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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 
twelfthinaseriesof annual reportsonstatecourt 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 contentsof 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 commentaryon 
1988 trial and appellate caseloads across the country. 
Part I 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 
courts in 1988 is discussed and then placed in the context 
of trends in felony and tort case filings and in appellate 
caseloads since 1984. 

Part II 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 II assesses the current 
status of the information available on method of case 
disposition, uses that information to describe the situation 
in 1988, and suggestsways 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 II 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 Ill. 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 
six tables. 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. OthertablesdescribetheciviI,criminal, 
juvenile, andtraffic andotherordinance 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 reports the 
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 found in Part Ill are 
intended as basic reference sources. Each table com- 
piles information from the 50 states, the District of Colum- 
bia, and Puerto Rim. 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 cited if they are 
incomplete in the types of cases represented, they are 
overinclusive, or both. Numbers without footnotes should 
be interpreted as in compliance with the 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 
whetherfunding 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, 
the time period used 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 criminal, 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 111). In the 
1988 report, information detailing how trial courts resolve 
the specific issues raised when counting supportkustody 
cases is located in Table 9, Part Ill, eliminating Figure I. 

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

Uses of Court Statistics 

Caseload statistics are simply counts of the number 
of cases filed 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 
about the state courts: How many disputes are the courts 
asked to resolve? How many of those disputes are in fact 
decided? 

Furthermore, caseload statistics can be combined 
with jurisdictional and other information in this report to 
describe the work and operations of the state courts. 
Topics that can be addressed include the 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 can be 
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. Acriminal case can be an 
accusationof murderorof pettytheft. Acivilsuit 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 I is fashioned from 
material in Parts Ill, IV, and V. The user’s purpose 
determines the parts to consult and the order in which 
they should be consulted. 

Part I 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 Ill. 
Detailed information on the statusof the information in the 
court or state can be found in footnotes to the tables in 
Part Ill, 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 Virginia in Part IVdescribes 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. 

Differences in the size and composition of court 
caseloads reflect differences in how states distribute the 
jurisdiction to decide cases and in how states collect and 
disseminate court statistics. Comparisons among states 
or courts therefore require considerable care. Parts IV 
and V are essential for determining when like is being 
compared to like. Appendix A explains the conventions 
andcodes that identify 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 wok of the 
state courts. The caseload report series and other project 
publications, such as the State Court Model Statistical 
Dictionary, seek to encourage uniformity 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 data reflect the full range of 
information sought from the states. Most states provide 
far more detailed caseload information than that pre- 
sented in Part I l l  of this report. 

Comments, suggestions, and corrections from users 
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 231 87-8798 
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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 court filings: 16.9 million 
civil cases, 1 1.9 millioncriminalcases, 1.4 million juvenile 
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 courts.’ 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 courts. 

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 US. Courts of Appeals and the US. District Courts 
are from Want’s Federal State Court Directory: 7989 Edition, 
Washington, D.C. Want Publishing. Filings in !he 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. 
US. 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 noted in the Overview, Part I 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 moredetaileddatadescrip- 
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 appellate 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 meriis 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 
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discretionary filings and dispositions. The emphasis ison 
the growth in appellate court caseloads 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 I 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 I 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 Modelstatisti- 
cal Dictionary? 

Comparability is most often compromised whencourt 
caseload is incomplete because some types of cases that 
should be included are omitted; overinclusive when it 
contains some types of cases that should not have been 
included; or the caseload figures are both incomplete 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 
filings 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 (DWVDUI). A general jurisdiction 
trial court that reaches decisions in such cases but 
classifies 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 court makes when designing its court records 
system. One basic decision is the “unit of count.” Some 
appellate courtscount the receipt of the “notice of appeal” 

Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, State 
Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989 Edition. Williamsburg, 
Virginia: National Center for State Courts, 1989. 

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 aliling, 
by which time some appeals have been withdrawn, 
settled, or dismissed, especially in civil cases (see Figure 
B, Part V, p. 241). 

Trial courts differ both in what is counted as a filing 
and in when 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 thecomplaint,while inothercourtsthe countsaretaken 
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 report. 

Trial courts tend to count civil cases at the filing of an 
initial petition or complaint with the clerk of court, but 
practices vary. What constitutes a case may differ by 
specific casetype; for example, courts differ in whether 
support/custody proceedings are counted as acase 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 Ill). 

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 trialcourt filing sfor 1988, 

a total formed by 16,919,204 civil cases, 11,961,285 
criminalcases, 1,435,857 juvenilecases, 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 traffidother 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 
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CHART 1 : Trial Court Filings, 1988 

Juvenile Criminal 
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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 tnat 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). 

01 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 (1 2.8 percent), and juvenile cases, 3.8 
percent. Traffidother 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 2: Trial Court Filings In General 
Jurisdiction Courts, 1988 
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CHART 3: Trial Court Filings In Llmlted 
Jurisdlctlon Courts, 1988 
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filings each accounted for 12 percent of the total, with 
juvenile filings representing 0.6 percent. The remaining 
three-fourths of the filings were traffidordinance violation 
cases. 

Percentage sharesderivedfrom the 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 acourt 
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 
j~ven i le .~  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 traff idother ordinance violation filings. Only 15 
states and the District of Columbia reported complete 
(although at timesoverinclusive) dataontheirtraffic/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.5 

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 Ill (p. 11 1). Other 
tables in Part I l l  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; total traff idotherordinance 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 
and division of jurisdiction among courts and between the 
two levels of courts. 

Differences 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. In trial courts, this is manifest 

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

This is based on data from two states: Michigan and North 
Carolina. Percentages were derived by combining unweighted case 
filings. 
t, Trial court statistics from Nevada are included for the first time in 
the caseload report series. 

in the 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 levek6 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 all cases and proceedings. The other 44 states have 

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: 

a two-tier trial court system but differ in the degree to l 

(1) Unified: Six states (Idaho, Illinois, Iowa, 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 levels that 
overlap in their jurisdiction. 

I 

(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 Corn osition of Trial Court 
Caseloa C P  s in 7988 
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 
for the enforcement or protection of a right, 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: 

’ 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 allocation 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. 

ABA, 1974, pp. 1-10, 

6 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988 



MAP 1 : Trial Court Structures, 1988 

Source: Court structure charts in Part IV 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 
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MAP 2: Comparabliity of Civil Filing Data in General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988 
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Source: Table 9 in Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 
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GRAPH 1: Civil Case Filings per 100,OOO Population In State Trial Courts, 1988 

State 
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mended by the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 
the category should include all torts, contracts, real prop- 
erty rights, smallclaims, 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 Ill (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 rateof 6,245. The magnitude 
of the range is deceptive. Most states report filing rates 
clustered near the 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 is2.8 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 

filings per 100,000 population48 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 supportl 
custody proceedings are incorporated intocourt statistics 
on marriage dissolution cases. Figure H, Part V (p. 271), 
details the method by which each court counts civil cases 
and Table 9, Part Ill (p. 123), details the method by which 
support/custody cases are counted. 

Different approaches to counting civil, and especially 
supportlcustody, caseloads affect the ranking of states in 
Graph 1. The limited jurisdiction court in Virginia, the 
district court, regards all reopened civil cases as new 
filings, counts suppottlcustody proceedings as separate 
filings, 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 are involved. 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 
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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 in the allocation of subject 
matter jurisdiction are more likely explanations for why 
the flow of case filings is mainly toward one court level. 
Delaware 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 is little evidence linking the size of the civil court 
filing 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 highestcivil 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 fur Clwll Cases. Trial courts that 
disposed of more civil casesduring 1988 (cases that may 
have been filed in previous years) than were filed reduced 
the size of their pending civil caseload. Text Table 1 
abstracts the relevant information fromTable 9, Part Ill (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-ninecourtsof general jurisdiction and 2Ocourts 
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. 
Lookingfirst at courtsof general jurisdiction,only 1201 the 

TEXT TABLE 1 : Trlal Court Clearance Rates for 
Clvll cases, 1988 

General Jurlsdlctlon 
State 

Florida 
Hawaii 

Washington 
Maryland 
California 
Montana 

New Hampshire 
Delaware 

Illinois 
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 

Stale 
California 

Washington 
Alaska 
Hawaii 

North Dakota 
Florida 

Puerto R im 
Texas 

Kentucky 
Indiana 

Vermont 
Arizona 

North Carolina 
West Virginia 

Nebraska 
Virginia 

Delaware 
Ohio 

Colorado 
South Carolina 

1988 
85.6% 
86.0 
86.6 
86.8 
87.5 
87.5 
88.1 
90.1 
91.5 
92.3 
92.5 
93.0 
93.5 
94.9 
95.7 
95.9 
96.8 
97.2 
97.9 
98.2 
98.3 
98.5 
98.8 
99.5 
99.6 
99.8 
99.9 

100.0 
100.4 
100.5 
100.7 
100.8 
101.1 
101.1 
102.3 
104.3 
104.6 
108.1 
120.2 

1987 
87.8% 
95.4 
85.3 
80.0 
76.2 
84.5 
96.4 
79.8 
96.1 
94.4 
96.6 

101.1 
91.4 
90.5 

110.5 
89.7 
99.4 

101 .o 
98.2 

101.9 
97.6 
96.6 
95.8 
99.3 
99.7 
98.3 

100.3 
95.9 
97.6 

101.9 
102.9 
100.6 
101.0 
98.1 
97.7 

107.1 
95.1 
76.0 

121.2 

Source: Table 9, Part Ill 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 

Umlted Jurlsdlctlon 
1988 1987 
74.1% 74.7% 
76.8 82.6 
77.8 76.0 
91.4 90.0 
91.5 93.1 
91.6 90.7 
93.0 98.2 
93.1 91 .o 
93.2 90.4 
93.2 97.7 
93.3 89.8 
93.9 93.3 
95.8 96.3 
96.5 97.3 
98.9 98.9 

100.9 99.8 
102.6 95.7 
102.8 96.7 
102.9 96.7 
102.9 101.0 
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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. With the 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 
percent in Florida marking the lowest reported rate 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 includes the 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 reported 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 and95. Limited jurisdiction 
courts in three states-California, Washington, and 
Alaska-reported lower clearance rates. The same court 
systems reported the lowest rates in 1987, suggesting 
long-term rather than short-term factors underlie difficulty 
in keeping pace with the flow of new cases. 

Overall, however, civil clearance rates were margin- 
ally better in 1988 than in the previous year. Some states 
experienced striking changes of fortune, exemplified in 
the abrupt shift in the New Yorkgeneral jurisdictioncourts 
from a 76 percent to a 108.1 percent clearance rate. The 
more extreme year-to-year changes, however, often have 
simple explanations. Here, filing fees appear to be 
responsible. The filing fee at the 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 numberof dispositions wasnot 
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- 
cent in courts of general jurisdiction. Case filing data from 
Mississippi and 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- 

larly DWVDUI cases. Map 3 summarizes the impact this 
has on the general jurisdiction court data reported by 
each state. Generally, criminal case filing statistics are 
compiled lessconsistently than statistics on civil 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 trial to another court. Limited 
jurisdiction courts in most states hold preliminary hear- 
ings for felony cases and in 26 states can dismiss a felony 
case; however, such courts can sentence convicted 
felons in only six states (Alabama, Indiana, Maine, Mary- 
land, Rhode Island, and South Carolina).a 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 Pdisplays the total criminal filings per 100,000 
population for states that report data from all courts with 
relevant subject matter jurisdictione Thirty-four states, 
the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico are included. 
Reference to the footnotes to the statistics in Table 10, 
Part Ill (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 diff erence 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 among the 
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 report 
distinctively low rates of criminal filings: Kansas, Iowa, 
Colorado, Oklahoma, Missouri, Puerto Rim, 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. Roaman, R. Roper, and D. Knoebel, State Couff Organization 
1987. Williamsburg, VA, 1988, Table 16, pp. 221-239. 
* Filing rates in Table 10, Part 111,  are computed on the basis of state 
adult population, the practice in previous caseload statistics reports. 
Graph 2, however, uses total population to derive filing rates, thus 
facilitating comparisons to the size and ranking of state civil tiling 
rates. 
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MAP 3: Comparability of Criminal Filing Data in General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988 

reported are: 

Unavailable 
Incomplete 
Overinclusive 
Incomplete/O\ 
Complete 

ferinclusive 

Source: Table 10 in Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 

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, Part V (p. 253), describes, and Table 
10, Part Ill (p. 132), summarizes, the practice in each 
court with criminal jurisdiction. The unit of count is defined 
by (a) whether a case filing contains charges facing only 
an individual defendant or if two or more defendants can 
be included in one filing, and (b) whether the count is 
taken by charge or charging documents that contain one 
charge, one incident, or 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, 
or indictment; other states only count acase as filed when 
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.l0 

Consideration of the unit of count and point of filing 
used to compile the statistics explains, in part, 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 found in the 
top half of the ranking; Hawaii is the exception, but its use 
of a later than typical point for taking the count 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 

lo A 1985 directory survey of general jurisdiction courts, camed out 
by the US. Bureau of the Census for the Bureau of Justice Statis- 
tics, found that 80 percsnt 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,OOO 
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. 
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GRAPH 2: Crlmlnal Flllngs per 100,000 Population In State Trlal Courts, 1988 
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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 court 
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 
than in the median rate at which most statesclustered. All 

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

Clearance Rates for Crlmlnal Cases. Text Table 
2 summarizes the information on clearance rates avail- 
able from Table 10, Part Ill. 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 
(1 00.5 percent), Delaware (1 04.3 percent), Kansas (1 06 
percent), West Virginia (1 06.6 percent), and Montana 
(1 10.4 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 block 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 
Crimlnal Cases, 1988 

General Jurlsdiction 
State 

Hawaii 
Rhode Island 
Washington 

Nebraska 
Florida 

Missouri 
Oklahoma 

New Jersey 
Maryland 

Maine 
South Carolina 

Alabama 
Oregon 

Iowa 
Alaska 

New Mexico 
Connecticut 

Indiana 
Virginia 
Arizona 

North Carolina 
Illinois 

Puerto Rico 
California 

Idaho 
New York 
Wyoming 

Pennsylvania 
Minnesota 

District of Columbia 
Ohio 

Colorado 
Kentucky 
Michigan 
Vermont 

North Dakota 
Delaware 

Kansas 
West Virginia 

Montana 

State 
Washington 

California 
Florida 

Rhode Island 
Michigan 

Oregon 
New Jersey 

Arizona 
Hawaii 

Kentucky 
Nebraska 

Puerto Rico 
Alaska 

Colorado 
North Carolina 

Delaware 
Virginia 

New Mexico 
Indiana 
Kansas 

1988 
53.5% 
81 .o 
85.1 
88.8 
88.8 
89.2 
89.4 
89.5 
89.8 
91.2 
91.3 
92.0 
93.6 
94.5 
94.7 
95.1 
95.5 
95.5 
95.5 
95.6 
95.7 
97.2 
96.0 
96.1 
96.1 
96.2 
96.4 
96.6 
97.2 
97.4 
97.7 
97.8 
99.2 
99.7 
99.9 

100.5 
104.3 
106.0 
106.6 
110.4 

1987 

76.0% 
101.3 
86.8 

104.4 
92.7 
91.1 
89.2 
94.2 
81.3 
95.3 
99.4 
94.5 
92.2 
96.0 
89.8 
93.3 
95.1 
88.7 
93.2 
91.8 
97.2 

103.8 
98.7 
94.3 
98.6 
99.5 

105.3 
97.9 
94.9 

101.9 
99.0 

102.2 
97.8 
95.8 
94.4 
90.9 

106.0 
103.4 
103.6 
119.3 

Umited Jurisdiction 
1988 1987 
73.1 ?'o 85.1 ?'o 
83.4 82.5 
86.3 84.8 
88.0 91.0 
91.7 95.4 
91.9 92.2 
92.3 93.4 
92.4 84.3 
92.5 95.9 
94.7 96.4 
95.0 97.7 
95.4 98.8 
95.6 92.1 
96.0 99.0 
97.3 97.7 
99.8 98.7 

100.3 100.7 
100.7 78.4 
101.6 92.4 
112.7 

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

Source: Table 10, Part 111 
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 95-1 00 percent range and seven in the 
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 casesdisposed of during the 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 
from those recorded in the previous year. Among general 
jurisdiction courts, 23 reported lower rates in 1988 than in 
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 small 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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MAP 4: Comparability of Juvenile Filing Data, 1988 

Source: Table 12 in Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 

0 

reported are: 

Unavailable 
Incomplete 
Overinclusive 
Incomplete/Overinclusive 
Complete 

jurisdiction can be found in Table 12, Part Ill (p. 149). 
Relevant statistics were not reported by Mississippi, 
Nevada, Oklahoma, and Tennessee. Map 4 describes 
the comparability across the remaining states of statistics 
on the number of juvenile petitionsfiled 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 Puerto Rico are included.l2 The bars in the graph 
distinguish filings in a court of general jurisdiction from 
those in courts of limited or special jurisdiction. All filings 
in Kentucky, Maine, Michigan, Nebraska, New Hamp- 
shire, New York, North Carolina, Rhode Island, Utah, and 

l2 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 arcuit 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 wasfound for eithercivilor criminal filing 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 typeof casesforming 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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GRAPH 3: Juvenile Flllngs per 100,000 Population In State Trlal Courts, 1988 
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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 
original juvenile court handling can have a large impact on 
both a state's criminal and juvenile caseload. Research 
consistently shows that involvement in crime peaks in the 
15-1 7 age group. Arrest statistics show that 15-to-19 year 
olds represent 28.7 percent of those arrested for FBI 
index crimes and 8.2 percent of the national pop~1ation.l~ 
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. 

The authority for the "peak" at age 15-17 in criminal activity is 
Travis Hirschi and Michael Gowedson, "Age and the Explanation of 
Crime," American Journal of Sociology Vol. 8 9 ,  No. 3 (November),  
1 9 8 3 .  The arrest percentage is calculated from Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, US. Department of Justice, Crime in the United 
States: Uniform Crime Reports 7987. Washington, D.C. :  US. 
Government Printing Office, 1 9 8 8 ,  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, 
Illinois, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, 
South Carolina, and Texas define an adult for purposes 
of court jurisdiction as a 1 7-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 site 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 Illinois and Michigan, 
but states that have adopted age 17 as the point of 
transfer did not consistently report low filing rates. 

Other factors may help explain these 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 result in a 
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 ako may., influence" referral.fo petition ratios. 
Rural communities and'states'tend t6file fewer petitions 
proportionally 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 as the 
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 Rim. 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-to-5 percent range.14 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 (14.0percent), and Utah (12.3percent); 
as noted previously, juvenile cases were most prevalent 
in the 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. Iowa 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 Juvenile Petitions. Clear- 
ance rates for juvenile petitions, based on caseload 
statisticsfromTable 12, Part Ill (p. 149), are presented in 
Text Table 3 to address the question of whether juvenile 
petitions were being processed more expeditiously dur- 

l4 The 19 states in which juvenile filings represent 3 to 5 percent of 
total civil, criminal, and juvenile filings are: Alaska, California, 
Colorado, Connecticut, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, 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 overindusive in Tables 9, 
10. and 12, Part 111. 

TEXT TABLE 3: Trial Court Clearance Rates for 
Juvenile Cases, 1988 

State 
Florida 
Alaska 
Illinois 

Alabama 
Montana 

Indiana 
Colorado 

West Virginia 
Washington 

Pennsylvania 
Maryland 
Vermont 

California 
Kansas 
Hawaii 

Ohio 
Idaho 

New Jersey 
Arizona 

Minnesota 
Connecticut 

District of Columbia 
New Mexico 
Puerto Rim 

Arkansas 
Texas 

State 
Maryland 

Maine 
Michigan 
Kentucky 

Rhode Island 
Louisiana 
Alabama 

Virginia 
Utah 

New York 
Indiana 

North Carolina 

General Jurledlctlon 
1988 1987 
69.4% 67.7% 
75.5 82.9 
76.1 81 .o 
78.4 79.7 
83.4 84.7 
86.2 99.9 
87.9 88.1 
88.7 101.1 
89.3 87.6 
95.4 94.4 
95.6 97.3 
95.9 96.4 
95.9 92.9 
96.4 95.5 
96.9 98.7 
97.6 99.6 
98.7 98.5 
98.9 98.0 
99.5 103.2 
99.7 99.0 
99.8 97.5 

100.4 99.9 
100.5 100.6 
100.7 97.7 
100.7 
120.5 111.7 

Umlted Jurlsdlctlon 
1988 1987 
85.7% 88.9% 
86.4 80.0 
89.0 85.0 
90.2 91.1 
91.0 96.1 
93.3 92.5 
93.6 93.9 
94.2 94.1 

100.5 101.3 
100.6 103.6 
100.9 96.7 
106.6 109.8 

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

Source: Table 12, Part 111 
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 report 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 90 and 95 
percent), and 12 courts report rates of less than 90 
percent. In 1988, there was no clear diff erence between 
general jurisdiction and limited jurisdiction courts in the 
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degree to which they 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 between the 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 civil filings. 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 their impact on the use of courts to handle 
juvenile cases. 

A few states report consistently high or consistently 
low use of their trial courts. Delaware, the District of 
Columbia, and Virginia reported among the highest filing 
rates for all three types of cases. Missouri reported 
among the lowest ratesfor all three. In states with two-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 in keeping up with 
the inflow of new cases. The number of new cases filed 
in 1988 often substantially exceeded the number of cases 

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

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 
section considers, in turn, 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 all95 courts 
of last resort (COLRs) and intermediate appellate courts 
(IACs) in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.15 
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 and discretionary 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 appeals in 1988 
than in 1987. Filings of mandatory appeals in IACs 
increased by 4.5 percent. IAC discretionary petitions 
increased by 3.1 percent and IAC mandatory appeals by 
1 .O percent.16 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. 

lo Puerto Rico reports trial court but not appellate court statistics to 
the NCSC Court Statistics Project. 
l6  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 FederaCState Directmy, 1990 
Edition, p. 1 44. 
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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 
on the merits. Discretionary jurisdiction refers to casetypes 
in which a party must file a petition asking the court to hear 
the case. The appellate court then decides whether to 
exercise its discretionary power to consider the case on 
the merits. 

All states have established a court of last resort 
(COLR), usually namedthe supremecourt, by constitution. 
The COLR has the final jurisdictionoverall 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,17 there are 
two basic functions: (1) the review of specific trial court 
proceedings to correct errors in the application of law and 
procedure, and (2) the development of law for the benefit 
of the community at large. The error correction function 
should be exercised through mandatory jurisdiction, with 
each unsuccessful party entitled to one appeal as a 
matter of right. Further appellate review should 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 of the COLR, an IAC should assume the error 
correction function and the COLR should, by the exercise 
of its discretion to review all manner of appeals, develop 
the law.'* 

The influence of this perspective on state court sys- 
tems is evident in the extent to which states have created 
IACs in response togrowing appellatecaseloads. Twenty- 
five states established their IACs 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. 

I7 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, 

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 IAC before 1891 : Illinois, Louisiana, 
Missouri, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, and Texas (Robert R. Stem, 
Appellate Practice in the United States: Second Edition, Washing- 
ton, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, 1989, p. 6). 

pp. 1-10, 

CHART 4: Appellate Case Filings, 1988 
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The consequences of these complex differences are 
highlighted when one matches appellate structure with 
jurisdiction. The matching process producesfourcatego- 
ries of cases: (1) COLR mandatory appeals, (2) COLR 
discretionary petitions, (3) IAC mandatory appeals, and 
(4) IAC discretionary petitions. 

If we combine the appellate filings reported by the 
states according to court level and jurisdiction, the 1988 
appellate caseload is as shown in Chart 4. Nineteen 
percent of all filings were discretionary petitions to COLRs 
and 12 percent of all filings took the form of mandatory 
appeals to COLRs. Mandatory appeals to IACs repre- 
sented 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 first dimension is the number of courts that have 
been established at each level in the 50 states and the 
District of Columbia. This can be seen in Map 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 commonweatth 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 
COLR filings in Nevada, North Dakota, and Wyoming are 
appeals of right (totally mandatory jurisdiction). States 
with IACs 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 court 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 Ill (p. 72) reviews the quality of the caseload 
information used to generate the national totals. Other 
tables in Part Ill 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 Ill (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 
Ill (p.88)),4(Partlll (p.94)),and5(Partlll(p. 100))report 
more detailed information on, respectively, mandatory 
appeals, discretionary petitions, and discretionary peti- 
tions granted. Table 6 (Part Ill (p. 106)) displays informa- 
tion on opinions reported by the state appellate courts. In 
all instances, 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 Corn osition of Appellate Court 

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- 

Caseloa B s in 1988 
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MAP 6: Appellate Court Caseload Jurlsdlctlon, 1988 
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Source: Court structure charts in Part I V  
National Center for State Courts, 1990 

ters (75.1 percent) of appellate filings in states with both 
a COLR and an IAC went to the IAC.lg 

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 

lS 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 unfavorable IAC decision. One study amduded 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 Safe 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.20 

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 ?he highest filing rate. 

Graph 1 overstates the presence of mandatory appeals relative to 
discretionary petitions in appellate court caseloads. The footnotes to 
Table 2, Part 1 1 1  indicate that the number of mandatory appeals is 
overindusive, encompassing all discretionary petitions: Arkansas 
Supreme Court, Illinois 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 Flllngs 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 appellate 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 a one-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 casesz1 

This describes the appellate systems of Arizona, Arkansas. 
Colorado, Connecticut, Georgia, Illinois, 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, 
Iowa, 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 Ill, p. 74). That basic pattern applies to those states 
in which the IAC hears cases on assignment from the 
COLR.22 

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 l 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 in the 
form of mandatory appeals. The Alabama appellate 
caseload is more evenly divided between the two court 
levels and the majority of COLR cases and all of the IAC 
cases are mandatory appeals. 

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

There is much diversity in the composition of state 
appellate caseloads. That diversity reflects how states 
have responded to increases inthe 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 
1980~ . *~  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, Iowa, South Carolina) have 

All IAC filings in Hawaii, Idaho, Iowa, 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 avil cases are directed to the Supreme Court, which 
then transfers cases to the Court of Appeals, the state's IAC. 

'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. 1 1. 

retained substantial mandatory jurisdiction in their COLRs 
and others have allocated discretion to their IACs. 

These reported filing levels reflect court rules, defini- 
tions of appellate jurisdiction, methods of counting filings, 
the incidental appellate jurisdiction assigned to 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 in the same region andwith 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 APPELLATECASELOADS 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 and the District of Columbia, based on the informa- 
tion presented in Table 3, Part Ill (p. 88). Filings are 
expressed as rates per 100,000 population and filings in 
a COLR are differentiated from those in an IAC. 

The resulting range is substantia1,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 
a band that includes Iowa (54 filings per 100,000 popula- 
tion) and Pennsylvania (81 filings per 100,000 popula- 
tion). There is a broad middle 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- 
out an IAC tend to 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 gra~h.2~ 

Mississippi (35.1), Rho& 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 located 
slightly above the median; and Nevada (94.0) and Vermont (1 11.3) 
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 fill the 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 1988ondeathpenaltycases, yet"afterdevotings0 
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  judgment^.'^^ 

a Gerald U e l m e n ,  "Mainstream Justice: A Review of the Second 
Year of the Lucas Court," 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 Table4 combines the relevant 1988 informa- 
tion from Table 3, Part Ill (p. 88) with the corresponding 
data from 1987, allowing a two-year comparison of clear- 
ance ratesfor each 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 

State 

Arizona 
Maryland 

Hawaii 
Delaware 

Mississippi 
Idaho 

Minnesota 
Ohio 

Nevada 
Wyoming 
Missouri 
Vermont 

Maine 
New Jersey 

Rhode Island 
District of Columbia 

Texas 
Nebraska 

Illinois 
Florida 

South Dakota 
Alaska 

Louisiana 
North Dakota 

Iowa 
Arkansas 
Kentucky 
Alabama 

Washington 
Kansas 

North Carolina 

State 
Idaho 

Arizona 
Kentucky 
Georgia 

Louisiana 
Oklahoma 

Iowa 
Arkansas 

Alaska 
Indiana 

North Carolina 
Illinois 

Minnesota 
Missouri 

Florida 
California 

Ohio 
Texas 

Michigan 
Kansas 

Maryland 
New Jersey 

Alabama 
Connecticut 
Washington 

Colorado 
Oregon 
Hawaii 

Wisconsin 
New York 

South Carolina 
North Dakota 

1988 

83.0 
84.2 
86.1 
86.4 
89.2 
91.9 
92.0 
92.6 
92.7 
94.2 
94.2 
94.4 
94.9 
95.5 
96.6 
96.6 
96.8 
99.3 
99.8 

100.5 
100.6 
101.6 
103.1 
104.2 
104.2 
106.6 
107.5 
110.3 
118.7 
119.5 
144.4 

71.4% 

Court of Last Resort 
1988 1987 
70.4% 74.1% 
75.6 95.3 
85.2 94.0 
86.1 105.5 
96.3 93.3 
86.9 102.1 
92.3 84.7 
92.4 90.1 
93.0 118.3 
93.6 94.4 
95.2 
95.7 98.0 
96.0 
97.8 109.2 
98.3 124.5 
98.7 106.3 
99.1 99.9 
99.2 80.6 

103.3 97.9 
104.7 94.3 
108.2 
108.5 79.1 
108.9 91.1 
110.4 93.5 
112.2 107.6 
114.3 90.6 
117.1 103.8 
1 19.9 101.9 
129.1 109.6 
132.3 155.6 
144.9 106.1 

Intermediate Appellate Court 
1987 
96.1 % 
97.7 
85.6 
94.7 
87.9 
78.2 
93.5 

103.6 
91.5 
98.4 

103.6 
93.7 
99.6 

98.1 
106.9 
94.1 
99.6 
91.6 

104.4 
103.7 
102.0 
102.5 
94.1 

119.5 
83.0 
98.3 

106.0 
101.0 
136.0 
83.6 

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

Source: Tables 2 and 3, Part 111 
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 71.4percent in Idaho to 144.4 percent in North 
Dakota. In 1988, only 12 IACs reported clearance rates 
in excess of 100 percent which is a slight improvement 
over the 11 lACs 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 an intermediate 
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 orof 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. 

Dlscretlonary Petltlons Flled. The number of peti- 
tions filed in each appellate court with discretionary 
jurisdiction can be found in 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 median filing 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 IAC, 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 than for 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 20and 31 petitionsper 100,000 population 

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

24 9 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988 



GRAPH 6: Dlscretlonary Flllngs per 100,000 Population, 1988 
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(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 (59 per 100,000 population). 

IACs receive more discretionary petitions than the 
COLRs 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 is a relationship between the size of mandatory 
and discretionary caseloads. This is manifest at the high 
and low 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 Ill, 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 COLR in Delaware, and the highest is 115 
percent reported by the COLR in Virginia. Roughly one- 
half (1 4 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 30.27 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 lACs 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 

Fourteen COLRs reduced the size of their pending caseload 
during 1988 compared to only eight in 1987. 
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TEXT TABLE 5: Discretionary Petitions Decided 
as a Percentage of Petitlons 
Filed, 1988 

State 
Delaware 

Iowa 
Alabama 

New York 
North Dakota 

Louisiana 
Arizona 

Minnesota 
Ohio 

California 
Hawaii 

Rhode Island 
Wisconsin 

Illinois 
Texas 

Kentucky 
Vermont 
Missouri 
Oregon 

New Jersey 
Alaska 

District of Columbia 
New Hampshire 

Florida 
West Virginia 

Idaho 
Washington 

Maryland 
North Carolina 

Virginia 

State 

Wisconsin 
Florida 

Kentucky 
Georgia 

Louisiana 
Indiana 

Minnesota 
North Carolina 

Maryland 
Washington 

California 
Arizona 
Alaska 

Court of b e t  Resort 
1988 1987 
75.0% 1 oo.oo/o 

78.4 96.9 
78.8 91.7 
79.3 
83.3 
87.3 99.5 
88.9 105.9 
90.0 88.7 
91.6 86.6 
93.1 87.9 
93.3 101.8 
94.2 110.1 
94.6 83.4 
95.1 97.6 
98.0 116.6 
98.8 101.9 

100.0 83.9 
100.8 
101.6 96.0 
103.3 102.1 
104.5 105.5 
106.6 90.6 
107.7 87.4 
108.4 96.3 
109.5 93.7 
110.5 92.7 
111.5 95.0 
113.8 85.8 
114.3 94.2 
115.0 81.1 

Intermediate Appellate Court 
1988 1987 

80.5 82.3 
83.7 78.9 
95.3 95.6 
98.1 97.7 
98.7 
99.7 97.7 
100.0 100.0 
100.0 100.0 
104.3 112.1 
104.7 100.7 
105.0 88.2 
106.5 100.0 

71.1% 85.1 yo 

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

Source: Tables 2 and 4, Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 

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

Discretionary Petifions Granted. The U.S. Su- 
preme Court accepts for review about 5 percent of the 
discretionary petitions filed.2e 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. 

Provine, supra note 27, p. 703. 

TEXT TABLE 6: Discretionary Petltlons Granted 
as a Percentage of Total Discre 
tlonary Cases Filed in COLRS, 
1988 

Number of Number of Percentage of 
State 

Alaska 
District of Columbia 

Hawaii 
Illinois 

Louisiana 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Missouri 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

North Carolina 
Ohio 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 

Texas 
Virginia 

We st Virginia 
Wisconsin 

Petlions 
Flled 

244 
61 
45 

1,558 
2,657 

682 
563 

2,662 
651 

1,056 
1,354 

252 
636 

1,770 
857 

2.207 
2,659 
1,439 
1,621 

915 

Petltlonr 
Granted 

29 
9 

10 
210 
395 
140 
196 
79 

137 
114 
1 26 
40 
57 

203 
121 
230 
482 
192 
789 
181 

Source: Tables 2,4,  and 5, Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 

PetItIons 
Granted 

1 1.9% 
14.8 
22.2 
13.5 
14.9 
20.5 
34.8 
3.0 

21 .o 
10.8 
9.3 

15.9 
9.0 

11.5 
14.1 
10.4 
18.1 
13.3 
40.7 
19.8 

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 percentageof 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 Court, 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 141 6 
discretionary petitions, granting 21.7 percent of the peti- 
tions. The Texas IAC has exclusively mandatory jurisdic- 
tion, and recorded 8,250 filings. These caseload statis- 
tics are taken from Table 2, Part 111 (p. 74), and the 
jurisdictional information from the court structure charts in 
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 111 (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 
Court 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 verydifferently among the states. IACs 
also exercise discretionary power differently than COLRs, 
reflecting their respective roles in state appellate systems 
and, perhaps, the capacity of IACs to expand the number 
of authorized judgeships in the face of rising caseloads. 

MANDATORY APPEALS AND PETITIONS 
GRANTED IN 1988. Appellatecourtsdecide two types of 
cases: mandatory appeals and discretionary petitions 
that have been granted. Courts 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 can be 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 in North Carolina to 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 from these courts 
with those with either no IAC or multiple COLRs does not 
appearto 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 appellate court structure a state has adopted. 

The ranking of states essentialfy parallels that found 
for the rate of mandatory appeals per 100,000 population 
(see Graph 5). The Louisiana appellate 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 
Dlscretionary Petitions Granted 
per 100,000 Population, 1988 

Apellate StructureState 

States with one COLR and one IAC 
North Carolina 25.1 
South Carolina 27.6 

California 42.7 
Maryland 46.7 

North Dakota 56.4 
Minnesota 60.1 

Missouri 67.9 
Hawaii 76.9 

Ohio 98.7 
New Mexico 118.1 

Louisiana 127.6 
Oregon 146.5 

State with no IAC 
West Virginia 42.1 

Wyoming 74.5 
Nevada 94.0 

District of Columbia 264.2 

State with multlple COLRS 
Texas 73.1 

Oklahoma 103.8 

Source: Tables 2 ,3 ,  and 5, Part 111 
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 7focuses on the COLRs in states with at least 
one IAC. 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 Ill, are 
perhaps more responsive to the immediate concerns of 
those working in appellate courts. The next subsection 
examines a particular aspect of appellate court workload: 
written opinions. 

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

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

Table 6, Part Ill (p. 106), presents the number of 
signed opinions issued by state appellate courts during 
1988. The table 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. Information 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 
Court of Criminal Appeals) to nine justices (the Alabama 
Supreme Court, the District of Columbia Court of Ap- 
peals, the Iowa Supreme Court, the Mississippi Supreme 
Court, the Texas Supreme Court, and the Washington 
Supreme Court). IACs range in size from three judges (in 
Alabama, Alaska, Hawaii, and Idaho) to the 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 several hundred in a year (the U.S. Supreme Court 

typically decides about 150 cases a year by opinion).30 
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 number was 
reported by the California Courts of Appeal: 8,693 
(compared to the 122 opinions reported by the California 
Supreme Court). 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 

30 The U.S. Supreme Court disposed of 156 cases by signed opinion 
(1 33 consolidated opinions) and 12 cases by per curiam opinion 
(statistics supplied by the Office of the Clerk, Supreme Court of the 
United States). 
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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 
shown in Table 6, Part Ill. Other courts merge memoran- 
dum decisions with the count of signed opinions. There- 
fore, despite their significance, statistics on opinions are 
the least comparable element to appellatecourtcaseloads. 

7 Appellate Courts in 1988: A Summa 
Nationally, there were 4.2 percent more appel ate 

filings in 1988 than in 1987. Of course, this does not mean 
that filings in all courts increased; rather, more COLRs 
and IACs reported increases than reported decreases. 
The general increase, 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 IACs. 

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

Appellate 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 originated in a 
filing several years previously. Appellate courts that re- 
port clearance ratesof 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 Ap ellate Court 
Caseload Trends, P 984-88 

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 court 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 caseload 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 iri determining the size and 
composition of court caseloads. 

Second, is there sufficient consistency among courts 
and states to draw conclusions about nationwide change 
in the state courts? Although states differ in how they 
report their caseload data, each state tends to retain its 
system for generating caseload statistics and can thus 
define its own baseline when assessing the direction and 
magnitude of change over time. Also, sharp fluctuations 
from one year to the next can be 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 1984.31 The trends 
describe subsequent changes in felony 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, legislators, 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 

31 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 cornpa- 
rable to that reported in this volume can be obtained for a significant 
number of general jurisdiction courts. The onty other annual series 
on state court caseloads was collected and published by the US.  
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 

(Thousands) 
1000 

6oo 1 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 

Year 

Tort Filings -I- Felony Filings - 
Felony and Tort totals refer only 
to courts listed in Tables 15 and 
16, respectively 

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 an offense forwhich 
the minimum prison sentence is one year or more.32 

Comparable felony filing data can be obtained from 
32 statewide general jurisdiction trial court systems for 
theperiod 198410 1988. Thenumberoffelonycasesfiled 
per year in each court system is detailed in Table 15, Part 
Ill (pp. 171-74). Thecombinedfelonycaseloadsofthe32 
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, when filings rose by 10.8 percent 
(see Table 15, Part 111). 

TextTable8summarizes the experiencesoverthose 
years of the general jurisdiction courts in each of the 32 

Wayne Logan, Lindsay Stellwagen, and Patrick Langan, Felony 
Sentencing Law of the 50 States and the District of Columbia, 7986. 
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 
burden for a trend 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 site of the 
caseloadsconfronting 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 adecreaseof 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. Of the 32 states reporting relevant data, 13 showed 
continuous yearly increases across the five-year span. 
There were, however, fluctuationsfor 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 levelsof 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 (1 06.3 
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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TEXT TABLE 8: Trends In Felony Flllngs per 100,000 Adult Population Percentage 
Change by Year and Over Five-Year Period 

(Sorted by Flve-Year Percentage Change) 

Court 
HAWAII Circuit. 

WEST VIRGINIA Circuit 
MISSOURI Circuit 

WISCONSIN Circuit 
KANSAS District 

WYOMING District 
VERMONT District 

MAINE Superior 
OKLAHOMA District 
COLORADO District 

NEW JERSEY Superior 
IOWA District 

OHIO Court of Common Pleas 
MONTANA District 

VIRGINIA Circuit 
NORTH DAKOTA District 

ARKANSAS Circuit 
SOUTH DAKOTA Circuit 

NORTH CAROLINA Superior 
ILLINOIS Circuit 

ARIZONA Superior 
OREGON Circuit 

MINNESOTA District 
TEXAS District 

NEW YORK Supreme and County 
CALIFORNIA Superior 

NEW HAMPSHIRE Supen'or 
WASHINGTON Superior 

RHODE ISLAND Superior 
INDIANA Superior and Circuit 

CONNECTICUT Superior' 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Superior 

Felony 
Filings 

per 
100,000 

1984 
395 
332 
976 
390 
638 
417 
471 
375 

1017 
637 
656 
360 
471 
404 

1013 
263 

1060 
521 
924 
548 
699 

1013 
58 1 
774 
369 
392 
526 
484 
575 
342 
161 

2169 

Percent 
Change 

84-85 
4.6% 
-0.3 
16.1 
6.8 

-8.1 
1 .o 
2.0 

13.3 
2.0 
4.9 
1.1 
4.8 

-2.2 
7.5 

-0.2 
2.2 

18.0 
18.0 
-5.1 
-0.6 
6.9 
3.3 
7.8 
4.9 
3.2 
7.5 
7.1 

14.5 
11.9 
9.2 
7.2 

15.7 

General Jurisdiction Courts 

Percent 
Change 
85-86 
-2.9% 
-3.1 
5.7 

-1.2 
4.4 

-1.3 
13.0 
-3.2 
3.2 
0.3 
0.2 

-3.1 
5.5 
1.3 
3.8 
5.7 
1.6 
1.4 
8.9 
1.8 

14.7 
7.0 
1.4 

16.6 
10.6 
13.1 
12.4 
7.5 

-9.4 
22.8 
7.4 

32.3 

Percent 
Change 
86-87 
-5.1% 
8.1 

-23.0 
-5.3 
2.9 

4 . 7  
4.5 
-0.7 
3.7 

-0.1 
6.2 
7.0 
2.0 

-5.2 
6.1 
7.9 

12.2 
2.3 

12.0 
-2.2 
1.3 
7.7 
9.7 
6.8 

11.1 
8.0 

10.3 
5.0 

-3.0 
6.5 
9.4 

23.8 

Percent 
Change 
87-88 

3.2"/0 
-11.7 

4.7 
3.7 
5.1 

10.7 
-2.0 
-0.7 
-0.8 
6.8 
5.5 
4.4 
9.6 

11.8 
5.6 
0.9 

-11.1 
-1.1 
6.4 

24.9 
0.6 
7.0 
8.6 
2.5 
6.0 
7.8 
7.3 

17.8 
55.0 
6.8 

23.4 
8.8 

Felony 
Filings 

per 
100,000 

1988 
358 
307 
965 
404 
662 
438 
508 
406 

1102 
71 5 
744 
409 
543 
467 

1176 
309 

1267 
631 

1139 
677 
8 74 

1291 
757 

1037 
496 
555 
750 
737 
876 
52 1 
251 

4473 

Percent 
Change 
Overall 

-9.3% 
-7.7 
-1.1 
3.7 
3.7 
5.1 
7.9 
8.2 
8.3 

12.3 
13.5 
13.5 
15.3 
15.4 
16.0 
17.6 
19.5 
21.1 
23.3 
23.7 
25.0 
27.4 
30.3 
33.9 
34.5 
41.5 
42.5 
52.3 
52.4 
52.4 
55.5 

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. 

Source: Table 15, Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 

range). These states (and the percent increase recorded 
between 1984 and 1988) are Arizona (25.0 percent), 
Colorado (1 2.3 percent), New Jersey (13.5 percent), 
North Dakota (1 7.6 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, Illinois, Iowa, 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 states tended to decline over the 
1984-88 period but not consistently. 

In sum, felony filings nationally manifest a clear 
upward trend. The time span covered is 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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TEXT TABLE 9: Trends in Tort Filings per 100,000 Population Percentage Change by Year and Over 
Flve-Year Period 

(Sorted by FlvaYear Percentage Change) 

General Jurlsdlctlon Courts 

Court 
ALASKA Superior 

NEW YORK Supreme and County 
MAINE Superior 

IDAHO District 
WASHINGTON Superior 

UTAH District 
MONTANA District 

TEXAS District 
HAWAII Circuit 

PUERTO RlCO Superior 
NORTH DAKOTA District 

COLORADO District 
KANSAS District 

FLORIDA Circuit. 
MARYLAND Circuit 

CALIFORNIA Superior 
OHIO Court of Common Pleas 

NEW JERSEY Superior 
MICHIGAN Circuit.' 
ARIZONA Superior 

ALASKA District 
OHIO County 

HAWAII District 
OHIO Muniapal 

PUERTO RlCO District 
TEXAS County-Level 

Tort 
Flllngs 

per 
100,000 

1984 
26 1 
213 
180 
1 73 
207 
87 

199 
214 
155 
121 
80 

132 
165 
244 
249 
379 
206 
555 
255 
300 

116 
5 

67 
126 
47 
45 

Percent 
Chan e 

54.1% 
-6.3 
-1.2 
15.8 
6.9 

-1 2.7 
13.7 
7.3 
2.6 

10.6 
-6.8 
6.3 
0.2 
7.5 

-7.4 
12.2 
15.3 
0.4 

-1.8 
12.2 

84-J 

42.3 
-10.5 
-7.3 
-3.7 
1.9 

12.7 

Percent 
Chan e 

9.3% 
-9.9 
-2.1 
5.7 

97.8 
100.5 

-1 .o 
4 .2  
3.5 
3.9 

10.5 
33.9 
4.8 

10.9 
20.3 
13.6 
10.5 
7.3 

42.1 
6.2 

8s-e! 

Percent 
Chan e 

86-89 
-27.9% 

-13.7 
-16.7 
-59.6 
-47.6 
-1.2 
5.9 
0.2 
5.3 

-0.8 
-40.9 

1.8 
-4.1 
2.9 
3.0 
3.8 
1.8 

-9.3 
1.1 

6.7 

Percent 
Chan e 

-43.5% 
-10.8 
-2.0 

-1 7.7 
6.6 
4.7 

-1 3.6 
-10.5 
-4.2 

-15.8 
0.9 

22.7 
4.1 

-0.5 
7.4 

-5.9 
-3.2 
19.6 
3.6 

62.2 

87.8% 

Umlted Jurladlctlon Courts 
362.5 -73.3 -58.3 

-0.3 -1 2.6 0.3 
12.2 24.6 -1 7.9 
7.7 10.4 -1.5 

12.7 -3.0 6.9 
17.1 14.3 7.4 

Tort 
Flllngs 

per 
100,000 

1988 
1 79 
171 
147 
145 
188 
83 

191 
217 
158 
1 24 
83 

137 
184 
278 
306 
468 
264 
728 
335 
587 

85 
4 

71 
142 
56 
72 

Percent 
Change 
Overall 
-31.4% 
-19.7 
-18.2 
-16.1 
-9.0 
-4.1 
-3.8 
1.5 
1.9 
1.9 
3.2 
3.3 

11.3 
13.9 
23.1 
23.4 
28.0 
31.1 
31.2 
95.5 

-26.6 
-21.8 

6.5 
12.8 
19.0 
62.0 

'Figures for tort filings do not match those reported in the 1986, 1987, and 1988 State Court CaseloadStatisrics: Annual Reports. 

"Data from 4 counties was unavailable for the 1984 total tort figures. 
Source: Table 16 , Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 

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.33 

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 Yorks general jurisdiction 
courts, the supreme court and county court, were reported based on 
a count taken at the Vial 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 ?rial 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 111 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 Ill (p. 175). TextTable9 summarizes the 
change experienced by each court in each year by 
showingthe rateof filingsper 100,OOOpopulation (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 direction to the 
fluctuation in a given year. Third, despite thefluctuations, 
there is an apparent underlying upward or downward 
trend in some states. 

The first consistency answers the question about 
stability in filing rates. Filing rates in most states fluctuate 
from year-to-year, often substantially. The more extreme 
year to year changes in tort filing levels are often the short- 
term effects of tort reform legislation 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.34 In addition, the Alaska legislature in 
1987 did away with pure joint and several liability for joint 
tortfeasors   defendant^).^^ The result is that a plaintiff can 
no longer recoveralldamagesfromonetortfeasor; rather, 
each tortfeasor is now responsible for an amount of 
damages based upon his or her percentage of fault. The 
substantial rise in tortfilingsduring 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 off ice reports that the average 
number of new tort filings per month in Maricopa County 
is 615.”37 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 tort 
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 $20,000.40 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 

Section 09.17.101 of the Code of Civil Procedure. 
Chapter 16 of the Code of Civil Procedure was repealed in 1987. 

Jb 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. 
J(I 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. 
39 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 sharp fluctuations noted for the state of Washing- 
ton appear to reflect the same pattern of a sharp 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 16 the pre-1986 levels. 

Otherfluctuations may reflect changesover 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 alternatives to filing a tort case 
in the general jurisdiction courts of many states. This 
adds weight to the significance of the increases observed 
in tort filings, since case filings in general jurisdiction 
courts 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- 
tion in both the Alaska Superior and Alaska District Courts 
during the 1986 to 1988 period. 

A second consistency in tort filing rates in the latter 
half of the 1980s speaks to the question of national 
patterns. There is some consistency among states in the 
timing of upward and downward fluctuations. Filing rates 
tended to increase in 1985 and again in 1986. Between 
1984 and 1985,1401 20 states registered increases in the 
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 
Chart5(Table 16, Part III,p. 175). Forthosestates,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 
(just under 1 percent). This consistency suggests factors 
operating at a national or perhaps regional level that 
affect the 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. 

Athirdconsistent pattern isthatthedirectionof trends 
in filings is upward. Maine is the only state in Text Table 
9 in which tort 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 on the 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 Rim, 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 
present in states not included in Text Table9. Maine is the 
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 satisfactory basis for attributing a direction to the 
filing 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. 

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 to 
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 conclusions 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. It is 
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  decrease^.^' 

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 filingsfrom 1984 to 1987 before a slight decline 

TORTS AND OTHER CIVIL LITIGATION, 1984-88. 

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 1985 1986 1987 1988 

ALASKA Superior 
ARIZONA Supenor 

CALIFORNIA Superior 
COLORADO District 

FLORIDA Circuit 
HAWAII Circuit 
IDAHO District 

KANSAS District 
MAINE Superior 

MARYLAND Circuit 
MICHIGAN Circuit 
MONTANA District 

NEW JERSEY Superior 
NEW YORK Supreme and County 

NORTH DAKOTA District 
OHIO Court of Common Pleas 

PUERTO RlCO Superior 
TEXAS District 

UTAH District 
WASHINGTON Superior 

7.8% 
10.7 
16.2 
4.8 
7.0 
6.2 
2.9 
3.4 

30.7 
11.1 
15.5 
6.2 
7.4 

29.9 
4.0 
7.6 
6.3 
7.7 
4.8 
8.0 

1 1.4% 
11.1 
17.9 
5.0 
7.1 
6.4 
3.3 
3.2 

28.8 
10.1 
15.3 
6.8 
7.1 

28.0 
3.6 
8.8 
7.0 
8.3 
4.1 
8.0 

14.2% 
11.6 
19.9 
5.8 
8.0 
6.7 
3.5 
3.2 

30.9 
11.6 
18.9 
6.5 
7.3 

26.7 
3.7 

6.7 
9.1 
7.6 

14.4 

8.7 

1 1 .O% 
12.1 
20.4 
3.5 
8.0 
6.9 
3.1 
3.1 

29.9 
12.2 
17.4 
6.7 
7.3 

28.2 
3.6 
8.7 
7.4 
9.2 
4.5 
6.2 

6.4% 
19.1 
19.6 
4.1 
7.6 
6.4 
2.5 
3.2 

26.0 
12.6 
17.2 
6.3 
8.2 

26.7 
3.2 
8.3 
6.7 
8.0 
4.7 
6.5 

Source: Trial Court Statistical Profiles, Court Statistics Project, 1984-88. 

in 1988. After a small decline in 1985, the percentage of 
tort filings in Maryland has increasedfrom 10.1 percent to 
12.6 percent in 1988. Given the legislative initiatives 
previously discussed, it is predictable that Utah and 
Washington show large increases in 1986 in the 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 yearwhere torts as apercentageof 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 

In general, the use of percentages in this section 
tends to support the conclusions drawn using tort filing 
trends and rates per 100,000 population of the last 
section. Overall, in 1 1 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. 

Trends in Tort, Contract, and Real Propetty Rights 
Fi/ings,7984-88. 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 
civil cases. This section attempts to alleviate thisconcern 
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.43 

Marc Galanter, "The Life and Times of the Big Six; or, the Federal 
Courts Since the Good Old Days," Wsconsin Law Review, 1988, 
NO. 6. pp. 921-954. 
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TEXT TABLE 11: Tort, Contract, and Real Property Rights Filings Per 100,000 Total Population 

Tort Filings per 100,000 Total Population 

Court 
ARIZONA Superior 

COLORADO District 
FLORIDA Circuit 

HAWAII Circuit 
KANSAS District 

MARYLAND Circuit 
MONTANA District 

NEW JERSEY Superior 
NORTH DAKOTA District 
PUERTO RlCO Superior 

TEXAS District 
UTAH District 

WASHINGTON Superior 

Tort 
Filings 

per 
100,000 

1984 
300 
132 
244 
155 
165 
249 
199 
555 
80 

121 
214 
87 

207 

Tort 
Filings 

per 
100,000 

1985 
337 
140 
263 
1 59 
166 
230 
226 
557 
75 

134 
230 
76 

221 

HAWAII Clistrict 67 62 
OHIO County 5 4 

OHIO Muniapal 126 121 

Contract Filings per 100,000 Total Population 

Contract Contract 
Fillngs Filings 

per 
100,000 

Per 
100,000 

Court 1984 1985 

ARIZONA Superior 
COLORADO District 

FLORIDA Circuit 
HAWAII Circuit 

KANSAS District 
MARYLAND Circuit 
MONTANA District 

NEW JERSEY Superior 
NORTH DAKOTA District 
PUERTO RlCO Superior 

TEXAS District 
UTAH District 

WASHINGTON Superior 

66 1 
480 
352 
205 

1722 
126 
542 

2413 
592 
133 
320 
122 
319 

690 
469 
413 
1 74 

1890 
119 
582 

2635 
571 
135 
352 
104 
340 

HAWAII District 1148 1213 

OHIO Muniapal 1389 1406 
OHIO County 53 47 

General Jurlsdlctlon Courts 
Tort Tort 

Flllngs Filings 
Per 

100,000 
Per 

100,000 
1986 1987 

358 362 
188 111 
29 1 280 
165 165 
1 74 177 
277 285 
224 222 
598 608 
83 82 

140 147 
229 243 
152 79 
437 1 76 

Umlted Jurisdiction Courts 
69 87 
4 4 

130 144 

General Jurisdiction Courts 
Contract Contract 
Filings Filings 

per 
100,000 

Per 
100,000 

1986 1987 

777 758 
56 1 576 
4 75 475 
1 70 156 

2103 2126 
141 161 
622 523 

2693 2667 
579 535 
151 151 
333 339 

18 5 
349 316 

Umlted Jurisdiction Courts 
1235 1331 

48 45 
1477 1579 

Tort 
Filings 

Per 
100,OQQ 

1988 
587 
137 
2 78 
158 
184 
306 
191 
728 
83 

124 
217 
83 

188 

71 
4 

142 

Contract 
Filings 

Per 
100,000 

1988 

740 
525 
485 
164 

2142 
1 70 
393 

274 1 
548 
1 59 
2 79 

9 
30 1 

1328 
47 

1610 

Overall 
Percent 
Chan e 
84-8& 
95.5% 
3.3 

13.9 
1.9 

11.3 
23.1 
-3.8 
31.1 
3.2 
1.9 
1.5 

-4.1 
-9.0 

6.5 
-21.8 
12.8 

Overall 
Percent 
Chan e 
84-88 

12.0% 
9.2 

37.7 
-20.2 
24.4 
34.4 

-27.4 
13.6 
-7.5 
20.0 

-1 2.9 
-92.9 
-5.9 

15.7 

16.0 
-1 2.3 

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 property cases over the 1984- 

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

Real Property Filings per 100,000 Total Population 
General Jurlsdlctlon Courts 

Real Real Real Real Real 
Pro erty Pro erty Pro rty 
Filkgs Fllkgs F I l K s  

100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 

Overall 
Percmt 
Chan e 
84-88 

Per 
100,000 

Court 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 

Per per per per 

ARIZONA Superior 
COLORADO District 

FLORIDA Circuit 
HAWAII Circuit 

KANSAS District 
MARYLAND Circuit 
MONTANA District 

NORTH DAKOTA District 
PUERTO RlCO Superior 

TEXAS District 
UTAH District 

WASHINGTON Superior 

NEW JERSEY Superior 1 

8 
395 
277 
24 

456 
7 

66 
I622 
155 
299 

3 
66 

236 

13 
502 
338 
24 

499 
6 

81 

189 
289 

3 
54 

276 

1685 1 

16 
713 
407 

21 
587 

6 
86 

1711 
218 
318 

3 
61 

273 

18 
844 
407 

18 
627 

5 
96 

1732 
245 
272 

3 
58 

302 

16 
982 
437 

20 
616 

4 
78 

1869 
21 1 
240 

3 
59 

325 

106.5% 
148.3 
57.4 

-1 7.9 
35.1 

-40.5 
17.9 
15.2 
36.3 

-1 9.6 
-16.1 
-9.9 
37.9 

Umlted Jurlsdlctlon Courts 
HAWAII District 130 146 153 143 1 70 30.6 

OHIO County 31 35 32 31 37 22.3 
OHIO Municipal 546 573 602 636 705 29.2 

'Percentage changes were calculated using filings rates expressed to two decimal places. 
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1990 

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 
of 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. In all, 
tort filings rose relative tocontract 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 
property 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 
Utah did torts increase more rapidly than contract and real 
property 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 
property 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 pattern to 
the changes in Kansas, Montana, Texas, and Utah. 

Overall, the evidence presented here indicates that 
tort filings are not increasing at rates that greatly exceed 
other major categories of civil filings. In fact, only in the 
1985-86 period did the aggregate growth in torts exceed 
both contract and real property rights filings. Within the 
states, the results 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 
property rights litigation. 

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, civil filing 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 a mannerthat differsfrom othercivil 
case categories. It is possible that much of the variation 
in tort 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 cases in 1988 than at the 
start of the decade. 

CASE FILING TRENDS, 1984-88: A SUMMARY. 

A ellate 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 in the period up to 1984. The 4.2 percent growth in 
filings recorded by appellate courts in 1988 suggests a 
more modest rate of growth.M Is this characteristic of the 
mid-1 980s? 

SOURCES OF DATA. Filing and disposition statis- 
tics are drawn from information reported in the State 
Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Reportseries, 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 throughout the 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 dispositionsof discretionary appellatecases. 

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 in the 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 percent in the IACs. The overall growth ratesfor the 
combined appellate courts therefore conceals important 
differences between COLRs and the IACs. The trend 

7 br 4-88 

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, US.  
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 

2 0 L  - - - L 

I 

(Thousands) 
120 1 

1 

60 8ot 

Mandatory and Discretionary totals refer 
only to c o w l s  listed in Tables 13 and 
14. respectively 

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 
from those sources to present filing levels and clearance 
rates, as well as supplementary information, such as the 
percentageof discretionary petitionsgranted bythecourts. 
Change in filing rates is measured for adjacent years and 
for the five-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 numberfiled in that same 
year. A rate of 1 00 percent or greater means that the 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 being filed, 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 IACs 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 patterns 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 Illinois 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 Utah45 courts of 
last resort show a sustained decline in mandatory filings 
over the five-year period. In the other direction, five 
COLRs-in Hawaii, Illinois, Kansas, South Dakota, and 
Texas-had a continuous rise in mandatory filings over 
the last five years. 

Nearly all 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 thevariability in IAC mandatory filings is found 
in the datafromOklahoma. Thiscourt showed the 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 
littledifference. Changes in filing ratesfor COLRswithout 
an IAC or with multiple IACs 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 (Le., 
California, Illinois, Kansas, New Mexico, Ohio, and South 
Carolina). Likewise, lACs 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 levels recorded a 
considerable increase only in one s t a t d a w a i i .  

The second trend suggests a major national shift in 
mandatory appellate court filing trends. For the 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, ten times 
faster than the national population and three times faster 
than new appellate j~dgesh ips .~~ 

a Much of the decline in mandatory filings in the Utah COLR is 
attributable to an IAC being established in 1987. 
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TEXT TABLE 12: Trends in Total Mandatory Cases Filed, Percentage Change by Year** 
and Over Five-Year Period 

(Sorted by Five-Year Percentage Change) 

Courtr of Last Resort 

Court 

Texas Supreme Court 
Pennsylvania Supreme Court 

Washington Supreme Court 
North Carolina Supreme Court 

Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court 
Utah Supreme Court 

Colorado Supreme Court 
Michigan Supreme Court 
Arkansas Supreme Court 

Louisiana Supreme Court' 
Florida Supreme Court 

District of Columbia Court of Appeals' 
Oregon Supreme Court 
Georgia Supreme Court 

New Jersey Supreme Court 
North Dakota Supreme Court 

Vermont Supreme Court' 
Rhode Island Supreme Court 

Oklahoma Supreme Court 
Arizona Supreme Court 

Wyoming Supreme Court 
Idaho Supreme Court 

Mississippi Supreme Court 
Maryland Court of Appeals 
Nebraska Supreme Court 
Alabama Supreme Court 

Alaska Supreme Court 
Kentucky Supreme Court 

Nevada Supreme Court 
South Dakota Supreme Court 

South Carolina Supreme Court 
Delaware Supreme Court 
California Supreme Court 

Ohio Supreme Court 
Hawaii Supreme Court 

New Mexico Supreme Court 
Texas Court of Criminal Appeals 

Kansas Supreme Court 
Illinois Supreme Court 

Type of Mandatory 
Appellate Flllngs 

Jurlsdlctlon 1984 

4 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
4 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
4 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 
1 
1 

0 
268 
228 
230 
141 
640 
256 

5 
479 
147 
587 

1810 
205 
663 
368 
370 
623 
409 
789 
105 
331 
349 
838 
220 

1002 
745 
320 
221 
799 
344 
479 
331 
222 
338 
471 
635 

1959 
1 69 
371 

Percent 
Change 
84-85 

-47.0% 
-14.9 
-3.5 
-8.5 
-1.9 

-21.9 

-8.4 
-46.3 

1.7 
-2.2 

-12.2 
4.4 

-38.3 
-8.6 
-7.7 
-1.5 
43.0 

-22.9 
-7.6 
-0.3 
-2.7 
-0.9 
-0.5 
7.1 
4.4 

27.6 
-2.8 
4.1 

-5.8 
22.7 
27.9 
30.8 
5.3 
2.7 
2.0 
4.7 

32.9 

Percent 
Change 
85-86 

-35.2% 
-16.5 
12.2 

-33.3 
-0.8 
2.5 

-6.4 
41.8 
5.4 

-12.1 
-1 9.4 
-11.0 

4.0 
11.5 
-4.3 
-3.5 

-30.1 
45.7 
11.8 

-1 7.2 
23.9 
9.2 
1.7 
3.6 

-4.8 
-11.0 

9.8 
1.4 

15.1 
2.7 

-1 6.9 
11.1 
21.8 
14.1 
11.2 
6.8 

14.2 

Percent 
Change 
86-87 

-1 3.0% 
-16.7 
-26.9 
-16.3 
-23.9 

4.4 

11.7 
20.5 
-7.6 
-3.6 
21.4 
3.9 

47.9 
1.3 

-2.2 
-1 7.0 
40.2 
-1.7 
-6.4 
0.3 

-1 1.8 
-2.1 
17.9 
20.7 
15.7 
4.0 
0.4 

16.3 
-1.5 
-4.8 
33.5 

-14.1 
2.0 

44.9 
10.3 
13.2 
0.9 

Percent 
Change 
87-88 

51.3% 
-13.3 
-19.2 
33.3 
-6.5 
-7.9 

-1 2.9 
-8.9 

-1 2.2 
8.3 
9.1 

-0.2 
2.3 

-3.9 
15.2 
26.9 

-26.8 
-3.4 
11.6 
32.2 
3.1 
3.9 

-7.8 
-16.9 
-1.4 
-1.1 
15.8 
1.4 

22.1 
19.1 
1.3 

18.5 
16.1 
-0.2 
46.0 
62.1 
55.3 

Mandatory 
Flllngs 
1988 

3 
121 
117 
147 
96 

443 
197 

4 
400 
1 24 
510 

1624 
192 
639 
357 
367 
620 
410 
809 
112 
357 
382 
919 
242 

1103 
829 
363 
258 
991 
4 28 
6 24 
4 73 
319 
500 
715 

1076 
3578 
347 
882 

Percent 
Change 
Overall 

-54.9% 
-48.7 
-36.1 
-31.9 
-30.8 
-23.0 
-20.0 
-16.5 
-16.3 
-13.1 
-1 0.3 
-6.3 
-3.6 
-3.0 
-0.8 
-0.5 
0.2 
2.5 
6.7 
7.9 
9.5 
9.7 

10.0 
10.1 
11.3 
13.4 
16.7 
24.0 
24.4 
30.3 
42.9 
43.7 
47.9 
51.8 
69.4 
82.6 

105.3 
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 111) 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 bends. 

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

continued on next page 
IACs or one of two COLRs 

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

caseload between 1984 and 1988. Roughly one-quarter 
of the IACs experienced falling caseloads over the five- 
year span. Further, 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 

The Growth ofAppeals, U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of 
Justice Statistics Bulletin, February, 1985. 
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TEXT TABLE 12: Trends In Total Mandatory Cases Filed, Percentage Change by Year and Over FlveYear Period, continued 

Type of Msndatory 
Appellate Flllngs 

Court Jurisdiction 1984 
Connecticut Appellate Court' 

South Carolina Court of Appeals 
Pennsylvania Commonwealth Court.' 

Alaska Court of Appeals 
Wisconsin Court of Appeals 

Oregon Court of Appeals 
Kentucky Court of Appeals 

Maryland Court of Special Appeals 
Alabama Court of Civil Appeals 

Massachusetts Appeals Court 
Louisiana Courts of Appeal' 

North Carolina Court of Appeals 
New Jersey Appellate Div. Superior 

Arkansas Court of Appeals 
Indiana Court of Appeals 

Ohio Court of Appeals 
California Courts of Appeal 

Washington Court of Appeals 
Pennsylvania Superior Court 

Georgia Court of Appeals 
Texas Courts of Appeals 
Kansas Court of Appeals 

New Mexico Court of Appeals 
Illinois Appellate Court 

Missouri Court of Appeals 
Hawaii Intermediate Court of Appeals 

Florida District Courts of Appeal 
Colorado Court of Appeals 

Alabama Court of Criminal Appeals 
Iowa Court of Appeals 

Arizona Court of Appeals 
Idaho Court of Appeals 

Oklahoma Court of Appeals 

3 
3 
5 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
5 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
5 
3 
5 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
5 
3 
3 
3 
5 

1362 
404 

3920 
467 

2239 
3828 
2725 
1777 
532 

1375 
3870 
1314 
6224 
855 

1150 
9383 

101 18 
2866 
5793 
2070 
7386 
1041 
572 

7134 
2852 

101 
11770 
1580 
1400 
569 

2753 
146 
788 

lntermedlate Appellate Courts 
Percent 
Change 
84-85 
-31.4% 
-3.2 

-1 1.6 
-4.5 
5.3 
4.0 

15.8 
-7.6 
3.0 

-5.4 
-7.5 
4.6 

-3.0 
-1.1 
-9.8 
1.5 
1.3 

14.1 
1.5 
4.0 
7.7 
4.4 

15.7 
6.7 

11.0 
30.7 
4.2 
2.9 
8.6 

28.3 
3.3 
2.1 

-19.4 

Percent 
Change 

85-86 
2.OYo 

-10.2 
7.9 

13.2 
-1 2.9 

4.1 
-1 2.3 

0.1 
-3.3 
3.9 
3.3 
0.4 
1.1 

12.4 
3.5 
1.7 

-2.1 
8.1 
1.9 

37.0 
-1.5 
4.0 
1.4 

-0.8 
-0.6 
0.0 

10.1 
14.5 
1.1 

-24.4 
17.9 
16.8 
52.9 

Percent 
Change 

86-87 
-0.8% 
25.4 

-18.9 
-7.1 
6.4 
3.8 

-2.8 
4.3 

10.2 
6.1 
4.1 

-8.4 
2.8 

-0.2 
7.1 
3.1 
-0.5 
-8.4 
2.5 

-22.3 
0.3 

-0.4 
-10.0 

5.4 
-2.9 
1.5 
2.7 
3.7 

10.3 
12.0 
3.0 
4.0 

4 .1  

Percent 
Change 
87-88 

5.3% 
-30.2 

4.4 
-7.2 
-1.7 

-13.1 
-1 .o 
2.3 

-9.4 
-2.8 
3.1 
6.8 
2.9 

-5.3 
6.4 
0.2 
9.7 

-2.5 
4.9 

11.3 
5.0 
4.3 
7.3 
2.1 
8.5 

-10.4 
2.4 
0.8 
5.3 

17.8 
13.1 
25.4 
46.3 

Mandatory 
Flllngs 
1988 
995 
307 

3164 
435 

2147 
3739 
2665 
1754 
529 

1394 
3967 
1351 
6458 
899 

1222 
10005 
10954 
3157 
6439 
2306 
8250 
1176 
648 

8119 
331 5 

120 
14195 
1946 
1784 
728 

3902 
227 

1362 

Percent 
Change 
Overall 
-26.9% 
-24.0 
-1 9.3 
-6.9 
-4.1 
-2.3 
-2.2 
-1.3 
-0.6 
1.4 
2.5 
2.8 
3.8 
5.1 
6.3 
6.6 
8.3 

10.2 
11.2 
11.4 
11.7 
13.0 
13.3 
13.8 
16.2 
18.8 
20.6 
23.2 
27.4 
27.9 
41.7 
55.5 
72.8 

'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 111) 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. 

Court and Court of Common Pleas have been removed so as to be comparable to 198648 data. 
"Figures for mandatory filings in 1984 and 1985 do not match those shown in Table 13 (Part 111). Cases transferred from the Superior 

The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: 3=IAC; 5=Mixed-IAC with multiple COLRs or one of two IACs 
Source: Table 13, Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 

the Texas Court of Criminal Appeals is excluded from the 
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 
earlier in 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. 

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 

DISPOSITIONS OF MANDATORY FILINGS, 1984- 
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TEXT TABLE 13: Changes In State Population, 
Mandatory Filings, and 
Appellate Judgeships, 1984-88 

Factor Increase 

Population 4.7”/. 

COLR Judgeships o.oo/o 

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 numberfiled, 
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 Ill (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, 
Illinois, 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 (Le., Arizona, Colorado, Iowa, and 
Oklahoma). 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 court 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 IACs. The resulting clear- 
ance rates show considerable variation. Explanations for 
this variance may include such factors as large increases 

in filings due to transfersof 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-year rate 
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 would seem to indicate 
that courts are unwilling to respond to 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 
theCOLRsgrewfrom68.4to87.1. Overthe same period, 
the average number of dispositions per judge in the IACs 
rose from 172.6 to 176.1. 

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 Ill (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 workload. 
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 IACs in 12 states. Text Table 15 displays the number 
and percentage rates of change for discretionary filings. 

Turning first to the COLRs, it is apparent that patterns 
of change are not readily identifiable. When the rate of 
change between any two adjacent years is examined, 
one-half of thecourts had adecline in discretionaryfilings. 
However, the direction of change for a particular court 
rarely holds constant for consecutive years. New Hamp- 
shire is the only court to show a decrease in discretionary 
petitions in each of the five years. On the 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 

TRENDS IN DISCRETIONARY FILINGS AND DIS- 
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I 
TEXT TABLE 14: Clearance Rates for Mandatory Appeals, 1984-88 

Court 
Alaska Supreme Court 

Arizona Supreme Court 
Arkansas Supreme Court 
Delaware Supreme Court 

District of Columbia Court of Appeals 
Florida Supreme Court 
Hawaii Supreme Court 
Idaho Supreme Court 
Illinois Supreme Court 

Kansas Supreme Court 
Kentucky Supreme Court 

Maryland Court of Appeals 
Mississippi Supreme Court 

Nevada Supreme Court 
New Jersey Supreme Court 

North Carolina Supreme Court 
North Dakota Supreme Court 

Ohio Supreme Court 
Rhode Island Supreme Court 

Texas Court of Criminal Appeals 
Texas Supreme Court 

Vermont Supreme Court 
Washington Supreme Court 

Wyoming Supreme Court 

Type of 
Appellate 

Jurlsdlctlon 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
4 
4 
2 
1 
2 

Clearance 
Rate 
1984 

108.4% 
105.7 
93.5 

106.9 
83.4 
90.3 
96.4 

100.9 
83.3 

203.0 
126.7 
104.5 
76.0 
98.6 

110.9 
95.2 
89.5 
94.7 

109.3 
114.2 

85.4 
77.2 
75.5 

Courts of Last Resort 
Clearance Clearance 

Rate Rate 
1985 1986 
85.9% 1 11.6% 

107.4 59.3 
102.7 98.3 
91.9 99.5 
88.6 100.8 

107.0 102.4 
104.0 114.4 
95.7 124.7 

100.6 94.1 
194.4 175.1 
91.8 100.8 

106.4 79.0 
104.7 90.3 
111.6 100.1 
1 10.6 100.4 
82.4 98.4 
99.1 94.7 
86.7 84.3 
97.5 122.9 

104.3 91.3 
100.0 100.0 
88.0 97.3 
94.8 129.0 

113.4 95.6 

Clearance 
Rate 
1987 
79.1% 
74.1 
90.6 

105.5 
106.3 
94.3 
94.0 

102.1 
97.9 

155.6 
103.8 
95.3 
93.3 

118.3 
109.2 
105.5 
93.5 
90.0 

124.5 
99.9 

100.0 
98.0 

109.6 
94.4 

Clearance 
Rate 
1988 

108.5% 
70.5 

114.3 
86.0 
98.6 

104.7 
85.2 
86.9 

103.3 
132.3 
117.1 
75.6 
86.3 
93.0 
97.8 

144.9 
110.4 
92.4 
98.3 
99.1 

100.0 
95.6 

129.1 
93.6 

The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: 1=COLR with one IAC; 2=COLR without an IAC; 4=Mixe&COLR with multiple 
IACs or one of two COLRs 

Court 
Alabama Court of Civil Appeals 

Alabama Court of Criminal Appeals 
Alaska Court of Appeals 

Arizona Court of Appeals 
Arkansas Court of Appeals 
Colorado Court of Appeals 

Connecticut Appellate Court 
Florida District Courts of Appeal 

Hawaii Intermediate Court of Appeals 
Idaho Court of Appeals 
Illinois Appellate Court 

Indiana Court of Appeals 
Iowa Court of Appeals 

Kansas Court of Appeals 
Kentucky Court of Appeals 

Maryland Court of Special Appeals 
Missouri Court of Appeals 

New Jersey Appellate Div. Superior 
North Carolina Court of Appeals 

Ohio Court of Appeals 
Oklahoma Court of Appeals 

Oregon Court of Appeals 
Pennsylvania Superior Court 

South Carolina Court of Appeals 
Texas Courts of Appeals 

Washington Court of Appeals 
Wisconsin Court of Appeals 

TY pe of 
Appellate 

Jurlsdlctlon 
5 
5 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
5 
3 
5 
3 
5 
3 
3 

Clearance 
Rate 
1984 

100.8% 
105.7 
96.1 
94.4 
96.7 
89.3 
41.7 

101.5 
123.8 
119.9 
96.6 
98.9 
93.5 

100.4 
98.9 

105.6 
1 10.8 
100.6 
107.5 
97.2 

101.6 
98.2 

102.0 
109.2 
1 12.0 
95.0 
99.3 

Intermediate Appellate Courts 
Clearance Clearance Clearance 

Rate Rate Rate 
1985 1986 1987 
94.2% 
93.7 
91 .o 

103.9 
105.8 
85.9 
93.9 

102.3 
79.5 

189.3 
91.5 

102.4 
87.3 
91.0 
87.4 

110.0 
100.3 
100.3 
106.5 
99.7 

109.1 
95.1 

142.1 
101.8 
100.3 
91.6 

106.1 

103.4% 
113.5 
116.6 
102.8 
88.3 
85.4 

110.7 
95.1 

100.0 
100.0 
92.8 

104.0 
106.7 
97.8 
96.1 
94.4 

101.9 
108.3 
117.7 
96.0 
88.2 
96.8 

123.7 
106.6 
104.2 
91.6 

106.1 

88.7% 
107.3 
91.5 
97.7 

103.6 
83.0 
94.5 
98.1 

106.0 
96.1 
93.7 
98.3 
93.5 

101.4 
85.6 

103.7 
106.7 
102.0 
103.6 
94.1 
78.2 
98.3 

101.9 
83.6 
99.6 

119.5 
101.0 

Clearance 
Rate 
1988 

108.9% 

92.6 
83.0 
92.0 

104.2 
103.1 
95.5 

107.5 
71.4 
94.2 
93.0 
91.9 
99.8 
84.2 

100.5 
94.9 

100.6 
94.2 
96.6 
89.2 

106.6 
99.6 

119.5 
96.8 

104.2 
110.3 

99.4 

The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: 3=IAC; 5=Mixed-IAC with multiple COLRs or one of two IACs 
Source: Table 13, Part 111 
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 

Court 
Mississippi Supreme Court 

Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court 
Kentucky Supreme Court' 
District of Columbia Court 

Virginia Supreme Court 
Oklahoma Supreme Court 
Delaware Supreme Court' 

New Hampshire Supreme Court' 
Utah Supreme Court 

Maryland Court of Appeals 
Illinois Supreme Court 

Rhode Island Supreme Court 
Oregon Supreme Court 
Arizona Supreme Court 

Colorado Supreme Court 
Ohio Supreme Court 

Georgia Supreme Court 
Alabama Supreme Court 

Washington Supreme Court 
California Supreme Court 

Texas Supreme Court 
Alaska Supreme Court 

Texas Court of Criminal Appeal 
Michigan Supreme Court 

North Carolina Supreme Court 
New Jersey Supreme Court 

Florida Supreme Court 
Missouri Supreme Court 

Louisiana Supreme Court' 
West Virginia Supreme Court of Appeals 

Idaho Supreme Court 
Wisconsin Supreme Court 

Vermont Supreme Court 
South Dakota Supreme Court 

Hawaii Supreme Court 
New Mexico Supreme Court 

Type of 
Appellate 

Jurlsdlctlon 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
4 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 
1 
1 
4 
1 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 

Dlsc. 
Flllngs 
1984 

2 
1246 
986 
85 

1915 
388 

5 
603 

72 
76 1 

1675 
202 
8 70 

1016 
813 

1704 
94 1 
71 2 
881 

399 1 
1130 
221 

1281 
2347 
541 

1142 
1056 
846 

2126 
1282 

60 
718 
25 
27 
32 

1 74 

Percent 
Chan e 

84-8! 

7.296 
-1 7.5 
-4.7 

-45.5 
-24.0 

-4.8 
41.7 
-6.3 
-5.7 
42.6 
3.8 

14.3 
-5.7 
-3.5 
3.6 

-14.9 
2.8 
8.9 
3.5 

-12.2 
6.2 

-1 1.8 
14.6 
-7.8 
11.3 
16.0 
8.8 
7.0 

53.3 
6.0 

-24.0 
-37.0 
28.1 

-10.9 

Percent 
Chan e 
858! 

10.3% 
4. p/o 

-6.2 
14.4 
15.3 

-7.0 
21.4 

-14.9 
3.7 

41.7 
9.6 
-.4 
2.1 
5.4 

.5 
25.9 
-1 .o 
10.6 
5.0 

61.3 
0.0 

-1.3 
18.5 
31.2 
-6.6 

.8 
6.1 

15.5 
-16.3 

9.9 
26.3 
88.2 
4.9 

30.3 

Percent 
Chan e 
86-67 

-77.2% 
-18.2 
26.3 
20.8 

-13.8 

-3.4 
41.2 

7.9 
2.2 

30.4 
9.7 

-1 3.9 
-3.4 
6.5 
2.7 

-6.6 
28.3 
-5.2 
-4.2 

-30.0 
-1.5 
2.0 
-8.0 
0.0 

15.8 
4.4 
8.9 

28.5 
6.5 
3.9 

29.2 
-1 5.6 
32.6 
49.0 

Percent 
Chan e 
67-88 

0 
67.6% 
-1 .o 

-36.5 
-0.1 
0.7 

-2.3 
103.3 

4.1 
-6.9 

-13.7 
-21.1 

2.3 
9.1 

-4.1 
-0.8 
7.3 

-17.2 
-4.5 
5.7 

11.4 
5.8 

27.9 
-5.9 
-2.0 
3.6 
2.2 

-0.6 
-20.4 
-7.3 
5.3 
3.2 

29.6 
-21.1 
-16.3 

Dlsc. 
Fllln a 
198i 

563 
686 
61 

1439 
295 

4 
504 
61 

682 
1558 
189 
857 

1018 
825 

1770 
998 
765 
953 

4351 
1243 
244 

1416 
2662 
636 

1354 
1316 
1056 
2657 
1621 

76 
915 
32 
35 
45 

252 

Percent 
Change 
Overall 

-54.8% 
-30.4 
-28.2 
-24.9 
-24.0 
-20.0 
-1 6.4 
-1 5.3 
-1 0.4 
-7.0 
-6.4 
-1.5 
0.2 
1.5 
3.9 
6.1 
7.4 
8.2 
9.0 

10.0 
10.4 
10.5 
13.4 
17.6 
18.6 
24.6 
24.8 
24.9 
26.4 
26.7 
27.4 
28.0 
29.6 
40.6 
44.8 

'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 111) 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 Dlec. Percent Percent Percent Percent Dlec. Percent 

Appellate Filings Change Change Change Change Flllngs Change 
Court Jurledlctlon 1984 84-85 85-86 86-87 87-88 1988 Overall 

Maryland Court of Special Appeals 
Wisconsin Court of Appeals 

North Carolina Court of Appeals 
Alaska Court of Appeals 

New Mexico Court of Appeals 
Georgia Court of Appeals 

Florida District Courts of Appeal 
Kentucky Court of Appeals 
California Courts of Appeal 

Arizona Court of Appeals 
Washington Court of Appeals 

Louisiana Courts of Appeal 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

308 
245 
471 
63 
57 

623 
1970 

79 
5838 
50 

263 
1842 

-37.7% 25.0% 22.5% -25.2% 
-6.9 5.7 -8.3 3.2 
2.8 12.8 -1 1.5 -7.7 
1.6 29.7 -34.9 14.8 

19.3 -23.5 9.6 12.3 
2.9 0.9 13.3 -2.2 
0.3 16.2 -0.5 0.1 

21.5 -2.1 -4.3 2.2 
1.7 5.0 8.0 4.1 

-20.0 22.5 4.1 17.6 
21.7 15.9 -6.7 7.5 
37.8 18.8 17.4 9.5 

220 
2 28 
446 
62 
64 

717 
2285 

92 
7005 

60 
372 

3877 

The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: 3=IAC; 5=Mixe&lAC with multiple COLRs or one of two IACs 
Source: Table 14, Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 

-28.6% 
-6.9 
-5.3 
-1.6 
12.3 
15.1 
16.0 
16.5 
20.0 
20.0 
41.4 

110.5 
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TEXT TABLE 16: Dlscretlonary Petitions Flled and the Percentage Granted 
Courts of Last Resort 

I 

Type of Disc. Percent Disc. Percent 
ADDdiate Filinas Granted Flllnas Granted 

Court Ju;i;diction 1982 
California Supreme Court 

Georgia Supreme Court 
Hawaii Supreme Court 
Illinois Supreme Court 

Louisiana Supreme Court 
Maryland Court of Appeals 

Massachusetts Supreme 
Judicial Court 

Michigan Supreme Court 
Missouri Supreme Court 

New Mexico Supreme Court 
North Carolina Supreme Court 

Ohio Supreme Court 
Oregon Supreme Court 
Virginia Supreme Court 

Wisconsin Supreme Court 
West Virginia Supreme 

Court of Appeals 
Oklahoma Supreme Court 

Pennsylvania Supreme Court 
Texas Court of Criminal Appeals 

Texas Supreme Court 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 

4 
4 
4 
4 

3991 
941 
32 

1675 
2126 
76 1 

1246 

2347 
846 
1 74 
541 

1704 
870 

1915 
718 

1282 

388 
2761 
1281 
1130 

1984 198% 

16.8 975 
15.6 41 
12.2 1579 
16.9 2313 
17.9 713 
14.8 1336 

4.0 2069 
12.5 981 
35.1 155 
12.6 620 
8.6 1644 

12.1 903 
16.1 1043 
12.3 761 
42.4 1372 

21.6 295 
6.9 4067 

23.4 1360 
9.3 1169 

8.0% 4346 
1985 

15.0 
26.8 
10.4 
20.3 
12.6 
15.7 

6.0 
10.8 
42.6 
10.8 
10.5 
10.3 
22.9 
12.9 
35.2 

22.0 
5.5 

19.1 
14.7 

7.3% 

Disc. 
Filings 
1986 
808 
980 
43 

1637 
2455 
607 

1473 

2042 
989 
202 
735 

1733 
990 

1193 
836 

1585 

340 
3709 
1360 
1228 

Percent Disc. Percent Disc. Percent 
Granted Filinas Granted Flllnas Granted 

1986 

13.0 
16.3 
9.5 

17.4 
17.1 
13.9 

6.1 
6.7 

33.2 
7.8 

11.7 
14.1 
16.0 
12.3 
36.6 

22.6 
6.8 

15.4 
11.6 

5.8% 
1987 
4558 
1006 

57 
1673 
2673 
655 
336 

2082 
1033 
301 
676 

1846 
1086 
1441 
869 

2037 

293 
1936 
1339 
1176 

1987 

11.8 
17.5 
9.1 

20.7 
15.9 
61.9 

2.9 
7.6 

15.0 
8.9 

10.5 
12.6 
10.8 
23.7 
38.5 

19.1 
12.2 
27.4 
15.1 

4.9% 
1985 1988 
4351 5.1% 
998 14.6 
45 22.2 

1558 13.5 
2657 14.9 
682 20.5 
563 34.8 

2662 3.0 
1056 10.8 
252 15.9 
636 9.0 

1770 11.5 
857 14.1 

1439 13.3 
915 19.8 

1621 48.7 

295 21.7 
2207 10.4 
1416 21.7 
1243 14.1 

The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: l=COLR with one IAC; 2=COLR without an IAC; 4;MixecCOLR 

Source: Table 5, Srare Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Reports, 1984 - 1988 Editions 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 

with multiple iACs or one of two COLRs 

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 IACs 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 COLRs increased by 7.2 percent 
from 1984 to 1986, fell 5.1 percent in 1987, and grew by 
lessthan 1 percent during 1988,foracumulativefive-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 association between filing 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 in discretionary filings (placing it in 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 in those 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 over the past five years. Any 
generalizations based on so few courts would be prob- 
lematic at best. 

Discretionary Jurlsdlctlon Cases GrantedRevlew. 
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 

Court 
Alaska Supreme Court 

Arizona Supreme Court 
Florida Supreme Court 
Hawaii Supreme Court 
Idaho Supreme Court 
Illinois Supreme Court 

Kentucky Supreme Court 
Maryland Court of Appeals 

Missouri Supreme Court 
New Jersey Supreme Court 

North Carolina Supreme Court 
Ohio Supreme Court 

Virginia Supreme Court 
Washington Supreme Court 

Wisconsin Supreme Court 
Delaware Supreme Court 

Mississippi Supreme Court 
New Hampshire Supreme Court 

Rhode Island Supreme Court 
Vermont Supreme Court 

West Virginia Supreme Court of Appeals 
Texas Court of Criminal Appeal 

Texas Supreme Court 

TY Pe of 
Appellate 

Jurisdiction 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
4 
4 

Clearance 
Rate 
1984 
99.5% 

103.1 
100.4 
109.4 
91.7 

102.4 
80.4 

103.2 
96.0 
94.1 
86.0 
75.9 

100.2 
102.7 
100.4 
100.0 
100.0 
91.2 

107.9 
104.0 
87.7 
84.4 
91.5 

Courts of Last Resort 
Clearance Clearance 

Rate Rate 
1985 1986 

101.5% 92.7% 
92.9 100.0 
95.6 114.9 
95.1 104.7 

107.6 92.2 
106.0 99.1 
128.4 106.0 
95.1 115.3 
99.9 96.4 
97.3 99.7 

107.3 101.8 
86.9 88.4 

126.7 91 .8 
100.1 87.6 
91.9 91.5 
66.7 100.0 

100.0 100.0 
104.9 77.7 
76.0 118.5 

105.3 87.5 
92.4 88.1 
76.9 80.9 

101.5 95.0 

Clearance 
Rate 
1987 

105.9 
96.3 

101.8 
92.7 
97.6 

101.9 
85.8 
96.5 

102.1 
94.2 
86.6 
81.1 
95.0 
83.4 

100.0 
100.0 
87.4 

110.0 
83.9 
93.7 

124.9 
107.2 

105.5% 

Clearance 
Rate 
1988 

1 04.5% 
88.9 

108.4 
93.3 

110.5 
95.1 
98.8 

113.8 
100.8 
103.2 
114.3 
91.6 

115.0 
111.5 
94.6 
75.0 

100.0 
107.7 
94.2 

100.0 
109.5 
101.5 
94.0 

The TYPE variable indicates the appellate court structure: l=COLR with one IAC; 2=COLR without an IAC; 4=Mixe&COLR with multiple 

Source: Table 14, Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1990 

IACs or one of two COLRs 

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 
resutt is an increase in the percentage granted from 13 to 
15 percent for those courts. 

Discretionary Peflflons 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 Ill (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 pair of adjacent years. 
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 extent of the 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 
between the COLR and IAC. Acommon transfer in recent 
years shifts the jurisdiction to hear appeals involving a 
sentence of life imprisonment from the COLR to the IAC. 
lnother states, however, the shift has been in the 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 
reform can change the role of a state's appellate 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 
di~cretionary.~~ Court rules or policies can also change 
in ways that redistributes appellate jurisdiction, particu- 
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, can initially lead to a large 
number of appeals, but as the COLR develops the law the 
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.48 Cases raising 
issues relating to that act were consolidated and the issue 
decided during the year. 

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 data between 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 growth in 
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 
variations in the data. The rates off ilings 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 

I 

APPELLATE CASELOAD TRENDS, 1984-88: A 

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

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 US.  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 is to 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. 

Among trial 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 caseswere 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 differ in the use 
made of general and limited jurisdiction courts to hear 
cases. 

Many of the similariiies 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 or less likely than courts in a two-tier system to keep 
pace with their incoming caseloads. 

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

The analysis of trends, which allows each state to 
serve as its own point of comparison, produced more 
patterns. National appellate filings and national trial court 
filings both increased during 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 lackof consistent change makes itdiff icult 
to draw firm conclusions as to the existence of national 
trends. The data appear to suggest, however, that 
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appellate 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. 

Within the trial courts, a strong upward trend in felony 
filing rates can be identified for the 1984-88 period. The 
result was a substantial increase in the numberof 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,-Lo$, 
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 trial 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 
thanarateof 6or9 percent. Trialcourts inwhichone-third 
of all civil cases are dismissed before trial are likely to 
process cases quite differently than systems with dis- 
missal rates of 60 percent or 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 man ageme nt 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 that the usefulness of the 
information is blunted by the diversity of cases that are 
being described. 

This part reports on efforts 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 II 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 II 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. Part II 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 
outcomeoronlycasesthatreachavedictattrial. Differences in subject 
matter jurisdiction, court structure, and units for counting cases, as 
discussed in Part I ,  also have a bearing on the use of method of 
disposition statistics. 
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I TEXT TABLE 1 : Trlal Definition In Crlmlnal and Clvll Cases 

Definition 

Number of states 
which use definition for 

Criminal Civil 

A) A jury 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. 

6)  A jury trial is counted at introduction of 2 
evidence or swearing of first witness. 
A nonjury trial is counted when evidence is 
first introduced or swearing of first witness. 

A nonjury trial is counted at the decision. 
C) A jury trial is counted at verdict or decision. 12 

0 

13 

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.2 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 
distinct disposition 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. Lackof 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 

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 what is acase, and 
report information for a similar range of case type^.^ 

In current practice, the point at which a state counts 
a jury 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 trialdefinitionsfor the 
courts displayed in Tables 1 and 2. Two-thirds of the 
states share a trial 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 fromdefinitional differ- 
ences is highlighted by a recent study of the lengthsof civil 
and criminal trials in three general jurisdiction courts 
located in each of three states: California, Colorado, and 
New J e r ~ e y . ~  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 casesthat beginthe trialprocess‘bvash out’lbefore 
a verdict is reached. For example, fully onequarter 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 

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 it is important to consult the indivick 
ual court structure charts in Part IV to determine the subject matter of 
cases heard in courts of general jurisdiction. 

Suggested definitions for key terms are supplied in the State Courf 
Mode/ Statistical Dictionary, 1989. 
’ Dale A. Sipes, On Trial, National Center for State Courts, 1988. The 
sites were: California (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). 
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TEXT TABLE 2: Percentage of Civil and 
Criminal Cases Tried to Verdlct 
by Jury and Bench Trial 

Criminal Cases 
Jury Bench 

California 71 Yo 100 % 

Colorado 85 83 

New Jersey 82 75 

Civil Cases 
Jury Bench 

California 74 Yo 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 
dropout of the system between thosetwo points-usually 
through a plea or dismissakthose 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 defendants 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 ‘I+” 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 “0” symbol appears, reported 
data do not include that particular ca~etype.~ 

For most states, disposition data describe a mix of 
casetypes. Thisobscures the implicationsof the resulting 
trial rate, because different types of cases require differ- 
ing amountsof time to decide depending on the complex- 
ityofthe issues. Forexample, an uncontesteddivorcewill 
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 time6). 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 
general jurisdiction court. This inflates the bench trial 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, courf 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 

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 exdusive disposition 
information on, respectively, misdemeanors and DWllDUl cases. 

Sipes, supra note 4, at p. 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 
an indictment 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 plea is 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 to 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 Caset pe, 1988 
The availab Y e information permits an overview of the 

use of trials, guilty pleas, and dismissals in 1988.’ Table 
1 presents the summarydataon the methodof 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. 
TextTable3 shows the percentageof dispositions reached 
through the trial process by state and in the aggregate 
nationally. Overall, approximately 6 percent of criminal 
cases were disposed at trial in 1988. States vary substan- 
tially, however, in the frequency with which trials were 
held. The trial rate rangesfrom lowsof 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. As can be seen in Table 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 

See the State Court Model Statistical Dictionmy, 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 
bench trials occurred in 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 
bench trials43percent of all trials. 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).O 

A focus on felony cases again adds precision. In- 
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 bench trial rates 
in the range of 1 to 4 percent. In Text Table 3, bench trials 
represent less than 1 percent of all dispositions in ten 
statesg 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 states4issouri (22 
percent) and North Dakota (15 percent)4o 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., DUI in 
Hawaii); distinctive definitions for what is to be counted as 
a bench trial, 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 
andVirginia. Thecourtsin 12ofthe 13states havefelony 
bench trial rates of less than 10 percent. These rates are 
comparable with those reported in a 1987 study of 26 

a 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 

state 
Alaska 

Arizona 
California 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

District of Columbia 

Florida 
Hawaii 

Indiana 
Iowa 

Kansas 

Maine 
Maryland 
Michigan 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

Montana 
New Jersey 

New York 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
South Dakota 

Texas 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 
Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

Percent 
Trial 
7.2% 
4.1 
6.8 
4.5 
0.4 
6.2 
7.1 
4.3 
2.9 
14.6 
38.4 
12.5 
4.3 
5.8 
4.2 
6.7 
8.3 
10.9 
5.4 
2.1 
13.6 
25.4 
9.6 
5.3 
7.7 
18.7 
8.3 
6.9 
5.3 
4.7 
7.9 
7.2 
5.6 
1.4 
3.1 
0.9 
3.5 
1.5 
28.3 
33.1 
8.2 
6.8 
2.2 
2.7 
8.6 

Percent 

6.PA 
3.7 
4.6 
4.0 
0.1 
5.7 
6.9 
2.7 
2.6 
10.7 
7.7 
6.0 
1.5 
4.2 
0.9 
5.1 
3.6 
4.5 
4.6 
1.7 
4.2 
3.5 
5.4 
4.9 
6.4 
3.7 
4.3 
3.7 
0.6 
0.7 
4.5 
3.1 
4.3 
0.1 
2.1 
0.6 
3.0 
1 .o 
6.4 
2.6 
6.6 
4.9 
1.2 
1.8 
3.8 

by Jury 
Percent 

by Bench 

0.4 
2.0 
0.5 
0.3 
0.5 
0.2 
1.6 
0.4 
4.0 
30.6 
6.5 
2.8 
1.7 
3.3 
1.6 
4.7 
6.4 
0.8 
0.3 
9.4 
21.8 
4.3 
0.4 
1.3 
15.0 
4.0 
3.1 
4.7 
4.0 
3.5 
4.1 
1.3 
1.3 
1 .o 
0.3 
0.5 
0.5 
21.9 
30.5 
1.7 
1.9 
1 .o 
0.9 
4.8 

0.3% 
F M D O  
+ o o o  
+ + + +  
+ + + +  
+ o o +  
o + o o  
+ + O +  
+ o o o  
o + o o  
+ + O +  
+ + O +  
o o + o  
+ o o o  
+ o o +  
o + o o  
+ + O +  
+ o o +  
+ o o o  
o + o o  
+ o o o  
o + o o  
+ + O +  
+ o o o  
+ o + o  
+ + O +  
+ o o o  
+ o o +  
o + o +  
o o + o  
+ o o o  
+ + + O  
+ o o o  
o + + o  
+ o o o  
o + o o  
+ o o o  
O + + +  
+ o o o  
o + o +  
+ o o +  
+ o o o  
o + o o  
o o + o  
+ o o +  

+ + + +  

+ + + +  

Aggregate Trial Rates for Courts Reporting Dieposltlon, Jury Trial, and Bench Trial 
Information 

Percentage 
Variables Total of Total 

Trials 97,873 6.1% 

Bench 

Dispositions 1,618,012 

46,395 2.9 (47.4% of Total Trials) 
51,478 3.2 (52.6% of Total Trials) 

Jury 

Casetypes: F=Felony; M=Misdemeanor; D=DUI/DWI; O m e r  Criminal 

urban trial courts.1o Virginia remains atypical, however, 
with a felony bench trial rate of 22 percent. When coupled 

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 

lo John Goerdtetal., Examining Court Delay: The Pace olLitigationin 
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. 

Part II: Method of Case Disposition in State Trial Courts 55 



TEXT TABLE 4: Percentage of Felony 
Dlsposltlons at Trlal, 1988 

State 
Alaska 

District of Columbia 
Indiana 

Minnesota 
Missouri 

New Jersey 
Ohio 

Oregon 
South Dakota 

Texas 
Vermont 
Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Percent 
Trial 

7.1 
12.5 
5.4 

13.6 
5.3 
8.3 
7.9 
5.6 
3.1 
3.5 

28.3 
6.8 

7.2% 

Percent 

6.9% 
6.9 
6.0 
4.6 
4.2 
4.9 
4.3 
4.5 
4.3 
2.1 
3.0 
6.4 
4.9 

by Jury 
Percent 

by Bench 
0.3% 
0.2 
6.5 
0.8 
9.4 
0.4 
4.0 
3.5 
1.3 
1 .o 
0.5 

21.9 
1.9 

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 
tried to 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 limited 
courtroom and other court resources. Most states have 
a relatively 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 
decreasing percentages of cases disposed at trial. 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 formal trial 
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 10 times as many bench trialsand 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 Goerdtet at., which showed bench trial 
rates for two large urban courts in Virginia: Fairfax (70/) and Norfolk 
(6%). There is variation between these figures and those published for 
the two circuits in the 7987 Wrginia 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 in trial rates are less readily measured within the 
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.”12 

TRIAL VERDICTS. The number and frequency of 
trials is of interest to judges and court administrators. 
There is probablywider 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 for reduced 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.13 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- 
t i v e ~ . ~ ~  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 regardless of the strength of the 
prosecution’s case. And we cannot discount 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- 
tion ratesfor9of the36 states. Thedatafromthose 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 convi~ted.’~ These results seem to be consistent 

I* Victor E. Flango et at., The Business of State Trial Courts, National 
Center for State Courts, 1983, p. 40. 

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 lssues and Common Practices, US. 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 American 
Prosecutor: A Search for Identify, Lexington Books, 1980. 
I* 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: Convlction Rate at Trial, 1988 

Percent Percent 
Bench 

State Convict Jury Convict F M D O  
California 81.3% 74.2% + + + +  
Delaware 66.0 68.2 + + O +  

Florida 58.6 42.1 + + O +  
Kansas 77.6' + o o +  

75.0' o + o o  
Maine 69.8 60.8 + + + +  

Montana 73.3 92.5 + + O +  
New Jersey 68.9 31.4 + o o o  

Texas 83.4 64.4 + o o o  
72.0 92.3 o + o o  

Vermont 66.2 54.5 + o o o  
61 .O 74.2 O + + +  

'The Kansas conviction rate combines both jury and bench trials. 
Casetypes: F=Felony; M=Misdemeanor; D=DUIIDWI; 

Oather  Criminal 

overtime, meshingwith 1978figures reportedforasimilar 
mix of courts in an earlier NCSC Court Statistics Project 
publication, The Businessofstate TrialCouris, aswell as 
several classic case studies.lG 

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 PLEA PROCESS. Because the deter- 
mination of guilt is so critical, there is a well-defined 
process and a number 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 illness. 

Before the court's acceptance of any plea, the federal 
court rules, as well as those of most states, require that an 
extensive dialogue take place, on the record, between the 

l6 James Eisenstein and Herbert Jacob, felony Justice, Little, Brown, 
1977; Veralnstituteof Justice, FelonyArrests, Longman Inc., 1981;and 
Abraham S. Elurnberg, CriminalJustice. Quadrangle Books. 1970. 

This is the percentage of filingsthat were disposed of by a guilty plea. 
An estimateof the numberof convictionsdisposedof byaguiltypleacan 
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, 

State 
Alaska 

California 
Delaware 

District of Columbia 

Florida 
Hawaii 

Indiana 
Kansas 

Maine 
Michigan 
Missouri 

Montana 
New Jerse 

New V o i  
North Carolina 

North Dakota 
Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Pennsylvania 
R h d e  Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 

Texas 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 
Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

1988' 

Percent 
Plea 

87.2 
70.4 
60.0 
30.3 
74.8 
52.3 
33.2 
62.7 
59.7 
48.8 
51.1 
57.4 
70.4 
41.2 
66.0 
64.5 
83.1 
63.4 
78.9 
71.1 
60.0 
60.4 
82.1 
46.7 
84.4 
59.5 
63.6 
51.2 
85.0 
46.0 
35.1 
64.1 
68.9 
51.6 
36.1 
69.9 
67.2 
64.7 
81 .o 
63.5 

64.8% 

Percent 
Dismiss 
26.9% 
6.0 

19.8 
13.0 
23.5 
13.6 
24.0 

2.2 
21.3 
21.8 
33.5 
26.9 
13.4 
11.2 
30.0 
24.4 
18.2 
8.5 

29.9 

9.6 
33.1 
29.1 
12.3 
8.2 

11.8 
23.2 
27.7 
43.2 
13.6 
17.8 
23.3 
25.0 
23.9 
15.7 
27.0 
15.5 
19.1 
32.1 
15.8 
16.9 

Percent 
Other 

1 . l %  

3.6 
18.5 
41.9 

5.9 
9.1 

26.2 

12.7 
13.5 
15.3 
19.4 
0.7 
0.7 

1.5 
2.9 

9.8 

5.2 
0.9 

38.0 
0.3 
5.2 
6.3 

21.1 
36.0 
0.5 

4.5 
3.9 
5.5 
6.9 
1 .o 
0.5 

11.0 

F M D O  
+ o o o  
+ + o +  
+ o o o  
o + o o  
+ + O +  
+ + o +  
o + o o  
+ o  00 
+ o o +  
o + o  0 
+ o o +  
+ 000 
0 + o o  
+ + o +  
+ 000 
+ o + o  
+ 000 
+ + o +  
+ 000 
+ o o +  
0 + o +  
0 o + o  
+ + + o  
+ 000 
0 + + +  
+ 000 
0 + + o  
+ 000 
0 + o o  
+ 000 
0 + + +  
+ 000 
0 + o +  
+ o o +  
+ o o o  
0 + o o  
o o + o  
+ o o +  

+ + + +  

+ + + +  

+ + + +  

'Disposition percentages exclude trial rates and will not sum to 
100 percent. 

- =Not available. 
Sasetypes: F=Felony; M=Misderneanor; D=DUIIDWI; 

O=Other 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 impartial 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 less fair. Althoughfairness 
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TEXT TABLE 7: Nontrlal Felony Dlsposttlons, 
1988 

State 
Alaska 

District of Columbia 
Indiana 

Missouri 
New Jersey 

N o h  Carolina 
Ohio 

Rhode Island 
South Dakota 

Texas 
Vermont 
Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Percent 
Plea 
64.8% 
60.0 
62.7 
70.4 
64.5 
63.4 
71.1 
84.4 
51.2 
46.0 
64.1 
51.6 
67.2 

Percent 
Dismiss 

26.9% 
13.0 
21.3 
11.2 
18.2 
29.9 
9.6 

11.8 
43.2 
17.8 
25.0 
15.7 
19.1 

Percent 
Other 

1.1% 
18.5 

0.7 

2.9 
9.8 
0.3 

21.1 
0.5 
4.5 
6.9 

I - = Not available 
I 

is a difficult quality to measure, the overwhelming preva- 
lence of guilty 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.18 

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- 
t i o n ~ . ~ ~  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. 

le The debate over the efficacy of plea bargaining has created a large 
literature. see, i .g . ,  Lynn Mather, plea Bargaining or Trial?, Lexington 
Books, 1979. 

See, Albert Alschuler, The Prosecutor's role in Plea Bargaining," 36 
University of Chicago Law Renew (1968). The theory of caseload 
pressure should be contrasted with Malcom Feely, 'Plea Bargaining 
and the Structure of the Criminal Process," Justice Sysrem 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- 
lar results 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 trialm 

Examining this issue using felony disposition data, 
Text Table 7, inconjunctionwithTable 15 (Part III,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?' For example, the per- 
centageof guiltypleas instates with largefelonycaseloads 
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 plea bargain in 
cases where questions exist over the credibility of wit- 
nesses, cases where key evidence might not stand up at 
trial, and in many other situations. Prosecutors, however, 
mention caseload pressures as one impodant 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 a general 
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, e.g.. Milton Heumann, Plea Bargaining, University of Chicago 
Press, 1978; Peter Nardulli, "The Caseload Controversy and the Study 
of Criminal Courts,'70JoumalofCriminalLawandCriminol~y( 1979). 
21 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. 

For an 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: Crirical lssues and 
Common Practice, National Institute of Justice, 1985. 
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rates are in North Carolina (30percent) 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 court 
ordered remedy such as monetary damages. The defen- 
dant is 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 rulesconcerning 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.24 

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 
and the judge to examine the legal issues and discuss the 
possibility of settlement. 

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

In 1988,Table7(PartIII, p. lll)showsthat71 percentofthegeneral 
jurisdiction caseload was avil 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 avil 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 of 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 well as bench and 
jury trial definitions are also shown for eachcourt in 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, andother 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.25 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 reporting civil jury trial rates of less than 6 per- 
cent.27 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. For the 10 states that report such specific data, 
it can be seen that jury trial rates in tort cases are all below 

a The reported general avil trial rates may indude some 'other avil' 
cases if they cannot be separated from tort, contract, and real property 
cases. It is important to focus on this grouping as general avil exdudes 
casetypes such as small claims where a jury trial is not an option. 
as These results do not significantly differ from those found by Goerdt 
et al. 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 Portland and 20 
percent in Fairfax. 

Again, these rates minor the levels found in Goerdt et at.. supranote 
10, p. 24. 
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TEXT TABLE 8: Percentage of Civil Dispositions 
Reached at Trial, 1988 

Percent Percent 
State 

Alaska 
Arizona 

California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 

Delaware 
District of Columbia 

Florida 

Hawaii 

Indiana 
Iowa 

Kansas 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

New Jersey 
New York 

North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Dakota 

Texas 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

Trial 
6.0?/0 
2.9 
3.9 
17.0 
2.5 
2.9 
2.8 
1.6 
5.7 
4.2 
3.7 
0.9 
2.8 
1.7 
0.4 
1.1 
19.9 
10.4 
5.9 
5.9 
9.1 
6.5 
10.3 
15.0 
3.3 
2.2 
16.2 
5.6 
2.3 
1.1 
19.3 
38.8 
7.5 
10.4 
20.2 
12.9 
7.3 
18.6 
24.6 
35.2 
5.9 
11.0 
8.6 
6.5 
13.4 
9.5 
19.4 
13.3 
14.5 
18.9 
6.4 
3.4 
2.4 
1.3 
5.5 
2.5 
2.8 
5.1 
28.4 

by Jury 
1.4% 
1 .o 
1.6 
5.0 
0.9 
1.1 
1.7 
0.8 
4.7 
0.8 
0.2 
0.2 
1.9 
0.5 
0.4 
0.3 
1.1 
1 .o 
0.6 
4.0 
1.3 
2.3 
1.4 
1.6 
2.9 
0.6 
4.5 
1.4 
0.5 
0.3 
0.6 
0.0 
0.4 
4.5 
5.7 
0.4 
3.2 
0.8 
1.1 
0.0 
3.6 
4.4 
4.4 
1.1 
3.9 
1 .o 
2.1 
1 .o 
1.5 
2.9 
4.6 
0.4 
0.1 
0.2 
4.1 
0.3 
0.0 
0.3 
0.5 

Percent 
by Bench TCRS DO 

4.6% + + + O O +  
1.9 + + + o o +  
2.3 + O O O O O  
11.9 o o + o o o  
1.7 + + + O O +  
1.9 + + + o o +  
1.1 + + + o o +  
0.8 + + o o o +  
1.0 + o o o o o  
3.4 o + o o o o  
3.5 o o + o o o  
0.7 O O O O O +  
0.9 + o o o o o  
1.2 o + o o o o  
0.0 o o + o o o  
0.8 O O O O O +  
18.8 + + + o o +  
9.4 + + + o + +  
5.3 + + + o o +  
1.9 + + + o + +  
7.8 + + + o + +  
4.2 + O O O O O  
8.9 o + o o o o  
13.4 O O + O O O  
0.4 + O O O O O  
1.5 O + + O O +  
11.8 + o o o o o  
4.2 O + O O O O  
1.8 o o + o o o  
0.8 o o o o o +  
18.7 + + + O O +  
38.8 O O O + O O  
7.1 + + + + O +  
5.9 + + + o + +  
14.5 + + + O O +  
12.5 + + + O + +  
4.1 + O O O O O  
17.8 O + + O O +  
23.5 + + + O O O  
35.2 O O O + O O  
2.2 + + + o o o  
6.6 + + + O O +  
4.2 + + + O O +  
5.4 + + + o o +  
9.5 + o o o o o  
8.6 O + O O O O  
17.3 O O + O O O  
12.3 O O O O O +  
13.0 + + + O O +  
16.0 + + + O O +  
1.8 + o o o o o  
3.0 O + O O O O  
2.3 O O + O O O  
1.1 o o o o o +  
1.4 + O O O O O  
2.2 o + o o o o  
2.8 o o o + o o  
4.8 o o o o o +  
27.9 + + + O + +  

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 9.2Vo 
Jury 32,563 1.2 (12.5% of Total Trials) 

Bench 228,417 8.1 (87.5% of Total Trials) 

TEXT TABLE 9: Percentage of General Civil 
Dlsposftions Reached at Trial, 
1988 

State 
Alaska 

Arizona 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 

Delaware 
District of Columbia 

Florida 

Hawaii 

Indiana 
Kansas 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Missouri 
North Carolina 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 
Oregon 

Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Dakota 

Texas 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 

Wisconsin 

Percent 
Trlal 
6.0 
2.9 
3.9 
17.0 
2.5 
2.9 
2.8 
1.6 
5.7 
4.2 
3.7 
0.9 
2.8 
1.7 
0.4 
1 .l 
19.9 
5.9 
6.5 
10.3 
15.0 
3.3 
2.2 
16.2 
5.6 
2.3 
1 .l 
19.3 
20.2 
7.3 
18.6 
24.6 
5.9 
11.0 
8.6 
6.5 
13.4 
9.5 
19.4 
13.3 
14.5 
18.9 
6.4 
3.4 
2.4 
1.3 
5.5 
2.5 
5.1 

Percent Percent 
by Jury by Bench 
1.4 
1 .o 
1.6 
5.0 
0.9 
1.1 
1.7 
0.8 
4.7 
0.8 
0.2 
0.2 
1.9 
0.5 
0.4 
0.3 
1.1 
0.6 
2.3 
1.4 
1.6 
2.9 
0.6 
4.5 
1.4 
0.5 
0.3 
0.6 
5.7 
3.2 
0.8 
1.1 
3.6 
4.4 
4.4 
1.1 
3.9 
1 .o 
2.1 
1 .o 
1.5 
2.9 
4.6 
0.4 
0.1 
0.2 
4.1 
0.3 
0.3 

4.6 
1.9 
2.3 
11.9 
1.7 
1.9 
1.1 
0.8 
1 .o 
3.4 
3.5 
0.7 
0.9 
1.2 
0.0 
0.8 
18.8 
5.3 
4.2 
8.9 
13.4 
0.4 
1.5 
11.8 
4.2 
1.8 
0.8 
18.7 
14.5 
4.1 
17.8 
23.5 
2.2 
6.6 
4.2 
5.4 
9.5 
8.6 
17.3 
12.3 
13.0 
16.0 
1.8 
3.0 
2.3 
1.1 
1.4 
2.2 
4.8 

T C R O  
+ + + +  
+ + + +  
+ o o o  
o o + o  
+ + + +  
+ + + +  
+ + + +  
+ + O +  
+ o o o  
o + o o  
o o + o  
o o o +  
+ o o o  
o + o o  
o o + o  
o o o +  
+ + + +  
+ + + +  
+ o o o  
0 + o o  
o o + o  
+ o o o  
O + + +  
+ o o o  
o + o o  
o o + o  
o o o +  
+ + + +  
+ + + +  
+ o o o  
O + + +  
+ + + O  
+ + + O  
+ + + +  
+ + + +  
+ + + +  
+ o o o  
o + o o  
o o + o  
o o o +  
+ + + +  
+ + + +  
+ o o o  
0 + o o  
o o + o  
o o o +  
+ o o o  
o + o o  
o o o +  

Casetype: T=Tort; C=Contract; R=Real Property; O=Other 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 casesonly) to 
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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 

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 
in contract cases range as high as 9 percent in Massachu- 
setts and Texas, while bench trials in real property rights 
cases are highest in Texas (1 7 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 
dilutes the impact of relatively high jury trial ratecasetypes, 
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 
c o ~ r t s . ~  The broad acceptance of the role of settlement 
in meeting the civil objectives of a "just, speedy, and an 
inexpensive determination of every action"30 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 wriien into rules in a number of 
instances.'q1 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 a dominant 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 threequarters 
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, 
ColoradoSprings, District of 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 scjttlement process over trial. See, e.g., Julius M. Title, 'New 
Settlement Techniques for Civil Cases," 18 Judges Journal42 (1979). 
J, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 4. 
31 American Bar Association, The lmprovement ofthe Administration of 
Justice, ABA Press, 1981, p. 137. 

TEXT TABLE 10: Non-Trial Clvll Dlsposltlons, 
1988" 

State 
Alaska 

Delaware 
Florida 

Hawaii 

Indiana 
Kansas 

Maine 
Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

Montana 
New Jersey 

North Carolina 
Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

Texas 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

Percent 
Dismlasl Percent Percent 
Settled Default Other 
47.9% 
77.6 
69.1 
46.9 
37.3 
10.9 
84.2 
65.8 
42.9 
27.1 
39.5 
44.5 
56.3 
71.8 
71.8 
80.9 
62.5 
48.7 
28.0 
33.3 
54.7 
11.6 
37.0 
34.5 
16.0 
48.8 
55.5 
72.0 
48.8 
39.3 
15.5 
67.3 
77.8 
46.0 
50.1 
42.6 
53.4 
48.7 
44.9 
87.8 
67.9 
42.4 
67.3 
41.8 
39.5 

7.3 
35.7 
28.1 

6.2% 
10.2 
20.4 
43.1 
56.8 
10.9 

1.8 
14.8 
0.0 
2.3 

26.2 
42.8 

1.7 

16.6 
23.8 

42.0 
25.7 
4.4 

42.8 
6.1 
4.0 

23.3 
36.0 
49.2 

3.1 
24.5 
6.6 

10.9 
38.8 

6.5 
5.0 

28.0 
55.0 
31 .O 

33.1 

30.9% 
9.4 
4.8 
5.8 
2.2 
2.2 
9.8 

13.7 
51.0 
26.9 
14.4 
7.3 

23.6 
21.7 
18.0 
4.2 

17.7 
25.4 
32.7 
46.4 

16.6 
1.8 
0.9 

48.2 
0.9 

18.2 
16.8 
9.3 

21.6 

37.5 
15.9 
31.4 
22.5 

29.7 
0.8 
0.7 
0.1 
0.4 

52.7 
58.0 
89.9 
59.2 
10.4 

T C R S D O  
+ + + o o +  
+ + + o o +  
+ o o o o o  
o + o o o o  
o o + o o o  
o o o o o +  
+ o o o o o  
o + o o o o  
o o + o o o  
o o o o o +  
+ + + o o +  
+ + + o o +  
+ + + o + +  
+ o o o o o  
o + o o o o  
o o + o o o  
+ o o o o o  
o + + o o +  
+ o o o o o  
o + o o o o  
o o + o o o  
o o o o o +  
+ + + o o +  
o o o + o o  
+ + + o + +  
+ + + + o +  
+ + + o o +  
+ o o o o o  
o + + o o +  
+ + + o o o  
o o o + o o  
+ + + o o +  
+ + + o o +  
+ o o o o o  
o + o o o o  
o o + o o o  
o o o o o +  
+ + + o o +  
+ + + o o +  
+ o o o o o  
o + o o o o  
o o + o o o  
o o o o o +  
+ o o o o o  
o + o o o o  
o o o + o o  
o o o o o +  
+ + + o + +  

'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 settlement approaches 75 
percent. 

Text Table 11 displays the nontrial disposition rates 
for general civil cases. The variation is considerable even 
within a specific casetype. Tort cases show both the 
highest (88 percent in Washington) and the lowest (28 

Part II: Method of Case Disposition in State Trial Courts 61 



TEXT TABLE 11 : Nontrlal General Clvll 
Dlsposltlons, 1988 

State 
Alaska 

Delaware 
Florida 

Hawaii 

Indiana 
Kansas 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Missouri 
North Carolina 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

Texas 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 

Wisconsin 

Percent 
Dlsmissl 
settled 

47.9 
77.6 
69.1 
46.9 
37.3 
84.2 
65.8 
42.9 
39.5 
44.5 
71.8 
71.8 
80.9 
62.5 
48.7 
28.0 
33.3 
54.7 
37.0 
55.5 
72.0 
48.8 
39.3 
67.3 
77.8 
46.0 
50.1 
42.6 
48.7 
44.9 
87.8 
67.9 
42.4 
41.8 
39.5 

Percent 
Defeu It 

6.2 
10.2 
20.4 
43.1 
56.8 

1.8 
14.8 
0.0 

26.2 
42.8 

16.6 
23.8 

42.0 
6.1 
4.0 

23.3 
36.0 

3.1 
24.5 
6.6 

38.8 
6.5 
5.0 

28.0 
55.0 

Percent 
Other 
30.9 
9.4 
4.8 
5.8 
2.2 
9.8 

13.7 
51.0 
14.4 
7.3 

21.7 
18.0 
4.2 

17.7 
25.4 
32.7 
46.4 
97.2 

1 .8 
18.2 
16.8 
9.3 

21.6 

37.5 
15.9 
31.4 

29.7 
0.8 
0.7 
0.1 

52.7 
58.0 

T C R O  
+ + + +  
+ + + +  
+ o o o  
o + o o  
o o + o  
+ o o o  
o + o o  
o o + o  
+ + + +  
+ + + +  
+ o o o  
o + o o  
o o + o  
+ o o o  
O + + +  
+ o o o  
o + o o  
o o + o  
+ + + +  
+ + + +  
+ o o o  
O + + +  
+ + + O  
+ + + +  
+ + + +  
+ o o o  
o + o o  
o o + o  
+ + + +  
+ + + +  
+ o o o  
o + o o  
o o + o  
+ o o o  
o + o o  

- = 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 
dismissakettlement 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 Ill, 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 for the country as a whole 
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 a trial be- 
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 plea in criminalcases and settlement in civil cases- 
are lacking in fairness.32 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 haschanged 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 
concerns that the public, judges, the legal profession, and 
court administrators have on how courts 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 

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 forA//: Reducing 
Costs and Delay in Civil Litigation, The Brookings Institute, October 
1989. 

In 1978.27 general jurisdiction court systems had relatively complete 
information on plea, dismissal, and overall trial rates (nodistinction was 
made between jury and bench trial rates). On the dvil 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. 

Our focus is on the 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 II 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 information is collected. What is 
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, effective 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 m r e  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 thedefendant fails 
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 arbitration before 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 at trial. Public perception of court performance 
often hinges on the perceived fairness of dispositional 
outcomes. Forcivilcases, adifferent classification scheme 
is needed. The prototype statistical profile for court 
reporting in Appendix C (as elaborated in the 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 
Dictionaryrecommends 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 alsmeeded on what 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 collected. 

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 courtsof general jurisdiction is 
inadequate as a basis for describing how court cases are 
resolved. 

This prototype, however, has not yet been modified to include 
categories reporting type of decision in civil cases. 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule !X(c). 
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PART I I  Table 1 : Criminal Dispositions by Casetype for General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988. 

Number of 
disposl- 
tions fw 

metypes 
desaibed - 

Number 
of 

trials 
iurv - 

Number 
of 

nonjury 
trials - 

Unit Trial 
Casetype of defini- 
M D 0 Count tion - -  

Number 
of 

mats - 
Number Number 

of of 
pleas dismlssals 

Number 
of other 

dispositions F - StatelCourt name: 

ALASKA 
Superior Court 1 73 26 0 0 0 7-A C-E 2.392 166 7 1.549 644 + 

ARIZONA 
Superior Court + 

CALIFORNIA 
Superbr Court + 

+ + + 4-A A-D 24,006 985 888 97 NA 4,374 NA 

+ + + 2-A A-D 111,120 7.553 5.138 2,415 NA 

COLORADO 
District Court 0 0 + 4-C A-D 714 B NA NA NA + 18.021 B 948 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior Court NA 

NA 
0 0 0 2-A A-D 
+ 0 0 2-A A-D 

5,245 
147.354 B 

162 
656 

NA 
216 B 

NA 
4408 

NA NA 
NA NA 

+ 
0 

DELAWARE 
Superior Court + 0 + 2-A A-D 4.528 281 259 22 3.188 898 161 + 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
supwior coufl + 

0 
0 0 0 2-8 A-D 
+ 0 0 2-8 A-D 

10.67'7 
17,611 

759 
757 

737 
483 

22 
274 

6,401 1.383 
5.335 4,136 

1,979 
7.383 

FLORIDA 
Cirwit Court 9,738 B + 0 + 58 A-D 163,923 B 4.791 8 4,202 B 5898 122,633 B 22.278 B + 

HAWAII 
Circuit Court + 

0 
+ 0 + 1-B A-D 
0 + 0 1-B A-D 

2,449 C 
271 A 

358C 
104 A 

261 C 
21 A 

97 c 
83A 

1.281 c 587 c 
90A 6 A  

223 C 
71 A 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit Court + 0 0 0 7-8 C-E 16,713 2.092 10.478 3,566 NA 

IOWA 
District Court + + + 2-A A-D 46.963 A 2,023 A 720 A 1,303 A NA NA 44,940 A + 

KANSAS 
District 0 0 + 2-VA A-D 

+ 0 0 2-E/A A-D 
13,215 
15,407 

769 
651 

550 
135 

219 
516 

7.888 2,879 
7,514 5.164 

1,679 
2.078 

+ 
0 

MAINE 
District 

MARYLAND 
Cirarit Court 

+ + + 2-A A-D 10.703 B 714 B 5438 171 B 5.472 B 2.874 B 1,642 B 

+ 0 + 2-A A-D 52,039 C 4.320 c 1.864 c 2.456 c NA NA NA + 

MICHIGAN 
Cirwit Court 31,012 7,239 10,484 0 0 + 2-A C-E 54,018 5.909 2.433 3,476 + 

MINNESOTA 
Distrid Court 0 0 0 2-C A-D 

+ 0 0 2-C A-D 
12.835 
13,046 B 

696 
2688 

593 
2268 

103 
42 B 

NA 109 
NA 49 B 

12.030 
12,729 B 

+ 
0 

MISSOURI 
Cirwit Court 0 0 0 11-AIC E D  

+ 0 0 11-AIC E D  
18.667 B 
2.874 B 

2,543 B 
729 B 

783 B 
102 B 

1.760 B 
627 B 

13,144 B 2,085 B 
1.183 B 861 B 

133 B 
21 B 

+ 
0 

MONTANA 
Distria Court + 0 + 7-A C-E 3,754 362 202 160 2,476 916 NA + 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior Court 0 0 0 2-8 C-E 39,086 2.084 1,925 159 25,204 7.098 NA + 

NEW YORK 
Supreme and County Court + 0 + 0 7-A E D  64,611 A 4,996 A 4,154 A 842 A 53.700 A 5,523 A 955 A 
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Table 1 : Criminal Dispositions by Casetype for General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988. (continued) 

Stato/Court name: 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior Court 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Distrlct Court 

OHIO 
Court 01 Common Pbas 

OKLAHOMA 
Dlstrlct 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 Court 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit Court 
Superior Court 

WASHINGTON 
Superior Court 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit Court 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit Court 

WYOMING 
District Court 

F - 
+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 
0 
0 

+ 

+ 

+ 
0 

+ 

+ 
0 

+ 
0 

0 

+ 
0 

+ 

+ 
0 
0 

+ 
0 
0 

+ 

Casetype 
M - 
0 

+ 

0 

0 

0 
+ 

0 

+ 

0 
+ 

+ 

0 
+ 

0 
+ 

0 
+ 

0 
+ 

0 

0 

0 
+ 

0 

0 
+ 

0 

D - 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
+ 

0 

0 
+ 

+ 

0 
+ 

0 
0 

0 
+ 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
+ 

0 
0 
+ 

0 

Unit Trial 
of definl. 

0 Count Son --- 
0 

+ 

0 

+ 
+ 
0 

0 

0 

0 
+ 

+ 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
+ 

0 
+ 

+ 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

+ 

2-A A-D 

2-A C-E 

2-E A-D 

SA C-E 
SA C-E 
SA C-E 

5 8  C-E 

2-AID C-E 

4-A C-E 
4 A  C-E 

2-A C-E 

2-A A-D 
2-A A-D 

2-A A-D 
2-A A-D 

2-A G E  
2-A C-E 

1-A A-D 
1-A A-D 

7-A A-D 

S A  A-D 
S A  A-D 
S A  A-D 

4-E A-D 
4-E A-D 
4-E A-D 

S A  A-D 

Number of 
disposl- 
tions for 

desaibed 
casetypes - 

53,420 8 

1,561 8 

42,604 

22.107 
27,050 
11,716 

25,142 A 

109.698 A 

5.488 
878 8 

53.762 

2.994 
164.487 

151.098 
4,276 

2,167 
17.233 

50.705 
28,204 8 

22,792 

4,662 8 
2,137 8 

243 8 

13.260 
34,323 
18,885 A 

1,427 A 

Number 
of 

trials - 
NA 

292 8 

3.545 

1,516 
1.440 
545 

1.989 A 

7,868 A 

125 
298 

1,397 

168 
2,279 

4,613 
38 

76 
253 

14.360 
9.324 8 

1.880 

NA 
NA 
NA 

905 
765 
513 A 

123 A 

Number 
of 

jury 
trials - 
2.010 8 

588 

1.827 

826 
168 
78 

1,lx) A 

3,413 A 

NA 
NA 

NA 

128 
140 

3,117 
25 

65 
164 

3,261 
M O B  

1,494 

251 8 
808 
27 8 

655 
418 
340A 

54A 

Number 
of 

nonjury 
rials - 

NA 

234 8 

1.718 

690 
1,272 

467 

859 A 

4.455 A 

NA 
NA 

NA 

40 
2,139 

1,496 
13 

11 
89 

11,099 
8,604 8 

386 

NA 
NA 
NA 

250 
347 
173 A 

69 A 

Number Number 
01 of 

pleas dismissals 

33.882 8 

1,231 8 

30.280 

13,272 
16.331 
0,617 

NA 

51.242 A 

4.634 
522 8 

34.173 

1.533 
139.881 

69.488 
1.503 

1,388 
11,882 

26,150 
10,171 8 

15,921 

NA 
NA 
NA 

8.914 
22,199 
15,304 A 

906A 

15.984 8 

NA 

4,104 

7.3 10 
7,883 
1,446 

NA 

8.951 A 

645 
2348 

14,882 

1,293 
22,327 

26,887 
997 

542 
4.1 14 

7,937 
7.605 8 

3.528 

NA 
NA 
NA 

2.532 
11,029 
2.975 A 

241 A 

Number 
of olher 

disposiaions 

1.544 8 

NA 

4.170 

NA 
1,396 

108 

NA 

41,637 A 

18 
468 

3,370 

NA 
NA 

31.879 
1,538 

10 
NA 

2.258 
1,104 8 

1,257 

4.411 8 
2,057 8 

216 8 

909 
331 
93A 

157 A 
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Table 1: 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 speafically 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 111 of 
this report 

0 Other dispositions include transfers and other 

NA = Not available. 
+ - Data are given for these casetypes. 
o - Data do not include these casetypes. 

Key: 
F = Felony 
M = Misdemeanors 

0 = Other Criminal 

Trial definitions: 
A = A jury trial is counted at jury selection, empaneling, or 

when jury is swom. 
B = A jury trial is counted at introduction of evidence or 

swearing of first witness. 
C = A jury trial Is counted at verdict or decision. 
D = A nonjury trial is counted when evidence is first 

introduced or swearing of first witness. 
E = A nonjury trial is counted at the decision. 

Criminal case use of count codes: 
Contents of case (number of defendantshumber of charges): 
1 = Single delendantlsingle charge 
2 = Single defendantkingle incident 
3 = Single defendanVsingle incident (maximum number 

4 = Single defendantlone or more incidents 
5 P Single defendanVvanhi with prosecutor 
6 = One or more defendantskingle charge 
7 0 One or more defendantdsingle incidents 
8 P One or more delendants/single incidenls (maximum 

9 = One or more defendantslone or more incidents 
10 = One or more defendantskaries with prosecutor 
11 = Varies with prosecutorhraries with prosecutor 

Point at which case is counted: 
A - At the filing of the information or Indictment 
B = At the filing of Ihe information or cornplaint 
C 
D - At the assigning of a &&et number 
E - At the arraignment (first appearance) 

disposition types that are specific to individual states. 

D = DWIDUI 

of charges) 

number of charges) 

- At the filing of the complaint (warrant or amsation) 

A: Data are inconplete: 
Hawaii-Circuit Court-All criminal casetypes do not 

include reopened prior cases. 
Iowa-District Court--Misdemeanor and DWllDUl 

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

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

include appeals. 
Pennsylvania-Court of Common Pleas-Cdminal 

disposed data do not include some appeal cases. 
Wisconsin-Circuit Court-DWIIDUI data does not include 

Milwaukee County. 
Wyoming--District Court-Disposed data do not lndude 

criminal appeals. 

B: 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, DWlIDUl and miscellaneous criminal 

Iowa-District Court-Felony data Include some DWIAIUI 

Maine-Superior Court-Misdemeanor 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/DUI cases. 

Mlssouri--Circuit Court-Felony and misdemeanor 
disposition data indude some DWIDUI 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 aiminal 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 violalion cases. 

West Virginia-Circuit Court-Criminal casetypes include 
postconviction remedy proceedings. 

C: Data are incomplete and overinclusive: 

cases. 

Cases. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Felony data include misdemeanor 

Maryland-Circuit Court-Felony data include 
cases. but do not include reopened prior cases. 

misdemeanors but do not include some cases. 
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PART II Table 2: Civil Dispositions by Casetype for General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988. 

Number of 
dsposl- 
tions for 

metypes 
described - 

Number 
of 

bids 
iury - 

Number 
of 

nonjury 
trials - 

Number 
of 

dismissedl 
semed - 

Number 
of 

O h 3  

dispositions 

Casetype for which 
trial data given - T C R H D O  

Trial 
defini- 
tion - 

Number 
of 

trials - 
Number 

of 
detaulk - State/Court name: 

ALASKA 
Superior Court 

ARIZONA 
Superior Court 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior court 

+ + + o o +  35 4,380 0 264 B 61 0 2030 273 0 2.100 0 1.355 B 

+ + + o o +  1-4 54.132 526 1.022 11.010 NA 853 

+ o o o o o  
o o + o o o  
o + o o + +  

1-4 
1-4 
1-4 

103,822 
7% 

162.893 

4,031 
135 

49.904 

1.610 
40 
NA 

2.421 
95 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 

99,791 
660 
NA 

COLORADO 
Dilrid Court 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior Court 

+ + + o o +  1-4 65,135 567 1,076 NA NA NA 

1-4 47.487 1.393 508 885 NA NA + + + o o +  NA 

DELAWARE 
superior court 

DISTRICTOF COLUMBIA 
superior court 

+ + + o o +  1-4 4,491 125 77 48 458 3,485 423 

+ + o o o +  3-5 12.459 194 99 95 NA NA NA 

FLORIDA 
Circuit Court 6@2 

23,507 
20.999 
11.064 B 

+ o o o o o  
o + o o o o  
o o + o o o  
o o o o o +  

1-4 
1-4 
1-4 
1-4 

33.41 1 
54,529 
51.062 

101,765 0 

1,903 
2,306 
1.880 
9480 

1.575 
448 
98 

2000 

328 
1 .= 
1.782 

748 0 

23,093 
25.555 
19,057 
1 1,074 0 

1,593 
3,161 
1,126 
2,252 0 

HAWAII 
Clrwit Court + o o o o o  

o + o o o o  
o o + o o o  
o o o o o +  

1-4 
1-4 
1-4 
1-4 

1.635 A 
1,550 A 

247 A 
5.039 A 

46 A 
27 A 

1 A  
54A 

31 A 
8 A  
1 A  

16 A 

15 A 
19 A 
OA 

38A 

30A 
230A 

OA 
117A 

1.376 A 
1,023 A 

106 A 
1.366 A 

161 A 
213 A 
126 A 

1.358 A 

INDIANA 
Superior and Clrcult Court 

IOWA 
Dlslrld Court 

+ + + o o +  3 5  53,109 A 10,555 A 577 A 9.978 A 13.833 A 20,967 A 7.654 A 

3 5  56.586 c 5.913C 578 c 5,335 c NA NA 50.670 C + + + o + +  

KANSAS 
DIstrIU Court 81,027 4.767 5.912 + + + o o +  1-4 455 4,312 34.695 

MAINE 
Superior Court + + + o + +  1-4 6.361 A 374 A 252 A 122 A l l O A  3,582 A 1.503 A 

MARMAND 
Cirwit Court + + + o + +  1-4 97.772 8.879 1.287 7.592 NA NA NA 

MASSACH USElTS 
Superior Cowl + o o o o o  

o + o o o o  
o o + o o o  

1-4 
1-4 
1-4 

17,767 A 
5,646 
2.382 A 

1.155 A 
580 
357 A 

406A 
78 
37 A 

749 A 
502 
320 A 

NA 
NA 
NA 

12,W A 
4,052 
1.926 A 

3,847 A 
1,014 

99A 

MICHIGAN 
Cirwit Court + o o o o o  

o + + o o +  
3-5 
3-5 

35.531 
45.931 

1.159 
1.005 

1.020 
298 

139 
707 

5,892 
10,918 

22,206 
22.360 

6.274 
11.648 

MINNESOTA 
Dislrid Court + o o o o o  

o + o o o o  
o o + o o o  
o o o o o +  

1-4 
1-4 
1 4  
1-4 

10.807 
8,899 

17,353 
40,940 

1.755 
496 
395 
444 

1.274 
374 
314 
331 

3.538 
4.131 

NA 
6.785 

481 
122 
81 

113 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

3.025 
2.966 
9#492 
4.734 
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Table 2: Civil Dispositions by Casetype for General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988. (continued) 

MISSOURI 
Cirwil Court + + + O O +  1-4 

O O O + O O  1-4 
143,747 27,788 928 26.860 60.304 53.137 

19.600 7,606 0 7.606 5,044 6,767 
2,518 

183 

MONTANA 
DislriU Court + + + o x +  + 35 18.022 A 5.643A NA 5,643 A 7Q9A 2.007A 8.691 A 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior court + + + + o +  3 5  509,104 38.147 2,234 35,913 217,661 248.568 4.728 

NEW YORK 
SupremeCovrtandCwnyCrt + + + 0 + + 3 5  

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superiw court + + + O O +  1-4 

114.916C 11,960C 5,180C 6,780C NA NA NA 

15,685 3,174 896 2.278 862 8,702 2.847 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Dislrid Court 18.776 2.430 79 2,351 10,988 NA + + + o + +  35 NA 

OHIO 
Court ot Common Pleas + O O O O O  1-4 

O + + O O +  1-4 

OKLAHOMA 
Dlstrlct Court + + + o o o  3-5 

o o o + o o  3.5 

29.302A 2.128A 936A 1,192A 1,174A 21.088A 
59.932A 11.129A 455A 10.674A 13,960A 29.263A 

4,912 A 
5.580 A 

64.828 15.957 724 15,233 23,369 25,502 
74,467 26.221 3 26.218 36,667 1 1,570 

NA 
NA 

OREGON 
Clrwit Court + + + O O O  1-4 26,378 B 1,549 B 956B 593 B NA NA NA 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Court of Common Pleas + + + o o +  3-5 34,124 A 3,762 A 1,513 A 2,249 A NA 22,979 A 7,383 A 

RHODE ISLAND 
Superior Court + + + o o +  3-5 2.449 210 108 102 NA 1 .= NA 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Cirwil Court + + + O O +  1-4 

O O O + O O  1-4 
10,637 694 121 573 7,934 NA 
18.856 2,475 NA 2.475 16,381 NA 

2.009 
NA 

TEXAS 
District Court + O O O O O  1-4 

O + O O O O  1-4 
O O + O O O  1-4 
O O O O O +  1-4 

18.692 
13,682 27,996 

439 85 9 76 29 187 
127,450 16,901 1,266 15,635 13,905 68.027 

5,461 1,592 3,869 1,271 
5.332 535 4,797 

40,674 
55,878 

15,250 
8.868 

138 
28,617 

VERMONT 
Superior Court + + + o o +  3.5 5,189 752 76 676 2.01 1 2,529 NA 

VIRGINIA 
Cirwil Court + + + O O +  1-4 54,511 10,301 1,573 8.728 3,521 24.490 16.199 

WASHINGTON 
Superior Court + O O O O O  1-4 

O + O O O O  1-4 
O O + O O O  1-4 
O O O O O +  1-4 

10.888 700 501 199 544 9.560 
13,237 452 51 401 3.709 8,985 
13.192 320 19 301 7.258 5,597 
19.843 257 34 223 6,157 13,346 

84 
e1 
17 
83 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Cirwil Court 38.652 NA 509 NA NA NA 38.143 + + + O + +  1-4 

WISCONSIN 
Cirwit Court 16,949 928 692 236 NA 7.087 

64,340 1,632 203 1,429 NA 25,416 
211,613 5.897 29 5.868 NA 15,443 
46,471 2,367 152 2,215 NA 16383 

8.934 
37,292 

190,273 
27.521 

+ O O O O O  1-4 
o + o o o o  1-4 
o o o + o o  1-4 
O O O O O +  1-4 

WYOMING 
DistrM Court + + + O + +  1-4 8.819 0 2.508 B 48 B 2,460 B 2,916 B 2,479 B 016 B 
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Table 2: Civil Dispositions by Casetype for General Jurisdiction Courts, 1988. (continued) 

Note: All available data are entered in the table and all 
appropriate calculations 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. 

Cesetypes: 

T - Tort 
C - Contract 
R Real Property 
D - Domestic Relations 
s - Small Claims 
0 - Other Civil 

NA = Not available. 
+ = Data are given for these casetypes. 
o = Data do not include these casetypes. 

Trial definition: 
1 = 

2 = 

3 - 
4 E 

5 = 
E Other dispositions include transfers, ahitrations, and 

A: Data are not complete: 

A jury trial is counted at jury selection, empaneling. or 
when the jury is sworn. 
A jury trial is counted at introduction of evidence or 
swearing of first witness. 
A jury trial is counted at verdict or decision. 
A nonjury trial is counted when first evidence Is 
Introduced or first witness Is sworn. 
A nonjury trial is counted when the deasion is made. 

categories that are specifc to individual states. 

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 
patemityhastardy 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 dvil cases from the Housing Court 
Department. 

include some trial court appeals. 

torts and miscellaneous civil cases. 

not include arbitration cases. 

Montana-District Court-Total civil data do not 

Ohio-Disposition data are missing wrongful death 

Pennsylvania-Court of Common Pleas-Civil data do 

B: 

C: 

Data are overinclusive: 
Alaska-Superior Court-Unclassified civil disposed 

data lndude tort. contract, real property, 
miscellaneous civil cases, and postconviction 
remedies. 

Florida--Circuit Court-Unclassified civil dah indude 
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 dah. 

Data are incomplete and overinclusive: 
Iowa-District Court--Civil disposed dah indude 

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 lest resort: 

I. Mandatory jurisdiction cases: 

A. Number of reported complete cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of courts reporting complete data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting 

complete mandatory jurisdiction data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction 

represented by complete data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
B. Number of reported complete cases that include some discretionary petitions 

Number of courts reporting complete data with 

Number of states with courts of last resort reporting complete mandatory 
jurisdiction data that include some discretionary petitions 

Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction 
represented by complete data that include some discretionary petitions 

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

some discretionary petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . .  

indude some discretionary petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of courts reporting incomplete data, or incomplete and include 

Number of states with courts of last resort reporting either incomplete 

Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction 

some discretionary petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  

some discretionary petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
mandatory jurisdiction data or data that are both incomplete and include 

represented by incomplete data, or incomplete and include some 
discretionary petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

II. Discretionary jurisdiction petitions: 

A. Number of reported complete petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of courts reporting complete petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting complete 

discretionary jurisdiction petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jurisdiction 

represented by complete data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
B. Number of reported complete petitions that include some mandatory cases 

Number of courts reporting complete petitions with some mandatory cases 
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting complete petitions 

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

represented by complete data that include some mandatory cases . . 
C. Number of reported petitions that are either incomplete, or incomplete and 

indude some mandatory cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of courts reporting incomplete petitions, or incomplete and include 

some mandatory cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of states with courts of last resort reporting either incomplete 

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

. . . . . . .  
represented by incomplete data. or incomplete and include some mandatory 
cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

18,641 
34 

33 

61 % 

5,555 

10 

10 

18% 

1,359 

4 

4 

14% 

35,824 
36 

35 

79% 

1,018 
1 

1 

1 Yo 

4,845 

8 

8 

14% 

15.103 
24 

23 

51 % 

6,969 

13 

13 

12% 

1,144 

4 

4 

14% 

28,870 
29 

28 

67% 

6,832 
5 

5 

11% 

2,879 

6 

6 

9% 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 1 : Reported National Caseload for State Pgpellate Courts, 1988. (continued) 

Reported Caseload Filed D w s e d  

lntermedlate appellate courts: 

1. Mandatory jurisdiction cases: 

A. Number of reported complete cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting complete 

mandatory jurisdiction data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction 

represented by complete data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
B. Number of reported complete cases that include some discretionary cases 

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

Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction 

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

Number of courts reporting data that are either incomplete, or 

Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting data 

Percent of the total population of states with mandatory jurisdiction 

Number of courts reporting complete data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

data that include some discretionary petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
represented by complete data that indude some discretionary petitions 

indude some discretionary petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
incomplete and include some discretionary petitions . . . . . . . . . . . .  
that are either incomplete, or incomplete and indude some discretionary 
petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
represented by data that are either incomplete. or incomplete and 
include some discretionary petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

I I .  Discretionary jurisdiction petitions: 

A. Number of reported complete petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting complete 

discretionary jurisdiction petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jurisdiction 

represented by complete data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
B. Number of reported complete petitions that indude some mandatory cases 

Number of courts reporting complete petitions that include some mandatory 
cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting complete 
petitions that include some mandatory cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Percent of the total population of states with disaetionary jurisdiction 
represented by complete data that indude some mandatory cases . . 

Number of courts reporting complete petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

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

Number of courts reporting incomplete data. or incomplete and include 

Number of states with intermediate appellate courts reporting either 

Percent of the total population of states with discretionary jurisdiction 

indude some mandatory cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
some mandatory cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
incomplete petitions or incomplete and indude some mandatory cases 

represented by incomplete data, or incomplete and indude some mandatory 
cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

84,309 
31 

29 

62% 

48,734 
10 

9 

32% 

3.164 

1 

1 

5% 

18,014 
20 

19 

49% 

0 

0 

0 

0% 

331 

1 

1 

2% 

77,449 
26 

25 

56% 

56.364 
14 

11 

33 YO 

0 

0 

0 

0% 

15252 
13 

13 

37% 

1,454 

1 

1 

2710 

365 

2 

2 

4% 

Summary section for all appellate courts: 
Reported filinqs 

COLR I AC Total - 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A. Number of reported complete casegpetitions 54,465 102.323 156,788 

B. Number of reported complete casegpetitions that include other case 
types 6,573 48,734 55.307 

C. Number of reported cases'petitions that are either incomplete, or 
incomplete and include other casetypes 6,204 3,495 9,699 

Total 67242 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 

dlscretionary dlscretlonary 
Total petitlons petitlons filed 

Total Total discretlonary flled granted 
mandatory discretionary petitions Filed Flled 

filed filed granted Number judge Number judge 
cases petitions filed Per Per - -  State/Court name: 

States with one court of last resort and one intermedlate appellate court 
ALASKA 

Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 
District Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

363 
435 
798 

112 A 
3,902 
4,014 

400c 
899 

1,299 

319 A 
10,954 
1 1,273 

197 
1,946 
2,143 

86 
995 

1,081 

510 
14,195 
14,705 

639 B 
2,306 B 
2,945 

244 
62 

306 

1,018 B 
60 

1,078 

(C) 
NJ 

4,351 
7,005 

1 1,356 

825 
NJ 

825 

162 A 
98 

260 

1,316 
2,285 
3,601 

998 
71 7 

1,715 

29 
NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

222 A 
599 
821 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

146 A 
(e) 

607 
497 

1,104 

1,130 
3,962 
5,092 

400 
899 

1,299 

4,670 
17,959 
22,629 

1,022 
1,946 
2,968 

248 
1,093 
1,341 

1,826 
16,480 
18,306 

1,637 
3,023 
4,660 

121 392 
166 
138 

226 
220 
221 

57 
150 899 
100 

667 54 1 
204 11,553 
238 12,094 

146 
150 1,946 
148 

35 
121 
84 

26 1 
358 
345 

234 785 
336 2,306 
291 3,091 

78 

150 

77 
131 
127 

150 

112 
256 
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 petitions discretionary petitions cases 
cases petitions granted petitions granted Court are 

State/Courf name: disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed lype m o d  

States wlth one court of last resort and one lntermedlate appellate court 
ALASKA 

Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 
District Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

394 
403 
797 

79 A 
3,240 
3,3+9 

457 c 
827 

1,284 

101 A 
10,577 
10,678 

(6) 
2,028 

(C) 
1,026 

534 
13,559 
14,093 

(6) 
1,986 B 

255 
66 

321 

905 B 
63 

968 

(C) 
NJ 

4,052 
7,334 

11,386 

1,001 B 
NJ 

1,001 

278 C 
NA 

1,426 
1,839 
3,265 

1,615 B 
683 

2,298 

NA 
23 

61 B 
NA 

(C) 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
(B) 

649 COLR 1 
469 426 IAC 1 

1,118 

984 140 COLR 6 
3,303 IAC 6 
4,287 

457 457 -COLR 2 
827 827 IAC 2 

1,284 1,284 

4,153 
17,911 
22,064 

1,001 
2,028 
3,029 

278 

1,960 
15,398 
17,358 

1,615 
2,669 
4,284 

COLR 6 
IAC 2 

COLR 1 
2,028 IAC 1 

COLR 1 
IAC 1 

COLR 1 
IAC 1 

COLR 2 
1,986 IAC 2 

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

TOTAL CASES FILED 

StatelCourt name: 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court 
Intermediate Court of Appeals 
State Total 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
Stale Total 

ILL1 NOlS 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

IOWA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court ** 
Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

Total 
Total Total disaetionary 

mandatory discretionary 
cases 
filed - 

715 
120 
835 

382 B 
227 
609' 

882 
8,119 B 
9,001 * 

NA 
1,146 

801 B 
728 

1,529 

347 
1,176 B 
1,523 

258 
2,665 
2,923 

124 
3,967 
4,091 

petitions 
filed 

45 
NJ 
45 

76 
NJ 
76 

1,558 
(B) 

NA 
76 

371 A 
NJ 

371 

NA 
(B) 

686A 
92 

778 

2,657 
3,877 
6,534 

petitions 
filed 

granted 

10 
NJ 
10 

NA 
NJ 

210 
NA 

NA 
39 

NA 
NJ 

133 
NA 

NA 
NA 

395 
1,136 
1,531 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
petitions 

filed 
Filed 
per 

Number judge 

760 
120 
880 

458 
227 
685 

2,440 
8,119 

10,559 

1,222 

1,172 
728 

1,900 

1,176 

944 
2.757 
3.701 

2,781 
7,844 

10,625 

152 
40 

110 

92 
76 
86 

349 
239 
258 

102 

130 
121 
127 

118 

135 
197 
1 76 

397 
163 
193 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

Uiscretlonary 
petitions filed 

granted 
Filed 
per 

Number judge 

725 
120 
045 

227 

1,092 

1,185 

728 

480 

519 
5,103 
5,622 

145 
40 

106 

76 

156 

99 

121 

69 

74 
106 
102 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

State/Court name: 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court 
Intermediate Court of Appeals 
State Total 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

IOWA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court ** 
Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

Sum of 
Sum of mandatory 

Total mandatory casesand Point at 
Total Total discretionary cases and discretionary which 

mandatory discretionary petitions discretionary petitions cases 
cases petitions granted petitions 

disposed disposed disposed disposed 

609B 42 (B) 651 
129 NJ NJ 129 
738 * 42 780 

332 B 84 (B) 416 
162 NJ NJ 162 
494 84 578 

91 1 1,482 153 2,393 
7,648 B (B) NA 7,648 
8,559 10,041 

380 494 36 874 
1,062 75 38 1,137 
1,442 569 74 2.01 1 

899 B 291 A 51 A 1,190 
669 NJ NJ 669 

1,568 291 51 1,859 

459 NA NA 
1,174 B (B) NA 1,174 
1,633 

302 678 A NA 980 
2,243 77 NA 2,320 
2,545 755 3,300 

132 2,320 41 1 2.452 
3,429 3,002 1,156 7,231 
3,561 6,122 1,567 9,683 

granted Court are 
disposed type c o o  

609 COLR 2 
129 IAC 2 
738 

332 COLR 1 
162 IAC 4 
494 

1,064 COLR 1 
IAC 1 

416 COLR 6 
1,100 IAC 6 
1,516 

950 COLR 1 
669 IAC 4 

1,619 

COLR 5 
IAC 5 

COLR 6 
IAC 3 

543 COLR 2 
4,585 IAC 2 
5,128 
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1988. (continued) 

Statelcourt name: 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Special Appeals 
State Total 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judicial Court 
Appeals Court 
State Total 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

MlSSOU R I 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Div. Superior Court 
State Total 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

TOTAL CASES FILED 

Sum of mandatory Sum of mandatory 
cases and cases and 

discretionary dlscretlonary 
Total petitions petitions filed 

Total Total discretionary filed granted 
mandatory discretionary petitions Filed Filed 

cases 
filed 

242 B 
1,754 
1,996 

96 
1,394 B 
1,490 

4 
8,559 B 
8,563 

271 
2,065 
2,336 

63 
3,315 
3,378 

357 
6,458 B 
6.815 

1,076 
648 

1,724 

147 
1,351 B 
1,498 

petitions 
filed 

682 
220 
902 

563 
886 

1,449 

2,662 
(B) 

65 1 
331 A 
982 

1,056 
NJ 

1,056 

1,354 A 
NA 

252 
64 

316 

636 
446 

1,082 

filed per 
granted Number judge Number 

140 924 132 382 
22 1,974 152 1,776 

162 2,898 145 2,158 

196 659 94 292 
NA 2,280 228 

2,939 173 

79 2,666 381 83 
NA 8,559 476 

11.225 449 

137 922 132 408 
116 A 2,396 184 2,181 
253' 3,318 166 2,589 

114 1,119 160 177 
NJ 3,315 104 3,315 

114 4,434 114 3,492 

126A 1,711 244 483 
( 4  6,458 

6,941 

40 1.328 266 1,116 
663 15 

55 2.040 170 1,779 
712 102 

57 783 112 204 
71 1,797 150 1,422 

128 2,580 136 1,626 

Per 
judge 

55 
137 
108 

42 

12 

58 
168 
129 

25 
104 
90 

69 
23 1 
198 

223 
95 

148 

29 
119 
86 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

StatelCourt name: 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Special Appeals 
State Total 

MASSACHUSEllS 
Supreme Judicial Court 
Appeals Court 
State Total 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Tolal 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Div. Superior Court 
State Total 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

Total 
mandatory 

cases 
disposed 

183 B 
1,762 
1,945 

(B) 
NA 

(6) 
8,497 6 

250 
1,949 
2,199 

60 
3,145 
3,205 

349 
6,494 B 
6,843 * 

NA 
690 B 

Total 
discretionary 

petitions 
disposed 

776 
220 
996 

NA 
NA 

2,254 B 
(6) 

586 
330 A 
916 

1,064 
NJ 

1,064 

1,398 A 
NA 

NA 
(0) 

Sum of 
Sum of mandatory 

Total mandatory casesand 
discretionary cases and discretionary 

petitjons discretionary 
granted 

disposed 

NA 
NA 

288 B 
NA 

NA 
NA 

117 
122 A 
239 * 

177 
NJ 

177 

NA 
(e) 

NA 
NA 

petitions 
disposed 

959 
1,982 
2,941 

2,254 
8,497 

10,751 

836 
2,279 
3,115 

1,124 
3,145 
4,269 

1,747 

690 

petitions 
granted 

disposed 

Point at 
which 
cases 

Court are 
type counted 

COLR 
IAC 

2 
2 

288 COLR 2 
IAC 2 

367 
2,071 
2,438 

237 
3,145 
3,382 

6,494 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

1 
1 

5 
5 

213 727 62 940 275 COLR 2 
1,272 B 446 (8) 1,718 1,272 IAC 2 
1,485 1,173 2,658 1,547 
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1988. (continued) 

StateKourt name: 

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 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

WAS H I N GTO N 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

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 
filed 

367 
9 

376 

500 
10,005 
10,505 

192 
3,739 
3,931 

624 
307 
93 1 

443 
72 1 

1,164 

NA 
455 

123 B 
3,157 
3,280 

NJ 
2,147 
2.147 

petitions 
filed 

6 
NJ 

6 

1,770 
NJ 

1,770 

857 
NJ 

857 

26 A 
NJ 
26 

61 
20 
81 

1,439 
1,291 
2,730 

947 A 
372 

1,319 

915 
228 

1,143 

filed per Per 
granted Number Judge Number judge 

0 
NJ 

0 

203 
NJ 

203 

121 
NJ 

121 

26 
NJ 
26 

NA 
NA 

192 

373 75 367 
9 9 

382 76 376 

2,270 324 703 
10,005 173 10,005 
12,275 189 10,708 

1,049 150 313 
3,739 374 3,739 
4,788 282 4,052 

650 
307 51 307 
957 87 957 

504 101 
741 106 

1,245 104 

73 

75 

100 
173 
165 

45 
374 
238 

130 
51 
87 

250A 1,746 175 705 71 
442 

NA 1,070 119 
NA 3,529 221 

4,599 184 

181 915 131 181 26 
NA 2,375 183 

3,290 165 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

State/Court name: 

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 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

Total 
mandatory 

cases 
disposed 

405 
13 

418 

462 
9,668 

10,130 

322 B 
3,985 
4,307 

385 B 
367 
752 

617 B 
637 B 

1,254 

NA 
(8) 

154 B 
3,289 
3,443 

NJ 
2,368 
2.368 

Total 
discretionary 

petitions 
disposed 

5 
NJ 

5 

1,621 
NJ 

1,621 

871 
NJ 

871 

(B) 
NJ 

(B) 
(B) 

1,655 
1,454 B 
3,109 

1,060 A 
388 

1,448 

866 
162 

1,028 

Sum of 
Sum of mandatory 

Total mandatory cases and 
discretionary cases and discretionary 

petitions 
granted 
disposed 

9 
NJ 

0 

151 
NJ 

151 

(e) 
NJ 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

84 
NA 

184 
NA 

discretionary 
petitions 
disposed 

410 
13 

423 

2,083 
9,668 

11,751 

1,193 
3,985 
5,178 

385 
367 
752 

61 7 
637 

1,254 

1,454 

1,214 
3,677 
4,891 

866 
2,530 
3,396 

petitions 
granted 

disposed 

405 
13 

418 

613 
9,668 

10,281 

322 

4,307 
3,985 

367 

238 

184 

Court 

_type 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

Point at 
which 
cases 

are 
c o s d  

1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

2 
4 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

5 
1 
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1988. (continued) 

StatelCourt name: 

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 

RHOOE ISLAND 
Supreme Court 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court 

TOTAL CASES FILED 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
Total petitions 

Total Total discretionary filed 
mandatory discretionary petitions Filed 

cases petitions filed per 
filed filed granted Number judge - -  

States with no intermediate appellate court 

473 6 

1,624 

528 C 

919 

597 

1,103 0 

991 

NJ 

410 

428 B 

620 

NJ 

357 

4 A  

61 

(C)  

0 

31 

(B) 

NJ 

504 

189 

35 A 

32 

1,621 

NJ 

NA 

9 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NJ 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

789 

NJ 

477 

1,685 

528 

919 

628 

1,103 

99 1 

504 

599 

463 

652 

1,621 

357 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
petitions filed 

granted 
Filed 
per 

Number judge 

95 

187 1,633 181 

75 

102 

90 

158 

198 991 198 

101 

120 

93 

130 

324 789 158 

71 357 71 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

StatelCourt name: 

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 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court 

Sum of 
Sum of mandatory 

Total mandatory casesand 
Total Total discretionary cases and discretionary 

mandatory discretionary petitions discretionary 
cases petitions granted petitions 

disposed disposed disposed dlsposed 

States with no intermediate appellate court 

407 B 

1,602 

507 c 

793 

655 B 

1,094 B 

922 

NJ 

403 

463 B 

593 

NJ 

334 

NA 

4 

NA 

0 

NA 

NA 

NJ 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

756 

NJ 

410 

1,667 

507 

793 

655 

1,094 

922 

543 

581 

463 

625 

1,775 

334 

petitions 
granted 

disposed 

1,606 

793 

922 

756 

334 

court 

type 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COIR 

Point at 
which 
cases 

are 
c o n  

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1988. (continued) 

TOTAL CASES FILED 

StatelCourt name: 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
Total petitions 

Total Total discretionary filed 
mandatory discretionary petitions Filed 

filed filed granted Number judge 
cases petitions filed Per - -  
Slates with multlple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court 829 
Court of Civil Appeals 529 
Court of Criminal Appeals 1,784 
State Total 3,142 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals 324 B 
Appellate Div. of the Supreme Court 10,740 B 
Appellate Terms of the Supreme Crt. 2,192 B 
State Total 13,256 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court 809 
Court of Criminal Appeals 1,046 B 
Court of Appeals 1,362 
State Total 3,217 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court 121 
Superior Court 6,439 B 
Commonwealth Court 3,164 A 
State Total 9,724 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court 161 
Court of Appeals 994 
Court of Criminal Appeals 889 

- State Total 2,044 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 3 
Court of Criminal Appeals 3,578 
Courts of Appeals 8,250 
State Total 11,831 

765 
NJ 
NJ 

765 

4,280 
(E) 
(8) 

295 

NJ 
(B) 

2,207 C 
NA 
45 

820 
103 
67 

990 

1,243 
1,416 

NJ 
2,659 

NA 
NJ 
NJ 

NA 
NA 
NA 

64 
82 
NJ 

146 

230 C 

NA 
(6) 

64 
12 
25 

101 

1 75 
307 
NJ 

482 

1,594 
529 

1,784 
3,907 

4,604 
10,740 
2,192 

17,536 

1,104 
1,046 
1,362 
331 2 

2,328 

3,209 

981 
1,097 

956 
3,034 

1,246 
4,994 
8,250 

14,490 

177 
176 
357 
230 

658 
229 
146 
254 

123 
349 
114 
146 

333 

357 

196 
91 

106 
117 

138 
555 
103 
148 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
petitions filed 

granted 
Filed 
Per 

Number judge 

529 
1,784 

873 
1,128 
1,362 
3,363 

35 1 
6,439 

225 
1,006 

914 
2,145 

178 
3,885 
8,250 

12,313 

176 
357 

97 
376 
114 
140 

50 
429 

45 
84 

102 
83 

20 
432 
103 
126 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

StatelCourt name: 

Sum of 
Sum of mandatory 

Total mandatory cases and 
Total Total discretionary cases and discretionary 

mandatory discretionary petitions discretionary 
cases petitions granted petitions 

disposed disposed disposed disposed 

States with multiple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court 994 
Court of Civil Appeals 576 
Court of Criminal Appeals 1,774 
State Total 3.344 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals 369 
Appellate Div. of the Supreme Court 13,225 B 
Appellate Terms of the Supreme Crt. 2,124 B 
State Total 15,718 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court 852 B 
Court of Criminal Appeals 693 
Court of Appeals 1,215 
State Total 2,760 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court NA 
Superior Court 6,416 B 
Commonwealth Court 4,392 8 
State Total 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court (8) 
Court of Appeals 1.01 5. B 
Court of Criminal Appeals 
State Total 

794 B 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 3 
Court of Criminal Appeals 3,546 
Courts of Appeals 7,984 
State Total 11,533 

603 
NJ 
NJ 

603 

3,392 
(B) 
(8) 

231 A 
29 1 
NJ 

522 

NA 
NA 
(e) 

1,057 B 
97 
35 A 

1,189 

1,168 
1,437 

NJ 
2,605 

NA 
NJ 
NJ 

160 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NJ 

NA 
(6) 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 

120 
233 
NJ 

353 

1,597 
576 

1,774 
3,947 

3,761 
13,225 
2,124 

19,110 

1,083 
984 

1,215 
3,282 

4,392 

1,057 
1,112 

829 
2,998 

1,171 
4,983 
7,984 

14,138 

petitions 
granted 

disposed 

576 
1,774 

529 

1,215 

6,416 

123 
3,779 
7,984 

11,886 

Court 

type 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

corn 
COLR 

IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
COLR 

IAC 

Point at 
which 
cases 

are 
a+ 

1 
1 
1 

1 
2 
2 

1 
2 
4 

6 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

1 
5 
1 
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Table 2: Reported total caseload for all stale appellate courts, 1988. (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

COLR - Court of last resort 
IAC - Intermediate appellate court 

POINTS AT WHICH CASES ARE COUNTED: 

1 
2 = At the filing of trial record 
3 
4 - At transfer 
5 0 Other 
6 0 Varies 

NOTE: 

NJ - - Inapplicable 

( ) = 

At the nolice of appeal 

0 At the filing of trial record and complete briefs 

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

Mandatory and dlscretlonary jurlsdlctlon cases 
cannot be separately identilied. Data are reported 
wilhin the jurisdiclion where the court has the majority 
of its caseload. 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

'See the qualifying footnote for each court wilhin the state. 
Each footnote will have impact on the state's total. 

'7olaI discretionary pelitions filed, granted, and disposed in 
the Louisiana Supreme Court do not include 224 wrils that 
were granled and transferred. 

A: 

This case type is not handled in this court. 

The following courts' data are incomplete: 

mandatory Judge dlsclpllnary cases. 

data do not include mandatory judge dlsclpllnary 
cases. Mandatory disposed data do not include 
dlsclpllnary cases which are estimated to make 
the told less than 75% complete. Total 
dlscretlonery petltlons granted do no1 include 
orlglnal proceedlngs and admlnlstratlve egency 
cases. 

Conneclicut-Supreme Court-Data do not include 
some unclasslfled eppeals and judge 
dlsclpllnary cases. 

Delaware-Supreme Court--Data do not 
Include some dlscretlonary Interlocutory 
declslon cases, which are reported with 
mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases. 

Georgia-Supreme Court-Dlscretlonary petltlons 
granted do not Include Interlocutory dectslons. 

lowa-Supreme Court--Data do not include 
dlscretlonary petltlons that were dismissed by 
the court, which are reported with mendetory 
Jurlsdlctlon cases. Dlscretionary petltlons 
granted and disposed do not include some 
discretionary orlglnel proceedlngs. 

Kentucky-Supreme Court-Data do not include some 
discretionary unclasslfled petltlons. 

Minnesota-Court of Appeals-Total dtscrettonary 
petltlons do no1 Include dtscrettonary petittons 
of flnal judgments lhat were denied. Total 
dlscretlonary petitlons granted do not include 
'olhef dlscretlonery petltlons granted. 

New Jersey-Supreme Court-Data do not include 
dlscretlonary Interlocutory declslons. 

Oklahoma-Supreme Court-Disposed data do not 
Include some dlscretlonary petltlons which are 
reported with mandatory Jurlsdlctlon cases. 

Pennsylvania-Commonwealth Court-Filed 

Arizona-Supreme Court-Dala do not include 

Califomia-Supreme Court-Total mandatory flled 

mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases do no1 Include 
lransfers from the Superior Court and the Court of 
Common Pleas. 

South Carolina--Supreme Court-Filed data do not 
Include dlscretlonary petltlons that were denied or 
otherwise dismissedwithdrawn, or settled. 

South Dakola-Supreme Court-Data do not Include 
advlsory opinions reported with mandatory 
Jurlsdlctlon cases. 

Virginia-Court of Appeals-Filed data do not include 
orlglnal proceedlng pellllons granted. 

Washinglon-Supreme Court--Data do not include some 
dlscretlonery petltlons. 

B: The following courts' data are overlnclusive: 
Arizona-Supreme Court-Data include mandetory 

judge dlsclpllnary cases. 
Colorado-Supreme Court-Disposed data include 

mandatory Jurlsdlctlon cases. 
Delaware-Supreme Courl-Data include some 

dlscretlonary petltlons and filed data include 
discretionary petltlons that were granted. 

Georgia-Supreme Court-Total mandatory flled data 
Include a few dlscretlonery petltlons that were 
granted and refiled as appeals. Dlscretlonary 
petitions disposed data represent some double 
counting because they include all mandatory 
appeals and dlscretlonery petltlons granted that 
are refiled as a mandatory case. 
-Court of Appeals-Total mandatory data Include all 
dlscretlonery petltlons that were granted and 
refiled as appeals. 

Hawaii-Supreme Court-Data Include a few 
dlscretlonary petltlons granted. 

Idaho-Supreme Court-Data Include dlscretlonary 
petlttons reviewed on the merits. Mandatory 
disposed data include petitions granted disposed. 

Illinois-Appellate Court-Data Include all dlscretlonary 
petltlons. 

lowa-Supreme Court-Data Include some 
dlscretionary petltlons that were dismissed by lhe 
Court. 

Kansas-Court of Appeals-Data include all 
dlscretlonery petltlons. 

Maryland-Court of Appeals-Data Include 
dlscretlonary petltlons that were granted and 
refiled as eppeals. 

Massachuselts--Supreme Court-Disposed data Include 
all mandatory appeals disposed. 
-Appeals Court-Data include all dlscretlonary 
petltlons. 

Michigan-Supreme Court-Disposed data Include 
mandatory lurlsdlctlon cases. 
-Court of Appeals-Total mandatory data Include 
dlscretlonary petltlons. 

MontanaSuprerne Court-Mandatory cases disposed 
include all dlscretlonery petltlons. 

Nebraska-Supreme Court--Data indude all 
dlscretlonary petlttons. 

New Jersey-Appellate Dlvlslon of Superior Court-Data 
Include all dlscretlonery petltlons that were 
granted. 

New Mexico-Court of Appeals-Disposed data Include 
all dlscretlonary petltlons. 

New York-Appellate Dlvlsions of Supreme Court-Data 
include all dtscrettonary petltlons. 
-Appellate Terms of Supreme Court-Data Include all 
dlscretionary petltlons. 

North Carolina--Court of Appeals--Mandatory flled data 
Include dlscretlonary petltlons that were granted 
and refiled as appeals. 

Oklahoma-Supreme Court-Disposed data Include 
some dlscretlonary petitions. 
-Court of Criminal Appeals--Mandatory filed data 
Include all dlscretlonary petltlons. 
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TABLE 2: Reporled Total Caseload for State Appellate Courts, 1988. (continued) 

Oregon-Supreme Court-Disposed data Include all 
discretionary petltlons that were granted. 

Pennsylvanla-Superior Court-Data include all 
discretionary petltlons that were granted. 
-Commonwealth Court-Disposed data include ail 
dlscretionary petitions. 

South Carolina--Supreme Court-Disposed data 
include all dlscretlonary petltlons that were 
disposed. 

South Dakota-Filed data lndude dlscretlonary 
advlsory oplnlons. Mandatory Jurlsdlction 
dispositions Include all discretionary petitions. 

TennesseeSupreme Court-Dlscretlonery petltlons 
disposed data include all mandatory jurisdiction 
cases. 
-Court of Criminal Appeals--Mandatory 
jurlsdlctlon disposed data include some 
dlscretlonary petitions. 

Utah-Supreme Court--Disposed data include all 
dlscretlonary petitions. 
-Court o! Appeal+Disposed data Include all 
dlscretionary petitions. 

Virginia-Court of Appeals--Discretionary petttions 
disposed data Include all mandatory Jurlsdlctlon 
cases. 

Washington-Supreme Court-Data include some 
discretionary petltlons. 

C: The following courts' data are both incomplete and 
overinclusive: 

Arkansas-Supreme Court-Dala include a few 
discretionary petitions, but do not include 
mandatory attorney dlscipllnary cases and 
certified questions from the federal courts. 

Connecticut-Supreme Court--Disposed data indude 
mandatory cases, but do not include some 
unclassified appeals and Judge dlscipllnary 
cases. 

Mains-Supreme Judlclal Court Slnlng as Law 
Court-Total mandatory Jurlsdlction data include 
discretionary petitions but do not include 
mandatory dlsclpllnary and advlsory oplnlon 
cases. 

Pennsylvania-Supreme Court-Total dlscretlonary 
Jurlsdictlon filed data include noncase motions, 
but do not include orlglnal proceadlng petltlons. 
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases 
in State Appellate Courts, 1988 

Disposed 
as a Number Filed 

Filed Disposed of filed judges Judge 
Court percent of Per 

StatelCourt name: type 

Slates with one court of last resort and one lntermedlate appellate court 

ALASKA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 
District Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court 
Intermediate Court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

363 
435 
798 

112 A 
3,902 
4,014 

400 c 
899 

1,299 ' 

319 A 
10,954 
11,273 

197 
1,946 
2,143 

86 
995 

1,081 

510 
14,195 
14,705 

639 B 
2,306 B 
2,945 ' 

715 B 
120 
835 

394 
403 
797 

79 A 
3,240 
3,319 * 

457 c 
827 

1,284 * 

101 A 
10,577 
10,678 

(B) 
2,028 
2,028 

NA 
1,026 

534 
13,559 
14,093 

(8) 
1,986 B 
1,986 

609 B 
129 
738 

109 
93 

100 

71 
83 
83 

114 
92 
99 

32 
97 
95 

104 

103 

105 
96 
96 

86 

85 
108 
88 

5 
3 
8 

5 
18 
23 

7 
6 

13 

7 
88 
95 

7 
13 
20 

7 
9 

16 

7 
46 
53 

7 
9 

16 

5 
3 
8 

73 
145 
100 

22 
21 7 
175 

57 
150 
100 

46 
124 
119 

28 
150 
107 

12 
111 
68 

73 
309 
277 

91 
256 
184 

143 
40 

104 

Filed 
Per 

100,000 
population 

69 
83 

153 

3 
112 
115 

17 
38 
54 

1 
39 
40 

6 
59 
65 

3 
31 
33 

4 
115 
119 

10 
36 
46 

65 
11 
76 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases 
in State Appellate Courts, 1988. (continued) 

StateICourt name: 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

IOWA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Special Appeals 
State Total 

MASSACHUSETR 
Supreme Judicial Court 
Appeals Court 
State Total 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

Court 

type 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

Disposed 
as a 

percent 
Filed Disposed of filed 

382 B 
227 
609 

882 
8,119 B 
9,001 * 

NA 
1,146 

801 B 
728 

1,529 

347 
1,176 B 
1,523 

258 
2,665 
2,923 

124 
3,967 
4,091 

242 B 
1,754 
1,996 

96 
1,394 B 
1,490 * 

4 
8,559 B 
8.563 

332 B 
162 
494 

91 1 
7,648 B 
8,559 

380 
1,062 
1,442 

899 B 
669 

1,568 

459 
1,174 B 
1,633 

302 
2,243 
2,545 

132 
3,429 
3,561 

183 B 
1,762 
1,945 * 

(E) 
NA 

(B) 
8,497 B 
8,497 

87 
71 
81 

103 
94 
95 

93 

112 
92 

103 

132 
100 
107 

117 
84 
87 

106 
86 
87 

76 
100 
97 

99 

Number 
of 

judges 

5 
3 
8 

7 
34 
41 

5 
12 
17 

9 
6 

15 

7 
10 
17 

7 
14 
21 

7 
48 
55 

7 
13 
20 

7 
10 
17 

7 
18 
25 

Filed 
Per 

Judge 

76 
76 
76 

126 
239 
220 

96 

89 
121 
102 

50 
118 
90 

37 
190 
139 

18 
83 
74 

35 
135 
100 

14 
139 
88 

1 
476 
343 

Filed 
Per 

100,000 
population 

38 
23 
61 

8 
70 
78 

21 

28 
26 
54 

14 
47 
61 

7 
72 
78 

3 
90 
93 

5 
38 
43 

2 
24 
25 

0 
93 
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 

StateKourt name: 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Div. Superior Court 
State Total 

NEW MEXl CO 
Supreme 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 

Court 

type 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

a s a  
percent 

Filed Disposed of filed 

271 
2,065 
2,336 

63 
3,315 
3,378 

357 
6,458 B 
6,815 

1,076 
648 

1,724 

147 
1,351 B 
1,498 

367 
9 

3 76 

500 
10,005 
10,505 

192 
3,739 
3,931 

624 
307 
93 1 

443 
72 1 

1,164 

250 
1,949 
2,199 

60 
3,145 
3,205 

349 
6,494 B 
6,843 * 

NA 
690 B 

213 
1,272 B 
1,485 * 

405 
13 

418 

462 
9,668 

10,130 

322 B 
3,985 
4,307 

385 B 
367 
752 

617 B 
637 B 

1,254 

92 
04 
94 

95 
95 
95 

98 
101 
100 

145 
94 
99 

110 
144 
111 

92 
97 
96 

107 

120 

Number Filed Per 
of per 100,000 

ludges judge population 

7 39 6 

20 117 54 
13 159 4a 

7 9 1 
32 104 64 
39 87 66 

7 51 5 
28 23 1 84 
35 195 88 

5 215 71 
7 93 43 

12 144 114 

7 21 2 
12 113 21 
19 79 23 

5 73 55 
0 1 
5 75 56 

7 71 5 
58 173 92 
65 162 97 

7 27 7 
10 374 135 
17 23 1 142 

5 125 18 
6 51 9 

11 85 27 

5 89 26 
7 103 43 

12 07 69 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases 
in State Appellate Courts, 1988. (continued) 

StateCourt name: 

ViRGlNlA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

WASH I NGTO N 
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 
asa 

court percent 
Filed Disposed of filed type 

COLR NA NA 
IAC 455 (B) 

COLR 123 B 154B 125 
IAC 3,157 3,289 104 

3,280 3,443 105 

COLR NJ NJ 
IAC 2,147 2,368 110 

2,147 2,368 110 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

corn 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLA 

COLR 

COLR 

473 B 

1,624 

528 C 

919 

597 

1,103 B 

991 

NJ 

410 

428 B 

620 

407 B 

1,602 

507 c 

793 

6558 

1.094 B 

922 

NJ 

403 

4 N  B 

593 

86 

99 

96 

86 

99 

93 

98 

108 

96 

Number 
of 

ludges 

7 
10 
17 

9 
16 
25 

7 
13 
20 

5 

9 

7 

9 

7 

7 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Filed 
per 

Judge 

46 

14 
197 
131 

165 
107 

- 95 

180 

75 

102 

85 

158 

198 

82 

86 

124 

Filed 
per 

100,ooO 
population 

8 

3 
68 
71 

44 
44 

72 

263 

44 

35 

74 

69 

94 

41 

60 

111 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases 
In State Appellate Courts, 1988. (contlnued) 

State/Court name: 

Disposed 
a s a  Number 

Filed Disposed of filed Judges 
Court percent of 

type 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals COLR NJ NJ 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court COLR 357 334 94 

States wlth multiple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court COLR 
Court of Civil Appeals IAC 
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC 
State Total 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals COLR 
Appellate Div. of the Supreme Court IAC 
Appellate Terms of the Supreme Crt. IAC 
State Total 

OKUHOMA 
Supreme Court COLR 
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 
Court of Appeals IAC 
State Total 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court COLR 
Superior Court IAC 
Commonwealth Court IAC 
State Total 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court COLR 
Court of Appeals IAC 
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC 
State Total 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court COLR 
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 
Courts of Appeals IAC 
State Total 

829 
529 

1,784 
3,142 

324 B 
10,740 B 
2,192 B 

13,256 * 

809 
1,046 B 
1,362 
3,217 

121 
6,439 B 
3,164 A 
9,724 

161 
994 
889 

2,044 

3 
3,578 
8,250 

1 1,831 

994 
576 

1,774 
3,344 

369 B 
13,225 B 
2,124 B 

15,718 

852 B 
693 

1,215 
2,760 

NA 
6,416 B 
4,392 B 

NA 
1,015 B 

794 B 

3 
3,546 
7,984 

11,533 

120 
109 
99 

106 

114 
123 
97 

119 

89 

100 

100 
99 
97 
97 

5 

5 

9 
3 
5 

17 

7 
47 
15 
69 

9 
3 

12 
24 

7 
15 
9 

31 

5 
12 
9 

26 

9 
8 

80 
98 

Filed 
Per 

Judge 

71 

92 
176 
357 
185 

46 
229 
146 
192 

80 
349 
114 
134 

17 
429 
352 
314 

32 
83 
99 
79 

0 
398 
103 
121 

Filed 
Per 

100,000 
population 

75 

20 
13 
43 
77 

2 
60 
12 
74 

25 
32 
42 
99 

1 
54 
26 
81 

3 
20 
18 
42 

0 
21 
49 
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 Courl 

NOTE: NA indicates that Ihe data are unavailable. Blank 
spaces indicate that a calculation is inappropriate. 

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

(e): Mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases cannot be separately 
Identified and are reported with dlscretlonary 
petltlons. (See Table 4) 

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 impacl on the state total. 

A: The following courts' data are Incomplete: 
Arizona--Supreme Court-Data do not include Judge 

dlsclplinary cases. 
California-Supreme Court--Filed data do not include 

judge disciplinary cases. Discretionary disposed 
data do not include dlsclpllnary cases, which are 
estimated lo make the total less than 75% 
complete. 

not include transfers from the Superior Court and 
the Court of Common Pleas. 

Pennsylvania--Commonwealth Court-Filed data do 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Delaware--Supreme Court-Data include some 

discretlonary petltlons and discretlonary 
petltlons that were granted. 

Georgia--Supreme Court-Mandatory jurlsdlctlon 
filed data include discretionary petltlons that 
were granted and refiled as appeals. 
-Court of Appeals--Mandatory jurlsdictlon data 
include dlscretlonary petltlons that were granted 
and refiled as appeals. 

Hawaii--Supreme Court-Data include dlscretionary 
petltlons that were granted, and refiled as 
appeals. 

Idaho--Supreme Court-Data include dlscretlonary 
petltlons reviewed on the merits. Disposed data 
include petitions granted disposed. 

Illinois-Appellate Court-Data include dlscretlonary 
petltlons. 

Iowa-Supreme Court-Filed data include 
dlscretlonary orlglnal proceedings. Disposed 
data include some discretionary cases that were 
dismissed. 

dlscretlonary cases. 

dlscretlonary petltlons that were granted and 
refiled as appeals. 

Kansas--Court of Appeals--Data include all 

Maryland-Court of Appeals-Data include 

Massachusetts-Appeals Court-Filed data include a 
small number of dlscretlonary Interlocutory 
declslon petltlons. 

Michigan-Court of Appeals-Data include 
dlscretlonary petltlons. 

Montana-Supreme Court-Disposed data include all 
dlscretlonary petltlons. 

Nebraska-Supreme Court--Data include all 
dlscretlonary petitions. 

New JersepAppellate Division of Superior Court- 
Data include dlscretlonary petltlons that were 
granted. 

New Mexico-Court of Appeals-Disposed data 
Include dlscretlonary petltlons. 

New York-Court of Appeals-Data include granted 
dlscretlonary petltlons that were disposed. 

-Appellate Divisions of Supreme Court-Data 
Include dlscretlonary petltlons. 
-Appellate Terms of Supreme Court-Data 
include discretionary petltlons. 

North Carolina--Court of Appeals-Data include 
dlscretlonary petltlons that were granted, and 
refiled as appeals. 

Oklahoma-Supreme Court-Disposed data include 
granted dlscretlonary petitions that were 
disposed. 
-Court of Criminal Appeals-Filed data include 
all dlscretlonary jurlsdlctlon cases. 

Oregon--Supreme Court-Disposed data include 
dlscretlonary petltlons that were granted. 

Pennsylvania-Superior Court-Data Include all 
discretionary petltlom that were granted. 
-Commonwealth Court-Disposed data include 
dlscretlonary petltlons. 

South Carolina--Supreme Court-Disposed data 
include all dlscretlonary petitions that were 
disposed. 

South Dakota-Supreme Court-Disposed data 
include all dlscretlonary jurlsdlctlon cases. 
Filed data include advlsory opinions. 

Tennessee-Court of Criminal Appeals-Data 
include some dlscretlonary petltlons. 
-Court of Appeals-Disposed data include some 
dlscretlonary petltlons. 

Utah-Supreme Court-Disposed data include 
dlscretlonary petltlons. 

Washington-Supreme Court--Data include some 
dlscretlonary petltlons. 

The following courts' data are both incomplete and 
overinclusive: 

Arkansas--Supreme Court--Data include a few 
dlscretlonary petltlons, but do not include 
mandatory attorney dlsclpllnary cases and 
certifled questlons from the federal courts. 

Maine-Supreme Judicial Court Sitting as Law 
Court-Data include discretionary petition 
cases, but do not Include mandatory 
dlsclpllnary and advlsory oplnlon cases. 

C: 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
in State Appellate Courts, 1988 

StatelCourt name: 

ALASKA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 
District Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

Disposed 
a s a  Number 

Court percent of 
type- Filed Disposed o f d  judges 

Stales with one court of last resort end one lntermedlete appellate court 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court 
intermediate Court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 244 
IAC 62 

306 

COLR 1,018 B 
IAC 60 

1,078 

COLR (C) 
IAC NJ 

COLR 4,351 
IAC 7,005 

1 1,356 

COLR 
IAC 

825 
NJ 

825 

COLR 162 A 
IAC 98 

260 

COLR 1,316 
IAC 2,285 

3,60 1 

COLR 998 
IAC 71 7 

1,715 

COLR 45 
IAC NJ 

4s 

255 
66 

32 1 

905 0 
63 

968 * 

(C) 
NJ 

4,052 
7,334 

11,386 

1,001 0 
NJ 

1,001 

278 C 
NA 

1,426 
1,839 
3,265 

1,615 B 
683 

2,298 

42 
NJ 
42 

105 
106 
105 

89 
105 
90 

93 
105 
100 

108 
80 
91 

95 

93 

93 

5 
3 
8 

5 
18 
23 

7 
6 

13 

7 
88 
95 

7 
13 
20 

7 
9 

16 

7 
46 
53 

7 
9 

16 

5 
3 
8 

Filed 
Per 

ludge 

49 
21 
38 

204 
3 

47 

622 
80 

120 

118 

41 

23 
11 
16 

188 
50 
68 

143 
80 

107 

9 

6 

Filed 
Per 

100,000 
populaUon 

47 
12 
59 

29 
2 

31 

15 
25 
40 

25 

25 

5 
3 
8 

11 
19 
29 

16 
11 
27 

4 

4 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
in State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued) 

State/Court name: 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

IOWA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Spedal Appeals 
State Total 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judicial Court 
Appeals Court 
State Total 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

court 

type 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

Filed 

76 
NJ 
76 

1,558 
(6) 

NA 
76 

371 A 
NJ 

371 

NA 
(e) 

686 A 
92 

778 

2,657 
3,877 
6,534 

682 
220 
902 

563 
886 

1,449 

2,662 
(6) 

Disposed 

84 
NJ 
84 

1,482 
(B) 

494 
75 

569 

291 A 
NJ 

291 

NA 
(B) 

678 A 
77 

755 

2,320 
3,802 
6,122 

776 
220 
996 

NA 
NA 

2,254 B 
(6) 

Disposed 
asa 

percent 
of filed - 

111 

111 

95 

99 

78 

78 

99 
a4 
97 

87 
98 
94 

114 
100 
110 

Number 
of 

judges 

5 
3 
8 

7 
34 
41 

5 
12 
17 

9 
6 

15 - 

7 
10 
17 

7 
14 
21 

7 
48 
55 

7 
13 
20 

7 
10 
17 

7 
18 
25 

Filed 
per 

judge 

15 

10 

223 

6 

41 

25 

98 
7 

37 

380 
81 

119 

97 
17 
45 

80 
89 
85 

380 

Filed 
Per 

100,OOO 
population 

8 

8 

13 

1 

13 

13 

18 
2 

21 

60 
88 

148 

15 
5 
20 

10 
15 
25 

29 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
In State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued) 

State/Court name: 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Div. Superior Court 
State Total 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme 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 

Court 

type 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

Filed 

65 1 
331 A 
982 

1,056 
NJ 

1,056 

1,354 A 
NA 

252 
64 
316 

636 
446 

1,082 

6 
NJ 
6 

1,770 
NJ 

1,770 

857 
NJ 
857 

26 A 
NJ 
26 

61 
20 
81 

Disposed 

586 
330 A 
916 * 

1,064 
NJ 

1,064 

1,398 A 
NA 

NA 
(B) 

727 
446 

1,173 

5 
NJ 

5 

1,621 
NJ 

1,621 

871 
NJ 
871 

(e) 
NJ 

(B) 
(B) 

Disposed 
asa 

percent 
O B  

90 
100 
93 

101 

101 

103 

114 
100 
108 

83 

83 

92 

92 

102 

102 

Number 
of 

judges 

7 
13 
20 

7 
32 
39 

7 
28 
35 

5 
7 
12 

7 
12 
19 

5 
0 
5 

7 
58 
65 

7 
10 
17 

5 
6 

1 1  

5 
7 
12 

Filed 
Per 

ludge 

93 
25 
49 

151 

27 

193 

50 
9 
26 

91 
37 
57 

1 

1 

253 

27 

122 

50 

5 

2 

12 
3 
7 

Flled 
Per 

100,ow 
population 

15 
8 
23 

21 

21 

18 

17 
4 
21 

10 
7 
17 

1 

1 

16 

16 

31 

31 

1 

1 

4 
1 
5 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
in State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued) 

Disposed 
a s a  

Court percent 
type- Filed Disposed $f~& 

Filed 
Filed per 
per 1oo,oO0 

judge population 

Number 
of 

judges State/Court name: 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 1,439 1,655 115 
IAC 1,291 1,454 B 

2,730 3,109 

7 
10 
17 

206 24 
129 21 
161 45 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 947 A 1,060 A 112 
IAC 372 388 104 

1,319 1,440 * 110 

9 
16 
25 

105 20 
23 8 
53 28 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 915 866 95 
IAC 228 162 71 

1,143 1,028 90 

7 
13 
20 

131 19 
18 5 
57 24 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court 1 

10 

COLR 4 A  3 A  75 5 -  1 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals COLR 61 65 107 8 8 

MAINE 
Supreme Judicial Court 7 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 9 

MONTANA 
Supreme Court COLR 31 (6) 7 4 4 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court 7 

NEVADA 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ 5 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court COLR 504 543 108 5 101 46 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court COLR 189 1 78 94 5 38 19 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 3 5 A  (6) 5 7 5 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court COLR 32 32 100 5 6 6 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
in State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued) 

Disposed 
a s a  

court percent 
Statelcourt name: type- Filed Disposed 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals COLR 1,621 1,775 110 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ 

States with multlple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court COLR 
Court of Civil Appeals IAC 
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC 
State Total 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals COLR 
Appellate Div. of the Supreme Court IAC 
Appellate Terms of the Supreme Crt. IAC 
State Total 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court COLR 
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 
Court of Appeals IAC 
State Total 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court COLR 
Superior Court IAC 
Commonwealth Court IAC 
State Total 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court COLR 
Court of Appeals IAC 
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC 
State Total 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court COLR 
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 
Courts of Appeals IAC 
State Total 

765 
NJ 
NJ 

765 

4,280 

(8) 

295 

NJ 
(B) 

2,207 C 
NA 
45 

820 
103 
67 

990 

1,243 
1,416 

NJ 
2.659 

603 
NJ 
NJ 

603 

3,392 
(B) 
(B) 

231 A 
291 
NJ 

522 

NA 
NA 
(B) 

1,057 B 
97 
3 5 A  

1,189 

1,168 
1,437 

NJ 
2,605 

79 

79 

79 

94 

94 
101 

98 

Number 
of 

judges 

5 

5 

9 
3 
5 

17 

7 
47 
15 
69 

9 
3 

12 
24 

7 
15 
9 

31 

5 
12 
9 

26 

9 
9 

80 
98 

Filed 

Filed per 
Per 100,OOO 

judge population 

324 86 

85 

45 

61 1 

33 

315 

5 

164 
9 
7 

38 

138 
157 

27 

19 

19 

24 

9 

18 

0 

17 
2 
1 
20 

7 
8 

16 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions in Stale 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. 

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

(E): Dlscretionery petltlons 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 foolnote has an inpact. on the state's total. 

A: The following courts' dala are incomplete: 
Connecticut-Supreme Court-Filed data do not 

include dlsclpllnary cases. 
Delaware-Supreme Court--Data do not include some 

discretionary Interlocutory petitlons and some 
discretionary advlsory opinions. 

Iowa-Supreme Court-Data do not include 
discretionary cases that were dismissed by the 
court. 

Kentucky-Supreme Court-Data do not indude some 
discretionary unclassified petltlons. 

Minnesota-Court of Appeals-Data do not include 
petitions of final judgments that were denied. 

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

Oklahoma--Supreme Court-Disposed data do not 
include discretionary petltlons granted and 
disposed. 

South Carolina--Supreme Court-Filed data do not 
include dlscretionery petltlons that were denied 
or otherwise dismissedkfithdrawn, or senled. 

South Dakota--Supreme Court-Filed data do not 
include advlsory oplnlonr which are reported with 
mandatory jurlsdlction cases. 

Tennessee-Court of Criminal Appeals-Disposed 
data do not indude some cases which are 
reported wilh mandetory jurlsdlction cases. 

Washington-Supreme Court-Data do not include 
some cases which are reported with mandatory 
jurlsdlctlon cases. 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Arizona-Supreme Court-Data include mandatory 

Judge dlsclpllnary cases. 
Colorado-Supreme Courl-Disposed data include all 

mandatory jurisdiction cases. 
Georgia-Supreme Court-Disposed data mdude all 

mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases and dlscretionary 
petltlons granted. that are reliled as a 
mandatory case. 

mandatory jurlsdlction cases. 

all mandatory jurlsdlction cases. 

mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases. 

Michigan-Supreme Court-Disposed data indude 

Tennessee-Supreme Court-Disposed dafa include 

Virginia--Court of Appeals-Disposed data indude all 

C: The following courts' data are both incompiete and 
overinclusive: 

mandatory cases. but do not include some 
undassihd appeals and judge dlsclpllnary 
Cases. 

Pennsylvania-Supreme Court--Filed data include non-case 
motions that could not be separated, but do not include 
original proceeding petitions. 

Connecticut-Supreme Court-Disposed data indude 
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TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted 
in State Appellate Courts, 1988 

StatelCourt name: 

ALASKA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 
District Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court 

Disaetionary Granted Disposed 
petitions: a s a  a s a  

Court filed granted percent percent 
type flled granted disposed o f d  ofgranted 

States wlth one court of last resort and one lntermedlate appellate court 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
Intermediate Court of Appeals IAC 
State Total 

244 
62 

306 

1,018 6 
60 

1,078 

NA 
NJ 

4,351 
7,005 

1 1,356 

825 
NJ 

825 

162 A 
98 

260 

1,316 
2,285 
3,601 

998 
71 7 

1,715 

45 
NJ 
45 

29 
NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

222 A 
599 
821 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

146 
NA 

10 
NJ 
10 

9 

NA 12 
23 

61 6 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 15 
NA 

NA 22 
NJ 

22 

Filed 
Number granted 

of per 
judges ludge 

5 6 
3 

5 
18 

7 
6 

7 32 
88 7 

7 
13 

7 
9 

7 
46 

7 21 
0 

5 2 
3 

(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) 

Statelcourt name: 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

IOWA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Special Appeals 
State Total 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judicial Court 
Appeals Court 
State Total 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

Court 

type 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

Discretionary 
petitions: 

filed 

76 
NJ 
76 

1,558 
NA 

NA 
76 

371 A 
NJ 

371 * 

NA 
NA 

686 A 
92 

778 

2,657 
3,877 
6,534 

682 
220 
902 

563 
886 

1,449 

2,662 
NA 

filed 
granted 

NA 
NJ 

210 
NA 

NA 
39 

NA 
NJ 

133 
NA 

NA 
NA 

395 
1136 
1,531 

140 
22 

162 

196 
NA 

79 
NA 

granted 
disposed 

NA 
NJ 

153 
NA 

36 
38 
74 

51 A 
NJ 
51 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

41 1 
1156 
1,567 

NA 
NA 

288 B 
NA 

NA 
NA 

Granted 
as a 

percent 
o f d  

Disposed Filed 
asa Number granted 

percent of 
ofgranted judges 

Per 
judge 

5 
3 

13 73 7 30 
34 

5 
51 97 12 3 

9 
6 

7 19 
10 

7 
14 

15 
29 
23 

21 
10 
18 

35 

3 

104 7 
102 48 
102 55 

7 
13 

7 
10 

7 
18 

56 
24 
28 

20 
2 

28 

11 

(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) 

SlatelCourt name: 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

MlSSOURl 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Div. Superior Court 
Slate Total 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme 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 

Court 

type 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

Discretionary 
petitions: 

filed 

65 1 
331 A 
982 

1,056 
NJ 

1,056 

1,354 A 
NA 

252 
64 

316 

636 
446 

1,082 

6 
NJ 

6 

1,770 
NJ 

1,770 

857 
NJ 

857 

26 A 
NJ 
26 * 

61 
20 
81 

filed 
granted 

137 
116 A 
253 

114 
NJ 

114 

126 A 
NA 

40 
15 
55 

57 
71 B 

128 - 
0 

NJ 
0 

203 
NJ 

203 

121 
NJ 

121 

26 
NJ 
26 

NA 
NA 

granted 
disposed 

117 
122 A 
239 * 

177 
NJ 

177 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

62 
NA 

0 
NJ 
0 

151 
NJ 

151 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

Granted 
a s a  

percent 
o f d  

21 
35 
26 

11 

11 

9 

16 
23 
17 

9 

0 

Disposed Filed 
asa Number granted 

percent of 
O f E e d  judges 

85 7 
105 .13 
94 20 

155 7 
32 

155 

7 
28 

5 
7 

109 7 
12 

5 
0 

Per 
judge 

20 
9 
13 

16 

18 

8 
2 

8 
6 

11 74 7 2 9  

11 74 
58 

14 

14 

7 17 
10 

5 5 
6 

5 
7 
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TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted 
m State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued) 

State/Court name: 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

WlSCOMSfN 
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 

Discretionary Granted Disposed Filed 
petitions: asa asa Number granted 

court filed granted percent percent of per 
type filed granted disposed ofRled of=d judges judge 

COLR 1,439 192 NA 13 
IAC 1,291 250 A NA 

2.730 442 * 

COLR 947 A NA 84 
IAC 372 NA NA 

1.319 * 

7 27 
10 25 

9 
16 

COLR 915 181 184 20 102 7 26 
IAC 228 NA NA 13 

1,143 

States wlth no Intermediate appellate courl 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

corn 

4 A  

61 

NA 

0 

31 

NA 

NJ 

504 

189 

35A 

32 

NA 

9 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NJ 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

4 

NA 

0 

NA 

NA 

NJ 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

15 44 

5 

0 1 

7 

9 

7 

7 

5 

5 

5 

5 

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) 

State/Court name: 

Discretionary Granted Disposed Filed 

Court filed granted percent percent of per 
type filed granted disposed o f m e d  Iudges 

petitions: asa a s a  Number granted 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals COLR 1,621 789 756 49 06 5 158 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ NJ 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court COLR 
Court of Civil Appeals IAC 
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC 
State Total 

States wlth multiple appellate courts at any level 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals COLR 
Appellate Div, of the Supreme Court IAC 
Appellate Terms of the Supreme Crt. IAC 
State Total 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court COLR 
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 
Court of Appeals IAC 
State Total 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court COLR 
Superior Court IAC 
Commonwealth Court IAC 
State Total 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court COLR 
Court of Appeals IAC 
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC 
State Total 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court COLR 
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 
Courts of Appeals IAC 
State Total 

765 NA NA 
NJ NJ NJ 
NJ NJ NJ 

765 

4,280 NA 160 
NA NA NA 
NA NA NA 

295 64 NA 
NA 82 NA 
NJ NJ NJ 

146 

2,207C 230 C NA 
NA NA NA 
45 NA NA 

820 64 NA 
103 12 NA 
67 25 NA 

990 101 

1,243 1 75 120 
1,416 307 233 

NJ NJ NJ 
2,659 482 353 

22 

10 

8 
12 
37 
10 

5 

9 
3 
5 

7 
47 
15 

9 7 
3 27 

12 

7 33 
15 
9 

5 13 
12 1 
9 3 

14 69 Q 19 
22 76 9 34 

18 73 
80 
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TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted in State Appellate 
Courts, 1988. (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

COLR - Court of Last Resort 
IAC - Intermediate Appellate Court 

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

NJ - Inapplicable 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

The absence of a qualifying footnote Indicates that 
data are complete. 

'See the qualifying footnote for each court In the 
state. Each foolnote has an Impact on the state's 
total. 

A: The lollowing courts' data are Incomplete: 

- This casetype Is not handled In this court 

Calilornia-Supreme Court-Filed data do not 
include orlglnal proceedlngs Initially 
heard In the Supreme Court that were 
granted. 

Connecticut-Supreme Court-Dlscretlonary 
petltlons filed data do not include 
dlsclpllnary cases. 

Delaware-Supreme Court--Discretionary 
petltlons filed data do not include some 
dlscretionary Interlocutory petltlons 
and some discretionary advlsory 
oplnlons. 

Iowa-Supreme Court-Disposed data do not 
Include some orlglnal proceedlngs. 

Kentucky-Supreme Court-Dtscretlonary 
petltlons filed data do not include some 
discretionary unclassified petitions. 

Minnesota-Court of Appeals-Data do not 
Include some petitions. 

New Jersey-Supreme Court-Filed data do 
not include dlscretlonary Interlocutory 
petltlons granted. 

Virginia--Court of Appeals-Filed data do not 
Include orlglnal proceedlngs petltlons 
granted. 

Washington-Supreme Court-Dlscretlonary 
petitions filed data do not include some 
cases reported with mandatory 
jurlsdlctlon cases. 

B: The followlng courts' data are overinclusive: 
Arizona-Supreme Court-Disposed data 

Massachusetts--Supreme Judicial Court 

North Carolina-Court of Appeals-Data 

Include mandatory judge disciplinary 
cases. 

-Disposed data Include all mandatory 
jurisdiction cases disposed. 

Include dlscretlonary petitlons granted 
that were disposed. 

C: The following court's data are incomplete and 

Pennsylvania-Supreme Court-Filing data 
Include motions that could not be 
separated, but do not Include orglnal 
proceeding petitions that were granted. 

overinclusive: 
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1988 

StateICourt 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 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 
District Courts of Appeal 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

HAWAJI 
Supreme Court 

Opinion Composilon of 
count is by: opinion count: Total 

per dispositions 
written slgned curiam memosl byslgned 

case document opinions opinions orders opinion - 
Slate8 with one court of leet resort end one lntermedlate appellate court 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
Intermediate Court of Appeals X 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

0 
0 

X 
X 

X 
X 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

X 
X 

0 
0 

0 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

0 
0 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
0 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
0 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

0 
0 

0 
some 

X 
0 

some 
m e  

0 
m e  

some 
m e  

0 
0 

0 
0 

some 
X 

X 
0 

0 
some 

0 
X 

193 
110 

86 
284 

378 
562 

122 
8,639 

244 
NA 

230 
462 

222 
4,346 

348 
1,724 

320 
120 

NA 
NA 

NA 
1,938 

328 
1,121 

Number d 
authorized 
jUStiCeSl 
judges 

5 
3 

5 
18 

7 
6 

7 
88 

7 
13 

7 
9 

7 
46 

7 
9 

5 
3 

5 
3 

7 
34 

5 
12 

Number of 
lawyer 
SUPpofl 

personnel 

11 
8 

16 
61 

14 
15 

48 
23 1 

14 
30 

14 
16 

15 
99 

14 
27 

14 
6 

11 
6 

26 
87 

16 
32 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1988 

Statelcourt 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 

MASSACHUSElTS 
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 Court 
Court of Appeals 

Opinion 
count is by: 

case - 
0 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

0 
0 

X 
X 

0 
0 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

0 
X 

X 
0 

X 
X 

written 
document 

X 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

X 
X 

0 
0 

X 
X 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

X 
0 

0 
X 

0 
0 

(continued) 

Composition of 
opinion count: 

signed 
opinions 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

per 
curiam 

opinions 

0 
0 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

0 
0 

0 
X 

X 
X 

0 
0 

X 
X 

0 
X 

0 
0 

0 
0 

memosl 
orders 

0 
0 

some 
some 

some 
some 

wme 
X 

0 
0 

0 
X 

0 
some 

0 
0 

some 
wme 

0 
X 

some 
0 

some 
X 

Total 
dispositions 

by signed 
opinion 

264 
418 

380 
822 

NA 
NA 

149 
2,972 

112 
230 

253 
169 

79 
4,869 

165 
61 1 

133 
1,556 

68 
NA 

220 
136 

188 
1,170 

Number of 
authorized 
justices/ 
judges 

9 
6 

7 
10 

7 
14 

7 
52 

7 
13 

7 
14 

7 
18 

7 
13 

7 
32 

7 
28 

5 
7 

7 
12 

Number of 
lawyer 
support 

personnel 

16 
6 

7 
18 

11 
19 

26 
138 

14 
29 

20 
32 

27 
82 

10 
31 

15 
54 

21 
54 

10 
20 

14 
28 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued) 

StatelCourt 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 

ViRGlNlA 
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 ComposiCon of 
count Is by: opinion count: 

case - 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

per 
written signed curiam 

document opinions opinions 

0 X X 
0 0 0 

0 X 0 
0 X 0 

0 X X 
0 X 0 

0 X X 
0 X X 

0 X X 
0 X X 

0 X X 
0 X X 

0 X X 
0 X X 

0 X X 
0 X 0 

memos/ 
orders - 
0 
0 

X 
X 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

some 
some 

0 
0 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

X 0 X 0 0 

X 0 X X 0 

0 X X 0 0 

X 0 X 0 X 

X 0 X 0 0 

Total 
disposltjons 

by signed 
o p I n I o n 

268 
NA 

NA 
4,718 

128 
606 

123 
336 

141 
289 

183 
180 

141 
1,375 

98 
1,2n 

55 

249 

343 

475 

363 

Number of 
authorized 

Judges 
justices/ 

5 
3 

7 
59 

7 
10 

5 
6 

5 
7 

7 
10 

9 
16 

7 
13 

5 

9 

7 

9 

7 

Number of 
lawyer 
support 

personnel 

10 .. 
20 

varies 

9 
16 

16 
11 

12 
10 

15 
12 

24 
50 

1 1  
26 

5 

26 

1 1  

21 

14 

(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 rnemosl by signed justices/ support 

case document opinions opinions orders opinion judges personnel - Statelcourt name: 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X X 487 7 14 

NEVADA 
Supreme Court 0 X X X 0 116 5 20 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 144 5 12 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 0 139 5 17 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court X 0 X X 0 194 5 8 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court X 0 X 0 0 217 5 8 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals X 0 X X some 249 5 21 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court X 0 X X some 1 78 5 12 

States with multiple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Civil Appeals 
Court of Criminal Appeals 

X 0 X X some 672 9 20 
X 0 X X X 40 1 3 6 
X 0 X 0 some 377 5 10 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals 0 X X 0 0 119 7 30 
Appellate Div. of the Supreme Court 0 
Appellate Terms of the Supreme C h  0 

X 
X 

X X some NA 
X X some NA 

47 136 
15 25 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court X 
Court of Criminal Appeals X 
Court of Appeals X 

0 
0 
0 

X X 0 199 
X X 0 NA 
X X X 1,215 

9 29 
3 16 

12 19 

PEN NSY LVANl A 
Supreme Court X 
Superior Court X 
Commonwealth Court 0 

0 
0 
X 

X 0 0 268 
X X X 4,405 
X X X 1,869 

7 NA 
15 NA 
9 36 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1988 (continued) 

Statelcourt name: 

Opinion Composition of 
count Is by: opinion count: 

per 
written signed curiam memos/ 

case document opinions opinions orders - 
TENNESSEE 

Supreme Court X 0 X X some 
Court of Appeals X 0 X X some 
Court of Criminal Appeals X 0 X X some 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 0 X X 0 0 
Court of Criminal Appeals X 0 X 0 0 
Courts of Appeals X 0 X 0 0 

CODES: 

X - Court follows this method when counting opinions 
0 - Court does not follow this method when counting opinions 
NA - Data are not available 

Total Number of 
dlsposltlons authorized 

by signed justices/ 
opinion Judges 

182 5 
81 1 12 
725 9 

93 9 
235 9 

5.066 80 

Number of 
lawyer 
support 

personnel 

9 
12 
9 

24 
22 

140 
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TABLE 7: Reported Natlonal Clvll and Crlmlnal Caseload for State Trial Courts, 1988 

Reported Caseload Filed Disposed 

Clvll cases: 

1. General jurisdiction courts: 

A. Number of reporled complete cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,601,482 
Number of courts reporting complete avil data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30 
Number of slates with general jurisdiction courts reporting complete 

data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25 
Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdlctlon 

courts reporting complete civil data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  44% 

8. Number of reported complete civil cases that Include other casetypes . . 3,003,957 

casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  18 

civil dala that Include other casetypes .................... 18 

courts reporting complete civil data that include other casetypes 

Number of courts reporting complete avil data that lndude other 

Number of states with general Jurisdiction courts reporting complete 

Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdictlon 

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

Number of courts reporting cases that are incomplete or incomplete and 

Number of states with general juriisdiction courts reporting cases that 

Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdiction courts 

. . . .  33 Y O  

include noncivil casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,767,346 

include noncivil casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 

are Incomplete or incomplete and include noncivil casetypes . . . . . .  e 

reporting cases that are Incomplete or incomplete and include noncivit 
casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  23% 

II. Limited Jurisdiction courts: 

A. Number of reported complete cases 5,677,889 

30 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of courts reporting complete civil data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  55 

reporting complete civil data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  63% 

Number of states with limited jurisdiction courts reporting complete data 
Percent of the total population of states with limited jurisdiction courts 

8. Number of reported complete civil cases that Include other casetypes . . 184,497 
1 

1 

Number of courts reporting complete civil data that indude other casetypes 

dala that include other casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of states with limited jurisdiction courts reporting complete avil 

Percent of the total population of states with limited jurisdiction courts 

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

Number of courts reporting cases that are lncomplele or incomplete and 

Number of states with limited jurisdiction courts reporting cases that 

Percent of the total population of states with limited jurisdiction courts 

reporting complete civil data that include other casetypes . . . . . . . .  7% 

Include noncivil casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,684,033 

include noncivil casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  18 

are incomplete or Incomplete and include nonchril casetypes . . . . . .  11 

reporting cases that are incomplete or incomplete and indude noncivil 
casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  31 % 

2,814,275 
27 

22 

41 % 

2,186,789 

13 

13 

26% 

2,743,920 

15 

15 

30% 

4,l 1 4 1  49 
45 
27 

59% 

21 1,906 
1 

1 

7% 

2,696,529 

22 

15 

36% 

(ConIInued on next page) 
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TABLE 7: Reported National Civil and Criminal Caseload for State Trial Courts, 1988. (continued) 

Filed Disposed Reported Caseload 

Crlmlnal cases: 

1. General jurisdiclion courts: 

A. Number of reporled complete cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of courts reporting complete data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of states with general jurisdiction courts reporting complete data 
Percent of the total population of states with general jurisdictlon courts 

reporting complete criminal data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
B. Number of reported complete criminal cases that indude other casetypes 

Number of courts reporting complete uiminal data that Include olher 
casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Number of slates with general jurkdictlon courts reporting complete 
criminal data that include other casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Percent of the total population 01 states wilh general jurisdiction courts 

C. Number of reported cases that are either incomplete or incomplele and 
include noncriminal casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Number of courts reporting eilher Incomplete dala or Incorr@m data that 
include noncriminal casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Number of states with general jurisdiction courts reporting either 
Incomplete criminal data or incomplete dala lhat include noncriminal 
casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Percent 01 the total population of states with general jurisdiction courts 
reportlng either Incomplete criminal data or Incomplete data that 
Include noncriminal casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

reporting complele criminal data that include other casetypes . . . . .  

II. Llmited jurisdiction courts: 

A. Number of reported complete cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of courts reporting complete data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of slates with lirniled jurisdiction courts reporting complete data . 
Percent of the total population of states wilh limited jurisdiction courts 

reporting complete criminal data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
B. Number of reported complete criminal cases that indude other casetypes 

Number of courts reporting complete criminal data thal include other 
casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Number of states with limited jurisdiction courts reporting complete 
criminal data that include other casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Percent of the total population of stales with limited jurisdiction courts 

C. Number of reported cases that are either incomplele or incomplete and 
include noncriminal casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Number of courts reporting either incomplete dala or incomplete dala lhal 
include noncriminal casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Number of slates with limited jurisdiction courts reporting either 
Incomplete criminal data or incomplete data that Include noncriminal 
casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Percent of the total population of slates with limited jurisdiction couds 
reporting either incomplete criminal data or incomplete data that 
Include noncriminal casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

reporting complete criminal data that include olher casetypes . . . . .  

832,847 
15 
15 

39% 
628,193 

17 

17 

24% 

1,952,593 

20 

20 

36% 

1,826,610 
9 
8 

22 YO 
1,399,949 

11 

10 

23% 

5,321,093 

42 

29 

60°10 

855,916 
15 
15 

45% 
4 8 5,3 9 8 

16 

16 

18% 

1,457,861 

19 

19 

34% 

1,068,876 
7 
6 

14% 
1,264,107 

11 

10 

23% 

5,087,112 

37 

28 

61% 

Summary sectlon for all trlal courts: 
Reporled filings 

General Limited Total 
Jurisdiction 

civil W m i n a l  
Jurisdiction 

- civil C r i m i n a l  - - Civil Y r i m i n a I  
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. Tolal number of reporled 
complete cases that include 

3. Total number 01 reported cases 

other casetypes . . . . . . . . .  3,003,957 628,193 184,497 1,399,949 3,188,454 2,028,142 

that are either Incomplete. or 
Incomplete and Include other 
casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . .  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 

State/Court name: 

ALABAMA 
Clrcult 
District 
Munlcipal 
Probate 
State Total 

ALASKA 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

ARIZONA 
Superior 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

ARKANSAS 
Chancery and Probate 
Circuit 
City 
County 
Court of Common Pleas 
Municipal 
Police 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

Juris- 
diction 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

COLORADO 
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate G 
Water G 
County L 
Municipal L 
State Total 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior 
Probate 
State Total 

G 
L 

Parking 

2 
1 
1 
2 

1 
3 

2 
1 
1 

2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 

2 
3 
3 

2 
2 
2 
1 

1 
2 

Criminal 
unit of 
count 

G 
B 
M 
I 

B 
B 

D 
2 
z 

I 
A 
A 
I 
I 
A 
A 

B 
B 
B 

D 
I 
D 
I 

E 
I 

Support/ 
custody 

6 
1 
1 
1 

6 
5 

6 
1 
1 

3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 
1 
1 

3 
1 
1 
1 

5 
1 

Grand total 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

142,715 B 
562,657 B 

NA 
NA 

18,955 C 
128,004 
146,959 

143,835 
608,432 A 

1,160,302 
1,912,569 

58,997 
64,564 
23,210 
5,231 A 

NA 
444,916 A 

NA 

881,494 
599,534 B 

16,577,205 B 
18,058,233 

142,123 B 
1,478 

360,082 A 
NA 

549,781 C 
54,367 

604,148 

Grand total Dispositions Filings per 
dispositions as a 
and qualify- percentage 
Ing footnotes 

133,963 B 
555,325 B 

NA 
NA 

17,268 C 
121,862 
139,130 

134,379 
581,781 A 

1,152,778 
1,868,938 

56,059 
70,750 B 
14,141 
3,108 A 

NA 
309,233 A 

NA 

788,607 
498,026 B 

13,872,079 B 
15,158,712 

142,310 B 
1.681 

353,903 A 
NA 

479,464 C 
NA 

o m s  

94 
99 

91 
95 
95 

93 
96 
99 
98 

95 

61 
59 

70 

89 
83 
84 
84 

100 
114 
98 

87 

100,000 
total 

population 

3.478 
13,713 

3,624 
24,475 
28,099 

4,123 
17,439 
33,256 
54,817 

2,464 
2,697 

970 
21 9 

18,585 

3,113 
2,117 

58,546 
63,776 

4,305 
45 

10,908 

16,995 
1,681 

18,675 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988. 

StatelCourt name: 

DELAWARE 
Court of Chancery 
Superior 
Alderman's 
Court of Common Pleas 
Family 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal Court of Wilmington 
State Total 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior 

FLORIDA 
Circuit 
County 
State Total 

GEORGIA 
Superior 
Civil 
County Recorder's 
Juvenile 
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 
Probate 
Municipal Court of Marion County 
Small Claims Court of Marion County 
State To tal 

Juris- 
*n 

G 
G 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 

G 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

Criminal 
unit 01 

Parking count 

2 
2 
4 
2 
2 
2 
4 

3 

2 
1 

2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 

2 
4 

3 

4 

3 
3 
4 
2 
3 
2 

I 
B 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 

B 

E 
A 

G 
M 
M 
I 
B 
M 
M 
B 
G 

G 
A 

G 

G 

B 
B 
B 
I 
B 
I 

Support/ 
custody 

1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 

6 ** 

4 
1 

3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 
1 

6 

6 

4 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Grand total 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

3,665 
8,341 B 

25,652 
31,381 A 
38,094 A 

214,504 
34,132 A 

356,769 ' 

226,115 

753,4 7 1 
4,160,201 
4,913,672 

233,863 
NA 
NA 

69,848 
315,542 A 

NA 
NA 

82,481 A 
395,671 A 

50,775 B 
856,053 
906,828 

356,103 C 

8,737,406 0 

566,782 A 
199,716 
243,974 

3,690 
176,658 A 
66,145 

1,256,965 

Grand total Dlspositlons Filings per 
dlsposltlons as a 
and qualify- percentage 
Ing footnotes 

3,314 
8,018 B 

25,667 
31,185 A 
37,552 A 

218,085 
34,322 A 

359,144 

226,812 

635,377 
3,544,951 
4,180,328 

221,564 
NA 
NA 

52,601 
273,419 A 

NA 
NA 

64,723 A 
321,499 A 

43,814 B 
769,664 
813,478 

352,587 C 

5,105,400 B 

541,979 A 
201,095 
239,499 

3,334 
148,792 A 
60,190 

1,194,889 * 

o m s  

80 
87 

100 
99 
99 

102 
101 
101 

100 

84 
05 
85 

95 

75 
87 

70 
81 

86 
80 
90 

89 

58 

96 
101 
98 
80 
84 
81 
85 

100,000 
total 

population 

555 
1,415 
3,887 
4,755 
5,772 

32,501 
5,172 

54,056 

36,588 

6,108 
33,727 
39,835 

3,68@ 

1,101 
4,975 

1,458 
6,239 

4,620 
77,894 
82,514 

35,504 

75,245 

10,203 
3,595 
4,392 

66 
3,180 
1,191 

22,628 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988. 

StateICourt name: 

IOWA 
District 

KANSAS 
District 
Municipal 
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 

Juris- 
diction 

G 

G 
L 

G 
L 

G 
G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

Criminal 
unitof SupporV 

Parking count 

3 

2 
1 

2 
3 

2 
2 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
4 
2 

B 

B 
B 

B 
B 

z 
I 
B 
I 
I 

B 
I 
B 
I 

custody 

6 

6 

6 
1 

6 
4 *.* 
1 
1 
1 

6 
1 
5 
1 

Grand total 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

934,509 B 

419,564 
166,072 A 
585,636 

76,185 B 
581,500 C 
657,685 

548,730 B 
26,219 

678,787 
NA 
NA 

18,404 0 
283 

321,557 B 
NA 

Grand total Dispositions 
dispositions as a 
and qualify- percentage 
Ing footnotes 

925,748 C 

415,172 
157,576 A 
572,748 

74,741 B 
560,834 c 
635,575 

NA 
NA 

526,088 
NA 
NA 

17,067 B 
286 

306,491 B 
NA 

o m s  

99 
95 
98 

98 
86 
97 

78 

93 
101 
95 

Filings per 
100,Ooo 

total 
population 

32,975 

16,816 
6,656 

23,472 

2,045 
15,607 
17,651 

12,45 1 
595 

15,402 

1,527 
23 

26,685 

G 2 B 4 203,147 B 180,963 B 89 4,393 
41,097 1,900,318 A 1,084,053 A L 2 B 1 

L 2 1 1 NA NA 

G 1 0 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 54,224 49,527 91 587 
L 2 I 1 124,726 A 65,806 A 1,350 

3,501,903 3,375,795 37,903 

L 4 B 1 3,087,262 3,017,088 98 33,416 

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 

StatelCourt name: 

MISSOURI 
Circuit 
Municipal 
State Total 

MONTANA 
District 
Water 
Workers' Compensation 
City 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

NEBRASKA 
District 
County 
Separate Juvenile 
Worker's Compensation 
State Total 

NEVADA 
District 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Superior 
District 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior 
Municipal 
Surrogates 
Tax 
State Total 

NEW MEXICO 
District 
Magistrate 
Municipal 
Probate 
Metropolitan Ct of Bernalillo County 
State Total 

Grand total Grand total Disposittons Filings per 
Criminal filings and dispositions as a 100,OOO 

Juris- unit of Support/ qualifying and qualify- percentage total 
diction Parking count custody footnotes lng footnotes o m s  population 

G 3 2 6 845,340 C 791,544 C 94 16,440 
L NA NA 

G 2 G 3 29,421 26,468 90 3,655 
G NA NA 
G NA NA 
L 1 B 1 NA NA 
L 1 B 1 NA NA 
L 1 6 1 NA NA 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 

2 
1 
2 
2 

2 
1 
1 

2 
4 
4 
2 

2 
4 
2 
2 

2 
3 
1 
2 
4 

B 
B 
I 
I 

Z 
Z 
z 

A 
A 
A 
I 

6 
B 
I 
I 

E 
E 
I 
I 
E 

5 
1 
1 
1 

2 
1 
1 

5 
1 
1 
1 

6 ** 
1 
1 
1 

3 
1 
1 
1 
1 

51,396 B 
423,021 A 

2,388 
360 

477,165 

36,520 A 
NA 
NA 

30,131 A 
379,249 A 

7,427 A 
17,841 
434,648 * 

854,980 
6,300,064 

NA 
2,762 

69,461 B 
104,595 B 

NA 
NA 

325.690 A 

51,074 B 
420,550 A 

NA 
344 

NA 
NA 
NA 

25,869 
785 A 
NA 
NA 

846,100 
5,781,767 

NA 
3,816 

71,342 B 
87,621 B 

NA 
NA 

169,682 A 

99 3,208 
99 26,406 

149 
96 22 

29,786 

3,465 

2,774 
34,922 

684 
1,643 

40,023 

99 11,075 
82 81,607 

138 36 

103 4,612 
04 6,945 

21,626 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988. 

Statelcourt name: 

NEW YORK 
Supreme and County 
Court of Claims 
District 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 

OKIAHOMA 
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 

Juris- 
diction - 
G 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
G 
L 
L 
L 
L 

Parklng 

2 
2 
4 
2 
2 
1 
2 
4 

2 
3 

4 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
1 
2 

2 
2 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
1 
3 
3 

Criminal 
unit of I 

count 

E 
I 
E 
I 
I 
E 
I 
E 

B 
C 

B 
E 
B 

B 
B 
I 
M 
B 

J 
I 
I 
I 

E 
I 
I 
E 
E 
A 

SupporV 
custody 

1 
1 
1 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
3 

3 
1 
1 

4 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 
1 
1 
1 

6 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Grand total 
filings and 
qualifylng 
footnotes 

259,326 C 
2,064 

1,865,966 A 
486,946 
107,644 

NA 
242,849 A 
375,618 A 

192,598 
1,983,056 A 
2,175,654 

28,072 B 
101,199 A 

NA 

640,849 B 
288,556 

4,945 
NA 

2,391,614 

461,519 A 
NA 
NA 
NA 

124,598 B 
207 
NA 

463,143 A 
119,613 B 
227,447 

Grand total Dispositions Filings per 
dispositions a s a  100,000 
and qualify- percentage total 
ing footnotes 

272,397 C 
1,888 

1,832,358 A 
461,317 
58,009 A 

NA 
270,551 A 
363,738 A 

182,047 
1,919,543 A 
2,101,590 

28,311 B 
100,553 A 
47,620 A 

176,484 

635,377 B 
279,770 

5,930 
NA 

2,412,135 

427,070 A 
NA 
NA 
NA 

101,741 C 
204 
NA 

426,116 A 
116,851 B 
21 2,330 

Offi l lnaS 

105 
91 
98 
95 

111 
97 

95 
97 
97 

101 
99 

99 
97 

120 

101 

93 

99 

92 
98 
93 

population 

1,448 
12 

10,419 
2,719 

601 

1,356 
2,097 

2,968 
30,556 
33,523 

4,209 
15,172 

5,904 
2,658 

46 

22,032 

14,240 

4,505 
7 

16,744 
4,324 
8.223 

(continued on next page) 

Part Ill: 1988 State Court Caseload Tables 117 



TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988. 

StateKourt name: 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Court of Common Pleas 
District Justice Court 
Philadelphia Muniapal Court 
Philadelphia Traffic Court 
Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court 
State Total 

PUERTO RlCO 
Superior 
District 
Justices of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

RHODE ISLAND 
Superior 
District 
Family 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Circuit 
Family 
Magistrate 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Cirait  

TENNESSEE 
Cirarit, Criminal, and Chancery 
General Sessions 
Juvenile 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

TEXAS 
District 
County-Level 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

Grand total 
Criminal filings and 

Juris- unit of Support/ qualifying 
diction Parking count custody footnotes 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

2 
4 
2 
1 
4 

2 
2 

1 

2 
2 
2 
1 
2 

2 
2 
4 
4 
2 

3 

2 
1 
2 
1 
2 

2 
2 
4 
4 

B 
B 
B 
1 
B 

A 
A 

I 

D 
A 
I 
I 
1 

B 
I 
B 
8 
I 

B 

z 
M 
I 
M 
M 

B 
B 
A 
A 

4 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 
1 

1 

1 
1 
6 
1 
1 

1 
6 
1 
1 
1 

4 

6 
6 
1 
1 
1 

3 
4 
1 
1 

440,765 A 
2,129,929 
181,309 B 

1,012,811 
399,358 A 

4,164,172 

100,650 C 
176,836 B 

NJ 
NA 

16,726 B 
73,849 A 
15,235 A 

NA 
NA 

112,377 B 
74,795 
735,000 A 
393,212 A 

1,335,604 
20,220 

214,987 

175,131 C 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

608,612 B 
635,348 

2,422,206 A 
6,640,879 A 
10,307,045 

Grand total Dispositions Filings per 
dlsposltlons asa 100,OOO 
and qualify- percentage total 
ing footnotes 

430,300 A 
1.91 3,846 
181,825 B 
306,005 

NA 

100,084 C 
166,848 B 

NJ 
NA 

15,080 B 
74,539 A 
10,476 A 

NA 
NA 

105,769 B 
73,764 
741,973 A 
390,268 A 
16,646 

1,328,420 ' 

200,869 A 

153,902 C 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

588,301 B 
649,671 

2,070,995 A 
5,820,334 A 
9,129,301 

offilings 

88 
80 
100 
30 

99 
94 

90 
101 

94 
99 
101 
99 
82 
99 

97 
102 
86 
88 
89 

population 

3,673 
17,748 
1,511 
8,439 
3,328 
34,699 

3,056 
5,368 

1,684 
7,437 
1,534 

3,238 
2,155 
21,175 
1 1,328 

583 
38,479 

30,152 

3,577 

3,614 
3,n3 
14,384 
39,435 
61,206 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988. 

Statelcourt name: 

UTAH 
District 
Circuit 
Justice 
Juvenile 
State Total 

VERMONT 
District 
Superior 
Probate 
State Total 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

WASH I NGTO N 
Superior 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit 
Maglstrate 
Municipal 
State Total 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit 
Municipal 
State Total 

WYOMING 
District 
county 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

Grand total 
Criminal filings and 

Juris- unit of Support/ qualifying 
diction Parking count custody footnotes 

G 
L 

. L  
L 

G 
G 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

2 
4 
4 
2 

2 
2 
2 

2 
4 

2 
4 
4 

2 
2 
1 

3 
3 

2 
1 
1 
1 

J 
B 
B 
I 

D 
I 
I 

A 
A 

G 
C 
C 

J 
J 
A 

0 
A 

J 
J 
J 
A 

3 
1 
1 
1 

4 *** 

5 
1 

3 
4 

6 
1 
3 

5 
1 
1 

3 
1 

5 
4 
1 
1 

34,142 B 
403,385 B 
299,052 A 
43,520 

780,099 

153,598 
10,890 
5,190 

169,678 

177,107 
3,050,358 
3,227,465 

185,220 B 
821,728 A 

1,225,729 
2,232,677 * 

54,282 B 
290,471 A 

NA 

1,002,660 
NA 

10,062 6 
110,239 A 
19,983 A 

NA 

Grand total Dispositions Filings per 
dispositions asa 100,000 
and qualify- percentage total 
ing footnotes 

26,565 C 
323,705 C 
275,983 A 
43,8 16 

670,069 

154,260 
10,396 
4,843 

169,499 

169,557 
3,052,714 
3,222,271 

160,608 B 
810,480 A 
947,783 

1,918,871 

52,144 B 
288,635 A 

NA 

1,000,889 
374,563 A 

1,375,452 

10,246 6 
103,439 A 
19,795 A 

NA 

offilings 

92 
101 

100 
95 
93 

100 

96 
100 
100 

87 
99 
77 
86 

96 
99 

100 

102 
94 
99 

population 

2,023 
23,897 
17,716 
2,578 

46,214 

27,576 
1,955 

932 
30,463 

2,944 
50,704 
53,648 

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: The trial courts of Mississippi are not Included in 
lhis table, as neither grand total caseload nor court 
Jurisdiction Information is available for 1988. AI1 
other state trial courts with grand total 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 avallable. 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G - General Jurisdiclion 
L - Umited Jurisdiction 

SUPPORT/CUSTODY CODES: 

1 -  

2 -  
3 0  

4 -  

5 -  

6 -  

.. 

.. . 

The court does not have jurisdiction over 
supporVcustody cases 
SupporVcustody caseload data are not available 
Only contested support/cuslody cases and all 
URESA cases (where the court has jurisdiction) are 
counted separately from marriage dissolution cases 
Both contested and uncontested supporVcustody 
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 supportkustody is counted as one case 
SupporVcustody is counted as a proceeding of the 
marriage dissolution but URESA cases are counted 
separately 
Nondissolution supportkustody cases are also 
counted separately 
Court has only URESA jurisdiction 

PARKING CODES: 

1 = Parking data are unavailable 
2 
3 = Only contested parking cases are included 
4 = Both contested and uncontested parking cases are 

5 = Parking cases are handled administratively 
6 = Uncontested parking cases are handled admin. 

Court does not have parking jurisdiction 

included 

Islratively; contested parking cases are handled by the 
' court 

CRIMINAL UNIT OF COUNT CODES: 

M =  
I -  
A -  
B -  
c -  
D =  
E -  
F -  
G -  

H -  

J -  
K -  
L -  
z =  

Mlssing Data 
Data element Is Inapplicable 
Single defendant-single charge 
Single defendant-single incident (one/more charges) 
Single defendant--single incidenVmaximum number 
charges (usually No) 
Single defendant-onelmore incidents 
Single defendant-content varies with prosecutor 
One/more defendants-single charge 
One/rnore defendants-single incident (one/more 
charges) 
One/more defendants-single incidenVmimum 
number charges (usually two) 
Onelmore defendants-onelmore Incidents 
One/more defendants-content varies 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 lor each court within 
the state. Each footnole has an impact on 
the state's total. 

A: The following courts' dala are Incomplete: 
Aritona-JustIce of the Peace Court-Grand total filed 

and disposed data do not Include llmlted felony 
cases. 

Arkansas-County Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not Include reel property rights, 
mlscelleneous domestic reletlons, and 
miscellaneous clvll cases. 
-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include cases from several 
municipalities which did not report. 

Colorado-Counly Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include clvll data from Denver County. 

Delaware-Court of Common Pleas4rand 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 chlld-vlctlm 
petltlons. 
-Municipal Court of Wilmington-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not Include llmlted 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 clvll 
cases, and partial crlmlnel and trefflc data from 84 
counties, and are less than 75% complete. 
--State Court-Grand total liled and disposed data 
include data from 24 of 63 courts, and are less than 
75% complete. 

Indiana-Superior and Circuit Courts-Grand tolal filed 
and disposed data do not include clvll appeals and 
crlmlnel appeals cases. 
-Municipal Court of Marion County-Grand total llled 
and disposed data do not include appeals of trlel 
court cases. 

Kansas--Municipal Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data represent 119 of 390 municipal courts. 

Maryland--District Court-Grand told filed data do not 
Include ordlnence vlolatlon and perklng cases. 
Disposed data do not Include clvll, ordlnence 
vlolatlon, and perklng cases, and are less than 
75% complete. 

Massachusetts-Trial Court of the Commonwealth- 
Grand total filed data do not Include parklng cases. 
Disposed data do not include clvil cases from the 
Housing Court Deparlmenl, miscellaneous clvll data 
from the Probate/Famiiy Court Department, crlmlnel 
cases from the Boston Municipal, Housing and 
Juvenile Court Departments, movlng traffic cases 
from the Boston Municipal Court Oepartmenl, 
perklng, ordinance vlolatlon and mlscelleneous 
trefflc cases, and Juvenile data from the Juvenile 
Courl Deparlmenl, and are less than 75% complete. 

Michigan-Probate Court-Grand total filed data do not 
Include stetus petltlons. Disposed data do not 
include peternlty/basterdy, mlscelleneous domestlc 
relatlons, mantel health, mlscelleneous clvll, and 
status petitlon cases, and am less than 75% 
complete. 

Nebraska-County Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include llmlted felony and perklng 
cases. 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Nevada-District Court-Grand total filed data do not 
include felony, mlsdemeenor, DWUDUI, 
miscellaneous crlmlnal, and all Juvenlle cases. 
and are less than 75% complete. 

New Hampshire-Superior Court-Grand total filed data 
do not include some crlmlnal appeels cases. 
-District Court-Grand total filed data do not include 
limited felony cases. Disposed data do not 
include criminal, traflic and Juvenile cases, are 
missing all clvll casetypes except mental heelth, 
and are less than 75% complete. 
-Municipal Court-Grand total filed data do not 
include llmlted felony cases. 

New Mexico-Metropolitail Court of Bernalillo County- 
Grand total filed data do not indude limited felony 
cases. Disposed data do not indude limited 
felony and mlscelleneous traffic cases. 

New York--District and City Courts-Grand total filed 
and disposed data do not include clvll appeels 
cases. 
-Civil Court of the City of New York-Grand total 
filed and disposed data do not include clvll 
eppeels 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 vlolation cases. 
-Surrogates' Court-Grand total disposed data do 
not include miscellaneous estate cases, and are 
less than 75% complete. 

disposed data do not include llmlted felony cases. 

disposed data do not include llmited felony cases. 
-Municipal Court-Grand total disposed data do not 
include ordinance vlolation and perking cases. 
and are less than 75% corplete. 

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 indude felony and parking cases. 

Pennsylvania-Court of Common Pleas-Grand total 
data do not include some civil cases and 
postconviction criminal appeals. 
-Pinsburgh City Magistrates Court-Grand total filed 
data do not indude llmlted felony cases. 

Rhode Island-District Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do no1 include admlnlsbatlve 
agency appeals, mental health, and llmited 
felony cases. 
-Family Court-Grand total filed data do not include 
paternity/bastardy cases. DiSposed data do not 
include most marriage dlssolutlon cases and all 
paternlty/bestardy 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 indude limited felony cases. 

South Dakota--Circuit Court-Grand total disposed data 
do not include adoption, miscellaneous domestic 
relations, estate, mente1 health, admlnlstratlve 
agency appeals, and Juvenlle data. 

TexasJustice of the Peace Court-Grand total filed 
and disposed data do not include Ilmited felony 
cases and represent a reporting rate of 80%. 
-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not indude limited felony cases and 
represent'a reporting rate of 77./. 

Utah-Justice Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not indude limited felony cases. 

Washington-District Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include limited felony cases. 

West Virginia-Magistrate Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include llmlted felony cases. 

North Carolina--District Court-Grand total filed and 

North Dakota-County Court-Grand total filed and 

Wisconsin--Municipal Court-Grand total disposed data 
do not include data from several municpalities. 

Wyoming-County Court-Grand total filed data do not 
include llmlted felony cases. Disposed data do not 
include appeals of trial court cases, felony and 
criminal appeals cases. 
Justice of the Peace Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include llmlted felony cases. 

Alabama--Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data indude postconvlction remedy proceedings. 
-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
include prellmlnary heerlng proceedlngs. 

Arkansas--Circuit Court-Grand total disposed data 
include postconvlctlon remedy and probation 
revocation proceedings. 

CalifomiaJustice Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data indude prellmlnary hearing bindovers and 
transfers. 
-Muniapal Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
include prellmlnary hearing bindovers and transfers. 

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 postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data indude crlmlnal postconvlction remedy 
proceedings. 

Illinois-Circuil Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data indude prellmlnary hearing proceedings. 

Iowa-District Court-Grand total filed data include 
postconviction remedy proceedlngs. 

Kentucky-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data indude sentence review only and 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Louisiana-District Court-Grand total filed data include 
postconvlction 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 prellmlnary hearing proceedings. 

Maryland--Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data indude some postconvlction remedy 
proceedings. 

Nebraska-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data indude postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

New Mexico-District Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings. 
-Magistrate Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data indude prellmlnary heerlng proceedlngs. 

North Dakota-District Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include sentence review only and 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Ohio-Court of Common Pleas-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings. 

Oregon--Circuit Court-Grand total filed data indude 
postconvlction remedy proceedlngs. 
Justice Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
include prellmlnary hearing proceedlngs. 

Pennsylvania-Philadelphia Municipal Court-Grand total 
filed and disposed data indude prellmlnary heerlng 
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 postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngsSouth Carolina-Circuit Court-Grand 
total filed and disposed data include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs. 

B: The following courts' data are overincluske: 

Colorado-District, Denver Juvenile, and Denver 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Texas-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data indude some other proceedings (i.e.. motions 
to revoke, etc.) 

Utah-District Court-Grand total filed data include 
postconvlctlon remedy and sentence revlew 
only proceedings. 
-Circuit Court-Grand total filed data include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Washington-Superior Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs. 

West Virginia-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs. 

Wyoming--District Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs. 

C: The following courts' data are incomplete and 
overinclusive: 

Alaska-Superior Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data indude postconvlctlon remedy proceedings, 
but do not include crlmlnal appeals cases. 

Connecticut-Superior Court-Grand total filed data 
include postconvlctlon remedy proceedings, but 
do not include some mlscallaneous domestlc 
relations cases. Grand total disposed data include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings, but do not 
include some miscellaneous domestlc relations, 
and most small clelms cases. 

Idahe-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data indude postconvlctlon remedy and sentence 
revlew only proceedlngs, but do no1 include 
parklng cases. 

Iowa-District Court-Grand total disposed data include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings, but do not 
include juvenlle cases and a few domestic 
relations cases. 

Kentucky-District Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include sentence revlew only 
proceedings, but do not include limited felony 
cases. 

Missouri--Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data indude postconvlction remedy proceedings, 
but do not include some ordinance vlolation and 
some parking cases. 

New York-Supreme and County Courts-Grand total 
filed and disposed data indude postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedings, but do not lndude clvll 
appeals and crlmlnel appeals cases. 

Oregon--Circuit Court-Grand total disposed data 
include postconvlctlon remedy proceedings, but 
do not include adoptlon, mental healtft, and 
Juvenile cases. 

Puerto Aic&hperior Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include transfers and reopened 
cases, but do not include URESA cases. 

Tennessee-Circuit, Criminal. and Chancery Courts- 
Grand total filed data include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedings, but do not lndude 
trafflc/other vlolation cases. Disposed data 
include postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs, but 
do not include DWUDUI, and baffic/other vlolatlon 
cases. 

Utah-District Court-Grand total disposed data Include 
postconvlctlon remedy and sentence review only 
proceedings, but are incomplete due lo conversion 
from a manual to an automated data system which, 
at present, is incomplete. 
-Circuit Court-Grand total disposed data include 
postconvlction remedy proceedings, but are 
incoylete 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 

Dispe 
sitions Filings per 

asaper- 100,OOO 
wntage 
of fll1nLs population 

total 

supportlcustody : 
(a) method (b) decree 

Juris- of count change 
dlction code counted as - - 

Total dvil 
filings 

and qualifying 
foomotes 

Total dvll 
dispositions 

and qualifying 
footnotes State/Court name: 

ALABAMA 
Circuit G 6" NF 
District L 1 
Probate L 1 
State Total 

80,681 c 
159,872 

NA 

80,699 C 
165,732 

NA 

100 1,966 
104 3,896 

ALASKA 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

G 6" R 
L 5 NA 

14,587 B 
22,353 
36,940 

13,485 B 
17,382 
30,867 

02 2,789 
78 4,274 
84 7,063 

ARIZONA 
Superior 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

G 6 R 
L 1 
L 1 

107,170 
126,177 

5,674 
239,021 

98,894 
118,142 

5,674 
222.710 

02 3,072 
94 3,616 

100 163 
93 6,851 

ARKANSAS 
Chancery and Probate 
Circuit 
City 
County 
Court of Common Pleas 
Municipal 
Police 
State Total 

G 3" R 
G 1 
L 1 
L 1 
L 1 
L 1 
L 1 

54,891 
28,356 

225 
5,231 A 

NA 
43.451 A 

NA 

52,096- 
31 3 1  2 

84 
3,108 A 

NA 
19,036 A 

NA 

95 2,293 
111 1,184 
37 0 
59 219 

44 1,815 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

G 6 NC 
L 1 
L 1 

676,691 
37,059 

1,082,470 
1,796,220 

591,991 
28,338 

800,901 
1,421,230 

87 2,390 
76 131 
74 3,823 
79 6,344 

COLORADO 
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate G 3 R 
Water G 1 
County L 1 
State Total 

109,047 

114,947 A 
225,472 ' 

1,478 
11 1,417 

1,681 
118,273 A 
231,371 

102 3,303 
114 45 
103 3,482 
103 6,830 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior 
Probate 
State Total 

G 5" NC 
L 1 

151.153 C 
54,367 

205,520 

91,698 C 
NA 

61 4,672 
1,681 
6,353 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

DELAWARE 
Court of Chancery 
Superior 
Alderman's 
Court of Common Pleas 
Family 
Justice of the Peace 
State Total 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior 

FLORIDA 
Circuit 
County 
State Total 

GEORGIA 
Superior 
Civil 
Magistrate's 
Municipal 
Probate 
State 
State Total 

HAWAII 
Circuit 
District 
Stale Total 

IDAHO 
District 

ILLINOIS 
Clrcuit 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit 
City and Town 
County 
Probate 
Municipal Court of Marion County 
Small Claims Court of Marion County 
State Total 

IOWA 
District 

SupporVcustody : 
(a) method (b) decree 

Juris- of count 
diction 

G 
G 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 

G 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 

code - 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3" 
1 

6" 

4 
t 

3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 
1 

6" 

6" 

5 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 

change 
counted as 

R 

R 

R 

NF 

R 

NF 

R 

R 

NF 

Total civil 
filings 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

3,665 
4,999 

0 
4,988 

25,947 
25,419 
65,018 

152,782 

471,451 
349,570 
821,021 

156,312 
NA 

263,090 A 
NA 

23,197 A 
162,634 A 

27,178 B 
23,693 
50,871 

58,717 

662,465 B 

257,994 A 
12,183 
63,666 
2,365 A 

11,432 A 
66,145 

413,785 

175,037 B 

Total clvll 
dlspositlons 

and qualifylng 
footnotes 

3,314 
4,491 

0 
4,884 

25,765 
27,188 
65,642 

154,387 

403,616 
320,117 
723,733 

150,460 
NA 

233,091 A 
NA 
NA 

121,895 A 

23,362 B 
21,643 
45,005 

59,030 

607,183 B 

253,457 A 
9,216 

61,823 
1,997 A 

12,002 A 
60,190 

398,685 

181,048 C 

Dispo- 
sltlons 
as a per- 
centage 
of filings 

90 
90 

98 
99 

107 
101 

101 

86 
92 
88 

96 

89 

75 

86 
91 
88 

101 

92 

98 
76 
97 
84 

105 
01 
Q6 

Filings per 
100,o0o 

total 
populatlon 

555 
75 7 

756 
3,931 
3,851 
9,851 

24,722 

3,822 
2,834 
6,656 

2,465 

4,148 

366 
2,564 

2,473 
2,156 
4,629 

5,854 

5,705 

4,644 
219 

1,146 
43 

206 
1,191 
7,449 

6,176 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

State/Courl name: 

KANSAS 
Districl 

KENTUCKY 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

LOUISIANA 
District 
Family and Juvenile 
City and Parish 
Justice of the Peace 
State Total 

MAiNE 
Superior 
Administrative 
District 
Probate 
State Total 

MARYLAND 
Circuit 
District 
Orphan's 
State Total 

MASSACHUSETS 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth 

MICHIGAN 
Circuit 
Court of Claims 
District 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

MINNESOTA 
District 

MISSOURI 
Circuit 

Dispo- 
Supportkustody : Total civil Total civil sitions Filings per 

(a) method (b) dscree filings dispositions as a per- 100,000 
Juris- of a u n t  change and qualifying and qualifying centage total - -  diction code counted as footnotes footnotes of filings population 

G 6" NC 143,851 143,078 99 5,766 

G 6 R 63,373 B 62,035 B 98 1,701 

191,339 * 181,274 95 5,135 
L 1 127,966 A 119,239 A 93 3,434 

G 6 R 174,920 B NA 3,969 
G 4"' R NA NA 
L 1 69,459 48,594 70 1,576 
L 1 NA NA 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 

G 
G 
L 
L 
L 

G 

G 

6 
1 
5 
1 

6" 
1 
1 

5" 

6" 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 

6" 

NC 6,838 
283 

NC 60,258 
NA 

NF 1 12,645 
679,424 

NA 

R 515,957 

NC 180,122 
780 

395,382 
842 

98,651 
675,777 

NF 231,819 

NF 257,667 8 

6,361 
286 

56,624 
NA 

97,772 
NA 
NA 

487,692 A 

187,673 
1,057 

392,600 
822 

42,609 A 
624,761 

233,571 

231,456 C 

93 
101 
94 

87 

104 
136 
99 
98 

101 

567 
23 

5,001 

2,436 
14,693 

8,763 

1,950 
8 

4,279 
9 

1,068 
7,314 

5,382 

5,011 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Statelcourt name: 

MONTANA 
Distrlct 
City 
Justice of the Peace 
Munlclpal 
State Total 

NEBRASKA 
District 
County 
Worker's Compensation 
State Total 

NEVADA 
District 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Superior 
District 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior 
Surrogates 
Tax 
State Total 

NEW MEXICO 
District 
Magistrate 
Probate 
Metropolitan Ct of Bernalillo County 
State Total 

NEW YORK 
Supreme and County 
Court of Claims 
District and City 
Family 
Surrogates' 
Town and Ullage Justice 
Civil Court of the City of New York 
State Total 

Dispo- 
SupporVcus tody : Total civil Total civil sitions Filings per 

(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as a per- 100,000 
Juris- of count change and qualifying and qualifying centage total 
diction code counted as footnotes footnotes of filings population - -  

G 3 R 24,646 A 21,567 A 88 3,062 
L 1 NA NA 
L 1 NA NA 
L 1 NA NA 

G 5 
L 1 
L 1 

G 2 
L 1 
L 1 

G 5 
L 1 
L 1 
L 1 

G 6" 
L 1 
L 1 

G 6" 
L 1 
L 1 
L 1 

G 5 
L 1 
L 1 
L 4 
L 1 
L 1 
L 1 

R 45,648 A 
54,031 

360 
100,039 

R 36,512 
NA 
NA 

R 21,321 
50,228 

404 
17,841 
89,794 

R 681,986 A 
NA 

2.762 

R 51,072 B 
1 1,065 

NA 
9.097 

R 192,149 C 
2,064 

227,766 A 
R 428,761 

107,644 
NA 

242,849 A 

45,971 A 
53,449 

344 
99,764 

NA 
NA 
NA 

18,793 
785 A 
NA 
NA 

679,430 A 
NA 

3,816 

53,423 B 
8,283 

NA 
0,944 

207,786 C 
1,888 

215,158 A 
402,812 
58,009 A 

NA 
270,551 A 

101 
Q9 
96 

100 

88 

100 

138 

105 
75 

98 

108 
91 
94 
94 

111 

2,849 
3,373 

22 
6,245 

3,464 

1,963 
4,625 

37 
1,643 
8,268 

0,834 

36 

3,391 
735 

604 

1,073 
12 

1,272 
2,394 

60 1 

1,356 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

StatelCourt name: 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District 

State Total 

Court of Common Pleas 
County 
Court of Claims 
Municipal 
State Total 

County 

OHIO 

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 RlCO 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

RHODE ISLAND 
Superior 
District 
Family 
Probate 
State Total 

support/arstody: Total dvil Total avil 
(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions 

Juris- of count change and qualifying and qualifying 
diction 

G 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

footnotes code countedas footnotes - 
1 103,650 96,924 
6" . R 402,154 385,154 

505,804 482,078 

6" R 17,398 17,182 
1 16,484 15,089 

33,882 32,271 

6" NF 344,946 B 344,068 B 
1 24,422 23,529 
1 4,945 5,930 
1 376,514 387,758 

750,827 * 761,285 

6 NF 200,332 190,095- 
1 NA NA 

Dispe 
sitions 

asaper- 
cantage 
of filings 

94 
96 
95 

99 
92 
95 

100 
96 

120 
103 
101 

95 

Filings per 
100,OOO 

total 
population 

1,597 
6,197 
7,794 

2,608 
2,471 
5,080 

3,178 
225 
46 

3,469 
6,917 

6,181 

G 6" R 79,414 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 
L 1 
L 1 
L 1 

G 6 
L 1 

G 1 
L 1 
L 6 
L 1 

NF 272,402 A 
218,079 
112,521 A 

4,278 
607,280 * 

R 60,687 c 
54,577 c 

115,264 

8,863 B 
34,178 A 

R 8,077 A 
NA 

268,386 A 99 2,270 
209,630 96 1,817 
112,919 A 100 938 

NA 36 
5,060 

61,349 C 101 1,842 
50,757 c 93 1,657 

112,106 97 3,499 

8,714 B 98 893 
39,621 A 116 3,442 
3,962 A 813 

NA 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

StateXourt name: 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Circuit 
Family 
Magistrate 
Probate 
State Total 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit 

TENNESSEE 
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery 
General Sessions 
Juvenile 
Probate 
State Total 

TEXAS 
District 
County-Level 
Justlce of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

UTAH 
District 
Circuit 
Justice 
State Total 

VERMONT 
District 
Superior 
Probate 
State Total 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

WASHINGTON 
Superior 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

SupporVcustody : 
(a) method (b) decree 

Juris- of count change 
diction code countedas - -  

G 1 
L 6" NF 
L 1 
L 1 

G 4 

G 6" 
L 6" 
L 1 
L 1 

G 6" 
L 6" 
L 1 
L 1 

G 3 
L 1 
L 1 

NC 

R 
R 

NF 
NF 

R 

G 4"' NC 
G 5 NC 
L I 

G 3 
L 4 

G 6 
L 1 
L 1 

R 
R 

R 

Total civil 
filings 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

53,506 E 
60,707 
124,950 
20,220 
259,383 

40,209 

1 1  7,384 B 
NA 
NA 
NA 

456,240 B 
184,497 B 
274,745 A 

721 A 
916,203 

29,960 B 
103,576 
3,240 

136,776 * 

18,618 
10,778 
5,190 
34,586 

94,484 
974,286 A 

1,068,770 

134,180 B 
106,054 
4,183 

244,417 * 

Total civil 
dispositions 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

52,007 B 
60,512 
134,744 
16,646 
263,909 

33,922 A 

105,862 B 
NA 
NA 
NA 

441,632 0 
211,906 B 
215,395 A 

721 A 
869,654 

22,860 C 
58,107 C 
2,720 
83,687 

19,092 
10,284 
4,843 
34,219 

90,640 
982,828 A 

1,073.476 

116,171 E 
80,562 
4.076 

200,809 

Dispo- 
sitions 

as a per- 
centage 
of fillngs 

97 
100 
108 
82 
102 

BO 

97 
115 
78 
100 
95 

84 

103 
95 
83 
99 

96 
101 
100 

87 
76 
97 
82 

Filings per 
100,000 

total 
population 

1,542 
1,749 
3,600 
583 

7,473 

5,639 

2,398 

2,709 
1,096 
1,632 

4 
5,441 

1,775 
6,136 
192 

8,103 

3,343 
1,935 
932 

6,209 

1,571 
16,195 
17,765 

2,887 
2,282 
90 

5,259 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Dispo- 
SupporVcustody : Total civil .Total civil sitions Filings per 

(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions as a per- 100,000 

StatelCourt name: 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit 
Magistrate 
State Total 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit 

WYOMING 
District 
County 
Justice of the Peace 
State Total 

Juris- of count change and qualifying and qualifying centage total 
diction code counted as footnotes footnotes of filings population 
-7 

G 5 R 40,402 38,652 96 2,154 
L 1 50,631 48,832 96 2,699 

91,033 87,484 96 4,853 

G 6" R 345,825 B 350,028 0 101 7,125 

G 5 R 7,340 B 8,819 B 120 1,532 
L 4 R 16,415 16,466 A 3,427 
L 1 2,018 1,990 99 421 

25,773 27,275 5,381 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

NOTE: The trial courts of Mississippi are not Included in 
lhis table as neither civil caseload nor court 
jurisdiction information is available for 1988. All 
other state trial courts with civil jurisdiction are listed 
In h e  lable 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 Wings per 
100,000 populatlon" may not equal the sum of the 
filing rates for the Individual courts due to rounding. 

NAP Data are not available 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G - General Jurisdiction 
L - Limited Jurisdiction 

SUPPORT/CUSTODY CODES: 

1 0 The court does not have jurisdiction over 

2 - SupporVcustody caseload data are not available 
3 = Only contested supportlcustody cases and all URESA 

4 

supporVcustody cases 

cases (where the court has jurisdiction) are counted 
separately lrom marriage dissolution cases 
Both contested and uncontested supportlcustody 
cases and URESA cases (where the court has 
jurisdiction) are counted separately from maniage 
dissolution cases 

marriage dissolution and thus a marriage dissolution 
that involves supportkustody is counted as one case 

marriage dissolution but URESA cases are counted 
separately 

5 E: Supportlcustody is counted as a proceeding of the 

6 ,, SupporVcustody is counted as a proceeding of the 

"Nondissolution supportlcustody 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 c~urts' data are Incomplete: 
Arkansas--County Court-Total clvll filed 

and disposed data do not Include reel property 
rlghts, mlscellaneous domestlc relatlons, and 
mlscelleneous clvll cases. 
-Municipal Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
do not Include data from 10 municipalities, and 
partial data from 21 others. 

and disposed data do not include cases from 
Denver County. 

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 indude cases 
from 75 of 159 counties, and are less than 75% 
complete. 
-State Court-Total clvll filed and disposed data 
Include cases from 24 of 63 courts, and are 
therefore less than 75% complete. 

clvll filed and disposed data do not Include clvll 
appeals, mlscelleneous domestlc relatlons, and 
some supportlcustody cases. 
-Probate Court--Total clvll filed and disposed data 

Colorado-County Court-Total clvll filed 

Georgia-Magistrate Court-Total clvll 

IndianaSuperior and Circuit Courts-Total 

do not Include miscellaneous domestic relations 
cases. 
-Municipal Court of Marion County-Total clvll filed 
and disposed data do not Include eppeals of trlal 
court cases. 

Kentucky-Dlstrict Court-Total clvll flied and disposed 
data do not Include paternlty/basterdy cases. 

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Total 
clvll disposed data do not Include real property 
rlghts and small clelms cases from the Houslng 
Court Department and miscellaneous clvll cases 
from the ProbatelFamily Court Department. 

Mlchlgan-Probate Court-Total clvll dlsposed data do 
not Include paternity/ bastardy, mlscellaneous 
domestlc relatlons, mental health, and 
mlscellaneous clvll cases, and are less than 75% 
complete. 

Montana-District Court-Total clvll filed and disposed 
data do not indude some appeals of trlal court 
cases. 

Nebraska-District Court-Total clvll filed and disposed 
data do not Include clvll appeals. 

New Hampshlre-Dlstrict Court-Total clvll dlsposed 
data do not indude tort, contract, real property 
rlghts, small clalms, and mlscellaneous domestlc 
relations cases, and are less than 75% complete. 

New Jersey-Superior Court-Total clvll filed and 
'disposed data do not include a few domestic 
relatlons cases. 

New York--District and City Courts-Total clvll filed and 
disposed data do not Include clvll appeals cases. 
-Civil Court of the City of New York-Total clvll filed 
and disposed data do not include civil appeals 
cases. 
-Surrogates' Court-Total clvll disposed data do not 
include miscellaneous estate cases, and are less 
than 75% complete. 

Pennsylvania-Court of Common Pleas-Total clvll data 
do not include some unclesslfled clvll cases. 
-Philadelphia Municipal Court-Total clvll filed and 
disposed data do not include mlscelleneous 
domestlc relatlons cases. 

Rhode Island-District Court--Total clvll filed and 
disposed data do not include admlnlstratlve agency 
appeals and mental health cases. 
-Family Court-Total clvll liled data do not Include 
paternlty/bastardy and adoptlon cases. Disposed 
data do not include most marrlege dlssolutlon 
cases, all adoptlon and paternlty/bastardy cases, 
and am less than 75% complete. 

South Dakota--Circuit Court-Total clvll disposed data 
do not include edoptlon. mlscellaneous domestlc 
relations, estate, mental health, and 
admlnlstratlve agency appeals cases. 

Texas-Justice of the Peace Court-Total clvll filed and 
disposed data represent a reporting rate of 80%. 
-Municipal Court-Total clvll filed and disposed data 
represent a reportlng rate of 77%. 

Utah-Circuit Court-Total clvll disposed data do not 
include some cases. Conversion lrom a manual to 
an automated data system Is Incomplete and 
disposition data, at presenl, are Incomplete. 

Virginia--District Court--Tokl civil filed and disposed 
data do not include some mental health and some 
domestlc relatlons cases. 

Wyoming-County Court-Total civil disposed data do 
not Include appeals of trlal court cases. 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Alaska-Superior Court-Total clvll filed and disposed 

data lndude postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 
Hawail-Circuit Court-Total clvll filed and disposed 

data indude crlmlnel postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs and some crlmlnal and bafflc/other 
vloletlon cases. 

Illinois-Circuit Court-Total clvll filed and disposed 
data indude mlscelleneous crlmlnal cases. 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1988. 

Iowa-District Court-Tolal clvll filed data indude 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Kentudy-Circuit Court-Total clvll Wed and disposed 
data lndude some postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings. 

Louisiana-District Court-Total clvll filed data include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs. 

Missouri-Circuit Court-Total clvll filed data include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

New Mexico-District Court-Total clvll filed, and 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs. 

Ohio-Court of Common Pleas-Total clvll filed and 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings. 

Oregon-Circuit Court--Total clvll filed data include 
crlmlnal appeals cases and postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs. 

Rhode Island-Superior Court-Total clvll filed and 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs. 

South Carolina-Circuit Court-Total clvll filed and 
disposed data include crlmlnal appeals and 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Tennessee-Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery Court- 
Total civil filed and disposed data include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs and 
miscellaneous crlminal cases. 

data indude child-vlctlm petltlon cases and some 
other proceedings. 
-County-Level Courts--Total clvll filed and disposed 
data indude chlld-vlctlm peUtlon cases. 

Utah-District Court-Total clvll filed data include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Washington-Superior Court-Total clvll filed and 
disposed data Include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs. 

Wisconsin-Circuit Court-Total clvll filed and disposed 
data indude crlmlnal appeals cases. 

Wyoming-District Court-Total clvll filed data include 
crlmlnal appeals cases and postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs. Total clvll disposed data 
include crlmlnal appeals, juvenile cases and 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Texas-District Court-Total clvll filed and disposed 

(continued) 

C: The following courts' data are incomplete and 
overinclusive: 

Alabama-Circuit Court-Total clvll filed and disposed 
data indude postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs, 
but do not include URESA cases. 

Connecticut-Superior Court-Total clvll filed data 
include postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs, but 
do not include some mlscellaneous domestic 
relatlons cases. Disposed data Include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs, but do not 
include some mlscellaneous domestic reletlons. 
most small clalms cases, and are less than 75% 
complete. 

Iowa-District Court-Total clvll disposed data include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs, but do not 
include a few domestlc reletlons cases. 

Missouri-Circuit Court-Total clvll disposed data 
include postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs, but 
do not include adoptlon and mlscellaneous 
domestlc relatlons cases. 

New York-Supreme and County Courts-Total clvll 
filed and disposed data include postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs, but do not indude clvll 
eppeals cases. 

Oregon-Circuil Court--Total clvll disposed data 
Include crlmlnal appeals and postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs, but do not lndude adoptlon 
and mental health cases. 

Puerto Rico-Superior Court-Total clvll filed and 
disposed data Include transfers and reopened cases, 
but do not Include URESAcases. 
-District Court-Total clvll filed and disposed data 
Include transfers and reopened cases, but do not 
Include small clalms cases. 

Utah-District Court-Total clvll disposed data Include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs, 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 

StatelCourt name: 

ALABAMA 
Clrcuit 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

ALASKA 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

ARIZONA 
Superior 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

ARKANSAS 
Circuit 

Municipal 
Police 
State Total 

city 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior 
Justice 
Mu n i c i p al 
State Total 

Total Dispo Filings 

criminal dispositions as a 100,000 
Unit Point filings and and percen- adult 

Juris- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula- 
diction count filing footnotes footnotes filings tion 

Total criminal sltions Per 

- -  
G G A 34,161 B 31,410 B 92 1,143 
L B B 118,373 B 109,866 B 93 3,962 
L M B NA NA 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

COLORADO 
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate G 

State Total 
County L 

CONNECTiCUT 
Superior G 

DELAWARE 
Superior G 
Alderman's L 
Court of Common Pleas L 
Family L 
Justice of the Peace L 
Municipal Court of Wilmington L 
State Total 

B 
B 

D 
2 
z 

A 
A 
A 
A 

B 
B 
B 

D 
D 

E 

B 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 

A 
B 

A 
B 
B 

A 
B 
B 
B 

A 
B 
B 

B 
B 

A 

A 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 

2,526 A 
25,762 B 
28,288 

25,297 
65,102 A 

239,790 
330,189 

29,193 
6,537 B 

131,860 C 
NA 

119,441 
60,126 C 

913,008 C 
1,092,575 

18,431 B 
42,265 C 
60,696 * 

159,858 C 

4,342 B 
3,875 B 

26,393 A 
4,098 

45,547 A 
14,707 C 
98,962 

2,392 A 
24,629 B 
27,021 

24,171 
56,639 A 

225,049 
305,859 ' 

31,999 B 
4,567 B 

104,355 C 
NA 

114,718 
47,021 C 

755,147 C 
916,886 

18,021 B 
40,558 C 
58,579 

152,599 C 

4,528 B 
3,701 B 

26,301 A 
4,112 

45,723 A 
14,596 C 
98,961 

95 
96 
96 

96 
87 
94 
93 

70 
79 

96 
78 
83 
84 

98 
86 
97 

95 

104 
96 

100 
100 
100 
99 

100 

710 
7,237 
7,946 

997 
2,566 
9,452 

13,015 

1,673 
375 

7,556 

574 
289 

4,385 
5,247 

758 
1,738 
2,496 

6,459 

879 
784 

5,343 
830 

9,220 
2,977 

20,033 

(continued on next page) 
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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 
Munlclpal 
State Totat 

Juris- 
diction - 

G 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 

G 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 

G 
L 

Unit 
of 

count 

B 

E 
A 

G 
M 
M 
B 
M 
M 
B 
G 

G 
A 

D 

G 

B 
B 
8 
B 

B 

B 
B 

Point 
of 

filing 

G 

A 
B 

A 
M 
M 
B 
M 
M 
A 
A 

B 
C 

F 

A 

A 
F 
F 
F 

A 

C 
C 

Total 
Total criminal 

criminal dispositions 
filings and and 
qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes 

42,036 A 

185,709 

580,153 
394,444 

77,551 B 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

3,070 A 
67,972 A 

5,667 A 
32,847 A 
38,514 

56,391 B 

569,124 C 

79,494 A 
35,523 B 
46,854 
52,437 

214,308 

49,704 A 

35,853 
4,047 A 

39,900 * 

40,944 A 

164,933 
340,390 
505,323 

71,104 B 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

2,827 A 
53,729 A 

3,029 A 
30,372 A 
33,401 

54,205 B 

553,052 C 

75.893 A 
39,353 B 
47,019 
50,553 

212,818 

46,963 A 

38,012 
4,559 A 

42,571 

Dispo- 
sitions 
a s a  

percen- 
tage of 
filings 

97 

89 
86 
87 

92 

92 
79 

53 
92 
87 

96 

97 

95 
111 
100 
96 
99 

94 

106 
113 
107 

Filings 
Per 

100,000 
adult 

popula- 
tion 

8,758 

1,947 
4,135 
6,081 

1,698 

67 
1,489 

698 
4,045 
4,743 

8,067 

6,611 

1,942 
868 

1,144 
1,281 
5,235 

2,345 

1,946 
220 

2,166 

(continued on next page) 

Part Ill: 1988 State Court Caseload Tables 133 



TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload. 1988. (continued) 

StatelCourt name: 

KENTUCKY 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

LOUISIANA 
District 
City and Parish 
State Total 

MAINE 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

MARYLAND 
Cirarit 
District 
State Total 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth 

MICHIGAN 
Circuit 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

MINNESOTA 
District 

MISSOURI 
Circuit 

MONTANA 
District 
City 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

NEBRASKA 
District 
County 
State Total 

Juris- 
diction - 
G 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 

G 

G 
L 
L 

G 

G 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

Unit 
of 

count - 
B 
B 

z 
B 

E 
E 

B 
B 

D 

B 
B 
B 

B 

H 

G 
B 
B 
B 

B 
B 

Point 
of 

filing 

A 
F 

A 
F 

A 
F 

A 
A 

B 

A 
B 
B 

B 

A 

A 
B 
B 
B 

A 
F 

Total 
Total aiminal 

criminal dispositions 
filings and and 
qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes 

12,812 B 12,706 B 
142,731 C 135,180 C 
155,543 147,886 

89.897 A NA 
128,076 C 108,527 C 
217,973 

8,730 C 7,965 C 
35,366 C 31,428 C 
44,096 39,393 

57,753 B 51,880 B 
198,587 144,061 A 
256,340 195,941 

357.273 A 9,275 A 

54,789 54,644 
261,611 C 239,591 C 

3,416 C 3,318 C 
319,816 297,553 

182,288 c 177,165 c 

124,048 110,604 

3.400 B 3,754 B 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 

5,748 B 5,103 B 
67,867C 64,457C 
73,615 69,560 

Dlspo- 
sitions 
a s a  

percen- 
tage of 
filings 

99 
95 
95 

85 

91 
89 
89 

90 

100 
92 
97 
93 

97 

89 

89 
85 
84 

Filings 
per 

100,Ooo 
adult 

popula- 
tion - 

467 
5,m 
5,666 

2,890 
4,117 
7,007 

969 
3,925 
4,894 

1,661 
5,711 
7,372 

7,842 

807 
3,855 

50 
4,713 

5,720 

3,239 

582 

488 
5,756 
6,244 

(continued on next page) 

134 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988 



TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trlal Court Criminal Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

StatelCourt 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 

criminal dispositions a s a  100,000 

Juris- of of qualifying qualifying tage of popula- 

Total criminal sitions per 

Unit Point filings and and percen- adult 

- -  diction count filing footnotes footnotes filings tion 

G 2 A 8 A  NA 
L 2 B NA NA 
L 2 B NA NA 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

A 
A 
A 

B 
B 

E 
E 
E 

E 
E 
E 
E 

E 
E 

B 
E 
B 

B 
B 
M 
B 

A 
B 
B 

A 
B 

A 
B 
B 

A 
D 
B 
D 

A 
G 

A 
F 
B 

C 
E 
M 
E 

8,810 A 
46,692 A 

978 A 
56,480 

47,063 
370,863 
41 7,926 

10,256 
41,200 B 
44,116 C 
95,572 * 

67,177 A 
228,143 B 

NA 
282,525 A 

88.948 
529,319 C 
618,267 

1,554 B 
16,301 A 

NA 

43,613 
40,751 B 

NA 
389,278 B 

7,076 
NA 
NA 

42,131 
342,241 
384,372 

9,748 
35,366 B 
50,524 C 
95,638 

64,611 A 
207,143 B 

NA 
269,263 A 

85,123 
515,138 C 
600,261 

1,561 B 
17,058 A 

NA 

42,604 
39,384 B 

NA 
394,236 B 

90 
92 
92 

95 
86 

115 
100 

96 
91 

95 

96 
97 
97 

100 
105 

98 
97 

101 

1,086 
5,757 

121 
6,964 

799 
6,298 
7,097 

970 
3,898 
4,174 
9,042 

496 
1,683 

2,084 

1,832 
10,905 
12,737 

321 
3,368 

543 
507 

4,847 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Statelcourt name: 

OKLAHOMA 
District 

OREGON 
Circuit 
District 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Court of Common Pleas 
District Justice Court 
Philadelphia Municipal Court 
Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court 
State Total 

PUERTO RlCO 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

RHODE ISLAND 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Circuit 
Magistrate 
Municipal 
State Total 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit 

TENNESSEE 
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery 
General Sessions 
Municipal 
State Total 

TEXAS 
District 
County-Level 
Justice of the Peace 
Munlcipal 
State Total 

Juris- 
diction 

G 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

Unit 
of 

count 

J 

E 
E 
E 
A 

B 
B 
B 
B 

J 
J 

D 
D 

B 
B 
B 

B 

z 
M 
M 

B 
B 
A 
A 

Point 
of 

filing 

A 

G 
G 
B 
B 

A 
B 
B 
B 

B 
B 

A 
B 

A 
E 
E 

B 

A 
M 
M 

A 
F 
B 
B 

Total 
Total criminal 

criminal dispositions 
filings and and 
qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes 

68,096 B 60,873 B 

26,859 A 25,142 A 
62,416 A 57,205 A 
7,709 B 7,821 B 

30,321 C 27,291 C 
127,305 * 1 17,459 

113,605 A 109,698 A 
502,798 0 398,041 B 
41,577 C 42,474 C 
15,513 C NA 

673,493 

32,316 B 31,036 B 
47,933 c 45,748 c 
80,249 76,784 

7,863 6,366 
39,671 C 34,918 C 
47,534 41,284 

58,871 A 53,762 A 
124,950 C 133,383 C 
76,725 A NA 

260,546 * 

33,869 15,730 A 

57,747 A 48,040 A 
NA NA 
NA NA 

140,929 B 132,882 
429,728 362,046 A 
577,484 A 399,615 A 
509,947 A 449,731 A 

1,658,088 1,344,274 

DISPO- 
sitlons 
a s a  

percen- 
tage of 
filings 

89 

94 
92 

101 
90 
92 

97 
79 

102 

96 
95 
96 

81 
88 
87 

91 
107 

83 

69 
88 

Filings 
Per 

100,000 
adult 

popula- 
tion 

2,887 

1,291 
3,001 

371 
1,458 
6,120 

1,241 
5,493 

454 
169 

7,358 

1,569 
2,327 
3,896 

1,031 
5,199 
6,230 

2,334 
4,954 
3,042 

10,331 

6,564 

1,585 

1,189 
3,625 
4,872 
4,302 

13.988 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

StatelCourt name: 

UTAH 
District 
Clrcuit 
Justice 
State Total 

VERMONT 
District 
Superior 
State Total 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit 
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 

Juris- 
diction 

G 
L 
L 

G 
G 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

Unit 
of 

count 

J 
B 
B 

D 
I 

A 
A 

G 
C 
C 

J 
J 
A 

Total Dlspo- Filings 

criminal dispositions asa 100,OOO 

of qualifying qualifying tageof popula- 

Total criminal sitions per 

Point filings and and percen- adult 

filing footnotes footnotes filings tion 

A 4,182 B 3,705 C 395 
A 63,191 C 54,136 C 86 5,967 
B 52,500 C 44,329 C 84 4,958 

119,873 102,170 11,319 

C 21,299 B 21,267 B 100 5,120 
I 112 112 100 27 

21,411 21,379 100 5,147 

A 82,623 B 78,909 B 96 1,817 
E 438,457 A 439,845 A 100 9,645 

521,080 * 518,754 100 11,462 

A 26,793 22,792 85 775 
B 119,735 A 93,740 A 78 3,463 
B 89,809 59,512 66 2,597 

236,337 176,044 74 6,834 

A 6,605 B 7,042 B 107 472 
E 137,163 A 142,279 A 104 9,804 
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. (continued) 

NOTE: The trial courts of Mississippi are not induded in 
this table, as neither criminal caseload nor court 
jurisdiction information is available for 1988. All 
other state trial courts with criminal 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 
Wings 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: 

M - Missing Data 
I 0 Data element is inapplicable 
A = Single defendant--single charge 
B - Single defendant--single incident (one/mom charges) 
C = Single defendant-single inadenVmaximum number 

D Single defendant--one/more incidents 
E = Single defendant-content varies with prosecutor 
F = One/more defendants-single charge 
G = Onelmore defendants-single incident (one/more 

H = One/more defendants-single incidenthaximum 

J = Onelmore defendants-one/more incidents 
K = One/more defendants-content varies with prosecutor 
L - Inconsistent during reporting year 
Z - Both the defendant and charge components vary 

POINT OF FILING CODES: 

charges (usually two) 

charges) 

number charges (usually two) 

within the state 

M E  
I =  
A =  
e =  
c =  
D =  
E =  
F -  
G =  

Missing Data 
Data element is inapplicable 
At the filing of the information/indictment 
At the filing of the complaint 
When defendant enters pleahnitial appearance 
When docketed 
At issuing of warrant 
At filing of infomtion/complaint 
Varies (at filing of the complaint, information, 
Indictment) 

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: 
Alaska-Superior Court-Total crlmlnal filed and 

disposed data do not include crlmlnal appeals 

Arizona-Justice of the Peace Court--Total crlmlnel 
filed and disposed data do not include llmlted 
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 crlmlnal filed 
and disposed data do not Include most DWVDUI 

District of Columbia-Superior Court--Total crlmlnel 

Cases. 

cases. 

filed and disposed data do not lndude DwI/DUI cases. 
Georgia-Probate Court--Total crlmlnal filed and 

disposed data include cases from 75 of 159 counties, 
do not include DWUDUI cases, which are reporled 
with bafflelother vloletlon data, and are less than 
75% complete. 
-State Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed data 
Include cases from 24 of 63 courts, do not Include 
some DWMUI cases, which are reported wlth 
baffldother vlolatlon data, and are less than 75% 
complete. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Total crlmlnel filed and disposed 
data do not indude reopened prior cases. 
-District Court-Total crlmlnel filed and disposed 
data do not indude some mlsdemeenor cases. 

IndianaSuperior and Circuit Courls-Total crlmlnal 
filed and disposed data do not lndude crlmlnal 
appeals cases. 

lowa-District Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 
data do not indude some mlsdemeenor cases. 

Kansas-Muniapal Court-Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data represent 119 of 390 municipal courts. 

Louisiana-District Court-This figure Is estlmated by the 
State Courl Administrator's Office on the basis that 
75% of crlmlnal cases reported are baMc cases. 
Filed data do not Include DWUDUI cases. 

Maryland-District Court-Total crlmlnal disposed data 
do not include DWVDUI cases. 

Massachusefls-Trial Courl of the Commonwealth-Total 
crlmlnel filed data do not Include some 
misdemeanor and some DWVDUI cases. Disposed 
data do not indude felony, mlsdemeenor, DWUDUI, 
miscellaneous crlmlnal and some crlmlnal appeals 
cases, and are less than 75% complete. 

Nevada-District Court-Total crlmlnel filed data do no1 
include felony, mlsdemeenor, DWUDUI, and 
miscellaneous crlmlnal cases, and are less than 
75% complete. 

New Hampshire-Superior Court-Total crlmlnal filed 
data do not indude some crlmlnel eppeels cases. 
-District Court-Total crlmlnel filed data do not 
include llmlted felony cases. 
-Muniapal Courl-Total crlmlnal filed data do not 
include llmlted felony cases. 

New York-Supreme and County Courts-Total crlmlnal 
filed and disposed data do not lndude crlmlnel 
appeals cases. 
-Criminal Court of the City of New York-Total 
crlmlnal filed and disposed data do not Include 
llmlted felony cases. 

North Dakota-County Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data do not Include llmlted felony cases. 

Oregon-Circuit Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 
data do not indude crlmlnal appeals cases. 
-District Courl-Total crlmlnel filed and disposed 
data do not indude llmlted felony cases. 

Pennsylvania-Court of Common Pleas-Total crlmlnel 
filed and disposed data do not lndude some 
criminal appeals cases. 

South Carolina-Circult Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data do not include crlmlnel appeals 

-Municipal Court-Total crlmlnal filed data do not 
Include llmlted felony cases. 

South Dakota-Circuit Court-Total crlmlnel disposed 
data do not indude most mlsdemeanor and some 
crlmlnal appeals cases, and are less than 75% 
complete. 

Tennessee-Clrcuit, Criminal, and Chancery Courts- 
Total criminal filed data do not Include 
mlscellaneous crlmlnal cases. Dlsposed data do 
not include DWVDUI and mlscelleneous crlmlnal 
cases. 

Texas-Countylevel Courts-Total crlmlnel disposed 
data do not lndude some crlmlnal appeals cases. 

CaSBs. 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload. 1988. (continued) 

-Justice of the Peace Court-Total crlmlnal filed 
and disposed data do not include limited felony 
cases and represent a reporting rate of 80%. 
-Muniapal Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data do not include limited felony cases and 
represent a 77% reporting rate. 

Virginia--District Court--Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data do not include DWVDUI cases. 

Washington-District Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data do not include limited felony cases. 

West Virginia-Magistrate Court-Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data do not include llmlted felony cases. 

Wisconsin-Circuit Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data do not include any criminal appeals 
cases, or DWVDUI cases from District 1. 

Wyoming-District Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data do not include criminal appeals 

-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. 

Alabama--Circuit Court-Total criminal filed and 

wes. 

6: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 

disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings. 
-District Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 
data indude preliminary hearing proceedings. 

Alaska-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data indude some moving tmfflc cases and all 
ordinance violation cases. 

ArkanSas-Circuit Court--Total crlmlnal disposed data 
include postconviction remedy and probation 
revocation proceedings. 
-City Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed data 
include ordinance violation cases. 

Probate Courts-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 
data indude extraditions, revocations, parole. and 
release from commitment hearings. 

Delaware-Superior Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings. 
-Alderman's Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 
data indude ordinance vlolatlon cases. 

Georgia-Superior Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include all trafficlother violation cases. 

Idahe-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data indude ordinance vlolatlons, postconvlctlon 
remedy and sentence review only proceedings. 

Indiana--City and Town Courts-Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data include some ordinance vlolatlon 
and some other traffic cases. 

Kentwky-Circuit Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include sentence review only and 
some postconvlctlon 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 indude all clvll appeals cases. 

Nebraska-District Court-Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data include clvll appeals cases and 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

N e w  Mexico-Magistrate Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include preliminary hearing 
proceedings. 

New York--District and City Courts-Total crlmlnal filed 
and disposed data include ordinance vlolatlon 

North Dakota-District Court-Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data include sentence review only and 
postconviction remedy proceedings. 

OhieCounty Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 

Colorado-District. Denver Juvenile, and Denver 

Cases. 

data include ordinance violation cases. 
-Muniapal Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 
data lndude ordinance vlolatlon cases. 

Oklahoma--District Court-Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data include ordinance violation cases. 

Oregon-Justice Court-Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data include prellmlnary hearings. 

Pennsylvania-District Justice Court-Total criminal filed 
and disposed data indude ordinance vlolation 

Puerto Rico-Superior Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include transfers and reopened cases. 

Texas-District Court--Total crlmlnal filed data indude 
some other proceedings. 

Utah-District Court-Total crlmlnal filed data indude 
postconvlctlon remedy and all sentence review 
only proceedings. 

Vermont-Dislrict Court--Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include ordinance violation cases. 

Virginia--Circuit Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 
data lndude ordinance violation cases. 

West Viginia-Circuit Court--Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs. 

cases. 

C: The following courts' data are incomplete and 
overinclusive: 

Arkansas--Muniapal Court-Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data include ordinance violation cases, 
but do not include felony cases and data from 
several municpalities. 

Califomia-Justice Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include preliminary hearing bindovers 
and transfers. and some ordinance violation cases, 
but do not Include DWVDUI cases. 
-Muniapal Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data indude prellmlnary hearing bindovers and 
transfers and some ordinance violation cases, but 
do not include DWVDUI cases. 

Colorado-County Court--Total crlminal filed and 
disposed data include some preliminary hearings, 
but do not include DWVDUI cases. 

Connecfcut-Superior Court-Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data include ordinance violation cases, 
but do not include DWVDUI cases. 

Delaware-Municipal Court of Wilmington-Total 
crlmlnal filed and disposed data include ordinance 
violation cases, but do not include limited felony 
and most DWVDUI cases. 

Illinois-Circuit Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 
data lndude some preliminary hearings and some 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases, but do not indude 
DWVDUI and mlscellanaous crlmlnal cases. 

Kentu&y-District Court-Total crlmlnal lied and 
disposed data include ordinance violation cases 
and sentence revlaw only proceedings, but do not 
Include limited felony cases. 

Louisiana-City and Parish Courts-Total criminal filed 
and disposed data indude ordinance vlolatlon 
cases. but do not Include DWVDUI cases and are 
less than 75% complete. 

disposed data include ordinance vlolatlon cases. 
and postconvlctlon remedy and sentence review 
only proceedlngs, but do not lndude DWVDUI and 
some criminal appeals cases. 
-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data indude prellmlnary hearings, do not include 
DWbDUl and some misdemeanor cases, and are 
less than 75% complete. 

disposed data Include ordinance vlolatlon cases, 
but do not Include DWVDUI cases. 
-Munidpal Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 
data lndude ordinance vloletlon cases, but do not 
Include DWVDUI cases. 

Maine-Superior Court-Total crlmlnal filed and 

Michigan-District Court-Total criminal filed and 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total Slate Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Minnesota--District Court-Total crlminal filed and 
disposed data include ordinance violation cases, 
but do not include some DWVDUI cases.Nebraska-- 
County Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data 
include ordinance violations, but do not include 
llmlted felony cases. 

New Mexico-Metropolitan Court of Bemalillo County- 
Total crlmlnal filed and disposed data Include 
ordlnance vlolaUon cases, but do not lndude 
llmlted felony cases. 

North Carolina--District Court--Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data include ordlnance vlotatlons, but do 
not include limited felony cases. 

Oregon--Muniapal Court-Tolal criminal filed and 
disposed data include ordinance violation cases, 
but do not include DWUOUI cases. 

Pennsylvania-Philadelphia Municipal Court--Total 
criminal filed and disposed data include preliminary 
hearing proceedlngs. but do not include some 
misdemeanor cases. 
-Pittsburgh City Magistrates-Total criminal filed 
data include ordlnance violation cases, but do not 
include limited felony cases. 

Puerto Rico-District Court-Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data include transfers and reopened cases, 
and ordinance vlolatlon cases, but do not include 
llmlted felony and DWVOUl cases. 

Rhode Island-District Court--Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data include moving trafflc violation and 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases, but do not include 
limited felony cases. 

South Carolina--Magistrate Court-Total crlmlnal filed 
and disposed data indude miscellaneous juvenlie 
cases, but do not include felony and DWVDUI 
cases, and are less than 75% complete. (Filed data 
were estimated using percentages provided by the 
AOC). 

Utah-District Court-Total crlmlnal disposed data 
include postconvlctlon remedy and sentence 
revlew 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 postconvlctlon remedy proceedings, but do 
not include some mlscellaneous criminal cases. 
Disposed data do not indude some cases due lo 
conversion from a manual to an aulomated data 
system. The conversion process is incomplete, 
rendering the dispostion data incomplete at the 
present time. 
-Justice Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 
data include some moving trafflc vlolatlon cases, 
but do not include limited felony cases. 

140 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988 



TABLE 11 : Reported Total State Trial Court Trafficlother Violation Caseload, 1988 

Dispo- Filings 
Total traffic sitions Per 
dispositions asa 100,000 

and qualifying percentage total 
footnotes of filings population 

Total traffic 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

250,547 
NA 

79,818 A 

41 7,153 
914,838 

1,331,991 

16,448 A 
269,605 A 

NA 

502,349 C 
14,581,727 C 
15,084,076 

202,870 B 
NA 

Juris- 
diction Parking 
_c_ 

State/court name: 

ALABAMA 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

.L. 2 
L 1 

248,046 99 6,106 
NA 

ALASKA 
District L 3 79,818 A 100 15,262 

ARIZONA 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

L 1 
L 1 

407,000 
9 2 2,O 5 5 

1,329,055 

98 1 1,956 
101 26,221 
100 38,177 

ARKANSAS 
City 
Municipal 
Police 
State Total 

L 1 
L 1 
L 1 

9,490 A 
185,842 A 

NA 

58 687 
69 11,262 

CALIFORNIA 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

L 3 
L 3 

422,667 C 
12,316,031 C 
12,738,698 

a4 1,774 
a4 51,498 
a4 53,272 

COLORADO 
County 
Municipal 
State Total 

L 2 
L 1 

195,072 B 
NA 

96 6.146 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior G 5 225,178 C 221,607 C 98 6,961 

DELAWARE 
Alderman's 
Family 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal Court of Wilmington 
State Total 

L 4 
L 2 
L 2 
L 5 

21,777 A 
508 

143,538 B 
19,425 C 

185,248 

21,966 A 
438 

145,174 B 
19,726 C 

187,304 

101 3,300 
86 77 

101 21,748 
102 2,943 
101 28,068 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior G 6 17.572 B 17,700 B 101 2,843 

FLORIDA 
County L 5 3,416,187 2,084,444 84 27,695 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court TraffidOther Violation Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

D~SPO- 
sltions 
as a 

percentage 
of fillngs 

Filings 
Per 

100,000 
total 

population 

Total traff ic 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

NA 
NA 

12,750 
52,452 A 

NA 
66,214 C 

165,065 C 

211 A 
799,513 B 
799,724 

234,196 A 

7,472,037 C 

201,341 
152,010 A 
133,454 
112,789 
599,594 

703,041 B 

225,619 A 
162,025 A 
387,644 

280,690 A 

269,691 B 
471,805 C 

NA 
NA 

Total traffic 
dispositions 

and qualifylng 
footnotes 

NA 
NA 

10,015 
40,328 A 

NA 
61,896 C 

145,875 C 

248 A 
717,649 B 
71 7,897 

232,644 A 

3,919,653 C 

188,521 
152,526 A 
130,657 
86,237 

557,941 

697,737 B 

220,359 A 
153,017 A 
373,376 

279,268 A 

NA 

NA 
NA 

360,150 C 

Juris- 
diction - 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

State/court name: Parking 

2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 

2 
4 

3 

4 

3 
3 
4 
3 

3 

4 
1 

3 

1 
1 
1 
1 

GEORGIA 
Superior 
County Recorder's 
Juvenile 
Magistrate's 
Municipal and City of Atlanta 
Probate 
State 
State Total 

79 20 1 
77 827 

93 1,044 
88 2,603 

HAWAII 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

G 
L 

118 
90 
90 

19 
72,749 
72,768 

IDAHO 
District 99 G 23,350 

ILLINOIS 
Circuit G 52 64,348 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit 
City and Town 

Municipal Court of Marion County 
State Total 

county 

G 
L 
L 
L 

94 
100 
98 
76 
93 

3,625 
2,736 
2,402 
2,030 

10,794 

IOWA 
District G 99 24,807 

KANSAS 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

G 
L 

98 
84 
96 

9,043 
6,494 

15,537 

KENTUCKY 
District L 99 7,533 

LOUISIANA 
District 
City and Parish 
Justice of the Peace 
Mayor's 
State Total 

G 
L 
L 
L 

6,120 
10,706 76 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court TraffidOther Violation Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Filings 
Per 

100,ooO 
total 

population 

Dispo- 
Total traffic Total traffic sitions 
filings and dispositions asa  
qualifying and qualifying percentage 
footnotes footnotes of filings 

Juris- 
diction Parking State/court name: 

MAINE 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

G 
L 

2 
4 

2,836 C 2,741 C 97 
221,216 B 214,366 B 97 
224,052 217,107 97 

235 
18,358 
18,594 

MARYLAND 
District 1,019,401 A 037,502 C 22,046 L 1 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth G 1 1,407,055 C 1,256,763 C 23.897 

MICHIGAN 
District 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

4 
4 
2 

2,430,269 C 2,384,897 C 98 
49,966 c 45,387 c 91 

NA NA 

26,304 
541 

L 
L 
L 

MINNESOTA 
District G 4 1,549,060 C 1,498,169 C 07 35,966 

MISSOURI 
Circuit 
Municipal 
State Total 

G 
L 

1 
2 

445,563 A 428,774 A 96 
NA NA 

8,665 

MONTANA 
City 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

L 
L 
L 

NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 

NEBRASKA 
County L 1 297,274 A 298,948 A 101 18,556 

NEVADA 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

L 1 
L 1 

NA NA 
NA NA 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

L 4 274,697 NA 
L 4 6,045 NA 

280,742 

25,294 
557 

25.851 

NEW JERSEY 
Municipal L 4 5,929,201 5,439.526 92 76,803 

(continued on next page) 

Part I l l :  1988 State Court Caseload Tables 143 



TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court TraffidOther Violation Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

State/court name: 

NEW MEXICO 
Magistrate 
Metropolkin Ct of Bernalillo County 
Municipal 
State Total 

NEW YORK 
Criminal Court of the City of New York 
District and City 
Town and Village Justice 
State Total 

NORTH CAROLINA 
District 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District 
County 
Municipal 
State Total 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas 
County 
Mayor's 
Municipal 
State Total 

OKLAHOMA 
District 
Municipal Court Not of Record 
Municipal Criminal Court of Record 
State Total 

OREGON 
District 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

PENNSYLVANIA 
District Justice Court 
Philadelphia Muniapal Court 
Philadelphia Traffic Court 
Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court 
State Total 

Juris- 
diction - 

L 
L 
L 

L 
L 
L 

L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

L 
L 
L 

L 
L 
L 
L 

Parking 

3 
4 
1 

4 
4 
1 

6 

4 
1 
1 

2 
5 
1 
5 

2 
1 
1 

1 
3 
3 

4 
2 
1 
4 

Total traffic 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

52,330 
272,477 A 

NA 

93,093 A 
1,410,057 A 

NA 

1,028,252 A 

605 
68,414 A 

NA 

128,454 
223,383 A 

NA 
1,625,822 A 

193,091 A 
NA 
NA 

321,981 A 
105,185 
197,126 C 
624,292 

1,409,052 A 
27,211 B 

1,012,811 
379,567 A 

2,828,641 

Total traffic 
dispositions 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

43,972 
110,214 A 

NA 

94,475 A 
1,410,057 A 

NA 

994,387 A 

NA 
68,406 A 
47,620 C 

127,875 
216,857 A 

NA 
1,630,141 A 

176,102 A 
NA 
NA 

287,993 A 
103,355 
185,039 C 
576,387 

1,306,175 A 
26,432 B 

306,005 
NA 

Dispo- 
sitions 
asa 

percentage 
of filings 

84 

101 
100 

97 

100 

100 
97 

100 

91 

89 
98 
94 
92 

93 
97 
30 

Filings 
per 

100,OOO 
total 

population 

3,475 
18,093 

520 
7,873 

15,844 

91 
10,257 

1,183 
2 ,os  

14,978 

5,958 

11,641 
3,803 
7,127 

22,570 

11,741 
227 

8,439 
3,163 

23,570 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court TraffidOther Violation Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Dlspo- Filings 
Total traffic Total traffic sitions per 
filings and dispositions asa 100,000 

Juris- qualifying and qualifying percentage total 
diction Parking footiotes footnotes of filings population Statekourt name: 

PUERTO RlCO 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

L 2 74,326 C 70,343 C 95 2,256 
L 1 NA NA 

RHODE ISLAND 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

L 2 
L 1 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Family 
Magistrate 
Municipal 
State Total 

L 2 
L 4 
L . 4  

NA NA 
485,100 B 473,846 B 
316,487 390,268 B 

98 13,976 
9,118 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit G 3 137,653 151,217 B 19,306 

TENNESSEE 
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery 
General Sessions 
Municipal 
State Total 

G 
L 
L 

2 
1 
1 

NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 

TEXAS 
County-Level 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

2 
4 
4 

18,755 73,331 B 
1,569,977 A 1,455,985 A 
6,130,211 A 5,369,882 A 
7,718,943 6,899,198 

111 
93 9,323 
88 36,403 

45,837 

L 
L 
L 

UTAH 
Circuit 
Justice 
Juvenile 
State Total 

236,618 B 21 1,462 C 
243,312 A 228,934 A 

7,494 7,596 
487,424 447,992 * 

L 
L 
L 

4 
4 
2 

14,018 
94 14,414 

101 444 
28,876 

VERMONT 
District G 2 111,937A 112,229 A 100 20,096 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit 
Distrlct 
State Total 

G 
L 

2 
4 

NA NA 
1,545,649 B 1,543,397 B 100 25,692 

WAS HI NGTON 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

595,939 636,178 
1,131,737 884,195 
1,727,676 1,520,373 

107 12,821 
70 24,349 
88 37,170 

L 
L 

4 
4 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court TraffidOther Violation Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

State/court name: 

WEST ViRGlNiA 
Magistrate 
Municipal 
State Total 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit 
Municipal 
State Total 

WYOMING 
County 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

Dispo- Filings 
Total traffic Total traffic sitions Per 
filings and dispositions as a 100,000 

Juris- qualifying and qualifying percentage total - diction Parking footnotes footnotes of filings population 

L 2 102,677 97,524 05 5,473 
L 1 NA NA 

G 3 553,196 552,794 100 1 1,397 
L 3 NA 374,563 C 

927,357 

L 
L 
L 

1 80,510 
1 15,213 
1 NA 

86,973 6 
17,805 6 

NA 

16,808 
3,176 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total Slate Trial Court TraffidOther Violation Caseload. 1988. (continued) 

NOTE: Parking vlolations are defined as part of the 
traffidother violation caseload. However, slates and 
courts within a state differ to lhe 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 
violatlons. The trial courts of Mississippi are not 
Included in this table as neither trafficlother violation 
caseload nor court jurisdiction Information Is 
available for 1988. AI1 olher state trial courts with 
traffidother violation 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 lo rounding. 

NA .I Data are not available. 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G - General Jurisdiction 
L - Limited Jurisdiction 

PARKING CODES: 

1 = Parking data are unavailable 
2 E Court does not have parking jurisdiction 
3 E Only contested parking cases are included 
4 P Both contested and uncontested parking cases are 

5 - Parking cases are handled administratively 
6 - Uncontested parking cases are handled 

Included 

adrninislratively; contested parking cases are handled 
by the Court 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

The absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that data are 
complete. 

'See the qualifying footnote for each court within lhe state. 
Each footnote has an impact on the state's total. 

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 
Alaska-District Court-Total trafficlother vlolatlon 

flled and disposed data do not include some 
movlng traff Ic vlolatlon cases and all ordlnance 
vlotatlon cases. 

Arkansas-City Court-Total trafflclother vlolatlon filed 
and disposed data do not include ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases. 
-Municipal Court-Total traffldother vlolatlon filed 
and disposed data do not include ordinance 
vlolatlon cases, and are missing all data from 10 
municipalities, and parlial data from 21 others. 

Delaware-Alderman's Court-Total trafficlother 
vlolatlon filed and disposed data do not include 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 

Georgia-Magistrate Court-Total trafflclother vlolatlon 
filed and disposed data do not include any cases 
from 19 counties, and partial data from 11 counties. 

Hawaii--Circuit Court-Total trafflclother vlolatlon filed 
and disposed data do not. include reopened prior 
cases. 

Idaho--District Court-Total traff Idother vlolatlon filed 
and disposed data do not include ordlnance 
vlolatlon and parklng cases, and are less than 
75% complete. 

Indiana-City and Town Courts-Total trafflclother 
vlolatlon filed and disposed data do not include 

some ordlnance vlolatlon and some other traffic 
cases. 

Kansas-District Court-Total traffic/ other vlolatlon 
filed and disposed data do not Include juvenile traffic 
cases. 
-Municipal Court--Total trafflclother vlolatlon data 
represent 119 of 390 municipal courts. 

Kentucky-District Court-Total trafflclother vlolatlon 
filed and disposed data do not include ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases. 

Maryland--District Court-Total trafficlother vlolatlon 
filed data do not include ordlnance vlolatlon and 
parklng cases, and are less than 75% complete. 

Missouri-Circuit Court-Total trafflclother vlolatlon 
filed and disposed data do not include ordinance 
vlolatlon and parklng cases heard by Municipal 
judges. 

Nebraska-County Court-Total trafflclother vlolatlon 
data do not include ordlnance vlolatlon and 
parking cases. 

New Mexico-Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo County- 
Total trafficlother vlolatlon filed data do not include 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases. Disposed data do not 
include ordinance vlolatlon and miscellaneous 
traffic cases. 

New York--District and City Courts-Total traff Iclother 
vlolatlon filed and disposed data do not include 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 
-Criminal Court of the City of New York-Total 
trafflclother vlolatlon filed and disposed data do 
not include movlng trafflc, miscellaneous traffic, 
and some ordlnance vlolatlon cases, and are less 
than 75% complete. 

North Carolina-District Court--Total trafficlother 
vlolatlon filed and disposed data do not include 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 

North Dakota-County Court-Total trafflclother 
vlolatlon data do not include parklng cases, and 
are less than 75% complete. 

Ohio-County Court-Total trafficlother vlolatlon filed 
and disposed data do not include ordinance 
vlolatlon cases. 
--Municipal Court--Total trafflclother violation filed 
and disposed data do not include ordinance 
vlolation cases. 

Oklahoma--District Court-Total trafflclother vlolatlon 
filed and disposed data do not include ordinance 
vlolatlon cases. 

Oregon--District Court-Total traff lclother vlolatlon 
filed and disposed data do not Include parklng 
cases. 

Pennsylvania-District Justice Court-Total trafflclother 
vlolatlon filed and disposed dala do not include 
ordlnence vlolatlon cases. 
-Pinsburgh City Magistrates-Total trafflclother 
vloletlon filed data do not Include ordinance 
vlolatlon cases. 

Texas-Juslice of the Peace Court-Total traffldother 
vlolatlon filed and disposed data do not include 
some cases due to a reporting rate of 80%. 
-Municipal Court-Total trafficlother vlolatlon filed 
and disposed data do not Include some cases due 
to a reporting rate of 77%. 

Utah-Justice Court-Total trafficlother vlolatlon filed 
and disposed data data do not include some 
movlng traffic cases. 

Vermont-District Court--Total traff lc/other vlolatlon 
filed and disposed data do not Include ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases. 

8: The following courts' dala are overinclusive: 
Colorado-County Court-Total trafficlother vlolatlon 

filed and disposed data Include DWVDUI cases. 
Delaware-Justice of the Peace Court-Total 

trafficlother vlolatlon filed and disposed data 
Include most of the DWUDUI cases. 
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TABLE 11 : Reported Total State Trial Court TraffidOther Violation 

District of Columbia-Superior Court--Total traff lc/other 
vlolatlon filed and dlsposed data include DWUDUI 
cases. 

Hawaii-Distrlct Court-Total treffldother vlolatlon 
flled and dlsposed data Include some mlsdemeanor 
cases. 

Iowa-Dislrlct Court-Total befflclother vlolatlon filed 
and disposed data Indude some mlsdemeenor 
cases. 

Louisiana-District Court-This figure is estimated by 
the Stale Court Administrator's OKIce on the basis 
that 75% of criminal cases reporled (359,588) are 
traffic cases. Data Include DWUDUI cases. 

Maine-District Court-Total trafficlother violation filed 
and disposed data Include some mlsdemeanor and 
all DWVDUI cases. 

Pennsylvania-Philadelphia Municipal Court-Total 
trafflc/other vlolatlon filed and disposed data 
include mlscellaneous domestlc relations and 
some mlsdemeanor cases. 

South Carolina--Magistrate Court-Total traff Ic/other 
vlolatlon filed and disposed data indude DWUDUI 
cases. 
-Municipal Court-Total trafficlother vlolatlon 
disposed data include misdemeanor and DWVDUI 
cases. 

South Dakota--Circuit Court--Total treffldother 
violation disposed data include some misdemeanor 
and some crlrnlnal appeals cases. 

Texas-County-Level Courts-Total treffldother 
vlolatlon disposed data include some criminal 
appeals cases. 

Utah-Circuit Court-Total trafficlother vlolatlon filed 
data Include some miscellaneous crlmlnel cases. 

Virginia--District Court-Total trafflclother vlolatlon 
filed and disposed data Include DWVDUl cases. 

Wyoming-County Court-Total trafflclother violation 
disposed data include misdemeanor and DWUDUI 
cases. 
-Justice of the Peace Court-Total trafflc/other 
vlolatlon disposed data include misdemeanor, 
DWIIDUI, and crlmlnal appeals cases. 

C: The following courts' data are incomplete and 
overinclusive: 

California-Justice Court-Total treffic/other vloletlon 
filed and disposed data Include DWVDUI cases, but 
do not include some ordlnence vlolatlon cases. 
-Municipal Court-Total treffldother vlolatlon filed 
and disposed data include DWUDUI cases, but do 
not Include some ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 

Connectlcut-Superior Court-Total treffldother 
vlolatlon filed and disposed data lndude DWUDUI 
cases, but do not Include ordlnence vlolatlon 
cases. 

trafflclother vlolatlon tiled and disposed data 
Include most DWUDUI cases, but do not indude 
ordinance vloletlon cases. 

Georgia-State Court-Total treffldother vlolatlon filed 
and disposed data indude some DWUDUI cases, 
represent data from 24 of 63 courts. and are less 
than 75% complete. 
-Probate Court-Total trafflc/other vlolatlon filed 
and disposed data lndude DWUDUI cases, 
represent data from 75 of 159 counties, and are 
less than 75% complete. 

Illinois-Circuit Court-Total trafflc/othar vlolatlon filed 
and disposed data Include DWUDUI cases, but do 
not include ordlnence vloletlon cases from Cook 
County and perklng cases from anywhere but Cook 
County. 

Louisiana-City and Parish Court-Total tramc/other 
vlolatlon filed and disposed data indude DWUDUI 
cases, but do not include ordlnence vlolatlon 
cases. 

Delaware-Municipal Court of Wilmington-Total 

Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Maine-Superior Court-Total trefflclother vlolatlon 
filed and disposed data lndude DWVOUI and some 
crlmlnal appeals cases, but do not include 
ordinance vlolatlon cases. 

Maryland-Dlstrlct Court-Total traffldother vlolatlon 
disposed data Include DWUDUI cases, but do not 
Include ordlnence vlolatlon and parklng cases, and 
are less than 75% complete. 

Massachuselts--Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Total 
trafflc/other vlolatlon filed data Include some 
misdemeanor and some DWUDUI cases, but do not 
include parklng cases. Disposed data lndude some 
mlsdemeenor cases, but do not include ordlnance 
vloletlon, parklng, miscellaneous treff IC and some 
moving traffic cases. 

filed and disposed data include DWUDUI cases, but 
do not Include ordinance violation cases. 
-Municipal Court-Total trafficlother vlolatlon flled 
and disposed data Include DWUDUI cases, but do 
not include ordinance vlolatlon cases. 

Minnesota--District Court-Total trafflc/other vlolatlon 
filed and disposed data Include some DWVDUI 
cases, but do not include ordlnence vlolatlon 
cases. 

North Dakota-Munlcipal Court-Total trafflclother 
vlolatlon disposed data include DWUDUI cases, but 
do not include ordlnence vlolatlon and parking 
cases, and are less lhan 75% complete. 

Oregon--Municipal Court-Total traffldother vlolatlon 
filed and disposed data include DWVDUI cases, but 
do not include ordinance vloletlon cases. 

Puerlo Rico-Dlstrict Court-Total trefflclother vlolatlon 
filed and disposed data include DWL/DUI cases, 
transfers, and reopened cases, but do not Include 
ordlnence vlolatlon cases. 

disposed data include some miscellaneous crlmlnel 
cases, but do not include some cases. Conversion 
from a manual lo an automated data system is 
incomplete and the dispositlon data, at present, are 
Incomplete. 

violation disposed data include DWllDUl cases, but 
do not include cases from several municipalities. 

Michigan-District Court-Total trafflc/other vlolatlon 

Utah-Circuit Court-Total trefflclother vlolatlon 

Wisconsin-Municipal Court-Total trefflclother 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1988 

Total 
juvenile 

filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

27,873 B 
33,865 
61,738 

1,842 
71 

1,913 

1 1,368 

4,106 
7,015 

11,121 

85,362 

14,645 

13,592 

7,541 A 

13,725 

96,311 

57,098 

17,719 

6,799 

33.780 

Total 
juvenile 

dispositions 
and qualifying 

footnotes 

21,854 B 
31,681 
53,535 

1,391 
33 

1,424 

11,314 

3,963 
7,239 

1 1,202 

81,898 

12,872 

13,560 

7,237 A 

13,781 

66,828 

42,586 

17,175 

6,708 

25,512 

Dispo- 
sitions 
a s a  

percentage 
of filings 

78 
94 
87 

76 
46 
74 

100 

97 
103 
101 

96 

88 

100 

96 

100 

69 

75 

97 

99 

76 

Filings 
Per 

100,000 
Juvenile 

population 

2,500 
3,037 
5,537 

1,103 
43 

1,146 

1,194 

633 
1,081 
1,714 

1,139 

1,685 

1,788 

4,543 

9,946 

3,446 

3,215 

6,174 

2,237 

1,125 

Point 
Juris- of 
diction filing Statelcourt name: 

ALABAMA 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

G A 
L A 

ALASKA 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

G 
L 

C 
I 

ARIZONA 
Superior C G 

ARKANSAS 
Chancery and Probate 
Circuit 
State Total 

G 
G 

C 
C 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior G C 

COLORADO 
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate G A 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior G F 

DELAWARE 
Family L C 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior G B 

FLORIDA 
Circuit G A 

GEORGIA 
Juvenile L A 

HAWAII 
Circuit G F 

IDAHO 
District G C 

ILLINOIS 
Circuit G C 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

Total Total 
juvenile juvenile 

fllings and dlspositions 
qualifying and qualifying 
footnotes footnotes 

DISPO- Filings 
sitlons Per 
a s a  100,000 

percentage juvenile 
of filings population 

Point 
Juris- of 
diction filing SIate/court name: 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit 
Probate 
State Total 

G C 
L C 

27,953 B 24,108 B 
1,325 B 1,337 B 

29,278 25,445 

86 1,913 
101 81 
87 2,004 

IOWA 
District G A 6,727 NA 942 

KANSAS 
District G A 14,241 B 13,723 B 96 2.181 

KENTUCKY 
District L A 30,113 B 27,147 B 90 3,070 

LOUISIANA 
District 
Family and Juvenile 
City and Parish 
State Total 

G 
G 
L 

C 
C 
C 

14,222 NA 
26,219 B NA 
9,447 0,817 

49,888 

1,097 
2,023 

83 729 
3,849 

MAINE 
District L C 4,717 4,073 86 1,552 

MARYLAND 
Circuit 
Dlstrict 
State Total 

G 
L 

C 
C 

32,749 31,311 
2,906 2,490 

35,655 33,801 

96 2,855 
86 253 
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 
Dlstrict G C 67,160 66,982 100 5,996 

MISSOURI 
Circuit G C 18,062 20,710 B 1,377 

MONTANA 
Dlstrict G C 1,375 1,147 83 622 

NEBRASKA 
County 
Separate Juvenile 
State Total 

L 
L 

C 
C 

3,849 3,696 
2,388 NA 
6,237 

96 910 
565 

1,474 

(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 
diction filing footnotes footnotes of filings population - State/court name: 

NEVADA 
District G G NA NA 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
District L C 7,632 NA 2,775 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior G F 125,931 B 124,539 B 99 6,878 

NEW MEXICO 
Dlstrict G C 8,133 8,171 100 1,811 

NEW YORK 
Family L C 58,185 58,505 101 1,336 

NORTH CAROLINA 
District L C 23,331 24,864 107 1,426 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District G C 8,515 9,568 B 4,653 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas G. E 123,836 120,830 98 4,387 

OKLAHOMA 
District G G NA NA 

OREGON 
Clrcult G C 18,325 NA 2,671 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Court of Common Pleas G F 54,758 52,216 95 1,923 

PUERTO RlCO 
Superior G C 7,647 B 7,699 B 101 620 

RHODE ISIAND 
Family L C 7,158 8 6,514 B 91 3,112 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Family 
Magistrate 
State Total 

L C 14,088 B 13,252 B 94 1,485 
L I NA NA 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Clrcult G B 3,256 NA 1,653 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload. 1988. (continued) 

State/court name: 

TENNESSEE 
General Sessions 
Juvenile 
State Total 

TEXAS 
District 
County-Level 
State Total 

UTAH 
Juvenile 

VERMONT 
District 

VIRGINIA 
District 

WAS HI NGTON 
Superior 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit 

WYOMING 
District 

Juris- 
diction 

L 
L 

G 
L 

Point 
of 

filing 

E 
B 

C 
C 

C 

C 

A 

A 

C 

C 

C 

Total 
juvenile 

filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

NA 
NA 

11,443 A 
2,368 A 

13,811 

36,026 

1,744 

91,966 B 

24,247 

7,275 

32,200 

1,242 

Total Dlspo- Fillngs 
juvenile sitions Per 

dispositions as a 100,000 

footnotes of fllings population 
and qualifylng percentage Juvenile 

NA 
NA 

13,787 A 
2,388 A 

16,175 

36,220 

1,672 

21,645 

6,450 

31.598 

NA 

120 230 
101 47 
117 277 

101 5,728 

06 1,237 

94 6,256 

89 2.038 

89 1,525 

98 2,529 

88 1 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1988. (continued) 

NOTE: The trial courts of Mississippi are not lnduded In 
this table as neilher Juvenile caseload nor court 
Jurisdiclion Information is available for 1988. AI1 
other slate trial courts with Juvenile Jurisdiction are 
listed in the table regardless of whether caseload 
data are available. Blank spaces In Ihe table 
Indicale thal a particular calarlallon, such as the 
told stale caseload, Is not appropriate. Slate lolal 
'filings per 100,000 population' may no1 equal the 
sum of the filing rates lor the Individual coufls due 
lo rounding. 

NA - Dala are not available. 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G General Jurisdiction 
L = Limited Jurisdiction 

POINT OF FILING CODES: 

M =  Missing Data 
I n Data element is inapplicable 
A -  Filing of compiainl 
B = At initial hearing (intake) 
C = Filing of petition 
E = Issuance of warrant 
F E At 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 Juvenlle filed and 

disposed data do not Include stetus petltlon and 
chlld-vlctlm petltlon cases, and are less than 75% 
complete. 

Texas-District Court-Total Juvenlle filed and disposed 
data do not Include child-vlctlm petltlon cases. 
-County-Level Court-Total Juvenile filed and 
disposed data do not Include chlid-vlctlm petltlon 
cases, and are less than 75% complele. 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Alabama--Circuit Court-Total Juvenile filed and 

disposed data include URESA cases. 
Indiana--Superior and Circuit Courts-Total Juvenlle 

filed and disposed dala include miscelleneous 
domestic reletlons and some supportlcustody 
cases. 
-Probate Court--Total Juvenlle filed and disposed 
data include miscellaneous domestic relations 
cases. 

Kansas--District Court-Total Juvenlle filed and 
disposed data Include Juvenile traff lclother vloletlon 
cases. 

Kentucky-District Court-Total Juvenile filed and 
disposed data include paternlty/basterdy cases. 

LouisianaFamily and Juvenile Courls-Total Juvenile 
filed data include supporucustody, URESA, 
edoptlon, and mentel heelth cases. 

Missouri-Circuit Court-Total Juvenllr disposed data 
include adoptlon and miscellaneous d o m r l l c  
reletlons cases (Le., terminallon of parental rights). 

New Jersey-Superior Court-Total Juvrnllr filed and 
disposed data Include IerminaUon of parenlal rlghls 
cases. 

North Dakota-Dislricl Courl-Told Juvrnllr disposed 
dala indude trefflc/othrr vlolelon 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 adoptlon cases. 

Souh Carolina--Family Court-Total Juvenlle filed and 
disposed data Include traffldother vloletlon cases. 

Vlrginia--Districl Court-Tolal Juvenlle filed and 
disposed data Include some mentel heelth and 
domestic relatlons cases. 

C: The following courts' data are Incomplete and 
overinclusive : 

Massachusetts-Trial Court of the Commonweallh--Total 
Juvenile disposed data include juvenile trafficlother 
vloletlon cases, but do not Include any cases from 
Ihe Juvenile Court Department, and appeals from 
the Dislricl Court Department. The data are less 
than 75% complete. 

disposed data include treffldother vlolatlon cases, 
but do not include stetus petltlon cases. 

Michigan-Probale Court-Total Juvenlle filed and 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseloads in State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 88 

StatelCourt 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 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
Intermediate Court of Appeals IAC 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court COLR 
Court of Appeals IAC 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court COLR 
Appellate Court IAC 

INDIANA 
Court of Appeals IAC 

320 
467 

105 A 
2,753 

479 c 
855 

222 A 
10,118 

256 
1,580 

1,362 B 

587 
1 1,770 

663 B 
2,070 B 

471 B 
101 

349 B 
146 

371 
7,134 B 

1,150 B 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Numberof Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 

Court qualifying qualifying qualifylng qualifying qualifying 
type footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

States with one court of last resort and one Intermediate appellate court 

334 
446 

81 A 
2,843 

439 c 
846 

284 A 
10,252 

200 
1,626 

934 B 

597 
12,262 

692 B 
1,946 B 

496 B 
132 

348 B 
149 

493 
7,611 B 

1,037 B 

318 
505 

118 A 
3,352 

411 C 
95 1 

236 A 
10,035 

205 
1,862 

953 B 

629 
13,502 

616 B 
2,666 8 

604 B 
132 

288 8 
1 74 

563 
7,550 B 

1,073 B 

368 
469 

116 A 
3,451 

459 c 
949 

315 A 
9,985 

214 
1,930 

945 

58 1 
13,861 

640 B 
2,071 B 

616 B 
134 

289 B 
181 

568 
7,954 B 

1,149 B 

363 
435 

112 A 
3,902 

400 c 
899 

319 A 
10,954 

197 
1,946 

995 

510 
14,195 

639 B 
2306 B 

715 B 
120 

382 B 
227 

882 
8,119 B 

1,222 B 

754 . State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988 



1984 1985 1986 1987 
Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dlspositions dispositions dispositions 
Court and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- 
type ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes 

1988 
Number of 

dispositions 
and qualify- 
ing footnotes 

394 
403 

79 A 
3,240 

457 c 
827 

2,028 

1,026 

534 
13,559 

609 B 
129 

332 B 
162 

91 1 
7,648 B 

1,137 B 

State/Court name: 

States wlth one court of last resort and one lntermedlate appellate court 

ALASKA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

COLR 347 287 355 
IAC 449 406 589 

291 
429 

86 A 
3,372 

416 C 
983 

1,602 

893 

548 
13,591 

579 B 
142 

295 B 
174 

556 
7,451 B 

1,130 B 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

COLR 111 A 87 A 70 A 
IAC 2,598 2,953 3,445 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

COLR 448 c 451 C 404 C 
IAC 827 895 840 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
1,396 1,590 IAC 1,411 

CONNECTICUT 
Appellate Court IAC 568 B 877 B 1,055 B 

FLORiDA 
Supreme Court COLR 530 
District Courts of Appeal IAC 11,941 

639 644 
12,540 12,847 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court COLR 454 B 
Intermediate Court of Appeals IAC 125 

516 B 691 B 
105 132 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court COLA 352 B 
Court of Appeals IAC 175 

3338 359 B 
282 1 74 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court COLR 309 
Appellate Court IAC 6,891 B 

496 530 
6,961 B 7,007 B 

INDIANA 
Court of Appeals IAC 1,137 B 1,062 B 1,116 6 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseloads in State Appellate Courts, 1984.- 88. (continued) 

StatelCourf 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 

MASSACHUSEllS 
Supreme Judicial Court 
Appeals Court 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme 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 

type 

IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 

IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 

COLR 
Court of Appeals IAC 

1984. 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

569 

169 
1,041 B 

221 
2,725 

147 B 
3,870 B 

220 B 
1,777 

141 
1,375 B 

5 

2,852 

368 
6,224 B 

635 
572 

230 
1,314 B 

370 

338 
9,383 

1985 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

730 

177 
1,087 B 

282 
3,156 

79 B 
3,578 B 

218 B 
1,642 

129 
1,301 B 

3 

3,166 

227 
6,037 B 

652 
662 

222 
1,375 B 

338 

442 
9,522 

1986 
Number of 
fillngs and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

552 

189 
1,131 B 

25 1 
2,769 

112 
3,695 

238 B 
1,644 

86 
1,352 B 

4 

3,147 

236 
6,106 B 

744 
671 

249 
1,381 B 

377 

49 1 
9,683 

1987 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

618 

214 
1,127 B 

26 1 
2,691 

135 
3,846 

233 B 
1,714 

72 
1,434 B 

5 

3,055 

349 
6,277 B 

1,078 
604 

182 
1,265 E 

382 

422 
Q,983 

1988 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

728 

347 
1,176 B 

258 
2,665 

124 
3,967 

242 B 
1,754 

96 
1,394 B 

4 

3,315 

357 
6,458 B 

1,076 
648 

147 
1,351 0 

367 

600 
10,005 

156 State Court Caseload Stafisfics: Annual Report 1988 



1984 
Number of 

dispositions 
Court and qualify- 
type ing footnotes 

1985 1986 
Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions 
and qualify- and qualify- 
ing footnotes ing footnotes 

1987 
Number of 

dispositions 
and qualify- 
Ing footnotes 

578 

333 
1,143 B 

27 1 
2,304 

222 B 
1,777 

3,259 

381 
6,400 B 

192 
1,310 B 

357 

380 
9,393 

1988 
Number of 

dispositions 
and qualify- 
ing footnotes 

669 

459 
1,174 B 

302 
2,243 

183 B 
1,762 

3,145 

349 
6,494 B 

213 
1,272 B 

405 

462 
9,668 

State/Court name: 

IOWA 
Court of Appeals IAC 532 637 589 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

COLR 343 
IAC 1,045 B 

344 33 1 
989 B 1,106 B 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

COLR 280 
IAC 2,696 

259 253 
2,757 2,661 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals COLR 230 B 
Court of Special Appeals IAC 1,877 

232 B 188 B 
1,807 1,552 

MASSACH US ElTS 
Supreme Judicial Court 
Appeals Court 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

MISSOURI 
Court of Appeals IAC 3,159 3,177 3,206 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court COLR 408 
Appellate Div. Superior Court IAC 6,262 B 

25 1 237 
6,056 B 6,611 B 

NEW M6XI CO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

COLR 219 
IAC 1,412 B 

183 245 
1,464 B 1,626 B 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 33 1 335 357 

OHIO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

COLR 320 
IAC 9,124 

383 414 
9,491 9,296 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseloads in State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 88. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

OREGON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

UTAH 
Supreme Court 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

WISCONSIN 
Court of Appeals 

DEIAWARE 
Supreme Court 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court 

NEVADA 
Supreme Court 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court 

Court 

type 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 

COLR 
IAC 

IAC 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

corn 

COLR 

1984 1985 1986 
Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes footnotes 

205 180 145 
3,828 3,981 4,146 

479 451 519 
404 39 1 351 

640 628 623 

228 B 194 B 162 B 
2,866 3,270 3,535 

2,239 2,358 2,053 

1987 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

1 76 
4,305 

51 1 
440 

474 

135 B 
3,238 

2,185 

States with no intermediate appellate court 

331 B 

1,810 B 

838 

1,002 B 

799 

409 

344 B 

623 B 

331 

406 B 

1,770 B 

815 

997 B 

777 

403 

358 B 

575 

306 

417 B 

1,556 

1,010 

1,014 B 

853 

389 

363 B 

550 

342 

397 B 

1,500 

89 1 

1,196 B 

856 

323 

422 B 

538 

320 

1988 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

192 
3,739 

624 
307 

443 

123 B 
3,157 

2,147 

473 B 

1,624 

619 

1,103 B 

89 1 

410 

428 B 

620 

357 
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1984 
Number of 

dispositions 
Court and qualify- 
type ing footnotes 

1985 1986 1987 
Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions 
and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- 
ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes 

1988 
Number of 

dispositions 
and qualify- 
ing footnotes 

322 B 
3,985 

State/Court name: 

OREGON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

COLR 390 B 
IAC 3,759 

296 B 262 B 
3,784 4,014 

313 B 
4,232 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
398 374 IAC 44 1 368 367 

UTAH 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

COLR 
IAC 

176 B 
724 

148 B 
3,870 

154 B 
3,289 

184 B 209 B 
2,994 3,238 

WISCONSIN 
Court of Appeals IAC 2,223 2,501 2,178 2,206 2,368 

States with no lntermedlate appellate court 

COLR 354 B 373 B 415 B 

COLR 1,510 B 1,568 B 1,568 B 

COLR 637 853 912 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

867 854 

393 478 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

506 535 

347 327 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court 419 B 

1,595 

831 

407 B 

1,602 

793 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court 

NEVADA 
Supreme Court C O N  

COLR 

788 

447 

1,013 

402 

822 

403 
RHODE ISLAND 

Supreme Court 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court COLR 

COLR 

532 B 

250 

527 593 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court 302 334 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseloads in State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 88. (continued) 

StatelCoutt name: 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Civil Appeals 
Court of Criminal Appeals 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court 
Commonwealth Court 
Superior Court 

TENNESSEE 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Criminal Appeals 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Criminal Appeals 
Courts of Appeals 

Court 

type 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
COLR 

IAC 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1888 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and fillngs and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifylng qualifying qualifying quallfylng 
footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

States with multlple appellate courts at any level 

745 A 
532 

1,400 

789 
788 

268 
4,012 
5,793 B 

95 1 
868 B 

0 
1,959 
7,386 

798 A 
548 

1,520 

1,128 
635 

142 
3,554 
5,878 B 

999 
850 B 

1 
1,998 
7,954 

827 A 
530 

1,537 

788 
971 

92 
3,737 A 
5,989 B 

1,173 
885 B 

2 
2,221 
7,832 

998 A 
584 

1,695 

1,105 
931 

80 
3,030 A 
6,137 B 

1,003 
811 B 

3 
2,450 
7,857 

829 A 
529 

1,784 

809 
1,362 

121 
3,164 A 
6,439 B 

994 
889 

3 
3,578 
8,250 
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StateICourt name: 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Civil Appeals 
Court of Criminal Appeals 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court 
Commonwealth Court 
Superior Court 

TENNESSEE 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Crimlnal Appeals 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Criminal Appeals 
Courts of Appeals 

1984 1985 1986 1987 
Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
Court and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- 
type ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes 

IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

IAC 

IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
COLR 

IAC 

States with multiple appellate courts at any level 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
536 516 548 

1,480 1,424 1,745 

229 A 149 A 174 A 
80 1 693 856 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

5,908 B 8,355 B 7,410 B 

1,010 1,010 1,330 
851 B 891 B 946 B 

0 1 2 
2,237 2,084 2,027 
8,274 7,981 8,161 

518 
1,819 

813 B 
728 

6,253 B 

1,033 
747 B 

3 
2,448 
7,824 

1988 
Number of 

dispositlons 

Ing footnotes 
and qualify- 

576 
1,774 

852 B 
1,215 

6,416 B 

1,015 B 
794 B 

3 
3,546 
7,984 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseloads in State Appellate Courts, 198448. (continued) 

COURT N P E :  

COLR = Court of last resort 
IAC - intermediate appellate court 

NOTE: 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 

NA Indicates that the data are 
unavailable. 

Arizona-Supreme Court-Data do not Include 
mandatory judge dlsclplinary cases. 

California-Supreme Court-Data do not include judge 
dlsclplinary cases. 

Oklahoma--Supreme Court-Disposed data for 1984- 
1986 do not include mandatory appeals of flnel 
Judgments, mandatory dlsclpiinary cases and 
mandatory Interlocutory declslons. 

include transfen from the Superior Court and Court 
of Common Pleas. 

Pennsylvania-Commonwealth Court-Data do not 

B: The following courts' dah are overinclusive: 
Connecticut-Appellate Court-Data for 1984-1986 

include a few dlscretlonary petltlons that ware 
granted review. 

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

District of Colurhia-Court of Appeals-Data for 1984 
and 1985 include dlscretlonary petltlons that 
ware granted and refiled as appeals. 

Georgia-Supreme Court-Total mandatory filed data 
include a lew dlscretlonary petltlons that were 
granted and refiled as appeals. 
-Court of Appeals--Total mandatory data include 
all dlscretlonary petlllons that were granted and 
refiled as appeals. 

dlscretlonary petltlonr granted. 

petitlons that were granted. 

petltlons. 

dlscretlonary petltlons. 

Hawaii-Supreme Court-Data hdude a few 

Idaho-.Supreme Court-Data include dlrcrelonary 

Illinois-&plhte Court-Data include all dlrcrellonwy 

Indiana--Court of &pals-Data include all 

Kansas-Court of bppeals--Filed data Include a few 
dlscretlonery petltlons that were granted. 
Disposed data include all dlscretlonary petltlons. 

Louisiana-Supreme Court-Data for 1984 and 1985 
Include a few dlscretlonary appeals. 
-Courts of Appeal-Data lor 1984 and 1985 Include 
refiled dlscretlonary petltlons that are granted 
revlew. 

Maryland-Court of Appeals-Data Include 
dlscretlonary petltlons that were granted, and 
refiled as appeals. 

Massachusetts--AppeaIs Court-Data lndude a few 
dlscretlonary Interlocutory declslon petltlons. 

Nebraska-Supreme Court-Data include dlscretlonary 
petltlons. 

New Jersey-Appellate Division of Superior Court- 
Data Include all dlscretlonary patltlons that were 
granted. 

North Carolina-Court of Appeals--Mandatory filed 
data lndude a few dlscretlonary petltlons that 
were granted and refiled as appeals. Data Include 
some cases where relief, not review, was granted. 

Oklahoma--Supreme Court-Dab for 1987 and 1988 
Include granted dlscretlonary patltlons that were 
disposed. 

Oregon--Supreme Court-Disposed data Include all 
dlscretlonary petltlons that were granted. 

Pennsylvania-Superior Court-Data include all 
dlscretlonary petltlons that were granted. 

South Dakota-Supreme Court-Data include 
dlscretionery advisory opinions. 

Vermont-Supreme Court-Data for 1984 include 
dlscretlonary petitlons that were granted and 
decided. 

dlscretlonary patltlons. 
Washington-Supreme Court--Data include some 

The lollowing courts' data are both incomplete and 
overinclusive: 

Arkansas-Suprerne Court-Data include a few 
dlscretlonary petltlons, but do not Include 
mandatory attorney dlsclpllnary cases and 
certified questlons from the federal courts. 

C: 
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TABLE 14: Discretionary 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 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

HAWAII 
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 Spedal Appeals 

MASSACHUSETS 
Supreme Judicial Court 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
fllings and fillngs and filings and fliings and fillngs and 

Court qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 
type footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

Stetes wlth one court of last resort and one Intermediate appellate court 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 

22 1 
63 

1,016 B 
50 

3,991 
5,838 

813 

1,056 
1,970 

94 1 
623 

32 

60 

1,675 

986 
79 

2,126 A 
1,842 

76 1 
308 

1,246 

194 
64 

1,161 B 
40 

4,346 
5,938 

767 

1,175 
1,975 

975 
641 

41 

92 

1,579 

813 
96 

2,313 A 
2,538 

71 3 
192 

1,336 

313 
83 

1,156 B 
49 

4,808 
6,234 

783 

1,097 
2,294 

980 
647 

43 

77 

1,637 

047 
94 

2,455 
3,016 

607 
240 

1,473 

219 244 
54 62 

1,018 0 995 B 
51 60 

4.558 4,351 
6,732 7,005 

756 825 

1,270 1,316 
2,282 2,285 

1,006 998 
733 717 

57 45 

82 76 

1,673 1,558 

693 A 686 A 
80 92 

2,673 2,657 
3,541 3,877 

655 682 
294 220 

336 563 
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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 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 

ILL1 NO IS 
Supreme Court 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

LOUlSlANlA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Speclal Appeals 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judicial Court 

1984 1985 1986 1987 
Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
Court and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- 
type ing footnotes ing footnotes Ing footnotes ing footnotes 

States with one court of last resort and one lntermedlate appellate court 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

220 
77 

1,048 B 
59 

1,060 
1,669 

35 

55 

1,715 

793 
73 

785 
308 

197 290 
54 99 

1,078 B 1,156 B 
45 48 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAllABLE 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

1,123 1,260 
1,683 1,751 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAllABLE 

39 45 

99 71 

1,673 1,622 

1,044 898 
87 107 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

678 700 
192 185 

DATA NOT AVAllABLE 

23 1 
54 

1,054 B 
45 

1,223 
1,887 

58 

76 

1,633 

706 A 
71 

562 
294 

1988 
Number of 

dispositlons 
and qualify- 
ing footnotes 

255 
66 

905 B 
63 

1,426 
1,839 

42 

84 

1,482 

678 A 
77 

776 
220 
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TABLE 14: Discretionary Caseloads in State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 88. (continued) 

StateXourt name: 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

NORTH CAROLINA 
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 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court 

Court 

type 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COCR 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

1984 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

2,347 

846 

1,142 A 

174 
57 

541 
471 

1,704 

870 

72 

1,815 

881 c 
263 

718 
245 

1985 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

2,069 

98 1 

1,053 A 

155 
68 

620 
484 

1,644 

903 

42 

1,043 

906 C 
320 

76 1 
228 

1886 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

2,042 

889 

1,382 A 

202 
52 

735 
546 

1,733 

990 

51 

1,193 

887 C 
371 

836 
24 1 

1987 
Number of 
flllngs and 
quallfylng 
footnotes 

2,082 

1,033 

1,382 A 

30 1 
67 

676 
483 

1,846 

1,086 

30 

1,441 

1,151 C 
346 

869 
22 1 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

5 A  3 A  3 A  4 A  

85 81 76 96 

2 4 3 2 

1088 
Number of 
flllngs and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

2,662 

1,056 

1,354 A 

252 
64 

636 
446 

1,770 

857 

61 

1,439 

947 A 
372 

915 
228 ' 

4 A  

61 

0 
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1984 
Number of 

dlspositlons 
Court and qualify- 
type Ing footnotes 

1985 
Number of 

dlspositions 
and qualify- 
Ing footnotes 

2,314 B 

980 A 

1,025 A 

1986 1987 1988 
Number of Number of Number of 

dlspositlons dlsposltlons dlsposltlons 
and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- 
ing footnotes Ing footnotes Ing footnotes StatelCourt name: 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 2,397 B 

953 A 

1,378 A 

2,168 B 2,254 B 

997 A 1,064 

1,411 A 1,398 A 

COLR 2,495 B 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court COLR 812 A 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court COLR 1,075 A 

NEW MEXl CO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

COLR 465 
IAC 423 

665 748 
462 560 

637 727 
483 446 

OHIO 
Supreme Court COLR 1,293 1,428 1,532 1,598 1,621 

OREGON 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

UTAH 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court COLR 1,919 1,321 1,095 1,169 1,655 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

COLR 805 c 
IAC 270 

907 c 786 c 
283 317 

1,093 C 1,060 A 
388 388 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

COLR 721 B 
IAC 209 

699 765 
228 24 1 

725 866 
188 162 

States with no lntermedlate appellate cowl 

COLR 5 A  2 A  3 A  

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

4 3 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court 4 A  3 A  

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court COLR 2 2 0 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 14: Discretionary Caseloads In State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 88. (continued) 

StatelCourt 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 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 

Court qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 
type footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

COLR 603 A 574 A 534 A 516 A 604 

COLR 202 288 168 219 189 

COLR 27 A 17 A 32 A 27 A 35 A 

COLR 25 19 24 31 32 

COLR 1,282 1,372 1,585 2,037 1,621 

States with multlple 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 
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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 ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes Ing footnotes ing footnotes 

COLR 550 A 602 A 415 A 451 A 543 

COLR 218 219 199 24 1 178 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

COLR 26 20 21 26 

COLR 1,124 1,268 1,396 1,909 

States with multlple appellate courts at any level 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

COLR 1,034 1,187 1,166 
COLR 1,081 1,046 1,100 

1,261 
1,672 

32 

1,775 

1,168 
1,437 
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T M E  14: Discretionary Caseloads in State Appetlale Courts, 198488. (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

COLR I Court of last resort 
IAC I Intermediate appellate court 

OUALlFYlNQ FOOTNOTES: 

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

A: The fdlowlng court's data are incomplete: 
Delaware-Supreme Court-Data do not indude some 

dlscretlonary Interlocutory declslon cases, which 
are reported with mandatory Jurlsdlctlon cases. 

KenfuckySupreme. Court-Data for 1987 and 1988 do 
not Include some dlscretlonary unclassified 
petltlons. 

Louisiana-Supreme Court-Data for 1984 and 1985 do 
not include some dlscretlonery petltlons that are 
reported with mandatory Jurlsdlctlon caseload. 

New Hampshire-Supreme Court-Data for 1984-1987 
Include dlscretlonery Judge dlsclpllnary cases. 

New Jersey-Supreme Court-Data do not Include 
dlscretlonary Interlocutory declslons. 

South Dakota-Supreme Court-Data do not include 
edvlsory opinions. 

Washington-Supreme Court-Data do not include some 
cases which are reported with mandatory 
Jurlsdlctton cases. 

8: The following courts' data are overincluske: 
Mzona-Supreme Court-Data Include mandatory 

Michigan-Supreme Court-Disposed data Include a 
Judge dlsclpllnary cases. 

few mandatory Jursldlctlon cases. 
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TABLE 15: Felony Caseloads in State Trial Courts, 1984 - 88 

1984 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifylng quallfylng qualifylng qualifying 

footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

General jurlsdlctlon courts 

StatelCourt name: 

ARIZONA 
Superior 15,360 A 17,295 A 

21,425 B 

82,372 B 

15,804 

4,179 

12,399 

2,878 C 

45,925 B 

14,894 B 

7,970 B 

10,470 

3,656 

12,771 

41,935 B 

2,574 C 

20,653 A 

21,944 B 

94,779 B 

16,087 

4,512 

16,207 

2,842 C 

47,075 B 

18,436 B 

7,692 B 

11,106 

3,583 

19,707 

44,989 B 

2,591 C 

21,444 A 22,176 A 

24,805 B 22,110 B 

104,906 B 115,595 B 

16,223 17,391 

4,985 6,204 

19,986 21,472 

2,766 C 2,909 C 

46,342 B 58,289 B 

19,804 B 21,313 B 

8,230 B 8,666 B 

11,500 12,188 

3,612 3,657 

21,834 24,116 

34,971 B 36,965 B 

2,443 c 2,726 C 

(continued on next page) 

ARKANSAS 
Circuit 17,993 B 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior 74,412 B 

COLORADO 
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate 14,783 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior' 3,879 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior 10,583 

HAWAII 
Clrcult* 2,969 C 

ILLINOIS 
Clrcult 46,107 B 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit. 13,619 B 

IOWA 
District 7,658 B 

KANSAS 
Dlstrict 11,397 

MAINE 
Superior 3,189 

MINNESOTA 
District 12,162 

MISSOURI 
Circuit 36,056 B 

MONTANA 
District 2,378 C 
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TABLE 15: Felony Caseloads in State Trial Courts, 1984 - 88 (continued) 

State/Court name: 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Superior 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior 

NEW YORK 
Supreme and County’ 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas 

OKLAHOMA 
District 

OREGON 
Circuit 

RHODE ISLAND 
Superior 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circult 

TEXAS 
District 

VERMONT 
District 
Superior 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit 

WASHINGTON 
Superior 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit 

1984 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifylng 
footnotes 

3,813 

37,135 

49,191 B 

42,160 

1,284 B 

37,073 

24,178 B 

19,913 

4,232 

2,606 

87,249 

1,837 
8 

42,642 

15,432 

4,724 B 

13,607 

1985 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

4,198 

37,784 

51,034 B 

40,9 15 

1,312 B 

36,249 

24,673 B 

20,682 

4,780 

3,088 

93,968 

1,897 
6 

43,096 

17,885 

4.707 B 

14,549 

1986 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

4,857 

38,443 

56,356 B 

44,980 

1,390 B 

38,374 

25,782 B 

22.533 

4,360 

3,182 

111,331 

2,177 
1 

45,646 

19,693 

4.546 B 

14,470 

1987 
Number of 
filings and 
qualify In g 
footnotes 

5,527 

41,198 

62,940 B 

51,210 

1,487 B 

39,376 

26,438 B 

24,591 

4,278 

3,275 

119,395 

2,111 
85 

49,481 

21,071 

4.885 B 

13,802 

1888 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifylng 
footnotes 

6,079 

43,837 

67,177 B 

55,284 

1,497 B 

43,613 

25,997 B 

26,859 

6,685 

3,257 

122,903 B 

2,115 
112 

53,445 

25,476 

4,291 B 

14,404 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 15: Felony Caseloads in State Trial Courts, 1984 - 88 (continued) 

StatelCourt name: 

WYOMING 
District 

CALIFORNIA 
Justlce 

CALIFORNIA 
Municipal 

DELAWARE 
Court of Common Pleas 

HAWAII 
District 

INDIANA 
County 

MiCHlGAN 
District 

OHIO 
County 
Municipal 

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 
footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

1,462 1,468 1,466 1,353 1,480 

Umited jurisdiction courts 

10,165 6 10,700 6 10,571 6 11,640 B 12,076 6 

133,315 6 145,133 B 163,959 6 185,995 B 197,176 B 

656 A 520 A 726 A 819 A 804 A 

38 1 230 256 235 229 

7,442 B 8,623 6 8,437 B 8,271 6 7,602 B 

14,194 A 15,782 A 18,568 20,445 20,036 

856 1,199 1,048 1,139 1,112 
17,354 16,561 18,371 20,222 23,643 
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TABLE 15: Felony Caseloads In State Trial Courts, 1984-1988. 

COURT TYPE: 

G = General Jurisdiction 
L - Limited Jurisdiction 

NOTE: The footnoting scheme has been consolidated. 
Foolnoles for 1984-1 987 have been translated 
inlo the footnote scheme for 1988. 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

A: The following courts' dala are incomplete: 
Arizona-Superior Court-Felony data do not Include 

some cases reported wilh unclassified aiminal data. 
Delaware-Court of Common Pleas-Felony dala do not 

Include mosl cases which are reporled with 
preliminary hearings. 

Michigan--Districl Court--Felony data do no1 Include 
cases from several courts which were unavailable. 

Arkansas-Circuit Court--Felony data Include DWllDUl 

Californla-Superior Court-Felony data Include 

8: The following courts' data are overlnclusive: 

cases. 

DWI/DUI cases. 
-Justice Court-Felony data Include prelimlnary 
hearing bindovers and transfers. 
-Municipal Court-Felony data include preliminary 
hearing bindovers and transfers. 

Illinois--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. 

Iowa-Districl Court-Felony data include third offense 
DWIlDUI cases. 

Missouri--Circuit Court-Felony data include some 
DWllDUl cases and Include prellmlnary hearing 
proceedings, whlch are Included In the main 
caseload tables In caseload reports before 1987. 
The 1988 report excludes those preliminary hearing 
proceedings. 

(continued) 

New York-Supreme and County Courts-Felony data 
Include DWVDUI cases. 

North Dakota-Dislricl Court-Felony data include 
sentence review only and postconviction remedy 
proceedings. 

Oklahoma--District Court-Felony data Include some 
miscellaneous criminal cases. 

Texas-Districl Court--Felony data include some other 
proceedings (e.g., motions to revoke). 

West Virginia--Circuit Court-Felony data indude 
postconviction remedy proceedings. 

C: The following courts' data are incomplete and 
overinclusive: 

Hawaii--Circuit Court-Felony data Include misdemeanor 
cases, bul do not include reopened prior cases. 

Montana-District Court-Felony data Include aiminal 
appeals, but do not include some cases reported 
with unclassified criminal data. 

' Additional informatlon: 
Connecticul-Superior Court-Figures for felony filings 

do not match those reported in the 1984, 1985 and 
1986 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual 
Re~orts. Felonv lilinas have been adiusted to 
li =only lricible fionies so as lo Le comparable 
to 1987 and 1988 data. 

Hawall-Circuit Court-Figures for felony filings do not 
match those reDorted in the 1984. 1985 and 1986 
State Court Caseload Statistlcs: hnua l  Reports. 
hisdemeanor cases have been Included to allow 
comparability wilh 1987 and 1988 data. 

Indiana--Superior and Circuit Courts-County Court- 
19851988 data are no1 comparable with previous 
years' fgures due to changes in classification of 
County Court function. 

New York-Supreme and County Courts-These courts 
experienced a significant increase in Ihe number of 
filings due to the change lo an individual calendaring 
system in 1986. 
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TABLE 16: Tort Caseloads in State Trial Courts, 1984 - 88 

1984 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

1985 1986 1987 
Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes footnotes 

General jurlsdlctlon courts 

1988 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

937 

20,490 

132,378 

4,506 

34,325 A 

1,736 A 

1,453 A 

4,595 

1,776 

14,170 A 

30,966 

1,541 

56,186 A 

30,709 

552 

StatelCourl name: 

ALASKA 
Superlor 2,096 

10,748 

1 12,049 

4,537 

29,864 A 

1,676 A 

2,010 A 

4,061 

2,072 

10,120 A 

22,811 

1,870 

42,141 A 

35,549 

512 

2,344 

1 1,888 

130,206 

6,145 

34,027 A 

1,749 A 

2,118 A 

4,273 

2,044 

12,373 A 

32,612 

1,836 

45,547 A 

32,011 

561 

1,664 

12,260 

137,455 

3,666 

33,622 A 

1,785 A 

1,757 A 

4,380 

1,786 

12,938 A 

29,756 

1,792 

46,671 A 

34,249 

551 

nc 

ARIZONA 
Superior 9,173 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior 97,068 

COLORADO 
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate' 4,199 

FLORIDA 
Circuit* 26,815 A 

HAWAII 
Circuit 1,611 A 

IDAHO 
District 1,729 A 

KANSAS 
District 4,033 

MAINE 
Superior 2,083 

MARYLAND 
Circuit 10,826 A 

MICHIGAN 
Circult 23,186 A 

MONTANA 
District 1,640 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior 41,722 A 

NEW YORK 
Supreme and County 37,847 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Dlstrlct 550 

(continued on next page) 

Part Ill: 1988 State Court Caseload Tables 175 



TABLE 16: Tort Caseloads In State Trial Courts, 1984 - 88 (continued) 

StateICourt name: 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas 

PUERTO RlCO 
Superior 

TENNESSEE 
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery 

TEXAS 
District 

UTAH 
District 

WASHINGTON 
Superior 

ALASKA 
District 

HAWAII 
District 

OHIO 
County 
Municipal 

PUERTO RlCO 
District 

TEXAS 
County-Level 

1984 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

22,149 

3,968 

11,775 

34,224 

1,433 B 

8,997 

580 A 

693 

519 
13,503 

1,550 

7,143 

1985 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

25,518 

4,388 

12,565 

37,596 

1,245 B 

9,747 

1986 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

28,225 

4,558 

13,167 

38,238 

2,527 B 

19,515 

1987 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

29,375 

4,811 

13,597 

40,764 

1,335 B 

8,007 

Umlted jurlsdlctlon courts 

860 A 

652 

464 
12,992 

1,579 

8.242 

4,069 A 1,071 A 

738 937 

463 406 
13,999 15,505 

1,779 1,729 

9,833 11,314 

1988 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

28,614 

4,Q77 

13,501 

36,597 

1,404 B 

8,746 

445 A 

78 1 

410 
15,373 

1,860 

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 0 General Jurisdiclion 
L P Llmiled Jurlsdictlon 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

nc: 

A: 

The following courts' data are not comparable: 
Alaska-Superior Court-District Court-The 1984 data 

are not comparable 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. 

The following courts' data are incomplete: 
Alaska-Dislricl Court-Dala do no1 indude filings In 

Ihe low volume Dislricl Courts, which are reported 
with undassifled clvll cases. 

Florida--Circuit Court-Data do not lndude 
professlonal tort cases reported with other civil 
cases. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Dala do not lndude a m a l l  
number of District Court transfers reported with 
other clvll cases. 

Idaho--District Court-Data do not include some filings 
reported with unclassified civil cases. The 
unclassified figures for 1984, 1985, 1986, 1987, 
and 1988 respeclively are: 20,365, 20,644, 21,281, 
22,202, and 24,226. 

Maryland--Clrcuit Court-Data do not Include some 
filings reported with unclassified civil cases. The 
unclassified flgures for 1984. 1985. 1986, 1987 and 
1988 respecUvely are: 827, 1,438. 976, 1,829, and 
1.761. 

Michlgan-Clrcuit Court-Tort filings are unavailable In 
1984 for Hillsdale County, Osceola County, 
Kalkaska County, and Delta 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. 

The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Utah-District Court-Tort filings Include de 

B: 

novo appeals from the Justice of the Peace 
courts. 

AddiUonal court Information: 
Colorado-Dlslrlct and Denver Superlor Courts-The 

Denver Superlor Court was abolished 11/14/86 
and the caseload absorbed by the District Court. 

Florida-Clrcult Court-Figures for tort filings do not 
match those reported in Ihe 1986, 1987, and 
1988 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual 
Reports. Professional tort cases have been 
removed so as lo be comparable to 1984 and 
1985 dah. 
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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 acomparable set of terminology 
and symbols. The court structure charts 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 organization in which there is one of each of the four 
court system levels recognized by the Court Statistics 
Project: courts of last resort, intermediate appellate 
courts, general jurisdiction trial courts, and limited 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 basicdescriptive information, 
such as the number of authorized justices, judges, and 
magistrates (orotherjudicialofficers). Eachcourt system’s 
subject matter jurisdiction is indicated using the Court 
Statistics Project casetypes. Information is also provided 
on the use of districts, circuits, or divisions in organizing 
the courts within the system and the number of courts, 
where this coincides with a basic government unit. 

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

Appellate Courts 

The rectangle representing each appellate court 
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: 7989 
Edition. 

An appellate court can have both mandatory and 
discretionary jurisdiction over the same Court Statistics 
Project casetype. This arises, in part, because the Court 
Statistics Project casetypes are defined broadly in order 
to be applicable to every state’s courts. There are, for 
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 7984 State 
Appellate 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, traffidother violation, and juvenile. 
Where a casetype is simply listed, it means that the court 
system shares jurisdiction over it with other courts. The 
presence of exclusive jurisdiction is always explicitly 
stated. The absence of a casetype from a list means that 
the court does not have that subject matter jurisdiction. 
The dollar amount jurisdiction is shown where there is an 
upper or a lower limit to the cases that can be filed in a 
court. A dollar limit is not listed if a court does not have a 
minimum or maximum dollar jurisdiction for general civil 
cases. In criminal cases, jurisdiction is distinguished 
between “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 
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thedecisionsofothercourtsis notedin the listof casetypes 
as either “civil appeals,” “criminal appeals,” or “adminis- 
trative agency appeals.” A trial court that hears appeals 
directly from an administrative agency has an “A“ in the 
upper right corner of the rectangle. 

For each trial court, the chart states the authorized 
number of judges and whether the court can empanel a 
jury. The rectangle representing the court also indicates 
the number of districts, divisions, or circuits into which the 
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 
that thecourt receives appeals directlyfrom the decisions 
of an administrative agency. Where “administrative agency 
appeals” is listed as a casetype, it indicates that the court 
hears appeals from decisions of another court on an 
administrative agency’s actions. It is possible for a court 
to both have an “A”designation and to have “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 
a lowercourt that has already reviewed thedecisionof the 
administrative agency (and is thus listed as a casetype). 

The number of justices or judges is sometimes stated 
as “FTE.” This represents “full time equivalent” author- 
ized judicial positions. “DWV DUI” stands for “driving 
while intoxicated/driving under the influence.”The abbre- 
viation, “SC”, stands for “small claims.” The dollar amount 
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 court 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 LllST RESORT 
Number of justices 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction, - Discretionary jurisdiction, 

I 

INTERMEDIATE llPPELLATE COURT 
(number of courts) 
Number of judges 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction, - Discretionary jurisdiction. 

COURT OF GENERllL JURISDICTION 
(number of courts) 
Humber of judges 
CSP casetypes: - Civil, - Criminal. - Iraffjc/other violation. - Juvenile, 
Jury triallno jury trial* 

I 

(number of courts) 

I Number of judges 
CSP casetypes: - Ciuil. - Criminal. - Iraf f i c/o ther u io 1 ati on. - Juvenile. 
Jury t r i a l h o  jury trial. 

Court of 
last resort 

Intermediate 
appel 1 ate 

court I 
Court of 
general 

iurisdi c ti on 

Court of 
limited 

juri sdic t i on 
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ALABAMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREIE COURT 
9 justices sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandator Jurisdiction in civil, crininal, administrative 
- Discretionary juris iction in civil, noncapital crininal, 

aqency !isciplinar;l, original proceeding cases, 
administrative agency juvenile, advisory opinion, original 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

COURT OF CIVIL llPPEALS 
3 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory urisdiction in civil, 

ahinistrative aqency, juvenile, 
ori inal roceeding cases, - No %iscre!ionary jurisdiction. 

t 

COURT OF CRIHINAL llPPEALS 
5 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in 

crininal, juvenile, original 
roceeding, interlocutory B ecision ” cases, - No discretionary jurisdiction, 

I 7 

CIRCUIT COURT (39 circuits) A 

124 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, r e a l  roperty rights ($  1 BBB/no Max). 

Exclusive donestic rerations, civil appeals 
urisdiction, - disdeneanor, DUI/qUI! Exclusive triable felony, 

- Juvenile. 
Jury trials, 

crininal appeals JUriSdiCtiOn. 

t t t 
1 r...---...L......... 

I PROBATE COURT I 
I (67 counties) I 

I 68 judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Exclusive Mental1 
I health, estate I 
I jurisdiction. I 

I I 

I I 

I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

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

--1 

I No jury trials. I 

I CSP casetypes: 
I - Misdeneanor DUI/DUI 
I - tiovinq traffic, 
I parking, miscel- 
I aneous traffic, 
I Exclusive ordinance 
1 violation jurisdic- 
I tion. 
I No jury trials. 
I 

L....-.................. 

1 r----.......l.””’...... 

I MUNICIPAL COURT I 
I (274 courts) I 

I 238 judges I 

I I 

I I 

I 

I 1  
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I.1 

I 

DISTRICT COURT ( 6 1  districts) 
95 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract real propert riqhts 0 i 868/51td8), 

Exclusive snall clains urisjiction ($ i,b00) - Misdeneanor, DUI/DUI. txclusiue linited felohy 
durjsdiction, - ouinq traffic, miscellaneous traffic, - Juuenile, 

No jury trials, 

Court of 
last 

resort 

In te me d i ate 
appellate 

courts 

Court of 
genera I 

iuri sdic ti on 

Courts of 
I inited 

jurisdiction 
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ALASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, a h i n i s -  

trati ue agency, juven i 1 e, disci pl i nary 
cases. - Discretionary Jurisdiction, in criminal, 
uuen! le, or1 inal proceeding interlocutory 

decisions, an! certified questions from . federal courts, 

COURT OF llPPulLS 
3 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory JUrlSdiCtiOn in criminal, juuenile, 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction, in crininal, 
original proceeding, interlocutory dec i sion 
cases, 
uueni le, original proceeding, interlocutory 1 decision cases. , 

SUPERIOR COURI (15 courts in 4 districts) CI 

3 0  judges,5 masters 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, doMestic relations, estate. 

Exclusive real ro erty rights, Mental 
health, ahinis!ra!iue agency,, civil 
appeal s, mi sce 1 1  aneous c iui 1 ,  Jurisdiction. 

- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals 
uri sdiction, - Yuuenile. 

Jury trials in most cases, 

I 

D I S T R I C T  COURT ( 5 6  locations in 4 districts) 
18 judges, 61 Magistrates 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract (b 0/10,000-35,000), small 
- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DUI/DUI 
- ixclusi ue traf f ic/o ther violation juri s- 

diction, exce t for uncontested parking 
violations d i c h  are handled ahinistrat- 

claifis jurisdiction 5,800).  

uri sdi ction, 

iuely), - Emergency juuenile, 
Jury trials in most cases, 

I 

1 

Court of 
last resort 

In termedi ate 
appe 1 1  ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
1 imited 

jurisdiction 
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ARIZONA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

11 

SUPREHE COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT 
a 4  judges 

(84 precincts) 

CSP casetypes: - Handator jurisdiction in civil capital criminal disciplinary 
certifie! questions from federal courts, original proceeding 

I HUNICIPllL COURT (82 cities/towns) 
I I 

I 111 full-time and 56 part-time judges I 

cases. 
a~inistratiue.agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutorv decision cases, tax appeals, 

- Discretionary jurisdicti,on in civil, noncapital criminal 

COURT OF APPEALS ( 2  courts/diuisions) A 

18 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, ,noncapital criminal, admin- 

istrative aqency, juvenile, original proceeding, interloc- 
utory decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in administrative agency cases, 

CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real property rights (b 58B/no maximum) 
miscellaneous domestic relations, Exclusive estate mental 
health, limited-Jurisdiction court appeals, miscelianeous 
civil jurisdiction. 
felony criminal appeals Jurisdiction. 

- Hisdemeanor, ,miscellaneous criminal. Exclusive triable 
- Juvenile, 
Jury trials, 

Court of 
last resort 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appellate 

court 1 
Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 1 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real property 

rights (b 8/2 $ O B ) ,  miscellaneous 
domestic relations, Exclusive 
sfiall claims 'urisdiction (b 1008). - Hisdemeanor 1(UI/DUI, miscellaneous 
criminal, limited felony 
urisdiction. - dovin traffic violations, parking, 

miscellaneous traffic, 
Jury trials except in small claims. 

I 

I CSP casetypes: 
I - Hiscellaneous domestic relations, 
I - Hisdemeanor DUI/DUI. 
I - Hoving traffic, parking, ,miscel- 
I laneous traffic. Exclusive 
I ordinance violation jurisdiction. 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I Jury trials except in civil cases, I 

Courts of 
1 imited 

jurisdiction 
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ARKANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handator jurisdiction in ciuil, criminal, administrative 

agency, lauyer disciplinary, certified questions from federal 
courts ,original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, - Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agency cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS 
6 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction jn civil, noncapital criyinal, a h i n -  

istratiue pgency, ,juven!le, interlocutory decision cases, - No discretionary jurisdiction, 

I 

CIRCUIT COURT (24 circuits) 
3 4  judges* 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract real p r o p e r  

ty ri hts ( $  lbB/no m a x i m u d ,  
misce!!aneoys, civi I 
Exclusive civil appials 
'urisdiction, - disdemeanor, ,DUI/DUI, miscel- 
laneous criminal. Exclusive 
triabl! felony criminal ap- 
eals urisdiction, 

- Suvenile 
Jury trials, 

1 r-----'--'--'-"""""""""' 
I HUNICIPAL COURT (122 courts) I 

I 168 judges I 
I I 

I CSP caset pes: 
I - Contracll real roperty 
I rights t i  6/36d). Exclusive 
I small claims jurisdiction 
I - Linited felony, misdemeanor, 
I DUI/DUI. 
1 - Traffidother violation. 

' (b 306), 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 

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

1 r . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

I I 

I I 

'+ 

I No jury trials, I 

I POLICE COURT ( 5  courts) I 

I 4 judges I 

I CSP caset pes: 
1 - Contraci real roperty 
I rights (4 0 / 3 d  
I - Hisdemeanor, D U I h U I ,  I 
I - Trafficlother uiolation. I 

I No jury trials. I 

I+ 

I I 

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

I 

CHANCERY AND PROBlTE COURT 
(24 circuits) 
33 judges* 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real pro erty 

ri his, Exclusive doneseic 
relations (except for p a t e r  
nity/bastardr), estate, men- 
tal health jurisdiction, - Juvenile 

No jury trials, 

I 

I 79 judges 
I I 
I CSP caset pes: 

-I - Contrac! real roperty I 
I rights (4 6 / 3 d  
I - Misdemeanor, DUlhUI. I 
I - Irafficlother uiolation. I 

I No jury trials, I 
I I 

L....................------------J 

I COURT OF COHHON PLEAS (13 courts) I 
I 

I 
I 13 judges 

I I 

L............................--.-----J 
I Jury trials, I 

~t Iwent -sewen additional judges serve both Circuit and Chancery Courts, 
Seven!een,of these,tuenty-seuen also have primary responsibility for 
the Juvenile division of Chancery Court. 

Court of 
last resort 

Intermediate 
appellate 

court I 
Courts of 
genera I 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 imited 

jurisdiction 
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CALIFORNIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

-b 

SUPREHE COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in criminal disciplinary cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in ciui!, noncapital criminal 

administrative,agency, juvenile, original proceeding, inter- 
locutory decision cases, 

i 

CSP casetypes: I - nandatorv Jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapita! criminal, admin- 
istratiui igency, ,juuenjle cases, 

inal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in adninistratiue agency, orig- 

I 

COURT ( 5 8 c o u n  ti e s )  

113 comissioners and re ferees  

A 

CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real property ri hts (S 25,BBB/no maximum), 
niscellaneous civil8 Exclusive B o w s t i c  relations, estate, 
mental health civil a p p e a l s  jurisdiction. - DUI/DUI, Exclusive triable f e l o n y ,  criminal appeals juris- I - Edt%!;e juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, 
I 

HUNICIPllL COURT ( 8 8  courts) 
566 judges, 134 referees and cormis- 
sioners, 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real pro ert 

rights ( I  6/25,886), snarl, craims 
($ 2 BOB), miscellaneous civil, - Limited felony, ,misdemeanor, DUI/DUI, - Iraffidother violation, 

Jury trials except in small claims 
and infraction cases, 

I 

JUSTICE COURT (76 courts) 

I I 76 judges 

I Jury trials except in small claims I and infraction cases, 

; 

Court of 
last resort 

1 
Intemtdiate 

appellate 
court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
I jni ted 

jurisdiction 
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COLORADO COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

b 
SUPREHE COURI R 
7 justices sit en banc 

r 

I 1 district judges serve 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 
agency, ,juvenile, disciplinary, ,advisory opinion, original 
roceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 
i scretionary jurisdiction in civi I ,  noncapi tal crininal, 

I 1- 

administrative agency, juvenile, advisory opinion, original 
proceeding cases. 

I 

CSP casetypes: 
- Real property rights, I 

COURT OF llPPEALS 
13 judges sit in panels 

I I  

CSP casetypes: - Handatory JUrlSdiCtiOn in civil, noncapital criminal, admin- 
- No discretionary Jurisdiction. 

istrative agency, ,juvenile cases. 

I 
DISTRICT COURI (22 districts)R 
110 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real property 

rights, estate civil a p  
peals, Mental health, miscel- 
aneous civil. Exclusive 

domes tic re 1 ati ons juris- 
diction, 
felon!, niscel laneous crimin- 
41, xclusive triable felony 
uri sdic ti on. 

- Crininal appeals, linited 

- h c l u s i v e  juvenile jurisdic- 
tion except in Denver, 

I U B T E R  COURT ( 7  districts)] I 

DENUER PROBATE COURT 
1 judge, 1 referee 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive estate, 

fiental health 
urisdiction in 

denver. 

Jury trials. 

DENUER JUVENILE COURI 
3 judges, 2 referees 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive ado tion, 

urisdiction in 
- Exc!usiue, juvenile 

urisdiction in 

support/custo 8 , y  

denver 

denver, 

Jury trials. ’ nunic i pal 
Court of 
record 

1 district judges serve 
CSP casetypes: 
- Real property rights, i 
Jury trials. 

I 

COUNIY COURT (63 counties) 
112 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real ro erty 

rights ( S  6/5,,b06). Excpusiue 
small clains JUriSdiCtiOn 

- Crininal appeals, linited felony. 
Exc I us i ue nisdeneanor, DUI/DU I 
(s 24a0). 

durlsdi c t ion, 
traffic. 

- ovinq traffic, miscellaneous 

Jury trials exce t in snall 
clains and appears. 

Municipal 
t C o u r t  not- 

of record 

1 
nunic i pal 
Court of 
record 

........................... 1 1 
I 
I 
I 

I 
“236 judges I 

CSP casetyes:, I - llovin raffic parking, I 
misceylaneous traffic, I 
Exclusive ordinance 
violation jurisdiction, I 

I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I 1 

I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  No jury trials, I 

Court of 
last resort 

lntemediate 
appe I I ate 

court 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
llnited 

jurisdiction 
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CONNECTICUT COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

I SUPREHE COURT 
7 justices sit in panels o f  5 (nenbership rotates dsily) 

upon order of Chief Justice 6 or 7 may sit on panel 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, crininal, ahinistrative 
- Discretionary jurisdicti,on in civil ,noncapital crininal, 

agency cases, 
ahinistratiue agency, Judge discip!inarr cases, 

APPELLATE COURT 
9 judges sit in panels of 3 

A 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory 'urisdiction i,n ciuil, noncapital criminal, 
ahinistrative agency, juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, 
original proceeding cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction in ahinistrative agency 

I (zoning only) cases. 

155 judges including the appellate judges/justicps 
CSP caset pes: - P a t e r n j b b a s t a r d y ,  Mental health, Miscellaneous civi I ,  

Exclusive tort contract, real pro erty rights, snail 
claims ( $  l,aflb), Marriage dissolueion, ahinistratiue 
appeals (except workers' conpensation), - Exclus i ue crininal 'uri sdi c ti on, - Exclusive traffic/oiher violation 'urisdiction except 
for uncontested Parking (which is [andled ahihistra- I - E'%t!\;e juvenile jurisdiction. 

I Jury trials in Most cases, 

I 

I 
I 132 judges 
I CSP caset pes: 
I - Paterni!y/bastardy, niscellaneous donestic relations, I 
I nental health, Mlscellaneous civil. Exclusive adoftion, I 
I estate Jurisdiction. I 

I No jury trials, I 

I I 

L.-.... ...................................................... 1 

Court of 
last resort 

In terne di a te 
appe I 1 ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
I inited 

juri sdi ction 
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DELAWARE COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justices sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory urisdiction in ciuil, criminal, ,lawyer disci linary, aduisory opin- 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital criminal, certifiid questions ions for tie executive and legislature, original procee8ing ca:es 

from federal courts, interlocutory decision cases, I 

COURT OF CHANCERY (3 counties) 
1 chancellor and 4 uice- 
chance 1 I ors 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract real roper- 

ty rights, mental hearth, 
Exclusive estate juris- 
diction. 

15 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real property 

rights mental health, 
m! sce I I aneous. Exc Ius iue 
ciui 1 appeals jurisdiction - Misdemeanor, Exclusiue tri- 
able felony, criminal ap- 
peals, ,miscellaneous criminal 
JUriSdiCtiOn, 

No jury trials, 

t 
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
(3 counties) 
5 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract real property 

rights miscellaneous ciuil 
- Misdemeanor. - Preliminary hearings, 
Jury trials in some cases, 
(No jury trials in New Castle) 

t (S 0/15,000) I 

FAMILY COURT (3 counties) 
13 judges 

I 

1 CSP casetypes: - Exclusive domestic relations 

- Houing traffic, miscellaneous 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdic- 

urisdiction, 

traffic ( juven I 1 e). 
tion. 

- d .  isdemeanor, 

No jury trials, 
I I I 

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT 
(19 courts) 
53,justices of  the peace and 1 
chief magistrate 
CSP casetypes: - Real ro erty ri hts 

( S  o/! 5b, sma71 claims 
(b 2 , 5 6 0 ) ,  - Misdemeanor DUI/DUI. - Mouinq traffic, miscellaneous 
traffic, 

Jury trials in some cases. 
J I 

I CSP caset pes: 
i - Small c’iaims (s  2 500).  
I - Hisdemeanor, DUl/bUl, 
I - Iraffidother uiolation, I 

I 
I 
I 

I CSP casetypes: 
I - Misdefieanor, DUI/DUI, 
I - Iraffidother uiolation, 
I - Preliminary hearings. 

r.....................L.................--- 1 
I HUNICIPAL COURT OF UILHINGTON (1 city) I 

I 3 judges ( 2  full-time, 1 part-time) I 
I I 

I I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 

L............-..-.......................---J 
I Ho jury trials. I 

Court of 
last resort 

2 

Courts o 
general 

juri sdic t on 

Courts of 
1 lmited 

jurisdiction 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

COURT OF llPPEllLS R 
9 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, 

criminal , ahinistratlue. agency, 
juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, 
original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in small claims, 
minor criminal, and original proceeding 
cases, 

SUPERIOR COURI 
51 judges 

CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction ($ U n o  naxi- 
MUM), Small,c!aims ,jurisdiction ($  2,866). - Exclusive criminal urisdiction, - Exclusive traffic/other violation juris- 
diction, except for nost,parking cises 
(which are handled administratively) I - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury trials in almost all cases. 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 1 
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FLORIDA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT CI 

7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in ciuil, criminal, administratiuc 

agency juuen i 1 e, ,disci pl inary , adui sory opinion cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in ciuil, ,noncapital criminal, 
administratiue agency, juvenile, advlsory opinion, orig- 
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

DISTRICT COURTS OF APPEAL ( 5  courts) CI 

I 46 judges sit in 3-judge panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory urisdiction i,n ciuil, noncapital criminal, 

administrahve agency, juuenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, - Discretionary Jurisdiction, in ciuil, noncapital crjminal, 
juuenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases, 

~~ 

CIRCUIT COURT (20 circuits) 
372 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real pro ertu rights ( S  5,888/nO maxi- 

- Misdeneanor, ,bUl/DUl miscellaneous criminal.. 
mum), miscellaneous ciui!. Exclusive domestic relations, 
mental health estate, civil appeals jurisdiction, 
Exclusjue triable felony, criminal appeals jurisdiction, - Juvenile 

Jury trials except in appeals, 
I 

COUNTY COURT ( 6 7  counties) 
220 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, ,real property rights ( S  2,560/5,060), 

- Misdemeanor, DUI/DUI Miscellaneous criminal. - Exclusive traffjc/other violation jurjsdiction, except 
parking (which is handled administratively), 

mi sce 11 aneous ciui 1 I Exc 1 us i ue smal 1 claims jurisdiction 
(s  2,5a0) I 

Jury trials except in miscellaneous traffic, 

Court of 
last resort 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

iurisdiction 

Court of 
I jmited 

jurisdiction 
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GEORGIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

S U P R I M  COURT 
1 justices sit en banc 

h CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative agency, juvenile, 
disciplinary, certified questions from federal courts, original proceeding 
cases. 
agency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

- Discretionary, 'urisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, administrative J 
I 

COURT OF APPEALS 
9 judges sit in panels and en banc 1 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital crininjl, administrative agency, 
- discretiqnarg. 'uris !ction in cioi!, novcapital criminal, pdministrative 

uueni 1 e, original groceedi ng, Interlocutory decision cases. 
agency, Juveniye, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

L 

I 

Court 
of 

general 
K K n  

SUPERIOR COURT ( 4 5  circuits among 159 counties) 
131 judges 
CSP casetypes: - fort, contract, misce!laneous civil,, Exclusive real property rights, 
- Hisdemeanor, DUI/DbI: Exclusive triable,felony, criminal appeals. - Traffic/other violation, except for parking. 
Jury trials. 

domestic relations civil appeals Jurisdiction. 

Court 
of 

last 
resort 1 
Inter- 
mediate 

appel 1 ate 
court 

- -  
I ,  . .  

CSP casetypes: 1 1  
- Tort contract($ 8/7580-25868), I 1  

75a8-250~0), 1 1  - Limited felony. I 1  

small clains (wsa8-2500a). I 1  

I 1  
Jury trials. 1 1  .......................................... J I 

11 MUNICIPAL COURT (1 court in Colunbus) 1 1  

----__--.____--____.___________._._.______ 

4 l judge 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Tort, contract ( $ 0 / 7 5 6 0 ) ,  small 
I claims 08/7500), 
I - Limited felony, fiisdemeanor. 
I Jury trials in civil cases. 
L....---............-------.-----------. 

Gwinnett' and Muscogee I 
Counti esl I 

0 Judges I 
I 

CSP casety es: - limited Felony, 
DUIAUI. I - Traffic/other I 
violation. I 

I 
I 

I 
, I  I 

; ;  H O  jury trials, I 

I ~..-----------.--.----.- 
I I 'HRGISIRIIIES COURT I 
I I (159 counties) I 

I I 159 chief masistrates I 
, - A  I and 267 magistrates, I 

I L...... .................. J 

1 

I I  I 

I 1 1  

I 36 full-tine and 48 part-tine judges, I I 
I and 2 associates I 1  

+ CSP casetypes: Hi 
I - Tort, contract small claims, civil 1 I 

I - Linited felony, nisdemeanor, DUIAUI.1 I 
I - Moviny traffic, miscellaneous 
I traffic. I 1  
I Jury trials. I 1  

I I 1  

I appeals, nisceilaneous civil, I 1  

I 1  

L... ..................................... J L 

36 of whom-also serve I 
State, Probate, Juv- I 
enile, Civil, or I 
Municipal Courts. 1 

CSP casetypes: I- - Tort contract ($ 811 3aeel snail claims I 
 baa), I - Limited felony, I 
limjted n i s d m a n o r ,  I - Ordinance violation. I 

Ho jury trials. I 

I 

........................ J 

- .............. 
I PROBATE COURT I 
I (159 counties) I 

I 159 judges I 

I CSP caset pes: I 
1 - Mental Kealth 1 
1 estate, mjscei- I 
1 laneous civil, I 
I - Misdemeanor, I 
I DUl(DUI. I 
I - Houin traffic, 1 
1 misceqlaneous I 
I traffic. 

I Ho jury trials. I 

I I 

I I 

I I 
I I 

L ................... J 

......................... 
i MUNICIPAL COURTS 
I AND THE CITY COURT 1 
I OF llTMNTll I Ca 
I ("398 courts) ' I 
I 1. i 
1 CSP caset pes: 
I -Limited relong, DUI/ d! 
{ DUI. 
I -Traffic, ordinance I 
I violation. I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

L.. ..................... J 

I other courts) I 
I 11 full-time and 48 part-time judges, 2 of whom also serve as State Court judges. Superior I 
I Court judges serve in the 91 remaining counties uithout a separate Juvenile Court Judge, I 

__1 CSP c a s e t y s :  , I 
I - Hoviny raffic, niscellaneous traffic, I 
I - Juvenile. I 
I No jury trials, I 

I I 

L......... ....................................................................................... 1 - 

irts r 
1 ted 
tion 
1 s- 
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HAWAII COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREIE COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

A 

CSP casetypes: - nandatory JUriSdlCtiOn in ciuil, crininal, administrative 
agency juvenile, disci linary, certified questions from 
federa! courts, ori ina! proceedin cases - Discretionary, 'urisliction in civil, crjninal, adninistrptjuc 
agency, juvenife, original proceeding, interlocutory decisior 
cases. 'u 

INTERMEDIAIE COURT OF APPEALS 
3 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - dandatory 'urisdiction in civil, crjnjnal, 

administrative agency juuen i I e, original 
proceedin jnterlocutory decision cases 
assigned ?; it by ,the Supreme Court. - No discretionary JUriSdiCtiOn. 

CIRCUIT COURT AND FllllLY COURT ( 4  circuits) 
24 jud es and 8 district famil judges, One First 
Circui? judge hears contested rand matters and tax 
appeals. 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real property rights miscellaneous 

ciui! (S 5,80B/no maxinuM)[concurrent from $5,868- 
18,6001, Exclusive domestic relations, .mental health, 
estate, administrative agenc appeals jurisdiction. - Hisdemeanor, ,DUI/DUl miscellaneous criminal. 
Exclusive tr!able,felony jurisdiction, - nowing traffic, .fiiscellaneous traffic. - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, 

DISTRICT COURT ( 4  circuits) 
22 judges and 35 per diem judges* 1 CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real propert ri hts miscellaneous civil 6 6/ 

18,BbO) [concurrent fron 5,018-l! 00b (ciuil nonjury)l. Exclusive 
m a l l  claims court 'urisdiction (b8-$2,566). - Hisdemeanor ,DUl/qUf. Exclusive lifiited felony jurisdjction. - llovin?, trafric, fiiscellaneous traffic. Exclusive parking, ordinance 
viola ion jurisdiction, 

I N O  jury trials, 1 

Court of 
last resort 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appe 1 1  ate 

court 1 
Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
I ini ted 

jurisdiction 

- - - -  Indicates assignment of cases, 
w Sofie per.dien judges are assigned to serve as per diem District & Fa.mily Court judges 

in the First Circuit, 
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IDAHO COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

A 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory urisdiction i,n ciyil, crimjnal, 
administrahve agenc juvenile, disciplin- 
ary, original ?roteelling cafes - Discretionary jurisdict!on in,iiuil, non- 
capital criminal, administrative agency, 
juveni le, certif led questions ,from federal 
courts, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 

COURT OF IIPPEflLS 

t 

1 3 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - iandatory ,prisdiction,in civil, noncapital 

criminal, ,juvenile, original proceeding 
cases assigned to i t  b the Supreme Court. - No discretionary jurisiiction. 

DISTRICI COURT (1 districts) A 

33 judges, 63 law er and 8 nonlawyer 
magistrates, and Y trial court administrators, 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil 'urisdiction (including 

civil appeals) d n/no maximum; magistrates 
division: 8/10,000), Small claims jurisdic- 
tion ($ 2,000). - Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (including 
criminal a peals), - Exclus Ive . eraf f i c/o ther violation 

- i !  xclusive juvenile Jurisdiction. 
Jury trials except in small claims and traffic, 

uri sdic ti on, 

.... indicates assignment of cases, 

Court of 
last resort I 
In ternedi ate 

appe 1 1  ate 
court 1 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

196 State Court Caseload'Statistics: Annual Report 1988 



ILLINOIS COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPRUE COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory urisdiction in ciuil, criminal, 

administratiwe agency juuenile, lawyer 
disciplinary, origina! proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdictjon in,ciuil, non- 
capital crininal, administrative agency, 
Juuenile, certified questions from federal 
courts, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

llPPELLllTE COURT ( 5  courts/districts) A 

34 authorired,judges sit in panels, plus 9 
supplemental judges 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital 

criminal, administrative aqency, juuen! le, 
original proceeding, inter ocu ory decision 
cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in ciuil, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases. 

I 

CIRCUII COURT (22 circuits) A 

389 authorized circuit, 371 associate circuit 
judges, and 50 pemissiue associate Judges, 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including 
- xclusjue crimina! 'urisdjction. - Exclusive traffic/other violation 

administrative auenc appeals), small claims 
iurisdiction (b 2 5th 

urisdiction. - 1  xc I us i we juuen i 1 e jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in most cases. 

Court of 
last resort 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appe 11 ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 
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INDIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

TAX COURT# A 

1 judge 
CSP casetrpes: - Adminis rative 

agency appeals, 

SUPREME COURI 

COURI OF llPPEllLS ( 4  courts) 
12 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory 'urisdiction in civil, noncspital criminal, 

administrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision c a s e s ,  

A 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision 
I cases. 

- Juvenile, I I  

I 
SUPERIOR COURI (130 courts) CI 

129 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real ro ert 

rights, small claims !S 5 001) 
domes tic re I at ions, men tal health, 
estate civil appeals, 
m i  sce I I aneous c i v! I .  - Iriable felony, misdemeanor, 
DUIIDUI crininal appeals. - moving traffic, miscellaneous 
traffic. 

- Juvenile, 
Jury trials except small claims, 

PROBIIIE COURT 
(1 court) 
1 judge 1' 

t 
COUNTY COURT (42 courts) 
40 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Iort contract, real pro erty 

rights ( $  8/10 B B O ) ,  smarl 
claims 0 , 3 , 0 0 6 ) ,  menta! 
health, miscellaneous civil, - limited felony, misdemeanor, 
DUIAUI. - Traffidother violation. 

Jury trials except small claifis 

I I  9 0  judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real ro ertu 

rights, small claims !S ! 608) 
domestic relations, menta! health, 
estate, civil appeals, miscel- 
laneous ciuil. - Iriablr felony, misdeneanor, DUI/ 
DUI, crininal appeals, - Houinq traffic, miscellaneous 
traffic. 

t 
Jury trials except small claims, 

1 

CSP casetypes: - Adoption, estate, 
miscellaneous 
civil! - Juvenile, 

u Jury trials* 

MUNICIPAL COURI OF MARION 
COUNTY (15 courts) 
15 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real 

ro erty rights ($ 0/ 
!0,!B0), ,Mental health, 
civil trial court appeals, 
miscellaneous ciui I ,  - Limited felony, misdemean- 
or, DUI/DUI. - Iraffidother uiolation, 

Jury trials. 

. 1 
r-'.....'........~.'"..."'...."l r.-......'.l......----.., T......""'.'. L..........---- 
I CITY COURT (49 courts) I I IOWN COURT ( 2 4   courts)^ I SHALL CLAIHS COURT OF I 
I I I  I I HRRlON COUNTY ( 8  courts) I 

I 49 judges I I 24 judges I 1  I 
I I 1  I i I I . i i l A a o c  I - " - - 2 . <  

I CSP casetypes: I I CSP casetypes: I 1  I 
1 - Iort contract ($  0/508-2,500)1 I - Misdemeanor, I I CSP caset pes: 
I (Most are $ 500 maximum), I I DUVDUI. I I - Snall craims 0 , 3 , 0 0 0 ) ,  
I - Misdemeanor, DU!/DUl! I I - Iraffic/other I I - Miscellaneous civil. 
I - Iraffic/other violation, I I uiolation. I I  I 
I I I  I 1  I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  L...................- - - - J  L................ ............ 1 I Jury trials, I I Jury trials, I I Ho jury trials, I 

* The lax Court was established in 1986. 
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IOWA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
9 justices sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory 'urisdiction in civil, criminal, 

abinistrative agency, juvenile, lawyer 
disciplinary, certified questions from fed- 
eral courts, original roceeding cases, - Discretjonary 'urisdiceion i,n civil, crjmin- 
ai, administrative agency, juvenile, ,orig- 
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases, 

I I 
I 

COURT OF A P P E ~ L S  
6 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory urisdiction in civil, crjmjnal, 

abinistrafive agency juvenile, original 
proceedin interlocutor decision cases 
assigned g; the Supreme,!ourt. - No discretionary jurisdiction. 

I DISTRICT COURT ( 8  districts in 99 counties) FI 

100 judges, 42 district associate judges, 
19 senior Judges, and 158 part-time magistrates 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (including 

trial court a eals) Small claims 
- l]xclusive criminal jurisdiction (including 

criminal a peals). - Exclusive !raffic/other violation 
- i !  xclusive juvenile Jurisdiction, 

urisdiction !I 2 Wb), 

urisdiction, except for uncontested parking, 

Jury trials, except in small clains, juvenile, 
eguit cases, city and count ordinance 
violalions, and mental healti cases, 

.___ Indicates assignment of cases, 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 
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KANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREIE COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandator Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, adninistrative 

agency, !isciplinarr, certified questions from federal 
courts original proceeding cases. - Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administra- 
tive agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

I 

COURT OF APPEALS A 
18 judges generally sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, adninistrative 

agency, juvenile, original proceeding, criminal i n t e r  
locutory decision cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil interlocutory decision 
cases. 

I 

DISTRICT COURT (31 districts) A 
146 judges and 78 magistrates 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including 

Small claims jurisdiction ( S  1,808). - Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (includi 
appeals), - Moving, traffic, ,miscellaneous traffic. - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 

civil appeal 
ng criminal 

I Jury trials except in small claims. 
, 

I I CSP casetyes:, , I 
I 

I - Hovlng raffic, miscellaneous traffic DUI/DUI. Exclusive I 
I ordinance violation, parking jurisdiction, I 

I 

1 
Intemedi te 

appella e 
court 

Court of 
general 

iuri sdi cti on 

Court of 
1 !mi ted 

jurisdiction 
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KENTUCKY COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE COURT 
1 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handator . 'urisdiction in capital and other.crininal 

(death, rille, 26 yr+ sentence), lawyer disciplinary, 
certified questions from federal courts, original proceed- 
ing cases, - Discretionary jurisdicti,on in ciuil, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, 

I 

I COURT OF APPEllLS 
14 judges enerally sit in panels, but sit en banc in 
a poiicyna!ing capacity, 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital criminal, orig- 

inal proceeding cases. - Discretionary Jurisdiction i n  civil, noncapital criminal, 
a h i  nis trati we agency, original proceeding, interlocutory I decision cases. 

I 

CIRCUIT COURT (56 judicial circuits) 
91 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract real pro erty rights, estate (S 4 666/ 

no maximw), ixclusiue {onestic relations, except for 
paternjt (bastardy, civil appeals, niscellaneous civil 
durisdic!ion, i isdemeanor, Exclusiue triable felony, criminal appeals 
jurisdiction. 

Jury trials except in appeals, 
I 

I 

DISTRICT COURT (59 judicial districts) 
125 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real property rights, estate (S 6/4,686), 

Exclusjue,paternit /bastardy, nental health, small clains 
- disdeneanor, lifiited fblony DUl/DUI jurisdiction, - Exclusive trafficlother uio\ation JUriSdiCtiOn. 

urisdiction ( S  1 !60) 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 
Juru trials in most cases. 

Court of 
last resort 1 
In t e m e d i  ate 

appe 1 I ate 
court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
1 imited 

jurisdiction 

Part IV: 1988 State Court Structure Charts 201 



LOUISIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - landator jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administratiwe 

ayency iisciplinar cases. - Discretionary juris!.icti,on in civil, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agency juvenile, certified questions from 
federal courts, interlocutory decision cases. 

COURTS OF APPEAL ( 5  courts) 
52 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - iandator ,jurisdiction in civil, nonca ita1 criminal, ad- 

ninistra!iue aqency, juvenile, oriqina! proceeding cases. - Discretionary Jurisdiction in original proceeding cases, 

fi 

DISTRICT COURTS 

192 judges 
I DISTRICT COURT (42 districts) A 

CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real pro erty rights, adoption, mental 
health, marriage dissolueion. Exclusive sup ort/custody, 
P a t e r n i W b a s t a r d y  estate, civil trial coure appeals, 
niscellaneous civil jurisdiction. - Hisdemeanor, DWI/DU!, Exclusive triable felony, criminal 
appeals jurisdiction! - Iraffic/other violation. - Juvenile, 1 Jury trials in nost cases. 

JUVENILE COURT (3 courts) 
CSP casety es: - URESA aioption, mental 

health, - Juvenile. 

I No jury trials. 

FAMILY COURT (1 in East Baton 
Rouge) 
CSP casety es:  - URESR aioptlon, mental 

health, narriage dissolu- 
tion, . - Juuenile! 

No jury trials. 
~~ 

1 r""""' ......-. , r - - - - - - - -  _ _ - _ - _ -  
I J U S I I C E  OF SHE I I MeYOR'S COURI I 
I PEACE COURT I I ( 250 courts) I 
I ("384 courts) I I I 

I 1 258 jud e s  I 
I 

1 the peace I 1  
I I I CSP casetypes: 1 
I CSP casetypes: I I - Iraffic/otherl 
I - Iort, contract 1 I violation. I 
I real pro erty I I 
I ri hts d 8/ I I 
1 1 2 h ,  small 1 1 
I claims (61200).1 I I 
I - Iraffic/other 1 I ' I 
I uiolation. 1 I 

"384 justices of I I (Mayors! 

I 
I 
I 

I I 1  I 
I I 1  I 
I I 1  I 
I I 1  I 

L.. . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . l  L................J 
1 Ho jury trials. 1 I No jury trials.1 

1 
CITY AND PARISH 
COURTS (53 courts) 
72 judges 
CSP casetypes: r - Iort, contract, 

real pro erty 
riqhts, IS 0/ 
568B), sfiall 
claims ( S  2000). - Misdeneanor, 
DUVDUI. - Iraffic/other 
uiolation. - Juvenile except 
for status I petitions, 

I NO jury trials. 

Court of 
ast resort 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appe I I ate 

court 

Courts of 
genera! 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 ifil ted 

jurisdiction 
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MAINE COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE J U D I C I B L  COURT S I T T I N G  IIS LllW COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 

A 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurjsdiction, in,ciuil, criminal, ahinistratiue 
agency, juveni le, disciplinary, ,advisory opinion, original 

- 1. iscretionaru Jurisdiction in criminal extradition, roceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 
I administrative-agency, original proceeding cases, 

I SUPERIOR COURT (16 counties) 

I I 16 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract real propert rights, 

narria e dissolution, sup orbcustodg,, 
niscel Yaneous ,civi 1, ExcPusive aterni ty/ 
bastardy, civil a eals jurisdic!ion - Hisdemeanor, DUI/!II. Exclusive triible fel- 
ony, crifiinal appeals, miscellaneous criminal 
juri sdi c t i on. 

I Jury trials in most cases, I 

I 

DISTRICT COURT (13 districts) 
24 judgps 
CSP casetuces: - Tort contract, real roperty 

ri hts (b 6/36 6861, iomestic re- 
lations (except for adoptions 
and paterni t /bastard ) ,  Ex- 
clusius mal! clains !$ 1,4661, I mental health 'urisdiction, - llisdeneanor, Ddl. /DUI. .  Exclusive I 
limited felonu .turisdiction, - Mouing~traffic,-ordinance uio- 
lation. Exclusiue parking, His- 
cel laneous traf f i c ,yrisdi ction, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

No jury trials, I 

r-"---"-""'--"'......- 
I PAOBllTE COURT (16 courts) 
I 16 part-time judges 
I 

I 

CSP casetypes: - Exclusive adoption, Miscella- I 
neous donestic relationsl estate1 
jurisdiction, I 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

L............-......................1 
1 No jury trials, I 

BDMI NISTRBT I UE COURT 
2 judges 
CSP casety es: I - fippeal o f  administrative agency cases, I 

I NO jury trials, I 

Court of 
last resort 1 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jmi ted 

iurisdic ti on 
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MARYLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real property ri hts, estate Miscellaneous 
civil (b 2 568/no naximun), Exclusive donestic relations, 

COURT OF IIPPULS 
7 judges sit en banc 

- 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory JUrISdiCtiOn in civjl ,criminal, adyinistratiue 
agenc , juvenile, lawyer discipiinar 
from redera1 courts, original Proceeiins, interlocutory 

certified questions 

mental health, civil appeals jurisdiction. - Felony, misdemeanor, ,miscellaneous criminal, Exclusive 
criminal appeals Jurisdiction. - Juvenile except in Montgonery County, 

Jury trials in most cases, 

_.  decision cases, - Djscretionary jurisdiction,in cjvil, noncapital crjninal, ad- 
ministrative agency, juvenile, interlocutory decision cases. 

d 

13 judges sit i n  panels and en banc 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in c i v i l ,  noncapital crininal, admin- 
istrative agency,, juvenile,, interlocutory decision,cases, - Discretionary JUriSdiCtiOn in civil, noncapital criminal, I original proceeding cases, 

I 

CIRCUIT COURI ( 8  circuits in 24 counties) 
169 judges 

4- 

Juvenile in - 
Hontgonery County 

~----------..-.-.----.--.----.-.--. 
I ORPHAN'S COURT (22 counties) 

91 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract real propert 

rights niscel!aneous c i v i l  ?S 8/ !B,BBO!, ,Exclusive snail clains 
urisdiction (b 1,880). - #  elony (theft and worthless check), 

mildemeanor, D U V D U I ,  - Exclusjve moving traffic, ordinance 
yiolatlon, miscel laneous traff ic 
uri sdi cti on. - 1  uvenile in Hontgomery County. 

H o  jury trials. 

66 judges 
CSP casetypes': - Estate, exce t 

are handled 1 
Montgonery an! 

- '1 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

where such cases I 
Circuit Court in I 
Harford counties. I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I ..................... J 

Court of 
last resort 1 
Intemediate 

appellate 
court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
I jmi ted 

urisdiction 
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MASSACHUSETTS COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME JUDICIBL COURT FI 
7 justices sit on the Court, and 5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, crininal, judge disciplin- 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, .crininal, adninistra- 

ary, advisory opinion, original proceeding cases, 
tive agency, juvenile, interlocutory decision cases. 

BPPEALS COURT 
14 justices sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in ciuil, crininal, adninistratiue 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases, 

agency juvenile cases, 
I 

[RIBL COURT OF THE COHHONUEBLTH 
128 justices 
jUPERIOR COURT FI 
DEPB AT HEN1 
(23 locat/ons in 
14 counties) 
76 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, 

real propert 
rights, civir 
appeals, miscel- 
laneous ciuil, - Triable felony, 
niscel laneous 
crininal, 

Jury trials, 
JUUENILE COURT 
DEPBRTHENT 
(Boston, Bris- 
to1 County, 
Hanpden Coun- 
ty, and Uor- 
cester County) 
12 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Juvenile. 

Jury trials, 

DISTRICT COURT DEPBRTHENT 
(69 $eo raphical diuisions) 
168 Justices 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real property 

rights ($  8/no naximufl), 
snall clains ( $  1,506) ,  SUP- 
ort/custody aternitylbas- 

eard , nenta! gealth, ciuil 
trial court. gppeals, niscel- 
laneous ciuil, 
felony, nisdeneanor, DUI/DUI, 

- Triable felony, linited 
crininal agpeals. , - Trafflc/ot er uiolation, - Juvenile. 

Jury trials, 
HOUSING COURT 
DEPB RTHENT (Uorcester 
County, Hm den 
County,and loston) 
6 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Real property rights, 

snall clains 
1 5 B N ,  

- Linited felony, nis- 
deneanor, 

Jur trials except in 
snarl clains, 

BOSTON HUNICIPBL COURT 
DEPBRTHENT (Boston) 
11 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real 

property rights ($  W n o  Max. 
inud  m a l l  clains 
($ 1,$88), support/custod , 
nental health, ciui1,triar 
court appeals, and niscel- 
laneous ciuil, - Triable felony, nisdeneanor 
DUI/DUI, crininal a peals. - Traffidother violaeion, 

1 Jur 
LBND COURT 
DEPBRTHENT 
(1 statewide 
court) 
4 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Real property 

rights, 

No jury trials, 

tri a1 s I 
PROBBTE BND FBHILY 
COURT DEPBRTHENT 
(28 locations in 14 
counties) 

43 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Su port/custody, 

paeerni tylbastardy 
niscel laneous ciui 1. 
Exclusive narri  age 
dissolution, adoption, 
niscel laneous donestic 
relations, estate 
jurisdiction, 

No jury trials. 

Court of 
last resort I 
Internedi ate 

appe 1 1  ate 
court 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 
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MICHIGAN COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

S U P R M E  COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in judge disciplinary cases, - Discretionary 'urisdiction in civil, criminal, administratiwe 

agency, juvenilel lawyer disci linary, .advisory opinion, 
original proceeding, interlocueory decision cases. 

I COURT OF IPPEALS 
I I 18 judges sit in panels 
I CSP casetypes: - Handatorr Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 

agency juienile cases, - Discretionary jurisdicti,on in civil, noncapital criminal, 
administratiwe agency, juwenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, 

I I 

I 

COURT OF CLAlHS A 
(1 court) 
1 circuit judge serves 
CSP caretyes: - Rdminis rative agency 

a p e a l s  involvin 
cPaiMs against tie 
stat?. 

No jury trials, 

I 

CIRCUIT COURT A 
( 5 5  circuits) 
167 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real 

ro ert rights Ps Po, 0 b n o  max i m w )  , 
paterni trjbastardy, 
administrative agency 
appeals, miscellaneous 
civil. Exclusive mar- 
riage dissolution,, 
support/cus tody , ci v i  1 
trial court appeals 
{urisdiction. - UI/DUI miscellaneous 
crimina!, Exclusive 
triable felon criminal 
appeal s juri s Hi c t i on. 

I 

RECORDER'S COURT 
OF DETROIT (1) 

29 judges 
CSP casetypes: - DUI/DUI, miscel- 

laneous crimjnal, 
Exclusi we tri ab1 
felony, crifiinal 
appea s juris- 
diction. 

Jury trials. 

DISTRICT COURT 
(180 districts) 
241 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real 

ro erty ri hts Pc b i a , a a e P  small 
claims (b l , f ee ) ,  - Limited felony Mis- 
demeanor, DUVbUI. - Hovin traffic, 
ni scell aneous 
traffic, ordinance 
violation. 

Jury trials in most I cases. 

1 T.....'..-.'.. L............- 
I PROBATE COURT I 
I (83 counties) I 

I 187 judges I 
I I 

I  I  
I CSP caset pes: 
I - Paterni!y/bastardy I 
I  miscellaneous civii, I 
I  Exclusive adoption, , I 
I  miscellaneous domestic I 
t relations, nental I 
I  health, estate. I 
I  - Moving traffic, miscel-1 
I laneous traffic, I 
I - Exclusjue,juvenile I 
I  jurisdiction, 1 

I  Some jury trials, I 

I I 
I I  

L..........................1 

T.".......'L.....-..... 1 
I HUNICIPIL COURT I 
I  ( 6  courts) I 

I  6 judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Iort, contract, real1 
I ro ert rights I 
1  Pc I/i,!m, small I 
I claims (b l , S B B ) ,  I  
I - Limited felon 
I misdemeanor, hl/ 
I DUI. 
I - Movin traffic, I 
I  niscellaneous I 
I traffic, ordi- I 
I nance,violation. I 
I  Jury trials in most I 
I cases. I 

I  I 

I I  

L.......................J 

1 
1 n termedi ate 

appellate 
court 
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MINNESOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

-E COURT I 7 justices sit en banc CI 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in criminal administrative agency, 
disciplinary, certified questions iron federal court 
cases. 

I COURT OF 11PPEhLS 

I I 13 judges sit en banc and in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, criminal, juvenile, 

agency juvenile cases, 
original proceeding cases. 

DISTRICT COURT (16 districts)* 
236 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract real property rights, domestic relations, 

small clains (Eonciliation Division: $ 6/2,888), nental 
health estate, niscellaneous civil. - Juvenile, - 1111 criminal, D UIAUI. - Iraffidother violations. 

I Jury trials except in small clains, 

Court of 
last resort 

Intemediate 
appellate 

court I 
Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 1 I 
* The District Court was consolidated in September, 1987, 
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MISSISSIPPI COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

_ .  
I lininaries. I 
1 - Juvenile, I 
I BpFeals de novo. I 

I Jury trials. 
I I 

I 
L.....-.................. ....... J 

T 

SUPREHE COURT FI 
9 justices sit in panels and en banc 

~ -. 
I juueniles. 
I 
I 

I Jury trial of adults, 
I 

I 
L.................................1 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurjsdictjon. in, ciui 1, crininal , adminjstratiue 
agency, Juuenile, disciplinary, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction in certified questions fron fed- 

I era1 court cases. I 

I 

CIRCUIT COURT ( 2 8  districts)*FI 
40 judges 
Jurjsdiction: - Civil actions. 

Bas tardy, 
- Felonies, ni sdeneanors, 

Appeals de novo or on 
record, 

CHANCERY COURT (26  districts)* 
39 judges 
Jurisdiction: - Equity, divorce alinon , pro- 

bate, guardianship, nm!al 
c o m i  h e n  ts. - Hears juvenile if no County 
Court, 
Appeals de nouo, 

Jury trials, Jury trials, 

I I 1 23 judges - -  
I l l  

I Jurisdiction: I If no I Jurisdiction: - Civil actions (b 8/25,860).  I County I - Delinquency, neglect, - tlisdeneanors, felony w e -  I Court. I - Adult crines aaainst 

1 r.'..".....'."' l........------- r""""""".. l................ 
I HUNICIPAL COURT (168 courts)* 1 I JUSTICE COURI (92 courts)* I 
I I I 

I I I 
I 162 judges, 165 nayors I I 191 judges 
1 Jurisdiction: I I Jurisdiction: I 
I - tlunicipal ordinance uiola- I I - Civil actions 8/2,000). I 
I tions. I I - l!isdeneanors, felony I 
I I I prelininaries. I 

I I Jury trials, I I Jury trials, 
I I I I 

L.....-..........................) L.................................1 

* A trial court jurisdiction,guide was never conpleted by.l!ississip i, and data 
are unaua!lable for the trial courts; therefore, the trial court !minology 
reported in this court structure chart does not reflect CSP node1 reporting terns, 

Court of 
last resort 

Courts of 
genera I 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 ini ted 

jurisdiction 
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MISSOURI COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in capital criminal 

and original proceedin cases, - Discretlonar jurisdic!ion,in civil, ,nonchp- 
ita1 criyna7,capital criminal,a~!nistrative 
aqency, juvenile, original proceedtng cases. 

COURT OF llPPEllLS (3 districts) CI 

32 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, nonca ita1 

criminal,, capjtal cr/mjnal, administraiiw 
agency, Juvenile, original prodeeding, and 
interlocutory decision cases. 

- No discretionary jurisdiction. 
1 

CIRCUIT COURT (44 circuits) FI 

133 circuit and 176 associate circuit judges 
CSP casetypes: - Exc I us i we c i v i 1 'uri sdi c ti on ( i nc 1 udi ng 

civil appeals) t J  B/no maximum; hssociates 
djuision: S 6/15 BOB). Small claims juris- 
diction ( S  l , S ~ S ~ ,  - Exclusive criminal iurisdiction. - Traffic/other v!ola,ion urisdiction, - ~ x c ~ u s i v e  Juvenile Jurisdiction. 

Jury trials in most cases, 

~..."'."""'.....~................~~~... -1 
I HUNICIPAL COURT (418 courts) I 

I 362 municipal judges I 

I CSP casety es: 
I - Municipal ordinance violations, 
I No jury trials, I 

I I 

I I 
I 
I 

I I 

L . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - - - - . - - - - - - - . . . . - l  

I 
I 

I 

Court of 
last resort 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
1 jmi ted 

jurisdiction 
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MONTANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc and in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, crifiinal, juvenile, 
- Discretionary 'urisdiction in ahinistrative agency, 

disciplinary cases. 
certified ques\lions froM federal courts, original proceeding 

( 4  diuisons) 
4 judges 
CSP casetypes: - R e d  pro ert 

rights, Pifiiled 
to adjud/cation 
of existin 
water righqs 

I 

DISTRICT COURT ( 2 8  Judicial districtsln 

I I 36 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real property rights 

(b 5 b n o  maxinun), Exclusive dofiesti 
relations, Mental health, estate, 
civ!l ap eals, Miscellaneous civil - p s d i c P i o n .  
ony crifiinal ap eals. - Exclusive juveni !e jurisdiction, 
isdeneanor. Exclusive triable fel- 

Jury trials. 7- 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Tort contract real pro 
I rights (b 8/3 $sa), snal 
I claifis (b 1,5b0). 
I - Hisdefieanor. DUI/DUl, 
I - lloving traffic parking, 
I cellaneous traffic. 
I 

1 r.........."""'..-----~--.---- 
I JUSIICE OF IHE PEACE COURT I 
I ( 5 6  counties) I 

I 43 judges, lus 3 4  judges who I 

pertv; 

nis-1 

1 I 

I 
I 
I  

I also serve Iity Courts 

I 
I 

I 
t 

I Jury trials except in small I 
I claifis, I 
L...............-.....--------...J 

C 

1 judge 
CSP cssety es: - Lifiited eo 

workers' 
conpensation 
disputes, 

1 

I I 

I I 

r....... l-..........""'...... 

I HUNICIPAL COURI (1 court) I 

I 1 Judge I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I  - Tort, contract, real rop  I  
I  ert ri hts (b 8/3 S d ) ,  I  
1 sMaYl cyaifis (b i ifla), I 
I - llisdefieanor D U I h U l .  
I - llovin traffic parking, 
1 niscePlaneous traffic, I 

I  I 
I  I 
I  Jury trials except in m a l l  I 
I  clains. I 
L......-.......................1 

I ................. 
I ; CITY COURT (85 cities) I 

I  I 

I  52 jud es plus 3 4  judges who also1 
I serve Justice of the Peace Courts I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - tort contract real roperty I 
I rights (b 8/38h, w a r 1  claifis I 
I (b 3881, 
I - Hisdefieanor DUI/DUI, 
1 - Hoving traflic, parking, ,miscel-: 
I laneous traffic. Exclusive or I 
I  dinance v/olation, parking I 
I Jurisdiction, I 

I  Jury trials in sofie cases. I 
I I 

L..................................-l 

Court of 
last resort 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
I jfiited 

iuri sdic t ion 
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NEBRASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPAEnE COURT 
7 justices sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - flandatory jurisdiction over civil, ,criminal, ahinistrative 

agency Juvenile, ,disciplinary, original proceeding cases, - Discretionary 'urisdiction over civil ahinistratiue agency, 
certified suesbons.from federal courts, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases. 

L 

t 
DISTRICT COURT ( 2 1  districts) k 
48 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real roperty rights, 

civil pppeals, n!scellaneous civil, 
Exclusive domestic relations (exce t 
ado tions), mental health 'urjsdiceion. - Mis!emeanor, D U I Q U l .  Excfusiue,tri- 
able felony, ,criminal appeals, miscel- 
laneous criminal jurisdiction. 

I Jury trials except in appeals, 

SEPlRATE JUVENILE COURT 
( 3  counties) 
5 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Juvenile. I Ho jury trials. 

I 

WORKERS' COHPENSlTION COURT 
(1 court) 
7 judges 
CSP casety es: - Limited Po workers' 

i o  jury trials, 
compens at i on disputes , 

COUNTY COURT (93 courts in 2 1  districts)# 
57 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract real pro erty rights (s 015 BBB-~B,BBB), smalP claims (s 1,5b0), Exclusive adoPtion, estate . .  'urisdiction, - tinited felony, ,misdemeanor, DUIIDUI. - Iraffidother violation, - Juvenile, 
Jury trials except in parking and small 
claims, 

* In July 1985, the Municipal Courts were merged with the County Courts, 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
limited 

urisdiction 
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NEVADA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURI 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil .criminal, administrative 

agenc , juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, original proceeding, 
interyocutory decision cases - Ho discretionary jurisdictio;, 

I 

I 

DISTRICI COURT (9 districts) A 

1 37 judges, plus 2 effective 1/1/88 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real roperty rights ( S  1 B W n o  maximum), 

Exclusive doflestic re!at!ons, ,mental health, estate, civil 
appeals, miscellaneous civil jurisdiction. - Hisdeneanor, DUIIDUI. Exclusive triable felony, criminal 
appeals, mi,scellaneous,crjminal jurisdiction, - Exclusive juueyile jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials in Most cases. 

1 
I 
I 

I 

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

JUSTICE COURT ( 5 6  towns) 
62 justices of the peace* I 

CSP casetypes: I - Tort contract real pro erty 
rights 6 8/2,586), small claims 
( S  2 ,566) ,  

I - Hisdemeanor, DUI/DUI. Exclusive 1 
I linlted felony jurisdiction, I 
I - Hoving traffic, parking, miscella- 1 
I neous traffic, I 

I Jury trials except i n  small claims I 
I and parking cases, I 

I I 

L..... .................................. 1 

Court 
of 

last 
resort 

Court 
of 

qenfral 
d K n  

....................... 1 r"'-""----". 
I HUNlCIPdL COURT (18 incorporated I 
t cities/towns) I 

I 26 judges* I 

I I 

I 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Iort contract real p r o  erty 
I 
I (b 2.FiAC1). 

rights ( S  8/2,588), small claifls 
. - , - - -, . 

I - Hisdemeanor DUIIDUI. 
I - Hoving traftic, parking, .miscel: 
I laneous traffic. Exclusive ordi- 
I nance violation Jurisdiction. 
I No jury trials, 
I 

L.................................... 

N fight justices of the peace also serve as Hunicipal Court judges, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I ... J 

Courts 
of l.im! ted 

dYElIin 

212 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988 



NEW HAMPSHIRE COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

CSP casety es: - No mandaeory jurisdiction - Discretionary jurisdicti.on in civi!, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agenc , juvenile, disciplinar , advisory 
opinions for, the staie executive and l e g i s l a h e ,  original 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

SUPERIOR COURT (10 counties) 
25 authorized justices 

FI 

CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real property rights, Miscellaneous civil 

- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals jurisdiction, 
Jury trials. 

(bl,$BB/no maximum), Exclusive marria e dissolution, patern- 
ity/bastardy, support/custody jurisdic!ion. 

PROBATE COURT ( i B  counties) 
10 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Miscel laneous domestic relations, 

miscellaneous civil, Exclusive 
adoption mental health, estate 
jurisdiction, 

No jury trials. 

DISTRICT COURT (41 districts) 
8 2  authorized full-time and part- 
time judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real pro ert 

rights (b B-lB,BBB), snarl craifls 
( S  2 506),  Miscellaneous domestic 
relations. - Misdemeanor, DUI/DUI. - Traffic/other violation, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

No jury trials, 

HUNICIPAL COURT 
( 4  Municipal i ti e s )  

4 part-time justices 
CSP casetypes: - Real property rights 

small claims ( b i , ? ~ d ,  
Mi scell aneous ciu i I .  - Misdeyeanor, DUI/DUI! - Irafficlother violation, 

Ho jury trials, I 

t Ihe,Municipal Court.is being phased out (by statute) upon retirement and/or 
res i gnati on of sitting jus ti ces, 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
limited 

urisdiction 
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NEW JERSEY COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

b 

SUPREHE COURI a 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurjsdictjon.in.civi1, criminal, adninjstratiue 
agency juvenile, disciplinary, ,original proceeding cases* - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital .crininal, 
adninistrative agenc appeal, juvenile disci Iinary, ,certi- 
fied questions fron rederal courts, interlocueory decision 
cases, 

I 7 justices sit en banc 

4 1  

CSP casetypes: - llandatory,jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital crininal, juue- 
- Discretionary jurisdiceion in interlocutory decision cases. 

nile, adninistrative a ency cases. 

SUPERIOR COURI: CIVIL, FIIHILY, GENERAL EPUITY, AND CRIHlML 
DIUISIONS (15 Uicinages in 21 counties) 

I urrogates also serve as deputy Superior Court clerks 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction (uncontested estate are 

- Exclusive triable felony, crininal appeals, nis- 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 

handled by the surrogates) (! B/no fiaxjny; S ecial Civil 
Part: ! 6/5,806). Snall clalns jurisdiction [S 1,BB8), 

cellaneous crininal Jurisdiction, 

CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction (uncontested estate are 

- Exclusive triable felony, crininal appeals, nis- 
handled by the surrogates) (! B/no fiaxjny; S ecial Civil 
Part: ! 6/5,806). Snall clalns jurisdiction [S 1,BB8), 

cellaneous .crinjnal ,Jurisdiction, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
1 Jury trials in nost cases. I 

H U N I C I P A L  COURI ( 5 3 3  courts of 
I which 14 were Multi-nunicipal) I 

I 368 jud es of which approxinatelyl 
1 28 are Pull-tine I 

I I 

I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Exclusive linited f e l o n  , Mis- I 
I deneanor, D U V D U I  jurisjiction. I 
I - Exclusive trafficlother 
I violation jurisdiction. I 

I No jury trials, I 
I I 

L........................----------.J 

I 

TAX COURIN CI 

9 authorized judges 
CSP casetypes: - State/local tax 

Hatters 

No jury trials, 

Y Iax ,Court is considered a linited jurisdiction court because of its,specialized 
subject natter. Nevertheless, ,it receives appeals f ron  adninistrative bodies and 
its cases are appealed to the intemediate appellate court. Tax Court jud es 
have the m e  general qualifications and t e m s  of service as Superior Cour! 
judges and can be cross assigned. 

Court of 
1 as t resort 

1 

Intemediate 
appel 1 ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
linited 

jurisdiction 
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NEW MEXICO COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT fl 

I I 5 justices sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - tiandator .jurisdiction in civil, criminal, adninistrative 

agency, 'disciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdicti.on in civil, noncapital crininal, 
adninistratiue agency, Juvenile, certified questions from 
federal court cases, 

t COURT OF I I P P U L S  fi  

7 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory urisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases, 

administrative agency, juvenile cases, 

D I S T R I C T  COURT ( 1 3  districts) 
59 judges 
CSP case types: - Tort, contract, real property ri hts, estate. Exclusive 

domestic relations, mental healtk, civil appeals, miscel- 
1 aneous civi 1 'ur i sdi c tion, - Hisdemeanor, k!xclusiue triable felony, crininal appeals -.  
uri sdi c t i on, - i  xc I us ive juveni 1 e jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, 

HAGISTRIITE COURT ( 3 2  Magistrate 
districts) 
57 judges ( 2  part-time) 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract real property 

rights ($  0/5,b00), - Limited felony, nisdeneanor, 
D U I A U l ,  - Movin traffic violation, 
miscellaneous traffic, 

I Jury trials, I 

MUNICIPAL COURT (81 municipal- ! 
I ities) I 

I 81 judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Traffic/other uiolation, I 

I Ho jury trials. I 

I I 

I I 

I I 
I I 

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

BERNALILLO COUNTY HETAOPOLITAN 
COURT 

12 judges 

Jury trials except in traffic. I 

1 r"""""" I -------..._-------- 
I PROBATE COURT ( 3 3  counties) I 

I 33 judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Estate. (Hears uncontested I 
I cases! Contested cases go tot 
I District Court,) ' I  

I Ho jury trials, I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

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

Court of 
I as t resort 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appel 1 ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jmi fed 

jurisdiction 
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NEW YORK COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

COURT OF BPPERLS 
7 judges sit en banc 

:SP casetypes: 
. Handatory jurisdiction in civil, 
criminal, administrative agency, 
juvenile, lawyer disci linary, orig- 
i na I proceed i ng , in te rrocu tory 

1 decision cases. . 
. Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, criminal, ,Juvenile oriiinal,pro- 
ce?ding, interlocutory ecision fe I on i es: 
cases. 3rd and 4th 

Court 1 
of last 
resort I 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, 

- Discretionary jurisdjction in 
criminal, Juvenile, interlocutory decision cases. 
criminal, Juvenile, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative agency, juvenile, 
- Discret/onar Jurisdiction in civil, ,crininal, administrative agency, juwenile, 

original proceeding cases, 
Judge discipyinary, original proceeding cases, 

I 
BPPELLRIE TERMS OF SUPREME COURT 
( 3  ternS/2 deparhents) 
15 justices sit in panels in three 
terns 

.OUR1 ( 4  courts/div i s i ons) 
17 justices sit in panels in four 
ieparhents I Ite 

:e 

I .  Nonf e 1 on i es : 
2nd.Deparhent I I 

ourts 1 of 
QSneral 
juris- 

diction 

SUPREME COURT (12 districts) A 
a484 FIE combined Supreme Court and 
County Court judges, 

COUNTY COURT (57  counties outside N Y C )  
a484 FIE combined Suprene Court and 
County Court judges. 

CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real ropert rights, 
niscellaneous civil C P  0 / 2 5 , b ) .  
Trial court appeals 'urisdjction, - Triable felony DUlhJl, miscPIlanPous 
crininal. Exclusive criminal appeals. 

Jury trials. 
I 

CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, ,real property rights, 
miscellaneous civ/l. Exclusive 
marriage dissolution jurisdiction, - Trlable felony, DUI, miscellaneous 
crininal. 

Jury trials. 

COURT OF CLRIHS (1  court) 
32 judpes, 15 act as Supreme 
Court Judges 

SURROGBTES' COURT 
(63 counties) 
76 surrogates 
CSP casetypes: - Adoption, estate, 
Jury trials in estate. 

CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real 
!he state, 
ropert rights involving 

nd 
en 

ou 
1 ic 

d' 

I N O  jury trials. 

includes NYC F a m i l y  Court) 
156 judges 

DISTRICT COURI (2 counties) 
49 judges in Nassau and Suffolk 

CITY COURT (79 courts in 61 
cities) 
165 Judges CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real pro erty 

righis ( d  8/15 BOB), Snarl 
claims (s 2,88B) ,  Adninistra- 

if 
on 

CSP casetypes: - Domestic relations (except marriage dissolution), 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract real ro erty 

rights ( S  0/5,800-15 lad, 
small claims (b 2,806), - Limited felony, misdemeanor, 
DUI/DUI, - Hoving traffic, miscellaneous 
traffic ordinance violation. 

Jury trials except in traffic. 

guardi anshi e .  ,Exc 1 us i v e  
mental, heal. h Jurisdiction. 
Jurisdiction. 

Ho jury trials, 

- frc!us1ve, Juvenile 
tive a enc - Lim!tei fey~ny,nisdeneanor,DUI - Mowing traffic, ~ i ~ ~ e l l a n e o u s  
traffic ordinance violation. 

Jury trials except in traffic, + 
,................ 1 ................. 

CIUlL COURT OF THE CITY OF 
NEU YORK (1  court) I i TOUN RND UILLRGE JUSTICE COURT 

I (2 327 courts) 
I 1 , 3 8 5  justices 

I 
I 

CRIMINRL COURT OF THE CITY OF 
NEU YORK (1 court) 
187 judges 120 judges 

CSP casetypes: 
I I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort contract real pro erty I 
I rights ( S  013 BOB), snal! I 
I clains (s i , ~ h .  
I - nisdeneanor, , D U I / D U I ,  niscel- I 

1 laneous criminal, I 
1 -Traffic/other violation, I 
I Jury trials in most cases. I 
L................... - - - - - - - - - . - - - - J  

CSP casety e s :  - Limited Felony, nisdemeanor, 
DUI/DUI, - Miscellaneous traffic misde- 
manors, ordinance violation, 

- Tort contract, real pro  I rights ( S  8/25 B O B ) ,  sma 
claims (s 2,008), niscellane- 
ous civil, administrative 
agency. 

Jury trials. I Jury trials in criminal cases. I 
a Includes Acting Supreme Court Justic es assigned administratively. 
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NORTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPRUE COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in,ciuil, criminal, administrative 

agency, juvenile, judge disciplinary, interlocutory 
decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in cjuil, crjminal, admin- 
istrative agency, ,juvenile, advisory opinions for the 
executive and legislature, original proceeding, i n t e r  

I locutorr decision cases* I 

COURT TiPPEflfi r 12 judges sit in panels 

4- 

SUPERIOR COURT ( 3 4  districts) 
74 judges and in0 clerks with estate jurisdiction 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real property rights (over i6,600/no nax- 

i m d ,  miscellaneous civil ,cases, Exclusive adoption, 
estate, mental health, administrative agency appeals 
urisdiction, - (isdemeanor. Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals 

juri sdi c t ion, 
Jury trials, 

, 
DISIRICT COURI (34 districts) 
151 judges and 646 magistrates of which approxinately 
106 magistrates are part-time 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real ro ert rights ($  6/16,606), Ex- 

clusive small claims !$ !,58b, non-adoption domestic 
relations, civil trial court appeals, Miscellaneous 
civil jurisdiction. - Hisdeneanor. Limited felony, DUI/DUI jurisdiction. - Iraff iclother violation 'urisdiction. - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 

I Jury trials in civil cases only. I 

Court of 
last resort 

Intemediate 
appe 1 1  ate 

court 

Court of 
genera I 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
1 imited 

jurisdiction 
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NORTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

I I 5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction, in,civil, crifiinal, adninistratiwe 

- No discretionary Jurisdiction, 
agency, juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision ,cases! 

COURT OF APPEALS* (TFmporary) 
3-judge panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in ciwil, noncapital 

crininal, adninistrative agency, juvenile, 
disciplinary, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision .cases! - Ho discretionary Jurisdiction. 

I 

D I S T R I C I  COURT (7 judicial districts in 53 
counties) 
27 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, ,contract, real property rights 

guardians hip. Exclusive domestic rei ations, 
appeals of administratiwe agency cases, 
fiisce 1 laneous c ivi 1 iur i sdi c ti on. 

CI 

- Misdeneanor, niscellineous crininal, Exclusive 
triable felony Jurisdiction, - Mowing.traffic, .niscellaneous traffic, - Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials in nost cases, 

Court of 
last resort I 
1 n t e m e d i  ate 

appellate 
court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

- .  ~~ 

1 1  

I I CSP casetypes: 
I I - D U V D U I .  
I I - Mowin traffic parking, w nisce9laneous .traffic 
I I Exclusive ordinance violation 

COUNTY COURT (53 counties) 
I 

I 
I 21 judges 
I CSP casetypes: 
i - fort contract, real property 
I rights (b 8/18,888), estate. Ex- 
I clusive small claims (b 2,8881, 
I Mental health jurisdiction, 
I - Limited felony, nisdeneanor, D U V  
I D U I ,  criminal appeals, I I jurisdiction. 
I - Mowing traffic, parking, niscel- I I 
I laneaus traffic. I I  I 

I Jury trials except in small claims I I I 
I cases, I I No jury trials, I 

I I I  I 

C... ...................................... L...................--------.--......J 

- - - -  Indicates assignnent of cases, 
* Effective July 1, 1987 throu h January 1, 1990, a temporary Court of Ilp eals is 

established to exercise appe!late and original jurisdiction as delegate8 by the 
Suprene Court. 

i ; NUNICIPAL COURT (158 incorporated 
I I cities) I 

I I 138 judues I 

I 1 .  I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Courts of 
limited 

jurisdiction 
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OHIO COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

Court of 
last resort 

SUPREME COURI 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 

agency , juueni le, ,disciplinary, ,original proceeding cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction, in c!vil, noncapital crlninal, 
juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

I 

COURT OF RPPULS (12 courts) a 
59 judges sit in panels of 3 Members each 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appellate 

court 
e CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdictipn, in civil, criminal administrative 

agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases; - No discretionary jurisdiction. 

1 

r."""" ....................... l........ ........................ 
I COURI OF COHHON PLUS (88 counties) 
I 344 judges I 

cr: 
I 

I I 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort, contract, ,real property rights ($ 5 W n o  Maximum), , 1 
I appea1,of administratiue,agency cases miscellaneous .civil, I 
I Exclusive domestic relations, mental health, estate Juris- I 
I estate jurisdiction, I 
I - Exclusive triable felony, Miscellaneous criminal jurisdiction, I 
I - Exclusive 'uvenile 'urisdiction. I 
I - Traffic/otier v i o l a k o n  (juvenile cases only) jurisdiction. I 

.................................................................... 
' -1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I HUNICIPRL COURT (118 courts) I COUNTY COURI (51 courts) 
I 198 judges I I 68 judges 
I I 1  

I I 1  

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Iort contract, real pro erty I 
I rights ($ 8/10 0881, m a r l  I 
I claims ($ i , ~ d ) ,  Miscellane- I 
I ous civil. I 
I - Limited felony, Misdemeanor, I 
I D U V D U l ,  criminal a peals, I 

I Jury trials in Most cases, I 

f 

I - Traffic/other uiola!ion, I 
I 

L.--..---...-.......---......... 

I CSP casetypes: 
I - Iort contract real pro erty 
I rights ($ 8/3,b88), smal! claims 
I (b i888), Miscellaneous civil. 
I - Lini\ed,felony, misdemeanor, DUI/ I 
I DUI crininal appeals. 
I - Traffic/other violation, except for 
I parking cases. I 

Courts of 
llmited 

iurisdiction t 
COURI OF CUInS (1 court) I HIIYOR'S COURT ("698 courts) 

I 698 judges (Mayors) I 
I I 

I I 
2 judges sit on temporary 
ass 1 gnnen t 
CSP casetypes: - Miscellaneous civil acti 
- Uictims of crime cases 
Jury trials. 

against the state, 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - DUI/DUl, I 
I - Trafficlother violation. I 
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OKLAHOMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURI CI 

9 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory urisdiction in civil, 

admini strat! we. agency, j y e n i  le, 
lawyer disciplinary, advisory 
opinion, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, 
administrative agency, juvenile, in- 
terlocutory decision cases. 

I 

I 
I 

1 I 
COURT OF APPEALS ( 4  courts) I 
12 jud es.sit in four p e w  
anent iivisions of 3 Members 
each 
CSP casetypes: - Handator jurisdiction in 

ciui I I a h  nis trative 
agency, juvenile, ori inal 
roceeding, interlocueory 

8ecision cases that are 
assi ned by the Supreme 
Cour! - No diicretionary jurisdic- 
tion. 

DF TAX WIN c1 
rt) 

3 District Court 
judges serve 
CSP casety es:  - ~p ea1 oF a h i n -  

iseratiue agency 
cases. 

No jury trials, 

COURI OF CRIMINAL APPEALS 
3 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in criminal, 

uvenile, original roceeding cases, - discretionary jurisiiction in i n t e r  
locutory decision cases, 

DISTRICT COURI (26  districts) -7 
71 district,. 77 associate district, and 
60 special Judges 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil Jurisdiction, except 

for concurrent jurisdiction in appeal 
of administratiwe agency cases, 
Snall claims jurisdiction (b 3,000). - Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (including 
criminal a eals), - Moving tralPPic, Miscellaneous traffic, 
ordinance violation, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 

Jury trials. L 
I Ap roximately 350 full I I 
I an8 part-time judges I I 8 full-time and 18 
I I I part-time judges I 
I CSP casetypes: I 1  I 
I - Traffidother I I CSP casetypes: I 
I violation, I I - Trafficlother I 
I I I violation, I 

I Jury trials. I I Jury trials, . I  

I I 1  I 

L............. -.........- I L.......................1 

Courts of 
ast resort 

In ternedi ate 
appellate 

court 

Court o 
general 

juri sdic t 3n 

Courts of 
1 jmited 

juri sd i c t i on 

- - - -  Indicates assignnent of cases, 
OklahoMa has a Workers' Conpensation Court which hears complaints that are handled exclusively by 
administrative agencies in other states, 

220 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 7988 



OREGON COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

I S U P r n  COURT 
I 7 justices sit en banc I 

I CSP casetypes: J - Mandatory jurisdiction in capital criminal, administrative agency, 
disciplinary, original proceeding cases, 
istrative agency, juvenile, disc!plinary, certified questions from 
federal courts, original proceeding cases, 

- Discretionary jurisdictlon in.ciuil I noncapi tal criminal , admin- 

COURT OF IPPEALS a 
10 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, nonca ita1 criminal, administra- 

tive agency, juvenile, original proceeiing, interlocutory decisior 
cases, - No discretionary jurisdiction, 

TIX COURT a 
(i court) 
1 judge 
CSP casetypes: - Civil appeals 

from a h i n i s -  
trative 
agencies. 

No jury trials, 

r-'----"""" 
I COUNTY COURT 
I ( 3 6  counties) 
I 9 judges 
I 

I 

C I R C U I T  COURT (20 judicial districts in 36 
counties) 
87 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real pro erty rights 

($ ie,000/no maximum), aBo tion estate, 
civil appeals ,mental healeh, ixclusive 
doMestic relations (except adoption), miscel- 
1 aneous ci v i I 'uri sdi c t i on. - txclusive triaile felony, criminal appeals 
urisdiction, - juvenile, 

; CSP casetypes: 
I - ido tion, I 
I neneal health, I 
I estate, I 
I - Juvenile. I 

I No jury trials. I 
I I 

L _______.__.______ 1 

Jury trials for Most casetypes, 

1 r"""""-'-'------ 
I JUSIICE COURI I 
I (37 courts) I 

I 34 justices of the I 
I peace I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Iort, contract, I 
I real pro erty I 
I ri hts t i  01 I 
I 2 ha), small I 
I claims 2,506),1 
I - LiMited felony, I 
I nisdeneanor, I 
1 DUI/DUI, I 
I - Moving traffic I 
I yarking, miscei- I 
I aneous traffic, I 

I Jury trials for I- 
I sone casetypes, I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

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

r-'-""""'-"'- 
I M N I C I P A L  COURT 
I (197 courts) I 

I 126 judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Misdemeanor, I 
I DUI/DUI. 
I - Irafficlother b 
I violation, I 

I Jury trials for I 
I some casetypes, I 

I I 

I I 

I I 
I I 

L.... ---. - - - -  .---. 1 

- 
DISTRICl COURT 
(28  counties with a 
District Court) 

58 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort. contract. . . . . . . . . . 

real pro erty-' 
rights 01 
18, BOB), snall 
claims (b 2 , 5 0 6 ) )  
robate/wi 1 Is/in' 

[estate - Lini ted' f elonu. _.  
mi sdeme an or, 
DUI/DUl. - I r a f f i d o t h e r  
violation, .I Jury trials for I some casetypes, 

Court of 
last resort 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appe 1 I ate 

court 

Courts o 
general 

Jur i sdi c t on 
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PENNSYLVANIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

S U P R W  COURI 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - landatory jurisdiction in ciuil, criminal, administratiue agency, juuenile, 
- Discretionary jurisdiction. in cjuil, noncapital crjminal, administratiue agency, 

disciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 
juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

t fi 
COMHONllEALTH COURT 
9 authorized judges sit in panels 
and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - landatory jurisdiction in ciuil, 

noncapital criminal, administra- 
tiue agency, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases 
inuoluing the CoFonweaIth, - Djscretionary urisdiction in 
ciuil administratiwe agency or 
igina! proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases inuoluing the 
Comonueal th. 

1 

t 
I SUPERIOR COURT 

15 authorized judges sit in panels 
and en banc 
CSP casetypes - Handatpry Jurisdiction in civil, 

nonca ita1 crifiinal, uuenile, or- 
igina! proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. - Discretionary, 'urisdiction in 
c i y l ,  noncapiial criminal, juu- 
enile, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases, 

7- 
COURT OF COMHON P L U S  (66 districts in 67 counties) 
341 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real roperty ri hts, niscellaneous ciuil. 

Exclusiue domestic re!ations, esiate, mental health, civil 
appeals jurisdic t i on. - Hisdemeanor, DUl/DUl, Exclusive triable felony, criminal 
appeals, fii.scel laneous, crininal jurisdiction, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 

A 

Jury trials in nost cases, 

t 
PHILllDELPHIA HUNICIPAL COURT 
(is t District) 
22 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Real roperty rights ( S  815 8861, 

njsce!laneous domestic relations 
ni scel laneous .ciui I ! Exclusive 
small claims JUriSdiCtiOn 

- i,i,?ited felony, Misdemeanor, DUI/ ( S  5 me) .  
V U I ,  - Ordinance uiolation. 

No jury trials. 
~~ ~~ 

PHILADELPHIA TRIIFFIC COURI 
(1st District) 
6 judges 
CSP casetypes:, - fiouin raffic parking, 

nisceflaneous traffic. 

Ho jury trials. 1 

Court of 
last resort 

c 
DISTRICT JUSTICE COURI 
(538 courts) 

I 538 district justices I 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real property 
- Linited felony, misdemeanor, 
- Iraffic/other uiolation, 

rights (S 8/4,688), 

DUI/DUI, 

I HO jury trials. I 

1 ~.""""'.".'~'. l-----.......---.-- 
I PITTSBURGH CIIY HAGISTRATES I 
I (5th District) I 

I 5 Magistrates I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Real pro erty rights. 
I - Linited felony, Misdemeanor, 
I DUI/DUI, I 
I - Iraffic/other uiolation, I 

I No jury trials. I 

I I 

I I 

I 
I 

I I 

L.....................................-.J 

lntemediate 
appel late 

courts 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 !mi ted 

jurisdiction 
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PUERTO RlCO COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

KEnE COURT 
7 justices 
Jurisdiction: - Reviews Jud ments and decisions o f  the Court of  First In- 

stance,* an! cases on appeal or review before the Superior 
Court, 
certain administrative agencies, 

- Reviews rulings of  the Registrar of Property and rulings of 

I 

SUPERIOR COURT* (12 districts) 
95 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real ropert rights ( S  l0,000/no naxinun), 

- Hisdeneanor, Exclusive triable felony and crininal appeals 
domestic relations an8 niscerlaneous civil. Exclusive estate 
and civil appeals Jurisdiction. 

I 'urisdiction. 
xclusive Juvenile jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials in criminal cases. I 

I 

DISTRICT COURT* (39 courts) 
94 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real roperty rights ( S  0/10,BBB) miscel- 
- Hisdemeanor, Exclusive limited felony and DUI/DUI',iuris- 

laneous donestic rPla!ians and niscellaneous civil 
diction. - Iraffidother violation except parking. 

No jury trials. 

I 

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE ( 2  courts) 
2 regular judges and f 0  special judges 
Jurisdiction: - Justices of the Peace are enpowered 

to handle only prelininary Matters 
such as arraignnent, setting bail 
and issuing search.warrants. They 
do not reach decision or verdict. 

No Jury trials. 

I 

MUNICIPAL COURT (52 courts) 
55 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iraffidother violation. 

No jury trials. 

Court of  
last resort 1 

Court o f  
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of  
1 jni ted 

urisdiction 

* 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 

DISTRICT COURT (8 divisions) CI 

13 judges 
CSP casetwes: 

SUPREHE COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

I 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, juvenile, 
- Discretionary urisdiction in ahinistrative agency appeals, 

disciplinary, advisory opinjon, original proceeding cases, 
interlocutory decision, original proceeding cases, 

L 

SUPERIOR COURT ( 4  divisions) A 

20 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract real roperty rights ( 6  S,000/no 

maximum), civii a ears miscellaneous civil. - hisdemeanor, D U l / @ I !  [xclusiue triable felony, 
criminal appeals Jurisdiction. 

Jury trials, 

- Tort ciitract real ro erty 
rights ( 6 1 0 0 6 / ~ ,  EBB-i!, 6 b )  
appeals of administrative agency 
cases, Exclusive small claims 
(61,560) , mental health. - Misdemeanor, DUl,/DUl, Exclusive 
limited felon urisdiction, - Ordinance viorahon, Exclusive 
noving traffic for those cases 
not handled administratively, 

Ho jury trials, 

1 

I I 

I I 

r.'....'."-'..'... l----------........ 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (11 courts) I 

I 16 judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Ordinance vjolation, Exclusive I 
I parking Jurisdiction. I 
I I 
I No jury trials. I 
................................... 

FAMILY COURT ( 4  divisions) 
11 judges 
CSP casetypes: - [xclus jve . doMes t ic re1 at ions 
- i  xc 1 us i we juveni 1 e jurisdiction. 

urisdiction, 

I N O  jury trials, 

.................. r-.-....---------.- I 1 
I PROBATE COURI (39 cities/towns) I 

I 39 judges I 
I I 

I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Exclusive estate jurisdiction. I 
I 
I 

I Ho jury trials* I 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jnited 

jurisdiction 
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SOUTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COUWI 
5 justices sit en banc 

1 

e 

! I 

COURT OF llPPEllLS 
6 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin- 

- Ho discrehonary jurisdiction, 
istrative agenc , juvenile, original proceeding cases assigned 
by the Su reme !ourt 

1 

CIRCUIT COURT (16 circuits) A 

31 judges and 28 masters-in-equity 

t CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract real roeerty ri hts, miscellaneous civil, 
- Hisdemeanor, DUld~l, Exclusive tri8ble felony, criminal 

Exclusive civiI a ears Jurisdic!ion 
appeals, miscellaneous criminal jurisdiction, 

Jury trials except in appeals, 

- -  
FllHILY COURT (16 circuits) 
46 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Hiscellaneous civil,, Exclusive 

domestic relations JUrlSdiCtiOn, 
except for sone aternit /bastardy 
cases heard in tKe nagisirate 
Court, - Juvenile traffic, - Juvenile, 

No jury trials, 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Excluslve.menta1 health, estate I-- 
I JUriSdiCtiOn, I 

- - - -  Indicates assignment of cases, 

r""""""' l.....".'..-.--------- 

I MAGISTRBTE COURT (315 courts) 1 
1 315 magistrates I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort contract real property1 
I ri his ($  8/2 $BO), some I 

- Limited relony, mi;demeanor, I 
I D U I / D U I .  
I - Irafffc/other uiolation. I 
I - Juuenile, I 

I Jury trials. I 

I I 

a!erni t /bastardy I 

I I 

L....---....--......-------------J 

.................... 1 r--""""" 

I I 
I MUNlCIPllL COURT (241 courts) I 

I "256 judges I 
I I 

I CSP.casety es: I 
I - limited !elony, misdemeanor, I 

I DWl/DUI, 
I - Iraffidother violation, I 

Court of 
last resort 

In termedi ate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
limited 

urisdiction 
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SOUTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPAIW: COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory 'urisdiction i.n civil, criminal, 

ahinistrative aqency juvenile, 
disciplinary, original proceeding,cases, - Discretionary 'urisdiction in advisory 
opinions for tie state executive, i n t e r  
locutorr decision, original proceeding . -  cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT ( 8  circuits) A 

35 judges 18 law m a  istrates 10 art-time 
lay magistrates, 86 !ull-timelclerE) magis- 
trates, and 44 part-time clerk nagistrates 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction (includin 

civil a eals), Small claims jurisdic!ion 
- Exclusive criflinal jurisdiction (including 

criminal a peals), - Exclusive !raffic/other violation juris- 
diction (exce t for uncontested parking 
which is handred administratively), - Exclusiv~ juvenile jurisdiction, 

(b 2,00lP,  

Jury trials except in small claims, 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

iurisdiction 
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TENNESSEE COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

COURT OF llPPEllLS ( 3 )  A 

12 judges 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory 'urisdiction in civil, 
ahinistrative agency, juvenile 
cases. - Discretionary 'urisdiction in . 
interlocutory decision cases, 

SUPREME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

- Mandator jurisdiction in civil, criminal, workers' compen- 
sation Y a w r  disciplinary cases - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, 
Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

CSP casetypes: i 

COURI OF CRININRL llPPEllLS (3) 
9 judges 

CSP casetypes - Mandatory jurisdiction in non- 
capital criminal, juvenile, or 
iginal proceedi,ng,cases, - Discretionary urisdiction in 
interlocutory decision cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT A 
(95 counties in 31 districts) 

CMNCERY A 
COURT 
(31 districts) 

I 69 judges 
CSP caset pes* - Civil (! 56; 

no maxinun) 

CSP caset pes: - civil tY W n o  mpximum), , 

except sfla11 claims. Civil 
appeals jurisdiction I 

I neous,traffic. 
Jury trials, Jury trials. 

CRIHINllL COURT 
(31 districts) 
28 judges 
CSP caset pes- - CriminaY.. Friminpl 

appeals Jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, 

................. 1 
I 
I 

r---'-""" .---------- , r  r - - - - - - - - - - - -  -------..-- 
I JUVENILE COURT 
I (21 courts) I I  I I ("366 courts) 
1 I I 5,judges; 3 full-1 I I 
I 22 judges; 7 part-time1 I time, 2 part-time1 I "286 judges I 

I I PROBllTE LOUR1 (2); I NUNICIPllL CklRT 

I I 1  I 1  I 
I CSP caset pes: I 1  I I CSP casetypes: 
I - Paterni!y/bastardy, I I CSP casetypes: I I - Misdemeanor, DUIIDUI,: 
I Mental health, I I - Estate. I I - Iraffic/other vio- I 
I - Juvenile. I 1  I I lation, I 

I No jury trials, I I Ho jury trials. I I No jury trials. I 
I I 1  I 1  I 

L- . . . - . - . - . - . . . . . . . . . . . .J  L. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .J  L---.................---.J 

................................................. - - - -1  r"" 
I GENEReL SESSIONS COURT .(92,counties, 2 additional I 

I counties have a trial justice court) I 

I 131 full-time and 2 part-time judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort, contract real propert rights (6 Vvaries) I 

marriage dissolution, ,suppor!/custody, Mental health, I -1 estate cases. Exclusive small claims jurisdiction I 
I (b 16,666). 
I - Misdemeanor, DUIIDUI: I 
I - Iraffic/other violation. I 
I - Juuenile. I 

I Ho jury trials, I 

I I 

I I 
I I 

I I 

L..........................---.---..-..........-..-...-.--J 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
limited 

jurisdiction 
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TEXAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

+ 

SUPAEHE COURT 
9 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil cases.  - Discretionary jurisdicti.on in civil, 

adninistrative agency, juuenile, c e r  
tified questions fron federal courts, 

COURTS OF APPEALS (14 courts) 
80 justices sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdi,ction in ciuil, noncapital crininal a h i n i s -  

- Ho discretionary jurisdiction. 
trative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

originar proceeding cases, 

COURT OF CRIHINAL A P P U L S  
9 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetype! - Mandatory Jurisdiction in crinin- 

a!, original proceedjn cases, - Discretionary jurisdiceion in 
noncapital crininal, original pro- 
ceeding cases, 

DISTRICT COURT (365 courts) fi 
315 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real pro  erty 

rights (b 200/no naxinunr, 
donestic relations estate, 
niscel laneous civi I ,  
Exclusive administrative agency 
appeal s ‘uri sdic ti on, - Triable Pelony nisdeneanor, 
DUI/DUI, nisceilaneous crininal, 

- Juvenile, 
Jury trials. 

CRIHINAL DISIRICT COURT 
(10 courts) 
1 0  judges 
CSP casety e s :  - Iriable Felony nisdeneanor, 
DUIAUI, niscei laneous crininal 
cases. 

Jury trials, 

COUNTY LEVEL COURTS (424 courts) 
CONSTITUTIONAL COUNTY COURT 
................................. 

(254 courts) 254 judges 

narri age di sso 1 uti on, estate, 
nental health, civil trial 
court appeals, miscellaneous 
civil, - tlisdeneanor, D U I A U I ,  crininal 
appeals, - Moving traffic, Miscellaneous 
traf f IC, - Juuenile, 

Jury trials. .______.._.______-______________. 

PROBATE COURT 
(13 courts) 
13 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Estate. 

Jury trials, 

................................. t COUNIY COURT A1 LAU (157  courts)^ 
157 judges I 

I 

I 
CSP casetypes: I - Tort contract, real property I 

rights (S 2~fi/uaries), snail I 
clains (S 150-200), narriage I 
dissolution, estate, nental I 
health, civil trial court I 
appeals, niscellaneous civil, I - Hisdeneanor, DUI/DUl, crininali 
appeals. I - Mouiny traffic, niscellaneous I 
traffic, I - Juuenile, I 

I 
1 

................................ 1 Jury trials. I 

........................................ 1 , r-”””””””’-”.--.------.--..--- 
HUNICIPllL COURT* (858 courts) I I JUSTICE OF THE P U C E  COURT* I 

1,184 judges 
I I I 

I I I 
I I (922 courts) 922 Judges I 

CSP casety e s :  I I CSP casetypes: I 

- Moving traffic, , niscella- I I rights ($ 0/2,$00) snalf clains I- 
I violation jurisdiction, I - Linited felony, nisdeneanor. I 
I I I - Hoving traffic, parking, Miscel- I 
I I I laneous traffic, I 

I Jury trials, I I Jury trials, I 

* Sone Hunicipal and Justice of the Peace Courts flay appeal to the District Court. 

- Linited felony, Misdeneanor, I I - Tort contract real pro erty I 

neous traffic. !::f%ve ordinance I I ($ 1 000),  nental health. 

I I I  I 

L..........................----...........J L......-....-...................------J 
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UTAH COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

b- 

SUPREHE COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory jusisdiction in civil, criminal, administra- 
- Discreiionary Jurisdiction in ineerlocutory decision 

tive a ency, juvenile, original roceeding cases, 
cases, 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil ,criminal, administrative 
agency, Juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, original proceeding 

l i  t 
DISTRICT COURT (8 districts in 29 counties) fi 

COURT OF llPPULS* 

Jury trials except in small claims 
and parking cases. 

I I  I 7 justices sit in panels of 3 

I I 
I I 

L.........-.........----------------J 
I Jury trials in some casetypes. I 

29 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real roperty ri hts, 

Exclusive domestic rerat 1 ons, es[ate, 
mental health, miscellaneous civil 

I 

urisdiction. 
i sdemeanor. Exc1,usjve. f elony , 

criminal appeals JUriSdiCtiOn, 
Jury trials in most casetypes, 

1 r"" '-"'-""""'.--.--.....---.- 
I JUSTICE COURT I 
I (178 cities/counties) I 

37 judges I 
I 

I 

CSP casetypes: - Tort rights contract, ($ 0/18,808), real pro snarl ert c ! a i m s H  

- Limited felon , misdemeanor, (s  1 m e ) .  
DUIAUI, Extrusive miscellaneous 
criminal 'urisdiction, I - Iraffic/o!her violation. 

CSP casetypes: - fort contract ($ 811 8861, 
sya!i claims ($ ~,BBBI, - lifiited felony, nisdemeanor, 
D U I A U I .  - Traffic/other violation. 

JUVENILE COURT (8 juvenile court districts) 
12 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

No jury trials. 

* Ihe Court of bppeals became operational on February 1, 1987, 

Court of 
last resort 

I 

Intermediate 
appellate 

court 

I 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
l i ~ i t e d  

jurisdiction 
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VERMONT COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREME COURT 
S justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction. in civil, criminal ahinistratiue 

agency, Juvenile, original Proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases, I - Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases. I 

SUPERIOR COURT (14 counties) CI 

10 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract (b 2 W n o  maxi- 

fium) support/custod , patern- 
i t d a s t a r d  , miscel!aneous 
domes tic r e  Yations , mi sce I- 
laneous ciuil. Exclusive real 
property rights, marriage dis- 
solution, civil appeals juris- 
diction, - Triable felony. 

Jury trials, 

DISTRlCI COURT* (14 circuits) 
15 judges 

violation ,jurisdiction. - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 
Jury trials, 

PROBlTE COURT (19 districts) 
19 judges (part-time) 
CSP caset pes: - Hental b a l t h ,  miscellaneous domestic 

relations miscellaneous civil, Exclu- 
sive adoption, estate jurisdiction. 

No jury trials, 

Court of 
last resort 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdicti n 

1 

Court of 
I !mi ted 

jurisdiction 

* The District Court, althou h created as a court of limited jurisdiction has steadily 
increased its scope to include almost all criminal Matters In 1983, the District 
Court was granted,jurisdiction o v e r  all criminal cases anb has become the court of 
Duperior Court, 
eneral jurisdiction for Most criminal matters, l sma!l number of appeals go to the 
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VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

SUPREHE COURT 
7 Justices sit en banc and in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Randatory jurisdiction in capital criminal, admin- 

istrative agency,. lawyer disciplinary cases! - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 
criminal, administrative a ency, juvenile jud e dis- 
ciplinary, original proceeling, interlocutory Becision 
cases, 

I I I 

CIRCUIT COURT (31 circuits) CI 

122 judges 

L 

I 

COURT OF APPEALS* CI 

1 8  judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Randatory Jurisdictioh in,some civil, .Some administra- 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in noncapitaf criminal cases, 

tive a ency and some original proceedin cases, 

CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real property ri hts (b 0-1, 
i m d  mental health, administrative agency 
Miscellaneous civil, Exclusiue.domestic re1 
(except for support/custody), civi I appeals 
courts, estate jurisdiction, - Misdemeanor, criminal appeals, Exclusive tr 
urisdiction. - d  rdinance violation, 

BBB/no max- 
a peals, 
alions 
from trial 
&iable felony 

I Jury trials, 
I 

DISTRICT COURT.(284 General District, Juvenile, and 
Domes tic R e  1 ations Courts) ** 
188 FIE general district and 73 FIE juvenile and domestic 
relations judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real ro erty ri hts (b 8/7,888), s u p  

- Risdemeanor. Exclusive DUI/DUl, limited felony juris- 
ort/custody mental [earth, sMa!l claims in 

Pairfax County. 
_ _  diction, 

miscellaneous traffic jurisdiction. 
- Ordinance ui ol ati on! [xcl us ive , movi ng traffic, parking, 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 
No jury trials, 

1 n t e m e d i  ate 
appe 1 1  ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
limited 

urisdiction 

* The Uir inia Court of A p  eals became o erational on January 1, 1985. 
it* The Dislrlct Court.is rererred to as t[e.Juuenile and Domestic Relations Court 

when hearin juvenile and doMestic relations cases, and as the General District 
Court for tie balance of the cases. 
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WASHINGTON COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

I SUPREHE COURT 
I 9 justices sit en banc and in panels 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction, in civil, crininal, adninistratiue 
agency, juvenile, certified questions fron federal court 
cases. - Discrrtionary jurisdicti,on in civil, noncapital criminal, 
adninistratiue agency juvenile, disciplinary, original 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

COURT OF iiPPEALS (3 courts/divisions) 
16 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, ,noncapital crininal, a h i n -  
- Discretionary jurisdiction in akinisfrative agency, i n t e r  

istrative agency, juvenile, ori  inal roceeding cases, 
I locutory decision cases, I 

I 

SUPERIOR COURT (38 districts in 39 counties) 
136 judges 

CI 

CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, Exclusive real property rights, donestic 
relations, estate, Mental health, civil appeals, niscel- .- 
laneous civil 'urisdiction. - Exclusive triaile felony, ,criminal appeals jurisdiction, - Exclusive juvenile juriSdiCtiOn, 

Jury trials in nost cases, 
I I 

I 

I I 
I 95 judges (86 part-tine) I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Donestic relations. I 
I - Misdemeanor DUI/DUI, I 
I - Moving traffic, parking,.niscel- I 
1 laneous traffic, and ordinance I 
I violations. I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

I Jur trials except in traffic and I 
1 parifing, I 
L...............--....................1 

Court of 
last resort 

1 
In te m e d i  ate 

appel late 
court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 1 
1 1 ............,.. L....--------------.- 

DISTRICT COURT (68  courts in 67 I 
locations for 39 counties)# I 

181 judges (29 part-time) I 

CSP casetypes: I - Iort, contract ( S  8/18,888) I 

I Miscellaneous donestic relations, 1 
I Exclusive m a l l  clains juris- I 
I diction ( 5  2,000). I 
I - Misdeneanor DUI/DUI. 
I - Moving traffic, arking, niscel- I 
i laneous (non-traFfic) violations. I 

I 

I I 
I Jury trials except in traffic I 

1 and parking, I 
L....................................1 

M District Court provides services to nunicipalities that do not have a Municipal 
Court, 

Courts of 
llnited 

jurisdiction 
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WEST VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

I SUPREHE COURT OF APPEBLS CI I  

I I 5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casety es: - No mandaeory jurisdiction - Djscretionary jurisdictioi.in ciyil, noncapital criminal, ad- 

ministrative agency, Juvenile, disciplinar 
tions from federal courts, original procee!ing, interlocutory 

certified ques- 
I decision cases, 

I I 

CIRCUIT COURT (31 circuits) 
60 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract ($  308/no maximum). Exclusive real property 

rights, domestic relations, mental health, estate, ciuil 
appeal S jurisdiction. - Hisdemeanor, DUl/DUl, Exclusive triable felony, criminal 
appeals JUriSdiCtiOn, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, 

156 magistrates 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract ($ 0/3,000). - Misdemeanor, DUl/DUI. Exclusive 

limjted felony Jurisdiction. - Moving traffic, miscellaneous 
traffic. 

Jury trials. 

1 

I I 

T‘.....‘..”...- L..-------........ 
I HUNICIPBL COURT (122 courts) I 

I 122 judges (part-time) I 
I I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - DUI/DUI, I 
I - Moving traffic, miscellaneous I 
I traffic. Exclusjve parking, I 
I ordinance violation I 
I jurisdiction, I 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
limited 

jurisdiction 
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WISCONSIN COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

CSP casety es: - No mandaeory jurisdiction - Discretionary jurisdictiob in civil .criminal, a h i n -  
istratiue agency, disci linary, certified questions from 
federal courts, original proceeding, juvenile cases. 

1 S U P R W E  COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 

Court of 
last resort 

I 
I 
I 

I I I . .  

Court of 
limited 

jurisdiction 

I I I COURT OF llPPEllLS (4 districts) 
13 judges sit in 3-judge districts (one 4-judge district) 
CSP casetypes: appellate - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, adninistrative 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision 

In t e m e d i  ate 
court 

agency juvenile cases. 

208 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive,ciui,l Jurisdiction (including civil appeals), 

Small claims urlsdictlon (b 2 888), - DWI/DUI, Exclusive triable feionu, misdeneanor 
uri sdi c t ion. - l i  ontested: moving traffic, parkin , miscellaneous traf- 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, f ic. Ordinance violations if no iunicipal Court, 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Jury trials in Most cases, I J I 

I 

I 

r""..-."...'--"'""'.....------~----.---.....--.------....... 1 
I MNIClPllL COURT (196  courts) 
I 194 judges (191 part-time, 3 full-time) 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - DWI/DUl. (first offense) 
I - Iraffidother violation. 
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WYOMING COURT STRUCTURE, 1988 

S U P R M E  COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

A 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil criminal, administrative 
agenc , Juvenile, lawyer disciplinar I certified questions 
from Pederal cqurts, .original proceeling cases - Discretionary jurisdiction in extraordinary writs, writs of 
certiorari on appeals from limited jurisdiction courts, 

t 
DISTRICT COURT (9 districts) 
17 judges 

A 

CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real roperty rights ($ 1,600-7 000/no max- 
imum.[depends on whet!er a ea1 is from County Court or 
Justice of the Peace CourtVP, Exclusive domestic relations 
(except for Miscellaneous domestic relations), Mental health, 
estate, civil a peals, niscellaneous civil ,jurisdiction. - Exclus!ue triab1e felony, ,cr!minal appeals jurisdiction, - Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials, 

r...'........'.'.'..."l............. 1 
I JUSTICE OF THE PEKE COURT I 
I (14 courts in 11 counties) I 

I 14 justices of the peace I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort contract real pro erty I 
I rights (b 0/3,600), smal! claims I 
1 (b 2 666). 
I - LiMited felony, Misdemeanor, 
I DUl/DUI, I 
I - Moving traffic, parking, niscel- I 
I laneous trafficlother violation, I 

I Jury trials except in small I 
I clains. I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

L... ................................. J 

1 r..........'.'. l.................... 
I HUNICIPIlL COURT (80 courts) I 
I I 75 judges 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - DUI/DUI, I 
I - Moving traffic parking, His- I 
I cellaneous traffic. Exclusive I 
I ordinance violation juris- I 
I diction, I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I 1 

L-... ............................... J 
I Jury trials. I 

COUMY COURT (9 districts) 
19 judges 
CSP casetupes: I - Tort, coitract, real property ri hts 

(S 617 6001, small claims ($.2,0!0) 
~i sce I 1  aneous domes tic re 1 at ions. - Limited felony, misdeneanor, DUI/DUI, ' I  
Movinq traffic, parking, Miscellaneous 
traffic violation, 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts o f  
ljnited 

jurisdiction 
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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 to 

State December 31, 1988 June 30, 1988 August 31, 1988 September 30, 1988 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
ArkanSaS 
California 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia X 
Florida X 

X 
X 
X 

Georgia X X X 
Court of Appeals Magistrate Court Supreme Court 

State Court July 31, 1988) 
Juvenile Court 
Probate Courl 

Hawaii X 
Idaho X 
Illinois X 
Indiana X 

Superior Court (Aug. 1, 1987 - 

Iowa X 
Kansas X 
Ken lucky X 
Louisiana X 
Maine X 

Maryland X 
Massachusetts X X 

Trial Courts Supreme Judicial Court 
Appeals Court 

Michigan X X 

Minnesota X 
Mississippi X 

Court of Appeals Supreme Court 
Trial Courts 

Supreme Court 

X 
Probate Courl 

X 
Supreme Court 

Missouri X 
Montana X X 

Supreme Court City Court 
District Court 

Nebraska X X 
District Court Workers' 
counly court Compensation Court 
Separate Juvenile 

Supreme Court 
District Court 

Supreme Court 
Superior Court 
District Court 
Municipal Court 

Justice of the Peace Court 
Municipal Court 

Nevada X 

New Hampshire X 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE A: Reporting periods for all slale courts, 1988. (conlinued) 

Reportlng periods 
~ 

January 1, 1988 July 1, 1987 September 1, 1987 October 1, 1987 
to IO lo to 

State December 31, 1988 June 30, 1988 August 31, 1988 September 30, 1988 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York X 
North Carolina 
North Dakola X 

X 
X 

X 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

Rhode Island X 

South Carolina X 
South Dakola 
Tennessee 
Texas 

Trial Courts 

X 
x' 

Supreme Court 

Utah X X 

Vermont X 
Virginia X 
Washinglon X 
West Virginia X 

Wyoming X 

Supreme Court Trial Courts 

Wisconsin X 

Note: Unless otherwise indicated, an 'X' means that all 
of h e  lrial and appellate courts in thal 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 lo June 30, 1989. 

Source: Data were gathered from h e  1988 State Trial and Appellale Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles and Slate Administrative 
Offices of Ihe Courts. 
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases In State Appellate Courts, 1988 

Case counted at: 
Filing 

Notice of the Record 
Court of trial plus Other 

StatelCourt name: type appeal record briefs polnl 

ALABAMA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 

Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 

Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 

Court of Civil 

Court of Criminal 

Does the court count 
reinstatedheopened 
cases In Its count of 

Case filed with: new fillngs? 
Yes. or - --. - -  

Trial Appellate frequently 
court court No Rarely as new case - - -  

X 0 X 0 0 

X 0 X 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 
Court of Appeals IAC X-CRIM'X' 0 x' X 

(except 
lndus- 
trial 
cases & 
civil 
petition 
for 
special 
action) 

0 0 X 0 
X 0 X 0 

(only 
Indus- 
trial 
cases & 
civil 
petition 
for 
special 
action) 

ARKANSAS: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 
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 0 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 

io open) 

(if motion 
Appellate Court IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 

CONNECTICUT: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

(if motion 

0 

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) 

Case counted at: 
Filing 

Nolice of the Record 
Court of trial plus Other 

StatelCourt name: lVpe appeal briels point 

FLORIDA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 

Appeal IAC X 0 0 0 
District Courts of 

Does Ihe court count 
reinstatedheopened 
cases In Its count of 

Case filed with: new filinqs? 
Yes. or 

Trial Appellale frequently - - -  court court No Rarely as new case 

X IAC X 0 0 

X (Adm. Agy. X 0 0 
and Workers 

GEORGIA: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

appeal) 
Court 01 Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

(If new 

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 

assigned 
by COLR) 

X 

IDAHO: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 

(appeal (COLR i f  
from appeal 
trial from 
court) IAC) 

Court 01 Appeals IAC 0 0 0 (when 0 0 0 X 0 
assigned 
by COLR) 

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 (my X COLR 0 0 X 

first (only (if 
filing, death petition 
notice, penalty for trans- 
record, and/or fer from 
brief sentence IAC) 
or over 10 
motion) years) 

first (precipe) 
filing) 

Court 01 Appeals IAC 0 0 0 (any x 0 0 0 X 

(continued on next pagej 
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FIGURE B: Methods of counting cases in slate appellate courts, 1988. (continued) 

Does the court count 
reinstaledlreopened 

Case counted at: cases in its &unt of 
Filing Case filed with: new filinqs? 

Notice of the Record Vas. or . __. _. 
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently 

Statelcourt name: lype appeal point court Rarely as new case 

IOWA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X X X 0 0 

(if (COLR 
+peal i f  
from appeal 
trial from 
court) IAC) 

(if 

from 
trial 
court) 

Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER X 0 X 0 0 

appeal 

KANSAS: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 x’ X 0 0 0 X 
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 x’ X 0 0 0 X 

KENTUCKY: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 X’ X X X 0 0 

(COLR 
if review 
Is sought 
from IAC) 

Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 0 0 

LOUISIANA: 
Supreme Coud COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

MAINE: 
Supreme Judicial 
Court Sitting as 
Law Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 

(if (if new 
remanded) appeal) 

MARY LAND: 
Court of Appeals COLR 0 X 0 0 X X 0 0 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 
(if 
originally 
dismissed 
as premature) 

(continued o n  next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts. 1988. (continued) 

Does the court count 
relnslated/reopened 
cases In Its count of Case counted al: 

Filing Case filed with: new fillnns? 
Notice of the Record Yes. or 

plus Other Trial Appellate frequently Court of trial 
StatelCourt name: lype appeal record briefs point court court & Rarely as new case 

MICHIGAN: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X 

(if (If new 

w/lurlsdic- 
tion 
retained) 

remanded appeal) 

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 Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

(notice 

other filing: 
fee, record, 
molion) 

plus any 

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 

(if re- 
manded & 
jurisdic- 
tion 
retained) 

X 

NEW JERSEY: 
Supreme Court COLR x 0 0 0 0 (COLR if IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

direct 
appeal. 
otherwise 
with IAC) 

Appellate Division 
of Superior Court IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

(conUnued on next pagej 
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FIGURE 8: Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts, 1988. (continued) 

Does the court count 
reinstated/reopened 

Case counted at: cases in its count of 
Filing Case filed with: new Rlinss? 

Notice of the Record Yes. or 
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently 

State/Court name: type appeal briels point court Rarely as new case 

NEW MEXICO: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 0 

(within 
30 days 
of notice) 

(within 
30 days 
of notice) 

Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 X X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

NEW YORK: 
Court of Appeals COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

of Supreme Court IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 
(if re- (if re- 
mil for mand for 
specific new trial) 
Issues) 

Appellate Divisions 

Appellate Terms of 
Supreme Court IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X 

(if (COLR 
direct If 
appeal) appeal 

from 
IAC) 

Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 

X X 
(if 
petition 
to re- 
hear) 

X X 
(if 
recon- 
sidering 
dismissal) 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

OHIO: 
Supreme Court COLR x 0 0 0 0 IAC X 0 0 
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 '  x' 0 X 0 0 

OKLAHOMA: 
Supreme Court COLR X' 0 0 0 X 0 x' 0 x' 

Appeals COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 x' 0 x' 
Court of Criminal 

(notice 

tran- 
script) 

plus 

Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER 0 COLR x' 0 x' 

OREGON: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

(continued on next pagej 
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FIGURE 6: Methods of counting cases in state appellate courts, 1988. (continued) 

Case counted at: 
m l g  Case filed with: 

StatelCourt name: lVpe appeal briels poinl tour! court 

PENNSYLVANIA: 

Notice of the Record 
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate 

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 X x’ x’ 
(direct (discre- 

tionaty 
certiorari 
granted) 

appeal 
only) 

Superior Court IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 
Commonwealth Court IAC X 0 0 0 X X 

(ADM. 
AGY.) 

Does the court count 
reinstated/reopened 
cases In its count of 
new filings? 

Yes. or 
lrequin tly - No Rarely as new case 

X X 0 
(if re- (if new 
Instated appeal) 
to en- 
force 
order) 
X 0 0 
0 0 X 

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 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 IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

(Court of 
Appeals) 

Court of Criminal 
Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

(Court of 
Criminal 
Appeals) 

TEXAS: 
Supreme Court COLR x 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
Court of Criminal 

COLR 0 0 0 (any first X X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

filing) (Court of 
Appeals 

Grim. Appeals) 

(Civil 
only) 

UTAH: 
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 0 X 0 

(continued on next pagej 
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FIGURE 8: Methods of counting cakes in state appellate courls, 1988. (continued) 

Does the court count 
reinstatedheopened 
cases in Its count of Case counled al: 

Filing Case filed with: new filinqs? 
Notice of the Record Yes, or 

of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently Court 
StatelCourt name: type appeal record poinl court 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) If slatis- 

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 01 
8/86) 

WISCONSIN: 
Supremo Court COLR 0 0 0 (When 0 X 0 0 X 

Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

accepted 
by court) 

WYOMING: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X 0 0 X 

ADM. AGY. = Administrative agency cases only. 
CR = Criminal cases only. 
cv 0 Civil cases only. 
DP Death penalty cases only. 
COLR = Court of last resort. 
IAC = Intermediate appellate court. 

FOOTNOTES 

Arizona-Supreme Court: Civil cases: A case Is counted 
when the fee is paid within 30 days after trial 
record Is filed. 

when the fee is paid within 30 days after trial 
record is filed. For juvenilefindustrialhabeas 
corpus cases, a case is counted at receipt of 
nolice or at receipt of h e  trial record. 

Arizona-Court of Appeals: Civil cases: A case Is counted 

Kansas--Cases are counted at the docketing, which occurs 
21 days afler a notice of appeal is filed In the trial 
court. 

Kentucky-Cases are counted at either the filing of the brief 

Ohlo-Court of Appeals: The clerk of the trial court is also 

Oklahoma-The notice of appeal refers to the petition In error. 

or request for intermediate relief. 

the clerk of the Court of Appeals. 

The courls do not count reinstated cases as new 
filings, but do count any subsequent appeal of an 
earlier decided case as a new filing. 

Pennsylvania-Supreme Court: Mandatory cases are filed 
with the trial courl, and discrelionary cases are 
filed with the appellate court. 

Callfornla--Supreme Court: Cases are munled at the notice 
of appeal for discretionary review cases from tho 
IAC. 

Utah--Supreme Courl: Mandatory appeals are no longer In 
elfect as of 1/1/86; an intermediate court of 
appeals was established on 1/1/87. 

Source: State Appellate Court Jurlsdiction Guide profiles, as updated and verified for 1988 by State Administrative Offices of the 
Courts. 
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FIGURE C: Dollar Amount Jurisdiction for Original Tort, Contract, Real Property Rights, and 
Small Claims Filings In State Trial Courts, 1988 

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar 
amount amount Small clalms 

torts. contracts, torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers 
real property dollar Jury proce per- 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction M i i m u m  Midmum/maximum amount frials dures 9 
ALABAMA: 
Circuit Court 
Dlslrict Court 

G $1 ,000RJo maximum - - - - 
L - $1,0001 $5,000 $1,000 No Yes Optional 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court 
District Court 

G OlNo maximum - - -  - - 
L - 0/$35,000 $5,000 No Yes No 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G $500lNo maximum - - -  - - 
Justice of the Peace 

Court L - 01 $2,500 $1,000 No Yes No 

ARKANSAS: 
Circuit Court G $100Mo maximum - - -  - - 

$5001 $1,000 Court of Common Pleas L 
(contract only) 

Municipal Court L - 01 $3,000 $300 No Yes No 
(contract and 
real property) 

City Court, Police Court L - 01 $300 
(contract and 
real property) 

- I  I - 

- -  - - 

CALIFORNIA: 
$25,OOO/No maximum - - - - - 

- 0/$25,000 $2,000 No Yes No 
I 0/$25,000 $2,000 No Yes No 

Superior Courl G 
Municipal Court L 
Justice Court L 

COLORADO: 
Districl Court 
Water Court 

County Court 

G OlNo maximum - - - - .. 
G OINo maximum - - _ _  - - 
L I 01 $5,000 $2,000 No Yes No 

(only real property) 

~~~ ~~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superior Court G OM0 maximum - $1,000 No Yes Yes 

DELAWARE: 
Court of Chancery G OM0 maximum - - -  - - 

- 061 5.000 - - - - Superior Court G 
Court of Common Pkas L 
Jusuce of the Peace - 01 $2,500 $2,500 No Yes Yes - $2,500 No Yes Yes 

Court L 
Alderman's Court L 

O/No maximum - - -  - 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G OM0 maximum - $2,000 Yes Yes Yes 

(no minimum for real 
property) 

FLORIDA: 
Clrcuit Court G $5.000/No maximum I - -  - - 
County Court L - $2,5001 $5.000 $2,500 Yes Yes Yes 

(continued on next page) 
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FiGURE C: Dollar amount jurisdiction lor original tort, contract, real property rights, and small claims filings In state trial courts, 
1988. (continued) 

StatelCourt name: 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court 
Stale Court 

Civil Court 

Magistrate Court 

Municipal Court 

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar 
amount amount 

torts. contracts. torts. contracts 
real properly real property 

Jurisdiction Mi6munVrnaximum M i6mum/maximum 

O/No maximum - - G 
L O/No maximum 

(No real properly) 
L - 01 $7,500- 

25,000 
L - 01 $3,000 

(No real properly) 
L I 01 $7,500 

haximum 
dollar 

amount - 
No max 
No max 

$7,500- 
$25,000 
$3,000 

$7,500 

Small claims 
Summarv Lawvers 

Jury proce- per- 
trials * m - 
Yes No Yes 
Yes Yes Yes 

No Yes Yes 

No Yes Yos 

No Yes Yes 

Circuit Court G $5,0oO/No maximum $5,0001$10,000 - - - - 
District Court L - 01510,000 0162,500 No Yes Yes 

HAWAII: 

(No maximum in (Except In 
summary posses- residential 
sion or ejectment) security de- 

posit cases) 

District Court: G OlNo maximum I - - - - 
(Magistrates Division) L - 0/$10,000 $2,000 No Yes No 

IDAHO: 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuit Courl G OlNo maximum Yes $2,500 Yes Yes - 

INDIANA: 
Superior Court and 

Municipal Court 01 

Small Claims Court of 

Circuit Court G 
County Court L 

Marion County L 

Marion County L 
City Court L 

Yes 
Yes 

$3,000 No Yes 
$3,000 No Yes 

- OlNo maximum - 0/$10,000 

- 01$20,000 - - - - 

- 01 $500- - - - Yes $3,000 No Yes - - 
$2,500 

(No real property) 

IOWA: 
District Court G OlNo maximum - $2.000 No Yes Yes 

KANSAS: 
District Court G OlNo maximum - $1,000 No Yes No 

KENTUCKY: 
Circuit Court 
District Court 

G $4.000RJo maximurn - - - - - 
L - 01 $4,000 $1,500 No Yes Yes 

LOUISIANA: 
Distrlct Court G OM0 maximum - - - - - 
Justice of the Peace Court 

- 01 $5,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes 
- 01 $1,200 $1,200 No Yes Yes 

City Court, Parish Court L 
L 

MAINE: 
Superior Court 
District Court 

G O/No maximum - - - - - 
L - 01$30,000 $1,400 No Yes Yes 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court 
District Court 

G $2,50OR\lo maximum - - -  I - 
L - 01$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 

(No maximum real 
property) 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE C: Dollar amount Jurisdiction for original tort, contract, real properly rights, and small claims filings in state trial courts, 
1988. (continued) 

Unlimited dollar Llmiled dollar 

torts, contracts. torts, contracts Jilaximum Summary Lawyers 

Jurisdiction M i n e m u m  Mitiimu&&ihm amount pk& dures mitted 

amount amount Small clalms 

real ro ert dollar Jury proce per- 
StatelCourl name: 

MASSAC H US ElTS: 
Trial Court of the 

Commonwealth: 
Superlor Court Dept. G 
Housing Court Dept. G 
District Court Dept. G 

Dept. G 
Boston Municlpal Court 

OINo maximum 
O/No maximum 
O/No maximum 

OMo maximum 

- - - - - 
- $1,500 No No Yes _ _  $1,500 Yes Yes Yes 

- $1,500 Yes Yes Yes 

MICHIGAN: 
Circuit Court G $10,00O/No maximum - - - - - 
District Court L 
Municipal Court L 

- Ol$tO,OOO $1,500 No Yes No 
- 01 $1,500 $1,500 No Yes No 

MINNESOTA: 
District Court Yes $2,000 No Yes - G OMo maximum 

MISSISSIPPI: (NO DATA AVAILABLE) 

MISSOURI : 
Circuit Court G O/No maximum - - - - - 
(Associates Division) L - 0/$15,000 $1,500 No Yes YeS 

MONTANA: 
District Court G $50Mo maximum - - - - - 
Justice of the Peace Court 

and Municipal Court L - 01 $3,500 $1,500 No Yes No 
City Court L __ 01 $300 $300 No Yes No 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court 
County Court 

G OMo maximum - - -  - - 
L - 0/$10,000 $1,500 No Yes No 

( $5,000 for 
real property) 

- - -  - - NEVADA: 
$1 ,000Mo maximum 

- 01 $2,500 $2,500 No Yes Yes 
Dlstricl Court G 
Justice Court L .  
Municipal Court L - 01 $2,500 - - - .. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G $1,5OORJo maximum - - - - - 
Municipal Court L 

- Ol$lO,OOO $2,500 No Yes YeS __ 01 $1,500 $1,500 No Yes Yes 
District Court L 

(only landlord-tenant, 
and small claims) 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court (Law Divi- 

sion and Chancery 

(Law Division, 
Special Civil Part) L - 01 $5,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 

Division) G OM0 maximum - - - - 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G OlNo maximum - - -  - - - 01 $5,000 - -  - - 
Metropolitan Court of - 01 $5,000 - - - - 
Magistrate Court L 

Bernatillo County L 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE C: Dollar amount jurisdiction lor original loft, contract, real properly righls, and small claims filings In state trial courts, 
1988. (continued) 

Slate/Court name: 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Court 

Civil Court of the City 
of New York 

City Court 

Dlstricl Court 
Court of Claims 
Town Court and Village 

Juslice Court 

County Court 

Jurisdiction 

Unlimited dollar 
amount 

Iorls, contracts, 
real properly 

Min>munVmaximum 

O/No maximum - 

- 
O/No maximum 

Limited dollar 

real properly 

amount Small claims 
torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers 

dollar Jury proce per- 
Min?mum/maximum amount !rials dures mitted 

- - - - - 
0/$25,000 - - - - 
0/$25,000 $2,000 Yes Yes Yes 

01 $5,000 $2,000 Yes Yes Yes 

0/$15,000 $2,000 Yes Yes Yes 

01 $3,000 $1,500 Yes Yes Yes 

$15,000 

- - - - - 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
$1 0,00O/No maximum - - - - - 

- 0/$10,000 $1,500 No Yes Yes 
Superior Court G 
Dislrict Court L 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G O/No maximum - - - - - 
County Court L _ _  0/$10,000 $2.000 No Yes Varies 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G $500/No maximum - - - - - 
County Court L - 01 $3,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 
Municipal Court L - 0/$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 

OKLAHOMA: 
Districl Court G O/No maximum - $3,000 Yes Yes Yes 

OREGON: 
Circuit Courl 
District Court 
Justice Court 

G $lO,WO/No maximum - - - - - 
L - 0/$10,000 $2,500 No Yes No 
L _ _  01 $2,500 $2,500 No Yes No 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court of Common Pleas G OlNo maximum - - - - - 
District Juslice Court L - 01 $4,000 - - - - 
Philadelphia Municipal Court L - 01 $5,000 $5,000 No Yes Yes 

Pittsburgh Cily 
(only real property) 

(only real 
Magistrates Court L - OM0 maximum - - - - 

property) 

PUERTO RICO: - - - - Superior Court G $10,00OMo maximum - 
District Court L - 0/$10,000 - - - - 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court 
Districl Courl 

- - - - G $5,00O/No maximum - 
L - $1,0001 $5,000- $1,500 No Yes Yes 

$1 0,000 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Circuit Courl G OM0 maximum - - -  - - 
Magistrate Court L - O/ $2,500 - -  - - 

(no max. In landlord-tenant) 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Circuit Court G O/No maximum 

~ ~~~ ~ 

- $2,000 No Yes Yes 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE C: Dollar amount jurisdiction for original tori, conlracl, real property rights, and small claims filings In slate Vial courts, 
1988. (wnlinued) 

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar 
amounl Small claims amount 

Iorls, conlracls, torts. conlracls Laximum Summarv Lawvers 

StatelCourt name: 
real ro ert dollar Jury proce- per- 

Jurisdiction Minhu;m%.irhrn Min%k%?%%um amount & 
TENNESSEE: 

Circuit Court, 

General Sessions Court L OMo maximum 01$15,000 
(Forcible enlry, (All Civil actions 

delainer, and in In counties wilh $10,000 No Yes Yes 
aclions lo reaver population under 
personal property 700,000) 

01$25,000 
(All civil aclions In 

counties wilh popula- 
lion over 700,000) 

Chancery Court G $5OMo maximum - - -  - - 

TEXAS: 
Dislricl Courl G $200/No maximum - - -  - - 
County Court a1 Law, Consti- 

lulional Counly Court L $200 - - - 
Justice Court L - 0 I$2,500 $1,000 Yes Yes Yes 

$200/varies 

(No max. 
in real 

property) 

- 

UTAH : 
Dislricl Courl G OlNo maximum - - -  I _ _  
Circuit Courl L - 01$10,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 
Justice Court L - 01 $1,000 $1,000 Yes Yes Yes 

VERMONT: 
Superior Court 
Dislrict Courl 

G $200/No maximum - - - - - 
G - 01 $5,000 $2,000 Yes Yes Yes 

VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Courl 

District Court 

G 0-$1,00O/No maximum - - -  - - 
- 01 $7,000 - -  - - L 

OlNo maximurn 
(real property) 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court 
District Court 

G OMo maximum - - -  - - 
L - 0/$10,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes 

No real property) 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G $3OOMo maximum - - -  - - - -  - - Magislrale Court L - 01 $3,000 

(No real property) 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuil Courl G OM0 maximum - $2,000 Yes No Yes 

G $1.000-S7.000Mo maximum - - -  - - WYOMING: 
District Courl 
County Court L - 01 $7,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes 
Justice of the Peace Court L - 01 $3,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G General jurisdiction court. 
L - Limited jurisdiction wurl. - - Information no1 available. 

Source: Data were galhered from h e  1988 Slate Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, and Stale Admlnlstrallve Offlces of h e  
Courls. 
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FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unlt of Count Used by the State Trial Courts, 1988 

State/Court name: 
Point ol counting 

Jurisdiction a criminal case 

Contents of charging document 
Number of Sinale Sinale 
defendants Inciient inciient One or 
- 0 i i e  (set # of (unlim- more 

or Single charges lled # of Inci- 
_. One E charge per case1 charges1 

ALABAMA: 
Circuit Court G Informalion/lndiclment X 
District Court L Cornplaint X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X 

X 
X 

(No data reported) 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court 
District Court 

G Indictment 
L Complaint 

X 
X 

X 
X 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G Inforrnalion/indiclmenl X 
Justice of the Peace 
court L Complaint 

Municipal Court L Complaint 

X 

Varies with prosecutor' 

Varies with prosecutor' 

ARKANSAS: 
Circuit Court 
Municipal Court 
City Court. Police Ct. 

G Information/indictmenl X 
L Complaint X 
L Complaint X 

X 
X 
X 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court G Informationlindictment X 
Justice Court L Complaint X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X 

X 
X 
X 

COLORADO: 
District Court 
County Court 

G Complaint X 
L ComplainUsummons X 

X 
X 

CONN ECTlC UT: 
Superior Court G Informalion X 

(Varles among 
local police 

departments) 

DELAWARE: 
Superior Court G Information/indiclment X 
Family Court L Cornplaint@etilion X 
Justice of the Peace Court L Complaint X 
Court of Common Pleas L Complaint X 
Municipal Court of 

Wilmington L Complaint X 
Alderman's Court L Complaint X 

X 
X 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G CornplainVin formation/ X 

indictment 
X 

FLORIDA: 
Circuit Court 
County Court 

G Informationlindictment X (Prosecutor decides) 
L Complaint 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) 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court G 
State Court L 
Magislrate Court L 
Probate Courl L 
Municipal Court L 
Clvil Court L 
County Recorder's Court L 
Municipal Courts 

and the Cily Court 
of Atlanta L 

Point of counting 
a criminal case 

Contents of charging document 
Number of Single Single 
defendants Incident Incident One or 

One (set # of (unlirn- more 
or Single charges lied # of incl- 

One E charge per case1 charqesl - 
IndictmenVaccusation X 
Accusation/citation X 
Accusalion/citation X 
Accusation/cilation X 
No data reported 
No data reported 
No data reported 

No data reported 

X 
X 
X 
X 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Courl 

District Court 

G ComplainVlndictrnenl X 

L First appearancehfor- X X 
mation 

X (Mosl serious 
charge) 

IDAHO: 
District Court G Information 
(Magistrates Divislon) L Complaint 

X 
X 

X 
X 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuit Court G InformatiorVindictmenl X X 

INDIANA: 

Clrcuil Court 
Superior Court and 

County Court 

Municlpal Court of 
Marlon County 

Cily Court and Town 
Courl 

InformatiorVindictmen t X 

Informatio Wcomplaint X 

InformatiorVcomplain1 X 

Informatio Wcomplaint X 

X (may not be 
consistent) 

X (may not be 
consistent) 

X (may no1 be 
consislent) 

X (may not be 
consistent) 

IOWA: 
District Courl G Informationlindictment X X 

KANSAS: 
Dislrict Court G First appearance X X 

KENTUCKY: 
Circuit Court 
District Courl 

G Information/indictmenl X 
L ComplainVcitalion X 

X 
X 

LOU IS I AN A: 
Dislrict Courl G lnformationlindictment Varies 
Cily and Parish Courl L Informationkomplaint X 

Varies 
X 

MAINE: 
Superior Court 
District Courl 

G Information/indictmenl X 
L Informatio Wcomplaint X 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) 

State/Court name: 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court 
District Court 

Point of counling 
Jurisdiclion a criminal case 

Conlents of charglnq document 
Number of Single Single 
defendants incident incident One or 
-e (sel # of (unlim- more 

or Single charges lted # of Incl- 
One more charge per case1 charqesl clenrs - -  

G lnformationlindiclrnenl X 
L Citationlinformation X 

X 
X 

MASSAC H US E n S :  
Trial Court of he 

Comrnonweallh: 
Superior Court Dept. G Informallonlindiclmenl X 
Housing Courl Dept. L Complaint X 
District Court Dept. L Complaint X 
Boston Municipal Ct. L Complaint X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

MICHIGAN: 
Circuit Court G Information 
District Court L Complaint 
Municipal Court L Complaint 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

MINNESOTA: 
Districl Court G Complaint X X 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Circuit Court G Indictment 
Chancery Court G indictment 

X 
X 

X 
X 

MISSOURI: 
Circuit Court G lnformationlindiclment 
(Associate Division) L Complaint 

X 
X 

X 
X 

MONTANA: 
District Court G lnformationlindictment X 

and Municipal Court L Complaint X 
Cily Court L Complaint X 

Justice of Peace Court 
X 

X 
X 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court 

County court 

G lnformationlindiclment X 

L Inforrnalion/complaint X 

X (not con- 
sistently 
observed 
statewide) 

X 

NEVADA: 
District Court 
Justice Court 
Municipal Court 

G InforrnaliorVindiclment Varies 
L Complaint Varies 
L Complaint Varies 

Varies, depending on prosecutor 
Varies, depending on prosecutor 
Varies, depending on prosewtor 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G Informalionlindictmen t X X 
Dislricl Court L Complaint X X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court 

(Law Division) G Accusation/indiclment X 
Municipal Court L Cornplaint X 

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 charqlnq document 
Number of Single Single 
defendants lncldent Incident One or 
O n e  (set # of (unllm- more 

Point of counting or Single charges lted # of Incl- 
State/Court name: Jurisdiction a criminal case - -  One more charqe per case1 charqesl 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G IndictmenVinformation X 
Magistrate Court L Complaint X 
Bernalillo County 

Metropolitan Court L Complain t X 

X (May 
X vary 

with 
X prosecutor) 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Court G DefendanVlndictment X 
County Court G DefendanVlndictment X 

City of New York L Docket number X 

City Court L Docket number X 

Justice Court L Complaint X 

Criminal Court of the 

District Court and 

Town Court and Village 

Varies depending on prosecutor 
Varies depending on prosecutor 

Varies depending on prosecutor 

Varies depending on prosecutor 

Varies depending on prosecutor 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Superior Court G Indictment (filing of X 

appeal from District 
Court on misdemeanor 
conviction) 

cludes citations, Mag- 
Istrates order, misde- 
meanor statement of charges) 

District Court L WarranVsummons (in- X 

Varies depending on prosecutor 

Varies depending on prosecutor 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G Information/indictment X 
County Court L Complainthnformation X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pieas G Arraignment X 
County Court L WarranVsummons X 
Municipal Court L WarranVsummons X 
Mayor’s Court L No data reported 

X 
X 
X 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court G InformaliorVindictment X X 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court G Complainthndiclment 

District Court L Complainthndictment 

Justice Court 

Municipal Court 

L Complaint 

L Complaint 

X (Number of charges not 

X (Number of charges not 

X (Number of charges not 

X X 

consistent statewide) 

consistent statewide) 

consistent statewide) 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court of Common Pleas G InforrnaliorVdocket 

Philadelphia Municipal 

Pittsburgh City 

transcript X 
District Justice Court L Complaint X 

Court L Complaint X 

Magistrates Court L Complaint X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE D: Criminal case unit of count used by the slate trlal courts, 1988. (continued) 

Contents of charqinq document 
Number of Single Single 
defendants Incident Incident One or 

One (set # of (unllm- more 
Point of counting or Single charges ked # of lnci- 

One more charge per case1 charqesl - State/Court name: Jurisdiction a criminal case 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superior Court 
Dlslrict Court 

G Accusation 
L Charge 

X X 
X X 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court G Information/indictment X 
District Court L Cornplaint X 

X 
X 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Circuit Court G Indictment X 
Magistrate Court L WarranVsummons X 
Municipal Court L WarranVsummons X 

X 
X 
X 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Circuit Court G Cornplaint X 

~ 

X 

TENNESSEE: 
Circuit Court 

General Sessions Court L No data reported 
Municipal Court L No data reported 

and Criminal Court G Information/indictment Not consistent statewide 

TEXAS: 
District Court and 

Criminal District Court G Information/indictment X 
Counly-Level Courts L ComplainVlnformation X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 
Justice of the Peace Court L Complaint X X 

X 
X 

UTAH: 
District Court 
Circuit Court 
Justice Court 

G Information X 
L Informationkitation X 
L Citation X 

X 
X 
X 

VERMONT: 
District Court G Arraignment X X 

VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court 
District Court 

G Information/indictmenl X 
L WarranVsummons X 

X 
X 

WASH IN GTO N : 
Superior Court G Information X 
District Court L ComplainVcitalion X 
Municipal Court L ComplainVcilation X 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G Information/indiclment X 
Magistrate Court L Warrant X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 

X 
X 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Court G Initial appearance X 
Municipal Court L Citation" X X 

X 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE D: Crlmlnal case unit of count used by the state trial courts, 1988. (continued) 

Contents of charqlng document 
Number of Single Single 
defendants incident Incident One or 

One (set # of (unllm- more 
Point of counting or Single charges lted # of lncl- 

One charge per case) charges) den(s - StaWCourt name: Jurisdiction a criminal case 

WYOMING: 
District Court G lnformationlindictment X 
County Courl L Complain Vin formation X 
Justice of the 

Peace Courl L ComplainVinformation X 
Municipal Court L Citation/complaint X X 

X 
X 

X 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G - General jurisdiction courl. 
L = Limited jurisdiclion court. 

FOOTNOTES 

'Arizona-Varies In limited jurisdiction courls. Prosecutor can 
file either long or short form. Long form can 
Involve one or more defendants andor charges; 
short form involves one defendant and a single 
charge. 

"Wisconsin-Municipal Court-The courl has exclusively civil 
iurisdiction. but its caseload includes first offense 
DWI/DUI cases. The State Court Model Statistical 
Dictiona treats DWI/DUI cases as a + su category of criminal cases. 

Source: The 1988 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, updated and verified by State Administrative Offices of lhe Courts. 

258 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1988 



FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used In State Trial Courts, 1988 

Age at which 
Filinqs are counted juvenile 

At filing Disposition counted jurisdiction 
At intake of petition At adjudication At disposition transfers to 

Stale/Court name: Jurisdiction or referral or complaint of petition of juvenile adult courts 

ALABAMA: 
Circuit Court 
District Court 

G 
L 

X X 
X X 

18 
18 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G X X 18 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G X X 18 

ARKANSAS: 
Circuit Court 
Chancery and 
Probate Court 

G 

G 

X X 

X X 

18 

18 

CALiFORNl A: 
Superior Court G X X 18 

COLORADO: 
Dislrict Court G 
(includes Denver 
Juvenile Court) 

X X 18 

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 
(Family Court Division) 

X 16 
(jurisdicUon may be 
retalned 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: Juvenlle unlt of count used In state trial courls, 1988. (continued) 

Age a1 whlch 
Filings are counled juvenile 

At fling Disposition counted jurlsdicllon 
At inlake of pelition AI adjudicalion At disposilion transfers to 

State/Court name: Jurisdiclion or referral or complaint of petition of juvenile adull courts 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuil Court G X X 17 

(15 for Crsl degree 
murder, aggravated 
crimlnat sexual assault, 
armed robbery, robbery 
with a flrearm, and 
unlawful use of 
weapons on school 
grounds) 

INDIANA: 
Superior Courl and 
Circuit Courl G X X 

Probate Couft L X X 
18 
18 

IOWA: 
Dislricl Court 

~ 

G X 
Disposition 

dala are no1 
collected 

18 

KANSAS: 
District Court G X X 18 

14 

16 
(for traffic violation) 

(for fish 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 G X X 17 
Family Court and 
Juvenile Court G X X 15 

(for first and second 
degree murder, man- 
slaughter, and aggra- 
valed rape) 

(for armed robbery, 
aggravated burglary, 
and aggravated kid- 

City Court L X X 16 

napping) 

MAINE: 
District Court L X X 18 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Courl 
District Court 

G 
L 

X 
X 

X 
X 

18 
18 

(conlinued 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 

At filing Disposition counted jurisdiction 
AI intake of petition At adjudication At disposition transfers to 

of luvenile adult courts Slate/Court name: Jurisdiction or referral or complaint of petition 

MASSACHUSEllS: 
Trial Court of lhe 
Commonwealth: G 
District Court Dept. 
Juvenile Court Dept. 

X X 
X X 

17 
17 

MICHIGAN: 
Probate Court L X X 17 

MINNESOTA: 
District Court G X X 18 

MISSISSIPPI: 
County Court 
Family Court 

L 
L 

X X 
X X 

MISSOURI: 
Circuit Court G X X 17 

MONTANA: 
District Court G X X 18 

NEBRASKA: 
Separate Juvenile Court L 
Counfy Court L 

X 
X 

X 
X 

18 
18 

NEVADA: 
District Court G Varies by Dislrict Varies by District 18' 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
District Court L X X 18 

16 

15 
(for traffic violation) 

(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 
kldnapplng) 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
District Court L 

(first filing only) 
X X 16 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G X X 18 

(contlnued on next page) 
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FIGURE E: Juvenile unil of counl used in slale trial courls, 1988. (continued) 

Age at which 
Filings are ~ou;l,e$~~~~ juvenlle 

Disposition counted Jurisdlclion 
AI inlake of pelilion AI adjudicaiion AI disposilion transfers lo 

SlalelCourI name: Jurisdiclion or referral or complaint of pelilion of juvenile adult courts 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G X X 18 

(warrant) 

OKLAHOMA: 
Dislricl Courl G X X 

(case number) 
18 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court 
County Court 

G 
L 

X Disposilions are not 
X counled 

18 
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: 
Circuil Court G X X 18 

TENNESSEE: 
General Sessions Courl L X 
Juvenile Court L X 

X 18 
X 18 

TEXAS: 
District Court G 
County Court a1 Law, 
Constilulional County 
Court, Probale Court L 

X 

X 

X 

X 

17 

17 

UTAH : 
Juvenile Court L X X 18 

VERMONT: 
Dislrict Courl G X X 16 

VIRGINIA: 
Dislricl Court L X X 18 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court G X X X 18 

(dependency) (delinquency) 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circull Court G X X 18 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit 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 

jurisdiction 
At intake of petition At adjudication At disposition transfers to 

StatelCourt name: Jurisdiction or referral or complaint of petition of iuvenile adult coutls 

AI f h g  Disposition counted 

WYOMING: 
District Court G X X 19 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G - General jurisdiction court. 
L P Limited jurisdiction court. 

FOOTNOTES 

'Dislrict of Columbia-Depending on the severity of the 
offense a juvenile between the ages of 16-18 can 
be charged as an adult. 

'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 h e  Courts. 
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1988 

ALABAMA: 
Circuil Court G X X X de novo District, Probate, 

and Municlpal Courts 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G X 0 0 de novo 

0 X X on the record Districl Court 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G X X X de novo Justice of the Peace, 

(if no record) Municipal Court 

ARKANSAS: 
Circuil Court G 0 X X de novo Court of Common 

Pleas, County, 
Municipal, City, and 
Police Courts and 
JusUce of the Peace 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court G X X X de novo Justice Court, 

on the record Municipal Court 

COLORADO: 
District Court G X X 0 on the record County and Municipal 

0 0 X de novo County and Municipal 
Court of Record 

Court of Record 
County court L 0 X X de novo Municipal Court 

No1 of Record 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superior Court G X X 0 de novo or Probate Court 

on the record 

DELAWARE: 
Superior Court G 0 X X de novo Municipal Court of 

Wilrnington, Alderman's, 
and Justice of Peace 
Courts 

Court of Common Pleas 
X X X on the record Superior Court, 

DiSTRlCT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G X 0 0 on the record Office of Employee 

Appeals, 
Administrative 
Traffic Agency 

FLORIDA: 
Circuil Court G 0 X 0 de novo on h e  County Court 

record 
0 0 X on the record county court 

(conbnued on next page) 
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FIGURE F: State trial courts with incidental appellate jurisdiction, 1988. (continued) 

Administrative Trial Court Appeals 
Source of Agency 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction Appeals - Civil - Criminal Type of Appeal Trial Court Appeal 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court G X 0 de novo or Probate Court, 

on the record Maaistrate Court 
X - 

(varies by county) 
0 X de novo, Probate Court 

on the record, Municipal Court 
(Probate varies) Magistrate Court 
certiorari 
(Magistrate only) 

0 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Court G X 0 0 de novo 

IDAHO: 
District Court G X X X de novo Magistrates Division 

(small claims only) 
0 X 0 on the record Magistrates Division 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuit Court G X 0 0 on the record 

INDIANA: 
Superior Court and 

Municipal Court of 
Circuit Court G X X X de novo City and Town Courts 

Marion County L 0 X 0 de novo Small Claims Court 
of Marion County 

0 0 de novo 

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 Courl 

LOUISIANA: 
District Court X X X de novo on City and Parish, 

Justice of the Peace, 
Mayor's Courts 

the record 

MAINE: 
Superior Court G X X X on the record District Court, 

Administrative Court 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court G X 0 0 de novo, 

on the record 

X X X de novo, 
first instance District Court 

MASSACHUSETTS : 
Superior Court Department G X X 0 de novo, Other departments 

District Court Department G X X X de novo, Other departments 
and Boston Municipal Court 

on the record 

first instance 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE F: Stale trial courts with Incidental appellate Jurisdiction, 1988. (continued) 

Administrative Trial Court APDeals 
I .  

Agency Source of 
Criminal Type of Appeal Trlal Court Appeal - Civil - State/Court name: Jurisdiction Appeals 

MICHIGAN: 
Circuit Court G X X X de novo Municlpal Court 

0 X 0 on the record Dlstrlct, Municlpal, 
and Probate Courls 

MINNESOTA: 
District Court G 0 

MISSISSIPPI: 

Courls 
Circuit Court G X X X on the record County and Municlpal 

Chancery Court G X X X on the record Commission 

MISSOURI: 
Circuit Court G X 0 0 on the record 

X X 0 de novo Municipal Court, 
Associate Divisions 

MONTANA: 
District Court G X X 0 de novo Justice of Peace, 

and on the 
re a, rd 

Municipal, and Clty 
Courls, and Stale Boards 

0 0 X de novo 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court G X 0 0 de novo on 

the record 
0 X X on the record County Court 

NEVADA: 
District Court G X 

0 0 X de novo Municipal Court 

X X de novo on Justice Court 
the record 

- 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G X 0 X de novo District, 

Municipal, Probate 
Courls 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court G 0 0 X de novo on Munlcipal Court 

the record 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G X X X de novo Magistrate. Probate, 

Municipal, and 
Bernallllo County 
Metropolitan Courts 

NEW YORK: 
County Court G 0 X X on the record City, Town and Village 

Justice Courts 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Superior Court G X 0 X de novo Dlslrlcl Court 

X 0 0 de novo on 

X 0 0 on the record 
the record 

(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 

Criminal Type of Appeal Trial Court Appeal - Civil - State/Court name: Jurisdiction Appeals 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G 
County Court L 

X 
0 

0 
X 

0 Varies 
X de novo Municipal Court 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G 

County Court L 

X 

0 

0 

0 

0 de novo and 
on the. record 

X de novo Mayor's Court 

0 X de novo Mayor's Court Municipal Court L 0 

Court of Claims L X 0 0 de novo 

0 
OKLAHOMA: 
District Court 

Court of Tax Review L X 0 0 de novo on 
the record 

G X X de novo on 
the record 

Municipal Court 
Not of Record 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court 

Tax Court 

G X 

G X 

X X on the record County Court, 
Municipal Court (in 
counties with no 
District Court) 
Justice Court (in 
counties with no 
District Court) 

0 0 on the record 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court of Common Pleas G X 

0 0 X de novo 

X 0 on the record limited jurisdiction 
courts 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superior Court G 0 X X District Court 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court G X 0 0 on the record 

District, Municipal, 
and Probate Courts 

0 X X de novo 

District Court L X 0 0 on the record 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Circuit Court G X X X de novo on Maglstrate. Probate, 

the record and Municipal Courls 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Circuit Court G X 0 0 de novo and 

on the record 

0 X X de novo Magistrates Division 

TENNESSEE: 
Circuit, Chancery,and 

Criminal Courls 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 courts with incidental appellate jurisdiction, 1988. (continued) 

Adminislralive Trial Court Appeals 
Agency Source of 

StalelCourt name: Jurisdiclion Appeals 7 Civil .Criminal Type of Appeal Trial Court Appeal 

TEXAS: 
District Court G X 0 0 de novo and 

de novo on 
the record 

County-Level Courts L 0 X X de novo Municipal and Justice 
of the Peace Courts 

UTAH: 
District Court G X 0 0 

0 0 0 

VERMONT: 
Superior Court G X X 0 de novo on District Court, 

the record Probate Court 

VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G X 0 0 on the record 

0 X X de novo District Court 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court G X X X de novo on District and 

the record Municipal Courts 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G X 0 0 on Ihe record 

0 X X de novo Magistrate Court 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Courl G 0 X X (first de novo Municipal Court 

offense 
DWi/DUI 
only) 

X X X (first on the record Municipal Court 
offense 
DWI/DUI 
only) 

WYOMING: 
District Court G X X X de novo on limited jurlsdictlon 

the record courls 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G 0 General jurisdiction court. 
L - Limited jurisdiction court. - 0 Information not available. 

Definltlons of types of appeal: 

de novo: 

de novo 
on the record: 

on the record: 

An appeal from one trial court to anolher trial court that results in a totally new set of proceedings and a new 
trial court Judgment. 

An appeal from one trial court to another trial court that is based on the record and results in a new trlal court 
Judgment. 

An appeal from one trial court to another trial court in which procedural challenges to the original trlal 
Proceedings are claimed, and an evaluation of those challenges are made-there is not a new trial court 
Judgment on the case. 

Source: Data were gathered from the 1988 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles and State AdminislraUve Offlces of the 
Courts. 
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FIGURE G: Number of Judges/Justices In the State Courts, 1988 

Court(s) lnlermediate 
of last appellale 

State: resort court(s) 

Alabama 9 8 
Alaska 5 3 
Arizona 5 18 

Arkansas 7 6 
California 7 88 

~~ 

General Llmited 
jurisdiction jurisdiction 

courl(s) courl(s) 

124 817 (Includes 416 mayors) 

101 

838 (includes 113 776 (includes 134 commissioners 

30 79 (Includes 61 magistrates) 

67 279 

251 (includes 84 justices of lhe 
peace, 56 part-time judges) 

commissioners and referees) 
or referees) 

Colorado 7 13 124 (includes 3 342 

Conneclicul 7 9 155 (includes the 132 

Delaware 5 - 20 (includes 1 93 (includes 53 justices of the 

referees) 

16 appellate 
juslices'judges) 

chancellor and 
and 4 vice- 
chancellors) 

peace, 1 chief magistrate, 
18 aldermen, 1 part-time judge) 

- Dislrict of 9 

Florida 7 46 
Georgia 7 9 

C o I u mb i a 

Hawaii 5 3 

51 

372 
137 

32 

228 
1,124 

(includes 8 57 
Family Court 
judges) 

(includes 88 part-lime judges, 
159 chief magislrales, 267 
magislrales, an unknown number 
of magistrate? are part-time) 
(includes 35 per diem judges) 

~ 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 
Iowa 

5 3 104 (includes 63 - 
lawyer and 8 
non-lawyer 
magislrales) 

7 43 (includes 9 810 - 
supplemental 

5 13 21 9 137 
j w w )  

9 6 300 (includes 158 - 
part-time mag- 
istrates) 

Kansas 7 

Kenlucky 7 
Louisiana 7 

Maine 7 

10 216 (includes 70 31 4 
district maais- 

14 
52 

irate judges) 
91 

192 

16 

125 
706 (includes 384 justices of the 

peace, 250 mayors) 
42 (includes 16 part-time judges) 

Maryland 7 
Massachusells 7 
Michigan 7 
Minnesota 7 
Mississippi 9 

13 109 
14 320 
18 197 
13 230' - 79 

157 

360 

482 (includes 165 mayors, 191 jus- 

- 
- 

lices of the peace) 

32 303 - 41 
Missouri 7 
Montana 7 

- Nebraska 7 
Nevada 5 - 48 

39 

362 
164 (includes 34 justices of the 

peace that alw serve on the 
city court) 

69 
88 

(contrnued on next page) 
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FIGURE G: Number of judgesdustices in the state courts, 1988. (continued) 

Courl(s) Intermediate General Limited 
of last appellate jurisdiction jurisdlction 

State: resort court(s) court(?,) court(s) 

New Hampshire 5 - 25 
New Jersey 7 28 349 
New Mexico 5 7 59 
New York 7 62 484 

96 (includes 4 part-time judges) 
377 (includes 348 part-llme judges) 
183 (Includes 2 part-time judges) 

2,690 (includes 76 surrogates, 1,985 
justices of the peace) 

North Carolina 7 12 174 (includes 100 791 (Includes 640 magistrates of 
which approximately 100 are clerks who 

hear uncon- part-time) 
tested probate) 

North Dakota 5 3' 27 157 
Ohio 7 59 344 950 (includes 690 mayors) 
Oklahoma 12 12 208 379 (Includes unknown number of 

part-time judges) 

Oregon 7 10 88 
Pennsylvania 7 24 34 1 

- 
- Puerto Rico 7 

Rhode Island 5 
95 
20 

227 (includes 34 justices of the peace) 
571 (includes 538 justices of the 

161 (includes 10 special judges) 
peace and 5 magistrates) 

79 

South Carolina 5 6 51 (includes 20 657 (includes 315 magistrates) 
' masters-in- 

equity) 

part-time lay 
magistrates, 18 
law magistrates, 
86 full-time mag- 
lskate/clerks, 44 
part-time lay mag- 
istrate/clerks) 

Soulh Dakota 5 - 193 (includes 10 - 

Tennessee 5 21 132 (includes 35 360 (includes 11 part-time judges) 

Texas 18 80 385 2,530 (includes 922 justices of the peace) 
Utah 5 7 29 189 (includes 140 justices of the peace) 
Vermont 5 - 25 19 (part-time) 
Virginia 7 10 122 181 

Washington 9 16 136 202 (1 15 part-time) 
West Virginia 5 - 60 278 (includes 156 magistrates and 

Wisconsin 7 13 208 194 (includes 191 part-time judges) 
Wyoming 5 - 17 108 (includes 14 justices of 

chancellors) 

122 part-time judges) 

the peace) 

Total 354 804 8,937 18,563 

- 0 The stale does not have a court at the indicated level. 

NOTE: 

FOOTNOTES 

'Minnesota-General jurisdiction and limited jurisdiction courts 

'North Dakota-Court of Appeals effective July 1, 1987 

This table identifies, in parentheses, all individuals 
who hear cases but are not litled judgedjustices. 
Some slates may have given the tille .judge' to 
officials who are called magiskates, justices of the 
peace, etc., In other states. 

were consolidated in 1987. 

through January 1. 1990, a temporary Court of 
Appeals was established to exercise appellate and 
original jurisdiction as delegated by the Supreme 
Court. 

Source: Data were gathered from h e  1988 State Trial and Appellate Court statistical profiles. 
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FIGURE H: Method of Countlng Civll Cases In State Trial Courts, 1988 

Are reopened Are enforcemenll 
cases counled collection proceed- Are temporary Injunc- 
as new filings, ings counted? If lions counled? If 
or identified Qualifications yes. are they counted yes, are they counted 
separately as or separately fiom separately from new 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction reopened cases? Conditions new case lilinqs? case filings? 

ALABAMA: 
Circuit Courl G New filing 
Dlslrict Court L New filing 

YesMo YeslNo 
No YesiNo 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G Reopened 
District Court L Reopened 

No 
No 

No 
No 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G Reopened 

Justice of Ihe 
Peace Court L Reopened 

No Yes/No 

No Yes/No 

ARKANSAS: 
Circuit Court G Reopened 
Chancery and Probate 

Court G Reopened 

No 

No 

No 

No 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court 
Municipal Court 
Justice Court 

G 
L 
L 

Reopened Retried cases No 
Reopened Retried cases No 
Reopened Retried cases No 

No 
NA 
NA 

COLORADO: 
District Courl G Reopened Post Activities 
Water Court G Reopened Post Activities 
County Courl L Reopened Post Activities 
Municipal Court L NA 

No 
No 
No 
NA 

No 
No 
No 
NA 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superior Court G New tiling 

i f  heard 
separately 
(rarely occurs) 

No No 

DELAWARE: 
Court of Chancery G 
Superior Court G 

Court L 
Justice of the Peace 

Family Court L 

Court of Common Pleas L 

Alderman’s Court L 

Reopened 
New filing 
Reopened 

Rarely occurs 
New filing 
is heard 
separately 

Reopened - i f  
rehearing of 
total case 

New filing 
Reopened 
New filing 
Reopened 

No 
If remanded No 
Case rehearing 

No 
If part of orig- No 
inal proceeding 

If remanded No 
Rehearing 
I f  remanded No 
Rehearing 

No 
YeslNo 

YesMo 
No 

No 

No 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G Reopened YesNes YesNes 

FLORIDA: 
Circuit Court G Reopened 
County Court L Reopened 

Yes/No Y e a 0  
Yes/No YesMo 
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FIGURE H: Method of counting civil cases in state trial courts, 1988. (continued) 

StatelCourt name: 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court 
Civil Court 
State Court 
Probate Court 
Magistrate Court 
Municipal Court 

Are reopened 
cases counted 
as new filings, 
or identified 
separately as 

Jurisdiction reopened cases? 

G New filing 
L NC 
L New filing 
L New filing 
L New filing 
L NC 

Are enforcement/ 
collection proceed- Are temporary injunc- 
ings counted? If tions counted? If 
yes, are they counted yes, are they counted 

Conditions new case filings? case filings? 

Qualifications 
or separately from separately from new 

Yes 
NA 
Yes 
NA 
Yes 
NA 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Court G Reopened Supplemental YesNes YesNes 

proceedings Special proceedings Circuit Court: 
Special Pro- 

Family Court G New filing YesNes 
District Court L Reopened Supplemental No 

proceedings 

caedings 
YesNes 
YesMo 
(included as new 
case filing) 

IDAHO: 
District Court G Reopened YesMo No 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuit Court G Reopened No No 

INDIANA: 
Superior Court G Reopened Redocketed No 
Circuit Court G Reopened Redocketed No 
County Court L Reopened Redocketed No 
Municipal Court of 

Marion County L Reopened Redocketed No 
City Court L NA NA NA 
Small Claims Court of 

Marion County L NA NA NA 

No 
No 
No -- 
No 
N/A 

NA 

IOWA: 
District Court G New filing YesMo No 

KANSAS: 
District Court G Reopened No YesMo 

KENTUCKY: 
Circuit Court G Reopened 
District Court L Reopened 

No 
No 

YesNes 
YesNes 

LOUIS I AN A: 
District Court G Reopened As action on YesNes YesMo 

Juvenile Court G Reopened As action on YesNes No 

Family Court G Reopened As action on No No 

City & Parish Courts L New filing As action on YesMo No 

open case 

open case 

open case 

open case 

MAINE: 
Superior Court G New filing 
District Court L NC 
Probate Court L NC 

No 
No 
No 

YesMo 
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, 
or identified 
separately as 

StatelCourt name: Jurisdiction reopened cases? 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court G New filing 
District Court L NA 

Are enforcement/ 
collection proceed- Are temporaly Injunc- 
lngs counted? If tions counted? If 

Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted 
or separately from separately from new 

Conditions new case filings? case filings? 

No 
NA 

NA 
Yes/No 

MASSAC H US ETS:  
Trial Court of the 

Commonwealth 
Superior Court Dept. G NC 
District Court Dept. G NC 
Boston Municipal Court 
Dept. G NC 

Housing Court Depl. G NC 
Land Court Depl. G NC 

NA Yesffes 
Yesffes NA 

Yesffes NA 
Yesffes NA 
N/Applicable NA 

MICHIGAN: 
Court of Claims 
Circuit Court 
District Court 
Municipal Court 

G Reopened 
G Reopened 
L NA 
L NA 

No 
No 
NA 
NA 

No 
No 
NA 
NA 

MINNESOTA: 
District Courl G Identified separately No No 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Circuit Court G NA 
Court of Chancery G NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

MISSOURI: 
Circuit Court G New filings Yes/No YesMo 

MONTANA: 
District Court G Reopened 
Justice of the Peace 

Court L NA 
Municipal Court L NA 
City Court L NA 

Yes/Yes YesMo 

NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court G Reopened 
County Court L Reopened 

No 
No 

No 
No 

NEVADA: 
District Court G Reopened May not be reopened VariesNaries 

but refers back to 
original case 

Varies 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G Reopened 
District Court L NC 
Municipal Court L NC 

No 
No 
No 

No 
No 
No 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court: 

Civil, Family, 
General Equity, and G Reopened Yesffes YesiNo 
Criminal Divisions (except for 

domesUc 
vlolencel 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of counling civil cases in slate trial courts, 1988. (continued) 

Are reopened 
cases counted 
as new filings, 
or Identilied 
separately as 

Slate/Court name: Jurlsdictlon reopened cases? 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G Reopened 
Magistrate Court L Reopened 
Metropolitan Court of 

Bernalillo County L Reopened 

Are enforcemenu 
collection proceed- Are temporary Injunc- 
ings counted? II tions counted? If 

Qualiflcallons yes, are they counled yes, are they counted 
or separately lrom separately lrom new 

Conditions new case lillnqs? case filinqs? 

YesNes No 
No No 

No No 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Court 
County Court 
Cowl of Claims 
Family Court 
District Court 
City Court 
Civil Court of the 

City 01 New York 
Town & Village 

Justice Court 

Reopened 
NC 
NC 
Reopened 
NC 
NC 

NC 

NC 

Yes/No 
No 
No 
YesMo 
No 
No 

No 

No 

YesiNo 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

No 

No 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Superior Court G NC 
District Court L NC 

No No 
Yes/No No 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G New liling 

County Court L New filing 

YesNes YesNes 

No No 

(only counted if a hearing 
was held) 

OHIO: 
Court 01 Common Pleas G Reopened 

Municipal Court L Reopened 
County Court L Reopened 
Court of Claims L NA 

Yes/No YeslNo 

No No 
No No 
NA NA 

(are counted separately in 
domestic relalions cases) 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court G Reopened No No 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court G Reopened 
Justice Court L NA 
Municipal Court L NA 
District Court L Reopened 

YesMo YeWo 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court 01 Common Pleas G Reopened 
District Justice Court L New liling 

No 
NA 

No 
NA 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superior Court G New liling 
District Court L New liling 

YeslNo NA 
YesiNo NA 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court G Reopened 
District Court L Reopened 
Family Court L Reopened 
Probate Court L NA 

No 
No 
No 
NA 

Y e W o  
Yes/Yes 
YeWes 
NA 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of counting civil cases In slale trial courts, 1988. (continued) 

Are reopened 
cases counted 
as new filings, 
or Identilied 
separalely as 

Stale/Courl name: Jurisdiction reopened cases? 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Circuit Court G New filing 
Family Court L New filing 
Magistrate Court L New filing 
Probate Cour t  L New filing 

Are enforcement/ 
collection proceed- Are temporary lnjunc- 
lngs counted? If Ilons counled? If 

Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted 

new case filings? case filings? 
or separately from separately from new 

Conditions 

No 
No 
No 
No 

No (Permanent 
No injunclions 
No are counted 
No asanew 

filing) 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Circuit Courl G NC No Yes/No 

TENNESSEE: 
Circuit Court G 

Chancery Court G 

General Sessions Court L 

Reopened 

Reopened 

Reopened 

(Varies based on local practice) 

(Varies based on local practice) 

(Varies based on local praclice) 

(Varies based on 
local practice) 
(Varies based on 
local practice) 
(Varies based on 
local practice) 

TEXAS: 
District Court G 
Constitutional County 

Court L 
County Court at Law L 
Justice Court L 

Reopened 

Reopened 
Reopened 
New filing 

No 

No 
No 
No 

No 

No 
No 
No 

UTAH: 
District Court G NC (called - No Yesffes 
Circuit Court L NC abstract of No Yesffes 
Justice Court L NC judgmenl No YesNes 

filed) 

VERMOM: 
Superior Court G NC 
District Court G NC 
Probate Court L NC 

No 
No 
No 

YesMo 
YesMo 
N/A 

VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G Reopened Reinstaled 

Dislrict Court L New filing 
cases 

YeslYes 

YesMo 

Yes/No 

No 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court 
Municipal Court 
District Court 

G Reopened 
L New filing 
L New filing 

No 
NA 
YesMo 

YesMo 
NA 
NA 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G 
Magistrate Court L 

NC 
New filing 

No 
No 

Yes 
NIApplicable 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Court G New filing Identified with R No YeslYes 

suffix, but included 
in total count 

WYOMING: 
District Court G Reopened 
Justice of the Peace 

Court L Reopened 
County Court L Reopened 

No 

NA 
NA 

No 

NA 
NA 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of counting civil cases in state trial courts, 1988. (conlinued) 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G - General Jurisdiction Court 
L - Llmited Jurisdiction Court 
NA - Inlormatlon is not available 
NC - Information Is not collecte&counted 
N/Applicable- Civil casetypes heard by this court 

are not applicable 10 lhis figure. 

Source: The 1988 Slate Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, as updated and verified by Stale Adminislralive Offices of the 
Courts. 
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Methodology 

Court Statistics Pro'ect: 
Goals and Organiza \ ion 

The Court Statistics Project of the National Center for 
State Courts compiles and reports comparable court 
caseloaddatafromthe50states, 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 resutt in more meaning- 
ful and useful caseload information at the disposal of 
judges, court managers, and state court administrators. 

The State Court Caseload Statisticsseries 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 (1983437). COSCA, through its Court 
Statistics Committee, provides policy guidance and re- 
view for the Project. The Court Statistics andTechnology 
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-88-07X-067) to the NCSC. 

In addition to preparing publications, the Court Sta- 
tistics Project responds to about 500 requests for infor- 
mation and assistance each year. These requests can be 
grouped into four basic 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, individual justices and judges, 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 for emphasis in the 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.2 The State Court 
Model Statistical Dictionary provides common terrninol- 
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  publication^.^ The 
classification structure and definitions serve as model 
framework for the purposeof developing comparable and 
useful data. A new edition of the State Court Model 
Statistical Dictionarywas 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, 

National Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, 

National Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, 

State Court Caseload Statisrics: The State of the Art (Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978). 

State Court Model Annual Report (Williamsburg, VA: National 
Center for State Courts, 1980). 

State Court Model Statistical Dictionary (Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1980); Supp/ement(Williamsburg, VA: 
National Center for State Courts, 1984). 
' Clifford and Jensen, Court Case Management lnfomation 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 court. 
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 
7984 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical 
report in^.^ Information from the jurisdiction guide was 
incorporated into the caseload database for 1981 and is 
updated annually. 

The second stage involved preparation of the 7984 
State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical 
Reporting, which was used to compile the 1984 appellate 
court database.6 The introduction to the 1981 report 
contains a complete description of the impact of the Trial 
Court Jurisdiction Guide on the Court Statistics Project 
data collection and the introduction of the 1984 report 
provided a complete description of the impact of the 
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, 7987 is a source book which 
describes the organization and management of state 
appellate and trial c o ~ r t s . ~  

The first caseload report presented 1975 caseload 
data for state appellate courts, trial courts of general 
jurisdiction, and for selected categories (juvenile, domes- 
tic relations, probate, and mental health) in limited juris- 
diction courts. The second report (1 976) again presented 
available data for appellate 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 7984 
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 

Clifford and Roper, Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statisrical 
Reporting (Williamsburg, VA: National Center for State Courts, 
1985). 

Roper, 7984 State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Staristical 
Reporting (Williamsburg, VA: National Center for State Courts, 
1985). 

Court Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, State 
Court Organization, 1987(Williamsburg, VA: National Center for 
State Courts, 1988). 

by state court administrators and appellate court clerks. 
The published data are usually found in official state 
annual reports. State annual reports assume avariety of 
forms and vary widely in detail. They represent the most 
reliable and valid data available at the state level. The 
data, however, are the product of statistical reports, often 
filed monthly or 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 
appellate courts. The Court Statistics Project receives 
unpublished data from those states in a wide range of 
forms, including internal management memos, computer 
generated output, and the Project's statistical and 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 court clerks); the state population (based on Bureau 
of the Census revised estimates);O and special character- 
istics regarding subject matter jurisdiction and court struc- 
ture. Appendix B lists the source of each state'scaseload 
statistics for 1988. 

Data Collection Procedures 

The following outline summarizes the major tasks 
involved in collecting the 1988 caseload data reported in 
this volume: 

A. The 1988 state reports were evaluated to note 
changes in the categories and terminology used to report 
the data, changes in the range of available data, and 
changes in the state's court organization or jurisdiction. 
This process involved a direct comparison of the 1988 
material with the contents of individual state 1987 annual 
reports. Project staff used a copy 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 worksheetsforgathering the 1988data. 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 caseload terminology used on 
the profiles are defined in the statistical dictionary. Proto- 
types of the appellate and trial court statistical profilescan 
be found in Appendix C. 

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 

conducted to ensure compatibility between the informa- 
tion supplied on the jurisdiction guide profiles and the 
casetypes identified on the statistical profiles. 

C. The data were then transferred from the handwrit- 
ten copy to computer databases (codebooks are avail- 
able upon request). The data entry program used 
(SPSS’s Data Entry) automatically checks for certain 
data entry errors. The software allows the programmer to 
establish a range of acceptable values for each variable. 
If a value was entered that fell outside the parameters, 
SPSSwill not incorporate the numberwithin 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 dataentry processwasverified through anindepend- 
ent review of all decisions made by the original data 
co I I e cto r . 

D. After the 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 
automated during 1990. 

E. Finally, the caseload tables in Part Ill and the 
smallertables supporting the text of Part I were generated 
using either EXCEL spreadsheet or SPSSPC Report 
software. A special database was created to contain 
method of case disposition data for presentation in Part II 
of the report. 

I caseload. During the data collection process, a check is 

Variables 

There are four basictypes of data elements collected 
by the Court Statistics Project: (1) trial court caseload 
statistics, (2) trial court jurisdictionaVorganizationa1 infor- 
mation, (3) appellate court caseload, and (4) appellate 
court jurisdictionaVorganizationa1 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 traffidother 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 divided into 
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 whether the datacan be 
made comparable across states. 

The trial court jurisdictional profile collects an assort- 
ment of information relevant to the organization and 
jurisdiction of each trial court system. The main purpose 
of the profile is to translate the terminology used by the 
states when reporting statistical information into generic 
terms recommended by the State Court 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 
then reach adecisionon the 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. 

Gra hics as8 
Met R od 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 
is incorrect to conclude that a state omitted from the graph 
did not report caseload to the Project. The definitive 
statement of data availability can be found in the detailed 
caseload tables in Part Ill. 

Footnotes 

Footnotes indicate the degree to which a court’s 
statistics conform to the Court 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 “6” footnote indicates that 
the number includes some extraneous casetypes; a “C” 
footnote indicates that the numberisboth incomplete and 
overinclusive. The text of the footnote explains for each 
court system how the caseload numbers differ from the 
reporting category recommended in the 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 IV. 

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 report reflects court organization and jurisdic- 
tion in 1988. Since 1975, new courts have been created 
at both the appellate and trial level, new courts report data 
to the Court Statistics Project, courts may have 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 I 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 sent to the Director, Court Statistics 
Project, National Center for State Courts, 300 Newport 
Avenue, Williamsburg, Virginia, 231 87-8798. 
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Sources of 1988 State Court Caseload Statistics 

ALABAMA: 

ALASKA: 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Alabama Judicial System 
Annual Report 7988. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Courts, Alaska Court System, 7988 Annual 
Report (Anchorage, Alaska: 1989). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Courts, The Arizona Coults, FY 88 Judicial 
Repolt (Phoenix, Arizona: 1989). 
Additional unpublished data were provided by the 
Administrative Director of the Courts. 

Judicial Department, Annual Report of the Judici- 
ary of Arkansas, N 87-88 (Little Rock, Arkansas: 
1 989). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Council of 
California, 7989 Annual Report, Judicial Council 
of California (San Francisco, California: 1989). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Annual Report of the Colorado Judiciary 7987-88 
and Annual Report Statistical Appendix, Colorado 
Judiciary, July 7 ,  7987 to June 30, 7988 (Denver, 
Colorado: 1989). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Biennial Report of the 
Connecticut Judicial Department, 7986-88 (Hart- 
ford, Connecticut: 1989). Additional unpublished 
data were provided by the Office of the Chief 
Court Administrator. 

COLR, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the 
Courts, 7988 Annual Report of the Delaware 
Judiciary (Wilmington, Delaware: 1989). 

ARIZONA: 

ARKANSAS: 
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC; Executive Secretary of the 

CALIFORNIA: 

COLORADO: 

CONNECTICUT: 

DELAWARE: 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
COLR, GJC: Executive Office of the Courts, 7988 
Annual Report, District of Columbia Courts 
(Washington, D.C.: 1988). Additional unpub- 
lished data were provided by the Executive 
Officer. 

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. 

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: 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 7 ,  7987-June 30, 7988). Additional unpub- 
lished data were provided by the Administrative 
Director of the Courts. 

COLR, IAC: Administrative Director of the Courts, 
The Judiciary, State of Hawaii: Annual Report 
7988 and Statistical Supplement, July 7. 7987 to 
June 30, 7988 (Honolulu, Hawaii: 1988). 
GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of the Courts, 
The Judiciary, State of Hawaii: Annual Report 
7987-88 (Honolulu, Hawaii: 1988) and Statistical 
Supplement July 7 ,  7987 to June 30, 7988. 

COLR, IAC, GJC: Administrative Director of the 
Courts, The Idaho Courts 7988 Annual Report 
Appendix (Boise, Idaho: 1989). 

COLR, IAC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the Administrative Director of the Courts. 
GJC: Circuit Court Caseload Summaries (Spring- 
field, Illinois: 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. 

FLORIDA: 

GEORGIA: 

HAWAII: 

IDAHO: 

ILLINOIS: 
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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). 

COLR: State Court Administrator, 1988 Annual 
Statistical Report (Des Moines, Iowa: 1989). 
Additional unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
IAC: State Court Administrator, 1988 Annual 
Statistical Report (Des Moines, Iowa: 1989). 
Additional unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Court of Appeals. 
GJC: State Court Administrator, 7988 Annual 
Statistical Report (Des Moines, Iowa: 1989). 

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. 

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
IAC: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Court of Appeals. 
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the Administrative Director of the Courts. 

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
IAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Administrator, 1988 
Annual Report of the Judicial Council of the 
Supreme Court of Louisiana (New Orleans, 
Louisiana: 1989). 

COLR, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the State Court Administrator. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary 1987-88 
(Annapolis, Maryland: 1988). 

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). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
1988 Annual Report of the State Court Adminis- 
trator and Statistical Supplement (Lansing, 
Michigan: 1989). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the State Court Administrator. 

IOWA: 

KANSAS: 

KENTUCKY: 

LOUISIANA: 

MAINE: 

MARYLAND: 

MASSACHUSElTS: 

MICHIGAN: 

MINNESOTA: 

M ISSlSSl PPI: 
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. 

COLR, IAC, GJC: Missouri Judicial Report Fiscal 
Year 1988. 

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Court Administrator of the Supreme Court. 
GJC: Unpublished data were provided by the 
State Court Administrator. 
LJC: No data were available for cases handled 
by these courts in fiscal year 1988. 

NEBRASKA: 
COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Nebraska Supreme Court 1988 Annual Report 
(Lincoln, Nebraska: 1988). 

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the Administrative Director of Courts. 

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. 

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. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director, 
The New Mexico Courts, 1988 Annual Report, 
State of New Mexico Judicial Branch (Santa Fe, 
New Mexico: 1989). 

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. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director, 
Annual Report of the Administrative Office of the 
Courts, North Carolina Courts, 1987-88 (Raleigh, 
North Carolina: 1989. 

COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Annual Report of the North Dakota Judicial 
System, 1988 (Bismarck, North Dakota: 1989). 

M ISSOUR1 : 

MONTANA: 

NEVADA: 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 

NEW JERSEY: 

NEW MEXICO: 

NEW YORK: 

NORTH CAROLINA: 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
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OHIO: 
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Supreme Court, Ohio Courts’Summary 7988 
(Columbus, Ohio: 1989). 

COLR: Administrative Director of the Courts, 
State of Oklahoma, the Judiciary: Annual Report 
7988 (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 7988 and Statistical Appendix (Oklahoma 
City, Oklahoma: 1989). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the State Court Administrator ... 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the State Court Administrator. 

GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the Administrative Director of the Courts. 

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the State Court Administrator. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Director of the Judicial 
Department, South Carolina Judicial Department, 
Annual Report, 7988 (Columbia, South Carolina: 
1989). 

COLR, GJC: State Court Administrator, Bench- 
mark 1988: Annual Report of the South Dakota 
Unified Judicial System (Pierre, South Dakota: 
1989). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the Executive Secretary of the 
Supreme Court. 

OKLAHOMA: 

OREGON: 

PENNSYLVANIA: 

PUERTO RICO: 

RHODE ISLAND: 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 

TENNESSEE: 

TEXAS: 
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Court, Texas Judicial System Annual Report, 
September 7, 7987-August 37, 7988 (Austin, 
Texas: 1988). 

COLR, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
COLR: State Court Administrator, Utah Courts 
Statistical Supplement 7985-87 Biennial Report 
(Salt Lake City, Utah: 1989). 

COLR, GJC, LJC: Court Administrator, Judicial 
Statistics for Year Ending June 30, 7988 (Montpe- 
lier, Vermont: 1988). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary, 
Supreme Court, Virginia State of the Judiciary 
Report 7988 (Richmond, Virginia: 1989). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Annual Report, The Courts of Washington, 7988 
(Olympia, Washington: 1989). 
LJC: Caseloads of the Courts of Limited Jurisdic- 
tion of Washington State, 7988 (Olympia, Wash- 
ington: 1989). 

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court of Appeals. 
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the Administrative Director of the Courts. 

COLR, IAC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the Director of State Courts. 

COLR, GJC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the Court Coordinator. 
LJC: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Director of State Courts. 

UTAH : 

VERMONT: 

VIRGINIA: 

WASH I NGTON : 

WEST VIRGINIA: 

WISCONSIN: 

WYOMING: 
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Appendix C 
Prototype Statistical Profiles 



Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Profile Used in 1988 Data Collection 

S l A l E  NAME. COURT NAME 
Court  o f  l a s t  r e s o r t  o r  tn te rmed la te  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t  

Tlme pe r lod  covered 
Number o f  d iv ls tons /depar tments .  Number o f  au tho r i zed  Just lces/Judges 

Beg l nn l ng End 
Dend 1 ng f i l e d  Dlsposed pendlns 

Cases : 
Mandatory J u r l s d i c t l o n :  

Appeals O F  f l n a l  Judgment: 
C l v l l  ......................................... 
C r l m l n a l :  

C a p i t a l  cr lmes ( d e a t h / l l f e )  ................. 
Other c r l m l n a l  .............................. 

To ta l  c r l m l n a l  ............................... 
Juven l l e  ...................................... 
A d m l n l s t r a t l v e  agency ......................... 
U n c l a s s l f l e d  (e.g. .  c o n s t l t u t l o n a l  i ssue)  ..... 

T o t a l  appeals o f  f l n a l  Judgment ................ 
Other mandatory cases: 

D l s c l p l l n a r y  ma t te rs :  
A t to rney  .................................... 
Judge ....................................... 

To ta l  d l s c l p l l n a r y  ........................... 
O r l g l n a l  proceedlngs (e.g., e x t r a o r d i n a r y  w r l t s ,  

p o s t c o n v i c t i o n  remedy, sentence rev lew on ly ,  
e l e c t l o n  cases) ............................. 

I n t e r l o c u t o r y  dec l s lons  ....................... 
Adv isory  op ln lons :  

I n t r a - s t a t e  ( l e g l s l a t u r e ,  execut lve ,  c o u r t s ) .  
f e d e r a l  c o u r t s  ( ) . e . ,  c e r t l f l e d  ques t l on )  ... 

To ta l  adv l so ry  op ln lons  ...................... 
To ta l  o t h e r  mandatory cases .................... 

T o t a l  mandatory j u r l s d l c t l o n  cases ................ 
D l s c r e t l o n a r y  J u r l s d i c t l o n :  

P e t l t l o n s  o f  f i n a l  Judgment: 
C l v l l  ........................................... 
Cr lm lna l  ........................................ 
Juven l l e  ........................................ 
A d m l n l s t r a t l v e  agency ........................... 
U n c l a s s l f l e d  (e.g. ,  c o n s t l t u t l o n a l  l ssue)  . . . . . . .  

To ta l  p e t l t l o n s  o f  f l n a l  Judgment ................ 
Other d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s :  

D l s c l p l l n a r y  ma t te rs :  
A t to rney  ...................................... 
Judge ......................................... 

To ta l  d l s c l p l l n a r y  ............................. 
O r l g l n a l  proceedlngs (e.g. ,  e x t r a o r d l n a r y  w r l t s .  

p o s t c o n v l c t l o n  remedy, sentence rev iew on ly ,  
e l e c t i o n  cases) ............................... 

I n t e r l o c u t o r y  dec l s lons  ......................... 
Adv lsory  op ln lons :  

I n t r a - s t a t e  ( l e g l s l a t u r e ,  execut lve .  c o u r t s )  . . 
fede ra l  cou r t s  (e .g . .  c e r t l f l e d  ques t l on )  . . . . .  

To ta l  adv l so ry  op ln lons  ........................ 
To ta l  o the r  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  ............. 

T o t a l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  J u r l s d l c t l o n  cases ............. 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Grand t o t a l  cases ................................... 0 0 

Other proceed\ngs: 
Rehearlng/reconslderatlon reques ts  ................ 
Mot lons ........................................... 
Other mat te rs  ( e . g . .  bar  admlsslons) .............. 
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.. c o u r t  __ s t a t i s t i c a l  ........ -_ ..... p r o l l l e  - .- ... 

n_a_nnP-t- of__)tsqos Lt.LV 

P r ed ec I s 1 on 

(dlsni lssed/ Per o p l n l o n  
u l t l id raur i /  Slgned cur lam (memo/ Trans- 

De c l s I 0 n 
d S Y O S  I t  lon __ @ ln lons  ul thou  t 

s e t t l e d L  o p l n l o n  o p l n l o n  o rde r )  f e r r e d  O x  - -- 
Mandatory J u r l s d l c t  Ion:  

Appeals o f  f l n a l  Judgment: 
C l v l l  ...................................... 
Cr lm lna l  ................................... 
Juven i l e  ................................... 
A d m l n l s t r a t l v e  agency ...................... 
U n c l a s s l f l e d  (e .g . ,  c o n s t l t u t l o n a l  Issue) .. 

D l s c l p l l n a r y  ma t te rs  ....................... 
O r l g l n a l  p rocerd lnys  (e .g . ,  e l e c t l o n  cases) 
I n t e r l o c u t o r y  dec l s lons  .................... 

I o t a 1  mandatory J u r l s d l c t l o n  cases . . . . . . . . . . . .  

D l s c r e t l o n a r y  J u r l s d l c t l o n  (cases gran ted  o n l y ) :  

C l v l l  ...................................... 
C t  lm l r ia l  ................................... 
Juven i l e  ................................... 
A d m l n l s t r a t l v e  agency ...................... 
U n r l a s s l f l e d  (e .9 . .  c o n s t l t u t l o n a l  I S S U P )  . .  

Other d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
U l s c l p l l n a r y  ma t te rs  ....................... 
O r l g l n a l  proceedings (e .g . ,  e l e c t l o n  cases) 

To ta l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  J u r l s d l c t l o n  cases . . . . . . . .  

Grand t o t a l  . ................................... 

Other mandatory cases: 

P e t l t l o n s  of f l n a l  Judyments: 

Opl n 1 ons : 
A f f l rmed  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Mod l f l ed  ..................................... 
Reversed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Remanded ..................................... 
Mlxed ........................................ 
Ulsmlssed .................................... 
Other ........................................ 

A f f  lrmed ..................................... 
Mod l f l ed  ..................................... 
Reversed ..................................... 
Remanded ..................................... 
Mlxed ........................................ 
Dlsmlssed .................................... 
Other . ....................................... 

Uec ls lons  u l t h o u t  op ln lon :  

Other d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
O l s c l p l l n a r y  ma t te rs  ....................... 
Or  l g l n a l  proceedlngs ( e . g . ,  c l e r t l o n  t a s r s )  

r o t a 1  d l s c r c t l o n a r y  J u r l s d l c t l o n  rases . . . . . . .  
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Pro to type  ol: s t a t e  a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t  s t a t l s t l c a l  p r o f l l e  

Bo ld face  headlngs l n d l c a t e  t h e  c l a s s l r l c a t l o n s  used by t h e  Court S t a t l s t l c s  ProJect.  
N/A = The casetype 1s handled by the  c o u r t ,  b u t  t h e  da ta  a re  unava l l ab le .  
X = Ihe  da ta  f o r  t h l s  casety  e a r e  known t o  be lnc luded I n  t h e  t o t a l  bu t  a r e  unava l l ab le  by ca tegory .  

( ) NOTE: Begln pending da ta  f l l e d  ou ts lde  t h e  arentheses, dlsposed da ta  ou ts lde  t h e  parentheses, and end 
pend lng  da ta  r e  o r t e d  as d l s c r e t l o n a r y  
f l g u r e s  l n s l d e  !he parentheses r e  r e s e n i  those newly f l l e d  pe t l t l ons /mo t lons  t h a t  were gran ted  d u r l n g  t h e  
t l m e  p e r l o d  covered on t h l s  For those l n t e r e s t e d ,  f l l e d  f l g u r e s  l n s l d e  t h e  parentheses can t h  n be 
added t o  t o t a l  mandafory u r f s d l c t l i n  cases f l l e d  t o  a r r l v e  a t  t he  number o f  new cases t h a t  t h e  Court  w e l l  
u l t l m a t e l y  cons lder  on t i e  m e r l t s  Dlsposed fl ures,, lnslde t h e  
d l s c r e t l o n a r y  e t l t l o n s  ran ted  t h a t  were dlspose! o f  on the  mer l r s  Thls numler 1s  r a r e l y  a v a l l a b l e .  and 
Is  usua l1  lncyuded l n  e ? t h e r . t h e  t o t a l  d l s c r e t l o n a r y  p e t l t l o n s  dlsposed o r  t he  mandator u r l s d l c t l o n  
cases. TKe number o f  d lsposed p e t l t l o n s  l n s l d e  the  parentheses can be added t o  t o t a l  manaDiory J u r l s d l c t l o n  
cases dlsposed t o  a r r  ve a t  t h e  number of  cases t h a t  t h e  c o u r t  d lsposed o f  "on t h e  m e r l t s .  

-- - - Data element 1s n o t  appy lcab lc .  

u r l s d l c t y o n  cases represent  pe t l t l ons /mo t lons  f o r  revlew. F l l e d  

r o f l y e  
a r p t h e s e s  r e  resent  t h e  number O f  

Q u a l l f y l n g  foo tno tes :  

A = The da ta  element 

B = The da ta  element 

s complete 4 t h  no foo tno tes .  

s complete and represents  some double count lng .  

C = The da ta  element 1s o v e r l n c l u s l v e .  

0 = The da ta  element 1s o v e r l n c l u s l v e  and represents  some double count lng .  

1 ( e n t e r  as lower case) = The da ta  element 1s a t  l e a s t  75% complete. 

J = The da ta  element 1s a t  l e a s t  75% complete, and represents  some double count lng .  

P = The da ta  element 1s lncomplete and o v e r l n c l u s l v e .  

Q = The da ta  element 1s Incomplete,  o v e r l n c l u s l v e  and represents  some double count lng .  

V = The da ta  element 1s l e s s  than  75% complete. 

W = The da ta  element 1s l e s s  than 75% complete, and represents  some double count lng .  

X = The da ta  element 1s l e s s  than 75% complete, and ove r lnc lus l ve .  
Y = The da ta  element 1s l e s s  than 75% complete, ove r lnc lus l ve .  and represents  some double count lng .  

Z = The da ta  a r e  m lss lng  f o r  t h l s  da ta  element. 

R = Judge ln fo rma t lon .  

S = F lgu re  was computed. 

T = A d d l t l o n a l  In fo r rna t lon .  

U = The da ta  element 1s lnc luded I n  t h e  u n c l a s s l f l e d  ca tegory .  
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Profile Used in 1988 Data Collection 

STATE NAME, COURT NAME 
Court o f  eneral Jurlsdlctlon or court o f  llmlted Jurlsdlctlon 

N u d e r  of clrcults or dlstrlcts. Number o f  Judges 
Tlme perlod covered 

- 
me Wining 

- tna 
- pznd 1 ng Flled Dlsposed pend Ins 
Clvll: 

lort: ............................................. 
Auto tort ....................................... 
Medical malpractice ............................. 
Other rofesslonal malpractice .................. 
Produc! 1 labtl lty tort .......................... 
.M!sce!laneous tort .............................. 
iotat tort ....................................... 

Contract ................ 
k?a!,p'?p!t-'y rlghts .... 
m d  I I C Id  I l n S  ............ 
Domestlc relatlons: 

Marrla e dlssolutlon .. 
..^ Suppor!/custody ....... 

.... .. .. 
.. .. . .  . .  
ii .. 

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

...................... ...................... ...................... ...................... ...................... 
tlons ................ ...................... 

U K t b A  ................. 
Adoptlon .............. 
Paternlty/bastardy .... 
Hlscellaneous domestlc 

Tot 1 domestlc relatlons 
Probate/ullls/lntestate ............ 
Guard lansh lp /conservatorsh lp / t rus tee  
Mlscellaneous estate ............... 

Total estate ........................ 
Mental health ........................ 

Estate: 

Ap eal: 
&peal o f  admlnlstratlve agency case 
A peal o f  trlal court case ......... 

ToFal clvll ap eals ................. 
nlscel laneous cPvl 1 ................... 

hip ......... ........ ............ ............ ............ 
............ ............ ............ ............ - - 

Total clvll ........................................ 
Felony ............................................ 
Hlsdemeanor ....................................... 
OWI/DUI ........................................... 
A peal ........................................ 
dscellinious crtmtnal ............................ - - 

Total crlmlnal ..................................... 

Crlmlnal: 

TrafFlc/other vlolatlon: 
Movlng trafflc vlolatlon .......................... 
Ordtnance vlolatlon ............................... 
Parkln vlolatlon ................................. ............................. Mlscelyaneous traf F lc - - 
rota1 trafflc/other vlolatlon ...................... 

Juven 1 le : 
Crlmlnal-type Juvenlle pet 
Status offense ........... 
Chlld-vlctlm petltlon .... 
Mlscellaneous Juvenlle pet 

Total Juventle ............ 
Grand total cases .......... 

tlon ................... ........................ ........................ ................... tlon - - 
........................ 

........................ 
Other proceedlngs: 

Postconvlctlon remedy ............................. 
Prellmlnary hearln s .............................. 
Extraordlnary urlts ............................... 

Total other proceedlngs ............................ 

Sentence revleu onqy .............................. 
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Clvll: 
lort: 
Auto tort ........................... 
Other professlonal malpractlce ...... 

Product llablllty tort ............ 
Hlscellaneous tort ................ 
Total tort ......................... 

Prototype o f  state trlal court statlstlcal proflle 
Nanner o f  dtsDos1tlon: trlals 
Trlal Trlal 

Jvry Non-l lury Total Jury Non;Jury 

Crlmlnal: 
Felony: ......................... 
Nlsdemeanor ..................... 
DWI/DUI ......................... 
;!peal .......................... 

scellaneous crtmlnal .......... 
Total crlmlnal ................... 

Contract ............................ 
Real property rlghts ................ 
Small clalms ........................ 
Uomestlc relatlons: 

Harrla e dlssolutlon .............. 

Adoptlon .......................... 
Paternlty/bastardy ................ 
Nlscellaneous domestlc relatlons .. 

lotal domestlc relatlons ........... 
Prohate/ullls/lntestate ........... 
Guardlanshl /conservatorship/ 

'31 or?/custody ................... GRRA ............................. 

fstate: 

tru teeshyp ..................... 
Mlsceilaneous estate .............. 

Total estate ....................... 
Mental health ....................... 
Ap eal: 

!meal of admlntstratlve 

Trafflc/other vlolatlon: 
Novlng trafflc .................. 
Ordtnance vlolatlon ............. 
Parktn vlolatlon ............... 

Total trafflc/other vtolatlon .... Hlscelqaneous traff lc ........... 

Juven 1 1  e : 
Crlmlnal-t e Juvenlle petltlon . 
Status etT!ton ................. 
Chl Id-v!ct lm pet1 t lon ........... 
Hls ellaneous Juvenlle petltlon . 

Totat Juvenile ................... 
Grand total trlals ................. 

.. agency case ..................... 
A peal o f  trlal court case ........ 

ToPal clvll appeals ................ 
Hlscellaneous c\vll ................. 

Total clvll ........................... 
Manner o f  clvll dtsoosltlons 

Uncontested/ 
Default Dlsmlssed Wlthdraun Settled Transferred Arbltratton Total 

Clvll: 
Tort: 

Auto tort ......................... 
Hedlcal malpractlce ............... 
Other rofesslonal malpractlce .... 
Produc! llablllty tort ............ 
Mlscellaneous tort ................ 
rota1 tort ......................... 

Contract ............................ 
Real property rlghts ................ 
Small clalms ........................ 
Domestlc relatlons: 

Marria e dlssolutlon .............. 
Su or?/custody ................... 
Adoptlon ......................... 
Pa tern 1 t y )bas tardy ................ 
Hlscellaneous domestlc relatlons .. 
lotal domestlc relattons ........... 

URRA ............................. 

Estate: 
Prob te/ullls/lntestate . . . . . . . . . .  
Guar% I ans h 1 /conservator sh \ p /  

Mlscellaneous estate .............. 
Total estate ....................... 

trusteeshfp ..................... 

#ental health ......... 
Ap eal: 

Appeal of  admlnl strat 
agency case ....... 

A peal o f  trlal court 
ToPal clvll ap ea1 ... 

Miscellaneous cPv11 ... 

.............. 
1 ve .............. 
case ........ .............. .............. 

Total clvll .......................... 
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Prototype o f  state trlal court statlstlcal Droflle 
Manner o f  crlmlnal dlsDos1tlons and type o f  declslon 

Mlscellaneous 
Felony Hlsdemeanor DWI/DUI &pea 1 crlmlnal Total 

Jury trlal: 
Convlctlon 
Gullt plea 
Acqulrtal . 
Dlsmlssed 

Non-jury trla 
Conviction 
Gullt plea 
Acqulrtal . 
Dlsmlssed ..... 

Dlsmlssed/nolle p 
Ball forfelture . 
Bound over ...... 
Transferred . ._ . .  
Other ........... 

Total dlsporltlons 

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

............. ............. ............. .......... 
'rosequl .. .......... .......... .......... .......... ......... 

Manner o f  traFflc/other vlolatlon dlsposltlons and type o f  declslon 

Jury trlal: 
Convlctlon 
Ac ulttal . 

Non-jury trla 
Convict ton 
Acqulttal . 

Gullty plea 
D1 sml ssed/noi 
Ball Forfeltu 
Parklng flnes 
Transferred . 
Other ....... 

Total ........ 

...... ...... 
I1 : ...... ...... 
i i ' p h  
re ... ..... ...... ...... ...... 

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

....... ....... 
iequi-: ....... ....... ....... ....... ....... 

Movln trafflc 
vlola t 1 on 

Ordlnance Hlscellaneous trafflc/ 
vl ola t lon Park 1 nq other vlolatlon Total 

Age o f  pendlnq caseload (days) 
0-30 31-60 61-90 91-180 181-360 361-720 Over 720 Avera e age 

days days days days days days o f  pend?np cases 
Clvll: 

lort: 
Auto tort ........................ 
Medlcal malpractlce .............. 
Other rofesslonal malpractlce ... 
Product 1 lab11 Ity tort ........... 
Hlscellaneous tort ............... 

Total tort ........................ 
Contract ........................... 
Real property rlghts ............... 
Small clalms ....................... 
Domestlc relatlons: 

Marrla e dlssolutlon ............. 
tu or!/custody .................. "RPEA ............................ 
Adoptlon ......................... 
Paternity/bastardy ............... 
Hlscellaneous domestlc relatlons . 

lotal domestlc relatlons .......... 
Estate: 

Probate/wllls/lntestate .......... 
Guardlanshl /conservatorship/ 
Hlscellaneous estate .............. 

Total estate ...................... 
Mental health ...................... 
Ap eal: 

ippeal O F  admlnlstratlve 
agency case .................... 

A peal o f  trlal court case ....... 
roPa1 appeal ...................... 

Mlscellaneous clvll ................ 
Total clvll ......................... 

trusteeshrp .................... 
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Prototype o f  state trlal court statlsttcal prof\le 
Age o f  pendlncl caseload (days1 

0-30 31-60 61-90 91-180 181-360 361-720 Over 720 Avera e age 
days days days days days days days o f  pendgns cases 

Crlmlnal: 
telony ............... 
Hlsdemeanor ......... 
DWI/DUI ............. 
p e a l  .............. 

s ellaneous crlmlna 
Totat crlmlnal ....... 

............ ............ ............ ............ ........... ............ 
lrafflc/other vlolatlon 

Hovlng trafflc ................... 
Urdlnance vlolatlon .............. 
Parkln vlolatlon ................ 

lotal trafflc/other vlolatlon ..... Hlscelganeous trafflc ............ 
Juven 1 le : 

Crlmlnal-t e Juvenlle petltlon .. 
oet 1 on .................. Status .. 

Hlscellaneous Juvenlle petltlon .. Chl Id-vjct lm petlt \on ............ 
Total J I  Jvenlle .................... 

Boldface headln s lndlcate the classlflcatlons used b the Court Statlstlcs Project (CSP). 
N/A = Thls casefy e 1s handled by the court, but the iata are unavallable 
X = The data for Phls casetype are known t o  be tncluded ln the total but are unavallable by Category. 
-- = Not appllcable. 
Unlts o f  count: 

Clvll unlt o f  count 
Crtmlnal unlt o f  count. 
Trafflc/other vlolatlon unlt o f  count. 
Juvenlle unlt o f  count. 

Jur trlal deflnltlon. 
NonJury trlal deflnltlon. 

Trlal deflnltlons: 
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puallfylng footnotes: 
A = The data element 

C = rhe data element 

E = The data element 
E -H bel ow. 

s complete ulth no footnotes. 

s complete and also Includes more lnformatlon than can be speclflcally ldent 

emedy proceedlngs. 
on cases. 

1s complete and also lncludes all postconvlctlon 
F = lhe data element 1 s  complete and also Includes all ordlnance vlolat 
G = The data element 1s complete and also lncludes all DWI/DUI cases. 
H = lhe data element I s  complete and also lncludes all crlmlnal appeals cases 

1 (enter as  lower case 
more lnFormatlon tka; 

The data element 1s at least 75% complete, and I s  mlsslng 
can be speclflcally ldentlfled ln codes K-N below. 

K = lhe data element does not lnclude any llmlted Felony cases. 
1 = The data element does not lnclude any DWI/DUI cases. 
H lhe data element does not lnclude any crlmlnal appeal cases. 
N = lhe data element does not lnclude any ordlnance vlolatlon cases. 

0 = The data element 1s lncomplete and overlncluslve. 

V = The data element l s  less than 75% complete. 
X = The data element 1s less than 75% complete and overlncluslve. 

fled In codes 

p = Addltlonal court lnformatlon. 
R = Judge lnformatlon. 
S = Flgure was computed. 
1 = Addltlonal lnformatlon; reopened cases are added t o  the data element 
U = Ihe data element I s  lncluded In the unclasslfled category. 
1 = Thc data arc mlsslng for thls data element (1.e.. the prlmary data e ement was coded a " - 5 "  to a " - 1 " ) .  

-12 = Data not avallable 
-22 = Casetype does not fall wlthln the jurlsdlctlon o f  the court. 
-32 = Data are represented ln the total, but could not be separated by data element. 
-42 = Data are reported ln the unclasslfled category of the same general casetype. 
-52 = nata are collapsed wlth another casetype and could not be ldentlfled by speclflc data element. 
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State Populations 
Resident Population, 1988 

State or terrltory 
1988 

Juvenile 

Population (In thousands) 
1988 
Adult 

1988 
Total 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona . . . . . . . . .  
Arkansas . . .  
California 

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Connecticut . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
District of Columbia . . . . . . . .  
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Illinois . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

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

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

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

Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Montana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New Hampshire . . . . . . . . . . .  

New Jersey . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New Mexico . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New York . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
North Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
North Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Puerto Rico . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Rhode island . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas . . . . .  

Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Washington . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
West Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Wisconsin . . . . . . . . .  
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1,115 
167 
952 
649 

7,494 

869 
760 
166 
138 

2,795 

1,776 
287 
304 

3,003 
1,461 

71 4 
653 
98 1 

1,296 
304 

1,147 
1,332 
2.453 
11120 

780 

1,312 
22 1 
423 
266 
275 

1,831 
449 

4,356 
1,636 

183 

2,823 
882 
686 

2,848 
1,234 

230 
949 
197 

1,253 
4,986 

629 
141 

1.470 
1;190 

477 

1,273 
141 

2,988 
356 

2,537 
1,745 

20,821 

2,432 
2,475 

494 
400 

9,540 

4,566 
81 2 
699 

8,609 
4,094 

2,120 
1,842 
2,745 
3,111 

901 

3,477 
4,556 
6,786 
3,187 
1.840 

3,830 
584 

1,179 
788 
81 1 

5,889 
1,057 

13,554 
4,854 

484 

8,032 
2,359 
2,080 
9,153 
2,060 

763 
2,522 

516 
3,643 

1 1,854 

1,059 
41 6 

4,546 
3,458 
1,399 

3,581 
338 

4,103 
523 

3,489 
2,394 

28,315 

3,301 
3,235 

660 
618 

12,335 

6,342 
1,099 
1,003 

11,612 
5,555 

2.834 
21495 
3.726 
41407 
1,205 

4,624 
5,888 
9,239 
4,307 
2,620 

5,142 
a05 

1,602 
1,054 
1,086 

7,720 
1,506 

17,910 
6,490 

667 

10,855 
3,241 
2,766 

12,001 
3,294 

993 
3,471 

71 3 
4,896 

16,840 

1,688 
557 

6,016 
4,648 
1,876 

4,854 
479 

Source: US.  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 

State or territory 

Alabama . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Colorado . 
Connecticut 

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

Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Illinois . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Maryland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Massachusetts . . . . . . . . . . .  
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Missouri . . . . .  
Montana 
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Nevada . . . . . .  
New Hampshire . . . . .  

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York . . . . . . .  
North Carolina . . .  
North Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Oklahoma 
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . . . .  
Puerto Rico . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Rhode Island . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
South Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . .  
South Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Washington . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
West Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1984 

3. 990 
500 

3. 053 
2. 349 

25. 622 

3. 178 
3. 154 

61 3 
623 

10. 976 

5. 837 
1. 039 
1. 001 

11. 511 
5. 498 

2. 910 
2. 438 
2. 723 
4. 462 
1. 156 

4. 349 
5. 798 
9. 075 
4. 162 
2. 598 

5. 008 
824 

1. 606 
91 1 
977 

7. 515 
1. 424 

17. 735 
6. 165 

686 

10. 752 
3.298 
2. 674 

1 1. 901 
3.267 

962 
3. 300 

706 
4. 717 

15. 989 

1. 652 
530 

5. 636 
4. 349 
1. 952 

4. 766 
51 1 

Population (in thousands) 
1985 1986 1987 

4. 021 4. 053 4. 083 
52 1 534 525 

3. 187 3. 280 3. 386 
2. 359 2. 372 2. 388 

26. 365 26. 981 27. 663 

3. 231 3. 267 3. 296 
3. 174 3. 189 3. 211 

622 633 644 
626 626 622 

1 1. 366 1 1. 675 12. 023 

5. 976 6. 104 6. 222 
1. 054 1. 062 1. 083 
1. 005 1. 003 998 

1 1. 535 11. 553 1 1. 582 
5. 499 5. 503 5. 531 

2. 884 2.850 2.834 
2. 450 
3.726 

21476 
3.727 

4. 481 
1. 164 

4. 392 
5. 822 
9. 088 
4.193 
2. 613 

5. 029 
826 

1. 606 
936 
998 

7.562 
1. 450 

17. 783 
6. 255 
685 

10. 744 
3. 301 
2. 687 

11. 853 
3. 267 

968 
3. 347 

708 
4. 762 

16. 370 

1. 645 
535 

5. 706 
4. 409 
1. 936 

4. 775 
509 

21460 
3. 729 
4. 502 
1. 173 

4. 463 
5.832 
9. 145 
4. 214 
2. 625 

5. 066 
819 

1. 598 
964 

1. 027 

7. 620 
1. 479 

17. 772 
6. 334 

679 

10. 753 
3. 305 
2. 698 

1 1. 889 
3. 274 

975 
3. 376 

708 
4. 803 

16. 685 

1. 665 
541 

5. 787 
4. 463 
1. 919 

4. 785 
507 

4;461 
1. 187 

4. 535 
5. 855 
9. 200 
4. 246 
2. 625 

5. 103 
809 

1. 594 
1. 007 
1. 057 

7. 672 
1. 500 

17. 825 
6. 413 

672 

10. 784 
3. 272 
2. 724 

1 1. 936 
3. 292 

986 
3. 425 

709 
4. 855 

16. 789 

1. 680 
548 

5. 904 
4. 538 
1.897 

4.807 
490 

1988 

4. 103 
523 

3.489 
2. 394 

28. 315 

3. 301 
3. 235 

660 
61 8 

12. 335 

6. 342 
1. 099 
1. 003 

11. 612 
5. 555 

2.834 
21495 
3.726 
41407 
1. 205 

4. 624 
5. 888 
9. 239 
4. 307 
2. 620 

5. 142 
805 

1. 602 
1. 054 
1. 086 

7. 720 
1. 506 

17. 910 
6. 490 

667 

10. 855 
3. 241 
2. 766 

12. 001 
3. 294 

993 
3. 471 

713 
4. 896 

16. 840 

1. 688 
557 

6. 016 
4. 648 
1. 876 

4.854 
479 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. Press Release. CB 89-72. May 4. 1989 . 
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The following publications are available 
from the National Center for State Courts, 
300 Newport Avenue, Williamsburg, VA 
237 87-8798: 

State Court Caseload Statisflcs: Annual Reports 

Each of these four volumes (1 976-1 979) 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 

1976-1979 

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 Repori 
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. 

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. 

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. 

The Business of State Trial Courts 

State Court Organization 1987 

State Court Model Annual Report 
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 Courts library. 

State Court Model Statistical Dictionary 
Contains definitions of terms used to classify 
and count court caseload. Gives the court 
statistical usage for each term. Merges the 
1980 edition and 1984 Supplement, defines 
new terms. 1989,90 pages, 11 oz., paper- 
back, $4.50, plus shipping. 

I 


