 districts)*A
40 Jjudges

Jurisdiction:

- Civil actions.
Bastardy,

- Felonies, misdemeanors,
Appeals de novo or on
record,

Jury trials,

..—.‘I

——— = - - -y

|

CHANCERY COURT (20 districts)#
39 Jjudges

Jugisd{ctlgn: L

- Equity, divorce, alimony, pro-

bate, guardianship, nen%al
comltments,

- Hears juvenile if no County
Court,
Appeals de novo,

Jury trials,

! COUNTY COURT (16 counties)s | | TAMILY COURT (¢ court)¥
| |
23 judges ! 11 Judge
[} [}
Jurisdiction: v 1f a0 1 Jurisdiction:
- Civil actions (% 8/25,000). 1 County 1 - Delinquency, neglect.
- Hisdemeanors, felony pre- 1+ Court. o+ - Adult crimes against
liminaries. ' 1 Jjuveniles,
= Juvenile, ! i
fpreals de novo. I !
| |
! Jury trials. ! ! Jury trial of adults,
MUNICIPAL COURT (168 courts)* 1 I JUSTICE COURT (92 courts)®
[} [}
102 judges, 165 mayors ] 1 191 judges
| |
Jurisdiction: ' v Jurisdiction:
= Hunicipal ordinance viola- + = Civil actions ($ 0/2,000).
tions. t i - Risdemeanors, felony
! 1 preliminaries,
| |
Jury trials, ! ! Jury trials,

* A trial court jurisdiction guide was never completed bg.ﬂississipgi, and data

are unavailable for the trial courts; therefore, the trial court 1
reported in this court structure chart does not reflect (SP model reporting terms.

erminology

208 + State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988

Court of
last resort

Courts of
. general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
Clinited
Jurisdiction




MISSOURI COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

w

SUPREME COURT
7 Jjustices sit en banc

(SP casetypes:

- Nandatory gurisdiction in capital criminal
and original proceedin g cases,

- DlSCPQthﬂ&F? Jurisdiction in civil, noncip-
ital criminal,capital criminal,administrative
agency, Juvenlle, original proceed:ng cases,

}

COURT OF APPEALS (3 districts) e]
32 judges sit in panels

(SP casetypes:

- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital
criminal, capital criminal, adninistrative
agencY Juvenile, original prodeeding, and
interlocutory decision cases.

- No discretionary Jurisdiction,

]

CIRCUIT COURT (44 circuits) fA
133 circuit and 170 associate circuit judges

(SP casetypes:

- Exclusive ClUll gurxsdxctlon (including
civil appeals) (8 B/no maximum; Associates
division: § 8/15,000), Small claims juris-
diction (8 1,500,

- Exclusive crimina] %urxsdlctxon.

- Traffic/other violation jurxsdlctlon.

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most cases,

m o — - — = mmy

MUNICIPAL COURT (448 courts)
362 municipal Judges

¢SP casetgfeS'
- Nunicipal ordinance violations,

No Jury trials.
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MONTANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT
7 justices sit en banc and in panels

(SP casetypes: o o

- Nandatory Jjurisdiction in civil, criminal, juvenile,
disciplinary cases, = o )

- Discretionary %urxsdlctlon in administrative agency,
certified ques
cases,

ions from federal courts, original proceeding

HATER COURT
(4 divisons)

4 Jjudges

(SP casetypes:
rights, limit
to adjudicati
of ex1st1n%
water rights.

No Jury trials.

- Rea) proYertged

DISTRICT COURT (20 judicial districts)A
36 judges

CSP casetypes: .

- Tort, contract, real property rights
(% Sb(no maxinum),  Exclusive domestic
relations, mental health, estate,

on civil gpteals, miscellaneous civil

Hurlsdlc ion, ) )

- Hisdemeanor. Exclusive triable fel-
ony, criminal apfeals.. o

- Exclusive Juvenile Jjurisdiction,

Jury trials,

CITY COURT (83 cities) I

52 judges, plus 34 judges who 2lso!
serve Justice of the Peace Courts i

(SP casetypes:
- Tort, contract, real fropertg
rights (8 07360, small claims

]
1
1
. 1
= Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, , !
- Hoving traffxg, parking, miscel-t
laneous traffic, Exclusive or- 1
dinance violation, parking '
Jurisdiction, '

]

]

Jury trials in some cases.
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WORKERS’
COMPENSATION
COURT

{ Jjudge

CSP,c;setqges:

= Limjted to
workers'
compensation
disputes.

No Jjury trials.

ro
B3 sen
500).

| St 1 | S

t JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT { 1 MUNICIPAL COURT (1 court)
+ (36 counties) ! (.

v . ' 11 judge

1 43 judges, Elus 34 judges who '

i also serve City Courts | 1 (SP casetypes:

! ! t - Tort, contract, real

1 (5P casedypes: ! l ert7 rlghts (s

1 - Yort, contract, real prorertq- 1 small claims (8 4

1 rights ($ /3 500), smal ! t ~ Misdemeanor .DHI/bUI.

t claims (8 {,500). ' t - nguxn? tratlic X

1 = Hisdemeanor, DHI/DU], o 1 miscellaneous traffic,
1 - Hoving traffic parking, mis~ '

1 cellaneous tralfic. i 1

1 t |

1 Jury trials except in small ] 1 Jury trials except in small
t claims, ! t claims,

i

1

)

i

|

|

|

|

) 1
parking, ¢
tr ]
1

1

|

)

!

J

Court of
last resort

Courts of
_general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
Climited
Jurisdiction



NEBRASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT
7 justices sit in panels and en banc

(SP casetypes: o . o ) Court of

- Mandatory Jurisdiction over ¢ivil, criminal, administrative last resort
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding cases.

- Discretionary %urlsdlctlon over civtl, administrative agency,
certified questions from federal cour{s. original proceeding,

interlocutory decision cases.

[}

DISTRICT COURT (2{ districts) A
48 judges

(SP casetypes: )

- Tort, contract, real fropertg rights, Court of
¢ivil appeals, miscellaneous civil, _general
Exclusive domestic relations (exge{t Jurisdiction
adostlons), mental health fUF!Sdlc jon,

- Hisdemeanor, DMI/DUI, Exclusive tri-

able felony, criminal appeals, miscel-

laneous criminal jurisdiction.

Jury trials except in appeals,

SEPARATE JUVENILE COURT HORKERS® COMPENSATION COURT

(3 counties) (1 court)

3 Judges 7 Judges

CSP casetypes: CSP.casetgges:

- Juvenile, - Limited to workers’
compensation disputes.,

Ho Jjury trials, No jury trials,

Courts of
Climited
Jurisdiction

COUNTY COURT (93 courts in 21 districts)#
97 Jjudges

(5P casetypes: )

- Tort, contract, real prorertg.rxghts
(s 6/5,000-10,000), small claims

(% 1,5@0), Exclusive adoption, estate
Eur;sdlctlon.

- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DWI/DUI,

- Iraffic/other violation,

- Juvenile,

Jury trials except in parking and small
claims, _—

% In July 1985, the Municipal Courts were merged with the County Courts.
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NEVADA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT
3 Justices sit en banc

(SP casetypes:

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil
agencT, Juvenile, Jawyer discip
interlocutory decision cases.

- Ho discretionary Jurisdiction.

i

Court

0
- - . last
criminal, administrative resort

nary, original proceeding,

4

DISTRICT COURT (9 districts)

(SP casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real property r
Exclusive domestic re

- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI. cly
appeals, miscellaneous criminal

- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction

Jury trials in most cases.

37 Jjudges, plus 2 effective {/1/88

fat;ons,,mental hea
appeals, miscellaneous civil jurisdiction, .
Exclusive triable felony, ¢riminal

A
. . Court
ights ($ 1,000/n0 maximum), of
Ith, estate, civil general

dufls'
iction

Jurisdiction,

4

f JUSTICE COURT (S6 towns)
62 justices of the peace®

(SP casetypes:
- Tort, contract
{éqgis ($ /2,50 f

- Hisdemeanor, DHI/ZDUL. Exclusive
limited felony jurisdictien,

- Noving traffic, parking, miscella-
neous traffic,

erty

real pro ]
claims

\
[}
l
1
' 0), smal
[}
[}
[
[}
¥
i
|
[}

o,

ury trials except in small claims
t nd parking cases.

# Eight Jjustices of the peace also serve as

P R ik

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

MUNICIPAL COURT (18 incorporated

- Noving trattic, parking, miscel-
laneous traffic. Exclusive ordi-
nance violation jurisdiction,

i
tities/towns) !
|
26 judges* ' ‘
! Courts
(SP casetypes: ' 0
- Tort, contract, real proYertU. ' limited
rights (6 8/2,500), small claims gurls-
> ¢ . ' fction
- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, |
|
[}
'
]
|

No Jjury trials,

funicipal Court judges,
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NEW HAMPSHIRE COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

> - No manda

SUPREME COURT A
S Jjustices sit en banc

(sP casetgzes: o
0 atory Jjurisdiction, = | ) . e
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative aqenc%, Juvenile, dxsclpl;narg, advisory
opinions for the state executive and legislature, original
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases,

|

SUPERIOR COURT (19 counties) A

Court of
last resort

25 authorized Jjustices

(SP casetypes:
- Tort

Jury trials,

Court of

contract, real property rights, miscellaneous civil general
(51,500/no maximumM),  Exclusive narr;ag
ity/bastardy, support/custody jurisdiction.
- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals Jjurisdiction,

e dissolution, patern- Jurisdiction

18 judges
(SP casetypes:

miscellaneous civil,
Jurisdiction,
No jury trials.

PROBATE COURT (1@ counties)

- Hiscellaneous domestic relations,
adoption, mental health, estate

Courts of
limited

DISTRICT COURT (41 districts)

82 authorized full-time and part-
time judges

(SP casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real proYertY .
rights (¢ 8-10,000), small claims
($ 2,900), miscellaneous domestic
relations.

- Nisdemeanor, DH{/DUIL,

- Traffic/other violation. =

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

No jury trials,

Jurisdiction
MUNICIPAL COURT
(4 municipalities)®

4 part-time Jjustices

CSE c?setgpes; ot

- Rea] property rights

swall clains (51,5080,
miscellaneous civil.

- Misdemeanor, DWI/DUI,

- Traffic/other violation,

No jury trials,

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

resignation of sitting justices.
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NEW JERSEY COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPRENE COURT f
7 Justices sit en bang

(SP casetypes: . .~ o

- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative Court of
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding cases. last resort

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative aqency appeal, Jjuvenile dlscxgllnarg,_certl-
fied questions from federal courts, interlocu ory decision
cases,

A4

APPELLATE DIVISION OF SUPERIOR COURT A

28 Jjudges sit in 7 panels (parts) Intermediate

appellate

(P casetypes: . . ) court

- Nandatory Jjurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, juve-
nile, adnxnxst:at;ve‘agencq.cases. o

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases.

4

SUPERIOR COURT: CIVIL, FAMILY, GENERAL EQUITY, AND CRIMINAL
DIVISIONS (15 Vicinages in 24 counties)
349 gudqes authorized )

21 Surrogates also serve as deputy Superier Court clerks

CSP casetypes: Court of

- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (uncontested estate are _general
handled by the surrogates) ($ B/no maximum; Sfeclal Civil Jurisdiction
Part: & 8/5,000), Small claims jurisdiction ($ 1,000,

- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals, mis-
cellaneous criminal Jjurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials in most cases.

MUNICIPAL COURT (333 courts of
which 14 were multi-municipal)

368 judges, of which approximatel
! ! (SP casetypes:

:
1
]
20 are ?uli-tine 1
) - State/local tax Courts of
(SP casetypes: ‘ matters limited
!
!
]
[}
[}
[}

TAX COURT# [+
9 authorized judqes

- Exclusive limited felony, mis- Jurisdiction
demeanor, DUI/DUI jurisdiction,

- Exclusive traffic/other
violation jurisdiction.

o - - —

No jury trials, No jury trials,

% Tax Court is considered a limited jurisdiction court because of its specialized
subject matter. Nevertheless, it receives appeals from administrative bodies and
its cases are appealed to the intermediate appellate court. Tax Court Judges
have the same general qualifications and terms of service as Superior Cour
Judges and can be cross assigned.
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NEW MEXICO COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT ) |
5 justices sit in panels
(SP casetypes: . . . Court of
M - Handatorﬁ,auyxsdxctlon in ¢ivil, eriminal, administrative last resort
agency, disciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases, . . .
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, Juvenile, certified questions from
federal court cases,
[
COURT OF APPEALS A |
7 Jjudges sit in panels
s Intermediate
CSP casetypes: ) o appellate
- Handatory gurlsdlctlon in civil, noncapital criminal, court
administrative agency, Jjuvenile cases, o
- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases,
4
DISTRICT COURT (13 districts)
99 Jjudges
CSP casetypes: ) ) Court of
- Tort, contract, real property rlghts, estate. Exclusive _general
domestic rejations, mental health, civil appeals, miscel- Jurisdiction
laneous civil jurisdiction, o
- Nisdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals
gurxsd;cthn. L
- Exclusive guvenile jurisdiction,
Jury trials,
) ’ '
MAGISTRATE COURT (32 magistrate BERNALILLO COUNTY METROPOLITAN
districts) COURT
97 Jjudges (2 part-time) 12 judges
%gc?ewp?:t | ; mgc?ewp?:t | :
= Ior conirac real property = Ior contrac rea roper
rights (8 8/5,000). rights (5 075, ba0) . TP
- %annted felony, misdemeanor, - Limited felony misdemeanor,
- quin? traffic viglation, - Traffic/other violation,
miscellaneous traffic.
Jury trials, Jury trials except in traffic, Courts of
Climited
Jurisdiction

.................... Lo |

] MNLCIPAL COURT (8¢ cunicipal- ) I PROBATE COURT (33 counties) )
11188 |

[]
t
33 judges )
81 Judges '
[}

- Estate. (Hears uncontested
cases, Contested cases go tor
District Court.) ~

(SP casetypes:

]
)
] 1
¢ ]
! 1 (SP casetypes:
] [}
- Traffic/other violation, 1 !
] |
[} ]
[} t
J

! Ho Jury trials,

i No Jjury trials, ]
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NEW YORK COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

COURT OF APPEALS
7 Judges sit en banc
(ourt
(SP casetypes: o o ) o of last
- Randatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative agency, juvenile, resort
original proceeding cases, =~ . - ) o
- Dlscret;onar?'Jurxsdlcthn in civil, criminal, adwinistrative agency, juvenile,
Judge disciplinary, original proceeding cases,
APPELLATE DIVISIONS OF SUPREME ] APPELLATE TERMS OF SUPREME COURT
COURT (4 courts/divisions) (3 terms/2 depariments)
47 Jjustices sit in panels in four 13 Justices sit in panels in three
departments terns )
Intermediate
(SP casetypes: (5P casetypest appellate
- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, = Nandatory jurisdiction in ¢ivil, r+¢ courts
crimingl, adwinistrative agency, criminal, yuvenile, interlocutory
Juvenile, lawyer dlsclflxnarg, orig- decision cases. =~ =
1nal proceeding, interlocutory = Discretionary jurisdiction in
decision cases. criminal, Juvenile, interlocutory
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, RN decision cases,
crininal, Jjuvenile ornglnal,pro- Civil,
ceading, interlocutory decision felonies:
cases, 3rd and 4th
Department —
Konfelonies:
and Department
SUPREME COURT (12 districts) 2] COUNTY COURT (57 counties outside NY()
#484 FTE combined Supreme Court and ¥484 FTE combined Supreme Court and
County Court judges, County Court judges.
(SP casetypes: ) (8P casetypes: . Courts of
- Tort, contract, real property rights, - Tort, contract, real froperta rights, general
miscellaneous civil, Exclusive niscellaneous civil (% 8/235,000), Jurise
narriage dissolution jurisdiction, Iria] court appeals jurisdiction, diction
= Triable felony, DHI, miscellaneous - Triable felony, DRIZDUT, miscellaneous
criminal, eriminal, Exclusive criminal appeals
Jury trials, Jury trials.
I ] _
COURT OF CLAINS (1 court) SURROGATES’ COURT
2 Judges, 15 act as Supreme (63 counties)
Court Judges
76 surrogates
(SP casetypes:
= Tort, contract, real (5P casetypes:
{ropertz rights involving - fdoption, estate,
he state, 3rd and 4th st & 2nd
i ) i ) Departments Departments
No jury trials. Jury trials in estate,
FAMILY COURT (62 counties-- DISTRICT COURT (2 counties) CITY COURT (79 courts in 64
includes NYC Family Court) 49 Jjudges in Nassau and Suffolk cities)
136 Judges 163 Jjudges
(SP casetypes: Courts of
(SP casetypes: = Tort, contract, real prorertg (SP casetypes: limited
- Domestic relations (except i rlgh{s ($ 9/15,000), small - Tort, contract, real Ero?ertq gurl -
marriage dissolution), ¢laims ($ 2,000), Administra- rights ($.0/5,688—15 00), iction
quardlanshlg. Exclusive tive a encY. . small claims (8 2,005).
mental health jurisdiction, = Linited felony,misdemeanor, DI, [ | - Limited felony, misdemeanor,
= Exclugive Juvenile = Hfoving traffic, miscellaneous DHI/DUL, ) )
Jurisdiction. traffic, ordinance violation, - Hoving traffic, miscellaneous
. . Jury trials except in traffic. traffic, ordinance violation,
o jury trials, f Jury trials except in traffic.
[ ] P ) SO ]
CIVIL COURT OF THE CITY OF CRIMINAL COURT OF THE CITY OF v TOHN AND VILLAGE JUSTICE COURT
NEK YORK (1 court) NEH YORK ({ court) v (2,327 courts) 1
. . 14,885 justices '
120 judges 107 judges :
1 (5P casetypes: '
(SP casetypes: CSP.cgsetgfes: ) = Tort, contract, real proTertg '
= Tort, contract, real profertu = Linited felony, misdemeanor, ! rlqhis (s 9/3,000), smal '
rights (8 8/25:000), small DHI/DUL. R v claims (8 1,500). . -
claims (4 2,086), miscellane- - Miscellaneoys traffic misde- + = Nisdemeanor, DNI/DUI, miscel- 1
ous civil, administrative meanors, ordinance violation, 1+ laneous criminal, )
agency., ) i o v ~Traffic/other violation, '
Jury trials. Jury trials in criminal cases, t Jury trials in most cases. !

% Includes Acting Supreme Court Justices assigned administratively.
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NORTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT fA
? Jjustices sit en banc

CSP casetypes: | o . .

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, judge disciplinary, interlocutory
decision cases, . . o .

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, criminal, admin-
istrative agency, Juvenile, advisory opinigns for the
executive and legislature, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases.

)

COURT OF APPERLS A
12 judges sit in panels
(5P casetypes:

- Handatory %urisdiction in civil, noncapital eriminal
administrative agency, Jjuvenile, lawyer disciplinary
original proceeding cases, =~ . o

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases.

s

SUPERIOR COURT (34 districts) 4]
74 judges and 108 clerks with estate jurisdiction

CSP casetypes: i

- Tort, contract, real property rights (over 10,000/n0 Max-
imum), miscellaneous civil cases, Exclusive adeption,
estate, mental health, administrative agency appeals
Hurxsdxctxon. ) . o

- flisdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals

Jurisdiction,

Jury trials,

DISTRICT COURT (34 districts)

154 Jjudges and 640 magistrates of which approximately
108 magistrates are part-time

(5P casetypes: i

- Tort, contract, real frOTert rights (¢ 0/10,000), Ex-
clusive smal] claims ($ 1,500), nop-adoption domestic
relations, civi] trial court appeals, miscellaneous
¢ivil Jurisdiction, o

- Hisdemeanor, Limited felony, DHI/DUI jurisdiction,

- Iraffic/other violation Jurisdiction.

- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction,

Jury trials in civil cases only.
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NORTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT

5 Justices sit en banc

Court of

(SP casetypes: o o i last resort

- Nandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases,

- No discretionary Jjurisdiction,

4 4

I

COURT OF APPEALS* (Temporary) T
3-judge panels

CSP casetypess ) Intermediate
- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital appellate
criminal, administrative agency, Jjuyenile, court

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

DISTRICT COURT (7 judicial districts in 33 fA
counties)

27 judges

(SP casetypes: )
- Yort, contract, real property righis

guardianship, Exclusive domestic relations, Court of
appeals of administrative agency cases, . general
niscellaneous civil Jurisdiction. Jurisdiction

- Nisdemeanor, miscellaneous criminal. Exclusive
triable felony jurisdiction, .

- Hoving traffic, miscellaneous traffic,

- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in most cases.

- ) U
feesescmce-alocesmeoccooneooocanococan- 1 roeestescesceceesescccoccccseoone 1
1 COUNTY COURT (53 counties) (I NUQICI;QL COURT (150 incorporated 1
' 1t ocities 1
1 27 judges o )
] v 1 139 judges '
1 CSP casetypes: o '
t - Tort, contract, real property + v (5P casetypes: |
v rights (5 0/10,000), estate, Ex- « v - DHIAUI, , |
1 clusive small claims (8 2,000), ron- nguxn? traffic, parking, 1 Courts of
t mental health jurisdiction, H— wmiscellaneous traffic. ) ] Clinited
1 - Limited felony, misdemeanor, DNI/ 1+ ¢ Exclusive ordinance violation 1 Jurisdiction
1t DUI, criminal appeals, ) 1t Jurisdiction, '
1 - Boving traffic, parking, miscel- (.
1+ laneous traffic, v \
H [} 1 [}
v Jury trials except in small claims o i )
| cases, [ No Jury trials. !

---- Indicates assignment of cases,

*

218 + State Court

Effective July 1, 1987 throu?h January 1, 1999, a temporary Court of npseals is
gstablxs?ed %o exercise appellate and original jurisdiction as delegated by the
upreme Court.
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OHIO COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT A

7 justices sit en banc

Court of

(SP casetypes: . L ) last resort

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

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

COURT OF APPEALS (12 courts) A
59 Jjudges sit in panels of 3 members each

Intermediate
CSP casetypes: 4 appellate

- Handatory Jjurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative court
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, 1n¥erlocutorg decision

h

cases, . o
- No discretionary Jurisdiction.

................................ L | —

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (88 counties) fA
344 judges

(SP casetypes: i )
- Tort, contract, real property rights ($ 508/no maximum),
appeal of administrative agency cases, miscellaneous civil,
Exclusive domestic relations, mental he
estate jurisdiction. . o o
- Exclusive triable felony, miscellaneous criminal jurisdiction,
- Exclusive guven;le %qusd[ctlon. o
- Traffic/other violation (juvenile cases only) jurisdiction.

Jury trials in most cases,

I

[}

|

[}

[}

t

y i Court of

alth, estate juris- ' . general

] Jurisdiction

[}

|

[}

[}

[}

== m m - — e m - -

edeciececccccccaccracosrecemncesay  pecscsescecccccceccccccmmmacencnnenood Loy —

MUNICIPAL COURT ({{8 courts) ] COUNTY COURT (51 courts)

198 judges 60 Jjudges

(SP casetypes:

- Iorti contract, real proYertq
s

]
1
1
[}
(SP casetypes: '
1
1 rights (5 8/3,000), small claims
1
[}
|
:
]
i

r
| | |
| | ]
| | |
| | |
t ] ]
t - Tort, contract, real prorertg | ]
1 rights (8 9/1,000), small ; |
v clains (5 1,808), miscellane- 1 (¢ 1,000), miscellaneous civil, 1
1oous civil. i ' - Limiled felony, misdemeanor, DI/ 1
t - Limited felony, misdemeanor, '
¢ DUI/DUIL, criminal agpeals. 1 |
| } t
) | )
| | t
4

- Traffic/other viola

DUI, criminal appeals.
- Traf{xc/other violation, except for
1on, parking cases.

Jury trials in most cases, Courts of
L limited

! Jury trials in most cases.
{ Jurisdiction

COURT OF CLAINS (1 court) -HﬂYOR’S COURT (7690 courts) }
|

2 judges sit on temporary 690 judges (mayors)
assignment
ngucasetgpes:

- Miscellaneous civil actions
against the state,

[}

]

]

]

]

(SP casetypes: '
|

]

- Uictims of crime cases 1
]

|

[}

I

|

. ]

- Traffic/other violation,
]

[}

]

'

Jury trials,

! Ko Jjury trials.
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OKLAHOMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT f
$ justices sit en banc

(SP casetypess

- Handatory %urlsdnctxon in ¢civil,
administrative agency, juvenile,
lawyer disciplinary, advisory
opinion, original proceeding,
interlocutory decision cases,

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil,
administrative agency, Juvenile, in-

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS
3 Judges sit en banc

(SP casetypes:

- Hlandatery Jurisdiction in criminal,
ﬁuuenlle, original groceedxng gases.

1scretionary juris

locutory deciston cases,

terlocutory decision cases.

iction in inter-

Courts of
last resort

1
|
|
i

!

A b

anent
each

(5P casetypes:
civil, a

Court,

tion,

COURT OF APPERLS (4 courts)

{2 Judges,sit in four perm-
ivisions of 3 members

1nistrative
agency, Jjuvenile, original
srogegdan, interlocutory
ecision cases that are
assxgned by the Supreme

- Nandatoramdurisdiction in

- No discretionary jurisdic-

DISTRICT COURT (26 districts)

7 district, 77 associate district, and
60 special judges

CSP casetypes: =~

- Exclusive civil jurisdiction, except
for concurrent jurisdiction 1n appeal
of administrative agency cases.
Small claims jurisdiction ($ 3,000),

- Exclusive criminal gurisdiction (incl
criminal af eals), .

- Noving traffic, miscellaneous traffic
ordinance violation, =

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials.

uding

COURT OF TAX REVIEW A
(1 court)

3 District Court
Judges serve

(SP casetypes:

- apgealio adnin-
istrative agency
cases.

No jury trials,

MUNICIPAL COURT NOT
OF RECORD (348 courts)

ﬂpgroxinatglg 350 full
and part-time judges

|

]

|

|

|

I

(SP casetypes: I
= Traffic/other |
violation, '

|

|

1

d

Jury trials,

P e

---- Indicates assignment of cases.

MUNICIPAL CRIMINAL
COURT OF RECORD
(2 courts)

8 full-time and 18
part-time judges

(SP casetypes:
- Traffic/other
violation,

Jury trials,

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

Intermediate
appellate
court

Court of
general
Jurisdiction

Courts of
Climited
Jurisdiction

Oklahoma has a Workers’ Compensation Court which hears complaints that are handled exclusively by

administrative agencies in other states.
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OREGON COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT
7 justices sit en banc
CSP casetypes: =~ _ . . ) Court of
$ - Handatory Jjurisdiction in capital criminal, administrative agency, last resort
disciplinary, original proceeding cases. . )
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin-
istrative agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, certified questions from
federal courts, original proceeding cases.
A
COURT OF APPEALS A
10 Jjudges sit in panels and en banc Internediate
appellate
(5P casetypest . o o 4 court
- Nandatory Jjurisdiction in civil, noncag;tal criminal, administra-
tive agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision
cases,
= No discretionary jurisdiction.
!
TAX CWURT A CIRCUIT COURT (20 judicial districts in 36
(1 court) counties)
1 judge 87 judges
(SP casetypes: (SP casetypes: .
= Civil appeals = Tort, contract, real property rights
from adminis- (% 15,888/no naximum), a ogtxon estate, Courts of
trative $  civil appeals, mental health, ﬁxclu51vg ~general
agencies, domestic relations (except adoption), miscel- Jurisdiction
. . laneous civil gurlsdxctlon. o
Ho Jjury trials, - Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals
urisdiction,
= Juvenile.
Jury trials for most casetypes,
[oososceteccoes" 2 N et | S 1 ]
i COUNTY COURT 1+« JUSTICE COURT !+ MUNICIPAL COURT DISTRICT COURT
1 (36 counties) 1 1 (37 courts) 11 (197 courts) 1 (28 counties with a
[ (I o to ) ! District Court)
t 9 Judges 1+ 34 justices of the v+ 1 126 judges ] .
] 11 peace o ! 98 Jjudges
v (SP casetypes: 1 1 t 1 (SP casetypes:
- ndogtxon, 11 CSP casetypes: t 1 - Nisdemeanor, (SP casetypes:
« mental health,r 1 ~ Tort, contract, 1 U1, ' - Tort, contract,
1 estate, t ot real prorertg v = Traffic/other 9 real progertq
1 - Juvenile, o rlghts (¢ ¢/ t 1 violation, ] rights (¢ 8/ Courts of
! . _ o 2,900, small 0 ! 19,000), small Climited
1 Ko jury trials. + 1 cia;ns ($ 2,500 .1 _ ! claims (% 2,300), Jurisdiction
Losoesomnccenonees 41 - Limited felony, 1+ 1 Jury trials for {robate/ullis/ln-
1 misdemeanor, 1+ some casetypes, ¢ estate,
v DHI/DUL, o bemeeeeciiioniien J - Limnited felony,
i = Noving traffic, misdemeanor,
! farklng, miscel= 1 U1,
t laneous traffic. i - Iraffic/other
' . I violation.
1 Jury trials for ¥ Jury trials for
| some casetypes, ] some casetypes.
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PENNSYLVANIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT
? Justices sit en bane

(SP casetypes: o o ) N Court of

- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative agency, juvenile, last resort
discipiinary, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, .

- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, administrative agency,
Juvenile, ortginal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases,

3 3
COMMONWEALTH COURT A SUPERIOR COURT
9 authorized Jjudges sit in panels 13 authorized judges sit in panels
and en ban¢ and en banc
(SP casetypest (5P casetypes =~
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, - Handatory Jjurisdiction in ¢ivil,
noncapital criminal, administra- noncarltal criminal, %uuenxle, or- Intermediate
tive agency, original proceeding, iginal proceeding, interlocutory appellate
interlocutory decision gases decision cases. = | courts
jnvolving the Commonwealth. - D;sgretlonarg.gurlsd;ctxon in
- Discretionary %urxsdlctxon in civil, noncapital criminal, juv-
civil, administrative agency, or- enile, original proceeding, inter-
1glna1 proceeding, interlocutory locutory decision cases,
decision cases involving the
Commonweal th,
| !
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (6@ districts in 67 counties) A
341 Jjudges
(SP casetypes: _ ) . Court of
- lort, contract, real fropertg rxghts, miscellaneous civil, . general
Exclusive domestic relations, estate, mental health, civil Jurisdiction

appeals jurisdiction, ) ) )

= Nisdemeanor, DNI/DUL. Exclusive triable felony, criminal
appeals, miscellaneous criminal jurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction.

Jury trials in most cases,

3

PHILADELPHIA MUNICIPAL COURT DISIRICT JUSTICE COURT
g%st gistrict) (338 courts)
Judges

538 district justices
CSP casetypes:

- Real fropertg rights ($ 8/5,000), (SP casetypes:
niscellaneous domestic relai;ons - Tort, contract, real property
niscellaneous civil, Exclusive r;qbis (¢ 8/4.@08).
small claims jurisdiction - %ﬁ?ltEd felony, misdemeanor,
- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DHI/ - Traffic/other violation,
- Ondinance violation, . .
No jury trials, Ko jury trials.
Courts of
limited

jurisdiction
[ ---------------- j ------------------ Juris

PHILADELPHIA TRAFFIC COURT PITTSBURGH CITY MAGISTRATES \
(ist District) (5th District)

6 Judges 5 magistrates

(SP casetypes;

- Real property rights,

- Limited felony, misdemeanor,
DRIADUI, . .

- Traffic/other violation,

(sp c;setgpes:, .
- Hovln? raffxc{rparkan,

miscellaneous traffic,

rF— - = ——y

Ko jury trials. Ko Jjury trials.

222 « State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988



PUERTO RICO COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT

? justices

ey Court of

Jurisdiction: o . last resort

- Revieus Judgnents and decisions of the Court of First In-
ztan%e,* and cases on appeal or review before the Superior
ourt,

- Reviews rulings of the Registrar of Property and rulings of
certain administrative agencies.

]

SUPERIOR COURT* ({2 districts)
95 Judges

CSP casetypes: ) )

- Tort, contract, real gropertT rights (¢ 19,000/n0 maximum), Court of
domestic relations and miscellaneous civil. Exclusive estate . general
and civil appeals jurisdiction. o Jurisdiction

- Nisdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony and criminal appeals
!urxsd;ctan. L

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials in criminal cases.

DISTRICT COURT* (39 courts)

94 judges

(5P casetypes: , .

- Tort, contract, real gropertg rights (¢ 0/10,000), miscel-
laneous domestic relations and miscellaneous clull._ .

- Nisdemeanor, Exclusive limited felony and DHI/DUI Juris-

iction. . . .
- Traffic/other violation except parking,

No Jjury trials.

Courts of
 limited
Jurisdiction

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE (2 courts) MUNICIPAL COURT (52 courts)
2 reqular judges and 18 special judges 35 judges

Jurisdictions ¢SP casetypes:

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

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

No Jjury trials, No jury trials.

* The Court of First Instance consists of two divisions: the Superior Court and
the District Court.
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RHODE ISLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT fi
9 Justices sit en banc

(SP casetypes: .= =~ = . - )

- Handatory Jjurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, juvenile,
disciplinary, advisory opinion, original preceeding cases,

= Discretionary aur;sdlctxon.xn administrative agency appeals,
interlocutory decision, original proceeding cases,

Court of
last resort

4 4

SUPERIOR COURT (4 divisions) A
20 Justices
CSP casetypes: i Court of
- Tort, contract, real fropertg rights (% 5,900/n0 _ general
maxinum), civil a ﬁea s, miscellaneous civil. Jurisdiction
- Misdemeanor, DHI/DUI, Exc!usnve triable felony,
criminal appeals Jurisdiction,
Jury trials.
DISTRICT COURT (8 divisions) 2] FAMILY COURT (4 divisions)
13 judges 4 judges
(5P casetypes: CSP casetypes: . ]
- Tort, contract, real Ero erty - Exclusive domestic relations
righls (61608/3, 800-19, 000) jurisdiction. L
appeals of administrative agency - Exclusive juvenile Jjurisdiction,
cases, Exclusive small claims
($1,300), mental health. )
- Hisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, Exclusive
limited felon iurxsdictlon.,
- Ordinance vnq?a lon, Exclusive
noving traffic for those cases
not handled administratively.
Ho Jjury trials, No Jury trials. Courts of
limited
Jurisdiction

.................. I —

1

' MUNICIPAL COURT (i1 courts)
|

1 16 judges

\

v (SP casetypes:

[}

|

|

[}

- Ordjnance violation,
parking Jjurisdiction,

Exclusive

t No Jjury trials.

F—— m m - - = ——-—

PROBATE COURT (39 cities/towns)
39 Jjudges

CSP casetypes: o

- Exclusive estate jurisdiction.

No Jjury trials.
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SOUTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

A

SUPREME COURT
9 Justices sit en banc

(SP casetypest = .. .. . . . N

- Nandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, Juvenile i
dxsclpllnara, certified questions from federal courts, orig-
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. o

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital ¢riminal
administrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding, inter-
locutory decision cases.

. i

I

—)-

COURT OF APPEALS
6 Jjudges sit in panels and en banc

CSP casetypes: . ) . ]

- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital eriminal, admin-
istrative aqencg, Juvenile, original proceeding cases assigned
by the Suzreme ourt,

- No discretionary Jjurisdiction,

CIRCUIT COURT (16 circuits) A
3 Judges and 28 masters-in-equity

Court of
last resort

Intermediate
appellate
court

(SP casetypes:

Exclusive civil appea
- Nisdemeanor, DH] ﬁL

- Tort, contract, real frogertgd:i
s Jurisdic

appeals, miscellaneous criminal Jurisdiction,
Jury trials except in appeals.

FAMILY COURT (16 circuits)
46 judges

(5P casetypes: .

- Hiscellaneous ¢ivil, Exclusive
domestic relations jurisdiction,
except for some Eatern;t /bastardy
cases heard in the Hagistrate

ourt,

- Juvenile traffic.,

= Juvenile,

No Jury trials.,

Court of
. . _ general
hts, miscellaneous civil, — Jurisdiction
100,
Exclusive triable felony, criminal

| MAGISTRATE COURT (35 courts) 1 |
1 [}
t 313 magistrates ]
| ]
1 (SP casetypes: )
= Tort, contract, real property
! rxgh{s.(s 0/2 580), some |
! a grn1t¥/bas¥ardg. l
t - Limited felony, misdemeanor, 1
| . |
t = Traffic/other violation, '
1 - Juvenile, )
| ) ! Courts of
1 Jury trials, 1 Climited
-------------------------------- 4 Jurisdiction

e

PROBATE COURT (46 courts)
46 Judges
(SP casetypes:

- Exclusive mental health, estate
Jurisdiction,

Ho jury trials.

---- Indicates assignment of cases.

~——4 = Limited
DUI/D

[}
|
» ~250 judges
[}
[}

(SP casetypes:
Felong, misdemeanor,

- Traffic/other violation.

! Jury trials,
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SOUTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT
5 justices sit en banc
(SP casetypes:

- Mandatory {urisdiction in civil, criminal, Court of
administrative agency, Jjuvenile, last resort
disciplinary, qrxglngl proceeding cases.

- Discretionary ﬂurlsdlctlon in advisory
opinions for the state executive, inter-
locutory decision, original proceeding
cases.

CIRCUIT COURT (8 circuits) fA
33 judges, 18 lau na;istrates, 10 tart-tine
Jay magisirates, 86 ull-time clerk magis-
trates, and 44 part-time clerk magistrates

¢SP casetypes:

= Exclusive civil Jyrisdiction (inc!udin%‘
civil asyeals). Small claims jurisdiction Court of
($ 2,000, _ general
- Exclusive criminal Jurisdiction (including Jurisdiction

crimingl appeals). L

- Exclusive traffic/other violation juris-
diction (excert for uncontested parking
which is handled administratively).

- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials except in small claims,
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TENNESSEE COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT
5 Justices sit en banc
(5P casetypes:

sation

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, workers' compen-

3 lawyer disciplinary cases, . .

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

!

Court of
last resort

!

!

COURT OF APPEALS (3) A COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEALS (3)
12 judges 9 Jjudges
Intermediate
CSP casetypes: (SP casetypes = appellate
- Nandatory %urxsdlctxon in civil, - Mandatory jurisdiction in non- courts
administrative agency, Jjuvenile capital criminal, Jjuvenile, or-
¢ases. o 191nal proceeding cases,
- Discretionary ﬂur;sdlctlon in - Discretionary Jjurisdiction in
interlocutory decision cases. interlocutory decision cases.
—){ JUDICIAL DISTRICTS (31 districts)
CIRCUIT CQURT . A| CHANCERY A | CRIMINAL COURT
(99 counties in 34 districts) o (34 districts)
69 iud (31 districts) 2 iud
Judges Judges
35 chancellors
CSP_casetgpes: ) (sp gaset?pes: o fourt of
= Civil ($ 58/no maximum), CSP.cgsetgpes: - Crimipal.  Criminal _ general
except small claims, Civil | - Civil (5 38/ appeals jurisdiction, Jurisdiction
appeals Jjurisdiction, ne maximum)
- (riminal, . except small
- Moving traffic, miscella- claims.
neous traffic. ) )
Jury trials. Jury trials. Jury trials,

et

Lo

JUVENILE COURT |
(21 courts) |

|
22 judges; 7 part-times

......... L.

PROBATE COURT (2)

3 Judges; 3 full=
tive, 2 part-time

MUNICIPAL COURT
(~300 courts)

~200 judges
(SP casetypes:

1
|
|

(sp caset%pes:

- Paternity/bastardy,
mental health.

- Juvenile.

(SP casetypes:
- Estate.
lation,

No jury trials. No jury trials,

No Jjury trials,

= = e e - - - -y

e - am - e - —

GENERAL SESSIONS COURT (92 counties, 2 additional
counties have a trial justice court)

131 full-time and 2 part-time judges

'
|
1
'
[}
1
(SP casetypes: . ) 1
- Tort, contract, real propert% rights ($ @/varies) 1
Marriage dxssoiutlon,,suppor /eustody, mental hgaith, !
estate cases, Exclusive small c¢laims jurisdiction ¢

]

]

1

[}

]

1

J

| , .
t - Nisdemeanor, DHI/DUI,

1 - Traffic/other violation.
1 = Juvenile.

|

|

! No jury trials,

.........................................................
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TEXAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT
9 Jjustices sit en banc
(SP casetypes:

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil cases.

- Discretionary jurisdiction 1n civil,
administrative agency, juvenile, cer-
tified ?uestxons from federal courts,

original proceeding cases,

!

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

(5P casetypes =

~ Nandatory Jjurisdiction in crimin-
al, original p:ocged;ng_casgs.

= Discretionary Jjurisdiction in
noncapital criminal, original pro-
ceeding cases

i ;

A 4

(SP casetypes:

decision cases.
- Ho discretionary juri

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

- fandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, adminis-
trative agency, Jjuvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory

sdiction,

!

DISTRICT COURTS (375 courts) -
DISTRICT COURT (365 courts) A | CRIMINAL DISTRICT COURT
3 Judges (10 courts)
CSP casetypes: 10 judges
- Tort, contract, real_pro;ertg
rth{s_(s 200/n0 maximuml , (sp gasetgges: ,
domestic relations, estate, = Iriable felony, misdemeanor,
nlscellaneous.c;01i. , DHI/DUT, miscellaneous criminal
Exclusive administrative agency cases.
appeals iurxsdlct;on.
- Iriable felony, misdemeanor,
DUI/DUI, miscellaneous criminal
- Juvenile,
Jury trials. Jury trials,

COUNTY LEVEL COURTS (424 courts)

1 CONSTITUTIONAL COUNTY COURT
|
1 (294 courts) 254 judges

[}

1 CSP casetypes:

1 - Tort, contract, real property

rights (6 208/%,500), small

claims for counties with pop.
above 409,000 ($ 2,500,
marriage dissolution, estate,
mental health, civil trial
cqup} appeals, miscellaneous
civil,

- Nisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, criminal
appeals,

- Noving traffic, miscellaneous
traffie,

- Juvenile,

Jury trials.

P

PROBATE COURT
(13 courts)

{3 judges

CSP casetypes:
-t ate.gp

st

Jury trials.

COUNTY COURT AT LAM (157 courts)
157 Jjudges

CSP casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real property
rlqbis (% 208/varies), small
claing ($ 1506-200), narrxa?e
dissolution, estate, menta
health, civil trial court
appeals, miscellaneous civil,

- Misdemeanor, DHI/DUL, criminal
appeals. . .

- Hoving traffic, miscellaneous
traffic,

- Juvenile,

Jury trials,

MUNICIPAL COURT* (858 courts)
1,184 judges

CSP.c@setgfes: .

- Limited telony, misdemeanor.

~ - Noving traffic, Earkan, miscell
neous traffic, Excl

violation jurisdiction,

Jury trials,

xclusive ordinance

1 1
1 1
1 )
1 )
1 1
1 1
- 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
[ 1
1 1

] JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT#
(922 courts)
(SP casetypes:

- Lini
- Noving traffic, parking, miscel-

t Jury trials,

922 judges

'

)

:

[}

Tort, contract, real prOfertg, ]
rxgh{s (8 0/2,500), small claims oy

($°1,000), mental health, -

ted felony, misdemeanor, '

[}

[}

|

[}

J

laneous traffic.

% Some Nunicipal and Justice of the Peace Courts may appeal to the District Court.
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UTAH COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT A
5 Justices sit en banc

CSP casetypes: | L L . Coyrt of

- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative last resort
agency, Juvenile, lawyer d1$01pilnarg, original proceeding
cases.

- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlecutory decision cases.

COURT OF APPEALS* A
7 Justices sit in panels of 3 )
Intermediate
—H CSP casetypes: o . appellate
- Mandatory Jjusisdiction in civi], criminal, administra- court
tive a%gncg, Juvenile, original {roceedlng cases,
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision
cases.,
[ [}
DISTRICT COURT (8 districts in 29 counties) A
29 Judges
(SP casetypes: )
- Tort, contract, real Yropertg rlghts. Court of
Exclusive domestic relations, estate, _general
mental health, miscellaneous ¢ivil Jurisdiction
Hurlsdlctxon. )
- Nisdemeanor. Exclusive felony,
criminal appeals jurisdiction,
Jury trials in most casetypes,
CIRCUIT COURT (8 circuits in 29 | JUSTICE couRt ]
counties) 1 (170 cities/counties) !
l} 1
37 judges 1 140 judges I
L |
¢SP casetypes: t (SP casetypes: '
- Tort, contract, real proTertT . 1 - Tort, contract (¢ 0/4,000), '
righls (6 0/(6,000), small claims ] sma!i claims ($ 1,0005. !
($ 1,000, . H— - Limited felony, misdemeanor,
- Limited felonT, nisdemeanor, e ) . !
DUI/DUL,  Exclusive miscellaneous 1 = Traffic/other violation. !
criminal Jjurisdiction. ] '
- Traffic/other violation. ] '
. i . ' ! Courts of
Jury trials except in small claims ' ) ) | limited
and parking cases, ! Jury trials in some casetypes, ! Jurisdiction

JUVENILE COURT (8 juvenile court districts)
12 judges

(SP casetypess
- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction,

No jury trials.

% The Court of Appeals became operational on February {, 19872,
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VERMONT COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT
9 Justices sit en banc
(SP casetypes:

gases,

- Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, 1n£e

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases.

rlocutory decision

s

4

SUPERIOR COURT (14 counties) A

10 Jjudges

(SP casetypes: .

- Tort, contract (¢ 200/no maxi-
fium) support/custodY, patern-
1tg/ﬁastardY, niscellaneous
domestic reiations, miscel-
laneous civil, Exclusive real
property rights, marriage dis-
solution, civil appeals juris-
diction,

- Triable felony.

Jury trials,

DISTRICT COURT* (14 circuits)
{5 Judges

(SP casetypes:

- Tort, contract (¢ 8/5,000),

supsort/gustodg, paternity/bas-

tar 2, miscellaneous domestic
relations, mental health,
Exclusive small claims juris-
diction (% 2,000 ) .

- Triable felony, Exclusive mis-
demeanor, DHI/DUI jurisdiction.

- Exclusive n091n?,trafflg, mig-
cellaneous traffic, ordinance
violation jurisdiction, =

- Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials,

(SP casetypes:
- Hental i’

No Jjury trials.

PROBATE COURT (19 districts)
19 judges (part-time)
ealth, miscellaneous domestic

relations, miscellaneous civil, Exclu-
sive adopilon, estate jurisdiction,

% The District Court, althou?h created as a court of limited jurisdiction, has
nclude almost all criminal matters, [n 1983, the District

Court was granted Jjurisdiction over all criminal ¢ases, and has become the court of

general Jurisdiction for most criminal matters. A small number of appeals go to the

increased 1ts scope to inc

uperior Court,
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VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

diction,

No jury trials.

- Nisdemeanor. Exclusive DHI/DUI, limited felony juris-

- Ordinance violation, Exclusive moving traffic, parking,
miscellanequs traffic jurisdiction,
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

SUPREME COURT A
7 Jjustices sit en banc and in panels
CSP casetypes: = . . - .
$ - Nandatory Jurisdiction in capital criminal, admin- Court of
istrative agency, lawyer disciplinary cases, last resort
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital
criminal, administrative aggncg,.auvenxle Judge dis-
ciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory decision
cases.
[
COURT OF APPEALS#* A
18 judges sit in panels
Intermediate
CSP casetypes: = . . appellate
- Mandatory jurisdiction in some civil, some adminisira- court
tive agencg and some original proceeding cases,
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in noncapital criminal cases,
4
CIRCUIT COURT (31 circuits) A
122 judges
CSP casetypes: .
- Tort, contract, rea] property rlghts (¢ 0-1,000/n0 max-
x@unf mental ﬁea!th, administrative agency agpeals, Court of
miscellaneous civil. Exclusive domestic relations . general
{except for support/custody), civil appeals from trial Jjurisdiction
courts, estate jurisdiction, . .
- Misdemeanor, criminal appeals. Exclusive triable felony
Hur;sdlctlon. .
- Urdinance violation.
Jury trials,
DISTRICT COURT (204 Genera] District, Juvenile, and
Domestic Relations Courts)xx
108 FTE general district and 73 FIE juvenile and domestic
relations judges
(5P casetypes: )
- Tort, contract, real ﬁrufertg rxghts (¢ 8/7,000), sup- Court of
Fort/custodg mental health, small claims in Climited
airfax County, Jurisdiction

¥ The Uirginia Court of npfeals became o
%% The District Court is referred to as t

b

erational on January {, 1985,
e Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court

when hearing Juvenile and domestic relations cases, and as the General District

Court for the balance of the cases.
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WASHINGTON COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT
9 justices sit en banc and in panels

(SP casetypes: . L ) Court of
M - Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative last resort
agency, Juvenile, certified questions from federal court
cases,
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal,
administrative agency, Juvenile, disciplinary, original
proceeding, 1nterlocu{org decislon cases.
—
COURT OF APPEALS (3 courts/divisions)
16 Judges sit in panels )
Intermediate
(5P casetypes: . L . appellate
- Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital ¢riminal, admin- court
istrative agency, Juyenile, original grocgedlnq cases,
- Discretionary jurisdiction in administrative agency, inter-
locutory decision ¢ases.
SUPERIOR COURT (30 districts in 39 counties) f
136 judges
(SP casetypes: . . ) Court of
- Tort, contract, Exclusive real property rights, domestic . general
relahonsl estate, mental health, civil appeals, miscel- Jurisdiction
laneous civi gurxsdxctlon. o o
- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals jurisdiction.
- Exclusive Jjuvenile jurisdiction,
Jury trials in most cases.
[rocessesesseresseecannnzalomooonansos [rosmmoseessmencheseemcom oo nenee —
t MUNICIPAL COURT (132 cities) ! v DISTRICT COURT (68 courts in 67
! . . 1 v locations for 39 counties)* !
v 99 Judges (86 part-time) 1 l ) . ]
' ! 1 107 judges (29 part-time) !
1 CSP casetypes: | ] ' Courts of
1 - Domestic relations, ! 1 CSP casetypes: ] Climited.
1 = Nisdemeanor, DHI/DUI, ) I 1 = Tort, contract (§ 0/10,000), t Jurisdiction
1 = Noving trafflq, parking, miscel- 1 miscellaneous domestic nelailons.l
t laneous traffic, and ordinance 1 1 Exclusive small claims juris- 1
1 violations, ! 1 diction ($ 2,000, '
| ! 1 - Nisdemeanor, DHI/DU], i '
] ] 1 - Noving traftic, ¥ark1ng, miscel- ¢
' ! ¢+ laneous (non-traffic) vielations.:
[} [} 1 ]
1 Jury trials except in traffic and t Jury trials except in traffic '
t parking. ! ' and parking, )

% %istiict Court provides services to municipalities that do not have a Hunicipal
ourt.
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WEST VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT OF RPPEALS A

5 Justices sit en banc

Court of

(sP casetg{esz e last resort

= No mandatery jurisdiction. . o

- Discretionary Jjurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, ad-
ministrative agency, Juvenile, dxscxpllnara, certified ques-
tions from federal courts, original proceeding, interlocutory
decision cases.

CIRCUIT COURT (3{ circuits) A
60 Judges

(SP casetypes: . .

- Tort, contract ($ 388/no maximum), Exclusive real property Court of
rights, domestic relations, mental health, estate, civil . general
appeals Jurisdiction, ] ) o Jurisdiction

- Misdemeanor, DUI/DUI, Exclusive triable felony, criminal
appeals jurisdiction,

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials,

MAGISTRATE COURT (35 counties) MUNICIPAL COURT (122 courts)

1

| |

| |
136 magistrates 1 122 judges (part-time) !
| |

(SP casetypes: t CSP casetypes: ]

- Tort, contract ($ 0/3,000), 1+ = DHI/DUI, ) ) ' Courts of
- Hisdemeanor, DUI/DUI, Exclusive| « - Moving traffic, miscellaneous 1 Climited
limited felony Jurisdiction, v traffic. Exclusive parking, Jurisdiction
- Noving traffic, miscellaneous +ordinance violation '
[} [}
| '
' ]
| |}
J

traffic, Jurisdiction,

Jury trials, ! Jury trials,
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WISCONSIN COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

I3

SUPREME COURT
7 Justices sit en banc

(5P casetqzes: o

= Ho mandatory jurisdiction, . _

- Discretionary Jjurisdiction in civil, criminal, admin-
istrative agency, dlscxfllnaru» ceriltxed questions from
federal courts, original proceeding, Jjuventle cases,

Court of
last resort

COURT OF APPEALS (4 districts)
{3 judges sit in 3-judge districts (one 4-judge district)

(SP casetypes: . . . .

- Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, adninistrative
agency, Juvenile cases, o

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision
cases.

Intermediate
appellate
court

CIRCUIT COURT (69 circuits) A
208 judges

(SP casetypesy L

- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including civil appeals).
Small claims Yur;sdlct;on (4 2,000,

- DHIZDUL,  Exclusive triable telony, misdemeanor
8ur15d1ctxon. . ) _ .

- Lontested: moving traffic, parkxnﬁ, niscellaneous traf-

fic, Ordinance violations 1f no Municipal Court,

- Exclusive Jjuvenile jurisdiction,
Jury trials in most cases.

Court of
_ general
Jurisdiction

P e |

MUNICIPAL COURT (196 courts)

194 judges (191 part-time, 3 full-time)
CSP casetypes:

- DRIZDUL, (first offense)

- Traffic/other violation.

No jury trials,
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WYOMING COURT STRUCTURE, 1988

SUPREME COURT A

§ Justices sit en banc

CSP casetypesy o o . Court of

- Handatory jurisdiction in cluxl].crlmxnal, administrative last resort
i

agenc;, Juvenile, Jawyer discip nara, certified questions

from federal courts, original proceeding cases, .

- Discretionary Jurisdiction 1n extraordinary writs, writs of
certiorari on appeals from limited Jjurisdiction courts, —

DISTRICT COURT (9 districts) f
17 judges
(SP casetypes:

- Tort, contract, real gropertg rights (¢ {,000-7,000/n0 max-
imun (depends on whether affeal 1s from County éourt or, Court of
Justice of the Peace Courtl), Exclusive domestic relations . general
(except for miscellaneous domestic relations), mental health, Jjurisdiction

estate, civil afpeals, miscellaneous civil Jurisdiction.
- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals Jurisdiction,
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction,

Jury trials,

[rooeneosenseeeocuomoroteeaoooonses 1 [roocccessosmeslosenncooocosooaonos 1 T
JUSTICE OF THE PERCE COURT ' 1 MUNICIPAL COURT (88 courts) I
(14 courts in 11 counties) ' ' . ]
o { 73 Judges !
14 justices of the peace ' ( |
f ¢ (SP casetypes: !
CSP casetypes: ! v - DHIADUL, _ ) !
- Tort, contract, real proYertg_ ! 1 - Noving traffic, parking, mis- ¢
rights (6 0/3,000), small claims 1 cellaneous traff;c. Exclusive
($ 2,000, . t 1 ordinance violation Jjuris- !
- Limiled felony, misdemeanor, ! v diction, 1
DRI/DUI, . . ) ' t ]
- floving traffic, parking, miscel- 1 ' ]
laneous traffic/other violation. 1 ) 1
| | ]
Jury trials except in small ! ' _ 1
claims. ! 1 Jury drials, t Courts of
RRRERh bbb bbb bbb 4 beerrrroros e 4 Climited
Jurisdiction

COUNTY COURT (9 districts)
19 Jjudges

(SP casetypes: .

- Tort, contract, real property rxahts
($ 8/7,000), small claims ($ 2,000,
n;sgelianeous domestic relations.

- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DHI/DUI,

- Noving traffic, parking, miscellaneous
traffic violation,

Jury trials except in small claims,
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FIGURE A: Reporting Periods for All State Courts, 1988
Reporting periods
January 1, 1988 July 1, 1987 September 1, 1987 October 1, 1987
to to to o
State December 31, 1988 June 30, 1988 August 31, 1988 September 30, 1988
Alabama X
Alaska X
Arizona X
Arkansas X
California X
Colorado X
Connecticut X
Delaware X
District of Columbia X
Florida X
Georgia X X X
Court of Appeals Magistrate Court Supreme Court
Superior Court (Aug. 1, 1987 -
State Court July 31, 1988)
Juvenile Court
Probate Court
Hawaii X
Idaho
Hlinois X
Indiana X
lowa X
Kansas X
Kentucky X
Louisiana X
Maine X
Maryland X
Massachuselts X X
Trial Courts Supreme Judicial Court
Appeals Court
Michigan X
Court of Appeals Supreme Court
Trial Courts
Minnesota X
Mississippi X
Supreme Court
Missouri X
Montana X X
Supreme Court City Count
District Court Justice of the Peace Court
Municipal Court
Nebraska X X X
District Court Workers' Suprems Court
County Court Compensation Court
Separate Juvenile
Nevada X
Supreme Court
District Court
New Hampshire X

Supreme Court
Superior Count
District Court

Municipal Court

Probate Court

~ {continued on next page)
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FIGURE A: Reporting periods for all state courls, 1988. (continued)

Reporting periods

January 1, 1988 July 1, 1987 September 1, 1987 Qctober 1, 1987
to to fo to
State December 31, 1988 June 30, 1988 August 31, 1988 September 30, 1988
New Jersey X
New Mexico X
New York X
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio X
Oklahoma X
Oregon X
Pennsylvania X
Puerto Rico X
Rhode Island X X
Trial Courts Supreme Court
South Carolina X
South Dakota X
Tennessee X
Texas X
Utah X X
Supreme Court Trial Courls
Vermont X
Virginia X
Washington X
West Virginia X
Wisconsin X
Wyoming X
Note: Unless otherwise indicated, an "X" means that all
of the trial and appellate courts in that state report
data for the time period indicated by the column.
FOOTNOTES

“Tennessee--Converted from a calendar year to a fiscal year
reporting period. Data in this report represent the
period July 1, 1988 to June 30, 1989.

Source: Data were gathered from the 1988 Slate Trial and Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles and Stale Administrative
Offices of the Courts. :
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1988

Case counted at:

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened
cases In lts count of

Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice  of the Record Yes, of
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: ype appeal record  briefs point court court No  Rarely as new case
ALABAMA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Court of Civil
peals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0
Court of Criminal
Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
ALASKA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
ARIZONA:
Supreme Court COLR X-CRIM 0 X X 0 0 X 0
Court of Appeals IAC X-CRIM*X* 0 X X X 0 X 0
(except (only
indus-  indus-
trial trial
cases & cases &
civil civil
petition petition
for for
special special
action)  action)
ARKANSAS:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X (o]
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0
CALIFORNIA:
Supreme Court COLR X X 0 0 X COLR X 0 0
(death  (if petition
penalty for review
only) of IAC)
Courts of Appeal IAC 0 X 0 0 X o X 0 0
COLORADO:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
CONNECTICUT:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
(if motion
to open)
Appellate Court IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0
(if motion
to open or
if remand
by COLR)
DELAWARE:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Court of Appeals COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE B: Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts, 1988. (continued)

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened

Case counted al: cases in its count of
Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice  of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently
Slate/Court name:  lype appeal record  briefs  point court court = No  Rarely as new case
FLORIDA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X IAC X 0 0
District Courts of
Appeal IAC X 0 0 0 X (Adm. Agy. X 0 0
and Workers
Comp.)
GEORGIA:

Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
(if new
appeal)

Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0

HAWAII:

Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X 0 0 X

(original
proceeding)
Intermediate Court
of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 (when 0 0 0 0 X
assigned
by COLR)
IDAHO:
Supreme Cour COLR X 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0
(appeal (COLR if
from appeal
trial from
court)  |AC)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 (when 0 0 0 X 0
assigned
by COLRY)

ILLINOIS:

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0

Appellate Court IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY

INDIANA:

Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 (any X COLR 0 0 X

first (only (if
filing, death  petition
nolice, penally for trans-
record, andor fer from
brief sentence |AC)
or over 10
motion)  years)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 (any X 0 0 0 X
first (precipe)
filing)

(continued on next page)

242 « State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988



FIGURE B: Methods of counting cases in slate appeliate courts, 1988. (continued)

Casae counted at:

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened
cases in its count of

Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice  of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal  record briefs point court court No Rarely  as new case
IOWA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X X X 0 0
(if (COLR
appeal if
from appeal
trial from
court)  IAC)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER X 0 X 0 0
(if
appeal
from
trial
court)
KANSAS:
Supreme Court COLR v} 0 0 X* X 0 0 0 X
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 Xt X 0 0 0 X
KENTUCKY:
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 X X X X 0 0
(COLR
if review -
Is sought
from |AC)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 0 0
LOUISIANA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0
MAINE:
Supreme Judicial
Court Sitling as
Law Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X
(if (if new
remanded) appeal)
MARYLAND:
Court of Appeals COLR 0 X 0 0 X X 0 o] X
(if (IAC
direct  If appeal
appeal) from IAC)
Court of Special
Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
MASSACHUSETTS:
Supreme Judicial
Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Appeals Court IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0
(it
originally
dismissed

as premature)

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE B: Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts, 1988. (conlinued)

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened

Case counted at: cases in its count of
Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice  of the Record Yas, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal  record briefs point court court No Rarely  as new case
MICHIGAN:

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X
(if (if new
remanded appeal)
wijurisdic-
tion
refained)

Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X 0 0 X

MINNESOTA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0
MISSISSIPPI:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
MISSOURI:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
MONTANA:
Supreme Count COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
(notice
plus any
other filing:
fee, record,
motion)
NEBRASKA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
NEVADA:

Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0

NEW HAMPSHIRE:

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X
(if re-
manded &

Jurisdic-
tion
retained)

NEW JERSEY:

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 (dCOLR if IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY

irect
appeal,
otherwise
with 1AC)
Appellate Division
of Superior Court IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY

{continued on next page)
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FIGURE B: Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts, 1988. (continued)

Case counted at:

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened
cases in its count of

Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice  of the Record Yes, or
Count of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal  record briefs point court court No Rarely as new case
NEW MEXICO:
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 0
{within
30 days
of notice)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
(within
30 days
of notice)
NEW YORK:
Court of Appeals COLR X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
Appellate Divisions
of Supreme Court IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 X
(if re- (if re-
mit for mand for
specific new trial)
Issues)
Appellate Terms of
Supreme Coun IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
NORTH CAROLINA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X X X 0
{if (COLR (if
direct  if petition
appeal) appeal to re-
from hear)
IAC)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X X 0
{if
recon-
sidering
dismissal)
NORTH DAKOTA:
Suprema Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
OHIO:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 IAC X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
OKLAHOMA:
Supreme Court COLR X* 0 0 0 X 0 X' 0 X’
Court of Criminal
Appeals COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X* 0 X’
(notice
plus
tran-
script)
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER 0 COLR X* 0 X
OREGON:
Supreme Count COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Count of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY

(continued on nexi page)
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FIGURE B: Melhods of counting cases in state appellate courls, 1988. (continued)

Does the court count

reinstated/reopened
Case counted at: cases in its count of
Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice  of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate fraquently
State/Court name: lype appeal record briefs point court court No Raraly  as new case
PENNSYLVANIA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 X X X X X 0
(direct (discre- (if re-  (if new
appeal tionary instated appeal)
only) certiorari to en-
granied) force
order)
Superior Court IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0
Commonwealth Court |AC X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 X
(ADM.
AGY.)
PUERTO RICO:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X-CR X-CV IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
RHODE ISLAND:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X 0 0 X
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC (¢} 0 0 TRANSFER 0 0 X 0 0
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
TENNESSEE:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Appeals 1AC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
(Court of
Appeals)
Court of Criminal
Appeals IAC X 0 Y 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
{Court of
Criminal
Appeals)
TEXAS:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
Court of Criminal
Appeals COLR 0 0 0 (any first X X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
filing) (Court of
Crim. Appeals)
Court of Appeals 1AC X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY
(Civil
only)
UTAHR:
Supreme Court COLR X* 0 0 0 X X X 0 0
(court  (ADM.
from AGY)
which
appealed)
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0
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FIGURE B: Methods of counting cases in state appellate courls, 1988. (conlinued)

Does the court count
reinstated/reopened

Case counted al: cases in its count of
Filing Case filed with: new filings?
Notice  of the Record Yes, or
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently
State/Court name: type appeal  record briefs point court court No Rarely  as new case
VERMONT:
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X
(if dis- (if after
missed final de-
& rein- clsion or
stated) it statig-
tical
period has
ended)
VIRGINIA:

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
WASHINGTON:

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0

Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0
WEST VIRGINIA:

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0

(Counted
as new
filings
as of
8/86)
WISCONSIN:
Supreme Court COLR 0 (Y 0 {When 0 X 0 0 X
accepted
by court)

Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X
WYOMING:

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X 0 0 X
ADM. AGY. = Administrative agency cases only. Kansas--Cases are counted at the docketing, which occurs
CR = Criminal cases only. 21 days after a notice of appeal is filed in the trial
cv = Civil cases only. court.

DpP = Death penally cases only.

COLR = Court of last resorl. Kentucky—-Cases are counted at either the filing of the brief
IAC = |ntermediate appellate court. or request for intermediate relief.
FOOTNOTES Chio-Court of Appeals: The clerk of the trial court is also

the clerk of the Court of Appeals.
Arizona--Supreme Court: Civil cases: A case Is counted

when the fee is paid within 30 days after trial Oklahoma--The notice of appeal refers to the petition in error.
record is filed. The courts do not count reinstated cases as new
filings, but do count any subsequent appeal of an
Arizona—-Court of Appeals: Civil cases: A case is counted earlier decided case as a new filing.
when the fee is paid within 30 days after trial
record is filed. For juvenile/industrial/habeas Pennsylvania-Supreme Court: Mandatory cases are filed
COrpus cases, a case is counted at recaipt of with the trial court, and discretionary cases are
notice or at receipt of the trial record. filed with the appellate court.
Californla--Supreme Court: Cases are counled at the nofice Utah--Supreme Court: Mandatory appeals are no longer in
of appeal for discretionary review cases from the effect as of 1/1/86; an intermediate court of
IAC. appeals was established on 1/1/87.

Source: glale Appellate Court Jurlsdiction Guide profiles, as updated and verified for 1988 by Stale Administrative Offices of the
ourts.
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FIGURE C: Dollar Amount Jurisdiction for Original Tort, Contract, Rea! Property Rights, and
Small Claims Filings in State Trial Courts, 1988

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar
amount amount Small claims
tons.I contracts, lort:]. contracts szllrlnum Summary Lawyers
real propert real property ollar Ju roce- ar-
State/Court name: Jurisdiction Mimmu%maxmum Minimunvmaximum_  amount yiirl);. %ures n?illed
ALABAMA;
Circuit Court G $1,000/No maximum - - - - -
District Court L - $1,000/ $5,000 $1,000 No Yes Optional
ALASKA:
Superior Courl G 0/No maximum - - - - -
District Court L - 0/$35,000 $5,000 No Yes No
ARIZONA:
Superior Court G $500/No maximum - - - - -
Justice of the Peace
Court - 0/ $2,500 $1,000 No Yes No
ARKANSAS:
Circuil Court G $100/No maximum - - - - -
Court of Common Pleas L - $500/ $1,000 - - - -
{contract only)
Municipal Court L - 0/ $3,000 $300 No Yes No
(contract and
real property)
City Count, Police Count L - 0/ §300 - - - -
(contract and
real property)
CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G $25,000/No maximum - - - - -
Municipal Court L - 0/$25,000 $2,000 No Yes No
Justice Court L - 0/$25,000 $2,000 No Yes No
COLORADO:
District Court G 0/No maximum - - - - -
Water Courl G 0/No maximum - - - - -
(only real property)
County Court - 0/ $5,000 $2,000 No Yes No
CONNECTICUT:
Superior Court G 0/No maximum - $1,000 No  Yes Yes
DELAWARE:
Court of Chancery G 0/No maximum - - - - -
Superior Court G 0/No maximum - - - - -
Court of Common Pleas L - 0/$15,000 - - - -
Justice of the Peace
Court L - 0/ $2,500 $2,500 No  Yes Yes
Alderman's Court L - $2,500 No Yes Yes
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Superior Court 0/No maximum - $2,000 Yes Yes Yes
{no minimum for real
property)
FLORIDA:
Circuit Court G $5.,000/No maximum - - - - -
County Court L - $2,500/ $5,000 $2,500 Yes Yes Yes
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FIGURE C:

1988. (continued)

Dollar amount ]urisdiction for original tort, contract, real property rights, and small claims filings In state ¥ial courts,

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar
amount amount Small claims
torts, contracts, torts, contracts ~ Maximum Summary Lawyers
real propert real propert dollar Jury  proce- per-
State/Court name: Jurisdiction Minimum/maximum Minimum/maximum  amount  trials  dures mitted
GEORGIA:
Superior Court G 0/No maximum - No max Yes No Yes
State Count L 0/No maximum - No max Yes Yes Yes
(No real property)
Civil Count L - 0/ $7,500- $7,500- No Yes Yes
25,000 $25,000
Magistrate Court L - 0/ $3,000 $3,000 No Yes Yes
(No real property)
Municipal Count L - 0/ $7,500 $7,500 No Yes Yes
HAWAII:
Circuit Court G $5,000/No maximum $5,000/$10,000 - - - -
District Court L - 0/$10,000 0/$2,500 No Yes Yes
{No maximum in  (Except In
summary posses-  residential
sion or ejectment) security de-
posit cases)
IDAHO:
District Court: G 0/No maximum - - - - -
(Magistrates Division) L - 0/$10,000 $2,000 No Yes No
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum - $2,500 Yes Yes Yes
INDIANA:
Superior Court and
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum - $3,000 No Yes Yes
County Court L - 0/$10,000 $3,000 No Yes Yes
Municipal Court of
Marion County L - 0/$20,000 - - - -
Small Claims Court of
Marion County L - - $3,000 No Yes Yes
City Court L - 0/ $500- - - - -
$2,500
(No real property)
IOWA:
District Court G 0/No maximum - $2,000 No Yes Yes
KANSAS:
District Court G 0/No maximum - $1,000 No Yes No
KENTUCKY:
Circuit Court G $4,000/No maximum - - - - -
District Court L - 0/ $4,000 $1,500 No Yes Yes
LOUISIANA:
District Court G 0/No maximum - - - - -
City Court, Parish Court L - 0/ $5,000 $2,000 No  Yes Yes
Justice of the Peace Court L - 0/ $1,200 $1,200 No Yes Yes
MAINE:
Superior Court G 0/No maximum - - - - -
District Court L - 0/$30,000 $1,400 No Yes Yes
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G $2,500/No maximum - - - - -
District Court L - 0/$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
(No maximum real
property)

{conlinued on nex! page)
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FIGURE C:

Dollar amount Jurisdiction

1988. (continued)

for original tort, contract, real properly rights, and small claims filings in stale tial courts,

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar
amount amount Small claims
torts, contracts, torts, contracts ~ Maximum Summary Lawyers
real Erogerlz real propert dollar Jury  proce- per-
State/Court nama: Jurisdiction Minimurm/maximum Minimumvmaximum  amount  trials  dures mitted
MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Court of the
Commonwsalth:
Superior Court Dept. G 0/No maximum - - - - -
Housing Court Depl. G 0/No maximum - $1,500 No No Yes
District Court Dept. G 0/No maximum - $1,500 Yes Yes Yes
Boston Municipal Court
Dept. G 0/No maximum - $1,500 Yes Yes Yes
MICHIGAN:
Circuit Court G $10,000/No maximum - - - - -
District Court L - 0/$10,000 $1,500 No  Yes No
Municipal Court L - 0/ $1,500 $1,500 No  Yes No
MINNESOTA:
District Court G 0/No maximum - $2,000 No Yes Yes
MISSISSIPPI: (NO DATA AVAILABLE)
MISSOURI:
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum - - - - -
(Associates Division) L - 0/$15,000 $1,500 No Yes Yes
MONTANA:
District Court G $50/No maximum - - - - -
Justice of the Peace Court
and Municipal Court L - 0/ $3,500 $1,500 No  Yes No
City Court L - o/ $300 $300 No  Yes No
NEBRASKA:
District Court G 0/No maximum - - - - -
County Court L - 0/$10,000 $1,500 No Yes No
( $5,000 for
real property)
NEVADA:
District Court G $1,000/No maximum - - - - -
Justice Court L- - 0/ $2,500 $2,500 No  Yes Yes
Municipal Court L - 0/ $2,500 - - - -
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
Superior Count G $1,500/No maximum - - - - -
District Court L - 0/$10,000 $2.500 No Yes Yes
Municipal Court L - 0/ $1,500 $1,500 No  Yes Yes
(only landlord-tenant,
and small claims)
NEW JERSEY:
Superior Court (Law Divi-
sion and Chancery
Division) G 0/No maximum - - - - -
(Law Division,
Spacial Civit Part) - 0/ $5,000 $1,000 No  Yes Yes
NEW MEXICO:
District Court G 0/No maximum - - - - -
Magistrate Court L - 0/ $5,000 - - - -
Metropolitan Court of
Bernalillo County L - 0/ $5,000 - - - -
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FIGURE C:

1988. (continued)

Dallar amount jurisdiction for original torl, contract, real properly rights, and small claims filings in stale trial courts,

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar
amount amount Small claims
torts, contracts, torts, contracts  Maximum Summary Lawyers
real_propert real propert dollar Jury  proce- per-
State/Court name: Jurisdiction Minimumvmaximum Minimunvmaximum  amount ials  dures mitted
NEW YORK:
Supreme Count G 0/No maximum - - - - -
County Count G - 0/$25,000 - - - -
Civil Court of the City
of New York L - 0/$25,000 $2,000 Yes Yes Yes
City Court L - 0/ $5,000 $2,000 Yes Yes Yes
$15,000
District Court L - 0/$15,000 $2,000 Yes Yes Yes
Court of Claims L 0/No maximum - - - - -
Town Court and Village
Justice Court L - 0/ $3,000 $1,500 Yes Yes Yes
NORTH CAROLINA:
Superior Court G $10,000/No maximum - - - - -
District Court L - - 0/$10,000 $1,500 No Yes Yes
NORTH DAKOTA:
District Court G 0/No maximum - - - - -
County Court L - 0/$10,000 $2,000 No Yes Varies
ORIO:
Court of Common Pleas G $500/No maximum - - - - -
County Count L - 0/ $3,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
Municipal Court L - 0/$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes
OKLAHOMA:
District Court G 0/No maximum - $3,000 Yes Yes Yes
OREGON:
Circuit Court G $10,000/No maximum - - - - -
District Court L - 0/$10,000 $2,500 No Yes No
Justice Court L - 0/ $2,500 $2,500 No Yes No
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G 0/No maximum - - - - -
District Justica Court L - 0/ $4,000 - - - -
Philadelphia Municipal Court L - 0/ $5,000 $5,000 No Yes Yes
(only real proparty)
Pittsburgh City
Magistrates Court L - 0/No maximum - - - -
(only real
property)
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G $10,000/No maximum - - - - -
District Court L - 0/$10,000 - - - -
RHODE ISLAND:
Superior Court G $5,000/No maximum - - - - -
District Court L - $1,000/ $5,000- $1,500 No Yes Yas
$10,000
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum - - - - -
Magistrate Court L - 0/ $2,500 - - - -
{no max. in landlord-tenant)
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum - $2,000 No Yes Yes

(continued on nexi page)

Part V: Figure C » 251



FIGURE C: Dollar amount jurisdiction for original tort, contract, real property rights, and smai claims filings in state trial courts,
1988. (continued)

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar
amount amount Small claims
torls, contracts, torts, contracts  Maximum Summary Lawyers
real propert real Erogertx dollar  Jury  proce- per-
State/Court name: Jurisdiction Minimunvmaximum Minimum/maximum_ amount  frials  dures mitted
TENNESSEE:
Circuit Court,
Chancery Court G $50/No maximum - - - - -
Ganeral Sessions Court L 0/No maximum 0/$15,000
(Forcible entry, (Al civil actions
detainer, and in in counties with $10,000 No Yes Yes
actions to recover population under
personal property 700,000)
0/$25,000
{All civil actions in
counties with popula-
tion over 700,000)
TEXAS:
District Court G $200/No maximum - - - - -
County Court at Law, Consti-
tutional County Court L - $200/varies $200 - - -
Justice Count L - 0/ $2,500 $1,000 Yes Yes Yes
(No max.
in real
property)
UTAH:
District Court G 0/No maximum - - - - -
Circuit Court L - 0/$10,000 $1,000 No  Yes Yes
Justice Court L - 0/ $1,000 $1,000 Yes Yes Yes
VERMONT:
Superior Court G $200/No maximum - - - - -
District Court G - 0/ $5,000 $2,000 Yes Yes Yes
VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G 0-$1,000/No maximum - - - - -
0/No maximum
(real property)
District Court L - 0/ $7,000 - - - -
WASHINGTON:
Superior Court G 0/No maximum - - - - -
District Court L - 0/$10,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes
No real property)
WEST VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G $300/No maximum - - - - -
Magistrate Court L - 0/ $3,000 - - - -
(No real property)
WISCONSIN:
Circuit Court G 0/No maximum - $2,000 Yes No Yes
WYOMING:
District Court G $1,000-$7,000/No maximum - - - - -
County Court L - 0/ $7,000 $2,000 No  Yes Yes
Justice of the Peace Court L - 0/ $3,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes

JURISDICTION CODES:

G = General jurisdiction court.

L = Limited jurisdiction court.

-~ = Information not available.

Sourca:  Dala were gathered from the 1988 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, and State Administrative Offices of the
Courts.
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FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by the State Trial Courts, 1988

Point of counting

Number of
defendants

Contents of charging documant

Single  charges

Single Single
Incident incident  One or
(set # of (unlim- more

ited # of inci-

State/Court name: Jurisdiction a criminal case One charge per case) charges) dents
ALABAMA:

Circuit Court G InformatiorvIndictment X

District Court L Complaint X X

Municipal Coun L Complaint X (No data reported)
ALASKA:

Superior Court G Indictment X X

District Court L Complaint X X
ARIZONA:

Superior Court G Information/indictment X X

Justice of the Peace

Court Complaint Varies with prosscutor®

Municipal Court L Complaint Varies with prosecutor®
ARKANSAS:

Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X

Municipal Court L Complaint X X

City Court, Police Ct. L Complaint X X
CALIFORNIA:

Superior Coun G Informatiorvindictment X X

Justice Count L Complaint X X

Municipal Court L Complaint X X
COLORADO:

District Court G Complaint X X

County Court L ComplainVsummons X X
CONNECTICUT: (Varles among

Superior Court G Information X local police

departments)

DELAWARE:

Superior Court G Information/indictment X X

Family Court L Complaintpetition X X

Justice of the Peace Court L Complaint X X

Court of Common Pleas L Complaint X X

Municipal Court of

Wilmington L Complaint X X

Alderman’s Court L Complaint X X
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:

Superior Court G Complainvinformation/ X X

indictment

FLORIDA:

Circuit Court G Informationvindictment X (Prosecutor decides)

County Court L Complaint X X

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE D: Criminal case unit of count used by the stale trial courls, 1988. (continued)

Point of counting

Contents of charging decument

Number of Single Single
defendants incident incident  One or
ne (set # of (unlim- more

or Single  charges ited # of incl-

State/Court name: Jurisdiction a criminal case One more charge per case)  charges) dents
GEORGIA:
Superior Court G Indictment/accusation X X
State Court L Accusation/citation X X
Magistrate Court L Accusation/citation X X
Probate Court L Accusation/citation X X
Municipal Court L No data reported
Civil Court L No data reported
County Recorder's Court L No data reported
Municipal Courts
and the City Court
of Atlanta L No data reported
HAWAII:
Circuit Court G Complaintindictiment X X  (Most serious
charge)
District Court L First appearance/infor- X X
mation
IDAHO:
District Court G Information X X
(Magistrates Division) L Complaint X X
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
INDIANA:
Superior Court and G Information/indictment X X (may not be
Circuit Court consistent)
County Court L Information/complaint X X (may not be
consistent)
Municipal Court of L Information/complaint X X (may not be
Marion County consistent)
City Court and Town L Information/complaint X X (may not be
Court consistent)
IOWA:
District Court G Information/indictment X X
KANSAS:
District Court G First appearance X X
KENTUCKY:
Circuit Court G Informationvindictment X X
District Court L Complainteitation X X
LOUISIANA:
District Court G Informationvindictment Varies Varies
City and Parish Cour! L Information/complaint X X
MAINE:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Information/complaint X X
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FIGURE D: Criminal case unit of count used by the state trial courts, 1988. (continued)

Contents of charging document

Number of Single Single
defendants Incident incident  One or
ne {set # of (unlim- more
Point of counling or Single  charges ited # of Inci-
State/Court name: Jurisdiction a criminal case One more charge per case) charges) dents
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G Informationvindictment X X
District Court L Citationvinformation X X
MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Count of the
Commonwealth:
Superior Court Dept. G Information/indictment X X
Housing Court Dept. L Complaint X X
District Court Dept. L Complaint X X
Boston Municipal Ct. L Complaint X X
MICHIGAN:
Circuit Court G Information X X
District Court L Complaint X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
MINNESOTA:
District Court G Complaint X X
MISSISSIPPI:
Circuit Court G Indictment X X
Chancery Count G Indictment X X
MISSOURI:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
(Associate Division) L Complaint X X
MONTANA:
District Court G Information/indictment X X
Justice of Peace Court
and Municipal Court L Complaint X X

City Court L Complaint X X
NEBRASKA:

District Court G Information/indictment X X (not con-
sistently
observed
statewide)

County Court L Information/complaint X X

NEVADA:

District Court G Information/indictment Varies Varies, depending on prosecutor

Justice Court L Complaint Varies Varies, depending on prosecutor

Municipal Court L Complaint Varies Varies, depending on prosecutor

NEW HAMPSHIRE:

Superior Court G Information/indictment X X

District Court L Complaint X X

Municipal Court L Complaint X X

NEW JERSEY:

Superior Court
(Law Division) G Accusation/indictment X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X

{continued on next page)
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FIGURE D: Criminal case unit of count used by the state trlal courts, 1988. (continued)

Contents of charglng decument

Number of Single Single
defendants incident incident  One or
ne (set # of (unlim- more
Poin! of counting or Single charges ited # of Inci-
State/Court name: Jurisdiction a criminal case Ong more charge per case) charges) dents
NEW MEXICO:
District Court G Indictmenvinformation X X (May
Magistrate Court L Complaint X X vary
Bernalillo County with
Metropolitan Court L Complaint X prosecutor)
NEW YORK:
Supreme Court G Defendanvindictment X Varles depending on prosecutor
County Court G Delendanvindictment X Varies depending on prosecutor
Criminal Court of the
City of New York L Docket number X Varies depending on prosecutor
District Court and
City Count L Docket number X Varles depending on prosecutor
Town Court and Village
Justice Court L Complaint X Varies depending on prosecutor
NORTH CAROLINA:
Superior Count G Indictment (filing of X Varies dapending on prosecutor
appeal from District
Courl on misdemeanor
conviction)
District Court L Warrant/summons (in- X Varies depending on prosecutor
cludes citalions, Mag-
Istrates order, misde-
meanor statement of charges)
NORTH DAKOTA:
District Court G Informationvindictment X X (may vary)
County Court L Complainvinformation X Varies
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
OHIO:
Court of Common Pleas G Arraignment X X
County Court L Warrant/summons X X
Municipal Court L Warrant/summons X X
Mayor's Court L No data reported
OKLAHOMA:
District Court G Information/indictment X X
OREGON:
Circuit Court G Complainvindictment X (Number of charges not
consistent statewide)
District Court L Complaintindictment X (Number of charges not
consistant statewide)
Justice Court L Complaint X (Number of charges not
consistent statewide)
Municipal Count L Complaint X
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G Informatior/docket
transcript X X
District Justice Court L Complaint X X
Philadelphia Municipal
Court L Complaint X X
Pittsburgh City
Magistrates Court L Complaint X X
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FIGURE D: Criminal case unit of count used by the state trial courts, 1988. (continued)

Point of counting

Number of

defendants
ne
or

Contents of charging document

Single Single
Incident incident  One or
(set # of (unlim- more
Single  charges ited # of Inci-

State/Court name: Jurisdiction a criminal case One more charge per case} charges) dents
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G Accusation X X
District Court L Charge X X
RHODE ISLAND:
Superior Court G Information/indictment X X
District Court L Complaint X X
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Circuit Court G Indictment X X
Magistrate Court L Warrant/summons X X
Municipal Count L Warrant/summons X X
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Court G Complaint X X
TENNESSEE:
Circuit Court
and Criminal Court G Information/indictment Not consistent statewide
General Sessions Court L No data reported
Municipal Court L No data reported
TEXAS:
District Court and
Criminal District Court G Information/indictment X X
County-Level Courts L Complaintinformation X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
Justice of the Peace Court L Complaint X X
UTAH:
District Court G Information X X
Circuit Court L Information/citation X X
Justice Court L Citation X X
VERMONT:
District Court G Arraignment X X
VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G Informatiorvindictment X X
District Court L Warrant/summons X X
WASHINGTON:
Superior Court G Information X X
District Court L Complaint/citation X X (2 max)
Municipal Court L Complaint/citation X X (2 max)
WEST VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G Information/indictment X X
Magistrate Court L Warrant X X
Municipal Court L Complaint X X
WISCONSIN:
Circuit Court G Initial appearance X X
Municipal Court L Citation™* X X

{continued on next page)
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FIGURE D: Criminal case unit of count used by the state trial courts, 1988. (continued)

Contents of charging document

Number of Single Single
defendants incident incident  One or
ne (set # of (unlim- more
Point of counting or Single  charges ited # of inci-
State/Court name: Jurisdiction a criminal case One more charge per case) charges) danis
WYOMING:
District Court G Information/indictment X X
County Court L Complaintinformation X X
Juslice of the
Peace Court L Complaintinformation X X
Municipal Court L Citation/complaint X X

JURISDICTION CODES:

G = General jurisdiction court.
L = Limited jurisdiction court.

FOOTNOTES

*Arizona--Varies in limited jurisdiction courts. Prosecutor can
file either long or short form. Long form can
involve one or more defendants and/or charges;
short form involves one defendant and a single
charge.

**Wisconsin—-Municipal Court--The court has exclusively civil
jurisdiction, but its caseload includes first offense
DWI/OUI cases. The State Court Modal Statistical
Dictionary treals ail DWI/DU! cases as a
subcategory of criminal cases.

Source: The 1988 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, updated and verified by State Administrative Offices of the Courts.

258 « State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988



FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used In State Trial Courts, 1988

Age at which
Filings are counted juvenile
t filing Disposition counted Jurisdiction
At intake of petition At adjudication t disposition transfers to
State/Court name: Jurisdiction or referral or complaint of petition of juvenile adult courts
ALABAMA:
Circuit Court G X X 18
District Court L X X 18
ALASKA:
Superior Court G X X 18
ARIZONA:
Superior Court G X X 18
ARKANSAS:
Circuit Court G X X 18
Chancery and
Probate Court G X X 18
CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G X X 18
COLORADO:
District Court G X X 18
(includes Denver
Juvenile Court)
CONNECTICUT:
Superior Court G X X 16
DELAWARE:
Family Court L X X 18
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Superior Court G X X 18°
FLORIDA:
Circuit Court G X X 18
GEORGIA:
Superior Court and
Juvenile Court G X X 17
HAWAII:
Circuit Court G X X 16
(Family Court Division) (jurisdiction may be
retained until full term
of the order expires
provided term does not
extend beyond time
Juvenile reaches age 20)
IDAHO:
District Court G X X 18

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE E: Juvenile unit of count used In state trial courts, 1988. (continued)

Age at which
Filings_are counted Juvenile
Al Tiling Disposition counted jurisdiction
Al intake of petition Al adjudication t disposition transfers 1o
State/Court name: Jurisdiction or referral or complaint of petition of juvenile adult courts
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court G X X 17
(15 for first degree
murder, aggravated
criminal sexual assault,
armad robbery, robbery
with a flrearm, and
unlawful use of
weapons on school
grounds)
INDIANA:
Superior Court and
Circuit Court G X X 18
Probate Court L X X 18
IOWA: Disposition
District Court G X data are not 18
collected
KANSAS:
District Court G X X 18
14
(for traffic violation)
16
(for {ish and game or
charged with felony
with two prior juvenile
adjudications, which
would be considered a
felony)
KENTUCKY:
District Court L X X 18
LOUISIANA:
District Court X X 17
Family Court and
Juvenile Court X 16
(for first and second
degree murder, man-
slaughter, and aggra-
vated rape)
City Count L X X 16
(for armed robbery,
aggravated burglary,
and aggravated kid-
napping)
MAINE:
District Court L X X 18
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G X X 18
District Court L X X 18
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FIGURE E: Juvenile unit of count used in slate trial courts, 1988. (continued)

Filings are counted
Al Tlling

Age at which
juvenile

Disposition counted Jurisdiction
Al adjudication U disposition transfers to

Al intake of petition
State/Court name: Jurisdiction  or referral or complaint of petition of Juvenile adult courts
MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Court of the
Commonwaealth: G
District Court Dept. X X 17
Juvenile Court Dept. X X 17
MICHIGAN:
Probate Court L X X 17
MINNESOTA!
District Court G X X 18
MISSISSIPPI:
County Cournt L X X
Family Court L X X
MISSOURL:
Circuit Court G X X 17
MONTANA:
District Court G X X 18
NEBRASKA:
Separate Juvenile Cournt L X X 18
County Court L X X 18
NEVADA:
District Court G Varies by District Varies by District 18*
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
District Court L X X 18
16
(for traffic violation)
15
(for some felony charges)
NEW JERSEY:
Superior Court G X X 18
NEW MEXICO:
District Court G X X 18
NEW YORK:
Family Court L X X 16
13
(for murder and
kidnapping)
NORTH CAROLINA:
District Court L X X 16
(first filing only)
NORTH DAKOTA:
District Court G X X 18

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE E: Juvenile unit of count used in state trial courts, 1988. (continued)

Age at which
Filings are counted juvenile
Al Tiling Disposition_counted Jurisdiction
At intake ol petition Al adjudication L disposition transfers to
State/Court name: Jurisdiction  or referral or complaint of petilion of juvenile adult courts
OHIO:
Court of Common Pleas G X X 18
(warrant)
OKLAHOMA:
District Court G X X 18

(case number)

OREGON:

Circuit Court G X Dispositions are not 18
County Court L X counted 18
PENNSYLVANIA:

Court of Common Pleas G X X 18
PUERTO RICO:

Superior Court G X X 18
RHODE ISLAND:

Family Court L X X 18
SOUTH CAROLINA:

Family Court L X X 17
SOUTH DAKOTA:

Circuit Court G X X 18
TENNESSEE:

General Sessions Court L X X 18
Juvenile Court L X X 18
TEXAS: ’

District Court G X X 17
County Court at Law,

Constitutional County

Court, Probate Court L X X 17
UTAH:

Juvenile Court L X X 18
VERMONT:

District Court G X X 16
VIRGINIA:

District Court L X X 18
WASHINGTON:

Superior Court G X X X 18

(dependency) (delinquency)

WEST VIRGINIA:

Circuit Court G X X 18
WISCONSIN:

Circuit Court G X X 18

{continued on nexi page)
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FIGURE E: Juvenile unit of count used in state trial courts, 1988. ({continued)

Age at which
Filings are counted Juvenile
t filing Disposition counted Jurisdiction
Al intake of pelition Al adjudication t disposition transfers to
State/Court name: Jurisdiction or referral or complaint of petition of juvenile adult courts
WYOMING:
District Court G X X 19

JURISDICTION CODES:

G = General jurisdiction count.

L = Limited jurisdiction court.

FOOTNOTES

*District of Columbia~Depending on the severity of the
offense a juvenile between the ages of 16-18 can
be charged as an adull.

*Nevada-Unless certified at a younger age because of felony
charged.

Source: The 1988 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, updated and verified by State Administrative Offices of the Courls.
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1988

Administrative Trial Court Appeals
Agency Source of

State/Court name: Jurisdiction Appeals Civil Type of Appeal Tria! Court Appeal
ALABAMA:
Circuit Court G X X de novo District, Probate,
and Municlipal Courts
ALASKA:
Superior Court G X (o) de novo
on the record District Court
ARIZONA:
Superior Count G X X de novo Justice of the Peace,
(if no record) Municipal Court
ARKANSAS:

Circuit Court G o X de novo Court of Common
Pleas, County,
Municipal, City, and
Palice Courts and
Justice of the Peace

CALIFORNIA:

Superior Court G X X de novo Justice Coutt,

on the record Municipal Court
COLORADO:

District Court G X X on the record County and Municipal

Court of Record
o de novo County and Municipal
Court of Record

County Court L o de novo Municipal Court

Not of Racord
CONNECTICUT:

Superior Count G X X de novo or Probate Court

on the record
DELAWARE:

Superior Count G o X de novo Municipal Court of
Wilmington, Alderman's,
and Justice of Peace
Courts

X X on the record Superior Court,
Court of Common Pleas
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:

Superior Court X 0o on the record Office of Employee
Appeals,
Adminlstrative
Traffic Agency

FLORIDA:

Circuit Court G o] de novo on the County Count

record
o o on the record County Court
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FIGURE F: State trial courts with incidental appellate Jurisdiction, 1988. (continued)

Administralive Trial Court Appeals
Agency Source of
State/Court name: Jurisdiction Appeals Civil Criminal Type of Appeal Trial Court Appeal
GEORGIA:
Superior Court G X X o de novo or Probate Court,
on the record Magistrate Court
(varies by county)
(o] o X de novo, Probate Court
on the record, Municipal Court
(Probate varies) Magistrate Court
certiorari
(Magistrate only)
HAWAIL:
Circuit Court G X o o de novo
IDAHO:;
District Court G X X de novo Magistrates Division
(small claims only)
X on the record Magistrates Division
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court G X 0 (o) on the record
INDIANA:
Superior Court and
Circuit Court G X X X de novo City and Town Courts
Municipal Court of
Marion County (o] X o de novo Small Claims Court
of Marion County
IOWA:
District Court G X o de novo
o X X on the record Magistrates Division
KANSAS:
District Court G X X X de novo Municipal Court
KENTUCKY:
Circuit Court G X X X on the record District Court
LOUISIANA:
District Court G X X X de novo on City and Parish,
the record Justice of the Peace,
Mayor's Courts
MAINE:
Superior Court G X X X on the record District Coun,
Administrative Court
MARYLAND:
Clrcuit Count G X o (o} de novo,
on the record
X X X de novo,
first instance District Court
MASSACHUSETTS:
Superior Court Department G X X o de novo, Other departments
on the record
District Court Department G X X X de novo, Other depariments

and Boston Municipal Court

first instance

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE F. State trial courts with incidental appellate jurisdiction, 1988. (continued)

Administrative

Trial Court Appeals

Agency Source of
State/Court name: Jurisdiction Appeals Civil Criminal Type of Appeal Trial Court Appeal
MICHIGAN:
Circuit Court G X X X de novo Municipal Count
o X (o} on the record District, Municipal,
and Probate Courts
MINNESOTA:
District Court G o
MISSISSIPPI:
Circuit Court G X X X on the record County and Municipal
Courls
Chancery Court G X X X on the record Commission
MISSOURL:
Circuit Court G X 0 on the record
X o de novo Municipal Coun,
Associate Divisions
MONTANA:

District Court G X X 0 de novo Justice of Peace,
and on the Municipal, and Clty
record Courts, and Stats Boards

¢} o X de novo
NEBRASKA:

District Court G (o] (o] de novo on

the record
o] X X on the record County Court
NEVADA:

District Court G X X de novo on Justice Count

the record
(o) o X de novo Municipal Court
NEW HAMPSHIRE:

Superior Court G X (o] X de novo District,

Municipal, Probate
Courts
NEW JERSEY:
Superior Court G o o X de novo on Municipal Court
the record
NEW MEXICO:
District Court G X X X de novo Magisirate, Probate,
Municipal, and
Bernalillo County
Metropolitan Courts
NEW YORK:
County Court G o X X on the record City, Town and Village
Justice Courts
NORTH CAROLINA:
Superior Court G X (o] X de novo District Court
X O o de novo on
the record
(¢] [¢] on the record
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FIGURE F: State trial courts with incidental appellate jurisdiction, 1988. (continued)

Administrative Trial Court Appeals
Agency ) Source of

State/Court name: Jurisdiction Appeals Civil Criminal Type of Appeal Trial Count Appeal
NORTH DAKOTA!

District Court G X o) O Varies

County Court L o X X de novo Municipal Court
OHIO:

Court of Common Pleas G X o o de novo and

on the record

County Court L o o X de novo Mayor's Court

Municipal Court L o o X de novo Mayor's Court

Court of Claims L X o o de novo

OKLAHOMA:

District Court G X (o] de novo on Municipal Court

the record Not of Record

Court of Tax Review L X o de novo on

the record
OREGON:

Circuit Court G X X X on the record County Coun,
Municipal Court (in
counties with no
District Court)
Justice Count (in
counties with no
District Court)

Tax Count G X o o on the record

PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G o on the record limited jurisdiction
courts
o o de novo
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G (e} X X - District Court
RHODE ISLAND:
Superior Count G X o (o) on the record
o de novo District, Municipal,
and Probate Courts
District Court L X (o] o on the record
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Circuit Court G X X X de novo on Magistrate, Probate,
the record and Municipal Courts
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Court G X e} o de novo and
on the record
o X X de novo Magistrates Division
TENNESSEE:
Circuit, Chancery,and
Criminal Courts G X X X de novo General Sessions,

Probate, Municipal,
and Juvenile Courts

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE F. State trial courls with incidental appellate jurisdiction, 1988, (continued)

Administrative Trial Court Appeals

Agency Source of
State/Court name: Jurisdiction Appeals Civil Criminal Type of Appeal Trial Court Appeal
TEXAS:
District Court G X o 0 de novo and
de novo on
the record
County-Level Courts o} X X de novo Municipal and Justice
of the Peace Courts
UTAH:
District Court X (o] o
(o] (o) (o)
VERMONT:
Superior Court X X o de novo on District Court,
the record Probate Court
VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court o o on the record
o X de novo District Court
WASHINGTON:
Superior Court X X X de novo on District and
the record Municipal Courts
WEST VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court X (e} 0 on the record
o de novo Magistrate Court
WISCONSIN:
Circuit Court G O X X {first de novo Municipal Court
offense
DWI/DUI
only)
X X X {first on the record Municipal Count
offense
DWI/oUI
only)
WYOMING:
District Court G X X X de novo on limited jurisdiction
the record courls
JURISDICTION CODES:
G = General jurisdiction court.
L = Limited jurisdiction court.
-~ = [nformation not available.
Definitions of types of appeal:
de novo: An appeal from one ftrial court to another trial court that results in a totally new set of proceedings and a new

trial court judgment.

de novo

on the record: An appeal from one ftrial court to another trial court that is based on the record and results in a new Urlal courn

Jjudgment.

on the record: An appeal from one trial court to another trial court in which procedural challenges to the original tral
roceadings are claimed, and an evaluation of those challenges are made--there is not a new trial court

Jjudgment on the case.

Source: Dala were gathered from the 1988 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles and State Administrative Offices of the
Courts.
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FIGURE G: Number of Judges/Justices in the State Courts, 1988
Courl(s) Intermediate General Limited
of last appellate jurisdiction Jurisdiction

State: resort court(s) courl(s) courl(s)

Alabama 9 8 124 817 (includes 416 mayors)

Alaska 5 3 30 79 (includes 61 magistrates)

Arizona 5 18 101 251 (includes 84 justices of the

peace, 56 part-time judges)

Arkansas 7 6 67 279

California 7 88 838 (includes 113 776 (includes 134 commissioners
commissioners and referees)
or referees)

Colorado 7 13 124 (includes 3 342
referees)

Connecticut 7 9 155 (includes the 132
16 appeliate
justices/judges)

Delaware 5 - 20 (includes 1 93 (includes 53 justices of the
chancellor and peace, 1 chief magistrate,
and 4 vice- 18 aldermen, 1 part-time judge)
chancaellors)

District of 9 - 51 -

Columbia
Florida 7 46 372 228
Georgia 7 9 137 1,124 (includes 88 part-lime judges,
158 chief magistrates, 267
magistrates, an unknown number
of magistrates are part-time)

Hawaii 5 3 32 (includes 8 §7 (includes 35 per diem judges)
Family Court
judges)

Idaho 5 3 104 (includes 63 -
lawyer and 8
non-lawyer
magistrates)

llinois 7 43 (includes 9 810 -

supplemental
judges)

Indiana 5 13 219 137

lowa 9 6 300 (includes 158 -
part-time mag-
istrates)

Kansas 7 10 216 (includes 70 314
district magis-
trate judges)

Kentucky 7 14 91 125

Louisiana 7 52 192 706 (includes 384 justices of the

peace, 250 mayors)

Maine 7 - 16 42 (includes 16 pan-time judges)

Maryland 7 13 109 157

Massachusaetls 7 14 320 -

Michigan 7 18 197 360

Minnesota 7 13 230° -

Mississippi 9 - 79 482 (includes 165 mayors, 191 jus-

tices of the peace)

Missouri 7 32 303 362

Montana 7 - 41 164 (includes 34 justices of the

peace that also serve on the
city court)

Nebraska 7 - 48 69

Nevada 5 - 39 88

({coniinued on next page)
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FIGURE G: Number of judges/justices in the state courts, 1988. (con

tinued)

Courl(s) Intermediate General Limited
of last appellate Jurisdiction jurisdiction

State: fesort courl(s) courl(s) court(s)

New Hampshire 5 - 25 96 (includes 4 part-time judges)

New Jersey 7 28 349 377 (includes 348 part-time Judges)

New Mexico 5 7 59 183 (includes 2 part-time judges)

New York 7 62 484 2,690 (includes 76 surrogales, 1,985

Justices of the peace)

North Carolina 7 12 174 (includes 100 791 (includes 640 magistrates of
clarks who which approximately 100 are
hear uncon- part-time)
tested probate)

North Dakota 5 3 27 157

Ohio 7 59 344 9850 (includes 690 mayors)

Oklahoma 12 12 208 379 (Includes unknown number of

part-time judges)

Oregon 7 10 88 227 (includes 34 justices of tha peace)

Pennsylvania 7 24 341 571 (includes 538 justices of the

peace and 5 magisirates)

Puerto Rico 7 - 95 161 (includes 10 special judges)

Rhode Island 5 - 20 79

South Carolina 5 6 51 (includes 20 657 (includes 315 magistrates)
masters-in-
equity)

South Dakota S - 193 (includes 10 -
pan-lime lay
magistrates, 18
law magistrates,

86 full-ime mag-
Istrate/clarks, 44
pant-time lay mag-
istrate/clerks)

Tennessee 5 21 132 (includes 35 360 (includes 11 part-time judges)
chancellors)

Texas 18 80 385 2,530 (includes 922 justices of the peace)

Utah 5 7 29 189 (includes 140 justices of the peace)

Vermont $ - 25 19 (part-time)

Virginia 7 10 122 181

Washington 9 16 136 202 (115 part-time)

West Virginia 5 - €0 278 (includes 156 magistrates and

122 part-time judges)

Wisconsin 7 13 208 194 (includes 191 pant-time judges)

Wyoming 5 - 17 108 (includes 14 justices of

the peace)
Total 354 804 8,937 18,563
— = The slate does not have a cour! at the indicated level. FOOTNOTES

NOTE: This table identifies, in parentheses, all individuals
who hear cases but are not litled judges/justices.
Some slates may have given the lille “judge” lo
officials who are called magistrates, justices of the

peacs, elc., in other states.

Source: Data were gathered from the 1988 State Trial and Appellate
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*Minnesota--General jurisdiction and limited jurisdiction courts
wereg consolidated in 1987.

*North Dakota-Court of Appeals effective July 1, 1987
through January 1, 1990, a temporary Court of
Appeals was established to exercise appellate and
original jurisdiction as delegated by the Supreme
Court.
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases In State Trial Courts, 1988

Are reopened
cases counted
as new filings,

Are enforcemenV
collection proceed-
ings counted? If

Are temporary Injunc-
tions counted? If

or identified Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted
separately as or separataly from separately from new
State/Court name: Jurisdiction reopened cases? Conditions new case filings? case filings?
ALABAMA:
Circuit Court G New liling Yes/No Yes/No
District Court L New filing No Yes/No
ALASKA:
Superior Court G Reopened No No
District Court L Reopened No No
ARIZONA;
Superior Count G Reopened No Yes/No
Justice of the
Peace Court L Reopened No Yes/No
ARKANSAS:
Circuit Court Reopened No No
Chancery and Probate
Court Reopened No No
CALIFORNIA:
Superior Court G Reopened Retried cases No No
Municipal Court L Reopened Retried cases No NA
Justice Count L Reopened Retried cases No NA
COLORADO:
District Court G Reopened Post Activities No No
Water Court G Reopened Post Activities No No
County Court L Reopened Post Activities No No
Municipal Court L NA NA NA
CONNECTICUT:
Superior Count G New filing No No
il heard
separately
{rarely occurs)
DELAWARE:
Court of Chancery G Reopened No No
Superior Court G New filing If remanded No Yes/No
Reopened Case rehearing
Justice of the Peace
Court L Rarely occurs No Yes/No
Family Court L New liling If part of orig- No No
is heard inal proceeding
separately
Reopened - if
rehearing of
total case
Court of Common Pleas L New filing If remanded No No
Reopened Rehearing
Alderman's Court L New filing If remanded No No
Reopened Rehearing
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
Superior Count G Reopensd Yes/Yes Yes/Yes
FLORIDA:
Circuit Court G Reopened Yes/No Yes/No
County Court L Reopened Yes/No Yes/MNo

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE H: Method of counting civil cases in state trial courts, 1988. (continued)

Are reopened Are enforcement/
cases counted collection proceed- Are temporary injunc-
as new filings, . ings counted? If tions counted? If
or identified Qualifications yes, are they counled yes, are they counted
separately as or separately from separately from new
State/Court name: Jurisdiction reopened cases? Conditions new case filings? case filings?
GEORGIA:
Superior Court G New filing Yes No
Civil Court L NC NA No
State Court L New filing Yes No
Probate Court L New filing NA No
Magistrate Court L New filing Yes No
Municipal Court L NC NA No
HAWAILI:
Circuit Courl G Reopened Supplemental Yes/Yes Yes/Yes
proceedings Special proceedings Circuit Court:
Special Pro-
ceeadings
Family Count G New filing Yes/Yes Yes/Yes
District Court L Reopened Supplemental No Yes/No
proceedings (included as new
case filing)
IDAHO:
District Court G Reopened Yes/No No
ILLINOIS:
Circuit Court G Reopened : No No
INDIANA:
Superior Court G Reopened Redocketed No No
Circuit Court G Reopened Redocketed No No
County Court L Reopened Redocketed No No -
Municipal Court of
Marion County L Reopened Redocketed No No
City Court L NA NA NA N/A
Small Claims Court of
Marion County L NA NA NA NA
IOWA:
District Court G New filing Yes/No No
KANSAS:
District Court G Reopened No Yes/No
KENTUCKY:
Circuit Court G Reopened No Yes/Yes
District Court L Reopened No Yes/Yes
LOUISIANA:
District Court G Reopened As action on Yes/Yes Yes/No
open case
Juvenile Court G Reopened As action on Yes/Yes No
open case
Family Court G Reopened As action on No No
open case
City & Parish Courts L New filing As action on Yes/No No
open case
MAINE:
Superior Court G New filing No Yes/No
District Court L NC No No
Probate Court L NC No No

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE H: Method of counting civil cases in state trial courts, 1988. (continued)

Are reopened
cases counted
as new filings,

Are enforcement/

collection proceed-

ings counted? If

Are temporary injunc-
tions counted? If

or identified Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted
separately as or separately from separately from new
State/Court name: Jurisdiction reopenad cases? Conditions new case filings? case filings?
MARYLAND:
Circuit Court G New filing No NA
District Court L NA NA Yes/No
MASSACHUSETTS:
Trial Court of the
Commonwealth
Superior Court Dept. G NC NA Yes/Yes
District Cour! Dept. G NC Yes/Yes NA
Boston Municipal Court
Dept. G NC Yes/Yes NA
Housing Court Dept. G NC Yes/Yes NA
Land Court Dept. G NC N/Applicable NA
MICHIGAN:
Court of Claims G Reopened No No
Circuit Court G Reopened No No
District Court L NA NA NA
Municipal Court L NA NA NA
MINNESOTA:
District Court G Identified separately No No
MISSISSIPPI:
Circuit Court G NA NA NA
Court of Chancery G NA NA NA
MISSOURI:
Circuit Court G New filings Yes/No Yes/No
MONTANA:
District Court G Reopened Yes/Yes Yes/No
Justice of the Peace
Court L NA NA NA
Municipal Court L NA NA NA
City Court L NA NA NA
NEBRASKA:
District Court G Reopened No No
County Court L Reopened No No
NEVADA:
District Court G Reopened May not be reopened  VariesNVaries Varies
but refers back to
original case
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
Superior Court G Reopened No No
District Court L NC No No
Municipal Court L NC No No
NEW JERSEY:
Superior Court:
Civil, Family,
General Equily, and G Reopened Yes/Yes Yes/No
Criminal Divisions (except for
domestic
violence)

{continued on next page)
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FIGURE H: Method of counting civil cases in state trial courts, 1988. (continued)

Are reopened
cases counted
as new filings,

Are enforcement/
collection proceed-

Are temporary injunc-
ings counted? If

tions counted? If

or identified Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted
separately as or separately from separately from new
State/Court name: Jurisdiction reopened cases? Conditions new casa filings? case filings?
NEW MEXICO:
District Court G Reopened Yes/Yes No
Magistrate Court L Reopened No No
Metropolitan Court of
Bernalillo County L Reopened No No
NEW YORK:
Supreme Count G Reopened Yes/No Yes/No
County Court L NC No No
Court of Claims L NC No No
Family Court L Reopened Yes/No No
District Court L NC No No
City Court L NC No No
Civil Count of the
City of New York L NC No No
Town & Village
Justice Court L NC No No
NORTH CAROLINA:
Superior Court G NC No No
District Court L NC Yes/No No
NORTH DAKOTA:
District Court G New filing Yes/Yes Yes/Yes
(only counted if a hearing
was held)
County Court L New filing No No
OHIO:
Court of Common Pleas G Reopened Yes/No Yes/No
(are counted separately in
domestic relations cases)
Municipal Count L Reopened No No
County Court L Reopened No No
Court of Claims L NA NA NA
OKLAHOMA:
District Court G Reopened No No
OREGON: _
Circuit Court G Reopened Yes/No Yes/MNo
Justice Court L NA NA NA
Municipal Court L NA NA NA
District Court L Reopened NA NA
PENNSYLVANIA:
Court of Common Pleas G Reopened No No
District Justice Court L New filing NA NA
PUERTO RICO:
Superior Court G New filing Yes/No NA
District Court L New filing Yas/No NA
RHODE ISLAND:
Superior Court G Reopened No Yes/No
District Court L Reopened No Yes/Yes
Family Coun L Reopened No Yes/Yes
Probate Court L NA NA NA
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FIGURE H: Method of counting civil cases In stale trial courts, 1988. (continued)

Are recpened Are enforcement/
cases counted collection proceed- Are temporary injunc-
as new filings, Ings counted? If tlons counted? |f
or identified Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted
separalely as or separately from separately from new
State/Court name: Jurisdiction reopened cases? Conditions new case filings? case filings?
SOUTH CAROLINA:
Circuit Court G New filing No No (Permanent
Family Court L New filing No No injunctions
Magistrate Court L New filing No No are counted
Probate Court L New filing No No as a new
filing)
SOUTH DAKOTA:
Circuit Court G NC No Yes/No
TENNESSEE:
Circuit Court G Reopened (Varies based on loca! practice) (Varies based on
local practice)
Chancery Count G Reopened (Varies based on local practice) (Varies based on
local practice)
General Sessions Court L Reopened (Varies based on local practice) (Varies based on
local practice)
TEXAS:
District Court G Reopened No No
Constitutional County
Court L Reopened No No
County Court at Law L Reopened No No
Justice Court L New filing No No
UTAH:
District Court G NC (called - No Yes/Yes
Circuit Court L NC abstract of No Yes/Yes
Justice Court L NC judgment No Yes/Yes
filed)
VERMONT:
Superior Court G NC No Yes/No
District Count G NC No Yes/No
Probate Court L NC No N/A
VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G Reopened Reinstated Yes/Yes Yes/No
cases
District Court L New filing Yes/No No
WASHINGTON:
Superior Court G Reopened No Yes/No
Municipal Court L New filing NA NA
District Court L New filing Yes/MNo NA
WEST VIRGINIA:
Circuit Court G NC No Yes
Magistrate Court L New filing No N/Applicable
WISCONSIN:
Circuit Court G New filing Identified with R No Yes/Yes
suffix, but included
in total count
WYOMING:
District Court G Reopened No No
Justice of the Peace
Court L Reopened NA NA
County Cour L Reopened NA NA

(continued on next page)
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FIGURE H: Method of counting civil cases in state trial courts, 1988. (continued)

JURISDICTION CODES:

G - General Jurisdiction Court
L - Limited Jurisdiction Court

NA - Information is not available

NC - Information is not collected/counted
N/Applicable- Civil casetypes heard by this court
are not applicable to this figure.

Source: The 1988 State Trial Court Jurisdiclion Guide profiles, as updated and verified by State Administrative Olfices of the
Courts.
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Methodology

Court Statistics Project:
Goals and Organization

The Court Statistics Project of the National Center for
State Courts compiles and reports comparable court
caseloaddatafromthe 50 states, the District of Columbia,
and Puerto Rico and encourages greater uniformity in
how individual state courts and state administrative court
offices collect and publish caseload information. Pro-
gress toward these goals should result in more meaning-
ful and useful caseload information at the disposal of
judges, court managers, and state court administrators.

The State Court Caseload Statistics series is a coop-
erative effort of the Conference of State Court Administra-
tors (COSCA) and the National Center for State Courts
(NCSC). Responsibility for Project management and
staffing is assumed by the NCSC’s Court Statistics Proj-
ect, formerly called the National Court Statistics Project
(1977-83) and the Court Statistics and Information Man-
agement Project (1983-87). COSCA, through its Court
Statistics Committee, provides policy guidance and re-
view for the Project. The Court Statistics and Technology
Committee is composed of representatives from COSCA,
COSCA’s staff, the National Conference of Appellate
Court Clerks, the National Association for Court Manage-
ment, and a representative from the academic research
community. The preparation of the 1988 caseload report
was funded by a grant from the State Justice Institute
(SJI-88-O7X-067) to the NCSC.

In addition to preparing publications, the Court Sta-
tistics Project responds to about 500 requests for infor-
mationand assistance each year. These requests canbe
groupedinto fourbasic categories: requests for caseload
data, requests for court jurisdictional information, re-
quests for information on data collection and reporting
procedures, and requests for statistical analysis of the
caseload data. The requests come from a variety of
sources, including state administrative offices of the
courts, local courts, individualjustices andjudges, federal
agencies, legislators, the media, academic researchers,
and NCSC staff. The composition of the requests re-
ceived by the Project is taken into consideration when
topics are selected foremphasis inthe caseload statistics
report series.

Evolution of the Court Statistics Project

During compilation of the State of the Art and the
1975 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report, the
Court Statistics Project’s original data compilation efforts,
classification problems arose from the multitude of cate-
gories and terms used by the states to report their
caseloads.! This suggested the need for a model annual
report and a statistical dictionary of terms for court usage.

The State Court Model Annual Report outlines the
basic management data that should, at a minimum, be
included in state court annual reports.? The State Court
Model Statistical Dictionary provides common terminol-
ogy, definitions, and usage for reporting appellate and
trial court caseload inventory. Terms for use in reporting
data on the method of case disposition are also provided
in the dictionary and in other Project publications.® The
classification structure and definitions serve as model
framework for the purpose of developing comparable and
useful data. A new edition of the State Court Model
Statistical Dictionary was published in 1989, consolidat-
ing and revising the original 1980 version and the 1984
Supplement.

The Court Case Management Information Systems
Manual, which was produced jointly with the State Judi-
cial Information Systems Project, is another publication
through which the Court Statistics Project seeks to en-
hance the usefulness of court statistics.* This manual
provides a methodology for building court information
systems that provide the data needed for both daily court
operations and long-term case management, resource
allocation, and strategic planning.

' National Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts,
State Court Caseload Statistics: The State of the Art(Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978).

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

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

* Clifford and Jensen, Court Case Management Information Systems
Manual (Williamsburg, VA: National Center for State Courts, 1983).
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Once a set of recommended terms was adopted, the
focus shifted to assessing the comparability of caseload
data as reported by the courts to those terms. It became
particularly important to detail the subject matter jurisdic-
tion and methods of counting cases in each state count.
This effort was undertaken in two stages. The first stage
addressed problems related to the categorizing and
counting of cases in the trial courts and resulted in the
1984 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical
Reporting.® Information from the jurisdiction guide was
incorporated into the caseload database for 1981 and is
updated annually.

The second stage involved preparation of the 1984
State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical
Reporting, whichwas usedto compile the 1984 appellate
court database.® The introduction to the 1981 report
contains a complete description of the impact of the Tria/
Court Jurisdiction Guide on the Court Statistics Project
data collection and the introduction of the 1984 report
provided a complete description of the impact of the
Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide.

Much of the court jurisdiction information contained
in the 1987 report is the result of research done for State
Court Organization, 1987, another Project publication.
State Court Organization, 1987 is a source book which
describes the organization and management of state
appellate and trial courts.”

The first caseload report presented 1975 caseload
data for state appellate courts, trial courts of general
jurisdiction, andfor selected categories (juvenile, domes-
tic relations, probate, and mental health) in limited juris-
diction courts. The second report (1976) again presented
available data for appeliate courts and courts of general
jurisdiction and also included all available caseload data
for limited jurisdiction courts. The 1979 and 1980 reports
eliminated repetitiveness in the summary tables and
reorganized the data in the summary tables based on
completeness and comparability. The 1981 volume,
incorporating the reporting structure detailed in the 1984
Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide, organized the caseload
data by comparable jurisdictions. In order to make the
series current with the publication of the 1984 volume, the
Court Statistics Project did not publish caseload data for
1982 and 1983.

Sources of Data

Information for the national caseload databases
comes from published and unpublished sources supplied

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

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

7 Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, State
Court Organization, 1987 (Williamsburg, VA: National Center for
State Courts, 1988).

by state court administrators and appellate court clerks.
The published data are usually found in official state
annual reports. State annual reports assume a variety of
forms and vary widely in detail. They represent the most
refiable and valid data available at the state level. The
data, however, are the product of statistical reports, often
filed monthly or quarterly, from numerous local jurisdic-
tions and, in most states, several trial court systems. The
caseload statistics are used by the states to manage their
own systems and are not prepared specifically for inclu-
sion in the NCSC caseload statistics series.

Some states either do not publish an annual report or
publish only limited caseload statistics for either trial or
appeliate courts. The Court Statistics Project receives
unpublished data from those states in a wide range of
forms, including internal management memos, computer
generated output, and the Project’s statistical and juris-
dictional profiles, which were sent to state court adminis-
trative offices for updating.

Telephone contact and follow-up correspondence
are used to collect missing data, confirm the accuracy of
available data, and determine the legal jurisdiction of
each court. Information is collected concerning the
number of judges per court or court system (from annual
reports, offices of state court administrators, and appel-
late count clerks); the state popuiation (based on Bureau
of the Census revised estimates);® and special character-
istics regarding subject matter jurisdiction and court struc-
ture. Appendix B lists the source of each state’s caseload
statistics for 1988.

Data Collection Procedures

The following outline summarizes the major tasks
involvedin collecting the 1988 caseload data reportedin
this volume:

A. The 1988 state reports were evaluated to note
changesin the categories and terminology used to report
the data, changes in the range of available data, and
changes in the state’s court organization or jurisdiction.
This process involved a direct comparison of the 1988
material with the contents of individual state 1987 annual
reports. Project staff used acopy of each state's 1987 trial
and appellate court statistical profile(s), trial and appel-
late court jurisdiction guides and the state court organiza-
tion chart as worksheets for gathering the 1988 data. Use
of the previous year's profiles provides the data collector
with a reference point to identify and replicate the logic
used in the 1987 data collection and ensure consistency
over time in the report series. The caseload data were
then taken from the state caseload report and entered
onto the 1988 profiles. The caseloadterminology used on
the profiles are defined in the statistical dictionary. Proto-
types of the appellate andtrial court statistical protiles can
be found in Appendix C.

8 U.S. Bureau of the Census, Press Release, CB 89-72, May 4,
1989.
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B. Caseload numbers were screened for significant
changes from the previous year. A formal record that
documents, and, where possible, explains such changes
is maintained. This process serves as another reliability
check by identifying statutory, organizational, or proce-
dural changes that potentially have an impact on court
caseload. During the data collection process, a check is
conducted to ensure compatibility between the informa-
tion supplied on the jurisdiction guide profiles and the
casetypes identified on the statistical profiles.

C. The datawere then transferred fromthe handwrit-
ten copy to computer databases (codebooks are avail-
able upon request). The data entry program used
(SPSS’s Data Entry) automatically checks for certain
dataentry errors. The software allows the programmerto
establish a range of acceptable values for each variable.
If a value was entered that fell outside the parameters,
SPSSwill notincorporate the number within the database
until several attempts were made to enter the value. After
the data were entered, a batch error-detection program
checked for other user-specified logic violations, usually
through mathematical checks on the consistency of
subtotals and totals. The reliability of the data collection
and data entry process was verified through anindepend-
ent review of all decisions made by the original data
collector.

D. Afterthe data were entered and checked for data
entry errors and internal consistency, individual spread-
sheets were generated for each state trial court system
using EXCEL software. The spreadsheets replace the
statistical profiles previously generated manually. The
generation of appellate court statistical profiles will be
autormated during 1990.

E. Finally, the caseload tables in Part lll and the
smallertables supportingthe text of Part Iwere generated
using either EXCEL spreadsheet or SPSSPC Report
software. A special database was created to contain
method of case disposition data for presentationin Part Ii
of the repont.

Variables

There are four basictypes of data elements collected
by the Court Statistics Project: (1) trial court caseload
statistics, (2) trial court jurisdictional/organizational infor-
mation, (3) appellate court caseload, and (4) appellate
court jurisdictional/organizational information. An indi-
vidual court profile is prepared for each of these data
elements. These data collection instruments are ap-
proved by COSCA’'s Court Statistics and Technology
Committee and consist of data elements defined in the
State Court Model Statistical Dictionary.

There are four main trial court casetypes: civil,
criminal, juvenile, and traffic/other violation. Each major
casetype can be reduced to several specific caseload
categories. For example, the civil casetype consists of
tort, contract, real property rights, small claims, mental
health, estate, and domestic relations cases. In some
circumstances, these casetypes can be further refined;

for example, domestic relations cases can be dividedinto
marriage dissolution, URESA, support/custody, and
adoption cases.

Currently, only filing and disposition numbers are
entered into the database for each of these casetypes.
Data on pending cases were routinely collected by the
project until serious comparability problems were identi-
fied when compiling the 1984 caseload report. Some
courts provided data that included active cases only,
while others included active and inactive cases. The
COSCA Court Statistics and Technology Committee
recommended that the collection of pending caseload be
deferred until a study determined whetherthe datacanbe
made comparable across states.

The trial court jurisdictional profile collects an assort-
ment of information relevant to the organization and
jurisdiction of each trial court system. The main purpose
of the profile is to translate the terminology used by the
states when reporting statistical information into generic
terms recommended by the State Court Model Statistical
Dictionary. In addition, the profile collects information on
the numbers of courts, the number of judges, methods of
counting cases, the availability of jury trials, the dollar
amount jurisdiction of the court, and the method of case
disposition.

There are also statistical and jurisdiction guide pro-
files for each state appellate court. Two major casetypes
are used on the statistical profile: mandatory cases
(those cases that the court must hear on the merits—
appeals of right) and discretionary petitions (those cases
that the court has discretion on whether to accept and
thenreach adecisiononthe merits). The statistical profile
also contains the number of petitions granted, although
many states do not report this. Mandatory and discretion-
ary cases are further differentiated by whether the case is
a review of a final trial court judgment or some other
matter, such as interlocutory or postconviction relief.
Where possible, the statistics are classified according to
subject matter, mainly civil, criminal, juvenile, discipli-
nary, and administrative agency appeal.

As with the trial court jurisdiction guide, the primary
task of the appellate court guide is to translate the
terminology and categories used by each state appellate
court into the generic ones recommended by the State
Court Model Statistical Dictionary,1989 Edition. The
guide also contains information about each court, includ-
ing the number of court locations, the number of justices/
judges, the number of legal support personnel, the point
at which appeals are counted as a case, the procedures
used to review discretionary petitions, and the use of
panels.

Graﬁhics as a
Method of Displaying Caseload

The 1985 and 1986 caseload reports used maps to
summarize the data presented in table form. The 1988
report also uses maps as a method of displaying informa-
tion, however, their use is limited to summarizing court
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structure and jurisdictional information rather than
caseload data.

The 1988 report uses pie charts and bar graphs to
illustrate and summarize the caseload data presented in
table form. The states are arranged by filing rate, from
lowest to highest, so that a mid-point can be easily
determined. The contents of each graph is limited to
those states providing the relevant data to the Project. It
isincorrect to conclude that a state omitted fromthe graph
did not report caseload to the Project. The definitive
statement of data availability can be foundin the detailed
caseload tables in Part lll.

Footnotes

Footnotes indicate the degree to which a court’s
statistics conform to the Count Statistics Project reporting
categories defined in the State Court Model Statistical
Dictionary. Footnoted caseload numbers are either
overinclusive in that they contain casetypes other than
those defined for the term in the dictionary, or are under-
inclusive in that some casetypes defined for the term in
the dictionary are not included. It is possible for a
caseload number to contain inapplicable types, while
omitting applicable ones, making the subtotal or total
simultaneously overinclusive and underinclusive. The
1988 report introduces a simplified system of footnotes.
An “A” footnote indicates that the caseload number for a
statewide court system does not include some of the
recommended case types; a “B” footnote indicates that
the number includes some extraneous casetypes; a “C”
footnote indicates thatthe numberis bothincomplete and
overinclusive. The text of the footnote explains for each
court system how the caseload numbers differ from the
reporting category recommendedinthe State Court Model
Statistical Dictionary, 1989 Edition. Caseload numbers

that are not qualified by a footnote conform to the
dictionary’s definition.

Reported case filings and dispositions are also af-
fected by the unit and method of count used by states,
differing subject matter and dollar amount jurisdictions,
and different court system structures. Most of these
differences are described in the figures found in Part V of
this volume and summarized in the court structure chart
for each state in Part V.

Variations in Reporting Periods

As indicated in Figure A (Part V), most states report
data by fiscal year, others by calendar year, and a few
appellate courts report data by court term. Therefore, the
12-month period covered in this report is not the same for
all courts.

This repont refiects court organization and jurisdic-
tionin 1988. Since 1975, new courts have been created
atboth the appellate andtrial level, new courts report data
to the Court Statistics Project, courts may have merged,
and changed counting or reporting methods. The dollar
amount limits of civil jurisdiction in many trial courts also
vary. Great care is therefore required when comparing
the 1988 data to previous years. The trend analysis in
Part | of this report offers a model for undertaking such
comparisons.

Final Note

Finally, comments, corrections, and suggestions by
readers are a vital part of the work of the Court Statistics
Project and should be sentto the Director, Court Statistics
Project, National Center for State Courts, 300 Newport
Avenue, Williamsburg, Virginia, 23187-8798.
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Sources of 1988 State Court Caseload Statistics

ALABAMA.:

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Alabama Judicial System
Annual Report 1988.

ALASKA:

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of
the Courts, Alaska Court System, 1988 Annual
Report (Anchorage, Alaska: 1989).

ARIZONA:

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of
the Courts, The Arizona Courts, FY 88 Judicial
Report (Phoenix, Arizona: 1989).

Additional unpublished data were provided by the
Administrative Director of the Courts.

ARKANSAS:

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC; Executive Secretary of the
Judicial Department, Annual Report of the Judici-
ary of Arkansas, FY 87-88 (Little Rock, Arkansas:
1989).

CALIFORNIA:

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Council of
California, 1989 Annual Repont, Judicial Council
of California (San Francisco, California: 1989).

COLORADO:

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator,
Annual Report of the Colorado Judiciary 1987-88
and Annual Report Statistical Appendix, Colorado
Judiciary, July 1, 1987 to June 30, 1988 (Denver,
Colorado: 1989).

CONNECTICUT:

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Biennial Report of the
Connecticut Judicial Department, 1986-88 (Hart-
ford, Connecticut: 1989). Additional unpublished
data were provided by the Office of the Chief
Court Administrator.

DELAWARE:

COLR, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the
Courts, 1988 Annual Report of the Delaware
Judiciary (Wilmington, Delaware: 1989).

COLR=Court of last resort. :

- |AC = Intermediate appellate court.

- “GJC = General jurisdiction court.
LJC = Limited jurisdiction court

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
COLR, GJC: Executive Office of the Courts, 1988
Annual Report, District of Columbia Courts
(Washington, D.C.: 1988). Additional unpub-
lished data were provided by the Executive
Officer.

FLORIDA:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
State Courts Administrator and Clerk of the
Supreme Court.
IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided
by the State Court Administrator.

GEORGIA:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Count.
IAC: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Court of Appeals.
GJC: Unpublished data were provided by the
Administrative Director of the Courts.
LJC: Administrative Office of the Courts, Fifteenth
Annual Report on the Work of the Georgia Courts
(July 1, 1987-June 30, 1988). Additional unpub-
lished data were provided by the Administrative
Director of the Courts.

HAWAII:
COLR, IAC: Administrative Director of the Courts,
The Judiciary, State of Hawaii: Annual Report
1988 and Statistical Supplement, July 1, 1987 to
June 30, 1988 (Honolulu, Hawaii: 1988).
GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the Courts,
The Judiciary, State of Hawaii: Annual Report
1987-88 (Honolulu, Hawaii: 1988) and Statistical
Supplement July 1, 1987 to June 30, 1988.

IDAHO:
COLR, IAC, GJC: Administrative Director of the
Courts, The Idaho Courts 1988 Annual Report
Appendix (Boise, Idaho: 1989).

ILLINOIS:
COLR, IAC: Unpublished data were provided by
the Administrative Director of the Courts.
GJC: Circuit Court Caseload Summaries (Spring-
field, Winois: 1988). Unpublished data on parking
violations and housing violations for Cook County
were provided by the Administrative Director of
the Courts. In addition, published estimates for
Circuit #18 and Cook County were replaced by
the actual figures.
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INDIANA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Director of the
Division of State Court Administration, 1988
Indiana Judicial Report (Indianapolis, Indiana:
1989).
IOWA:
COLR: State Court Administrator, 1988 Annual
Statistical Report (Des Moines, lowa: 1989).
Additional unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court.
IAC: State Court Administrator, 1988 Annual
Statistical Report (Des Moines, lowa: 1989).
Additional unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Court of Appeals.
GJC: State Court Administrator, 1988 Annual
Statistical Report (Des Moines, lowa: 1989).
KANSAS:
COLR, IAC, GJC: Judicial Administrator, Annual
Report of the Courts of Kansas: 1987-1988 Fiscal
Year (Topeka, Kansas: 1988).
LJC: Municipal Court Caseload Report FY 1988
July 1, 1987 - June 30, 1988.
KENTUCKY:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court.
IAC: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Court of Appeals.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by
the Administrative Director of the Courts.
LOUISIANA:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court.
IAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Administrator, 1988
Annual Report of the Judicial Council of the
Supreme Court of Louisiana (New Orleans,
Louisiana: 1989).
MAINE:
COLR, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were
provided by the State Court Administrator.
MARYLAND:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator,
Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary 1987-88
(Annapolis, Maryland: 1988).
MASSACHUSETTS:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Judicial Court.
IAC: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Appeals Court.
GJC: Chief Administrative Justice, Annual Report
of the Massachusetts Trial Court, 1988 (Boston,
Massachusetts: 1989).
MICHIGAN:
COLR, 1AC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator,
1968 Annual Report of the State Court Adminis-
trator and Statistical Supplement (Lansing,
Michigan: 1989).
MINNESOTA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were
provided by the State Court Administrator.

MISSISSIPPI:
COLR: Staff Attorney, Mississippi Supreme Court
Annual Report 1988 (Jackson, Mississippi: 1989).
.GJC, LJC: No data were available for cases
handled by these courts in 1988.
MISSOURI:
COLR, IAC, GJC: Missouri Judicial Report Fiscal
Year 1988.
MONTANA:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Court Administrator of the Supreme Count.
GJC: Unpublished data were provided by the
State Court Administrator.
LJC: No data were available for cases handled
by these courts in fiscal year 1988.
NEBRASKA:
COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator,
Nebraska Supreme Court 1988 Annual Report
(Lincoln, Nebraska: 1988).
NEVADA:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by
the Administrative Director of Courts.
NEW HAMPSHIRE:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by
the Director, Administrative Office of the Courts.
NEW JERSEY:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court.
IAC: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Court.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by
the Administrative Director, Administrative Office
of the Courts.
NEW MEXICO:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director,
The New Mexico Courts, 1988 Annual Report,
State of New Mexico Judicial Branch (Santa Fe,
New Mexico: 1989).
NEW YORK:
COLR, IAC: Clerk of the Court, 1988 Annual
Report of the Clerk of the Court, Court of Appeals
of the State of New York (New York: 1989).
Additional unpublished data were provided by the
Clerks of the Appellate Division and Appellate
Terms of the Supreme Court.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by
the Chief Administrator of the Courts.
NORTH CAROLINA:
COLR, 1AC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director,
Annual Report of the Administrative Office of the
Courts, North Carolina Courts, 1987-88 (Raleigh,
North Carolina: 1989.
NORTH DAKOTA:
COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator,
Annual Report of the North Dakota Judicial
System, 1988 (Bismarck, North Dakota: 1989).
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OHIO:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of
the Supreme Court, Ohio Courts Summary 1988
(Columbus, Ohio: 1989).

OKLAHOMA:
COLR: Administrative Director of the Courts,
State of Oklahoma, the Judiciary: Annual Report
1988 (Oklahoma City, Oklahoma: 1989). Addi-
tional unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Court of Criminal Appeals.
IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the
Courts, State of Oklahoma, the Judiciary: Annual
Report 1988 and Statistical Appendix (Oklahoma
City, Oklahoma: 1989).

OREGON:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were
provided by the State Court Administrator..

PENNSYLVANIA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LUC: Unpublished data were
provided by the State Court Administrator.

PUERTO RICO:
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by
the Administrative Director of the Courts.

RHODE ISLAND:
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by
the State Court Administrator.

SOUTH CAROLINA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Director of the Judicial
Department, South Carolina Judicial Department,
Annual Report, 1988 (Columbia, South Carolina:
1989).

SOUTH DAKOQOTA:
COLR, GJC: State Court Administrator, Bench-
mark 1988: Annual Report of the South Dakota
Unified Judicial System (Pierre, South Dakota:
1989).

TENNESSEE:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were
provided by the Executive Secretary of the
Supreme Count.

COLR Courl of last resort
-|AC = Intermediate appellate court.
“GJC =General jurisdiction court.
- LJC =Limited jurisdiction court

TEXAS:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of
the Court, Texas Judicial System Annual Report,
September 1, 1987-August 31, 1988 (Austin,
Texas: 1988).

UTAH:
COLR, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were
provided by the Clerk of the Supreme Court.
COLR: State Court Administrator, Utah Courts
Statistical Supplement 1985-87 Biennial Report

- (Salt Lake City, Utah: 1989).

VERMONT:
COLR, GJC, LJC: Court Administrator, Judicial
Statistics for Year Ending June 30, 1988 (Montpe-
lier, Vermont: 1988).

VIRGINIA:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary,
Supreme Court, Virginia State of the Judiciary
Report 1988 (Richmond, Virginia: 1989).

WASHINGTON:
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator,
Annual Report, The Courts of Washington, 1988
(Olympia, Washington: 1988).
LJC: Caseloads of the Courts of Limited Jurisdic-
tion of Washington State, 1988 (Olympia, Wash-
ington: 1989j.

WEST VIRGINIA;
COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the
Clerk of the Supreme Court of Appeals.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by
the Administrative Director of the Courts.

WISCONSIN:
COLR, IAC: Unpublished data were provided by
the Clerk of the Supreme Court.
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by
the Director of State Courts.

WYOMING:
COLR, GJC: Unpublished data were provided by
the Court Coordinator.
LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the
Director of State Courts.
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Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Profile Used in 1988 Data Collection

STATE NAME, COURT NAME
Court of last resort or intermediate appellate court
Number of divisions/departments, Number of authorized justices/judges
Time period covered

Beginning End
pending filed Disposed pending

Cases:
Mandatory jurisdiction:
Appeals of final judgment:
(00 T 1
Criminal:
Capital crimes (death/13fe) .................
Other criminal ....... ... .. ... ... i,
Tota) criminal ... ... ... i
Juventle ... e i e et
Administrative agency .......... ... ... ... ...,
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional issue) .....
Total appeals of fipal judgment ................
Other mandatory cases:
Disciplinary matters:
Attorney ... ittt it e e
JUAGE o h i i e it e e
Total disciplinary ......ccovviiivnnenenennenns
Original proceedings (e.g., extraordinary writs,
postconviction remedy, sentence review only,
election Cases) ...ttt it
Interlocutory decistons .......................
Advisory opinions:
Intra-state (legislature, executive, courts).
Federal courts (Y.e., certified question)
Total advisory opinions ................iount
Total other mandatory cases ....................
Tota)l mandatory jurisdiction cases ................

Discretionary jurisdiction:
Petitions of final Judgment:

(o0 Y N AP () ()
Criminal .. e e i e () ()
JUVENI e i e it e () ()
Administrative agency ......veveeernenrnennancans () ()
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional issue) ....... () ()
Total petitions of final Judgment ................ () ()
Other discretionary petitions:
Disciplinary matters:
ALOrneY .. i i, () ()
JUAGe .o e e () ()
Tota) discipIinary ..ot () ()
Original proceedings (e.g., extraordinary writs,
postconviction remedy, sentence review only,
electIon CaSeS) . ... it it () ()
Interlocutory declisions ............c.cveevnennnns () ()
Advisory opinions:
Intra-state (legislature, executive, courts) () ()
federal courts (e.g., certified question) ..... () ()
Total advisory opinions .............c..civinen. () ()
Total other discretionary petitions ............. () ()
Total discrettonary jurtsdiction cases ............. () ()
Grand total €ases ......cciiiieiiinienan NN () ()
Other proceedings:
Rehearing/reconsideration requests ................
MOt ONS ottt it i et et ittt i s

Other matters (e.g., bar admissions) ..............
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Prototype of state appellate court statistical profile

Manner_of Disposition

Predecision Decision
disposition ___ Oplnions_ =~ without
(dismissed/ Per opinion
withdrawn/ Signed curlam (memo/ Trans-
settled) opinion opinion order)  ferred Other

Mandatory Jurisdiction:
Appeals of final judgment:
{00 RV T PN
Criminal ... e e e
Juvenile ... e i i
Administrative agency .............. . ...,
Unclassified (e.qg., constitutional issue) ..
Other mandatory cases:

Disciplinary matters ............. ... .. .....
Original proceedings (e.g., election cases)
Interlocutory decisions ....................
Total mandatory jurisdiction cases ..........0o.

Discretionary Jurisdiction (cases granted only):
Petitions of Ffinal Judgments:
[0 2 1 e
Criminal ... e e
Juventle ... ... e
Administrative agency .......... ... ...
Unclassified (e.g., constitutional issue)
Other discretionary petitions ................
Disciplinary matters ......... ... . ...
Original proceedings (e.g., electton cases)
Total discretionary jurisdiction cases ........

Grand total .. ... ...

Type of decision in mandatory cases/granted petitions of final judgment

Adininds- Other
trative Mandatory
Civll  Criminal  Juvenile 4aency = _cases  lotal
Opinions:
AfFYrmed ... . e e
Modifled ... ...
Reversed . ...... ...t e
Remanded .. ... ... ...
MIXed ... e e
Dismissed ... ... e i,
{128 £ Y- U
Decisions without opinton:
AFFYrmed ... e s
Modifled .......iinitiii i e e
Reversed ... ...t e e
Remanded . ... ... i e e e
MIXEd .ot e e e e
DISMYISSed L. e s
OtheT i et e

Type of decision in other discretionary pettlions
Petition Pelition
qranted denied (ither

Other discretionary petitions ................
Disciplinary matters ........ ... .. ...l
Original proceedings (e.g., election cases)

Total discretionary jurisdiction cases ........
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Prototype of state appellate court statistical profile

Boldface headings indicate the classifications used by the Court Statistics Project.

N/A = The casetype s handled by the court, but the data are unavallable.

= The data for this casetype are known to be included in the total but are unavallable by category.
-- = Data element 15 not applicable.

) NOTE: Begin pending data filed outside the parentheses, disposed data outside the parentheses, and end
pending data reported as discretionary %ur\sdict on cases represent petitions/motions for review. Filed
figures inside the parentheses represent those newly filed petitions/motions that were granted during the
time period covered on this profile. For those interested, filed figures inside the parentheses can then be
added to_total mandatory jurisdiction cases filed to arrive at the number of new cases that the court wil)
ultimately consider "on the merits.” Disposed figures inside the parentheses represent the number of
discretionary petitions ?ranted that were disposed of "on the merits."” This number 1s rarely avallable, and
s usual]g included in elther "the total discretionary petitions disposed, or the mandatorg {ur\sd!ction
cases. The number of disposed petitions inside the parentheses can be added to total mandatory jurisdiction
cases disposed to arrive at the number of cases that the court disposed of "on the merits.”

>

—

Qualifying Footnotes:
A
B = The data element is complete and represents some double countting.

The data element 1s complete with no footnotes.

The data element s overinclusive.

The data element Ys overinclusive and represents some double counting.

) (enter as lower case) = The data element is at least 754 complete.
The data element Vs at least 75% complete, and represents some double counting.

C
"

P = The data element is Incomplete and overinclusive.

Q = The data element is incomplete, overinclusive and represents some double counting.

¥V = The data element 1s less than 75% complete.

W = The data element is less than 75% complete, and represents some double counting.

X = The data element s less than 75% complete, and overinclusive.

Y = The data element s less than 75% complete, overinclusive, and represents some double counting.
7 = The data are missing for this data element.

R = Judge Information.

S = Figure was computed.

¥ = Additional information.

U = The data element s Included in the unclassified category.
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Profile Used in 1988 Data Collection

STATE NAME, COURT NAME
Court of general jJurisdiction or court of Yimited jurisdiction
Number of circults or districts, Number of judges
Time period covered

Beqginning
pending Filed Disposed

tnd
pending

Civil;
L A RN

rt:
Auto tort ... ... . . . i,
Medical malpractice ......... ..o iiiinnnn..
Other grofessiona] malpractice ..................
Product 1ab¥lity tort ...... ... ... .. .. ... .....
Miscellaneous tort ........ . ... ... . ... . ...,
Total tort ... .. . i e e
Contract ... ... it e e e e
Real property rights ... ... . i
SMAlY ClaImMS ... . i i i e e e e e
Domestic relations:
ﬁarr\age dissolution .......... ... ..l
buEgor feustody oL e e
URESA L i i i i i e e
Adoption .......... ... . il PN
Paternity/bastardy ................ ... .. ... Lo,
Miscellaneous domestic relations ................
Total domestic relations ............ ... . vttt
Estate:
Probate/wilis/intestate ................ ... .. ...
Guardianship/conservatorship/trusteeship ........
Miscellaneous estate ........... ... ... . ... .
Total estate ... ... ittt
Mental health .. ... ... . i i i i
Apgeal:
ppeal of administrative agency case ............
Agpeal of trial court case ........ciiiiiiinnnn
Total civil ap?eals ..............................
Miscellaneous cIvil ... ... it iniinennn,

Total civil Lo e

Criminal:
2031015 S A PN
MYSdemeanor ... ...ttt e e
101 711 AN

Tota) crimina) ... .. i i i it

Traffic/other violation:
Moving traffic violation ...... ... ... .. ...,
Ordinance violation .......... ... .. coiiiiuvunnannn
Parking violation ...........c.iiiiiiiiiiiiiniaannn
Miscellaneous traffic ......coiuiiniiiniiinenenn

fotal traffic/other violatlon ......................

Juvenile:
Criminal-type juvenile petition ...................
Status offense ... ....iciiiiererrnuiinnernnnnnannns
Child-victim petition ..., ....... v,
Miscellaneous Juvenile petition ...................

Total Juventle ... . it iniiiiii ittt

Grand tota) CaSeS ......iiiiiit i i i i

Other proceedings:
Pastconviction remedy ........... ... iiiiiiiiiiaans
Preliminary hear1n?s ..............................
Sentence review only
Extraordinary writs ... ... i

Total other proceedings .............cceiuieennonnn
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Prototype of state tria) court statistical profile

Manner of disposition: trials

Trial
Jury Non-jury TYotal
Civil; Criminal:

Tort: felony: ....oeniiiiinininn..

Auto tort ....... ... ... e H\sdemeanor .
Other professional malpractice oW /DUI .....
Product 11ability tort .........

Miscellaneous tort oo, .. Ll . ‘ Hgscel]aneous eriminal " llillll
Total tort ......... ... i, Total criminal ............. .. ...

Contract ... ........ .. . i,
Real property rights ................
Small claims ... .. ..t
Domestic relations Traffic/other violation:

Marriage dissolutton .............. Moving traffic ..................

Sutgor /eustody ...l Ordinance v\o\at\on
............................. - Parktng violation .........
Adoption _........... ... iiiiniinnn Miscellaneous traffic

Paternlty/bastard ................ Total traffic/other vioiation ....

Miscellaneous domestic relations ..
Total domestic relattons ........... Juvenile:

Estate: Criminal- t{ge Juventile petition .
Probate/wil1is/intestate ........... Status petition .................
Guardianshi /conservatorship/ Child-v ctim pet1 ...........

trusteeshlp ..................... Misgellaneous Juvenile petition .

Misce 1aneous estate .............. Total juvenile ...................
Total estate ............ .. i

Hental health ........coveivrennenn. Grand total trials .................

Ap
Rppea] of administrat\ve

AGENCY CASE . vvevusoueeueoenennnn

gpea] of tr1a1 court case ........

al civil apgea]s ................

Hiscel]aneous vl L

Total civil ... ..ooiviinant, e

Manner of civi) disposttions

Uncontested/
Default Dismissed Withdrawn Settled Transferred

Trial
Jury Non-Jury TYotal

Arbitration Total

Auto tort ...
Medical malpractice ...............
Other grofessional malpractice ....
Product 1tab ort ........ ...,
Miscellaneous tort ................
fotal tort ... ... .. i,
%on%ract e RRaRELT T
eal property rights ................
Small 1pims ........................
Domest1c relations:
Marriage dissolution ..............
Suggor /custody ...l
RESA L i i i it
Adoption .........coviiiiiiinennnnn
Patern\ty/bastardy ................
Miscellaneous domestic relations ..
Total domestic relattons ...........
Estate:
Probate/w111s/\ntestate N
Guardianship/conservatorship/
trusteeshlp .......cvviiiiant,
Miscellaneous estate ..............
TYotal estate ........... ... it

Renta] health ....... .. ciiviiiiioannn
pRppeaI of adm\nistrative
BGENCY CASE . ..ourveenrunanosnns
gpeal of tr\al court case ........

al civil appeal .......... ..ol
Hisce]laneous 3 572 1 I

Total cdvil ... ... iviininnn. P
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Prototype of state trial court statistical profile

Manner of criminal dispositions and type of decision

Miscellaneous
Felony Misdemeanor DWI/DUI Appeal criminal Total

Acguittal ...............
01smissed ...............
Dismissed/nolle prosequd ..
Ball forfelture ...........
Bound over ................
Iransrerred ...............

Manner of traffic/other violation dispositions and type of decision

Moving traffic Ordinance Miscellaneous traffic/
violation violation Parking other violation Total

Guilty plea ,............. )
D1sm\ssed/no]le prosequl) .
Bal} forfelture ..........
Parking fines ............
Transferred ..............

Age of pending caseload (days)

0-30 31-60 61-90 91-180 181-360 361-720 Over 120 Average age
days _days _days _days days days days of pending cases

Civil;

Tort:
Auto tort .. ...... ...,
Medical malpractice ..............
Other grofesslonal malpractice ...
Produc 1abdijty tort ...........
Miscellaneous tort ...............
Total tort ....... ... ... ..
Contract .........cociviiuiiinin.n.
Real property rights ...............
Small claims™ ... ... coiuininunnnnnn.

Domestic relations

Harr\age disso]ution .............
Suggor /eustody ...l
RESA
Adoption ...... ... ... i,
paternity/bastardy ...............
Miscellaneous domest1c relations .
Tota) domestic relations ..........

Estate:
Probate/wills/intestate ..........
Guard1ansh\g/conservatorsh\p/
trusteeship .........
Hiscellaneous estate ..
Tota) estate ...........
Hental health .....c.ciiiiviininennn

Ap
Rppea1 of adm\n\strative
AGENCY CASE L .vvvvsnornennnnnnnse
gpeal of trial court case .......
appeal .. ......iiiiiiiiinannn
Miscellaneous [ 572 I I
Total vl ... o

Appendix C * 299



Prototype of state trial court statistical profile

Age of pending caseload (days)

0-30 31-60 61-90 91-180 181-360 361-720 Over 720 Average age
days _days days _days days days days of pending cases

Criminal:
Felony ..ot
Misdemeanor ............cceiiuan..
OWI/DUL .o,

A?peal ...........................
M s%ellaneous criminal ...........
Tota

ceriminal ... .. L i,
Traffic/other violation:
Moving traffic ...................
Ordinance violation ..............
pParking violation ................
Miscellaneous traffic ............
Total traffic/other violatton .....

Juvenile:
Crim\na]-t*ge Juvenile petition ..
Status petition ..................

Child-victim petition ............
Miscellaneous juvenile petition ..
Total juventle ....................

Boldface head\ngs indicate the classifications used by the Court Statistics Project (CSP).
N/A = This case yge is handled by the court, but the data are unavallable.
X = The data for this casetype are known to be included in the total but are unavallable by category.

- = Not applicable.

Units of count:
Civil unit of count.
Criminal unit of count.
Traffic/other violation unit of count.
Juvenile unit of count.

Trial definitions:
Jury trial definiti
Non)ury trial defin

on
ition.
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Qualifying Footnotes:

A = The data element s complete with no footnotes.

(]
n

E-H below

T o M m™m
(]

n

-

(enter as lower caseg
an

more information t

K = lhe data
L = The data
M = The data
N = The data
0 = The data
V = The data
X = The data
Q

R

S:

1

U

1

)
—
~

"

-21 = Casetype
Data are

]
(2]
~

[}

-47 = nhata are

'
[24)
~

n

Data are

element does
element does
element does
element does

The
can

not
not
not
not

The data element Ys complete and also includes al) postconviction remedy proceedings.
The data element 1s complete and also includes all ordinance violation cases.
The data element 1s complete and also includes all DWI/DUI cases.
The data element ts complete and also includes all criminal appeals cases.

data element is at least 75% complete, and is m\ssing
be specifically identified in codes K-N below

include any limited felony cases.
Include any DWI/DUI cases.
include any criminal appeal cases.

include any ordinance violation cases.

element Vs incomplete and overinclusive.

element ¥s less than 75% complete.
element 1s less than 75% complete and overinclusive.

= Judge information.
Figure was computed.

Data not avallable
does not fall within the jurisdiction of the court.

represented in the total, but could not be separated by data element.
reported In the unclassified category of the same general casetype.
collapsed with another casetype and could not be identified by specific data element.

= Additional court information.

= Additiona) information; reopened cases are added to the data element.
= the data element is included in the unclassified category.
= The data are missing for this data element (1.e., the primary data glement was coded a

The data element s complete and also includes more information than can be specifically identified in codes

"-5" to a "-1").
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State Populations

Resident Population, 1988

Population {in thousands)

1988 1988 1988
State or territory Juvenile Adult Total
Alabama  ................. 1,115 2,988 4,103
Alaska . ........ ... .. ... 167 356 523
Arizona ... 952 2,537 3,489
Arkansas  ................. 649 1,745 2,394
Califomia  ................ 7,494 20,821 28,315
Colorado  ................. 869 2,432 3,301
Connecticut  ............... 760 2,475 3,235
Delaware  ................. 166 494 660
District of Columbia . ....... 138 480 618
Florida  ................... 2,795 9,540 12,335
Georgia  .................. 1,776 4,566 6,342
Hawaii  ................... 287 812 1,099
Idaho ... ... ... .. ... 304 699 1,003
linois  .................... 3,003 8,609 11,612
Indiana  ................... 1,461 4,094 5,555
lowa  ..................... 714 2,120 2,834
Kansas  ................... 653 1,842 2,495
Kentucky  ................. 981 2,745 3,726
Louisiana  ................. 1,296 3,111 4,407
Maine  ............... .. ... 304 901 1,205
Maryland  ................. 1,147 3,477 4,624
Massachusetts . ........... 1,332 4,556 5,888
Michigan  ....... ... ...... 2,453 6,786 9,239
Minnesota  ................ 1,120 3,187 4,307
Mississippi  ................ 780 1,840 2,620
Missouri  .................. 1,312 3,830 5,142
Montana  ................. 221 584 805
Nebraska  ................. 423 1,179 1,602
Nevada  .................. 266 788 1,054
New Hampshire . .......... 275 811 1,086
New Jersey  ............... 1,831 5,889 7,720
New Mexico  ............... 449 1,057 1,506
NewYork  ................. 4,356 13,554 17,910
North Carolina . ............ 1,636 4,854 6,490
North Dakota  .............. 183 484 667
Ohio  ..................... 2,823 8,032 10,855
Oklahoma  ................ 882 2,359 3,241
Oregon ... ............. 686 2,080 2,766
Pennsylvania ~ ............. 2,848 9,153 12,001
PuertoRico  .............. 1,234 2,060 3,294
Rhodelsland  ............. 230 763 993
South Carolina  ............ 949 2,522 3.4M
SouthDakota  ............. 197 516 713
Tennessee  ............... 1,253 3,643 4,896
Texas  .................... 4,986 11,854 16,840
Uah .. ... 629 1,059 1,688
Vermont ... ............. 141 416 557
Virginia ... ... ... 1,470 4,546 6,016
Washington ... ... ..., 1,190 3,458 4,648
West Virginia  ............. 477 1,399 1,876
Wisconsin =~ ................ 1,273 3,581 4,854
Wyoming  .............. ... 141 338 479

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Press Release, CB 89-72, May 4, 1989,
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Total State Population for Trend Tables, 1984, 1985, 1986, 1987, and 1988

Population (in thousands)

State or territory 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988
Alabama  ................. 3,990 4,021 4,053 4,083 4,103
Alaska ... ... L 500 521 534 525 523
Arizona  ............. ... .. 3,053 3,187 3,280 3,386 3,489
Arkansas  ................. 2,349 2,359 2,372 2,388 2,394
California ................ 25,622 26,365 26,981 27,663 28,315
Colorado  ................. 3,178 3,231 3,267 3,296 3,301
Connecticut  .............. 3,154 3,174 3,189 3,211 3,235
Delaware  ................. 613 622 633 644 660
District of Columbia ~ ........ 623 626 626 622 618
Florida e 10,976 11,366 11,675 12,023 12,335
Georgia  .................. 5,837 5,976 6,104 6,222 6,342
Hawaii  ................... 1,039 1,054 1,062 1,083 1,099
Idaho . ... ...l 1,001 1,005 1,003 998 1,003
inois ... ... 11,511 11,535 11,553 11,582 11,612
Indana  .................. 5,498 5,499 5,503 5,531 5,555
lowa ... ... 2,910 2,884 2,850 2,834 2,834
Kansas  .................. 2,438 2,450 2,460 2,476 2,495
Kentucky  ................ 2,723 3,726 3,729 3,727 3,726
Louisiana  ................ 4,462 4,481 4,502 4,461 4,407
Maine  ......... ... 1,156 1,164 1,173 1,187 1,205
Maryland  ................. 4,349 4,392 4,463 4,535 4,624
Massachusetts ~ ........... 5,798 5,822 5,832 5,855 5,888
Michigan  ................. 9,075 9,088 9,145 9,200 9,239
Minnesota  ............... 4,162 4,193 4,214 4,246 4,307
Mississippi  ............... 2,598 2,613 2,625 2,625 2,620
Missouri  ................. 5,008 5,029 5,066 5,103 5,142
Montana  ................ 824 826 819 809 805
Nebraska  ................ 1,606 1,606 1,598 1,594 1,602
Nevada  .................. 911 936 964 1,007 1,054
New Hampshire ~ ........... 977 998 1,027 1,057 1,086
New Jersey  .............. 7,515 7,562 7,620 7,672 7.720
New Mexico  .............. 1,424 1,450 1,479 1,500 1,506
NewYork ... ............. 17,735 17,783 17,772 17,825 17,910
North Carolina  ............ 6,165 6,255 6,334 6,413 6,490
North Dakota  ............. 686 685 679 672 667
Ohio ... ... . 10,752 10,744 10,753 10,784 10,855
Oklahoma  ................ 3,298 3,301 3,305 3,272 3,241
Oregon  .................. 2,674 2,687 2,698 2,724 2,766
Pennsylvania  ............. 11,901 11,853 11,889 11,936 12,001
PuertoRico  .............. 3,267 3,267 3,274 3,292 3,294
Rhodelsland  ............. 962 968 975 986 9983
South Carolina  ............ 3,300 3,347 3,376 3,425 3,471
South Dakota  ............. 706 708 708 708 713
Tennessee .............. 4,717 4,762 4,803 4,855 4,896
Texas  ................ ... 15,989 16,370 16,685 16,789 16,840
Utah ... 1,652 1,645 1,665 1,680 1,688
Vermont ... ............. : 530 535 541 548 557
Virginia  .................. 5,636 5,706 5,787 5,904 6,016
Washington . ... .. .. .. ... 4,349 4,409 4,463 4,538 4,648
West Virginia ... ...... 1,952 1,936 1,919 1,897 1,876
Wisconsin ... ...... 4,766 4,775 4,785 4,807 4,854
Wyoming  ......... .. ... 511 509 507 490 479

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Press Release, CB 89-72, May 4, 1989.
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Other Publications from
the Court Statistics Project

The following publications are available
from the National Center for State Courts,
300 Newport Avenue, Williamsburg, VA
23187-8798:

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Reports
1976-1979
Each of these four volumes (1976-1979) has
available caseload information from all appel-
late and trial courts. 1980-1984, paperback,
$3.00 each volume, plus shipping.

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report
1980
Available caseload information from all appel-
late and trial courts are presented in this
report. 1984, 496 pages, paperback, $4.50,
plus shipping.

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report
1981
The 1981 Report is out of print. Photocopies
are available from the Court Statistics Project.

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report
1984
Available caseload information from all appel-
late and trial courts are presented in this
report. 1986, 276 pages, 25 oz., paperback,
$6.25, plus shipping.

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report
1985
Available caseload information from all appel-
late and trial courts are presented in this
report. 1987, 312 pages, 28 oz., paperback,
$6.25, plus shipping.

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report
1986
Available caseload information from all appel-
late and trial courts are presented in this
report. 1988, 278 pages, 24 oz., paperback,
$6.95, plus shipping.

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report
1987
Available caseload information from all appel-
late and trial courts are presented in this
report. 1989, 266 pages, 21 oz., paperback,
$6.95, plus shipping.

Court Case Management Information Systems

Manual
This manual reviews local and statewide case
management information requirements and
presents sets of model data elements, data
collection forms and case management output
reports for each level of court. 1983, 342
pages, 29 oz., paperback, $15.00, plus

shipping.

The Business of State Trial Courts
Defining courts business as cases filed,
serious cases, and contested cases, this
monograph tests six myths about courts, their
work and decisions. 1983, 158 pages, 14 oz.,
paperback. Single copies are available free of
charge.

State Court Organization 1987
Updates the 1980 reference guide to the
organization and practices of all state appel-
late and trial courts. 1988, 420 pages, 43 oz.,
paperback, $9.95, plus shipping.

State Court Model Annual Reponrt
Suggested formats to be used in preparing
state court annual reports. Discusses topics to
be considered for inclusion in court reports.
1980, 88 pages. Single copies are available
through the National Center for State Courts
library.

1984 State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for
Statistical Reporting
Contains information on the organizations,
jurisdiction, and time standards in the state
appellate courts. 1985, 117 pages. Single
copies are available for loan through the
National Center for State Counts library.

State Court Model Statistical Dictionary
Contains definitions of terms used to classify
and count count caseload. Gives the court
statistical usage for each term. Merges the
1980 edition and 1984 Supplement, defines
new terms. 1989, 90 pages, 11 oz., paper-
back, $4.50, plus shipping.



