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OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT ......... 

his report offers a comprehensive picture of the 
work of state trial and appellate courts in 1989. It T is the thirteenth in a series of annual reports on 

state court caseloads produced jointly by the Conference 
of State Court Administrators (COSCA) and the National 
Center for State Courts (NCSC). 

Each report is a hybrid of statistics, commentary, and 
descriptive information about the state courts. To serve 
as the only regularly updated reference source on state 
court activity, the reports contain detailed tables of 
caseload statistics. To allow comparisons to be made 
among states, the reports provide descriptive informa- 
tion on how states organize and allocate jurisdiction to 
their courts, how they compile court statistics, and on 
the size of their judiciaries. To inform the state court 
community of the main findings, the reports begin with a 
commentary on court caseloads. To encourage the use 
of statistical information for addressing contemporary 
policy issues, the reportsfeature discussions and analyses 
of the caseload data that instruct readers in the use of 
caseload statistics. 

The report for 1989 is organized into five parts. The 
overview describes thecontents of the parts and explains 
how they are interrelated, offers advice on how to use the 
report, and introduces the NCSC’s Court Statistics Project. 
Because the 1989 report marks a step in the evolution of 
the series, the overview contains a policy statement on 
the objectives and methods that guided preparation of 
this report and will shape future reports. 

Contents of the 1989 Report 
This report contains a commentary on state court 

caseloads in 1989; an analysis of how the 1989 experi- 
ence fits with recent trends; detailed caseload statistics 
from state trial and appellate courts; guides to court 
structure and jurisdiction in 1989; and state-by-state 
explanations of court recordkeeping. 

Part I offers a general commentary on trial and 
appellate caseloads across the country. Highlights in- 
clude: 

more than 98 million new cases were filed in state 
courts during 1989 

the rate at which civil cases were filed was broadly 
similar across the states, but criminal caseloads 
varied substantially 

many courts experienced difficulties in keeping pace 
with the inflow of new cases 

the volume of civil and criminal cases that some 
states currently process in their general jurisdiction 
courts is as great as the entire U.S. district courts 
system 

there was moderate caseload growth in both the trial 
and appellate courts during 1989: trial court civil 
filings grew by 2.3 percent and criminal filings by 4.7 
percent; mandatory appeals grew by 3.7 percent and 
discretionary petitions by 2.9 percent 

Part II offers perspective by placing 1989 in the 
context of trends since 1984 for major categories of civil 
and criminal trial court caseloads and appellate caseloads. 
Major findings include: 

a dramatic rise in the number of criminal cases, 
which will double over the decade if recent trends 
continue 

appellate caseload growth that lags behind growth in 
trial court caseloads since 1984 in most but not all 
states 

Part Ill contains the detailed caseload statistics. 
Appellate court caseloads in 1989 are enumerated in the 
first six tables. Table 1 gives the total caseload for 
appellate courts for the year and describes the compara- 
bility and completeness of the information that is pre- 
sented. Other tables describe particular types of appel- 
late cases and particular aspects of case processing. 

Trial court caseloads in 1989 are detailed in the next 
six tables. Table 7 shows the total civil and criminal 
caseload for the state trial courts and the comparability 
and completeness of the underlying state statistics. Table 
8 reviews the total numberof cases filed and disposed for 
each state and individual courts within each state. Other 
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tables describe the civil, criminal, juvenile, and traffic and 
other ordinance violation caseloads of state trial courts. 

The remaining tables describe trends in the volume 
of case filings and dispositions. Tables 13 and 14 
indicate the patterns between 1984-89 for mandatory 
and discretionary cases in state appellate courts. The 
trend in felony case filings in state trial courts for the 
same period is contained in Table 15, and the trend in tort 
filings for those six years is in Table 16. 

All of the tables in Part Ill are intended as basic 
reference sources. Each one compiles information from 
the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. 
In addition, the tables indicate the extent of standardiza- 
tion in the data for each state. The factors that most 
strongly affect the comparability of caseload information 
across the states are incorporated into the tables. Foot- 
notes explain how a court system's reported caseloads 
are related to the standard categories for reporting such 
information recommended in the State Court ModelSta- 
fisfical Dictionary. The user is alerted to three possible 
circumstances that qualify the validity of the reported 
number. Caseload numbers are cited if they are in- 
complete in the types of cases represented, if they are 
overinclusive, or both. Numbers without footnotes should 
be interpreted as in compliance with the dictionary's 
standard definitions. 

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

Part V lists statutes and recordkeeping practices that 
may affect the comparability of caseload information 
reported by the courts. Eight figures note, for example, 
the time period usedforcourt 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 author i  to 
hear appeals. The figures define what constitutes acase 
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 for 
making comparative use of caseload statistics is re- 
peated in the main caseload tables (Part 111). 

Appendix Aexplains the methodology used to collate 
the information provided by the states into a standard 
format. This report improves the completeness and 
accuracy of the information provided as compared to 
previous editions. The procedural changes responsible 
for the improvement are described, as are the specific 
returns in the form of new data and corrections to previ- 
ously reported caseloads. 

Uses of Court Statistics 
Caseload statistics are simply counts of the number 

of cases filed and disposed of by a court and, if available, 

inventories of the number of cases pending at the begin- 
ning and at the end of the reporting period. However, that 
simple information provides building blocks necessary to 
construct answers to questions about the state courts. 
First, it answers basic descriptive questions: How many 
disputes are the courts asked to resolve? How many of 
those disputes are in fact decided? 

Second, caseload statistics can be used along with 
the 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 
discretionary review on the ability of appellate courts to 
avoid case backlogs. 

Third, caseload statistics offer a basis for determin- 
ing similarities and differences between state court sys- 
tems. To what extent are appellate and trial courts in 
various states processing similar types of cases in similar 
volumes? 

Fourth, 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. Trends in the volume 
of civil litigation can also be monitored and interpreted in 
the context of tort reform legislation and changing eco- 
nomic patterns. 

Caseload statistics are, therefore, important because 
they are analogous to the financial information that 
business firms use to organize theiroperations. Because 
a court case is the one common unit of measurement 
available to court managers, caseload statistics provide 
a basis fordescribing what courts are currently doing and 
for predicting what they will do in the future. Moreover, 
whencaseload statisticsarecomplemented by information 
on caseflow and court resources, the basic information 
needs of court managers are met. 

Caseload statistics are also important because few 
would claim that the state courts are currently funded at 
a generous level relative to their needs or to the other 
branches of state government. State budget offices 
routinely cast a cold eye on requests for additional 
judgeships, support staff, or facilities. The executive and 
legislative branches of government are sophisticated 
producers and consumers of statistical information. The 
courts have traditionally lacked such expertise. There- 
fore, in our fact-obsessed culture the courts are at a 
disadvantage when justifying claims to needed resources. 

The usefulness of information on the combined 
caseload of state courts becomes obvious in debates on 
where to draw the jurisdictional boundary between the 
federal and state court systems. Current controversies 
include diversity of citizenship in civil matters and drug 
cases, which the recent Report of the Federal Courts 
Study Committee proposed be transferred out of the 
federal courts and into the state courts. Further, is there 
a crisis in the state appellate systems comparable to that 
the committee found in the federal system? 
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How to Use the Report 

This report is designed to support 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 first. 

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 111. 
Detailed information on the status of the information in 
the specific court or state can be found in footnotes to the 
tables in Part 111, and in Parts IV and V. For example, the 
total caseload for the trial courts of Virginia can be found 
in Table 8, Part 111. 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 IV describes the 
subject matter of the cases that compose the total, while 
the figures in Part V provide detailson the basis by which 
various types of civil and criminal cases are defined. 

Differences in the size and composition of court 
caseloads are influenced by how the states distribute 
jurisdiction to decide cases and by how statescollect 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 
and codes 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 work of the 
state courts. The caseload report series and other 
project publications, such as the State Court Model Sta- 
tistical Dictionary, seek to encourage uniformity in how 
courts and state court administrative offices collect and 
publish caseload information. 

The 1989 report, like previous reports, is a joint effort 
by the Conference of State Court Administrators and the 
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 1989 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 previouscaseload reports. Project staff can also 
provide the full range of information available from each 
state. The prototype spreadsheets (Appendix C) used by 
project staff to collect data reflect the full range of infor- 

mation sought from the states. Most states provide far 
more detailed caseload information than that presented 
in Part Ill of this report. 

Future Reports 

The 1989 volume establishes a new format for the 
report series. Part I will comment on trial and appellate 
court caseloads during the year, highlighting similarities 
and differences among the states. Part II will offer the 
perspective of recent trends to interpret the year's 
caseloads. However, the text of both parts will vary from 
year to year in response to important topics facing the 
nation's courts. This report features discussion of the 
composition of civil caseloads; a comparison of the 
magnitude of the caseloads before federal and state trial 
courts; the impact of units of count on the comparability 
of state criminal caseloads; and the distribution of ap- 
peals. Parts Ill, IV, and V will look much the same in 
future reports. However, improvements to the contents 
are planned. The classification by Court Statistics Project 
staff of all caseload statistics are being returned for 
review and correction by the relevant state authorities. 
Requests for data note the information that would, if 
available, make the main caseload categories fit the 
definitions recommended by COSCA. Appendix A out- 
lines the progress to date in this effort. Court structure 
charts will be improved by developing a more meaningful 
classification of appellate jurisdiction. Currently, the 
description does not differentiate the appellate route 
followed by those cases, say criminal cases, that are 
reviewed as a matter of right from the route followed by 
those cases that are heard at the court's discretion. 

The steps outlined above, with the help of court 
automation and the goodwill shown by state court ad- 
ministrative off ices and appellate court clerks, should 
incrementally improve the accuracy of national caseload 
statistics and the usefulness of the report series. Some 
barriers to meaningful comparisons of national totals will 
remain. For trial courts, differences exist within many 
states in how cases are counted, classified, and reported 
to a central off ice. For appellate courts, differences in the 
terminology and the level of detail used for compiling 
statistical reports make it difficult to achieve uniformity 
even for broad categories of appellate cases. These 
barriers, however, are far less imposing than those that 
had to be confronted at the start of the caseload report 
series. Future reports in the series should, as a result 
record a succession of improvements to the quantity and 
quality of the information that can be offered about the 
work of the state courts. 

Comments, suggestions, and corrections from users 
of the report are encouraged. Questions about and 
reactions to the report can be sent 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 1989 ......... 
Modern social life has become much too complicated to be 

perceived by direct observation. Whether it is dangerous to take 
an airplane, whether one kind of bread is more nourishing than 

another, what the employment chances are for our children, 
whether a country is likely to win a war-such issues can only be 

understood by those who can read statistical tables or get 
someone to interpret them. 

ore than 98 million new cases were filed in state 
courts during 1989. Mandatory appeals and M discretionary petitions to state appellate courts 

account for 229,000 cases. The remainder are trial court 
filings: 17.3 million civil cases, 12.5 million criminal 
cases, 1.4 million juvenile cases, and 67.2 million traffic 
or other ordinance violation cases. 

Civil trial court filings, which encompass torts, con- 
tracts, domestic relations, estate and small claimscases, 
grew by 2.3 percent from the 1988 total. Criminal trial 
court filings, which include felony and misdemeanor 
cases, increased by 4.7 percent over the previous year. 
Rising filing levels also characterized state appellate 
courts, where filings of mandatory appeals grew by 3.7 
percent and discretionary petitions by 2.9 percent.’ 

With more than 98 million new cases, state courts 
resolve the overwhelming majority of legal disputes. By 
contrast, 46,486 appeals and petitions were filed in the 
federal appellate courts during 1989; 4,917 in the U.S. 
Supreme Court. There were also 223,113 new civil 
filings and 62,042 new criminal filings during 1989 in the 
U.S. district courts, the main federal trial courts.* Con- 
sequently, five times as many appeals and 100 times as 
many civil and criminal trial court cases were filed in state 
courts as were filed in federal courts. 

The caseload statistics reported here represent the 
most comprehensive picture available of the number and 
types of cases reaching trial and appellate courts nation- 

1. These increases were recorded despite the fact that the total 
number of new cases counted in 1989 was slightly less than that 
reported for 1988. Change percentages are computed using courts 
with comparable data for the two years. In 1989, the number of 
caseload totals could not be obtained forthe Philadelphia Traffic Court 
and the Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court, courts in which 1,412,169 
cases were filed during 1988. 
2. Filings in the US. courts of appeals and the U.S. district courts are 
from Want’s Federalstate Court Directory: 1989Edition. Washington, 
D.C. Want Publishing. Filings in the US.  Supreme Court are from 
unpublished statistics provided by the office of the derk and refer to the 
12monthsending September30,1988. U.S.districtcourtfi1ingsdo not 
include banknrptcy code filings, which are heard by bankruptcy judges, 
or misdemeanor cases heard by magistrates. 

wide. Trial court caseloads are available for all but one 
state, although statisticsfor some other states are incom- 
plete, with traffic and ordinance violation cases being the 
most underreported. Basic filing and disposition data are 
available for all state appellate courts, although cases 
cannot always be divided into specific categories. 

Plan of Analysis 

The primary goal of the Court Statistics Project is to 
collect and disseminate comparable state court caseload 
statistics. This report seeks to achieve three intermedi- 
ate objectives toward that larger goal: 

To present caseload information in a manner that 
maximizes its comparability across states and de- 
scribes the work of state court systems during 1989. 

To highlight the similarities and differences among 
the states and, where possible, to relate variation to 
how states organize their court systems and other 
state characteristics. 

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

Trial courts are examined first. The section initially 
comments on the quallty of available trial court caseload 
data and references the location of more detailed data 
available in this volume. The section then identifies 
caseload patterns for both general and limited jurisdic- 
tion trial courts. Variation between states in the rates at 
which civil, criminal, and juvenile cases were filed and 
disposed of during 1989 is then reviewed and discussed. 

Appellate courts are the topic of the commentary’s 
second section. Following a review of appellate court 
structure and jurisdiction in 1989, the comparability of 
appellate court caseload data is discussed and the 
location of more detailed information elsewhere in this 
volume noted. The section proceeds to an examination 
of how the overall appellate court caseload was distrib- 
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uted in 1989. Differences in the rate at which two specific 
typesof caseswerefiled is the focus: mandatory appeals 
and discretionary petitions. The section also reviews for 
both types of cases whether appellate courts in 1989 kept 
pace with their incoming caseload, and, for discretionary 
petitions, the percentage that the courts granted. Other 
subsections tabulate the cases filed that appellate courts 
will decide on the merits and the number of opinions 
written during 1989. 

Part I concludes by reiterating the main findings and 
patterns in order to tie the tables, charts, graphs, and 
maps reviewed back to the three objectives. 

Corn para bilit y 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). A working knowledge of 
factors that affect the comparability of the caseload 
statistics is necessary before proceeding further. "Com- 
parable" in this report refers to the standard for reporting 
court caseloads established by the Conference of State 
Court Administrators, through its Court Statistics Com- 
mittee, as defined in the State Court Model Statistical 
Di~ti0nat-y.~ 

Comparability is most oflen compromised when a 
count of court cases is either 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 com- 
parability is also compromised when states use methods 
for counting cases that artificially inflate or deflate the 
magnitude of their case filings or case dispositions rela- 
tive to other states. 

"Incomplete" means that types of cases are omitted. 
For example, the definition of a criminal case found in the 
State Court Model Statistical Dictionary includes the of- 
fense of Driving While Intoxicated (DWVDUI). A general 
jurisdiction trial court that reaches decisions in such 
cases but classifies them, for reporting purposes, with 
traffic violations 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 
1 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 such decision is the "point at which a case 

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

is counted." Some appellate courts count the receipt of 
the "notice of appeal" as the step that initiates the 
appellate process. Other courts wait until the trial court 
record is prepared and transmitted to the appellate court 
before counting a filing, by which time some appeals 
have been withdrawn, settled, ordismissed, especially in 
civil cases (see Figure B, Part V (p. 231)). 

The "unit of count" is another basic decision when 
compiling caseload statistics. Trial courts differ in what 
is counted as a filing. For criminal cases, some courts 
treat each charge as the unit of count, some count each 
defendant, and some count charging documents that 
contain multiple charges and/or multiple defendants. 
Trial courts also diff er on when the count is taken. Counts 
are taken at an early stage in some courts, such as the 
filing of the complaint, while in other courts counts are 
only taken once a case results in an arraignment. These 
practices are described using a common framework in 
Figure D, Part V (p. 243) of 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 case type; 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. 262)) and for 
support/custody cases specifically (Table 9, Part 111). 

Charts, graphs, and maps summarize caseload and 
related information from other parts of the report in a 
comparable manner. However, differences in case vol- 
ume observed in 1989 reflect many factors, including the 
constitutions, statutes, court structure and rules, as well 
as the recordkeeping practices, of the 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. 

Trial Court Caseloads in 1989 

This section begins with a summary of the overall 
state trial court activity during 1989. It then highlights the 
distinction between courts of general and limited jurisdic- 
tion and reviews the overall completeness and compara- 
bility of the caseload data. The section then considers, 
in turn, civil, criminal, and juvenile cases. The main 
conclusions are summarized at the end. 

Overview 
States reported 98,464,561 trialcourt filing sfor 1989, 

a total formed by 17,321,125 civil cases, 12,533,207 
criminalcases, 1,463,410 juvenile cases, and 67,146,819 
traffic and other ordinance violation cases. Chart 1 
displays filings for each case type as a proportion of the 
total. Civil filings represented 18 percent of the total, 
criminal filings 13 percent, and juvenile filings 1 percent. 
More than two-thirds of the total (68 percent) consistedof 
trafficlother ordinance violation cases. 

Civil and criminal trial court case filings increased 
during 1989. When the comparison to 1988 filings is 
restricted to courts that reported relevant data in both 
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CHART 1: Trbl Court Filings, 1989 

Juvenile Criminal 
,% 13% 

Total=98.464,561 

years, the following changes emerge. Civil filings in 
general jurisdiction courts grew fractionally by 2.1 per- 
cent and civil filings in limited jurisdiction courts by 3.3 
percent. Criminal filings in general jurisdiction courts 
increased by 4.7 percent and criminal filings in limited 
jurisdiction courts by 4.1 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 inter- 
mediate appellate court (IAC) or court of last resort 
(COLR). Forty-four states in 1989 also had a lower trial 
court level, consisting of courts of limited or special 
jurisdiction. Variously called municipal, district justice, 
justice of the peace, or magistrate courts, these courts 
are restricted in the range of cases that they can de~ ide .~  

There were an estimated 2,449 courts of general 
jurisdiction and 14,126 courts of limited jurisdiction in 
1989. Case filings in those courts were heard by 9,250 
judges of general jurisdiction courts and 18,738 magis- 
trates, district justices, and justicesof the peaceof limited 
or special jurisdiction courts (Figure GI Part V (p. 259)). 

Of the reported total of 98,464,561 court filings, 
27,560,870 were in general jurisdiction courts, (28 per- 
cent of the total). Despite the incompletenessof the data 
from some states, the respective roles of general and 

4. The US. district court during 1989 experienced a 7 percent decline 
in civil case filings and a 7 percent rise in uiminal case filings. Federal 
statisticsarederivedfrom Wanr'sFederal-StareDirectory 1991, pp. 180- 
181. 
5. The distinction beween a limited and general jurisdiction court is 
basictounderstanding pattemsin thedistributionof trial cwrtcaseloads. 
Part IV summarizes the organization and stNcture of each court system 
in 1989 with a one-page chart. The charts identify the courts in 
operation during the year, describe the subject matter jurisdiction, and 
outline the routes of appeal that link the courts. 

CHART 2: Trial Court Filings in General 
Jurisdiction Courts, 1989 

52% 

CHART 3: Trlal Court Filings in Limited 
Jurisdlctlon Courts, 1989 

Criminal 
13% 

I Total=70,903,691 

limited jurisdiction courts emerge from a comparison of 
the composition of their 1989 filings. 

Chart 2 summarizes general jurisdiction court filings 
in 1989. Civil case filings represented nearly one-third of 
the total caseload (31 percent), criminal case filings 
nearly one-eighth (13 percent), and juvenile cases, 4 
percent. Traff &other violation cases represented the 
majority (52 percent) of all general jurisdiction court 
filings. 

Chart 3 divides the total limited jurisdiction court 
caseload into the four main case types. Civil and criminal 
filings each account for nearly equivalent shares of the 
total, .12 and 13 percent, respectively, while juvenile 
filings represent 1 percent. The remaining three-fourths 
(74 percent) of the filings were traff idordinance violation 
cases. 
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Caseload composition viewed at the national level 
should be treated with caution. In particular, the role of 
the general jurisdiction court is obscured because states 
that only have a general jurisdiction trial court are com- 
bined with states that have a second trial court level. The 
national total also merges data from states that hear 
juvenile cases in their general jurisdiction courts with 
data from states that have established a court of special- 
ized (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 and ignoring traffic and 
ordinance violation cases. First, where juvenile cases 
are heard exclusively in the general jurisdiction court, the 
composition of case filings in 1989 was 68.8 percent civil, 
19.9 percent criminal, and 1 1.3 percent juvenile." Sec- 
ond, where juvenile cases are heard in courts of special 
jurisdiction, the 1989 case filings were 65.1 percent civil 
and 34.9 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 total, the reported 98 million trial court 

cases is incomplete. The deficiency is mainly for traffic/ 
other ordinance violation filings. Only 15 states and the 
District of Columbia reported complete (although at times 
overinclusive) data on their traffidother violation 
caseloads. 

Mississippi is the only state that did not report 1989 
trial court caseload data. The completeness of civil and 
criminal caseload data from the other 49 states, the 
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico is outlined in Table 
7, Part Ill (p. 99). Other tables in Part Ill display the 
number of case filings and case dispositions for the four 
main trial court case types, noting instances where court 
statistics are incomplete, overinclusive, or simultaneously 
incomplete and overinclusive: total civil caseloads, Table 
9; total criminal caseloads, Table 10; total trafficlother 
ordinance violation caseloads, Table 11 ; and total juve- 
nile caseloads, Table 12. The sum of all four case types, 
by court and by state, is presented in Table 8. 

State trial court systems are diverse in structure and 
in the 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 completeness of caseload data from a 
state. Before examining and comparing state filing rates 
and clearance rates, it is also useful to highlight some 

6. This is based on data from four states: Arizona. California, Florida, 
and N e w  Mexico. Percentages were derived by combining unweighted 
case filings. 
7. This is based on data fmm three states: Arkansas, Michigan, and 
North Carolina. Percentages were derived by combining unweighted 
case filings. 

important dimensions on which state trial court systems 
differ. 

The conventional wisdom of court reform stresses 
the virtues of consolidation. In trial courts, one dimension 
on which this is manifest is uniformity and simplicity of 
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 
leveke The degree of consolidation of trial court struc- 
ture offers a related basis for classification, indexing the 
extent to which states have merged limited and special 
jurisdiction courts. Map 1 summarizes the differences 
present in court structure during 1989. Four types of 
structure are identified: 

(1) Unified: Six states (Idaho, Illinois, Iowa, Massa- 
chusetts, Minnesota, and South Dakota) and the 
District of Columbia have consolidated their trial 
courts into a single court with jurisdiction over all 
cases and proceedings. 

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

(3) Mixed: Fifteen states with two court levels that 
overlap in their jurisdiction. 

(4) Complex: Fourteen states in which there are 
several general jurisdiction courts and/or a mul- 
tiplicity of limited jurisdiction courts that overlap 
in jurisdiction both with other courts at the same 
level and with courts at the general jurisdiction 
leveL0 

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

The Com osition of Trial Court 
A more in-depth analysis of civil, criminal, and juve- 

nile cases follows, including consideration of the relative 
use of general and limited jurisdiction courts, filing rates 
per 100,000 population, and clearance rates. The com- 
position of civil caseloads, problems of comparison at- 
tributable to differences in criminal units of count, and the 

Caseloa 8 sin 1989 

8. The 'conventional wisdom" is that articulated by the American Bar 
Association in its Standards Relafing fo Court Organization, Chicago: 

9. States are assigned to categories based on information contained 
in David Rottman, Robert Roper, and Dixie Knoebel. Stare Court Or- 
ganization 1987, Williamsburg, VA: National Center for State Courts, 
1988. An earlier topology of state court systems based on the number 
of courts and the allocation of jurisdiction among the courts can be 
found in Henry R. Glick, State court systems,' pp. 862-700 in A. 
Janosik (ed.) The €ncyc/opedia offhe AmericanJudicialSystem, New 
Yo&: Suibners, 1987, p. 688. 

ABA, 1974. pp. 1-10, 
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MAP 1: Trial Court Structure, 1989 

Source: Court structure charts in Part IV 
National Center for State Courts, 1991 
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caseload implications of changes in federaktate court 
jurisdiction are also highlighted. 

CIVIL FILINGS IN 1989. States reported the filing of 
17,321,125 civil cases in 1989. A civil case is a request 
for the enforcement or protection of a right, orthe redress 
or prevention of a wrong. To meet the definition recom- 
mended by the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 
the category includes all torts, contracts, real property 
rights, small claims, 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 to general jurisdiction 
courts of decisions by limited jurisdiction trial courts in 
civil cases. A review of the footnotes to Table 9, Part Ill 
(p. 11 1), indicates the degree to which states report data 
conforming to the recommended definition. Map 2 
summarizes the impact of the footnotes on the compara- 
bilw of the general jurisdiction court filing data reported 
by the states. 

Graph 1 displays the total civil case filings in 33 
states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. The 
range is from 3,801 filings per 100,000 population in 
Puerto Rim to 24,164 in the District of Columbia. Ver- 
mont has the median filing rate of 6,309. The magnitude 
of the range is deceptive. Most states report filing rates 
clustered near the median. Minnesota has the second 
lowest filing rate of 4,781 per 100,000 population, a rate 
only26percent belowthe median. At the topof the range, 
the filing rate for Virginia is three times greater than the 
median. But Virginia, the District of Columbia, and Dela- 

ware clearly stand apart from the other jurisdictions 
included in the graph. New Hampshire, with the fourth 
highest filing rate, reported 8,877 filings per 100,000 
population-41 percent above the median. 

Reported civil caseloads are affected by the point at 
which filings are counted, whether reopened cases are 
treated as new filings, and the manner in which support/ 
custody proceedings are incorporated into court statis- 
tics on marriage dissolution cases. Figure H, Part V (p. 
262), details the method by which each court counts civil 
cases and Table 9, Part 111 (p. 11 l), details the method by 
which suppodkustody cases are counted. 

Different approaches to counting civil and especially 
support/custody caseloads affect the ranking of states in 
Graph 1. The limited jurisdiction court in Virginia, the 
district court, regards all reopened civil cases as new 
filings, counts supportlcustody 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 are involved that arise at 
a later point in time or as a post-decree action. Because 
the method of count varies between the general and 
limited jurisdiction courts in Virginia, the allocation of 
subject matter jurisdiction is also relevant. The circuit 
court in Virginia has exclusive domestic relations jurisdic- 
tion, with the exception of supportlcustody cases, which 
can be heard in the district court. Thus, the relatively high 
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MAP 2: Comparability of Civil Filing Data In General Jurisdiction Courts, 1989 
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rate of civil filings in Virginia, and the atypical concentra- 
tion of civil cases in the state’s limited jurisdiction court, 
is attributable, in part, to choices made when the state’s 
court recordkeeping procedures were designed. 

Courts hearing child support/custodycases in Florida, 
Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming 
also count cases in a way that tends to inflate their total 
civil filing rate relative to other states. On balance, 
however, a uniform method of counting might rearrange 
the order in which states are found in Graph 1 , but it is 
unlikely that the change would be significant. 

As was noted for Virginia, differences in counting 
practices between courts of general and limited jurisdic- 
tion in a state are liable to influence the calculation of the 
share of the civil caseload heard at each court level. 
Moving beyond differences in the method of count, 
differences in the allocation of subject matter jurisdiction 
between court levels strongly influences the percentage 
of cases that are heard at one level orthe other. 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 having five 
separate limited jurisdiction courts with the authority to 
hear civil cases, including the family court, which has 
exclusive jurisdiction over domestic relations cases. 
Fewer than one of every eight civil cases in Delaware is 
filed in one of the state’s two general jurisdiction court 
systems. Delaware’scombinationof a high filing rate and 
muttiple 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 aunified 
trial court system, has among the highest state filing rate: 
8,695 per 100,000 population. 

There is some evidence linking the site of the civil 
courtfilingrateinastate to theappellatefiling rate. Of the 
ten states with the highest total appellate filings per 
100,000 population (Graph 4, p. 26), seven are also 
included in Graph 1 and are all at or above the median 
civil filing rate (Vermont, Alaska, Arizona, Florida, Ohio, 
Michigan, and the District of Columbia). In fact, the 
District of Columbia reports the highest levels for both 
rates. There are, however, a number of exceptions to the 
link between civil and appellatefiling rates. For example, 
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, North Carolina, and 
South Carolina have among the highest civil case filings 
per 100,000 population but among the lowest appellate 
filing rates per 100,000 population. 

Clearance Rates for Civil Cases. Trial courts re- 
duced the size of their pending civil caseload if they 
disposedof more civil casesduring 1989 (cases that may 
have been filed in previous years) than were filed. Text 
Table 1 abstracts the relevant information from Table 9, 
Part Ill (p. 11 l), to present clearance rates for general 
jurisdiction and limited jurisdiction courts with the author- 
ity to hear civil cases. The two court levels are shown 
separately, with courts listed from lowest to highest 
statewide civil clearance rate. 
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Forty-three courts of general jurisdiction and 20 
courts of limited jurisdiction are included in Text Table 1. 
Most states ended 1989 with a larger pending caseload 
than had been present at the start of the reporting year. 
Looking first at courts of general jurisdiction, only 12 of 
the 43 courts reported clearance rates of 100 percent or 
greater. The courts of Oklahoma reported the largest 
clearance rate: 108.7 percent. With the exception of 
Arkansas (1 08.3 percent) and Wyoming (1 07.2 percent), 
the other states that disposed of more cases than were 
filed did not significantly reduce the size of their pending 
caseloads. The general jurisdiction court systems of an 
additional 17 states reported clearance rates of between 
95 and 100 percent. Ten courts reported clearance rates 
falling between 90 and 95 percent, while four of the 43 
states reported clearance rates of less than 90 percent, 
with the 81.8 percent in Maryland marking the lowest 
reported rate for that year. 

To address the question of Whether the findings for 
1989 reflectshort-termorlong-term problemsofthestate 
courts, Text Table 1 includes the clearance rates of the 
general and limited jurisdiction courts of each state 
recorded in 1988, as well as the change between the two 
years. Clearance rates are similar in the two years for 

most general jurisdiction courts. Overall, however, courts 
lost ground in 1989, with 18 decliningclearance rates and 
13 increasing rates; in the remaining eight court systems 
there was no real change (1988 rates are unavailable for 
four states). 

Clearance rates can be calculated for the limited 
jurisdiction courts of 20 states. Courts in four states 
reported clearance rates of 100 percent or greater. The 
highest rate was 107.5 percent, recorded in Texas. In ten 
states, the clearance rate was between 95 and 100 
percent, and in a further three it was between 90 and 95. 
Limited jurisdiction courts in three states-califomia, 
Vermont, and Washington-reported lower clearance 
rates. The court systems of California and Washington 
also reported the lowest rates in 1987 and 1988. Overall, 
the pattern at both court levels is to experience declining 
clearance rates during a period of moderately expanding 
caseloads, suggesting that long-term rather than short- 
term factors underlie the difficulty in keeping pace with 
the flow of new cases. 

It remains the case that most courts at both levels 
failed to keep pacewiththe flow of newcase filings. Most, 
therefore, ended 1989 with a larger pending caseload 
than had been present at the start of the year. 

Part I: State Court Caseloads in 1989 9 



TEXT TABLE 1 : Trial Court Clearance Rates for Civil Cases, 1989 

State 

khyland 
Florida 

Utah 
California 

Delaware 
Tennessee 

Washi ton 
Puertonpiica 

North Carolina 
West Virginia 

Missouri 
New Hampshire 

Kentucky 
Pennsylvania 

Virginia 
Minnesota 

Maine 
Alaska 

Alabama 
New Jersey 

Illinois 
New Yotk 

Indiana 
Vermont 

North Dakota 
Rhode Island 

Nebraska 
Idaho 

Hawaii 
Ohio 

Kansas 

Wisconsin 
South Carolina 

colorado 
New Mexico 

Texas 
Oregon 
Arizona 

Michigan 
Disbict of Columbia 

Wyoming 
Arkansas 

Oklahoma 

G e n m i  Jurisdiction Courts 
1989 

81.8 
82.5 
85.1 
89.1 

90.1 
90.2 
90.9 
91.9 
92.3 
92.3 
93.2 
93.3 
93.3 
93.7 

95.0 
95.1 
95.4 
96.1 
96.1 
96.3 
97.0 
97.5 
97.8 
98.0 
98.3 
98.8 
98.9 
99.3 
99.5 
99.6 
99.7 

100.2 
100.8 
101.1 
101.3 
101.7 
101.9 
102.4 
102.9 
103.4 
107.2 
108.3 
108.7 

1988 

86.8 
85.6 
76.3 
87.5 

90.1 

86.6 
101.1 
93.5 
95.7 

88.1 
97.9 
98.5 

95.9 
100.8 
93.0 
92.4 

100.0 
99.6 
91.7 

108.1 
98.2 
99.9 
98.8 
98.3 

100.7 
100.5 
86.0 
99.7 
99.5 

101.2 
97.2 

102.3 
104.6 
96.8 

104.3 
101.1 
120.1 
100.4 
94.9 

Difference 

-5.0 
-3.1 
8.8 
1.6 

0 

4.3 
-9.2 
-1.2 
-3.3 

5.1 
. A 6  
-4.8 

-.9 
-5.6 
2.3 
3.6 

3.9 
-3.3 
5.3 

-10.6 
-.4 

-1.9 
-.4 
.5 

-1.8 
-1.2 
13.6 

-.2 
.3 

-1 .o 
3.6 

-1.2 
3.3 
4.9 

-1.4 
2.3 

-1 3.0 
7.9 

13.8 

State 

California 
Washington 

Vermont 

Kentucky 
Hawai 

North Dakota 

Florida 
Nebraska 

Arizona 
Indiana 

North Carolina 
Colorado 

South Carolina 
Puerto Rico 

West Virginia 
Delaware 

Virginia 
Alaska 

Ohio 
Texas 

Limited Jurisdlctlon Court0 
1989 1988 Olfferenoe 

74.7 74.1 .6 
76.3 76.8 -5 
88.2 93.3 -5.1 

90.8 93.2 -2.4 
92.3 91.3 1 .o 
92.5 91.5 1 .o 
95.0 
96.2 
96.4 
96.9 
96.9 
98.2 
98.2 
98.2 
98.4 
99.0 

91.6 3.4 
98.9 -2.7 
93.9 2.5 
93.2 3.6 
95.8 1.2 

102.9 -4.7 
102.9 4.7 
93.0 5.2 
96.4 2.0 

102.6 3 .6  

101.2 100.9 .4 
101.3 77.8 23.6 
101.9 102.8 -.9 
107.5 93.1 14.4 

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

Source: Table 9, Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1991 

The Composition of Civil Caseioads in 1989. 
Does the broad similarity in the rate at which civil cases 
are filed per 100,000 population imply that similar types 
of cases are before the different state courts? States 
structure their court systems in ways that are likely to 
affect caseload composition, as evident, for example, in 
the different procedures instituted for processing simple 
disputes involving relatively small sums of money and 
statutes governing the dissolution of marriages. Diver- 
gent economic bases may also result in some types of 
cases being more prevalent. Finally, how states collect 
court statistics will affect the relative prominence of 
specific civil case categories in the total civil caseload. 

Text Table 2 looks at the composition of civil 
caseloads for five representative states. Differences 

between states are more prominent than similarities. 
The percentage of civil cases filed through small claims 
proceedings is one strong point of contrast. Small claims 
refer to the dollar amount at issue and can draw in tort, 
contract, and real property rights cases. Consequently, 
the upper bound for such cases-which in 1989 ranged 
from $300 (Arkansas) to $1 0,000 (Tennessee)+vill have 
an impact on the proportion of cases filed as small claims 
(see Figure C, Part V). 

Connecticut and Kansas both set $1,000 as the limit 
for a small claims case. Yet, 30 percent of Connecticut's 
caseload and 13 percent of Kansas's are filed as small 
claims. Claims filed under the Kansas Code of Civil 
Procedure for Limited Actions (Chapter 61 cases), an 
alternative procedure for filing civil cases involving $5,000 
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TEXT TABLE 2: Composition of Clvil Caseloads: Five States 

Connecticut Florida 

a- Type 
Tort 8 % 11 % 

Contract 13 9 
Real Property 9 20 

Domestic Relations 14 28 
Estate 23 8 

Mental Health 2 2 
Small Claims 30 23 

TOTAL 100% 100 $6 

Filings per 
100,OOO population 6.498 6,895 

Maximum small daims 
dollar amount $1 .Ooo $2,500 

Kansas 

3 %  
41 
11 
20 
9 
3 

13 

100% 

5,910 

$1 ,OOO 

Minnesota 

5 %  
4 

14 
22 
7 
1 

46 

100% 

4,781 

$2,000 

North Dakota 

2 %  
22 
5 

36 
11 
4 

20 

100% 

4.969 

$2,000 

or less in Kansas, accounts for more than half (55 
percent) of allcivilcasesand 16.2 percent of alltorts, 86.1 
percent of all contract cases, and 70.8 percent of all real 
property rights cases.l0 Small claims account for about 
one-fifth of the civil caseloads in Florida and North 
Dakota. Minnesota's Conciliation Division, which handles 
cases of $2,000 or less, represents 46 percent of the civil 
caseload. 

Domestic relations cases form the largest caseload 
category in North Dakota (36 percent) and Florida (28 
percent) and the second largest category in Kansas and 
Minnesota. The Florida percentage is inflated somewhat 
relative to the other four states being examined because 
child supporVcustody is counted as a separate case in 
addition to the marriage dissolution proceedings from 
which they arise. \ 

Contract cases vary as a percent of the caseload in 
the five states. In Kansas, 41 percent of all civil cases 
involve contract disputes. Although distinguishing a tort 
from a contract case-for example, landlord and tenant 
disputes-can be difficult, the Kansas data collection 
forms make the distinction clear and the state has care- 
fully monitored tort case outcomes for some years. 
Therefore, the prevalence of contract cases is not just an 
artifact of how civil cases are categorized in the state. 

Tort cases, other than those filed as small claims, 
form a relatively small component of total civil caseload. 
Still, in Florida torts account for 11 percent of all civil 
cases and in Connecticut for 8 percent. Estate cases 
represent nearly one-quarter of civil cases in Connecti- 
cut,theonestateofthefivewithaseparateprobatecourt. 

In sum, small claims procedures attract a substantial 
share of state civil caseloads. Domestic relations tend to 
represent another substantial caseload category, but in 
some states these cases are overshadowed by contract 
or estate cases. Differences are stronger than similari- 

10. Office of Judiaal Administration, Annud Report of h e  Courts of 
Kansas: 198889 Fiscal Year, pp. 3-4. 

ties when caseload composition is compared, testifying 
to the diversity of court systems among the states. 

CRIMINAL FILINGS IN 1989. States reported 
12,533,207 new criminal case filings in 1989,28.5 per- 
cent incourtsof general jurisdiction. Casefiling datafrom 
Mississippi and Nevada were not available for 1989 and 
the caseload data reported by courts in many states 
either included other case types, particularly ordinance 
violations, or omitted case types that should be included, 
particularly DWI/DUI cases. Map 3 summarizes the im- 
pact this had on the general jurisdiction court data re- 
ported by each state. Generally, criminal case filing 
statistics are compiled less consistently than those de- 
scribing civil caseloads. 

The State Court Model Statistical Dictionary defines 
a criminal case as one in which a defendant is charged 
with theviolationof astate law. Subcategoriesofcriminal 
cases include felonies, misdemeanors, driving while 
intoxicated (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).ll 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 
boundover fortrial in anothercourt. Such cases are thus 
only counted once, as a filing in the court of general 
jurisdiction. 

Graph 2 displays the total criminal filings per 100,000 
population for states that report data from all courts with 

11. D. Rottman, R. Roper, and D. Knoebel, Srate Court Organization 
1987. Williamsburg, VA: National Center for State Courts, 1988, Table 
16, pp.221-239. 
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MAP 3: Comparability of Criminal Flllng Data In General Jurlsdlctlon Courts, 1989 

Source: Table 10. Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1991 

relevant subject matter jurisdiction.12 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. 120), 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 consider- 
ably. Rates per 100,000 population in 1989 range from a 
low of 1,661 reported by Kansas to a high of 17,780 
reported by Delaware. The same states defined the 
lower and upper bounds of the range in 1986,1987, and 
1988. The median filing rate is 4,951. The consistency 
in criminal filing rates between 1988 and 1989 at either 
extreme is quite noticeable. Seven jurisdictions report 
distinctively low rates of criminal filings: Kansas, Iowa, 
Colorado, Oklahoma, Missouri, Puerto Rim, and Michi- 
gan. The same seven jurisdictions also had the lowest 
filing rates in 1988. 

Rates that substantially exceeded the median are 
found in five states that reported more than 8,000 filings 
per 100,000 population: Arizona, Virginia, Texas, North 

12. Filing rates in Table 10, Part 111, are computed on the basis of stale 
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 filing rates. 

Carolina, and Delaware. Those states occupied the high 
end of the graph in 1987 and 1988 as well. 

The nearly ten-fold difference from lowest to highest 
rate and the dispersion around the median contrast 
sharply with the consistency 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 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. 243), describes, and Table 
10, Part Ill (p. 120), summarizes, the practice in each 
court with criminal jurisdiction. 

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 a complaint, informa- 
tion, or indictment; other states only count acase as filed 
when the defendant enters a plea. The unit of count is 
defined by (a) whether the filing document contains 
charges against 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 docu- 
ments that contain one charge, one incident, or multiple 
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GRAPH 2: Criminal Filings per 100,OOO Population in State Trial Courts, 1989 
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1 10.187 
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incidents. The number of defendants per case and the 
number of charges per charging document will also affect 
the number of cases reported as filed during a year.13 

Consideration of the unit of count and point of filing 
used to compile the statistics explains, in part, the rank- 
ing of individual states on Graph 2. The state with the 
lowest filing rate, Kansas, counts filings when the defen- 
dant enters a plea, a point later than the filing of the 
information or indictment used by most states. Hawaii (in 
the district court) is the only other state following that 
practice; it, too, has a relatively low filing rate. By 
contrast, Delaware (in its courts of limited jurisdiction, 
with the exception of the family court) and Virginia, states 
with high filing rates, tend to count each charge against 

13. A 1985 Directory Survey of General Jurisdiction Courts, carfledout 
by the US. Bureau of the Census for the Bureau of Justice Statistics, 
found that 80 percent of the courts based their felony count on 
defendants andthat75 percentof convicteddefendantswereconvicted 
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. 

each defendant as a separate filing. Hawaii is an ex- 
ample of a state that counts charges but has a relatively 
low filing rate, but its use of a later than typical point for 
taking that count may compensate for the effect of 
counting charges rather than incidents.14 Other states 
count codefendants charged with the same crime as a 
single case. That practice will tend to understate the filing 
rate relative to states basing their count on defendants. 
The ranking of Missouri, Oklahoma, Puerto Rim, and 
Wyoming among the states with the lowest filing rates 
may reflect their use of a unit of count that groups 
defendants into a single case for statistical reporting 
purposes. 

14. The high rate of criminal filings recorded in Delaware, however, 
meshes with that state’s rate of prison sentences per 100,000 popula- 
tion,whichisoneofthe highestinthenation. In 1989, Delawarereported 
344 sentences of imprisonment per 100,000 resident population, the 
seventh highest rate among the states. Lawrence Greenfield, Prisoners 
in 1989. Washington D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of 
Justice Statistics, 1990, 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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Thirteen of the states listed in Graph 2 adhere to the 
unit of count recommended in the State Court Model 
Statistical Dictionary: "count each defendant and all of 
the charges involved in a single incident as a single 
criminal case." Afurtherfive states count eachdefendant 
but merge multiple incidents into the same case. The 
practical impact of this on comparability among states is 
slight, since only a small proportion of defendants will 
face charges arising out of separate incidents. A simple 
test of how the unit of count affects the ranking of state 
criminal case filing rates can be made by looking where 
these 18 states are found in the 1989 ranking. Six are 
found in the bottom third of the ranking, six in the middle 
third, and six in the top third. This provides some 
reassurance that the underlying ranking of states has a 
meaning independent of the unit of count. 

For some states, it is difficult to estimate the impact 
of the unit of count when filing rates are viewed compara- 
tively. This occurs when the units of count are different at 
the general jurisdiction than at the limited jurisdiction 
level. It also occurs in states where the local prosecutor 
decides how cases will be counted. Then some districts 
or circuits will report counts based on charges, while 
others will draw up reports based on statistics describing 
indictments that may contain multiple charges. The 
absence of a standard unit of count within a state not only 
creates more difficulties for intrastate comparisons but it 
also complicates any interpretation of the filing rates 
shown in Graph 2. 

Thus, some of the variation found in Graph 2 is 
attributable to the impact of differences in how courts 
maintain statistical records, rather than to differences 
among states in crime rates or in the propensity to 
prosecute. State rankings also reflect the status of 
ordinance violation cases, which the definition of a crimi- 
nal case excludes from the count of a state's total criminal 
casel~ad.'~ 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 interspersed 
throughout 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, New Mexico, and the District of Colum- 
bia report high rates of both appeals (see Graph 4) and 
criminal filings, while Massachusetts and North Carolina 
report relatively high rates of criminal filing sand low rates 
of appeals. 

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 the median rate at which most states clustered. All 
four jurisdictions reported relatively high criminal filing 
rates. Hawaii, Illinois, Missouri, and Puerto Rico reported 
low filing rates for both civil and criminal filings. 

15. See State Coun Mode/ Statistical Dictionary, 7989. 

Clearance Rates for Crlmlnal Cases. Text Table 
3 summarizes the information on clearance rates avail- 
able from Table 10, Part Ill. Clearance rates are shown 
for the general jurisdiction courts of 40 states, the District 
of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Of these, five reported 
clearance rates greater than 100 percent: Nebraska 
(1 00.2 percent), Kansas (1 05.4 percent), Illinois (1 22.9 
percent), Montana (123.5 percent), and Utah (123.9 
percent). Fourteen jurisdictions, including the District of 
Columbia, reported clearance rates in the 95-100 per- 
cent range, with Ohio, Rhode Island, West Virginia, and 
Wyoming fractionally below 100 percent. Rates in the 
90-95 percent range were recorded in 12 states and 
Puerto Rico. Ten states reported clearance rates of 
lower than 90 percent, with South Carolina reporting the 
lowest clearance rate-72.5 percent. Thus, during 1989, 
only one state in ten managed to keep pace with the flow 
of newcasefilings, the remainder adding to the inventory 
of cases pending before their general jurisdiction trial 
courts. One state in four added a substantial block of 
cases. 

Limited jurisdiction courts, which in most states hear 
and decide the bulk of criminal caseloads (Table 10, Part 
Ill, (p. 120)), were no more successful in coping with the 
flow of new cases. In two of the 24 states included in Text 
Table3, theclearance rateexceeded loopercent. Seven 
states were in the 95-100 percent range and eight in the 
90-95 percent range. Seven of the 24 states reported 
limited jurisdiction court clearance rates of less than 90 
percent. 

Low clearance rates are perhaps to be expected in a 
year that saw criminal case filings rising at a more rapid 
rate than other major case types. The greater success 
courts experienced keeping pace with new civil filings is 
doubtlessly in large measure a reflection of the cushion 
provided by relatively stable caseload volume. Still, the 
pool of pending cases awaiting disposition by the courts 
continues to rise, and that in itself points to problems that 
merit concern and corrective action. Criminal cases are 
subject to more stringent time standards for case pro- 
cessing than are civil cases. Directing additional resources 
to the backlog of criminal cases is one solution, but it may 
simply displace the problem by imposing delay on civil 
litigants who want and are entitled to court adjudication of 
their disputes. 

One index of the severity of the problem confronting 
trial courts is the extent to which 1989 clearance rates 
compare to those recorded in the previous year. Among 
general jurisdiction courts, 20 reported lower rates in 
1989 than in 1988 and 14 reported higher rates. The 
clearance rates for the general jurisdiction courts of five 
states were essentially unchanged. Among limited juris- 
diction courts, the change was more evenly divided 
between increases and decreases: 11 states showed a 
decrease and eight an increase. Three were unchanged. 

The downward shifts at both court levels tended to be 
more substantial than shifts toward higher, improved 
clearance rates. The overall impression is of statewide 
court systems facing considerable difficulty in respond- 
ing to the growth in criminal filings. 
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TEXT TABLE 3: Trial Court Clearance Rates for Criminal Cases, 1989 

General Jurisdlction Courts 
State 

South Carolina 
Hawaii 

Tennessee 
Maryland 
Kentucky 

New Jersey 
Alaska 
Indiana 

Was hi ngton 
Wisconsin 

Puerto Rim 
Missouri 

Alabama 
Arizona 

Pennsylvania 
Oklahoma 

Vermont 
Virginia 

California 
Idaho 

North Carolina 
Maine 

Iowa 

Delaware 
New York 

North Dakota 
Oregon 

New Hampshire 
Michigan 
Colorado 

Minnesota 
New Mexico 

District of Columbia 
Wyoming 

Ohio 
West Virginia 
Rhode Island 

Nebraska 
Kansas 

Illinois 
Montana 

Utah 

1989 

72.5 
73.9 
83.2 
86.4 
86.7 
86.7 
87.4 
87.9 
88.4 
89.8 

90.3 
90.7 
91.4 
91.8 
93.0 
93.0 
93.2 
93.7 
93.8 
93.9 
94.1 
94.1 
94.4 

95.2 
95.2 
96.8 
97.1 
97.2 
97.4 
97.7 
98.1 
98.3 
99.2 
99.6 
99.6 
99.6 
99.7 

100.2 
105.4 
122.9 
123.5 
123.9 

1988 

91.3 
53.4 

89.8 
99.2 
89.5 
94.7 
95.5 
85.1 
93.0 

96.0 
89.2 
91.9 
95.5 
96.6 
89.4 
99.9 
95.5 
96.0 
96.1 
95.7 
91.2 
94.5 

104.3 
96.2 

100.5 
93.6 

99.7 
97.8 
97.2 
95.0 
97.4 
96.4 
97.7 

106.6 
81.0 

88.8 
106.0 
97.2 

110.4 

Difference 

-18.8 
20.5 

-3.4 
-1 2.5 

-2.8 
-7.3 
-7.5 
3.4 

-3.2 

-5.7 
1.6 
-.6 

-3.7 
-3.6 
3.7 

-6.6 
-1.8 
-2.2 
-2.3 
-1.6 
2.9 
-. 1 

-9.1 
-1 .o 
-3.7 
3.5 

-2.3 
-. 1 
.9 

3.2 
1.7 
3.1 
1.9 

-7.0 
18.7 

11.4 

25.7 
13.1 

-.6 

State 

Washington 
Louislana 
California 

Florida 
Kentucky 

Oregon 
Utah 

Maine 
New Jersey 

Alaska 
Michigan 

Indiana 
Maryland 
Alabama 

Puerto R i  

Rhode Island 
New Mexico 

North Carolina 
Nebraska 

Arizona 
Delaware 

Hawaii 

Virginia 
Kansas 

Limited Jurlsdictlon Courts 
1989 

74.6 
80.4 
81.4 
83.2 
89.2 
89.7 
89.9 

90.6 
91.3 
92.2 
92.2 
93.0 
93.3 
93.7 
94.2 

95.6 
95.7 
96.2 
96.5 
96.9 
98.0 
98.3 

108.1 
134.6 

1988 

73.1 
84.7 
82.4 
86.3 
94.7 
91.9 

88.9 
92.3 
95.6 
91.7 

101.6 

95.4 

88.0 
100.7 
97.3 
95.0 
92.4 
99.8 
92.5 

100.3 
112.7 

Difference 

1.4 
4.3 
-1 .o 
-3.1 
-5.5 
-2.2 

1.7 
-1 .o 
-3.4 

.6 
-8.5 

-1.3 

7.6 
-5.0 
-1.1 
1.6 
4.5 

-1.8 
5.8 

7.8 
21.9 

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

Source: Table 10. Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1991 

JUVENILE FILINGS IN 1989. The 1,463,410 juve- 
nile petitions filed during 1989 represent a small share 
(1.5 percent) of the total reported trial court caseload. 
Even when traffic and other 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 
special procedures (sometimes special jurisdiction trial 
courts) that have been established to hear cases involv- 
ing persons defined by state law as juveniles. The 
caseload 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 in an adult trial court when counting filings or 
dispositions.l6 

16. See State Cow7 Model Statistical Dictionary, 1989. 

Most states now decide juvenile petitions within a 
court of general jurisdiction, often in a specially desig- 
nateddivisionor department. As a result, more thantwo- 
thirds (70 percent) of all juvenile petitions were filed in a 
court of general jurisdiction, where they represent 7.8 
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 
jurisdiction can be found in Table 12, Part Ill (p. 137). 
Relevant statistics were not reported by Mississippi, 
Nevada, Oklahoma, and Tennessee. Map 4 describes 
the comparability across the remaining states of statis- 
tics on the number of juvenile petitions filed in 1989, 
based on the footnotes to Table 12. 

Juvenile caseloads emerge as the most variable 
component of state trial court caseloads. This describes 
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MAP 4: Comparability of Juvenile Filing Data, 1989 

ported are: 

Unavailable 

Incomplete 

Overindusive 

IncompleteDverii 

Complete 

Source: Table 12, Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1991 

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 1989. 

Graph 3 demonstrates the variability of the rate at 
which juvenile petitions were filed during 1989, with the 
rates calculated p e r  100,000 state residents age 17 or 
under. Forty-two states, the District of Columbia, and 
Puerto Rico are in~1uded.l~ 

Juvenile filing rates per 100,000 juvenile population 
vary widely from 651 in Montana and 682 in Puerto Rico 
to 7,025 in New Jersey. Hawaii, Utah, Alabama, and 
Virginia reported filing rates close to New Jersey's with 
rates that are nearly three times greater than the median 
filing rate of 2,035 reported by the courts of Indiana. 
Although there is a wide range in juvenile filing rates, 
most states are concentrated at relatively low levels 
surrounding the median.I8 

17. The Arkansas County Court, sitting as the juvenile court, had 
exclusive jurisdiction to handle juvenile petitions untilearly in 1987. The 
Arlcansas Supreme Court found that practice unconstitutional. Effec- 
tive 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. 
18. Duetoachangein howreactivatedchild-victim petitionsaretreated 
in the court's record system, filings of juvenile petitions in the Superior 
Court of the District of Columbia are incomplete and not included in the 
graph. The District of Columbia reported the largest juvenile filing rate 
in 1987 and 1988. 

What explains this diversity, so much greater than 
what was found for either civil or criminal filing rates? 
One factor is the divergent means and degrees to which 
states have established special procedures and courts to 
process cases involving delinquent juveniles. The com- 
position of "civil" and "criminal" as caseload categories 
does not differ significantly from state to state, with much 
the same type of cases forming the 1989 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 
through special juvenile court procedures in another. 

That difference is manifest in the age at which a 
person is no longer eligible for juvenile court handling. 
Most states define a juvenile as a person under age 18, 
often with exceptions based on the offense alleged. For 
example, Louisiana statutes define a juvenile as aperson 
under age 17, but a 15-yearold 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. Re- 
search consistently shows that involvement in crime 
peaks in the 15-17 age group. Arrest statistics show that 
15- to 19-year-olds represent 28.7 percent of those 
arrested for FBI index crimes and 8.2 percent of the 
national population.la Therefore, the choice of 17 rather 
than 19 as the point to transfer court jurisdiction, or even 
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GRAPH 3: Juvenile Filings per 100,OOO Juvenlle Population In State Trbl Courts, 1989 
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The following states are not included: DE, GA, Ms, NV, OK, SC, TN, TX. 

18, can significantly affect the relative number of juvenile 
as opposed to criminal court filings. 

Thirty-seven states and the District of Columbia 
terminate original juvenile delinquency jurisdiction in 
juvenile 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 17-year-old. Four states use 16 
as the threshold age dividing juvenile and adull status: 
Connecticut, New York, North Carolina, and Vermont. 

19. TIieauthorityforthe'peWatage 15-17in~minalacti~tyisTravjs 
Hirschi and Michael Gottfredson, "Age and the explanation of crime," 
American JoumalofSociologyVol. 89, No. 3 (November), 1983. The 
arrest percentage is calculated from Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
US. Deparbnent of Justice, Crime in the UniredSrares: Uniform Crime 
Reports 1987. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1988, Table 33, p. 174. 

The two latter groups of states have defined juvenile 
more narrowly than most states; this should be reflected 
in the size of their juvenile caseload. Graph 3 suggests 
that is indeed the case for the states that use 16 as a 
dividing line, 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 underlie variations in caseload. 
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 create 
a wide range of referral to petition ratios. Prosecutors 
have differing authority at the intake juncture, which also 
will have an impact on these ratios. The amount of judge 
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TEXT TABLE 4: 

State 

Florida 
Alaska 

Montana 
Alabama 
Colorado 

Indiana 

California 
Idaho 

Arkansas 
Hawaii 

Washington 

Maryland 
New Mexico 

Kansas 
Puerto Rm 

Missouri 
Connecticut 

Minnesota 
New Jersey 

Wisconsin 

Arizona 
Ohio 

Pennsylvania 
Illinois 
Texas 

District of Columbia 
Vermont 

West Virginia 

State 

Maryland 
Indiana 

Kentucky 
Delaware 
Michigan 

Maine 

Louisiana 
Rhode Island 

Texas 

Virginia 
Utah 

Alabama 

New York 
North Carolina 

Trlal Court Clearance Rates 
for Juvenlle Cases, 1989 

General Juriedictlon Court@ 
1989 1988 Difference 

68.8 69.4 -.6 
73.3 75.5 -2.2 
78.3 83.4 -5.2 
85.3 78.4 6.9 
86.9 87.9 -1 .o 
88.9 86.2 2.7 

90.5 95.9 -5.4 
91.5 98.7 -7.2 
92.1 100.7 -8.6 
92.3 96.9 4 . 6  
93.0 89.3 3.8 

95.3 
95.5 
95.9 
96.4 
96.5 
97.4 
97.5 
97.8 
99.3 

100.0 
100.2 
100.5 
100.6 
104.0 
104.4 
104.7 
114.4 

95.6 
100.5 
96.4 

100.7 

99.8 
99.7 
98.9 
98.1 

99.5 
97.6 
95.4 
75.5 

120.5 
100.4 
95.9 
88.7 

-.3 
-5.0 
-.5 

4 .2  

-2.3 
-2.2 
-1 .o 
1.2 

.5 
2.6 
5.2 

25.1 
-16.5 

4.0 
8.8 

25.8 

Umited Jurisdiction Courts 
1989 1988 Difference 

81 .o 85.7 4 . 7  
85.1 100.9 -15.8 
85.8 90.2 -4.3 
86.4 96.0 -9.6 
86.7 89.0 -2.3 
87.8 86.3 1.5 

90.7 93.3 -2.6 
91.1 91 .o .1 
92.7 100.8 8 . 2  

96.0 94.2 1.8 
97.4 100.5 -3.1 
99.0 93.6 5.4 

102.5 100.5 1.9 
104.5 106.6 -2.1 

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

Source: Table 12, Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1991 

time available and the size of probation officers' supervi- 
sion caseloads also may influence referral to petition 
ratios. Rural communities and states tend to file fewer 
petitions proportionately than more urban jurisdictions; 
their delinquent offenses may be less serious and more 
amenable to noncourt or informal handling. Some states 

permit direct filings of charges in a criminal court, particu- 
larly for juveniles who are charged with serious offenses, 
although the number of cases involved is 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 rou- 
tinely petitioned elsewhere. The differences can be 
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 bars in the graph distinguish filings in a court of 
general jurisdiction from those in courts of special or 
limited jurisdiction. All filings in Kentucky, Maine, Michi- 
gan, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York, North Caro- 
lina, Rhode Island, Utah, and Virginia were in a court of 
limited jurisdiction. Juvenile petitions in 27 of the states 
included on the graph were filed in a general jurisdiction 
court; Alabama, Alaska, Indiana, Louisiana, and Mary- 
land file juvenile cases at both court levels. 

The significance of juvenile petitions to the total state 
trial court caseload can be determined in 27 states, the 
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. When civil, crimi- 
nal, and juvenile filings are combined in those jurisdic- 
tions, the percentage share formed by juvenile petitions 
ranged from 2 percent in Arizona and North Carolina to 
16.5 percent in Hawaii. In 19 states and Puerto Rim, the 
share is in the 340-5 percent range.2o Larger shares are 
reported by the District of Columbia (6.6 percent), Kan- 
sas (7.2 percent), Kentucky (8.0 percent), Florida (6.4 
percent), Minnesota (14.0 percent), and Utah (12.3 per- 
cent); as noted previously, juvenile cases were most 
prevalent in the Hawaii caseload: 16.5 percent of4he 
total caseload and 39.8 percent of filings in the state's 
general jurisdiction 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 
juvenile case filings. Iowa and Missouri are distinctive for 
the degree to which low juvenile filings coincide with low 
criminal filing rates. 

Clearance Rates for Juvenlle Petltlons. Clearance 
rates for juvenile petitions, based on caseload statistics 
fromTable 12, Part Ill (p. 137),arepresentedinTextTable 
4 to address the question of whether juvenile petitions 
were being processed more expeditiously during 1989 
than were civil or criminal cases. The table also provides 

20. The 18 states in which juvenile filings represent 3 to 5 percent of 
totalcivil, criminal, and juvenile filings are: Alaska, California, Colorado, 
Connecticut, Idaho. Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Massachusetts, Michigan, 
Missouri, Nebraska, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, 
Vermont, Virginia, and Washington. The percentage share of each 
type of case will be affected by footnotes indicating hat statistics are 
incomplete or overinclusive in Tables 9, 10, and 12, Part 111. 
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the clearance rate each court recorded in 1988 to ascer- 
tain whetherwhat is reported for 1989 reflects short-term 
or long-term problems of the state courts. 

Clearance rates are available from 37 separate 
statewide court systems, the District of Columbia, and 
Puerto Rim. Those rates vary from a low of 68.8 percent 
in Florida to a high of 1 14.4 percent in West Virginia. Ten 
court systems reported clearance rates of 100 percent or 
greater, 12 reported rates between 95 and 100 percent, 
eight reported rates between 90 and 95 percent, and 12 
courts reported rates of less than 90 percent. In 1989, 
general jurisdiction courts fared slightly better than lim- 
ited or special jurisdiction courts in the degree to which 
they were able to keep pace with the flow of new cases. 
Most statewide court systems, however, ended 1989 
with larger pending juvenile caseloads than they had at 
the start of the year. 

Overall, state courts recorded somewhat greater 
success in coping with juvenile caseloads than with civil 
or criminal cases. That impression is reinforcedwhen the 
1989 clearance rates are compared to those found in 
1988. Where cases are heard in a general jurisdiction 
court, the clearance rate improved in ten states and 
declined in 12 states; it was unchanged in six. For courts 
of limited jurisdiction, the change between 1989 and 
1988 was more prone to be a deterioration, with nine 
states registering a decline, four an improvement, and 
one no change. 

That theme also emerges when the more extreme 
changes between the two years are examined. Two 
general jurisdiction courts recorded significant improve- 
ments to their clearance rates: Illinois, which rose from 
75.5 percent in 1988 to 100.6 percent in 1989, and West 
Virginia, which climbed from 88.7 to 114.4 percent. This 
contrasts with the decline in the clearance rates experi- 
enced by the limited jurisdiction courts of Indiana (from 
100.9 to 85.1 percent) and Delaware (from 96 to 86.4 
percent). However, the slight relative success general 
jurisdiction courts enjoy over limited jurisdiction courts in 
the juvenile area is not observed in previous years and 
the main finding for 1989 remains the difficulty courts 
generally are experiencing in disposing of as many 
juvenile cases as are being filed. 

Analyzin State and 

The uses of caseload statistics such as those just 
reviewed can extend beyond state comparisons to such 
topical issues as the relative workloads of the state and 
federal trial court systems. Therefore, before turning to 
the situation in the appellate courts, data from this report 
and from the Annual Report of the Directorof the Admin- 
istrative Office ofthe United States Courts, 1989are used 
to construct a federal versus state comparison. 

With the recent (April, 1990) Report of the Federaal 
Courts Study Committee, the continuing debate about 
the proper distribution of jurisdiction between federal and 
state courts has a new air of urgency and practical 
relevance. On the basis of the “goal [of a] principled 
allocation of jurisdiction,*‘ the committee proposed 

Federal 8 ourt Caseloads 

abolishing, with limited exceptions, federaldiversity juris- 
diction and curtailing federal drug prosecutions. 

Implementing the committee’s proposals requires 
that state courts assume responsibility for most diversity 
and drug cases now handled by federal courts. The 
committee acknowledges that state courts may also be 
overburdened. As a counterpoint to the committee’s 
analysis of federal court caseloads, we offer an estimate 
of the relative workload currently being handled by fed- 
eral courts as opposed to state  court^.^ 

Federal Versus State Trial Courts 
The analysis of federal and state workloads must be 

structured so that only the most similar and relevant 
aspects of each system’s caseload are compared. First, 
the appropriate basis for comparing the workload of the 
state and federal judiciary must be defined. Specifically, 
how can we take into account (1) variation in the types of 
cases handled and (2) jurisdictional restrictions within 
both state and federal courts? Second, once the focus is 
set, what is the most precise comparison that can be 
offered between the two systems? The combined 
workload of the U.S. district courts is contrasted with that 
faced individually by the general jurisdiction court sys- 
tems in four states-califomia, Michigan, North Caro- 
lina, and Oregon. Each of these states had the same or 
higher dollar amount jurisdiction as the threshold of civil 
diversity cases23 ($10,000) filed in U.S. district courts in 
1 989 F4 

MINIMIZING CASELOAD VARIATION. The com- 
parability of state and federal court systems is maximized 
when comparisons are limited to civil and criminal cases 
in the primary trial courts of each system: the U.S. district 
courts and state trial courts of general jurisdiction. This 
eliminates traffic and juvenile cases handled at any state 
court level, as well as all cases filed in limited jurisdiction 
trial  court^.^ On the criminal side, the U.S. district courts 
and the state trial courts of general jurisdiction both 
primarily handle felonies with some serious misdemeanor 

21. Report of fhe Federalstudy Comminee, p. 35. The committee was 
appointed by the Chief Justice at the direction of Congress. 
22. This issue is considered in more depth in Brian J. Ostrom and Geoff 
Gallas, ‘Case Space: Do Workload Considerations Support a Shift 
From Federal to State Court Systems,‘ 14 State Court Journal 3,1990, 

23. Such cases constitute 28.4 percent of the civil cases filed in US. 
district courts in 1988 (Annual Report of the Director of the Administra- 
tive Office of the United States Courts 1988, U.S. Government Printing 
Office, Washington, D.C., p. 9). The requirement as to amount in 
controversy applies only in diversity of citizenship cases (28 USC 
§1332), no amount in controversy is required for actions arising under 
the Constitution, laws, or treaties of the United States (28 USC 91 331). 
24. The$lO,OOO minimum dollar amount jurisdiction was true forcases 
involving federal diversity jurisdiction until May 19, 1989 when the 
minimum dollar amount rose to $50,000. The U.S. districtcourt reports 
statisticsonafiscalyearbasis(fisca1year 1989: July 1,1988June30, 
1989) so that the change in the minimum dollar amount was likely to 
have only a minimal affect on the filing rate in FY89. 
25. The issue of caseload comparability has been addressed for tort 
and contract cases in Victor Flango and Craig Boersema, Changes in 
Federal Diversity Jurisdiction: Effects on State Couri Caseload. 
National Center for State Courts, March 15, 1990, p. 41-64. 

pp. 15-22. 
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cases. It should be noted, however, that 17.5 percent of 
the total criminal caseload reported for the U.S. district 
courts consists of drunk driving and traffic offenses.% 

On the civil side, the state trial courts of general 
jurisdiction approximate the dollar limits and case types 
faced by the U.S. district courts in 1989. The similarity is 
greatest for tort, contract, and real property cases (here- 
after referred to as general civil).27 There are, however, 
differences in the remainder of the civil caseload. For 
example, domestic relations cases are a sizable portion 
of the general jurisdiction trial court civil caseload (see 
Text Table 2, p. 1 l ) ,  while being virtually nonexistent in 
the U.S. district courts. The degree of judicial involve- 
ment is minimal in the most common of these cases: 
uncontested domestic relations actions. U.S. district 
courts, however, also have jurisdiction over civil cases 
that typically require minimal judicial attention. These 
include most contract cases involving defaulted student 
loans, overpayment of veterans benefits, and social 
security disability claims, as well as section 1983 torts 
filed by state prisoners. Although obviously not a perfect 
match, civil and criminal filings in the state trial courts of 
general jurisdiction and the US. district courts offer a 
reasonable basis for comparison. 

risdictional restrictions also vary between the state and 
federal court systems. A civil case filed in a U.S. district 
court throughout most of fiscal year 1989 involving diver- 
sity of citizenship needed to involve a minimum dollar 
amount of $10,000. In contrast, state general jurisdiction 
courts often have no minimum dollar amount jurisdiction 
(see Figure C, Part V (p. 238)).1n 1989, the general 
jurisdiction courts in three states-Michigan, North Caro- 
lina, and Oregon-had minimum dollar amount jurisdic- 
tions of $1 0,000, while the general jurisdiction courts in 
California had a minimum dollar amount jurisdiction of 
$25,000. The general jurisdiction courts in these four 
states thus mirror the 1989 requirement of a $10,000 
minimum amount-in-controversy for all diversity actions 
filed in U.S. district courts. Moreover, while very few 
other civil case types filed in the U.S. district courts have 
a minimum dollar amount requirement, studies indicate 

MINIMIZING JURISDICTIONAL DIVERSITY. JU- 

26. Since it was impossible to separate the aiminal drunk driving from 
the other traffic offenses, all of these cases have been included in the 
total criminal filings figure for the US. district courts. Drunk driving 
violations are a very small component of the total criminal filing figures 
for state courts of general jurisdiction. Of the 58 general jurisdiction 
state trial courts reporting criminal data, 29 have no jurisdiction over 
drunk driving cases, six did not report drunk driving offenses, and an 
additional six courts reported only partial totals. 
27. In the Flango and Boersema study, supre note 25, p. 41-64, some 
differences in caseload composition between state and federal courts 
are reported. Fortortcases itwas foundthatstatecourts have agreater 
proportion of personal injury casesand asmaller proportion of asbestos 
cases than federal courts. Most contract cases filed in state courts tend 
to involve smaller amounts-incontroversy than contract cases filed in 
the federal courts. They conclude, with the exception of asbestos cases 
and high dollar contract cases, .... one case eliminated from federal 
courtcan becounted as onecaseadded tothedocketsof statecourts." 
(P. 60) 

that the $10,000 figure represents a minimum dollar 
amount in most nondiversity federal civil case types.28 
Assuming that dollar-amount-in-controversy and com- 
plexity are related, focusing on these states reduces 
concern about whether the general jurisdiction civil 
workload can legitimately be compared to the federal 
court workload. 

Moreover, the issue of case mix can be addressed by 
examining states with dollar amount jurisdiction similar to 
that of the federal trial courts. Felony, tort, contract, and 
real property rights cases tend to consume more court 
resources than other criminal and civil cases. It has been 
estimated that, except for asbestos cases and high- 
dollar-amount contract cases, there is a rough equiva- 
lence between the general civil caseload handled in the 
state court and federal court systems.a Since the four 
states to be examined report more detailed information 
on the components of civil and criminal caseloads than 
are available in the national general jurisdiction state trial 
court totals, specific comparisons can be made. 

U.S. DISTRICT COURTS VERSUS GENERAL JU- 
RISDICTION COURTS IN CALIFORNIA, MICHIGAN, 
NORTH CAROLINA, AND OREGON. Text Tables 5 and 
6 offer the most precise comparison between the two 
systems: the minimum dollar amount jurisdiction is com- 
parable, general civil filings (tort, contract, and real prop 
erty cases) are distinguished from total civil filings, and 
felony filings are distinguished from total criminal filings. 
As can be seen in Text Table 5, total civil filings, as well 
as the general civil component, are larger for the com- 
bined US. district courts than in the general jurisdiction 
courtsof three of the four states being examined (Califor- 
nia is the noteworthy exception).30 

Since population adjusted comparisons would not 
be informative, and to stay within the spirit of the Federal 
Study Committee's report, the analysis now turns to an 
examination of available judicial resources. Consider- 
ation of filings per judge considerably alters the interpre- 
tation (Text Table 6). All four states have more than 

28. Flango and Boersema, supra note 25, unpublished data. 
29. Flango and Boersema, supr8 note 25, p. 60. 
30. As discussed earlier in the report, differences in the method of case 
countbetweencourtsmayaffectthecomparabilityofdata. With respect 
to civil caseloads, the four states in this study, as well as nearly all other 
states, and the federal courts use the same method of civil case count: 
the complaint or petition that begins an action. 

That degree of uniformity does not extendlapply to criminal cases. 
The recommended method for counting state court criminal case filings 
is to count each defendant and all charges involved in a single incident 
as a single case. This is the method used by the majority of the nation's 
general jurisdiction state trial courts, including those in California and 
Michigan. The general jurisdiction courts in Oregon and North Carolina 
alsousethismethodofcriminalcasecountinthemajorityof theirjudicial 
districts. The content of theaiminalcase count in the remaining judiaal 
districts of these two states 'vaies with the prosecutor.' The exact 
magnitude cannot be determined. At most, however, in a few judicial 
districts the criminal caseload count reflects a count of charges, as 
opposed to incidents, and thus inflates the state totals. To maintain 
comparability with the state courts, we count each criminal defendant in 
the U.S. district courts as a separate case. 
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TEXT TABLE 5: Caseloads of U.S. District Courts Versus Four States (All General Jurisdiction Trial 
Courts), 1989 

All U.S. 
District Courts 

Filed 
Civil 

Tort 42,090 
Contract 6 1,975 
Real Properly 1 1,217 

Total General 
Civil 115,282 

Total Civil 233,529 

Criminal 
Felony 45,591 
Misdemeanor 15,260 
Total 60,851 

Total General 
Civil + Felony 160,873 

Grand Total Civil 
+ Criminal 294,380 

Judges 

575 
575 
575 

575 

575 

575 
575 
575 

575 

575 

California Michigan North Carolina Oregon 
General Juris. General Juris. General Juris. General Juris. 
Trial Courts Trial Courts Trial Courts Trial Courts 

Filed Judges 

131,900 789 
(in total avil) 

2,161 789 

134,061 789 

672,630 789 

132,486 789 
No Jurisdiction 

132,486 789 

266,547 789 

805,116 789 

Flled Judges 

32,663 171 
32,711 171 

(in contract) 

65,374 171 

183,897 171 

60,048 171 
(in felony) 

60.048 171 

125.422' 171 

243,945 171 

Filed 

7,879 
5,853 
1,260 

14,992 

1 10,998 

62,752 
4,658 

67,410 

77,744 

178,408 

Judges Filed Judges 

77 (in general Civil) 
77 
77 

77 25,157 87 

77 85.515 87 

77 27,248 87 
77 No Jurisdiction 
77 27,248 87 

77 52.405 87 

77 112,763 87 

'Includes both misdemeanor and felony criminal filings. 

TEXT TABLE 6: Filings er Judge, U.S. District Courts and Four States (General Jurisdlction Trlal 
Courts ! otal General Civil, Total Civil, and Criminal), 1989 

Clvil 
Tort 
Contract 
Real Property 

Total General 
Civil 

Total Civil 

Crimlnal 
Felony 
Misdemeanor 
Total 

Total General 
Civil + Felony 

Grand Total Civil 
+ Criminal 

All U.S. 
District Courts 

Filings 
per Judge 

73.2 
107.8 
19.5 

200.5 

406.1 

79.3 
26.5 

105.8 

279.8 

51 2.0 

California 
General Juris. 

Trial Courts 

Filings 
per Judge 

167.2 
(in civil) 

2.7 

169.9 

852.5 

167.9 
No Jurisdiction 

167.9 

337.8 

1,020.4 

Michigan 
General Juris. 

Trial Courts 

Filings 
per Judge 

191.0 
191.3 

(in contract) 

382.3 

1,075.4 

351.2 
(in felony) 
351.2 

733.5' 

1.426.6 

North Carolina 
General Juris. 

Trial Courts 

F I I i n g s 
per Judge 

102.3 
76.0 
16.4 

194.7 

1,441.5 

81 5.0 
60.5 

875.5 

1,009.7 

2.31 7.0 

Oregon 
General Juris. 

Trial Courts 

F I I I n g s 
per Judge 

(in general civil) 

289.2 

982.9 

313.2 
No Jurisdiction 

313.2 

602.4 

1.296.1 

'Indudes both misdemeanor and felony criminal filings. 
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twice the total civil filings per judge in their general 
jurisdictioncourts than the U.S. district courts. Therefore, 
while the number of total civil filings is higher in all U.S. 
district courts than in three of the four state trial courts of 
general jurisdiction being analyzed, actual workload per 
judge is substantially higher in all four state court sys- 
tems. 

Similar results emerge when the scope is narrowed 
to filingsper judge forthose specificcase types that make 
most intensive use of judicial resources: general civil and 
felony cases. That is, when the analysis focuses exclu- 
sively on tort, contract, real property rights, and felony 
case filings per judge, US. district court judges handle a 
workload 82 percent the size of general jurisdiction 
judges in California and 46 percent of Oregon general 
jurisdiction judges (Text Table 6). General jurisdiction 
courts in Michigan and North Carolina feature even 
higher felony and general civil filings per judge than U.S. 
district judges. These numbers gain significance when it 
is noted that, on average (for these four states as well as 
the nation as a whole), civil and criminal filings comprise 
less than 50 percent of all cases (civil, criminal, traffic, 
and juvenile) handled by general jurisdiction state judges. 

Looking at criminal cases, the U.S. district courts 
handle 67 percent more felony cases than the Oregon 
circuit courts, the smallest of the four states (Text Table 
5), although the Oregon general jurisdiction court system 
has approximately one-seventh as many judges and 
thus much higher per judge felony criminal workloads 
(Text Table 6). The other three state courts handle 
substantially more felony cases, both in terms of total 
filings and filings per judge, relative to the U.S. district 
courts.3’ 

Discussion 
While the U.S. district courts handle a larger number 

of civil cases than three of four states examined, U.S. 
district judges have far smaller civil caseloads than state 
general jurisdiction judges in any of the four states. 
Examining just the felony component indicates that U.S. 
district court caseloads tend to be substantially smaller 
both in the absolute number of filings and on a per judge 
basis than that handled by general jurisdiction courts in 
California, Michigan, North Carolina, and Oregon. 

These last points are particularly relevant for those 
who propose acaseload shift from federal to state courts. 
Although the number of civil cases involved would be 
small relative to a state’s total civil caseload, the case 
types, primarily tort and contract, are arguably more time 
and resource intensive than the average state civil case 

31. This result is consistent across all states for general jurisdiction 
courts. For the 45 general jurisdiction state courts reporting felony 
filings in 1989, the average number filed was 34,095. As noted earlier, 
the average number of general jurisdiction judges for all slates was 
about 170, less than one-third the number in the U.S. district courts. 
The total number of felony defendants handled in all U S .  district courts 
in 1989 by 575 judges was 45,591. 

and would be sent to state courts where filings per judge 
are generally far higher than in the federal courts. Simi- 
larly, those who argue that the federal courts are already 
overwhelmed with criminal cases and that most drug 
cases filed in the federal courts should be transferred to 
the state courts find little comfort in the comparative 
workload measures presented here. While, as a matter 
of principle, the state courts may be a more appropriate 
forum, the proposed shift threatens the viability of the 
state courts. 

7 Trial Courts in 1989: A Summa 
State trial court filings increased in 19 9. The 

increase was greatest for criminal cases, especially 
those filed in general jurisdiction courts (an increase of 
4.7 percent). Civil case filings increased slightly, with a 
larger increase in limited than in general jurisdiction 
courts. The increase parallels the experience of appel- 
late courts, which reported 3.5 percent more filings in 
1989 than in 1988. 

States experienced quite similar civil filing rates in 
1989. Most states reported civil filing rates close to the 
median of 6,309 per 100,000 population. Greater varia- 
tion was present for criminal filing rates. The range was 
from 1,661 to 17,780 per 100,000 population, with only 
moderate concentration around the median of 4,951 
filings. Greater variation still characterized juvenile filing 
rates. States’ filing rates were scattered across a range 
from 651 to 7,025 filings per 100,000 juvenile population 
in 1989. 

The differences among states reflect both real varia- 
tion 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 civil, criminal, and juvenile 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 prac- 
tices all differ among states in ways that affect the 
number of cases reaching the courts. Differences in 
rates of offending, state law, and state law enforcement 
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 low 
rates for 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 1989 trial court 
caseload statistics is low clearance rates. Many, per- 
haps most courts are experiencing diff iculty in keeping up 
with the inflow of new cases. The number of new cases 
filed in 1989 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 jurisdic- 
tion than for general jurisdiction courts. 
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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 re- 
corded during 1989 as the cases filed in that year reach 
judgment. 

Appellate Court Caseloads in 1989 

The number of appeals filed is small relative to the 
large pool of trial court dispositions. Most civil cases are 
settled by the parties themselves and many criminal 
cases are dismissed, precluding appeals. Further, the 
size of the financial stake in the majority of civil cases and 
the severity of the potential penalty in most criminal 
cases make an appeal unlikely even in a case resolved 
by court decision. 

States differ, however, in what can be appealed as a 
matter of right to the appellate  court^.^ Contrary to the 
conventional wisdom that appeals arise almost exclu- 
sively from trial verdicts, studies show that nontrial pro- 
ceedings can account for as much as 70 percent of civil 
appeals and 80 percent of criminal appeals in state 
intermediate appellate  court^.^ This is important for the 
study of caseloads. First, statesdefine the right of appeal 
quite differently. For example, some states permit ap- 
peals in a criminal case from a plea of guilty or of the 
sentence only, which affects the composition and size of 
their appellate caseloads. Second, the link between trial 
court dispositions and appellate filings is shaped in the 
short term by legislative initiatives in areas like sentenc- 
ing reform and tort reform. Third, the first level appeals 
courts at the federal level have been characterized as 
experiencing a "crisis in volume," exacerbated in recent 
years by drugcases.% Does this apply to the statecourts? 
If so, is it more applicable in some states than others and 
why? 

This section begins with a summary of overall activity 
within the state appellate courts. Distinctions in appellate 
court structure (the roles of courts of last resort and 
intermediate appellate courts) and the manner in which 
new cases reach appellate courts (Le., mandatory ap- 
peals and discretionary petitions) are explained.% An 

appraisal is also given of the overall completeness and 
comparability of the appellate caseload data. The mag- 
nitude and composition of total state appellate caseloads 
are then described, looking first at mandatory appeals 
and then at discretionary petitions. The main conclu- 
sions are summarized at the end. 

Overview 
State appellate courts reported 229,571 filings in 

1989: 167,797 mandatory appeals and 61,774 discre- 
tionary petitions. Filing data are available for all 95 courts 
of last resort (COLRs) and intermediate appellate courts 
(IACs) in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.3B 
There was a 3.5 percent increase in total appellate filings 
between 1988 and 1989. Overall, COLR filings in- 
creased by 2.2 percent and IAC filings by 4.1 percent. 
The increase was strongest for mandatory appeals filed 
in IACs: IACs with relevant data for both years reported 
4.3 percent more appeals in 1989 than in 1988. Filings 
of mandatory appeals in COLRs increased by 0.5 per- 
cent. IAC discretionary petitions increased by 2.2 per- 
cent and COLR discretionary appeals by3.2 per~ent.~'The 
connection between caseload composition and appel- 
late structure is important for any consideration of the 
work, operations, and problems of appellate courts na- 
tionally. 

Appellate Court Structure 
and Jurisdiction in 1989 
The conventional wisdom on appellate court reform 

is that there are two basic functions that determine the 
appropriate role and structure of state appellate systems: 
(1) the review of specific trial court proceedings tocorrect 
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 discretionary 
petitions. Where the volume of cases exceeds the 
COLR's capacdy, an IAC should assume the error cor- 

32. Joy Chapper and Roger Hanson, Intermediate Appellate Courts: 
lmproving Case Processing. Williamsburg, VA: National Center for 
State Courts, 1990, p. vi. 
33. Chapper and Hanson, supra note 32, pp. 6-7. 
34. See the analysis by the Federal Court Study Committee on pages 
109-1lO(butseealsothedissenting minority'srejoinderon p. 123). Of 
course, the issue extends to the types of appeals that form appellate 
court caseloads and their varying implications for appellate workload. 
35. The functional distinction between mandatory and discretionary 
jurisdiction is that mandatory cases are 'appeals of righr that the 
appellate court must hear and decide on the merits. In discretionary 
jurisdiction matters, the appellate court must first decide whether to 
grant a petition of final judgment. Discretionary petitions that are 
granted by the appellate court are then given full plenary consideration 
in the same manner as mandatory cases. 

36. Puerto Rim reports trial courtbut not appellatecourtstatistics tothe 
NCSC Court Statistics Project. 

m e r  proceedings such as rehearinq/reconsideration requests, 
motions, bar admissions, and the like are not included in the appellate 
caseload count. 
37. United States courts of appeal experienced a 3 percent increase in 
filings between 1988 and 1989. The overall increase in appeals was 
largely attributable to a substantial jump in criminal appeals from the 
disbict courts. These appeals climbed 27 percent due primarily to the 
implementation of new sentencing guidelines. Want's Fderal-State 
Directoty, 1991 Edition, p. 179. 
38. The perspective is put forward in several authorita~ve texts that 
vary in nuance. The summary here is derived from the American Bar 
Association, Standards Relating to Court Organization, ABA, 1974, pp. 
1-10. 
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rection function and the COLR should, by the exercise of 
its discretion to review all manner of petitions, develop 
the law.39 

The influence of this perspective on state court 
systems is evident in current appellate court structures. 
All states have established by constitution a court of last 
resort (COLR), usually named the supreme court. The 
COLR has the final jurisdiction over all appeals within the 
state. Thirty-eight states have responded to caseload 
growth by establishing one or more intermediate appel- 
late courts to hear appeals from trial courts and adminis- 
trative agencies, as specified in state law or at the 
direction or assignment of the COLR. Twenty-five of 
these states established their IACs since 1958. Yet, 
despitethecommoncontexts inwhichtheywerecreated, 
careful examination reveals complex differences in the 
allocation of jurisdiction between COLRs and IACs. 

The consequences of these differences are high- 
lighted when one matches appellate structure with juris- 
diction. The matching process produces four categories 
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 1989 
appellate caseload is as shown in Chart 4. Nineteen 
percent of all filings were discretionary petitions to COLRs 
and 11 percent of all filings took the form of mandatory 
appeals to COLRs. Mandatory appeals to IACs repre- 
sented 62 percent of the total state appellatecaseload for 
the year, while 8 percent consisted of discretionary 
petitions 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. It is 
therefore useful to highlight some important dimensions 
on which state appellate court systems differ before 
turning to 1989 appellate filings and clearance rates. 

The first dimension is the number of courts estab- 
lished 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 haveone COLR 
and one IAC. Texas and Oklahoma have separate 

39. This perspective has clearly applied with great force to the federal 
system. The US. circuit courts of appeals were established in 1891 as 
IACs 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 eliminates the mandatory jurisdic- 
tion of the Supreme Court." Seven states had established an IAC 
before 1891 : Illinois, Louisiana, Missouri. New Jersey, NewYork,Ohio, 
Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National Affairs, 1981. p. 9). 

CHART 4: Appellate Case Filings, 1989 

COLR-Disaetionary 
I 19% 

LR-Mandatory 
11% 

IAC- 

IAC-Mandatory\ / 1 62Y0 

COLRs for criminal and civil cases, and one IAC. four 
states have established multiple IACs. Alabama and 
Tennessee maintain separate courts for civil and criminal 
appeals, while Pennsylvania divides jurisdiction between 
its commonwealth court and its superior court on the 
basis of subject matter. New York divides jurisdiction 
between its two IACs primarily by the trial court from 
which the appeal is taken. 

Map 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 how 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 total of 229,571 appellate court case filings 
reported in 1989 is not definitive since there is both 
undercounting in some courts and double counting in 
others. Table 1 , Part Ill (p. 60), reviews the quality of the 
caseload information used to generate the national to- 
tals. Other tables in Part Ill provide information on 
mandatory appeals, discretionary petitions, and opinions 
reported by state appellate courts, noting instanceswhere 
court statistics are incomplete, overinclusive, or simulta- 
neously incomplete and overinclusive. The most serious 
problem is counts that are overinclusive because discre- 
tionary petitions granted by the court cannot be sepa- 
rated from mandatory appeals. 

The 1989 totals for the appellate courts of individual 
states can be found in Table 2, Part Ill (p. 62), which 
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MAP 5: Appellate Court Structures, 1989 

Source: Court structure charts in Part IV 
National Center for State Courts, 1991 

Court Structure 

1 COLR and 1 IAC 

1 COLR and 2 IACs 
2 COLRand 1 IAC 

4 

COLR only 

1 COLR and 1 IAC 

1 COLR and 2 IACs 
2 COLR and 1 IAC 

MAP 6: Appellate Court Caseload Jurlsdlctlon, 1989 

Source: Court structure charts in Part IV 
National Center for State Courts, 1991 
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GRAPH 4: Total Appellate Filings per 100,OOO Populatlon, 1989 
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The following states are not included: KS. NJ, PA, PR, VA, UT. 

reports the number of mandatory appeals filed and 
disposed of, the number of petitions that were filed and 
disposed of, and the number of petitions granted (and 
previously granted petition dispositions). Tables 3 (Part 
Ill (p.76)), 4 (Part I l l  (p. 82)), and 5 (Part Ill (p. 88)) report 
more detailed information on, respectively, mandatory 
appeals, discretionary petitions, and discretionary peti- 
tions granted. Table 6 (Part Ill (p. 94)) displays informa- 
tion on opinions reported by the state appellatecourts. 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 Composition of 
Appellate Court Caseloads in 1989 
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, 63 were discretionary petitions. 
This contrasts with the IAC caseload, in which only 12 of 
every 100 filings were discretionary petitions. IACs are 
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clearly the workhorsesof state appellate systems. Three- 
quarters (75.8 percent) of appellate filings in states with 
both a COLR and an IAC went to the IAC.Q 

The issue next considered here is whether differ- 
ences in appellate structure are associated with particu- 
lar caseload 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 because the answers 
help determine when like is being compared with like in 
appellate systems. They also speak to whether appellate 
court reform has had its intended impact. 

Graph 4displayscasefilingsper 100,OOOpopulation 
in the appellate courts of 45 states and the District of 
Columbia. The information used to generate the graph 
can be found in Table 2, Part Ill (p. 62). The two main 
conclusions that can be drawn from the information are 
that overall appellate caseloads are broadly similar across 
the states once adjusted for state population size and 
that particular appellate structures are not closely linked 
to high or low caseloads." 

States with only one appellate court are readily 
identified in Graph 4. The bar representing their case 
filings has either one or two sections. Filing rates per 
100,000 population in those 11 states and the District of 
Columbia tend to be lower than in states with a two-level 
appellate system. The difference is not absolute. Ne- 
vada and Vermont have filing rates above the median, as 
do West Virginia (which has entirely discretionary juris- 
diction) and the District of Columbia (which has the 
highest filing rate). 

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, Montana, 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, Mississippi, South Dakota, and 
Vermont were overwhelmingly in the form of mandatory 
appeals. The COLRs in New Hampshire and West Vir- 
ginia have solely discretionary jurisdiction, but most of 
the work of a COLR in a one-tier appellate system is to 
decide mandatory appeals. 

Appellate filings in about half of the states with one 
COLR and one IAC conform to the standard perspective 
on appellate stmcture 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 appeals." 

Six states offer a very different pattern, with most 
filings in the COLR rather than the IAC: Alaska, Hawaii, 
Idaho, Iowa, North Dakota, and South Carolina. Alaska 
offers an example. In that state, 46percent of mandatory 
appeals and 80 percent of discretionary petitions were 
filed in the COLR (Table 2, Part Ill (p. 62)). That 
concentration applieswith particular force to those states 
in which the IAC hears cases on assignment from the 

Alabama and Tennessee have separate IACs for 
civil and criminal appeals. The 1989 caseload in Tennes- 
see 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. 

40. A second appeal is possible in most states with a twetier appellate 
system. This means h t a c a s e  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 review by the COLR of an unfavorable IAC 
decision. One study conduded that between one-fifth and onshalf 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 state Appellate Courts: Problems and 
Responses, Williamsburg, VA: National Center for State Courts, 1979, 
pp. 54-55. 
41. Graph 4 overstates the presence of mandatory appeals relative to 
discretionary petitions in appellate court caseloads. The footnotes to 
Table 2, Part 111, indicate that the number of mandatory appeals is 
overinclusive, encompassing all discretionary petitionsfor these courts: 
Arkansas Supreme Court, Illinois Appellate Court, Iowa Supreme 
Court, Kansas Court of Appeals, Michigan Court of Appeals, Maine 
Supreme Judicial Court, Nebraska Supreme Court, New York Appel- 
late Division of the Supreme Court, New York Terms of the Supreme 
Court, and the Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals. 

42. This describes the appellate systems of Arizona, Colorado, Florida, 
Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Kentudcy, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesote. 
Missouri, New Mexico, Ohio, Oregon, Washington, and Wisconsin. 
The statesof California, Georgia, Louisiana, Massachusetts, andNorth 
Carolina adhere to only part of the perspective. Dimtionary petitions 
form a larger than typical share of IAC filings. 
43. 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. The 
Alaska COLR has mandatory jurisdiction to hear civil appeals and 
discretionary jurisdiction over other appellate case types, while that 
state's IAC has mandatory jurisdiction over criminal cases but no 
jurisdiction in avil cases. In Oklahoma, all appeals in a i l  cases are 
directed to the supreme court, which then transfers cases to the court 
of appeals, the state's IAC. With the exception of Alaska, these states 
have relatively low rates of total appellate filings per 100,000 popula- 
tion. 
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There is much diversity in the composition of state 
appellate caseloads, reflecting in part, how states have 
responded to increases in the volume of case filings. The 
available statistical evidence suggests that state appel- 
late caseloads doubled in the 1960s and then again in the 
1970s and grew at a more modest pace in the 1 9 8 0 ~ . ~  
Some states mnform to the standard perspective on 
structuring and allocating jurisdiction to their appellate 
courts. Other patterns can be identified, however, even 
among states with two-tier systems. Local circumstances 
and needs shaped appellate court organization and 
subject matter jurisdiction in many states. For example, 
the bulk of the appellate burden remains on the COLR in 
some states (e.g. Alaska where the IAC has no civil 
jurisdiction); while other states (e.g. Hawaii, Idaho, Iowa, 
South Carolina) retain substantial mandatory jurisdiction 
in their COLRs, which assign cases to the IAC; and still 
others allocate significant discretion to their IACs. 

Reported filing levels also are influenced by court 
rules, definitions of appellate jurisdiction, methods of 
counting filings, the incidental appellate jurisdiction as- 
signed 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, and the degree to which nontrial 
proceedings, such as guilty pleas or summary judg- 
ments, are subject to appeal. Variation in these factors 
will cause differences among states in filing rates. 

The use of filing rates per 100,000 population facili- 
tates comparisons but obscures the extraordinary con- 
centration of appellate caseloads in a small number of 
states. More than one-half of all appellate filings in 1989 
(53.1 percent) were in these eight states: California, 
Florida, Illinois, Louisiana, Michigan, New York, Ohio, 
and Texas. To gauge the degree of concentration that 
this represents, it can be noted that those eight states 
account for 45.4 percent of the national population and 
44.6 percent of appellate judgeships in that year. Conse- 
quently, although some states must cope with particu- 
larly large volumes of appeals, the appellate burden is 
not greatly disproportionate to those states' share of the 
national population. Because judgeships seem to be 
more closely distributed among states, according to 
population size than are appellatecases, the above eight 
states tend to have higher than typical rates of filings per 
judge, exacerbating the problems of large caseloads. 

Further, the sheer volume of appellatecases in those 
states makes the prospect of expanding caseloads par- 
ticularly worrisome. A parallel growth in judgeships, 
support staff, and courtrooms is not necessarily feasible 
or even desirable in the eight states. As the Federal Court 
Study Committee (1 990, p. 6) observes, a court system 
"cannot cope with a surge in the 'demand' for its services 
in the way a business does" by raising the price for its 

44. 'State appellate caseloads have, on the avenge. doubled every 
ten years since the Semnd World War.' American Bar Association, 
Judicial Administration Division, Standenis Relating to Appellate Delay 
Redudion, Chicago: American Bar Assodation, 1988. p. 11. 

products and expanding output. In particular, the nature 
of the work that courts perform imposes an upper limit on 
the size of the judiciary. The committee identifies the 
dilemma of responding to burgeoning federal court 
caseloads as: 

The more trial judges there are, the more appeals 
judges there must be; the more appeals judges there 
are, the higher the rate of appeal, because it becomes 
more difficult to predict the behavior of the appellate 
court; the more appeals there are, the more difficult 1 
is for the Supreme Court to maintain some minimum 
uniformity of federal decisional law . . . (1 990, p. 7). 

The committee's analysis has particular relevance 
for states like California and New Yo&, which have 
divided their intermediate appellate courts into regional 
districts or divisions. The more general applicability of 
the committee's analysis and concerns is difficult to 
determine from the available data. 

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 (the clearance rate). 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 ap- 
peals and number of petitions is then brought together by 
adding the numberof petitionsgrantedduring 1989 to the 
number of mandatory 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 1989. 
States reported 167,797 mandatory appeals in 1989,15 
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 47 
states and the District of Columbia, basedon the informa- 
tion presented in Table 3, Part Ill (p. 76). Filings are 
expressed as rates per 100,000 population; COLR filings 
are differentiated from IAC filings. The resulting range is 
substantial, from 23 p e r  100,000 population in North 
Carolina to 251 per 100,000 population in the District of 
Columbia. The median rate is 71 , with over one-half of 
the states (25 of 45) falling within a band that includes 
Kansas (53 filings per 100,000 population) and Nebraska 
(93 filings per 100,000 population). These constitute 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 or the 
Great Plains; and tend to have a COLR with little or no 
discretionary jurisdiction. Yet, the 10 states meeting 
those criteria (excluding New Hampshire and West Vir- 
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GRAPH 5: Mandatory Filings per 100,OOO Population, 1989 
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ginia which lack mandatory appellate jurisdiction) are 
scattered on the graph." 

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 

45. Mississippi (a), Rhode Island (G), and Maine (44) are at the low 
end; South Dakota (54), falls below the median rate of 71; Delaware, 
Montana, and Wyoming are located above the median; and Nebraska 
(93), Nevada (90). and Vermont (109) show rates considerably above 
the median. 

appellate court, and that court has very limited discretion- 
ary jurisdiction. Of the sevenother courtswith filing rates 
above 100 per 100,000 population, two (Alaska and 
Oklahoma) retain substantial mandatory jurisdiction at 
the COLR level, one (Vermont) has no IAC, and the 
others conform to the conventional model of a two-tiered 
appellate system with limited COLR mandatory jurisdic- 
tion. 

The underlying method of count also needs to be 
considered when comparing filing rates. 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 
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TEXT TABLE 7: Appellate Court Clearance Rates for Mandatory Appeals, 1989 

State 

Alabama 
Iowa 

Arizona 
Maine 

Nebraska 
Ohio 

Rhode Island 
Alaska 

North Carolina 

Florida 
New Jersey 

Delaware 
Idaho 

Arkansas 
North Dakota 

Louisiana 
Minnesota 

Missouri 
Kentucky 
Vermont 
Nevada 

District of Columbia 
Maryland 

Texas 
Mississippi 

Wyoming 
Hawaii 
Indiana 
Illinois 

South Dakota 
Washington 

Court of Last Resort Intermediate ADDellete b u r l  
1989 

68.3 
74.4 
83.6 
83.7 
85.3 
85.4 
87.0 
87.1 
87.2 

90.3 
92.7 
92.8 
94.8 

95.0 
96.0 
97.2 
97.6 

100.0 
100.3 
100.8 
105.0 
105.5 
107.8 
108.6 
108.7 
113.1 
115.2 
124.4 
124.8 
125.1 
125.7 

1988 

119.9 
112.2 
70.5 
96.0 
99.2 
92.4 
98.3 

108.5 
144.9 

104.7 
97.8 
86.0 
86.9 

114.3 
110.4 
108.9 
92.3 

95.2 
117.1 
95.6 
93.0 

75.6 
99.1 
86.3 
93.6 
85.2 

103.3 
108.2 
129.1 

Difference 

-51.6 
3 7 . 8  

13.1 
-1 2.3 
-13.9 
-7.0 

-1 1.3 
-21.4 
-57.7 

-14.4 
-5.0 

6.8 
7.9 

-19.2 
-14.4 
-1 1.7 

5.3 

4.8 
-16.7 

5.2 
12.0 

32.2 
9.4 

22.4 
19.5 
30.1 

21.5 
16.9 
-3.3 

State 

Georgia 
Michigan 

South Carolina 
Indiana 

Kentucky 

Washington 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
Missouri 

Alabama 
Ohio 

Illinois 
Oregon 

Texas 
Oklahoma 
Maryland 

Hawaii 

New Jersey 
Florida 

Louisiana 
Wisconsin 

Idaho 
Kansas 

Minnesota 
Alaska 

Colorado 
Connecticut 

Iowa 
New York 
California 

.. 
1989 1988 

81.2 
82.0 
84.2 
88.0 
89.9 

90.1 
90.2 
90.6 
91 .o 
91.3 
91.6 
94.9 
94.9 

95.5 
97.4 
98.4 
98.6 

100.6 
101.1 
102.4 
102.5 
104.5 
105.5 
105.6 
106.7 
109.0 
115.2 
117.8 
120.1 
120.3 

86.1 
99.3 

119.5 
93.0 
84.2 

104.2 
83.0 
92.0 
94.9 

101.6 
96.6 
94.2 

106.6 

96.8 
89.2 

100.5 
107.5 

100.6 
95.5 
86.4 

110.3 
71.4 
99.8 
94.4 
92.6 

104.2 
103.1 
91.9 

118.7 
96.6 

Difference 

-4.9 
-1 7.2 
3 5 . 4  

-5.0 
5.7 

-14.1 
7.1 

-1.4 
3 . 8  

-10.3 
-5.0 

.7 
-1 1.7 

-1.3 
8.2 

-2.1 
-8.9 

.o 
5.6 

15.9 
-7.8 
33.2 
5.7 

11.3 
14.0 
4.8 

12.1 
26.0 

1.4 
23.8 

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, 1991 

states with low filing rates (Massachusetts, North Caro- 
lina, and South Carolina) also base their count on docu- 
ments filed after the notice of appeal. 

Clearance Rates for Mandatory Appeals. Appel- 
late courts that disposed of more cases than were filed 
during 1989 reduced their pending caseloads. Cases 
disposed during 1989 could have been filed in previous 
years. Text Table 7 combines the relevant 1989 infor- 
mationfromTable 3, Part Ill (p. 76), with the conespond- 
ing data from 1988, allowing a two-year comparison of 
clearance ratesfor each COLR and each IAC. States are 
listed from lowest to highest 1989 clearance rates. 

Aclearance ratecould becalculatedforCOLRsin31 
states and for the IACs in 30 states. In COLRs the 
percentages range from a low of 68.3 percent in Alabama 
to a high of 125.7 percent in Washington. COLRs in 14 
states are reducing their pending caseload (reporting 
clearance rates of 100 percent or greater) in 1989. This 
is a slight improvement over 1988, when only 12 kept 
pace with the flow of new mandatory appeal filings. 

Mandatory clearance rates reported by IACs are 
roughly similar to that of COLRs. The percentages range 
from 81.2 percent in Georgia to 120.3 percent in Califor- 
nia. In 1989,13 IACs reported clearance rates in excess 
of 100 percent, which is a slight improvement over the 1 1 
IACs that reduced their pending caseloads in 1988. 

DISCRETIONARY APPELLATE CASELOADS IN 
1989. This section examines the 61,774 petitions that 
were filed in state appellate courts. More than two-thirds 
(70 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."48 State COLRs often 
retain substantial mandatory jurisdiction and IACs often 
have discretionary jurisdiction. Thus, the division be- 
tween the work of COLRs and IACs is not as clear in most 
states as in the federal appellate system. 

46. Doris Marie Provine. 'Certiorari' in R. Janosik (ed.), Encyclopedia 
of the American Judicial Process. New York: Scribners, p. 783-784. 
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GRAPH 6: Discretlonary Filings per 100,000 Populatlon, 1989 
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State does not have discretionary jurisdiction. 

Appellate courts vary in the procedures for deciding 
which petitions to accept for consideration. In 31 states, 
a decision to grant review in the COLR requires an 
affirmative vote by a majoriiy of the members of the full 
court or of the panel, whichever is used to review peti- 
tions. In the remaining COLRswithdiscretionary jurisdic- 
tion, a minoriy (in several courts a single justice) of the 
members of the court or of a panel can grant a petition. 

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

Discretionary Petitions Fi/ed. The number of pe- 
titions filed in each appellate court with discretionary 
jurisdictioncan befoundinTable4, Part Ill (p.82).,Graph 
6 summarizes that information for 35 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 20 per 100,000 population. 
Filing rates range from less than one filing per 100,000 in 
Montana, Delaware, and South Carolina to a high of 159 
per 100,000 population in Louisiana. Louisiana and 

West Virginia are distinct. Their appellate court filing 
rates lie considerably above the filing rate found in the 
state with the third highest rate, Alaska (59 per 100,000 
population). Louisiana (1 59 per 100,000 population), 
which allocates substantial discretionary jurisdiction to 
both its COLR and IAC, and West Virginia (89 per 
100,000 population), a one-court appellate system with- 
out mandatory jurisdiction, stand far above other states 
in the magnitude of their discretionary petition caseloads. 

There is greater uniformity among the states in 
discretionary filing rates than for rates of mandatory 
appeals. States fall into four main categories: those with 
discretionary filing rates of less than 10 petitions per 
100,000 population (nine states); those with filing rates 
between 10 and 20 petitions per 100,000 population 
(eight); those with filing rates between 20 and30 petitions 
per 100,000 population (thirteen states); and those with 
filing rates in excess of 38 petitions per 100,000 (6 
states). 

IACs receive more discretionary petitions than the 
COLRs in California, Florida, and Louisiana. A substan- 
tial proportion of all discretionary petitions were filed in 
the IACs of Georgia, North Carolina, and Virginia. The 
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TEXT TABLE 8: 

State 

Mississippi 
O h l O  

New York 
Delaware 
Kentucky 

Florida 
North Carolina 

Wisconsin 

New Hampshire 
Maryland 

New Mexico 
Rhode Island 

Louisiana 

Illinois 
Minnesota 

Idaho 
Alaska 

Arizona 
New Jersey 

District of Columbia 
Washington 

Missouri 
Vermont 
Oregon 

California 
West Virginia 

Indiana 
Hawaii 
Texas 

Virginia 
Alabama 

State 

Wisconsin 
Florida 

Georgia 

Alaska 
Indiana 

Washington 
Minnesota 
Louisiana 

Kentucky 
Maryland 

North Carolina 
California 

Arizona 

Discretionary Petitions Decided 
as a Percentage of Petitions 
Filed, 1989 

Court of Leet Resort 
1989 

74.4 
81.4 
82.1 
83.3 
85.6 
86.9 
88.8 
89.5 

90.6 
90.8 
94.0 
94.4 
94.8 

95.3 
96.1 
96.7 
96.8 
99.1 
99.3 

100.0 
101.0 
101.6 
102.9 
103.4 
105.4 
105.5 
106.0 
107.1 
109.8 
114.4 
137.0 

1988 

91.6 
79.3 
75.0 
98.8 

108.4 
114.3 
94.6 

107.7 
113.8 

94.2 
83.4 

95.1 
90.0 

110.5 
104.5 
88.9 

103.2 

106.6 
111.5 
100.8 
100.0 
101.6 
93.1 

109.5 

93.3 
98.0 

115.0 
78.8 

Dlff erence 

-10.2 
2.8 
8.3 

-13.3 
-21.5 
-25.5 
-5.1 

-1 7.1 
-23.0 

.2 
11.4 

.1 
6.0 

-1 3.8 
-7.7 
10.2 
3 . 9  

-6.6 
-10.6 

.9 
2.9 
1.8 

12.3 
-4.0 

13.8 
11.8 

-.6 
58.1 

Intermediate Appellate Court 
1989 1988 Difference 

77.5 71.1 6.4 
83.8 80.5 3.3 
87.3 95.3 -8.0 

90.3 106.5 -16.1 
93.8 

95.9 104.3 -8.4 
95.9 99.7 3 . 8  
98.8 98.1 .7 

100.0 83.7 16.3 
100.0 100.0 0 
100.0 100.0 0 
101.5 104.7 3 .2  
101.9 105.0 3 .1  

Note: A blank space indicates that a calculation is in 
appropriate for that year 

Source: Tables 2 and 4, Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1991 

filing rates in all of those states, except North Carolina, 
are above the median of 20 per 100,000 population. 

There is a relationship between the size of manda- 
tory and discretionary caseloads. This is manifest at the 
high and low ends of the rankings. Alaska, Arizona, 

Florida, Louisiana, and Oregon have both high manda- 
tory 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 peti- 
tions. However, Connecticut, Mississippi, and South 
Carolina, have low filing rates for both mandatory ap- 
peals and discretionary petitions. 

Clearance Rates for Discretionary Petitions. Text 
Table 8 provides information on discretionary petitions 
that were decided during 1989 as a percentage of those 
filed during the year (derived from Table 4, Part 111 (p. 
82)), as well as the corresponding information from 1988. 
Comparable filing and disposition data are available for 
COLRs of 31 states. 

The lowest clearance rate in a COLR is 74.4 percent, 
reported by the COLR in Mississippi, and the highest is 
137.0 percent reported by the COLR in Alabama. Just 
over one-third (1 2 of 31) of COLRs reported disposing of 
more petitions in 1989 than were filed. This is a slight 
decline from the number of COLRs with clearance rates 
in excess of 100 percent reported in 1988. Generally, 
pending discretionary caseloads in COLRs changed 
during 1989 at the same pace as pending caseloads of 
mandatory appeals. 

The Supreme Court of Virginia substantially reduced 
its pending caseload in both 1988 and 1989. That 
success is the result of a backlog reduction program 
begun by the court in 1987. At the beginning of the delay 
reduction program, there were 302 cases waiting to be 
argued and 738 petitions for appeal pending in the court. 
The clearance rates were sufficient to reduce the number 
of cases waiting to82, the lowest number since 1973, and 
the number of petitions pending to 423." 

Discretionary clearance rates in lACs are available in 
13 states. IACs of five states are reporting clearance 
rates of 100 percent or greater and are thereby reducing 
their pending caseloads. These results are nearly iden- 
tical to what the IACs experienced in 1988. In fact, the 
actual clearance rate levels vaned little between the two 
years, with four of the states that reported clearance 
rates in excess of 100 percent in 1988 also reporting 
rates exceeding 100 percent in 1989. 

Discretionary Petitions Granted. The U.S. Su- 
preme Court accepts for review about 5 percent of the 
discretionary petitions filed.' State COLRs tend to ac- 
cept a larger percentage of petitions filed. On average 
during 1989, state COLRs granted 14.3 percent of the 
discretionary petitions filed. 

That percentage is derived from Text Table 9, which 
shows the number of petitions filed, the number and the 
percentage granted, for the COLRs of 22 states. The 
percentage granted ranges from the low of 2.4 percent in 
Michigan to a high of 36.1 percent in West Virginia. 
Where an IAC has been established, the precise bound- 
aries of the COLR's jurisdiction become important to 
understanding the flow of cases to the COLR and, 

47. Office of the Executive Secretary. The Supreme Court of Virginia, 
1989 Virginia Srare of the Judiciay Report, 1990, p. A-20. 
48. Provine, supra note 46. p. 783. 
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TEXT TABLE 9: Discretionary Petltions Granted 
as a Percentage of Total 
Discretionary Cases Filed in 
COLRs, 1989 

Number of Number of Percentage 
Petltlonr Petltlonr of Petltlons 

State Flled Granted Granted 

Alaska 
District of Columbia 

Hawaii 
Illinois 

Kansas 
Louisiana 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
New Mexico 

North Carolina 
Ohio 

o w o n  
Pennsylvania 

Tennessee 
Texas 

Virginia 
West Virginia 

Wsconsin 

251 
49 
42 

1,558 
526 

2,776 
598 
592 

2,805 
71 1 
43 

857 
366 
447 

1,686 
709 

2,227 
820 

2,921 
1,573 
1,644 

896 

45 
5 

13 
136 
108 
623 
91 

209 
68 

130 
6 

79 
27 
68 

161 
101 
230 
64 

322 
321 
593 
90 

17.9 
10.2 
31.0 
8.7 

20.5 
22.4 
15.2 
35.3 
2.4 

18.3 
14.0 
9.2 
7.4 

15.2 
9.5 

14.2 
10.3 
7.8 

11.0 
20.4 
36.1 
10.0 

Source: Tables 2,4, and 5, Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1991 

possibly, the percentage of petitions that are granted. 
For example, the types of cases that would go to the IAC 
in Michigan are filed instead in the COLR in West Virginia, 
where no IAC has been established and the Supreme 
Court has full discretion over its docket. 

The two Texas COLRs, one for civil and one for 
criminal cases, granted 1 1 percent of the total discretion- 
ary petitions filed. The Texas Supreme Court, which 
hears appeals on civil matters, received three mandatory 
appeals and 1,129 discretionary petitions, granting 9.3 
percent of the petitions. The Texas Court of Criminal 
Appeals received 3,504 mandatory appeals and 1,792 
discretionary petitions, granting 13.7 percent of the peti- 
tions. The Texas IAC has exclusively mandatory jurisdic- 
tion, and recorded 8,813 filings. These caseload statis- 
tics are taken from Table 2, Part I l l  (p. 62), 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 
state COLR or in COLRs generally. Table 2, Part Ill (p. 
62), provides information on the percentage of discre- 
tionary petitions granted in seven 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, 

TEXT TABLE 10: Mandatory Appeals Flied 
and Discretionary 
Petltions Granted per 100,000 
Population, 1989 

Statea wlth one COtR and one IAC 

North Carolina 
South Carolina 

California 
Maryland 

Minnesota 
North Dakota 

Hawaii 
Missouri 

New Mexico 
Ohio 

Louisiana 
Oregon 

24.3 
27.2 
44.0 
45.8 
51.4 
60.2 
72.2 
76.8 
77.7 

105.1 
128.9 
145.9 

Stater with no IAC 

West Virginia 31.9 
Wyoming 67.7 

Nevada 89.9 
District of Columbia 251.7 

States wlth multiple COLRs 

Texas 74.4 

Source: Tables 2,3,  and 5. Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1991 

the IAC grants a higher percentage of discretionary 
petitions filed than does the state COLR. The compari- 
son is inexact, however, as IAC discretionary jurisdiction 
is often over interlocutory matters, rather than appeals of 
final judgement. 

Discretionary jurisdiction enables appellate courts to 
control their dockets. Although courts are generally 
selective in the petitions that are granted, the use of 
discretion is exercised diff erently among the states. IACs 
also exercise discretionary power differently than COLRs, 
reflecting their respective roles in state appellate sys- 
tems 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 1989. Appellatecourts decide two primary 
types of cases: mandatory appeals and discretionary 
petitions that have been granted. Courts differ in the 
process through which discretionary petitions are re- 
viewed, resulting in varying workload implications for the 
court and its justices. Therefore, the most comparable 
and perhaps most important index of the workcarried out 
by state appellate courts in 1989 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 for 
appellate courts in 17 states using information in Table 5, 
Part Ill (p. 88). Text Table 10displaysfilings per 100,000 
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GRAPH 7: Mandatory Flllngs and Petltlons Granted per 100,000 Population In COLRs, 1989 

The followin states are not included: AL, AZ, AR, CO, FL, ID, Graph displays only those states with a COLR and an IAC. 
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population of mandatory appeals and discretionary peti- 
tions that were subsequentlygranted. Statesaregrouped 
according to their appellate structure. The filing rate 
includes all mandatory appeals and all discretionary 
petitions that were subsequently granted. 

Filing rates range from 24.3 in North Carolina to 
145.9 in Oregon for states with one COLR and one IAC. 
Most of the filings in Louisiana and Oregon were in the 
IAC. Contrasting the filing rates from these courts with 
those with either no IAC or multiple COLRs does not 
appear to show any systemic variation. The 1989 filing 
rates parallel those found for 1988 (Text Table 4, p. 13, 
State Court Caseload Statistics: 1988 Annual Reporf). 
State filing rates do not, however, appear to reflect the 
type of appellate court structure a state has adopted and 
the ranking of states essentially parallels that found for 
the rate of mandatory appeals per 100,000 population 
(see Graph 5). 

Graph 7 focuses on the COLRs in states with at least 
one IAC. Filings that will be decided on the merits range 
from less thanone per 100,000 population in Michigan to 
73 per 100,000 population in Alaska. Granted petitions 
constitute the majority of cases decided by the COLRs of 
Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, and Pennsylvania. 
In Illinois, 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: 
wriiten opinions. 

APPELLATE COURT OPINIONS IN 1989. The 
preparation of full written opinions "has been called the 
single most time-consuming task in the appellate pro- 
cess."@ Rising appellate caseloads have led to both 
curtailment of the issuance of full opinions to decide 
cases and to concern over the availabilrty of sufficient 
judicial time to prepare full opinions in important cases. 

Table 6, Part Ill (p. 94), presents the number of 
signed opinions issued by state appellate courts during 
1989. The table also provides supplementary informa- 
tion that describes whether the count is by case or by 
writen 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 sewing on each court and the 
number of support staff with legal training that the court 
employs. The number of justices or judges is particularly 
significant, as appellate courts, and especially IACs, vary 
greatly in size. COLRs vary from five (in 19 states) to nine 
justices (in 7 states). 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 tend to limit the number of signed opin- 
ions to several hundred in a year in most jurisdictions (the 

49. American Bar Association, Judiaal Administration Division, supra 
note 44, p. 21. 
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U.S. Supreme Court typically decides about 150 cases a 
year by opinion).50 Generally, courts can determine how 
they decide cases, whether by full explanatory opinion, 
per curiam 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 1989. Among COLRs, the 
number of signedopinions ranges from 65 in Delaware to 
751 in Alabama. 

IACs vary considerably in the number of signed 
opinions issued during 1989. The highest number of 
opinions reported was 9,483 by the California Courts of 
Appeal. The IACs in Florida, Michigan, Ohio, Pennsyl- 
vania, and Texas reported more than 4,000 signed 
opinions. 

Appellate courts decide appeals in other ways that 
also state the factsof the case and reasonsforthecourt's 
decision. These include memorandum decisions, which 
are signed, and per curiam opinions, which are not 
signed and are 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 published opinions 
are designated memorandum decisions by some courts 
and are counted separately from the signed opinions 
shown in Table 6, Part 111. 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 appellate court 
caseloads. 

Y Appellate Courts in 1989: A Summa 
Nationally, there were 3.5 percent more appel ate 

filings in 1989 than in 1988. Of course, this does not 
mean that filings in all courts increased; rather, more 
COLRs and IACs reported increases than reported de- 
creases. The general increase, based on courts report- 
ing comparable data in the two years, should be viewed 
in the context of increasing appellate caseloads over the 
past three decades. 

The combined state court appellate filings in 1989 
consisted of 11 percent mandatory appeals to COLRs, 
19 percent discretionary petitions to COLRs, 62 percent 
mandatory appeals to IACs, and 8 percent discretionary 
petitions to IACs. 

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

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

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

Appellate courts in most states disposed of more 
cases in 1989 than were filed during the year. A case 
disposed of in 1989 could, of course, have originated in 
a filing several years previously. Appellate courts that 
report clearance rates of less than 100 percent accumu- 
lated a larger pending caseload during 1989 and cases 
must be heard and decided more expeditiously in 1990 
and subsequent years if these courts are to remain 
current. 

Conclusion 
The commentary in Part I has three main objectives. 

The first is to describe the work of state court systems, 
identifying similarities and differences. The second is to 
relate the similarities and differences to the manner in 
which states organize their court systems and to other 
state characteristics. The third is to use 1989 state court 
caseload statistics to address topics of current interest to 
the court community. 

There was broad similarity among trial court systems 
in civil cases filed per 100,000 state population. Rates of 
criminal case filings were more varied, but a middle range 
could be identified. State trial court systems differed 
markedly in the rate at which juvenile petitions were filed 
during 1989. Compared to civil and criminal cases, the 
variation in juvenile filings was substantial. States also 
differed in the use being made of general and limited 
jurisdiction courts to hear cases. 

For civil, criminal, and juvenile cases, states shared 
problems of growing pending caseloads. Fewer cases 
were disposed of than were filed. The resulting problems 
in most states are particularly acute for criminal and 
juvenile cases, and less evident for civil cases. 

Similarities among appellate court systems include 
the rates of filing for both mandatory appeals and discre- 
tionary petitions, which clustered around the medians. 
Most appellate courts reported success in keeping pace 
with flow of new case filings and reduced the size of their 
pending caseloads during 1989. 

Differences in appellate court systems include the 
extent to which filings take the formof mandatory appeals 
or of discretionary petitions and the percentage of discre- 
tionary petitions that are granted. Most, but not all, two- 
tier appellate systems conform to the pattern in which the 
COLR has discretionary control of its docket and the IAC 
hears mandatory appeals. 

Many of the similarities and differences stem from 
the manner in which states allocate the jurisdiction to 
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hear and decide cases to their trial and appellate courts. 
Differences in court structure, however, are not system- 
atically related to either filing or clearance rates. Trial 
courts in a one-tier system, for example, are not more or 
less likely than courts in a two-tier system to keep pace 
with incoming caseloads. Some of the observed differ- 
encescould be traced to how states categorize andcount 
cases. On balance, however, the rankings of states can 
be taken as indicating real differences in the rate at which 
new cases are being filed and success in keeping pace 
with the flow of new cases. 

Court filing and court clearance rates do not form 
clear regional patterns. Nor is there clear evidence 
linking court caseloads to the state population sue or to 
other state characteristics. lt is possible, of murse, that 
subtle patterns exist that would only emerge through 
more elaborate comparisons than were possible in this 
commentary. 

Two topics of special interest are addressed in Part 
I. First, after noting the broad similarity in the rate at which 
total civil cases were filed per 100,000 population, the 
question was examined of whether this implied that state 
courts faced a similar mix of types of civil cases. Five 
states with total civil filings near the median were se- 
lected for scrutiny. Although small claims procedures 
and domestic relations cases tended to dominate the civil 
caseload, these case types were eclipsed in some states 
by contract, real property rights, or estate cases. In sum, 
similar civil caseload levels, as measured by filing rates 

per 100,000 population, do not mean that the specific 
case types that form the total are equally prevalent 
across courts. 

The second topic is the relative workloads of the 
state and federal trial court systems. This inquiry was 
spurred by the recent proposal in the Report of the Fed- 
eral Courts Study Committee that the state courts as- 
sume responsibility for most diversity and drug cases 
now handled by the federal courts. The analysis, struc- 
tured so as to maximize caseload and jurisdictional 
comparability, compares the combined workload of the 
U.S. district courts with that faced individually by the 
general jurisdiction court systems in California, Michi- 
gan, North Carolina, and Oregon. Although the U.S. 
district courts handle a larger number of civil cases than 
all but the general jurisdiction court of California, civil 
caseloads perjudge are far smaller in the U.S. district 
courts than in any of the four states examined. The 
differentials are more pronounced when felony caseloads 
are considered. The combined U.S. district courts have 
smaller felony caseloads than three of the four states 
studied, and substantially smaller caseload when viewed 
on a per judge basis. While as a matter of principle the 
state courts may be the appropriate forum for diversity 
and drug cases, implementing the proposed shift pre- 
sents obvious problems given the relative sizes of the 
caseloads currently before state as opposed to federal 
courts. 
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Introduction 

CASELOAD TRENDS: 1 9 8 4 ~  ......... 

Part II offers additional commentary on the state 
courts but switches the point of view from how caseloads 
differ among the states to how caseloads are changing 
overtime. Specifically, 1984-89 trends in trial court filings 
are examined for felony cases and for the major civil case 
categories of torts, contracts, and real property rights, 
while trends in mandatory appeals and discretionary 
petitions are examined for appellate courts. 

Trends offer perspective by indicating whether 1989 
state court caseloads are located in a period of stability 
or flux. Further, trends inform whether caseload growth 
or decline is consistent among the states and across 
types of cases. Recent studies of the federal courts point 
to the complex nature of caseload trends. Federal court 
caseloads have risen significantly at the appellate level in 
recent decades but only modestly at the trial court level.' 
In recent years, civil caseloads in federal courts have 
tended to decline slightly at both levels, although there 
has been dramatic growth in contract case filings? 

Trends also allow an appraisal of whetherthe rankings 
of states by trial court and appellate court filing rates as 
reported in Part I are being greatly affected by short-term 
or even random factors or are the product of fundamental 
state characteristics such as legal systems, economies, 
and demographics. Moreover, trend analysis mitigates 
some of the limitations to making caseload comparisons. 
In a trend analysis, each state can serve as its own 
baseline by reference to the size of its 1984 caseload. 
States tend to retain their systems for classifying and 
counting caseloads, reducing concern over the impact of 
units of count, points of count, and the composition of 
specific caseload categories. Then, when sharpfluctua- 
tions do occur from one year to the next in a state's 
caseload, the change can often be linked to specific 
alterations in state law, procedure, or recordkeeping. 

The baseline used for this section is the caseload 
reported by state trial courts in 1984.3 Felony, tort, con- 

1. Dungworth, Terrence and Nicholas M. Pace, StatisticalOverviewof 
CivilLitigetionin the FederalCoufls, Santa Monica, CA: RAND Institute 
for Civil Justice, 1990 and Repofl of the Federal Court Stu* Commit- 
tee, 1990. 
2. Marc Galanter, 'The Life and Times of the Big Six; or, The Federal 
Courts Since the Good Old Days.' 6 Wisconsin Law Review 942-46 
(1 988). 

tract, and real property rights cases are the focus be- 
cause those cases tend to consume more court re- 
sources than other case categories and to speak directly 
to the concerns and questions court managers, legisla- 
tors, and the public have about the work of the state 
courts. 

Caseload data are taken from the State Court 
Caseload Statistics: Annual Reportseries, 1984 to 1989. 
Only states that reported statistics in comparable terms 
overthe full six-year time span are included. Thus, states 
that have upgraded their data collection capabilities 
recently may have relevant statistics in the 1989 report 
but be excluded from the trend analysis. 

Trends in 
Trial Court Case Filings, 1984-89 

Trends in Felony Case Filings, 1984-89 
Felonies are serious criminal offenses. Typically, 

a felony is an offense for which the minimum prison 
sentence is one year or more.' States use different 
criteria when distinguishing a felony from other of- 
fenses, but felony case filings always include the most 
serious offenses and exclude minor offenses. 

Comparable felony filing data for the period 1984 to 
1989 can be obtained from 32 statewide general jurisdic- 
tion trial court systems, as well as for the District of 
Columbia and Puerto Rim. The number of felony cases 
filed annually in each court system is detailed in Table 15, 
Part 111. The combined felony caseloads of the 34 
jurisdictions rose by nearly half again between 1984 and 
1989. Chart 1 depicts the trend that links the filing levels 
in those two years. Felony filings grew from 689,718 
filings in 1984 to 1,032,053 in 1989. The largest year-to- 
year change was in 1988-89, when filings rose by 13 
percent (see Table 15, Part 111). 

3. The caseload statistics series published by the National Center for 
State Courts begins in 1975. However, the period 1984 to 1989 is the 
longest continuous time span for which caseload data comparable to 
that reported in this volume can be obtained for a significant number of 
general jurisdiction courts. The only other annual series on state court 
caseloads was collected and published by the US. Bureau of the 
Census. The last volume in that series reported 1946 statistics. 
4. Wayne Logan, Lindsay Stellwagen, and Patrick Langan, Felony 
Sentencing Law of the 50 States and the District of Columbia. 1986. 
Washington, D.C.: US. Depannent of Justice. Bureau of Justice 
Statistics (NCJ-105066), 1988. 
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Text Table 1 summarizes the experiencesoverthose 
years of general jurisdiction courts in each jurisdiction. 
To help trace the year-to-year changes as well as to 
gauge the overall 1984-89 change, 1984 caseload levels 
have been set equal to 100. The overall change in 
population experienced by the jurisdiction is also ex- 
pressed as an index with the 1984 adult population set at 
100 to allow a simple test of whether filings are growing 
at a faster rate than state population. 

The trend over the second half of the 1980s is clear: 
felony filings are increasing and increasing substantially 
in the general jurisdiction courts of most states. Felony 
caseloads grew in 33 of the 34 jurisdictions examined, 
with increases ranging from a modest 5 percent in Hawaii 
to a 102 percent increase in the District of Columbia. 
Felony case filings grew by 50 percent or more in Ari- 
zona, California, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, 
Illinois, Indiana, New Hampshire, New York, Rhode 
Island, Texas, and Washington. West Virginia was the 
only jurisdiction in which fewerfelony cases were filed in 
1989 than in 1984, as shown in the decline in the index 
from 100 to 84. The pervasiveness of caseload growth 
is evident in that of the 170 possible annual changes (34 
jurisdictions multiplied by five year-to-year caseload 
changes), 143 were upward and 27 were downward. 

Several types of trends can be identified for felony 
cases. First, continuous and often substantial increases 
were recorded by 13 jurisdictions. Texas is an example. 
The index numbers for that state translate into succes- 
sive percentage rises of 8 percent (1 984-85), 18 percent, 
7 percent, 3 percent, and 14 percent (1 988-89). Texas is 
joined by Arizona, California, Connecticut, the District of 
Columbia, Indiana, Missouri, New Hampshire, New Jer- 
sey, New York, Oregon, Virginia, and Washington in 
establishing a clear upward trend. 

Second, substantial increases were recorded after 
1986 or 1987 in Colorado, Illinois, Iowa, North Carolina, 
Ohio, Rhode Island, and Wisconsin. Initially, those 
states either registered small decreases or increases 
that were generally inconsistent in direction. 

Third, filing levels may have peaked in some states 
in 1986 or 1987, since the number of cases remains at 
that level for the two subsequent years. This is a 
plausible scenario for Arkansas, North Dakota, and Ver- 
mont. It also seems to apply to Puerto Rico. 

Hawaii and West Virginia are distinctive. Hawaii's 
filing level only rose above the 1984 baseline in one 
year-1 989. West Virginia is the only jurisdiction in 
which there was a downward trend to felony case filings. 
In sum, felony caseloads are clearly increasing, rapidly in 
some states. Most states with relevant data, which were 
drawn from all regions of the country, demonstrate an 
unambiguous pattern of rising felony case filings. 

Trends in Civil Filings, 1984-89 
TORTS. 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 
theywereobligated todoordidsomethingthat theywere 

CHART 1: Felony Filings, 1984-1989 
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Felony totals refer only to courts listed in Table 15 (Part 111). 

obligated not to Caseload statistics reportsfor 1985, 
1986, and 1987 contained a separate section devoted to 
trends in tort litigation and the 1988 Repodincorporated 
trends into its Part I commentary. This year selected 
indicators of trends in torts and general civil case filings 
(tort, contract, and real property rights cases) are up- 
dated and the 1984-89 trend interpreted. 

Comparable tort filing data can be obtained from 20 
general jurisdiction courts (1 9 states and Puerto Rico) for 
the 1984 to 1989 period. Information on filings in the 
limited jurisdiction courts of four states and Puerto Rico 
are also shown. The actual number of tort filings per year 
aredetailedinTable 16, Part 111. TextTable2 summarizes 
that information by using index numbers to express the 
change in tort filings experienced by each court. 

Although only 19 states and Puerto Rico have their 
general jurisdiction court represented inText Table 2, the 
consistency present suggests a national pattern. Spe- 
cifically, there is consistency in the timing of upward and 
downward fluctuations. Filing rates tended to increase in 
1985 and again in 1986. Between 1984 and 198514 of 
20 states registered increases in the tort filings in their 
general jurisdiction trial court. Between 1985 and 1986, 
17 of 20 states registered an increase. This upward trend 
seemed to be leveling off in that the changes between 
1986 and 1987 (ten increases; ten decreases) and be- 
tween 1987 and 1988 (nine increases; ten decreases; 

5. Conference of State Court Administrators and National Center for 
State Courts, State Courf Model Statistid Dictionary: 1989 Edition, 
Williarnsburg. VA: National Center for State Courts, 1989. 
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TEXT TABLE 1 : Trends in Felony Fliings, 1984-1 989 

State 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
District of Columbia 

Hawaii 
Illinois 

Indiana 
Iowa 

Kansas 
Kentucky 

Maine 
Minnesota 

Missouri 
Montana 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 

New Yo& 
North Carolina 

North Dakota 
Ohio 

Oklahoma 
Oregon 

Puerto Rim 
Rhode Island 
South Dakota 

Texas 
Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Felony 
Index 
1984 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

Felony 
Index 
1985 

113 
119 
111 
107 
108 
117 
97 

100 
109 
104 
92 
96 

115 
108 
101 
108 
110 
102 
104 
97 

102 
98 

102 
104 
107 
113 
118 
108 
103 
101 
116 
104 
107 
100 

General Jurlsdictlon Courts 

Felony Felony Felony 
Index Index Index 
1986 1987 1988 

134 
122 
127 
109 
116 
153 
96 

102 
135 
100 
97 
96 

112 
112 
108 
109 
127 
104 
115 
107 
108 
104 
107 
113 
138 
103 
122 
1 28 
118 
107 
128 
96 

106 
100 

140 
138 
141 
110 
129 
189 
93 

101 
145 
107 
101 
82 

113 
124 
115 
103 
145 
111 
128 
121 
116 
106 
109 
1 23 
140 
101 
126 
137 
119 
116 
137 
104 
101 
93 

144 
123 
155 
118 
160 
203 
98 

126 
156 
113 
107 
90 

115 
137 
122 
115 
159 
118 
137 
131 
117 
118 
108 
135 
148 
158 
125 
141 
121 
1 25 
165 
91 

106 
101 

Felony 
Index 
1989 

156 
138 
1 78 
130 
160 
202 
105 
150 
194 
137 
111 
103 
130 
137 
132 
114 
1 73 
143 
161 
1 49 
112 
140 
110 
137 
148 
159 
130 
160 
116 
148 
1 82 
84 

130 
109 

Adult 
Po ulation 

1984 to 
1989 

117 
104 
113 
106 
103 
95 

110 
103 
104 
100 
104 
103 
108 
106 
104 
100 
114 
104 
102 
108 
99 

103 
100 
108 

104 
104 
107 
109 
110 
111 
98 

104 
96 

&OWh 

Source: Table 15, Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1991 

one unchanged) show an even mix of increases and 
decreases. However, the 1989 changes brought 13 
increases, four decreases, and three unchanged filing 
levels, perhaps a harbinger of future upward movement 
in the filing of torts. 

The data for individual states and jurisdictions sug- 
gest three consistencies in tort filings. First, tort filing 
rates in most states fluctuate from year to year. Second, 
there are some common underlying patterns to these 
fluctuations, with the major increases tending to occur in 
the same years. Third, despite the fluctuations from year 
to year, there is evidence of an upward trend in several 
states and evidence of a downward trend in only one 
state. 

These fluctuations in tort filings are also found when 
the aggregate numberof tort filing sforthe 20 jurisdictions 
is examined, as shown in Chart 2 (summing the data in 

Table 16, Part Ill (p. 163)). For those states, there was 
anoverall increase intortfilingsof 33.7percent during the 
past six years. Most of this growth occurred between 
1984 and 1986 (23.4 percent). There was little change 
between 1986 and 1988. Growth resumed, however, in 
1989, with a 7.6 percent increase between 1988 and 
1989. 

After the basic consistency in felony trends, the 
recent career of tort case filings is somewhat disconcert- 
ing. Chart 2 suggests that the mid-1980s represented a 
curious interlude in the long-term trend of tort litigation, 
one that is difficutt to interpret. The commentary in State 
Court Caseload Statistics suggested that the second 
major wave of tort reform legislation created incentives 
that led the pool of potential tort cases either to be 
precipitously emptied or allowed to accumulate in antici- 
pationof how statutorychangeswould affect plaintiffs (an 
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TEXT TABLE 2: Trends in Toa Filings, 1984-1989 

General Jurlsdiction Courts 

State 

Alaska 
Arizona 

California 
Colorado 

Florida 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Kansas 
Maim 

Maryland 
Michigan 

. Montana 
New Jersey 

New York 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Puerto Rim 

Texas 
Utah 

Washington 

Tort 
Index 
1984 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

Tort 
Index 

State 1984 

Alaska 100 
Hawaii 100 

Ohio 100 
Puerto Rico 100 

Texas 100 

Tort 
Index 
1985 

161 
117 
115 
108 
111 
104 
116 
101 
99 
93 
98 

114 
101 
94 
93 

115 
111 
110 
87 

108 

Tort 
Index 
1985 

148 
94 
96 

102 
115 

Tort Tort ' Tort 
index index Index 
1986 1987 1988 

180 
130 
134 
146 
127 
109 
1 22 
106 
98 

114 
141 
112 
109 
85 

102 

128 
134 
142 
87 

1 25 
111 
102 
109 
86 

120 
128 
109 
112 
90 

100 

72 
223 
136 
107 
128 
108 
84 

114 
85 

131 
134 
94 

135 
81 

100 
127 133 129 
115 121 103 
112 119 107 
1 76 93 98 
217 89 97 

Limited Jurisdiction Courts 

Tort Tort Tort 
Index Index Index 
1986 1987 1988 

702 185 77 
106 135 113 
103 113 113 
115 112 120 
138 158 171 

Tort 
Index 
1989 

65 
137 
136 
131 
143 
111 
85 

112 
94 

132 
141 
98 

135 
164 
109 
131 
141 
107 
86 

113 

Tort 
Index 
1989 

82 
126 
111 
130 
160 

Total 
Po uletlon 

1984 to 
1989 

105 
117 
113 
104 
115 
107 
101 
103 
106 
108 
102 
98 

103 
101 
96 

101 
101 
106 
103 
109 

& O m  

Total 
Po uletlon 

&owth 
1984 to 

1989 

105 
107 
101 
101 
106 

Source: Table 16. Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1991 

earlier wave of legislation in the late 1970s implemented 
significant reforms, notably to tort law governing mal- 
praciice). 

Recent trends in tort filings are dominated by sharp 
increases in the mid-1980s that were subsequently re- 
versed either immediately or through a series of de- 
creases back to about the level in 1984 or 1985. What- 
ever factors drove the sharp increases appear to have 
dissipated by the end of the decade. The most plausible 
explanations for the trends in many states are specific 
tort reform initiatives that made it advantageous for 
litigants to file a lawsuit either before or after a particular 
date. It is possible to trace the legislative changes 
underlying the abrupt changes found in Alaska, Arizona, 
Michigan, New Jersey, Utah, and Washington. 

Tort reform legislation during 1986 and 1987, and a 
ballot initiative in 1988 revised several aspects of Alaska's 
civil law. In 1986 a $500,000 ceiling on most nonecono- 

mic damages in most personal injury cases was estab- 
lished.'j In addition, the Alaska legislature in 1987 abol- 
ished pure joint and several liability for joint tortfeasors 
(defendants).'ApIaintiff could no longer recoverallof the 
damages sought from one tortfeasor with damages as- 
sessed instead so that each is responsible for a share 
dependent upon their relative negligence. 'The substan- 
tial rise in tort filings during 1985 and 1986 stems from a 
rush by plaintiffs to file before the new legislation took 
effect, allowing their cases to be decided under the old 
law. The sharp declines recorded each year since 1986, 
and the parallel trend at the general and limited jurisdic- 
tion level, support this reasoning. That tort filings in 1989 
stand at 65 percent of the 1984 level in the state'sgeneral 

6. Section 09.17.101 of the Alaska Code of Civil Procedure. 
7. Chapter 16 of the Alaska Code of Civil Procedure was repealed in 
1987. 
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jurisdiction court and at 82 percent in the state's limited 
jurisdiction court suggests, but does not establish, that 
the legislation may have achieved its purpose. The 
ballot initiative passed by the voters in November, 1988 
abolished the doctrine of joint and several liability, effec- 
tive March 5, 1989. 

Arizona offers another 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 for most 
torts with the statute taking effect on January 1, 1988.' 
The impact was dramatic. "Of the 17,128 tort cases 
pending in Maricopa County as of December 30,1987, 
8,223 were filed in that very month, precisely to take 
advantage of the old doctrine. The court administrator's 
office reports that the average number of new tort filings 
per month in Maricopa County is 615.- This change 
undoubtedly underlies the 66 percent increase in the tort 
filing rate per 100,000 population between 1987 and 
1 988.'O The long-term impact is less certain, however, 
given the equally substantial decrease between 1988 
and 1989 that brought filing levels back to where they 
were in 1987. 

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 came into existence 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 him or 
her. This might account for the large increase in the 
number of tort filings in 1986 (the last year before the 
evaluation panel came into effect) and the sharp de- 
crease in 1987, but not the continued trend upward 
thereafter. 

Colorado may offer another example of tort reform 
legislation prompting an unusually large number of tort 
filings in the year prior to the changes taking effect and a 
drop subsequently to lower than typical filing levels. 
"Massive tort reform legislation" was passed by the 
Colorado General Assembly in 1986.'* Tort filings grew 
by 35 percent between 1985 and 1986 and then declined 
between 1986 and 1987 by 40 percent. Thereafter, the 
number of tort filings again began to climb, standing in 
1989 at 131 percent of the 1984 level. The substantial 
increases in tort filings between 1987/88 and 1988/89 
coincided with further extensive revision to the state's tort 
law, notably in the area of medical malpractice. It is not 
possible, however, to explain tort filing trends in the state 

8. Section 12-2506 of the Arizona Revised Statutes. This change 
became effective January 1,1988. 
9. Elliot Talenfeld, 'Instructing the Jury as to the Effect of Joint and 
Several Liability: Time forthe Courtto Address the lssueon the Merits," 
Arizona State Law Journal, 20:925. 
10. Although the new statute took effect on January 1.1988, its impact 
was felt in the 1988 filing rates because Arizona compiles caseload 
statistics on the basis of a JulyJune 30 reporting period. 
11. Section 600.4953 of the Michigan Compiled Laws. 
12. Salmon, John G., '1988 Update on Colorado Tort Reform Legisla- 
tion-Part I". Colorado Lawyer September, 1988, p. 1719. 

CHART 2: Tort Filings, 1984-1989 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 
Year 

Data included from the general jurisdiction courts in Text 
Table 2. 

over those years by reference to the impact of that tort 
reform legislation. The statutory changes were too 
complex and mixed in the incentives presented to plain- 
tiffs to represent clear turning points. In particular, some 
of the legislation taking effect during the second half of 
1989 may prompt plaintiffs to postpone tort filings until 
fiscal year 1989/90, which will be covered in the next 
Report in this series.13 

Tort reform legislation in Utah during 1986, taking 
effect on July 1, 1987, set a cap of $250,000 on the 
noneconomic damages that a plaintiff could recover from 
malpractice actions, modified the doctrine of joint and 
several liability, and required structured settlements for 
certain categories of awards. Tort filings in Utah doubled 
between 1985 and 1986, decreased by half the next year 
and remained at a lower level than in 1984. 

The state of Washington offers an example of how 
legislation altering incentives facing litigants can com- 
press several years of filings into a single year and then 
create an interlude during which new tort cases slowly 
accumulate until the pre-existing trend resumes. The 
Tort Reform Act of 1986 introduced various provisions'lo 
create a more equitable distribution of the cost and risk of 
injury and increase the availability and affordability of 
insurance." A ceiling on the noneconomic damages 
plaintiffs can recover and other provisions of the law led 
plaintiffs to file the equivalent of an entire year's tort filings 

13. Salmon, John G. "1990 Update on Colorado Tort Reform Legisla- 
tion". Colorado LawyerAugust, 1990, pp. 1529-1544. 
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in August 1986, the month preceding the act's implemen- 
tation. Viewedwith the hindsight afforded by 1986-89 tort 
filing statistics, it was concluded that "tort filings were not 
reduced; rather there was a redistribution of when those 
cases were filed. The lower filing rate during 1987 
through 1989 appears to be the result of the depletion of 
the inventory of tort cases that was cleared priorto reform 
enadment."14 

Other fluctuations may reflect changes to the maxi- 
mum dollar amount jurisdiction for cases filed in courts of 
limited jurisdiction or for small claims procedures. As 
states raise the maximurn dollar amounts that can be 
contested in those forums, alternatives emerge to filing 
tort cases in general jurisdiction courts. 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 combination with the 
change in tort law discussed earlier, helps explain why 
tort filings have decreased in both the Alaska Superior 
and Alaska District Courts during the 1986 to 1988 
period. 

To summarize, overall tort filings are currently in- 
creasing at more modest rates than earlier in the decade. 
This trend is less apparent at the individual state level, 
where a great deal of variability exists. Over the last six 
years, the courts examined include two states with a 
consistent upward trend and ten additional states with a 
predominant upward trend despite some yearly fluctua- 
tion. Only Maine shows a fairly consistent downward 
trend. There is no satisfactory basis for attributing a 
direction to the filing data for the seven remaining states. 
On balance, there is sufficient consistency to suggest 
that factors operating at a national or perhaps regional 
level affect the extent and direction of change to tort filing 
rates. Thus, despite the link between extreme fluctua- 
tions in some states and specific legislative initiatives, 
there is nevertheless some evidence of a tendency 
toward modest increases in tort filings. 

Torts have become the main arena for the debate on 
whether the level of litigation in this country is rising to a 
degree that is detrimental to businesses and a challenge 
to judges and court managers. Extending consideration 
to contract and real property rights cases permits com- 
ment both on how representative tort cases are of civil 
caseload trends and helps interpret what is occurring in 
tort litigation itself. 

TORTS AND OTHER CIVIL CASES, 1984-89. Six 
years is a brief period within which to identdy trends. Still, 
it would buttress the tentative conclusions considerably 
if, even in the short-term, tort filings manifest year-to-year 
changes that coincide with or differ from other types of 
civil cases. 

14. The 1989RepWofthe Courts of Washington. Olympia, WA: Office 
of the Administrator for the Courts, 1990, p. 5-1 1. 
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TEXT TABLE 3: Tort Flllngs as a Percentage 
of Civil Fillngs, 1984-1989 

General Jurledldon Court* 

State 

Alaska 
Arizona 

California 
Colorado 

Florida 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Kansas 
Maine 

Maryland 
Michigan 
MWltaIla 

New Jerse 
New Yo4 

North Dakota 
Ohio 

Puerto Rim 
Texas 

Utah 
Washington 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 

7.8 11.4 14.2 11.0 6.4 
10.7 11.1 11.6 12.1 19.1 
16.2 17.9 19.9 20.4 19.6 
4.7 4.9 5.7 3.5 4.1 
7.0 7.1 7.7 7.6 7.3 
6.2 6.4 6.7 6.9 6.4 
2.9 3.3 3.5 3.1 2.5 
3.4 3.2 3.2 3.1 3.2 

30.7 28.8 30.9 29.9 26.0 
11.1 10.1 11.6 12.2 12.6 
15.5 15.3 18.9 17.4 17.2 
6.2 6.8 6.5 6.7 6.3 
7.4 7.1 7.3 7.3 8.2 

29.9 28.0 26.7 28.2 26.7 
4.0 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.2 
7.6 8.8 8.7 8.7 8.3 
6.3 7.0 6.7 7.4 6.7 
7.7 8.3 9.1 9.2 8.0 
4.8 4.1 7.6 4.5 4.7 
8.0 8.0 14.4 6.2 6.5 

1989 

6.0 
12.5 
19.6 
5.1 
7.4 
6.5 
2.4 
3.0 

28.4 
12.3 
17.8 
7.3 
7.2 

29.9 
3.5 
8.0 
8.2 
8.2 
4.4 
7.2 

Source: Trial Court Statistical Profiles, Court Statistics Project, 

National Center for State Courts, 1991 
1984-1 989 

The broadest context is the total civil caseload. The 
first method considers torts as a percentage of total civil 
filings between 1984 and 1989. Since torts are a compo- 
nent of total civil filings, a change in this percentage 
indicates whether torts are becoming a largercomponent 
of state court caseloads. This index provides another 
way to measure the extent of recent change in tort 
litigation. 

The second method offers a more specific standard 
by which to judge the degree of change in tort litigation. 
Six-year trends in tort, contract, and real property rights 
cases are examined and contrasted to determine if tort 
filings 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 jurisdic- 
tion state court systems. The resulting percentages can 
be found in Text Table 3. Percentages are based on the 
number of tort cases filed annually in each court system 
as shown in Table 16, Part Ill; total civil filings are taken 
from Table 9 in the various annual caseload reports for 
the years under consideration. 

In 14 states the percentage was essentially un- 
changed over the six-year period; in five jurisdictions the 
percentage rose (Arizona, California, Michigan, Mon- 
tana, and Puerto Rim); in Alaska the overall change was 
a decrease.15 

15. A more formal analysis would takeintoconsideration that achange 
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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Arizona provides the strongest example of a steadily 
rising percentage of tort cases. Torts represented 10.7 
percent of Arizona’s 1984 civil filings and 19.1 percent of 
1988 filings, but declined in the next year to 12.5 percent. 
This reflects the impact of tort reform discussed earlier. 
There were several states that showed pronounced 
increases in specific yearsorforcertain periods in the six- 
year span. California, Hawaii, and Texas all showed an 
increasing percentage of tort filings from 1984 to 1987. 
This was not continued in 1988 or 1989. Alaska is the 
only state to record an apparent downward trend, but 
that, too, is ambiguous because of the large rises re- 
corded initially. 

In general, the use of percentages in this section 
tends to support the conclusions drawn using tort filings 
in this report and rates per 100,000 population in earlier 
caseload reports. Overall, in 11 of the 20 states torts 
were increasing more rapidly than other civil filings be- 
tween 1984-89. Much of the increase was accom- 
plished, however, through 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 subsequently, there is more 
evidence to support rising tort filings than to support a 
decline. 

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 
imposes a more difficult standard for upward trends than 
for downward trends. Also, population change for indi- 
vidual states is often influenced by net migration, which 
can cause rapid change to the population size of states 
in some regions.16 

TRENDS IN CONTRACT AND REAL PROPERTY 
RIGHTS FILINGS, 1984-89. Torts are a small compo- 
nent of civil filings in most general jurisdiction trial courts. 
The range in 1989 was from 2.4 percent (in Idaho) to 29.9 
percent (in New York); with the tortsforming less than 10 
percent of most states’ civil caseloads. Therefore, when 
comparing torts as a percentage of total civil filings, large 
increases in tort filings may be partially concealed be- 
cause torts are so small a percentage of all civil cases. 
This section attempts to alleviate this concern by narrow- 
ing the field of inquiry to an examination of the relation- 
ship between tort, contract, and real property rights 
cases. 

Contracts form a major category for classifying civil 
cases that includes disputes over a promissory agree- 

16. Tort filings can be standardized using a variety of rates, including 
rates per 100.OOO households, rates per 100,000 firms, or rates per 
100,OOO economic transactions in a state. The rate selected should 
reflect the purpose of the analysis. In this report, the issue is simply 
whether filings are increasing more or less rapidly than the population. 
Therefore, the actual numbers of case filings are used and the overall 
1984-89 population change induded in the tables for use by readers 
interested in whethercaseload growth is outstripping population growth. 

ment between two or more parties (see the entry in the 
State Court Model Statistical Dictionary: 1989 Edith). 

Complete and comparable data on contract cases 
are available between 1984 and 1989 for the general 
jurisdiction courts of 13 states and Puerto Rim and five 
limited jurisdiction courts. The index numbers tracing the 
trends for those courts can be found in Text Table 4. 
Statistics for the courts are aggregated in Chart 3. 

Real property rights cases arise out of contention 
over the ownership, use, or disposition of land or real 
estate (see the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary: 
1989 Edition). Real property rights filings are available 
for a larger number of statewide court systems: 19 
general jurisdiction and 11 limited jurisdiction. The index 
numbers for individual courts can be found in Text Table 
5 (p. 48)and the aggregate trend examined in Chart 4 

The tables and graphs suggest that the main consis- 
tencies identified for tort filing rates also apply to contract 
and real property rights cases over the 1984-89 period. 
During those six years, the change in all three case types 
was upward in most states. Aggregating the data from 13 
courts with data on all three case types reveals that 
between 1984 and 1989 tort filings increased by 26.7 
percent, compared to an increase for contract filings of 
21.6 percent and for real property rights filings of 44.2 
percent. 

This overall upward trend characterizes the experi- 
ence of the individual states. At the general jurisdiction 
court level, between 1984 and 1989 eight of 14 states 
(actually 13 states and Puerto Rico) reported increases 
in contract filings and 15 of 19 states reported increases 
in real property rights filings. This compares to increased 
tortfilingsfound in 1501 20states. The trendsforcontract 
and real property rights cases, however, tend to be 
smoother than those for tort cases and clearer in direc- 
tion. Moreover, the spectacular increases in civil case 
filings, comparable to the experience courts had with 
felony cases over the same period, are found in contract 
and real property rights cases. Contract cases in Florida 
grew by 83 percent between 1984 and 1989 and by 88 
percent in Maryland. Real property rights filings doubled 
in Colorado and Florida over the six years and grew by54 
percent in Washington. 

Consideration of trends in courts of limited jurisdic- 
tion tends to reinforce these conclusions. First, the most 
consistent growth is found in real property rights cases. 
Second, tort casesfluctuate more than the other two civil 
case types. 

There is not, however, a close connection between 
trends at the two trial court levels. There are some 
notable exceptions. Filing rates in Alaska tend to coin- 
cide, even for extreme fluctuations. In Hawaii, declining 
or modestly increasing civil caseloads at the general 
jurisdiction level coincided with upward trends at the 
limited jurisdiction level for tort, contract, and real prop- 
erty rights cases. Similarly, in Texas, substantial in- 
creases in the number of tort and contract cases oc- 
curred at the limited jurisdiction level. For tort cases, a 7 
percent increase at the general jurisdiction level was 
matched by a 60 percent increase over 1984-89 at the 

(P. 49). 
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TEXT TABLE 4: Trends In Contract Filings, 1984-1989 

State 

Arizona 
Colorado 

Florida 
Hawaii 

Kansas 
Maim 

Maryland 
Montana 

New Jersey 
North Dakota 

Puefto Rm 
Texas 

Utah 
Washington 

Contract 
Index 
1984 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

Contract 
Index 

State 1984 

Hawaii 100 
New York 100 

Ohio 100 
Puerto Rim 100 

Texas 100 

Contract 
Index 
1985 

109 
99 

122 
86 

110 
105 
95 

108 
110 
96 

102 
113 
85 

108 

Contract 
Index 
198s 

107 
85 

101 
85 

1 69 

General Jurlsdlctlon Courts 

Contract Contract Contract 
Index Index Index 
1986 1987 1988 

1 28 
120 
144 
85 

123 
87 

115 
114 
113 
97 

114 
109 
15 

112 

127 
1 24 
148 
79 

125 
98 

133 
95 

113 
88 

114 
111 

4 
103 

128 
113 
155 
84 

127 
127 
143 
71 

117 
90 

121 
92 
7 

101 

Uml td  Jurlsdlctlon Courts 

Contract Contract Contract 
Index Index Index 
1986 1987 1988 

110 121 1 22 
77 78 78 

106 113 116 
85 85 101 

226 246 21 1 

Contract 
Index 
1 989 

1 28 
109 
183 
80 

137 
136 
188 
62 

121 
71 

154 
74 
74 
98 

Contract 
Index 
1989 

149 
76 

110 
105 
173 

Total 
Po ulatlon 

1984 to 
1989 

117 
104 
115 
107 
103 
106 
108 
98 

103 
96 

101 
106 
103 
109 

CPrOwth 

Total 
Populetlon 

Growth 
1984 to 

1989 

107 
101 
101 
101 
106 

Source: Trial Court Statistical Profiles, Court Statistics Project, 1984-1989 
National Center for State Courts, 1991 

limited jurisdiction level. Contract cases in Texas de- 
clined by 26 percent at the general jurisdiction level and 
increased by 73 percent at the limited jurisdiction level. 

Overall, the evidence presented here indicates that 
tort filings are not increasing at a faster rate than 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 
1984-89 period. There are sufficient differences be- 
tween 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. Moreover, the most dramatic increases in the 
civil caseload tended to be for real property rights cases 
or contract cases, not torts. 

Trial Court Filing Trends, 1984-89: A 
Summary 

Change rather than continuity characterizes the fil- 
ingsof 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 demon- 
strate annual increases even over the limited time period 
considered here. 

The trend in felony case filings is upward. With 
increases over a six-year period that nearly doubled the 
number of cases being filed in some states, the pres- 
sures on the courts are substantial indeed. Moreover, 
felony cases are usually heard at the general jurisdiction 
court level and are the type of criminal case with the most 
substantial implications for court staffing and resources. 

The addition of 1989 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. This was 
largely reversed between 1986 and 1987 with tort filings 
leveling off, often near pre-1986 levels in 1988, and a 
slight increase in 1989. An underlying tendency toward 
higher filing rates is faintly evident, but that assessment 
takes on confidence depending on the importance given 
to different states and to different ways of presenting the 
trends and to the assumptions made about the long-term 
impact of tort reform. 

The trend analysis also suggests that tort filings are 
changing over time in a manner that differs from other 
civil case categories. Again, much of the variation in tort 
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CHART 3: Contract Filings, 1984-1989 
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Data included from the general jurisdiction courts in AZ, CO, 
FL, HI, KS, ME, MD, MT, NJ, ND, PR, TX, UT, WA. 

filing rates is attributable to specific legislative changes 
enacted by states during the second wave of major tort 
reform. Recent trends for contract and real property 
rights cases offer more consistency. Contract cases are 
experiencing moderate annual growth and real property 
rights cases substantial growth. Given the prevailing 
economic climate, it is possible that those types of cases 
will replace torts as the significant indicators of the 
volume of litigation. 

Appellate Court Caseload Trends, 1984-89 

A trend analysis offers perspective on where state 
appellate courts stand at a time when there is ample 
cause for concern about their well-being. At the federal 
level, it has been influentially asserted that "a crisis of 
volume" afflicts the U.S. circuit courts of a~pea1s.l~ The 
main cause is clear: in the 1940s one trial court termina- 
tion in 40 was the subject of an appeal; by the mid-l980s, 
one termination in eight was contested through an ap- 
peal.18 The result is an avalanche of cases in such 
numbers that it is asserted that only urgent structural 
reform will allow the federal appellate system to survive 
into the next century. 

17. Reportofthe FederalCourtstsShrdy Committee. Washington D.C.: 
Judicial Conference of the United States, Federal Court Study Commit- 
tee, 1990, Chapter 6. 
18. Report of the Federal Court Study Committee, p. 1 10. 

At the state level, observers note a similar crisis, 
since "state appellate court caseloads have, on average, 
doubled every ten years since the Second World War," 
implying an average annual increase of 8 percent in 
caseload Moreover, appellate courts are not 
merely confronting more of the same but "as the number 
of cases has grown, so has the range of complexity. 
Increasing numbers of complex cases, especially death 
penalty litigation, require substantial expenditure of judi- 
cial time." Volume and complexity combined to bring 
into being an IAC in many states during the 1970s and to 
make the 1980s a period of significant institutional inno- 
vation, notably through streamlined appellate proce- 
dures, settlement conferences, and alternatives to full 
appellate review. 

Perhaps the most fundamental question that a trend 
analysis can address is whether state COLRs and IACs 
are currently experiencing common patterns of caseload 
growth. Did the rapid caseload growth of the 1960s and 
1970s extend into the late 1980s in most courts or in 
some courts? Alternatively, has a new era of moderate 
caseload growth emerged? Further, if levels of growth 
are much the same, then similar factors may underlie the 
problems facing appellate courts. Earlier in Part II a 
consistency among states was found for felony trial court 
filings, suggesting that one important source of appeals 
is rapidly expanding in virtually every state. Convictions 
are rising. Prison population grew by more than h a l f 4 4  
percentaetween 1984 and 1989.2' This should trans- 
late into more appellate cases. Civil caseloads are less 
obvious sources of appellate overloads. Filings are not 
increasing in the trial courts of many states, and growth, 
where present, is less than for criminal cases. However, 
the apparent responsiveness of case filings to tort reform 
legislation might be expected to have generated signifi- 
cant new appellate activity. On balance, trial court 
activtty since 1984 had the potential to fuel appellate 
caseload growth.= To what degree and where it did so is 
the subject of this section of the report. 

In the context of this past experience and current 
concerns, it is sensible to examine recent trends in state 
appellate courts. Part I of this report already provided 
reasons for thinking that appellate caseload growth in the 
late 1980s has substantially declined from that experi- 
encedoverthe previous three decades. COLR caseloads 
did not increase between 1988 and 1989, while IACs 

19. American Bar Association, Judicial Administration Division, 
Standards Relating to Appellate Delay Reduction. Chicago: ABA, p. 
11. 
20. Rita M. Novak and Douglas K. Somerlot, Delay on Appeal. 
Chicago: ABA, 1990, p. 2. 
21. Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S. Department of Justice, Prison- 
ers in 1989. Washington D.C.: Bureau of Justice Statistics Bulletin, 
1990. p 1. 
22. It might be more appropriate here to discuss trial courtdisposition 
trends, butthese dosely parallel filing trends. Whethertrial dispositions 
are more pertinent when disarssing the potential pool for appellate 
cases is questionable. In four IACs, a minority of avil appeals arose 
from trial settings and the percentage of criminal appeals from Mal 
settings varied from 21 to 85 percent (see Chapper and Hanson, 
Intennediate Appellate Courts: Improving Case Processing, National 
Center for State Courts, 1990, p. 6-7. 
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TEXT TABLE 5: Trends In Real Property Rights Filings, 1984-1989 

state 

Arizona 
California 
Colorado 

Connectiart 
Delaware 

District of Columbia 
Florida 
Hawaii 
Illinois 

Kansas 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Montana 

New Jersey 
North Dakota 

Puerto Rico 
Texas 

Utah 
Washington 

state 

Arizona 
Delaware 

Florida 
Hawaii 

Maryland 
Michigan 

Nebraska 
New Hampshire 

New Yo& 
Ohio 

Texas 

Real 

index 
1984 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

Property 

Real 
Property 

index 
1984 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

Real 
Property 

Index 
1985 

171 
116 
133 
107 
102 
98 

126 
103 
130 
110 
87 

104 
123 
105 
1 22 
97 
92 
82 

119 

Real 

Index 
1985 

149 
118 
123 
114 
105 
109 
95 

116 
101 
105 
109 

Property 

General Juriodlctlon Courts 

Real Real Real 
Property Property Property 

Index Index index 
1986 1987 1988 

224 
183 
177 
112 
100 
95 

156 
90 

126 
130 
89 

113 
129 
107 
140 
107 
91 
93 

119 

250 
133 
205 
155 
116 
90 

161 
79 

119 
139 
72 

118 
143 
109 
155 
91 
88 
90 

134 

236 
179 
238 
1 72 
126 
a6 

177 
87 

141 
138 
63 

139 
115 
118 
132 
81 
88 
92 

147 

Limited Jurlsdlction Courts 

Real Real Real 
Property Property Property 

Index index Index 
1986 1987 1988 

184 
125 
144 
121 
107 
120 
74 

126 
108 
110 
111 

195 
1 25 
154 
115 
112 
1 28 
106 
147 
108 
116 
122 

224 
130 
163 
138 
1 24 
136 
87 

164 
100 
130 
108 

Real 
Property 

Index 
1989 

273 
190 
21 1 
130 
119 
78 

200 
109 
112 
140 
104 
143 
119 
128 
116 
81 
89 
85 

154 

Real 
Property 

index 
1989 

244 
149 
1 78 
150 
126 
142 
76 

160 
100 
137 
108 

Total 
Po ulatlon 

&owth 
1984 to 

1989 

117 
113 
104 
103 
110 
97 

115 
107 
101 
103 
108 
102 
98 

103 
96 

101 
106 
103 
109 

Total 
Po ulatlon 

&owth 1984 to 

1989 

117 
110 
115 
107 
108 
102 
100 
113 
101 
101 
106 

Source: Trial Court Statistical Profiles, Court Statistics Project, 1984-1989 
National Center for State Courts, 1991 

recorded a historically modest growth of 2.6 percent in 
mandatory appeals and 1 percent in discretionary peti- 
tions. Consequently, the rise in case volume in the state 
courts may have slowed, offering courts a respite in 
which to respond to the accumulated caseload growth of 
recent decades, adapt to the changing composition of 
appellate caseloads, and prepare for a possible resur- 
gence of rapid caseload growth in the 1990s. 

The available evidence suggests that the national, 
average annual increase in appellate caseloads has 
indeed slowed substantially in the second half of the 
1980s. Between 1984 and 1989, the number of manda- 
tory appeals filed in all COLRs increased by 14.2 percent 
and the number of discretionary petitions that were filed 
by 5 percent. Mandatory appeals filed in all IACsgrew by 
12 percent and discretionary petitions by 32.1 percent 
over those six-years.= Chart 5 (p. 50) displays the 

changing volume of the actual number of cases filed, 
based on those courts with comparable data for all six 
yea~s.2~ 

23. Two permanent IACs were created between 1984 and 1989: the 
Utah Court of Appeals on Februafy 1,1987 (seven justices), and the 
Virginia Court of Appeals (10 judges) on January 1, 1985. Creation of 
these new IACs and the cases that they absorbed from the COLR 
dockets is one factor in the more substantial caseload growth at that 
level compared to COLRs. 
24. The percentage growth figures for all appellate courts are esti- 
mated from 38 COLRs represented in the aggregate of 33 COLRs for 
mandatory appeals, 35 COLRs for discretionary petitions, 33 IACs for 
mandatory appeals, and 12 IACs for disaetionary petitions. Those 
same courts provided the information displayed in Chart6. Caseload 
numbers for the Illinois Supreme Court and the New Mexico Supreme 
Court were adjusted to match the count taken for 1989 (see Appendix 
A for details). 
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CHART 4: Real  Property Rlghts Filings, 
1984-1989 
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Caseload growth continues to outstrip judicial re- 
sources, even in terms of the sheer number of petitions 
to be considered and appeals to be heard. The number 
of COLR justices has remained constant since 1984 and, 
although the number of IAC judges grew by 9.5 percent, 
the increase in IAC judgeships still falls short of the rise 
in case filings. Thus, caseloads per judge continue to rise 
at both appellate levels. It is not known whether these 
cases tend to be more difficult and more demanding on 
judge time than appeals and petitions filed in previous 
decades. 

The remainder of Part II describes trends in manda- 
tory appeals and discretionary petitions. COLR and IAC 
filings are treated separately because of the different 
functions those courts serve and the differences noted 
above for their aggregate 1984-89 caseload growths. 
Where possible, factors underlying observed trends are 
highlighted. 

Mandatory Filings in 
State A pellate Courts, 1984-89 
The tren B analysis draws upon caseload information 

from38COLRsand33 IACs. That informationissumma- 
rized in Text Table 6 (COLR filings) (p. 51) and Text 
Table 7 (p. 52) (IAC filings), with changes measured 

through index numbers created by setting the 1984 
caseload at 100. The actual number of case filings 
annually in each court can be found in Table 13, Part 111. 

Case filings in 23 of the 38 COLRs were higher in 
1989 than in 1984, while decreases occurred in 15 
COLRs. Most increases represent a 10 percent or 

greater increase in the number of cases filed per year, 
with the average increase for a COLR being 27 percent. 
Decreases in 15 COLRs (including the 1 percent decline 
in Vermont) were, on average, 23 percent. 

IAC caseloads changed in a rather consistent man- 
ner among the states between 1984 and 1989. Twenty- 
seven of 33 IACs included in Text Table 7 recorded an 
increase, all but seven in excess of 10 percent. Four 
IACs experienced decreases and there was essentially 
no change in two IACs. The average increase was 21 
percent and the average decrease 14 percent. It ap- 
pears, therefore, that caseload trends for IACs are more 
similar than those for COLRs. 

When the year to year changes are traced for indi- 
vidual courts it is indeed the case that appellate filings 
changed since 1984 in ways that rarely form an unam- 
biguous trend eaher upward or downward. The largest 
number of filings is found in 1989 for only 13 out of the 23 
COLRs that recorded an increase over the six-year 
periodjust over one hatf. Ten recorded their largest 
caseload in 1988, three in 1987, and two in 1985. In the 
15 COLRs where the overall change was a decrease, 
eight had the highest number of filings in 1984. 

Among IACs, the peak caseload occurred in 1989 for 
only 14 of the 27 IACs in which an overall increase took 
place. Those 14 includecourts that experiencedcaseload 
growth equivalent to that found in previous decades. 
COLRs in Arizona, California, Delaware, Ohio, and Texas 
(the Court of Criminal Appeals) registered total increases 
sufficient to average an 8 percent growth rate, although 
no COLR offers an example of continuously rising case 
filings. Massachusetts, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, 
and Utah (which established an IAC in 1987) offer in- 
stances of significant downward trends that accompa- 
nied a redrawing of the jurisdictional boundaries between 
COLRs and IACs. 

Although IACs are more likely to record increases 
than COLRs, IAC caseload growth stays within a nar- 
rower range. Moreover, the increases that occurred 
were rarely the product of consistent growth over the six 
years. Only Alabama, Colorado, and Ohio conform to a 
clear upward trend for case filings.) Other courts were 
nearly as likely to move downward as they are upward 
from one year to the next. The year to year fluctuations 
are particularly evident for states in which all cases reach 
the IAC on assignment by the COLR: Hawaii, Idaho, 
Iowa, and South Carolina. 

Consequently, COLRs and IACs face caseloads that 
vary significantly from year to year in ways that it would 
be difficult for the court to anticipate and make provisions 
for (e.g. increasing the numberof judgesor support staff). 
That phenomenon is somewhat more prevalent among 
COLRs, but it applies to many IACs as well. For many 
courts, therefore, in the 1984-89 period fluctuating 
caseloads may represent a greater challenge than rising 
case volume. It should be noted, however, that the 
Alabama Court of Criminal Appeals, the Idaho Court of 
Appeals, and the Oklahoma Court of Appeals did expe- 
rience increases of over 50 percent. 

Several reasons underlie the difference between 
COLRs and IACs. First, COLR mandatory jurisdiction is 
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typically quite restricted in states with an IAC, leading to 
a small number of appeals in some states. Small caseloads 
are more sensitive to changes that appear large when 
expressed as a percentage. For example, the 1989 
index number of 53 for the Massachusetts Supreme 
Judicial Court represents 141 case filings in 1984 and 75 
filings in 1989. Six of the 38 COLRs had less than 200 
case filings in 1984, the base year. Second, COLRs have 
coped with rising dockets by transferring jurisdiction over 
some types of appeals to IACs. COLRs in some states 
assign cases to the IAC, and COLRs in other states can 
transfer cases to the IAC. Third, COLRs can control their 
caseload by issuing court rules or promoting legislation 
that shift cases, especially appeals of right, to IACs. 

Discretiona Petitions in 

Discretionary petitions account for two out of every 
three cases filed in COLRs between 1984439 but form a 
relatively insignificant share of the IAC's caseload in 
most states. Changes in discretionary case filings of 
COLRs can be traced in Text Table 8 (p. 53), while IAC 
trends are shown in Text Table 9 (p. 54). Both text tables 
are based on the detailed case filing information provided 
in Table 14, Part 111, which is also the authoritative source 
on the status of each court's caseload numbers relative 
to the model reporting categories recommended by 
COSCA. 

There is greaterdiversity among courts at both levels 
when trends in discretionary petitions are examined than 
was found for mandatory appeals. Thirty-four COLRs 
are considered in Text Table 8. Of these, 19 report 
increases (all but two of more than 10 percent), 12 report 
decreases (nine greater than 10 percent), and three are 
unchanged. The largest increase was in the New Mexico 
Supreme Court, where the number of case filings more 
than doubled over the six years. Some courts reporting 
large increases in mandatory appeals-the Idaho Su- 
preme Court and the Texas Court of Criminal Appeals- 
also registered substantial growth in the number of 
petitions being filed. The average increase was 27 
percent and the average decrease 19 percent. The 
Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts and Utah 
Supreme Court experienceddrops in discretionary filings 
roughly equivalent to that found for those courts' manda- 
tory appeals. 

A similar pattern is found among IACs. Courts split 
between those with increases and those with decreases 
over the six-year period and the overall change is often 
substantial. Trend data could be obtained for 12 IACs 
and are displayed in Text Table 9. Seven courts show an 
overall increase and five show a decrease. The number 
of petitions filed in the Louisiana Court of Appeals more 
than doubled over the six years being examined. Ex- 
pressed in terms of the number of petitions, that increase 
is daunting: 1,842 petitions were filed with the court in 
1984 and 4,189 in 1989. The number of petitions is so 
great as to overwhelm the trends in other states. If 
Louisiana is excluded from the calculation of the growth 

State Appel 7 ate Courts, 1984-89 

CHART 5: Mandatory and Discretionary 
Appellate Court Filings, 198449 
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I --6 COLR: Mandatory +- IAC: Mandatory I -C COLR: Discretionary -0- IAC: Discretionaw 

Mandatory and Discretionary totals refer only to court$ listed 
in Tables 13 and 14, respectively. 

in IAC discretionary petitions, the increase drops from 
32.1 percent to 14.4 percent. 

The trends therefore suggest that discretionary cases 
are becoming a more important component of the 
caseloads of some IACs. Discretionary cases increased 
more substantially than mandatoryappeals in the IACsof 
California, Georgia, Louisiana, and Washington. In other 
states, however, the dominant pattern was the inconsis- 
tencyfromone yeartothenext. Aswithdiscretionary and 
mandatory COLR filings, it would be difficult to use the 
previous year's change in an IAC's discretionary caseload 
as a reliable guide to what will occur in the next year. 

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. A common transfer in 
recent years shifts appeals involving a sentence of life 
imprisonment from the COLR to the IAC. In other states, 
however, the shift has been in the reverse direction, with 
all mandatory appeals of convictions for offenses such as 
first degree homicide now falling within the jurisdiction of 
the COLR. More generally, sentencing reform can ex- 
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TEXT TABLE 6: Trends In Total Mandatory Cases Filed, 1984-1989 

State 

Alaska 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Florida 
Georgia 

Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oreson 

South Carolina 
Utah 

Washington 

Delaware 
District of Columbia 

Mississippi 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
Rhode Island 
South Dakota 

Vermont 
Wyoming 

Alabama Supreme Court 
Oklahoma Supreme Court 

Pennsylvania Supreme Court 
Texas Supreme Court 

Mandatory Mandatory 
Filings Filings 
Index Index 
1984 1985 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

100 
100 
100 
100 

104 
77 
92 

128 
78 

102 
104 
105 
100 
142 
105 
128 
54 
99 
91 
60 
62 
94 
97 
91 

131 
88 
94 
98 
85 

1 23 
98 
97 

100 
97 
99 

104 
92 
92 

Courts of Last Resort 

Mandatory Mandatory Mandatory Mandatory 
Filings Filings Filings Filings 
Index Index Index index 
1986 1987 1988 1989 

States with one COLR and one IAC 

99 
112 
86 

106 
80 

107 
93 

1 28 
83 

185 
112 
114 
76 

108 
61 
80 
64 

101 
108 
102 
145 
71 

108 
97 
71 

115 
110 
96 

142 
84 
99 
97 

131 
83 

149 
127 
118 
92 

106 
51 

100 
95 
99 
79 

103 
1 25 
86 

107 
74 
59 

113 
107 
84 

144 
77 
87 
96 

152 
109 
747 
205 
117 

110 
68 
80 
97 
92 
64 
99 

148 
94 

130 
69 
51 

a4 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

126 
86 

121 
101 
107 
95 

106 
88 

103 

120 
83 

106 
119 
107 
79 

1 23 
86 
97 

143 
90 

110 
110 
124 
100 
124 
100 
108 

States with multlple appellate courts at any level 

107 111 134 111 
143 100 140 103 
53 34 30 45 

102 113 125 183 

107 
151 
92 

171 
80 

109 
102 
138 
105 
130 
106 
138 
73 
93 
53 
80 

112 
114 
47 

107 
158 
106 
97 
78 
44 

156 
84 
92 

1 49 
1 25 
111 
113 
99 
97 

122 
109 
35 

179 

Total 
Po ulaUon 

1984 to 
1989 

&OWth 

105 
117 
102 
113 
104 
115 
110 
107 
101 
101 
103 
100 
98 

108 
102 
102 
103 
107 
107 
96 

101 
105 
106 
103 
109 

110 
97 

101 
100 
122 
104 
101 
107 
93 

103 
98 

101 
106 

Source: TaMe 13, Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1991 

pand the role of a state’s appellate courts, especially 
IACs, in the review of sentences. 

Changes to state constitutions and statutes govern- 
ing civil law can also have an impact. For example, in 
Pennsylvania mandatory jurisdiction over appeals of 
decisions by certain administrative agencies shifted in 
1983 from the COLR to the commonwealth court, one of 
the state’s two IACs. The COLR’s review became 

discretionary. Court rules or policies can also change in 
ways that redistribute appellate jurisdiction, particularly 
in those states in which the COLR assigns cases to the 
IAC or has significant authority to transfer cases. 

New legislation can also generate a sudden influx of 
appeals in that subsequent year. Tort reform or sentenc- 
ing reform legislation, for example, can initially lead to a 
large number of appeals. As the COLR developsthe law, 
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TEXT TABLE 7: Trends in Total Mandatory Cases Filed, 1984-1989 

state 

Alaska 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
Calimia 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 

LoUlSlana 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Missouri 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

North Carolina 

Ken* 

South Cam + ina 
Washington 

Wisconsin 

Alabama Court of Civil Appeals 
Alabama Court of Criminal 

Appeals 
Oklahoma Court of Appeals 

Pennsylvania Superior Court 
Pennsylvania 

Commonwealth Court 
Texas Court of Appeals 

Mandatory 
flllngo 
Index 
1984 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

100 

100 
100 
100 

100 
100 

Mandatory 
flllngr 
Index 
1985 

96 
103 
99 

101 
103 
69 

104 
94 

131 
102 
107 
90 

128 
104 
116 
92 
92 
95 

111 
97 

116 
105 
101 
104 
97 

114 
105 

Intermediate Appellate Courts 

Mandatory Mandatory Mandatory 
flllngr flllnga flllngs 
Index Index Index 
1986 1987 1988 

States wlth one COLR and one IAC 

108 
122 
111 
99 

118 
70 

115 
129 
131 
119 
106 
93 
97 

109 
102 
95 
93 
98 

110 
98 

117 
105 
103 
108 
87 

123 
92 

100 
125 
111 
99 

122 
69 

118 
100 
133 
1 24 
111 
100 
109 
108 
99 
99 
96 

104 
107 
101 
106 
96 

106 
112 
109 
113 
98 

93 
142 
105 
108 
123 
73 

121 
111 
119 
155 
114 
106 
128 
113 
98 

103 
99 

101 
116 
104 
113 
103 
107 
98 
76 

110 
96 

Mandatory 
flllngr 
Index 
1989 

87 
140 
126 
114 
127 
72 

118 
114 
139 
151 
114 
1 32 
119 
111 
100 
92 

104 
106 
128 
104 
136 
105 
115 
99 

111 
112 
105 

Staten wlth multlple appellate courts at any level 

103 100 110 99 105 

109 110 121 127 152 
81 123 118 1 73 1 74 

101 103 106 111 104 

89 93 76 79 78 
108 106 106 112 119 

Total 
Populatlon 

Growlh 
1004 to 

1989 

105 
117 
102 
113 
104 
103 
115 
110 
107 
101 
101 
102 
98 

103 
100 
98 

108 
102 
103 
103 
107 
107 
101 
105 
106 
109 
102 

103 

103 
98 

101 

101 
106 

~ ~~ ~ ~~~ 

Source: Table 13, Pan 111 
National Center for Stab Courts, 1991 

the number of resulting appeals will dwindle. For ex- 
ample, the Texas Court of Criminal Appeals during 1988 
experienced asubstantial increase in the number of writs 
filed. Much of the increase can be traced to the Texas 
Prison Management Act, whichdealswith the ammula- 
tion of “good time” credits in the state prison system. 
Cases raising issues relating to that Act were consoli- 
dated and the issue decided during the year. 

Discretionary Petitions Granted, 
1984-89. 
COLRs were evenly divided as to whether their 

discretionary dockets were rising or falling. It is possible 
that trends in the filing of petitions have an impact on the 

percentage of petitions granted by the court. Text Table 
10 (p. 54) provides the available information relevant 
to that possibility. Eighteen COLRsfrom 17 states (both 
of Texas’s COLRs are included) are considered. Infor- 
mation on the percentage of petitions granted is supple- 
mented by the number of petitions filed in 1984 and in 
1989. 

The Supreme Court of West Virginia has full discre- 
tion over the cases it hears on the merits. Filings of 
petitions with the court grew by 28 percent between 1984 
and 1989. The court granted between 35 and 49 percent 
of the petitions it received, but the percentage granted is 
not clearly related to the change in the volume of peti- 
tions. The other COLRs have both mandatory and 
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TEXT TABLE 8: Trends In Total Discretionary Cases Filed, 1984-1989 

Courts of Last Resort 

State 

Alaska 
Arizona 

California 
Colorado 

Flon’da 

Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

North Carolina 
Ohio 

Oregon 
Utah 

Virginia 
Washington 

Wisconsin 

Georgia 

Delaware 
District of Columbia 

New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
South Dakota 

Vermont 
West Virginia 

Alabama Supreme Court 
Oklahoma Supreme Court 

Texas Supreme Court 
Texas Court of Criminal Appeals 

W . c r s  

Flllngr 
Index 
1984 

tionary 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

100 
100 
100 
100 

D b  Dkcre Dlscrs Mscrs D h s  
Uonsry tlonary Uonary tlonary tlonary 
Flllngr Flllngs Flllngs Flllngs Flllngs 
Index Index Index Index Index 
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 

States with one COIR and one IAC 

88 
114 
109 

111 ’ 

104 
128 
153 
94 
82 

109 
94 

107 
88 
92 
89 

115 
96 

104 
58 
54 

103 
106 

9 4 ,  

142 
114 
120 
96 

104 
104 
134 
1 28 
98 
86 

115 
80 

118 
87 

121 
116 
136 
102 
114 
71 
62 

1 02 
116 

99 
98 

114 
93 

120 
107 
1 78 
137 
100 
70 

126 
86 
27 
89 

121 
201 
1 25 
108 
125 
42 
75 

131 
121 

110 
100 
109 
101 
1 25 
106 
141 
127 
93 
70 

136 
90 
45 

113 
119 
1 70 
118 
104 
99 
85 
75 

108 
127 

114 
99 

106 
122 
105 
117 
131 
152 
93 
76 

131 
79 
48 

120 
130 
210 
83 
99 
81 
50 
82 
93 

125 

States wlth no lntennedlate appellate court 

60 60 80 80 120 
95 89 113 72 58 
95 89 86 84 97 

143 83 108 94 89 
63 119 100 130 144 
76 96 1 24 128 136 

107 1 24 1 59 126 1 28 

States wlth multlple appellate courts at any level 

85 107 100 107 113 
76 88 76 76 114 

103 109 104 110 100 
106 106 105 111 140 

Total 
Po ulstion 

1984 to 
1989 

&Orowth 

105 
117 
113 
104 
115 
110 
107 
101 
101 
100 
98 

108 
102 
1 02 
103 
107 
1 07 
101 
105 
103 
108 
109 
102 

110 
97 

113 
104 
101 
107 
95 

103 
98 

106 
106 

~ ~ 

Source: Table 14, Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1991 

discretionary jurisdiction. There is little evidence to 
suggest that as the number of petitions filed expands the 
percentage granted tends to decrease. This may have 
occurred in California, Georgia, Michigan, and New 
Mexico. The differences are often small, however, and 
other factors, such as changing jurisdiction or specific 
legislation that generated a burst of petitions in a particular 
year, may in fact explain the change over time in the 
percentage of petitions that the court granted. The 
reverse pattern of declining discretionary petitions and 
higher percentages being granted is even less apparent. 

COLRs in which the number of petitions declined did not 
tend to grant a correspondingly larger percentage. Or- 
egon is a plausible example of where such a tradeoff may 
have occurred, as, to a lesser degree are Illinois and 
Virginia. However, in most courts decreasing caseloads 
were not predictably associated with a change in the 
percentage of petitions that are granted. The percentage 
of petitions granted fluctuates from year to year in both 
Texas COLRs, one that has a stable flow of new petitions 
and one that has a substantial increase in the number 
being filed. 
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TEXT TABLE 9: Trends In Total Dlscretlonary Cases Flled, 1984-1989 

lntermedlate Appellate Courts 

hue- Msae- Dlscre- Dlscre- Dlscre- 
tionary tionary Uonary tlonary tlonary 
Filings Filings Flllngs Filings Filings 
Index Index Index Index Index 

Slate 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 

Slates wlth one COUI and one IAC 

Alaska 
AiZOlW 

California 
Florida 

Georgia 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maryland 

New Mexico 
North Carolina 

Washington 
Wismnsin 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

102 
80 

102 
100 
103 
122 
138 
62 

119 
103 
122 
93 

132 
98 

107 
116 
104 
119 
164 
78 
91 

116 
141 
98 

86 
102 
115 
116 
118 
114 
192 
95 

100 
103 
132 
90 

98 
120 
120 
116 
115 
116 
210 
71 

112 
95 

141 
93 

D l s a e  
tlonary 
Flllngs 
Index 
1989 

98 
104 
119 
115 
130 
113 
227 
75 
77 
82 

121 
78 

Total 
Po ulatlon 

&owh 1984 to 

1989 

105 
117 
113 
115 
110 
100 
98 

108 
107 
107 
109 
102 

~ ~ ~~ 

Source: Table 14, Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1991 

TEXT TABLE 10: Discretionary Petitions Flled and the Percentage Granted, 1984-1989 

Dlsae- 
tlonary Percent 
Filings Granted 

State 1984 1984 

California 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Illinois 

Louisiana 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

New Mexico 
North Carolina 

Ohio 
Oregon 
Virginia 

Wisconsin 

3,991 
941 
32 

1,675 
2,126 

76 1 
1,246 
2,347 

1 74 
541 

1,704 
870 

1,915 
718 

8 
17 
16 
12 
17 
18 
15 
4 

35 
13 
9 

12 
16 
12 

West Virginia 1,282 42 

Courls of Last Resort 

Percent Percent Percent Percent 
Granted Granted Granted Granted 

1985 1986 1987 1988 

States wlth one COLR and one IAC 

7 
15 
27 
10 
20 
13 
16 
6 

43 
11 
10 
10 
23 
13 

6 
13 
16 
10 
17 
17 
14 
6 

33 
8 

12 
14 
16 
12 

5 
12 
18 
9 

21 
16 
62 
3 

13 
9 

11 
13 
11 
24 

5 
15 
22 
13 
21 
21 
35 

3 
14 
9 

11 
14 
13 
20 

States wlth no Intermediate appellate court 

35 37 39 49 

Percent 
Granted 

1989 

4 
14 
31 
9 

22 
15 
35 

2 
7 

15 
10 
14 
20 
10 

36 

Dlscrs 
tlonary 
Fllin s 
1988 

4,214.0 
1,101.0 

42.0 
1,558.0 
2,776.0 

598.0 
592.0 

2,805.0 
366.0 
447.0 

1,686.0 
709.0 

1,573.0 
896.0 

1,644.0 

Slates wlth multiple appellate courts at any level 

2,227.0 
Texas Supreme Court 1,130 9 15 12 15 14 7 1,126.0 

Pennsylvania Supreme Court 1,537 12 9 11 12 10 10 

Texas Court of Criminal Appeals 1,281 23 19 15 27 22 14 1,792.0 

Source: Table 5, Part 111 
National Center for State Courts, 1991 
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Conclusion 
State appellate caseloads continued to grow after 

1984. It is estimated that by 1989 mandatory appeals 
and discretionary petitions had each increased by one- 
eighth (12.3 percent). COLRs and IACs had similar 
overall increases in their rnandatorycaseloads, but growth 
in discretionary caseloads was primarily experienced by 
IACs. 

Recent trends in appellate court filings mark a sharp 
departure in two respects. First, observers of state 
appellate courts have tended to speak as if states were 
experiencing common changes in their caseloads. This 
is not plausible with reference to the second hall of the 
1980s. The divergent experience is particularly notewor- 
thy among COLRs, but IACs also exhibit a wide range of 
situations. Second, only particular state COLRs or IACs 
continue to experience the rapid growth that was found in 
the 1 9 5 0 ~ ~  1960s, and 1970s, when state appellate 
caseloads doubled in each decade. So briskly did 
appeals of final judgments grow between 1973 and 1982 
that they outstripped growth in the national population by 
ten-fold and the growth in new appellate judgeships by 
three-fold.= This contrasts with the 1984-89 period. 
Growth in mandatory appeals over those years occurred 
at about twice the rate of national population growth 
(which was 5.9 percent) and only outstripped the growth 
in new appellate judgeships by the narrowest of mar- 
gins.= 

Diversity is therefore the main feature of appellate 
courts in the late 1980s. That diversity is evident in the 
split between courts experiencing an increase and those 
experiencing a decrease, as well as in those courts that 
seem to have found a stable caseload level. For any pair 
of adjacent years, the diversity is evident in the likelihood 
that COLRsor lACs will move upward or downward. That 
year to year variation is made particularly significant by 
the extent of many of those changes. Appellate court 
trends resemble those found for tort cases rather than 

25. T. Marvel and S. Lindgren, The Growth of Appeal. Washington 
D.C.: Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S. Department of Justice, 1985. 
26. The comparison is not exact since the 1984-89 trends are based 
on all mandatory appeals, not only thosefrom final judgments. Also, the 
contrast between growth in filings and judgeships is limited here to 
IACs. 

those observed for felony cases, or indeed for contract 
and real property rights cases. 

In concluding, however, attention should be drawn to 
the plight of those states in which caseload growth is 
continuing, thus adding substantial numbers of new 
cases each year to already overburdened dockets. A 
partial list of states thus affected includes Alabama, 
Arizona, California, Delaware, Ohio, and Texas. Other 
states may be experiencing comparable growth at both 
appellate levels (or in the COLR in a single-tier system), 
but trend data were not available. Serious problems 
might have been identified in some of the other states 
examined in Part II if judgeships and other court re- 
sources were used to trace changing caseloads per 
judge. 

This review of recent caseload trends finds that 1989 
was part of a period of flux in the state courts. The main 
consequence is that it is unwise to speak of the state 
appellate or trial courts as if they are experiencing similar 
changes in their caseloads. Differences among states 
far outweigh any consistencies that emerged. 

Consistencies were primarily found at the trial court 
level, particularly for felony cases. There is a strong 
upward trend in felony case filings, significantly increas- 
ing the number of serious cases entering the trial courts 
of most states. A comparable growth is not evident 
among civil cases in general. Tort cases, the focus of 
concern in the recent past, are not consistently increas- 
ing across the country. An upward trend may be present 
in some states, but the distinguishing feature of tort case 
filings in recent years is their susceptibility to short-term 
adjustments in response to tort reform legislation. It is too 
early to say if those adjustments will meet the objectives 
that led to the legislation being introduced. Contract and 
real property rights cases, two other major categories 
within the civil caseload, do provide stronger evidence of 
an upward trend. 

At the appellate level, it is difficult to speak of a 
national pattern that accurately describes the situation of 
most or even a substantial number of cases. Mandatory 
appellate filings in state IACs do appear to be increasing. 
But only a few states are recording increases compa- 
rable to those experienced in the 1970s and early 1980s. 
For many states, the uncertainty created by caseloads 
that sharply decrease or increase from year to year may 
have presented the most serious challenge in the late 
1980s. 
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TABLE 1: Reported Natlonal Caseload for State Appellate Courts. 1989 

Reporled cesekad Filed Msposed 

Courts of lart re- 

1 . Mandaroryjurlad#kncsses: 

A Nunberofreporledconpletecases ........................ 
N e  of courts reporting complete dm ................... 

B . Number of reported apmplete cgbes thet in&& 801118 dsaetionay petitions 
NumberofComrepoRing oarpletedate with 

801118 disaetknary pelltkns ............................ 
C . Number of reported cases mat am h#nplete ................. 

N W  of mwta reporting h#wnplete data ................... 
D . Number of reported cams mat am I w t e  and Include some dffaetionay 

pelitkms ......................................... 
discmtklnafypenuons ................................ Nu- of oourts repMting c8BB8 that am in~nplete and indude Some 

I1 . Discm~jurlsedknpetltkns: 

A Nu* of reported oonplete petitkns ...................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
B . Number of reported corrplete peutkns that krdude some mandatory cases 

Number of oourts reporUng oarplete petitkns 

N u d m  d courts repMing complete petitions that include some 
m9ndaloycsJes ................................... 

C . N m b w  of rapxled pelitions that am lncaq&te . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
0 . Nunber of reported cases mat am h#nplete and indude some mandatory 

Nu- of cowls reporting caas that are lneonplele and Include some 

N W  of mum reporting hmnplete petltbns 

c89Ba .......................................... 
mandalDIyoases ................................... 

Intomradlabo oppolato eourb: 

1 . Mandabryjurlsdidkncasea: 

A. Nunbrofqmrbdconpleteceses ........................ 

8 . Number of reportedconpletecaciesthat lncbdesomedlsaetbmary 

Number of carts mportiq corrplete data .................... 

petltkns ......................................... 
N W  of onn?s reportlne conplete data with some disaetionary petitions 

C . Nunber of repated cases that am incarplete . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of cow reporting inc#nplete data ................... 

D . Number of repated axes hat am kw#mpiete and include some disaetkmary 
pelitkns ......................................... 
esaetbnarypetiuons ................................ NWI~JW of awrLI reporting c~s8s that 8m incomplete and include sane 

II . DLscretknaty jvrsactbn petitions: 

A Number of repaled conplete petitions ...................... 
Number of Qnnbl repofling complete petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

B . N W  of rsporled complete pewkns mal Indude some mandatory cases 
Number d cams rqwting cwplete petitions that lndude some mandatory 

c8885 .......................................... 
C . Number of repaled petttbm that am . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
D . Number of repaled cases (hat am inconplete and indude some Mndatory 

Number of anuts repoding cases that are incomplete and Indude some 

Number of courts repotting hmnplete petitkrrs 

c8985 .......................................... 
mandatoycases .................................. 

18.150 
38 

6.548 

10 

539 
2 

443 

1 

34. 871 
38 

1. 004 

1 

491 6 
8 

2. P7 

1 

88. 615 
32 

50. 387 
9 

3.115 
1 

0 

0 

18.461 
19 

0 

0 

295 
1 

0 

0 

14.038 
28 

7.049 

13 

498 
2 

421 

1 

27. 038 
28 

5.720 

4 

5. 049 
6 

0 

0 

83.147 
28 

51. 654 
14 

0 
0 

0 

0 

15.149 
12 

1. m 
1 

283 
1 

0 

0 

(conhued on next page) 
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TABLE 1: ReQorted Netbnal Cesebad for State &peltate Courts. 1989. (continued) 

Sumnay section for ell appellate courts: 

160.097 A. Nuntw of reported wrnplete Casesrpetibions .............. =,a1 
8. N W  of reported conplete casWpeWns that tndude other 

8.885 c. NIJII~W of reported casestpetitions mat are inconpkte . . . . . . .  5.455 3.410 
0. Number of reported cases mat are brconplete and include some 

othercaaetypes .. i . . . . . . . . . .  ................. 2,810 0 2,670 

Total .......................................... 68,698 160.873 229,571 

107,076 

Cssetypes ................................... 7,552 50387 51,939 
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1989 

State/Court name: 

ALASKA 
supreme Court 
court of Appeals 
State Total 

ARIZONA 
supreme Court 

State Total 
court of Appears 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 
court of Appeak 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
supreme court 
courts of Appeal 
State Total 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 
court of Appeals 
State Total 

CONNECllCUT 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 

TOTAL CASES FILED 

Sum of mandatory Sum of mandatory 
cases and cases and 

discretionary discretionary 
Total petitions petitions filed 

Total Total discretionary filed granted 
mandatory discretionary petitions Filed Filed 

cases petitions filed per per 
filed filed granted Number judge Number judge - -  

Stat- wHh one court of last resort end one Intermediate eppellete court 

342 
404 
746 

159 A 
3,858 
4,017 ' 

443C 
1,079 
1,522. 

380A 
11,542 
11,922' 

205 
2,012 
2,217 

274 
985 

1,259 

642 
District courts of Appeal 13,924 
State Total 14,566 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

674 B 
2,361 B 
3,035 ' 

251 
62 
31 3 

1,004 B 
52 

1,056 ' 

(C) 
NJ 

4,214 
6,966 
11,180 

993 
NJ 
993 

204 
105 
309 

1,111 
2,259 
3,370 

1,101 
809 

1,910 

45 
NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

187 A 
677 
864' 

NA 
NJ 

38 
47 
85 

NA 
NA 

155 A 
(B) 

593 
466 

1,059 

1,163 
3,910 
5,073 

443 
1,079 
1,522 

4,594 
18,508 
23,102 

1,198 
2,012 
3,210 

478 
1 ,m 
1.568 

1,753 
16,183 
17,936 

1 .n5 
3,170 
4,945 

119 
155 
132 

233 
217 
221 

63 
180 
117 

656 
21 0 
243 

171 
155 
161 

68 
121 
98 

250 
352 
338 

254 
352 
309 

387 

1,079 

567 
12,219 
12,786 

2,012 

31 2 
1,032 
1,344 

829 
2,361 
3,190 

77 

1 80 

81 
139 
135 

155 

45 
115 
84 

118 
262 
199 

62 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Repori 1989 



TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

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 granted Court are 

Statelcourt name: disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed type c-d 

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

Supreme Court 298 243 NA 541 COLR 1 
court of Appeats 431 56 NA 487 IAC 1 
state Total 729 299 1,028 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeak 
State Total 

ARKANSAS 
supreme court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

133 A 995 B 9 9 B  1,128 232 COLR 6 
3,478 53 NA 3,531 IAC 6 
3,611 1,048 4,659 

421 C (C) NA 421 
978 NJ NJ 978 

1,399 1,399 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 46A 4,442 NA 4,488 
Courts of Appeal 13,886 7,070 NA 20,956 
State Total 13,932 11,512 25,444 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

COLR 2 
978 IAC 2 

COLR 6 
IAC 2 

(8) 1,215 B NA 1,215 COLR 1 
2,193 NJ NJ 2,193 2,193 IAC 1 

1,215 3.408 

2960 (B) NA 296 
1.135 NA NA 
1.431 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 580 965 NA 1,545 
Disbict Courts of Appeal 14,073 1,893 NA 15,966 
State Total 14,653 2.858 17,511 

GEORGIA 
supreme court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 1 
IAC 1 

COLR 1 
IAC 1 

(4 1,885 B NA 1.885 COLR 2 
1,918 B 706 (B) 2.624 1,918 IAC 2 

2.591 4,509 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Ceseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1989. (continued) 

StateICourt name: 

HAWAII 
supreme Court 
I n t m d m t e  Court of Appeals 
State Total 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
court of Appeals 

ILLINOIS * 
supreme court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

INDIANA 
supreme Court 
court of Appeals 
State Total 

IOWA 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
court of Appeals 

WNSAS 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
court of Appeals 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

LOUISIANA 
supreme Court 
courts of Appeal 
State Total 

TOTAL CASES FILED 

* Sum of mandatory 

Total 
Total Total discretionary 

mandatory discretionary 
cases 
filed - 
-6508 

140 
790 ' 

3 s B  
221 
587 

153 
8,139 B 
8,292 ' 

336 
1,516 
1,852 

1,303 B 

1.981 ' 
678 

179 
1,154 B 
1,333 

304 
2.712 
3.01 6 

108 
3,562 
3,670 

petitlons 
filed - 

42 
NJ 
42 

91 
NJ 
91 ' 

1,558 
(0) 

565 
81 
646 

NA 
NJ 

526 
(6) 

748 A 
89 

837 

2,776 
4,189 
6,965 

petitions 
filed 

granted 

13 
NJ 
13 

NA 
NJ 

136 
NA 

w 
57 

NA 
NJ 

108 
NA 

NA 
NA 

623 
1,356 
1,979 

CBSBS and 
discretionary 

petitions 
filed 

Filed 
per 

Number judge 

692 
140 
832 

457 
221 
678 

1,711 
8,139 
9,850 

901 
1,597 
2,498 

678 

705 
1,154 
1,859 

1,052 
2,801 

3,853 

2,884 
7,751 

10,635 

138 
47 

104 

91 
74 
85 

244 
189 
1 97 

180 
1 23 
139 

113 

101 
115 
109 

150 
200 
183 

41 2 
149 
180 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
petitions filed 

granted 
Filed 

per 
Number judge - 

663 
140 
803 

221 

289 

1,573 

678 

287 

73 1 
4,918 
5,649 

133 
47 

100 

74 

41 

121 

113 

41 

104 
95 
96 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

Total 
mandatory 

cases 
State/Court name: disposed 

HAWAII 
supreme Court 749 B 
l n t d i t e  Court of Appeak 138 
State Total 887 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
state Total 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
Appellate Court 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
courtof Appeals 

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 

347 B 
231 
578 

191 
7,722 B 
7,913 

41 8 
1,334 
1,752 

970 B 
799 

1,769 

290 
1,218 B 
1,508 

305 
2,438 
2.743 

108 
3,646 
3,754 

Total 
discretionary 

pelitiOnS 

disposed 

45 
NJ 
45 

88 
NJ 
88 

1,484 
(4 

599 
76 

675 

303 A 
NJ 
303* 

NA 
(e) 

640 A 
89 

729 

2,633 
4,138 
6.771 

Sum of 
Total mandatory 

discretionary casesand 
petitions 
granted 

disposed 

(B) 
NJ 

(B) 
NJ 

118 
NA 

56 
52 

108 

71 
NJ 
71 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

458 
1,351 
1,809 

discretionary 
petitiOilS 
disposed 

. 794 
138 
932 

435 
231 
666 

1,675 
7,722 
9,397 

1,017 
1,410 
2,427 

1,273 
799 

2,072 

1,218 

945 
2,527 
3.472 

2,741 
7,784 

10,525 

Sum of 
mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
petitions 
granted 

disposed 

749 
138 
887 

347 
23 1 
578 

309 

474 
1,386 
1,860 

1,041 
799 

1,840 

566 
4,997 
5.563 

Court 

type 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

Point at 
which 
cases 

c s d  
are 

2 
2 

1 
4 

1 
1 

6 
6 

1 
4 

COLR 5 
IAC 5 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

6 
3 

2 
2 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1989. (continued) 

State/Court 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 

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 CASES FILED 

Total 
Total Total discretionary 

mandatory discretionary 
cases 
filed 

2058 
1,841 
2,046 

75 
1,451 B 
1.526 

4 
10,951 B 
10,955 

248 
1772 
2,020 

227 
3,659 
3,886 

41 3 
6,492 B 
6,905 

368 
777 

1,145 

109 
1,378 
1,487 

petitions 
filed 

598 
230 
828 

592 
959 

1,551 

2,805 
(0) 

71 1 
295 A 

1,006 

857 
NJ 

857 

1,482 A 
NA 

366 
44 

410 

447 
385 
832 

petitions 
filed 

granted 

91 
12 

103 

209 
NA 

68 
NA 

130 
88A 

218 

79 
NJ 
79 

162 
(B) 

27 
15 
42 

68 
40 

108 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
petitions 

filed 
Filed 

per 
Number judge 

003 
2.071 
2,874 

667 
2,410 
3,077 

2,809 
10,951 
13,760 

959 
2,067 
3,026 

1.084 
3,659 
4,743 

1,895 

734 
82 1 

1,555 

556 
1,763 
2,319 

115 
159 
144 

95 
172 
147 

401 
608 
550 

137 
159 
151 

155 
114 
122 

271 

147 
117 
130 

79 
147 
122 

Number - 
296 

1,853 
2,149 

284 

72 

378 
1,860 
2,238 

306 
3,659 
3,965 

575 
6,492 
7,067 

395 
792 

1.187 

177 
1.418 
1,595 

Filed 

per 
judge 

42 
143 
107 

41 

10 

54 
143 
112 

44 
114 
102 

82 
232 
202 

79 
113 
99 

25 
118 
84 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
petitions filed 

granted 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

State/Court 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 

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 
Stale Total 

Total 
mandatory 

cases 
disposed 

221 B 
1,811 
2,032 

(e) 
NA 

(e) 
8,983 B 

242 
1,872 
2,114 

227 
3,331 
3,558 

383 
6,531 B 
6,914 

365A 
741 B 

1,106 

95 
1,188 B 
1,283 

Total 
discretionary 

disposed 
petitions 

543 
230 
773 

NA 
NA 

2,453 B 
(e) 

683 
283 A 
%6* 

871 
NJ 

871 

1.472 A 
NA 

344 
(B) 

397 
385 
782 

Sum of 
Total mandatory 

discretionary cases and 
petitiohs discretionary 
granted 

disposed 

NA 
NA 

250 B 
NA 

NA 
NA 

120 
85A 

205 

97 
NJ 
97 

NA 

0% 

NJ 
NA 

59 
(B) 

petitions 
disposed 

764 
2,041 
2,805 

2,453 
8,983 

11,436 

925 
2,155 
3,080 

1.098 
3,331 
4,429 

1,855 

709 
74 1 

1,450 

492 
1,573 
2,065 

Sum of 
mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
petitions 
granted 

disposed 

250 

362 
1,957 
2,319 

324 
3,331 
3,655 

6,531 

365 

154 
1.188 
1,342 

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 u n t e d  

2 
2 

2 
2 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

5 
5 

2 
2 
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TABLE 2 Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1989. (continued) 

TOTAL CASES FILED 

StatelCourt name: 

NORTH DAKOTA 
supreme court 
court of Appeels 
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 

State Total 
Court of Appeals 

VIRGINIA 
supreme court 
court of Appeals 
State Total 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
court of Appeals 

WISCONSIN 
supreme court 
court of Appeals 
State Total 

Total 
Total Total discretionary 

mandatory discretionary 
C(L588 

filed 

397 
0 

397 

535 
10,771 
11,306 

217 . 
3,795 
4,012 

463 
448 
91 1 

498 
764 

1,262 

NA 
443 

101 B 
3,222 
3,323 

NJ 
2,355 
2,355 

petitions 
filed 

0 
NJ 
0 

1,686 
NJ 

1,686 

709 
NJ 

709 

4 3 A  
NJ 
43. 

36 
NA 

1,573 
1,523 
3,096 

821 A 
31 8 

1,139 

896 
191 

1,087 

petitions 
filed 

granted 

1 
NJ 

1 

161 
NJ 

161 

101 
NJ 

101 

43 
NJ 
43 

NA 
22 

321 
267 A 
588* 

NA 
NA 

90 
NA 

Sum of mandatoty 
cases and 

discretionary 

filed 
petitions 

Filed 
per 

Number iudge 

397 
0 

397 

2,221 
10,771 
12,992 

926 
3,795 
4,721 

506 
448 
954 

534 

1.966 

922 
3,540 
4,462 

896 
2.546 
3.442 

79 
0 

50 

31 7 
183 
197 

132 
380 
278 

101 
75 
87 

107 

197 

102 
221 
178 

128 
196 
1 72 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
petitions filed 

granted 
Filed 
per 

Number Judge - 

398 
0 

398 

696 
10,771 
11,467 

318 
3,795 
4,113 

506 
448 
954 

786 

710 

90 

80 
0 
50 

99 
183 
174 

45 
380 
242 

101 
75 
87 

112 

71 

13 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

StatelCourt name: 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
court of Appeals 

OHIO 
supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

OREGON 
supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
supreme Court 

State Total 
Court of Appeals 

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 

m e t o r y  
cases 

disposed 

381 
0 

381 

457 
9.871 

10,328 

301 B 
3,601 
3,902 

537 B 
377 
914 

642 B 
785 B 

1,427 

NA 
(8) 

127 B 
2,902 
3,029 

NJ 
2,414 
2,414 

Total 
discretionary 

disposed 
petitions 

0 
NJ 
0 

1,372 
NJ 

1,372 

733 
NJ 

733 

(6) 
NJ 

(B) 
(6) 

1.800 
1,777 B 
3,577 

829 A 
305 

1.134 

802 
148 
950 

Sum of 
Total mandatory 

discretionary cases and 
petitions 
granted 

disposed 

2 
NJ 

2 

141 
NJ 

141 

(6) 
NJ 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

34 
NA 

187 
NA 

discretionary 

disposed 
petitions 

381 
0 

381 

1,829 
9,871 

1 1,700 

1,034 
3,601 
4,635 

537 
377 
91 4 

642 
785 

1,427 

1,777 

956 
3,207 
4,163 

802 
2,562 
3,364 

Sum of 
mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
petitions 
granted 

disposed 

383 
0 

383 

598 
9,871 

10,469 

301 
3,601 
3,902 

377 

161 

187 

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 u n t e d  

1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

2 
4 

1 
1 

1 
1 

6 
6 

6 
6 
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TABLE 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1989. (continued) 

State/Courtname: , 

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 

TOTAL CASES FILED 

Sum of mandatory Sum of mandatory 
cases and cases and 

discretionary discretionary 
Total petitions petitions filed 

Total Total discretionary filed granted 
mandatoty discretionary petitions 

cases petitions filed 
filed filed granted Number 

States wfth no Intermediate appellate court 

- -  

517 B 

1,515 

540 c 

773 

627 

1,497 B 

997 

NJ 

455 

387 B 

61 9 

NJ 

32 1 

6 A  

49 

(C) 

43 

6 

(6) 

NJ 

587 

1 79 

39 A 

34 

1,644 

NJ 

NA 

5 

NA 

6 

NA 

NA 

NJ 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

593 

NJ 

523 

1,564 

540 

81 6 

633 

1,497 

997 

587 

634 

426 

653 

1,644 

32 1 

Filed Filed 

per per 
judge Number judge 

105 

174 1,520 169 

77 

91 779 a7 

90 

21 4 

199 997 199 

117 

127 

05 

131 

329 593 119 

64 321 64 
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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 
Supremecourt 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court 

Sum of 
Total mandatory 

Total Total discretionary cases and 
mandatory discretionary petitions discretionary 

cases petitions granted petitions 
disposed disposed disposed disposed 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

4808 

1,598 

452C 

840 

618 B 

1,277 B 

1,047 

NJ 

396 

4848 

624 

NJ 

363 

NA 

4 

NJ4 

0 

NA 

NA 

NJ 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

702 

NJ 

485 

1,647 

452 

872 

61 8 

1,277 

1,047 

532 

565 

484 

659 

1,735 

363 

Sum of 
mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
petitions 
granted 

disposed 

1,602 

840 

1,047 

702 

363 

court 

type 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

Point at 
which 
cases 

are 
C* 

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 Coufts, 1989. (continued) 

TOTAL CASES FILED 

State/Court name: 

ALABAMA 
supreme court 
Court of Civil Appeals 
Court of Crimlnal Appeals 
State Total 

NEWYORK 
court of Appeals 
Appellate Div. of the Sup. Ct. 
Appellate Tens of the Sup. Ct. 
State TOW 

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

PENNSY LVANlA 
supreme court 
Superior Court 
Commonwealth Court 
State Total 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court 
Court of Criminal Appeals 
court of Appeals 
State Total 

TEXAS 
supreme Court 
Court of Oiminal Appeal 
Courts of Appeak 
State Total 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
Total petitions 

Total Total discretionary filed 

cases petitions filed per 

mandatory discretionary petitions Filed 

filed filed granted Number judge - -  
Statw with muttiple appellate courts at any level 

908 
!j56 

2,132 
3,596 

3308 
11,338 B 
2,461 B 

14,129 ' 

862 
1,192 B 
1,373 
3,427 

94 
6,040 B 
3,115A 
9,249 

161 
889 
994 

2,044 

3 
3,504 
8,813 

12,320 

806 
NJ 
NJ 

806 

4,411 
(B) 
(6) 

443 

NJ 
(6) 

2,227 C 
NA 
29 

820 
67 

103 
990 

1,126 
1,792 

NJ 
2,918 

NA 
NJ 
NJ 

NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 
85 
NJ 

230 c 

NA 
(B) 

64 
25 
12 

101 

76 
246 
NJ 
322 

1,714 
556 

2,132 
4,402 

4,741 
11,338 
2,461 

10.54O 

1,305 
1,192 
1,373 
3,870 

2,321 

3,144 

981 
956 

1,097 
3,034 

1,129 
5,296 
8,813 

15,238 

190 
185 
426 
258 

677 
241 
164 
269 

145 
397 
114 
161 

332 

210 

196 
106 
91 

117 

125 
588 
110 
155 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
petitions filed 

granted 
Filed 
per 

Number judge - 

556 185 
2,132 426 

1,277 426 
1,373 114 

324 46 
6,040 671 

225 45 
914 102 

1,006 84 
2.145 83 

79 9 
3.750 417 
8.813 110 

12,642 129 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

Sum of 
Total mandatory 

Total Total discretionary casesand 
mandatory discretionary petitions discretionary 

cases petitions granted petitions 
StatelCourt name: disposed disposed disposed disposed 

Stet- wlth multiple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
SupremeCourt 
Court of Civil Appeals 
Court of Crlrninal Appeals 
State Total 

NEWYORK 
court of Appeals 
Appellate Div. of the Sup. Ct. 
Appellate Terms of the Sup. Ct 
State Total 

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

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court 
Superior Court 
Commonwealth Court 
State Total 

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

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of (Xirninal Appeal 
Courts of Appeals 
State Total 

620 
528 

1,927 
3,075 

295 
14,534 B 
2,034 B 

16,863. 

NA 
773 

1,337 

NA 
6,218 B 
3,973 B 

(B) 
794 B 

1,015 B 

1 
3,806 
8,416 

12,223 

1,104 
NJ 
NJ 

1,104 

3,621 
(6) 
(6) 

NA 
31 2 
NJ 

NA 
NA 
(6) 

1,057 E 
35A 
97 

1,189' 

1,096 
2,107 

NJ 
3,203 

NA 
NJ 
NJ 

21 4 
NA 
NA 

NA 
85 
NJ 

NA 
(B) 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 

98 
456 
NJ 
554 

1,724 
528 

1,927 
4,179 

3,916 
14,534 
2,034 
2Q,w 

1,085 
1,337 

3,973 

1,057 
829 

1,112 
2,998 

1,097 
5.913 
8,416 

15.426 

Sum of 
mandatory 
cases and 

discretionrvy 
petitions 
granted 

disposed 

528 
1,927 

509 

858 
1,337 

6,218 

99 
4,262 
8,416 

12.777 

Point at 
which 
cases 

Court are 
type c e  

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
COLR 

IAC 

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 Casebad tor State Appellate Courts, 1989. (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

COLR = Court of last resort 
IAC = lntennediate appellate court 

POINTS AT WHiCH CASES ARE COUNTED 

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

NOTE: 

At the filing of trial record and complete briefs 

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

NJ _ _  = Inapplicable 

( ) = 

= This case type is not handled in this court. 

Mandatory and dlacretlonary jurladlctlon cases 
cannot be separately identified. Data are reported 
within the jurisdiction where the court has the maiority 
of its caseload. 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

*See the qualifying footnote for each court within the state. 
Each footnote has an effect on the state's total. 

To ta l  mandatory cases filed and disposed in the Illinois 
Supreme Court do not include the Miscellaneous Record 
Cases. 
T o t a l  mandatory cases filed in the New Mexico Supreme 
Court do not include petilions for extension of time in criminal 
Cases. 

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 

mandatory Judge disciplinary cases. 

data do not include mandatory judge dlsclpllnary 
cases. Mandatory disposed data do not include 
discipiinary cases which are estimated to make 
the total less than 75% complete. Total 
discretionary petltlona granted do not include 
original procwdinga and admlnlatrative agency 
C a s .  

Arizona-Supreme Court-Data do not include 

California--Supreme Court-Total mandatory flied 

Delaware--Supreme Court-Data do not 
include some dlacretlonary Interlocutory 
declalon cases, which are reported with 
mandatory jurisdiction cases. 

Georgia-Supreme Court-Dlacretlonary petitions 
granted do not include interlocutory decisions. 

Iowa--Supreme Court-Discretionary petitions 
granted and disposed do not include some 
discretionary orlglnal proceedlnga. 

Kentucky-Supreme Court-Data do not include some 

Minnesota--Court of Appeals-Total discretionary 
petltlona do not include dlacretlonary petitions 
of final judgments that were denied. Total 
dlacretlonary petitlone granted do not include 
"other" discretionary petitlona granted. 

New Jersey-Supreme Court-Data do not include 
discretionary interlacutory declalona. 

New Mexico-Supreme Court-Total mandatory 
disposed cases do not include admlnlstrative 
agency cases. 

Pennsylvania--Commonwealth Court-Total 
mandatory cases filed do not include transfers 
from the Superior Court and the Court of Common 
Pleas. 

discretionary UnCla88lfiOd petitions. 

South Carolina--Supreme Court--Filed data do not 
include dlacretlonary petltlona that were denied or 
otherwise dismissedlwithdrawn. or settled. 

South Dakota--Supreme Court-Data do not include 
advlsory opinions reported with mandatory 
jurledlctlon cases. 

Tennessee-Court of Criminal Appeals-Disposed data 
do not include some cases which are reported wilh 
mandatory jurisdiction cases. 

original proceeding petitions granted. 

discretionary petitions. 

Virginia-Court of Appeals-Filed data do not include 

Washington--Supreme Court-Data do not include some 

B: The following C O U 5 '  data are overinclusive: 
Arizona--Supreme Court-Data include mondatory 

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

mandatory jurisdiction cases. 
Connedicut-Supreme Court-Total mandatory cases 

disposed include some discretionory petitions. 
Delaware--Supreme Court-Data include some 

dlacretlonary petitions and filed data include 
dlacretlonary petitions that were granted. 

Georgia-Supreme Court-Total mandatory filed data 
include a few dlscretlonary petitions thot were 
granted and refiled as appeals. Diecretionory 
petitions disposed data represent some double 
counting because they include all mondatory 
appeala and diecretlonary petitione gronted that 
are refiled as a mandatory case. 
--Court of Appeals-Total mandatory data include ail 
diacretlonary petitions that were granted and 
refiled as appeals. 

dlacretlonary petitions granted. 

petltlons reviewed on the merits. Mandotory 
disposed data include petitions granted disposed. 

Illinois--Appellate Court-Data include all discretionary 
petitlone. 

Iowa--Supreme Court-Data include some 
dlacretlonary petltlons that were dismissed by the 
Court, which are reported with mandotory jurisdiction 
CaSBS. 

dlscretlonary petitions. 

discretionary petitions thot were granted and 
refiled as appeals. 

all mandatory appeals disposed. 
--Appeals Court-Data include all dlscretlonary 
petltlona. 

Michigan-Supreme Court-Disposed data include 
mandatory jurisdiction cases. 
--Court of Appeals-Total mandatory data include 
discrutionery petitions. 

Montana--Supreme Court--Mandatory cases disposed 
include all dlscretlonary petltlona. 

Nebraska-Supreme Court-Data include all 
dlacretionary petitions. 

New Jersey-Appellate Division of Superior Court-Data 
include all dlecretionary petitions thot were 
granted. 

New Mexico--Court of Appeals-Disposed data include 
all dlecretlonery petitions. 

New Vork--Appellate Divisions of Supreme Court-Data 
include all discretionary petitions. 
--Appellate Terms of Supreme Court-Data include all 
dlscretlonary petltlons. 

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

data include all discretionary petitions, 

Hawaii--Supreme Court--Data include a few 

Idaho-Supreme Court-Data include dlecretlonary 

Kansas-Court of Appeals-Data include all 

Maryland--Court of Appeals-Dala include 

Massachusetts--Supreme Court-Disposed data include 

Oklahoma--Court of Criminal Appeals--Mandatory filed 
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Table 2: ReporWd Total Caseload for State Appellate Courts. 1989. (continued) 

Oragon-Supreme coUrt-Disposed data include all 
d l r r r t lonrry potltlmr that m r r  grsntod. 

Pennsyhrania-Superkr Court-Data include all 
dlrcntlonrty ptltlonr that -0 granted. 
-Commonwealth Courl-DspOsed data Include all 
diurrt ionrry potltiw. 

Soum carolinasupreme Court-Msposed data 
indude all dlrcrmtbnsry potitions that were 
disposed. south Dalcota-Filed data lndude dlurotlorury 
odvlsaty oplnlonr. y l lndrtoy jurldktlon 
dispositions indude a11 diurotlorury potitlonr. 

~mnersee-s~prem ~ o ~ r t - ~ i ~ ~ t i ~ ~ r y  petiUons 
disposed data include all mandatory jurlsdlctlon 
cases. 
-Court 01 Appeals--Madatov disposed 
include some d l s c r o t l ~ ~ r y  potltknr. 
-Court of Criminal AppeaC-Mandstory 
jurlsdlctlon disposed data include some 
diuretlonsry potltlonr. 

Utah-Supreme Court-Disposed data indude all 
discrotlonery pennons. 
-Court of Appeals--Dised data include all 
dlocretlonery petitions. 

Virgmi-court of Appeals--Dlscretlonsry petltlonr 
bsposed data include all mendstory jurlsdlctlon 

Washington-Supreme Court-Data lndude some 
dlwrmtlonory pontionr. 

The following courts' data am both incomplete and 
overinclusive: 

Arlcansas-Supreme Court-Data include a few 
discrotlonary potitlonr. but do not include 
mandatory attorney dlsclpllnsry cases and 
cortlfled questions from tho federal courts. 

Connecticut-Supreme Court-Disposed data indude 
mandatory cases. but do not include some 
undassifmd appeals and judge dlsclpllnery cases. 

Maine-Supreme Judicial Court Sitting as Law Court- 
Total mmdstwy jurlsdlctlon data include 
dlscretlonary petltlonr, but do not include 
mandatory dlulpllnary and adwlrory opinion 
cases. 

Pennsylvania-Supreme Court--Total dlscretlonsry 
Jurlrdictlon filed data include noncase motions, 
but do not include orlglnsl procooding ptitlonr. 

cases. 

C: 
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TABLE 3 Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases 
in State Appellate Courts, 1989 

StateICourt name: 

ALASKA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Totd 

ARIZONA 
SUpremeCourt 
court of Appeal§ 
State Total 

ARKANSAS 
supreme court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
courts of Appeal 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 
court of Appeals 
State Total 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 

Disposed 
asa Number Filed 

Court percent of per 
type Filed Disposed offiled judges judge 

Stat- with one court of last resort and one intermediate appellate court 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
District Courts of Appeal IAC 
State Total 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 
court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court COLR 
Intermediate Court of Appeals IAC 
State Total 

342 
404 
746 

159A 
3,858 
4,017 

443C 
1,079 
1,522 

380A 
11,542 
11,922 

205 
2,012 
2,217 

274 
985 

1,259 

642 
13,924 
14,566 

674 B 
2,361 B 
3.035 

650 B 
140 
790 

298 
431 
729 

133 A 
3,478 
3,611 

421 C 
978 

1,399 

46 
13,886 
13,932 

(B) 
2,193 
2,193 

2968 
1,135 
1.431 

580 
14,073 
14,653 

(B) 
1,918 B 
1.918 

749 B 
138 
887 

87 
107 
98 

84 
90 
90 

95 
91 
92 

120 

109 

115 

90 
101 
101 

81 

115 
99 
112 

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 

68 
135 
93 

32 
21 4 
175 

63 
180 
117 

54 
131 
125 

29 
155 
1 1 1  

39 
109 
79 

92 
303 
275 

96 
262 
190 

130 
47 
99 

Filed 
per 

loo,o0O 
population 

65 
77 
142 

4 
108 
113 

18 
45 
63 

1 
40 
41 

6 
61 
67 

8 
30 
39 

5 
110 
115 

10 
37 
47 

58 
13 
71 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 3: Selected ceseloed and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases 
in State Appellate Courts, 1989. (continued) 

Disposed 
asa 

Court pereent 
type Filed Disposed offiled 

Filed 
per 

100,Ooo 
population 

36 
22 
58 

1 
70 
71 

6 
27 
33 

46 
24 
70 

7 
46 
53 

8 
73 
81 

2 
81 
84 

4 
39 
44 

1 
25 
26 

0 
118 
118 

Number 
of 

judges 

5 
3 
8 

7 
43 
50 

5 
13 
18 

9 
6 

15 

7 
10 
17 

7 
14 
21 

7 
48 
55 

7 
13 
20 

7 
14 
21 

7 
18 
25 

Filed 
per 

judge 

73 
74 
73 

22 
189 
166 

67 
117 
103 

145 
113 
132 

26 
115 
78 

43 
194 
144 

15 
74 
67 

29 
142 
102 

11 
104 
73 

1 
608 
438 

State/coUrt name: 

IDAHO 
SupnnneCourt 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 3 M B  
IAC 221 

587 

347 B 
231 
578 

191 
7,722 B 
7,913 

41 8 
1,334 
1,752 

970 B 
799 

1,769 

290 
1,218 B 
1,508 

305 
2,438 
2,743 

108 
3,646 
3,754 

221 B 
1,811 
2,032 ' 

(B) 
NA 

(B) 
8,983 B 
8,983 

95 
1 05 
98 

125 
95 
95 

124 
88 
95 

74 
118 
89 

162 
106 
113 

100 
90 
91 

100 
102 
102 

108 
98 
99 

82 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 

153 
8,139 B 
8,292 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

336 
1,516 
1,852 

COLR 
IAC 

IOWA 
supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
state Total 

COLR 
IAC 

1,303 B 
678 

1.981 

KANSAS 
supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 

179 
1,154 B 
1,333 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
Court of Appeals 

COLR 
IAC 

304 
2,712 
3,016 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 

108 
3,562 
3,670 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Special Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 

205 B 
1,841 
2,046 ' 

MASSACHUSEllS 
Supreme Judicial Court 
Appeals Court 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 

75 
1,451 B 
1,526 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 

4 
10,951 B 
10,955 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 3: Selected caseloed and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases 
in State Appellate Courts, 1989. (mtinued) 

StateICourt name: 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
court of Appeals 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
court of Appeals 

NEW JERSEY 
supreme Court 
Appellate Div. Superior Court 
State Total 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
court of Appeals 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

OHIO 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
court of Appeals 

OREGON 
Supreme Court 
court of Appeals 
State Total 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
court of Appeals 
State Total 

UTAH 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
court of Appeals 

court 
type 

COLR 
IAC 

corn 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

Disposed 

percent 
Filed Disposed offiled 

as8 

248 
1,772 
2,020 

227 
3,659 
3,886 

413 
6,492 B 
6,905 

368 
777 

1,145 

109 
1,378 
1,487 

397 
0 

397 

535 
10,m 
11,306 

21 7 
3,795 
4,012 

463 
448 
91 1 

498 
764 

1,262 

242 
1,872 
2,114 

227 
3,331 
3,558 

383 
6,531 B 
6,914 

365A 
741 B 

1,106 

95 
1,188 B 
1,283 

381 
0 

381 

457 
9,871 
10,328 

301 B 
3,601 
3,902 

537 B 
377 
914 

642 B 
785 B 

1,427 

98 
106 
105 

100 
91 
92 

93 
101 
100 

87 

96 

96 

85 
92 
91 

95 

84 

Number 
of e 

7 
13 
20 

7 
32 
39 

7 
28 
35 

5 
7 
12 

7 
12 
19 

5 
3 
8 

7 
59 
66 

7 
10 
17 

5 
6 

1 1  

5 
7 
12 

Filed 

per 
judge 

35 
136 
101 

32 
114 
100 

59 
232 
197 

74 
1 1 1  
95 

16 
115 
78 

79 

50 

76 
183 
171 

31 
380 
236 

93 
75 
83 

100 
109 
105 

Filed 
per 

1 oo,oO0 
population 

6 
41 
46 

4 
71 
75 

5 
84 
89 

24 
51 
75 

2 
21 
23 

60 

60 

5 
99 
104 

8 
135 
142 

13 
13 
26 

29 
45 
74 

(continued on next page) 

78 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1989 



TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases 
in State Appellate Couhs, 1989. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
court of Appeals 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals 

MAINE 
Supreme Judicial Court 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court 

MONTANA 
Supreme Court 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court 

NEVADA 
Supreme Court 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court 

Disposed 
asa 

court percent 
type Filed Disposed of filed 

COLR NA 
IAC 443 

COLR 101 B 
IAC 3,222 

3,323 

COLR NJ 
IAC 2,355 

2.355 

NA 
(B) 

127 B 
2,902 
3,029 

NJ 
2,414 
2.414 

1 26 
90 
91 

103 
103 

State0 with no lntermedlate appellate court 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

517 B 

1,515 

54OC 

773 

627 

1,497 B 

997 

NJ 

455 

387 B 

61 9 

4808 

1,598 

452 C 

840 

618 B 

1,277 B 

1,047 

NJ 

396 

4848 

624 

93 

105 

84 

109 

85 

105 

87 

125 

101 

Number 
of 

judges 

7 
10 
17 

9 
16 
25 

7 
13 
20 

5 

9 

7 

9 

7 

7 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Filed 

per 
judge 

44 

11 
201 
133 

181 
118 

103 

168 

77 

86 

90 

21 4 

199 

91 

77 

124 

Filed 

per 
100,m 

pop u I a ti o n 

7 

2 
68 
70 

48 
48 

77 

251 

44 

29 

78 

93 

90 

46 

54 

109 
(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 3: Selected Cebeload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases 
in State Appellate Courk, 1989. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court 

ALABAMA 

Supreme Court 
Court of Civil Appeals 
Court of Criminal Appeals 
State Total 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals 
Appellate Div. of the Sup. Ct. 
Appellate Terms of the Sup. Ct. 
State Total 

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

PENNSY LVANlA 
Supreme Court 
Superior Court 
Commonwealh Court 
State Total 

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

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Criminal Appeal 
Courts of Appeals 
State Total 

Disposed 
asa Number 

court percent of 
type Filed Disposed offiled &s 

COLR 

IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
COLR 

IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
COLR 
IAC 

908 
556 

2,132 
3,596 

3308 
11,338 B 
2,461 B 
14,129 

862 
1.192 B 
1,373 
3.427 

94 
6,040 B 
3,115 A 
9.249 

161 
994 
889 

2.044 

3 
3,504 
8,813 
12,320 

620 
528 

1,927 
3.075 

295 
14,534 B 
2,034 B 
16.863 

NA 
773 

1,337 

NA 
6,218 B 
3,973 B 

NA 
1,015 B 
794 B 

1 
3,806 
841 6 
12.223 

68 
95 
90 
86 

128 
83 

97 

103 

33 
109 
95 
99 

COLR NJ NJ 

COLR 321 363 113 

States with multiple appellate courte at any level 

5 

5 

9 
3 
5 
17 

7 
47 
15 
69 

9 
3 
12 
24 

7 
9 
15 
31 

5 
12 
9 
26 

9 
9 

80 
98 

Filed 
per 

judge 

Filed 
per 

loo,o0O 
population 

64 68 

101 
185 
426 
21 2 

47 
24 1 
164 
205 

96 
397 
114 
143 

13 
67 1 
208 
298 

32 
83 
99 
79 

0 
389 
110 
126 

22 
13 
52 
87 

2 
63 
14 
79 

27 
37 
43 
106 

1 
50 
26 
77 

3 
20 
18 
41 

0 
21 
52 
73 
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Table 3: seleded Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases in State Appellate Courts. 1989 

COURT PIPE: 

COLR = Court of Last Resort 
1AC = Intermediate Appellate Court 

NOTE: NA Indicates that the data are unavailable. Blank 
spaces indicate that a calarlation is inappropriate. 

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

(6): Mandatory jurldlction cases cannot be separately 
identified and are reported with discretionary 
petitlono. (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 effect on the state total. 

The following courts' data are incomplete: 
Arizona-Supreme Court-Data do not include judge 

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

judge dlscipllnary cases. Discretionary disposed 
data do not include d loc lp l l ~ ry  cases. which are 
estimated to make the total less than 75% 
complete. 

include administrative agency cases. 

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

New Mexico--Supreme Court--Disposed data do not 

Pennsylvania--Commonwealth Court--Filed data do 

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

dkcretlonary petitlone and dlocretlonary 
potltlono that were granted. 

Georgia--Supreme Court-Mandatory jurldlction 
filed data include discrotlonary petltlono that 
wero granted and refiled as appeals. 
--Court of AppeabMandatory juridlctlon data 
include dlocretlonary petltlono that were granted 
and refiled as appeals. 

Hawaii--Supreme Court-Data include discretionary 
potltlona that were granted and refiled as 
appeals. 

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

Illinois--Appellate Court-Data include discretionary 
petltiono. 

Iowa--Supreme Court-Filed data include 
discretionary original procoedlngo. Disposed 
data include some discretionary cases that were 
dismissed. 

Kansas--Court of Appeals-Data include all 

Maryland-Court of Appeals-Data include 
dkcretlonary petltlona that were granted and 
refiled as appeals. 

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

Michigan-Court of Appeals-Data include 
dlocrotlonary petitlons. 

Montana-Supreme Court-Disposed data include all 
dlocretionary petitions. 

Nebraska--Supreme Court--Data include all 
dlocrotlonary petltlono. 

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

New Mexico--Court of AppeabDisposed data 

dlOWetlOMry Cases. 

include discrotlonary petitions. 
New York--Court of Appeals-Data include granted 

discretionary petitions. 
--Appellate Divisions of Supreme Court-Data 
include dlscretlonary petltlona. 
--Appellate Terms of Supreme Court-Data 
include discrotlonary petitions. 

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

Oklahoma--Supreme Court--Court of Criminal 
Appeals-Filed data include all discretionary 
Jurlsdlctlon cases. 

Oregon-Supreme Court-Disposed data include 
discretionary petitions that were granted. 

Pennsylvania--Superior Court--Data include all 
diocretlonary petitions that were granted. 
--Commonweatth Court-Disposed data include 
discretionary petitions. 

South Carolina-Supreme Court--Disposed data 
include all discretionary petltlono that were 
disposed. 

South Dakota-Supreme Court-Disposed data 
include all discretionary jurlodlctlon cases. 
Filed data include advisory opinions. 

Tennessee-Court of Criminal Appeals--Data 
include some discretionary petitions. 
--Court of Appeals-Disposed data include some 
dbcretlonary petitions. 

Utah--Supreme Court--Disposed data include 
discretionary petitions. 

Washington-Supreme Court-Data include some 
dlocretlonary petitions. 

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

Arkansas-Supreme Court-Data include a few 
dlacretlonary petitions. but do not include 
mandatory attorney dlsclplinary cases and 
certified questlone from the federal courts. 

include mandatory cases. but do not include 
some unclassified appeals and judge 
dleclpllnary cases. 

Maine--Supreme Judicial Court Sitting as Law 
Court--Data include discretionary petition 
cases, but do not include mandatory 
disciplinary and advisory opinion cases. 

C: 

Connecticut-Supreme Court-Disposed data 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
in State Appellate Courts, 1989 

Disposed 
e a  Number 

court percent of 
type- Filed Disposed o z  

Statea wlth one court of last mort and 01). intermodlate appellate COUII 

Filed 
per 

loo,o0O 
population 

48 
12 
59 

28 
1 
30 

14 
24 
38 

30 

30 

6 
3 
10 

9 
18 
27 

17 
13 
30 

4 

4 

Filed 
per 
judge 

50 
21 
39 

201 
3 
46 

602 
79 
118 

142 

50 

29 
12 
19 

159 
49 
64 

157 
90 
119 

8 

5 

State/Court name: 

ALASKA 
Supreme court 
court of ApQeals 
State Totel 

COLR 251 
IAC 62 

31 3 

243 
56 

299 

9958 
53 

1,048 

NA 
NJ 

4,442 
7,070 
11,512 

1,215 B 
NJ 

1,215 

NA 
NA 

965 
1,893 
2,858 

1,885 B 
706 

2,591 

45 
NJ 
45 

97 
90 
96 

99 
102 
99 

105 
101 
103 

87 
84 
85 

87 

107 

107 

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 

ARIZONA 
supreme court 
court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 1,004 B 
IAC 52 

1,056 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
Court of Appeals 

COLR NA 
IAC NJ 

CALIFORNIA 
supreme court 
courts of Appeal 
State Total 

COLR 4,214 
IAC 6,966 

11,180 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
court of Appeals 

COLR 
IAC 

993 
NJ 

993 

CON N ECTl CUT 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
Appellate court 

COLR 
IAC 

204 
105 
309 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court COLR 1,111 

2,259 
3,370 

District Courts of Appeal IAC 
State Total 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
Court of Appeals 

COLR 
IAC 

1,101 
809 

1,910 

HAWAII 
supreme court COLR 
Intermediate Court of Appeals IAC 
State Total 

42 
NJ 
42 

(continued on next page) 

82 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1989 



TABLE 4 Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discmetknary Petitions 
in State Appellate Courts, 1989. (continued) 

Disposed 

pement of 
0- judges 

asa Number 
Filed 

per 
100,Ooo 

population 

9 

9 

13 

10 
1 

12 

21 

21 

20 
2 

22 

63 
96 

159 

13 
5 

18 

10 
16 
26 

30 

Filed 

per 
judge 

18 

11 

223 

113 
6 

36 

75 

31 

107 
6 

40 

397 
81 

118 

85 
18 
41 

85 
69 
74 

401 

court 
type- Filed Disposed 

88 
NJ 
88 

1,484 
(B) 

599 
76 

675 

303A 
NJ 
303' 

NA 
(6) 

640 A 
89 

729 

2.633 
4,138 
6,771 

543 
230 
773 

NA 
NA 

2,453 B 
(B) 

State/Court name: 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
court of Appeals 

corn 91 
IAC NJ 

91 

97 5 
3 

97 8 

ILLINOIS 
supreme court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 

95 7 
43 
50 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 

565 
81 
646 

106 5 
94 13 

104 18 

IOWA 
Supreme Court 
court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 

NA 
NJ 

9 
6 

15 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 

526 

526 
(B) 

7 
10 
17 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
court of Appeals 

COLR 
IAC 

748 A 
89 

837 4 

86 7 
100 14 
87 21 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
courts of Appsal 

COLR 
IAC 

2.776 
4,189 
6,965 

95 7 
99 52 
97 59 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Special Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 598 
IAC 230 

828 

91 7 
100 13 
93 20 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judicial Court 
Appeals Court 
State Total 

COLR 592 
IAC 959 

1,551 

7 
14 
21 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 
court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 2,805 
IAC (6) 

7 
18 
25 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
in State Appellate Courts, 1989. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
CourtofAppeels 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

NEW JERSCl 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Div. Superior Court 
State Total 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
Court of Appeals 

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 

State Total 
Court of Appeals 

Court 

type 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

Filed - 
71 1 
295A 

1,006 

857 
NJ 
857 

1,482 A 
NA 

366 
44 
410 

447 
385 
832 

0 
NJ 

0 

1,686 
NJ 

1,686 

709 
NJ 
709 

43 A 
NJ 
43' 

36 
NA 

Disposed 

683 
283 A 
966' 

871 
NJ 
87 1 

1,472 A 
NA 

344 

344 
(B) 

397 
385 
782 

0 
NJ 
0 

1,372 
NJ 

1,372 

733 
NJ 
733 

(e) 
NJ 

(8) 
(B) 

Disposed 
asa 

percent 
0- 

96 
96 
96 

102 

102 

99 

94 

94 

89 
100 
94 

81 

81 

103 

103 

Number 
of 

&S 

7 
13 
20 

7 
32 
39 

7 
28 
35 

5 
7 
12 

7 
12 
19 

5 
3 
8 

7 
59 
66 

7 
10 
17 

5 
6 

1 1  

5 
7 
12 

Filed 
per 

judge 

102 
23 
50 

122 

22 

21 2 

73 
6 
34 

64 
32 
44 

0 

24 1 

26 

101 

42 

9 

4 

7 

Filed 
per 

loo,o0O 
population 

16 
7 
23 

17 

17 

19 

24 
3 
27 

7 
6 
13 

0 

15 

15 

25 

25 

1 

1 

2 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
in stete Appellate Courts, 1989. (continued) 

state/Court name: 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
Court of Appeals 

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 
type- Filed Disposed 0% 

COLR 1373 1,800 114 
IAC 1,523 1,777 B 

3,096 3,577 ' 

COLR 821 A 829A 101 
IAC 31 8 305 96 

1,139 1,134 100 

COLR 896 802 90 
IAC 191 148 77 

1.087 950 87 

Stater with no Intermediate appellate court 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

. COLR 

6 A  

49 

(6) 

43 

6 

(6) 

NJ 

587 

179 

39 A 

34 

83 

100 

74 

91 

94 

103 

Number 
of 

judges 

7 
10 
17 

9 
16 
25 

7 
13 
20 

5 

9 

7 

9 

7 

7 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Filed 
per 

judge 

225 
1 52 
182 

91 
20 
46 

128 
15 
54 

Filed 
per 

loo,o0o 
population 

26 
25 
51 

17 
7 

24 

18 
4 

22 

1 1 

5 8 

5 2 

1 1 

117 

36 

8 

7 

53 

18 

5 

6 
(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions 
in state Appellate Courts, 1989. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court 

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

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals 
Appellate Div. of the Sup. Ct. 
Appellate Terms of the Sup. Ct. 
State Total 

0 K LA H 0 MA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Criminal Appeals 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

PENNSY LVANlA 
Supreme Court 
Superior Court 
Commonwealth Court 
State Total 

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

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Criminal Appeal 
Courts of Appeals 
State Total 

Disposed 
asa 

Court percent 
t y p e -  Filed Disposed E 

COLR 1,644 1,735 106 

COLR NJ NJ 

Stater with multiple appellate courts at any level 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
COLR 

IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
COLR 
IAC 

806 
NJ 
NJ 
806 

4,411 
(6) 
(6) 

443 

NJ 
(6) 

2,227 C 
NA 
29 

820 
103 
67 

990 

1,126 
1,792 

NJ 
2,918 

1,104 
NJ 
NJ 

1,104 

3,621 
(6) 
(4 

NA 
31 2 
NJ 

NA 
NA 
(B) 

1,057 B 
97 
35 A 

1.189 

1,096 
2,107 

NJ 
3,203 

137 

137 

82 

94 

97 
118 

110 

Number 
of 

&S 

5 

5 

9 
3 
5 
17 

7 
47 
15 
69 

9 
3 
12 
24 

7 
9 
15 
31 

5 
12 
9 
26 

9 
9 
80 
98 

Filed 

Filed per 
Per loo,o0O 

judge ,population 

329 89 

90 

47 

630 

49 

31 8 

2 

164 
9 
7 
38 

125 
199 

30 

20 

20 

25 

14 

18 

0 

17 
2 
1 
20 

7 
1 1  

17 
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Table 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions in State Appellate Courts. 1989 

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 c s e  type is not handled in this court. 

Discretionary petitlone cannot be separately 
identifbd and are reported with mandatory cases. 
(See Table 3). 

NJ = 
-- = InapplicaMe 

(6): 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

*See the qualifying footnote wriaen for each court in the 
state. Each footnote has an effect on the state's total. 

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 
Delaware-Supreme Court-Data do not include some 

discrstlonary interlocutory petitlone and some 
dlecretlonary advlwry opinions. 

Iowa--Supreme Court--Discretionary petitions granted 
and disposed do not include some discretionary 
original proceedings. 

Kentucky-Supreme Court-Data do not include some 
diecretionrry unclassified petltlone. 

Minnesota--Court of Appeals-Data do not include 
petitions of flnal judgmenta that were denied. 

New Jersey--Supreme Court-Data do not include 
dlecretlonary Interlocutory petltlons. 

South Carolina-Supreme Court--Filed data do not 
include dlscretlonary petltlons that were denied 
or otherwise dismissedhwithdrawn or settled. 

South Dakota--Supreme Court--Filed data do not 
include advlwry opinions, which are reported 
with mandatory jurledictlon cases. 

Tennessee-Court of Criminal Appeals-Disposed 
data do not include some cases that are reported 
wlh mandatory jurlsdictlon cases. 

Washington--Supreme Court-Data do not include 
some cases that are reported with mandatory 
jurisdlctlon cases. 

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

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

mandatory jurladlctlon cases. 
Georgia-Supreme Court-Disposed data include all 

mandatory jurlsdlction cases and discretionary 
petitione granted that are refiled as a mandatory 
case. 

mandatory jurledictlon cases. 

all mandatory jurlsdictlon cases. 

mandatory jurlsdictlon cases. 

Michigan--Supreme Court-Disposed data include 

Tennessee--Supreme Court-Disposed data include 

Virginia--Court of Appeals-Disposed data include all 

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

Pennsylvania--Supreme Court--Filed data include 
noncase motions that could not be separated, but 
do not include original proceeding petitions. 
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TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted 
in State Appellate Courts, 1989 

StateiCourt name: 

ALASKA 
supreme coort 
Court of Appsats 
State Total 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 

State Totel 
courts of Appeal 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
District Courts of Appeal 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
Court of Appeals 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court 

Discretionary Granted Disposed Filed 
petiti0lls: asa asa Number granted 

court filed granted percent percent of per 
type filed granted disposed o f m e d  judges judge 

Statw wlth one court of laat mort and one Intermediate 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 

251 
62 

31 3 

1,004 0 
52 

1,056 

NA 
NJ 

421 4 
6,966 

11,180 

993 
NJ 

993 

204 
105 
309 

1,111 
2,259 
3,370 

1,101 
809 

1,910 

42 
NJ 
42 

45 
NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

187 A 
6?? 
ea* 

NA 
NJ 

NA 18 
NA 

990 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

10 

38 NA 
47 NA 
85 

NA NA 
NA NA 

155 A NA 
NA NA 

13 NA 
NJ NJ 
13 

19 
45 
28 

31 

31 

5 9 
3 

5 
18 

7 
6 

7 27 ss 8 

7 
13 

7 5 
9 5 

7 
46 

7 2 2  
9 

5 3 
3 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 5 Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Peaons Granted 
in State Appellate Courts, 1989. (continued) 

D i s c r e w r y  Granted Disposed Filed 
petitions: asa asa Number granted 

Court filed granted percent percent of per 
type filed granted disposed 0% o f e e d  judges judge Statelcourt name: 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
court of Appeals 

COIR 91 NA NA 
IAC NJ NJ NJ 

91 

5 
3 

ILLINOIS 
supreme court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

COLR 1 136 118 9 87 7 19 
IAC NA NA NA 43 

INDIANA 
supreme court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 

!565 NA 56 
81 57 52 
646 108 

5 
70 91 13 4 

IOWA 
Supreme h u r t  
court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 

NA NA 71 
NJ NJ NJ 

71 

9 
6 

KANSAS 
supreme court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 

526 108 NA 
NA NA NA ~ 

21 7 15 
10 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 

748 A NA NA 
89 NA NA 

837 

7 
14 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
courts of Appsal 

COLR 
IAC 

2,776 623 458 
4,189 1,356 1,351 
6,965 1,979 1,809 

22 74 7 89 
32 100 52 26 
28 91 59 34 

MARYLANO 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Special Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 

598 91 NA 
230 12 NA 
828 103 

15 
5 

12 

7 13 
13 1 

M ASSACHUSETfS 
Supreme Judicial Court 

State Total 
Appeals court 

7 3 0  
14 

COLR 
IAC 

592 209 2508 
959 NA NA 

1,551 

35 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
court of Appeals 

COLR 
IAC 

2,805 68 NA 
NA NA NA 

2 7 10 
18 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 5: Selected Casebed and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted 
in State Appellate Courts, 1989. (continued) 

StateICourt name: 

MINNESOTA 
supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
court of Appeals 

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 

State Total 
court of Appeals 

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 

State Total 
Court of Appeals 

Court 

type 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

corn 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

Discretionary 
petitions: 

filed 

71 1 
295A 

1,006' 

857 
NJ 
857 

1,482 A 
NA 

366 
44 

41 0 

447 
385 
832 

0 
NJ 
0 

1,686 
NJ 

1,- 

709 
NJ 

709 

43A 
NJ 
43 ' 

36 
NA 

filed 
oranted 

130 
88A 

218 ' 

79 
NJ 
79 

162 
NA 

27 
15 
42 

68 
40 

108 

1 
NJ 

1 

161 
NJ 

161 

101 
NJ 

101 

43 
NJ 
43 

NA 
22 

granted 
disposed 

120 
85A 

205 ' 

97 
NJ 
97 

NA 
NA 

NJ 
NA 

59 
NA 

2 
NJ 

2 

141 
NJ 

141 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

Granted 
= a  

percent 
0- 

18 
30 
22 

9 

9 

7 
34 
10 

15 
10 
13 

10 

10 

14 

14 

Disposed Filed 
asa Number granted 

percent of 
ofgranted judges 

92 7 
97 13 
94 20 

123 7 
32 

123 

7 
28 

5 
7 

87 7 
12 

200 5 
3 

200 

88 7 
59 

88 

per 
ludge 

19 
7 
11 

11 

23 

5 
2 

10 
3 

0 

23 

7 14 
10 

5 9 
6 

5 
7 3 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 5: Selected Casdoad and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted 
In State Appellate Courts. 1989. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

VIRGINIA 
supnnne court 
CourtOfAppeats 
State Total 

WASHINGTON 
supc.eme court 
~ r t o f A p p e a l s  
State Total 

WI SCONSl N 
Supreme court 

State Tohl 
CourtofAppeats 

DELAWARE 
supreme court 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
court of Appeals 

MAINE 
Supreme Judicial Court 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supremecourt 

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 med granted percent percent of per 
type filed granted disposed o s  of-ed judges judge 

corn 1,513 321 NA 20 
IAC 1,523 267 A NA 

3,096 588' 

corn 821 A NA 34 
IAC 31 8 NA NA 

1,139 

7 4 6  
10 27 

9 
16 

corn 896 90 1 87 10 208 7 13 
IAC 191 NA NA 13 

1,087 

States wHh no Interndinto appellate court 

COLR 

COLR 

COLA 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

corn 

COLR 

corn 

COLR 

corn 

6 A  

49 

N4 

43 

6 

NA 

NJ 

587 

1 79 

39A 

34 

NA 

5 

NA 

6 

NA 

NA 

NJ 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

4 

NA 

0 

NA 

NA 

NJ 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

5 

10 80 9 1 

14 

7 

9 1 

7 

7 

5 

5 

5 
(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Procesdng Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted 
in State Appellate Courts, 1989. (continued) 
, * b,’. 

Discretionary Granted Disposed Filed 

Court filed granted percent pereent of per 
petitim: esa asa Number granted 

State/Court name: type filed granted disposed OE o f m e d  judges judge 

WEST VIRC3INIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals COLR 1,644 593 702 36 118 5 119 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ NJ 

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

States with multlple appellate courta at any level 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals COLR 
Appellate Div. of the Sup. Ct. 
Appellate T e r n  of the Sup. a 
State Total 

IAC 
IAC 

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

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court 
Superior Court 
Commonwealth Court 
State Total 

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

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Oimind Appeal 
Courts of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 
COLR 

IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
COLR 
IAC 

806 NA NA 
NJ NJ NJ 
NJ NJ . NJ 
806 

4,411 NA 21 4 
NA NA NA 
NA NA NA 

443 NA NA 
NA 85 85 
NJ NJ NJ 

2,227c 230c NA 
NA NA NA 
29 NA NA 

820 64 NA 
103 12 NA 
67 25 NA 

990 101 

1,126 76 98 
1,792 246 456 

NJ NJ NJ 
2,918 322 554 

10 

8 
12 
37 
10 

100 

5 

9 
3 
5 

7 
47 
15 

9 
3 28 

12 

7 33 
9 

15 

5 13 
12 1 
9 3 

7 129 9 8 
14 185 9 27 

11 172 
80 
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Table 5: Selected Casebad and Processing Measures for Discretionary P e t i t i i  Granted in State Appellate 
Courts. 1989. (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

COLR = Court of Last Resort 
IAC = Intermediate Appellate Court 

NOTE: NA indicates that the data are unavaihble. 
Blank spaces indicate that a calculation is inappropriate. 

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

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

'See the qualifying footnote for each court in the 
state. Each footnote has an effect on the state's 
total. 

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

include original proceedlngr initially 
heard in the Supreme Court that were 
granted. 

Delaware-Supreme Court--Diacrelionary 
petitions filed data do not include some 
discretionary interlocutory petitiona 
and some dluretlonnry adv lmy 
o p I n i on s . 

Kentucky-Supreme Court--DIurelloMry 
p011110~ 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 dlacretlonnry Interlocutory 
pellllonr granted. 

Virginia-Court of Appeals-Filed data do not 
include original proceeding6 petltlons 
granted. 

Washington-Supreme Court--Dl~retlonnry 
patllloni filed data do not include some 
cases reported with mnndatory 
jurledlctlon cases. 

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

include mandatory judge dlaclpllnnry 

--Disposed data include all mandntory 
jurlsdlctlon cases disposed. 

Cases. 
Massachusetts--Supreme Judicial Court 

C: The following court's data are incomplete and 
overinclusive: 

Pennsylvania-Supreme Court--Filed data 
include motions that could not be 
separated. but do not include original 
proceeding petHloni that were granted. 
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1989 

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 
.Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 
District Courts of Appeal 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 
court of Appeals 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court 

Opinion composition of 
count is by: opinion count: Total 

per dispositions 
mitten signed curiam memos/ bysigned 

case document opinions opinions orders opinion - 
Stales with one court of last resort and one intermediate 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 

0 
0 

X 
X 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court X 
Court of Appeals 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 
some 

0 
same 

some 
some 

0 
0 

0 
0 

some 
X 

X 
0 

0 
some 

0 
X 

89 
144 

132 
307 

345 
629 

120 
9,483 

221 
NA 

224 
463 

171 
4,793 

384 
1.364 

396 
134 

NA 
NA 

NA 
2.084 

365 
1.311 

Number of 
authorized 

judges 
j U S t i W  

5 
3 

5 
18 

7 
6 

7 
88 

7 
13 

7 
9 

7 
46 

7 
9 

5 
3 

5 
3 

7 
43 

5 
13 

Number of 
lawver 
support 

personnel 

11 
8 

16 
48 

15 
16 

50 
206 

14 
26 

14 
14 

15 
102 

17 
28 

14 
6 

11 
6 

24 
88 

13 
10 

(amtlnued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: O p i n i w  Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1989. (continued) 

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 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judiaal Court 
Appeals Court 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Cwrt  
Court of Appeals 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court 
court of Appeals 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 
Appellate ON. 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 

mitten 
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 

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 
arriam 

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 

some 
X 

0 
0 

0 
X 

0 
some 

0 
0 

some 
some 

0 
X 

some 
0 

some 
X 

Total 
dispositions 

by signed 
opinion 

257 
655 

216 
941 

NA 
NA 

137 
3.061 

132 
243 

222 
173 

68 
4,976 

157 
501 

107 
1,596 

73 
3.61 1 

171 
125 

119 
1,034 

Number of 
authorized 
justices/ 
judges 

9 
6 

7 
10 

7 
14 

7 
52 

7 
13 

7 
14 

7 
18 

7 
13 

7 
32 

7 
20 

5 
7 

7 
12 

Number of 
lawyer 
support 

personnel 

16 
6 

7 
18 

11 
22 

26 
103 

14 
29 

20 
27 

15 
84 

10 
36 

15 
135 

26 
60 

10 
20 

14 
28 

; I  

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1989. 

SBte/Court name: 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 
court of Appeals 

OHIO 
Supreme Court 
court of Appeals 

OREGON 
Supreme Court 
court of Appeals 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
court of Appeals 

UTAH 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 
court of Appeals 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
court 0f.Appeals 

MAINE 
Supreme Judiaal Court 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court 

MONTANA 
Supreme Court 

Opinion 
munt is by: 

case - 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

written 
document 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

(continued) 

Composition of 
opinion count: 

signed 
opinions 

X 
0 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

per 
curiam 

opinions 

X 
0 

0 
0 

X 
0 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
0 

memos/ 
orders 

0 
0 

X 
X 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

some 
some 

0 
0 

Slates with no intermediate appellate court 

0 X 0 0 

0 X X 0 

X X 0 0 

0 X 0 X 

0 X 0 0 

TOW 

by signed 
opinbn 

disposib;w 

278 
NA 

NA 
4,883 

102 
590 

457 
337 

159 
326 

215 
327 

147 
1,248 

107 
1,264 

65 

306 

341 

290 

356 

Number of 
authorized 
justices/ 
judges 

5 
3 

7 
59 

7 
10 

5 
6 

5 
7 

7 
10 

9 
16 

7 
13 

Number of 
lawyer 
support 

personnel 

10 
0 

20 
varies 

10 
18 

19 
11 

12 
9 

23 
22 

23 
32 

10 
25 

5 5 

9 25 

7 9 

9 38 

7 14 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts. 1989. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

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 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Civil Appeals 
Court of Criminal Appeals 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals 
Appellate Div. of the Sup. C t  
Appellate Terms of the Sup. C t  

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Criminal Appeals 
Court of Appeals 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court 
Superior Court 
Commonwealth Court 

Opinion Composition of 
a n t  is by: opinion count: 

per 
mitten signed curiam memos/ 

case document opinions opinions orders - 

X 0 X X X 

0 X X X 0 

X 0 X X 0 

X 0 X 0 0 

X 0 X X 0 

X 0 X 0 0 

X 0 X X some 

X 0 X X some 

Stale8 wlth multlple appellate courts at any level 

X 
X 
X 

0 
0 
0 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
0 

0 
0 
0 

X 
X 
X 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
0 

0 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

0 
X 
X 

some 
X 

some 

0 
some 
some 

0 
0 
X 

0 
X 
X 

Total 
dispositions 

bv signed 
opinion 

520 

164 

150 

141 

199 

221 

28 1 

252 

751 
341 
386 

118 
NA 
NA 

2.22 
NA 

1,337 

28 1 
4,394 
1.586 

Number of Number of 
authorized lawyer 
justices/ support 
judges personnel 

7 14 

5 P 

5 P 

5 17 

5 8 

5 8 

5 20 

5 12 

9 18 
3 6 
5 10 

7 28 
47 25 
15 171 

9 16 
3 6 

12 12 

7 NA 
9 NA 

15 39 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1989. (continued) 

Statelcourt name: 

Opinion 
count is by: 

mitten 
case document - 

TENNESSEE 
supreme court X 0 
Court of Criminal Appeals X 0 
Court of Appeals X 0 

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

CODES: 

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

Composition of 
opinion count: 

per 
signed curiam memos/ 

opinions opinions orders 

X X some 
X X some 
X X some 

X 0 0 
X 0 0 
X 0 0 

Total Number of 
dispositiw authorized 

by signed justices/ 
opinion judges 

182 5 
81 1 9 
725 12 

68 9 
163 0 

5,324 80 

9 
12 
9 

44 
42 

217 
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TABLE 7: Rewrted National Civil and Criminal Caseload for State Trial Courts, 1989 

Reported Caseload Filed Disposed 

Civil cases: 

1. General jutisdiction courts: 

A. Number of reported complete civil cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of courts reporting complete avil data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

B. Number of reported complete civll cases that include other case types . . 
Number of courts reporting complete Civil data that indude other 

casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
C. Number of reported civil cases that are lnconplete . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Number of courts reporting civil cases that are incomplete . . . . . . . . .  
D. Number of reported civil cases that are incomplete and indude nonCivil 

Number of courts reporting avil cases that are incomplete and include 
casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
noncivil case types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

11. Limited jurisdiction courts: 

A. Number of reported complete civil cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

B. Number of reported complete dvil cases that include other case types 
Number of courts reporting conplete civil data that indude other case types 

C. Number of reported civil cases that are incomplete . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

D. Number of reported civil cases that are inconplete and indude noncivil 

Number of courts mporb'ng avil cases that are incomplete and include 

Number of courts reporting corrplete dvil data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Number of courts reporting Civil cases that are incomplete . . . . . . . . .  

casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

nonciwl case types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . .  

Crlmlnel cases: 

1. General jurisdiction courts: 

A. Number of reported complete criminal cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of courts reporting complete aiminal data . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

8. Number of reported conplete criminal cases that indude other case types 
Number of courts reporting corrplete criminal data that include other 

casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

C. Number of reported criminal cases that are incomplete . . .  . .  
Number of murts reporling criminal cases that are incorrplete . . . . . . .  

D. Number of reported criminal cases that are incomplete and include non- 
criminal case types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Number of courts reporting criminal cases that are incomplete and 
include nonaiminal case types. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

11. Limited jurisdiction courts: 

A. Number of reported complete criminal cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

B. Number of reported conplete criminal cases that indude other case types 
Number of courts reporting complete criminal data that include oher 

casetypes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . .  

C. Number of reported criminal cases that are inconplete . . . . . . . . . . .  

Number of courts reporting conplete criminal data . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Number of courts reporting criminal cases that are incomplete . . . . . . .  

D. Number of reported criminal cases that are incomplete and include non- 

Number of courts reporting criminal cases that are incomplete and 
criminalcase types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

include noncriminal case types. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

3,589,990 
30 

3,189.101 

20 

1.331.890 
5 

405.765 

4 

5.771.160 
50 

174,264 
1 

2,801,579 
21 

57.376 

1 

897.774 
17 

683,981 

16 

1,198,726 
16 

800,412 

4 

1,874.731 
10 

1,463,992 

9 

2,648.795 
20 

2,964,796 

22 

2,865,717 
26 

2,602,694 

17 

1.764.305 
7 

657,957 

6 

4.284.787 
42 

21 5,444 
1 

2.71 9.378 
25 

56.358 

1 

902.849 
16 

527,734 

16 

874,335 
16 

720,042 

3 

1.31 4.420 
9 

1.344.632 

9 

2.445.529 
15 

2,608.114 

22 
(conbnued on next page) 
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TABLE 7: Reported National Civil and Criminal Casebad for State Trial Courts, 1989. (continued) 

Summary section b r  all Ida1 courts: 
Reporled lilinps 

General Limited Total 

chit @@%mtnal 

conplete c8s85 . . . . . . . . . 3,589.990 897.774 5,771,160 1.874.731 9,361,150 2.m.505 

Jurisdiction Jurisdiction - civil C d t n i n a t  - - C i v i l C r i m i n a l  
1. Total n u d m  of reported 

2. Total n u d m  of reported 
camplete cases that Indude 

3. Total number of reported cases 

4. Total number 01 reported cases 

other CBSB tvpes . . . . . . . . 3,189,101 683.981 174.264 1.463.992 3,363,365 2.147.973 

that are Inmnplete . . . . . . 1,331,890 1,198,726 2,801.579 2,648,795 4,133,469 3.847.521 

that are lnoomplete and lndude 
other case types . . . . . . . . 405.765 800.412 57,376 2.964.796 463,141 3,765,208 

Total (inoonplete) . . . . . . . . . . 8,516,746 3.580,893 8,804,379 8.952.314 17,321,125 12.533207 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1989 

StateICourt name: 

ALABAMA 
Circuit 
District 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

ALASKA 
superior 
District 
State Total 

ARIZONA 
Superior 
TaX 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

ARKANSAS 
Chancery and Probate 
Circuit 
City 

County 
Court of Common Pleas 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
Police 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

Juris- 
diction 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
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 

Criminal 

Parking 

2 
1 
1 
2 

1 
3 

2 
2 
1 
1 

2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 

2 
3 
3 

2 
2 
2 
1 

unit of 
C E t  

G 
B 
M 
I 

B 
B 

D 
I 
Z 
2 

I 
A 
A 
I 
I 
A 
A 
A 

B 
B 
0 

0 
I 
D 
I 

support/ 
custody 

6 
1 
1 
1 

6 
5 

6 
1 
1 
1 

3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 
1 
1 

3 
1 
1 
1 

Grand total 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

152,075 B 
587,073 B 
720.108 A 

NA 

19,031 c 
1 14,597 
133,628 

139.637 
836 

622.945 A 
1,087,473 
1,850,891 

64,882 
56,605 
21,230 
4,814 A 

NA 
NA 

NA 
562,477 A 

900,066 A 
575,462 C 

16,147,567 0 
17,623,095 

142,102 B 
1,271 

404,197 A 
NA 

Grand total Dispositions Filings per 
dispositions asa 
andqualify- percentage 
ing footnote 

141,338 B 
589,288 B 
509,592 A 

NA 

17,580 C 
1 12.760 
130,340 

140,529 
149 

596,565 A 
1,094,052 
1,831,295 

68,089 
67,668 B 
11,639 
2,880 A 
NA 
NA 

NA 
352,981 A 

809,750 A 
473,507 c 

13,753,293 B 
15,036,550 

139,642 B 
2.31 6 

361,609 A 
NA 

O W  

93 
100 
71 

92 
98 
98 

101 
18 
96 

101 
99 

105 

55 
60 

63 

90 
82 
85 
85 

98 
182 
89 

100,OOO 
total 

population 

3,692 
14,253 
17,483 

3,611 
21,745 
25,356 

3,926 
24 

17,513 
30,573 
!2,035 

2,696 
2,352 

882 
200 

23.368 

3,097 
1,980 

55,559 
60.635 

4,285 
38 

12,189 

G 6 E 5- 597,473 0 550,797 c 18,446 
L 2 I 1 55.841 NA 1,724 

653,314 20,170 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1989. (continued) 

State/Court 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 

Juvenile 
Magistrate's 
Municipal 
Municipal and City of Atlanta 
Probate 
state 
State Total 

' Countykorder's 

HAWAII 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

IDAHO 
District 

ILLINOIS 
Circuit 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit 
City and Town 

Probate 
Municipal Court of Marion County 
Small Uaims Court of Marion County 
State Total 

County 

Juris- 
d e  

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 

Parking 

2 
2 
4 
2 
2 
2 
5 

6 

2 
5 

2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 

2 
4 

3 

4 

3 
3 
4 
2 
3 
2 

Criminal 
unitof supporv 
c s t  

I 
B 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 

B 

E 
A 

G 
M 
M 

I 
B 
M 
M 
B 
G 

G 
A 

D 

G 

B 
B 
B 
I 
B 
I 

custody 

1 
1 
1 
1 
3" 
1 
1 

6" 

4 
1 

3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 
1 

6- 

6" 

5 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Grand total 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

3,843 
10,587 B 
24,029 A 
37,860 A 
38,862 A 
237,020 
34.606 A 
386,007 

21 1,559 A 

823.964 
4,233,137 
5,057,101 

255.159 
NA 
NA 

76,480 
332,247 A 

NA 
NA 

100,721 A 
373.886 A 

51,057 B 
939,069 
990,126 

371,795 C 

9,102,072 B 

696,743 A 
229,160 
173,321 
2,793 

145.184 A 
65,841 

1,313,042 

Grand total Dispositions 
dispositions as a 
and quality- percentage 
ing footnotes 

3,378 
9,893 B 
23,615 A 
36,128 A 
35,723 A 
237,060 
34.827 A 
380,624 

21 5,772 A 

676,383 A 
3,406,139 
4,082,522 

244,270 
NA 
NA 

59,434 
285,231 A 

NA 
NA 

73,535 A 
335,952 A 

47,833 B 
890,541 
938,374 

364,410 C 

5,228,766 0 

657.509 A 
204.897 
167,213 
2,272 

145,143 A 
63,674 

1,240,708 

o m s  

88 
93 
98 
95 
92 
100 
101 
98 

102 

80 

96 

78 
86 

73 
90 

94 
95 
95 

98 

57 

94 
89 
96 
81 
100 
97 
94 

Filings per 
1 oo,oO0 

total 
population 

572 
1,575 
3,576 
5,634 
5,783 
35,271 
5,150 
57,561 

35,026 

6,503 
33,408 
39,911 

3,965 

1,188 
5,162 

1,565 
5.809 

4,591 
84.449 
89,040 

36.666 

78.076 

12,457 
4.097 
3,099 

50 
2,596 
l,lT 
23,477 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1989. (continued) 

StateICourt name: 

IOWA 
District 

KANSAS 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

KENTUCKY 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

LOUISIANA 
District 
Family and Juvenile 
C i  and Parish 
Justice of the Peace 
Mayots 
State Total 

MAINE 
Superior 
Administrative 
District 
Probate 
State Total 

MAFWLAND 
Circuit 
District 
orphan's 
State Total 

MASSACHUSE'ITS 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth 

MICHIGAN 
Circuit 
Court of Claims 
District 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

MINNESOTA 
D i s tr i c 1 

Juris- 
d a  

G 

G 
G 

G 
L 

G 
Q 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 

G 
G 
L 
L 
L 

G 

Parking 

3 

4 
1 

2 
3 

1 
2 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
4 
2 

2 
1 
2 

1 

2 
2 
4 
4 
2 

4 

Criminal 
unit of Support/ 
c x t  

B 

B 
B 

B 
B 

Z 
I 
B 
I 
I 

E 
I 
E 
I 

B 
B 
I 

D 

B 
I 
B 
B 
I 

B 

custody 

6 

6*. 
1 

6 
1 

6 
4- 

1 
1 
1 

6 
1 
5 
1 

6" 
1 
1 

5- 

6" 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 

Grand total 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

979,291 B 

447,790 
170,639 A 
61 8,429 

74,875 B 
599,061 c 
673,936 

507,647 B 
30,744 

676,327 
NA 
NA 

19,046 B 
357 

325,560 B 
NA 

210,787 0 
2,007,605 A 

NA 

1,937,231 A 

244,669 
s o  

3,127.056 
49,409 

130,621 A 
3.552,415 

1,959.000 

Grand total Dispositions Filings per 
dispositions asa 
end qualify- percentage 
ing footnotes 

963,213 C 

446,842 
162,540 A 
609,382 

68,869 B 

631,385 
562,516 C 

NA 
NA 

554,445 
NA 
NA 

18,330 B 
350 

310,269 B 
NA 

179,007 0 
1,174,676 A 

NA 

1,772,147 A 

248,517 
590 

3,018,418 
45.695 
66,355 A 

3,379,575 

1,938,347 

ofs 

100 
95 
99 

92 
94 
94 

82 

96 
98 
95 

85 
59 

91 

102 
89 
97 
92 
51 

99 

100,Ooo 
total 

population 

w= 

17,819 
6,790 

24,609 

2,009 
16,074 
18,083 

11,582 
701 

15,431 

1,559 
29 

26,642 

4.491 
42,770 

32,768 

2,638 
7 

33,719 
533 

1,408 
38,305 

45,014 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court caseload. 1989. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

MISSOURI 
Circuit 
Municipal 
State Total 

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

NEBRASKA 
District 
County 
Separate Juvenile 
Worlcer's Compensation 
State Total 

NEVADA 
District 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
superior 
District 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

NEW JERSEY 

Municipal 
Surrogates 
TaX 
State Total 

superior 

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

Juris- 
d e  

G 
L 

Criminal 
unit of SupporV 

Parking C E t  custody 

1 H 6- 
2 I 1 

2 G 3 
2 I 1 
2 I 1 
1 B 1 
1 B 1 
1 B 1 

Grand total 
filings Md 
q a s i n g  
footnotes 

843,514 c 
NA 

27,220 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

Grand total Dispositions Filings per 
dispositions m a  loo,o0O 
and q d i -  percentege total 
ingfootnotes ofs population 

805,824 c 96 16,348 
NA 

24,630 90 3,381 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

G 2 B 5 52,737 B 52,239 B 99 3,274 
L 1 B 1 424,635 A 428,918 A 101 26,358 
L 2 I 1 2,738 NA 170 
L 2 I 1 41 4 458 111 26 

480,524 29,828 

G 2 z 2 41,857 A NA 
L 1 2 1 NA NA 
L 1 2 1 NA NA 

3.774 

G 2 A 5 31,974 30,176 94 2,891 
L 4 A 1 377,753 A 1,063 A 0 34,155 
L 4 A 1 5,201 A NA 470 
L 2 I 1 17,554 NA 1,587 

432,482 39,103 

G 2 B 6- 967,740 928,405 96 12,510 
L 4 B 1 6,403,500 6,381,372 100 82,775 
L 2 I 1 NA NA 
L 2 I 1 4,231 2.285 54 55 

G 2 E 6 71,835 B 
L 3 E 1 119.439 B 
L 1 I 1 NA 
L 2 I 1 NA 
L 3 E 1 303,432 A 

71,9200 100 4,701 
95,888 B 80 7,817 

NA 
NA 

239,617 A 79 19,858 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Casebad, 1989. (continued) 

StateICourt name: 

NEW YORK 
Supreme and County 
Court of Claims 

Family 
Surrogates' 
T o w  and Village Justice 
Civil Court of the City of New York 
Criminal Court of the City of New York 
State Total 

District and aty 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District 
County 
Municipal 
State Total 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas 
County 
Court of Claims 
Mayots 
Municipal 
State Total 

OKLAHOMA 
District 
Court of Tax Review 
Municipal Court Not of Record 
Municipal Criminal Court of Record 
State Total 

OREGON 
Circuit 
TaX 
County 
District 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

Juris- 
d- 

(3 

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 

Parking 

2 
2 
4 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 

2 
6 

4 
1 
1 

2 
5 
2 
1 
5 

2 
2 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
1 
3 
3 

Climinal 
unitof Support/ 
c z t  

E 
I 
E 
I 
I 
E 
I 
E 

E 
E 

B 
E 
B 

B 
B 
I 
B 
B 

J 
I 
I 
I 

E 
I 
I 
E 
E 
A 

custody 

1 
1 
1 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
6" 

6" 
1 
1 

6" 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 
1 
1 
1 

6" 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Gland total 
filings and 

qwlifying 
footnotes 

286,753 c 
1,979 

1,890,378 A 
516,295 
107,567 

NA 
240,485 A 
357,689 A 

21 1,585 
2,116,923 A 
2,328,508 

28,591 B 
90,385 A 

NA 

673,638 B 
292,527 

5,659 
NA 

2,362,869 

457,761 A 
NA 
NA 
NA 

132,022 B 
202 
NA 

494,547 A 
107,805 C 
237,740 

Grandtotal Dispositions Filingsptw 
dispositions asa 
andqualify- percentage 
ing footnotm 

277,794 C 
1,963 

1,852,073 A 
499,258 

3,915 A 
NA 

256,171 A 
353,554 A 

197,090 
2,049,580 A 
2,246,670 

28,640 B 
89,960 A 
49,342 A 

167,942 

671,674 B 
297,251 

6.072 
NA 

2,351,439 

458.594 A 
NA 
NA 
NA 

113,564 C 
205 
NA 

448,539 A 
110,724 C 
215.105 

o f f 6  

97 
9 9 ,  
98 
97 

107 
99 

93 
97 
96 

100 
100 

100 
102 
1 07 

100 

100 

101 

91 
103 
90 

100,ooo 
total 

population 

1,598 
11 

10,576 
2,876 
599 

1,340 
1,993 

3,220 
32,221 
35,442 

4,325 
13,674 

6,176 
2,682 

52 

21,662 

14.203 

4,682 
7 

17,537 
3,823 
8.430 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1989. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

PENNSY LVANlA 
Court of Common fleas 
District Justice Court 
Philadelphia Municipal 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 
Robate 
State Total 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Circuit 
Family 
Magistrate 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit 

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

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

Juris- 
d e  

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 

Parking 

2 
4 
2 
1 
4 

2 
2 
2 
1 

2 
2 
2 
1 
2 

2 
2 
4 
4 
2 

3 

2 
1 
2 
1 
2 

2 
2 
4 
4 

Criminal 
unitof SupporV 
count 

B 
B 
B 
I 
B 

J 
J 
I 
I 

D 
D 
I 
I 
I 

B 
I 
B 
B 
I 

B 

z 
M 
I 
M 
I 

B 
B 
A 
A 

custody 

4 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
6 
1 
1 

1 
6"' 
1 
1 
1 

4 

6"' 
6"' 
1 
1 
1 

6"' 
6"' 
1 
1 

Gmnd total 
filings end 
qualifying 
footnotes 

479,363 A 

192,598 B 
2,185,686 

NA 
NA 

108,418 C 
185,202 B 

NJ 
NA 

17.728 B 
82,252 A 
15,957 A 

NA 
NA 

149,287 B 
77,205 

775,000 A 
394.91 6 A 
21,824 

1,418,232 

221,421 

175,131 C 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

617,925 B 
61 1.278 

2,537.1 16 A 
5,908,167 A 
9,674,406 

Grand total Dispositions Filing8 per 
dispositions 8s a loo,o0O 
and qualify- percentage total 
ing footnotes 

452,127 A 

191,569 B 
1,972,760 

NA 
NA 

99,518 C 
178,210 B 

NJ 
NA 

17,586 B 
73,317 A 
11.341 A 

NA 
NA 

123,504 B 
75,601 

392,229 A 
19.465 

1,383.375 

772,576 A 

205,776 A 

153,902 c 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

618,665 B 
656.825 

2,191,049 A 
4,590,849 A 
8,057,388 

0 3 s  population 

94 3,982 
90 18,155 
99 1.600 

92 
96 

99 
89 
71 

3.294 
5,628 

1,780 
8,258 
1.602 

83 4,251 
98 2,198 

100 22,067 
99 11,245 
89 ' 621 
98 40.382 

30.925 

88 3,546 

100 3.637 
107 3.598 
06 14.932 
78 34,772 
83 56,939 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 8 Reported &and Total State Trial Court ceseload, 1989. (continued) 

StateICourt name: 

UTAH 
District 
Circuit 
Justice 
Juvenile 
State Total 

VERMONT 
District 

superior 
Probate 
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- 
dicfon 

(3 

L 
L 
L 

G 
(3 

L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

Parking 

2 
4 
4 
2 

2 
2 
2 

2 
4 

2 
4 
4 

2 
2 
1 

3 
3 

2 
1 
1 
1 

Criminal 
unit of 
count 

J 
B 
B 
I 

O 
B 
I 

A 
A 

G 
C 
C 

J 
J 
A 

0 
A 

J 
J 
J 
A 

~ppor t r  
custody 

3 
1 
1 
1 

4- 
5 
1 

3 
4 

6 
1 
1 

5 
1 
1 

6- 
1 

5 
4 
1 
1 

Gland total 
filings and 
q ~ w w  
footnotea 

x?MQ 6 
325,016 B 
303,307 A 
42,166 

702,938 

147,474 
11,454 
4,926 

163,854 

189,120 
3,166,413 
3,355,533 

195,130 0 
844,213 A 

1,224,313 
2,263,656 

57,792 B 
293,229 A 

NA 

989,509 A 
NA 

10,660 B 
107,923 A 
28,342 A 
9,262 

199,187 

ing footnotes 

29261 B 
303,514 C 
289,698 A 
41,972 
w,* 

14631 0 
10,603 
4,347 

161,260 

178,473 
3,219,531 
3,398,004 

177,156 B 
81 6,782 A 
925,042 

1,918,980 

55,321 B 
27531 9 A 

NA 

979,536 A 
358,350 A 

1,337,886 

10,057 B 
1 10,570 A 
27.472 A 
52,747 
200,846 

o f f  

90 

96 
100 

99 
83 
88 
98 

94 
102 
101 

91 
97 
76 
85 

96 
94 

99 

94 
102 
97 

101 
101 

100,OOO 
total 

popubtion 

1,901 
19,040 
17,768 
2,470 

41,180 

26,055 
z w 4  

870 
28,949 

3,102 
51,934 
55,036 

4,099 
17,736 
25,721 
47,556 

3,112 
15,790 

20,331 

2.249 
22.769 
5,979 

11,026 
42,023 
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TABLE 8: Reporled Grand Total Stete Trial Court caseload. 1989. (continued) 

KITE: The trial courts of MMssPpi are not lnduded in 
tMs table, as neither grand total casebad nor court 
j u r i sd i i  information is available for 1989. All 
other state trial courts with grand total jurisdiction 
me l i e d  in the taMe. regardless of whether 
casekad data are available. Bhnk spaces in the 
taMe indicate that a particular catwlation, such as 
IIW total state caseload. is not appropriate. State 
to4al %lings per lOO.ooO populatkn' m y  not eqwl 
the sum of the filing rates b r  the individual courts 
due b rounding. 

NA = Data am not avaihble. 

JUWSOlcTlW COOES 

G - GenerelJurisdction 
L - LidtdJwiSdiclkn 

SUPPORTKWSTOOY CODES: 

(a) Method of count codes: 

1 -  

2 -  
3 -  

4 -  

6 -  

.. 

... = 

The mrt does not have jwisdiction OVBT 
s u p Q o r v c ~ w  - 
Supporvarsbdy casebad data are not availeble 
Only mntested supporVarstody cases and all 
URESA cases (where the court has jurisdiiion) are 
counted separatety from marriage dissolution cases 
Both contested and uncontested supporVcusbdy 
cases and URESA cases (where the court has 
jurlsdiaim) am counted separately from maRjage 
&ssohJtioncases 
SupporVcustody is counted as a ploceeding of the 
martiage dssoh~tkm and, thus, a marriage dissolution 
that involves support/custody is counted as one case 
SupporVcuskdy Is counted as a proceeding of the 
marriage dissolution. but URESA cases are counted 

Nondissolution supp~rVcustody cases am a b  
counted separately 
Cowt has only URESA jurisdiction 

separably 

@) Decreech~ngecountedss: 

NC - Not countedlcdlected 
NF - NW filing 
R - Reopened-  

PARKmG CODES: 

1 = Paddngdataareunavalable 
2 = Court does not have parking jurisdiction 
3 = Only contested parking cases are induded 
4 - Both contested and uncontested parking cases are 

5 = Parking cases are handled administratively 
6 - Uncootested parlcing cases are handled admin- 

included 

istratively; contested parlong cases am handled by the 
court 

CRIMINAL UNIT OF COUNT CODES: 

M -  
I =  
A -  
0 -  
c -  
D =  
E =  
F =  
G I  

H -  

Missing Data 
Data element is l n a p p l i  
Single delendanksingle charge 
Single Mendank-single inddent (one/more charges) 
Single defendant--single inadenVmaximum number 

Single defendankone/more incidenk 
Single defendankcontent varies with prosecutor 
Onelmore delendanls-single charge 
One/more Mendank-single incident (onehore 

Onelmore &fendank-single incidenthaxihum 

charges (usually NO) 

charges) 

number charges (usually two) 

prosecutor 

within the state 

J = One/me defendanls-one/mom incidents 
K = Onelmore defendants-content varies with 

L 0 Inconsistent during reporting year 
2 = Both the delendant and charge componenk vary 

aufimffi FOOTNOTES: 
The absence of a qualifying lootnote indicates that data are 
conplete. 

the qdifying footnote for ea& court  within 
the state. Each footnote has an effect on 
the state's total. 

A: The following courts' data am inconplete: 
Alabama-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and 

disposed data do not lncude cases that were 
unavailable from a few municipalities. 

Arizona-Justice 01 the Peace CouRGrand total filed 
and disposed data do not Include llmlted felony 
cases. 

Akmsas--County Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not indude real property rlghts. 
mlscellaneour domestic reletlons, and 
mlscellaneous clvll cases. 
-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include llmlted felony cases 
and data lrom several municipalities that did not 

disposed data do not include cases from several 
courk that did not report. 
Justice Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
include preliminary hearing bindovers and transfers, 
but do not Include partial year data from several 
COUlts. 

Delawart+Courl of Common Pleas-Grand total filed 
and disposed data do not include most felony 
cases. 
-Alderman's Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not indude cases from one court that did 
not report. 
-Family Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
do not include stetus petltlon and chlld-vlctlm 
petition casos. 
-Municipal Court of Wilmington-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include llmlted felony cases. 

District of Cdumbia--Superior Courl-Grand total filed 
and disposd data do not include most chlld-victim 
petltion cases. 

Florida--Circuit Court-Grand total disposed dab do not 
include crlmlnal appeals cases. 

Georgia-Magistrate Courl-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include crlmlnal cases and 
data lrom 16 counties that did not report. 
-Probate Court-Grand total filed data include clvll 
cases from 97 of 159 counties, crlmlnal cases from 
51 counties. and are less than 75% complete. 
D ~ s e d  data do no1 indude any clvll cases. 
crlmlnal and traffic data from 108 counties. and are 
less than 75% conplete. 
-State Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
include data from 22 01 62 courts, and are less than 
75% conplete. 

Indiana-Superior and Circuit Courls-Grand bbl filed 
and dkposed data do not include clvll appeals and 
crlmlnal appeals cases. 
-Muniapal Court of Marion County-Grand total filed 
and disposed data do not include appeals of trlal 
court cases. 

Kansas-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and disposed 

r ? W .  
California-Superior Court-Grand total filed and 
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Table 8: Reported Grand Total Slate Trhl Court Casebad. 1089. 

data do not lndude parklng cases, and represent a 

MaryIand-District Court-Gmnd total filed data do not 
Include parking cases. Disposed data do not 
include clvll, wdlmnca vklatlon, and perking 
cases, and am less than 75% complete. 

Massachusetts--Tr&i Court of the Commonwealth- 
Grand total filed data do not lndude parking cases. 
Disposed data do not indude dvll cases from the 
Hausing court oepartmenl some mlrcolbnrour 
dom+rtlc nbtlonr cases from the ProbateEafdy 
court Department, mtscelianeous civil cas~s from 
the PrObateFamOy Court Deparbnent. crimlnal 
cases from the Boston Municipal Court. Housing 

and ahninal eppeels cases hwn me District Court 
~epart-1 moving m m c  violation from 
the Boston Munidpal Court Department perking. 
ordinanca vklatlon. and mlscollanoour traffic 
cases; and juvonlk data from lhe Juvenile Court 
Department, and are less than 75% mmplete. 

Michiin-Probate Court-Grand total filed data do not 
indude st.tus ptltlonr. O i  data do not 
Include patomlty/bartrrdy, mlrerllm.ous 
domrstlc roletlonr, montsl hoalth, mlscellaneour 
civil, and status potltbn cases, and are less than 
75% complete. 

Nekaska-County Court-Grand total filed and 
awposed data do not indude limited fdony and 
parking cases. 

Nevada-Disbid Court-Grand total filed data do not 
indude fdany, mlsdemaamx, DWVWI, 
mlscallanaour criminal, and aH Juvonile cases, 
and are less than 75% complete. 

New Hanpshire-District Court-Grand total filed data 
do not include llmltod fdony cases. Disposed data 
do not indude dminal. traffic. and juvonlle cases, 
are missing all civil case types except mantel 
hosith, and are less man 75% complete. 
-Municipal Courl-Grand total filed data do not 
indude Ilmltad felony cases. 

New MexieA,4etropolitan Court of Bemalillo County- 
Grand total filed and disposed data do not indude 
Ilmltod folony cases. 

New York-District and City Courts-Grand total filed 
and disposed data do not include admlnlrtrativo 
agency appoelr cases. 
-Civil Court of the City of New Yorlc-Grand total 
filed and disposed data do not indude 
admlnlstratlvo agency appoalr cases. 
-Criminal Court d the Cily of New York-Grand 
total filed and disposed data do not include limited 
hlony. moving tmfflc. mlscalbmour traffic. and 
some ordinance vlolatlon cases. 
-Sumogates' Court-Gland total disposed data do 
not indude .state cases and are less than 75% 

disposed data do not include llmlted felony cases. 
North DakotaCounty Court-Grand total filed and 

disposed data do not include llmltad felony cases. 
-Municipal Caurt-Grand total disposed data do not 
indude ordlnancr vlolatlon and parking cases, 
and am Less than 75% complete. 

disposed data do not include any juvonlk CSSBS. 

data do not indude hlony and parking cases. 

filed and disposed data do not indude some clvll 
cases and portconvktlon crlmlnel appoalr. 
-Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court-Grand total filed 
data do not indude limitad folony cases. 

Rhode Lshnd-District Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not indude admlnlrtrativo 

reporung fate of less than 75ox. 

Cant M d  Juvenile Court lhparbwnts. OWVDUl 

Conplew. 
North Carolii&-District CWrt-Gland total filed and 

OklahOma--DiStriCt Cwrt-Gland total filed and 

Oregon--Dktrict Court-Gland total filed and q o s e d  

P6nn~ylVania-Co~I 01 Common PleS-Gmd total 

agency appeals, mental health, and limited 
felony cases. 
-Family Court-Grand total filed data do not include 
pntamltyhnstardy cases. Disposed data do not 
include most marriage dissolution cases and all 
paternltyhnstardy cases and are less than 75% 
complete. 

Swth Carolina--Magistrate Court-Grand total filed and 
dsposed data do not include limited felony and 
ordlnanca violation cases. 
-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
do not include Ilmltod felony cases. 

South Dakota--Cicuit Court-Grand total disposed data 
do not Include adoption, mlscelleneous domestic 
roletlonr, ortate, mental health, admlnlstrative 
agoncy appeals. and juvenile data. 

Texas-Justim of the Peace Court-Grand total filed 
and asposed data do not include llmlted felony 
cases and represent a reporting rate of 81%. 
-Munidpal Coutl-Grand total filed and disposed data 
do not include llmlted felony cases and represent a 
reporting rate of 81%. 

UtaMustice Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not indude llmlted felony cases.' 

Washington-District Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include limited felony cases. 

West Virginia-Magistrate CoukGrand total filed and 
dsposed dala do not include llmlted felony cases. 

W d n - - C i r c u i t  Court-Grand total filed and dsposed 
data do not indude contested first-offense DWVDUI 
cases handled by Municipal Courts. 
-Municipal Court-Grand total disposed data do not 
indude data from several municipalities. 

Wyommg--County Court-Grand total filed data do not 
include llmlted folony 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 limited felony cases, 
any data from one wunly, and partial data from 
another county. 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Alabama--Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed 

data indude postconviction remedy proceedings. 
-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
include prdlmlnary hearing proceedings. 

Arkansas--Circuil Court-Grand total disposed data 
include postconvlction remedy and probation 
revocation proceedings. 

California-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include preliminary hearing bindovers 
and transfers. 

Colorado-District. Denver Juvenile, and Denver 
Probate Courts-Grand total filed and disposed data 
include extraditions. revocations, parole, and release 
from commitment hearings. 

Connecticut-Superior Court-Grand total filed data 
include postconviction remedy proceedings. 

Delaware-Superior Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include postconviction remedy 
procaedlngs. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and dsposed 
data indude criminal postconviction remedy 
procaodlngs. 

Illiids-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data indude prellmlnary hearing proceedings. 

Iowa-District Court-Grand total filed data include 
postconviction remedy proceedings. 

Kentucky-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data indude sentence review only and 
postconviction remedy proceedings. 

Louisiana-District Court-Grand total filed data include 
postconviction remedy proceedings. 

Maine-Superior Court-Grand lotal filed and disposed 
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Table 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload. 1989. (continued) 

data include postconvicllon remedy and eantence 
revlew only proceedlngs. 
--District Court--Grand total filed and disposed data 
include prellmlnary hearing proceedings. 

Maryland--Circuit Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include 051510 cases from all but 
two jurisdictions of the Orphan's Court, and some 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

disposed data include postconviction remedy 
proceedlngs. 

New Mexico--District Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include poslconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs. 
--Magistrate Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include preliminary hearing proceedings. 

North Dakota--District Court--Grand total filed and 
disposed data include sentence review only and 
poslconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Ohio--Court of Common Pleas-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlngs. 

Oregon--Circuit Court-Grand total filed data include 
po~tconvlcllon remedy proceedlngs. 

Pennsylvania--Philadelphia Municipal Court-Grand 
total filed and disposed data Include preliminary 
hearing proceedings. 

Puerto Rim-District Court--Grand total filed and 
disposed data include transfers and reopened 

Rhode Island--Superior Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include postconviction remedy 
proceedings. 

South Carolina-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include poslconvlcllon remedy 
proceedings. 

Texas-District Court--Grand total filed and disposed 
data include some other proceedings (e.g.. motions 
to revoke. etc.). 

Utah--District Court--Grand total filed and disposed 
data include poslconvlctlon remedy and 
sentence review only proceedings. 
--Circuit Court--Grand total filed data include 
poslconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Washington--Superior Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings. 

West Virginia--Circuit Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings and extraordinary writs. 

disposed data include po~tconvlcllon remedy 
proceedings. 

Nebraska--District Court-Grand total filed and 

CBSBS. 

Wyoming-District Court--Grand total filed and 

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

Alaska--Superior Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include extraordinary writs. orders to show 
cause. unfair trade practices. and poalconvlclion 
remedy proceedings. but do not include crlmlnal 
sppeals cases. 

disposed data include some preliminary hearing 
proceedings, but do not include cases from Denver 
County CouR 

Connecticut-Superior Court-Grand total disposed 
data include poslconviclion remedy proceedings, 
but do not include most small claims cases. 

Idaho-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include poslconvlcllon remedy and sentence 
review only proceedings, but do not include 
mental health cases. 

Iowa-District Court-Grand total disposed data include 
postconvlclion remedy proceedings, but do not 
include Juvenlle cases and a few domestic 

Colorado-County Court-Grand total filed and 

relatlons cases. 
Kentucky-District Court--Grand total filed and disposed 

data include sentence review only proceedings. 
but do not include limited felony cases. 

Missouri-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include extraordinary writs, but do not include 
parking and those ordinance vloletlon cases heard 
by municipal judges. 

New York--Supreme and County Court-Grand total 
filed and disposed data include poslconvlctlon 
remedy proceedings, but do not include civil 
appeals and crlmlnal eppeels cases. 

Oregon--Circuit Court-Grand total disposed data 
include poslconvlction remedy proceedings, but do 
not include Juvenlle cases. 
-Justice of the Peace Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data include preliminary hearing 
proceedings. but do not include data from several 
courts. 

disposed data include transfers and reopened cases, 
but do not include URESA cases. 

Grand total filed data include poslconvlctlon 
remedy proceedlngs, but do not include 
trafficlother vlolatlon cases. Disposed data include 
poslconvlcllon remedy proceedlngs, but do not 
include DWIDUI and lrafflc/othcr violation cases. 

Utah--Circuit Court--Grand total disposed data include 
poslconvlcllon remedy proceedingo, but do not 
include DWllDUl cases. 

Puerto Rim-Superior Court--Grand total filed and 

Tennessee-Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery Courts-- 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1989 

StatelCourt name: 

ALABAMA 
Circuit 
District 
Probate 
State Total 

ALASKA 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

ARIZONA 
Superior 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
TaX 
State Total 

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

CALIFORNIA 
Superior 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

support/custody : Total civil 
(a) method @) decree filings 

Juris- of count 
diction 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 
G 

G 
L 
L 

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

CONNECTICUT 
Superior 
Probate 
State Total 

G 
L 

code - 
6 
1 
1 

6 
5 

6 
1 
1 
1 

3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 
1 
1 

3 
1 
1 

5*. 
1 

change and qualifying 
counted as footnotes 

NF 83.958 c 
161,903 

NA 

R 14,246 B 
19,630 
33.876 

R 100,445 
129,980 

I 9,869 
836 

241,130 

R 51,934 
24,999 

75 
NA 

4,814 A 
NA 

53,650 A 
NA 

NC 672.630 A 
34.824 A 

1,l 00.742 
1,808,196 

R 105,765 
1,271 

1 1  5,051 A 
222.087 

NC 154.640 8 
55.841 
210.481 

Total civil 
dispositions 
end qualifying 

footnotes 

80,705 C 
164,122 

NA 

13,685 B 
19,895 
33,580 

103,535 
124,921 
9.849 
149 

238,454 

56,161 
27,158 

88 
NA 

2,880 A 
NA 

24,210 A 
NA 

599,432 A 
25,692 A 
822,028 

1,447,152 

105,880 
2.316 

112,946 A 
221,142 

90,060 c 
NA 

DiSpO- 

sitions 
as a per- 
centage 
of filing_s 

96 
101 

96 
101 
99 

103 
96 
100 
18 
99 

108 
109 
117 

60 

45 

89 
74 
75 
80 

100 
182 
98 
100 

Filings per 
100,m 

total 
population 

2.038 
3,931 

2,703 
3,725 
6,428 

2,824 
3.654 
277 
24 

6,779 

2,158 
1,039 

3 

200 

2,229 

2.31 4 
120 

3,787 
6,221 

3,190 
38 

3.470 
6,697 

4,774 
1,724 
6,498 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9 Reported Total State Trial Court CMl Caseload, 1989. (continued) 

StateICourt name: 

DELAWARE 
Court of Chancery 
Superior 
Alderman's 
Court of Common fleas 
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 
State Total 

IDAHO 
District 

ILLINOIS 
Circuit 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit 
City and Town 
County 
Probate 
Municipal Court of Merion County 
Small Claims Court of Marion County 
State Total 

IOWA 
District 

support/custody : 
(a) method @) 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 
1 

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 

3,843 
5,322 

4,816 
26,223 
27,176 
67,380 

O A  

145,952 

51 5,830 
357.820 
873.650 

167.730 
NA 

273.056 A 
NA 

23,140 A 
158.955 A 

27.523 0 
26,185 
53,708 

61,525 

615,059 B 

281.441 A 
9.345 
49,979 
1,983 A 
10.773 A 
65.841 
41 9,362 

176,321 B 

Total civil 
dispositions 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

3,378 
4,882 

4,628 
24,778 
28,240 
65,906 

O A  

150.885 

425,545 
339.986 
765,531 

162,429 
NA 

239,781 A 
NA 
NA 

135.035 A 

27,395 B 
24,179 
51,574 

61,100 

596.534 B 

275.31 5 A 
9,699 
46,931 
1.583 A 

1 1,702 A 
63.674 
408,904 

176,546 C 

Dispo- 
sitions 

a s a p  
centage 
of filings 

88 
92 

96 
94 
104 
98 

103 

82 
95 
88 

97 

88 

85 

100 
92 
96 

99 

97 

98 
104 
94 
80 
109 
97 
98 

Filings per 
loo,o0o 

total 
population 

572 
792 

717 
3,902 
4,044 
10,027 

24,164 

4,071 
2.824 
6,895 

2,606 

4,243 

360 
2,470 

2.475 
2,355 
4,830 

6,068 

5,276 

5.032 
167 
894 
35 
193 

1 .I77 
7,498 

6.21 3 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court CMl Caseload, 1989. (continued) 
Dispo- 

support/custod y: Total civil Total civil sitions Filingsper 
(a) method @) decree filings dispositions asaper- 100,OOO 

Juris- of count change and qualifying and qualifying centage total 
diction code countedas footnotes footnotes of filings population - -  State/Court name: 

KANSAS 
District 

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 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth 

MICHIGAN 
Circuit 
Court of Claims 
District 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

MINNESOTA 
District 

MISSOURI 
Circuit 

G 6" NC 148,525 148,126 100 5,910 

G 6 R 60,195 56,139 93 1,615 
L 1 139,423 A 126,551 A 91 3,741 

1 99,618 182,690 92 5,356 

(3 6 R 174,932 B NA 3,991 
G 4* R 9,195 NA 21 0 
L 1 66,818 48,990 73 1,524 
L 1 NA NA 

G 6 NC 
L 1 
L 5 NC 
L 1 

G 6- NF 
L 1 
L 1 

G 5" R 

G 6" NC 
G 1 
L 1 
L 1 
L 1 

G 6 NF 

G 6- NF 

6,858 6,540 95 561 
357 350 98 29 

62,935 56,119 89 5,150 
NA NA 

116,085 B 94,986 6 82 2,473 
713,639 6,081 A 15,203 

NA NA 

514,025 

183,897 
660 

400.571 
790 

101,868 
687,786 

264,464 B 

499,095 A 8,695 

189,332 103 1,983 
590 89 7 

399,583 100 4,319 
902 114 9 

41,434 A 1.098 
631,841 7,416 

197,900 95 4,781 

246.437 B 93 5,125 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reparted Total State Trial Court Civil Caseloed, 1989. (continued) 

Dispo- 
support/custody : Total civil Total civil sitions Filings per 

(a) method (b) decree filings dispositions asaper- 100,OOO 

diction code countedas footnotes footnotes of filings population 
Juris- of count change and qualifying end qualifying centage total 

- -  Statelcourt name: 

MONTANA 
District 
City 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
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 
T U  
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 Village Justice 
Civil Court of the City of New York 
State Total 

(3 3 R 22,197 A 19,065 A 86 2,757 
L 1 NA NA 
L 1 NA NA 
L 1 NA NA 

(3 

L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

(3 

L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

5 
1 
1 

2 
1 
1 

5 
1 
1 
1 

6L 
1 
1 

6 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
4 
1 
1 
1 

46,360 c 
53,105 

41 4 
99,879 

41,849 
NA 
NA 

22.858 
57.351 

41 8 
17,554 
98,181 

782,227 
NA 

4,231 

51,953 B 
10,221 

NA 
9,615 

207,728 C 
1,979 

244.259 A 
450,283 
107,567 

NA 
240,485 A 

45,849 c 
51,022 

458 
97,329 

NA 
NA 
NA 

21,316 
1,063 A 

NA 
NA 

753,181 
NA 

2,285 

52.638 B 
9,801 

NA 
10,346 

202,554 c 
1,963 

219,781 A 
431,621 

3.915 A 
NA 

256.171 A 

99 
96 

111 
97 

93 

96 

54 

101 
96 

108 

98 
99 
90 
96 

107 

2,878 
3,296 

26 
6,200 

3,774 

2,067 
5,185 

38 
1,587 
8.877 

10,112 

55 

3.400 
669 

629 

1,157 
11 

1,361 
2,509 

599 

1.340 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1989. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District 
County 
State Total 

Court of Common Pleas 
County 
Court of Claims 
Municipal 
State Total 

OHIO 

OKLAHOMA 
District 
Court of Tax Review 
State Total 

OREGON 
Circuit 
TaX 

County 
District 
Justice 
State Total 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Court of Common Reas 
District Justice Court 
Philadelphia Municipal Court 
Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court 
State Total 

PUERTO RlCO 

District 
State Total 

superior 

RHODE ISLAND 
superior 
District 
Family 
Probate 
State Total 

Juris- ofcwnt 
diction 

G 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

code - 
1 

6" 

6'" 
1 

6" 
1 
1 
1 

6 
1 

6- 
1 
1 
1 
1 

4 
1 
1 
1 

G 6 
L 1 

G 1 
L 1 
L 6 
L 1 

chance 
counted as 

R 

R 

NF 

NF 

R 

NF 

Total Civil 
filings 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

110,998 
438,740 
549,738 

17,253 
15,590 
32,843 

361,187 B 
26,224 
5,659 

370,608 
763,678 

193,254 
NA 

85.515 B 
202 
NA 

80,933 
6,104 A 

294,097 A 
233,044 
122,823 A 

NA 

Total civil 
dispositions 
and qualifying 

footnotes 

102.465 
425,293 
527,758 

16,965 
14,424 
31,389 

359,583 B 
26,969 
6,072 

377,063 
769,687 

21 0.096 
NA 

87,110 B 
205 
NA 

82.310 
5,928 A 

275,562 A 
224,396 
121.653 A 

NA 

DiSpo- 
eitions 
as a per- 
centage 
of filing_s 

92 
97 
96 

98 
93 
96 

100 
103 
1 07 
102 
101 

109 

102 
101 

102 
97 

94 
96 
99 

Filings per 
100,Ooo 

total 
population 

1,689 
6,678 
8,367 

2,610 
2,359 
4,969 

3,311 
240 
52 

3,398 
7,001 

5,996 

3,032 
7 

2,870 
216 

2,443 
1,936 
1,020 

R 67,719 C 62,243 c 92 2.058 
57,376 C 56,358 c 98 1,743 

125,095 118,601 95 3.801 

10,121 B 10,002 B 99 1,016 
39.071 A 32,025 A 82 3,923 

4,304 A 52 827 R 8,232 A 
NA NA 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9 Reported Total State Trial Court CMl Casebad, 1989. (continued) 
Dispo- 
sitions 
as a per- 
centage 
of filings 

SuppoNcUstody: 
(a) method @) decree 

Juris- of count change 
diction code counted- - - 

Total civil 
filings 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

Total civil 
dispositions 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

Filings per 
100,ooo 

total 
population State/coUrl n o :  

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Circuit 
Family 
Magistrate 
Probate 
State Total 

G 1 
L P NF 
L 1 
L 1 

53,953 B 
61,489 
130,975 
21,824 
268,241 

54,399 B 
60,203 
130,796 
19,465 
264.863 

101 
98 
100 
89 
99 

1,536 
1,751 
3,729 
621 

7,638 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
CirCUil G 4 NC 40.091 34,736 A 5,599 

TENNESSEE 
Circuit, CXiminal, and Chancery G 6- R 117,384 B 105,862 B 90 2,377 
General Sessions L 6- R NA NA 
Juvenile L 1 NA NA 
Probate L 1 NA NA 
State Total 

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

G 6- NF 445,936 B 453,652 B 102 2.625 
L 6- NF 174,264 B 215,444 B 124 1,026 
L 1 256,889 A 248,074 A 97 1,512 
L 1 549 A 549 A 100 3 

8n,638 917,719 105 5,165 

UTAH 
District 
Circuit 
Justice 
State Total 

G 3 
L 1 
L 1 

R 28,234 8 24,040 B 85 1.654 
97,902 84,816 87 5,735 
2,891 2,642 91 169 

129,027 111,498 86 7,559 

VERMONT 
District 
Superior 
Probate 
State Total 

G 4- 
G 5 
L 1 

NC 19,469 19,669 101 3,440 
NC 11,316 10,501 93 1.999 

4,926 4,347 88 870 
3571 1 34,517 97 6.309 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit 
District 
Slate Total 

G 3 
L 4 

R 95,129 90.376 95 1 
R 1,063,856 A 1,076.952 A 101 17,449 

1,158.985 1,167.328 101 19.009 

WASHINGTON 
Superior 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

G 6 
L 1 
L 1 

R 140,703 B 127,864 B 91 2,956 
108,102 82,771 77 2.271 
1,837 1,096 60 39 

250.642 211,731 84 5,266 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court CMl Caseload, 1989. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit 
Magistrate 
State Toted 

WI SCONSl N 
Circuit 

WYOMING 
District 
County 
Justice of the Peace 
State Total 

supportlcustod y: 
(a) method @) decree 

Juris- af count change 
diction code countedas -- 

G 5 R 
L 1 

G 6* R 

G 5 R 
L 4 R 
L 1 

Total dvil 
filiflgS 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

44,349 B 
46,410 
90,759 

298,589 B 

7,907 B 
18,865 
3,642 A 

3O,414 

Total civii 
diepositions 
and qwli ing 

footnotes 

40,944 B 
45,666 
86,610 

299.090 B 

8,473 B 
17,712 A 
3,356 A 

29,541 

mpo- 
sitions 

asaper- 
centage 
of filiws 

92 
98 
95 

100 

107 

92 

2,388 
2,499 
4,887 

6.135 

1 ,ea 
3,= 

768 
6,416 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trhl Court Civil Caseload, 1989. (oontinued) 

NOTE: The trial courts of Mississrppi are not induded in 
this table. as neither civil caseload nor court 
jurisdidion information is available for 1989. All 
other state trial courts with civil jurisdiction are listed 
in the table mgarQess of whether caseload data are 
available. Blank spaces in the table indicate that a 
partia~lar calculation. such as the total state 
caseload, is not appropriate. State total Wings per 
100,OOO population' may not equal the sum of the 
filing rates b r  the individual courts due to rounding. 

NA- Data are not available 

JURlSDlCTlON CODES: 

G = General Jurisdiction 
L - Limited Jurisdiction 

SUPPORT/CUSTODY CODES: 

(a) Method of count codes: 

1 = The court does not have jurisdiction over 

2 P Supporvcustody caseload data are not available 
3 = Only contested supportlcustody cases and all URESA 

cases (where the court has jurisdiction) are counted 
separately from W a g e  dissolution cases 

4 = 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 supporVcustody is counted as one case 

marriage dssolution, but URESA cases are counted 
separately 

support/custody cases 

5 - SupporVcusbdy is counted as a proceeding of the 

6 - Supportlcustody is counted as a proceeding of the 

"Nondissolution supportlcustody cases are also counted 
separately 

"'Court has only URESA jurisdiction 

@) Decree change counted as: 

NC= Not counted'collected 
NF= New filing 

OUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

The absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that data are 
mrrplete. 

'See the qualifying footnote for each court within the state. 
Each footnote has an effect on the state's total. 

A: 
Arlcansas--County Court-Total clvll filed 

R = Reopened- 

The following courts' data are incomplete: 

and disposed data do not include real property 
rights. mlscallemous domestic relations, and 
mlsesllaneous clvll cases. 
-Municipal Court-Total clvll filed and disposed data 
do not include data lrom 5 muniapalities. and partial 
data from 23 others. 

disposed data do not include cases from several 
courts that did not report. 
-Justice Court-Total clvll filed and disposed data 
do not include partial year data from several courts. 

Colorado-County Court--Total clvll filed 
and disposed data do not include cases from 
Denver County. 

Delaware-Alderman's Court-Total clvll filed and 

California-Superior Court-Total clvll filed and 

cfsposed data do not include cases from one court 
that did not report. 

dtspxad data do not include cases from 16 counties 
that did not report. 
-Probate Court-Total civil filed data indude cases 
from 97 of 159 counties and are less than 75% 
conplete. 
-Stale Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
include cases from 20 of 62 courts and are less lhan 
75% complete. 

Idahe-District Court--Total clvll filed and disposed 
data do not indude mental health cases. 

Indiana--Superior and Circuit Courts-Total clvll filed 
and disposed data do not include clvll appeals, 
mlscallaneous domestic relations, and some 
rupportlcustody cases. 
-Probate Court--Total civil filed and disposed data 
do not include mlsesllaneous domestic reletlons 

-Municipal Court of Marion County-Total clvll filed 
and ckposed data do not include appeals of trial 
court cases. 

Kentucky-Distrk.3 Court-Total clvll filed and disposed 
data do not include peternlty/bastardy cases. 

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Total 
clvll disposed data do not indude some real 
property rights, some smell claims, some 
mlscallaneous domestlc relations and some 
mlsesllaneous clvll cases. 

Michigan-Probate Court-Total clvll disposed data do 
not include peternlty/bastardy. mlscellaneous 
domestic relations. mental health. and 
mlscallaneour clvll cases and ere less than 75% 
wnplete. 

Montana-District Court-Total clvll filed and disposed 
data do not indude some trial court clvll appeals 

New Hanpshire-District Court--Total civil disposed 
data do not indude tort, contract, real property 
rights, small claims, and miscellaneous domestic 
relatlons cases and are less than 75% complete. 

New York-District and City Court--Total clvll filed and 
disposed data do not include edmlnlstretive agency 
appeals cases. 
-Civil Court of the City of New Yo&-Total clvll filed 
and disposed data do not include adrnlnlstretlve 
agency appeals cases. 
-Surrogates' Court-Total civil disposed data do not 
indude estate cases and are less than 75% 

Georgia-Magistrate Court-Total clvll liled and 

cases. 

cases. 

conplete. 
Oregon-Justice of the Peace Court-Total clvll filed 

and disposed data do not include cases from 
several m r t s  due to incomplete reporting, 

Pennsylvania-Court of Common Pleas-Total civil data 
do not include some unclassified civil cases. 
-Philadelphia Municipal Court-Total clvll filed and 
disposed data do not include miscellaneous 
domestic relations cases. 

Rhode Island-District Court--Total clvll filed and 
disposed data do not include edmlnlstretive agency 
appeals and mental health cases. 
-Family Court-Total clvil filed data do not include 
paternltyhastardy and adoption cases. Disposed 
data do not indude most merrlage dissolution 
cases. all adoption and paternltylbesterdy cases 
and are less than 75% complete. 

South Dakota--Cimil Court--Tolal clvll disposed data 
do not include adoption, mlscelleneous domestic 
relations, estate, mente1 health, and 
edminlstretive agency appeals cases. 

Texas-Justice of the Peace Court-Total clvll filed and 
disposed data represent a reporting rate of 81%. 
-Municipal Court-Total clvll filed and disposed data 
represent a reporting rate of 81%. 

Virginia-District Court-Total clvll filed and disposed 
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Table 9: Repotted Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload. 1989. (continued) 

data do not include some mental health and some 
domoatlc rdatlona cases. 

Wyoming-County Court--Total clvll disposed data do 
not include appeala of trial court cases. 
-Justice of the Peace Court--Total civil filed and 
disposed data do not include cases from one county 
and partial data from another. 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Alaska-Superior Court--Total clvll filed and disposed 

data Include extraordinary writs. orders to show 
cause. unfair trade practices, and postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedinga. 

Connecticut-4uperb Court--Total clvll filed data 
include postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court--Total chrll filed and disposed 
data include crlmlnal postconvidlon remedy 
proceedingo and some crlmlnal and trafflc/other 
violation cases. 

Illinois--Circuit Court--Total clvll filed and disposed 
data include mlscellaneoua crlmlnal cases. 

Iowa-District Court--Total civil filed data include 
poatconvictlon remedy proceedlnga. 

Louisiana-District Court--Total clvll filed data include 
poetconviction remedy proceedinga. 

MaF/land--Circuit Court--Total civil filed and disposed 
data include setate cases from all but two 
jurisdictions of the Orphan's CouR 

Missouri--Circu# Court--Total civil filed and disposed 
data include extraordinary writs. 

New Mexico--District Court-Total clvll filed and 
disposed data include poalconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlnga. 

Ohio--Court of Common Pleas--Total civil filed and 
disposed data include poatconvlctlon remedy 
proceedlnga. 

Oregon--Circuit Court--Total civil filed and disposed 
data include criminal appeala cases and 
poatconvictlon remedy proceedings. 

Rho& Island--Superior Court--Total civil filed and 
disposed data include poalconvlctlon remedy 
proaedinga. 

South Carolina-Circuit Court--Total civil filed and 
disposed data include postconviction remedy 
proceedlnga. 

Tennessee-Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery Court- 
Total clvll filed and disposed data include 
poatconviction remedy proceedlnga and 
mlscellaneoua criminal cases. 

data include chlld-victim petition cases and some 
other proceedings. 
--County-Level Courts-Total civil tiled and disposed 
data include child-victim petllion cases. 

Utah-District Court-Total clvll filed and disposed data 
include postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Washington-Superior Court--Total civil filed and 
disposed data include poalconvlctlon remedy 
proceedingo. 

disposed data include poetconviction remedy 
proceedlnga and extraordinary writs. 

data include criminal appeala cases. 

criminal appeals cases and poatconviction 
remedy proceedlnga. Total civil disposed data 
include criminal appeals. juvenile cases, and 
postconviction remedy proceedingo. 

The fdlowing couhs' data are incomplete and 
overinclusive: 

Texas-District Court--Total civil filed and disposed 

West Virginia--Circuit Court--Total clvll filed and 

Wisconsin--Circuit Court--Total clvil filed and disposed 

Wyoming-District CourI--Total civil filed data include 

C: 

Alabama-Circul Court--Total clvil filed and disposed 
data include poatconvictlon remedy proceedings. 
but do not include URESA cases. 

Connecticut--Superior Court--Total civil disposed data 
include poatconvlctlon remedy proceedings. but 
do not include most amall clalms cases, and are 
less than 75% complete. 

Iowa-District Court--Total civil disposed data include 
poatconvictlon remedy proceedings, but do not 
include a few domestic relatlons cases. 

Nebraska-District Court-Total clvll filed and disposed 
data include postconviction remedy proceedings, 
but do not include civil appeals cases. 

New York--Supreme and County Courts-Total civil 
filed and disposed data include postconviction 
remedy proceedings, but do not include civil 
appeals cases. 

Puerto Rico--Superior Court--Total clvll filed and 
disposed data include transfers and reopened cases, 
but do not include URESA cases. 
-District Court--Total clvll filed and disposed data 
include transfers and reopened cases, but do not 
include amall claims cases. 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1989 

State/Court name: 

ALABAMA 
Circuit 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

ALASKA 
superior 
District 
State Total 

ARIZONA 
Superior 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

ARKANSAS 
Circuit 
City 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
Police 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

Unit 
Juris- of 
diction count - -  
G G 
L B 
L M 

G B 
L B 

G D 
L z 
L Z 

G 
L 
L 

COLORADO 
District, Oenver Juvenile, Denver Probate 
County L 
State Total 

G 

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 
B 

D 
D 

E 

Point 
of 

filing 

A 
B 
B 

A 
B 

A 
B 
B 

A 
B 
B 
B 
B 

A 
B 
B 

B 
B 

A 

A 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 

Total 
Total criminal 

criminal dispositions 

qudlfying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes 

filings and and 

41,462 B 
130,477 B 
100,756 C 
272,695 * 

2.757 A 
25,994 B 
28,751 

26,993 
67,233 A 
209,086 
303,312 

31,606 
6,005 B 
NA 

175,615 C 
NA 

135,924 A 
59,707 C 

939,864 c 
1,135.495 

20,304 B 
78,081 C 
98.385 

176,268 C 

5.265 B 
4,517 C 
33,044 A 
4,468 

57,834 
14.353 C 

119.481 

37,888 B 
125,675 B 
91,067 c 

254,630 

2,409 A 
23,955 B 
26,364 

24,789 
57,078 A 

21 0,611 
292,478 

40,510 B 
3,630 B 

NA 
129,152 C 

NA 

127,502 A 
51.113 C 

762,613 C 
941,228 " 

19,837 B 
42.201 C 
62.038 

182,458 

5,011 B 
4.267 C 

31,5OO A 
3,8t 4 

57,330 
14.974 c 

116.896 

DiSpO- 

sitions 
asa 

percen- 
tage of 
filings 

91 
96 
90 
93 

87 
92 
92 

92 
85 

101 
96 

60 

74 

94 
86 
81 
83 

98 

63 

95 
94 
95 
85 
99 

104 
98 

Filings 

per 
100,OOO 

adult 
POPUb- 

Uon - 
1,007 
3,168 
2,446 
6,620 

523 
4,932 
5,456 

759 
1,890 
5,878 
8,527 

1,313 
249 

7,296 

468 
205 

3.234 
3,907 

612 
2,355 
2,967 

5.442 

783 
672 

4.917 
665 

8,606 
2,136 

17,780 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1989. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior 

FLORIDA 
Circuit 
County 
State Total 

GEORGIA 
Superior 
Civil 
County Recordefs 
Mag istrale’s 
Municipal 
Municipal and City of Atlanta 
probate 
state 
State Total 

HAWAII 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

IDAHO 
District 

ILLINOIS 
Circuit 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit 
City and Town 
County 
Municipal Court of Marion County 
State Total 

IOWA 
District 

KANSAS 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

Juris- 
diction - 

G 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 

G 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 

G 
G 

Unit 
of 

count - 
B 

E 
A 

G 
M 
M 
B 
M 
M 
B 
G 

G 
A 

D 

G 

B 
B 
B 
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 

qualifying qualifying 
foolnotes footnotes 

filings and and 

40,810 A 

200,121 
421,497 
621,618 

87,429 B 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

3,826 A 
69,203 A 

7,178 A 
35,317 A 
42,495 

61,965 B 

436,003 c 

103,668 A 
41.488 B 
38,986 
40,239 
224,381 

55,888 A 

37,737 
4,012 A 
41,749 

40,464 A 

176,513 A 
35O,515 
527,028 

81,841 B 
NA 
N4 
NA 
NA 
NA 

3,578 A 
67,511 A 

5,307 A 
34,717 A 
40.024 

58,163 B 

535,945 c 

91,173 A 
35,862 B 
37,889 
38,562 
203,486 

52,771 A 

39,777 
5,400 A 
45,177 

Dispo- 
sitions 
asa 

percen- 
tage of 
filings 

99 

83 

94 

94 
98 

74 
98 
94 

94 

123 

88 
86 
97 
96 
91 

94 

105 
135 
108 

Filings 

per 
loo,o0o 

adult 

w h -  
tion 

6,757 

1,579 
3,326 
4,906 

1,358 

59 
1,075 

646 
3,176 
3,821 

6,111 

3.740 

1,854 
742 
697 
71 9 

4,012 

1,969 

1,502 
160 

1,661 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Cfiminal Caseload, 1989. (continued) 

Total 
Total criminal 

criminal dispositions 
filings and and 
qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes 

Dispo- 
sitions 
asa 

percen- 
tage of 
filings 

87 
89 
89 

80 

94 
91 
91 

86 
93 
92 

97 
92 
89 
93 

98 

91 

124 

Filings 
per 

1 oo,oO0 
adult 

popula- 
tion 

394 
4,082 
4,476 

1,819 
2,768 
4,587 

702 
3,051 
3,834 

1,302 
4,518 
5.820 

1,205 

655 
2,901 
29 

3.585 

4.103 

2,569 

449 

Unit 
Juris- of 
diction count - -  

Point 
of 

filing 

A 
F 

A 
F 

State/Court name: 

KENTUCKY 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

G B 
L B 

14,680 B 
152,125 C 
166,805 ' 

79,727 A 
121,W A 
201,031 

9,561 c 
37,285 C 
46,646 ' 

61,106 B 
212,083 
273,189 ' 

71,235 A 

60,772 
269,033 C 
2.680 c 

332,485 ' 

178,580 C 

132.581 

3.611 B 
NA 
NA 
NA 

12,730 B 
135,670 C 
148,400 

NA 
97,555 A 

8,999 c 
33,771 c 
42,770 ' 

52,808 B 
197,853 
250,661 ' 

9,301 A 

59,185 
248,219 C 
2,381 c 

309,785 ' 

175,098 c 

120,299 

4.460 B 
NA 
NA 
NA 

LOUISIANA 
District 
City and Parish 
State Total 

G i! 
L B 

MAINE 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

G 
L 

E A 
E F 

MARYLAND 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

G 
L 

B 
B 

A 
A 

MASSACHUSElTS 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth G D B 

MICHIGAN 
Circuit 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

G 
L 
L 

B 
B 
B 

A 
B 
B 

MINNESOTA 
District G B B 

MI SSOURl 
Circuit G H A 

MONTANA 
District 
City 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
B 
B 
B 

A 
B 
B 
B 

NEBRASKA 
District 
County 
State Total 

G 
L 

B A 
B F 

6,377 B 6,390 B 100 396 

00.494. 77,935. 97 4,997 
74,117 C 71,545 C 97 4,601 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Ceseload, 1989. (continued) 

Total oiipo- 
Total criminal Sition8 

criminal dispodons ma 
filings and and percen- 
WWng SuaWng tege of 
footnotes footnotes cllngs 

Filings 

per 
loo,o0O 

adult 

PoPub- 
don - 

1 

a24 
4,524 

73 
5,422 

733 
5,060 
5,793 

704 
2,772 
3,796 
7,272 

440 
1,326 

1,469 

1,531 
8,656 

10,187 

232 
2,376 

Unit Point 
of of 

count filing - 
Juris- 
diction - 

Q 
L 
L 

(3 

L 
L 

Statelcourt name: 

NEVADA 
WStriCt 

Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

Z A 
Z B 
Z B 

8 A  NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Superior 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

A A 
A B 
A B 

9,116 8,860 97 
50,035 A NA 

812 A NA 
59,963 

NEW JERSEY 

Municipal 
State Total 

Superior G B 
L B 

A 
B 

56,741 49222 87 
391,439 357,455 91 
448,180 406,677 91 

NEW MMICO 
District 
Magistrate 
Metropolitan Ct of Bemalillo County 
State Total 

G 
L 
L 

E 
E 
E 

A 
B 
8 

10,762 10,576 98 
42,350B 32,504B 77 
57,999c 63,503c 109 

111,111 106,583 " 96 

NEW YORK 
Supreme and County 

Town and Village Justice 
Criminal Court of the City of New York 
State Total 

Districtandcity 
(3 

L 
L 
L 

E 
E 
E 
E 

A 
0 
B 
D 

79.025A 75940A 95 
238.076 B 216,249 B 91 

263,597 A 259,678 A 99 
NA NA 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

Q 
L 

E 
E 

A 
G 

100,587 94,625 94 
568,728c 547,340c 96 
669,315" 641,965" 96 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District 

Municipal 
State Total 

county 

(3 

L 
L 

B 
E 
B 

A 
F 
B 

1.531 B 1,482B 97 
15,708A 16,442A 105 

NA NA 

OHIO 
Court of Common fleas 

Mayor's 
Municipal 
State Total 

County 

G B 
L 6 
L B 
L 8 

C 51,959 51,740 100 476 
E 42.982 B 43,137 B 100 394 
E NA NA 
E 423,282B 430,8518 102 3,880 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1989. (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 
Municipal 
State Total 

Juris- 
diction 

G 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 

G 
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 

Point 
of 

filing 

A 

G 
G 
B 
B 

A 
B 
B 
B 

B 
8 

A 
B 

A 
E 
E 

8 

A 
M 
M 

Total 
Tohl criminal 

criminal dispositions 
filings and and 
qualitying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes 

27,248 A 26,454 A 
69,110A 61,901 A 
8,060 c 7,683 c 

32,673C 28,991 C 
137,091 125,029 

128,478 A 1 19,478 A 
513,338 8 432,769 B 
41,510 C 42,028 C 

NA NA 

32,2888 29,1648 
50,600c 47,640c 
82,888. 76,804. 

7,607 7,584 
43,181 C 41.292C 
50,788 48,876 

95,334 69.105 
148,025 C 147,518 C 
86,349 A NA 

329,708 

39,726 15,968 A 

57,747A 48,040A 
NA NA 
NA NA 

DiSpO- 

sitions 

pereen- 
tage of 
filings 

888 

93 

97 
90 
95 
89 
91 

93 
84 

101 

90 
94 
93 

100 
96 
96 

72 
100 

83 

Filings 

per 
100,OOo 

adult 
popula- 

tion 

2,115 

966 
2,451 

286 
1,159 
4,861 

1,067 
4,264 

345 

981 
1,538 
2,519 

764 
4,335 
5,099 

2,715 
4,215 
2,459 
9.388 

5,548 

1,169 

G B A 159,415 B 151,940 938 
L B F 41 1.394 346,576 A 2,421 
L A B 563,943A 408,524A 72 3.319 
L A B 537,709 A 341.479 A 64 3,165 

1,672,461 1,248,519 9.843 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Cfiminal Caseload, 1989. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

UTAH 
District 
Circuit 
Justice 
State Total 

VERMONT 
District 

State Total 
superior 

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 

Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

County 

Juris- 
diction 
7 

Q 
L 
L 

G 
G 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

Unit 
of 

count - 
J 
B 
B 

0 
B 

A 
A 

G 
C 
C 

J 
J 
A 

D 
A 

J 
J 
J 
A 

Point 
of 

J!!X 

A 
A 
B 

C 
A 

A 
E 

A 
B 
B 

A 
E 
B 

C 
B 

A 
B 
0 
8 

Total 
TOtd criminal 

criminal dispositions 
filings ~IUI and 
q~ i ty ina  qualiryine 
footnotes footnotes 

4,215 B 
61,466 C 
44,421 C 

110,102 ' 

22,190 B 
138 

22,328 ' 

93,991 B 
463,131 A 
557,122 

29,208 
133,476 A 
87,705 
250,389 ' 

6,786 
119.210 A 

NA 

85,407 A 
NA 

1,591 A 
10,375 A 
4,030 A 
1,383 A 

17,379 

5,221 B 
53,632 c 
41 ,514 C 

100,367 ' 

20.717 B 
102 

20,819 

88,097 B 
500,763 A 
588,860 

25.828 
104,562 A 
60,391 

190,781 ' 

6,759 
113,665 A 

NA 

76,731 A 
NA 

1,584 A 
NA 
NA 
NA 

DisPo- 
sitions 
ma 

percen- 
tese of 
filings 

1 24 
87 
93 
91 

93 
74 
93 

94 
108 
106 

88 
78 
69 
76 

100 
95 

90 

100 

Filings 
per 

100,ooo 
adult 

Popuk- 
tion 

247 
3,601 
2.602 
6,450 

3,920 
24 

3,945 

1,542 
7,596 
9.138 

61 4 
2.804 
1,843 
5,260 

365 
6,419 

1,755 

336 
2,189 
850 
292 

3,666 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State TriaJ Court Criminal Casebad. 1989. (continued) 

NOTE: The tMI courts of Mississippi are not induded in 
this table. as neither mminal casebad nor court 
jurisdiction information is available for 1989. All 
other state trial courts with criminal jurisdiction are 
listed in the table regardless of wheher caseload 
data are available. Blank spaces in the table 
indicate that a particular calarhtion. such as the 
total state caseload. is not appropriate. Stale total 
Wings per 100,000 population' may not equal h e  
sum of the filing rates for the individual courts due 
to rounding. 

NA = Data are not avaihble. 

JURlSDCTlON CODES: 

G = General Jurisdiction 
L = Limited Jurisdiction 

UNIT OF COUNT CODES: 

M =  
I =  
A =  
B =  
c =  
D =  
E =  
F =  
G =  

H -  

J =  
K =  
L =  z =  

Missing Data 
Data element is inapplicable 
Single defendant--single charge 
Single defendant-single incident (one/more charges) 
Single defendant-single inadentlmaximum number 
charges (usually two) 
Single defendant--one/more incidents 
Single defendant-content varies with prosecutor 
Onelmore defendants-single charge 
Onelmore defendants-single incident (onehnore 
charges) 
One/more defendants-single incidenthaximum 
number charges (usually two) 
Onelme defendants-onelmore incidents 
Onelmore defendants-content varies with prosecutor 
Inconsistent during reporting year 
Both the defendant and charge components vary 
within the state 

POINT OF FILING CODES 

M =  
I =  
A D  
B =  
c =  
D =  
E =  
F -  
G =  

Missing Data 
Data element is inapplicable 
At the filing of the informalionhdictrnent 
AI the filing of the complaint 
When defendant enters plealinitial appearance 
When docketed 
At issuing of warrant 
At filing of information/oonplaint 
Varies (at filing of the complaint. information. 
indictment) 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

'See the qualifying lootnote for each court 
within the stale. Each footnote has an 
effect on h e  state's tolal. 

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 
Alaska-Superior Court-Total crlmlnal filed and 

disposed data do not include criminal appeals 

Arizona-Justice of the Peace Court--Total crlmlnal 
filed and disposed data do not indude limited 
felony cases. 

California-Superior Court-Total crlmlnal fikd and 
disposed data do not include cases from several 
courts that did not report. 

Delaware-Court of Common Pleas-Total crlmlnal filed 
and disposed data do not include most felony 
cases. 

cases. 

District of Cdudii--Superior Court-Total crimlnal filed 
and disposed data do not include DWVDUl cases. 

Fbrida--Circuit Court-Total criminal disposed data do 
no1 include crlmlnal appeals cases. 

Georgia-Probate Court--Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include cases from 51 of 159 counties. 
do not include DWVDUI cases. which are reported 
with trafflc/other violation data, and are less than 

-State Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed data 
include cases from 21 of 62 courts. do not include 
some DWVDUI and mlsdemeanor cases, which are 
reported with trafficIother vlolatlon data, and are 
less than 75% complete. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data do not indude reopened pior cases. 
-District Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 
data do not indude some misdemeanor cases. 

Indiana--Superior and Circuit Courts-Total criminal 
filed and disposed data do not indude crlmlnal 
appeals caws. 

Iowa-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data do not indude some misdemeanor cases. 

Kansas--Municip.$ Court-Tolal erlmlnal filed and 
disposed data represent a reporting rate of less than 

Louisiana-District Court-This figure is eslimaled by the 
State Court Administrator's Ofice on the basis that 
75% of crlmlnel cases reported are traffic cases. 
Filed data do not include DWVDUi cases. 
-Cily and Parish Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data do not include DWVDUI cases. 

Massachusetts--Trial Court of the Commonweallh-Total 
crlmlnel filed data do no1 include some 
misdemeanor cases. Disposed data do not indude 
any mlsdemeanor, DWVDUI. miscellaneous 
criminal. and some crlminal appeals cases and are 
less than 75% complete. 

Nevada-District Court-Total crimlnal filed data do not 
include felony, mlsdemeanor, DWIIDUI, and 
mlscellaneous crlmlnal cases and are less than 
75% complete. 

New Hanpshire-District Courl--Tolal criminal filed data 
do not include llmlted felony cases. 
-Muniapal Court-Total criminal filed data do not 
include limited felony cases. 

New York-Supreme and County Courts-Total crlmlnal 
filed and disposed data do not indude criminal 
appeals cases. 
-Criminal Court of the City of New York-Total 
crlmlnal filed and disposed data do not include 
Ilmltad felony cases. 

North Dakota-County Court-Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data do not include llmlted felony cases. 

Oregon--Circuil Court--Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 
data do not indude crlmlnal appeals cases. 
-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data do not indude limited felony cases. 

Pennsylvania-Court of Common Pleas-Total crlmlnel 
fiW and disposed data do not indude some 
crimlnal appeals cases. 

Soulh Carolina--Municipal Court--Total criminal filed 
data do not indude llmlted felony cases. 

Soulh Dakota--Circuit Court--Total crlminel disposed 
data do not indude most mlsdemeanor and some 
crlmlnal appeals cases and are less than 75% 
complete. 

Tennessee-Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery Courts- 
Total criminal filed data do not include 
mlscellaneous crlmlnal cases. Disposed data do 
not include DWVDUI and miscellaneous crlmlnal 

Texas-County-Level Courts-Total crlmlnal disposed 
data do not indude some crlmlnal appeals cases. 

75% COtTpkte. 

75%. 

cases. 
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Table 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload. 1989. (continued) 

Justice of the Peace Court-Total crlmlnal filed 
and disposed data do not include llmltod h b n y  
cases and represent a reporting rate of 81%. 
-Muniapal Court-Total crlminal filed and disposed 
data do not indude Ilmltod felony cases and 
represent a reporling rate of 81%. 

Virginia-District Court--Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data do not include DWVDUl cases. 

Washington-District Court-Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data do not include llmlted felony cases. 

West Virginia-Magistrate Court--Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data do not include Ilmlted felony cases. 

Wisconsin--Circuit Court-Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data do not include crlmlnal appeals and 
some DWVDUI cases. 

Wyoming-District Court--Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data do not include crlmlnal appeals 

-County Caurt-Total crlmlnal fded data do not 
include Ilmltod felony cases. 
Justice of the Peace Court-Total criminal filed 
data do not indude llmlted felony cases. data from 
one county, and partial data from another. 
-Municipal Court-Total criminal filed data do not 
indude mlsdemeanor cases and are less than 75% 
complete. 

cases. 

B: The following courts’ data are overinclusive: 
Alabama--Circuit Court-Total crlmlnal filed and 

disposed data include postconvlction remedy 
proceedings. 
-District Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 
data lndude prellmlnary hearing proceedlngs. 

Alaska-District Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 
data indude some movlng traffic cases and all 
ordinance vlolation cases. 

Arlcansas--Circuit Court--Total criminal disposed data 
include postconvlction remedy and probation 
revocation proceedings. 
-City Court-Total crlmlnel filed and &posed data 
include ordinance violation cases. 

Probate Courts-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data indude extraditions, revocations. parde. and 
release from commitment hearings. 

Delaware-Superior Court-Total crimlnal filed and 
disposed data include postconviction remedy 
procssdlngs. 

Georgia-Superior Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include all traffldother violation 
cases. 

Idaho--District Court--Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 
data indude postconviction remedy and sentence 
review only procasdlngs. 

Indiana-City and Town Courts-Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data include some ordinance violation 
and some other traffic cases. 

Kentucky-Circuit Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include sentence review only and 
postconviction remedy proceedings. 

Maryland-Circuit Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include some postconviction remedy 
proceedings. 

Montana-Districl Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include some trial court civil 
appeals cases. 

Nebraska-District Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include civil appeals cases. 

New Mexico-Magistrate Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include prelimlnary hearing 
proceedings. 

New York-District and City Courts-Total crlminel filed 
and disposed data indude ordinance violation 

North Dakota-District Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include sentence review only and 

Colorado-District. Denver Juvenile, and Denver 

cases. 

portconviction remedy proceedings. 
Ohio-County Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 

data indude ordlnance violation cases. 
-Muniapal Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data indude ordinance violation cases. 

Okhhoma--District Court-Total criminal filed and 
-sed data include ordinance violation cases. 

Pennsylvania-District Justice Court-Total criminal filed 
and disposd data indude ordinance violation 

Puerto Rico-Superior Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include transfers and reopened cases. 

Texas-District Court--Total criminal filed data include 
some other proceedings. 

Utah-District Court-Total criminal data include some 
postconvlction remedy and all sentence review 
only proceedings. 

Vermont-Distrkt Court--Total crlmlnal filed and 
*sed data include ordinance violation cases. 

Virginia-Circuit Couk-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 
data indude ordinance violation cases. 

cases. 

C: The following courts’ data are incomplete and 
overinclusive: 

Alabama--Municipal Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include ordinance violation cases. 
but do not include data that were unavailable lrom a 
few municipalities. Filed data also do not include 
DWVOUI cases. 

Arkansas--Municipal Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include ordinance violation cases, 
but do not include felony cases and data from 
several municpalities. 

California-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 and partial year 
data from several courts. 
-Municipal Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data indude preliminary hearing bindovers and 
transfers and some ordinance violation cases, but 
do not include DWVDUI cases. 

Colorado-County Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include some preliminary hearings, 
but do not include cases from Denver County. 
Disposed data also do not include DWVDUI cases. 

Connecticut--Superior Court--Total criminal filed data 
include ordinance violation cases, but do not 
include DWVDUI cases. 

Delaware-Municipal Court of Wilmington--Total 
criminal filed and disposed data include ordinance 
violation cases, but do not indude limited felony 
and most DWVDUI cases. 
-Alderman’s Court-Total aiminal filed and disposed 
data indude ordinance violation cases, but do not 
include cases from one court that did not report. 

Illinois-Circuit Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data indude some preliminary hearings and some 
ordinance violation cases, but do not include 
DWVDUI and miscellaneous criminal cases. 

Kentucky-District Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include ordinance violation cases 
and sentence review only proceedings, but do not 
include limited felony cases. 

disposed data include ordinance violation cases. 
and postconviction remedy and sentence review 
only proceedings, but do not include DWIDUI and 
some criminal appeals cases. 
-District Court--Total criminal filed and disposed 
data indude preliminary hearings, but do not 
include DWVDUI and some misdemeanor cases. 
and are less than 75% complete. 

Michigan-District Court--Total criminal filed and 
disposed data include ordinance violation cases, 
but do not include DWVDUI cases. 

Maine-Superior Court-Total criminal filed and 
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Table 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1989. (continued) 

-Munidpal Court-Total crlmlml filed and disposed 
data indude ordlmnco vldatbn cases, but do not 
Include D W W I  cases. 

Minnesote-DLPtrict Court--Total almlrul filed and 
disposed data Indude ordlmw vidallon W s ,  
but do not include some DWUDUI cases. 

Nebraska-County COUrl--Total criminal filed and 
*sed data include ordlmnc@ vidatlon cam, 
but do not indude limlted felony cases, 

New Mexico-Metropolitan Court of Bemalillo County- 
Total crimlml filed and - data include 
ordlnanco vldatlon cases. but do not indude 
llmltod h l m y  cases. 

North Carolma--District Cwrl--Total crlmlnel filed and 
disposed data include ordlnonco vlolatlonr. but do 
not include Ilmltod folony cases. 

Oregon-Justice of the Peace Court-Total criminal 
filed and disposed data indude preliminary hearing 
proceedings, but do not indude data from several 
cou* 
-Munldpal Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data indude ordinance violation cases. but do not 
include DWUDUI cases. 

Pennsylvania-Philadelphia Municipal Courl--Total 
crlmlrul filed and disposed data indude prollminary 
bar ing procoodlngr. but do not include some 
mlrd.munor cases. 
-Pittsburgh Clty Magistrates-Total crlmlnel filed 
data indude ordinance vldatlon cases, but do not 
indude limited fdony cases. 

Puerlo Rim-District Courl--Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data include transfecs and reopened cases, 
and ordhWK0 violation cases. but do not include 
llmlted felony and DWVDUI cases. 

Rhode lslanbDistrict Court-Total crlmlnel filed and 
disposed data include moving traffic vldatlon and 
ordlnance vlolatlon cases, but do not indude 
Ilmltod hlony cases. 

South Carolina--Magisbate Court-Total crlmlnal filed 
and asposed data indude mlrcellaneour Juvonllo 
cases. but do not Include folony and DWlOUI 
cases. and are less than 75% complete. (Filed data 
were estimated using percentages provided by me 
AOC .) 

Utah-Circuit Courl--Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 
data indude postconvlction remedy proceedings, 
but do not Include some miscellaneous criminal 
cases. Disposed data also do not indude DWVDUI 
cases. 
Justice Court-Total crlmlnal filed and asposed 
data indude some moving traffic violation cases, 
but do not include llmltod felony cases. 
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TABLE 11 : Reported Total State Trial Court TraffidOther Violation Caseload, 1989 

Filings 

per 
100,ooo 

total 
population 

6,214 
15,036 
21,250 

13,074 

11.969 
24.41 7 
36,386 

629 
13,843 

1,655 
48.538 
50,192 

6.365 

Dispo- 
Total traffic sitions 
dispositions asa 
and qualifying percentage 

footnotes of filings 

Total b f f i c  
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

255,945 
619.352 C 
875,297 

68,902 A 

425,732 
868,518 

1,294,250 

15,150 A 
333.212 A 

NA 

480,931 C 
14,106,W C 
14,587,892 

211,065A 
NA 

Juris- 
diction Parking - State/courl name: 

ALABAMA 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

L 1 
L 1 

261,145 102 
41 8,525 A 
679.670 

ALASKA 
District L 3 68.902 A 100 

ARIZONA 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

L 
L 

1 
1 

41 4.566 97 
873.592 101 

1,288,158 100 

ARKANSAS 
City 
Municipal 
Police 
State Total 

L 
L 
L 

7,921 A 52 
199,619 A 60 

NA 

CALIFORNIA 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

L 
L 

3 
3 

396,702 C 82 
12,168,652 C 86 
12,565,354 86 

COLORADO 
County 
Municipal 
State Total 

L 
L 

2 
1 

206,462 C 
NA 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior G 6 252,029 C 264,117 7.781 

DELAWARE 
Alderman's L 
Family L 
Justice of the Peace L 
Municipal Court of Wilmington L 
State Total 

19,512 A 19,348 A 4 
2 473 479 
2 152,010 151,490 
5 20,253 c 19.853 C 

192.248 191.170 

99 2,904 

100 22,621 
98 3,014 
99 28.608 

101 70 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior 6 18.867 B 18,230 B G 97 3,124 

FLORIDA 
County 5 3,453,820 2,715,638 79 27.258 L 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 1 1 : Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Violation Casebad, 1989. (continued) 

State/court name: 

GEORGIA 
Superior 
County Recorder's 
Juvenile 
Magistrate's 
Municipal and City of Atlanta 
Probate 
state 
State Total 

HAWAII 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

IDAHO 
District 

ILLINOIS 
Circuit 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit 
City and Town 
County 
Municipal Court of Marion County 
State Total 

IOWA 
District 

KANSAS 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

KENTUCKY 
District 

LOUISIANA 
District 
City and Parish 
Justice of the Peace 
Mayor's 
State Total 

Juris- 
diction 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 

G 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 

G 
G 

L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

Parking 

2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 

2 
4 

3 

4 

3 
3 
4 
3 

3 

4 
1 

3 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Total traffic 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

NA 
NA 

12.996 
59,191 A 

NA 
73,755 c 
145,728 C 

199 A 
877.567 B 
877,766 ' 

240,679 

8.01 5,073 C 

282,735 
178.327 A 
84.356 
94,172 
639,590 ' 

740.004 B 

246,785 A 
166,627 A 
413.412' 

274.804 A 

239,180 B 
482,446 B 

NA 
NA 

Total traffic 
dispositions 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

NA 
NA 

10,762 
45,450 A 

NA 
69,957 c 
133,406 c 

213 A 
831,645 B 
831,858 ' 

238,171 

4.060.135 C 

265,329 
159,336 A 
82,393 
94,879 
601,937 ' 

733,896 B 

244,801 A 
157,140 A 
401,941 ' 

272.224 A 

NA 

NA 
NA 

402,674 B 

Dispo- 
sitions 
asa 

percentage 
of filings 

83 
77 

95 
92 

107 
95 
95 

99 

51 

94 
89 
98 
101 
94 

99 

99 
94 
97 

99 

83 

Filings 
per 

loo,o0o 
total 

population 

202 
920 

1,146 
2,264 

18 
78,918 
78,936 

23,736 

68.752 

5.055 
3,188 
1,508 
1,684 

1 1,436 

26,075 

9,820 
6,631 
16.451 

7,373 

5.457 
1 1  .W7 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11 : Reported Total State Trial Court Trafficlother Violation Caseload, 1989. (continued) 

Statelcourt name: 

MAINE 

Superior 
District 
State Total 

MARYLAND 
District 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth 

MICHIGAN 
District 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

MINNESOTA 
District 

MISSOURI 
Circuit 
Municipal 
State Total 

MONTANA 
City 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

NEBRASKA 
County 

NEVADA 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

NEW JERSEY 
Municipal 

Juris- 
diction - 

G 
L 

L 

G 

L 
L 
L 

G 

G 
L 

L 
L 
L 

Parking 

2 
4 

1 

1 

4 
4 
2 

4 

1 
2 

1 
1 
1 

L 1 

L 1 
L 1 

Total traffic 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

2,627 C 
220,270 B 
222,897 

1,078,984 A 

1,312,704 C 

2,457.452 C 
45,939 c 

NA 

1,537,369 c 

428,322 A 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 

Total traffic 
dispositions 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

2,791 C 
215,926 B 
21 8,717 

968,393 A 

1,242.183 C 

2,370.61 6 C 
42,412 C 

NA 

1,531,237 C 

421,510 A 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 

292.959 A 301,976 A 

NA NA 
NA NA 

L 4 263,346 NA 
L 4 3.971 NA 

267,317 

Dispo- 
sitions 
asa  

percentage 
of filings 

106 
98 
98 

90 

95 

96 
92 

Filings 

per 
100,OOO 

total 
population 

21 5 
18,025 
18,240 

22,986 

22,204 

26,498 
495 

100 35.326 

98 8,301 

103 18.185 

23,811 
359 

24,170 

L 4 6.01 2.061 6,023,917 100 77.71 5 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court TraftWOther Violation Caseload, 1989. (continued) 

Statelcourt name: 

NEW MEXICO 
Magistrate 
Met fupd i  Ct. of 
Municipal 
State Total 

Bemdillo County 

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 fleas 

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 Municipal 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 
3 
1 

2 
4 
1 

6 

4 
1 
1 

2 
5 
1 
5 

2 
1 
1 

1 
3 
3 

4 
2 
1 
4 

Total traffic 
filings and 
qdityine 
footnotes 

66,868 
235,818 A 

NA 

94,092 A 
1,416,043 A 

NA 

1.082.T79 c 

559 
59,087 A 

NA 

124,313 
223,321 A 

NA 
1,568,979 A 

196.355 A 
NA 
NA 

344,504 A 
93,641 A 
205,067 c 
643.212 

1,439,304 A 
28.265 B 

NA 
NA 

Total traffic 
dispositions 

footnotes 
and qualifying 

53,583 
165,768 A 

NA 

93,876 A 
1,416.043 A 

NA 

1,049,066 c 

NA 
59,094 A 
49,342 C 

123,921 
227.151 A 

NA 
1,543,525 A 

185.083 A 
NA 
NA 

304,328 A 
97,113 A 
186,114 C 
587,555 

1,315,595 A 
27,888 B 

NA 
NA 

DiSpO- 

sitions 
asa 

percentage 
of filings 

80 
70 

100 
100 

97 

100 

100 
102 

98 

94 

a8 
104 
91 
91 

91 
99 

Filings 

per 
loo,o0o 

total 
population 

4,376 
15,433 

524 
7,889 

16.481 

85 
8,939 

1,140 
2,047 

14,384 

6,092 

12,216 
3.321 
7,272 
22.809 

11,955 
235 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 1 1 : Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/other Viation (=aseload, 1989. (continued) 

State/court name: 

PUERTO RlCO 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

RHODE ISLAND 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Family 
Magistrate 
Municipal 
State Total 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit 

TENNESSEE 
Circuit Criminal, and Chancery 
General Sessions 
Municipal 
State Total 

TEXAS 
County-Level 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

UTAH 
Circuit 
Justice 
Juvenile 
State Total 

VERMONT 
District 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

WASHINGTON 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

DiSpO- Filings 
Total lmff~c Total traffic sitions per 
filings and dispositions asa 1 00,000 

Juris- qualifvins and qualifying percentage total 
diction Parking footnotes footnotes of filings population 

L 2 77,226 c 74,212 C 96 2,347 
L 1 NA NA 

L 
L 

L 
L 
L 

0 

G 
L 
L 

L 
L 
L 

L 
L 
L 

G 

G 
L 

L 
L 

2 NA NA 
1 NA NA 

2 NA NA 
4 496,000 c 494,262 c 100 14,123 
4 308,567 392,229 B 8,786 

3 

2 
1 
1 

2 
4 
4 

4 
4 
2 

2 

2 
4 

4 
4 

137.837 

NA 
NA 
NA 

22,912 
1,716,284 A 
5,369,909 A 
7,109,105 

165,648 B 
255,995 A 

5,322 
426,965 

104,148 A 

NA 
1,549,908 B 

602,635 
1,134,771 
1,737,406 

155,072 B 

NA 
NA 
NA 

92,295 B 
1,534,451 A 
4,248,021 A 
5,875,567 

165,066 B 
245,542 A 

6,071 
416,679 

104,179 A 

NA 
1,555.837 B 

629,449 
863,555 

1,493,004 

89 
79 

100 
96 

114 
98 

100 

100 

104 
76 
06 

19,251 

135 
10,101 
31,604 
41,840 

9,704 
14,997 

31 2 
25,013 

18,401 

25.421 

12,660 
23,840 
36.500 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11 : Reported Total State Trial Court Traffic/Other Vidation Caseload, 1989. (continued) 

Statelcourt name: 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Magistrate 
Municipal 
State Total 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit 
Municipal 
Shte Total 

WYOMING 
County 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

Dispo- Filings 
Total h f f i c  Total traffic sitions per 
filings and dispositions asa 100,OOO 

Juris- qualifying and qualifying percentage total 
diction Parking footnotes footnotes of f i l inE population 

L 2 127,609 115,988 91 6,872 
L 1 NA NA 

G 3 
L . 3  

L 1 
L 1 
L 1 

569.461 B 567,903 B 100 11,700 
NA 358,350 c 

926,253 

78.683 92,858 B 16,600 
20,670 A 24,116 C 4,361 
50,879 B 52,747 B 104 10,734 

150,232 169,721 31,695 

134 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1989 



TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court T r a f f i h e r  Vilation Caseload, 1989. (continued) 

NOTE: ParWng vbiations are defined as part of the 
traffiother violatian d o a d .  However, states and 
cowls within a Hate differ to the extent in whict, 
parking vklations am 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 lootnotes 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. miscellaneow traliic. and ordinance 
violations. The trial courls of Mississippi are not 
included in this taMe. as neither trafficlother violation 
caseload rwx court jurisdiiion information is 
available for 1989. All other state trial courts with 
traffiother violation jurisliction are listed in the 
taWe regadless of whether caseload data are 
avalhble. Blank spaces in the teMe i n d i t e  that a 
particular calculation. such as the total state 
casebad. ts not appropriate. State total "filings per 
100.000 population' may not equal the sum of the 
filing rates for the Individual courts due to rounding. 

NA - Data are not available. 

JURlSDCTlON CODES: 

G = General Jurisdiction 

PARKING CODES 

1 - ParWngdataareunavaBaMe 
2 = Cwrt does not have w i n g  jurisdiction 
3 - Only contested parking cases are induded 
4 = Both contested and uncontested parking cases are 

5 - Parking cases are handled administratively 
6 - Umtestedparlring casesare handled 

L P Limited Jurisdiction 

induded 

administratively; 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 the state. 
Each footnote has an effect on the state's total. 

A: The folbwing courts* data are icomptete: 
Alabama-Munidpal Court-Total trafflc/other violation 
disposed data do not include ordinance vldatlon 
cases and data that were unavailable from a few 
municipalities. 

Alaska-Ditrid Court-Total trafflc/other violation 
filed and disposed data do not indude some 
movlng traffic violation cases and all ordinance 
vldatlon cases. 

Adwsas--City Court-Total traffidother vlolatlon filed 
and disposed data do not include ordlnance 
vlolatlon cases. 
-Municipal Cwrt-Total traffldother violation filed 
and disposed data do not include ordinance 
violation cases and are missing all data from 5 
municipalities and partial data from 23 others. 

Colorado-County Court--Total tramdother vlolatlon 
fit& data do not indude cases from Denver County 
COUrl 

Delaware-Alderman's Court-Total trafflc/other 
vlolatlon filed and disposed dab do not indude 
ordinance vidation cases and cases from one 

Georgia-Magistrate Court-Total trafficlother violation 
filed and disposed data do not indude cases from 
16 counties that did not report. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Total trafficlother violation filed 

court that did not report. 

and cksposed data do not include reopened prior 
cases. 

Indiana--City and Town Courts-Total trafflclother 
vlolatlon filed and disposed data do not include 
some ordinance violation and some other traffic 
cases. 

Kansas-District Court-Total traffidother vloletlon 
filed and disposed data do not include juvenile traffic 
cases. 
-Municipal Court-Total traffidother violation data 
represent a reporting rate of less than 75%. 

Kentucky-District Court-Total traffidother violation 
filed and dig>osed data do not indude ordlnance 
vldatlon cases. 

Maryland-District Court-Total trafficlother violation 
filed and disposed data do not indude parking 
cases and are less than 75% complete. Disposed 
data also do not include ordlnence vloletion cases. 

Missouri--Circuit Court-Total traffidother violation 
filed and disposed data do not include parking and 
those ordinance vlolatlon cases heard by municipal 
judges. 

Nebraska-County Court-Total trafficlother vlolatlon 
filed and disposed data do not include ordinance 
vlolatlon and parklng cases. 

New Mexico-Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo County- 
Total traffic/other violation filed and disposed data 
do not include ordinance violation cases. 

New York-District and City Courts-Total trafficlother 
violation filed and disposed data do not include 
ordinance violation cases. 
-Criminal Court of the City of New York-Total 
traffic/other violation filed and disposed data do 
not include moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic, 
and some ordinance violation cases and are less 
than 75% complete. 

North Dakota-County Court-Total trafficlother 
violation data do not include parklng cases and are 
less than 75% complete. 

Ohio-County Court-Total trafficlother violation filed 
and disposed data do not include ordinance 
violation cases. 
-Munidpal Court-Total traffic/other violation filed 
and disposed data do not include ordinance 
violation cases. 

Oklahoma--District Court-Total trafficlother violation 
filed and disposed data do not include ordinance 
violation cases. 

Oregon--District Court--Total traffidother violation 
filed and disposed data do not include parking 
cases. 
-Justice of the Peace Court-Total trafficlother 
violation filed and disposed data do not include 
cases from several courts due to incomplete 
reporling. 

Pennsylvania-District Justice Court-Total traffic/other 
violation filed and disposed data do not include 
ordinance violation cases. 
-Pittsburgh City Magistrales-Total trafficlother 
violation filed data do not include ordinance 
violation cases. 

TexasJustice of the Peace Court-Total trefficlother 
violation filed and disposed data represent a 
reporting rate of 81%. 
-Municipal Court-Total trafficlother vlolatlon filed 
and disposed data represent a reporting rate of 
81%. 

Utah-Justice Court-Total trafficlother violation filed 
and &sposed data do not include some moving 
trafflc vlolation cases. 

Vermont-District Court-Total trafficlother violation 
filed and disposed data do not include ordinance 
vlolation cases. 

trafficlother violation filed data do not include data 
from one county and partial data from another. 

Wyoming-Justice of the Peace Court-Total 
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TABLE 11 : Reported Total State Trial Court Trafficlother Vihtion 

E: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
District of Columbia--Superkr Court--Total traMc/olher 

vloktlon filed and disposed data Include DWIDUI 
cases. 

Hawaii--District Court--Total trafficlother violallon 
filed and disposed data include some mlsdemeanor 

Iowa-District Court-Total trafficlother vlolallon filed 
and disposed data include some mldemeanor 
Cases. 

Louisiana--District Court-This figure is estimated by 
the State Court Administrator's Office on the basis 
that 75% of crlmlnal c a s  reported (318.907) are 
traffic cases. Filed data include DWllDUl cases. 
--City and Parish Court--Total traffic/other violatlon 
filed and disposed data include DWllDUl cases. 

Maine--District Court--Total trafficlother vlolatlon filed 
and disposed data include some midemeanor and 
all DWllDUl cases. 

Pennsylvania--Philadelphia Municipal Court--Total 
lrafflclother violation filed and disposed data 
include mlecellaneoue domeatic relatione and 
some misdemeanor cases. 

South Carolina--Municipal Court-Total trafficlother 
violallon disposed data inclu'de misdemeanor and 
DWVDUI cases. 

South Dakota-Circuit Court-Total tratnclolher 
vlolallon disposed data include some misdemeanor 
and some criminal appeala cases. 

Texas--County-Level Courts-Total lrafflclolher 
violation disposed data include some criminal 
appeal8 cases. 

Utah--Circuit Court--Total trafficlother violation data 
include some mlecellaneoue criminal cases. 

Virginia-District Court-Total IraMc/olher violation 
filed and disposed data include DWllDUl cases. 

Wisconsin--Circuit Court-Total Iran lclolher violation 
filed and disposed data include uncontested first 
offense DWVDUI cases. 

Wyoming--County Court--Total trafficlother violatlon 
disposed data include mledemeanor and DWllDUl 
Cases. 
--Municipal Court-Total trafflclother vlolallon filed 
and disposed data include mlademeanor cases. 
Disposed data also include DWIDUI cases. 

Cases. 

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

Alabama--Municipal Court--Total trafficlother violallon 
filed data include DWllDUl cases, but do not include 
ordinance violation cases and data that were 
unavailable from a few municipalities. 

filed and disposed data include DWllDUl cases. but 
do not include some ordinance violation cases and 
partial year data from several courts. 
--Municipal Court-Total trafficlother violation filed 
and disposed data include DWVDUI cases, but do 
not include some ordinance vlolatlon cases. 

Colorado-County Court-Total lrafflclother vlolatlon 
disposed data include DWIDUI cases. but do not 
include data from Denver County Court. 

Connecticut-Superior Court--Total trafficlother 
vlolatlon filed data include DWIlDUI cases. but do 
not include ordinance violation cases. 

Delaware--Municipal Court of Wilmington--Total 
trafficlother vlolallon filed and disposed data 
include most DWllDUl cases. but do not include 
ordinance violation cases. 

Georgia-State Court--Total trafficlother violation filed 
and disposed data include some DWllDUl and 
mlademeanor cases. represent data from 22 of 62 
courts. and are less than 75% complete. 
--Probate Court-Total tramclother violatlon filed 
and disposed data include DWVDUI cases. 
represent data from 51 of 159 counties. and are 

California-Justice Court--Total trafficlother violation 

Caseload. 1989. (continued) 

less than 75% complete. 
Illinois--Circuit Court-Total IraffWother vlolotlon filed 

and disposed data include DWVDUI c a s e .  but do 
not Include some ordinance vlolotlon cases. 

Maine-Superior Court--Total trafficlother vlolotlon 
filed and disposed data include DWllDUl and some 
crlmlnal appeala cases, but do not include 
ordinance violation cases. 

Massachusetts-Trial Court of the Commonwealth--Total 
trafflclolher vlolatlon filed data include some 
misdemeanor cases. but do not include porklng 
cases. Disposed data include some misdemeanor 
cases. but do not include ordinance violation. 
parklng, mlecellaneoue Iran ic, and some moving 
traffic cases. 

filed and disposed data include DWllDUl cases, but 
do not include ordinance violation cases. 
--Municipal Court-Total trofflclother violotlon filed 
and disposed data include DWVDUI cases, but do 
not Include ordinance violation cases. 

Minnesota-District Court-Total trafflclolher vlolotlon 
filed and disposed data include some DWllDUl 
cases. but do not include ordinance violotlon 

Michigan-District Court-Total trafficlother violotlon 

Cases. 

vlolallon filed and disposed data include some 
DWVDUI cases. but do not include some ordinonce 
violation cases. 

violation disposed data include DWllDUl cases, but 
do not include ordinance vlolatlon and porklng 
cases. and are less than 75% complete. 

Oregon--Municipal Court--Total trafficlother vlolotlon 
filed and disposed data include DWllDUl cases, but 
do not include ordinance violation cases. 

Puerto Rim--District Court--Total trafficlother violation 
filed and disposed data include DWIlDUI cases, 
transfers. and reopened cases. but do not include 
ordinance violation cases. 

South Carolina--Magistrate Court-Total lrofflclother 
vlolallon filed and disposed data include DWIDUI 
cases. but do not include ordinance vlolollon 
CaSBs. 

North Carolina--District Court-Total IroMclother 

North Dakota--Municipal Court-Total troff Iclother 

Wisconsin--Municipal Court-Total trafficlother 
vlolatlon disposed data include DWllDUl cases. but 
do not include cases from several municipalities. 

trafficlother violation disposed data include 
misdemeanor, DWIIDUI, and crlmlnel oppeols 
cases. but do not include data from one county and 
partial data from another. 

Wyoming-Justice of the Peace Court-Total 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1989 

Total 
juvenile 

filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

26,655 B 
38,748 
65,403 

2,028 
71 

2,099 

12,199 

12,948 

91,512 A 

16,033 

14,536 

7,698 A 

5,930 A 

108.01 3 

63,484 

16,157 

7.626 

35,937 

Total 
juvenile 

dispositions 
and qualifying 

footnotes 

22,745 B 
38,346 
61,091 

1,486 
8 

1,494 

12,205 

11,928 

82,816 A 

13,925 

14.162 

6,652 A 

6,193 A 

74.325 

48,672 

14.91 8 

6.976 

36,152 

Dispo- 
sitions 
asa  

percentage 
of filings 

85 
99 
93 

73 
11 
71 

100 

92 

90 

87 

97 

86 

104 

69 

77 

92 

91 

101 

Filings 

per 
1 00,m 
juvenile 

population 

2,406 
3,497 
5,903 

1,229 
43 

1,272 

1,242 

1,992 

1,186 

1,856 

1.91 5 

4,582 

4,266 

3,761 

3,533 

5.61 0 

2.509 

1.206 

Point 
of 

filing 

A 
A 

C 
I 

C 

C 

C 

A 

F 

C 

B 

A 

A 

F 

C 

C 

Juris- 
diction - State/courl name: 

ALABAMA 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

G 
L 

ALASKA 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

G 
L 

ARIZONA 
Superior G 

ARKANSAS 
Chancery and Probate G 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior G 

COLORADO 
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate G 

CONNECTICUT 
superior G 

DELAWARE 
Family L 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
superior G 

FLORIDA 
Circuit G 

GEORGIA 
Juvenile L 

HAWAII 
Circuit G 

IDAHO 
District G 

ILLINOIS 
Circuit G 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1989. (continued) 

Statelcourt name: 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuil 
Probate 
State Total 

IOWA 
District 

KANSAS 
District 

KENTUCKY 
District 

LOUISIANA 
District 
Family and Juvenile 
City and Parish 
State Total 

MA1 NE 
District 

MARYLAND 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

MASSACHUSETR 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth 

MICHIGAN 
Probate 

MINNESOTA 
District 

MISSOURI 
Circuit 

MONTANA 
District 

NEBRASKA 
County 
Separate Juvenile 
State Total 

Juris- 
diction 

G 
L 

G 

G 

L 

G 
G 
L 

L 

G 
L 

G 

L 

G 

G 

G 

L 
L 

Point 
of 

filing 

C 
C 

A 

C 

C 

C 
C 
C 

C 

C 
C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 
C 

Totd 
juvenile 

filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

28,899 B 
810 B 

29,709 

7,078 

14,743 B 

32,709 B 

13,808 
21,549 
5,759 
41,116 

5,070 

33,596 
2.899 
36,495 

39,267 

28,753 C 

34,989 

18,207 

1,412 

4.454 
2.738 
7.192 

Total 
juvenile 

dispositions 
and qualifying 

footnotes 

25,692 B 
6898 

26,381 

NA 

14,138 B 

28.071 B 

NA 
NA 

5,226 

4,453 

32,013 
2,349 
34,362 

21,568 c 

24,921 C 

34,112 

17,578 

1,105 

4,375 
NA 

Dispo- 
sitions 
asa 

percentage 
of filings 

89 
85 
89 

96 

86 

91 

88 

95 
81 
94 

87 

97 

97 

78 

98 

Filings 

per 
loo,o0o 
juvenile 

population 

1,979 
55 

2.035 

1 ,ooo 

2.237 

3,386 

1,085 
1,693 
452 

3,230 

1,662 

2,894 
250 

3,143 

2.937 

1,176 

3,099 

1,394 

651 

1,050 
646 

1.696 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload. 1989. (continued) 

Statelcourt name: 

NEVADA 
District 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
District 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior 

NEW MEXICO 
District 

NEW YORK 
Family 

NORTH CAROLINA 
District 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas 

OKLAHOMA 
District 

OREGON 
Circuit 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Court of Common fleas 

PUERTO RlCO 
Superior 

RHODE ISLAND 
Family 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Family 
Magistrate 
State Total 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit 

Juris- 
diction - 
G 

L 

G 

G 

L 

L 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

L 

L 
L 

G 

Point 
of 

filing 

C 

C 

F 

C 

C 

C 

C 

E 

G 

C 

F 

C 

C 

C 
I 

B 

Total 
juvenile 

filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

NA 

7,021 

128,772 

9,120 

66,012 

26,676 

9,248 

136,179 

NA 

19,259 

56,788 

8.411 B 

7,725 B 

15,716 B 
NA 

3,767 

Total DiSpO- 

juvenile sitions 

and qualifying percentage 
footnotes of filings 

dispositions asa  

NA 

NA 

126,oM 

8,706 

67.637 

27,881 

10,193 B 

136,430 

NA 

Filings 

per 
1 oo,oO0 
juvenile 

population 

2,516 

98 7,025 

95 2,009 

102 1,518 

105 1,625 

5,166 

loo 4,832 

NA 

57,087 101 

8.111 B 96 

7.037 B 91 

15,398 B 98 
NA 

2.763 

2.000 

682 

3,344 

1,646 

NA 1,922 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total stete T~ial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1989. (continued) 

Statelcourt name: 

TENNESSEE 
General Sessions 
Juvenile 
State Total 

TEXAS 
District 
County-Level 
State Total 

UTAH 
Juvenile 

VERMONT 
District 

VIRGINIA 
District 

WASHINGTON 
superior 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit 

WYOMING 
District 

Juris- 
diction 

L 
L 

G 
L 

L 

G 

L 

G 

G 

G 

G 

Point 
of 

filing 

B 
B 

C 
C 

C 

C 

C 

A 

C 

C 

C 

Total 
juvenile 

filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

NA 
NA 

12.574 A 
2,708 A 

15,282 

36,844 

1,667 

89,518 B 

25,219 

6,657 

36.052 

1,162 

Total DSPO- Filings 
juvenile sitions per 

dispositions asa  1 oo.Oo0 
and qualifying percentage juvenile 

footnotes of filings population 

NA 
NA 

13,073 A 
2,510 A 

15.583 

35.901 

1,745 

85.979 B 

23.464 

7,618 

35,812 

NA 

104 254 
93 55 

102 309 

97 5.839 

105 1,182 

96 6,040 

93 2.074 

114 1.438 

99 2.873 

854 
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Table 12: Reported total state trial court juvenile caseload. 1989. (continued) 

NO ITE: The trial courts of Mississippi are not induded in 
this table. as neither juvenile caseload nor court 
jurisdiction information is avaihMe for 1989. All 
other state trial courts with juvenile jurisdiction are 
listed in the table regardless of whether casebad 
data are available. Blank spaces in the table 
indicate that a partcular cablation. such as the 
total state caseload, ts not appropriate. State total 
Wings per 1OO.OOO population' may not equal the 
sum of the filing rates b r  the indiviial courts due 
to rounding. 

NA = Data are not available. 

JURlSDlCTlON CODES: 

G - General Jurisdiction 
L - Limited Jurisdiction 

POiNl OF F I L M  CODES 

M= 
I -  
A =  
B =  
C= 
E =  
F -  
G =  

Missing Data 
Data element is inapplicable 
Filing of conplaint 
At initial hearing (intake) 
Filing of petition 
Issuance of warrant 
At referral 
Varies 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

The absence of a qualifying footnote indicates that data are 
conplete. 

'See the qualifying footnote for each court wilhin the state. 
Each footnote has an effect on the state's total. 

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 
Califomia-Superkr Court-Total juvenile filed and 

Delawar+Family Court-Total juvenile filed and 

disposed data do not include cases horn several 
courts that did not report. 

disposed data do not include status petition and 
chlld-victim petition cases and are less than 75% 
complete. 

District of Columbia--Superior Court-Total juvenile 
filed and disposed data do not include most child- 
victim petition cases and are less than 75% 
complete. 

Texas-District Court--Total juvenile filed and disposed 
data do not indude chlld-victim petltlon cases. 
-County-Levd Court-Total juvenile filed and 
disposed data do not include chlld-vlctlm petition 
cases and are less than 75% corrplete. 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Alabama--Circuit Court-Total juvenlk filed and 
disposed data include URESA cases. 

Indiana-Superior and Circuit Courts-Total juvenile 
filed and disposed data indude miscellaneous 
domestic relations and some supportlcustody 
COWS. 
-Probate Court--Total juvenile filed and disposed 
data indude mlscellaneous domestic relations 

Kansas-District Court--Total juvenlle filed and 
disposed data include juvenile traffk/other violetion 

Kentucky-District Court-Total juvenile filed and 
disposed data include pnternlty/bastardy cases. 

North Dakota-District Court-Total juvenlle disposed 
data indude trafflc/other violation cases. 

cases. 

cases. 

Puerto RiiSuperior Court-Total juvenile filed and 
&posed data include transfecs. reopened uses, 
and appeals. 

Rhode Wand-Family Court-Total juvenlk filed and 
dkposed data indude adoption cases. 

South Carolina-Family Couk-Total juvenlle filed and 
disposed data include traffidothsr violation cases. 

Virginia-District Court--Total juvenlle filed and 
disposed data include some mental health and 
some domestic relations cases. 

C: The following courts' data are inconplete and 
overinclusive: 

Massachusetts-Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Total 
juvenlle disposed data indude juvenile traffic cases, 
but do not include any cases from the Juvenile 
Court Department and some cases from the Districl 
Court Department. The data are less than 75% 
conplete. 

disposed data include traffldother vlolation cases. 
but do not include status petition cases. 

Michigan-Probate Court-Total juvenlle filed and 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseloads in State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 89 

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 
qualdying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

Stales wHh one court of last resort and one Intermediate appellate court 

ALASKA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

CONNECTICUT 
Appellate Court 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 
District Courts of Appeal 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court 
Intermediate Court of App. 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 

INDIANA 
Court of Appeals 

320 
467 

105 A 
2,753 

479 c 
855 

222A 
10,118 

256 
1.580 

1,362 B 
J 

587 
1 1,770 

6638 
2,070 B 

471 B 
101 

349 B 
146 

118 
7,134 B 

1,150 B 

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 

3488 
149 

167 
7,611 B 

1,037 B 

31 8 
505 

118 A 
3,352 

411 C 
951 

236 A 
10,035 

205 
1,862 

953 B 

629 
13,502 

616 B 
2,666 B 

6048 
1 32 

288 B 
174 

21 8 
7,550 B 

1,073 B 

368 
469 

116 A 
3,451 

459 c 
949 

315 A 
9.985 

21 4 
1.930 

945 

581 
13,861 

640 B 
2,071 B 

616 B 
134 

289 B 
181 

176 
7,954 B 

1,149 B 

363 
435 

112 A 
3,902 

4OOC 
899 

319 A 
10,954 

197 
1,946 

995 

51 0 
14,195 

639 B 
2306 B 

715 B 
120 

382 B 
227 

275 
8,119 B 

1,222 B 

1989 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

342 
404 

159 A 
3,858 

443 c 
1,079 

380 A 
11,542 

205 
2,012 

985 

642 
13,924 

674 
2,361 E 

650 B 
140 

3668 
221 

153 
8,139 B 

1,516 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 
Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 

State/Court name: ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes 
and q d i -  and q u d i -  and qualify- and quality- 

States with one court of last resod and one Intermediate appellate court 

ALASKA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

CONNECTICUT 
Appellate Court 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 
District Courts of Appeal 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court 
Intermediate Court of App. 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 

INDIANA 
Court of Appeals 

347 
449 

111 A 
2,598 

448C 
827 

1,411 

5688 

530 
11,941 

454 B 
125 

352 B 
1 75 

120 
6,891 B 

1,137 B 

287 355 
406 589 

87 A 70 A 
2,953 3.445 

451 C 404C 
895 840 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
1,396 1,590 

877 B 1,055 B 

639 644 
12,540 12,847 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

516 B 691 B 
105 132 

3338 359 B 
282 174 

1 52 207 
6,961 B 7.007 B 

1,062 B 1,116 B 

291 
429 

8 6 A  
3,372 

416 C 
983 

1,602 

893 

548 
13,591 

579 B 
142 

295 B 
174 

1 52 
7,451 B 

1.130 B 

1988 
Number of 

dispositions 

ing footnotes 
and qualify- 

394 
403 

79 A 
3.240 

457 c 
827 

2,028 

1,026 

534 
13.559 

6098 
129 

3328 
1 62 

292 
7,648 B 

1,137 B 

1989 
Number of 

dispositions 

ing footnotes 
and q d i -  

298 
431 

133 A 
3,478 

421 C 
978 

2,193 

1,135 

580 
14,073 

749 B 
138 

347 B 
231 

191 
7,722 B 

1.334 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseloads in Sbte Appellate Courts, 1984 - 89. (continued) 

1984 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 

StateICourt name: footnotes 

IOWA 
Court of Appeals 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 

MAWLAND 
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. Sup. Ct. 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

NORTH CAROLINA' 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 

OHIO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

569 

169 
1,041 B 

221 
2,725 

147 B 
3,870 B 

2208 
1,777 

141 
1,375 B 

5 

2,852 

368 
6.224 B 

322 
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 6 
1,642 

129 
1,301 B 

3 

3,166 

227 
6,037 B 

303 
662 

222 
1.375 B 

338 

442 
9,522 

1986 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

552 

189 
1,131 B 

251 
2,769 

112 
3,695 

238 B 
1,644 

86 
1,352 B 

4 

3.147 

236 
6,106 B 

325 
671 

249 
1,381 B 

377 

491 
9.683 

1987 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

61 8 

21 4 
1,127 B 

26 1 
2,691 

135 
3,846 

233 B 
1.71 4 

72 
1,434 B 

5 

3,055 

349 
6,277 B 

320 
604 

182 
1.265 B 

382 

422 
9,983 

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 

296 
648 

147 
1,351 B 

367 

500 
10,005 

1 989 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

678 

179 
1,154 B 

304 
2,712 

108 
3,562 

205 B 
1 .841 

75 
1,451 B 

4 

3,659 

413 
6,492 B 

368 
777 

109 
1,378 

397 

535 
10,771 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 

StateICourt name: ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes 
and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- 

IOWA 
Court of Appeals 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 

MARY LAND 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Special Appeals 

MASSACHUSETK 
Supreme Judicial Court 
Appeals Court 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 

MISSOURI 
Court of Appeals 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Div. Sup. Ct. 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 

OHIO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

532 

343 
1,045 B 

280 
2,696 

230 B 
1,877 

3,159 

408 
6,262 B 

21 9 
1,412 B 

331 

320 
9.124 

637 589 578 669 799 

344 331 333 459 290 
989 B 1,106 B 1,143 B 1,174 B 1,218 B 

259 253 27 1 302 305 
2,757 2,661 2,304 2,243 2,438 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

232 B 188 B 
1,807 1,552 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

3.177 3,206 

251 237 
6,056 B 6,611 B 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

183 245 
1,464 B 1,626 B 

335 357 

383 41 4 
9,491 9.296 

3,259 

381 
6,400 B 

183 B 221 B 
1,762 1,811 

3.1 45 3,331 

349 383 
6,494 B 6,531 B 

192 21 3 95 
1,188 B 1,310 B 1,272 B 

357 405 381 

380 462 457 
9.393 9,668 9,871 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseloads in stete Appellate Courts, 1984 - 89. (continued) 

StatelCourt 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 

1984 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

205 
3,828 

479 
404 

640 

228 B 
2,866 

2,239 

1985 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

180 
3,981 

451 
391 

628 

194 B 
3,270 

2.358 

1986 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

145 
4,146 

51 9 
351 

623 

162 B 
3,535 

2,053 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court 

NEVADA 
Supreme Court 

RHODE ISLANO 
Supreme Court 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court 

331 B 

1,810 B 

838 

1,002 B 

799 

409 

3448 

623 B 

331 

4068 

1,770 B 

81 5 

997 B 

777 

403 

3588 

575 

306 

417 B 

1,556 

1,010 

1,014 B 

853 

389 

3638 

554 

342 

1987 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

176 
4,305 

51 1 
440 

474 

135 B 
3,238 

2.185 

397 B 

1,500 

891 

1.196 B 

856 

323 

422 B 

538 

320 

1988 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

192 
3,739 

624 
307 

443 

123 B 
3.1 57 

2,147 

473 B 

1,624 

91 9 

1.103 B 

99 1 

41 0 

428 B 

620 

357 

1989 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

217 
3.795 

463 
448 

498 

101 B 
3,222 

2.355 

517 B 

1,515 

773 

1,497 B 

997 

455 

387 B 

61 9 

321 
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1984 1985 1986 
Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions 

StateICourt name: ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes 
and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- 

OREGON 
Supreme Court 3908 2968 2628 
Court of Appeals 3,759 3,784 4,014 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
Court of Appeals 441 398 374 

UTAH 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 176 B 184 B 2098 
Court of Appeals 2,724 2,994 3,238 

WISCONSIN 
Court of Appeals 2,223 2,501 2,178 

States with no intermediate appellate court 

DELAWARE 
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 

788 

447 

532 B 

250 

3546 373 B 415 B 

1,510 B 1,568 B 1,568 B 

637 853 91 2 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

867 854 

393 478 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

506 535 

347 327 

1987 
Number of 

dispositions 

ing footnotes 
and qualify- 

313 B 
4,232 

368 

148 B 
3,870 

2,206 

419 B 

1,595 

831 

1,013 

402 

527 

302 

1988 
Number of 

dispositions 

ing footnotes 
and qualify- 

3228 
3,985 

367 

154 B 
3,289 

2,368 

407 B 

1,602 

793 

922 

403 

593 

334 

1989 
Number of 

dispositions 
and qualify- 
ing footnotes 

301 B 
3,601 

377 

127 B 
2,902 

2,414 

1,047 

396 

624 

363 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Casdoads in State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 89. (continued) 

1984 1985 1986 
Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying 

State/burt name: footnotes footnotes footnotes 

Stales with multlple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Civil Appeals 
Court of Criminal Appeals 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court 
court of Appeek 

PENNSY LVANlA 
Supreme Court 
CommonHlealth Court 
Superior Court 

TENNESSEE 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Criminal Appeals 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Criminal Appeals 
Courts of Appeals 

745 
532 

1 ,a 

789 
788 

268 
4,012 
5,793 B 

0 
1,959 
7,386 

798 
548 

1,520 

1,128 
635 

142 
3,554 
5,878 B 

D 

827 
530 

1,537 

788 
971 

92 
3,737 A 
5,989 B 

TA NOT P 

1987 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

998 
584 

1,695 

1,105 
931 

80 
3.030 A 
6.137 B 

‘AILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAllABLE 

1 2 3 
1,998 2,221 2,450 
7,954 7,832 7,857 

1988 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

829 
529 

1,784 

809 
1,362 

121 
3,164 A 
6,439 B 

3 
3,578 
8,250 

1989 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

908 
556 

2,132 

862 
1,373 

94 
3.115 A 
6.040 B 

3 
3.504 
8.81 3 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 

State/Court name: ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes 
and qualii- and qualii- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- end qualii- 

Statem with multiple appellate court. at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Civil Appeals 
Court of Criminal Appeals 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

PENNSY LVANlA 
Supreme Court 
Commonwealth Court 
Superior Court 

TENNESSEE 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Criminal Appeals 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Criminal Appeals 
Courts of Appeals 

536 
1,480 

801 

5,908 B 

1,010 
851 B 

0 
2,237 
8,274 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
51 6 548 

1,424 1,745 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
693 856 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

8,355 B 7,410 B 

1,010 1,330 
891 B 9468 

1 2 
2,084 2,027 
7,981 8,161 

51 8 
1.819 

728 

576 528 
1,774 1,927 

1,215 1,337 

6,416 B 6,218 B 6,253 B 

1.033 1,015 B 1,015 B 
747 B 794 B 794 B 

3 3 1 
2,448 3,546 3.806 
7,824 7,984 8.416 
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Table 13: Mandatory Caseloads in State Appellate Courts. 1984-89. 

COURT TYPE: 

COLR = Court of last resort 
IAC = Intermediate appellate court 

NOTE: NA indicates that the data are 
unavaiiable. 

OUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

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

mandatory judge dleclpllnary cases. 
California--Supreme Court-Data do not include judge 

dleclpllnary cases. 
Oklahoma-Supreme Court-Disposed data for 1984- 

1986 do not include mandatory appeale of flnal 
judgmente, mandatory dleclpllnary csaea and 
mandatory Interlocutory declalona. 

Pennsylvania-Commonwealth Court-Data for 1986- 
1989 do not include transfers from the Superior 
Court and Court of Common Pleas. 

E: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Connecticut-Appellate Court-Data for 1984-1986 

Delaware-Supreme Court-Data include 

include a few dlecretlonary petitlone that were 
granted review. 

some dlecretlonary petlliona and filed data 
include dlscretlonary petltione that were granted. 

District of Columbia--Court of Appeals-Data for 1984 
and 1985 include discretionary petitions that 
were granted and refiled as appeals. 

Georgia-Supreme Court-Total mandatory filed data 
for 1984-1988 include a few dlecretlonary 
petltlona that were granted and refiled as 
appeals. 
--Court of Appeals-Total mandatory data include 
all dlecretlonary petitiona that were granted and 
refiled as appeals. 

dlecretlonary petitlone granted. 

petltlons that were granted. 

petltiona. 

all discretionary petltlone. 

diecretionary petitions that were granted. 
Disposed data include all diacretionary petitions. 

include a few dlscretionary appeals. 
--Courts of Appeal-Data for 1984 and 1985 include 
refiled dlscretlonary petltlone that were granted 
review. 

dlacrotionary petltlone that were granted, and 
refiled as appeals. 

Massachusetts--Appeals Court-Data include all 
diacretlonary petltione. 

Nebraska-Supreme Court--Data include discretionary 
petitlone. 

New Jersey--Appellate Division of Superior Court- 
Data include all discretionary petitione that were 
granted. 

Nonh Carolina-Court of Appeals--Mandatory filed 
data include a few diecretionary petitions that 
were granted and refiled as appeals. Data include 
some cases where relief. not review, was granted. 

Oregon-Supreme Court--Disposed data include all 
dlecretlonary petltlone that were granted. 

Pennsylvania--Superior Court-Data for 1984-89 

Hawaii-Supreme Court--Data include a few 

Idaho-Supreme Court-Data include diecretlonary 

Illinois--Appellate Court-Data include all discretionary 

Indiana-Court of Appeals-Data for 1984-1 988 include 

Kansas-Court of Appeals-Filed data include a few 

Louisiana--Supreme Court-Data for 1984 and 1985 

Maryland-Court of Appeals-Data include 

(continued) 

include all dlecretlonary pCtltlOfl8 dleposed tho1 
were granted. 

diacretionary advisory opinions. 
South Dakota-Supreme Court-Data include 

Vermont-Supreme Court--Data for 1984 include 
diacretionary petltions that were granted and 
decided. 

diecretionary petltions. 
Washington-Supreme Court-Data include some 

The following courts' data are both incomplete and 
overinclusive: 

Arkansas-Supreme Court-Data include a few 
dlacretionary petltions, but do not include 
mandatory attorney dieclplinary cases and 
certlfied queetione from the federal courts. 

C: 
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TABLE 14: Discretionary Caseloads in State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 89 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

States with one court of last resort and one Intermediate appellate court 

ALASKA 
Supreme Court 221 
Court of Appeals 63 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 1,016 B 
Court of Appeals 50 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 3,991 
Courts of Appeal 5,838 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 81 3 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 1,056 
District Courts of Appeal 1,970 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 941 
Court of Appeals 623 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court 32 

* IDAHO 
Supreme Court 60 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court 1,675 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 986 
Court of Appeals 79 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 2,126 A 
Courts of Appeal 1,842 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 76 1 
Court of Special Appeals 308 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judicial Court 1,246 

194 
64 

1,161 B 
40' 

4,346 
5,938 

767 

1,175 
1,975 

975 
641 

41 

.92 

1,579 

81 3 
96 

2,313 A 
2,538 

71 3 
192 

1,336 

31 3 
83 

1,156 B 
49 

4,808 
6,234 

783 

1,097 
2,294 

980 
647 

43 

77 

1,637 

847 
94 

2,455 
3,016 

607 
240 

1,473 

21 9 
54 

995 B 
51 

4,558 
6,732 

756 

1,270 
2,282 

1,006 
733 

57 

82 

1,673 

693 A 
90 

2,673 
3,541 

655 
294 

336 

244 
62 

1,018 B 
60 

4,351 
7,005 

825 

1,316 
2,285 

998 
71 7 

45 

76 

1,558 

686A 
92 

2,657 
3,877 

682 
220 

563 

1989 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifylng 
footnotes 

251 
62 

1,004 B 
52 

4,214 
6,966 

993 

1,111 
2,259 

1,101 
809 

42 

91 

1,558 

748 A 
89 

2,776 
4,189 

598 
230 

592 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- and qualify- 

State/Court name: ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes 

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

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 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Special Appeals 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judicial Court 

220 
77 

1,048 B 
59 

1,060 
1,669 

35 

55 

1,715 

793 
73 

785 
308 

197 290 231 
54 99 54 

255 
66 

243 
56 

1,078 6 1,156 B 1,054 B 
4s 48 4s 

905 B 
63 

995 B 
53 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

1,123 1,260 
1,683 1,751 

1,223 
1,887 

1,426 
1,839 

965 
1.893 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

39 45 58 42 45 

88 99 71 76 84 

1,673 1,622 1,482 1,484 

1,044 898 
87 107 

706 A 
71 

678 A 
77 

640A 
89 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

678 700 
192 185 

562 
294 

776 543 
220 230 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

(continued on nert page) 
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TABLE 14: DiscretiOnery Ceseloads in State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 89. 

State/Court name: 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court 

, CourtOfAppeelS 

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 

1904 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

2.347 

846 

1,142 A 

1 74 
57 

541 
471 

1,704 

870 

72 

1,915 

881 c 
263 

71 8 
245 

1985 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

2,069 

981 

1,053 A 

155 
68 

620 
484 

1,644 

903 

42 

1 .m 

906C 
320 

76 1 
228 

1986 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

2,042 

989 

1,382 A 

202 
52 

735 
546 

1,733 

990 

51 

1,193 

897 c 
371 

836 
24 1 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court S A  3 A  3 A  

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals 85 81 76 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court 2 4 3 

(continued) 

1987 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

2,082 

1,033 

1,382 A 

350 
57 

676 
483 

1,846 

1,086 

30 

1,441 

1,151 C 
346 

869 
221 

4 A  

96 

2 

1988 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

2,662 

1,056 

1,354 A 

295 
64 

636 
446 

1 ,no 

857 

61 

1,439 

947 A 
372 

91 5 
228 

4 A  

61 

0 

1989 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

2,805 

857 

1,482 A 

366 
44 

447 
385 

1,686 

709 

36 

1,573 

821 A 
31 8 

896 
191 

6 A  

49 

0 
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1984 
Number of 

dispositions 

ing footnotes 
and qualify- 

2,495 B 

812 A 

1.075 A 

1985 1986 
Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions 

ing footnotes ing footnotes 
andqualify- andquelify- 

1 987 
Number of 

dispositions 

ing footnotes 
and qualify- 

2,168 B 

997 A 

1,411 A 

1988 
Number of 

dispositions 

ing footnotes 
and qualify- 

2,254 B 

1 

1.398 A 

1989 
Number of 

dispositions 
and qualify- 
ing footnotes 

2,453 B 

871 

1.472 A 

StatelCourt name: 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 2,314 B 2397 B 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court 980A 953 A 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 1,025 A 1,378 A 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

637 
483 

727 
446 

397 
385 

465 
423 

665 748 
462 560 

OHIO 
Supreme Court 1,428 1,532 1,598 1.621 1.372 1,293 

OREGON 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

UTAH 
Supreme Court DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court 1,169 1,655 1,800 A 1,919 1.321 1,095 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

907 c 786 c 
283 31 7 

1,093 C 
388 

1,060 A 
388 

829A 
305 

905 c 
270 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

721 8 
209 

699 765 
228 241 

725 
188 

866 
162 

802 
148 

States with no intermediate appellate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court 4 A  3 A  S A  5 A  2 A  3 A  

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court 0 0 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 14: Discretionary Casefoads in State Appellate Courts, 1984 - 89. (continued) 

1984 
Number of 
filings end 
qualifying 

State/Court name: footnotes 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
supremecourt 603A 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court 202 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 27 A 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court 25 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals 1,282 

1985 
Number of 
filings and 
quelifylne 
footnotes 

574 A 

288 

17 A 

19 

1,372 

1986 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

534A 

168 

32A 

24 

1,585 

State. with multlph appellate court. at any level 

ALABAMA 
supreme court 71 2 606 763 

OKLAHOMA 
supreme court 388 295 340 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 1,130 1,169 1,228 
Court of Criminal Appeals 1,281 1,360 1,360 

1 987 
Number of 
filings and 
qlJawng 
footnotes 

516 A 

21 9 

27 A 

31 

2,037 

71 3 

293 

1,176 
1,339 

1988 
Number of 
filings and 

footnotes 
qualifying 

504 

189 

3 5 A  

32 

1,621 

1989 
Number of 
filings and 
q ~ i f y l n e  
footnotes 

567 

179 

3 9 A  

34 

1,644 

765 806 

295 443 

1,243 1,126 
1.416 1,792 
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1984 1985 1986 
Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions 

State/Court name: ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes 
andqualify- andqudi-  andqualify- 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court 550A 6 0 2 A  415 A 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court 21 8 21 9 199 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court 

DATA NOT AVAllABLE 

26 20 21 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeak 1,124 1,268 1,396 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court 

States with multiple appellate court. at any level 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

DATA NOT AVAIlABLE 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 1,034 1,187 1,166 
Court of Criminal Appeals 1,081 1,046 1,100 

1987 1988 1989 
Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions 

ing footnotes ing footnotes ing footnotes 
and quahi- end qualify- M d  qualm- 

451 A 543 532 

241 1 78 169 

26 

1,261 
1,672 

32 

1,775 

1,168 
1,437 

35 

1,735 

1,096 
2,107 
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Table 14: Discretionary Caseloads in State Appellate Courts. 1984-89. (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

COLR = Court of last resort 
IAC = Intermediate appellate court 

OUALlFYlNG FOOTNOTES: 

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

A: The following court's data are incomplete: 
Delaware-Supreme Court--Data do not include some 

dlacretlonary Interlocutory dsclelon cases, which 
are reported with mandatory jurladlctlon cases. 

Kentucky-Supreme Court--Data for 1987, 1988 and 
1989 do not include some discretionary 
unclasslfled petltlons. 

Louisiana-Supreme Court--Data for 1984 and 1985 do 
not include some dlecretlonary petltlona that are 
reported with mandatory jurledlction caseload. 

Missouri-Supreme Court--Disposed data for 1984-1987 
do not include a few original proceedings. 

New Hampshire-Supreme Court--Data for 1984-1 987 
include dlacretlonary judge dlaclpllnary cases. 

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

South Dakota--Supreme Court-Data do not include 
advleory oplnlona that are reported with mandatory 
jurisdiction cases. 

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

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

Michigan--Supreme Court--Disposed data include a 

Wisconsin-Supreme Court-Data for 1984 include all 

judge disclpllnary caaea. 

few mandatory juraldiction caaee. 

disposed mandatory jurisdiction cases. 

The following courts data are both incomplete and 
overinclusive: 

Washington-Supreme Court-Data for 1984-1987 

C: 

include mandatory certlfied quaatlone from the 
federal courts, but do not include some 
dlecretlonary petitions. 
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TABLE 15: Felony Caseloads in State Trial Courts, 1984-89 

StatelCourt name: 

ARIZONA 
superior 

ARKANSAS 
Circuit 

CALIFORNIA 
superior 

COLORADO 
District 

CONNECTICUT 
superior 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior 

GEORGIA 
Superior 

HAWAII 
Circuit. 

ILLINOIS 
Circuit 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit. 

IOWA 
District 

KANSAS 
District 

KENTUCKY 
Circuit 

MAINE 
Superior 

MINNESOTA 
District 

1984 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

15,360 

17,993 B 

74,412 B 

14,783 

3,879 

10,583 

33,725 

2,969 c 

46,107 B 

13,619 B 

7,658 B 

11,397 

13,961 B 

3,189 

17,643 

1985 1986 1 987 
Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes footnotes 

General jurisdiction court. 

17,295 

21,425 B 

82,372 B 

15,804 

4,179 

12,399 

36,182 

2.878 C 

45,925 B 

14,894 B 

7,970 B 

10,470 

13,439 B 

3,656 

19,119 

20,653 

21,944 B 

94,Z'9 B 

16,087 

4,512 

16,207 

37,146 

2.842 c 

47,075 B 

18,436 B 

7,692 B 

11,106 

13,380 B 

3,583 

19.707 

21,444 

24,805 B 

104,906 B 

16,223 

4,985 

19,986 

45,104 

2,766 C 

46,342 B 

19,804 B 

8,230 B 

11,500 

13,500 B 

3.61 2 

21.834 

1988 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

22,176 

22,110 B 

115,595 B 

17,391 

6,204 

21,472 

53,984 

2,909 c 

58,289 B 

21.313 B 

8,666 B 

12,188 

12,518 B 

3,657 

24.1 16 

1989 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

23,981 

24,842 B 

132.486 C 

19,284 

6,194 

21,332 

63,977 

3,115 C 

69,114 B 

26,358 B 

10.481 B 

12,631 

14,411 B 

4,142 

24.116 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 15: Felony Caseloads in State Trisl Courts, 198449. (oonfnued) 

Statelcourt name: 

MISSOURI 
Circuit 

MONTANA 
District 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Superior 

NEW JERSEY 
superior 

NEW YORK 
Supreme and County’ 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District 

OHIO 
Court of Common Fleas 

OKLAHOMA 
District 

OREGON 
Circuit 

PUERTO RlCO 
Superior 

RHODE ISLAND 
Superior 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit 

TEXAS 
District 

VERMONT 
District 
Superior 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit 

1984 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

30,305 B 

2,378 C 

3,813 

37,135 

49,191 B 

42,160 

1,284 B 

37,073 

24,178 B 

19,913 

14,511 B 

4,232 

2,- 

87.249 

1.837 
8 

42,642 

1985 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

30,494 B 

2,574 C 

4,198 

37,784 

51,034 B 

40,915 

1,312 B 

36.249 

24,673 B 

20.682 

15,516 B 

4,780 

3.088 

93,968 

1,897 
6 

43,096 

1986 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

32,796 B 

2.591 C 

4,857 

38,443 

56,356 B 

44,980 

1,390 B 

38,374 

25.782 B 

22,533 

20.073 6 

4.360 

3.1 82 

111,331 

2,177 
1 

45,646 

1987 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

34,971 B 

2,443 c 

5,527 

41,198 

62,940 B 

51,210 

1,487 B 

39,376 

26,438 B 

24,591 

20,314 6 

4,278 

3,275 

1 19,395 

2,111 
85 

49.481 

1988 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

36,965 B 

2,726 C 

6,079 

43.837 

67,177 B 

55.284 

1,497 B 

43,613 

25,997 B 

26.859 

21,532 B 

6.685 

3.257 

122,903 B 

2,115 
112 

53.445 

1989 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

39,952 B 

2,710 C 

6,599 

53,215 

79.025 B 

62,752 

1,444 B 

51,959 

26.482 B 

27,248 

21,548 6 

6.740 

3,388 

139,611 B 

1,993 
138 

63,304 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 15: Felony Caseloads in State Trial Courts, 198489. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

WASHINGTON 
superior 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit 

WYOMING 
District 

CALIFORNIA 
Justice 

CALIFORNIA 
Municipal 

DELAWARE 
Court of Common Pleas 

HAWAII 
District 

INDIANA 
County 

MICHIGAN 
District 

OHIO 
County 
Municipal 

1984 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

15,432 

4,879 B 

13,607 

1,462 

10,165 B 

133,315 B 

656A 

381 

7,442 B 

14,194 A 

856 
17.354 

1985 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

17,885 

5,062 B 

14,549 

1,- 

1986 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

19,693 

4,697 B 

14,470 

1,466 

UmHed juridiclion court. 

10,700 B 

145,133 B 

520 A 

230 

8,623 B 

15,782 A 

1,199 
16,561 

lO,!Vl B 

163,959 B 

726 A 

256 

8,437 B 

18,568 

1,048 
18,371 

1987 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

21,071 

5,070 B 

13,802 

1,353 

11,640 B 

185,995 B 

819 A 

235 

8,271 B 

20,445 

1,139 
20,222 

1988 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

25,476 

4,420 B 

14,484 

1,480 

12,076 B 

197,176 B 

8 0 4 A  

229 

7,602 B 

20,036 

1,112 
23,643 

1989 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

28.121 

4,121 B 

17,625 

1,591 

11,628 C 

210,615 B 

787 A 

409 

7,261 B 

22,029 

1,278 
31.475 
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TABLE 15: Felony csseloads in state trial courts. 1984-1989. (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

G - GeneralJukxiiction 

NOTE: 

L - Limited J ~ k d k t i  

The footnoting scheme has been consolidated. 
Footnotes lor 1984-1987 have been lranslated 
into the footnote scheme for 1988 and 1989. 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

A: The following courts' data are incorrplete: 
Delaware-Court of Common Pleas-Felony data do not 

Michigan-District Court--Felony data do not include 

include most cases that are reported with 
preliminary hearings. 

cases from several courls. 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Arkansas--Circuit Court--Felony data include DWllDUi 

California-Superior Court-Felony data lor 1984-1988 
include DWVDUI cases. 
Justice Court-Felony data for 1984-1988 indude 
preliminary hearing bindovers and transfers. 
-Municipal Court-Felony data include preliminary 
hearing bindovers and transfers. 

Illinois-Circuit Court-Felony data indude preliminary 
hearings for courts *dormstate." 

Indiana-Superior and Circuit Courts-Felony data 
include DWVDUI cases. 
-County Court-Felony data include DWVDUi cases. 

Iowa-District Court-Felony data include thirdoffense 
DWI/DUI cases. 

Kentucky-Circuit Court-Felony data include 
misdemeanor cases, sentence review only and 
postconviction remedy proceedings. 

Missouri--Circuit Court-Felony data include some 
DWi/DUI cases. 

New York-Supreme and County Courts--Felony data 
include DWVDUI cases. 

North Dakota-District Court-Felony data indude 
sentence review only and postconviction remedy 
proceedings. 

Oklahoma--District Court-Felony data include some 
miscellaneous criminal cases. 

Puerto Rim-Superior Court-Felony data indude 

Texas-District Court-Febny data include some other 

West Virginia-Circuit Court-Felony data indude 

cases. 

*peak. 

proceedings (e.g.. motions to revoke). 

DWi/DUI cases. 

C: The following ccurts' data are incomplete and 
overinclusive: 

California-Superior Court-Felony data for 1989 include 
DWI/DUI cases, but do not include partial year data 
lrom several courts. 
-Justice Court-Felony data for 1989 indude 
preliminary hearing bindovers and transfers, but do 
not include partial year data from several courts. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Felony data indude misdemeanor 
cases. but do not include reopened prior cases. 

Montana-District Court-Felony data include some trial 
court civil appeals, but do not indude some cases 
reported with undassilied aiminal data. 

Additional information: 
Connecticut-Smrior Court-Fiaures for felonv filinas 
do not match'those reported-in the 1984. i985,-and 
1986 Slate Court Caseload Slatistics: Annual 

to 1987, 1988, and 1989 data. 
Hawaii-Circuit Court-Figures lor febny filings do not 

match those reported in the 1984. 1985. and 1986 

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Repods. 
lsdemeanor cases have been included to ailow 

camarability with 1987. 1988, and 1989 data. 
Indiana-%p&r and Circuit Courts-County Court-. 

19851989 data are not comparable with previous 
years' fgures due to changes in dassifiition of 
County Court functbn. 

New York-Supreme and County Courts-These courts 
experienced a signifcant increase in the nunber of 
filings due to the change to an individual 
calendaring system in 1986. 
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TABLE 16: Tort Caseloads in State Trial Courts, 1984 - 89 

StetelCourt name: 

ALASKA 
Superior 

ARIZONA 
Superior 

CALI FORNlA 
Superior 

COLOAADO 
District 

FLORIDA 
Circuir 

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 

1984 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

NC 

9,173 

97,068 

4,199 

26,815 A 

1,611 A 

1,729 A 

4,033 

2,083 

10.826 A 

23,186 A 

1 ,m 

41 @722 A 

37,847 

550 

1985 1986 1987 
Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes footnotes 

General jurlsdlclion courts 

2,096 

10,748 

1 12,W9 

4,537 

29,864 A 

1,676 A 

2,010 A 

4,061 

2,072 

10,120 A 

22.81 1 

1,870 

42.141 A 

35,549 

51 2 

2,344 

11,888 

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 

32.01 1 

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 

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 

1989 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

851 

12,559 

131,900 A 

5,409 

36,606 A 

1,793 A 

1,478 A 

4,513 

1,950 

14,274 A 

32,663 

1,613 

58,193 A 

62.189 

602 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 16: Tort Caseloads in State Trial Courts, 1984 - 89. (continued) 

StatelCourt name: 

OHIO 
Court of Common Fleas 

PUERTO RlCO 
superior 

TE%AS 
Disllict 

UTAH 
District 

WASHINGTON 
superior 

ALASKA 
District 

HAWAII 
District 

OHIO 
County 
Municipal 

PUERTO RlCO 
District 

TWAS 
County-Level 

1984 
Number of 
filings and 

footnotes 
q u a w h  

22,149 

3,968 B 

34,224 

1,433 B 

8,997 

NC 

693 

51 9 
13,503 

1,550 B 

7,143 

1985 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

2551 8 

4,388 B 

37,596 

1,245 B 

9,747 

1966 
Number of 
filings and 

footnotes 
q ~ i t y i n e  

a,= 

4,558 B 

38,238 

2,527 B 

19,515 

1987 
Number of 
filings and 
quBJifying 
footnotes 

29,375 

4,811 B 

40,764 

1,335 B 

8.007 

Limited jurlsdlctlon courts 

86OA 4,069 A 1,071 A 

652 738 937 

464 463 406 
12.992 13,999 15,505 

1,579 B 1,779 B 1,729 B 

8,242 9,833 11,314 

1968 
' Number of 

filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

, 

28,614 

4,077 B 

36,597 

1,404 B 

8,746 

445 A 

781 

41 0 
15,373 

1.860 B 

12,188 

1989 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

29.039 

5,579 B 

36.71 0 

1,233 B 

10,146 

474 A 

870 

528 
15,078 

2.010 B 

11,437 
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TABLE 16: Tort Casekads in State Trial Courts. 1984-89. (continued) 

NOTE: The footnoting scheme has been umsoliited. 
Footnotes for 1984-1987 have been translated into 
the footnote scheme for 1988 and 1989. 

COURT TYPE: 
G - GeneralJurisaction 
L - Limijed J~risdiction 

QUALlFYlNO H)oTNoTEs: 

NC: The following courts' data are not conparable: 
Ala~ka-Su~rior Court-Disbid Court-The 1984 dah 

are not comparable to the 1985. 1986.1987. 
1988, end 1989 data because torts are separated 
from the undassified Civil fgure in signifmntly 
greater quantities during 1985. 1986. 1987. 1988, 
and 1989 than in previous years. 

The following courts' data are inconplete: A: 
Alash-District Court-Data do not jndude filings in 

tho kw volume District Courts, which are reported 
with undassifM civll cases. 

Califomia-Superior Court-Tort data for 1989 do not 
include partial data from several courts. 

Florida--Circuit Cwrt-Data do not indude 
professional tort cases reported with other civil 
cases. 

Hawaii-Cimil Court-Data do not indude a small 
nunhr  of District Court transfers reported with 
other dv l l  cases. 

idaho--District Court-Data do not include some filings 
reported with undassified Civil cases. The 
undassified figures for 1984. 1985. 1986. 1987, 
1988, and 1989 respectively are: 20,365. 20.644, 
21,281, 22.202, 24.226. and 25,410. 

Maryla&-Circuit Court-Data do not indude some 
filings reported with unclassifM civil cases. The 
undassifm! figures for 1984. 1985, 1986. 1987. 
1988. and 1989 respectively are: 827. 1.438. 976. 
1,829. 1,761, and 1.816. 

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

New Jersey-Superior Court-Data do not indude 
some torts reported with undassified clvil cases. 
The unit of count for civil cases changed for 1989, 
but tort data were adjusted using the unit of count 
from previous years so data are conparable. 

8: The following courts' dah are werindusbe: 
Puerto Rico-Superior Court-Tort data indude 

-District Court--Tort data indude appeals. 
Utah-District Court--Tort filings include de 

novo appeals from the Justice of the Peace 
COUrLs. 

appeals. 

Additional court information: 
Colorado-District and Denver Superior Courts-The 

Denver Superior Court was abolished 1 1 /I 4/86 
and the casebad absorbed by the District Court. 

Florida--Circuit Court-Figures for tort filings do not 
match those reported in the 1986. 1987, 1988. 
and 1989 State Court Caseload Statistics 
c u a l  R e y  Professional tort cases have 

and 1985 data. 
en remov so as to be comparable to 1984 
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1989 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 organka- 
tion. The format meets two objectives: (1) it is compre- 
hensive, indicating all court systems in the state and their 
interrelationships; and (2) it describes the jurisdiction of 
the court systems, using a comparable set of terminology 
and symbols. The 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 basic descriptive informa- 
tion, such as the number of authorized justices, judges, 
and magistrates (or other judicial officers). Each court 
system's subject matter jurisdiction is indicated using the 
Court Statistics Project case types. 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 case types, which define a court system's sub- 
ject matter jurisdiction, require the most explanation. This 
is done separately for appellate and trial court systems. 

Appellate Courts 

The rectangle representing each appellate court con- 
tains information on the number of authorized justices; 
the number of geographic divisions, if any, that are 
maintained; whether court decisions are made en banc, 
in panels, or both; and the Court Statistics Project case 
types that are heard by the court. The case types are 
shown separately for mandatory and discretionary cases. 
The case types themselves are defined in other Court 
Statistics Project publications, especially 1984 State 
Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Report- 
ing and State Court Model Statistical Dictionary: 1989 
Edition. 

An appellate court can have both mandatory and 
discretionary jurisdiction over the same Court Statistics 
Project case type. This arises, in part, because the Court 
Statistics Project case types are defined broadly in order 
to be applicable to every state's courts. There are, for 
example, only two appellate Court Statistics Project case 
types for criminal appeals: capital and noncapital. Acourt 
may have mandatory jurisdiction over felony cases, but 
discretionary jurisdiction over misdemeanors. The listing 
of case types would include "crimina1"for both mandatory 
and discretionary jurisdiction. The duplication of a case 
type under both headings can also occur if  appeals from 
one lower court for that case type are mandatory, while 
appeals from another lower court are discretionary. Also, 
statutory provisions or court rules in some states auto- 
matically convert a mandatory appeal into a discretionary 
petition-for example, when an appeal is not filed within 
a specified time limit. A more comprehensive description 
of each appellate court's subject matter jurisdiction can 
be found in the 1984 State Appellate Court Jurisdiction 
Guide for Statistical Reporting. 

Trial Courts 

The rectangle representing each trial court also lists 
the applicable Court Statistics Project case types. These 
include civil, criminal, traffidother violation, and juvenile, 
Where a case type 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 case type 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 
the decisions of other courts is noted in the list of case 
types as either "civil appeals," "criminal appeals," or 
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“administrative agency appeals.” A trial court that hears 
appeals directly from an administrative agency has an “A” 
in the upper right corner of the rectangle. 

For each trial court, the chart states the authorized 
number of judges and whether the court can empanel a 
jury. The rectangle representing the court also indicates 
the number of districts, divisions, or circuits into which the 
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 the court receives appeals directly from the decisions 
of an administrative agency. Where “administrative agency 
appeals” is listed as a case type, 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 have both an “Kdesignation and to have “administrative 
agency appeals” listed as a case type. Such acourt hears 
appeals directly from an administrative agency (“A”) and 

has appellate jurisdiction over the decisions of a lower 
court that has already reviewed the decision of the 
administrative agency. 

The number of justices or judges is sometimes stated 
as “FTE.” This represents “full time equivalent” autho- 
rued judicial positions. “DWI/DUI” stands for “driving 
while intoxicateadriving under the influence.” The abbre- 
viation, “SC”, standsfor”smallclaims.” Thedollar amount 
jurisdiction for civil cases is indicated in parentheses with 
a dollar sign. Where the small claims dollar amount 
jurisdiction is different, it is noted. 

Conclusion 

The court structurecharts areconvenient summaries. 
They do not substitute for the detailed descriptive mate- 
rial contained in State Court Organization, 1987, another 
Court Statistics Project publication. Moreover, they are 
based on the Court Statistics Project’s terminology and 
categories. This means that a state may have established 
courts that are not included in these charts. Some states 
have courts of special jurisdiction to receive complaints 
on matters that are more typically directed to administrative 
boards and agencies. Since these courts receive cases 
that do not fall within the Court Statistics Project case 
types, they are not included in the charts. The existence 
of such courts, however, is recognized in afootnote to the 
state’s court structure chart. 
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STATE COURT STRUCTURE PROTOTYPE, 1989 

COURT OF US1 RESORT 
Hunber of justices 
CSP casetypes: - nandatory Jurisdiction, - Di scre tionary jurisdiction. 

I 

IMERMEDIOIE llPPELIAIE COURT 
(nunber of courts) 
Nunber of judges 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction, - D i scre ti onary jurisdiction, 

1 

Court of 
last resort 1 
Intermediate 
appellate 

court 

(nunber of courts) 
Nunber of judges 
CSP casetypes: - Civil, - Criminal, - Iraffjc/other violation, - Juvenile, 
Jury t r i a l h o  jury trial, I 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction ! 
(number of courts) 
H w b e r  of judges 

I Jury t r i a l h o  jury trial. I 

Court of 
1 jnited 

jurisdiction 
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ALABAMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

SUPRME COURT 
9 justices sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Handator Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 
- Discretionary jurisliction in civil, ,noncapital criminal, agency hsciplinar , original proceeding cases. 

administrative agency juvenile, advisory opinion, original 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

3 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory 'urisdiction in civil, 

administrative agency, juvenile, 
ori inal roceeding cases. - No BiscrePionary jurisdiction, 

5 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in 

criminal, juvenile, original 
p e e d i n g ,  interlocutory 
ecision cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (48 circuits) c1 
124 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real roperty rights ($ 1 588/no Max). 

Exclusive domestic refations, civil appea!s _ _  'urisdiction. 
criminal appeals jurisdiction. 

- hsdemeanor, DUIIDUI, Exclusive triable felony, 
- Juvenile, 
Jury trials, 

t 
1 r.........l..-----.. 

1 PRORATE COURT 1 
I ( 6 1  counties) I 

I 61 judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Exclusive mentali 
I health, estate I 
I jurisdiction. I 

---1 I 

I I 

I I 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I No jury trials. I 

t 

t 
1 r'....-'....l............ 

I MUNICIPAL COURT I 
I (274 courts) I 

I 223 judges I 

I I 

I I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Hisdemeanor ,DUI/DUI,I 
I - noving traftic 
I arking, miscel- 
I Paneous traff/c I 

I Exclus!ve ordlnince I 
I violation JUriSdiC- I 

I tion, I 

! Ho jury trials, I 

I I 

DISTRICT COURT (61 districts) 
95 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract real propert 

Exclusive small claims 'uris& - !isdenyanor, DUIITUI. ixclusi 
- ioving traffic, miscellaneous - Juvenile. 
Ho jury trials. 

urisdiction. 

rights ($ 1 500/5, 
ction ($ i , $ 0 0 ) ,  
we limited felony 
traffic. 

Court of 
last 

resort I 
1 

Intermediate 
appellate 

courts I 
Court of 
genera 1 

jurisdiction 

7 72 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 7989 



ALASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

S U P R M E  coum 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, adminis- 

trative agency, juvenile, disciplinary 
cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction. in criminal, 
d%!bk, an! certified questions fron 
federal courts, 

, ori inal proceeding interlocutory 

t 
I 

COURI OF n p p u  
3 judges sit en banc 

e 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdlction in criminal, juuenile, 
original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction, in criminal, 
uvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory I decision cases, , 

L 

SUPERIOR COURT (15 courts in 4 districts) 
30 judges, 5 Masters 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, domestic relations, estate, 

Exclusive real ro erty rights, Mental 
health, administraeive agency,, civil 
appeals, niscellaneous ciuil,Jurisdiction, - Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals 
urisdiction, - Yuvenile. 

Jury trials in most cases. 

fi 

t 
17 judges, 58 Magistrates 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract (! 8/18,8BB-58,800), m a l l  
- Limited felony, misdeneanor, DUI/DUI claims Jurisdiction (s 5,088) ,  

_ .  'uri sdi c ti on. - kxlusive traffidother violation juris- 
diction, exce t for uncontested parking 
violations d i c h  are handled akinistrat- 
ively), - Emergency juuenile. 

Jury trials in most cases. I 

1 
I 

Court 
last re 

f 
ort 

Intemediate 
appe 1 1  ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
1 jmi ted 

jurisdiction 
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ARIZONA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

-b 

S U P R M E  COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handator jurisdiction in ciuil capital crifiinal discipl/narl 

certifie! questions from federaf courts, original proceeding 
cases. - Discretionary jurisdicti,on in ciuil, noncapital criminal 
administratiue agency, juvenile, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases, tax appeals, 

COURT OF APPEALS ( 2  divisions) 
18 judges sit in panels 

c1 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in ciuil, ,noncapital criminal, admin- 
istrative agency, Juuenile, original proceeding, interloc- 
utory decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in administratiue agency cases, 

SUPERIOR COURT (15 counties) CI 

189 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real property(b588/no Max) 

miscel laneous domestic re 1 at ions, 
exclusive estate, ,mental health, appeals, 
mi sce 1 1  aneous c iu i I jurisdiction, - Misdemeanor, .miscellaneous criminal, 
Felony criminal appeals jurisdiction. - Juvenile, 

Jury trials, 
I 

I 

JUSTICE OF THE PUCE COURT 
8 4  judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract real property 

rights (b 012 $00), miscellaneous 
domestic relations. Exclusive 
sfiall claims 'urisdiction (b 1880), - Misdemeanor dUl/DUl, miscellaneous 
crifiinpl, limited felony 

- dovin traffic violations, parking, 
misceflaneous traffic, 

Jury trials except in small claims, 

(84 precincts) 

urisdiction. 

1 judge (from 
Superior Ct) 

CSP casetypes: 
-h+i ni s tra- 
tive agency 
appeals, 

Court of 
last resort I 

- - - 1  - r---------"-""---.-.............-. 
I MUNICIPIIL COURT (83 cities/towns) I 

I 168 full and part-time judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Miscellaneous domestic relations. 1 
I - Misdemeanor DWIlDUI, 
I - Moving traffic, parking, miscel- I 
I laneous traffic. Exclusive I 
I ordinance violation jurisdiction, I 

I I 

I I 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

L.......................................l - I Jury trials. I 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appe 1 1 ate 

court 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jmited 

jurisdiction 

* Ihe Iax Court was created in September, 1988, 
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ARKANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

SUPRME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handator jurisdiction in civil, crjninal, ablinistratiue 

agency, !awe, disciplinary, certified questions fron federal 
courts original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital crininal, 
adnin i s trati ve agency cases, 

6 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - nandatory jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital crifiinal, adnin- 

istratiue agency, juvenile, interlocutory decision cases. - No discretionary jurisdiction, 
1 _ _  I c 

CIRCUIT COURT (24 circuits) 
33 judges* 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract real p r o p e r  

ty ri hts ($ l@no naxinum), 
nisceflaneous civi 1 
Exclusive civil a p p h s  
urisdiction. - disdeneanor, DWIAUI, niscel- 
laneous crininal. Exclusive 
triable felony .criminal ap- 
peals jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, 1 
1 r""""""""'-------........ 

I MUNICIPAL COURT (121 courts) I 

1 le8 judges 1 

I CSP caset pes: 
I - Centric! real ropert 
I rights t i  e13eei) ,  snaYl 1- 
I clajns jurisdiction 0388). I 
I - limited felony, nisdeneanor, I 
1 DUI/DUl, I 
I - Trafficlother violation. I 

I No  jury trials, I 

I POLICE COURT ( 5  courts) I 

I 5 judges I 

I CSP caset pes: 
I - Contrac! real roperty 
1 rights t i  e m f  
I - Hisdeneanor, DUIhUI. I 
I - Trafficlother violation. I 

I No  jury trials, I 

I COURT OF Co181ON PLFIS(13 courts)l 

I I 

I I 
I 

I I 
I I 

L..'.....-.................----.--J ....................... 1 r""""- 

I I 

I I 

I- 

I I 

L...............--.....-.-.---.--l 
r""- ............................ 
I I 

I I- 
I 13 judges I 

I CSP caset es: 
I -Contract# 500/1,000). 

I 
I 

CHBNCERY nm PROBATE COURT 
(24 circuits) I 
32 judges* 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, .real pro erty 

ri his, Exclusive dones!ic 
rePations (except for p a t e r  
nitylbastardy) , estate, nen- 
tal health jurisdiction, 
jurisdiction. 

- Exc 1 us j ue . juven i 1 e 

1 

I I 

I I 
I I 

r"""'--'-""-"'-----.------- 
I COUNTY COURT (75  courts) I 

I 75 judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
-1 - Real propert ri hts, niscel-1 

I laneous civil. Lclusive I 
aternit (bastard jurisdic- I I [ion (un!il 8lll8b. I 

I 

I I 
I I 

L. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - - - . - - . - - - - - - - - - - l  

1 r"--- 
1 No jury trials. I 

I CITY COURT (93 courts) I 

I 76 judges I 

I CSP caset pes: I 
I - Hisdefieanor, DUlhUI! I 
I - Trafficlother violation, I 

I No jury trials, I 

I JUSTICE OF THE P U C E  I 

I 55 justices of the peace I 

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

I I 

-I - Cpntrac! real roperty 
I rights t i  e m f  

I I 

L.-.--..................------.--l 

1 r"""""""""'..------.-... 

I I 

-8 

I CSP caset pes: I 
I - snail ci'ains ($  e l m .  I 
I - Hisdeneanor. I 
I H O  jury trials. I 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

* Ihirty additional judges serve both Circuit and Chancery Courts. 

Court of 
last resort 

1 
lntemediate 

appellate 
court 

Courts of 
genera 1 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
llnited 

jurisdiction 
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CALIFORNIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

SUPRME COURT 
3 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in criminal disciplinary cases. - Discrrtionary jurisdicti.on in civil, noncapital crifiinal 

adninistrative a w n c y ,  Juvenile, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decisioi cases; 

I 

1 

COURTS OF APPEAL ( 6  courts/districts) a 
88 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin- 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in administrative agency, orig- istratiue agency, ,juvenile cases, 

inal uroceedinu. interlocutoru decision cases, 

789 judger, 120 comissioners and referees 
CI 

CSP casetypes: - Sort, contract, real property ri hts ($  25,00B/no naxinun), 
miscellaneous ciuil. Exclusive iomestic relations, estate, 
mental health civil appeals jurisdiction, - DUVDUI, Exclusive triable felony, crininal appeals juris- 1 - !:%!;e juvenile jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials. 

I 

WNICIPAL COURI (88 courts) 
684 judges, 137 cormissioners and 
referees 
CSP c a s e t u w s :  

Jury trials except in snall clains 
and infraction cases. 

JUSTICE COURT ( 6 5  courts) 
66 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real pro ert 

- Linited felony, nisdeneanor, 
- Iraffidother uiolation, 

rights (b B/25,000), splay1 crains 
(b 2 BOB), miscellaneous civil, 
DUI/DUI. 

Jury trials except in snall clains 
and infraction cases, 

Court o t  
1 as t resort I 
I n ternedi ate 

appel 1 ate 
court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
I jnited 

jurisdiction I 
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COLORADO COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

b 
SUPRME COURI fi 

7 justices sit en banc 

r 

CSP casetypes: - Nandatory jurisdiction in ciuil, crininal, adninistrative 
agency juvenile, discipl inary, advisory opinion, original 
groceehing, interlocutory decision cases, - iscretionary jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital crininal, 
administrative agency, juvenile, advisory opinion, original 
proceeding cases, 

1 
COURI OF APPEALS a 

I I 16 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Uandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, a h i n -  
- Ho discretionaru jurisdiction, 

istrative agency, juvenile cases, 

DISIRICt COURT (22 d i s t r i c t d n  
110 judges 
CSP casetypes: - tort contract, real property 

rights, estate civil a r  
peals, nental health, niscel- 
aneous ciuil. Excl,us!ue 

domestic relations juris- 
diction, - Criminal appeals, 1 imi ted 
felon , Miscellaneous crinin- 
41. exclusive triable felony 

- h l u s i v e  uvenile jurisdic- 
tion excepi in Denver. 
urisdiction, 

Jury trials except in appeals, 7 
MTER COURT ( 7  districts) 
7 district judger serve 
CSP casetypes: - Real property rights. 
Jury trials. 

L 
DMVER PROMIE COURI 
1 judge, 1 referee 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive estate, 

Mental health 
urisdiction in 

denver. 

Jury trials. 

I 

DWER JUUMILE COURI 
3 judges, 2 connis- 

CSP casetypes: - Exclusive adoption, 
sioners 

support/custoay 
urisdiction in 

denuer, - Exclus! ue. juufni le 
urisdiction in 

denver. 

Jury trials, 

COUNTY COURT (63 counties) 
112 judges (68 full-time. 5 2  art- 

f ine)  __.._. 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real ro erty 

rights ( S  0/5,,b88). ixcPusive 
small claims JUriSdiCtlOn 
( $  2,808) .  - Criminal appeals, linited felony, 
Exclusive misdemeanor, DUl/DUl 
urisdiction, - d  oving traff ic, niscel laneous 

traf f i c. 
Jury trials exce t in snall 
clains and appeals. 

__.._. 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real ro erty 

rights ( S  0/5,,b88). ixcPusive 
small claims JUriSdiCtlOn 
( $  2,808) .  - Criminal appeals, linited felony, 
Exclusive misdemeanor, DUl/DUl 

1 
I 

I 

1 I 

I I 

I (206 courts) I 

I "258 judges I 

I CSP casetepes:, I 
I - Hovin raffic parking, I 

Hunicipal I miscePlaneous traffic. I 
+ C o u r t  not- Exclusive ordinance I 

of record I violation Jurisdiction. 1 
1 I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

L......--...........--....---~ 
I Ho jury trials, I 

Court of 
I ast resort 

1 
Intemediate 

appellate 
court 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Part IV: 1989 State Court Structure Charts 9 177 



CONNECTICUT COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

rsupRME COURi 

7 justices sit in panels o f  5 (membership rotates daily) I upon order of Chief Justice 6 or 7 may sit on panel I 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory 'urisdiction in civil, criminal, administratiue. 
- Discretionary jurisliction in civil, noncapital criminal, 

agency .judge disci iinary cases 
administrative agency cases. 

I 

I\PPULAIE COURT a 
9 judges sit in panels of 3 (membership rotates daily) 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory 'urisdiction in civil, noncapi tal crininal 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction in administrative agency 
administrative agency (workers' compensation), juuenile, 
1 au y e r d i s c i p I i.n ar y , , or i g i n a 1 pro c e e d i n g cases . 

I (zoning onlyj cases* 
I I 

SUPERIOR COURT (12 districts and 21 geogra hical areas 
for civiVcrimina1 matters, and 14 districes for juvenile 
matters) 
166 judges including the appellate judgesljustices 
CSP caset pes: - Paternj!y/bastardy, Mental health, miscellaneous ciuil. 

Exclusive tort contract, real pro erty rights, small 
claims (b l,SSh, marriage dissolueion, administrative 
appeals (except uorkers' conpensation). - Exclusive crininal y i s d l c t i o n .  - Exclusive trafficlo her violation urisdiction, except 
for uncontested parking (uhich is (andled adninistra- 
tively) - Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction. 

Jury trials in most cases, 

tl 

, , , , 

............ 1 r...."........"" 

I I 

I I 

I PROBPTE COURT (132 courts) I 

1 132 judges I 

I CSP caset pes: 
I - Paterni!y/bastardy, niscellaneous donestic relations, 
I mental health, miscellaneous civil. Exclusive adoption, I 
I estate jurisdiction, I 

I No jury trials, I 

I I 

L....... ..................................................... J 

Court of 
last resort 

lntemediate 
appe 1 1 ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
I jmi ted 

jurisdiction 
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DELAWARE COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

S U P R M E  COURT 
5 justices sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory urisdiction in ciuil, criminal, .lawyer disci linary, advisory opin- 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, certifiid questions ions for tie executive and legislature, original proceeiing cases 

fron federal courts, interlocutory decision cases. 

t I 
COURI OF CHANCERY ( 3  counties) 
1 chancellor and 4 uice- 
chancellors 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract real r o p e r  

ty rights, mental hearth. 
Exclusive estate juris- 
diction, 

No jury trials, 

COURT OF COMON P L U S  
( 3  ,counties) 
5 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real property 

- Misdeneanor. - Preliminary hearings, 
1 rights niscellaneous civil 

1 
(s e/15,000). 

I Jury trials in some cases, 
( N o  jury trials in New Castle,) 

SUPERIOR COURT ( 3  counties) CI 

15 Judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real property 

rights Mental health, 
nlscel laneous. Exclusiue 
ci v i  1 appeals 'uri sdiction - Misdeneanor, ixclusive tri- 
able felony, criminal ap- 
peals, ,niscel laneous criminal 
Jurisdiction, 

Jury trials except in appeals, 
I 

t 

I 

FIIMILY COURT (3 counties) 
13 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Exc lus I w e ,  domes tic 

urisdiction, - disdeneanor - Moving trafiic, nis 
traffic (juvenile), - Exclusive juvenile 
tion. 

No jury trials, 

relations 

ice1 laneour 
juri sdi c- 

I I I 

53 justices of the peace and 1 
chief nagi s trate 

Jury trials in sone cases. I 

I 
I 18 aldernen 
I CSP caset pes: 

-1 - Snall cyains ( S  2 500) I 
I - lisdeneanor. DUIhUI. 

I 
I 
I 

I - Iraffic/othir violation, 1 
I 

I 
I 
I I 

L................................1 
I No jury trials, I 

r."'......'.."'...'.l.................----. 1 
I MNICIPIIL COURT OF UIWINGTON (1 city) I 

I 3 judges ( 2  full-time, 1 part-tine) I 

I I 

I I 

I CSP casetypes: 
I - Misdeneanor, DUlAUl. 
I - Trafficlother violation, 
I - Prelininary hearings. 

Court of 
last resort 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 in1 t e d  

jurisdiction 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

COURT OF APPEALS (I 

9 Judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in civil, 

criminal, administrative agency, 
Juueni le, lawyer discipl inary, 
original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases,. - Dpcretionpry Jurisdiction in small clains, 
minor criminal, and original proceeding 
cases, 

I 

SUPERIOR COURT (I 
51 Judges 

CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction ($ 8/no Maxi- 
m u d .  Small,claims jurisdiction ($  2,888). - Exclusive criminal y s d ! c t i o n .  , - Exclusive traff ic/o her violation Juris- 
diction, except for most,parking cases 
(which are handled administratively), - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 
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FLORIDA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

I I 7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, crininal, administrative 

agency juuenile, disciplinary, ,advisory opinion cases, - Discr&onary Jurisdicti.on in civil, .noncapital crininal, 
a d m i s t r a t i w e  agency, ,tuuenile adysory opinion, orig- 
inal Proceeding, interlocutory hecision cases. 

DISIRICI COURTS OF n m L  ( 5  courts) 
53 judges sit in 3-judge panels 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory urisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, 

administrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, - Discrftionary jurisdiction.in cjuil, noncapital criminal, 
juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 

I cases. I 

I 

CIRCUIT COURT (20 circuits) 
302 Judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real pro ert rights ( S  5 , 8 0 8 h o  maxi- 

- Hisdemeanor, .bUl/DUI miscellaneous crininal.. 
- Juvenile 
Jury trials except in appeals, 

m u d ,  miscellaneous civi!. !xclusive domestic relations, 
Mental health estate, civil appeals Jurisdiction. 
Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals jurisdiction, 

I 

COUNIY COURT (67 counties) 1 
229 Judges I 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, ,real property rights ( S  2,500/5,008), 

miscellaneous civil, Exclusive small claims Jurisdiction 
( S  2 ,500) ,  - Hisdemeanor, DWl/DUI miscellaneous criminal. - Exclusive trafficlother violation jurisdiction, except 
parking (which i s  handled akinistratiuely). 

Jury trials except in miscellaneous traffic, I 

Court of 
1 as t resort 

Intemediate 
appel 1 ate 

court 

Court of 
genera I 

iurisdiction 

Court of 
llnited 

jurisdiction 
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GEORGIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

I I ............................................ t 

S U P R M E  COURI 
7 justices sit en banc I 

: 

Court 

resort 
CSP casetypes: of - landator Jurisdiction in civil capital criminal, juuenile, disciplinary, 

certif i,i questions fro? federa! courts, or1 inal proceedin cases, - Discretionary, urisd!ction in civil, noncapi!al criminal, akinistratiue 
agency, juuenife, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

COURI or n p p w s  
9 judges sit in panels and en banc I I Inter 
CSP casetypes: - nandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, adninistratiue agency, 
- iscretiqnary. 'urisliction in ciuil, noyapital criminal, abinistratiue 

juuenile, original roceeding, interlocutoy decision cases, 
agency, Juuenife, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. 

nediate 
appe 1 1  ate 

court 

Only for - - .  

4 -J couities u/ 

Po!pIAP&n I SUPERIOR COURI (45 circuits) R; 1 7 where Pro- 

I 1  I 1  I 
I I I CSP casetypes: t- 

_1 CSP casetypes: t-4-l - Iort contract WI 
I - Tort, contract small claims, civil I I s e d  small clains I 
I appeals, misceilaneous ciuil. I I ousbee). I 
I - Lifiited felony misdemeanor, DUI/DUl,l I - Linited felony, I 
I criminal a eals. I I limited misdeneanor, I 
I - Houin$i tra!!ic, miscellaneous traffic. I - Ordinance uiolation,i 
I Jury trials, I I No jury trials. 
L.........,............................-~ L..............-........1 

bate 'udge 
is attorney 
practicing 
at least 
years, 

Court of 
general 

143 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, civil appeals, miscellaneous civil. 
- nisdemeanor, D U b D h ,  Excfusiue triable felony, criminal appeals. - Iraffic/other uiolation, except for parking, 

Excluriue real ro erty ri hts, domestic relations ,jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials. 

CIUIL COURT (Bibb and Richond counties) : r------- - - - - - l - - - - - - - - - - -  
I 1 1  C O U M Y  RECORDER'S COuItrl 
I 3 judges 1 1  (Chatham, De Halb, I 
I 1 1  Guinnett and Huscogee I 
I CSP casetypes: 1 1  countitsj I 

-I - Tort contract (W7580-0/25888), II I 
I snail claims O W ~ S ~ W ~ S O ~ ~ ) .  1 1  8 judges I - -  
I - Limited felony, I 1  I 

1 1  CSP casety es: 
1 1  - Limited felony, 
I - Iraffic/other 

I 
I 

L................-......................--.-.J I 
I Jury trials in civil cases, 1 1  DUVDUI. I 

1 I uiolation. r"""""""""'"""""""""".~~ I 

I #INICIML CCURI (1 court in Columbus) 1 1  I 

1 1  No jury trials, I 

I r"""""-'-""".--- I CSP casetypes: 
I - Iort, contract 00/7500), small I I MGISTRIITE COURl I 
I claims OW7500). I I (159 courts) I 
I - Limited felony, misdemeanor. I 1  I 
I Jury trials in civil cases. I I 159 chief magistrates I 

I and 284 magistrates, I 
I 38 of uhom also serve I 

I STATE COVRI (62 courts) I I State. Probate. I 

I1  I 

IL---......------- ........ J 

1 

I; 1 judge 

L.....................---.-............---J 
r"-"-"""""" ...................... 1 

I I Juvenile civil, or I 1; 39 full-time and 45 part-time judges I I Hunicipa! Courts, I 

~ 1 J E L n  

.............. il r.-.- 
I PROBATE COURT 
I 159 courts, 
I 159 judges 
1 CSP caset  pes: 
I - Nental Realth 
I estate, m!scel- 
I laneous civil, 
I - Hisdemeanor, 
I DUI/DUI. 
I - Hovin traffic, 
I miscellaneous 
I traffic. 
I Jury trials on1 
I in counties wit{ 
I opulation reate 

I I- 

1 Phan iee,eel, 
L.................. 

MUNICIPAL COURTS I 

I ("390 courts 6 Judges)\ 
I CSP casety es: 
I - Limited felony, 

4 DUI/DUl. 
1 - Traffic/other I 

I nm THE CITY COURT I 
I OF Amtun I 

I 

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

Courts 
of 

I, imi ted 
dPElTin 

1 uiolation, I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
1No 'ury trials except 1 
Iin itlanta City Court. I 
L-......................J .............................................................................. 1 

I I 

r""""""""" 
I JUUEI(1I.E COURI (159 courts: 63 county-funded) 
I 12 full-time and 39 part-time 'udges, 2 of whom also serve as State Court judges. Superior 
I Court judges serve in the counties without independent Juvenile Courts. 

I - nowing Yraffic, miscellaneous traffic, 
I - Juuenile, I 
I No jury trials, I 

I 

I 
I 

-4 CSP caset pes: 
I 

I 
I 

L.....--.-........-.--.--.-.-------.............-.--.--------------.----------.....--.--......--.-J 
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HAWAJJ COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

supm COURI 

I 5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - llandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 

agency juvenile, disci linary, certified questions from 
federal .courts,, ori inar proceedin cases - Discretionary. urishction in ciui!, crininal, administrative 
agency, Juvenife, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases, 

i I 
I 

3 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory ‘urisdiction in ciuil, crjmjnal, 

ahinistratiue agency juvenile, original 
interlocutory deci s i on cases %$d”!b it by .the Supreme Court, - No discretionary jurisdiction, 

I 

CIRCUIT COURT IND FllNILY COURT (4 circuits) A 

2 4  jud es and 16 district family ‘udges. One First 
Circui! judge hears contested land matters and tax 
appeals. 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real property rights miscellaneous 

civil ($ 5,666/no maximudtconcurrent from $ 5 , 6 6 8  
16,6661, Exclusive domestic relations, .mental health, 
estate, administrative agenc appeals jurisdiction, - Misdemeanor, ,DUI/DUI miscelYaneous criminal. 
Exc 1 usiue tr! ab1 e. fei ony jurisdiction, - Houing traffic, ,miscellaneous traffic. - Exclusive juvenile JUriSdiCtiOn. 

Jury trials. 

DISTRICT COURT ( 4  circuits) 
22 judges and 31 per diem judges* 
CSP casetypes: - Iart. contract, real Property riuhts, miscellaneous civil 6 6/ 

ill ebej ~ [concuirent~ f iom- 5 ,  eee-ie ea8 (ciui 1 nonjury) 1, Exclusive 
small claims court ‘urisdiction (b$2,566). 

viola ion JUriSdiCtiOn. 
- llisdemeanor DUI/DUl. Exclusive lifiited felony jurisd/ction, - llovini, traftic, fiiscellaneous traffic. Exclusive parking, ordinance 

Court of 
last resort 

lntemediate 
appellate 

court 

- - - -  Indicates assignment of cases, 
* Some per,diem judges are assigned to serve as per diem District 4 Family Court judges 

in the First Circuit, 

Court of 
1 jmited 

jurisdiction 
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IDAHO COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

SUPRME COURI 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - llandatory urisdiction in ciuil, crinjna!, 

adninistratiue agency, Juuenile, disciplin- 

CSP casetypes: - tlandhtorv Jurisdiction, in ciuil, noncapital 
crininal, . juueni le, original proceeding 
cases assigned to it b the Suprene Court. - No discretionary jurishction. 

DISIRICI COURI ( 7  districts) a 
33 judges, 63 law er and 8 non-lawyer 
Magistrates, and 9 trial court adninistrators, 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusiue civil 'urisdiction (including 

civil appeals) td e/no n a x i n w ;  ,tlagistrates 
diuision: O/lB,OBB), h a l l  clains Jurisdic- 
tion ($ 2,Of18), - Exclusiue crininal jurisdiction (including 
crininal a peals). 
urisdiction, 

- Exc! usIue. eraf f i c/o ther ui o 1 ation 
- i  xclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials except in snall clains and traffic, 

indicates ass i gnnen t of cases I ..-- 

I 

Court or 
general 

jurisdiction 
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ILLINOIS COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

-+ 

SUPRinE COURT 
7 Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory 'urisdiction in civil, crininal, 

abinistratiue agency juuenile, lawyer 
disciplinary, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdictjon in.ciui1, non- 
capital crininal, a d m i s t r a t i w e  agency, 
Juuenile, certified questions fron federal 
courts, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

llPPEUATE COURI ( 5  districts) a 
38 authorized Judges plus 12 supplenental 
Judges 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurjsdiction in civil, noncapital 

cr!m!nal, ab?inistrat!ve afency, juvenllo, 
original proceeding, inter ocu ory decision -.  
cases. ~ 

locutory decision cases, 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in ciuil, i n t e r  

CIRCUIT COURI (22 circuits) a 
389 authorized circuit, 371 associatq circuit 
judges, and 50 pemissive associate judges, 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including 

- ixclusiue crimina! 'urisdiction. - Exclusjue.traffic/oiher violation 
- I !  xclusiue ' juvenile Jurisdiction. 

administrative a enc appeals), small claims 
urisdiction (s f 5 0 b ,  

uri sdi c ti on, 

Jury trials pemissible in most cases. I 

Court of 
last resort 

lntemediate 
appe 1 1 ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

juri sdi c t i on 
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INDIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

S U P R M E  COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, crininal, disciplinary, original Proceeding 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital criminal, administrative agency, 

cases. 
juvenile, original proceeding cases. 

COURT OF A P P M L S  (4 courts) 
1 judge 12 judges a /  I 
CSP caset pes; CSP casetypes: - AdninirLative 

agency appeals, 
- Handatory urisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, 

administrahve agency, juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision j cases, 1 
i 
SUPERIOR COURT (139 courts) fl 

138 judges 
CSP case types: - Iort contract, real ro ert 

rights, small claims ! 6 6 h  
domestic relations, mental health, 
estate civil appeals, 
miscellaneous civI I .  - Iriable felony, misdeneanor, 
DUI/DUI criminal appeals, - Moving traffic, miscellaneous 
traffic, - Juvenile. 

Jury trials except small claims. 

t 

9 6  judges 
CSP casetypes: 

laneous civil. - Iriable felony, misdemeanor, DUI/ 
Dull criminal appeals. - Moving traffic, miscellaneous 
traffic, - Juvenile. 

Jury trials except small claims, 

I - -  
COUMY COURT (34 courts) 
33 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real pro erty 

rights ($ Mi 666), sma!l 
claims (6.3,668), mental 
health, miscellaneous civil. - Limited felony, misdemeanor, 
DUIAUI. - Irafficlother violation. 

PROBATE COURT 
(1 court) 
1 judge 
CSP casetypes: - Adoption, estate, 

miscellaneous 
civil, - Juvenile. 

r'-----""""" ............ 
I CITY COURT (49 courts) 
I 49 judges I I 25 judges I 

I 1  

I I 1  I 

I 
I 

I CSP casetypes: I I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Iort contract ($ 8/56b2,566)1 I - Misdemeanor, 
I (Most are $ 566 maximud. I I DUVDUI, 
I - Misdemeanor, DUl/DUI, 1 I - Iraffic/other I 
I - trafficlother violation, 1 I violation, I 

* The Iax Court was established in 1986, 
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COUNIY (15 courts) 
16 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real 

ro erty rights (b 6/ 
46,1S00) , mental health, I cjvil trial court,a~peals, 
miscellaneous civi I. - limited felony, misdenean- 

- Trafficlother uiolation. or, DUlAUI. 

r"""""-"' .............. 
I snAu ctms COURT OF 
I M R I O N  COUNTY (8 courts) 1 

I 8 judges I 

I I 

I I 

I CSP caset pes: 
I - Small claims (~,3,m), 
1 - Miscellaneous civil. I 
I I 
I I 

I 
L..............................J 
I No jury trials, 

Court 
of 
last 

resort 

lnter- 
mediate 
appe 1 1  ate 

court I 
Courts 

of 
qeneral 
d f Z n  

Courts 
o f  I, 1 m 1 t B (1 

d%En 



IOWA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

SUPRME WRI 
9 justices sit in panels and en banc 

i cases. CSP casetypes: - Handatory urisdiction i.n civil, crininal, 
adninistrative agency, juveni le, lawyer 
disciplinary, certified questions from fed- 
eral courts, origjnal roceeding cases, - Discretionary Jurisdicfion in civil, crinin- 
al, adninistrative agency, juvenile, .orig- 
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision 

COURI OF n p p m  

6 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory urisdiction in civil, crjnjnal, 

abinistrative agency juvenile, original 
proceedin , interlocutor decision cases 
assigned !y the Suprfne.!ourt. - No discretionaru durisdiction, 

DISIRICI COURI ( 8  districts in 99 counties) CI 

100 Judges, 46 district associate Judges, 
18 senior judges, and 149 part-tine magistrate! 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including 
- ixclusiue criminal Jurisdiction (including 
- Exclusive Prafficlother violation 
- t  xclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

trip1 court a eals). Small clains 
urisdiction !l 2 080). 

crininal a peals). 
uri sdi c ti on except for uncontested parking, 

Jury trials, except in snall claifis, Juvenile, 
q u i t  cases, city and count ordinance 
viola!ions, and Mental healti cases. 

.___ Indicates assipnnent of cases. 

1 lntemediate 
I appe 1 1 ate 

court 

J 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 
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KANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

SUPRME WRI 

7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandator .jurisdiction in ciuil, crimlnal, adninistratiue 

agency, hsciplinaru, certified questions from federal 
courts ,original proceeding,cases! - D!screhonary .Jurisdiction In civil, crjnina!, ahinistra- 
tiue agency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

COURI OF APPWLS 
18 judges generally sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in ciuil, crininal, adninistritive 

agency, juueni le, original proceeding, crininal i n t e r  
locutory decision cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil interlocutory decision 
cases. 

I 

DISTRICT COURI (31 districts) CI 
147 judges and 78 Magistrates 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction (including civil appeals), 
- Exclusive crininal Jurisdiction (including crininal 

Snall claims jurisdiction ($ 1,888). 

appeals), - Moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic. - Exclusiue juvenile jurisdiction. 
I Jury trials except in small claims. 

I CSP casetypes:, I 

I - Movfng raffic, Miscellaneous traffic DUI/DUI. Exclusive I 
I ordinance violation, parking jurisdiction. I 

I n  ternedi ate 
appe 1 1 ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
1 jni fed 

jurisdiction 
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KENTUCKY COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

-+ 

SUPRME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Nandator urisdiction in capital and other crininal 

(death, Yih, 20 yr+ sentence), lawyer disciplinary, 
certified questions fron federal courts, original proceed- 
ing cases, - Discretionary jurisdicti.on in civil, noncapital crininal, 
)blinistratiue agency, juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, 

COURT OF n p p a m  
14 judges generally sjt in panels, but sit en brnc in 
a policy naking capacity, 
CSP casetypes: I - nandatorv jurisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, orig- . -  inal proceeding cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction jn civil, noncapital crininal, 

adninistratiue agency, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (56 judicial circuits) a 

I 91 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract real.pro erty rights, estate ($ 4 800/ 

no naxinw), txclusive Bonestic relations, except.for 
paternjt /bastardy, civil appeals, niscellaneous civil 
urisdicrion, - disdeneanor. Exclusive triable felony, crininal appeals 

jurisdiction, 
Jury trials except in appeals, I 

I 

DISTRICI COURT (59  judicial districts) I 
I I 125 judges 

CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real property rights, estate ($ W4,000), 
Exclusive paternit /bastardy, nental health, snall clains 

- hsdeneanor, lifiited filony DUI/DUI jurjsdjction, - Exclusive traff iclother viofation JUriSdiCtiOn. 
urisdiction ($ 1 b e )  

- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction. 
I Jury trials in nost cases. J 

Court of 
last resort 

n ternedi ate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

iuri sdi c t i on 

Court of 
1 jni ted 

jurisdiction I 
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LOUISIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

CSP casety es: - URESA aioption, mental 
health, - Juvenile, 

SUPRME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 

Rouge) 
CsP casetyges:, - URESA a option, mental 

health, marriage dissolu- 

CSP casetypes: - Handator jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 
agency Iisciplinar cases, - Discretionary juris!icti.on in civil, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agency juvenile, certified questions from i federal courts, interlocutory decision cases. 

No jury trials, 

COURTS OF APPEAL ( 5  courts) 
48 judges sit in panels 

tion, - Juvenile, 
No jury trials. 

CSP casetypes: - Handator jurisdiction in civil, nonca ita1 criminal, ad- 
njnistrJive aqency, .juyeni!e, original proceeding cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction in original proceeding cases. 

194 judges 

4 I DISTRICT COURT (42 districts) 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real pro erty rights, adoption, mental 

health, marriage dissolukon, Exclusive sup orthustody, 
paternity/bastardy estate, civil trial cour! appeals, 
niscel laneous civi ! jurisdiction. - llisdemeanor, DUI/DUl, Exclusive triable felony, crininal 
appeals Jurisdiction! - Irafficlother violation, - Juvenile. 

Jury trials in most cases, 
JUUMILE COURT (3 courts) I FAMILY COURT (1 in fast Baton 

.......... l......... 
1 JUSTICE OF THE 
I PEACE COURT I 
I (“384 courts) I 
I I 
I “384 justices of I 
1 the peace I 

1 CSP casetypes: I 
1 - Iort, contract 1 
I real pro erty I 
I ri hts (1 8/ I 
I 12%e), s m a l l  I 
I claims (612881, I 
1 - Iraffic/other I 
1 violation. I 

I I 

I I 
I I 
I I 
1 I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1 No jury trials. I 

r........L....... 1 
I MAYOR’S COURT I 
I (-258 courts) I 

I 258 jud es I 
1 (nayorsf 1 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Iraffic/otheri 
I violation. I 

I I 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

L....... ......... J 
I No jury trials,~ 

CIIY nto PARISH 
COURIS (53 courts) 
12 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, 

real Property 
ri hts, 16 01 
5 0 h ,  small 
claims (S 2000). - Misdemeanor, 
DUlAUI. - Iraffic/other 
violation. - Juvenile except 
for status 
petitions, 

No jury trials. 

1 

Court of 
last resort 

lntemediate 
appellate 

court 

Courts of 
genera! 

jurisdiction 
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MAINE COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

S U P R M E  JUDICIAL COURT SITTING AS IAW COURT 
7 justices s i t  en banc 
CSP casetypes: - tlandatory jurisdiction in civil, crininal, adninistrative 

agency, juvenile, disciplinary, advisory opinion, original 
iroceedjng, interlocutory decision, cases. - iscretionaru m i s d i c t i o n  in crininal extradition, 

I adninistratiie-agency. original Proceeding cases. I 

~~ 

SUPERIOR COURT (16 counties) a 
16 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract real propert rights, 

narriage disso!ution, sunor!/custodu, 
niscellaneous ciuil.' ExElusiue ateinity/ 
bastardy, civil a eals jurisdiclion - llisdeneanor, D U l d ~ l ,  Exclusive trieble fel- 
ony, crininal appeals, niscellaneous crininal, 
juveni 1 e appeals jurisdiction, 

Jury trials in sone cases. I 

DISTRICT COURT (13 districts) 
24 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real roperty 

ri his ($  8/38 888), 8onestic re- 
laeions (except for adoptions 
and paterni t /bastard 1, Ex- 
clusive snalY clains !$ i,488), 
nen tal health 'ur i sdi c ti on. - tlisdeneanor, Ddl/DUI, Exclusive 
1 in! ted felony jurisdiction, - Roving traffic, ,ordinance vio- 
lation, Exclusive parking, nis- 
cellaneous traffic jurisdiction. - Original juvenile jurisdiction. 

No jury trials, 

1 

I I 

I I 

r..'.."-"""""'....--- 1.. -...-. 
I PROBATE COURT (16 courts) I 

I 16 part-tine judges I 

1 CSP casetypes: I 
I - Exclusive adoption, niscella- I 

I neous donestic relations, estate1 
I jurisdiction. I 
I I 
I I 

I I 
I I 
I I 

I I 
I I 
I I 

I I 
I I 

L...........................---. - - - - - J  
1 Ho jury trials. I 

ADHINISTRAIIUE COURT 
2 judges 
CSP casetypes: , . - Appeal o adninistrative agency cases. 

I No jury trials. I 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

iurisdiction 

C urts of 
ini ted 

iur 1 sd 1 E t I on  
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MARYLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

I I 7 Judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil crininal, adninirtratiue 

agenc , Juvenile, lawyer disciplinar I certified questions 
frofi redera1 courts, original proceelling, interlocutory 
decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction, in cjuil, noncapital crininal, ad. 
ninistratiue agency, Juuenile, interlocutory decision cases, 

I 

COURI OF sPmL APPEALS 
13 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in ciuil, nc’lcapital crininal, a h i n -  

istrative agency, .Juuenlle,, interlosutory decision,cases, - Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, 
original proceeding cases, 

I 

CIRUIII COURI ( 8  circuits in 24 counties) 
114 judges 

fi 

CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real property ri hts, estate ,fiiscellaneous 
ciuil 2 , S W n o  naxinun), Excfusiue donestic relations, 
Mental health, civil appeals jurisdiction. - felony, nisdeneanor, .niscellaneous crininal, Exclusive 
crininal appeals Jurisdiction, - Juvenile except in Rontgonery County, 

I Jury trials in nost cases, 

7 
Juuenile in - 

nontgonery County 

~.--....-.--------....-.-------.-., 
I ORPHAN’S COURI (22 counties) 
I 66 judges 

93 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract real propert 

rights niscellaneous civil 81 
18,088!. ,Exclusiue snall clains 
urisdiction (5 1,808). -! elony (theft and worthless check), 

nisdeneanor, DUl/DUI - Excluslue nouing traffic, ordinance 
uiolatlon, niscellaneous traffic 
urisdiction, - juvenile in ttontgonery County. 

No jury trials. 

I 

1 CSP casetypes: 
I - Estate, exce t where such cases  
I are handled 1 Circuit Court,in 
I nontgonery an! Harford counties, 

- ‘1 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

L.......--...-....................... 
I No jury trials. 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

..J 

Court of 
last resort 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appellate 

court 1 
Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 
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MASSACHUSETTS COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

- SUPRUE JUDICIAL COURT A 

7 justices sit on the Court, and 5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - nandatory jurisdlction in ciuil, crininal, judge disciplin- 
- Djscretionary jurisdictjon in ciuil, crifiinal, adninistra- ary, advisory opinion, original proceeding cases, 

tiue agency, juvenile, interlocutory decision cases, 
i, 

I 

n P P w  COURT 
1 4  justices sit in panels 

LAND COURT 
DEPORTI(M 
(1 statewide 
court) 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 
- Discrekionaru hrisdiction in interlocutory decision cases. agency juvenile cases, 

PROMIE ntm FIMILY 
COURT DEPllRIllENT 
(20 locations in 14 
counties) 

tRIAL COURT OF THE C-LTH 
320 justices 
iUPERIOR COURT A 
DEPARIWlT 
(23 locatlons in 
14 counties) 
76 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, 

real propert 
rights, ciui! 
appeals, niscel- 
laneous civil. - Triable felony, 
miscellaneous 
criminal, 

Jury trials, 

to1 county, 
H m p d e n  Coun- 
ty, and U o r  
cester County) 
12 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Juvenile, 

Jury trials, 

BOSTON IIIINICIML COURT 
D E P A R I I U I  (Boston) 
11 justices 

DISTRICT COURT D E p l l R T M  
( 6 9  peo raphical divisions) 
168 jus?ices 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real property 

rights (S 0/no maximum), 
snall clains (S 1,500), sup- 
ortlcustody aterni ty/bas- 

Pard , mental Realth, civil 
triaY court appeals, niscel- 
laneous civil, 
felony, misdemeanor, DUI/DUl, 
criminal a peals, 

- Iriable felony, linited 
- lraff c/o tier u i o 1 ati on. - Juuenile. I 
Jury trials. . -  

HOUSIMG COURT 
DEPllRTllEM (Uorcester 
County, Ham den 
County, and loston) 
6 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Real property rights, 

small clains 
(S 1 500). - Limited felony, mis- 
deneanor, 

. .  Jur trials except in 
small claims, 

CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real 
property ri hts (b 0/no nax- 
imum) small claims 
Mental health, ciuil.trial 
court appeals, and miscel- 
laneaus ciuil. 

(b i , f e 0 ) ,  support/custod , 

-. . - - _ _  - - . - - . - Triable felony, misdemeanor, 
DUI/DUI, crininal a peals. - Iraffidother uiola!ion, 

I Jury trials, 

4 justices I 43 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Real property 

rights. 
CSP casetypes: - Su portlcustody, 

pa!erni ty/bastardy 
Miscellaneous civil, 
Exclusive marri age 
dlssolution, adoption, 
m i  sce 1 1 aneous domestic 
relations, estate 

~ jurisdiction. 
NO jury tria1s.I N O  jury trials, 

Court o f  
last resort 

I n te m e  d i ate 
appellate 

court 

Courts of 
general 

Jurisdiction 
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MICHIGAN COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

1 

COURT os mwLs 
24 judges sit in panels 

S U P R M E  COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 

1 circuit judge serves 

CSP casettpes: - Adninis rative agency 
a peals inuolvin 
ci'ains against tie 
state. 

I 

No jury trials, 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in judge disciplinary cases. - Discretionary. 'urisdiction, in, ciui 1, crininal, adnjnjstratiue 
agency, Juvenih, lawyer disciplinary, advisory opinion, 

CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real 
ro ert rights 1, !e, &/no Maxinun), 

paterni W b a s t a r d y ,  
adnin i s tratiue agency 
appeals, niscellaneous 
civil, Exclusive n a r  
riage dissolution,, 
supportlcustody, ciui 1 
trial court appeals 
jurisdiction. - U I f l U I  niscellaneous 
crininai. Exclusive 
triable felon crininal 
appeals juri s H ~ c  ti on, 

Jury trials. Jury trials. 

CSP casetypes: - landatorv jurisdiction in civil, crininal, abinistratiue 
agency juuenile cases. - Discretionary jurisdicti.on in ciuil, noncapital crininal, 
adninirtratiue agency, juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, 

COURT OF CIAIHS n 
(1 court) 

CIRCUIT COURT 
( 5 5  circuits) 
171 ,Judges 

~ 

a 

t 

RECORDER'S coum 
OF DEIROII 
(1 court) 
29 judges 
CSP casetypes: - DUIflUI, niscel- 

laneous crinlnal, 
Exc 1 us i we tri ab1 e 
felony, criminal 
appea s juris- 
diction, 

DISIRICT COURT 
(100 districts) 
253 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real 

ro erty ri hts Ps i/i0,000P small 
clajns (s i , $ee ) ,  - Limited felony nis- 
demeanor, DU1/5UI. - lovin traffic, 
nisce7laneous 
traffic, ordinance 
violation. 

Jury trials in nost 
cases .  

Court of 
1 as t resort 1 
1 

Intemediate 
appe 11 ate 

court I 
Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 Ini t e d  

iur 1 sdi cti on 
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MINNESOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

- 

S U P R M E  COURX 
7 justices sit en banc 

DISTRJCT COURI (18 districts)# 
238 Judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real property rights, domestic relations, 

small claims (tonciliation Diuision: $ e/2,eee), Mental 
health estate, miscellaneous ciuil. - Juueniie, - 1111 criminal, D UIOUI, - Iraffidother uiolations. 

Jury trials except in small claims. 

a 

CSP casetypes: - nandatory Jurisdiction in crifiinal administrative agency, 
disciplinary, certified questions from federal court 
cases, 
agency, juueni!e, original proceeding cases, 

- Discretionary, ‘urisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 
I 

I 

COURI OF n p m u  a 
13 Judges sit en banc and in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Iandatory JUriSdiCtiOn in ciuil, crifiinal, administratiwe 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in ciuil, criminal, juuenile, agency .juuenil,e cases. 

original proceeding cases. 

* Ihe District Court was consolidated in September, 1987. 

Court of 
last resort 

I n t e m e d i  ate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

1 
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MISSISSIPPI COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

SuPm CouRl 
9 Justices sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurlsdictjon. in, civi I, crifiinal, adminjstrative 

agency, juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in certified questions fron fed- 
eral court cases. 

Court of 
1 ast resort 

CIRCUIT COURT (20 districts)d CHllHcERy COURI (20 districts)# 

1 Jurisdiction: 
I - Civil actions. 

Bastardy, - felonies Misdemeanors, 
Appeals be novo or on 
record. 

1 I Jury trials, Jury trials. 
I 

1 Jurisdiction: I - Equity, diuorce alifion , pro- 
bate, guardianship, Menial 
comitnents, ' - Hears juvenile if no County 
Court. 
Appeals de novo. 

I t t 

................ 1 r"""""""" 
I COUHfY COURT (19 counties)* I FAMILY COURT (1 court)* I 

I I 23 judges ; I ; 1 judge I 
I 1 

I Jurisdiction: ; If'no ; Jurisdiction: I - Civil actions (b 8/25,008), I County i - Delinquency, neglect. I - Hjsdemeanors, felony pre- I I - Adult crimes against I 
I juveniles, I Iiminaries. I 

4 - Juvenile. I i I 
I 

I I 

I 
L................-................1 
I Jury trial of adults. 

1 Appeals de novo. 
I Jury trials. 
L..............-.........r.....--.~ 

t I 
T""""'-"."' L.......,.,..... ................ L ................ 
I MNICIPRL COURT (168 courts)* 1 I 

1 
I JUSTICE COURI (92 courts)* 

1 I I 

I 102 judges, 16s Mayors I I 191 judges - -  
I I I I 

1 Jurisdiction: I I Jurisdiction: I 
I - Hunicipal ordinance viola- I I - Civil actions (b 0/1,800). I 
I tions. I I - nisdeneanors, felony I 

* El trial court jurisdiction.guide was newer conpleted by.Hississip i, and data 
are unaua!lable for the trial courts; therefore, the trial court Peminology 
reported in this court structure chart does not reflect CSP model reporting terns. 
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MISSOURI COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

SUPRUE COURT r 7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - nandatory jurisdiction in capital criminal 

and original proceedin cases, - Discret!onar jurjsdichon. in ciuil, .noncap- 
ita1 criynaY,capital crininal,abl!nistratiue 
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding cases, 

I 

COURX OF lPPEALS (3 districts) a 
32 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - nandatory jurisdiction in ciuil, nonca ita1 

criminal,. capital crjmjnal, a b i n i s t r a L u e  
agenc , juuenile, original prodeeding, and 
inter!ocutory deci,sion cases - No discretionaru Jurisdictiok 

I 

CIRCUll COURT (44 circuits) fi 

133 circuit and 178 associate circuit judges 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil 'urisdiction (including 

civil appeals) tJ  e/no maximum; Bssociate 
diuision: $ 8/15 8881, Small claims juris- 
diction ($ 1,5ed. - Exclusive criminal 'urisdiction, - Iraffic/other ujo1a)tiep 'yisdiction. - Exclusiue Juvenile Jurisdiction. 

Jury trials in most cases, 
1 

uiolations. 
I CSP casety es: 
I - llunicipa! ordinance 

Court of 
last resort 

1 n ternedi ate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

1 

Court of 
limited 

jurisdiction 
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MONTANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

I 

S U P R U E  COURT 
7 justices sit en banc and in panels 

ii 

CSP casetypes: - Nandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, juvenile, 
- Discretionary 'urisdiction in administrative agency, 

disciplinary cases. 
certified questions from federal courts, original proceeding 

MTER COURT 
( 4  diuisons) 
4 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Real prop!rti 1 

rights, , imi ,ed 
to addudication 
of existin 
water righes 

DISTRICI COURI (28 judicial districtda 
36 judges 
CSP casetypes: - lort contract, real property rights 

( S  5 b n o  maxinun), Exclusive domestic 
re1 ati ons, men tal health, estate, 
civil appeals, miscellaneous civil 

I urisdic ti on, I - d  i sdemeanor, Excl us iue triable f e 1- 
ony criminal ap eals, - Exc! us i we juvenile jurisdiction. 

Jury trials, 

1 r..""-"-""""'----.A.------ 

I JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT I 
I (56 counties) I 

I 78 justices of the eace 
I 43 also serve as ciPy juiges, 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - lort contract real pro ertyl 
1 rights (S  e13 isel, smalf I 

I claims (62,506),  
I - Misdemeanor ,DUI/DUI! 
I - Hoving trafric parking, nis-: 
I cellaneous traffic, I 

I Jury trials except in small I 

I claims. I 

I I 

I I 

L.......-......................--..J 

Court of 
last resort 

I I 1 judge 
CSP casety es: - Limited Po 

workers' 
conpens at i on 
disputes . I NO jury trials,) 

7- 
r""".~""""'. '-~~~.-..~~~ 1 
I MNICIPAL COURt (1 court) I 

I 1 judge I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Iort, contract, real rop- I 
I ert rights ($ 8/3 50b. I 
I - Nisiemeanor DUl/DbI 
I - Houin traffic parking. I 
I niscePlaneous traffic. I 

I I 

I I 

I I 
I I 
I I 

I I 
L..............................1 

I Jury trials, I 

i CITY COURT (85  cities) I 

1 84 judges which includes the 43 I 

I JOP who also serve as city judges.1 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - tort contract real property 1 
I rights (b2,58d, I 
I - Misceneanor DUl/DUl, 
I - Movin traffic parking, 
I miscePlaneous traffic, 
I exclusive ordinance violation, I 
I parking jurisdiction. I 

1 Jury trials in sofie cases, I 

I I 

I I 

I 
I 

I 

I I 
I I 

L......................................~ 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jmited 

jurisdiction 
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NEBRASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

SUPREI(E COURT 
7 justices sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction over ciuil, ,criminal, adninistratiue 

agency juuenile, disciplinary, original proceeding cases, - Discretionary 'urisdiction over ciuil administratiwe agency, 
certified aueshons from federal courts, original proceeding, I interlocutory decision cases. I 

1 I 

t 
DISTRICT COURT (21 districts) A 

48 judges 
SP casetypes: 
Tort contract, real roperty rights, 
ciuii appeals, miscellaneous civil 
Exc lus i we domes tic re 1 at ions (exce' t 
ado tions), mental health 'urisdicPjon. 
Misiemeanor, DU!/DUI, Exclusive tri- 
able felony, .crimi,nal appeals, niscel- 
laneous criminal jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials except in appeals, I 

SEPARATE JUUENILE COURT 
( 3  counties) 
5 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Juvenile. 

No jury trials, 

I 

WORKERS' CWD(sAII0N COURT 
(1 court) 
1 judges 
CSP casety es: - Limited Po uorkers' 

No jury trials. 
conpens at i on di s putes . 

COUNTY COURT (93 courts in 21 districts)* 
51 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract real pro erty rights (s e/s e e e - i e , ~ ~ ~ ) ,  smalP claims 

($ 1,8b0), Exclusive adoption, estate 
'uri sdi c ti on. - Linitsd felony, ,misdemeanor, DUI/DUI, I - Iraffic/other uiolation. 
Juueni le. 

* In July 1985, the Hunicipal Courts uere merged uith the County Courts. 

Court of 
last resort I 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

I 

Court 
1 jni 
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NEVADA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

SUDRW: COUR! 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurfsdiction in civtl ,crininal, phinistrative 

agenc , juvenile, lawyer disciplinary, original proceeding, 
interYocutory decision cases - No discretionary jurisdictio;, 

1 

PISTRICI COURT ( 9  districts) A 
I 33 judges 

CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real roperty rights (( i 000/no naxinw). 
Exclusive donestic relations, mental health, estate, civil 
appeals, M i  scel 1 aneous ci vi 1 jurisdiction. - Hisdeneanor, DUl/DUI, Exclusive triable felony, criminal 
appeals, mi~scellaneous,crininal jurisdiction. - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 

Jury trials in most cases. 
I 

.............. 1 r-""~""""""'""' 
I JUSTICE COURT (56 towns) 
1 62 justices of the peace I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Iort contract real pro erty 
I rights (b 0/2,$00), mal! clains ; 
I - bisdeneanor, DUI/DUI, Exclusive I 
I linited felony jurisdiction. I 
I - bowing traffic, parking, niscella- I 
I neous traffic, I 

I Jury trials except in small claims I 

I and parking cases. I 

I 

I I 

I (b 2,5ee), 

I I 

L...................---------------.----J 

................ ..................... 
I llllNICIPllL COURT (18 incorporated 
I cities/towns) 
I 26 judge ( 8  also serve as JOP) 
I 

I 

I CSP casetypes: 
I - Iort contract real pro erty 
I rights (S e/2,klO), mal! clains 
I - nisdeneanor DUVDUI, 
I - bowing traffic, parking, ,niscel- 
I laneous, traffic. Exclusiue ordi- 
I nance violation jurisdiction, 

I (b 2,580). 

Court 
of 

last 
resort 

I 

Court 
of 

general 
d Y X n  

"'1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Courts 
of  !in! ted 

dPEiTon 
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NEW HAMPSHIRE COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

I - 
SUPERIOR COURT (le counties) a 
25 authorized justices 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real property rights, miscellaneous civil 

($i,he/no maximum), Exclusiue marria e dissolution, patern- 
i ty/bas tardy , support/cus tody juri sdi c!i on, - Exclusiue triable felony, criminal appeals jurisdiction. 

Jury trials. 

S U P R M E  COURI 
5 Justices sit en banc 

ir 

I CSP casetwes:  I 

Ho jury trials, 

'-No-nandi\ofy jurisdiction. - Discretionary jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agenc , juvenile, disciplinar , advisory 
opinions for the stale executive and legislalure, original 

I H O  jury trials, 
1 

I Proceeding, interlocutory decision cases. I 

CSP casetypes: - M i sce 1 1  aneous domes tic re 1 ati ons, 
miscellaneous c i vi 1, Exc 1 us iue 
adoption mental health, estate i jurisdiction, 

I HO jury trials, 

I - 
DISTRICI COURT (41 districts) I 
82 authorized full-time and part- 
time judges 
CSP c - tor 

rig 
($ 

Lsetypes: 
t contract, real pro ert i t s  ($ y , a a a ) ,  small ci'aifis 
! , 5BB) ,  miscellaneous domestic 

re lati ons; - Misdemeanor, DUVDUI. - Iraffic/other violation. - Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction, 

NUNICIML COURI 
( 4  nun ic i pal i ti es) * 
4 part-time justices 
CSP casetypes: - Real property rights 

small claims oi,?ad, 
mi sce 1 1  aneous c iu 1 1 ,  - Hisdefieanor, DUl/DUl! - Iraffic/other uiolation. 

* 1he.Hunicipal Court.is being phased out (by statute) upon retirement andfor 
resignation of sitting justices. 

1 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jni fed 

jur I s di c t 1 o n  
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NEW JERSEY COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

b 

S U P R M E  COURI 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP cas - nanda 

agency . juveni !e,, discipl inary, ,original - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, non 
administrative agenc appeal, juvenile 
fied questions from redera1 courts, inte 
cases, I 

I 

A P P W T E  DIUISIOH OF SUPERIOR COURT 
28 judges sit in 7 panels (parts) 
CSP casetypes: - flandatory, jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, juve- 
- Discretionary jurisdiceion in interlocutory decision cases, 

nile, administrative a ency cases, 

SUPERIOR COURT: CIVIL,  FAMILY, G M E R ~ ~ L  EPUITY, nm cRIniMi 
DIVISIONS (15 Vicinages in 21 counties) 
338 'udges authorized 
21 {urrogates also serve as deputy Superior Court clerks 

w casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction (uncontested estate are 

- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals, mis- 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in most cases, 

handled by the surrogates) (t O/no fiax/my; S ecial Civil 
Part: 
cellaneous criminal jurisdiction, 

e/s,eee), Small cla!m! jurisdiction [C i,eee), 

I 

1 
I IILINICIPAL COURT (535 courts of I 
I which 16 were multi-municipal) I 

I 365 jud es of uhich approximately1 
I 20 are Puli-time I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Exclusive limited felon mis- I 
I deneanor, DUI/DUI jurisjiction. I 
I - Exclusive traffic/other 
1 violation Jurisdiction. I 

I No jury trials, I 

I I 

I 

I I 

L...--..............................1 

rnx COURT* 
9 authorized judges 

CSP casetypes: - State/local tax 
matters 

* Tax ,Court is considered a limited jurisdiction court because of its.specia1ized 
subject matter. Nevertheless, it receives appeals from administrative bodies and 
its cases are appealed to the intermediate appellate court. Iax Court jud es 
have the same general qualifications and terns of service as Superior tour! 
judges and can be cross assigned* 
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1 

In temedi ate 
appe 1 1  ate 

court 
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I lni ted 
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NEW MEXICO COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

I 

Court of 
1 as t re sort 1 S U P R M E  COURT 

5 justices sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - landator jurisdiction in civil, crininal, adninistrative 

agency, !isciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdicti.on in civil, noncapital criminal, 
a d m i s t r a t i u e  agency, Juvenile, certified questions fron 
federal court cases. 

t 
COURT OF n P P u u  
7 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - nandatory 'urisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases. administrative agency, juvenile cases, 

D I S I R I C I  COURT (13 districts) 
59  judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real property ri hts, estate. Exclusive 

donestic relations, mental healtk, civil appeals, niscel- _ _  . laneous civil 'urisdiction! 
urisdiction, 

- Misden(anor, ixclusive triable felony, crininal appeals 
- i  xclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 
Jury trials. 

M G I S I M T E  COURT (32 Magistrate 
districts) , 57 judges (2 part-time) 

$amrtal property 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contri 

rights ( $  O l u , u u u I ,  - Linited felony, nisdeneanor, 
DU I AU I, - Hovin traffic violation, 
nisceYlaneous traffic, 

Jury trials. I 

71 BERNllLILLO COUNTY llETROPOLITllN 

I 12 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real property 
- Linited felony nisdeneanor, 
- trafficlother violation. 

rights ($ 0/5,800). 

DUIAUI, 

Jury trials except in traffic. 

1 r.......--'...-'...'. l----------- 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (81 Municipal- I 
1 ities) I 

I El judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I  - Irafficlother violation. I 

I  Ho jury trials, I 

I I  

I I  

I  I  
I  I  

L...--..............---.--.-...--j 

1 r.."'.'.'-.. l................... 
1 PROBATE COURT (33 counties) I 

I 33 judges I 

I  CSP casetypes: I 
I - Estate, (Hears uncontested I 
I cases! Contested cases go to1 
I District Court,) I 

I Ho jury trials, I 

I  I 

I  I  

I  I  

L..........-..............-.--- - - - J  

1 
Internediate 

appe 1 1 ate 
court 

1 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
I jnited 

jurisdiction 
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NEW YORK COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

CSP casety es: - Limited Felony, misdemeanor, 
- Hiscellaneous traffic nisde- DUlAUl. 

Court 1 
of last 
resort 

J 

_-. _--_ _.._-- 
I - Iort contract real pro erty 1 

1 rights ($ 013 bee), snal! I 
I clains ($  1,510). 
I - Hisdemeanor, DUIAUI, niscel- I 

CUJR OF APPEALS 
1 judges 

- -  1, original proceeding cases; 
I 

4 
R P P W T E  DIVISIONS OF SUPRW: A 
COURT (4 courts/diuisions) 
97 justices sit in panels in four 
departclentr 
CSP casetypes: - Handatorv Jurisdiction in civil, 

L 
A P P W T E  TM OF SUPRME COURT 
(3 ternr/2 deparhents) 
15 Justices sit in panels in three 
terns 

Internedihe 
w e  1 1 ate CSP casetypes: - Handato y ,jurisdiction in civil, 

criminaf, Juvenile, interlocutory 
e- courts 

1 
ourts 1 ol 
general 
jur!s- 

diction 

criminal i administrative agtncy, 
juvenile, l a y e r  disci linary, orig- 
inal proceeding, interrocutory 
decision cases, . Discretionqry jurisdiction in civil, 
criminal, Juvenile ori inal pro' Civil, 
ceeding, interlocutory lecision felon its: 

3rd and 4th na ns + cases. r dc - Di 
cr 
de 

ision cases, 
cretionqry jurisdjction in 
ninal, Juvenile, interlocutory 
ision cares. 

A Honfe 1 on i es: 
2nd Departclent 

I 

SUPRME COURT (12 districts) II 
~ 5 6 8  FIE combined Supreme Court and 
County Court judges. 

CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real property rights, 
miscel laneous ciu/l, Exclusive 
m a y  age di sso lution jurisdiction, - Triable felony, DUI, niscellaneous 
crininal, 

Jury trials. 

US68 FIE combined Supreme Court and 
County Court Judges, 

CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, .real ropert rights, 
niscellaneous civil (1 0/25,!00). I - !  Jur 
Ijal court appeals 'urisdjction. 
)!able felony DUl/flUl, fiiscel laneous 
w m a l ,  Exclusive criminal appeals. 
I trials. 

1 

Departclents 3rd and L- 4th Depai 1st 1 

I 

COURT OF CIAINS (1 co rt) 
55 judges, 38 act as !upreme 

CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real 
ropert rights involuing 

!he staie. 1 No jury trials. 

Court Judges 

- 

nd 
ents 

ou: 
I i,i 
d' 

SURRoO1TEs' COURT 
(63 counties) I 
76 surrogates 
CSP casetypes: - Adoption, estate. 

I Jury trials in estate. 
I I I  

DISTRICI COURT (2 counties) 
49 Judges in Nassau and Suffolk I CITY COURT (79 courts in 61 

cities) 
156 Judges 

FAHILY COURT (62,counties-- 
includes NYC Fmily Court) 
lS7 Judges 

CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real pro erty 
righis ($ 0/15 Bee), snaP1 
claiflr ( j  2.00B). Administra- 

CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real ro erty 
rights ($ 0 / 5  100-15 ld, 
small claims I $  2,00B), - Limited felony, misdeneanor, 
DUI AUI. - Hoving traffic, miscellaneous 
traffic ordinance violation. 

Jury trials except in traffic. 

CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real ro erty 
rights ($ 0 / 5  100-15 ld, 
small claims I $  2,00B), - Limited felony, misdeneanor, 
DUI AUI. - Hoving traffic, miscellaneous 
traffic ordinance violation. 

Jury trials except in traffic. 

CSP casetypes: - Domestic relations (except 
marriage djssolution) 
guardianshi Exclusive 
mental health jurisdiction. 

tiue agency; - Limite fe ony,misdemeanor,DUI. - Houiny traffic, miscellaneous 
traffic ordinance violation. 

Jury trials except in traffic. , Excluslue. Juveni le 
Jurisdiction, 

r"""".."""L"'............. 1 
I TOW ANJ UIUAGE JUSTICE COURT 1 

NU YOM (1 court) I (1487 courts) I 
I 2,242 justices I 

107 judges I 
I tSP C l S e t U D P S !  I 

HM YOU (1 court) 
120 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real pro ertv 

rights ($ 8/25 0N0, snarl 1 
clains (S 2,00B), miscellane- 
ous civil, administrative I 
agency, 

Jury trials. 
meanors, ordinance violation, I laneous crininal. I 

I -Iraffic/other violation. I 
I Jury trials in Most cases, I 
L.........................--- - - - - J  

0 lncludes Acting Suprene Court Justices assigned administratively, 
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NORTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

SUPRUE coum 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - nandatory Jurisdiction in.ciui1, crininal, administratiue 

agency, Juvenile, Judge disciplinary, interlocutory 
decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, crininal, admin- 
istrative agency, ,Juuenile, advisory opinions for the 
executive and legislature, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases. 

COURT OF nmu 
12 judges sit in panels 

a 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory urisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, 
administratiue agency, Juvenile, lawyer disciplinary 
original proceeding cases, - Discretionary jurisdicti,on in civil, noncapital criminal, 
ahinistratiue agency, Juuenile, original Proceeding, . -  in terl ocutorv decision cases. 

I 

SUPERIOR COURT (44 districts) il 

11 judges and 184 clerks with estate jurisdiction 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real property rights (over i8,888/no m a r  

i m d ,  niscellaneous ciui1,cases. ,Exclusiue adoption, 
estate, mental health, administrative agency appeals - - - -  
'urisdiction, - [isdemeanor. Exclusive triabie felony, criminal appeals 
Jurisdiction, 

Jury trials. 

t 
162 judges and 644 magistrates of which approximately 
?8 magistrates are part-time 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real ro ert rights 8/18,888), Ex- 

clusive small claims f b  ! , 5 d )  nonyadoptjon domestic 
relations, nisctllaneous civi! jurisdiction. - Misdemeanor, lifiited,felony, DUI/DUl Jurisdiction. - Iraffidother violation ,jurisdiction, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury trials in civil cases only, I 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Court of 
1 as t resort 

lntemediate 
appe 1 1  ate 

court 

Court of  
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
1 !mi fed 

jurisdiction 
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NORTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

supm COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurjsdictjon, in,ciuil, crifiinal, administrative 
- No discretionary jurisdiction, 

agency, juuenile, dircipl inary, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision .cases! 

L 

p .......... 

COURT OF APPEALS* (Iemporary) 
3-judge panels 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital 

criminal, administratiwe agency, juuenile, 
disciplinary, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision ,cases! - Ho discretionary Jurisdiction. 

27 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real property rights 

guardianship. Exclusive domestic relations, 
appeals of admi ni s trat i ue agency cases , 
miscellaneous civi 1 jurisdiction. - Hisdemeanor, miscellineous criminal, Exclusive 

- Houing traffic, miscellaneous traffic. 
triable felony JUriSdiCtiOn. 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 
Jury trials in most case;. 

I -  

I 
I 
I 
1 -  
I 
I -  
I 

_. ___. 

Tort Ciii 
rights (S 
clusiue sr 
men tal he a 
Limited fe 
DUI, crimi 
Noving tra 
laneous tr 

Court of 
1 ast resort 

lntemediate 
appel 1 ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

.............................................. ...-----.........., - 
1 COUMY COURT ( 5 3  counties) 
I 

I 26 judges 
I CSP casetuws: 
I 

I 

I Jury trials except in small claims 
I cases, 
L..................................... 

1 I WNIClPllL COURT (158 incorporated 
1 I cities) I 

I I 142 judges I 

I I  I 

I I  I 

I I CSP casetypes: I 
I 1 - DUI/DUl. I 
I I - Hovin traffic parking, 
tt~ miscellaneous, traffic 
I I Exclusive ordinance violation I 
1 I Jurisdiction, I 

I 

- - - -  Indicates assignnent of cases. 
* Effectjuc July 1, 1987 throu h January 1, 1998, ,a temporary Court of I(p eals is 

established to exercise appellate and original Jurisdiction as delegate8 by the 
Suprene Court. 

Courts o r  
I lnited 

Jurisdiction I 
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OHIO COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

CSP casetypes: - Hiscellaneous civil actions 
- Uictins of crine cases against the state. 

b 

I - DWI/DUl. I 
I - Irafficlother violation. I 

S U P r n  COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 

a 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurjsdictjon. in.civil, crifiinal, adninjstrative 
agency .Juuenil.e, .disciplinary, ,original proceeding cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital crlninal, 
juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

I 

COURT OF APPULS (12 courts) 
59 judges sit in panels of 3 nenbers each 

L 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in ciuil, crininal adninistrative 
agency, Juuenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases, - No discretionary jurisdiction. 

t r""""""""" ............................................... 

I 344 Judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Iort, contract, real property rights (b 500/no Maxifiwd,, I 
I appeal of adninistratiue agency cases Miscellaneous civil. I 
I Exclusjue,donestic relations, Mental health, estate I ; - y s d l c t i o n ,  I 

xclusive triable felony, Miscellaneous crhinal jurisdiction, I 
I - Exclusive 'uuenile 'urisdiction. 
I - Iraffic/otkr uiolahon (juvenile cases only) jurisdiction, 
I Jury trials in Most cases, 

I COURT OF COMMON PLUS (88 counties) a: 
I 

I I 

I 

L..-......-..............----------.-......-.-.-.-.------......-.-J 
I 

.................................................................... 
1 MNlClPllL COURI (118 courts) 
I 199 judges I I 60 judges 

I I COUMY COURI (50  courts) 
I I 1  

I I I  

I CSP casetypes: I I CSP casetypes: 
I - Iort contract, real pro erty I 1 - Iort contract real pro erty 
I rights (S 8/18 €188)~ snarl I I rights ($ 0 / 3 , b 0 8 ) ,  snal! clains 
I claims (S  ~ , s s B ) ,  niscellane- I 1 (! 1 em, miscel!aneous civil. 
I ous ciuil. I 1 - Linited felony, Misdemeanor, DUI/ 
I - Limited felony, nisdeneanor, 1 1 DUI crininal appeals. 
I DUI/DUI, criminal a peals, I I - Iraffic/other uiolation, except for 
I - Irafficlother uiolaeion, 1 I parking cases, I 

I Jury trials in Most cases. I I Jury trials in Most cases. I 

I 1  I 

L.............................--...~ L.....-.....,-.---------.-----....------J 

'1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

2 judges sit on tenporary 
assignment 

I 1 

I "550 Judges (nayors) I 

I I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I I No jury trials, I Jury trials. 

Court of 
last resort 

In temediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

urisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jnited 

jurisdiction 
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OKLAHOMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in crininal, 
uvenile, original roceeding cases, - discretionary jurisiiction in i n t e r  

locutory decision cases, 

SUPRME COURI fi 

9 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory urisdiction in civil, 

a h i n i  s t rat jve . agency, jyveni le, 
lawyer disciplinary, advisory 
opinion, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, 
adninistrative yency, juvenile, in- 
terlocutory decision cases, - 

Courts of 
last resort 

t COURT OF APPEALS (4 courts) 
12 jud es sit in four p e w  
anent Bivisions of 3 nenbers 
each 
CSP casetypes: - tlandator jurisdiction in 

civil, ahinistrative 
agency, juvenile, ori inal 
roceeding, interlocu!ory 

%ecision cases that are 
ass1 ned by the Suprene 
tour! - NO d i k e t i o n a r y  jurisdic- 
tion. 

COUN OF rnx ~ I D I  a 
(1 C I  urt) 
3 Di :trict Court 
judges serve 
CSP casetypes: , - A P  ea1 o adnin- 

isPrative agency 
cases. 

No jury trials. 

5 judges sit en banc 

DISIRlCl COURl (26 districts) a 
71 district,. 77 associate district, and 
62 special Judges 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction, except 

for concurrent jurisdiction in appeal 
of adninist 
Small clair - Exclusive c 
crininal a - nowing tral 

.. 
tatiie agency cases, 
ininal Jurisdiction (includin! 
jurisdi,ctjon, ( S ,  3, O&VI 

leals)! 
ic, niscellaneous traffic, 

ordinance violation, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 
Jury trials, 

I 

I A p  roxinately 358 full 
I an8 part-time judges 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Irafficlother 
I violation, 

1 Jury trials. 
I 
I 

L....................... 

'1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

.J 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

........................ 1 
I WNlClPllL CRIHIML 1 
I COURT OF RECORD I 

1 (2 courts) I 
I I 

I 8 full-tine and 18 1 
I part-time judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Irafficlother I 
I violation. I 

I Jury trials, I 

I I 

I I 

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

Courts of 
1 jni ted 

jurisdiction 1 
- - - -  Indicates assignnent of cases. 
Oklahona has a Uorkers' Compensation Court, which hears conplaints that are handled exclusively by 
adninistratiue agencies in other states, 
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OREGON COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

iI 

I SUPRME COURT 
I 7 justices sit en banc 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in capital criminal, administratiue agency, 
disciplinary, original proceeding cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in.ciui1, noncapital criminal ,admin- 
istrative agency, juvenile, disc!plinary, certified queshons fron 
federal courts, original proceeding cases, 

I 

COURT OF nmnu a 
1 0  judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory juri.sdiction in,ciuil, nonca jtal criminal, administra- 

tive agency, juvenile, original procee!ing, interlocutory decision 

(1 court) 
1 judge 
CSP casetypes: - Civil appeals 

fron adminis- 
trative 
agencies, I No jury trials. 

87 judges 
CSP casetupes: ....... -.. - - -  - Iort contract, real pro erty rights (s 1~,000/no maxinw), a80 tion estate, 

civil appeals, Mental health, txclusive 
donestic relations (except adoption), niscel- 
laneous civil 'urisdiction, 
urisdiction, 

- [xclusjue. t r i a h e  felony, crininal appeals 
- Sluuenile, 
Jury trials for Most casetypes, 

I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Ado tion, I 
I neneal health, I 
I estate, 
I - Juuenile, I 

I No jury trials. I 

I I 

L _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  J 

I I 1  

I 34 justices of the 
I peace 
I 

I CSP casetypes: 
I - Iort, contract, 
I real pro erty 
I ri hts 01 
I 2 300), snail 
I ciains (s 2,500), 
I - Linited felony, 
1 misdeneanor, 
I DUIAUI. 
I - Houing traffic 
I parking, niscel- I 
I aneous traffic. I 

I Jury trials for I-t 
I sone casetypes, I 

I I 

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

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 1  

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 126 judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Hisdeneanor, I 
I DUI/DUl. I 

I - Irafficlother r-( 
I uiolation. I 

I Jury trials for I 
I sone casetypes, I 

I I 

I I 
I I 

L ................. 1 

DISTRICI COURT 
(28 counties uith a 
District Court) 

58 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, 

e;;m:E:/ui 1 1 sli n- 
- Linited'felony, 

Mi sdeneanor, 
DUIAUI, - Trafficlother 
violation, 

Jury trials for 
sone casetypes. 

Court of 
last resort 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appel 1 ate 

court 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 lnited 

iurisdiction 
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PENNSYLVANIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

I SUPRDIE COURT 11 
1 7 justices sit en banc I I  
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in ciuil, crininal, adninistratiue agency, juuenile, 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital crpinal, adninistratiue agency, 

disciplinary, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 
juuenile, original proceeding, interlc itory decision cases, 

9 authorized judges sit in panels 
and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - nandatory jurisdiction in ciuil, 

noncapital crininal, adninistra- 
tiue Bgency, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases 
inuoluing the Coryonuealth. - Discretionary urisdiction in 
civil abinistratiue agency or 
igina! proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases inuoluing the 
Cormonweal th, 

f 

i 

SUPERIOR COURT 
15 authorized judges sit in panels 
and en banc 
CSP casetypes - Handatory jurisdiction in ciuil, 

nonca ita1 criminal, uuenile, or- 
iginar proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, - Discretionary. 'urisdiction in 
ciu!l, noncapital crininal, Juv- 
enile, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases. 

I 
COURT OF ConnOn PLEIIS (60 districts in 67 counties) 
342 judges 

I Jury trials in most cases. 
I 

CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real roperty ri hts, niscellaneous ciuil. 
Exclusive donestic rerations, estate, nental health, civil 
appeals Jurisdiction, - Hisdeneanor, DUI/DUl. Exclusive triable felony, crininal 
appeals, ni,scellaneous,cr/ninal jurisdiction. - Exclusive Juvenile jurisdiction, 

t 
PHIIADEWI11\ WNICIPAL COURT 
(1st District) 
22 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Real roperty rights ($ 015 OM), 

mi scerl aneous dones ti c re 1 ati ons 
niscel laneous ,ciui 1: Exclusive 
w a l l  clains jurisdiction 

- Linited felony, nisdeneanor, D U V  
(s s em. 
D U I .  --.. - Ordinance uiolation. 

No Jury trials. 

A 
DISTRICT JUSTICE COURI 
(538  courts) '- 539 district justices 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real property 
- Linited felony, nisdeneanor, 
- Iraffic/other uiolation. 

rights 8/4,6BB), 

DUIAUl, 

Ho jury trials. I 
I 

PHIIADEWlIll TRIIFFIC COURT 
(1st District) 

I I 6 judges 
CSP casetyes: , - Hovin raffic parking, 

niscellaneous traffic, 

I N O  jury trials, I 

1 r...""""""'.' l.....- ---.----..... 
I PITTSBURGH CITY MGISTRIITES I 
I (5th District) I 

I 5 nagistrates I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Real pro erty rights. 
I - Linited felony, nisdeneanor, 
1 DUIOUI. I 
I - Trafficlother uiolation. I 

I No jury trials, I 

I I 

I I 

I 

I 

I I 

L......................................~ - 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appe 1 I ate 

courts 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 lmi fed 

jurisdiction 
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PUERTO RlCO COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

SUPRME COURT 
7 justices 
Jurisdiction: - Reviews jud nents and decisions of the Court of First In- 

stance,* an! cases on appeal or review before the Superior 
Court. - Reviews rulings of the Registrar of Property and rulings of 
certain ablinistrative agencies, 

I 

SUPERIOR COURT* (12 districts) 
118 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real ropert rights ($ lfl,eee/no naxiflun)', 

- llisdemeanor, Exclusive triable felony and crininal appeals 
doflestic relations an8 MisceYlaneous civil, Exclusive estate 
and civil appeals jurisdiction, 
'urisdiction, 
xclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury trials in criminal cases. 1 

DISTRICl COURT* (39 courts) 
96 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real roperty rights (b e/ie,&le! niscel- 
- llisdeneanor, Exclusive linited felony and DUlAUl'juris- 

laneous domestic relalions and miscellaneous civil 

I - !#%other violation except parking. 
No jury trials. 

I 

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE (2  courts) 
2 regular judges and 1 8  special judges 
Jurisdiction: - Justices of the Peace are enpowered 

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

No jury trials, I 

WNICIPIIL COURT (52 courts) 
58 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iraffic/other violation, 

Ha .iuru trials. 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jnited 

iuri sdi c ti on 

Y Ihe Court.of First Instance consists of two divisions: the Superior Court and 
the District Court, 
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RHODE ISLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

SUPRME COURI 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in, c/vi 1, noncapi tal crinjnal , juvenile, 
- Discretionary 'uri sdiction in adninistrative agency appeals, 

disciplinary, advisory opinion, original proceeding cases, 
interlocutory decision, original proceeding cases, 

L 

SUPERIOR COUR! ( 4  divisions) 
28 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract real roperty rights ( S  5,@8/no 

naxinw), civil a ears niscellaneous civil. - Hisdeneanor, DUldII! kxc!usive triable felony, 
crininal appeals jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, 

DISTRICI COURT ( 8  divisions) CI 

13 judges 
CSP casetupes: - Iort- contract real ro erty 

r i ghts ( m e / $ ,  eee-il, d e )  
appeals of abli n i s trati we agency 
cases, Exclusive m a l l  clains 
01 ,588) ,  nental health, - tlisdeneanor, DUl/DUI, Exclusive 
1 in1 ted f e 1 on 'uri sdi cti on, - Ordinance uioYahon, Exclusive 
Moving traffic f o r  those cases 
not hand1 ed abli ni s trati we 1 y. 

No jury trials. I 

a 

Court of 
1 ast resort 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction I 
7- FMILY COURT ( 4  divisions) 

11 judges 

No jury trials, I 

I 1 r"--'-"""""" -..--------------- 
I I 
I MUNICIPAL COURI (11 courts) I 

1 16 judges I 
I I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Ordinance: ulolation. Exclusive I 
1 parking Jurisdiction. 1 

.................. I 1 r...---.---..------ 
I PROBATE COURT (39 cities/towns) I 

I 39 judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Exclusive estate jurisdiction. I 

I I 

I I 

Courts ol 
1 jni fed 

jurisdiction 
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SOUTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

+ 

SUPRUE COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

COURT OF APPEALS 
6 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, .noncapital criminal, admjn- 
- No discrefionary jurisdiction, 

istrative agenc , Juvenile, original proceeding cases assigned 
by the Su rene rourt 

t CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal juvenile 

- Discrttionary Jurisdicti.on in civil, noncapital crimin!l 
disciplinar , certified questions fron feberal courts, orig- 
inal procee;Ying, !nttrlocutory decision casts. 
abinistrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutorv decision cases, I 

CIRCUIT COURT (16 circuits) 
31 judges and 21 masters-in-equity 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract real roperty ri hts, niscellaneous civil. 
- Hisdoneanor, DUIdh, Exclusive triable felony, criminal 

Jury trials except in appeals, 

Exclusive civil a eafs jurisdichon. 
appeals, miscellaneous criminal jurisdiction, 

- 
FAMILY COURT (16 circuits) 
46 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Hiscellaneous civil, Exclusive 

domes tic re 1 ati ons jurisdiction, 
except for sone aternit /bastardy 
cases heard in tKe Hagistrate 
Court. - Juvenile traffic. - Juvenile. 

No jury trials. 

............. I-.........----.... 
MGISTMTE COURT (315 courts) 1 
325 Magistrates I 

CSP casetypes: I - fort contract real property1 
ri his ($ 8/2 h e ) ,  sone I 

- einited relong, nisdeneanor, I 
I DUI/DUI, 
I - Irafficlother violation. I 
I - Juvenile, I 

I Jury trials, I 

I 

a?erni t /bastardy. 

I I 

L................................1 

1 r"""""""""'""""""' 
I I 

I I 

I WNICIML COURT (241 courts) I 

1 "258 judges I 

I CSP casety es: 
I DUI/DUI. 
I - Iraffic/other violation, I 

---I - Linited felony, nisdeneanor, 

Court of 
1 as t re sort 

Intemediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
limited 

jurisdiction 

- - - -  Indicates assignnent of cases. 
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SOUTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

SUPRME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory 'urisdiction i.n civil, criminal, 

administrative agency juvenile, 
disciplinary, originpi proceeding,cases, - Discretionary urisdiction in.advisory 
opinions for tie state executive, i n t e r  
locutory decision, original proceeding 
cases, 

t 

CIRCUIT COURT ( 8  circuits) a 
36 judges 18 law ma istrates, 9 part-time 
lay nagisbates, 87 full-time clerk magis- 
trates, and 46 part-time clerk magistrates 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction (includin 

civil a eals). Small claims jurisdiceion 
- Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (including 

(s  2,ealL 
criminal a peals), - Exclusive !raffic/other violation juris- 
diction (exce t for uncontested parking 
which is handred administratively). - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

1 Jury trials except in small claims. 1 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

juri sdi c t i on 
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TENNESSEE COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

COURT OF llPPEllls 3 divisions CI 

12 judges 

1 1 SUPRME COURT 

1 COURT OF CRIHIML nPPEnu (3) 
9 judges 

I I I 5 justices sit en banc 

CSP casetypes - Handatory Jurisdiction in non- 
capital crininal, juuenile, or 
iginal proceedi.ng,cases, - Discretionary ur!sdiction in 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in ciuil, crininal, 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital crinina!, 

lawyer disciplinary cases, 
juvenile, original Proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

rb JUDICIAL DISTRICTS (31 districts) 
CIRCUIT COURT CI 
(95 counties in 31 districts) 
71 judges 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory 'urisdiction in civil, 
administratiwe agency (workers 
compensation), ,juuenile cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in 
interlocutory decision cases. I 

CSP caset pes: - civil ti!  no maximum), 
except small claims, Civil 

CHANCERY a 
COURT 
(31 districts) 
33 chancellors 
CSP caset pes' - civil <i! sei 

no maxinum) 
except smal 1 
claims, 

Jury trials, 

C R I H I M L  COURT 
(31 districts) 
28 judges 
CSP caset pes: - CriminaY (riginpl 

appeals hi sdi c t ion, I appeals jurisdiction, I - Criminal; - Houing traffic, niscella- 
Jury trials, 

neous traffic, 
Jury trials, I L  

In t e m e d i  ate 
appellate 

courts I 
Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

I 
I 

I (21 courts) I 1  I I (-388 courts) I 
: JUVENILE COURT 

I I 5,judges; 3 full-1 I I 
I 22 judges; 7 part-timei I time, 2 part-timei I "288 judges I 

I 1  I 1  I 1  I 

I CSP caset pes: 1 1  I I CSP casetypes: 
I - Paterni!y/bastardy, I I CSP casetypes: I I - lisdeneanor, DU!/DUI,: 
I mental health, I I - Estate. I I - Iraffic/other UIO- I 
I - Juvenile, I 1  I I lation, I 

I No jury trials. I I No jury trials. I I No jury trials, I 
1 I 1  I 1  I 

L.......................1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  L-----------..-..........J 

................................................... 1 r - - - - - -  
I GMFRflL SESSIONS COURT ,(92,counties 2 additional 
I counties have a trial justice courtj 

I 
I 

I 
I 131 full-time and 2 part-time judges 

I 
CSP casetypes: I - Tort, contract real propert rights ($ Wuaries) I 

marriage dissoiution, ,suppor!/custody, ,nental hoaith, I 
estate cases. Exclusiue small claims jurisdiction I 

I - lisdemeanor, DUI/DUI, I 
I - Iraffidother violation. I 
I - Juvenile. I 

I No jury trials, I 

I ($ w e e ) .  I 

I I 

L.-............................................-.....----.J 

Courts of 
limited 

jurisdiction 
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TEXAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

S U P R W E  COURT 
9 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - landatory jurisdiction in civil cases, - Discretionary jurisdicti.on in civil, 

administrative agency, Juvenile, c e r  
tified questions from federal courts, 
originaI proceeding cases, 

I J 

c 

COURT OF CRIHIML n m L s  
9 judges sit en banc I 
CSP casetypes - landatory jurisdiction in crimin- 

al, original proceedin cases. - Discretionary . juri sdi c?l on i n 
noncapital criminal, original pro- I ceeding cases, 

I 

I I 
COURTS OF APPEllLS (14 courts) 
8 8  justices sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - landatory jurisdi,ction in civil, noncapital criminal adminis- 

- No discretionary jurisdiction, 
trative agency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

DISTRICT COURTS (384 courts) 384 ,it 
DISTRICT COURT (374 courts) CI 
374 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real ,pro erty 

rights. ( S  2 W n o  maximum!, 
domestic relations estate, 
miscellaneous civi I, 
Exc lus i ue admi ni s trati ue agency 
appeals ‘uri sdic t ion, - Iriable felony misdemeanor, 
DUVDUI, miscellaneous criminal. - Juuenile. 

Jury trials, 

es 
C R I N I M L  DISTRICT COURT (le courts) 
in judges 
CSP casety es: - Iriable felony misdemeanor 

DUIAJUI, miscellaneous criminal 
cases. 

Jury trials, 

4 COUNIY UllEl COURTS (428 courts) 428 judges 

I (254 courts) 254 judges 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Tort contract real property 
I ri hts (b 20Ed 588) 
I  eseate, mental health, civil 
I trial court appeals, 
I miscellaneous civil. 
I - lisdemeanor, DUIAJUI, criminal 

I 

I appeals. 
I - loving traffic, miscellaneous 
I traffic. 
I - Juvenile, 
I 
I  
I  

L........--...---................. 
1 Jury trials. 

PROBATE COURT 
(17 courts) 
i? judges 
CSP casetypes: - Estate. 

Jury trials, 

1 r-‘-‘-”-”-----””.----.--.--.---.....- 

I  I  
I NUNICIPllL COURT* (838 courts) I 

1 1,198 judges I 

I CSP casety es: 
I - Limited Pelony, misdemeanor 

-1 - Moving traffic, earking, miicella- 
I neous traffic. xclusiue ordinance I 
I violation jurisdiction. I 

I  Jury trials, I 

I  I 
I 

I  I  
I I 
I I 

L........................................J 

................................. t 
C O U M Y  COURT llT IAU (is? courts) I 
151 judges 
CSP casetypes: I - Iort contract, real property I 

ri his ( S  2BB/uaries), 
estate mental health, 
cjuil trial court,appeals, 
miscellaneous civi 1. I - lisdemeanor, DUIAJUI, I 
criminal a eals. - loving traffic, miscellaneous 1 
traffic. - Juvenile. I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

................................ 1 
Jury trials, I 

1 ~---------.-.....------------------... 
I I 
I  JUSIICE OF THE P U C E  COURT* I 

I (928 courts) 928 judges I 

I  CSP casetypes: I 
I  - Tort contract real pro erty I 
I rights (b 8/2,588), smal! claims I- 
I (e/ S 2,588) ,  mental health. 
I - Limited felony, misdemeanor, I 
I - loving traffic, parking, miscel- I 

I laneous traffic. I 

I  Jury trials, I 

I I 

I I 

L..............-..........-- - - - - - - - - - - J  

* Some Hunicipal and Justice of the Peace Courts may appeal to the District Court, 

1 

Courts of 
last resort 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
jurisdiction 1 jnited 
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UTAH COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

SUPRUE COURI 
5 justices sit en banc I 
CSP casetypes: - tlandatory jurjsdiction in ciujl .criminal, ablinistratiue 

agency, juuenile, lawyer disciplinary, original proceeding 
cases. I - Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases, I 

7 justices sit in panels of 3 
CSP casetypes: - tlandatory jusisdiction in civil, criminal, adninistra- 
- DiscrePionary jurlsdictlon in in!erlocutory decision 

tjue a ency, Juuenile, original roceeding cases, 
cases, 

COURT ( 8  districts in 29 counties) A 

29 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real roperty ri hts. 

Exclusive domestic relations, esaate, 
Mental .health, Miscellaneous civil 
ur i sdi c ti on, - iisdemeanor. Excl.usjve,felony, 

criminal appeals jurisdiction. 
I Jury trials in most casetypes, 

CIRCUIT COURT ( 8  circuits in 29 
counties) 
37 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real pro ert 

rights ($ 0/10,000), small claim 
- Limited felon , nisdeoeanor, 

DUl/DUl. ExcYusiue niscellaneou 
($ 1 em. 

cr imi nil 'ur i sdi c t i on. - Iraffic/other violation. 
Jury trials except in small claims 
and parking cases. 

JUSTICE COURT 
I (170 citieshounties) 
I 
I 140 judges 
I 

; CSP casetypes: I 
I - Iort contract (S 0/1 080), I 
I small claims ($ ileeel, I 

I 

I DUl/DUI. I 
I - Traffidother violation, I 

H - Linited felony, misdemeanor, 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

L--............................----.~ 
I Jury trials in some casetypes. 1 

JUUMILE COURl ( 8  Juuenile court districts) 
12 Judges 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

No jury trials, 
~~ 

* Ihe Court of Appeals became operational on February 1, 1987. 

Court of 
last resort 

I 

1 
Intemediate 
appellate 

court 

I 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
limited 

jurisdiction 
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VERMONT COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

SUPRME COURI 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal adninistratiue 

agency, Juuenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
I - fit::fbtionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases, 

I le judges I 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract 0 2 8 W n o  naxi- 

mum) support/custod , patern- 
ity/bastard , YiscelYaneous 
domestic relations, miscel- 
laneous civil, Exclusive real 
property rights, marriage djs- 
solution, civil appeals juris- 
diction, - Triable felony, 

I Jury trials. I 

I 

DISTRICI COURT* (14 circuits) 
15 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract ($ 0/5,000), 

sup ort/custody, paterni ty/bas- 
tar8 miscellaneous domestic 
relaiions, mental health. 
Exclusive small claims juris- 
diction 6 2,000), - Iriable felony, Exclusive mis- 
demeanor, DU I /DU I juri s di c t i on, - Exclusive movin traffic, mis- 
cellaneous traffic ordinance 
v io1 at! on juri sdi cti,on! - Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, 

19 judges (part-time) 
CSP caset pes: - [ental {ealth, miscellaneous domestic 

re 1 ati ons ,mi sce 1 1  aneous c i v 11, Exc 1 u- 
slue adoption, estate jurisdiction, 

Court of 
last resort 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
1 jmited 

jurisdiction 

* Ihe District Court, althou h created as a court of limited jurisdiction has steadily 
increased its scope to incfude almost all crlminal matters In 1983, the District 
Court uas granted,jurisdiction over all criminal cases ani has become the court of 
eneral Jurisdiction for most criminal matters, A small number of appeals go to the 

Superior Court, 
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VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

SUPm COUN 

I 7 justices sit en banc and in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurisdiction in capital crininal, admin- 

istratiue agency,, lawyer disciplinary cases! - Discretionary.jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 
criminal, administrative a ency, Juvenile jud e dis- 
ciplinary, original proceeiing, interlocutory itcision 
cases. I 

a 
1 8  judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction 1n.sone civil, .some administra- 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in noncapita! criminal cases, 

tive a ency and sone original proceedin cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (31 circuits) 
131 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real property ri hts (b e-i,888/no Max- 

i m w j  Mental health, administraeive agency a peals, 
nisceilaneous civi I ,  Exclusive .donestic relaPions 
(except for support/custody), civil appeals from trial 
courts, estate jurisdiction, - Hisdemeanor, criminal appeals. Exclusive triable felony 
uri sdi c t i on, 
rdinance violation. 

Jury trials. 
I 

DISIRICI COURT (284 General District, Juvenile, and 
Dofiestic Relations Courtdifii 
113 FTE general district and 77 F I E  juvenile and domestic I relations Judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real ro erty ri hts (b 8/7,888), s u p  

- Misdemeanor. Exclusive DUI/DUI, limited felony juris- 
ort/custody Mental [eafth, smayl claims in 

Pairfax County. 
diction, 
m i  sce I 1  aneous traf f 1 c jurisdiction, 

- Ordinance uiolation, Exclusiue,fiouing traffic, parking, 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 
No jury trials, 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appellate 1 court 
Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

* The Uir inia Court of Ap eals becane o erational on January 1, 1985. 
ifii The Dis?rjct Court,is rererred to as tRe,Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court 

when hearin Juvenile and dofiestic relations cases, and as the General District 
Court for tie balance of the cases. 
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WASHINGTON COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

r 
SUPRUE WRl 
9 justices sit en banc and in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory ,iur/sdiction. in civil, crininal, adninistrative 

aclencu, Juvenile, certif ied questions fron federal court 
cises;. 
ablinistratiue agency juveni le, disciplinary, original 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

- DiscrCtionary jurisdicti.on in ciuil, noncapital crininal, 

WRl OF lPPEALS ( 3  courts/diuisions) 
16 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, adnin- 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in a%ninis!ratiue agency, i n t e r  

istratiye agency, .juuen/le, ,ori inal roceeding cases, 
locutory decision cases, 

I SUPERIOR COURT (38 districts in 39 counties) I 148 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract. Exclusive real property rights, donestic 

relations, estate, Mental health, civil appeals, niscel- 
laneout civi 1 'uri sdic t ion. - Exclusjue triafle fqlony, ,crjminal appeals jurisdiction, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials in nost cases. 
I 

I 

I 93 judges (84  part-tine) I 
I I 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Donestic relations. I 
I - Hirdeneanor DUI/DUI, 
I - tlouing traffic, parking,.miscel- 
1 laneous traffic, and ordinance I 
I violations, I 

1 r"""""""' l.....-- ------.-..-.. 
I DISIRIC! COURT (60 courts in 67 I 
I locations for 39 counties)r I 

106 judges (25  part-time) 
I 
I 
I 

I CSP casetypes: 
I - Iort, contract 6 0/!0,000) I 
I miscellaneous donestic relations, I 

I 

I Exclusive snall clains juris- I 
I diction (S 2,000), I 
I - Hisdemeanor DUI/DUI. 
I - Hoving traffic, arking, miscel- 
I laneous (non-traFfic) violations, I 
I I 
I Jury trials except in traffic I 
I and parking, I 
L.................--.....--.-----.---.~ 

Court o f  
las t resort 

lntemedi ate 
appe 1 1  ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jni ted 

jurisdiction 

fi District Court provides services to nunicipalities that do not have a Hunicipal 
Court. 
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WEST VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

SUPRME COURI OF nppEALs 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casety es: - No mandalory jurisdiction - Djscretionary Jurisdictioi. in ciuil, noncapital criminal, ad- 

ministrative agency, juvenile, disciplinar certified ques- 
tions.from federal courts, original procee!!ng, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

1 CIRCUIT COURT (31 circuits) I 

6 0  Judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract. (S 3 W n o  maximud. Exclusive real property 

rights, domestic relations, mental health, estate, civil 
appeals Jurisdiction. - Hisdeneanor, DUI/DUI. Exclusive triable felony, criminal 
appeals jurisdiction, - Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction, 

156 magistrates 
CSP casetypes: I - lort, contract (S W3.01 , 10) I - nisdemeanorl DUI/DUI. Exclusiv 

limlted felony jurisdiction, - Hou!ng traffic, miscellaneous 
traffic. 

Jury trials, 

; M N I C I M L  COURT (122 courts) 
I 122 judger (part-time) I 

1 CSP casetypes: I 
1 - DUIIDUI. I 
I - Hoving traffic, fiiscellaneous 1 
I traffic. Excluslue parking, I 
I ordinance violation I 
I jurisdiction. I 

I Jury trials, I 

I I 

I I 

I I 
I I 

L.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - - - - . - - - . l  

Court of 
las t  resort 

Court of 
general 

iurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jnited 

iurisdiction 
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WISCONSIN COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

SUPRME COUR? 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetupes: I _ _ _  _ _ _ _  .. --. - No Mandatory jurisdiction. - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil crininal, a h i n -  

istrative agency, disci Iinary, certified puestions fron 
federal courts, origins! proceeding, juveni le cases; 

I I COURT OF LPPWW ( 4  districts) 1 I 13 judges sit in 3-judge districts (one +judge district) I 
I CSP casetypes: I - Handatorr jurisdiction in ciuil, crininal, adninistrative 

agency juvenile cases. 
cases. 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision 
I 

1 

In t e m e d i  a te 
appe 1 1 ate 

court 

1 

CIRCUIT COURT (69 circuits) fi 

I I 289 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive.ciui.1 jurlsdjction (including civil appeals), 

Small clains urisdiction ($ 2 888). - DUl/DUI, ,Exclusive triable felony, nisdemeanor 
uri sdi c ti on, - tontested: noving traffic, parkinl, miscellaneous traf- 

fic. Ordinance violations if no unicipal Court, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

r----””-”--””’-.---....--- 
1 MUNICIPAL COURI (194 courts) 
I 
I 193 judges (190 part-tine, 3 full-tine) 
I 

1 CSP casetypes: 
1 - DUIAUI. (first offense) 
I - Iraffidother uiolation, 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
limited 

jurisdiction 
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WYOMING COURT STRUCTURE, 1989 

~ 

t 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil crininal, ablinistrative 

agenc , juvenile, lawyer disciplinar , certified questions 
fron jlederal cqurts, , or/ginal proceelling cases - Discretionary jurisdiction in extraordinary writs, w i t s  of 
certiorari on appeals fron limited jurisdiction courts, 

t 
DISTRICl COURT (9-di s tri c ts) r 17 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real roperty riyhts (S 1,800-7 8 W n o  nax- 

~ M L V ?  [depends on whetier a ea1 is  fron County Eourt or 
Justice of the Peace Courtfr. Exclusive donestic relations 
(except for niscellaneous donestic relations), ,Mental health, 
estate, civil a peals, niscellaneous civil ,jurisdiction, - Exclusive triabIe fqlony , ,crjninal appeals Jurisdiction, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials, 

r...""....'-"""-.-~---.."" 1 
I JUSTICE OF 1HE PEACE COURI I 
I (14 courts in 11 counties) I 

I 14 justices of the peace(part-tine)I 
I CSP c a s e t u w s :  I 

I I 

I I 

. -. - - - - . , . - - . 
I - Iort contract real pro erty I 
I rights ( S  6/3,688), mal! clains I 
I ($ 7.181 
I - Lir --J), 

17jed felony, Misdemeanor, I 
I DUI/DUI, I 
I - Houing traffic, parking, niscel- I 
I laneous trafficlother violation, I 
I I 
I Jury trials except in snall I 
I clains, I 
L.................................-.-.J 

1 

I I 

r"'.-...."". l."'"""'....."" 

I MUNICIPAL COURI (88 courts) I 

I 75 judges (part-time) I 
I I 

I CSP casetypes: 
I - DUI/DUI, 
I - Houing traffic parking, nis- 
I cellaneous trajfic. Exclusive 
I ordinance violation Juris- 
I diction. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

L.....-.-......-...................... 
I Jury trials. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

.J 

COUHTY COURT (9 districts) 
18 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real property ri hts (s KJ,EBB), snall clains ($  2,088).  

niscel laneous donqstic relations. - Linited felony, MiSdeMeanOr, DUIAUl, - Houiny traffic, parking, niscellaneous 
traffic uiolation, 

Jury trials except in m a l l  clains. 

Court of 
last resort 

Court of 
general 

Jur i sdi c t i on 

Courts of 
1 lnited 

jurisdiction 
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JURISDICTION AND STATE COURT 
REPORTING PRACTICES ......... 



Reporting periods 

State 

January 1,1989 July 1. 1988 Septenhr 1.1988 October 1.1988 
to 10 to to 

December 31, 1989 June 30. 1989 August 31. 1989 September 30. 1989 

Alabama 

Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

X 
Municipal Court 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

Colorado 
Connecticut X 

Delaware 
District of Columbia X 
Florida X 

Probate Court 

X 

X 
X 

Georgia 

Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

X X X 
Court of Appeals Magistrate Court Supreme Court 

State Court July 31. 1989) 
Juvenile Court 
Probate Court 

Superior Court (Aug. 1. 1988 - 

X 
X 
X 
X 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

~ 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 

X 
X 

Trial Courts 
X 

Supreme Judicial Court 
Appeals Court 

Michigan X X 

Minnesota X 
Mississippi X 

Court of Appeals Supreme Court 
Trial Courts 

Supreme Court 

Missouri X 
Montana X X 

supreme court City Court 
District Court 

District court Workers' Supreme Court 
County Court Conpensation Court 
Separate Juvenile 

supreme court 
District Court 

New Hanpshire X X 
Supreme Court Probate Court 
Superior Court 
District Court 
Municipal Court 

Justice of the Peace Court 
Municipal Court 

Nebraska X X X 

Nevada X 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE A: Reporting Periods for All State Courts, 1989. (continued) 

Reporting periods 

January 1.1989 July 1. 1988 September 1, 1988 October 1. 1988 
to to to to 

State December 31. 1989 June 30, 1989 August 31, 1989 September 30, 1989 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York X 
North Carolina 
North Dakota X 

X 
X 

X 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

Rhode Island X 

South Carolina X 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 

Trial Courts 

X 
X 

X 

X 
Supreme Court 

Utah X X 

Vermont X 
Virginia X 
Washington X 
West Virginia X 
Wisconsin X 
Wyoming X 

Supreme Court Trial Courts 

Note: Unless otherwise indicated. an 'X' means that all 
of the trial and appellate courts in that state report 
data for the time period indicated by the cdumn. 

FOOTNOTES 

Source: Data were gathered from the 1989 State Trial and Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles and State Adminislralive 
Offices of the courts. 
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1989 

Case counted at: 
Filing 

Notice of the Record 
COUrt of trial plus Other 

State/Court name: type appeal briefs polnt 

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 
reinstatedlreopened 
cases in its count of 

Case filed with: new filings? 
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 0 0 X 0 
Court of Appeals IAC X-CRIM'X' 0 x' X X 0 X 0 

(except (only 
indus- indus- 
trial trial 
cases&cases& 
civil civil 
petition petition 
for for 
special special 
action) action) 

ARKANSAS: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 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) 

Courtsof 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 

CONNECTICUT: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

Appellate Court IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

(if motion 
10 open) 

(if motion 
IO open or 
i f  remand 
bv COLRI 

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) 

Part V: Figure B 231 



FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1989. (continued) 

Does the court counl 
reinstatedheopened 

Case counted at: cases in its &nt of 
F'l'ng Case filed with: new filings? 

Notice of the Record Yes. or 
court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently 

State/Court name: tvpe appeal e briefs paint E court as new case 

FLORIDA: 
supremecourt COLR x 0 0 0 X IAC X 0 0 
Distrlct couns of 

IAC X 0 0 0 X (Adm. Agy. X 0 0 Appeal 
and Workers 

GEORGIA: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X 0 0 X 

appeal) 
Courtof 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 X 

assigned 
by COLR) 

IDAHO: 
supreme court COLR x 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 

(appeal (COLR i f  
lrwn appeal 
trial from 
court) IAC) 

Court of 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 X 

INDIANA: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 (any 

first 
filing. 
notice. 
record. 
brief 

motion) 

firs1 
filing) 

or 

Court of Appeak IAC 0 0 0 (my 

x COLR 0 0 X 
(only (if 
death petition 
penalty for trans- 
m&or fer from 
Sentence IAC) 
over 10 
Yeas) 

@redpel 
X 0 0 0 X 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of Cwnling Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1989. (continued) 

Does the court count 
reinstaledlreopened 
cases in its count of Case counted at: 

k"lW Case filed with: new filings? 
Notice of the Record yes. or 

Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently 
State/Court name: type appeal E point court & Rarely as new case 

IOWA: 
supreme court COLR X 0 0 0 X X X 0 0 

(if (COLR 
appeal if 
from appeal 
trial from 
court) IAC) 

(if 
appeal 
from 
trial 
a r t )  

Courtof Appeals IAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER X 0 X 0 0 

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 Cwrt COLR 0 0 0 X' X X X 0 0 

(COLR 
i f  review 

from IAC) 
is sought 

Court of Appeats IAC 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 0 0 

LOUISIANA: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

MAINE: 
Supreme Judiaal 
Court Sitting as 
Law Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 

(if (if new 
remanded) appeal) 

~~~~ ~ ~ 

MARYLAND: 
Court of Appeals COLR 0 X 0 0 X X 0 0 X 

(if (IAC 
brect if appeal 
appeal) from IAC) 

Court of Special 
Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

MASSACHUSETB: 
Supreme Judiaal 
CWrt 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) 

(contrnued on next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts. 1989. (continued) 

Does the court count 
reinstatedheopened 
cases in its count 01 Case counted at: 

Filing case filed with: new filings? 
Notice 01 the Record Yes, or 

Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently 
StatelCourt name: type appeal & briefs polnt 9 court 2 as new case 

MICHIGAN: 
supreme court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X 

(if (if new 
remanded appeal1 
w/jurisdic 
tion 
retained) 

Court of Appeals IAC X O 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: 
slrpmme court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
Car t  of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

MONTANA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

(notice 
plus any 
other filing: 
fee. record, 
motion) 

~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~ 

NEBRASKA: 
supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 

NNADA: 
Supreme Courl COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Supreme Court COLR x 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X 

(if re- 
manded a 
jurisdic- 
tion 
retained) 

NEW JERSEY: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 (COLR i f  IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

direct 
appeal. 
otherwise 
with IAC) 

Appellate Division 
of Superior Court IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE 8: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts. 1989. (continued) 

Does the court count 
reinstated/reopened 

Case cwnted at: cases in i ~ s  &nt of 
new filings? Filing case filed with: 

Notice of the Record Yes.  or 
court of trhl plus Other Tdal Appellate frequent I y 

State/Courtname: e appeal record briefs p&t mrt Rarely asnewcase 

NEW MEXICO: 
supreme court COLR 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 0 

(within 
30 days 

(within 
30 days 

of notice) 
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 X X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

of notice) 

NEW YORK: 
CourtofAppeak COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

of Supreme Court IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 
Appellate W i n s  

(if re- (if re- 
mil for mand for 
specific new trial) 
issues) 

Appellate Terms of 
supreme cwrt IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
supreme court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X X X 0 

(if (COLR (if 
direct if petition 
appeal) appeal to r e  

from 
IAC) 

Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X X 0 
(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 k 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 01 Criminal 

(notice 
plus 
tran- 
saipt) 

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 
Cwrl of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1989. (continued) 

Case counted at: 
Filino 

Notice oft& Record 
court of trial plus Other 

StatdCourt name: tvpe appeal && poinl 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
supreme court COLR X 0 0 X 

(direct (discre- 
appeal tlmry 
WlY) certiorari 

Supetior Court IAC X 0 0 0 
Comnonweallh Court IAC X 0 0 0 

Case filed with: 

Trial Appellate 
court court - -  
k k 

X 0 
X X 

(ADM. 
AGY .) 

Does the court count 
reinstat Wreopened 
cases in its count of 
new (ilinqs? 

Yes. or 
frequently - No 9 asnew case 

X X 0 
(if r e  (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 
Courtof 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 IDENTlFiED SEPARATELY 
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

Court of Criminal 

(Court of 
Appeals) 

(Court of 
Criminal 
Appeals) 

IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY Appeals 

TEXAS: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
Court of Criminal 
Appeals COLR 0 0 0 (any first X X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

Court of Appeals IAC X O 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

filing) (Court of 
Crim. Appeals) 

(Civil 
0"lY) 

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 page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases In State Appellate Courts. 1989. (continued) 

Does the court count 
reinstatedlreopened 
cases in its count of Case counted at: 

Filing case filed wim: new filinqs? 
Notice of ole Record Yes, or 

frequently COUrt of trial PIUS Other Trial Appellate 
Statelcourt name: type appeal briefs point 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- 
8 rein- cision or 
slated) i f  statis- 

tical 
period has 
ended) 

VIRGINIA: 
supreme court COLR x 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

WASHINGTON : 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
supreme court COLR x 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

(Counted 
as new 
filings 
as of 
eJes) 

WISCONSIN: 
supreme 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 = 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 lee is paid within 30 days after trial 
record is filed. 

Arizona-Court of Appeals: Civil cases: A case is counted 
when the fee is paid within 30 days after trial 
record is filed. For juvenile/lndustrialhabeas 
corpus cases. a case is counted at rem@ 01 
notice or at receipt of the trial record. 

Kansas--Cases are counted at the docketing. which occurs 
21 days after a notice of appeal is filed in the trial 
court. 

Kenhrcky-Cases are counted at either the filing of the brief 

OhbCourt 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 courts do not count reinstated cases as new 
filings. but do count any subsequent appeal of an 
earlier decided case as a new filing. 

Pennsylvania-Supreme Court: Mandatory cases are filed 
with the trial court, and discretionary cases are 
filed with the appellate court. 

Califomia-Supreme Court: Cases are counted at the notice 
of appeal for disaetionary review cases from the 
IAC. 

Utah-Supreme Court: Mandatory appeals are no longer in 
effect as of 1/1/86; an intermediate court of 
appeals was established on 1/1/67. 

Source: State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles. as updated and verified lor 1989 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, 1989 

StateICourt name: 

ALABAMA: 
Circuit Court 
District Court 

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar 
amount 

torts. contracts, 
real 0 d o h  JUW procs- per- 

Jurisdiction Min%%%%um Minimur%%um amount 9 e 9 

amount Small daims 
torts. contracts haximum Summary Lawyers 

- - -  - - G $1.5OOMo maximum 
L Optional $1,5001 $5,000 $1,500 No Yes - 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court 
Dislrict Court 

- - -  - G OM0 maximum 
L - 01550,000 $5.000 No Yes No 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G $500MO maximum - _ _  - -- 
Justice of the Peace 

court L - 01 $2,500 $1,000 No Yes No 

ARKANSAS: 
Circuit Court G $100Mo maximum - _- - - 
Court of Common Pleas L - $5001 $1,000 __ I 

Munidpal Court L - 01 $3,000 $300 No Yes No 
(contracl only) 

(contract and 
real properly) 

(contract and 
real property) 

- _ _  City Court, Police Court L - 01 wo 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court 
Muniapal Court 
Justice Court 

G t25.000Mo maximum - - -_ _ _  
L - 01$25.000 $2.000 No Yes No 
L - 01$25.000 $2.000 No Yes No 

COLORADO: 
District court 
Water Court 

County Court 

G OMo maximum - -_ _ _  -- 
G OM0 maximum - _ _  
L - 01 $5.000 $2,000 No Yes No 

(only real property) 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superior Court G OMo maximum - $1.000 No Yes Yes 

DELAWARE: 
Court of Chancery G 
Superior Court G 
Court of Common Pleas L 
Justice of Ihe Peace 

Court L 
Alderman's Court L 

OM0 maximum 
OMo maximum 

061 5.000 

01 $2.500 $2,500 No Yes Yes 
$2.500 No Yes Yes 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G ORJo maximum 

(no minimum lor real 
PropeflY) 

- $2.000 Yes Yes Yes 

FLORIDA: 
Circuit Court 
County Court 

G $5.000Mo maximum - -_ 
L - $2,5001 $5,000 $2,500 Yes Yes Yes 

(continued on next page) 

238 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1989 



FIGURE C: Dollar Amount Jurisdiction for Original Tort, Contract, Real Property Rights. and Small Claims Filings in State Trial 
Courts, 1989. (continued) 

StateICourt name: 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court 
State Court 

Civil Court 

Magistrate Court 

Municipal Court 

Unlimited dollar 
amount 

torts, contracts. 

Limited dollar 
amount Small daims 

torts. contracts Raximum Summary Lawyers 

Jurisdiction Minimu =%?= maximum 
palTperly dollar Jury proce- per- 

Minimu maximum amount = * * 
- N O ~ X  Y ~ s  NO Yes 
- N O W  Y e  Yes Yes 

01 $7.500 $7,500 Yes Yes Yes 
01 25.000 $25.000 
01 ss.m $5,000 No Yes Yes 

01 $7,500 $7,500 No Yes Yes 
(No real property) 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Court 
District Court 

G $1 ,000Mo maximum 
L - 

IDAHO: 
District Court: G 
(Magistrates Division) L 

OM0 maximum - 

- - -  - 
OI$lO.000 01$2.500 No Yes Yes 

(No maximum in (Exwpt in 
summary posses- residential 
sion or ejectment) security d e  

posit cases) 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuit Courl G OM0 maximum - 52.500 Yes Yes Yes 

INDIANA: 
Superior Court and 

Circuit Court G OM0 maximum - 53,000 No Yes Yes 
County Court L - 0610,000 53,000 No Yes Yes 
Municipal Court of 

Marion County L - 01$20,000 - - - - 
Small Claims Court of 

City Court L - 01 5500- - - - -_ Marion County L - - 53,000 No Yes Yes 

$2,500 
(No real properly) 

IOWA: 
- District Court G OM0 maximum $2,000 No Yes Yes 

KANSAS: 
District Court G OMo maximum $1.000 No Yes No 

KENTUCKY: 
Circuit Court 
District Court 

G 54,000Mo maximum - - - - - 
L - ot 54,000 $1,500 NO Yes Yes 

LOUISIANA: 
District Court G OMo maximum - - - - - 
City Court, Parish Court L - 01 55,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes 
Justice of the Peace Court L - 01 51,200 SI200 No Yes Yes 

MAINE: 
Superior Court 
District court 

- G OM0 maximum -_ - -- 
L - 01%30.000 $1.400 No Yes Yes 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court G $2,5GQMo maximum - - - - - 
District court L - 0610.000 51,000 No Yes Yes 

(No maximum real 
prope*y) 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE C: Dollar Amount Jurisdiction lor Original Tort, Contract. Real Propee Rights. and Small Claims Filings In State Trial 
Courts. 1989. (continued) 

Unlimired dollar Limited M a r  
amount amount Small daims 

torts, contracts, torts, contracts haximum Summary Lawyers 
dollar July p rom per- 

Jurisdiction Minimu %?= maximum M m m m  amount trials e State/Court name: 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
Trial Court of h e  

Commonwealth: 
Superlor Court Dept. G OM0 maximum 
Housing Court Dept. G OM0 maxbnum 
District Court Dept. G OM0 maximum 
Boston Municipal Court 

Dept. G ON0 maximum 

- - -  - - 
- 51.500 No No Yes - $1.500 Yes Yes Yes 

- Sl.So0 Yes Yes Yes 

MICHIGAN: 
Circuit Court G S1O.OOOMo maximum - - -  - - 
District court L 
Muniapal Court L 

- 01'$10.000 Sl.SO0 No Yes No 
- o/ $1.500 51,500 No Yes No 

MINNESOTA: 
District Court G OM0 maximum - $2,000 No Yes Yes 

MISSISSIPPI: (NO DATA AVAILABLE) 

MISSOURI: 
Circuit Court G 
(Assodate Division) L 

OM0 maximum - - -  - I 

Yes 51.500 No Yes - 061 5.000 

MONTANA: 
District court G S5OMo maximum - - -  - - 
JUSW or the pea- court 

- 01 5300 - -  - - city court L 
and Municipal Court L - OIS3,500 52,500 No Yes No 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court 
County Court 

G OM0 maximum - - - - 
L - 061 0,000 $1.800 No Yes No 

NEVADA: 
District Court 
Justice Court 
Muniapal Court 

G $l,000Mo maximum - - - - - 
L - Ol52.500 $2,500 No Yes Yes 
L - 01 52,500 - -  - 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G J1.500Mo maximum - - -  - - 
Municipal Court L - 01 51.500 $1.500 No Yes Yes 
District court L - 0/510.000 $2,500 No Yes Yes 

(only landlord-tenant, 
and small claims) 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court (Law Divt- 

sion and Chancery 

(Law Division. 
Speaal Civil Part) L - 01 $5,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 

Division) G OMo maximum - - - - __ 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G 

Metropolitan Court of 
Magistrate Court L 

Bernalillo County L 

(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 Slate Trial 
Courts. 1989. (continued) 

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar 
amount 

torts, contracts, 
amount Small claims 

torts, contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers 

StatelCourt name: 
!ealrperly dollar Jury p r o m -  9.r- 

Jurisdiction Minirnu %P= maximum Mmimu maxwnum amount e 
NEW YORK: 
supreme court G 
County Court G 

of New York L 
City court L 

Civil Court of the City 

District Court L 
cour t  of Claim L 
Town Court and Village 

Justice Court L 

ON0 maximum - - - - - 
- 0/$25.OOO - - - - 

- arf25,OOo $2.000 - Yes Yes - 01 55,m s2.000 - Yes Yes 

- 01515,000 $2.OOo - Yes YeS 

- 01 $3.000 $1,500 - Yes Yes 

$1 5 , m  

OM0 maximum - - - - - 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Superior Court G $1 0.00OMo maximum - - - - _- 
District Court L - 0151 0 , m  $1.500 No Yes Yes 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G OM0 maximum - - - - - 
County Court L - 0151 0,000 s2.000 No Yes Varies 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G s500Mo maximum - - - - - 
County Court L - 01 $3,000 Sl.000 No Yes Yes 
Municipal Court L - 01510,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court Yes OM0 maximum - $3.000 Yes Yes G 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court 
District Court 
Justice Court 

G St 0.000Mo maximum - - - - - 
L - 061 0,000 $2,500 No Yes No 
L - 01 $2,500 $2,500 No Yes No 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court of Common Pleas G 
District Justice Court L 
Philadelphia Municipal Court L 

Pittsburgh City 
Magistrates Court L 

OM0 maximum - - - - - 
- 01 $4.m - - - - 
- 01 sS.Oo0 $5,000 No Yes Yes 

(only real property) 

(only real 
- OM0 maximum - - 

property) 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superior Court 
District Court 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court 
District Court 

G $5,00O/No maximum - - - - 
L - Sl.Oo0l ss.000- $1.500 No Yes Yes 

$10,000 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Circuit Court G OMo maximum - - - - 
Magistrale Court L 01 $2.500 $2,500 Yes Yes Yes - 

(no max. in landlord-tenant) 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Circuit Court G ON0 maximum 

~~ 

- $2.000 No Yes 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE C: Dollar Amount Jurisdiction for Original Tort. Contract, Real Property Rights. and Small Claims Filings in State Trial 
Courts, 1989. (continued) 

StatelCourt name: 

TENNESSEE: 
circuit court, 

General Sessions Court 
Chancery CWfl 

Unlimited dollar Limited dollar 

torts. contracts, torts. contracts Maximum Summary Lawyers 
amount amount Small claims 

dollar Jury procs per- 
Jurisdiction Minimu v maximm M i n ? ? u m  amount @ = m 

G S5ORJo maximum - - - - - 
L ORJo maximum 0131 5,000 

(Forcible entry, (All dvil actions 
detainer. and in in counties with S10,OOO No Yes Yes 

actions to recOver population under 
700.000) 

OpS25,000 
personal Property 

(All avil actions in 
counties with popula- 

tion over 700.000) 

TEXAS: 
District Court G $200RJo maximum - - - - - 
County Court at Law, Consti- - S200Naries - -  - - 
Justice Court L - 0 152.500 S2,500 Yes Yes Yes 

tuticmal County Court L 

UTAH: 
District Court 
Circuit Court 
Justice Court 

G 
L 
L 

OM0 maximum - - - - - 
Yes - 061 0,000 

- $1,000 Yes Yes Yes 
$1,000 No Yes 

VERMONT: 
Superior Court 
District Court 

G $200No maximum -- __ -- -. 
G -_ 01 $5.000 $2.000 Yes Yes Yes 

VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court 

District Court 

G O-Sl.000RJo maximum - - - - - 

L - 01 S7.000 

OM0 maximum 

- -  - (real property) 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court 
District Court 

G OM0 maximum - - - - - 
L - 061 0,Ooo $2.000 No Yes Yes 

No real property) 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court 
Magistrate Court 

G S300Mo maximum - __ 
L - 01 $3,000 _ _  

(No real property) 

WISCONSIN: 
Ckcuit Court G 

~ ~ 

O/No maximum 

WYOMING: 
District Court G $1,000-$7.000RJo maximum - - - - -. 
County Court L - 01 $7.000 52.000 No Yes Yes 
Justice of the Peace Court L - 01 $3,000 $2.000 No Yes Yes 

JURlSDtCTION CODES: 

G = General jurisdiction court. 
L = Limited jurisdiction court. 
-- = Inlormation not available. 

Source: Data were gathered from the 1989 Slate Trial Court Jurtsdiction Guide profiles. and State Administrative Offices of the 
courts. 
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FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by the State Trial Courts, 1989 

N u d r  of 
defendants 
O n e  

Point of counting of 
One more - -  State/Caurt name: Jurisdiction a criminal case 

ALABAMA: 
Circult court G InformatioMndktment X 
District Court L Conplaint X 
Munidpal Court L Conplaint X 

Contents of charqing document 
Sl?gle Slngk 

inctdent incident One or 
(set X of (unlim more 

Single charges ited # of inci- 
per mse) charqes) denls 

X 
X 

(No data reported) 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court 
District court 

G Indictment 
L Conplaint 

X 
X 

X 
X 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G Informatiordindictment X 
Justice of the Peace 
COUrt L Complaint 

X 

Varies with prosecutor' 

Municipal Court L Conplaint Varies with prosecutor' 

ARKANSAS: 
Circuit Court G Informatiowindictment X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 
City Court. Police Ct. L Complaint X X 

X 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court G Informatiodindictment X 
Justice Court L Corrplaint X 
Munidpal Court L Conplaint X 

X 
X 
X 

COLORADO: 
District court 
County Court 

G Complaint X 
L CorrplainVsummons X 

X 
X 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superior Court G Information X 

(Varies among 
local police 

departments) 

DELAWARE: 
Superior Court G Informationhdictmenl X 
Family Court L Conplainbpelition X 
Justice of the Peace Court L Complaint X X 
Court of Common Pleas L Conplaint X X 

Wilmington L Conplaint X X 
Alderman's court L Complain1 X X 

Munidpal Court of 

X 
X 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G Corrplain~nfomtionl X 

indictment 
X 

FLORIDA: 
Cicuit Court 
county court 

G Inlormatiodindictment X 
L Complaint X 

(Proseculor decides) 
X 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by the State Trial Courts, 1989. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court 
State Court 
Magistrate Court 
Probate Court 
Muniapal Court 
Civil COUIl 
County Recordeh Court 
Muniapal Courts 

and the City Court 
of Atlanla 

Jurisdiction 

L 

Point of counting 
a aiminal case 

IndictmVaccusation 
Accusation/atation 
Accusation/dtation 
Accusation/atation 
No data reported 
No data reported 
No data reported 

No data reported 

Number of 
defendants 

One 

One more 
w 

- -  
X 
X 

X 
X 

Contents of charqinq document 
S W k  S i y k  

incident incident One or 
(set # of (unlim- more 

Single charges lted # of inci- 
per case) charqes) denls 

X 
X 
X 
X 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Court 

District Court 

G Conphinthndicbnent X 

L First appearancefinfor- X X 
mation 

X (Most serious 
charge) 

IDAHO: 
District Court 
(Magistrates Division) 

G Information 
L Complaint 

X 
X 

X 
X 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuit Court G Complaint4nfonnatiot-d X X 

indictment 

INDIANA: 

Circuit Court consistent) 
Superior Court ahd G Informatidindictment X X (may not be 

County Court L Informatiodconplaint X X (may not be 

Municipal Court of L Informatiodcomplaint X 

City Court and Town L Information/compiaint X 
Marion County 

court 

consistent) 
X (may not be 

consistent) 
X (may no1 be 

consistent) 

IOWA: 
District Court G Informationlindictment X X 

KANSAS: 
District Court G First appearance X X 

KENTUCKY: 
Circuit Court 
District Court 

G Information/indiclment X 
L ConplainVcitation X 

X 
X 

LOUISIANA: 
District Court G Informatidindictment Varies 
CQ and Parish Court L informatiot-dcomplaint X 

Varies 
X 

MAINE: 
Superior Court 
District Court 

G Informationlindidment X 
L Informatidcomplaint X X 

X 

(coniinued on next page) 
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FIGURE 0: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by the State Trial Courts, 1989. (continued) 

State/Courl name: 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court 
District Court 

Point of counting 
Jurisdiction a criminal case 

Contents of charging document 
Number of sln9b Sln9b 
defendants incident incident One or 

One (set X of (unlirn more 
or Single charges ited # of inci- 

One more charge per case1 charges1 denls - -  
G Informationlindiiment X 
L Clatiowinfonnation X 

X 
X 

M ASSAC H US EITS : 
Trial Court of the 

Commonwealth: 
Superior Court Dept. G Information/indictment X 
Housing Court Dept. L Complaint X 
District Court Dept. L Complain t X 
Boston Municipal Ct. L Complain t X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

MICHIGAN: 
Circuit Court G Information 
District court L Complaint 
Municipal Cwrt L Compbint 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

MINNESOTA: 
District Cwrt G Complain t X X 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Circuit Court G Indictment 
Chancery Court G Indictment 

X 
X 

X 
X 

MISSOURI: 
Circuit Court G Informationlindictment X 
(Associate Division) L Complaint X 

X 
X 

MONTANA: 
District Court G Informationlindictment X 
Justice of Peace Court 

and Municipal Court L Conplaint X 
City Court L Conplaint X 

X 

X 
X 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court 

County Court 

G Informatiowindictment X 

L Informatio Wcomplaint X 

X (not con- 
sistently 

statewide) 
ObseNed 

X 

NEVADA: 
District Court 
Justice Court 
Municipal Court 

G InformatMindictment Varies 
L Complaint Varies 
L Complaint varies 

Varies, depending on prosecutor 
Varies, depending on prosecutor 
Varies, depending on prosecutor 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G Informationlindictment X X 
District Court L Complaint X X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court 

(Law Division) G Accusationhndictrnent X 
Municipal Court L Conplaint X 

X 
X 

(continued on nexl page) 

Part V: Figure D . 245 



FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by the State Trial Courts. 1989. (continued) 

Number of 
defendants 
O n e  

Point of counting or 
One more - -  State/Court name: Jurisdiction a aiminal case 

NEW MEXICO: 
District court G IndictmenVinfmtbn X 

Bemalillo County 
Magistrate Cwrt L Conplaint X 

Metropolitan Court L Comphint X 

Contents of charqinq document 
S1”le S y l e  

incident incident One or 
(set 1) of (unlim more 

Single charges ited # of inci- 
charge per case) charqesl 

X (May 
X vary 

X proseculor) 
with 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Cowl G DefendanVlndictment X 
County Court G Defendan Wlndktment X 

Cdy of New York L Docket number X 

City Court L Docket number X 

Justice Court L Complaint X 

Criminal Court of me 

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 Transfer (from District X 

Court) 
Indictment (when case 
originates in 
Superior Court 

cludes dtations. Mag- 
istrates order. misde- 
meanor statement of charges) 

District court L WananVsummons (in- X 

Varies depending on prosecutor 

Varies depending on prosecutor 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G Informationlindictment X 
County Court L ComplainUnformation X 
Muniapal Court L Complaint X 

x ( m y  vary) 
Varies 

X 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G Anaignment X 
County Court L WananVsummons X 
Municipal Court L WananVsummons X 
Mayor’s Court L No data reported 

X 
X 
X 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court G Informationlindictment X 

~ 

X 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court G CorrplainUndictment 

District Court L ComplainUndicfment 

Justice Court L Complaint 

Municipal Court 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 Infonnatiorddodtet 

Philadelphia Municipal 

Pinsburgh City 

transcnpt X 
District Justice Court L Corrplaint X 

court L Conplaint X 

Magistrates Court L Complaint X 

(conlinued on nexl page) 
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FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by h e  Slate Trhl Courts, 1989. (continued) 

StateICourt name: 
Point of counting 

Jurisdiction a aiminat case 

PUERTO RICO: 
Supmior Court G AccusaHon 
DiEtrict Court L CMae 

Contents of charqing document 
Number of Slngb S'ngb 
defendants incbnt  incident One or 
O n e  (set X of (unlim more 

or Single charges ited I of inci- 
One m e  charge percase) charqes) dents - -  

X X 
X X 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court G Information/indiment X 
District Court L Complaint X 

X 
X 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Circuit Court G WananUsumms X 
Magistrate Court L WananUsummons X 
Muniapal Court L WananUsummcns X 

X 
X 
X 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Circuit Court G Complaint X X 

TENNESSEE: 
circuit court 

and Criminal Court G 
General Sessions Court L 
Munidpal Court L 

TEXAS: 
District Court and 

Criminal District Court G 
County-Level Courts L 
Muniapal Court L 
Justice of the Peace Court L 

Informatiotvindictmen t Not consistent statewide 
No data reported 
No data reporled 

lnlormationlindictment X 
Conplainthfomtion X 
Complaint X X 
Conplaint X X 

X 
X 

UTAH: 
District court 
Circuit court 
Justice Court 

G information X 
L Information/citation X 
L Citation X 

X 
X 
X 

VERMONT: 
District Court G Arraignment X X 

VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court 
District Court 

G informationlindictrnent X X 
L WarranVsummons X X 

WASHINGTON : 
Superior Court G Information X X 
District Court L ComplainUcitation X x (2 ma)o 
Munidpal Court L ComplainUcitation X x (2 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court 
Magistrate Court 
Muniapal Court 

G lnformationlindictment X 
L Complaint X 
L Complaint X X 

X 
X 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Court G Initial appearance X 
Munidpal Court L Citation" X X 

X 

(continued on next page) 

Part V: Figure D 247 



FIGURE 0: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by the State Trial Courts, 1989. (continued) 

Contents of charging document 
Number of Sl"k Single 
defendants incident incident One or 

One (set # of (unlim ?!e 
Point of counting or Single charges iled # of mi- 

One more charge p e r  case1 charges1 9 - -  State/Court name: Jurisdiction a aiminal case 

WYOMING: 
District Court G InformatMndictment X 
County Court L Conphinthnlomtion X 
Justice of the 

Peace Court L Conplainthnfomtion X 
Muniapal Court L Cilation/corrplaint X X 

X 
X 

X 

JURlSDlCTlON CODES: 

G General jurisdiction court. 
L = Limited jurisdiction court. 

FOOTNOTES 

'Arizona-Varies in limited jurisdiction courts. Prosecutor can 
file either bng or short form. Long form can 
involve one or more defendants and/or charges: 
short form involves one defendant and a single 
charge. 

"Wisconsin-Municipal Court-The court has exclusively civil 
iurisdiction. but its caseload includes first offense 
DWIAIUI cases. The State Court Model Statistical 
D i c y ~ r y  treats a m  cases as a 

tegory of criminal cases. 

Source: State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, updated and verified for 1989 by State Administrative Offices of the Courts. 
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FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used in State Trial Courts, 1989 

Age at which 
Filings are counted juvenile 

At filing Disposition counted jurisdiction 
At intake of petition At adjudication AI disposition transfers to 

StatdCourt name: -.- Jurisdiction - or referral or conplaint 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 Cwrt 
Chancery and 
Probate Court 

G 

G 

X X 

X X 

18 

18 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court G X X 18 

COLORADO: 
District Court 
(indudes Denver 
Juvenile Court) 

G 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 10' 

FLORIDA: 
Circuit Court G X X 10 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court and 
Juvenile Court G X X 17' 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Court G X 
(Family Court Division) 

X 16 

IDAHO: 
District Court G X X 18 

(continued on nexl page) 
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FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used in Slate Trial Courts. 1989. (continued) 

StatelCourt name: 

ILLINOIS: 
circuit court 

Filings are counted 
At l h g  Disposition counted 

At intake of petition At adjudication At disposition 
Jurisdiction or referral or cbrrplaint of betition of juvenile 

G X 

Age at which 
juvenile 

jurisdiction 
transfers to 
adult courls 

X 17 
(15 for first degree 
murder, aggravated 
criminal sexual assault, 
armed robbery, robbery 
with a firearm, and 
unlawful use of 
weapons on school 
grounds) 

INDIANA: 
Superior Court and 
Circuit Court G 

Probate Court L 
X X 
X X 

18 
18 

IOWA: 
District c a r t  G X 

Disposition 
data are not 

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 
Family Court and 
Juvenile Court G 

City Court L 

X X 

X X 

X X 

17 

15 
(for first and second 
degree murder, man- 
slaughter. and aggra 
valed rape) 

(for armed robbery, 
aggravated burglary, 
and aggravated kid- 

16 

napping) 

MAINE: 
District Court L X X 18 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court G X X 18 
District Court L X X 18 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used in Slate Trial Courts, 1989. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

Filings are counted 
At filing :isposition w;n;ed 

At intake of petition At adiu ication t isposition 
Jurisdiction or referral or cbnplaint of betition 

M ASSAC H USEllS : 
Trial Court of he  
Commonwealth: G 
District court Dept. 
Juvenile Court Depl. 

X X 
X X 

of juvenile 

Age at which 
juvenile 

jurisdiction 
transfers to 
adult courts 

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 
County Court L 

X 
X 

X 
X 

18 
18 

NEVADA: 
District Court G Varies by District 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 
kidnapping) 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
District Court L X X 

(First filing only) 
16 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G X X 18 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used in State Trial Courts. 1989. (continued) 

Aae al which - 
Filinqs are counted juvenile 

At miling Disposition counted jurisdiction 
At intake of Detition At adiudication At disDosition transfers to 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction or referral or cbnplaint of betilion of i;veni~e adult courts 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G X 

(warrant) 
X 18 

OKLAHOMA: 
DGlriCl court G X X 

(case nunber) 
18 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court 
County Cwrt 

G 
L 

X Dispositions are not 
X counted 

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: 
Circuit Court G X X 18 

TENNESSEE: 
General Sessions Court L X 
Juvenile Court L X 

X 
X 

18 
18 

TEXAS: 
District Court G 
County Court at Law, 
Constitutional County 
Court, Probate Court L 

X 

X 

X 

X 

17 

17 

UTAH: 
Juvenile Court L X X 18 

VERMONT: 
District Court G X X 16 

VIRGINIA: 
District Court L X X 

~ 

18 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court G X X X 

(dependency) (delinquency) 
18 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G X X 18 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Court G X X 18 

(continued on next page) 
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b 

FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used in State Trial Courts. 1989. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

WYOMING: 
District court 

Filinna are mintad 

At intake of petit& AI adj 

G X X 

Age at which 
juvenile 

jurisdiction 
transfers to 
adult courts 

19 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G - General jurisdiction court. 
L = Limited jurisdiction court. 

FOOTNOTES 

'District of Columbia-Depending on the severity of the 
offense a juvenile between the ages of 16-18 can 
be charged as an aduh. 

'Georgia-18 for deprived juveniles. 

'Nevada-Unless certified at a younger age because of felony 
charged. 

Source: State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles. updated and verifmd for 1989 by Slate Administrative Offices of the Courts. 
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FIGURE F: State Trlai Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurlsdiction, 1989 

Adrninktrafve Trlal Court Appeals 
, Source of 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction Appeals Civil Criminal Type of Appeal Trial Court Appeal 
Agency - 

ALABAMA: 
Circuit Court G X X X de novo District. Probate. 

and Municipal Courts 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G X 0 0 de novo 

0 X X on the record District Court 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G X X X de novo Justice of the Peace, 

(if no record) Municipal Court 

ARKANSAS: 
Circuit Court G 0 X X de novo Court of Common 

Pleas, County, 
Municipal, City, and 
Police Courts and 
Justice of the Peace 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court G X X X de novo Justice Court. 

on the record Municipal Court 

COLORADO: 
District Court 

County 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 
L 0 X X de novo Municipal Court 

Not of Rewrd 

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 

Wilmington. Alderman's. 
and Justice 01 Peace 
Courts 

Court of Common Pleas 
X X X on Ihe record Superior Court. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G X 0 0 on the record Office 01 Employee 

Appeals. 
Administrative 
TraISc Agency 

FLORIDA: 
Circuit Court G 0 X 0 de novo on the County Court 

0 0 X on the record County Court 
rewrd 

(continued on nexl page)- 
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FIGURE F: State Trbl Courts with lnadental Appellate Jurisdiction. 1989. (continued) 

StaWCourt name: Jurisdiction 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court G 

State Court L 

Administrative Trial Court Appeals 

Criminal Type of Appeal 
Agency 
m e a l s  - Civil - 

X 

0 

0 
0 

de novo or 
on the recocd 
(varies by county) 

0 X de novo, 
on the record. 
(Probate varies) 
certiorari 
(Magisbate only) 

X 0 certiorari 
0 X on the record 

X 0 

Source of 
Trial Court Appeal 

Probate Court. 
Magistrate Court 

Probate Court 
Municipal Court 
Magistrate Court 
County Recorder's Court 

Magistrate Court 
County Recorder's Court 

HAWAII: 
Cwcuit Court G X 0 0 de novo 

IDAHO: 
District court G X X 

0 X 
(small daims only) 

X de novo Magistrates Division 

0 on the record Magistrates Division 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuit Court G X 0 0 on the record 

INDIANA: 
Superior Court and 

Muniapal Court of 
Circuit Court G 

Marion County L 

X X X de novo City and Town Courts 

0 X 0 de novo Small Claims Court 
of Marion County 

IOWA: 
District Court G X 0 0 de novo 

0 X X on the record Magistrates Division 

KANSAS: 
District Court G X X X civil, Criminal (from Municipal 

on the record Court) 
Civil (from limited 
jurisdiction judge) 

KENTUCKY: 
Circuit Court G X X X on the record District Court 

LOUISIANA: 
District Court G X X X de novo on City and Parish. 

the record Justice of the Peace. 
Mayor's Courts 

MAINE: 
Superior Court G X X X on the record District Court. 

Administrative Court 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court G X 

X 

0 0 de novo, 

X X de novo, 

on the record 

first instance District Court 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with lnadental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1989. (continued) 

Administrative Trial Court Appeals 
Agency Source of 

Criminal Type of Appeal Trial Court Appeal 

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 

- Civil - State/Court name: Jurisdiction Appeals 

MASSACHUSETTS : 

on the record 

first instance 

MICHIGAN: 
Circuit Court G X X X de novo Municipal Court 

0 X 0 on lhe record District, Municipal, 
and Probate Courts 

MINNESOTA: 
DLStrict Court G 0 X de novo Conciliation Division 

MISSISSIPPI: 

courts 
Circuit Court G X X X on the record County and Municipal 

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 
record Courts. and State Boards 

Municipal. and City 

0 0 X de novo 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court G X 0 0 de novo on 

Ihe record 
0 X X on the record County Court 

NEVADA: 
Dstrict court G X X X de novo on Justice Court 

the record 
0 0 X de novo Municipal Court 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G X 0 X de novo Dblrict. 

Municipal, Probate 
Courts 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court G 0 0 X de novo on Municipal Court 

the record 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G X X X de novo Magistrate, Probate, 

Municipal, and 
Bernalillo County 
Metropolitan Courts 

NEW YORK: 
County Court G 0 X X on the record City. Town and Village 

Justice Courts 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1989. (continued) 

Administrative Trial Court Appeals 
Source of 

Criminal Type of &peal Tria! Court Appeal 
Agency 

Civil - State/Court name: Jurisdiction Appeals 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Superior Court G X 0 X de novo District court 

X 0 0 de novo on 

X 0 0 on the record 
the record 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District court G X 0 0 Varies 
County Court L 0 X X de novo Muniapal Court 

OHIO: 
Court ot Common Pleas G 

County Court L 

X 0 0 de nwo and 
on the record 

0 0 X de nwo Mayor's Court 

Muniapal Court L 0 0 X de novo Mayor's Court 

court of Claims L X 0 0 de novo 

OKLAHOMA: 
X 0 X de novo on Municipal Court District Court G 

the record Not of Record 
Court of Tax Review L de novo on 

the record 
X 0 0 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court 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) 

Tax Court G X 0 0 on the record 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court of Common Pleas G X X 0 on the record limited jurisdiction 

courts 
0 0 X de novo 

PUERTO RICO: 
X -- District Court Superior Court G 0 X 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court G X 0 0 on the record 

0 X X de novo District. Municipal, 
and Probate Courls 

District Court L X 0 0 on the record 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Circuit Court G X X X de novo on Magistrate. Probate. 

the record and Municipal Courts 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Circuit Court G X 0 0 de novo and 

on the record 

0 X X de novo Magistrates Division 
~ ~~~ 

TENNESSEE: 
Circuit. Chancery.and 

Criminal Courts G X X X de novo General Sessions, 
Probate. Municipal, 
and Juvenile Courls 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE F: State Ttial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1989. (continued) 

Administrative Ttial Court Appeals 
Source of 

Criminal Type of Appeal Trial Court Appeal - Civil 
Agemy - State/Court name: Jurisdiction &peals 

TEXAS: 
District Court G X 0 0 de nwo and 

de novo on 
the record 

County-Level Courfs L 0 x --. X de nwo 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 the record 

0 X X de novo Magistrate Court 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Court 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 jurisdiction 

the record Courk 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General jurisdiction court 
L = Limited jurisdiclion court. 
- = Information not avaihble. 

Definitions of type5 of appeal: 

de novo: 

de novo 
on the record: 

on the record: 

An appeal from one trial court to another lrial court lhal resulk in a totally new set of proceedings and a new 
trial court judgment. 

An appeal Irom one trlal court to another trial court that is based on the record and results in a new trial court 
judgment. 

An-appeat from one trial court to another trial court in which procedural challenges to the original trial 
proceedings are claimed, and an eraluation of those challenges are made-there is not a new trial court 
judgment on the case. 

Source: Data were gathered from h e  1989 Stale Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles and State Administrative Offices of the 
Courts. 
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FIGURE G: Number of JudgeslJustices in the State Courts, 1989 

~~ 

Court@) Intermediate General Umimd 
of last appellate jurisdiction jurisdiction 

State: resort cOurt(s) cOurt(s) court(s) 

Alabama 9 8 
Alaska 5 3 
Arizona 5 18 

Arkansas 7 6 
California 7 88 

Colorado 7 16 

Connecticut 7 9 

1 24 
30 

109 

95 
909 

117 

166 

801 (indudes 416 mayors) 

252 

332 

75 (indudes 58 magistrates) 
(indudes 84 justices of the 
peace, 55 part-time judges) 

(indudes 120 807 (indudes 137commissioners 
commissioners or referees) 
or referees) 

(indudes 1 362 (indudes 52 part-time judges) 
referee, 2 commissioners) 
(indudesthe 132 
16 appellale 
jushsljudges) 

_ _  Delaware 5 

_- District of 9 

Florida 7 53 
Georgia 7 9 

Columbia 

Hawaii 5 3 

20 (indudesl 93 
chancellor 
and 4 vice- 
chancellors) _ _  51 

382 
143 

229 
1139 

34 (indudes10 59 
Family Court 

judges) 

(indudes 53 justices of the 
peace, 1 chief magistate, 
18 aldermen, 1 part-time judge) 

(indudes 84 part-time judges 
159 chief magistrates, 284 
magistrates, an unknown number 
of magistrates are part-time) 
(indudes 37 per diem judges) 

Idaho 5 3 104 (indudes63 _ _  
lawyer and 8 
non-lawyer 

Illinois 
magisfrates) 

7 50 (indudes 12 810 -- 
supplemental 
iWW 

Indiana 5 13 228 132 
Iowa 9 6 313 (indudes 149 _- 

part-time mag- 
istrates) 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE G: Number of JudgedJustices in the State Courts, 1989. (continued) 

Cwrt(s) lntennediabe General Limited 
ofhst appellate jurisdiction jurisdiction 

State: resort aurt(s) aurt(s) aurt(s) 

KaIlSas 7 10 

Kentucky 7 14 
Louisiana 7 52 

217 (indudes70 265 
district magis- 
trate iudees) 

91 125 
194 706 (indudes 384 justices of the 

peace, 250 mayors) 

Maine 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 

Maryland 
16 

114 
320 
201 
230 * 

79 

303 
41 

42 (indudes 16 part-time judges) 
159 

366 

482 

362 
120 

-_ 

_ _  
(indudes 165 mayors, 191 jus- 
tices of the peace) 

(indudes 43 justices of the 
peace that also serve on the 
city court) 

Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexicu 
New York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 

Puerto R i a  
Rhode Island 

7 
5 
5 
7 
5 
7 

7 

5 
7 

14 

7 
7 

7 
5 

40 
37 
25 
358 
59 
568 

69 
88 
96 

374 
183 

2924 

181 (indudes 104 806 
derks who 
hear uncon- 
tested probate) 

27 168 
344 81 1 
210 379 

88 
342 

118 
20 

227 
572 

166 
79 

(indudes 4 part-time judges) 
(indudes 345 part-time judges) 
(indudes 2 part-time judges) 
( indudes 76 surrogates, 2,242 
justices of h e  peace) 
(indudes 644 magistrates 
of which approximately 70 are 
part-time) 

(indudes 550 mayors) 
(indudes unknown number of 
part-time judges) 
(indudes 34 justices of the peace) 
(indudes 539 justices of the 
peace and 5 magistrates) 
(indudes 10 speaal judges) 

(mntinued on next page) 
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FIGURE G: Number of JudgesNustices in the State Courts, 1989. (continued) 

Court@) IntefmediaDe General Limibd 
of hst appellate jurisdsdlcbjon jurisdiction 

State: resort court(s) court(s) court(s) 

Swth Carolina 5 6 

_ _  South Dakota 5 

52 (indudes 21 667 (indudes 325 magistrates) 
masterr-in- 
equity) 

part-time lay 
magistrates, 18 
law magistrates, 
87 full-time mag- 
istrawderk, 46 
part-time lay mag- 
isbatelderks) 

196 (indudes9 -_ 

Tennessee 5 21 132 (indudes 33 360 (indudes 11 part-time judges) 

Texas 18 80 384 2554 (indudes 928 justices of the peace) 
Utah 5 7 29 189 (indudes 140 justices of the peace) 
Vermont 5 25 19 (part-time) 
Virginia 7 10 131 190 (indudes 77 FTE Juvenile 

chancellors) 

-- 

and Domestic Relations judges) 

Washington 9 16 
- West Virginia 5 

Wisconsin 7 13 
-- Wyoming 5 

148 
60 

209 
17 

199 (109 part-time judges) 
278 (indudes 156 magistrates and 

122 part-time judges) 
193 (190part-time) 
107 (indudes 14 part-time justices 

the peace and 75 part-time judges) 

Total 356 827 9250 18738 

-- The state does not have a court at the indicated level. 

NOTE: This table identifies, in parentheses, all individuals 
who hear cases but are not titled judgesl]ustices. 
Some states may have given the title 'judge' to 
officials who are calkd magistrates, justices of 
the peace, etc., in other states. 

FOOTNOTES 

'Minnesota--General Jurisdiction and Limited Jurisdiction 
Courts were consolidated in 1987. 

'North Dakota--Court of Appeals effective July 1,1987 
through January 1,1990. A temporary Court of 
Appeals was established to exerase appellate and 
original jurisdiction as delegabd by the Supreme 
Court. 

Source: Data were gathered from the 1989 State Trial and Appellate Court statistical profiles. 
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases in State Trial Courts, 1989 

Are reopened 
cases counted 
as new filings, 
or identified Oualifications 
separately as or 

StateICourt name: Jurisdiction reopened cases? Conditions 

ALABAMA: 
Circuit Court G New filing 
Districl Court L New filing 

Are enforcernenV 
collection proceed- Are temporary Injunc- 
ings wunted? If tions counted? If 
yes, are they counted yes. are they coirnted 
separately from separately from new 
new case filings? case filings? 

No 
No 

No 
No 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G Reopened 
District Court L Reopened 

No 
No 

No 
No 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G NC 

Justice of the 
Peace Court L NC 

No Y m o  

No YesMo 

ARKANSAS: 
Circuit Court G Reopened 
Chancery and Probate 

Court G Reopened 

No 

No 

No 

No 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court 
Muniapal Court 
Justice Court 

G 
L 
L 

Reopened Retried cases No 
Reopened Retried cases No 
Reopened Retried cases No 

No 
NA 
NA 

Water Court 

Municipal Court 
County court 

G 
L 
L 

COLORADO: 
District Court G Reopened Post Activities No 

Reopened Post Activities No 
Reopened Post Activities No 
NA NA 

No 
No 
No 
NA 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superior Court G New filing 

i f  heard 
separately 
(rarely occurs) 

No No 

DELAWARE: 
Court of Chancery G 
Superior Court G 

Court L 
Family Court L 

Justice of the Peace 

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 
II part of org- No 
inal proceeding 

I f  remanded No 
Rehearing 
I f  remanded No 
Rehearing 

No 
YesINo 

YesMo 
No 

No 

No 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G Reopened Y W e s  YesiYes 

FLORIDA: 
Circuit Court 
County Court 

G Reopened 
L Reopened 

YesMo Yemo 
YesMo Yemo 

(continued on nexl page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases in State Trial Courts, 1989. (continued) 

Are reopened Are enforcement/ 
cases counted collection proceed- Are temporary injunc- 
as new filings, ings counted? If lions counted? I f  
or identifwd Owlif i t ions yes. are they counted yes. are they counted 
separately as or separately torn separately from new 

State/Courl name: Jurisdiction reopened cases? Conditions new case filinqs? case filings? 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court G New filing 
Civil Court L NC 
State Court L New filing 
Probate Court L New filing 
Magistrate Cwrt L New Cling 
Municipal Court L NC 

YeS 
NA 
Yes 
NA 
Yes 
NA 

No 
NC 
No 
NC 
No 
NC 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Court G Reopened Supplemental Y d e s  YesNes 

proceedings Special proceedings Circuit Court: 
Special Pro- 

Family Court G New filing Redocketed 
District Court L Reopened Supplemental No 

proceedings 

ceedings 
YesMo 
YesMo 
(included as new 
case filing) 

IDAHO: 
District Court G Reopened YesMo No 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuit Court G Reopened No No 

INDIANA: 
Superior Court G 
Circuit Court G 
County Court L 
Muniapal Court of 

Marion County L 
City Court L 
Small Claims court of 

Marion County L 

Reopened Redocketed No 
Reopened Redocketed No 
Reopened Redocketed No 

Recpened Redocketed No 
NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

No 
No 
No 

No 
NIA 

NA 

IOWA: 
District Court G New filing YesMo No 

KANSAS: 
District Court G Reopened No YesMo 

KEMUCKY: 
Circuit Court G Reopened 
District Court L Reopened 

No 
No 

Yes/Yes 
Yes/Yes 

LOUISIANA: 
District Court G Reopeoed As action on YesNes YesMo 

Juvenile Court G Reopened As action on Y d e s  No 

Family Court G Reopened As action on No No 

City 8 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. 1989. (continued) 

Am enforcement/ Am reopened 
cases counted cdkt ion proceed- Are tenporary injunc- 
as new filings, ings counted? If tions counted? If 
or Identifbd Qualifications yes, are they counted yes, are they counted 

separately from separately from new 
new case filings? case filings? separately as v. State/Court name: Jurisdictbn reopened cases? Condibons 

MARYLAND: 
Ckcult c w r t  G NW fiihg No NA 
DLstrict Court L NA NA Y d o  

MASSAC H US € l lS  : 
Trial Court of the 

Commonwealth 

District court Dept. G NC YesNes NA 
Boston Municipal Court 
Dept. G NC YesNes NA 

Housing Court Dept. G NC YesNes NA 
Land Court Dept. G NC N/ApplimMe NA 

Superior Court Dept. G NC NA YesMo 

MICHIGAN: 
court of Claims G Reopened 
Circuit Court G Reopened 
District Court L NA 
Muniapal Court L NA 

No 
No 
NA 
NA 

No 
No 
NA 
NA 

MINNESOTA: 
District Court G Identifsd separately No No 

MISSISSIPPI: 
circuit court G NA 
Court of Chancery G NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

MISSOURI: 
Circuit Court G New filings Y e 4 0  YesMo 

MONTANA: 
District Court G 
Justice of the Peace 

Court L 
Municipal Court L 
city court L 

Reopened 

NA 
NA 
NA 

YesNes YesMo 

NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court G 
County Court L 

Reopened 
Reopened 

No 
No 

No 
No 

NEVADA: 
District Court G Reopened May not be reopened VariesNaries Varies 

but refers back to 
original case 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G 

Municipal Court L 
District Court L 

Reopened 
NC 
NC 

No 
No 
NO 

No 
No 
No 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court: 

Civil. Family, 

Criminal Divisions 
General Equily. and G Reopened YesNes YesMo 

(except for 
domestic 
violence) 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases In State Trial Courts, 1989. (continued) 

Are reopened 
cases counted 
as new filings, 
or identified Qualifications 
separately as or 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction reopened cases? Conditions 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G Reopened 
Magistrate Cwrt L Reopened 

Bemalillo County L Reopened 
Metropolitan Court of 

Are enforcement/ 
collection proceed- Are tenporary injunc- 
ings counted? If tions counted? If 
yes. are they counted yes. are they counted 
separately from separately from new 
new case filings? case filings? 

Y d e s  No 
No No 

No No 

NEW YORK: 
supreme court 
County Court 
court of claims 
Family Court 
District Court 

Civil Court of the 
City of New York 

Town Village 
Justice Court 

city Court 

Reopened 
NC 
NC 
Reopened 
NC 
NC 

NC 

NC 

Y r n o  
No 
No 
Yemo 
No 
No 

No 

No 

YesMo 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

No 

No 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Superior Court G NC 
District Court L NC 

No No 
Yemo No 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G New filiig 

County Court L New filing 

Yesples Y&es 

No No 

(only counted if a hearing 
was held) 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G Reopened 

Municipal Court 
County Court 
court of Claims 

L 
L 
L 

Reopened 
Reopened 
NA 

YesMo Y m o  
(are cdunled separately in 
domestic relations cases) 

YeS YeS 
Yes YeS 
NA NA 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court G Reopened No No 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court G 
Justice Court L 
Munidpal Court L 
District Court L 

Reopened 
NA 
NA 
Reopened 

YesMo YesMo 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court of Common Pleas G Reopened 
District Justice Court L New filing 

No 
NA 

No 
NA 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superior Court G New filing 
District Court L New filing 

Y 4 0  NA 
YesMo NA 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court G Reopened 
District Court L Reopened 
Family Court L Reopened 
Probate Court L NA 

No 
No 
No 
NA 

Y M O  
Yeslyes 
Y d e s  
NA 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases in State Trial Courts. 1989. (continued) 

Are reopened Are enforcement/ 
cases counted collectbn proceed- Are temporary injunc- 
as new filings. ings counted? If tions counted? If 
or identifmd QuaCfkations yes, are they counted yes, are they counted 
separately as or separately from separately from new 

case filings? StaWCourt name: Jurisdiction reopened cases? Conditions new case filings? 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Ckcuit court G 
Family Court L 
Magistrate Court L 
Probate Court L 

New filing 
New filing 
New filing 
New filing 

No 
No 
No 
No 

No (Permanent 
No injunctions 
No are counted 
No as a new 

filing) 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Circuit Court G NC No YesMo 

TENNESSEE: 
Circuil Court G Reopened (varies based on local practice) 

chancery court G Reopened (varies based on local practice) 

General Sessions Court L Reopened (Varies based on local praclice) 

(vanes based on 
local praclice) 
(Vanes based on 
local practice) 
(Varies based on 
local praclice) 

TEXAS: 
District court G Reopened 
Constihrtional County 

COUrt L Reopened 
County Court at Law L Reopened 
Justice Court L New filing 

No 

No 
No 
No 

No 

No 
No 
No 

UTAH: 
District Court G NC (called - No 
Circuit Court L NC abstract of No 
Justice Court L NC judgment No 

filed) 

YesNes 
YesNes 
Y d e s  

VERMONT: 
Superior Court G NC 
District Court G NC 
Probate Court L NC 

No 
No 
No 

YesMo 
YesMo 
N/A 

VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G Reopened Reinstated YesNes YesMo 

District Court L New filing YesMo No 
cases 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court G 
Municipal Court L 
District Court L 

Reopened 
New filing 
New filing 

No 
NA 
YesMo 

YesMo 
NA 
NA 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G NC 
Magistrate Court L NC 

No 
No 

YesMo 
N/Applicable 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Court G New filing Identified with R No 

suffix, but included 
in total count 

YesNes 

WYOMING: 
District Court G 
Justice of the Peace 

Court L 
County Court L 

Reopened 

Reopened 
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, 1989. (continued) 

JURISDICTDN CODES: 

G - General Jurisdiction Court 
L - Limited Jurisdiction Court 
NA - Information is not available 
NC - Information is not collecte&counted 
N / A p p l i -  Civil casetypes heard by this court 

are not q p l i  to this fgure. 

Source: The 1989 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, as updated and verified by State Administrative 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 
caseload data from the 50 states, the District of Columbia 
and Puerto Rico. In the process, project publications and 
technical assistance encourages greater uniformity in 
how individual state courts and state administrative court 
off ices collect and publishcaseload information. Progress 
toward these goals should result in more meaningful and 
useful caseload information at the disposal of judges, 
court managers, and court administrators. 

The State Court Caseload Statistics annual report 
series is a cooperative effort of the Conference of State 
Court Administrators (COSCA) and the National Center 
for State Courts (NCSC). Responsibility for project 
management and staffing is assumed by the NCSC's 
Court Statistics Project, formerly called the National 
Courts Statistics Project (1977-83) and the Court Statis- 
tics and Information Management Project (1 983-87). 
COSCA, through its Court Statistics Committee, pro- 
vides policy guidance and review. The Court Statistics 
Committee includes members of COSCA and represen- 
tatives of state court administrative off ice senior staff, the 
National Conference of Appellate Court Clerks, the Na- 
tional Association for Court Management, and the aca- 
demic community. Preparation of the 1989 caseload 
report was funded by an on-going grant from the State 
Justice Institute (SJI-90-07X-B-018) 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 come 
from a variety of sources, including state court adminis- 
trative offices, local courts, individual judges, federal and 
state agencies, legislators, the media, academic re- 
searchers, students, and NCSC staff. Requests can be 
grouped into four main categories: caseload data; court 
jurisdictional information; information on data collection 
and reporting techniques; and statistical analyses of 
caseload data. The subject matter of these requests are 
taken into consideration when selecting topics for em- 
phasis in the caseload statistics report series. 

Evolution of the Court Statistics Project 
During compilation of the Court Statistics Project's 

original data compilation efforts, the State of the Art and 

State Court Caseload Statistics: 7975 Annual Report, 
classification problems arose from the multitude of cat- 
egories and terms used by the states to report their 
caseloads. This suggested the need for a model annual 
report and a statistical dictionary of termsfor court usage. 

The State Court Model Annual Report outlines the 
basic management data that should, at minimum, be 
included in state court annual reports. The State Court 
Model Statistical Dictionary provides common terminol- 
ogy, definitions, and usage for reporting appellate and 
trial court caseload inventory. Terms for use in reporting 
data on the method of case disposition are also provided 
in the dictionary and in other project publications. The 
classification scheme and associated definitions serve 
as a model framework for the purpose of developing 
comparable and useful data. A new edition of the State 
Court ModelStatistical Dictionarywas published in 1989, 
consolidating and revising the original 1980 version and 
the 7984 Supplement. 

The Court Case Management lnformation Systems 
Manual, which was produced jointly with the State Judi- 
cial Information Systems Project, is another vehicle 
through which the Court Statistics Project seeks to im- 
prove the quality and usefulness of court statistics. The 
manual outlines the steps that build a court information 
system that provides the data needed both for daily court 
operations and for long-term case management, re- 
source allocation, and strategic planning. 

Once a set of recommended terms was adopted, the 
project's focus shifted to assessing the comparability of 
caseload data reported by the courts to those terms. It 
became particularly important to detail the subject matter 
jurisdiction 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 1984 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statisti- 
cal Reporting. Information from the jurisdiction guide 
was incorporated into the caseload database for 1981 
and is updated annually. 

The second stage involved preparation of the 7984 
Statistical Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statisti- 
cal Reporting, which was used to compile the 1984 
appellatecourtdatabase. Key information from the guide 
is updated annually as part of the preparation for a new 
caseload Report. The introduction to the 1981 Report 
details the impact of the Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide on 
the Court Statistics Project data collection and the intro- 
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duction to the 1984 Report describes the impact of the 
Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide. 

Much of the court jurisdictional information con- 
tained in the 1987 and subsequent Reports is the result 
of research for State Court Organization 1987, another 
Project publication. State Court Organization 7987 is a 
reference book that describes the organization and man- 
agement of the state appellate courts. 

The first caseload Report contained 1975 caseload 
data for state appellate courts, trial courts of general 
jurisdiction, and for selected categories (juvenile, do- 
mestic relations, probate, and mental health) in limited 
jurisdiction courts. The second Report in the series 
(1976) againpresentedavailabledatafor appellatecourts 
and courts of general jurisdiction but 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 presenta- 
tion based on completeness and comparability. The 
1981 Report, incorporating the reporting structure in the 
1984 Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide, organized the 
caseload data by comparable jurisdictions. In order to 
make the series current with the publication of the 1984 
Report, 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 sup- 
plied by state court administrators and appellate court 
clerks. Published data are typically official state court 
annual reports, which assume a variety of forms and vary 
widely in detail. Although constituting the most reliable 
and validdata available at the state level, they arrive from 
statistical data filed monthly, quarterly, or annually by 
numerous local jurisdictions and, in most states, several 
trial and appellate court systems. Moreover, these 
caseload statistics are primarily collected to assist states 
in managing their own systems and are not prepared 
specifically for inclusion in the COSCNNCSC caseload 
statistics report 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. 

Extensive telephone contact and follow-up corre- 
spondence are used to collect missing data, confirm the 
accuracy of available data, and determine the legal 
jurisdiction of each court. Information is also collected 
concerning the number of judges per court or court 
System (from annual reports, off icesof statecourt admin- 
istrators, and appellate court clerks); the state population 
(based on Bureau of the Census revised estimates), and 
special characteristics regarding subject matter jurisdic- 

tion and court structure. Appendix B lists the source of 
each state’s 1989 caseload statistics. 

Data Collectlon Procedures 

The following outline summarizes the major tasks 
involved in compiling the 1989 caseload data reported in 
this volume: 

A. The 1989 state reports were evaluated to note 
changes in the categories and terminology used for data 
reporting, changes in the range of available data, and 
changes in the state’s court organization or jurisdiction. 
This entailed a direct comparison of the 1989 material 
with the contents of individual state’s 1988 annual re- 
ports. Project staff used a copy of each state’s 1988 trial 
and appellate court statistical profiles, trial and appellate 
court jurisdiction guides and the state court organization 
chart as worksheets for gathering the 1989 data. Use of 
the previous years’ profiles provides the data collector 
with a reference point to identify and replicate the logic 
used in the data collection and ensure consistency over 
time in the report series. Thecaseloaddatawere entered 
onto the 1989 profiles. The caseload terminology used 
in the profiles are defined by the statistical dictionary. 
Prototypes of appellate and trial court statistical profiles 
can be found in Appendix C. 

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 had an impact on the size 
of the reported court caseload. 

C. The data were then transferred from the handwrit- 
ten copy to computer databases (codebooks are avail- 
able upon request) that are created as EXCEL spread- 
sheets. Mathematical formulas are embedded in each 
spreadsheet to compute the caseloadtotals. The reliabil- 
ity of the data collection and data entry process was 
verified through an independent review by another project 
staff member of all decisions made by the original data 
collector. Linked spreadsheets contained the informa- 
tion on the number of judges, court jurisdiction, and state 
population needed to generate caseload tables for the 
1989 Report. 

D. After the data were entered and checked for data 
entry errors and internal consistency, individual spread- 
sheets were generated for the appellate and trial courts 
using EXCEL software. These spreadsheets replaced 
the statistical profiles that were previously generated 
manually as the main record of caseloads by category. 
The spreadsheet relates the total for each model report- 
ing category to the category or categories the state used 
to report its caseload numbers. 

E. Twenty-two of the trial court spreadsheets were 
sent for verification directly to the states’ respective 
administrative off ices of the courts. This new step in the 
data collection process provided further assurance of 
data accuracy and also yielded a bonus when nine of the 
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states added caseload data that in previous years had 
not been provided. The 1990 data collection effort will 
expand this step to include all trial and appellate court 
spreadsheets. 

F. Appellate spreadsheets were only submitted to 
one state during the 1989 data collection process. How- 
ever, project staff jointly reviewed the correctness of 
previous practices used in compiling appellate data for 
each state. As a result, caseload data for the Illinois 
Supreme Court, the Missouri Supreme Court, and the 
New Mexico Supreme Court are reported differently in 
this Report. 

As a result of the review, it was decided that "Miscel- 
laneous Record" cases of the Illinois Supreme Court 
would not be treated as part of the court's casebad for 
1989. The majority of these cases consist of name 
change petitions, bar admission petitions, petitions to 
amend and/or adopt Supreme Court Rules and petitions 
to allow cameras in the courtroom. These cases differ 
from the "miscellaneous docket cases," which are in- 
cluded in the caseload report. Miscellaneous docket 
cases consist of writs of habeas corpus, writs of manda- 
mus, and prisoner pro se cases, cases that are fully 
briefed, argued, and may result in a written opinion. In 
previous years, miscellaneous record and miscellaneous 
docket caseswerecombined and included in thecaseload 
report as original proceedings. This year's Report only 
counts miscellaneous docket cases. 

The spreadsheet for the Missouri Supreme Court, 
was reviewed by the Off ice of State Courts, resulting in a 
reclassification of some case types between the manda- 
tory and discretionary categories. Also, for the 1989 
Report, the Officeof State Courts Administrator provided 
a more complete accounting of the number of mandatory 
jurisdiction cases that were filed and disposed. Case 
types added include civil cases challenging the validity of 
a U.S. treaty or statute; the validity of a statute or 
constitutional provision; the construction of state rev- 
enue laws; or title to state office. A small number of 
unclassified cases were identified, which includes cases 
transferred from the court of appeals. A more detailed 
breakdown of the discretionary petitions filed, granted 
and disposed was also obtained. In this and future 
Reports, only petitions of final judgement that arise as 
applications for transfer to the Missouri Supreme Court 
will be counted. This reclassification and clarification 
leads to a more comprehensive and accurate count of 
cases filed and disposed in the Missouri Supreme Court. 
For the New Mexico Supreme Court, petitions for exten- 
sion of time in criminal cases pursuant to Rule 5-604 will 
no longer be counted as cases. Previous Reports 
combined these petitions with writs of mandamus, prohi- 
bition, habeas corpus, Rule 12-603 election challenges, 
miscellaneous proceedings, superintending control and 
quo warranto cases and classified them as original 
proceedings. By no longer treating these petitions as 
cases the total 1989 mandatory caseload in the New 
Mexico Supreme Court is significantly lower than that 
reported in previous years. 

For purposes of the trend analysis in Part I I ,  198488 
data from the Illinois Supreme Court and the New Mexico 
Supreme Court were recalculated to follow the method 
used to derive 1989 caseloads. 

Significant changes were made in the completeness 
of trial court caseload data for the following courts: 

Alabama Municipal Court-Criminal and traffic/ 
other violation data were provided forthe first time. 

Arizona Tax Court-Created in 1989. 

Connecticut Superior Court-DWI/DUI and ordi- 
nance violation caseload dispositions were pro- 
vided for the first time, thus making total criminal 
and total traff ic other violation disposed data com- 
plete. 

Delaware Justice of the Peace Court-DWI/DUI 
data previously collapsed with traff idother viola- 
tion data could be separated, thus making total 
criminal and total traffidother violation data com- 
plete. 

Idaho District Court-Ordinance violation and 
parking data were clarified, thus making total traf- 
fic/other violation complete. 

Kentucky Circuit Court-Postconviction remedy 
proceedings previously collapsed with civil data 
could be separated, thus making total civil data 
complete. 

Louisiana Family and Juvenile Court-Civil data 
previously collapsed with juvenile caseload could 
be separated, thus making total civil data available 
for the first time, and total juvenile data complete. 

Maryland District Court--DWI/DUI case disposi- 
tion data previously collapsed with traff dother 
violation data could be separated, thus making 
total criminal and total traff idother violation data 
complete. 

Missouri Circuit Court-Two domestic relations 
case types previously collapsed with juvenile case 
disposition data could be separated, thus making 
total juvenile case disposition data complete. 

New Hampshire Superior Court-Criminal appeals 
data were provided for the first time, thus making 
total criminal data complete. 

South Carolina Circuit Court-Criminal appeals 
data were clarified, thus making total criminal data 
complete. 

West Virginia Circuit Court-Postconviction rem- 
edy proceedings data previously collapsed with 
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criminal caseload could be separated for 1989, 
thus making total criminal data complete. 

(1 3) Wyoming Municipal Court-Data were provided 
for 1989. 

G. Finally, the casebad tables in Part Ill and the 
smaller tables supporting the text of Part I were gener- 
ated. The spreadsheet for each court system is directly 
linked to the tables, each itsell created as an EXCEL 
spreadsheet and once all of the 1989 data had been 
entered and verified these links were automatically up- 
dated. This updating procedure allows all of the 1989 
data to be placed on one large spreadsheet that is then 
used togenerate the tables for Part Ill of the report. Trend 
databases are maintained separately using SPSS PC 
and contain selected categories of appellate and trial 
court caseloads. 

Va r ia b I es 
Four basic types of data elements are 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. 

For trial courts, emphasis is placed on reporting the 
total number of civil, criminal, juvenile, and traffidother 
violation cases according to the model reporting format. 
Each of these major case types can be reduced to more 
specific caseload categories. For example, civil cases 
consist of tort, contract, real property rights, small claims, 
mental health, estate and domestic relations cases, trial 
court civil appeals and appeals of administrative agency 
cases. In some instances, these case types can be 
further refined; for example, domestic relations cases 
can be divided into marriage dissolution, URESA, sup- 
portlcustody, adoption and paternity cases. 

Currently, only filing and disposition numbers are 
entered into the database for each case type. Data on 
pending cases were routinely collected by the project 
staff until serious comparability problems were identified 
when compiling the 1984 Report. Some courts provide 
data that include active cases only; others include active 
and inactive cases. The COSCA Court Statistics Com- 
mittee recommended that the collection of pending 
caseload be deferred until a study determines whether 
and how data can be made comparable across states. 

The trial court jurisdictional profile collects an assort- 
ment of information relevant to the organization and 
jurisdiction of each trial court system. The main purpose 
of the profile is to translate the terminology used by the 
states when reporting statistical information into generic 
terms recommended by the State Court Modelstatistical 
Dictionary. In addition, the profile collects information on 
the number of courts, the number of judges, methods of 
counting cases, the availabilRy 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 case types 
are used on the statistical profile: mandatory cases that 
the court must hear on the merits as appeals of right and 
discretionary petition cases that the court decides on 
whether to accept and then reach a decision on the 
merits. The statistical profile also contains the number of 
petitions granted where it can be determined. Mandatory 
and discretionary petitions are further differentiated by 
whether the case is a review of a final trial court judge- 
ment or some other matter, such as a request for inter- 
locutory or postconviction relief. Where possible, the 
statistics areclassified according to subject matter, chiefly 
civil, criminal, juvenile, disciplinary, or administrative 
agency. 

As with the trial court jurisdiction guide, the primary 
task of the appellate guide is to translate the terminology 
and categories used by each state appellate court into 
the generic categories recommended by the State Court 
Modelstatistical Dictionary, 1989 Edition. The guide also 
contains information about each court, including 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 as a Method 
of B isplaying Caseload Data 

The 1985 and 1986 caseload reports used maps to 
summarize the data contained in the main caseload 
tables. Subsequent Repods also use maps as a method 
fordisplaying information, but limit their role to summariz- 
ing court structure and jurisdiction, and describing 
caseload comparability. 

Instead of maps, the 1989 Report makes extensive 
use of pie charts and bar graphs to summarize caseload 
data. States are usually arrayed by filing rate, from 
lowest to highest, so that the midpoint and the distribution 
of rates can be easily determined. Each graph is limited 
to those states that provide the relevant data to the 
project in a manner that conforms closely to the COSCA 
model reporting categories. While efforts are made to 
note in the graph why states are not included, it is 
incorrect to conclude that a state omitted from the graph 
did not report data to the Project. The only definitive 
statement of data availability can be found in the detailed 
caseload tables of Part Ill. 

Footnotes 
Footnotes indicate the degree to which a court's 

statistics conform to the Court Statistics Project's report- 
ing categories defined in the State Court Modelstatistical 
Dictionary. Footnoted caseload numbers are either 

274 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1989 



overinclusive in that they contain case types other than 
those defined for the term in the dictionary, or are 
underinclusive in that some case types defined for the 
term in the dictionary are not included. It is possible for 
a caseload number to contain inapplicable types while 
also omitting those which are applicable, making the total 
or subtotal simultaneously overinclusive and 
underinclusive. The 1989 report utilizes 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 "€3" 
footnote indicates that the number includes some extra- 
neous case types; a "C" footnote indicates that the 
number is both 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 Dic- 
tionary, 7989 Edition. Case numbers that are not quali- 
fied by a footnote conform to the Dictionary's definition. 

Reporting case filings and dispositions are also 
affected by the unit and method of count used by the 
states, differing subject matter and dollar amount juris- 
diction, 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. The most 
important differences are reported in summary form in 
the main caseload tables. 

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 
twelve month period covered in this report is not the same 
for all courts. 

This report reflects court organization and jurisdic- 
tion in 1989. 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. Care is therefore required when a m -  
paring 1989 data to previous years. The trend analysis 
in Part II of this report offers a model for undertaking such 
comparisons. 

Final Note 

Comments, corrections, and suggestions are a vital 
part of the work of the Court Statistics Project. Users of 
the Reportare encouraged to write to the Director, Court 
Statistics Project, National Center for State Courts, 300 
Newport Avenue, Williamsburg, Virginia, 23187-8798. 
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SOURCES OF 1989 STATE COURT 
CASELOAD STATISTICS ........ 

ALABAMA: 

ALASKA: 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Alabama Judicial System 
Annual Report 7989. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Courts, Alaska Court System, 7989 Annual 
Report (Anchorage, Alaska: 1990). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Courts, The Arizona Courts, N 89 Judicial 
Report (Phoenix, Arizona: 1990). Additional 
unpublished data were provided by the Adminis- 
trative Director of the Courts. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary of 
the Judicial Department, Annual Report of the 
Judiciary of Arkansas, FY 88-89 (Little Rock, 
Arkansas: 1990). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Judicial Council of 
California, 7990 Annual Report, Judicial Council 
of California (San Francisco, California: 1990). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Colorado Judicial Depart- 
ment, Annual Report July 1,1988-June 30, 
1989-Statistical Supplement. Additional unpub- 
lished data were provided by the Off ice of the 
State Court Administrator. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the Office of the Chief Court Adminis- 
trator. 

ARIZONA: 

ARK AN SAS : 

CALIFORNIA: 

COLORADO: 

CONNECTICUT: 

DELAWARE: 
COLR, GJC, LJC: Administrative Office of the 
Courts, 7989 Annual Report of the Delaware 
Judiciary (Wilmington, Delaware: 1990). 

COLR, GJC: Executive Off ice of the Courts, 
7989 Annual Report, District of Columbia Courts 
(Washington, D.C.: 1989). 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 and Department 
of Highways, Safety and Motor Vehicles. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Office of 
the Courts. Sixteenth Annual Report on the Work 
of the Georgia Courts (July 7, 7988-June 30, 
7989). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Courts, The Judiciary, State of Hawaii: 
Annual Report 7988-89 (Honolulu, Hawaii: 1989) 
and Statistical Supplement July 7, 7988 to June 
30, 7989. 

COLR, IAC, GJC: The ldaho Courts Annual 
Report for 7989; The ldaho Courts 7989 Annual 
Report Appendix (Boise, Idaho: 1990). 

COLR, IAC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the Administrative Director of the Courts. 
GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were provided by 
the Administrative Director of the Courts. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Director of the 
Division of State Court Administration, 7989 
Indiana Judicial Report (Indianapolis, Indiana: 
1990). 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 

FLORl DA: 

GEORGIA: 

HAWAII: 

IDAHO: 

ILLINOIS: 

INDIANA: 
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IOWA: 
COLR: State Court Administrator, 7989 Annual 
Statistical Report (Des Moines, Iowa: 1990). 
Additional unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
IAC: State Court Administrator, 7989 Annual 
Statistical Report (Des Moines, Iowa: 1990). 
Additional unpublished data were provided by the 
Clerk of the Court of Appeals. 
GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 7989 
Annual Statistical Report (Des Moines, Iowa: 
1990). 

COLR, IAC, GJC: Judicial Administrator, Annual 
Report of the Courts of Kansas: 7988- 1989 
Fiscal Year (Topeka, Kansas: 1989). 
WC: Municipal Court Caseload Report N 7989 
July 7 ,  7988 - June 30, 1989. 

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, 7989 
Annual Report of the Judicial Council of the 
Supreme Court of Louisiana (New Orleans, 
Louisiana: 1990). 

COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
State of Maine Judicial Department Annual 
Report Fiscal Year 7989. (Portland, Maine, 
1990). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administra- 
tor, Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary 
7988-89 (Annapolis, Maryland: 1989). Additional 
unpublished data were provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 

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, LJC: Chief Administrative Justice, The 
Annual Report of the Massachusetts Trial Court, 
7989 (Boston, Massachusetts: 1990). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, WC: State Court Administra- 
tor, 1989 Annual Report of the State Court 
Administrator and Statistical Supplement (Lan- 
sing, Michigan: 1990). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the State Court Administrator. 

KANSAS: 

KENTUCKY: 

LOUISIANA: 

MAINE: 

MARYLAND: 

MASSACHUSElTS: 

MICHIGAN: 

M INN ESOTA: 

MISSISSIPPI: 
COLR: Staff Attorney, Mississippi Supreme 
Court Annual Report 7989 (Jackson, Mississippi: 

GJC, LJC: No data were available for cases 
handled by these courts in 1989. 

COLR, IAC, GJC: Supplement to the Missouri 
Judicial Report Fiscal Year 1989. Additional 
unpublished data were provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 

COLR: Unpublished data were provided by the 
Court Administrator of the Supreme Court. 
GJC: Unpublished data were provided by the 
State Court Administrator. 
WC: No data were available for cases handled 
by these courts in fiscal year 1989. 

COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Nebraska Supreme Court1989 Annual Report 
(Lincoln, Nebraska: 1989). 

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, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Courts, 7988- 1989 Annual Report (Trenton, 
New Jersey: 1989). Additional unpublished data 
were provided by the Clerk of the Supreme Court, 
Clerk of the Court and the Administrative Director 
of the Courts. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director, 
The New Mexico Courts, 7989 Annual Report, 
State of New Mexico Judicial Branch (Santa Fe, 
New Mexico: 1990). 

COLR, IAC: Clerk of the Court, 1989,Annual 
Report of the Clerk of the Coult, Coult 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: Unpublished data were 
provided by the Administrative Director, Adminis- 
trative Office of the Courts. 

1990). 

M ISSOUR1 : 

MONTANA: 

NEBRASKA: 

NEVADA: 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 

NEW JERSEY: 

NEW MEXICO: 

NEW YORK: 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
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NORTH DAKOTA: 
COLR, GJC, LJC: State Court Administrator, 
Annual Report of the North Dakota Judicial 
System, 7989 (Bismarck, North Dakota: 1990). 
Additional unpublished data were provided by the 
State Court Administrator. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Supreme Court, Ohio Courts Summary 7989 
(Columbus, Ohio: 1990). 

COLR: Administrative Director of the Courts, 
State of Oklahoma, the Judiciary: Annual Report 
7989 (Oklahoma City, Oklahoma: 1990). 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 7989 and Statistical Appendix (Oklahoma 
City, Oklahoma: 1990). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the State Court Administrator. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the Court Administrator. 

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, 7989 (Columbia, South Carolina: 

COLR, GJC: State Court Administrator, Bench- 
mark 7989: Annual Report of the South Dakota 
Unified Judicial System (Pierre, South Dakota: 
1990). 

OHIO: 

OKLAHOMA: 

OREGON: 

P ENNSY LVAN I A: 

PUERTO RICO: 

RHODE ISLAND: 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 

1990). 
SOUTH DAKOTA: 

TENNESSEE: 
COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the Executive Secretary of the 
Supreme Court. 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Administrative Director of 
the Court, Texas Judicial System Annual Report, 
September 7 ,  7988-August 37, 7989 (Austin, 
Texas: 1989). 

COLR, GJC, LJC: Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of the Supreme Court and 
the State Court Administrator. 

COLR, GJC, LJC: Court Administrator, Judicial 
Statistics for Year Ending June 30, 1989 (Mont- 
pelier, Vermont: 1989). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: Executive Secretary, 
Supreme Court, Virginia State of the Judiciary 
Report 7989 (Richmond, Virginia: 1990). 

COLR, IAC, GJC, LJC: State Court Administra- 
tor, Annual Report, The Courts of Washington, 
7989 (Olympia, Washington: 1990). 
LJC: Caseloads of the Courts of Limited Jurisdic- 
tion of Washington State, 7989 (Olympia, Wash- 
ington: 1990). 

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. 

TEXAS: 

UTAH: 

VERMONT: 

VI RGlN I A: 

WASH I NGTON : 

WEST VIRGINIA: 

WISCONSIN: 

WYOMING: 
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Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Profile 

State Name, Court Name 
Court of last resort or intermediate appellate court 

Number of divisions/departments, number of authorized justicesljudges 
Total population 

Filed 

MANDATORY JURISDICTION: 
Appeals of final judgments: 

Civil 
Criminal: 

Capital criminal 
Other criminal 

Total criminal 
Juvenile 
Administrative agency 
Unclassified 

Total final judgments 

Other mandatory cases: 
Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 
Interlocutory decisions 
Advisory opinions 

Total other mandatory 

Total mandatory cases 

Disposed 
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Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Profile (continued) 

DISCRETIONARY JURISDICTION: 
Petitions of final judgment: 

Civil 
Criminal 
Juvenile 
Administrative agency 
Unclassified 

Total final judgments 

Other discretionary petitions: 
Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 
Interlocutory decisions 
Advisory opinions 

Total other discretionary 

Total discretionary cases 

Grand total cases 

Number of supplemental judgeljustices 
Number of independent appellate courts at this level 

MANNER OF DISPOSITION 

Pre-argument disposition (dismissedlwithdrawnlsettled) 
Signed opinion 
Per curiam opinion 
Decision without opinion (memo/order) 
Transferred 
Other 

TYPE OF DECISION IN MANDATORY CASES/GRANTED PETITIONS OF FINAL JUDGMENT 

Opinions: 
Affirmed 
Modified 
Reversed 
Mixed 
Dismissed 
Other 

Total decisions: 
Affirmed 
Modified 
Reversed 
Mixed 
Dismissed 
Other 
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Profile 

State Name, Court Name 
Court of general jurisdiction or court of limited jurisdiction 

Number of circuits or districts, number of judges 
Total population 

Filed Disposed 
CIVIL: 

Tort: 
Auto tort 
Product liability 
Medica I ma Ip rac t ice 
Unclassified tort 
Miscellaneous tort 

Total Tort 
Contract 
Real property rights 
Small claims 
Domestic relations: 

Marriage dissolution 
Support/custody 
URESA 
Adoption 
Paternity 
Miscellaneous 
Unclassified 

Total domestic relations 
Estate: 

Probatelwillslintestate 
Guardians hiplconservatorshipltrusteeship 
Miscellaneous estate 
Unclassified estate 

Total estate 
Mental health 
Appeal: 

Appeal of administrative agency case 
Appeal of trial court case 

Total civil appeals 
Miscellaneous civil 
Unclassified civil 

Total civil 
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Profile (continued) 

CRIMINAL: 
Felony 
Misdemeanor 
DW I/D U I 
Appeal 
Miscellaneous criminal 
Unclassified criminal 

Total Criminal 

TRAFFlClOTHER VIOLATION: 
Moving traffic violation 
Ordinance violation 
Parking violation 
Miscellaneous traffic 
Unclassified traffic 

Total traff idother violat ion 

JUVENILE: 
Criminal-type petition 
Status offense 
Child-victim petition 
Miscellaneous juvenile 
Unclassified juvenile 

Total juvenile 

Grand total cases 

Drug cases 

OTHER PROCEEDINGS: 
Postconviction remedy 
Preliminary hearings 
Sentence review only 
Extraordinary writs 

Total other proceedings 

Filed Disposed 
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STATE POPULATIONS ......... 
Resident Population. 1989 

State or territory 

Alabama ................................. 
Alaska .................... 
Arizona ................... 
Arkansas ................................ 
California ................................ 

Colorado ................................. 
Connecticut ............................ 
Delaware ................................ 
District of Columbia ................ 
Florida .................................... 
Georgia .................................. 
Hawaii .................................... 
Idaho ...................................... 
Illinois ..................................... 
Indiana ................................... 

Iowa ........................................ 
Kansas ................. 
Kentucky ................................ 
Louisiana ................................ 
Maine ............................. 
Maryland ................................ 
Massachusetts ....................... 
Michigan ................................. 
Minnesota ............................... 
Mississippi .............................. 
Missouri .................................. 
Montana ................................. 
Nebraska ................................ 
Nevada ................. 
New Hampshire 

1989 
Juvenile 

Population (In thousands) 
1989 
Adult 

1989 
Total 

1. 108 
165 
982 
650 

7. 714 

864 
759 
168 
139 

2. 872 

1. 797 
288 
304 

2. 980 
1. 460 

708 
659 
966 

1. 272 
305 

1. 161 
1. 337 
2. 445 
1. 129 

769 

1. 306 
217 
4 24 
277 
279 

3. 011 
362 

2.575 
1. 757 

21. 350 

2. 452 
2. 480 

504 
465 

9. 799 

4.639 
824 
710 

8.678 
4. 133 

2. 130 
1. 854 
2. 761 
3. 110 

917 

3. 533 
4. 575 
6. 829 
3. 223 
1. 852 

3. 854 
588 

1. 187 
832 
827 

New Jersey ............................ 1. 833 5.903 
New Mexico ............................ 454 1. 074 
New York ................................ 4. 350 13. 6oO 
North Carolina ..... 1. 642 4. 928 
North Dakota .. 179 482 

Ohio ............... 2.818 8. 090 
Oklahoma ...... 853 2. 370 

697 2. 123 
2. 840 9. 199 
1. 233 2.058 

Rhode Island ..... 231 765 
South Carolina .. 955 2. 557 

196 520 
1. 255 3. 684 
4. 952 12. 039 

631 1. 076 
141 425 

1. 482 4. 615 
1. 216 3. 544 

West Virginia ..................... 463 1.394 

Wisconsin ............................... 1. 255 3. 612 
Wyoming ................................ 136 338 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. Series P-25. No . 1058. March 1990 . 

4. 119 
527 

3. 557 
2. 407 

29. 064 

3. 316 
3. 239 

672 
604 

12. 671 

6. 436 
1. 112 
1. 014 

1 6 5 8  1. 
5. 593 

2.838 
2. 513 
3. 727 
4. 383 
1. 222 

4. 694 
5. 912 
9. 274 
4. 352 
2. 621 

5. 160 
805 

1. 611 
1. 109 
1. 106 

7. 736 
1. 528 

17. 950 
6.570 

661 

10. 908 
3.223 
2. 820 

12. 039 
3. 291 

996 
331 2 

716 
4. 939 

16. 991 

1. 707 
566 

6. 097 
4. 760 
1.857 

4. 867 
474 
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Total State Population for Trend Tables. 1984-89 

State or territory 1984 1985 

Popuiatlon (in thousands) 

1986 1987 1988 

Alabama ................................. 
Alaska ................. .......... 
Arizona ................................... 
Arkansas ................................ 
California ................................ 
Colorado ................................. 
Connectiart ............................ 
Delaware ........................... 
District of Columbia ................ 
Florida .................................... 
Georgia .................................. 
Hawaii .................................... 
Idaho ...................................... 
Illinois ..................................... 
Indiana ................................... 

Iowa ........................................ 
Kansas ................................... 
Kentucky .................... 
Louisiana .................... 
Maine ......................... 
Maryland ................................ 

Michigan ................................. 
Minnesota ............................... 
Mississippi .............................. 

Missouri .................................. 
Montana ................................. 
Nebraska ................................ 
Nevada ................................... 
New Hampshire ...................... 
New Jersey ............................ 
New Mexico ............................ 
New York ................................ 
North Carolina ........................ 
North Dakota ................. 

Ohio ........................................ 
Oklahoma ............................... 
Oregon ................................... 
Pennsylvania .......................... 
Puerto R i  ............................ 
Rhode Island .......................... 
South Dakota ......................... 
Tennessee ............................. 

Utah ........ : ............................... 
Vermont .................................. 
Virginia ................................... 
Washington ................ 

3. 990 
500 

3. 053 
2. 349 

25. 622 

3. 178 
3. 154 

613 
623 

10. 976 

5. 837 
1. 039 
1. 001 

11. 511 
5. 498 

2. 910 
2. 438 
3. 723 
4. 462 
1. 156 

4. 349 
5. 798 
9. 075 
4. 162 
2. 598 

5. 008 
824 

1. 606 
91 1 
977 

751 5 
1. 424 

17.735 
6. 165 

606 

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 

4. 021 
521 

3. 187 
2. 359 

26. 365 

3. 231 
3. 174 

622 
626 

11. 366 

5. 976 
1. 054 
1. 005 

11. 535 
5. 499 

2. 884 
2.450 
3. 726 
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 

4. 053 
533 

3. 319 
2. 372 

26. 981 

3. 267 
3. 189 

633 
625 

1 1. 675 

6. 104 
1. 063 
1. 002 

1 1. 551 
5. 503 

2. 850 
2. 460 
3. 729 
4. 502 
1. 173 

4. 463 
5.832 
9. 144 
4. 214 
2. 625 

5. 066 
819 

1. 597 
964 

1. 027 

7. 620 
1. 479 

17. 772 
6. 334 

679 

10.753 
3. 305 
2. 698 

11. 888 
3. 267 

975 
3. 376 

708 
4. 803 

16. 685 

1. 665 
541 

5. 787 
4. 463 
1. 919 

4. 785 
507 

4. 083 
525 

3. 386 
2. 388 

27. 663 

3. 296 
3. 211 

644 
622 

12. 023 

6. 222 
1. 083 

998 
1 1. 582 
5. 531 

2. 034 
2.476 
3. 727 
4. 461 
1.187 

4. 535 
5. 855 
9. 200 
4. 246 
2.625 

5. 103 
809 

1. 594 
1. 007 
1. 057 

7. 672 
1. 500 

17. 825 
6. 413 

672 

10. 784 
3.272 
2.724 

1 1. 936 
3. 274 

986 
3. 425 

709 
4. 855 

16. 789 

1. 680 
548 

5. 904 
4. 538 
1. 897 

4. 807 
490 

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 
2. 495 
3. 726 
4. 407 
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 

1989 

4.119 
527 

3.557 
2. 407 
29. 064 

3. 316 
3. 239 

672 
604 

12. 671 

6. 436 
1. 112 
1.014 

1 1. 658 
5. 593 

2. 838 
2. 513 
3. 727 
4. 383 
1. 222 

4.694 
591 2 
9. 274 
4. 352 
2. 621 

5. 160 
805 

1. 611 
1. 109 
1. 106 

7. 736 
1. 528 

17. 950 
6. 570 

661 

10. 908 
3. 223 
2.820 

12. 039 
3. 291 

996 
35.1 2 

716 
4.939 

1 6. 99 1 

1. 707 
566 

6. 097 
4. 760 
1. 857 

4. 067 
474 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. Series P.25. No . 1058. March. 1990 . 
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