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OVERVIEW 

his Report offers judges, court managers, and 
policymakers an authoritative guide to the de- T mands that increasing caseload volume places on 

state trial and appellate courts. The more than 93 million 
new cases filed in state courts in 1991 underscore that 
the state courts will continue to be the primary arena for 
resolving legal disputes in the United States. Increases 
in filings were observed in 1991 for most major catego- 
ries of cases, including civil cases, criminal caseloads in 
general jurisdiction courts (primarily felonies), and juve- 
nile cases. The exceptions to the pattern of rising 
caseloads were the declines in routine traffic offenses 
and criminal filings in limited jurisdiction courts (primarily 
misdemeanors). 

Three themes emerge from the Report's analysis of 
caseload volume. 

First, the increases in caseload volume for 1991 
are part of a continuing upward trend. An ex- 
trapolation based on past trends suggests that 
many trial and appellate courts are likely to see 
their caseloads double in size before the end of 
the decade. 

Second, many courts are having difficulties in 
keeping up wi?h the growing volume. They 
dispose of fewer cases than they take in each 
year, thereby adding to the size of their pending 
caseloads. This suggests that the public's de- 
mand for services in many courts is outstripping 
the available resources. 

Third, the greatest caseload increase during the 
past five years has been in the criminal arena. 
State trial court felonies and criminal appeals are 
increasing faster than the rest of the caseload. 
As a result, more resources and innovative man- 
agement procedures are necessary to respond 
to these specific trends. Unless trial and appel- 
late courts are able to meet these demands, they 
will find it difficult to avoid civil case backlogs. 

What Specific Findings Emerge? 

State frlal courts 
Part I of the Report examines state trial court 

caseloads in 1991 and how the 1991 experience fits with 

recent trends. The total reported state trial court caseload 
includes data from all 50 states, the District of Columbia, 
and Puerto Rico. What stands out is that trial court 
caseload volume continues to rise in most states. 

More than 93 million new cases were filed in 
state courts during 1991. Mandatory appeals 
and discretionary petitions to state appellate 
courts account for 245,000 new cases. The 
remaining new cases are trial court filings: 19 
million civil cases, 12.4 million criminal cases, 
1.6 million juvenile cases, and 60.1 million traffic 
or other ordinance violation cases. 

In 1991 there were over 31 million civil and 
criminal cases filed in the nation's state trial 
courts, compared to fewer than 253,500 such 
filings in the U.S. district courts, the main federal 
trial courts. Consequently, over 100 times as 
many civil and criminal cases commenced in the 
state courts as in the federal courts. 

Civil trial court filings, which encompass torts, 
contracts, domestic relations, estate, and small 
claims cases, grew by over 3 percent compared 
to 1990. 

Total criminal filings in courts of general jurisdic- 
tion increased by 1 percent between 1990 and 
1991, while criminal filings in courts of limited 
jurisdiction declined by over 7 percent. 

Traffic cases dropped by 43 percent in courts of 
general jurisdiction between 1989 and 1991, 
while remaining virtually constant in limited juris- 
diction courts. The decline in traffic cases in 
general jurisdiction courts stems solely from 
fewer parking cases as more courts move to- 
ward the administrative handling of such cases. 

The evidence of rising trial court filings raises the 
issue of whether courts are disposing of these cases at 
the same rate. The number of case dispositions ex- 
pressed as a proportion of the cases filed during the 
same time period provides a clearance rate, which is a 
summary measure of whether a court or a state court 
system is keeping up with its incoming caseload. 
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The number of new cases filed in 1991 often 
substantially exceeded the number of cases that 
were disposed of by the courts. 

But do these 1991 clearance rates reflect a short- 
term or a long-term problem for the state courts? To 
address this issue, a three-year clearance rate has been 
constructed. The three-year rate is computed by first 
summing all filings and dispositions between 1989 and 
1991 and then dividing the three-year sum of dispositions 
bythecorresponding sumoffilings. Examiningthe three- 
year clearance rate provides the opportunity to see if 
courts are generally keeping up with new cases even 
when there is a shortfall in a given year. 

The 1991 clearance rate for criminal cases in 
general jurisdiction courts is higher than the 
three-year rate in over one-half of the states. 
This encouraging result implies that clearance 
rates in 1991 tended to be better than the aver- 
age clearance rates for 1989 to 1991. 

The three-year clearance rate for civil cases was 
above 100 percent in only one-fifth of the state 
general jurisdiction court systems. 

Because courts must give priority to criminal caseloads, 
maintaining high criminal clearance rates is necessary 
for the timely disposition of all other case types. 

The Report goes beyond offering a comprehensive 
summary of state trial court activity related to major types 
of cases (e.g., civil and criminal cases) to examine the 
composition of trial court caseloads. As courts automate 
their information systems, states collect increasingly 
more detailed information. They can distinguish, for 
example, tort cases from other civil filings, and they can 
breakdown criminal caseloads into felony, misdemeanor, 
and DWI/DUI cases. Examination of these more detailed 
data reveal a striking consistency across states; that is, 
the underlying composition of civil and criminal caseloads 
is similar across the country. For example, the relative 
size or ranking of different areas of law (e.g., domestic 
relations, tort, contract) within a given type of case (e.g., 
civil) is quite similar across most courts. The largest 
category of civil caseload in most general jurisdiction 
state courts is domestic relations followed by general civil 
(Le., tort, contract, and real property rights). Thus, while 
the specific percentage of domestic relations varies from 
court to court, it is consistently the largest category. 
Hence, the business of the state courts is quite similar, 
despite considerable diff erences in jurisdiction or context 
(e.g., crime rates, law enforcement practices, and social 
conditions). 

Finally, an examination of caseload trends fits the 
1991 experience into recent history. From this perspec- 
tive, the 1991 caseload growth may be seen as an 
extension of a growth cycle. 

Since 1984, civil caseloads have risen by 33 
percent, criminal caseloads by 24 percent, juve- 

nile caseloads by 34 percent. In contrast, na- 
tional population has increased by less than 7 
percent over the same eight-year period. 

The most dramatic increase in the general civil 
caseload is in the area of real property rights 
cases, not in tort or contract cases. 

Totalfelonyfilings have increased by an average 
of more than 50 percent since 1985 (in the 32 
general jurisdiction courts for which felony-filing 
data are available). In aggregate, the nation has 
faced consistent annual increases of about 7 
percent throughout this seven-year period. 

State appellate courts 
Part I1 describes the volume and trends in state 

appellate court caseloads. For the first time, this Repod 
compares the rise in the rate of civil and criminal appeals. 
Courts can use this information to place themselves in 
the context of other courts facing similar caseload pres- 
sures, and to examine those other courts' responses to 
the pressures. 

The volume of appeals reached a new high in 
1991. State appellate courts reported 245,103 
mandatory and discretionary filings in 1991, 
slightly more than a 3 percent increase over 
1990. 

Appeals are heard in two types of courts: intermedi- 
ate appellate courts (IACs) and courts of last resort 
(COLRs). All states have established a COLR, often 
called the supreme court, which has final jurisdiction over 
all appeals within the state. Thirty-nine states have 
responded to caseload growth by creating one or more 
intermediate appellate courts to hear appeals from trial 
courts or administrative agencies, as specified by law or 
at the direction or assignment of the COLR. Twenty-six 
of these states have established their IACs since 1958. 
Yet, despite the common contexts in which they were 
created, important differences exist across states in the 
allocation of jurisdiction between COLRs and IACs. 

The consequences of these differences are high- 
lighted when appellate structure is linked with jurisdic- 
tion. The process suggests four categories of appellate 
cases: (1) IAC mandatory appeals, (2) IAC discretionary 
appeals, (3) COLR mandatory appeals, and (4) COLR 
discretionary appeals. 

The IACs handle the bulk of the caseload in the 
appellate system. In 1991 mandatory appeals in 
the IACs accounted for 62 percent of total appel- 
late filings. The more than 151,000 mandatory 
appeals filed in IACs in 1991 represent a 2 
percent increase over the 1990 total. 

The COLRs experienced a 10 percent increase 
between 1990 and 1991 in the number of discre- 
tionary petitions, which constitutes the bulk of 
their work. 
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These figures reveal the varying caseload pressures 
confronting courts of last resort and intermediate appel- 
late courts. COLRs face increases in discretionary 
petitions, which is the largest part of their caseloads. By 
contrast, IACs face increases in mandatory appeals; 
however, this category of appeals is also the major 
portion of their caseloads. 

Because mandatory appeals must be heard, the 
rising number of these appeals in first-level appellate 
courts, as well as in some COLRs with IACs, increases 
caseload pressure on the courts. In addition, the number 
of discretionary petitions continues to rise. This makes 
the issue of whether appellate courts are disposing of 
their growing caseloads an important policy concern. 

Three-quarters of the IACs had three-year clear- 
ance rates of under 100 percent for mandatory 
appeals. 

Two-thirds of the COLRs had three-year clear- 
ance rates for discretionary petitions under 100. 

Thus, most state court appellate systems were unable to 
dispose of as many cases as were filed from 1989 to 
1991. Part of the explanation is steadily increasing 
caseloads. The data contained in this Report show that 
between 1987 and 1991 state COLR and IAC caseloads 
grew in a majority of appellate courts. However, growth 
was not uniform, and the Report examines whether the 
increases in the number of appeals were more pro- 
nounced for civil or criminal appeals and how the compo- 
sition of appellate caseloads is changing over time. 

Mandatory criminal appeals in IACs grew by 21 
percent between 1987 and 1991, while manda- 
tory civil appeals in IACs grew by 4 percent 
during the same period. 

Discretionary criminal appeals in COLRs in- 
creased by 7 percent from 1987 to 1991, while 
discretionary civil appeals in COLRs were up by 
14 percent. 

To summarize, appellate courts are having limited suc- 
cess in meeting the demands placed on them. Caseload 
pressures continue to confront state appellate courts, 
and many are having difficulty keeping up. 

How Are the Report Data Collected? 

Information for the Repor?'s national caseload data- 
bases comes from published and unpublished sources 
supplied by state court administrators and appellate 
court clerks. Published data are typically taken from 
official state court annual reports, so they take many 
forms and vary greatly in detail. Data from published 
sources are often supplemented by unpublished data 
received from the state courts in many formats, including 
internal management memoranda and computer-gener- 
ated output. 

Extensive telephone contacts and follow-up corre- 
spondence are used in preparing the Report to collect 
missing data, confirm the accuracy of available data, and 
determine the legal jurisdiction of eachcourt. Information 
is also collected on the number of judges per court or 
court system (from annual reports, offices of state court 
administrators, and appellate court clerks); the state 
population (based on Bureau of the Census revised 
estimates); and special characteristics regarding subject 
matter jurisdiction and court structure. A complete re- 
view of the data collection procedures and the sourcesof 
each state's 1991 caseload statistics is provided in 
Appendices A and B. 

How Is Corn arability 
In the Data e ncouraged? 

Because there are 50 states and thus 50 different 
state court systems, the biggest challenge is presenting 
the data so that valid state-to-state comparisons can be 
made. Frequent mention is made in this Report of a 
model approach for collecting and using caseload infor- 
mation. The Conference of State Court Administrators 
(COSCA) and the National Center for State Courts have 
jointly developed that approach over the past 15 years. It 
is layed out in State Court Model Statistical Dictionary, 
7989. The key to the approach is providing a standard for 
comparison: comparison among states and comparison 
over time. The COSCNNCSC approach makes com- 
parison possible and highlights some aspects that re- 
main problematic as the Report series continues to build 
acomprehensive statistical profile of theworkof thestate 
appellate and trial courts nationally. 

The organization of the Report is intended to en- 
hance the potential for meaningful comparisons. The 
information on current caseload volume and the analysis 
of key caseload trends in the state trial and appellate 
courts, described in Parts I and II, are made more 
understandable by the information in the remaining sec- 
tions of the Report. To facilitate comparisons among the 
states, the rest of the Report provides detailed tables of 
state caseload statistics, descriptions of how states orga- 
nize and allocate jurisdiction to their col~rts, and basic 
information on how courts compile and report court 
statistics. 

What Is Contained in 
Parts 111, IV, and V of the Report? 

Part Ill contains the detailed caseload statistics. 
Appellate court caseloads in 1991 are provided in the first 
six tables. Table 1 gives the total caseload for appellate 
courts for the year and describes the comparability and 
completeness of that information. Tables 2-6 describe 
particular types of appellate cases and particular aspects 
of case processing. 

Trial court caseloads in 1991 are detailed in the next 
six tables. Table 7 shows the total trial court civil and 
criminal caseload and reviews the comparability and 
completeness of the underlying state statistics. Table 8 

State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1991 xiii 



examines the grand total of state court cases filed and 
disposed for each state and individual courts within each 
state. Tables 9-12 describe the civil, criminal, traffic/ 
other ordinance violation, and juvenile caseloads of state 
trial courts. 

Tables 13-1 6 describe trends in the volume of case 
filings and dispositions. Tables 13 and 14 indicate the 
patterns between 1984-91 for mandatory and discretion- 
ary cases in state appellate courts. The trend in felony 
case filings in state trial courts for the same period is 
contained inTable 15, and the trend in tort filing sforthose 
eight years is in Table 16. 

All of the tables in Part I l l  are intended as basic 
reference sources. Each one compiles information from 
the nation’s state courts. In addition, the tables indicate 
the extent of standardization in the numbers for each 
state. The factors that most strongly affect the compara- 
bility of caseload information across the states (for ex- 
ample, the unit of count) are incorporated into the tables. 
Footnotes explain how a court system’s reported 
caseloads are related to the standard categories for 
reporting such information recommended in the State 
Court Modelstatistical Dictionary, 1989. Caseload num- 
bers are cited if they are incomplete 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 displays the overall structure of each state 
court system on a one-page chart. The chart for each 
state identifies all the courts in operation in that state 
during the year, describes their geographic and subject 
matter jurisdiction, notes the number of authorized judi- 
cial positions, indicates whether funding is primarily local 
or state, and outlines the routes of appeal that link the 
courts. 

Part V lists jurisdiction and state court-reporting 
practices that may affect the comparability of caseload 
information reported by the courts. Eight figures note, for 
example, the time period used for court statistical report- 
ing (calendar year, fiscal year, or court calendar year); 
define the method by which cases are counted in appel- 
late courts and in criminal, civil, and juvenile trial courts; 
and identify trial courts with the authority to hear appeals. 
The figures define what constitutes a case in each court, 
making it possible to determine which appellate and trial 
courts compile caseload statistics on a similar basis. The 
most important information in the figures in Part V for 
making comparative use of caseload statistics in Part Ill 
is repeated in that section. 

Appendix A reviews the method used to collate the 
information provided by the states into a standard format. 
The 1991 Report improves the completeness and accu- 
racy of the information provided over previous editions. 
The procedural changes responsible for the improve- 
ment are described, as are the specific results in the form 
of new data and corrections to previously reported 
caseloads. 

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 
Statistical Dictionary, seek to encourage uniformity in 
how courts and state court administrative off ices collect 
and publish caseload information. 

The 1991 Report, like previous reports, is a joint 
project of 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 cate- 
gories and procedures. The NCSC provides project staff 
and support facilities. Preparation of the 1991 Report is 
funded in part by a grant to the NCSC from the State 
Justice Institute. 

The staff of the Court Statistics Project can provide 
advice and clarification on the use of the statistics from 
this and previous caseload reports. Project staff can also 
provide the full range of information 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 could be pre- 
sented in Part Ill of this report. 

Comments, suggestions, and correctionsfrom users 
of the Report are encouraged. Questions and reactions 
to the Report can be sent to: 

Director, Court Statistics Project 
National Center for State Courts 
300 Newport Avenue 
Williamsburg, VA 23187-8798 
(804) 253-2000 
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PART 



STATE TRIAL COURT CASELOADS IN 
1991 AND 1984.91 ‘ I  RENDS ......... 

he state trial courts are the primary mechanism for 
adjudication in the United States, with over 93 T million new cases filed in 1991. This enormous 

volume of cases consists of more than 31 million civil and 
criminal cases, nearly 2 million juvenile cases, and over 
60 million traff ic cases. Most case types increased since 
1990, with total civil cases up by 3 percent, criminal cases 
filed in courts of general jurisdiction up by 1 percent, and 
total juvenile case filings up by 1 percent. The one area 
of marked decline was traffic case filings. Due primarily 
to the increasing use of administrative procedures in 
handling minortrafficoffenses, total trafficfilingsdropped 
by 11 percent between 1990 and 1991. 

Part I uses caseload statistics to describe the work of 
the state trial courts and to assess the consequences of 
caseload volume on the capacity of courts to hear and to 
decidecases. Five distinct methods are used to examine 
the volume of cases being brought to the state courts: 

The annual volume of cases In the state trial 
courts. How many cases were filed in the state 
trial courts in 1991? How is the caseload distrib- 
uted between limited jurisdiction and general 
jurisdiction courts? How do caseload levels 
compare across different states? 

Disposing of the caseload. Are more new 
cases being filed than the courts aredisposing of 
during the year, thus contributing to the size of 
the pending caseload? Which states have expe- 
rienced the greatest difficulties in keeping up 
with the inflow of cases? 

Population and caseload. Is the number of 
case filings a function of population? Or are 
some state court caseloads rising at rates in 
excess of population growth? 

The composition of caseloads. What propor- 
tion of civil case filings are tort and what propor- 
tion are contract? What proportion involve do- 
mestic relations? What proportion of criminal 
caseloads are felonies? Does the relative fre- 
quency of different types of cases tend to be 
similar or different across the country? 

Recent trends In state court caseloads. What 
is the national trend in caseload growth during 
the latter half of the 1980s and into the 199Os? 
What are the similarities and differences among 
states in particular categories of caseload growth? 

This section begins with a summary of overall state trial 
court activity in 1991 (pages 3 to 4). Caseload patterns 
between and within courts of general and limited jurisdic- 
tion are then highlighted (pages 4 to 7). Variation among 
states in the rates at which civil (pages 7 to 23), criminal 
(pages 23 to 36), and traffic (pages 36 to 40) caseloads 
were filed and disposed of in 1991, as well as trends in 
divorce, tort, contract, real property rights, and felony 
caseloads, are then reviewed and discussed. Part I 
finishes with a comparison of state and federal court 
caseloads (pages 40 to 44): How does the number of 
case filings in the state courts compare to the caseload 
in the federal court system? Do the state and federal 
courts display similar growth patterns in civil and criminal 
caseloads? The main conclusions to the entire section 
are then summarized. 

Annual Volume: How Many Cases Were 
Filed in the State Trial Courts in 19911 

States reported that 93,149,152 cases were filed in 
trial courts in 1991 .’ Total trial court filings are composed 
of a broad range of case types. The State Court Caseload 
Statistics: Annual Report series distinguishes between 
four main case categories: (1) civil, (2) criminal, (3) 
juvenile, and (4) traffidother ordinance violation cases. 
These four categories represent the basic information 
that one can reasonably expect most states to provide. 
Abbreviated definitions of these categories are provided 
in Text Table 1.1. 

In 1991 the grand total consisted of 18,971,437 civil 
cases, 12,430,910 criminal cases, 1,626,958 juvenile 
cases, and 60,119,847 traffic and other ordinance viola- 
tion cases. Chart 1.1 shows how the case types that 
consume the majority of court time and resources (civil, 

1 
referred to as state courts throughout the remainder of this Report. 

The 50 stales, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Riw will all be 
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TEXT TABLE 1.1: Abbreviated Definitions of the Four Main Reporting Categories Used In the 
State Court Caseload Statlstics: Annual Report Series 

Clvll cam: 

Crlmlnal case: 

request for an enforcement or protection of a right or the redress or prevention of a wrong. 

charge of a state law violation. 

Juvenlle petition: 

Traffidother 
ordinance vlolatlon: 

case processed through the special procedures that a state established to handle matters relating to 
individuals defined as juveniles. 

charge that a traffic law or a aty, town, or village ordinance was violated. 

Complete definitions of these terms as well as all statistical and related terms used in dassifying state court caseload statistics are found 
in the State Court Model Sratisrical Dicrionary, 1989. 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

criminal, and juvenile) have grown from 1984 to 1991 .z 
The overall pattern is increasing filings3: 

Total civil filings increased by 33 percent from 
1984 to 1991. 

Total criminal filings grew by 24 percent from 
1984 to 1991. 

Total juvenile caseloads rose by 34 percent 
during the 1984-1991 period. 

Incontrast, those eight years saw the nation’s population 
grow by less than 7 percent. 

Reported traffic caseloads dropped between 1990 
and 1991 , with the 1991 total falling to the lowest level in 
eight years (see Chart 1.2): The primary reason is the 
decriminalization of many minor traffic offenses and the 
adjudication of these cases either by quasi-judicial off ic- 
ers, traffic ticket bureaus, or by an administrative agency 
within the executive branch (e.g., department of motor 

2 Thecaseload statistics seriespublished by the National Center for 
State Courts began in 1975; however no Repor8 were published for 
1982 or 1983. Therefore, the period 1984 to 1991 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 
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 statistics for 1946. 
3 The percentage growth rates for avil and aiminal caseloads. as 
well as all other trends discussed in this volume, are calculated for a 
fixednumberof states. Onlystates that have reporteddata fortheentire 
eight years are induded in the calculation. Because the number of 
reporting states has increased over time, the avil and criminal totals 
reported for 1991 will be greater than the totals displayed on Chart 1.1. 
4 In 1984 total traffic filings were 56,716,003 (looking at just the 
states that reported traffic filings throughout the eight-year period). 

vehicles). This is discussed in more detail in the traffic 
section of the Report. 

How Is the Caseload Distributed Between 
General Jurisdiction and Limited Jurisdiction 
Courts? 

General jurisdiction courts. 
In most states, the trialcourt isdivided intotwo levels: 

an upper and lower The upper-level trial court, 
which usually has original jurisdiction over all subject 
matter or persons within its geographical limits, is called 
the court of general jurisdiction. In the criminal area, 
general jurisdiction courts have authority to try felony 
cases and to impose the maximum penalty authorized by 
state statute. On the civil side, they have unlimited 
jurisdiction over all matters not specifically assigned to a 
court of limited or special jurisdiction. These are courts 
of record from which an appeal is available. 

Of the reported total of more than 93 million court 
filings, 23,036,299 were in general jurisdiction courts (25 
percent of the totaCsee Chart 1.3). Civil case filings 
(excluding domestic relations) represented just overone- 
quarter of the total general jurisdiction caseload 
(6,267,580), domestic relations cases accounted for 13 
percent of the total (3,098,963), criminal case filings 

5 State courts vary in the details of their organization and jurisdic- 
tion. Whereas the federal courts are relatively uniform throughout the 
country, state court systems vary greatly in structure, which makes 
nationwidegeneralizations about court organization hazardous. Differ- 
ences in court structure and jurisdiction are impoant to understanding 
caseload data from a state. Hence, the introduction to Part IV of the 
Report covers some important dimensions on which state trial and 
appellate court systems differ. A comprehensive examination and 
comparison of state court caseloads requires a thorough understand- 
ing of the variation in state court structure. See also Victor E. Flango 
and David Rottman, Defining the Dimensions of Court Unification, 16 
Justice System Journal. no. 1 at 65 (1993). 
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Chart 1.3: The Composition of Trial Court 
Caseload Filings in General 
Jurisdiction Courts, 1991 

Juvenile 5% 

Criminal 17% Totel=23,036,299 
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

nearly one-fifth (3,843,902), and juvenile cases about 
one-twentieth (1,142,108). Even though general juris- 
diction courts are most often associated with serious 
criminal and civil cases, over one-third of their total 
caseloadconsists of traff idother ordinance violation cases 
(8,683,746). While traff ic cases are a major part of many 
states' general jurisdiction court caseload, it is particu- 
larly pronounced in those states (e.g., District of Colum- 
bia, Illinois, and Minnesota) where all matters, including 
traffic, are heard exclusively by a general jurisdiction 
court because there is no lower court. 

It can be argued that the majority of traffic cases are 
disposed of with a minimum of judicial attention.'j In 
particular, statesvarytothe extent they count uncontested 
parking violations as traffic cases (see Table 11, Part Ill, 
p.127). Trafficfilings, although they account for the bulk 
of total case filings, do not consume a majority of court 
time or resources. One way to compensate for the 

6 Weighted caseload studies have continually found traffic cases to 
use significantly fewer court resources per case than, for example, 
felony, tort, or divorce cases. In the Wisconsin Circuit Court, the court 
of general jurisdiction, it was found that one felony was equivalent to 
over five contested traffic cases (those few traffic cases where an 
appearance is made by the defendant). Differences are more marked 
at the limited jurisdiction court level. The Washington District Court 
Weighted Caseload Sfudy, 1991 found that a felony case filed in the 
limited jurisdiction court consumed approximately 26 times the court 
resources as a typical parking infraction. 

Chart 1.4: The Composition of Trial Court 
Caseioad Filings in General 
Jurisdiction Courts (Excluding 
Traffic), 1991 
Juvenile 

TOtal=l4,352,533 
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

unequal draw on court resources is to remove traffic 
caseloads from the picture (Chart 1.4). Examining the 
composition of general jurisdiction caseloads without the 
traffic component shows that general jurisdiction courts 
are dominated by civil cases (jumping from 27 percent to 
44 percent of the total) and criminal cases (moving from 
17 percent to 27 percent). 

Limited jurisdlction courts. 
In 1991, 44 states had a lower-level trial court 

consisting of courts of limited or special jurisdiction. 
Variously called district, justice, justice of the peace, 
magistrate, county, or municipal courts, these courts are 
restricted in the range of cases that they can decide. Yet, 
the bulk of the nation's disputes are handled in these 
courts of limited jurisdiction. The number of such courts 
ranges from zero in the seven states with unified or 
single-level court systems to more than 1,000 courts in 
Georgia, New York, andTexas. Although astateappellate 
court might review some judgments of limited jurisdiction 
courts, appellate review is typically the responsibility of 
general jurisdiction courts. 

Limited jurisdiction courts are dominated by traffic 
cases, though an increasing number of these cases are 
being handled administratively. The proportions of civil 
and criminal cases in limited jurisdiction courts vary 
greatlyfromstateto state. With respect tocivilcaseloads, 
one-fourth of these courts are limited to hearing cases 
involving claims of less than $3,000, Many of these 
courts have exclusive jurisdiction over specialized areas, 
most commonly juvenile. 
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Chart 1.5: The Composltlon of Trlal Court 
Caseload Fillngs in Limited 
Jurisdiction Courts, 1991 

Juvenile 1% Civil 

Total=70,112,853 
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

Chart Iddivides the limited jurisdictioncourt caseload 

Civil and criminal filings each account for 12 
percent of the total, domestic relations filings are 
2 percent of the total, while juvenile filings repre- 
sent 1 percent. The remaining three-fourths (73 
percent) of the filings are trafficlother ordinance 
violation cases. 

into the five main case types. 
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Although the proportions are small, limited jurisdiction 
courts still handled over 8.6 million civil cases (excluding 
domestic relations) and 8.6 million criminal cases in 
1991. 

How many courts and judges process state court 
caseloads? To gain a perspective on the caseload 
totals from general and limited jurisdiction courts, the 
number of judges and courts that are available to decide 
the cases is summarized in Text Table 1.2. Not surpris- 
ingly, there are far more judges in limited jurisdiction 
courts. Collectively, there are nearly 4,000 general 
jurisdiction courts and nearly 14,000 limited jurisdiction 
courts in the nation. 

7 State-by-state variation in court organization, subject matter, and 
terminology makes determining the number of state courts problem- 
atic. To count as a court, the CSP requires two of the three following 
factors to be present: (1) there is a courthouse; (2) there is a judge 
resident at the court; and (3) there is a de& of the court. 

TEXT TABLE 1.2: State Trial Courts In 
Aggregate, 1991 

Total Trial Court Cases Filed in 1991: 93,149,152 

17,825 Courts: 27,791 Judges : 

3,908 General Jurisdiction Courts 9,502 Judges 

13,917 Limited Jurisdiction Courts 18,289 Judges 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

Composition of Trial Court Caseloads: 
1991 and 1984-91 Trends 

A more detailed analysis of civil, criminal, and traffic 
casesfollows. The analysis blends an in-depth examina- 
tion of each case type in 1991 with information on trends 
through the latter half of the 1980s. 

Civil Filings in 1991 and 1984-91 Trends 
States reported the filing of 18,971,437 civil cases in 

1991, which is an increase of over 3 percent from the 
previous year. In examining the recent history of civil 
caseloads in the state courts, a number of issues are 
covered. They include the following: 

The volume of civil caseloads. How are civil 
cases distributed between general and limited 
jurisdiction courts? What is the variation in the 
size of civil caseloads among states? After 
adjusting for population, are state civil caseload 
levels similar or different across the country? 
How has the volume of civil cases changed 
among the states since 1987? 

Clearance rates for civil cases. Are courts 
keeping up with the inflow of new civil cases? 
Are courts that have experienced above-aver- 
age increases in civil caseloads having more 
trouble than other courts in disposing of their 
cases? 

The composition of civil caseloads. What is 
the largest category of civil cases? What is the 
smallest category? Is the composition of civil 
cases similar or different across the country? 

Domestic relations cases. What is the compo- 
sition of domestic relations caseloads? Are civil 
courts really “divorce courts”? 

Tort, contract, and real property rights. Is 
there evidence of a “litigation explosion” in tort 
filings? Are torts growing at a rate faster or 
slowerthancontract or real property rghtscases? 
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How are civil cgses distrlbuted between general 
and’ limlted jurisdiction courts? Total civil filingsa 
reported for general and limited jurisdiction courts in 
1991 as well as each state’s population ranking are 
shown in Text Table 1.3.’ The completeness and com- 
parability of the data can be evaluated through a review 
of the footnotes to Table 9, Part Ill (p. l l l ) ,  which 
indicates the degree to which states report data conform- 
ing to the recommended definition. The proportionof civil 
cases filed in each state’s courts of general and limited 
jurisdiction tends to vary widely across the states and 
reflect differences in how civil case jurisdiction is allocated. 
In aggregate, however, there is almost an equal number 
of civil cases filed in courts of general and limited 
jurisdiction. Map 1.1 shows the states that experienced 
an increase in the number of civil filings in their courts of 
general jurisdiction between 1990 and 1991. Specifically, 
37 states reported that civil filings were on the rise in 
1991. 

Civil filings in the state courts (Text Table 1.3) exhibit 
two distinct patterns. First, the range is wide: looking 
only at states that provide data from all courts, total civil 
filings extend from a low of 29,775 filings in.Wyoming to 
a high of 1,906,188 filings in California. Second, civil 
cases are highly concentrated in particular states. 

The 10 million civil filings in the nine states with 
the largest civil caseloads account for more than 
53 percent of the nation’s total of 19 million civil 
filings. 

Seven of these nine states are among the nine 
states with the largest populations, underscoring 
the strong, direct correspondence between 
population levels and total civil filing rates. 

How do civil caseloads compare across states 
and how is thls Influenced by population? A cursory 
glance at Text Table 1.3 shows that the more heavily 
populated a state is, the more civil filings it has. This 
relationship raises thequestion of whether the states with 
the highest number of civil filings (e.g., California) really 
differfromthe stateswith the lowest numberof civil filings 
(e.g., Wyoming) in terms of litigiousness. That is, does 
every state have an equally litigious population, with the 
only difference being that there are more people in some 
states than in others? Or do some states have more (or 
less) filings than one would expect on the basis of 

population alone? If so, with what might the higherfilings 
per capita be attributed? 

Adjusting for population will show whether people 
tend to file civil cases at about the same rate around the 
country and should also revealother, m r e  subtle factors 
that produce interstate differences among the civil filing 
levels. Chart 1.6 displays civil case filings per 100,000 
population for both general jurisdiction and limited 
jurisdiction courts in 43 state court systems.’O 

Once adjusted for population, most states report 
civil filing rates close to the average level of civil 
filing (the median level is Vermont, with 6,743 
civil filings per 100,000 population). The 
clustering of many states close to the median is 
a product of population to a very strong degree. 

Controlling for population reduces the variation between 
states considerably. California had 64 times as many 
filings as Wyoming (see Text Table l.3), while Wyoming 
actually had slightly more civil filings per 100,000 
population (see Chart 1.6). The difference between the 
states with the highest (District of Columbia) and lowest 
(Puerto Rim) population-adjusted civil filings is only a 
factor of six. 

Although civil filing rates per 100,000 population are 
broadly similar across the states, there are some 
differences, which suggest that otherfactors also influence 
civil case filing rates. For example, of the 10 states with 
the highest adjusted filing rates (see Chart 1.6) only 
Virginia, Maryland, New Jersey, and New York are also 
among the top 10 states with the highest absolute civil 
caseloads. If population is the exclusive determinant of 
civil caseloads, the absolute and population-adjusted 
rankings of states would be identical. Because they are 
not, it is important to recognize that civil caseloads are 
also affected by how cases are classified and how they 
are counted. 

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

How states count civil, and especially support/ 
custody, caseloads affects the ranking of states 
in Chart 1.6. 

8 Acivilcaseisarequestfortheenforcementorprotection ofaright 
or the redress or prevention of a wrong. To meet the definition 
recommended by the State Court Model Statistical Dictionmy, the 
category indudes all torts, contracts, real property rights, small claims, 
domestic relations, mental health, and estate cases over which the 
court has jurisdiction. It also indudes all appeals of administrative 
agency deasions filed in the court and appeals to general jurisdiction 
courts of decisions by limited jurisdiction trial courts in civil cases. 
9 Actual state population figures for 1984 to 1991 are provided in 
Appendix D. 

Differences in counting practices between courts 
of general and limited jurisdiction in a state are 
likely to influence the calculation of the share of 
the civil caseload heard at each court level. 

10 The relationship between population and total civil filings is 
confirmed by a positive Pearson correlation coeffident of .90. This 
suggests that for every increase in a state‘s population, there is a 
proportional increase in the number of cases filed. 
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TEXT TABLE 1.3: Total Clvll Filings Reported, 1991 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 

State 

California 
New York 

Virginia 
Florida 

Maryland 
New Jersey 

Texas 
Ohio 

Illinois 
Michigan 
Georgia 

North Carolina 
Massachusetts 

Pennsylvania 
Indiana 

Wisconsin 
South Carolina 

Washington 
Alabama 
Missouri 

Louisiana 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Arizona 

Kentucky 
Minnesota 
Oklahoma 

Iowa 
Oregon 
Kansas 

Utah 
Arkansas 

33. District of Columbia 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42. 
43. 
44. 
45. 
46. 
47. 
48. 
49. 
50. 
51. 
52. 

Puerto Rim 
Tennessee 

Nebraska 
Mississippi 

New Hampshire 
West Virginia 
Rhode Island 
New Mexico 

Maine 
Delaware 

Idaho 
Hawaii 

Nevada 
South Dakota 

Vermont 
North Dakota 

Alaska 
Wyoming 
Montana 

TOTAL 

Total Civil Filings 

1,906,188 
1,569,457 
1,427,105 

924,063 
913,698 
91 1,714 
857,322 
853,533 
726,359 
725.51 7 
705,771 
615,088 
539,899 
438,074 
426,646 
346.557 
311,201 
278,534 
276,881 
269,673 
260,930 
257.147 
248,373 
240 I 734 
2 19,406 
219,010 
199,218 
155,927 
183,687 
166,846 
147,800 
149,382 
141,144 
136,960 
127.841 
112.440 
105,826 
95,733 
94,449 
84,464 
78,9 12 
77,050 
75,977 
66,737 
51,016 
48,959 
42,871 
38,231 
34,390 
32,239 
29,775 
24,679 

18,971,437 

Total Clvll 
Filings In General 

Jurisdiction Courts 

719,433 
230,657 
118,250 
565,458 
137,362 
900,857 
451,436 
418,844 
726,359 
186,459 
187.41 7 
116,744 
539,899 
309,172 
272,390 
346,557 
58,362 

149,765 
99,053 

269,673 
194,024 
93,231 

189,580 
110,275 
70,977 

219,010 
199,218 
155,927 
96,202 

166,846 
31,832 
91,745 

141,144 
76,517 

127,841 
50,946 
80,438 
31,012 
45,709 
27.827 
56,913 
6,647 
9,706 

66,737 
27,668 
48,959 
42.871 
33,317 
18,854 
14.636 
11,108 
24.679 

9,366,543 

N/Appl = Not applicable (state does not have a limited jurisdiction court) 
N/A P Data are not available 
NJ = No civil jurisdiction 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

Total Clvll 
Filings In Umlted 

Jurisdiction Courts 

1,186,755 
1,338,800 
1,308.855 

358.609 
776.336 

10,857 
405,886 
434,689 

N/Appl 
539,058 
518,354 
498,344 

N/Appl 
128,902 
154,256 

NJ 
252,839 
128.769 
177.828 

NJ 
66,906 

163,916 
58.793 

130,459 
148,429 
N/Appl 

N/A 
N/Appl 
87,485 

NJ 
1 15.968 
57,637 
N/Appl 
60.443 

NIA 
6 1,494 
25,388 
64,721 
48,740 
56,637 
21,999 
70,403 
66,271 
N/Appl 
23,348 

N/A 
N/Appl 
4.914 

15,536 
17,603 
18,667 

N/A 

9,604,894 

Population Ranking 

1 
2 

12 
4 

19 
9 
3 
7 
6 
8 

11 
10 
13 
5 

14 
17 
25 
16 
22 
15 
21 
27 
28 
23 
24 
20 
29 
31 
30 
33 
36 
34 
49 
26 
18 
37 
32 
42 
35 
44 
38 
40 
47 
43 
41 
39 
46 
51 
48 
50 
52 
45 
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MAP 1.1 : States That Experienced an Increase In Civil Filings In 
Thetr Courts of General Jurlsdlctlon Between 1990 and 1991 

Increase in civil filings in 
general jurisdiction courts 

National Center for State Courts, 1993 

To help clarify the influence of unit of count on total 
filing rates, Chart 1.6 distinguishes between filings in 
general jurisdiction courts (the black portion of each 
state’s bar) and limited jurisdiction courts (the white 
portion of each state’s bar). As an example, Virginia’s 
high population-adjusted filing rate is driven primarily by 
much higherthan average filings in the limited jurisdiction 
court. One explanation is that Virginia’s limited jurisdiction 
court, the district court, regards all reopened civil cases 
as new filings and counts support/custody proceedings 
as separate cases. Most states, and Virginia’s general 
jurisdiction court, 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 other issues arise later or as a postdecree 
action. The allocation of subject matterjurisdiction isalso 
relevant. The circuit court in Virginia has domestic 
relations jurisdiction, with the exception of support/ 
custody, URESA, and miscellaneous domestic relations 
cases, which can be heard in the district court. Thus, the 
relatively high rate of civil filings in Virginia and 
concentration of civil cases in the state’s limited jurisdiction 
court are attributable, in part, to choices made when the 
state’s court recordkeeping procedures were designed. 

Filings per 100,000 population provide a standard 
measure of caseload levels that adjusts for differences in 
population among the states. This measure does not, 
however, provide information on whether a court is 
keeping up with its incoming civil caseload. Two factors 

complicate resource planning and the allocation of re- 
sources within the courts and are likely to affect the ability 
of a court system to dispose of its caseload expeditiously: 
(1) rapid, sustained caseload growth over time and (2) 
fluctuating caseloads, where big increases one year are 
followed by small increases or even declines in the next 
year. 

How has volume changed since 19871 
Comparable civil filing data for general jurisdiction court 
systems for 1987 to 1991 are shown in Text Table 1.4. 
This table is designed for two purposes: (a) it presents 
the actual caseload filings over the past five years, and 
(b) it provides an immediate reference to the change that 
has occurred over the past three years. Hence, the 
percentage change in civil f ilings between 1989 and 199 1 
for each state is displayed in the “index” column. For 
example, thevalue of 1 18fortheAlabama index indicates 
that Alabama civil filings grew by 18 percent between 
1989 and 1991. 

Since 1987, total civil filings have increased in 42 of 
the 49 states that report data for all five years. The 
declines were most often minimal, and the lowest level of 
filings was actually reached before 1991 in all but Colorado 
and Iowa. The dominant pattern of growth in civil 
caseloads is evident by examining the trend over the past 
three years: the 1989 to 1991 growth index exceeds 100 
in all but five states. In 14 states, the three-year index is 
115 or greater, which indicates an average annual 
increase in civil filings of 5 percent or more. Although 
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CHART 1.6: Civil Filings per 100,000 Total Population in State Courts, 1991 

1. District of Columbia ? I 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42. 
43. 

Virginia 
Mafyland 

New Jersey 
Delaware 

North Carolina 
Massachusetts 
South Carolina 

Utah 
New Yotk 

New Hampshire 
Rhoda Island 

Ohio 
Michigan 
Colorado 

Indiana 
Connecticut 

Nebraska 
Wisconsin 

Florida 
Alabama 
Vermont 
Kansas 

Iowa 
Wyoming 

Idaho 
Arizona 

Illinois 
California 

Maine 
Louisiana 

South Dakota 
Kentucky 

Alaska 
Washington 

North Dakota 
West Virginia 

Missouri 
New Mexico 

Texas 
Minnesota 

Hawaii 
Puerto Rico 

I 

1 
I 
I 
1 
I 
7 
3 
3 
1 
1 

I I Median 

0 Limited Jurisdiction 
I General Jurisdiction 

0 5,000 10.000 15.000 20,000 25.000 

The following states are not included: AR, GA, MS, MT, NV, OK, OR, PA, TN 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

there are obvious concerns about basing projections on 
only three-years’ data, 2 states (New Hampshire and 
Wyoming) have experienced average yearly growth in 
excess of 10 percent and are on course to double their 
civil caseloads in only four m r e  years. 

Are courts keeping up with the inflow of new civil 
cases? The primary concern of court managers facing 
this rapid, ongoing expansion of civil caseloads is the 
increasing difficulty it poses for the timely disposition of 
cases. Trial courts reduced the size of their pending civil 

caseload if they disposed of more civil cases during 1991 
than were filed. Text Table 1.5 abstracts the relevant 
information from Table 9, Part I l l  (p. l l l ) ,  to present 
clearance rates for general jurisdiction and limited 
jurisdiction courts with the authority to hear civil cases. 
The clearance rate is the number of dispositions in a 
given year divided by the number of filings in the same 
year. While the cases disposed in 1991 were not 
necessarily filed that same year, the clearance rate is an 
easily calculated and useful measure of the demand for 
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State 

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 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 

New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 

Puerto Rim 
Rhode Island **** 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 

Tennessee ***** 
Texas 

Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Total 
Clvll Flllngs 

1987 

84,329 
15.168 

101,148 
89,827 

674,912 
105,995 
149,851 

7,917 
143,590 
444,952 
144,081 
26,031 
57,605 

532,279 
249,380 
170,471 
140,586 
52,752 

181,554 
5,981 

106,193 
493,006 
171,359 
231,244 

NIA 
248,190 
26.8 15 
36.536 

NIA 
19,201 

638,975 
51,013 

121,443 
97,979 
15,382 

337.637 
222,754 
76,635 

262,333 
65,146 
8,405 

54,917 
40,948 

111.102 
442,052 
29.543 
28,255 
87,020 

129,842 
37,292 

347,766 
7,587 

N/A = Data are not available. 

Total 
Clvll Flllngs 

1988 

80,681 
14,587 

107,170 
83,247 

676,691 
110,525 
151,153 

8,664 
152,782 
471,451 
156,312 
27.1 78 
58.717 

662,465 
257,994 
175,037 
143.851 
63,373 

174,920 
6,838 

1 12,645 
515,957 
180.902 
231.819 

NIA 
257,667 
24,645 
45,648 
36,986 
21,321 

681,986 
5 1,072 

114,916 
103,650 
17,398 

344,946 
200,332 
79,621 

272,402 
60,687 
8,863 

53,506 
40,209 

NIA 
456,240 
29,960 
29,396 
94,484 

134,180 
40,402 

345,825 
7.340 

Total 
Clvll Flllnge 

1989 

83,958 
14,246 

101,281 
76,933 

672,630 
107,036 
154,640 

9,165 
145,952 
515,830 
167,730 
27,523 
61,525 

615,059 
281,441 
176.321 
148,525 
60,195 

184,127 
6,858 

1 16.085 
51 4,025 
184,557 
208,062 

NIA 
264,464 
22.197 
46,360 
4 1,849 
22,858 

782,227 
51,953 

207,728 
110,998 
17,253 

361,187 
193,254 
85,717 

294,097 
67,719 
10,121 
53,953 
40,091 

1 17,384 
445,936 
28,234 
30,785 
95,129 

140,703 
44,349 

298.589 
7.907 

Total 
Clvll Flllngs 

1990 

94,189 
13,861 

111,080 
91,769 

685,816 
99,429 

173,337 
9,255 

141,053 
557,913 
180,432 
28.1 79 
62,075 

695,416 
294,730 
184,692 
160,398 
67,914 

185,872 
6,893 

128,893 
560,420 
207,022 
215,792 
8 1,040 

264,923 
23,115 
51,504 
45,579 
33,709 

844,051 
56,709 

219,605 
114,005 
18,131 

398,357 
205.833 
93,972 

302,739 
70,961 
1 1,470 
55,151 
40,573 

122,672 
454,991 

29,947 
35,375 

113,927 
147,111 
43,658 

341,909 
10.744 

Total 
Clvll Flllngs 

1991 

99,053 
14,636 

110.275 
91,745 

719,433 
93,231 

189,580 
9,706 

141,144 
565,458 
187,417 
27,668 
66,737 

726,359 
2 72,390 
155,927 
166,846 
70,977 

194,024 
6,647 

137,362 
539,899 
186,459 
219,010 
80,438 

269,673 
24,679 
50,946 
48,959 
31,012 

900,857 
56,9 13 

230,657 
116,744 
18,854 

418,844 
199,218 
96,202 

309,172 
7631 7 
27.827 
58,362 
42,871 

127,841 
451,436 
3 1,832 
33.31 7 

118.250 
149,765 
45,709 

346,557 
11.108 

TEXT TABLE 1.4: Total Civil Filings in General Jurisdiction Courts, 1987 to 1991 

Arizona Tax Court was created in 1989. Data for 1987 and 1988, therefore, do not indude tax court data. 

Growth 
Index 

1989 to 1991 

118 
103 
109 
119 
107 
87 

1 23 
106 
97 

110 
112 
101 
108 
118 
97 
88 

112 
118 
105 
97 

118 
105 
101 
105 
NIA 
102 
111 
110 
117 
136 
115 
110 
111 
105 
109 
116 
103 
112 
105 
113 
2 75 
108 
107 
109 
101 
113 
108 
124 
106 
103 
116 
140 

** Louisiana Family and Juvenile Court data were first available in 1989. Data for 1987 and 1988, therefore, do not indude 

*** Montana Workers' Compensation Court data were added in 1991. Data for 1987 through 1990, therefore, do not include 

**** Rhode Island Workers' Compensation Court was created in 1991. Data for 1987 through 1990, therefore, do not indude 

family and juvenile court data. 

workers' compensation court data. 

workers' compensation court data. 
Tennessee Probate Court data were first available in 1991. Data for 1987 through 1990, therefore, do not indude probate 
court data. 

..... 
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 
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TEXT TABLE 1.5: Trial Court Clearance Rates for Civil Cases, 1991 
General Jurisdiction Courts 

State 

Maryland 
Florida 

Delaware 
Virginia 

California 
Washington 

North Carolina 
Kentucky 

New Hampshire 
Puerto R i a  

Pennsylvania 
South Carolina 

Indiana 
Minnesota 

Arizona 
New Jersey 

Illinois 
Colorado 

Maine 
North Dakota 

Arkansas 
District of Columbia 

Kansas 
Ohio 

Wisconsin 
Nebraska 

Idaho 
Texas 

Alabama 
Alaska 

Michigan 
West Virginia 

Oklahoma 
Hawaii 

Utah 
New York 

Connecticut 
Missouri 
Vermont 

Massachusetts 
Oregon 

1989 

81.8 
82.5 
90.1 
95.0 
89.1 
90.9 
92.3 
93.3 
93.3 
91.9 
93.7 

100.8 
97.8 
95.1 

102.4 
96.3 
97.0 

101.1 
95.4 
98.3 

108.3 
103.4 
99.7 
99.6 

100.2 
98.9 
99.3 

101.7 
96.1 
96.1 

102.9 
92.3 

108.7 
99.5 
85.1 

1990 

79.3 
80.1 
85.5 
84.5 
87.1 
90.9 
89.8 
93.1 
86.8 
96.4 
93.8 
93.4 
96.8 
96.2 
98.2 
98.0 
97.3 
97.3 

103.5 
97.7 
94.4 
99.9 
97.8 
97.4 
97.5 
98.9 

100.7 
98.5 

103.8 
105.9 
99.6 

100.1 
97.2 

130.2 

92.2 

99.1 

1991 

79.7 
83.2 
87.8 
86.9 
92.1 
89.6 
92.9 
90.3 

103.0 
96.8 
98.2 
92.5 
94.9 
99.7 
92.1 
97.9 
98.3 
95.7 
95.9 
99.0 
94.7 
92.3 
98.8 
99.8 
99.4 
99.7 
98.2 

100.6 
100.7 
99.8 
99.5 

110.1 
99.5 
98.7 

101.5 
90.5 
95.3 
98.1 
98.5 

100.0 
103.0 

Three-year 
Clearance 

Rate 

80.2 
82.0 
87.8 
88.4 
89.5 
90.4 
91.7 
92.2 
94.2 
95.2 
95.3 
95.5 
96.5 
97.0 
97.4 
97.4 
97.6 
98.2 
98.3 
98.4 
98.6 
98.6 
98.8 
98.9 
99.0 
99.2 
99.4 

100.3 
100.4 
100.5 
100.6 
100.9 
101.7 
109.6 

State 

New Jersey 
Washington 

California 
Hawaii 

Utah 
Florida 

Kentucky 
North Dakota 

Indiana 
Nebraska 

Puerto Rim 
South Carolina 

Ohio 
Virginia 
Arizona 
Alaska 

Delaware 
West Virginia 

Limited Jurisdiction Courts 

1989 

54.0 
76.3 
74.7 
92.3 
86.8 
95.0 
90.8 
92.5 
96.9 
96.2 
98.2 
98.2 

101.9 
101 ..2 
96.4 

101.3 

98.4 

1990 

54.8 
70.0 
76.2 
89.6 
95.1 
92.8 
92.4 
94.8 
93.7 
96.2 
99.7 
99.2 
99.6 

101.7 
96.7 

166.5 
100.6 

1991 

50.6 
66.4 
91.8 
76.5 
93.7 
88.4 
98.0 
95.5 
93.3 
96.1 
98.5 
99.6 
97.5 

102.0 
119.0 
122.2 
96.1 

112.7 

Three-year 
Clearance 

Rate 

52.5 
70.7 
81.0 
86.5 
92.0 
92.1 
93.8 
94.3 
94.6 
96.1 
98.8 
99.1 
99.6 

101.7 
103.7 
130.1 

General jurisdiction court data from the following states are not 
included: GA, IA, LA, MS, MT, NM, NV, RI, SD, TN, WY 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

court services. General jurisdiction courts in 41 states 
and limited jurisdiction courts in 18 states are included in 
Text Table 1.5. 

Most states ended 1991 with increases to pending 
caseloads. 

In courts of general jurisdiction, less than one in 
seven reported clearance rates of 100 percent or 
greater for 1991. 

Most courts of general jurisdiction had clearance 
rates between 95 and 100 percent, nine had 
clearance rates between 90 and 95 percent, and 
five had clearance rates less than 90 percent. 

The general jurisdiction courts of West Virginia reported 
the largest clearance rate: 11 0.1 percent, followed by 
Oregon and New Hampshire (both at 103.0 percent). 
The other states that also disposed of more cases than 
were filed had clearance rates very close to 100 and, 
therefore, did not reduce the size of their pending 
caseloads significantly. The rising volume of civil cases 
is creating trouble for many state courts, and is particu- 
larly evident for the 14 states with 1991 clearance rates 
below 95 percent. 

Are low clearance rates related to aboveaverage 
growth in civil caseloads? Text Table 1.4 helps to 
clarify why some states are having diff icutty clearing their 
civil caseloads. Three of the five states with clearance 
rates less than 90 percent have experienced substantial 
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Chart 1.7: Three-year Clearance Rates for 
Clvil Cases in General Jurisdiction 
courts, 1991 

Greater than 100% / 

I 

Less than 90% \ 

The chart includes data from 34 states 
Source: Text Table 1.5, National Center for State Courts, 1993 

growth incivilfilings since 1989. For example, Maryland’s 
civil filings have increased by 18 percent and Virginia’s by 
24 percent. In addition, three of the seven states with 
clearance rates in excess of 100 percent benefited from 
a decline in civil filings between 1990 and 1991 (New 
Hampshire, Texas, and Massachusetts). 

To address the question of whether the findings for 
1991 reflect short-termor long-term problemsof the state 
courts, Text Table 1.5 includes the clearance rates of the 
general and limited jurisdiction courts of each state from 
1989, 1990, and 1991. Clearance rates over the three 
years are similar in some, but vary widely in other general 
jurisdiction courts. To take year-to-year fluctuations in 
clearance rates into account, a “three-year’’ clearance 
rate has been constructed. This three-year rate is 
computed by first summing all filings and dispositions 
during 1989-1991 and then dividing the three-year sum 
of dispositions by the corresponding sum of filings. 
Examining the three-year clearance rate provides the 
opportunity to see if courts are keeping up with new 
cases, despite a possible shortfall in a given year. Text 
Table 1.5 is sorted by this three-year rate. 

Between 1989 and 1991, only one court in five 
had an average clearance rate of 100 percent or 
more. 

Many of theother jurisdictions show a problem in keeping 
upwiththe inflowof cases. Chart 1.7showsthedistribution 
of three-year clearance rates. Over a quarter of the 
general jurisdiction courts have disposed of less than 95 
percent of their civil filings since 1989. For 16 states the 

situation seems to be worsening in that the three-year 
rate exceeds the 1991 clearance rate. Because the 
three-year rate reflects the average success that a par- 
ticular court has had in disposing of cases over the past 
three years, 16 states disposed of a lower percentage of 
cases in 1991 than is typical over this three-year period. 

An explanation for this condition may be that the 
eight states with the lowest three-year clearance rates 
were the states with the highest absolute number of civil 
filings (Maryland, Florida, California, and Virginia) and 
states with the highest per capita civil filing rates 
(Delaware, New Hampshire, Virginia, and North Carolina). 
This pattern suggests that courts experiencing high 
absolute numbers of cases or high per capita filing rates 
do not have sufficient resources to deal with incoming 
caseloads. 

Limited jurisdiction courts are experiencing similar 
problems to general jurisdiction courts in disposing of 
their civil caseloads. Text Table 1.5 also shows 1991 
clearance rates for the limited jurisdiction courts of 18 
states. 

Only four statewide limited jurisdiction courts 
reported clearance ratesof 100 percent orgreater 
for 1991. 

The highest rate was 122.2 percent, recorded in Alaska. 
In seven states the clearance rates were between 95 and 
100 percent, and in three more states the rate was 
between 90 and 95 percent. Limited jurisdiction courts in 
four states-Florida, Hawaii, New Jersey, and 
Washington-reported clearance rates below 90 percent. 
The court systems of New Jersey and Washington also 
reported the lowest rates in 1989 and 1990. The three- 
year clearance rates below 100 percent indicate that 
some states are having continuing problems keeping 
pace with caseload. As seen in Chart 1.8, the three-year 
clearance rate is below 95 percent in over one-half of the 
limited jurisdictioncourts. In801 the 16 limited jurisdiction 
courts for which a three-year clearance rate can be 
calculated, thethree-year rateexceeds the 1991 clearance 
rate. This pattern indicates a downward trend in the 
successof thesecourts in handling theircaseload volume. 

Therefore,the information forboth limited andgeneral 
jurisdiction courts indicates that most courts are failing to 
keep pace with the flow of new case filings. This 
condition is expressed in terms of declining clearance 
rates (the three-year clearance rate exceeds the 1991 
rate) and rising caseload levels. These facts suggest the 
possibility that while short-term factors (e.g., new laws 
and procedures) contribute to the difficulty of courts in 
keeping pace with the flow of new cases, the underlying 
difficulties may be rooted in more fundamental factors of 
fixed resources and steadily increasing workload due to 
steadily increasing state populations. 

What isthecompositionof clvll caseloads? Given 
that state courts handled nearly 19 million civil cases in 
1991, what is the nature of that caseload? What types of 
disputes are filed and in what numbers? What trends are 
emerging? Chart 1.9 summarizes the composition of 

14 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 7997 



Chart 1.8: Three-year Clearance Rates for 
Civli Cases in Limited Jurisdictlon 
courts, 1991 
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The chart includes data from 16 states 
Source: Text Table 1.5, National Center for State Courts, 1993 

Chart 1.9: The Composition of Civil Caseioad 
Filings in General Jurisdiction 
courts, 1991 

Other Civil Tort 

33% 
The chart includes data from 27 states 
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

civil caseloads in 27general jurisdiction courts in 1991 .ll 
Domestic relations cases form the largest caseload 
category (33 percent), while general civil cases account 
for an additional 34 percent of the total (10 percent tort, 
14 percent contract, 10 percent real property rights). 
Although only 8 of the 27 general jurisdiction courts used 
in Chart 1.9 have small claims jurisdiction, small claims 
cases were common enough in those courts to account 
for 11 percent of the total. Other civil cases, accounting 
for 13 percent of the total, are composed of all civil cases 
that cannot be identified as belonging to one of the other 
major categories. 

In the next section, domestic relations caseloads in 
1991 are examined in more detail (pages 15 to 16); then 
trends in divorce (pages 18 to 19), tort (pages 19 to 22), 
contract (pages 22 to 23), and real propetty rights cases 
(pages 22 to 23) are analyzed. 

What cases compose the domestic relations 
caseload? The most frequently reported category of 
civil filings is domestic relations. In 1991 a third of all civil 

filings in courts of general jurisdiction were domestic 
relations cases (see Chart 1.9). This figure is an 
underestimate because state courts often consolidate 
related cases involving the family into one case and 
reopen cases ratherthan file new ones when a subsequent 
order or modification is needed. As shown in Chart 1.10, 
the domestic relations caseload is composed of six case 
types: (1) marriage dissolution (divorce), (2) support/ 
custody, (3) Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support 
Act (URESA), (4) adoption, (5) paternity, and (6) a 
miscellaneous category. Text Table 1.6 gives the 
cornposition of domestic relations caseloads in 1991 for 
35 states.12 

Divorces represent the highest percent of cases 
in the domestic relations category (34 percent) in 
all but 12 states. 

Differences in statistical reporting practices among the 
states, however, account for some of the variation in the 

11 This aggregate picture of avil composition appears to reflect the 
composition of civil caseloads within each of the 27 individual state 
courts. That is, the largest percentage of avi l  cases in most states is 
domestic relations, followed by general civil, small claims, etc. The 
coeffiaentof concordance(W) measures, in this instance, theextent to 
which pooled rankings of case types match with the case type rankings 
within each of the 27 courts. A high (.45) and statistically significant 
value of W may be interpreted as meaning that the relative percentage 
of case types making up the aggregate ordering is similar to the civil 
composition found in the 27 courts. 

12 States induded in this table provide (1) complete domestic rela- 
tions caseload data (as defined by the State Court Model Statistical 
Dictionary) and (2) relatively complete information on the composition 
of theirdomestic relationscaseload. Statesarestill includedin the table 
if their data for some small types of domestic relations cases are 
unavailable. A blank space on the table indicates that while the general 
jurisdiction court has jurisdiction over the case type, the particular 
caseload number has been included in the total for a different case 
category. All filings are in the states' courts of general jurisdiction 
except where noted. 
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Chart 1.10: The Composttion of Domestic 
Relatfons Caseload Ffllngs, 1991 
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7% 

Miscellaneous 
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2% 
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supporvcustcdy 
29% 

The chart includes data from 35 states 
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

largest reported ~ateg0ry. l~ For example, in New Jersey 
the greater percentage of supporVcustody cases is due 
to the inclusion of paternity and URESA cases in the 
suppoWcustody caseload that other states report 
separately. North Dakota also combines URESA with 
the support/custody caseload. 

In 1991 support/custody cases reported 
independently of marriage dissolutions compose 
the second largest component of the domestic 
relations caseload (29 percent). Many states do 
not report support/custody separately if a 
marriagedissolution is involved, but treat it instead 
as a proceeding of the divorce. 

Paternity cases account for 7 percent of the total 
domestic relations caseload in 1991. However, 
this figure masks that in states such as West 
Virginia and North Carolina, paternity is counted 
as part of the marriage dissolution caseload, 

13 States differ on how they define the civil unit of count and how they 
count reopened cases. Table 9 (Part 111, p. 1 1 1 )explains more fully how 
supporVcustcdy cases are counted in each state court, and Figure H 
(Part V, p. 262) provides the method of counting avil cases (including 
reopened cases) in each of the state trial courts. Some states consider 
reopened cases as new filings, while others do not. Differences also 
exist in how case types are defined. For example, termination of 
parental rights may be considered a separate case type in one state 
courtand partofanadoptionorchildabusecase in others. Most states 
classify adoptions as part of their domestic relations caseload, while 
others indude them in juvenile filings. 

while in New Jersey paternity cases are included 
in the support/custody caseload. 

URESA or interstate child support cases make 
up 4 percent of the total domestic relations 
caseload. In 1991, 24 states shown on Text 
Table 1.6 reported a separate total for URESA 
cases; in the remaining states, URESA cases 
were frequently included in the support/custody 
caseload. 

At 2 percent, adoptions are the smallest part of 
the domestic relations caseload. 

Finally, the miscellaneous domestic relations 
categoryaccountsfor24percentof totaldomestic 
relations filings. The miscellaneous domestic 
relations category includes such cases as 
domestic violence petitions and termination of 
parental rights. 

Managing large domestic relations caseloads creates 
unique problems for the state courts. Judges and court 
managers consistently cite (1) the need for additional 
resources and facilities; (2) the challenges presented by 
large numbers of prose litigants; and (3) the administrative 
burden and complexity introduced by frequent changes 
in the laws governing domestic relations cases.14 In 
response, states have adopted a wide range of case 
management procedures for improving t he processing of 
domestic relationscaseloads. One of the most successful 
procedures has been the use of mediation for contested 
divorce and divorce-related custody and visitation cases. 
Referral to mediation tends to reduce the number of 
contested trials and is also associated with faster case- 
processing times. 

Are the courts keeping up with the rise in civil 
caseloads? Trends offer an important perspective by 
indicating whether 1991 state court caseloads are in a 
period of stability or flux. In addition, trends inform 
whether caseload growth or decline is consistent among 
states and across types of cases. Finally, trend analysis 
allows each state to serve as its own baseline. States 
tend to maintain their systemsfor classifying andcounting 
caseloads, reducing measurement problems caused by 
differentunitsof count, pointsof count, andthecomposition 
of specificcaseload categories. When changes do occur 
from one year to the next in a state's caseload, the 
alterationcan be examined in relation to plannedchanges 
in statutes and procedural rules. 

In this section, 1984-91 trends indivorce, tort, contract, 
and real property rights cases are examined with an eye 
to the cyclical changes that have occurred in these 

14 For a more complete discussion of alternative procedures and 
problems associated with domestic relations caseloads, see John 
Goerdt, Divorce Courts: Case Management, Case Characteristics, 
and the Pace of Litigation in 16 Urban Jurisdictions (National Center for 
State Courts 1992). 
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TEXT TABLE 1.6: The Composition of Domestic Relations Caseload Filings, 1991 

State Dissolution 

Alaska 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
District of Columbia 

Florida 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Iowa 

Kansas 
Louisiana ** 

Maim 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nevada 

New Jersey 
New York ** 

North Dakota 
Ohio 

Oklahoma 
Oregon 

Pennsylvania 
South Dakota 

Tennessee 
Utah 

West Virginia 
Wisconsin 

Delaware 
Rhcde Island 

Vermont ** 

North Carolina 

GRAND TOTAL 

3,944 
27,332 
24,230 
24.912 
14,021 
2,055 

134,737 
6,171 

10,113 
47.156 
19,267 
18,888 
4,813 
7,611 

56,038 
17,431 
33,306 
5.066 

14,269 
49,226 
62,849 

3.035 
695 15 
31,204 
20,903 
47,524 
3.776 

55,627 
10,925 
15.791 
21.862 

4,983 
4,636 
5,637 

45,951 

924,804 

SupporllCustody 

15,173 
800 

12,498 
1,536 

28,228 

1,799 

4,002 

14,180 

716 

124,733 
133,218 

8,385 
76,834 

1,733 
201,774 

130 

4,958 

19,529 
NJ 

35,830 

686,056 

URESA Adoption Paternity 

General Jurisdiction Courts 

855 

1,944 
3.113 

1,370 
23;286 

639 

6,693 
7,075 
2.418 

15.073 
230 

4,275 
13,190 
1.778 

17,139 

8,442 
1,587 
5,345 

NJ 

5,213 
1,839 

2,111 

NJ 
5,356 

272 

625 
1,605 
1,716 
1,981 

NJ 
205 

620 
898 

3.381 

1,730 
1,910 

NJ 
NJ 

2,071 
2.356 

729 
779 

2,400 
7,263 

313 
5,498 
2,117 
2,065 
4,362 

378 
2,585 
1.31 2 

941 
1,994 

Family Courts 

190 
433 
502 

790 

5,347 
3.698 

37 
2,931 

1,690 

14,808 

2,479 
6.305 

NJ 
25,734 

9,074 

1,263 

58,130 
777 

35,510 

4,714 

2,695 

18,135 

1,052 
759 

Limited Jurisdiction Courts 

3,550 NJ 

132,793 52,959 195,928 

Miscellaneous 

3,368 
10,860 
3,812 
1,804 

705 
2,654 

84,852 
6,803 
4,427 

1.398 
6.425 

38 
7,722 
8.443 

12,433 
31.809 

1,185 
11,919 
37,323 

305,364 
596 

27,063 
10.526 
18,238 
3,240 

326 
910 

7,242 
1,976 

2.067 
3,252 
6,921 

984 

626,685 

Total 

9,582 
39,797 
52,222 
36,308 
27,261 
10,751 

271,103 
15,923 
17,237 
72,038 
27,740 
31,940 
32,141 
15,563 

108,670 
45,125 
78,323 
7,696 

28.230 
213.682 
583,963 

13,106 
222,862 
45.434 
52,998 

256.900 
4,480 

64,335 
16,901 
23,974 
51,036 

27,821 
14,436 
13,332 

86,315 

2.61 9,225 

Miscellaneous data for Ai!, LA, and MO include unclassified domestic relations cases. (Missouri data also include 
supportlcustody cases). 

** NY data are combined from general 8 limited jurisdiction courts; VT from family 8 probate courts; LA from district, family 8 
juvenile courts. 

NJ = no jurisdiction 
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

important case types. Change has not been uniform 
throughout the courts: some states have experienced 
substantial growth, while others have moved downward 
against thegeneral trend. This trend analysis makes use 

of index numbers to measure changes overtime against 
a common standard. 

Filings in 1989 are set equal to 100 and all other 
years are measured relative to that benchmark. The 
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CHART 1.1 1: Marriage Dissolution Filings, 1991 
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choice of 1989 as the base year allows an assessment of 
recent experience over the last three years, while also 
providing historical perspective for those states that have 
provided the Court Statistics Project with longer data time 
series. Divorce cases are chosen because of their 
numbers and their significance to the size of the caseload 
in all general jurisdiction courts. Tort, contract, and real 
property rights cases are examined because of their 
visibility and because these cases tend to consume more 
court resources than other civil case categories and to 
speak directly to the concerns and questions court 
managers, legislators, and the public have about the 
work of the state courts. 

What Is the national trend in dlvorce cases? 
Marriage dissolutions are 34 percent of domestic relations 
caseloads (see Chart 1.10). Divorce cases are a large 
and socially important segment of cases for judges and 
court managers. Divorce cases are a high-volume case 
type (see Chart 1.11). For six of the past eight years, the 
total number of divorce cases has exceeded one million 
in the 29 states that report this information. Divorce 
affects not only the couple directly involved, but their 
children as well. 

Nationally, over one-half of all reported divorces 
involve ~hi1dren.l~ 

15 See Goerdt, supra note 14 

Therefore, a substantial number of other domestic rela- 
tions cases related to child custody, support, and visita- 
tion arise from divorce cases. These related case types 
greatly affect court operations in that the Family Support 
Act of 1988 requires review of all Title IV-D child support 
cases every three years to determine the sufficiency of 
child support awards. This recent federal legislation 
makes effective management of divorce and divorce- 
related cases essential in a time of tight resources. 

Are national trends in divorces consistent, or do they 
vary by state? Text Table 1.7 summarizes the experience 
between 1984 and 1991 in 29 states. To help trace the 
year-to-year changes as well as to gauge the overall 
change, 1989 caseload levels have been set equal to 
100. Although the total number of divorces has remained 
relatively constant, this masks the often substantial 
variation that exists among the states. 

Twenty-three states experienced an increase in 
divorce filings between 1989 and 1991. Typically, 
however, the growth was slight and was close to the 
national average. Exceptions were the substantial growth 
in Arkansas, New Jersey, District of Columbia, Utah, and 
Florida. Declining filing rates were experienced in six 
states. 

When the eight-year span is examined, one-fourth of 
the states (8) had their highest number of divorce filings 
in 1991, but in only 6 states did the eight-year growth 
exceed 10 percent. In addition, divorce filingsdecreased 
in 10 states between 1984 and 1991. The District of 
Columbia is an example of a state with considerable 
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TEXT TABLE 1.7: Marrlage Dissolution Trends, 1984-1 991 

Dlvorce Flllngs 
Alaska 

Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Delaware 

District of Columbia 
Florida 
Hawaii 

Indiana 
Iowa 

Kansas 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 

Michigan 
Montana 

New Jersey 
New York 

North Dakota 
Oklahoma 

Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 

Rhode Island 
South Dakota 

Tennessee 
Texas 

Utah 
Virginia 

Wisconsin 

1984 
117 
118 
96 
109 
88 
108 
95 
93 
91 
91 
107 
101 
98 
106 
97 
114 
75 
101 
96 
113 
72 
101 
97 
95 
89 
112 
101 
106 
100 

1985 
122 
121 
96 
102 
92 
105 
99 
96 
90 
92 
108 
98 
101 
104 
95 
114 
75 
103 
100 
114 
103 
101 
101 
96 
89 
114 
104 
98 
106 

1986 
1 1 1  
1 23 
96 
102 
100 
1 1 1  
91 
96 
90 
92 
105 
94 
98 
101 
105 
109 
76 
97 
99 
110 
102 
102 
100 
99 
90 
104 
112 
100 
99 

1987 
109 
121 
101 
98 
lo3 
168 
92 
91 
97 
92 
103 
98 
97 
100 
103 
103 
86 
113 
102 
104 
99 
103 
99 
95 
92 
103 
1 1 1  
101 
100 

Total 98 100 98 100 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

1988 
100 
121 
101 
101 
100 
139 
92 
95 
99 
97 
103 
100 
99 
99 
102 
100 
94 
102 
107 
100 
103 
95 
106 
102 
100 
101 
105 
102 
102 

100 

1989 
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 

1990 
100 
123 
101 
99 
98 
149 
108 
108 
103 
102 
105 
98 
101 
93 
110 
101 
106 
95 
107 
1 03 
104 
99 
99 
108 
106 
101 
114 
104 
105 

103 

1991 
93 
124 
101 
103 
105 
121 
113 
101 
99 

1 05 
104 
97 
104 
96 
101 
106 
122 
93 
105 
107 
102 
101 
94 
112 
102 
101 
114 
107 
103 

104 

annual variation during the period-a 60 percent in- 
crease between 1984 and 1987 then a return to within 13 
percent of the 1984 level in 1991. 

To summarize, the sheer number of divorce cases 
and their related case types is a significant proportion of 
the caseload in all general jurisdiction courts. Domestic 
relations cases are the largest component of civil filings, 
and marriage dissolutions are the largest portion of 
domestic relations in all but a few states. After decades 
of steady increases, the number of divorce cases filed in 
state courts has remained relatively steady since 1984. 
Although divorces are a high-volume case type, relatively 
stable filing patterns allow court managers to better 
estimate the time and staffing needs necessary to handle 
these cases effectively. 

How many tort cases are there? Torts are the case 
type that figures most prominently in the debate over the 
need for reform of the civil justice system.lG These are the 

cases with the highest visibility and include suits against 
doctors for malpractice, against manufacturers for 
dangerous products, and against motorists involved in 
automobile accidents. 

Statistically, tort cases have remained relatively 
constant in the state courts over the past few years. 

It is estimated that about 1,155,000 tort cases 
were filed in state courts in 1991 .17 

The composition of tort cases provides insight into 
the types of torts that are being brought to the state 
courts. Chart 1.12 (based on data from four states) 
shows that tort filings are dominated by automobile torts. 
Malpractice and product liability, the focus of most 
attention, tend to be substantially fewer in number. Chart 
1.13changes the perspective by showing the composition 

16 Torts are allegations of injury or wrong committed either against 
a person or against a person's property by a party or parties who either 
failed to do something that they were obligated to do or did something 
that they were obligated not to do. 

17 This estimate is based on a regression analysis where tort filings 
are regressed against total civil filings and population using data from 
the 32 states that provide accurate information on these totals in 1991. 
The regression coefficients were then used to estimate total tort filings 
for the nation as a whole. 
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Chart 1.12: Composition of Tort Fillngs from 
Four States, 1991 

33% A 

F 
1 

The chart includes data from FL, CT, NV, WI 
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

Chart 1.13: Composltlon of Tort Cases that 
Reach Trial, 1991 

P 

Based on data from 762 tort cases decided by trial in 
27 trial courts 
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

of tort cases that reach trial. This chart, based on data 
from27 trial courts in 16 states, indicates that automobile 
torts remain the largest category, although smaller than 
at the filing stage. 

Is there a litigation explosion in tort cases in the 
nation’s state courts? Tort filings have increased by 
about 18 percent over the past seven years. This is 
based on aggregating tort filing data obtained from 23 
general jurisdiction courts that have reported comparable 
dataforthe 1985 to 1991 period. Thetotalsaredisplayed 
in Chart 1.14 and contain data from 6 of the 10 most 
populous states. As is evident, most of the growth 
occurred between 1985 and 1986 (1 7 percent). There 
was little change between 1986 and 1989 (a drop of less 
than 1 percent). Following a slightly more than 2 percent 
increase between 1989 and 1990, 1991 saw a slight 
decline of about 1 percent. The evidence points to tort 
litigation growing more slowly than civil cases generally: 
the total number of civil cases in general jurisdiction 
courts grew by 2 percent between 1990 and 1991. 

The actual numbers of tort filings per year aredetailed 
inTable 16 (Part Ill, p. 160). Text Table 1.8 summarizes 
that information by using index numbers to express the 
change in tort filings experienced by each court. Taking 
1989 as the base (index equals loo), one can quickly see 
the percentage change in tort litigation over the past 
three years. Because the volume of civil litigation is so 
closely tied to population, Text Table 1.8 also shows 
state-by-state population growth for the period 1989 to 
1991. In addition, the use of 1989 as a base allows the 

inclusion of five states missing from Chart 1.14 that have 
only recently begun reporting tort filing data. Finally, 
examining years prior to 1989, one is able to discern the 
very different cyclesof tort litigation among the states. An 
index number higher than 100 indicates that tort filings 
were higher at that time and proportionately how much 
higher. 

Sharpdifferences in individual state experiences 
with tort litigation since 1989 belies the relative 
calm in the aggregate. 

Twelve of the 28 states reported a decline in tort filings 
between 1989 and 1991, with relatively large decreases 
in California and Maine. (The decline in the number of tort 
filings in Minnesota isdue partially to achange in the way 
civilcases are counted beginning in 1990.) Growth in the 
remaining 16 states falls into one of three categories: 4 
states had growth of 10 percent or less, 7 states had 
growth of 1 1  to 20 percent, and 5 states experienced 
growth of 20 percent or more in tort filings over the past 
three years. These last 5 states include 3 states (Hawaii, 
Indiana, and Utah) that saw tort filings rise by 32 percent 
or more since 1989. This rate of growth (1 0 to 13 percent 
per year) is sufficient to double tort caseloads in about 
seven years. 

Text Table 1.8 also allows us to take a longer view on 
trends in tort litigation. Filing rates increased for most 
states in 1985 and again in 1986. Since then, tort filings 
have continued to increase, but at a substantially slower 
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CHART 1.14: Total Tort Filings from 23 States 
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pace. Growth in tort filings between 1986 and 1989 was 
essentially flat, with as many states experiencing year- 
to-year decreases as increases. 

Tort filings in 1990 increased over the levels 
reached in 1989, but were flat or down in most 
states in 1991. 

Whatever factors propelled the sharp increases in the 
mid-l98Os, they appear to have diminished in strength 
entering the 1990s. The most plausible explanation for 
the trends in many states is the effect of specific tort 
reform legislation on the plaintiff's decision of where and 
when to file a lawsuit.1e 

State-by-state fluctuations make generalizations 
difficult. Moreover, the different components of the tort 
caseload within these states showed diff erent patterns of 
change. The nine states on Chart 1.15 reported a 
breakdown of the tort caseload that distinguished between 
automobile and nonautomobile torts. Total tort filings in 
these states increased by 5 percent between 1986 and 

18 An analysis of the effect of tort reform legislation on changes in 
Alaska, Arizona, Michigan, New Jersey, Utah, and Washington is 
presented in State Court CaseloadSfafistics: AnnualReport 1989, at 
4244 (National Center for State Courts 1991). 

1991. But automobile accident filings rose by 10 percent 
during this period, while nonautomobile torts, which 
include medical malpractice and product liability, de- 
creased by3 percent. On the one hand, if we can use this 
datatogeneralize to the nation, it would appearthat there 
is little evidence of an "explosion" in the types of cases 
that are the focus of most attention (malpractice and 
product liability). On the other hand, the growth in 
automobile torts presents an atternative problem. Be- 
cause cases related to automobiles are the single largest 
tort category, any increase will have a substantial effect 
on the overall pattern of tort filings.lg 

To summarize, tort filings nationwide are increasing 
at slower rates than during the mid-1980s. In aggregate, 
tort filings are continuing to rise, but at quite modest rates. 
This trend is not entirely uniform and, in fact, an exami- 
nation of selected states reveals substantial variability. 
This suggests that the direction of change in tort-filing 

19 Recent research has found that automobile torts are not neces- 
sarily unimportant and routine. Automobile torts involve a broad range 
of litigant types (e.g., corporations, insurance companies, and govem- 
ment agencies), many levels of severity of injury, and often very large 
compensatory damages. See, e.g., Brian Ostrom, David Roman, and 
Roger Hanson, What Are Tort Awards Real& Like? The Unfold Sfory 
from the State Courts, 14 Law and Policy No. 2 (1 992). 
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TEXT TABLE 1.8: Trends In Tort Fillngs 

General Jurledlctlon Courts 

State 

Alaska 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Florida 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Kansas 

Maine 
Maryland 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Montana 
Nevada 

New Jersey 
New York 

North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Puerto R i a  
Tennessee 

Texas 
Utah 

Washington 
Wisconsin 

Tort 
Index 
1984 

153 
73 

NIA 
74 
76 

WA 
70 
90 

117 
NIA 
89 

107 
76 
71 

N/A 
102 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
91 
76 
71 
87 
93 

116 
89 

NIA 

Tort 
Index 
1985 

246 
86 

108 
85 
83 
75 
78 
93 

136 
NIA 
90 

106 
71 
70 

104 
116 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
78 
85 
88 
79 
93 

102 
101 
96 

NIA 

Tort 
Index 
1986 

2 75 
95 

111 
99 

112 
81 
89 
98 

143 
NIA 
95 

105 
87 

100 
107 
114 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
93 
97 
82 
98 

104 
205 
192 
NIA 

NIA = Data are either not available or not comparable 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

Tort 
Index 
1987 

196 
98 

112 
104 
67 
91 
88 

100 
119 
NIA 
97 
92 
91 
91 

111 
111 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
114 
92 

101 
86 

101 
111 
108 
79 

104 

Tort 
Index 
1988 

110 
163 
103 
100 
a2 
93 
89 
97 
98 

NIA 
102 
91 
99 
95 

105 
96 
90 

NIA 
NIA 
97 
92 
99 
73 

NIA 
100 
114 
86 

104 

Tort 
Index 
1989 

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 

Tort 
Index 
1990 

97 
1 23 
101 
92 

107 
97 

106 
115 
96 

118 
89 
96 

104 
119 
74 

102 
110 
102 
105 
104 
1 24 
119 
109 
100 
108 
132 
100 
106 

Tort 
Index 
1991 

98 
1 23 
102 
87 

115 
96 

115 
132 
85 

139 
90 
86 

114 
98 
75 
94 

122 
103 
106 
110 
88 

119 
118 
98 

120 
140 
112 
97 

Total 
Po ulatlon 

1989 to 1991 

108 
105 
99 

105 
102 
102 
105 
102 
102 
100 
99 

101 
104 
101 
102 
100 
116 
100 
101 
103 
96 

100 
107 
100 
102 
104 
105 
102 

&OWh 

rates is affected primarily by factors operating at the state 
or, perhaps, regional level, such as legislative initiatives 
and economic conditions. 

Torts have become the primary focus of the debate 
on whether the level of litigation in this country is rising to 
a degree that is detrimental to businesses and a chal- 
lenge to judges and court managers. However, extend- 
ing consideration to contract and real property rights 
cases permits comment on how representative tort cases 
are of civil caseload trends and puts what is occurring in 
tort litigation into perspective. 

How do torts compare with contract and real 
property rlghts flllngs? Complete and comparable 
data on contract cases are available between 1989 and 
1991 for the general jurisdiction courts of 22 states (5 of 
these states are among the 10 most p~pu lous ) .~  The 

20 Contracts form a major category for classifying civil cases. Con- 
tract cases are disputes over a promissory agreement between two or 
more parties (see the entry in the State Court Model Statistical Dictio- 
nary. f989). 

index numbers tracing the trends for those courts can be 
found in Text Table 1.9. Statistics for the 18 states that 
have reported contract case filings since 1985 are aggre- 
gated in Chart 1.16. 

Real property rights filings are available for the 
general jurisdiction Courts in 24 states for the period 1989 
to 1991, including those from 5 of the 10 most populous 
states.21 The index numbers for individual courts can be 
found in Text Table 1.10, and the aggregate trend in 
Chart 1.17, from the 20 states that have reported real 
property rights filings since 1985. 

Different patterns are evident forthe aggregate trends 
in tort, contract, and real property rights filings over the 
1985-91 period. Although, on average, all three case 
types grew during those seven years, only real property 
rights filings show a consistent year-to-year increase. 

21 Real property rights cases arise out of contention over the owner- 
ship, use, or disposition of land or real estate (see State Court Model 
Statistical Dictionary, 7989). 
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CHART 1.15: Recent Trends In Tort Filings: Auto vs. Nonauto Filings from 9 States 

- 1  I I 

1986 1987 1988 
I 

1989 
I 

1990 
I 

1991 

States with available data are: Ai!, CA, CT. FL, HI. MD, MI, NC, TX 
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

In aggregate, tort filings increased by 18 percent, 
contract filings by 8 percent, and real property 
rights by 31 percent between 1985 and 1991. 

While a majority of general jurisdiction courts 
saw an increase in contract filings between 1989 
and 1990 (17 of 22), this pattern has reversed in 
1991. 

Compared to the base year of 1989, seven states have 
experienced adecline in contract filings, and another five 
states have remained essentially unchanged. The ten 
states with rising contract caseloads, however, are all 
experiencing steady growth. Five states saw contracts 
up between 10 and 20 percent since 1989, and five more 
states experienced growth of more than 20 percent. At 
theextreme, both Maryland and Utah hadover60percent 
more contract cases filed in 1991 than 1989. 

Nationwide real property rights filings show the 
smoothest growth pattern within the general civil 
category. 

However, the variation becomes extreme when the 
individual states are examined. The 1989 to 1991'trend 
is split with 10 states showing decreases and 10 states 
showing increases. Five states had rather steep drops of 
20 percent or more since 1989, while 5 other states 

showed an increase of 30 percent or more during the 
same period. Four states had roughly the same number 
of real property rights filings in 1991 as in 1989, although 
even here abrupt changes occurred: Arizona experienced 
a 34 percent increase between 1989 and 1990 and a 
subsequent 35 percent decrease the next year to bring 
the 1991 total back to the level of 1989. 

In summary, the evidence indicates that tort filings 
are not increasing at a faster rate than other major 
categories of civil filings. Chart 1.18 shows the growth in 
tort, contract, and real property rights filings in the 16 
states that reported comparable data over the 1985 to 
1991 period. Only between 1985 and 1986 did the 
aggregate growth in torts exceed the growth in both 
contract and real property rights filings. No state recorded 
a continual, yearly rise in tort filings relative to contract 
and real property rights cases during the 1985-91 period. 
There are sufficient differences between tort, contract, 
and real property rights case-filing patterns to suggest 
that the factors promoting the increase or the decrease of 
tort litigation in states are not having parallel effects on 
contract and real property rights litigation. 

Criminal Filings in 7997 and 7984-97 Trends 
States reported 12,430,910 new criminal case filings 

in 1991, with 31 percent in courts of general jurisdiction 
and 69 percent in courts of limited jurisdiction. The 1991 
total was a 5 percent decrease from 1990. A closer 
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TEXT TABLE 1.9: Trends In Contract Filings 

General Jurisdiction Courts 

Contract Contract Contract Contract 
Index Index Index index 

State 1984 1985 1986 1987 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
Colorado 

Connectiart 
Florida 
Hawaii 

Kansas 
Maine 

Maryland 
Minnesota 

Montana 
Nevada 

New Jersey 
New York 

North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Puerto R i a  
Tennessee 

Texas 
Utah 

Washing ton 
Wisconsin 

78 
NIA 
92 

NIA 
55 

126 
73 
74 
53 

N/A 
161 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
141 
65 
84 

135 
134 
102 
NIA 

85 100 
1 52 163 
91 110 
72 77 
66 79 

108 107 
81 90 
77 64 
51 61 

121 123 
1 74 184 
NIA N/A 
N/A NIA 
NIA N/A 
54 81 

135 136 
66 74 
85 87 

152 147 
114 20 
110 114 
NIA NIA 

N/A = Data are either not available or not comparable 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

99 
164 
114 
77 
81 

100 
92 
72 
71 

117 
153 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
82 

125 
74 
92 

150 
6 

105 
168 

Contracl 
Index 
1988 

100 
118 
104 
85 
85 

106 
93 
94 
76 

112 
114 
92 

NIA 
NIA 
88 

127 
78 

NIA 
1 24 
10 

102 
151 

Contract 
Index 
1989 

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

Contract 
Index 
1990 

102 
84 
96 

109 
102 
105 
111 
103 
160 
108 
102 
110 
109 
105 
122 
91 

120 
106 
82 

163 
104 
90 

Contract 
index 
1991 

90 
86 
76 

112 
80 
99 

123 
102 
162 
100 
94 

118 
116 
111 
121 
101 
144 
99 
79 

161 
113 
95 

Total 
Po uiatlon 

growth 
1989 to 1991 

105 
99 

102 
102 
105 
102 
99 

101 
104 
102 
100 
116 
100 
101 
103 
96 

107 
100 
102 
104 
105 
102 

examination reveals that criminal filings in general juris- 
diction courts (primarily felonies) increased by 1 percent 
between 1990 and 1991, while criminal filings in limited 
jurisdiction courts (primarily misdemeanors) declined by 
over 7 percent. A method similar to that used with civil 
caseloads is used to examine criminal caseloads. The 
issues covered in this section include: 

9 The volume of criminal caseloads. How are 
criminal cases distributed between general and 
limited jurisdictioncourts? What isthe relationship 
between population and criminalcaseload? How 
do differences incriminal-casecounting practices 
among the states affect the measure of volume? 
How have criminal caseloads changed since 
1987? 

Clearance ratesfor crlmlnal cases. Are courts 
successful in disposing of their criminal 
caseloads? Is increasing caseload volume linked 
to the ability of a court to dispose of its criminal 
caseload? 

The composltlon of criminal caseloads. Are 
felonies the bulk of criminal caseloads? How 

does the composition vary between general and 
limited jurisdiction courts? 

Misdemeanor and DWllOUl cases. How large 
are these caseloads? Are these two case types, 
adjusted for population, similar across states? 

Trends In felony filings. How fast are felony 
caseloads increasing in size? Are all states 
experiencing substantial growth in filing levels? 

How are criminal cases distributed between 
general and limited jurlsdlctlon courts? Reported 
criminal filings from all 50 states, the District of Columbia, 
and Puerto Rico for both general and limited jurisdiction 
courts are shown in Text Table 1.1 1. States are ranked 
according to the number of total criminal filings in 1991. 
Additionally, the table shows the ranking of each state 
according to the size of its adult population. Detailed 
information on the extent to which states report data 
conforming to the recommended definitions, the method 
of counting criminal cases, and the point at which a filing 
is counted as a case is provided in Table 10 (Part Ill, p. 
119). The states that experienced an increase in criminal 
filings between 1990 and 1991 are shown in Map 1.2. 
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CHART 1.16: Total Contract Flllngs from 18 States 
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The State Court Model Statistical Dictionary defines 
a criminal case as one in which a defendant is charged 
with the violationof a state law.= Totalcriminalcaseloads 
rangewidelyfrom 13,552filings in Wyoming to 1,687,280 
filings in Texas (see Text Table 1.11). The median 
number of criminal filings is 141,857 (midway between 
the total reported by West Virginia and Missouri). The 
broaddifference inthe absolute numberof criminalcases 
can be shown in two different ways. First, states cluster 
into three broad categories. Twenty-three states re- 
ported less than 100,000 criminal cases, and 27 states 
have between 100,000 and 661,000 criminal cases. 
Only 2 states reported over one million criminal cases in 
1991. Second, there is a high concentration of criminal 
filings in a few states: 

22 Subcategories of criminal cases indude felonies, misdemeanors, 
driving while intoxicated (DWIIDUI), 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 
bid to another court. Limited jurisdiction courts in most states hold 
preliminary hearings for felony cases and in 26 states can dismiss a 
felony case; however, such courts can sentence felons in only six states 
(Alabama, Indiana, Maine, Maryland, Rho& Island, and South Caro- 
lina). Filingsof felony cases in limited jurisdiction courts for preliminary 
hearings are not added to the state criminal caseload if the result is a 
defendant being bound over for trial in another court. Such cases are 
thus only counted once, as a filing in the court of general jurisdiction. 

Nine states account for more than 50 percent of 
all criminal filings.23 

Sevenof the statesaccounting forthe majoriyof 
criminal filings are among the nine most popu- 
lous states. 

. 

Changes in the volume of cases handled in these nine 
states will affect the picture of criminal caseloads in 
significant ways. 

What is the relationship between population and 
criminal caseload? What factors influence the volume 
of criminal cases in the state courts? Many reasons 
underlie the observed variation in criminal-filing levels 
between the states, including (1) differences in the pro- 
cedures used by states to decide which cases are to be 
prosecuted; (2) differences in the underlying crime rates; 
and (3) differences in the methods used by states to 
count criminal cases. A complete discussion of the 
reasons is beyond the scope of this Report, but it is 
possible to show the essential importance of population 
as a key element in determining the size of state criminal 

23 Eight of these nine states accounting for the bulkof criminal filings 
also are in the group of nine states that account for the majority of civil 
filings. 
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TEXT TABLE 1.10: Trends In Real Property Rights Filings 

General Jurisdiction Courts 

Real Real Real Real 
Property Property Property Property 

Index Index Index Index 
State 1984 1985 1986 1987 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

District of Columbia 
Florida 
Hawaii 

Kansas 
Mille 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 

Minnesota 
Montana 
Nevada 

New Jersey 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Puerto Rico 
Tennessee 

Texas 
Utah 

Washington 

37 
N/A 
53 
48 
77 
84 

128 
50 
92 
71 

NIA 
96 
70 

N/A 
84 

NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
86 

1 23 
101 
113 
118 
65 

63 82 
56 60 
61 96 
63 84 
82 86 
86 84 

1 25 122 
63 78 
95 82 
79 93 

N/A NIA 
84 86 
73 79 
56 55 

104 109 
NIA NIA 
N/A N/A 
N/A 96 
105 1 20 
120 132 
109 122 
104 103 
97 109 
77 77 

N/A = Data are either not available or not comparable 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

92 
85 
70 
97 

119 
97 

115 
80 
72 

100 
74 
70 
82 
58 

120 
NIA 
NIA 
94 

133 
113 
125 
99 

106 
87 

Real 
Property 

Index 
1988 

87 
85 
94 

113 
132 
106 
110 
88 
79 
99 
97 
61 
97 
63 
97 
83 

N/A 
111 
114 
100 
NIA 
100 
109 
96 

Real 
Property 

Index 
1989 

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

Real 
Property 

Index 
1990 

134 
98 
90 
74 

155 
107 
96 

111 
128 
102 
152 
98 

114 
92 
81 
98 

105 
98 
87 
95 

105 
77 
84 
98 

Real 
Property 

Index 
1991 

99 
116 
87 
59 

1 76 
163 
94 

132 
132 
101 
235 
79 

1 26 
95 
78 

104 
110 
100 
77 
99 

102 
94 
79 
97 

Total 
Po ulatlon 

1989 to 1991 

105 
99 

105 
102 
102 
101 
99 

105 
102 
99 

101 
104 
101 
102 
100 
116 
100 
103 
96 

107 
100 
102 
104 
105 

CProwth 

caseloads. There is obviously a positive correlation 
between population and the number of criminal filings 
(see Text Table 1.1 l).24 Using the standard technique of 
comparing criminal filings per 100,000 adult population 
will clarify the similarities and differences between states. 

Total criminal filings per 100,000 adult population are 
shown in Chart 1.19.= Rates per 100,000 adult popula- 
tion show considerable variation in 1991 : ranging from a 
low of 2,457 reported by Wisconsin to a high of 21,806 
reported by Delaware. 

24 There is a positive Pearson correlation coefficient of .84 between 
state population and total criminal filings; the correlation between state 
population and total civil filings was .90. This means if  you know a 
state's population, it is possible to predict with considerable accuracy 
how many cases are being filed in its courts. 
25 lndudedinthegrapharestatesthat(1)reportdatafromallgeneral 
jurisdiction courts with relevant subject matter jurisdiction and (2) report 
data that is at least 75 percent complete at the limited jurisdiction court 
level. Forty-five states report data from all courts with relevant subject 
matter jurisdiction. Reference to the footnotes to the statistics in Table 
10 (Part 111. p. 119) indicates why the remaining states were exduded 
and the extent to which the caseload for a state at either the general or 
limited jurisdiction level is incomplete or overinclusive. 

Criminal-filing rates tend to be dispersed around 
the median, which is represented by Washington 
(6,322). The relationship between adult 
population and criminal-filing rates is looser than 
it is for civil cases. 

Three patterns are evident in criminal filings per 
100,000 adult population. First, state criminal-filing rates 
are consistent over time, particularly for those states 
appearing at either end of the range. The same two 
states have defined the lower (Wisconsin) and upper 
(Delaware) bounds of the range since 1986. In 1991 six 
jurisdictions reported distinctively low rates of criminal 
filings: Wisconsin, Kansas, Iowa, Oklahoma, Puerto 
Rico, and Missouri. The same jurisdictions have had the 
lowest filing rates since 1988. At the other end of the 
range, five states that reported more than 10,000 filings 
per 100,000 adult population, Delaware, Texas, North 
Carolina, Virginia, and Arizona, have occupied the high 
end of the chart since 1987. 

Second, while there may be consistency over time in 
the ranking of states in any given year, there tends to be 
a wide range in filing rates and a greater dispersion 
around the median that contrasts with the noticeable 
consistency found for state civil-filing rates. Variation 
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CHART 1.17: Total Real Property Filings from 20 States 
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CHART 1.18: Recent General Civil Filing Trends from 16 States with Comparable Data 
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TEXT TABLE 1.11: Total Criminal Filings Reported, 1991 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42. 
43. 
44. 
45. 
46. 
47. 
48. 
49. 
50. 
51. 
52. 

State 

Texas 
California 

North Carolina 
Florida 

Ohio 
Virginia 

New York 
Illinois 

New Jersey 
Massachusetts 
South Carolina 

Alabama 
Michigan 
Arizona 

Maryland 
Arkansas 
Louisiana 

Indiana 
Washington 

Georgia 
Pennsylvania 

Kentucky 
Minnesota 

Connecticut 
New Mexico 

West Virginia 
Missouri 

Colorado 
Delaware 

Oregon 
Wisconsin 
Nebraska 

Puerto Rico 
Oklahoma 

Utah 
Idaho 
Iowa 

Tennessee 
Kansas 

Maine 
Rhode Island 

Hawaii 
New Hampshire 

District of Columbia 
South Dakota 

Alaska 
North Dakota 

Mississippi 
Vermont 

Wyoming 
Montana 

Total Criminal Filings 

1,687.280 
1,011,474 

660,082 
608,135 
587.722 
568,149 
533,234 
498,780 
457,890 
368,439 
357,837 
344,967 
340,071 
313,100 
278,144 
273,630 
268,063 
235,076 
234,088 
223,930 
198,991 
194,559 
177,861 
161,134 
153,090 
143,981 
139,733 
137,253 
111,645 
99,693 
89,547 
88,481 
81,704 
79,774 
79,708 
69.183 
65.471 
64,563 
55,328 
52,354 
50,294 
49,095 

45.773 
31,279 
30,403 
22,550 
21,872 
19,515 
13,552 
4.048 

48,384 

Nevada 1 

TOTAL 12,430,910 

Total Criminal 
Fllln s in General 

Jurls8lctlon Courts 

167,529 
166,202 
115,099 
187,658 
61,836 

105,000 
79,356 

498,780 
58,220 

368,439 
109,580 
49,782 
64,404 
28,757 
68,910 
35,188 

110,822 
1 1 1,607 
28,577 
96,715 

137,046 
15,367 

177,861 
161,134 
12,050 
7,015 

139,733 
21,530 
7,003 

26,699 
89,547 
8,038 

40,575 
79,774 
4,316 

69,183 
65,471 
64,563 
42,416 
10,755 
6,233 
9,230 

12,844 
45,773 
31,279 
2,442 
1,914 

16,660 
19,515 
1,426 
4.048 

1 

3,843,902 

Totel Crlmlnal 
Fliln s In Umlted 

Jur lsk t lon  Courta 

1,519,751 
845,272 
544,983 
420,477 
525,886 
463,149 
453.878 

N/Appl 
399,670 

N/Appl 
248,257 
295,185 
275,667 
284.343 
209,234 
238,442 
157,241 
123,469 
205.51 1 
127,215 
61,945 

179,192 
NlAppl 

NJ 
141,040 
136,966 

NJ 
115,723 
104,642 
72,994 

N/A 
80,443 
41,129 

NJ 
75,392 
N/Appl 
N/Appl 

N/A 
12,912 
41,599 
44,061 
39,865 
35,540 
N/Appl 
N/Appl 
27,961 
20,636 
5.21 2 

NJ 
12,126 

N/A 
N/A 

8587.008 

N/Appl = Not applicable (state does not have a limited jurisdiction court) 
N/A = Data are not available 
NJ = No criminal case jurisdiction 

= Nevada criminal data represent only DUI appbals; the remainder of the aiminal data are not available 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

Adult 
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28 
38 
35 
15 
27 
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30 
17 
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MAP 1.2: States That Experlenced an increase in Criminal Filings in 
Their Courts of General Jurisdiction Between 1990 and 1991 

Increase in criminal filings in 
general jurisdiction courts 

% National Center for State Courts, 1993 

among the states in crime rates, police arrest rates, and 
prosecutorial practices explain part of the variation in 
filings per 100,000 adult population. In addition, differ- 
ences in how and when criminal cases are counted also 
affect the filing rates.% 

Third, the dispersion around the median is primarily 
driven by differences in limited jurisdiction court criminal 
filings. There is a good deal of consistency across 
general jurisdiction courts, especially when one focuses 
on the states with two-tier court systems (i.e., states with 
two-color bars on Chart 1.19) and excludes states with 
consolidated court systems or states where the limited 
jurisdiction court does not have criminal jurisdiction (Le., 
states with a solid black bar). In the first group of two- 
tiered courts, the black portion of the bar is roughly the 
same length across courts, indicating that most general 
jurisdiction courts have similar population-adjusted crimi- 
nal caseloads. 

How do differences in crlminai-casecounting 
practices affect the measure of volume? Many ob- 
served differences between the states are due to varia- 
tion in the point at which a criminal case is counted as a 

26 The ranking of states on Chart 1.19 (particularly at either extreme) 
is influenced by the unit of count andthe pointatwhich thecount is taken 
in compiling court statistics. Figure D (Part V, p. 244) describes and 
TaMe 10 (Part 111, p. 119) summarizes the practice in each court with 
criminal jurisdiction. 

filing. Actual practice varies among states and some- 
times between trial courts within a state. 

Differences in the point at which a criminal case 
is counted as a filing will affect the ranks of 
individual states on Chart 1.19. 

. States vary in how criminal cases are counted. 

Some states count filings at an early point, typically the 
filing of a complaint, information, or indictment. On the 
other hand, some states only count a case as filed when 
thedefendant enters aplea, thus reducingthefilingcount 
due to cases that are dismissed before a plea is entered. 
The number of defendants per case and the number of 
charges per charging document may also affect the 
number of cases reported as filed during a year. 

Units of count, points of filing, and the extent of the 
count are important factors to bear in mind when reviewing 
Chart 1.19. Wisconsin, the statewiththe lowestfiling rate, 
counts filings at the defendant’s first appearance before 
the court, a point later than the filing of the information or 
indictment, which is the point used by most states. 
Wisconsin does not report municipal court criminal filings 
in its total criminal case filings. This practice clearly 
affectsthe placement of statesonChart1.19asitminimizes 
the number of petty criminal offenses reported. Kansas 
(with the second lowest filing rate) follows the Wisconsin 
unit-of-count practice, but does include municipal court 
filings. Some states count codefendants charged with a 
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CHART 1.19: Crlminal Case Filings per 100,000 Adult Population In State Trlal Courts, 1991 
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crime as a single case. That practice will understate the 
filing rate relative to states that base their count son every 
defendant. The position of Missouri, Oklahoma, Puerto 
Rico, 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 (Wyoming also does not include 
municipal court filings in its state total). 

By contrast, states with the highest filing rates tend 
to count each charge against each defendant as a 

separate filing, e.g., Arizona, Delaware (in its courts of 
limited jurisdiction excluding the family court), Texas, 
and Virginia. Other states with high filing rates are those 
where the case count is determined by the prosecutor 
(e.g., North Carolina). For example, comparing the 
states with the top ten largest absolute criminalcaseloads 
in Text Table 1.11 with the states with the ten largest 
population-adjusted caseloads shows only three states 
common to both groups: Texas, North Carolina, and 
Virginia. These three states exhibit the dual impact of 
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large populations and the use of acase-counting method 
that enlarges the reported total of criminal filings. 

Estimating the impact of the unit of count on state- 
filing rates is difficult when the units of count are different 
at the general jurisdiction level than they are at the limited 
jurisdiction level. The absence of a standard unit of count 
within astate not onlycreatesmoredifficultiesforintrastate 
comparisons, but also complicates any interpretation of 
the filing rates shown in Chart 1.19. For while one may 
know that several states use the same case-counting 
practices in their general jurisdiction courts, the same 
unit of count is not necessarily used in -the courts of 
limited jurisdiction. Furthermore, the types of criminal 
cases handled in limited jurisdiction courts are often quite 
different from the types of cases handled in general 
jurisdiction courts. Therefore, to increase comparability, 
the remaining discussion of criminal caseloads will look 
separately at general and limited jurisdiction courts. 

How have criminal caseloads changed since 
19873 Criminal-filing data from courts of general 
jurisdiction available for the 50 states, the District of 
Columbia, and Puerto Rico for the period 1987 to 1991 
are shown in Text Table 1.12. These data show that 
many states have experienced substantialgrowth in their 
criminal caseloads over the past five years, while only 
five states have posted a decline (Alaska, South Dakota, 
Utah, Vermont, and West Virginia) from the level in 1987. 
Focusing on more recent variation, the “growth index” 
column makes explicit the change in criminal filings seen 
by general jurisdiction courts during the period 1989 to 
1991. For example, total criminal filings in California 
have risen from 135,924 in 1989 to 166,202 in 1991 
leading to a growth index of 122 (or an increase of 22 
percent). 

While the aggregate trend in criminal filings in general 
jurisdiction courts is on the rise, the growth index shows 
that substantial variation exists at the state level. 
Specifically, 10 states have experienced adrop in criminal 
filings since 1989, with the three-year decline in Alaska, 
Rhode Island, South Dakota, andVermont exceeding 10 
percent. Criminal filings are up by 10 percent or less in 
13 states since 1989. This relatively modest growth 
implies an average annual increase of no more than 3 
percent. One-hatf of the states (25 of the 50 reporting 
criminal figures for the 1989 to 1991 period), however, 
are averaging increases in criminal filings of more than 3 
percent a year. If current patterns of growth continue in 
the 7 states with index values exceeding 121, their 
criminal caseloads will double in the next five to seven 
years. 

Are general jurlsdlctlon courts successful in 
disposing of theircrirnlnal cases? Large and expanding 
criminal caseloads present a number of challenges to 
state court systems. Criminal cases consume a 
disproportionately large amount of court resources. 
Constitutional requirements covering the right to counsel 
in felony and misdemeanor cases ensure that attorneys, 
judges, and other court personnel will be involved at all 
critical stages in the processing of criminal cases. 
Additionally, criminal cases must often bedisposed under 

tighter time standards than other types of cases. Finally, 
courts are required by constitution, statutes, rules of 
procedure, and other policies to give priority to criminal 
cases, regardless of whether the case is viewed as 
relatively minor or very severe. Because courts must 
deal with criminal cases expeditiously, the processing of 
other types of cases may be slowed. Hence, the success 
of states in disposing of criminal cases is an important 
indicator of the overall sufficiency of court resources and 
an important factor influencing not only the pace of 
criminal litigation but the pace of civil litigation as well. 

Criminal-case clearance ratesfor 1991 are shown in 
Text Table 1.13 for the general jurisdiction courts of 45 
states. 

Only one in four general jurisdiction court systems 
reported criminal clearance rates greater than 
100 percent.27 

Seven states had clearance rates of 90 percent or less, 
with Hawaii recording the lowest at 67.7 percent. Thus, 
during 1991, only about one state in four managed to 
keep pace with the flow of new case filings, the remainder 
adding to the inventory of cases pending before their 
general jurisdiction trial courts. Relative to 1990, 20 
states had higher clearance rates in 1991 and 21 states 
had lower clearance rates. 

Only six states had three-year clearance rates in 
excess of 100 percent (see Chart 1.20). The news is not 
attogether bad, however, because the clearance rates in 
1991 exceed the three-year clearance rate in 22 of 39 
states.28 This implies that clearance rates in 1991 tended 
to be above the average clearance rates based on the 
period from 1989 to 1991. 

What is the relationship between caseload growth 
and clearance rates for courts of general jurisdiction? 
Low three-year clearance rates are partially explained by 
rapid increases in criminal filings over the past three 
years. Of the eight states on Text Table 1.12 that 
experienced a 20 percent or greater increase in general 
jurisdiction criminal filings, all had three-year clearance 
rates of 96.8 or less. However, in contrast to the pattern 
observed for civil clearance rates, those states with the 
lowest three-year rates are not the states with the highest 
absolute number of filings in 1991 or the states with the 
highest population-adjusted rates in 1991. 

Are limited jurisdiction courts disposing of their 
criminal caseloads? Limited jurisdiction courts, which 

27 Complete information relevant to the calculation of criminal case 
clearance rates in general and limited jurisdiction courts is displayed in 
Table 10 (Part 111,  p. 119). 
28 Criminal clearance rates will also be affected by how a particular 
court handles bench warrants for failure to appear (FTA). A recent 
study showed that an average of 20 percent of all felony cases had at 
least one FTA. John Goerdt et at., Examining Court Delay 70 (National 
Center for State Courts 1989). Courts differ in how they handle FTAs. 
Some enter an administrative dismissal after 60 to 180 days, while 
others keep them on the list of pending cases. 
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TEXT TABLE 1.12: Total Criminal Filings in General Jurisdiction Courts, 1987 to 1991 

State 

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 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 

New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 

Puerto Rim 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 

Tennessee 
Texas 

Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Total 
Criminal Filings 

1987 

34,125 
2,661 

24,237 
32,245 

108,329 
17,102 

159,617 
4,462 

4 1.608 
160,786 
70,577 
3,845 

60,536 
478,096 
77,581 
45,115 
36,301 
1 1,775 
96,136 
8.978 

54,980 
334,230 
49,563 

167,616 
N/A 

113,543 
3,280 
4,898 

NIA 
7,951 

44,272 
9,906 

62,940 
03.478 

1,554 
39,376 
71,890 
24,589 

106.972 
30,352 
5,144 

50,585 
36,403 
47,759 

137,355 
4,320 

21,361 
77,833 
22,348 
7,497 

68,777 
1.353 

Total 
Criminal Filings 

1988 

34,161 
2.526 

25.297 
29,191 

119,441 
18,429 

159,858 
4,340 

42,036 
185,709 
77,551 
5,667 

56,391 
569,124 
79,494 
49,704 
35,853 
12,812 

119,167 
8,730 

57,753 
357,273 
54.787 

182,288 
NIA 

124,048 
3,398 
5,748 

N/A 
8,810 

47,063 
10.256 
67,177 
88,948 

1,554 
43,613 
68,096 
26,857 

113,605 
32,316 
7,863 

58,871 
33,869 

NIA 
140,929 

4,182 
21,411 
82,623 
26,793 
6,605 

71,439 
1.480 

Total 
Criminal Filings 

1989 

41,462 
2,757 

26,993 
31,606 

135,924 
20,304 

176,268 
5,265 

40.810 
200,121 
87,429 

7,178 
61,965 

436,003 
103,668 
55,888 
37,737 
14,680 

105,239 
9,561 

61,106 
389,258 
60,772 

178,580 
N/A 

132,581 
3,611 
6,377 

NIA 
9,116 

56,741 
10,762 
79,025 

100,587 
1,531 

51,959 
68,152 
27,248 

128,478 
32,288 

7,607 
95,334 
39,726 
57,747 

159,415 
4,215 

22,328 
93,991 
29,208 
6,786 

85,407 
1 3 9  1 

N/A = Data are not available 
N/C = Data are not comparable to the data reported in other years 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

43,945 
2,718 

29,073 
32,358 

154,482 
21,054 

176,301 
6,833 

40,310 
193,740 
92,063 

7,917 
67,520 

447,565 
1 12,555 
60,942 
40,376 
15,111 

110,354 
1 1,003 
60,229 

391,658 
60,096 

178,504 
14,953 

139,971 
3,771 
6,524 

NIA 
12,756 
6 1,098 
1 1,502 
79,322 

108,784 
1,775 

55,949 
75,352 
28,523 

139,699 
35,539 
6,671 

101,461 
36,128 
64.855 

168,269 
4,608 

22,087 
97,266 
28,047 
6,820 

89.648 
1,503 

Total 
Criminal Filings 

1991 

49,782 
2,442 

28,757 
35,188 

166,202 
21,530 

161,134 
7,003 

45,773 
187,658 
96,715 
9,230 

69,183 
498,780 
11 1,607 
65,471 
42,416 
15,367 

110,822 
10,755 
68,9 10 

368,439 
64,404 

1 7736 1 
16,660 

139,733 
4,048 
8,038 

N/A 
12,844 
58,220 
12,050 
79,356 

115,099 
1,914 

61,836 
79.774 
26,699 

137,046 
40,575 
6,233 

109,580 
31,279 
64,563 

167,529 
4.316 

19,515 
105,000 
28,577 
7.01 5 

89,547 
1,426 

Growth 
Index 

1989 to 1991 

120 
89 

107 
111 
122 
106 
91 

133 
112 
94 

111 
129 
112 
114 
108 
117 
112 
105 
105 
112 
113 
95 

106 
100 
N/A 
105 
112 
1 26 
NIA 
141 
103 
112 
100 
114 
1 25 
119 
117 
98 

107 
126 
82 

115 
79 

112 
105 
102 
87 

112 
98 

103 
105 
90 
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TEXT TABLE 1.13: Trial Court Clearance Rates for Criminal Cases, 1991 

General Jurisdiction Courts 

State 

Hawaii 
South Carolina 

Tennessee 
Florida 
Indiana 

Missouri 
Washington 

Oklahoma 
Maryland 
Nebraska 

Arizona 
Minnesota 

Puerto Rim 
Maine 

North Carolina 
California 
Alabama 

New Jersey 
Wisconsin 

North Dakota 
Alaska 

New Hampshire 
New Mexico 

Oregon 
Virginia 

Iowa 
Delaware 

Idaho 
Michigan 

Pennsylvania 
Ohio 

New York 
Colorado 

West Virginia 
Kansas 

Wyoming 
Arkansas 

Illinois 
Montana 

South Dakota 
Kentucky 
Vermont 

Texas 
Rhode Island 

Utah 

1989 

73.9 
72.5 
83.2 
88.2 
87.9 
90.7 
88.4 
93.0 
86.4 

100.2 
91.8 
98.1 
90.3 
94.1 
94.1 
93.8 
91.4 
88.6 
89.8 
96.8 
87.4 
97.2 
98.3 
97.1 
93.7 
94.4 
95.2 
93.9 
97.4 
93.0 
99.6 
95.2 
97.7 
99.6 

105.4 
99.6 

128.2 
122.9 
123.5 

123.9 

1990 

82.7 
90.3 
81.9 
86.8 
86.7 
86.7 
91.2 
89.5 
93.1 
97.1 
92.4 
92.1 
94.4 
92.5 
91.8 
92.8 
97.1 
89.8 
94.6 
95.3 

100.6 
93.5 
93.4 
96.2 
98.8 
98.4 
99.2 
98.6 
99.8 

100.3 
98.4 
97.9 

102.5 
100.9 
104.6 
101.9 
91.5 

114.9 
125.5 

96.2 

95.7 

1991 

67.7 
88.6 
94.9 
90.2 
92.3 
91.3 
91.7 
89.3 
92.3 
81.2 
93.5 
88.3 
93.9 
93.3 
95.2 
94.8 
93.7 

105.0 
100.4 
94.4 
98.9 
96.8 
96.2 
95.5 
96.2 
96.9 
95.8 
98.0. 
96.4 

101.0 
97.0 

104.8 
99.5 

105.4 
104.8 
114.2 
99.3 

109.8 
122.0 
82.1 
87.5 
95.2 
99.3 

101.1 
103.8 

Three-year 
Clearance 

Rate 

74.4 
84.2 
86.8 
88.4 
89.0 
89.6 
90.4 
90.5 
90.7 
91.9 
92.6 
92.8 
93.0 
93.3 
93.7 
93.8 
94.1 
94.5 
95.0 
95.4 
95.5 
95.7 
95.9 
96.3 
96.3 
96.7 
96.8 
96.9 
97.6 
98.2 
98.3 
99.3 
99.9 

102.0 
104.9 
104.9 
106.0 
115.6 
123.6 

State 

Louisiana 
Florida 

California 
Maine 

Indiana 
New Jersey 

Alaska 
Hawaii 

North Carolina 
Puerto Rico 

Arizona 
Maryland 
Alabama 

Virginia 
New Mexico 

Rhode Island 
Kentucky 
Michigan 

Utah 
Nebraska 

Kansas 

Limited Jurisdiction Courts 

1989 

80.4 
83.2 
81.4 
90.6 
93.0 
91.3 
92.2 
98.3 
96.2 
94.2 
96.9 
93.3 
93.7 

108.1 
95.7 

89.9 

1990 

76.2 
83.5 
83.8 
95.5 
88.5 
95.4 
97.5 
96.3 
96.9 
99.8 

100.9 
103.8 
104.9 
104.2 

90.9 
91.2 
95.1 

96.4 
89.1 

1991 

79.4 
82.1 
90.3 
91.8 
97.2 
97.6 

100.3 
96.1 
99.1 
99.2 
98.3 

101.9 
104.8 
103.9 
57.2 
85.8 
90.9 
93.2 
92.6 
98.8 

104.6 

Three-year 
Clearance 

Rate 

78.6 
82.9 
84.9 
92.7 
92.8 
94.8 
96.8 
96.9 
97.4 
97.6 
98.7 
99.7 

101.6 
105.4 

General jurisdiction court data from the following states are not 
included: CT, DC, GA, LA, MA, MS. NV 

Source:. National Center for State Courts, 1993 

in most states hear and decide the bulk of criminal 
caseloads (Table 10, Part Ill, p. 119), were no more 
successful than general jurisdiction courts in coping with 
the flow of newcases. The 1991 clearance rate exceeded 
100 percent in only 5 of the 21 states included in Text 
Table 1.13. Seven states were in the 95 to 100 percent 
range and 5 in the 90 to 95 percent range. Four of the 21 
states reported limited jurisdiction court clearance rates 

of less than 90 percent in 1991. Limited jurisdiction 
courts tended to be less successful in disposing of 
criminal cases in 1991 than in 1990. The three-year 
clearance rates below 100 percent indicate that most 
limited jurisdiction courts are experiencing long-term 
problems keeping up with incoming criminal cases. The 
three-year rate is below 100 in all but two states (see 
Chart 1.21). 

Part I: Trial Court Caseloads in 1991 33 



Chart 1.20: Three-year Clearance Rates for 
Crlmlnal Cases In General 
Jurlsdlctlon Courts, 1991 

The chart indudes data from 39 states 
Source: Text Table 1.13, National Center for State Courts, 1993 

Low clearance rates are particularly disappointing 
given the drop in limited jurisdiction criminal caseloads in 
1991. The pool of pending cases awaiting adjudication 
continues to rise and that in itself points to problems that 
merit corrective action. As noted, criminal cases are 
subject to more stringent time standards for case 
processing than are civil cases. Directing resources to 
the backlog of criminal cases is one solution, but it may 
simply displace the problem by imposing further delay on 
civillitigantswhowantandare entitledtocourt adjudication 
of their disputes. 

Are felonies the bulk of criminal caseloads? 
Courts are part of the criminal justice system and, as 
such, are concerned with public wrongs. The types of 
cases brought to criminal courts are primarily composed 
of (1) feloniePand (2) misdemeanors.30 Charts 1.22 and 
1.23 show the distribution of criminal case filings in 
general jurisdiction courts in 1991. When the general 
jurisdiction courts are grouped regardless of court structure 
(Chart 1.22), felony filings represent 29 percent of the 

29 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 
offenses, but felony case filings always include the most serious 
offenses and exdude minor offenses. For more information, see 
Wayne Logan, Lindsay Stellwagen. and Patrick Langan, Felony Sen- 
tencing Law of the 50 States and the District of Cdumbia. 1986 (U.S. 
Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics (NCJ-105066) 
1988). 
30 Misdemeanors are less serious criminal offenses that are usually 
punishable by a fine, a short period of incarceration, or both. 

Chart 1.21 : Three-year Clearance Rates for 
Criminal Cases In Limtted 
Jurisdiction Courts, 1991 

The chart includes data from 13 states 
Source: Text Table I. 13, National Center for State Courts, 1993 

Chart 1.22: The Composition of Crlmlnal 
Caseload Flllngs In General 
Jurlsdlctlon Courts, 1991 

Misdemeanor 
59% 

The chart includes data from 27 states 
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

total, while misdemeanors constitute an additional 59 
percent. The “other criminal”category, 12 percent of the 
total, comprises DWI/DUI, criminal appeals from lower 
trial courts, and miscellaneous criminal cases (e.g., 
extradition). 
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Chart 1.23: The Composttion of Criminal 
Caseioad Filings In Non- 
consolidated Courts, 1991 

otht 

:elony 
44% 

Mis 

The chart indudes data from 21 states that have both general 
and limited jurisdiction courts 
The following states that have only a general jurisdiction court 
are not induded: DC, ID, IL, MA, MN, SO 
Swrce: Nationel Center for State Courts, 1993 

In contrast, a very different picture emerges when 
one limits the focus solely to general jurisdiction courts in 
states with a two-tier court structure (Chart 1.23). This 
selection excludes the six states that have consolidated 
their general and limited jurisdiction courts into a single 
court with jurisdiction over all criminal cases and 
procedures. Because general jurisdiction courts hear 
primarily felonies and serious misdemeanors, it is 
understandable that felonies makeup most of thecriminal 
filings (44 percent) and that misdemeanors make up the 
next largest category (see Chart 1.23). 

What is the composition of criminal cases in 
llmlted jurlsdictlon courts? Chart 1.24 divides criminal 
filings in limited jurisdiction courts into the three main 
categories. Misdemeanor filings represent 84 percent of 
the caseload, DWVDUI cases 11 percent, and other 
criminal cases 5 percent of the total. The “other criminal” 
category comprises a small number of felony filings (from 
those limited jurisdiction courts that have felony 
jurisdiction) and miscellaneous criminal cases. 

How do the number of misdemeanor and DWII 
DUI fiilngs vary between limited jurlsdictlon courts? 
Criminal caseloads in limited jurisdiction courts are 
composed almost exclusively of misdemeanor and DWI/ 
DUI cases (see Text Table 1.14). Even though the filing 
data have been adjusted for adult population, 
misdemeanor filings range from a low of 1,597 per 
100,000 adult population in Oklahoma to 14,906 per 
100,000 adult population in Delaware. This distribution 
is not unexpected fortwo reasons. First, limited jurisdiction 

Chart 1.24: The Composition of Criminal 
Caseioad Filings in Limited 
Jurisdiction Courts, 1991 

Other Criminal 5% 

11% 

84% 

The chart includes data from 17 states 
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

courts have considerable flexibility in how they count 
criminal cases and at what point the count is taken. As 
was noted earlier, states with high misdemeanor-filing 
rates, such as Delaware andTexas, count cases in a way 
that increases their totals relative toother states. Second, 
the misdemeanor category contains a mixture of case 
types with quite different levels of severity. The more 
serious misdemeanors are likely to be enforced uniformly 
across the states, but the less serious may not receive 
the same attention in every state. Local police, 
prosecution, and adjudication practices are likely to vary 
more for misdemeanors than for any other criminal 
category. 

In contrast, DWVDUI filings per 100,000 adult 
population show a good deal of consistency. This 
consistency may reflect the uniform importance given to 
DWI/DUI cases in the state courts. While several types 
of criminal cases are the focus of nationwide control 
policies (e.g., drug cases), it is difficult to judge the 
adoption of these policies across the states when the 
cases of interest are grouped into large categories such 
as misdemeanor or felony. But focusing on the specific 
category of DWVDUI, one can see a basic consistency 
across states. This suggests that national attention to the 
problem of drunken driving has led to fairly uniform 
enforcement of these laws. 

How fast are felony caseloads rising In courts of 
general jurisdiction? Trend analysis offers a way to 
mitigate some of the limitations to making criminal 
caseload comparisons. Because states tend to retain 
their systemsforclassifying andcountingcases, it reduces 
concern over issues such as unit of count and point of 
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TEXT TABLE 1.14: Misdemeanor and DWI/DUI 
Flllngs per 100,000 Adult 
Population, 1991 * 

Stet9 

Arizona 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

District of Columbia 
Florida 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Illinois 
Iowa 

Louisiana 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Minnesota 

Missouri 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 

Texas 
Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 
Wyoming 

Misdemeanor 

8,419 
N/A 

6,191 
14,906 
3,827 
3,521 
3,708 
6.543 
4,926 
1,599 
4,674 
4,633 
6,807 
4.983 
2,383 
3,317 

N/A 
7,970 

NIA 
1,597 
9,174 
3,840 

10,886 
4,073 
6,739 
4,509 
2.958 

DWUDUI 

1,959 
1,496 

N/A 
610 
555 
570 
951 

2,120 
N/A 
921 
535 

1,085 
6,100 

NIA 
N/A 
990 
786 
803 

1,261 
61 1 
294 

1,648 
870 
N/A 
N/A 

1,041 
777 

Total 
Criminal 

10,377 
4,640 
6,376 

15,694 
9,596 
4,091 
4.707 
9,595 
5,837 
3,163 
5,208 
5,718 
7,971 
5,484 
3,660 
4,308 
6,753 
8,773 
6,476 
3,424 
9,468 
6,218 

12,276 
4,623 
9,757 
5,550 
3.743 

Data are for limited jurisdiction courts and those general 
jurisdiction courts that have exclusive jurisdiction over 
misdemeanor and DWVDUI cases 

N/A = Data are not available 

Source: National Center for State Courts. 1993 

filing and allows each state to be compared validly to itself 
(i.e., itsfilings at different points in time). Forthis Report, 
comparable felony-filing data covering the period 1985 to 
1991 are available for general jurisdiction trial court 
systems in 32 states. The number of felony cases filed 
annually in eachcourt system is detailed in Table 15 (Part 
I l l ,  p. 156). 

The basic trend over the second half of the 1980s 
and into the 1990s is clear: felony filings are increasing 
substantially. Total felony filings have increased by over 
50 percent in the 32 states providing felony data for the 
1985 to 1991 period (see Chan 1.25). In aggregate, the 
nation has faced annual increases of about 7 percent 
consistently throughout this seven-year period. 

Felony caseloads grew in 28 of the 36 jurisdictions 
examined between 1989 and 1991, with increases rang- 
ing from a modest 2 percent in the District of Columbia, 

Hawaii, and West Virginia to a 22 percent increase in 
California, a 23 percent increase in Iowa, a 24 percent 
increase in Idaho, a 27 percent increase in North Dakota, 
and a32 percent increase in Puerto Rico (see Text Table 
1.15). In 24 states, 1991 marked the highest level yet in 
felony filings. Four states (Alaska, Connecticut, Rhode 
Island, and Wyoming) experienced declines in felony 
filings of 10 percent or more since 1989. 

Three trends emerge for felony cases: 

Nearly continuous and often substantial increases 
were recorded by 18 jurisdictions. California is 
an example. Felony filings in 1984 were only 56 
percent of the total in 1989 and have grown an 
additional 22 percent since then. 

Initial increases in the mid-1980s have given 
way to only slight increases or decreases since 
1989. Felony-filing rates have tended to remain 
relatively flat over the last three to six years in 
Hawaii, Kentucky, New York, Oklahoma, Texas, 
Vermont, and Washington. 

Filing levels may have peaked in some states in 
1989 or 1990, since the number of cases has 
declined subsequently. This is a plausible 
scenario for Alaska, Kansas, Oregon, Rhode 
Island, South Dakota, and Wyoming. 

In sum, felony caseloads are clearly increasing rapidly 
in some states. Most states, including states from all 
regions of the country, demonstrate an unambiguous 
patternof risingfelonycase filings. Hence, the expectation 
is that there will be still more felony cases in the future. 
This projection has substantial implicationsforthe planning 
and allocation of court resources. 

Traffic Filings in fhe State Courts and 7989-97 
Trends 

Traff ic/otherviolation cases are the single largest 
categoryof cases in the state trialcourts. States reported 
60,119,847 newtraffic/otherviolationcases in 1991, with 
14 percent in the courts of general jurisdiction and 86 
percent in the courts of limited jurisdiction. As noted 
earlier, traffic filings declined substantially between 1989 
and 1991. The following issues related to this decrease 
in volume are covered in this section: 

The changing composi t ion of t raf f ic  
caseloads. What is the volume of traffic cases 
in the state courts? What is the composition of 
traffic cases in general and limited jurisdiction 
courts and how has it changed since 1989? 

Measuring the volume of traffic caseloads. 
Does the court have any administrative adjudi- 
cation of traffic offenses? Are traffic cases that 
are handled administratively incorporated into 
the court’s reported data? What type of parking 
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CHART 1.25: Felony Fiilngs In Courts of General Jurisdiction, 1985-1991 
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The chart includes data from 32 states 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

case jurisdiction does the court have: both 
contested and uncontested parking cases; only 
contested parking cases: or no parking jurisdic- 
tion at all? 

What is the volume of traffic cases in the state 
courts? Traffic cases impose a serious burden on many 
courts (see Text Table 1.16). In many larger courts, 
hundreds of cases must be scheduled each day as well 
as dealing with the accompanying paperwork and short- 
age of courtroom space. Traditionally, traffic offenses 
were classified as criminal offenses and, thus, were 
processed under rules of criminal procedure. In recent 
years, a number of jurisdictions have moved toward the 
decriminalization of minor traffic offenses. Decriminal- 
ization occasionally involves the transfer of jurisdiction 
over some traffic offenses to the adjudication bureau of 
an administrative agency within the executive branch of 
government. In many states, the judiciary has retained 
jurisdiction over traffic offenses, but proceedings are 
governed by rules of civil, instead of criminal, proce- 
du re .31 

.............................. 966:24C"' 
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.... 
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31 A more indepth analysis of alternative methodsof handling traffic 
cases is found in John Goerdt, Small Claims and Traffic Courts: Case 
Management Procedures, Case Characteristics, and Outcomes in 12 
Urban Jurisdictions (National Center for State Courts 1992). 
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Map 1.3 identifies states that have decriminalized 
minor traffic offenses and their method of adjudication. 
The available alternatives for adjudicating "decriminal- 
ized" traffic offenses consist of three basic approaches: 
traditional judicial, modified judicial, and administrative.= 
In the traditional judicial approach, all traffic offenses are 
handled by the judiciary. Thirteen states currently use 
this approach. In a modified judicial approach, jurisdic- 
tion over traffic offenses is maintained within the court 
system, but the involvement of judges is limited through 
the use of one of two options. Under the first option, the 
responsibility for traffic cases is given to parajudicial 
officers such as special magistrates, referees, or hearing 
officers. Under the second option, there is a centralized 
traffic bureau that processes all tickets issued by law 
enforcement agencies within the state. If the ticket is 
contested, the case is sent back to the court for process- 
ing. Twelve states are currently using a modified judicial 
approach. Finally, the administrative approach offers the 
same two options as the modified judicial approach. The 
only difference is that the functions are controlled by an 
administrative agency of the executive branch, usually 
the state's motor vehicle-licensing authority. There are 
four states (District of Columbia, Illinois, Massachusetts, 

32 State of Oregon, The AAFTl Project: Adjudication Alternatives for 
Traffic Infractions. Final Report (1 980). 
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TEXT TABLE 1.15: Trends In Felony Flllngs 

General Jurlsdlctlon Courts 

State 

Alaska 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Disbict of Columbia 

Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 

Indiana 
Iowa 

Kansas 
Kentucky 

Maine 
Massachusetts 

Minnesota 
Missouri 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 

New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

oreson 
Puerto R i  

Rhode Island 
South Dakota 

Texas 
Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Felony 
Index 
1984 

67 
64 
72 
56 
77 
63 
50 
95 

N/A 
67 
52 
73 
90 
97 
77 

NIA 
87 
76 
58 

NIA 
62 
67 
89 
71 
91 
73 
67 
63 
77 
62 
87 
67 
55 

NIA 
77 
92 

Felony 
Index 
1985 

65 
72 
86 
62 
82 
67 
58 
92 
76 
66 
57 
76 
83 
93 
88 

N/A 
90 
76 
64 

NIA 
65 
65 
91 
70 
93 
76 
72 
71 
91 
67 
89 
68 
64 

NIA 
83 
92 

Felony 
Index 
1986 

96 
86 
88 
72 
83 
73 
76 
91 

NIA 
68 
70 
73 
88 
93 
87 

NIA 
91 
82 
74 

NIA 
71 
72 
96 
74 
97 
83 
93 
65 
94 
80 

102 
72 
70 

NIA 
82 
92 

N/A = Data are either not available or not comparable 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

Felony 
Index 
1987 

97 
89 

100 
79 
84 
80 
94 
89 

N/A 
67 
75 
79 
91 
80 
87 

122 
96 
88 
84 

NIA 
80 
82 

103 
76 

100 
90 
94 
63 
97 
86 

103 
78 
75 

NIA 
78 
85 

Felony 
Index 
1988 

92 
92 
89 
87 
90 

100 
101 
93 
90 
84 
81 
83 
96 
87 
88 

109 
100 
93 
92 

NIA 
85 
88 

104 
84 
98 
99 

100 
99 
96 
88 

105 
84 
91 

NIA 
82 
93 

Felony 
Index 
1989 

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 

Felony 
Index 
1990 

99 
109 
104 
114 
105 
85 
94 
97 

109 
108 
105 
104 
97 

103 
115 
112 
108 
103 
101 
108 
100 
111 
113 
108 
104 
105 
108 
89 

120 
105 
106 
101 
96 
99 

106 
94 

Felony 
Index 
1991 

89 
109 
112 
122 
107 
76 

102 
102 
124 
113 
110 
1 23 
91 

105 
110 
104 
120 
111 
111 
103 
99 

118 
127 
119 
107 
96 

132 
84 

108 
103 
109 
111 
98 

102 
111 
86 

Adult 
Po uleUon 

&owh 
1989 to 1991 

108 
106 
99 

104 
102 
102 
103 
103 
102 
98 

100 
97 
98 

100 
101 
101 
101 
99 

100 
100 
101 
103 
96 

100 
98 

102 
115 
101 
97 

103 
99 

103 
104 
98 

101 
96 

and New York) currently using the administrative ap- 
proach. 

Why has the number of traffic cases in general 
jurlsdictlon courts dropped since 19891 Traffic case 
filingsdropped by 43 percent in courts of general jurisdic- 
tion between 1989 and 1991, while remaining essentially 
constant in limited jurisdiction courts (see Chart 1.26). A 
movement toward decriminalization and the administra- 
tive handling of traffic offenses clearly has altered the 
volume of traffic caseloads in general jurisdiction courts. 
Moreover, the composition has changed. The decline in 
traffic filings is based solely on a drop in the number of 
parking cases (see Chart 1.27). Parking cases dropped 

from42percentof thegeneral jurisdictiontraff iccaseload 
in 1989 to 9 percent in 1991. 

Parking caseload is affected by two basic factors: 
how it is counted and reported by the courts, and whether 
there is asystemforadministrative adjudicationof parking 
cases. A special parking code is reflected for each court 
on Table 11 (Part Ill, p.127). Two examples clarify the 
effect. In Chicago alone, parking filings dropped from 
8,015,073 in 1989 to 2,968,244 in 1991 when a system 
of administrative adjudication was implemented midway 
through 1990. When Vermont decriminalized most traff ic 
offenses and placed them under the jurisdiction of the 
traffic ticket bureau, only 20,000 of 90,000 new filings 
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rEXT TABLE 1.16: Total Traffic Flllngs Reported, 1991 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42. 
43. 
44. 
45. 
46. 
47. 
48. 
49. 
50. 
51. 
52. 

State 

California 
Texas 

New Jersey 
Florida 
Illinois 

Michigan 
Washington 

Ohio 
Virginia 

Minnesota 
Maryland 

Arizona 
North Carolina 

New York 
Alabama 

South Carolina 
Massachusetts 

Hawaii 
Pennsylvania 

Louisiana 
Iowa 

Indiana 
Kansas 

Wisconsin 
Utah 

Coloracb 
Georgia 
Missouri 

Arkansas 
c w P n  

Kentucky 
New Mexico 

Nebraska 
Delaware 

Idaho 
Connecticut 

New Hampshire 
Main8 

Oklahoma 
West Virginia 
South Dakota 

Wyoming 
Puerto Rim 

North Dakota 
Alaska 

District of Columbia 
Vermont 

Tennessee 
Mississippi 

Nevada 
Rhcde Island 

Montana 

TOTAL 

Total Traffic Flllngs 

13,546.848 
7,132,670 
5,803,479 
3,680,616 
2,968,244 
2,672,599 
1,807,406 
1,791,588 
1,685,949 
1,386,508 
1,212,061 
1,204,923 
1,145,702 
1,095,462 
1,026,415 
1.000.076 

969,994 
904,660 
737,565 
686,538 
677,647 
641,200 
61 1,958 
558,025 
446,411 
429,286 
415,085 
41 1,719 
350,748 
332,511 
315.31 1 
278,205 
275.51 4 
262,438 
239,543 
232,381 
211,100 
208,581 
205.398 
137.61 4 
135,677 
69,929 
69,203 
63,9 17 
56,422 
19.010 
5.71 1 

N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

60,119,847 

Total Traffic 
Filings In General 

Jurisdiction Courts 

NJ 
NJ 
NJ 
NJ 

2,968,244 
NJ 
NJ 

108,209 
NIA 

1,386,508 
NJ 
NJ 
NJ 
NJ 
NJ 
NJ 

969,994 
480 
NJ 

239,412 
677.647 
266,644 
255,639 
558,025 

NJ 
NJ 

NIA 
41 1,719 

NJ 
195 
NJ 
NJ 
NJ 
NJ 

239,543 
232,381 

NJ 
2.736 

205,398 
NJ 

135,677 
NJ 
NJ 

574 
NJ 

19,010 
5,711 

NIA 
NJ 
NJ 
NJ 
NJ 

8,683.746 

NIAppl = Not applicable (state does not have a limited jurisdiction court) 
NIA = Data are not available 
NJ = Notrafficjurisdiction 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

Total Traffic 
Fllings In Umlted 

Jurlsdlctlon Court8 

13,546,848 
7,132,670 
5,803,479 
3,680,616 

NIAppl 
2,672,599 
1,807,406 
1,683,379 
1,685.949 

NIAppl 
1,212,061 
1,204,923 
1,145,702 
1,095,462 
1,026,415 
1,000,076 

NIAppl 
904,180 
737,565 
447,126 

NIAppl 
374,556 
356,319 

NIA 
446,411 
429,286 
415,085 

NIA 
350,748 
332,316 
315.31 1 
278,205 
275,514 
262,438 

NAPPI 
NJ 

21 1,100 
205.845 

N/A 
137.614 
NIAppl 
69.929 
69,203 
63.343 
56,422 
N/Appl 

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

51,436,101 

Populetlon Ranking 

1 
3 
9 
4 
6 
8 

16 
7 

12 
20 
19 
23 
10 
2 

22 
25 
13 
41 

5 
21 
31 
14 
33 
17 
36 
27 
11 
15 
34 
30 
24 
38 
37 
47 
43 
28 
42 
40 
29 
35 
46 
52 
26 
48 
50 
49 
51 
18 
32 
39 
44 
45 
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MAP 1.3: States That Have Decriminalized Minor Traffic Offenses and Method of Adjudication 

Decriminalized minor traffic 
offenses; executive branch 
(3 states and D.C.) 

Decriminalized minor traffic 
offenses; traditional judicial 
(13 states) 

Decriminalized minor traffic 
offenses; modified 
judiaal (1 2 states) 
Other 

168 National Center for State Courts, 1993 

were contested and required to be heard by a traffic- 
hearing officer assigned to the district court. The remain- 
ing 70,000 were handled by the traffic ticket bureau and 
were no longer counted as part of the court caseload. 
The District of Columbia reports only contested parking 
cases, since uncontested parking cases are handled 
administratively. Idaho, Indiana, Iowa, and Wisconsin 
also report only contested parking cases. Texas recently 
began handling parking cases administratively in cities 
with more than 500,000 population. Parking case filings 
droppedfrom 2,434,727 in 1985 to 1,190,214 in 1991 (a 
decrease of 51 percent) at a time when other traff ic case 
categories have shown an increase. 

Workloads of the Federal and State Judlclaries 

How do state court caseloads compare to federal 
court caseloads? To this point, the Report has focused 
exclusively on the work of the state courts. States have 
been compared in terms of the total volume of cases with 
adjustments for differences in population. Additionally, 
the composition of state court caseloads has been exam- 
ined. Finally, state court caseloads have been compared 
over time. However, the uses of statistics can extend 
beyond state comparisons to such topical issues as the 
relative size of state and federal trial court caseloads. 
Therefore, before turning to the situation in the appellate 
courts, data from this Repodand from the AnnualReport 
of the Director of the Administrative Oflice of the United 
States Courts, 1991, are used to construct a federal and 

state comparison. Caseload statistics for the federal 
courts are based on a uniform method of collection, 
applied with consistency from district to district and from 
circuit to circuit. However, they share some limitations 
inherent to caseload statistics, such as the treatment of 
all new filings as equivalent. 

With the Report of the FederalCourts Study Commit- 
tee (April 1990), the debate about the proper distribution 
of jurisdiction between federal and state courts contin- 
ues. On the basis of the “goal [of a] principled allocation 
of jurisdiction,”” the committee proposed abolishing, 
with limited exceptions, federal diversity jurisdiction 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 response to the committee’s analy- 
sis of federal court caseload burdens, an estimate of the 
relative caseload currently being handled by federal 
courts as compared to state courts is presented next.” 

How have state and federal caseloads changed 
over t h e ?  To maximize the comparability of the state 
and federal court systems, the comparison will focus on 

33 Report of the Federal Courts Study Committee, at 35. 
34 This issue is considered in more depth in Brian J. Ostrom and 
Geoff Gallas, Case Space: Do Workload Considerations Supporl a 
Shiff From federal to State Courl Systems, 14 State Court Journal 15- 
22 (Summer 1990). 
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CHART 1.26: Total Traffic Filings in Limited and General Jurlsdlction Courts, 1989-1991 
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Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

Jurisdiction 1 Jurisdiction 

civil and criminal caseloads in the primary trial courts of 
each system: the U.S. district courts and the state trial 
courts of general jurisdiction. This restriction increases 
confidence that analogous caseloads are being com- 
pared. On the criminal side, the U.S. district courts and 
the state trial courts of general jurisdiction handle prima- 
rily felonies with some serious misdemeanor cases. On 
the civil side, the state trial courts of general jurisdiction 
somewhat approximate the dollar limits and case types 
faced by the U.S. district courts. The similarity is greatest 
for tort, contract, and real property rights cases; there 
are, however, some differences in the remainder of the 
civil case10ad.~~ Nonetheless, civil and criminal filings in 
the state trial courts of general jurisdiction and the U.S. 
district courts provide a reasonable basis for compari- 
son. 

~ ~~ 

35 For example, domestic relations cases composea sizable portion 
of general jurisdiction court dvil caseloads, but are nonexistent in the 
U.S. district courts. U.S. district courts also have jurisdiction over some 
civil cases that require a minimum of judicial attention. These include, 
for example, cases involving defaulted student loans, the overpayment 
of veterans benefits, and social security disability claims as well as 
91983 cases filed by state prisoners. 

Charts 1.28 and 1.29 display total civil and criminal 
filings in the U.S. district courts and the state trial courts 
of general jurisdiction for the period 1985 to 1991. Two 
main points emerge. First, it is clear that the state court 
caseload volume is a different order of magnitude than 
the federal courts. 

In 1991, criminal filings in the state general 
jurisdiction courts were 84 times higher and civil 
filings were 45 times higher than in the U.S. 
district courts. 

Second, the differences are becoming greater. 

Civil filings in the U.S. district courts declined by 
24 percent between 1985 and 1991, while civil 
filings in the state general jurisdiction courts 
increased by 24 percent. 

Criminal filings in state courts of general jurisdiction grew 
at almost twice the rate of criminal filings in U.S. district 
courts over the same period. 

What Is the average caseioad handled by state 
and federal judges? Filings-per-judge provides a direct 
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CHART 1.27: Recent Trends in General Jurisdiction Court Traffic Filings, 1989-1991 

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

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

........................... 1.1.1~94.064 .................................................................... 
I ,  

11,000,000 

10,000,000 

9.000,000 

8,000,OOO 

7,000.000 

6,000,000 

5,000,000 

4,000,000 

3.000.000 

2.000,000 

1,000.000 

0 

The chart includes data from 12 states 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

Miscellaneous 

Parking 

Ordinance 

Moving Traffic 

1990 

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

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

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

~ 

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

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

+ 

7,636,227 

.......... 

.......... 

Miscellaneous ........... 

.......... 

-._- 

Parking 
Ordinance ........... 

Moving Traffic .......... 

4 1991 

means to compare the relative caseloads of the federal 
and state courts. The state general jurisdiction judiciary 
handles over 52 times as many civil and criminal cases 
with only 15 times as many judges as the federal judiciary 
(see Text Table 1.17). 

On average, the caseload for a judge in a state 
court of general jurisdiction is three times larger 
than for a U.S. district court judge. 

Before these relative workloads can be fully inter- 
preted, it is necessary to know whether cases handled in 

the federal courts are more complex than those handled 
in the state courts. If federal court cases are more 
complex, then perhaps the difference in caseload per 
judge between the state and federal courts exists because 
federal cases require more judge time than state court 
cases. Yet, if the cases currently handled in the federal 
courts are more complex, it is crucial to know the dimen- 
sions of this complexity before these cases are shifted to 
the state courts. At this point, the relative complexity of 
federal and state court cases is primarily a matter of 
assumption due to the lack of systematic data on the 
subject. However, the debateoverwhetherto shift cases 
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CHART 1.28: Recent Trends in Civil and Criminal Filings in U.S. District Courts 
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CHART 1.29: Recent Trends In Civil and Criminal Filings in State Courts of General Jurisdiction 

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

7,000,000 t ........................................................................................................................................................................................................... 
-a- Criminal 

_ - - ~ ~  ~ -..- __ 6,000,000 

5,000,000 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................... t 
4,000,000 t ........................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

- I 2,000,000 

1,oc)fJo00 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................... t 
0 1  I I I I I I I I I I i 

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 

Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

Part I :  Trial Court Caseloads in 1991 43 



TEXT TABLE: 1.17: Clvli and Crlminal Filings 
In U. S. Distrlct Courts 
and State Trial Courts of 
General Jurisdiction, 1991 

Flllngs 
Filings Judges per Judge 

All U. S. D i s ~ c t  Courts: 
Criminal 45,735 649 70 

TOTAL 253,477 649 39 1 

Civil 207,742 649 320 

All General Jurisdiction State Courts: 

Criminal 3,843,902 9,502 405 
Civil 9,366,543 9,502 986 

TOTAL 13,210,445 9,502 1,390 

Source: National Center for Slate Courts, 1993, and U.S 
Government Printing Office 

from the federal to state courts ought not to proceed on 
the basis of an untested but testable assumption. Evi- 
dence on case complexity has important and direct 
implications forthe feasibility and consequencesof trans- 
ferring federal drug and diversity-of-citizenship cases to 
the state courts. It seems reasonable to examine the 
evidence before tampering with so fundamental an insti- 
tution as the state courts. 

Summary of Trial Court Activity 

What stands out in examining trial court caseloads is 
that volume is up, and up substantially in many states. 
Trends in the case types that consume the majority of 
court time and resources are rising. Since 1984, civil 
caseloads have risen by 33 percent, criminal caseloads 
by 24 percent, and juvenile caseloads by 34 percent. The 
one area of decline was the reported number of traffic 
filings. Traffic caseloads fell to their lowest level in eight 
years due almost exclusively to the increased use of 
administrative procedures outside the courthouse. In 
comparison, national population has increased by only 
about 7 percent over the same eight-year period. 

Volume 
Ten or fewer states account for 50 percent or more 

of each of the different case types. The states with the 
largest civil filings are not necessarily the same as the 
states with the largest criminal or traff ic filings. However, 
the states that dominate each of the major types of cases 
have one thing in common: they tend to be the largest in 

population. Caseload is correlated highly with popula- 
tion, although other factors affect caseload. 

Caseload Adjusted for Population 
There is state-to-state variability in civil and criminal 

caseloads, and it is not exclusively related to population. 
This is seen by the simple fact that not every state has the 
same number of filings per 100,000 population. Civil 
filings showed the least variation and may reflect the 
broadly similar civil law and procedure across the coun- 
try. Greatervariationcharacterized criminalfilings, which 
may be partially due to differences in crime rates, sub- 
stantive criminal laws, law enforcement practices, and 
criminal justice resources. However, state population is 
a variable that exercises considerable influence on the 
number of cases filed in each state. 

Clearance Rates 
The upward trend in civil and criminal case filings 

puts increasing pressure on courts as they attempt to 
stay current in the disposition of these cases. Many 
courts are experiencing difficulty in keeping up with the 
inflow of new cases. The number of new cases filed in 
1991 often substantially exceeded the number of cases 
that were disposed of by the court. The problem is more 
prevalent for civil cases than for criminal cases, and more 
prevalent for limited than for general jurisdiction courts. 

An examination of the three-year clearance rates, 
however, offers some encouragement. The 1991 clear- 
ance rate for criminal cases in general jurisdiction courts 
exceeds the three-year rate in two-thirds of the states. 
This implies that clearance rates in 1991 tended to be 
above the average clearance rates for 1989 to 1991. 
Further, the three-year clearance rate for civil cases was 
above 98 percent in nearly one-half of the state general 
jurisdiction court systems. Because courts must give 
priority to criminal caseloads, maintaining high criminal 
clearance rates is necessary to ensuring the timely 
disposition of all other case types. 

Caseload Composition 
The main point to emerge in the analysis of civil and 

criminal caseload composition is consistency. The un- 
derlying composition of civil and criminal caseloads is 
strikingly similar across different states. The number of 
cases may vary, but the business of the state courts is 
about the same. Despite differences in such factors as 
jurisdiction, crime rates, and law enforcement practices, 
states are handling cases in similar proportions. 

Trial Court Filing Trends, 1984-91 
What conclusions emerge from the data on recent 

trends in felony and civil filings? The trend in felony case 
filings is upward. With increases over an eight-year 
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period that more thandoubled the number of cases being 
filed in some states, the pressures 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 implica- 
tions for court staffing and resources. 

The addition of 1991 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. This pattern was largely reversed between 1986 
and 1989, with tort filings levelingoff ,often nearpre-1986 
levels. The total was slightly up in 1990 before moving 
back downward in 1991. The aggregate decrease was 
too minimal and the state-to-state variation too great to 
draw firm expectations on the course of tort litigation. 

The trend analysis also suggests that tort filings are 
changing over time in a manner that differs from other 
general civil case categories. Much of the variation in 
tort-filing rates is attributable to specific legislative changes 
enacted by states during the second wave of major tort 
reform. Recent trends for contract and real property 
rights cases offer m r e  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 predictors of the increasing 
volume of litigation. 
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APPELLATE COURT FILINGS IN 1991 
AND CASELOAD TRENDS: 1 9 8 4 ~  ......... 

Introduction 

Appeals offer litigants the opportunity to modify an 
unfavorable trial court decision by convincing an appel- 
late court that the lower court judgment was based on a 
reversible error. The party bringing the appeal might 
contend that the trial court erred when it allowed inad- 
missible testimony, that the jury was given improper 
instructions, or that the trial court misinterpreted the 
correct meaning of a state statute or the state's constitu- 
tion. 

An awareness of appellate court caseload statistics 
is important because the nature of appellate review is 
influenced by the volume of cases filed each year. In 
those courts where the number of cases is rising and 
there is not an accompanying increase in the size of the 
judiciary or court staff, more cases mean less time for 
appellate judges to review the record, to read the briefs, 
to hear oral arguments, to discuss the case, and to 
prepare an order or opinion resolving the case. The 
increased demands on the available work time of judges 
and court staff prompt courts to seek more efficient and 
productive ways of handling cases. One option is 
adopting procedural innovations designed to permit the 
court to spend time in direct proportion to case complex- 
ity-more time for the complex case and less time for the 
routine case.' As caseload volume continues to grow, 
however, many argue that the only way for the court to 
maintain both quality and productivity is to increase the 
number of judges. And if judges are not added, then 
either quality is diminished or overall court productivity 

1 See, e.g., Joy A. Chapper and Roger A. Hanson. Expedited 
Procedures for Appellate Courts: Evidence from California's 7hird 
District Court of Appeal, 42 Maryland Law Review 696 (1983); 
Managing the Criminal Appeals Process, 12 State Court Journal 
(Winter 1988); Dale M. Green and Michael F. Keys, Motion on the 
Merits: An Effective Response to Appellate Congestion and Delay, 70 
Judicature No. 3 (1986). Charles G. Douglas, lnnovarive Appellate 
Court Processing: New Hampshire's Experience with the Summary 
Affirmance, 69 Judicature No. 3 (1985); Thomas B. Marvell, Abbrevi- 
ated Appellate Procedure: An Evahation of New Mxico Summary 
Calendar, 75 Judicature No. 2 (1991); Joy A. Chapper and Roger A. 
Hanson, Intermediate Appellate Courts: Improving Case Processing 
(National Center for State Courts 1990). 

drops and a backlog begins. Thus, there are elements of 
appellate court caseloads and resources that have a 
direct bearing on the courts' institutional responsibilities 
to correct lower court errors, to ensure uniformity in the 
application of laws, to protect the constitutional rights of 
litigants, and to clarify the meaning of laws. 

First, trends in volume need to be identified and 
monitored. Is the caseload increasing, decreasing, or 
staying the same? What is the magnitude of changes in 
caseload over time? For example, is the doubling of the 
caseload that was observed in many states during the 
1960s, 1970s, and 1980s continuing into the 199Os? 
Second, the areas of greatest change need to be deter- 
mined. Are mandatory, discretionary, or both types of 
appeals rising? Does the increase lie in criminal, civil, or 
both types of appeals? Third, courts need to examine 
alternative approaches (e.g., case management, fast- 
track procedures, settlement conferences) to respond to 
the pressures that volume places on timeliness, produc- 
tivity, and quality. Which alternative is likely to fit the 
court's particular needs and circumstances? The most 
promising approaches are then implemented, evaluated, 
and reexamined in light of their effects. 

This section of the Report provides aview of caseload 
volume, trends, and composition in the 50 states and the 
District of Columbia. The information in this section 
offers a unique comparative perspective on appeals. 
Where are the nation's state appellate courts headed? 
How consistent are national patterns? And where does 
each state fit into that broad pattern? 

The answers to these questions should assist appel- 
late courts in carrying out basic research and develop- 
ment activities, identifying caseload trends, and deter- 
mining the areas of greatest increase in caseload. Courts 
can use this information to see which courts face similar 
caseload pressures and to examine other courts' re- 
sponses to the pressures. The issues addressed in this 
section can be summarized by the following three points: 

Volume of appellate court caseload. How 
many appeals are filed nationwide and in indi- 
vidual states? After adjusting for population, are 
appellate court caseloads similar or different 
across the country? What is the appellate court 
caseload composition? Is volume related to 
clearance rates? 
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Clearance rates for appellate cases. Are 
appellate courts keeping up with the new cases 
that are filed each year? Do clearance rates vary 
between mandatory and discretionary 
caseloads? 

Trends In appellate court caseloads. Is the 
volume of civil and criminal appeals rising, fall- 
ing, or remaining relatively constant? Do civil 
and criminal appeals follow the same path? Are 
the trends consistent across courts? 

State Appellate Caseloads In 1991 

Owervlew 
During 1991 , more appeals were filed in state appel- 

late courts than in any preceding year. Based on informa- 
tion from the 50 states and the District of Columbia, the 
total numberoffilingswas245,103, whichisa3.1 percent 
increase over 1990. If the rate of increase were to remain 
constant the rest of the decade, there will be over 
350,000 appeals by the year 2000-a cumulative in- 
crease of at least 40 percent since 1990. Hence, the 
1991 filings should put state appellate courts on notice 
that they face the prospect of even more cases in the 
future. 

Most of the 245,000 cases were appeals of right that 
the state appellate courts are mandated to hear. Manda- 
tory appeals numbered 175,842 in 1991, or 72 percent of 
the nationwide appellate court caseload. Intermediate 
appellate courts (IACs), which hear most of the manda- 
tory appeals, saw their share of the mandatory caseload 
grow from 148,832 to 151,745. Courts of last resort, 
which tend to have few mandatory appeals, saw their 
share drop from 25,420 to 24,097. 

The area of greatest percentage change from 1990 
occurred in the volume of discretionary petitions, which 
commonly are heard by courts of last resort (COLRs). 
The COLRs experienced a 10 percent increase from 
44,815 to 48,988 in their discretionary caseload. The 
discretionary caseload of IACs also went up, but at a 
lower rate. IACs received 20,273 discretionary petitions 
in 1991 compared to 18,941 in 1990. 

The importance of these figures is threefold. First, 
they demonstrate that appellate court caseloads in 1991 
continue a long-term trend of increasing volume that 
began in the 1960s and that the increase confronts both 
COLRs and IACs.* Second, the caseload pressures for 
courtsof last resort and intermediate appellate courts are 
different in fundamental ways. Courts of last resort are 
confronted with increases indiscretionary petitions, which 
account for the largest share of their caseloads. In 
contrast, intermediate appellate courts are confronted 

2 Previous studies have pointed out that appellate court caseloads 
have been doubling every 8 to 10 years since the 1960s. See Victor E. 
flango and Mary E. Elsner, Advance Report: The Latest Srare Court 
Dara, 7 State Court Journal 16 (Winter 1983); Thomas E. Marvel1 and 
Sue A. Lindgren, The Growth of Appeals (US. Bureau of Justice 
Statistics 1985). 

Chart 11.1: Appellate Case Filings, 1991 

COLR IAC 
Mandatorv Discretionary 

Tolal=245,103 
Source: National Center for State Courts, 1993 

with increases in mandatory appeals, which account for 
the largest share of their caseloads. Third, the image of 
intermediate appellate courts as the workhorses of state 
appellate court systems is consistent with reality. As 
seen in Chart 11.1, IACs have most of the appeals (70 
percent). Furthermore, the largest category of appeals 
consists of those that fall within the mandatory jurisdic- 
tion of IACs (62 percent). Hence, for every discretionary 
petition that an IAC is asked to accept, there are nearly 
eight appeals of right that they should accept. 

How Many Ap eals Are Filed Nationwide and 

Looking at the individual states, how are the nation's 
nearly 250,000 appeals distributed? What states have 
the largest number of appeals, and what states have the 
smallest number of appeals? Is there a concentration of 
appeals in a few states? 

Caseload levels extend from a low of 301 appeals in 
Wyoming to a high of 25,072 in California (see Text 
Table 11.1). The median number of appeals in each state 
is represented by the 3,029 cases filed in Tennessee. 
Half of the states have fewer appeals than Tennessee, 
and half of the states have more appeals. Yet, while this 
median point conveys important information, further ex- 
amination of the distribution of caseload levels across the 
states enhances the descriptive picture. 

The difference in the absolute number of appeals 
can be represented in two ways. First, the states cluster 
into three groups, with approximately one-quarter of the 
states having a relatively small number of appeals; one- 
half of the states having close to the median number of 
appeals; and one-quarter of the states having a relatively 

In lndlvldual d) tates? 
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TEXT TABLE 11.1: Total Appellate Court Filings, 
1991 

Total 

gurt  Mandatory Discretionary Populatlon 
Ap llate Total Total 

Slate Flllngs Flllngs Flllngs Ranking 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

IO. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 

California 25,072 
Florida 20,247 

New York 17,249 
Pennsylvania 14,198 

Michigan 14,060 
Ohio 13,607 

Texas 13,377 
Louisiana 1 1,630 

Illinois 10,640 
New Jersey 9,977 

Oregon 6,165 
Arizona 6,041 

Washington 5,162 
Missouri 4,787 

Alabama 4,751 
Georgia 4,496 

Kentucky 4,341 
Virginia 4,299 

Wisconsin 3,962 
Oklahoma 3,548 
Colorado 3,412 

Minnesota 3,282 
Maryland 3,194 

West Virginia 3,180 
Massachusetts 3,059 

Tennessee 3,029 
Indiana 2,973 

North Carolina 2,369 
Iowa 2,009 

Kansas 1,944 
Arkansas 1,734 

Connecticut 1,695 

13,055 
16,332 
12,829 
10,614 
1 1,827 
1 1,623 
10,754 
3,888 
8,967 
7,070 
5,320 
4,846 
3,926 
4,077 
3,723 
2,961 
3,239 

510 
2,970 
3,160 
2,349 
2,097 
2,294 

NJ 
1,608 
2,052 
2,058 
1,462 
2,009 
1,444 
1,734 
1,393 

33. District of Columbia 1,603 1,567 
34. New Mexico 1,491 1,078 
35. Utah 1,341 1,308 
36. Alaska 1,126 810 
37. Nevada 1,080 1,080 
38. Mississippi 992 912 
39. South Carolina 859 764 
40. Hawaii 843 811 
41. Nebraska 834 834 
42. Idaho 715 622 
43. Maine 646 646 
44. Rhodelsland 646 445 
45. Montana 636 636 
46. NewHampshire 597 NJ 
47. Vermont 578 542 
48. Delaware 473 473 
49. NorthDakota 456 456 
50. SouthDakota 397 366 
51. Wyoming 301 301 

Totals 245,103 175,842 

12,017 
3,915 
4,420 
3,584 
2,233 
1,984 
2,623 
7,742 
1,673 
2,907 

845 
1,195 
1,236 

710 
1,028 
1,535 
1,102 
3,789 

992 
388 

1,063 
1,185 

900 
3,180 
1,451 

977 
915 
907 
NJ 

500 
NJ 

302 
36 

413 
33 

316 
NJ 
80 
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32 
NA 
93 
NA 

20 1 
NJ 

597 
36 
NA 
NJ 
31 
NJ 
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1 
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8 
7 
3 

21 
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9 

29 
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28 
26 
20 
19 
34 
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18 
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10 
30 
32 
33 
27 
48 
37 
35 
49 
38 
31 
25 
40 
36 
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large number of appeals. More specifically, 14 states 
had fewer than 1,000 appeals; 24 states had between 
1,000 and 5,000 appeals; and 13 states handled over 

5,000 appeals each. Second, there is a concentration of 
appeals in particular states. Eight states (Louisiana, 
Texas, Ohio, Michigan, Pennsylvania, New York, Florida, 
and California) have a majority of the nation’s appeals. 
Hence, fluctuations in the volume of appeals in these 
eight states will shape the national picture significantly. 

Yet, despite the variation in the absolute number of 
appeals per state, two distinct patterns emerge. First, the 
states with the fewest number of cases tend to have 
appellate systems composed only of a court of last resort. 
Eleven of the 14 states with fewer than 1,000 appeals do 
not have an intermediate appellate court; conversely, of 
the 13 states with 5,000 or more filings, all have two- 
tiered appellate systems. Furthermore, all but two of 
these have a regional intermediate appellate court sys- 
tem. Only New Jersey’s and Michigan’s IACs have 
statewide jurisdiction. 

Second, as one might expect, the ratio of mandatory 
to discretionary petitions varies with the total number of 
filings; states with the smallest number of filings have a 
greater number of mandatory than discretionary filings. 
This tendency occurs because in the 14 states with the 
fewest number of total filings, IACs have not been estab- 
lished, and the COLRs in these states have not ex- 
panded their discretionary jurisdiction. On the other 
hand, among the 24 states with close to an average 
number of appeals, there is closer balance between the 
two types of petitions. Mandatory petitions outnumber 
discretionary petitions, but to a lesser degree than in the 
states with the fewest number of total filings. Finally, 
among the 13 states with the largest number of filings, the 
ratio of mandatory to discretionary petitions is greater 
than in states with an average number of appeals. In 
large states, the COLRs have almost exclusive discre- 
tionary jurisdiction, and the IACs, which handle most of 
the system’s caseload in these states, have virtually no 
discretionary jurisdiction. 

Analysisof the information in Text Table 11.1 supports 
these conclusions. Discretionary petitions are almost 
nonexistent among the one-third of the states with the 
smallest number of total filings. New Hampshire is an 
exception to the pattern, but that is understandable 
because New Hampshire lacks an IAC and its supreme 
court has a completely discretionary jurisdiction. Among 
the middle third of the states, most systems have ratios 
of two or three mandatory appeals to every discretionary 
appeal. Finally, among the third of the states with the 
largest number of total filings, most of the states have 
ratios of four, five, or six mandatory filings to every 
discretionary petition. 

What Is the Relationship Between the Total 
Number of Appeals and State Population? 

What drives the volume of appeals? Undoubtedly, 
there are many reasons why the volume of appeals 
changes over time, including the opportunity for indigent 
criminal defendants to appeal their cases with the sup- 
port of publicly appointed counsel and the effects of 
changing economic conditions (e.g., a recession may 
depress particular types of litigation and stimulate other 
types). The full catalog of reasons why appeals are filed 
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is beyond the scope of this Report, but we are able to 
show the fundamental importance of state population 
size as a predictor of litigation. State population exer- 
cises considerable influence on the absolute number of 
appeals filed in each of the states. Simply stated, the 
larger the state's population, the larger the number of 
appeals filed. This proposition is supported by the data 
presented in Text Table 11.1, which show a very strong 
correspondence between each state's total caseload 
and its population size.3 Moreover, the most populous 
states tend to have a higher than average total of appel- 
late court filings per 100,000 population. 

The congruence between caseload and population 
has at least two important implications. First, states that 
are experiencing population increases should expect 
caseload increases, although the exact rate of growth in 
caseload volume may not be directly proportional to 
population growth alone because of the effects of other 
factors that may vary from state to state (e.g., the popu- 
lations' litigiousness, social and economic conditions, 
the accessibility of the courts to potential litigants, crime 
levels, and so forth). States that experience sharp 
population growthfora while and then experience limited 
or no growth should expect parallel fluctuations in the 
volume of appeals. However, as both the nation and 
most individual states grow in population, the nation's 
state appellate court caseloads will rise unless the par- 
ticular areas of litigation (e.g., direct appellate review of 
sentencing issues) are completely removed from the 
systems' jurisdictions and transferred to some other 
dispute resolution process. Second, the close connec- 
tion between population size and total caseload levels 
suggests the need to control for population size when 
statistical comparisons are made of different state appel- 
late systems. If population is taken into account, do 
trends across states look similar or different? 

Applying the common standard of comparing appel- 
late case filings per 100,000 population will clarify the 
similarity of the states. The difference between the two 
charts is that Chart 11.2 includes states with both a COLR 
and IAC, where Chart 11.3 includes states with a COLR 
but no IAC. 

Turning first to Chart 11.2, the volume of each of the 
four basic categories of appeals per 100,000 population 
for states is represented by a bar. The larger the ratio of 
appeals to population, the longer the length of the bar. 
Because population is such an important determinant of 
the number of appeals, it is not surprising that the 

appellate-filing rates of most states fall within approxi- 
mately 50 filings of the median rate of 83 filings per 
100,000 population (California). Thus, while California 
has the largest absolute number of filings, its number of 
filings per 100,000 population actually is the nation's 
midpoint rate. 

Similarly, the information in Chart 11.3 indicates that 
the ratio of all appeals to population is quite similar across 
11 of the 13 states. All COLRs without an IAC, with the 
exception of the District of Columbia and West Virginia, 
are alike in total caseload levels adjusted for population, 
suggesting that they are a homogenous group of courts. 
Finally, the COLRs without an IAC have one character- 
istic in common with some of the two-tiered systems. The 
high frequency of mandatory appeals in the COLRs 
without an IAC is similar to the dominance of mandatory 
appeals among those states in Chart 11.2 that have the 
largest ratio of filings to population. This finding suggests 
that first-level appellate courts, whether they are COLRs 
without an IAC or IACs with large caseloads, are similar 
in caseload composition; they tend to have virtually all 
mandatory jurisdiction, and they handle all or the bulk of 
their respective state's appeals. 

How Are Mandatory and Discretionary Petl- 
tions Distributed Between COLRs and IACs? 

Scholars have observed that there has been a very 
important organizational evolution in state court systems 
from 1870-1970.4 During that time period, COLRs re- 
sponded to caseload volume pressures in two basic 
ways: (1) the creation of intermediate appellate courts 
and (2) the expansion of their discretionary jurisdiction. 
The first response extended beyond 1970 as several 
states adopted two-tiered systems in the 1970s (e.g., 
Arizona), the 1980s (e.g., Minnesota), and 1990s (e.g., 
Nebraska). 

The information contained in this Report provides 
some insight into the second response of COLRs to take 
on almost exclusively discretionary jurisdiction. This is 
commonly referred to as the development of "cert. co~r ts . '~  
Are all COLRs in the 1990s primarily discretionary juris- 
diction courts? Are there any exceptions? If so, what 
explains deviations from the national pattern? As the 
information in Charts 11.2 and 11.3 indicate, there are three 
important patterns that emerge in attempting to answer 
these questions. 

First, virtually all state COLRs are alike in that man- 
datory petitions constitute a minority of their caseloads. 
This is evident in Chart 11.2 where the portion of the bar 

3 This condusion is based on visual examination of Text Table 11.1, 
corroborated by a statistical correlation. The Pearson correlation 
coeffiaent between the volume of appeals and state population is +.92. 
This indicates that states with the smallest populations have smaller 
caselaads and states with largest populations have larger caseloads. 
However, there are exceptions to this overall pattern. Michigan, for 
example, has the fifth largest number of appeals, but it ranks eighth in 
population, which means that it has somewhat more appeals than one 
would predit on the basis of population alone. 

4 Robert A. Kagan, Bliss Camright, Lawrence M. Friedman, 
Stanton Wheeler, The Evolution ofstate Supreme Courts. 76 Michigan 
Law Review 961-1005 (1978). 
5 A writ of certiorari, or petititon of final judgment, is the method of 
presenting a case to an appellate court when the case is within the 
courl's discretion. A court's discretion is exerased through a two-stage 
decision process. First, the court must decide whether to grant the 
petition. If granted, the case is then decided on its merits. 
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CHART 11.2: Total Appellate Fllings per 100,000 Total Population (States with COLR and IAC), 1991 
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representing the ratio of COLR mandatory appeals to 
population is short and of the same relative length for 
most states. The exceptions to this pattern include five 
COLRs (Hawaii, Iowa, North Dakota, Oklahoma, and 
South Carolina) that screen cases before sending some 
of them on to the IACs. In these states, one might expect 
more mandatory appeals to be retained by the COLR, 
leaving relatively fewer mandatory appeals at the IAC 
level than in other states. This expectation is met 
because the portion of the bar representing COLR man- 
datory appeals is longer relative to the IAC mandatory 
portion in these five states than it is in the other states.6 

Second, asthevolumeof cases inthe state appellate 
system increases relative tb population, the IACs bear a 
larger share of that burden. This phenomenon can be 

seen in Chart 11.2 by noting that as the total length of each 
bar increases, the IAC portion of the bar becomes rela- 
tively larger. 

Third, in states where the appellate system consists 
of a COLR without an IAC, another set of patterns 
emerge. In Chart 11.3, the caseload levels per 100,000 

6 There is another set of states where the COLR has not emerged 
as a 'cert. court." This set indudes Alabama, Alaska, Arkansas, Idaho, 
and New Mexico. For Alaska and Idaho, their situation may be 
explained by the fact that they recently established IACs. Alabamaand 
New Mexico, on the other hand, appear to be more anomalous. 
However, if the historical trend continues. one expects to see these two 
states eventually become part of the national pattern. 
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CHART 11.3: Total Appellate Flllngs per 100,ooO Total Population (States wlth COLR only), 1991 
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population for each of these 12 states and the District of 
Columbia are represented by separate bars. Mandatory 
caseloads dominate the overall picture of these appellate 
systems, except in West Virginia and New Hampshire, 
both of which have entirely discretionary jurisdiction. 
Thus, it appears that unless a COLR without an IAC has 
completely discretionary jurisdiction, it will have virtually 
no discretionary petitions. In these systems, discretion- 
ary petitions tend to be all or nothing. 

How Successfui Are Courts in 
Keeping Up wlfh Caseload Volume? 

Are appellate courts able to keep up with the volume 
of tneir work? How successful are IACs in resolving the 
bulk of the nation's appeals? Similarly, how successful 
are COLRs in coping with discretionary petitions, which 
continue to increase in volume? 

One measure of whether an appellate court is keep- 
ing up with its caseload is to calculate the court's clear- 
ance rate. Aclearance rate is the number of appealsfiled 
in a given year divided by the number of dispositions in 
the same year. While the two sets of cases are not 
necessarily identical (cases disposed of in 1991 may 
have been filed in 1990 or before), this measure can be 
calculated readily and is a useful gauge of whether there 
is a balance between the demands for court services and 
outputs. A rate of 100 percent or m r e  indicates that 
more cases were disposed of than were taken in that 
year. However, as rates fall below 100 percent, this 
indicates that the court's backlog is growing. 

Based on available data, a 1991 clearance rate for 
mandatory cases is calculated for COLRs in 35 states 
and for the IACs in 34 states. Examining the three-year 
clearance rates in Text Table 11.2 shows that the COLRs 
are having moderate success in keeping up with their 
mandatory caseloads: 17 of the 33 states have a 
clearance rate of 100 percent or greater. Moreover, 14 

of the remaining 16 states have clearance rates at 90 
percent or more. It is the states of North Carolina and 
Maine that register clearance rates below 90 percent. 

Clearance rates of mandatory appeals reported by 
IACs are of more widespread concern (see Text Table 
11.2b). The three-year clearance rates suggest that IACs 
are experiencing increasing difficulty with their caseloads: 
8 states had three-year rates of 100 percent or more; 12 
states had rates of 95 to 100 percent; 6 states had rates 
between 90 and 95 percent; and 7 states had rates below 
90 percent. 

There is cause for concern in the 25 IACs with 
clearance rates of less than 100 percent because these 
courts handle the bulk of the nation's appeals. The 
problem is particularly acute for those courts with three- 
year rates below 90 percent. Acontinuing pattern of low 
clearance rates means that a sizable number of cases 
are not being disposed of and that there will be a 
corresponding increase in the pending caseload. For 
some courts, improved clearance rates will require in- 
creased resources and/or alternative ways of handling 
cases more efficiently and productively. 

An examination of how appellate courts, including 
both courts of last resort and intermediate appellate 
courts, are managing discretionary petitions presents a 
more positive picture than the limited success of IACs in 
keeping up with mandatory appeals. Discretionary peti- 
tions constitute the bulk of the work load for courts of last 
resort, especially those in a two-tiered appellate system. 
The three-year clearance rates for 9 of the 31 COLRs for 
which a three-year rate could be calculated are 100 
percent or better (see Text Table 11.3). Hence, COLRs 
do not enjoy the same degree of success in keeping up 
with discretionary petitions as they do in keeping up with 
mandatory cases. Intermediate appellate courts are also 
meeting limited success in disposing of discretionary 
petitions. Five of the 14 states for which data are 
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rEXT TABLE 11.2: Courts of Last Resort Clear- 
ance Rates for Mandatory 
Appeals, 1989-1991 

state 
Georgia 

Alabama 
Maim 

North Carolina 
Minnesota 

Ohio 
Alaska 

Arkansas 
New York 

Florida 
North Dakota 

Montana 
Illinois 

Kentucky 
Maryland 

Rhode Island 
Nevada 

Delaware 
Idaho 

Wyoming 
Louisiana 

Mississippi 
Connecticut 

Missouri 
New Jersey 

Hawaii 
Texas 

District of Columbia 
New Mexico 
Washington 

Vermont 
South Carolina 

South Dakota 
Arizona 
Indiana 

1989 

83.7 
87.2 
97.6 
85.4 
87.1 
95.0 
89.4 
90.3 
96.0 
98.6 

124.8 
100.3 
107.8 
87.0 

105.0 
92.8 
94.8 

113.1 
97.2 

108.7 
108.0 
100.0 
92.7 

115.2 
108.6 
105.5 
99.2 

125.7 
100.8 
116.0 
125.1 
83.6 

124.4 

1990 
72.8 

76.4 
87.9 
92.2 
77.5 

100.6 
92.9 
95.0 
96.4 

102.3 
98.6 
93.0 
98.9 
93.5 

102.4 
97.1 

114.5 
105.7 
91.4 

115.9 
98.2 

101.4 
108.1 
103.6 
116.3 
109.0 
109.0 
105.4 
93.9 

116.1 
89.2 

107.7 
176.1 
130.2 

1991 
93.2 

117.1 
88.9 
86.9 
81.4 

109.5 
86.0 
95.1 

101.4 
98.9 
89.5 
90.9 
75.3 
90.8 
93.8 

106.1 
95.8 
92.8 
99.7 
99.7 
95.3 

101.1 
99.7 

101.3 
111.2 
89.2 

103.8 
110.2 
124.5 
116.1 
121 .o 
165.2 
116.9 
122.0 
116.7 

Three-year 
Clearance 

Rate 

83.0 
87.3 
90.2 
90.3 
91.2 
94.4 
95.0 
95.3 
95.8 
96.0 
96.1 
96.3 
97.7 
98.5 
99.1 
99.9 

100.0 
101.5 
101.7 
102.3 
102.9 
103.0 
103.1 
105.7 
107.4 
108.3 
109.1 
110.1 
112.2 
116.4 
116.4 
118.8 
123.8 

available achieved three-year clearance rates of 100 
percent or more (see Text Table 11.3). 

Thus, the success with which appellate courts meet 
the demands placed on them is limited. COLRs manage 
to dispose of mandatory appeals, at least in most courts. 
However, success is less widespread among these courts 
in handling discretionary petitions, which are the bulk of 
their work. Furthermore, most IACs are not keeping up 
in either the discretionary or the mandatory arena. Suc- 
cess is limited to approximately a third of the IACs (see 
Text Table 11.3b). The gap between filings and disposi- 
tions in IACs is troublesome because this is where the 
bulk of the appellate caseload resides. A clearance rate 
that falls below 100 percent affects a large number of 
cases in both absolute terms and as a proportion of the 
total appellate court caseload. Hence, courts and 
policymakers need to join together to assess what can 
and should be done to alleviate this undesirable situation. 

TEXT TABLE 11.2b: Intermediate Appellate 
Courts Clearance Rates for 
Mandatory Appeals, 
1989-1 991 

State 
Massachusetts 

Georgia 
Washington 

Michigan 
Arizona 
Oregon 

Kentucky 
South Carolina 

Oklahoma 
Maryland 

Alaska 
Missouri 

Arkansas 
Tennessee 

Hawaii 
Illinois 

North Carolina 
Kansas 
Texas 

New Mexico 
Louisiana 

Wisconsin 
New Jersey 

Alabama 
Ohio 

Minnesota 
Colorado 

Florida 
Pennsylvania 

Iowa 
Connecticut 

Idaho 
California 
New York 

1989 

81.2 
90.1 
82.0 
90.2 
94.9 
89.9 
84.2 
97.4 
98.4 

106.7 
91 .o 
90.6 
96.1 
98.6 
94.9 
86.2 

105.5 
95.5 
95.4 

102.4 
102.5 
100.6 
91.3 
91.6 

105.6 
109.0 
101.1 
111.3 
117.8 
115.2 
104.5 
120.3 
120.1 

1990 
74.7 
64.4 
84.5 
85.1 
81.5 
81.3 
95.9 
99.2 
78.5 
90.1 
90.2 

100.1 
92.7 
89.2 
87.0 
97.1 
97.0 
95.9 

100.9 
95.7 
91.7 
91.6 
89.7 
94.5 

101.9 
94.7 
92.8 

100.8 
98.1 
89.1 

100.0 
94.9 

112.1 
114.8 

1991 
95.0 
83.3 
78.9 
86.6 
86.3 
89.0 
81.4 
88.0 
94.8 
89.9 
85.7 
92.8 
99.9 
99.7 

102.4 
95.5 

106.7 
89.8 
94.5 

100.4 
99.0 
99.5 

103.1 
107.1 
104.9 
99.5 

102.1 
102.1 
95.7 

104.3 
97.8 

116.1 
98.9 

120.6 

Threeyear 
Clearance 

Rate 

76.2 
84.2 
84.6 
85.8 
88.0 
88.8 
89.9 
90.2 
92.6 
93.8 
94.6 
94.6 
94.9 
95.8 
95.8 
96.5 
96.8 
96.9 
97.1 
97.6 
97.6 
97.6 
97.7 
99.5 
99.6 

101 .o 
101.3 
101.4 
103.3 
104.0 
105.3 
110.0 
118.5 

Discretionary Petitions Granted 
The U.S. Supreme Court accepts for review about 5 

percent of the discretionary petitions filed.' State COLRs 
tend to accept a larger percentage of petitions filed. On 
average during 1991, state COLRs granted 14 percent of 
the discretionary petitions filed. 

That percentage is derived from Text Table 11.4, 
which shows the number of petitions filed, and the 
number and the percentage granted, for the COLRs of 23 
states. The percentage granted ranges from a low of 2.8 
percent in Vermont to highs of 40.9 percent in Massachu- 
setts and 34.4 percent in Hawaii. However, in states with 
an IAC, the precise boundariesof the COLR's jurisdiction 

7 
Judicial Process 783-84 (R. Janoski ed.). 

Doris Marie Provine, Certiorari, in Encyclopedia of the American 

Part II: Appellate Court Caseloads in 1991 55 



TEXT TABLE 11.3: Courts of Last Resort Clear- 
ance Rates for Discretionary 
Petitlons, 1989-1991 

state 
New Yotk 

Ohio 
Virginia 

Wisconsin 
Mississippi 

Kentucky 
New Hampshire 

West Virginia 
Illinois 

Oregon 
New Mexico 

North Carolina 
Florida 

Minnesota 
Indiana 

Maryland 
Idaho 

Alaska 
Arizona 

Washington 
Rhode Island 

California 
District of Columbia 

New Jersey 
Missouri 

Michigan 
Vermont 

Hawaii 
Louisiana 

Texas 
Alabama 

1989 
82.1 
81.4 

114.4 
89.5 
74.4 
85.6 
90.6 

105.5 
95.3 

103.4 
94.0 
88.8 
86.9 
96.1 

106.0 
90.8 
96.7 
96.8 
99.1 

101 .o 
94.4 

105.4 
100.0 
99.3 

101.6 
87.5 

102.9 
107.1 
94.0 

109.8 
137.0 

1990 1991 
84.6 88.4 
75.5 89.7 
90.7 87.1 
86.5 91.2 
92.2 95.0 
95.4 89.1 
90.4 91.0 
97.7 84.1 
94.7 92.7 
89.4 91.5 
97.1 91.8 
96.0 101.2 
96.0 102.8 

102.6 89.2 
91.2 93.7 
97.1 102.0 

111.7 04.9 
101.7 94.1 
96.4 98.1 
99.1 97.8 

111.3 93.5 
96.1 98.3 

100.0 100.0 
98.6 101.2 

101.7 99.0 
109.9 109.4 
112.5 91.7 
100.0 100.0 
106.9 106.4 
97.3 102.5 

143.9 121.4 

Threeyear 
Clearance 

Rate 
85.0 
82.4 
89.0 
89.2 
89.3 
90.0 
90.7 
93.0 
94.2 
94.4 
94.4 
95.6 
95.7 
95.8 
96.2 
96.8 
96.9 
97.4 
97.8 
99.3 
99.5 
99.7 

100.0 
100.1 
100.9 
101.4 
102.0 
102.6 
102.7 
103.5 
133.3 

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

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. 
68), provides information on the percentage of discre- 
tionary petitionsgranted in seven IACs: California Courts 
of Appeal, 10.4 percent; Indiana Court of Appeals, 44.1 
percent; Louisiana Courts of Appeal, 33.7 percent; Mary- 
land Court of Special Appeals, 11.4 percent; Minnesota 
Court of Appeals, 59.7 percent; New Mexico Court of 
Appeals, 14.2 percent; and North Carolina Court of 
Appeals, 41.9 percent. However, while (with the excep- 
tion of Maryland) the IACs grant a higher percentage of 
discretionary petitions than do their state COLRs, the 
comparison is inexact because the IAC discretionary 

TEXT TABLE 11.3b: Intermediate Appellate 
Courts Clearance Rates for 
Discretionary Petitions, 
1989-1 991 

Threeyear 
Clearance 

State 1989 1990 1991 Rate 
New Mexico 

Indiana 
Massachusetts 

Tennessee 
Arizona 

Minnesota 
Florida 

Washington 
Georgia 

Louisiana 
North Carolina 

Maryland 
Alaska 

California 
Kentucky 

Virginia 

18.4 
114.0 

100.0 100.0 
77.6 67.1 75.2 73.5 

101.9 67.5 87.6 83.9 
95.9 98.1 82.0 90.4 
83.8 93.5 93.4 90.5 
95.9 100.9 76.1 90.7 
87.3 100.0 85.8 91.9 
98.8 99.1 91.7 96.2 

100.0 95.6 100.0 98.4 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
90.3 104.9 110.0 101.6 

101.5 102.8 103.4 102.6 
100.0 128.8 100.3 103.9 
116.7 136.3 124.6 125.9 

jurisdiction is often over interlocutory matters, rather than 
appeals of final judgment. 

Discretionary jurisdiction enables appellate courts to 
control their dockets. Although courts are generally 
selective in the petitions that are granted, this discretion 
is exercised differently across the states. IACs also 
exercise discretionary power differently than COLRs, 
reflecting their respective roles in state appellate sys- 
tems and, perhaps, the greater likelihood that lACs will 
experience an expansion in the number of authorized 
judgeships in the face of rising caseloads. 

Appellate Court Opinions in 1991 
The preparation of full written opinions has been 

called “the single most time-consuming task in the appel- 
late process.”8 Rising appellate caseloads have led both 
to curtailment of full opinions for the bulk of cases and to 
concern over the availability of sufficient judicial time to 
prepare full opinions in particularly important cases. 

Table 6, Part Ill (p. 96), presents the number of 
signed opinions issued by state appellate courts during 
1991. The table also provides supplementary informa- 
tion about whether this count is by case or by written 
document and whether majority opinions, per curiam 
opinions, and memoranddorders are included in the 
count. Information is also provided on the number of 
justices or judges serving on each court and the number 
of support staff with legal training that the court employs. 
The number of justices or judges is particularly significant 

8 
dards Relating to Appellate Delay Reduction 21 (1988). 

Judicial Administration Division, American Bar Association, Stan- 
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TEXT TABLE 11.4 Discretionary Petitlons 
Granted as a Percentage 
of Total Discretionary Cases 
Filed in COLRs, 1991 

State 
Alaska 

California 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Illinois 

Kansas 
Louisiana 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
New Mexico 

North Carolina 
Ohio 

Oregon 
Tennessee 

Texas 
Vermont 
Virginia 

West Virginia 
Wisconsin 

Numbw of 
Petitions 

Filed  
256 

4,992 
1,082 

32 
1,673 
500 

2,898 
646 
501 

2,233 
703 
80 

710 
364 
492 

1,984 
845 
775 

2,623 
36 

1,936 
3,180 

992 

Number of 
Ped tlons 
Granted 

27 
193 
162 

11 
150 
38 

722 
131 
205 
64 
71 
4 

84 
37 
52 

163 
98 
59 

355 
1 

169 
973 
140 

Percentage 
of Petitlone 

Granted 
10.5 
3.9 

14.9 
34.4 
9.0 
7.6 

24.9 
20.3 
40.9 
2.9 

10.1 
5.0 

11.8 
10.2 
10.6 
8.2 

11.6 
7.6 

13.5 
2.8 
8.7 

30.6 
14.1 

and, as noted earlier, varies considerably from court to 
Court. 

The restricted size of COLRs and the nature of their 
responsibilities tend to limit the number of signed opin- 
ionsto several hundred in ayear in most jurisdictions (the 
US. Supreme Court typically decides about 150 cases a 
year by opin i~n) .~ Generally, courts can determine how 
they decide cases, whether by full explanatory opinion, 
per curiam opinion, or by order, and thus manage their 
caseload. Therefore, the number of signed opinions is 
not directly related to the number of cases decided by the 
court on the merits during 1991. Among COLRs, the 
number of signed opinions ranges from 53 in Delaware to 
861 in Alabama. 

Caseload Composition 
and Trends In Appellate Courts 

Caseload composition reflects both an appellate 
court’s subject matter jurisdiction and the nature and 
volume of its trialcourt activity. Twodimensions on which 
caseload composition can be examined are (1) the 

9 In 1991, the US. SupremeCourtdisposedof 107cases by signed 
opinion and 20 cases by percuriam opinion. (Statistics supplied by the 
U. S. Supreme Court Clerk’s Office.) 

relative frequency of civil and criminal appeals and (2) 
how the composition is changing over time. Examining 
trends in civil and criminal appeals is important because 
it provides a benchmark for policymakers, judges, and 
those involved in the day-to-day operation of appellate 
courts to determine what changes, il any, the courts are 
experiencing. A trend analysis offers perspective on 
where state appellate courts stand at a time when there 
is ample concern for their well-being. Judges both at the 
federal and the state level are concerned about the 
volume of cases that are entering the system each year. 
These cases must be disposedof in a reasonable amount 
of time, and the court should have the resources to carry 
out this work. 

At the federal level, it has been asserted that “acrisis 
of vo1ume”afflicts the U.S. circuit courtsof appeals.l0 The 
main cause is clear: while in the 1940s one trial termina- 
tion in forty was subject to an a appeal, by the mid-1980s 
one termination in eight was contested through an ap- 
peal.” The result is that the federal appellate system, 
without major structural reform, will not survive its case 
volume into the next century. 

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.”12 
Such long-term growth emerges from what may appear 
to be relatively modest year-to-year growth: an average 
annual increase of 7 percent will double caseload volume 
in 10 years, an average growth rate of 5 percent will 
increase total volume by two-thirds in 10 years, and an 
average growth rate of 3 percent will, over 10 years, 
cause caseload volume to rise by 34 percent. Moreover, 
appellate courts are not merely confronting more of the 
same: rather, “as the number of cases has grown, so has 
the range of complexity. Increasing numbers of complex 
cases, especially death penalty litigation, require sub- 
stantial expenditure of judicial time.”13 Volume and 
complexity combined to bring an intermediate appellate 
court to many states during the 1970s and to make the 
1980s a period of significant institutional innovation, 
notably through streamlined appellate procedures, 
settlement conferences, and alternatives to full appellate 
review. 

Trends in Mandatory Civil Appeals 
in intermediate Appellate Courts 

Text Table 11.5 reports the data on mandatory civil 
filings in intermediate appellate courts in 26 states. 
Caseload growth during the five-year period f rom 1987 to 
1991 has slowed from the rate observed over the past 
three preceding decades. Mandatory civil appeals in 

10 Federal Courts Study Committee, Judiaal Conference of the 
United States, Report of the Federal Courts Study Committee ch. 6 

11 Id., at 110. 
12 Judicial Administration Division, supra note 8, at 11. 
13 Judicial Administration Division, supra note 8. at 11. 

(1990). 
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TEXT TABLE 11.5 Trends in Mandatory Civil Appeals in Intermediate Appellate Courts, 1985-1991 

State 

Alaska 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California 

Hawaii 
Idaho 

Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Missouri 

New Mexico 
North Carolina 

Ohio 
Oregon 

Pennsylvania 
South Carolina 

Texas 
Virginia 

Washington 
Wisconsin 

Total 

IAC 
Mandatory 

Civil Appeals 
1985 
548 
866 
626 

4.997 
87 
74 

4,056 
547 
526 

2,353 
2.635 

891 
889 

1,250 
1,911 

410 
775 

5,632 
1.002 
1,727 

372 
3,416 

250 
1.301 
1,713 

38.854 

IAC IAC 
Mandatory Mandatory 

Civil Appeals Civil Appeals 
1986 1987 
530 584 
952 955 
710 704 

5,066 4,892 
99 72 
86 77 

4,036 3,904 
540 519 
392 482 

2,031 1,914 
2,698 2.774 

865 879 
906 1,026 

2,623 
1,272 1,363 
1,887 1,870 

220 197 
788 78 1 

5,738 5,809 
937 795 

1,614 1,339 
347 436 

3,379 3,759 
197 195 

1,206 1,353 
1,550 1,463 

38,046 40,765 

IAC IAC 
Mandatory Mandatory 

Civil Appeals Civil Appeals 
1988 1989 
529 556 

1,051 922 
422 5 28 

5.298 5,332 
66 73 
94 99 

4,324 4.224 
567 654 
555 519 

1,846 1.827 
2,877 2,522 

892 912 
960 1,035 

2,731 3,223 
1,487 1,278 
2,136 2,502 

219 253 
824 898 

5,971 6,275 
894 818 

1,405 1,417 
303 443 

3,873 4,008 
225 209 

1,338 1,414 
1,439 1,689 

42,326 43,630 

IAC IAC 
Mandatory Mandatory 

Civil Appeals Civil Appeals 
1990 1991 
651 770 
962 96 1 
528 542 

6,443 5.374 
38 36 
85 70 

4,224 4,530 
810 725 
603 522 

1,704 1,896 
2,698 2,715 

965 950 
1,024 934 
3,287 3,205 
1,569 1,293 
2,272 2,291 

289 284 
813 819 

4.594 4,672 
818 924 

1,589 1,628 
255 274 

3,982 3,936 
251 247 

1,533 1,437 
1,901 1.978 

43,888 43,013 

Growth 
Index 

132 
101 
77 

110 
50 
91 

116 
140 
108 
99 
98 

108 
91 

1 22 
95 

123 
144 
105 
80 

116 
122 
63 

105 
127 
106 
135 

106 

1987-1 991 

IACs grew 6 percent over this time period (or about 1 
percent per year). The limitedgrowth at the national level 
is attributed to the fact that the IACs in nine states 
(Arkansas, Hawaii, Idaho, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massa- 
chusetts, Minnesota, Ohio, and South Carolina) actually 
experienced a decrease in the number of mandatory civil 
cases. Because the national growth rate is positive, 
some states grew considerably more than the national 
average. Since 1987, two states-New Mexico and 
Indiana-are on track to double their mandatory civil 
appeals by 1996. New Mexico's caseload grew by 44 
percent, and Indiana's caseload grew by 40 percent. 
Annual growth rates in mandatory civil appeals of about 
5 percent have led to a substantial five-year growth in 
states such as Wisconsin (35 percent), Alaska (32 per- 
cent), Virginia (27 percent), Michigan (22 percent) and 
Pennsylvania (22 percent). The rates of growth in these 
courts are of profound significance because many of 
these cases are complex and involve multiple issues, 
which place appreciable demands on the court's limited 
resources. 

Finally, more moderate increases were registered in 
nine states where the civil caseloads increased by 16 
percent or less since 1987 (an annual increase of no 

more than 3 percent). However, even these moderate 
increases in caseload mean that the courts must be 
increasingly productive to avoid the development of case 
backlogs. 

Trends in Mandatory Criminal Appeals 
in Intermediate Appellate Courts 

Text Table 11.6 reports the mandatory criminal ap- 
peals in intermediate appellate courts in 24 states. Over- 
all, from 1987 to 1991 these courts have experienced an 
enormous and rapid growth in criminal appeals. Criminal 
appeals filed in IACs grew at a rate of 21 percent, which 
is five times greater than the rate of growth in civil 
appeals, although a limited number of courts (seven) did 
have a decrease in filings. Hawaii experienced the 
greatest drop in the rate of filings, but this decrease might 
be attributed to the fact that the Supreme Court of Hawaii 
has jurisdiction over criminal cases from the circuit, 
family, and district trial courts. This route of appealdiffers 
from the majority of states with an intermediate appellate 
court, where appeals are filed with the intermediate 
appellate court and can subsequently be appealed to the 
court of last resort. 
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TEXT TABLE 11.6 Trends In Mandatory Criminal Appeals In intermediate Appellate Courts, 1985-1991 

Alabama 
Alaska 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Hawaii 
Idaho 

Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Missouri 

New Mexico 
North Carolina 

Ohio 
Oregon 

South Carolina 
Texas 

Washington 
Wisconsin 

Total 

IAC 
Mandatory 
Criminal APbgs 

1,520 
445 

1,396 
220 

5,255 
39 
68 

3,468 
452 
204 
609 
943 
751 
412 

335 
810 
233 
503 

3,129 
1,735 

15 
4,538 
1,051 

521 

28,652 

IAC 
Mandatory 
Criminal 
Appeals 

1986 
1,537 

504 
1,652 

241 
4,969 

32 
82 

3,419 
490 
160 
596 
997 
779 
446 

357 
75 1 
427 
516 

3,096 
1,753 

0 
4,453 
1,045 

550 

28.852 

IAC 
ldandatory 
Criminal 
Appeals 

1987 
1,695 

469 
1,645 

245 
5.093 

61 
82 

3,793 
591 
136 
614 

1,072 
835 
408 

2,950 
407 
726 
293 
432 

3,376 
1,929 

0 
4,098 
1,083 

579 

32,612 

IAC 
Mandatory 
Crimlnal 
Appeals 

1988 
1,784 

433 
1,919 

285 
5,656 

53 
111 

3.708 
619 
1 73 
629 

1,090 
862 
434 

3,222 
430 
69 1 
237 
483 

3,259 
1,805 

0 
4,377 
1,281 

575 

34,116 

IAC 
Mandatory 
Criminal 
Appeals 

1989 
2,132 

404 
1,949 

312 
6,210 

65 
104 

3,810 
828 
159 
71 7 
969 
929 
416 

4,641 
306 
700 
328 
477 

3,541 
1,675 

1 
4,805 
1,334 

666 

37,558 

IAC 
Mandatory 
Criminal 
Appeals 

1990 
2,042 

429 
2,418 

350 
6,569 

61 
115 

3,810 
1,156 

140 
688 

1,137 
1,041 

544 
6,046 

417 
753 
304 
496 

3,684 
1,675 

31 
4,080 
1,575 

952 

40,513 

IAC 
Mandatory 
Criminal 
Appeals 

1991 
1,829 

454 
2,595 

361 
6,275 

52 
136 

4,177 
1,025 

132 
799 

1,009 
1.085 

593 
5.585 

402 
713 
290 
434 

3,585 
2.613 

49 
4,627 
1,728 

992 

41,540 

Growth 
Index 

A eels 

108 
97 

158 
147 
1 23 
85 

166 
110 
1 73 
97 

130 
94 

130 
145 
189 
99 
98 
99 

100 
106 
135 
327 
113 
160 
171 

127 

191!-1991 

Six states experienced an average annual growth 
rate of 10 to 17 percent during this time period, which 
means that, if this trend continues, the caseload will have 
doubled in just two more years. Those states with the 
highest rates of growth over five years include Michigan 
(89 percent), Indiana (73 percent), Wisconsin (71 per- 
cent), Idaho (66 percent), Washington (60 percent), and 
Arizona (58 percent). The growth rate in these six states 
is substantial, but the situation is most severe-both in 
terms of volume and growth-in Michigan. Whereas the 
volume of cases in some IACs in the 1960s and 1970s 
weredoubling every decade, Michigan has nearly doubled 
its criminal caseload in 5 years. 

States that are on track to see mandatory criminal 
appeals increase by between 50 percent and 67 percent 
by 1996 include Arkansas, California, Kentucky, Mary- 
land, Massachusetts, and Oregon. While criminal ap- 
peals tend to be less complex than civil cases, courts 
have to expend time and effort to dispose of them 
properly.14 Because these cases are mandatory and 
must be heard by the court, there is little hope for relief 

14 John Wdd, Going Through the Motions: The Monotony of 
Appellate Court Decision-making, 62 Judicature No. 2 (1978). 

unless the court adopts some type of expedited proce- 
dure. If courts do not find innovative ways to expedite the 
routine criminal appeals, they will find themselves with 
less time to handle the complex civil and criminal cases, 
and their backlog will continue to grow. 

Discretionary Civil Appeals 
In Courts of Last Resort 

Courts of last resort are able by their jurisdictional 
nature to decide what types of cases they will hear during 
any given year. The justices of these courts rarely turn 
down cases where there is a state constitutionalquestion 
at issue or where an advisory opinion is sought. Text 
Table 11.7 shows that from 1987 to 1991 , 13 states were 
able to provide statistics on the number of discretionary 
civil petitions filed in their state supreme courts. Overall, 
discretionary civil appeals increased by 14 percent, al- 
though five states experienced no change or a decrease 
during this period. The national picture is shaped prima- 
rily by the relatively large number of filings in California, 
New York, and Ohio. California is exceptional in that it 
has experienced an average annual increase in discre- 
tionary civil appeals of nearly 10 percent since 1987. In 
comparison, West Virginia, the one state where the 
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TEXT TABLE 11.7 Trends in Discretionary Civli Appeals in Courts of Last Resort, 1987-1991 

State 

California 
Illinois 

Louisiana 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
New York 

North Carolina 
Ohio 

Oregon 
Virginia 

Washington 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

COLR 
Discretionary 
Civil Ap ais 

1 9 8 r  
1,092 

788 
1.131 

880 
321 

1,400 
293 

1,159 
271 
577 
324 
422 
488 

COLR 
Discretionary 
Civil Appeals 

1988 
1,099 

760 
1,284 
1,036 

331 
1,435 

297 
1,100 

223 
574 
276 
394 
542 

COLR 
Discretionary 
Civil Ap als 

198$ 
1,560 

686 
1.291 
1,155 

361 
1,532 

210 
1,066 

256 
631 
255 
419 
481 

COLR 
Discretionary 
Civil Ap ale 

1,633 
686 

1,262 
1,109 

338 
1,421 

330 
1,234 

256 
586 
263 
417 
4 74 

1998" 

COLR 
Discretionary 
Civil Appeals 

1991 
1,713 

737 
1,364 

975 
331 

1,494 
273 

1,338 
193 
702 
283 
524 
487 

Growth 
Index 

157 
94 

121 
111 
103 
107 
93 

115 
71 

1 22 
87 

1 24 
100 

1987-1 991 

I Total 9,146 9,351 9,903 10,009 10.414 114 

I TEXT TABLE 11.8 Trends In Discretionary Criminal Appeals in Courts of Last Resort, 1987-1991 

COLR COLR COLR COLR COLR 

Cdmlnal A peals Cdmlnal Appeals Criminal Appeals Criminal Appeals Criminal Appeals 
Discretionary Discretionary Dlscretionary Discretionary Discretionary Growth 

index 
1 9 8 f  1988 1989 1990 1991 1987-1 991 

State 

California 
Illinois 

Louisiana 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
New York 

North Carolina 
Ohio 

Texas 
Oregon 
Virginia 

Washington 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Total 

1,212 
800 

1,685 
1,157 

143 
2,800 

316 
687 

1,339 
409 
344 
327 
1 76 
256 

1 1,651 

1,132 
71 2 

1,969 
1,567 

161 
2,831 

298 
670 

1,416 
310 
371 
284 
182 
279 

12,182 

1,459 
769 

1,837 
1,610 

187 
2,859 

185 
620 

1,792 
218 
419 
253 
168 
325 

12,701 

1,776 
769 

1,422 
1,318 

166 
3,066 

191 
638 

1,380 
218 
536 
293 
192 
252 

12,217 

1,792 
839 

1,534 
1,218 

193 
2.91 4 

191 
646 

1,340 
333 
676 
275 
181 
365 

12.497 

148 
105 
91 

105 
135 
104 
60 
94 

100 
81 

197 
84 

103 
143 

107 

jurisdiction of the COLR is entirely discretionary and 
there is no intermediate appellate court, experienced 
growth in civil cases at one-half the rate of California 
(about 5 percent per year). 

Dlscretlona Criminal Appeals 
In Courts of T a  st Resort 

Between 1987 and 1991, courts of last resort had a 
7 percent increase in the total number of discretionary 
criminal cases filed. There is a good deal of variance, 
however, between the 13 COLRs displayed in Text 
Table 11.8 in both volume and growth. Four states 
experienced a decline in discretionary criminal appeals 

since 1987, while an additional five states had average 
annual growth rates of less than 1 percent. In contrast, 
the remaining four states (California, Minnesota, Vir- 
ginia, and Wisconsin) are experiencing average annual 
growth rates sufficient to double the number of discre- 
tionary criminal filings by 1996. The COLR in California 
appears to be facing the deepest crisis in volume in that 
it has experienced the largest increase in both discretion- 
ary civil and criminal appeals since 1987. 

With states that are experiencing a rise in the discre- 
tionary caseloads, it is important that they develop meth- 
ods to dispose of these cases in a timely manner. From 
casual observation, the amount of time spent disposing 
of discretionary appeals is uncertain given that few are 
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granted and actually decided on the merits. However, 
any increase in appeals reaching a court of last resort is 
important because these courts are fixed in size by state 
constitution, and additional justices are rarely if ever 
added to the court. 

Conclusion 
The data contained in this Repod suggest that state 

courts of last resort and intermediate appellate courts 
operate under conditions of high caseload volume. Al- 
though only particular state COLRs and IACs continue to 
experience the rapid growth found in earlier decades, 
increases in caseload remain substantial. Appellate 
caseloads nationally grew by over 3 percent between 
1990 and 1991. Moreover, the larger caseloads that a 
majority of appellate courts experienced in 1991 were 
part of a trend since 1984. 

IACs have been confronted with substantial in- 
creases in mandatory appeals from 1984 to 
1991 , which account for the largest share of their 
caseloads. 

COLRs have faced consistent growth in discre- 
tionary petitions from 1984 to 1991, which ac- 
count for the largest share of their caseloads. 

Systematic information on caseload cornposition helps 
clarify both the subject matter jurisdiction and the nature 
of appellate court caseloads. Two aspects of caseload 
composition are examined: the relative frequency of civil 
and criminal appeals and how the composition is chang- 
ing over time. 

Mandatory civil appeals in IACs grew by 6 per- 
cent between 1987 and 1991, while mandatory 
criminal appeals in lACs grew by 27 percent over 
the same period. 

Discretionary civil appeals in COLRs increased 
by 14 percent from 1987 to 1991 , while discre- 
tionary criminal appeals in COLRs were up by 7 
percent. 

The consequences of these increases over time is a 
pronounced inability of appellate courts to keep up. Most 
simply do not dispose of as many appeals as are filed, as 
reflected clearly in the number of courts with three-year 
clearance rates below 100 percent. The concern is most 
pronounced for the categories of cases that make up the 
bulk of the work load handled at each appellate court 
level: 

Nearly three-quarters of the IACs had three-year 
clearance rates of less than 100 percent for 
mandatory appeals. 

Less thanone-thirdof the COLRs had three-year 
clearance rates for discretionary petitions of 
more than 100 percent. 

To summarize, the success that appellate courts are 
having in meeting the demands placed on them is limited. 
Caseload pressures continue to confront state appellate 
courts, and many are having difficulty keeping up. 
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TABLE 1 : Reported National Caseload for State Appellate Courts, 1991 

Reported Caseload 

Courtr of l ~ t  re8ort: 
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A. Number of reported complete cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of courts reporting complete data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Number of reported complete cases that include some discretionary petitions . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of courts reporting complete data with some discretionary petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Number of reported cases that are incomplete . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of courts reporting incomplete data ...................................... 

6. 

C. 

II. Discretionary jurisdiction petitions: 

A. Number of reported complete petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of courts reporting complete petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

18,627 
40 

15,986 
32 

3,054 
5 

4,970 
8 

2,416 
5 

2,057 
4 

38,027 
31 

47,319 
41 

0 
0 

3,020 
3 

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

1,669 
3 

7,189 
9 

C. Number of reported petitions that are incomplete . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of courts reporting incomplete petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

lntermedlate appellate courts: 

1. Mandatory jurisdiction cases: 

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

Number of reported complete cases that include some discretionary petitions . . . . . . . . . . .  B. 
Number of courts reporting complete data with some discretionary petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Number of courts reporting incomplete data . . . . . . . . . .  
C. Number of reported cases that are incomplete . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . .  

II. Discretionary jurisdiction petitions: 

A. Number of reported complete petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of courts reporting complete petitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

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

B. 

1 14,328 106,556 
37 34 

37,417 42,137 
6 8 

0 
0 

0 
0 

20,273 19,852 
19 17 

0 
0 

0 
0 

C. Number of reported petitions that are incomplete . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

0 0 
0 0 Number of courts reporting incomplete petitions 

Summary eectlon for all appellate courts: 

. . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . .  

Reported filings 

COLR IAC Total 
--- 

A. 
6. 

Number of reported complete caseslpetitions . . 
Number of reported complete caseslpetitions th 

65,946 134,601 200.547 
3,054 37,417 40,471 
4,085 0 4,085 

73,085 172,018 245,103 

.................... 
indude 0th ~ r c- se types . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Number of reported caseslpetitions that are incomplete ............................ C. 

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
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Table 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1991 

Statelcourt name: 

ALASKA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 
District Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court 
Intermediate Court of Appeals 
State Total 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

TOTAL CASES FILED 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
Total petitions filed 

Total Total discretionary 
mandatory discretionary petitions filed Filed 
cases filed petitions filed granted Number per judge 

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

356 
454 
810 

100 
4,746 
4,846 

534 c 
1,200 
1.734 

31 
13,024 
13,055 

202 A 
2,147 
2,349 

302 
1,091 
1,393 

662 
15,670 
16,332 

696 
2,265 
2,961 

688 
1 23 
81 1 

398 c 
224 
622 

256 
60 

316 

1,082 
113 

1,195 

(C) 
NJ 

4.992 
7,025 

12,017 

1,063 
NJ 

1,063 

207 
95 

302 

1,324 
2,591 
3,915 

1,085 
450 

1,535 

32 
NJ 
32 

93 
NJ 
93 

27 
11 
38 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

193 A 
734 
927 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

162 
NA 

11 
NJ 
11 

NA 
NJ 

612 
514 

1,126 

1,182 
4,859 
6,041 

534 
1,200 

5,023 
20,049 
25,072 

1,265 
2,147 
3.412 

509 
1,186 
1,695 

1,986 
18,261 
20,247 

1,781 
2,715 
4,496 

720 
1 23 
843 

49 1 
224 
715 

122 
171 
141 

236 
231 
232 

76 
200 

1,734 

718 
228 
264 

181 
134 
148 

73 
132 
106 

284 
320 
316 

254 
302 
28 1 

144 
41 

105 

98 
75 
89 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary petitions 
filed granted 

~ 

Filed 
Number per judge 

303 
465 
848 

1,200 
133 

224 
13,758 
13,982 

2,147 

858 

699 
1 23 
822 

224 

77 
155 
106 

200 

32 
156 
147 

134 

123 

140 
41 

103 

75 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

Sum of 
Sumof mandatory 

Total mandatory cases and 
Total Total discretionary cases and disaetionary 

mandatory discretionary petitions disaetionary petitions Point at 
cases petitions granted petitions granted which cases 

disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed Court type are counted 

306 
389 
695 

122 
4,095 
4,217 

5OEC 
1,199 
1,707 

28 
12,880 
12,908 

NA 
2,192 

301 
1,067 
1,368 

655 
15,994 
16,649 

649 
1,886 
2,535 

614 
126 
740 

397 c 
260 
657 

24 1 
66 

307 

1,061 
99 

1,160 

(C) 
NJ 

4,907 
7,266 

12,173 

1,326 B 
NJ 

1,326 

NA 
NA 

1,361 
2,421 
3,782 

986 B 
386 

1,372 

32 
NJ 
32 

79 
NJ 
79 

NA 
NA 

0 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

3,314 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NJ 

547 
455 

1.002 

1,183 
4,194 
5,377 

508 
1,199 

4,935 
20,146 

2,192 

2,016 
18,415 
20,431 

1,635 
2,272 
3.907 

646 
126 
772 

476 
260 

COLR 
IAC 

122 COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
1,199 IAC 
1,707 

3,342 COLR 
IAC 

25,081 

COLR 
2,192 IAC 

cow 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
126 IAC 

1 
1 

6 
6 

2 
2 

6 
2 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

2 
2 

2 
2 

COLR 1 
260 IAC 4 
736 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

State/Court name: 

ILLINOIS" 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

IOWA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Special Appeals 
State Total 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judicial Court 
Appeals Court 
State Total 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Div. of Super. Ct. 
State Total 

TOTAL CASES FILED 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
Total petitions filed 

Total Total discretionary 
mandatory discretionary petitions filed Filed 
cases filed petitions filed granted Number per judge - 

Sleles wlth one court of lest reesort end one lntermdlete appellate court 

182 
8.785 B 
8,967 

1,355 
654 

2,009 

147 
1,297 B 
1,444 

357 
2.882 
3,239 

106 
3,782 
3,888 

259 
2,035 
2,294 

81 
1,527 
1,608 

2 
11,825 B 
11,827 

269 
1,828 
2,097 

371 
3,706 
4,077 

501 
6,569 
7,070 

1,673 
(0) 

NA 
NJ 

500 
(B) 

788 A 
314 

1,102 

2,898 
4,844 
7,742 

646 
254 
900 

501 
950 

1,451 

2.233 
(B) 

703 
482 

1,185 

710 
NJ 

710 

2,907 
NJ 

2,907 

150 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

38 
NA 

NA 
NA 

722 
1,634 
2,356 

131 
29 

160 

205 
NA 

64 
NA 

71 
288 
359 

84 
NJ 
84 

120 
NA 

1,855 
8,785 

654 

647 
1,297 

1,145 
3,196 
4,341 

3,004 
8,626 

1 1,630 

905 
2,289 
3,194 

582 
2,477 
3,059 

2,235 
1 1,825 
14,060 

972 
2,310 
3,282 

1,081 
3,706 
4,787 

3,408 
6,569 
9.977 

265 
1 76 

10,640 

109 

92 
130 

1,944 

164 
228 
207 

429 
163 
194 

129 
1 76 
160 

83 
177 
146 

319 
493 
454 

139 
154 
149 

154 
116 
1 23 

487 
235 
285 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary petitions 
filed granted 

Filed 
Number per judge 

332 47 

187 

654 

185 

114 

828 
5,416 
6,244 

390 
2,064 
2,454 

286 

66 

340 
2.116 
2,456 

455 
3,706 
4,161 

621 

109 

26 

118 
102 
104 

56 
1 59 
123 

41 

9 

49 
141 
112 

65 
116 
107 

89 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

Sum of 
Sumof mandatory 

Total mandatory cases and 
Total Total discretionary cases and discretionary 

mandatory disaetionary petitions disaetionary petitions Point at 
cases petitions granted petitions granted which cases 

disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed Court type are counted 

137 

8,524 
8,387 B 

1.110 B 
682 

1.792 

291 
1,165 B 
1,456 

324 
2,347 
2,671 

101 
3,745 
3,846 

243 
1,829 
2,072 

(B) 
1,450 

(B) 
10,237 B 

219 
1,818 
2,037 

376 
3,440 
3,816 

557 
6,770 
7,327 

1,551 
(e) 

320 A 
NJ 

320 

NA 
(B) 

702 A 
315 

1,017 

3,084 
4,440 
7,524 

659 
254 
913 

NA 
950 

2,444 B 
(B) 

627 
395 

1,022 

703 
NJ 

703 

2,941 
NJ 

2,941 

89 
NA 

72 
NJ 
72 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

774 
1,624 
2,398 

NA 
NA 

286 B 
NA 

NA 
NA 

71 
219 
290 

94 
NJ 
94 

NA 3 
NJ 

1,688 
8,387 

10,075 

1,430 
682 

2,112 

1,165 

1,026 
2,662 
3,688 

3,185 
8,185 

1 1,370 

902 
2,083 
2,985 

2,400 

2,444 
10,237 
12,681 

846 
2.213 
3,059 

1,079 
3,440 
4,519 

,498 
6,770 

10,268 

226 

1,182 
682 

1,864 

875 
5,369 

286 

290 
2,037 
2,327 

4 70 
3,440 
3,910 

6,770 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

6,244 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

1 
1 

1 
4 

5 
5 

6 
3 

2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

TOTAL CASES FILED 

State/Court name: 

NEW MEXICO"' 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

OHIO 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeals 
State Total 

OREGON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

UTAH 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

VIRGINIA"" 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
Total petitions filed 

Total Total discretionary 
mandatory discretionary petitions filed Filed 
cases filed petitions filed granted Number per judge 

Stales with one court of last resort and one lntermedlate appellate mur( 

310 
768 

1,078 

137 
1,325 
1,462 

456 
0 

456 

592 
1 1,031 
1 1,623 

197 
5,123 
5,320 

339 
425 
764 

553 
755 

1,308 

20 
490 
510 

137 B 
3,789 
3,926 

NJ 
2,970 B 
2,970 ' 

364 
49 

413 

492 
415 
907 

NJ 
NJ 

0 

1,984 
NJ 

1,984 

845 
NJ 

845 

95 
NJ 
95 

33 
NA 

1,936 
1,853 
3,789 

881 A 
355 

1,236 ' 

992 
(B) 

37 
7 

44 

52 
1 74 
226 

NJ 
NJ 
0 

163 
NJ 

163 

98 
NJ 
98 

95 
NJ 
95 

NA 
NA 

169 
327 A 
496 

NA 
NA 

140 
NA 

674 
817 

1,491 

629 
1,740 
2,369 

456 
0 

456 

2,576 
1 1,031 
13,607 

1,042 
5,123 
6,165 

434 
4 25 
859 

586 

1,956 
2,343 
4,299 

1,018 
4.144 
5,162 

992 
2,970 
3,962 

135 
82 
99 

90 
145 
1 25 

91 
0 

57 

368 
187 
206 

149 
512 
363 

87 
71 
78 

117 

279 
234 
253 

113 
244 
199 

142 
228 
198 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary petitions 
filed granted 

Filed 
Number per judge 

347 
775 

1,122 

189 
1,499 
1,688 

456 
0 

456 

755 
11.031 
11.786 

295 
5,123 
5,418 

434 
425 
859 

189 
817 

1,006 

140 

69 
78 
75 

27 
1 25 
89 

91 
0 

57 

108 
187 
1 79 

42 
512 
319 

87 
71 
78 

27 
82 
59 

20 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

Total 
mandatory 

cases 
disposed 

Total 
discretionary 

petitions 
disposed 

386 
771 

1,157 

119 
1,414 
1,533 

408 
6 

414 

648 
11,569 
12,217 

257 B 
4,558 
4,815 

560 B 
374 
934 

597 B 
725 B 

1,322 

13 
(e) 

159 B 
2,991 
3,150 

NJ 
2,955 B 
2.955 

334 
9 

343 

498 
415 
913 

NJ 
NJ 
0 

1,956 
NJ 

1,956 

773 
NJ 

773 

NA 
NJ 

(B) 
(B) 

1,295 
2,308 B 
3,603 

862 A 
270 

1,132 

905 
(B) 

Sum of 
Total mandatory 

dismtionary cases and 
petitions 
granted 

disposed 

NJ 
NA 

54 
NA 

NJ 
NJ 
0 

NA 
NJ 

(8) 
NJ 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

38 
NA 

23 
NA 

74 
NA 

disaetionary 
petitions 
disposed 

720 
780 

1,500 

617 
1,829 
2,446 

408 
6 

414 

2,604 
1 1,569 
14,173 

1,030 
4.558 
5,588 

374 

597 
725 

1,322 

1,308 
2,308 
3,616 

1,021 
3,261 
4,282 

905 
2,955 
3.860 

Sum of 
mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
petitions 
granted 

disposed 

386 

173 

408 
6 

414 

1 1,569 

257 
4,558 
4,815 

374 

51 

182 

74 

. .  court type 

a. 
\ 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

. .  

Point at 
which cases 
are counted 

5 
5 

2 
2 

1 
3 

1 
1 

1 
1 

2 
4 

1 
1 

1 
1 

6 
6 

6 
6 

(continued on nextpage) 
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Table 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

TOTAL CASES FILED 

State/Court name: 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals 

MAINE 
Supreme Judiaal 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 

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

Total 
Total Total discretionary 

mandatory discretionary petitions filed 
cases filed petitions filed granted 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

473 B 

1,567 

646 C 

912 

636 A 

834 B 

1,080 

NJ 

445 

366 B 

542 

NJ 

301 

O A  

36 

(C) 

80 

NJ 

(8) 

NJ 

597 

20 1 

31 A 

36 

3,180 

NJ 

NA 

NA 

NA 

4 

NA 

NA 

NJ 

NA 

NA 

7 

1 

973 

NJ 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary 
petitions filed 

Number 

States with multiple appellate courts at any level 

4 73 

1.603 

646 

992 

636 

834 

1,080 

597 

646 

397 

578 

3.180 

30 1 

1,000 1,028 NA 2,028 
770 NJ NJ 770 

1,953 NJ 12 1,953 
3,723 1,028 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

discretionary petitions 
tiled granted 

Filed 
per judge 

95 

1 78 

92 

110 

91 

119 

216 

119 

129 

79 

116 

636 

60 

225 
257 
326 

4,751 

Filed 
Number per judge 

916 

1,080 

373 

543 

973 

301 

770 
1,965 

264 

102 

216 

75 

109 

195 

60 

257 
328 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

Sum of 
Sumof mandatory 

Total mandatory cases and 
Total Total disaetionary cases and disaetionary 

mandatory disaetionary petitions disaetionary petitions Point at 
cases petitions granted petitions granted which cases 

disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed Court type are counted 

439 B 0 

1,727 36 

574 c (C) 

922 76 

578 A NJ 

1,420 B (B) 

1,035 NJ 

NJ 543 

472 188 

420 B (B) 

656 33 

NJ 2,675 

300 NJ 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0 

NA 

NA 

NJ 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

820 

NJ 

439 

1,763 

574 

998 

578 

1,420 

1,035 

543 

660 

4 28 

689 

2,675 

300 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

922 COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

1,035 COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

820 cow 

300 COLR 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

750 1,248 NA 1,998 COLR 1 
673 NJ NJ 673 673 IAC 1 

2,243 NJ NJ 2.243 2,243 IAC 1 
3,666 1,248 4,914 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

TOTAL CASES FILED 

State/Court name: 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
Tax Court 
State Total 

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

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

disaetionary 
Total petitions filed 

Total Total discretionary 
mandatory discretionary petitions filed Filed 
cases filed petitions filed granted Number per judge 

States with multlple appellate courts at any level 

210 822 NA 1,032 206 
1,779 93 41 1,872 144 

69 NJ NJ 69 5 
2,058 915 2,973 96 

289 4.420 NA 4,709 673 
10,339 B (B) NA 10,339 220 
2,201 B (B) NA 2,201 147 

12,829 17,249 250 

732 388 NA 1,120 1 24 
1,244 B (B) 126 1,244 249 
1,184 NJ NJ 1,184 99 
3.160 3,548 136 

97 3,456 263 A 3,553 508 
6,743 NJ NJ 6,743 450 
3,774 1 28 NA 3,902 434 

10,614 3,584 14.198 458 

192 775 59 967 193 
899 71 13 970 108 
961 131 21 1,092 91 

2,052 977 93 3,029 117 

2 1,283 145 1,285 143 
2,189 1,340 210 3,529 392 
8,563 NJ NJ 8,563 107 

10,754 2,623 355 13,377 137 

Sum of mandatory 
cases and 

disaetionary petitions 
filed granted 

Filed 
Number per judge 

1,820 
69 

1,370 
1,184 

360 
6.743 

251 
912 
982 

2.145 

147 
2,399 
8,563 

11,109 

140 
5 

2 74 
99 

51 
450 

50 
101 
82 
83 

16 
267 
107 
113 
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TOTAL CASES DISPOSED 

Sum of 
Sum of mandatory 

Total mandatory cases and 
Total Total discretionary cases and discretionary 

mandatory disaetionary petitions discretionary petitions Point at 
cases petitions granted petitions granted which cases 

disposed disposed disposed disposed disposed Court type are counted 

245 
2,162 

43 
2,450 

293 
12,885 B 
2,232 B 

15,410 

NA 
814 

1,123 

NA 
6,514 
3,551 B 

(B) 
923 
932 

2 
2,273 
8,091 

10,366 

70 
106 
NJ 

876 

3,907 
(B) 
(e) 

NA 
412 
NJ 

NA 
NJ 
NA 

708 B 
37 

115 
860 

1,301 
1,387 

NJ 
2,688 

89 
52 
NJ 

141 

195 
NA 
NA 

NA 
126 
NJ 

NA 
NJ 
NA 

63 
NA 
NA 

130 
232 
NJ 

362 

1,015 
2,268 

43 
3,326 

4,200 
12.885 
2,232 

19,317 

1,226 
1,123 

6,514 

708 
960 

1,047 
2,715 

1,303 
3,660 
8,091 

13,054 

334 
2,214 

43 
2.591 

488 

940 
1,123 

6,514 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
COLR 

IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

6 
6 
6 

1 
2 
2 

1 
2 

6 
1 
1 

63 COLR 1 
IAC 1 
IAC 1 

132 COLR 1 
2,505 COLR 5 
8,091 IAC 1 

10,728 
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Table 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

COIR = 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 = At the filing of trial record and complete briefs 

4 = At transfer 
5 = Other 

6 = Vanes 

NOTE: 

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

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

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

OUAUFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

A: 

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

Total mandatory cases filed and disposed in the Illinois 
Supreme Court do not include the mlscdlaneous record 
-888. 

Total mandatory cases filed in the New Mexico Supreme 
Court do not indude petitions for extension of time in 
criminal cases. 

Total cases filed in the Virginia Supreme Court reflect data 
reported by the clerk's office. See methodology for further 
discussion. 

The following courts' data are incomplete: 

Califomia-Supreme Court-Total discretionary petitions 
granted data do not include original proceedlngs and 
administrative agency cases. 

Colorado-Supreme Court-Total mandatory filed data do 
not indude some reopened cases, some dlsclpllnary 
matters, and some Interlocutory decisions. 

D e l a w d u p r e m e  Court-Total discretionary petitions 
filed and disposed data do not include some dlscretlon- 
aty interlocutory petitions and some discretionary 
advisory opinions. 

Iowa-Supreme Court-Discretionary petitions granted 
and disposed data do not include some dlscretlonary 
original proceedlngs. 

B: 

Kentucky-Supreme Court-Total discretionary filed and 
disposed data do not indude some unclassified discre 
tlonary petltlons. 

Montana-Supreme Court-Total mandatory filed and 
disposed data do not include admlnistretlve agency, 
advisory oplnions, and orlglnei proceedings. 

Pennsylvania-Supreme Court-Total discretionary petitions 
granted filed data do not indude original proceedings 
petltions. 

petitions filed data do not indude advisory opinions, 
which are reported with mandatory jurisdiction cases. 

Virginia-Court of Appeals-Total discretionary petitions 
granted filed data do not indude original proceeding 
petltlons granted. 

Washington-Supreme Court-Total discretionary petitions 
filed and disposed data do not include some discretion- 
ary petitions. 

South Dakota4upreme Court-Total discretionary 

The following courts' data are overinclusive: 

Colorado-Supreme Court-Total discretionary petitions 
disposed data indude all mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases. 

Delaware-Supreme Court-Total mandatory filed and 
disposed data include some discretionary petitlons, and 
filed data include dlscretlonary petltlons that were 
granted. 

Georgia-Supreme Court-Total discretionary petitions 
disposed data indude all mandatory appeals and 
discretionary petitions granted that are refiled as 
mandatory cases. 

Illinois-Appellate Court-Total mandatory filed and 
disposed data indude all discretionary petltlons. 

Iowa-Supreme Court-Total mandatory disposed data 
include some discretionary petitions that were 
dismissed by the Court, which are reported with 
mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases. 

Kansas-Court of Appeals-Total mandatory filed and 
disposed data indude all discretionary petitions. 

Massachusetts-Supreme Court-Total discretionary 
petltlons granted disposed data include all mandatory 
cases. 

Michigan-Supreme Court-Total discretionary petitions 
disposed data indude mandatory jurlsdlction cases. 

--Court of Appeals-Total mandatory filed and disposed 
data include dlscretlonary petltlons. 

Nebraska-Supreme Court-Total mandatory filed and 
disposed data indude all discretionary petitions. 

New York-Appellate Divisions of Supreme Court-Total 
mandatory filed and disposed data indude all discretion- 
ary petltlons. 

-Appellate Terms of Supreme Court-Total mandatory filed 
and disposed data indude all discretionary petitions. 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 2: Reported Total Caseload for All State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

Oklahoma-Court of Criminal Appeals-Total mandatory 
filed data include all discretionary petitions. 

Oregodupreme Court-Total mandatory disposed data 
include all dlscretionary petltlons that were granted. 

Pennsylvania-Commonwealth Court-Total mandatory 
cases disposed data include some discretionary 
petltlons. 

data include all discretlonery petitions that were 
disposed. 

South Dakota-Total mandatory filed data include discre 
tlonary advlrory oplnlons. Total mandatory disposed 
data include all discretionary petitions. 

T e n n e s d u p r e m e  Court-Total dlscretlonary petitions 
disposed data indude all mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases. 

Utah-Supreme Court-Total mandatory disposed data 
include ell discretionary petitions. 

--Court of Appeals-Total mandatory disposed data indude 
all dlscretlonary petltions. 

Virginia-Ccurt of Appeals-Total discretionary petitions 
disposed data indude all mandatory jurisdiction cases. 

South Caroline-Supreme Court-Total mandatory disposed 

Washington4upreme Court-Total mandatory filed and 
disposed data indude some dlscretlonary petltlons. 

Wisconsin-Court of Appeals-Total mandatory filed and 
disposed data indude discretionary Interlocutory 
decisions. 

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

Arkansas-upreme Court-Total mandatory filed and 
disposed data indude a few discretionary petltlons, but 
do not include mandatory attorney disdpllnary cases 
and certified questions from the federal courts. 

Idaho-Supreme Court-Total mandatory filed and disposed 
data include discretionary original proceedings, 
Interlocutory declslons and advlsory oplnlons, but do 
not indude mandatory interlocutory decislons. 

Maindupreme Judicial Court Sitting as Law Court-Total 
mandatory jurisdiction filed and disposed data include 
discretionary petitions, but do not indude mandatory 
disciplinary and advlsory opinlon cases. 

Part 111: 1991 State Court Caseload Tables 79 



TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases In State Appellate Courts, 

Disposed as 
a percent Number of 

Statelcourt name: court type Filed Disposed of filed judges 

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

ALASKA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 
District Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court 
Intermediate Court of Appeals 
State Total 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

356 
454 
810 

100 
4,746 
4,846 

534 c 
1,200 
1,734 

31 
13,024 
13,055 

202 A 
2,147 
2,349 

302 
1,091 
1,393 

662 
15,670 
16,332 

696 
2,265 
2,961 

688 
123 
81 1 

398 c 
224 
622 

182 
8.785 B 
8,967 

306 
389 
695 

1 22 
4,095 
4,217 

508 C 
1,199 
1,707 

28 
12,880 
12,908 

NA 
2.192 

30 1 
1,067 
1,368 

655 
15,994 
16,649 

649 
1,886 
2,535 

614 
1 26 
740 

397 c 
260 
657 

137 
8.387 B 
8.524 

86 
86 
86 

122 
86 
87 

95 
100 
98 

90 
99 
99 

102 

100 
98 
98 

99 
102 
102 

93 
83 
86 

89 
102 
91 

100 
116 
106 

75 
95 
95 

5 
3 
8 

5 
21 
26 

7 
6 

13 

7 
88 
95 

7 
16 
23 

7 
9 

16 

7 
57 
64 

7 
9 

16 

5 
3 
8 

5 
3 
8 

7 
50 
57 

Filed per 
i u 4 e  

Filed per 
100,000 

population 

71 
151 
101 

20 
226 
186 

76 
200 
133 

4 
148 
137 

29 
134 
102 

43 
121 
87 

95 
275 
255 

99 
252 
185 

138 
41 

101 

80 
75 
78 

26 
1 76 
157 

62 
80 

142 

3 
127 
129 

23 
51 
73 

1 
43 
43 

6 
64 
70 

9 
33 
42 

5 
118 
123 

11 
34 
45 

61 
11 
71 

38 
22 
60 

2 
76 
78 
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

State/Court name: 

IOWA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

LOU I SlAN A 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Special Appeals 
State Total 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judaal 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. of Super. Ct. 
State Total 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
court of Appeals 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

court type 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

Filed 

1,355 
654 

2,009 

147 
1,297 B 
1,444 

357 
2,882 
3,239 

106 
3,782 
3,888 

259 
2,035 
2,294 

81 
1,527 
1,608 

2 
11,825 B 
11,827 

269 
1,828 
2,097 

371 
3,706 
4,077 

50 1 
6,569 
7,070 

310 
768 

1,078 

137 
1,325 
1.462 

Disposed 

1,110 B 
682 

1,792 

291 
1,165 B 
1,456 

324 
2,347 
2,671 

101 
3,745 
3,846 

243 
1,829 
2,072 

NA 
1,450 

NA 
10,237 B 

219 
1,818 
2,037 

376 
3,440 
3,816 

557 
6,770 
7,327 

386 
771 

1,157 

119 
1,414 
1,533 

Disposed as 
a percent 

of filed 

104 

198 
90 

101 

91 
81 
82 

95 
99 
99 

94 
90 
90 

95 

87 

81 
99 
97 

101 
93 
94 

111 
103 
104 

125 
100 
107 

87 
107 
105 

Number of 
judges 

9 
6 

15 

7 
10 
17 

7 
14 
21 

7 
53 
60 

7 
13 
20 

7 
14 

7 
24 
31 

7 
15 
22 

7 
32 
39 

7 
28 
35 

5 
10 
15 

7 
12 
19 

Filed per 
judge 

151 
109 
134 

21 
130 
85 

51 
206 
154 

15 
71 
65 

37 
157 
115 

12 
109 
21 

0 
493 
382 

38 
122 
95 

53 
116 
105 

72 
235 
202 

62 
77 
72 

20 
110 
77 

Filed per 

populabon 
100,oqo 

48 
23 
72 

6 
52 
58 

10 
78 
87 

2 
89 
91 

5 
42 
47 

1 
25 
77 

0 
1 26 
1 26 

6 
41 
47 

7 
72 
79 

6 
85 
91 

20 
50 
70 

2 
20 
22 
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TABLE 3: Selected Casebad and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

sEate/Court name: 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

OHIO 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeals 
State Total 

OREGON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

UTAH 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
state ~ o t a i  

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 

court type 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

Disposed as 
a percent Number of 

Filed Disposed of filed judges 

456 408 89 5 
0 6 3 

456 414 91 8 

592 648 109 7 
1 1,031 1 1,569 105 59 
1 1,623 12,217 105 66 

197 257 B 7 
5,123 4,558 89 10 
5,320 4,815 17 

339 560 B 5 
425 374 88 6 
764 934 1 1  

553 597 B 
755 725 B 

1,308 1,322 

5 
7 
12 

20 13 65 7 

510 17 
490 (6) 10 

137 B 159 B 116 9 
3,789 2,991 79 17 
3,926 3,150 80 26 

NJ NJ 7 
2,970 B 2,955 B 99 13 
2,970 2,955 99 20 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

COLR 473 B 439 B 93 

COLR 1,567 1,727 110 

COLR 646 C 574 c 89 

COLR 912 922 101 

COLR 636 A 578 A 91 

Filed per 
judge 

91 

57 

85 
187 
1 76 

28 
512 
313 

68 
71 
69 

1 1 1  
108 
109 

3 
49 
30 

15 
223 
151 

228 
149 

Filed per 

populaoon 
100,wo 

72 

72 

5 
101 
106 

7 
1 75 
182 

10 
12 
21 

31 
43 
74 

0 
8 
8 

3 
76 
78 

60 
60 

95 70 

1 74 262 

92 52 

101 35 

91 79 
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TABLE 3: Selected Casebed and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

StateICourt name: Court type Filed 

Disposed as 
a percent Number of Filed per 

Disposed of filed judges judge 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court 

Supreme Court 
NEVADA 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

834 B 

1,080 

NJ 

445 

366 B 

542 

NJ 

301 

1,420 B 

1,035 

NJ 

4 72 

428 B 

656 

NJ 

300 

States wlth multiple appellate courts at any level 

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

INDIANA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
Tax Court 
Stale Total 

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

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Criminal Appeals 

State Total 
Court of Appeals 

PEN NSY LVANlA 
Supreme Court 
Superior Court 
Commonwealth Court 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
COLR 

IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

1,000 
770 

1,953 
3,723 

210 
1,779 
69 

2,058 

289 
10,339 B 
2,201 B 
12,829 

732 
1,244 B 
1,184 
3,160 

97 
6,743 
3,774 
10,614 

750 
673 

2,243 
3,666 

245 
2,162 
43 

2,450 

293 
12.885 B 
2,232 B 
15,410 

NA 
814 

1.123 

NA 
6.514 
3.551 B 

1 70 7 119 

96 5 216 

5 

106 5 89 

117 5 73 

121 5 108 

5 

100 5 

75 
87 
115 
98 

117 
122 
62 
119 

101 
1 25 
101 
120 

95 

97 

9 
3 
6 
18 

5 
13 
1 
19 

7 
47 
15 
69 

9 
5 
12 
26 

7 
15 
9 
31 

Filed per 
loo,o0O 

population 

52 

84 

44 

52 

96 

60 65 

1 1 1  24 
257 19 
326 48 
207 91 

42 4 
137 32 
69 1 
108 37 

41 2 
220 57 
147 12 
186 71 

81 23 
249 39 
99 37 
122 100 

14 1 
450 56 
419 32 
342 89 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

Statelcourt name: 

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

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

Disposed as 
a percent Number of Filed per 

court type - Filed Disposed of filed judges judge 

COLR 192 NA 
IAC 96 1 932 
IAC 899 923 

2,052 

COLR 2 2 
COLR 2,189 2,273 

IAC 8,563 8,091 
10,754 10,366 

COURT TYPE: 
COLR = Court of Last Resort 

IAC = intermediate Appellate Court 

NOTE: 
NA = Data are unavailable. Blank spaces indicate that a 

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

calculation is inappropriate. 

(B) = Mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases cannot be separately 
identified and are reported with discretionary petltlons. 
(See Table 4.) 

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 total. 

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 

Coioradc+Supreme Court-Total mandatory filed data do 
not indude some reopened cases some disciplinary 
matters and some Interlocutory decisions. 

disposed data do not indude adminlstratlve agency 
appeals, advtsory oplnlons, and original proceedings. 

Montana4upreme Court-Total mandatory filed and 

97 
103 

100 
104 
94 
96 

5 38 
12 80 
9 100 
26 79 

9 0 
9 243 
80 107 
98 110 

Filed per 

populabon 
l00,oqO 

4 
19 
18 
41 

0 
13 
49 
62 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 

Delaware-Supreme Court-Total mandatory filed and 
diposed data include some discretionary petltlons and 
discretionary petltlons that were granted. 

lllinois-Appellate Court-Total filed and disposed manda- 
tory data include all discretionary petltlons. 

lowa-Supreme Court-Total mandatory disposed data 
include some discretionary cases that were dlsmlssed. 

Kansas-Court of Appeals-Total mandatory filed and 
disposed data include all discretionary petitions. 

Michigan-Court of Appeals-Total mandatory filed and 
diposed data include discretionary petltlons. 

Nebraska-Supreme Court-Total mandatory filed and 
diposed data include all discretionary petitions. 

New York-Appellate Divisions of Supreme Court-Total 
mandatory filed and diposed data include discretionary 
petitions. 

-Appellate Terms of Supreme Court-Total mandatory filed 
and diposed data include discretionary petitions. 

Oklahoma-Court of Criminal Appeais-Total mandatory 
filed data include all discretionary petitions. 

Oregon-4upreme Court-Total mandatory disposed data 
include discretionary petitions that were granted. 

Pennsy Ivania-Commonwealth Court-Total manatory 
disposed data indude some dlscretlonary cases. 

South Carolina-Supreme Court-Total mandatory disposed 
data include all discretionary petltlons that were 
disposed. 

(continued on next page) 

84 State Couri Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 799 7 



TABLE 3: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Mandatory Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

South Dakotaaupreme Court-Total mandatory filed data 
include discretionary advisory opinions. Total manda- 
tory disposed data indude ail discretionary advisory 
opinions. 

Utah-Supreme Court-Total mandatory disposed data 
include diacretionary petitions. 

--Court of Appeals-Total mandatory disposed data include 
all discretionary petitions. 

Washing-upreme Court-Total mandatory filed and 
disposed data indude some discretionary petitions. 

Wisconsin--Court of Appeals-Total mandatory filed and 
disposed data indude discretionary Interlocutory 
dedrionr. 

C: The following courts' data are both incomplete and 
overinclusive: 
Arkansas-Supreme Court-Total mandatory filed and 

disposed data indude a few discretionary petitions, but 
do not include mandatory attorney disciplinary cases 
and certified questions from the federal courts. 

Idaho-Supreme Court-Total mandatory filed and disposed 
data include discretionary original proceedings, 
interlocutory declsions and advisory opinions. but do 
not indude mandatory interlocutory decisions. 

Maindupreme Judiaal Court Sitting as Law Court-Total 
mandatory filed and disposed data indude discretionary 
petition cases, but do not include mandatory discipiin- 
ary and advisory opinion cases. 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petltlons In State Appellate 
courts, 1991 

StatelCourt name: 

Disposed as Filed per 
a percent Number of Filed per 100,000 

Court Vpe Filed Disposed of filed Judges judge population 

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

ALASKA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Cwrt 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 
District Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

HAWAII 
Supreme Cwrt 
Intermediate Court of Appeals 
State Total 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

256 
60 

316 

1,082 
113 

1,195 

NA 
NJ 

4,992 
7,025 

12,017 

1,063 
NJ 

1,063 

207 
95 

302 

1,324 
2,591 
3,915 

1.085 
450 

1,535 

32 
NJ 
32 

93 
NJ 
93 

24 1 
66 

307 

1,061 
99 

1,160 

NA 
NJ 

4,907 
7,266 

12.173 

1,326 B 
NJ 

1,326 

NA 
NA 

1,361 
2,421 
3,782 

986 B 
386 

1,372 

32 
NJ 
32 

79 
NJ 
79 

94 
110 
97 

98 
88 
97 

98 
103 
101 

103 
93 
97 

86 

100 

100 

85 

85 

5 51 45 
3 20 11 
8 40 55 

5 216 29 
21 5 3 
26 46 32 

7 
6 

13 

7 
88 
95 

7 
16 
23 

7 
9 

16 

7 
57 
64 

7 
9 

16 

5 
3 
8 

5 
3 
8 

713 16 
80 23 

1 26 40 

152 31 

46 31 

30 6 
11 3 
19 9 

189 10 
45 20 
61 29 

155 16 
50 7 
96 23 

6 3 

4 3 

19 9 

12 9 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions in State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

State/Court name: 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

IOWA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Special Appeals 
State Total 

MASSACH USElTS 
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. of Super. Ct. 
State Total 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

court type 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

Filed 

1,673 
(B) 

NA 
NJ 

500 

500 
(B) 

788 A 
314 

1,102 

2,898 
4,844 
7,742 

646 
254 
900 

501 
950 

1,451 

2,233 
(B) 

703 
482 

1,185 

710 
NJ 

710 

2,907 
NJ 

2,907 

364 
49 

413 

Disposed 

1,551 
(B) 

320 A 
NJ 

320 

NA 
(6) 

702 A 
315 

1,017 

3,084 
4,440 
7,524 

659 
254 
913 

NA 
950 

2,444 8 
(B) 

627 
395 

1,022 

703 
NJ 

703 

2,941 
NJ 

2,941 

334 
9 

343 

Disposed as 
a percent 

of filed 

93 

89 
100 
92 

106 
92 
97 

102 
100 
101 

100 

89 
82 
86 

99 

99 

101 

101 

92 
18 
83 

Number of 
judges 

7 
50 
57 

9 
6 

15 

7 
10 
17 

7 
14 
21 

7 
53 
60 

7 
13 
20 

7 
14 
21 

7 
24 
31 

7 
15 
22 

7 
32 
39 

7 
28 
35 

5 
10 
15 

Filed per 
judge 

239 

71 

113 
22 
52 

414 
91 

129 

92 
20 
45 

72 
68 
69 

319 

100 
32 
54 

101 

18 

415 

83 

73 
5 

28 

Filed per 

populabon 
100,oqo 

14 

20 

20 

21 
8 

30 

68 
114 
182 

13 
5 

19 

8 
16 
24 

24 

16 
11 
27 

14 

14 

37 

37 

24 
3 

27 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions in State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

State/Court name: 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

OHIO 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeals 
State Total 

OREGON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

UTAH 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals 

MAINE 
Supreme Judiaal Courl 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court 

court type 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

COLR O A  O A  

COLR 36 36 

COLR (E) (E) 

COLR 80 76 

Filed - 

492 
15 

907 

NJ 
NJ 
0 

1,984 
NJ 

1,984 

845 
NJ 

845 

95 
NJ 
95 

33 
NA 

1,936 
1,853 
3.789 

881 A 
355 

1,236 

992 
NA 

Disposed 

498 
415 
913 

NJ 
NJ 
0 

1,956 
NJ 

1,956 

773 
NJ 

773 

NA 
NJ 

(E) 
(B) 

1,295 
2,308 B 
3,603 

862 A 
270 

1,132 

905 
NA 

Disposed as 
a percent 

of tiled 

101 
100 
101 

99 

99 

91 

91 

67 

98 
76 
92 

91 

100 

95 

Number of Filed per 
judges judge 

7 70 
12 35 
19 48 

5 
3 
8 0 

7 283 
59 
66 30 

7 121 
10 
17 50 

5 19 
6 

11 9 

5 7 
7 

12 

7 
10 
17 

9 
17 
26 

7 
13 
20 

277 
185 
223 

98 
21 
48 

142 

4 

Filed per 
100,OOO 

population 

7 
6 

13 

0 

18 

18 

29 

29 

3 

3 

2 

31 
29 
60 

18 
7 

25 

20 

6 

9 3 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 4: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions in State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

Statelcourt name: 

MONTANA 
Supreme Court 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court 

Supreme Court 
NEVADA 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court 

court type 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

COLR 

Filed 

NJ 

NA 

NJ 

597 

201 

31 A 

36 

3,180 

NJ 

Disposed as Filed per 
a percent Number of Filed per 100,OOO 

Disposed of filed judges judge population 

NJ 

NA 

NJ 

543 

188 

(B) 

33 

2,675 

NJ 

States with multlple appellate courts at any level 

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

INDIANA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
Tax Court 
State Total 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals 
Appellate Div. of Sup. Ct. 
Appellate Terms of 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 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
COLR 

IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

1,028 
NJ 
NJ 

1.028 

822 
93 
NJ 

915 

4,420 
(B) 
(B) 

388 
NA 
NJ 

3,456 
NJ 

128 
3.584 

1,248 
NJ 
NJ 

1,248 

770 
106 
NJ 

8 76 

3.907 
(B) 
(B) 

NA 
412 
NJ 

NA 
NJ 
NA 

91 

94 

92 

84 

121 

121 

94 
114 

96 

88 

7 

7 

5 

5 119 54 

5 40 20 

5 6 4 

5 7 6 

5 636 177 

5 

9 
3 
6 

18 

5 
13 
1 

19 

7 
47 
15 
69 

9 
5 

12 
26 

7 
15 
9 

31 

114 25 

57 25 

164 15 
7 2 

48 16 

631 24 

43 12 

494 29 

14 1 
116 30 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 4: Selected Casebad and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions in State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

State/Court name: 

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

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

court type 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
COLR 

IAC 

Filed - 

775 
131 
71 

977 

1,283 
1,340 

NJ 
2,623 

COURT TYPE: 

COLR = Court of Last Resort 
IAC = Intermediate Appellate Court 

NOTE: 

NA = Data are unavailable. Blank spaces indicate that a 

NJ = This case type is not handled in this court. 
calculation is inappropriate. 

(B) = Dlscretlonary petitions cannot be separately identified 
and are reported with mandatory cases. (See Table 3). 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

See the qualifying footnote 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-Total discretionary petitions 
filed and disposed data do not include some dlscretlon- 
ary interlocutory petitions and some dlscretlonary 
advisory oplnlons that are reported with the mandatory 
jurisdiction cases. 

Disposed as 
a percent 

Disposed of filed 

708 B 
115 88 
37 52 

860 

1,301 
1,387 

NJ 
2,688 

101 
104 

102 

Number of Filed per 
judges Judge 

5 155 
12 11 
9 8 

26 38 

9 143 
9 1 49 

80 
98 27 

Filed per 

populabon 
100,oq0 

16 
3 
1 

20 

7 
8 

15 

lowa-Supreme Court-Discretionary petltlons granted 
and disposed do not include some discretionary 
original proceedlngs. 

Kentucky-Supreme Court-Total discretionary petitions 
filed and disposed data do not include some unclassified 
discretionary petltlons. 

petitions filed data do not include advisory opinions, 
which are reported with mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases. 

Washington-Supreme Court-Total discretionary petitions 
filed and disposed data do not include some dlscretlon- 
ary petitions that are reported with mandatory jurlsdlc- 
tlon cases. 

South Dakota-Supreme Court-Total discretionary 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Coloradc+Supreme Court-Total discretionary petitions 

Georgia-Supreme Court-Total discretionary petitions 

disposed data indude all mandatory jurisdiction cases. 

disposed data include all mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases 
and discretionary petitions granted that are reflied as 
mandatory cases. 

Michigan-Supreme Court-Total discretionary petitions 
disposed data indude mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases. 

Tennessee-Supreme Court-Total discretionary petitions 
disposed data indude all mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases. 

Virginia-Court of Appeals-Total discretionary petitions 
disposed data indude all mandatory jurisdlctlon cases. 
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TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted in State 
Appellate Courts, 1991 

Discretionary petitions: 
Granted as Disposed Filed 

filed granted a percent as a percent Number granted 
Courttype filed granted disposed of filed of granted of judges per judge State/Court name: 

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

ALASKA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

NA 11 
NA 18 

12 

5 
3 

5 
4 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 

256 
60 

316 

1,082 
113 

1,195 

NA 
NJ 

4,992 
7,025 

12,017 

1,063 
NJ 

1,063 

207 
95 

302 

1,324 
2,591 
3,915 

1,085 
450 

1,535 

32 
NJ 
32 

93 
NJ 
93 

27 
1 1  
38 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

193 A 
734 
927 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

162 
NA 

11 
NJ 
11 

NA 
NJ 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

0 
NA 

5 
21 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 

State Total 
Court of Appeals 

NA 
NJ 

7 
6 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

28 
8 

3,314 
NA 10 

7 
88 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

NA 
NJ 

7 
16 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

NA 
NA 

7 
9 

FLORIDA 
Suweme Court NA 

NA 
7 

57 District Courts of Appeal IAC 
State Total 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court COLR 
Court of Appeals IAC 
State Total 

NA 15 
NA 

7 
9 

23 

2 
HAWAII 

Supreme Court COLR 
Intermediate Court of Appeals IAC 
State Total 

NA 34 
NJ 

34 

5 
3 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court corn 
Court of Appeals IAC 
State Total 

NA 
NJ 

5 
3 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 5: selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted in State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

Discretionary petitions: 
Granted as 
a percent 

of tiled 

9 

8 

25 
34 
30 

20 
11 

41 

3 

Disposed Filed 
as a percent Number granted 
of granted of judges per judge 

tiled 
granted 

150 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

38 
NA 

NA 
NA 

722 
1,634 
2,356 

131 
29 

160 

205 
NA 

64 
NA 

granted 
disposed 

89 
NA 

72 
NJ 
72 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

774 
1,624 
2,398 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

1,451 

NA 
NA 

State/Court name: court type 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

filed - 

1,673 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

500 
NA 

788 A 
314 

1,102 

2,898 
4,044 
7,742 

646 
254 
900 

50 1 
950 

2,233 
NA 

703 
482 

1,185 

710 
NJ 

710 

2,907 
NJ 

2,907 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 
State Total 

59 7 21 
50 

IOWA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
state ~ o t a i  

9 
6 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

7 
10 

5 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

7 
14 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 
State Total 

107 7 
99 53 

102 60 

103 
31 
39 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 
Court of special Appeals 
State Total 

7 
13 
18 

19 
2 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judicial Court 
Appeals Court 
State Total 

7 
14 

29 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

7 
24 

9 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

71 
288 
359 

71 
219 
290 

10 100 7 
60 76 15 
30 81 22 

10 
19 
16 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

a4 
NJ 
84 

94 
NJ 
94 

12 112 7 
32 

12 112 

12 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Div. of Super. Ct. 
State Total 

1 20 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

4 7 17 
28 

(continued on next page) 

92 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 799 7 



TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted in State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

Discretionary petitions: 

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 
Courts of Appeals 
State Total 

OREGON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

UTAH 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

WASH I NGTON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
State Total 

court type 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IA C 

COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 

filed - 

364 
49 

413 

492 
415 
907 

NJ 
NJ 

0 

1,984 
NJ 

1,984 

845 
NJ 

845 

95 
NJ 
95 

33 
NA 

1,936 
1,853 
3,789 

881 A 
355 

1,236 

992 
NA 

filed 
granted 

37 
7 

44 

52 
1 74 
226 

NJ 
NJ 
0 

163 
NJ 

163 

98 
NJ 
98 

95 
NJ 
95 

NA 
NA 

169 
327 A 
496 

NA 
NA 

140 
NA 

granted 
disposed 

NJ 
NA 

54 
NA 

NJ 
NJ 

0 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

38 
NA 

23 
NA 

74 
NA 

Granted as 
a percent 

of filed 

10 
14 

11 
42 
25 

8 

8 

12 

12 

100 

100 

9 

14 

Disposed Filed 
as a percent Number granted 
of granted of judges per judge 

10 

104 
12 

22 

53 

5 7 
1 

11 

7 7 
15 

5 
3 

7 
59 

7 
10 

5 
6 

5 
7 

7 
10 

9 
17 

7 
13 

23 

14 

19 

24 
33 

20 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted in State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

Discretionary petitions: 
Granted as Disposed Filed 

filed granted a percent as a percent Number granted 
State/court name: Courttype filed granted disposed of filed of granted of judges per judge - 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court COLR O A  NA NA 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals COLR 36 NA NA 

MAINE 
Supreme Judicial Court COLR NA NA NA 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court COLR 80 4 0 5 

MONTANA 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NA NA 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court COLR NA NA NA 

NEVADA 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ NJ 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court COLR 597 NA NA 

RHODE ISLAND 
Supreme Court COLR 20 1 NA NA 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court COLR 31 7 NA 23 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court COLR 36 1 NA 3 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals COLR 3,180 973 820 31 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court COLR NJ NJ NJ 

States with multiple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court COLR 1,028 NA NA 
Court of Civil Appeals IAC NJ NJ NJ 
Court of Criminal Appeals IAC NJ 12 NJ 
Slab Total 1.028 

5 

9 

7 

9 

7 

7 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

a4 5 

5 

9 
3 
6 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court COLR 822 NA 89 5 

l a x  Court IAC NJ NJ NJ 1 
Court of Appeals IAC 93 41 52 44 127 13 

Stale Total 915 141 

0 

1 

0 

195 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 5: Selected Caseload and Processing Measures for Discretionary Petitions Granted in State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

Statelcourt name: Court type 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals 
Appellate Div. of Sup. C t  
Appellate Terms of 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 Appeals 
Court of Criminal Appeals 
State Total 

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

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
COLR 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
IAC 
IAC 

COLR 
COLR 
IAC 

Discretionary petitions: 
Granted as Disposed Filed 

filed granted apercent asapercent Number granted 
filed granted disposed of filed of granted of judges per judge - 

4,420 NA 195 
NA NA NA 
NA NA NA 

88 NA NA 
NA 126 126 
NJ NJ NJ 

3,456 263 A NA 
NJ NJ NJ 

1 28 NA NA 
3.584 

7 
47 
15 

9 
100 5 

12 

7 
15 
9 

775 59 63 8 107 5 
131 21 NA 16 12 
71 13 NA 18 9 

977 93 10 

1,283 145 130 11 90 9 
1,340 210 232 16 110 9 

NJ NJ NJ 80 
2,623 355 362 14 102 

COURT PIPE: 
COLR = Court Of Last Resort 

IAC = Intermediate Appellate Court 

NOTE: 
NA = Data am unavailable. Blank spaces indicate that a 

NJ = This case type is not handled in this court. 
calculation is inappropriate. 

QUAUFYING 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. 

25 

38 

12 
2 
1 

16 
23 

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 

Califomia-Supreme Court-Total discretionary petitions 
granted filed data do not indude original proceedings 
and admlnlstratlve agency cases. 

Delaware-Supreme Court-Total discretionary petitions 
granted filed data do not indude some discretionary 
interlocutory petltlons and some discretionary 
advisory opinions. 

Kentucky4upreme Court-Total discretionary petitions 
granted filed data do not indude some undasslfled 
discretionary petitions. 

granted filed data do not indude original proceedlng 
petitions. 

Virginia-Court of Appeals-Total discretionary petitions 
filed granted data do not indude orlglnai proceedings 
petitions granted. 

Washington-Supreme Court-Total discretionary petitions 
granted filed data do not indude some cases reported 
with mandatory jurisdiction cases. 

Pennsylvania-Supreme Court-Total discretionary petitions 
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TABLE 6: Oplnlons Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1991 

State/Court name: 

ALASKA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 

COLORADO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 

Opinion count is by: Composition of opinion count: 
Total 

Per dispositions 
written signed curiam memos/ by signed 

document opinions opinions orders opinion - -- case 

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

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
District Courts of Appeal X 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court X 
Court of Appeals X 

Supreme Court X 
HAWAII 

Intermediate Court of Appeals X 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 0 
Court of Appeals 0 

Supreme Court X 
Appellate Court X 

Supreme Court 0 
Court of Appeals X 

Supreme Court X 
Court of Appeals X 

Supreme Court X 
Court of Appeals X 

ILLINOIS 

IOWA 

KANSAS 

KENTUCKY 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

X 
X 

0 
0 

X 
0 

0 
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 
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 

0 
0 

X 
X 

X 
X 

0 
0 

0 
some 

X 
0 

some 
some 

0 
some 

some 
some 

0 
0 

0 
0 

some 
X 

X 
0 

0 
some 

0 
0 

some 
some 

some 
some 

103 
95 

93 
303 

4 24 
651 

127 
10,716 

227 
3 70 

253 
431 

NA 
2,361 

310 
NA 

361 
122 

NA 
NA 

NA 
2,284 

247 
588 

203 
922 

NA 
NA 

Number of 
authorized 
justiced 
judges 

5 
3 

5 
21 

7 
6 

7 
88 

7 
16 

7 
9 

7 
57 

7 
9 

5 
3 

5 
3 

7 
50 

9 
6 

7 
10 

7 
14 

Number of 
lawyer 
support 

personnel 

11 
8 

16 
48 

15 
16 

50 
206 

14 
32 

14 
14 

15 
102 

17 
28 

14 
6 

11 
6 

24 
88 

16 
6 

7 
21 

11 
22 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

Statelcourt name: 

Opinion count is by: 

case 
written 

document 

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Special Appeals 

MASSACHUSElTS 

Appeals Court 
Supreme Judiaal Court 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

MINNESOTA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Div. of Super. Ct. 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

OHIO 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeals 

OREGON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

UTAH 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

0 
0 

X 
X 

0 
0 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

0 
X 

X 
0 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

0 
0 

X 
X 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

X 
0 

0 
X 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

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 
0 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

Per 
curiam 

opinions 
memos/ 
orders 

X 
X 

0 
0 

0 
X 

X 
X 

0 
0 

X 
X 

0 
X 

0 
0 

0 
0 

X 
0 

0 
0 

X 
0 

X 
X 

X 
X 

some 
X 

0 
0 

0 
X 

0 
some 

0 
0 

some 
some 

0 
X 

some 
0 

some 
X 

0 
0 

X 
X 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

Total 
dispositions 
by signed 
opinion 

Number of 
authorized 
justices/ 
judges 

Number of 
lawyer 
support 

personnel 

111 
3,141 

137 
225 

229 
199 

66 
4,627 

97 
446 

115 
1,667 

85 
NA 

188 
140 

118 
1,414 

2 78 
6 

NA 
7,700 

72 
597 

244 
348 

111 
249 

7 
53 

7 
13 

7 
14 

7 
24 

7 
15 

7 
32 

7 
28 

5 
10 

7 
12 

5 
3 

7 
59 

7 
10 

5 
6 

5 
7 

27 
103 

14 
29 

20 
31 

15 
84 

10 
36 

15 
54 

26 
60 

10 
20 

19 
28 

10 
0 

20 
varies 

10 
18 

19 
11 

12 
9 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

StateICourt name: 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

WISCONSIN 

Opinion count is by: Composition of opinion count: 

Per 
written signed curiam 

case document opinions opinions - -  

X 0 X X 
X 0 X X 

X 0 X X 
X 0 X X 

X 0 X X 
X 0 X 0 

States with no intermediate appellate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals 

MAINE 
Supreme Judicial Court 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court 

Supr$me Court 
MONTANA 

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 

X 

X 

0 

X 

X 

X 

0 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

0 

0 

X 

0 

0 

0 

X 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

0 

X 

0 

0 

0 

X 

X 

X 

0 

X 

0 

X 

X 

memos/ 
orders 

0 
0 

some 
some 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

X 

0 

X 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

some 

some 

Total Number of 
dispositions authorized 
by signed justices/ 
opinion judges 

144 
477 

122 
1,214 

91 
049 

53 

356 

393 

312 

33 1 

508 

149 

163 

153 

222 

186 

2 74 

189 

7 
10 

9 
17 

7 
13 

5 

9 

7 

9 

7 

7 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Number of 
lawyer 
support 

personnel 

23 
12 

23 
32 

10 
25 

5 

27 

9 

30 

14 

14 

20 

12 

17 

1 

8 

20 

12 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 6: Opinions Reported by State Appellate Courts, 1991 (continued) 

Opinion count is by: Composition of opinion count: 

Per 
written signed curiam 

case document opinions opinions - -  State/Court name: 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Civil Appeals 
Court of Criminal Appeals 

States M t h  multlple appellate courts at any level 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
Tax Court 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals 
Appellate Div. of Sup. Ct. 
Appellate Tenns of Sup. Ct 

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

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court 
Superior Court 
Commonwealth Court 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court 
Court of Criminal Appeals 
court of Appeals 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Criminal Appeals 
Courts of Appeals 

X 0 
X 0 
X 0 

X 0 
X X 
X X 

0 X 
0 X 
0 X 

X 0 
X 0 
X 0 

X 0 
X 0 
0 X 

X 0 
X 0 
X 0 

0 X 
X 0 
X 0 

X X 
X X 
X 0 

X X 
X X 
X X 

X 0 
X X 
X X 

X X 
X X 
X X 

X 0 
X X 
X X 

X X 
X X 
X X 

X 0 
X 0 
X 0 

CODES: 

X = Court follows this method when counting opinions. 
0 = Court does not follow this method when counting opinions. 

NA = Data are not available. 

memos/ 
orders 

Total 
dispositions 
by signed 
opinion 

Number of 
authorized 
justices/ 
judges 

Number of 
lawyer 
support 

personnel 

some 
X 

some 

0 
X 
X 

0 
some 
some 

0 
0 
X 

0 
X 
X 

some 
some 
some 

0 
0 
0 

86 1 
436 
428 

204 
2,194 

0 

112 
NA 
NA 

250 
NA 

1,123 

209 
596 

1,516 

161 
838 
774 

119 
20 1 

4.762 

9 
3 
6 

5 
13 
1 

7 
47 
15 

9 
5 

12 

7 
15 
9 

5 
9 

12 

9 
9 

80 

18 
6 

16 

13 
10 
2 

28 
25 

171 

16 
6 

12 

NA 
NA 
58 

12 
9 

12 

44 
30 

217 

Part Ill: 1991 State Court Caseload Tables 99 



TABLE 7: Reported Natlonal Civil and Criminal Caseloads for State Trial Courts, 1991 

Reported Caseload Filed Disposed - -  
Clvll cases: 

1. General jurisdiction courts: 

A. Number of reported complete civil cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,778,399 3,484,189 
Number of courts reporting complete civil data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 30 

B. Number of reported complete av i l  cases that indude other case types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,528,667 3,010,696 
Number of courts reporting complete civil data that include other case types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  23 18 

C. Number of reported civil cases that are incomplete . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,008,531 1,941,548 
Number of courts reporting avil cases that are incomplete . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 10 

D. Number of reported civil cases that are incomplete and include noncivil case types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Number of courts reporting avil cases that are incomplete and include noncivil case types. . . . . . . . . . . .  

50,946 228,446 
1 3 

II. Limited jurisdiction courts: 

A. Number of reported complete civil cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6,080,703 4,144,905 
Number of courts reporting complete civil data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  53 40 

B. Number of reported complete av i l  cases that indude other case types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  203,869 26,968 
Number of courts reporting complete civil data that include other case types. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 1 

C. Number of reported civil cases that are incomplete . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,320,322 3,644,395 
16 23 

D. Number of reported civil cases that are incomplete and include nonciv 0 96,066 
1 

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

Number of courts reporting avil cases that are incomplete and include noncivil case types. . . . . . . . . . . .  0 

Crlmlnel cases: 

1. General jurisdiction courts: 

A. Number of reported complete criminal cases . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,437,912 1,205,015 
Number of courts reporting complete criminal data . . . .  . . . .  27 24 

B. Number of reported complete criminal cases that include other case types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  516,213 676,824 
12 13 

C. Number of reported criminal cases that are incomplete . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,041,247 688,608 

Number of courts reporting complete criminal data that include other case types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Number of courts reporting criminal cases that are incomplete, . . . .  11 10 

Number of courts reporting aiminal cases that are incomplete and indude noncriminal case types . . . . .  
D. Number of reported criminal cases that are incomplete and include noncriminal case types . . .  . . 848,530 986,529 

4 4 

II. Limited jurisdiction courts: 

A. Number of reported complete criminal cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,586,835 1.873.369 
Number of courts reporting complete criminal data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  18 14 

B. Number of reported complete aiminal cases that include other case types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,598.301 1,343,676 
Number of courts reporting complete criminal data that include other case types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 14 

C. Number of reported criminal caws that are incomplete . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,875,556 2,055,403 
9 

D. Number of reported criminal cases that are incomplete and include noncriminal case types . . . . . . . . . .  2,526,316 2,382,685 
14 15 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 7: Reported National Civil and Criminal Caseloads for State Trial Courts, 1991 (continued) 

Summary section for all Mal courts: 
Reported filings 

General Jurisdiction 
Civil Criminal 

1. Total number of reported complete cases . . . . . 3,778,399 1,437,912 

2. Total number of reported complete cases 
that indude other case types . . . . . . . . . . . 3,528,667 516,213 

3. Total number of reported cases 
that are incomplete . . . . . . 2,008,531 1,041,247 

4. Total number of reported cases that are 
incomplete and include other case types . . 50,946 848,530 

9,366,543 3,843,902 Total (incomplete) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Limited Jurisdiction 
Civil Criminal 

6,080,703 2,586,835 

203,869 1,598,301 

3,320.322 1,875,556 

0 2,526,316 

9,604,894 8,587,008 

Total (incomplete) 
Civil Criminal 

9,859,102 4.024,747 

3,732,536 2,114,514 

5,328,853 2,916,803 

50,946 3,374,846 

16,971,437 12,430,910 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1991 

Grand total Grand total 
filin s and dispositions 
qujifying and qualifying 
footnotes footnotes 

Dispositions F y k y s r  

of filings population 

as a 
percentage total Criminal unit Support/ 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction Parking of count custody 

ALABAMA 
Circuit 
District 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

G 2 G 6 
L 1 B 1 
L 1 M 1 
L 2 I 1 

164,770 B 162,350 B 
585,459 B 591,609 B 
938,315 A 811,278 A 

NA NA 

99 4.030 
101 14.318 
86 22.947 

ALASKA 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

G 
L 

1 B 
3 B 

6 19,250 C 18,692 C 97 3,377 
5 102.064 106,044 104 17,906 

121,314 124,736 103 21.283 

ARIZONA 
Superior 
Tax 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

G 
G 
L 
L 

2 D 
2 I 
1 z 
1 z 

6 152,094 141,228 93 4,056 
1 1,778 1,534 86 47 
1 599,915 592.463 99 15,998 
1 1,019,810 1,026.273 101 27,195 

1,773,597 1,761,498 99 47,296 

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

81,311 
58,201 
27,461 

NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 
619,366 A 

76,402 94 3,428 
57,599 99 2,454 
15,334 56 1,158 

NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 
388.896 A 63 26,112 

2 I 
1 A 
1 A 
2 I 
2 I 
2 A 
1 A 
1 A 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

G 
L 
L 

2 B 
3 B 
3 B 

6 1,022,060 A 940,233 A 92 3,364 
1 405,726 355,063 88 1,336 
1 15,173,149 13,892,961 92 49,945 

16,600,935 15,188,257 91 54,644 

COLORADO 
District, Denver Juvenile, 

Water 
County 
Municipal 
State Total 

Denver Probate G 2 D 3 
G 2 I 1 
L 2 D 1 
L 1 I 1 

133,667 B 126,023 B 
917 1,179 

708,925 B 377,665 C 
NA NA 

94 3.958 
129 27 

20,993 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior 
Probate 
State Total 

G 6 E 5 ** 
L 2 I 1 

598,550 B 622,711 B 
58,793 NA 

657,343 

104 18,187 
1,786 

19,974 

DELAWARE 
Court of Chancery 
Superior 
Alderman's 
Court of Common Pleas 
Family 
Justice of the Peace 

G 2 I 1 
G 2 B 1 
L 4 A 1 
L 2 A 1 
L 2 B 3 ** 
L 2 A 1 

3,365 
13,344 B 
27,744 
51,336 
41,498 

281,001 A 
40,713 

459,001 + 

3,147 
12,084 B 
25,978 
47,735 
40,101 

279,004 A 
4 1,387 

449,436 

94 495 
91 1,962 
94 4,080 
93 7,549 
97 6,103 
99 41,324 

102 5,987 
98 67,500 

Municipal Court of Wilmington L 5 A 1 
State Total 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior 

FLORIDA 
Circuit 
County 
State Total 

GEORGIA 
Superior 
Civil 
County Recorder's 
Juvenile 
Magistrate 
Municipal 
Municipal and City of Atlanta 
Probate 
State 
State Total 

HAWAII 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

IDAHO 
District 

ILLINOIS 
Cirarit 

INDIANA 
Probate 
Superior and Circuit 
City and Town 
County 
Municipal Court of 
Marion County 

Small Claims Court of 
Marion County 

State Total 

IOWA 
District 

KANSAS 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

KENTUCKY 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

G 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 

G 

G 
G 
L 
L 

L 

L 

G 

G 
L 

Parking 
Criminal unit 

of count 

6 

2 
5 

2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 

2 
4 

3 

4 

2 
3 
3 
4 

3 

2 

3 

4 
1 

G 2 
L 3 

B 

E 
A 

G 
M 
M 
I 
B 
M 
M 
B 
G 

G 
A 

D 

G 

I 
B 
B 
B 

B 

I 

B 

B 
B 

support/ 
custody 

6 ** 

4 
1 

3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 
1 

6 ** 

6 ** 

1 
5 
1 
1 

1 

1 

6 

6 ** 
1 

B 6 
B 1 

Grand total Grand total Dispositions Filings per 
filin sand dispositions asa 100,000 

footnotes footnotes of filings population 
quiifying and qualifying percentage total 

212,336 195,878 A 35,508 

873,478 721,631 83 6,579 
4,459.702 3,565,038 80 33.590 
5,333,180 4,286,669 80 40,169 

84,132 
N A  
N A  

41,600 A 
349,011 A 

NA 
NA 

116,707 A 
589,735 A 

282,207 99 4,290 
NA 
N A  

36.168 A 87 628 
292,898 A 84 5,270 

N A  
NA 

82,960 A 1,762 
495,165 A 84 8,904 

56,807 B 51,741 B 91 5,005 
967,393 971,340 100 85,233 

1,024,200 1,023,081 100 90,238 

386.079 C 382,660 C 99 37,159 

4,234,194 B 4,619.174 B 109 36,682 

2,780 2,520 91 50 
682,191 A 655,768 A 96 12,160 
233,763 247,898 106 4,167 
185,389 171,657 93 3,305 

159,710 A 128.670 A 81 2,847 

73,419 67,292 92 1,309 
1,337,252 1,273,805 95 23,837 

906,755 B 897,340 C 32,442 

481,271 476,643 99 19,289 
369,231 A 348,685 A 94 14,799 
850,502 825,328 97 34,088 

86,344 77,554 90 2,325 
686,712 B 661,010 B 96 18,495 
773,056 738,564 96 20,820 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

Statelcourt name: Jurisdiction 

LOUISIANA 
District 
Family and Juvenile 
City and Parish 
Justice of the Peace 
Mayor's 
State Total 

MAINE 
Superior 
Administrative 
District 
Probate 
State Total 

MARYLAND 
Circuit 
District 
Orphan's 
State Total 

MASSACHUSElTS 
Trial Court of the 

Commonwealth 

MICHIGAN 
Circuit 
Court of Claims 
Recorder's Court of Detroil 
District 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

MINNESOTA 
District 

MISSISSIPPI 
Chancery 
Circuit 
County 
Family 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

MISSOURI 
Circuit 
Municipal 
State Total 

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

G 
G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 

G 
G 
G 
L 
L 
L 

G 

G 
G 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
G 
G 
L 
L 
L 

Padung 

1 
2 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
4 
2 

2 
1 
2 

1 

2 
2 
1 
4 
4 
2 

4 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
1 

2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 

Criminal unil 
of count 

z 
I 
B 
I 
I 

E 
I 
E 
I 

B 
B 
I 

D 

B 
I 
B 
B 
B 
I 

B 

I 
B 
B 
I 
B 
B 

G 
I 

G 
I 
I 
B 
B 
B 

SupporW 
custody 

6 
4 *** 
1 
1 
1 

6 
1 
5 
1 

6 ** 
1 
1 

5 ** 

6 ** 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 

5 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 ** 
1 

3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Grand total Grand total 
filin s and dispositions 
quagifying and qualifying 
footnotes footnotes 

539,420 B NA 
31,733 27,250 

678,461 559,962 
NA NA 
NA NA 

20,138 B 19.172 B 
423 404 

307,776 B 300,259 B 
14,267 NA 

342,604 

238.963 B 201,613 B 
2,201,786 1,282,176 A 

NA NA 

1,922,005 A 1,000,643 A 

234,164 231,824 
930 947 

15,769 14,732 
331 7,164 3,167,136 

48,985 46,578 
190,070 123,500 A 

3,807,082 3,584,717 

1,823,547 1,754,196 

62,967 C NA 
37,612 B NA 
42,061 NA 

964 NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 

839,873 A 809,286 A 
NA NA 

30,155 29,942 
NA NA 

296 178 A 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 

Dispositions 
as a 

percentage 
of filings 

86 
83 

95 
96 
98 

84 

99 
102 
93 
95 
95 

96 

96 

99 

F;ilg,ss 
total 

population 

12,686 
746 

15,956 

1,631 
34 

24,921 
1,155 

4,917 
45,304 

32,055 

2,500 
10 

168 
35,410 

523 
2,029 

40,639 

41,145 

2,429 
1,451 
1,623 

37 

16,283 

3,732 

37 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

Grand total 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

Grand total 
dispositions 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

Filings per 
100,OOO 

total 
population 

3,703 
26,470 

152 
33 

30,358 

3,813 

3,969 
26,983 

280 
1,589 
32,821 

14,174 
79,937 

140 
94,251 

5,054 
8,381 

20,123 

Dispositions 
as a 

percentage 
of filings 

97 
100 

100 

101 

99 
126 
51 
122 

98 
89 

70 

Criminal unit Supportl 
Parking of count custody State/Court name: Jurisdiction 

NEBRASKA 
District 
County 
Separate Juvenile 
Workers' Compensation 
State Total 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

2 B 5 
1 B 1 
2 I 1 
2 I 1 

58,984 B 
421.674 A 
2.418 
526 

483,602 

48,960 A 
NA 
NA 

43,856 
298,163 
3,099 
17,553 
362,671 

1,099,891 
6,203,149 

10,857 
7.313.897 

78.233 B 
129,739 B 

311,505 A 
NA 
NA 

57,316 B 
421,950 A 

NA 
524 

NA 
NA 
NA 

44,374 
898 A 
NA 

7,377 A 

1,085,776 
7,811,740 

5,494 
8,903,010 

76,616 B 
116,017 B 

219,356 A 
NA 
NA 

NEVADA 
District 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

2 z 2 
1 z 1 
1 z 1 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Superior 
District 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

2 A 5 
4 A 1 
4 A 1 
2 I 1 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior 
Municipal 
Tax 
State Total 

G 2 
L 4 
L 2 

B 6 '* 
B 1 
I 1 

NEW MEXICO 
District 
Magistrate 
Metropolitan Court of 
Bemalillo County 

Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

G 
L 

2 
3 

E 6 
E 1 

3 
1 
2 

E 1 
I 1 
I 1 

L 
L 
L 

NEW YORK 
Supreme and County 
Civil Court of the City 
of New York 

Court of Claims 
Criminal Court of the 
City of New York 

District and City 
Family 
Surrogates' 
Town and Village Justice 
State Total 

G 2 E 1 

I 1 
I 1 

E 1 
E 1 
I 4 
I 1 
E 1 

310,013 B 291,833 B 94 1,717 

438,325 A 401,818 A 92 2,427 
2,799 2.131 76 16 

L 
L 

2 
2 

327,655 A 313,187 A 96 1,814 
1,476,ng A 1,447,577 A 98 8,178 
581,708 572,611 98 3,221 
122,023 111,542 91 676 

NA NA 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

G 
L 

2 
6 

E 1 
E 6 ** 

231.843 218,005 94 3,441 
2,218,691 2,141,226 A 32,933 
2,450,534 2,359,231 36.374 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District 
County 
Municipal 
State Total 

G 
L 
L 

4 
1 
1 

B 6 ** 
E 1 
B 1 

31,659 B 30,769 B 97 4.986 
99,515 99,420 100 15,672 

NA 47,976 A 
178.165 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

Dispositions 
as a 

percentage 
of filings 

Filings per 
100,000 

total 
population 

Grand total Grand total 
filin sand dispositions 
quagifying and qualifying 
footnotes footnotes 

Criminal unit Support/ 
State/Court name: Jurisdiction Parking of count custody 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas 
County 
Court of Claims 
Mayor's 
Municipal 
State Total 

G 2 B 6 ** 
L 5 B 1 
L 2 I 1 
L 1 B 1 
L 5 B 1 

738,588 B 
289,864 

8,263 
NA 

2,345,827 

734,451 B 
295,279 

6,318 
NA 

2343,422 

99 
102 
76 

100 

6,752 
2.650 

76 

2 1,445 

OKLAHOMA 
District 
Court of Tax Review 
Municipal Court Not of 
Record 

Municipal Criminal Court 
of Record 

State Total 

2 J 
2 I 

6 493,633 481,655 98 15.547 
1 NA NA 

1 I 1 NA NA 

1 I 1 NA NA 

OREGON 
Circuit 
Tax 
County 
District 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

2 E 
2 I 
2 I 
1 E 
3 E 
3 A 

6 ** 137.134 124,482 A 4,693 
1 139 203 146 5 
1 NA NA 
1 492,795 A 472,769 A 96 16,865 
1 NA NA 
1 NA NA 

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

2 B 
4 B 
2 B 
1 I 
4 B 

505,126 A 499,605 A 99 4,223 

191,551 B 193,859 B 101 1,601 
308.443 A 99,186 A 2,579 
428,418 NA 3,582 

NA NA 

PUERTO RlCO 
Superior 
District 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

G 
L 
L 
L 

2 J 
2 J 
2 I 
1 I 

125,936 A 120,243 A 95 3.576 
170,775 A 169,327 A 99 4349 

NJ NJ 
NA NA 

RHODE ISLAND 
Superior 
Workers' Compensation 
District 
Family 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

17,886 B 
16,174 
86,262 A 
22,383 

NA 
NA 

6,299 A 
14,797 
74,123 A 
14,964 A 

NA 
NA 

1,781 
91 1,611 
86 8,592 

2,229 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Circuit 
Family 
Magisbate 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

167,942 B 
86,846 

960,000 A 
448,653 

23,672 
1,687,113 

151,125 B 
83,704 

956.535 A 
443,245 

25,221 
1,659,830 

90 4,717 
96 2,439 

100 26,966 
99 12,603 

107 665 
98 47,391 

1 
6 ** 
1 
1 
1 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit G 3 A A 214.087 197,196 A 30,453 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

Dispositions 
as a 

percentage 
of filings 

Filings per 
100,000 

total 
population 

Grand total Grand total 
filin s and dispositions 
quiifying and qualifying 
footnotes footnotes 

Criminal unit Support/ 
Jurisdiction Parking of count custody State/Court name: 

TENNESSEE 
Circuit, Criminal, 
and Chancery 

Probate 
General Sessions 
Juvenile 
Municipal 
State Total 

G 2 2 6 ** 
G 2 I 1 
L 1 M 6 ** 
L 2 I 1 
L 1 M 1 

188,669 A 173,458 A 
3,735 1,741 A 

NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 

92 

100 

97 
83 

102 
96 
96 

108 
97 

112 
95 
94 

111 

91 
102 
101 

90 

108 
96 

100 

75 

3,809 
75 

3,659 
3,720 

13,780 
34,732 
55,890 

2,042 
19,121 
16,853 
2,189 

40,206 

6,911 
2.108 
1,602 

867 

3,552 
56,627 
60,179 

4,134 
18,464 
24,216 
46,814 

3.319 
17,952 

20,889 

3.037 
2 1,896 

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

G 2 B 6 ** 
L 2 B 6 ** 
L 4 A 1 
L 4 A 1 

634,730 636.81 1 
645,340 578,803 A 

2,390,691 A 2,323,264 A 
6,025,570 A 4,992,371 A 
9,696,331 8,531,249 

UTAH 
District 
Circuit 
Jus ti- 
Juvenile 
State Total 

G 2 J 3 
L 4 B 1 
L 4 B 1 
L 2 I 1 

36,148 B 36,804 B 
330,442 B 323,497 B 
298,298 286,268 
38,753 41,673 

711,641 688,242 

VERMONT 
District 
Family 
Superior 
Environmental 
Probate 
State Total 

2 D 
2 D 
2 B 
2 I 
2 I 

39,185 43,721 
1 1,951 1 1,380 
9,085 8,511 

NA NA 
4,914 5,474 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

G 
L 

2 A 
4 A 

3 
4 

2 23,250 203,761 
3,559,583 3,623,940 
3,782,833 3,827,701 

WASHINGTON 
Superior 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

G 
L 
L 

2 D 
4 C 
4 C 

6 
1 
1 

207,448 B 186,958 B 
926,519 A 919,388 A 

1,215,167 A 545,467 A 
2,349,134 1,651,813 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit 
Magistrate 
Municipal 
state Total 

G 
L 
L 

2 J 
2 J 
1 A 

5 
1 
1 

59,773 B 64.527 B 
323,320 309,090 

NA NA 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit 
Municipal 
State Total 

G 
L 

3 D 
3 A 

6 ** 
1 

1,035,026 1,035,350 

1,402,398 
NA 367.048 A 

WYOMING 
District 
County 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

13,969 B 10,447 B 
100,722 101,475 A 

NA NA 
NA NA 

G 
L 
L 
L 

2 J 
1 J 
1 J 
1 A 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

NOTE: All state trial courts with grand total jurisdiction are listed 
in the table, regardless of whether caseload data are 
available. Blank spaces in the table indicate that a 
partiarlar calculation, such as the total state caseload, is 
not appropriate. State total %lings per 100,000 popula- 
tion' may not equal the sum of the filing rates for the 
individual courts due to roundng. 

NA = Data are not available. 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General Jurisdiction 

L = Limited Jurisdiction 

SUPPORT/CUSTODY CODES: 

1 = The court does not have jurisdiction over supportlcustody 

2 = SupporVcustody caseload data are not available 
3 = Only contested supportlcustody cases and all URESA 

cases (where the court has jurisdiction) are counted 
separately from marriage dissolution cases 

4 = Both contested and uncontested supporthstody cases 
and URESA cases (where the court has jurisdiction) are 
counted separately from marriage dissolution cases 

marriage dissolution and, thus, a marriage dissolution that 
involves supportlcustody is counted as one case 

marriage dissolution, but URESA cases are counted 
separately 

** = Nondissolution support/custody cases are also counted 
separately 

*** = Court has only URESA jurisdiction 

cases 

5 = Support/custody is counted as a proceeding of the 

6 = Support/custody is counted as a proceeding of the 

PARKING CODES: 
1 = Parking data are unavailable 

2 = Court does not have parking jurisdiction 

3 = Only contested parking cases are included 

4 = Both contested and uncontested parking cases are 

5 = Parking cases are handled administratively 
6 = Uncontested parking cases are handled administratively; 

included 

contested parking cases are handled by the court 

CRIMINAL UNIT OF COUNT CODES: 
M = Missing data 

I = Data element is inapplicable 
A = Single defendant-single charge 

B = Single defendant-single incident (onelmore charges) 
C = Single defendant-single inudentlmaximum number 

D = Single defendant-ondmore inadents 

E = Single defendant-ntent varies with prosecutor 

charges (usually two) 

F = Onelmore defendants-single charge 
G = Onelmore defendants-single incident (onelmore 

H = Onelmore defendants-single incidenVmaximum number 

J = Onelmore defendants-onelmore incidents 

K = Onelmore defendantsantent varies with prosecutor 

L = Inconsistent during reporting year 

2 = Both the defendant and charge components vary within 

charges) 

charges (usually two) 

the state 

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

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

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 

Alabama-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include cases from 70 municipalities. 

Arkansas-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include any data from 3 municipalities and 
partial data from 13 others. 

California-Superior Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include cases from one court that did not 
report. 

Delaware4ustice of the Peace Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not indude some DWllDUl cases. 

District of Columbia-Superior Court-Grand total disposed 
data do not include most chlld-vlctlm petition cases. 

Georgia-Juvenile Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include cases from 50 counties, and are less 
than 75% complete. 

-Magistrate Court-Grand total filed and disposed data do 
not indude misdemeanor cases, any data from 21 
counties, and partial data from 13 counties. 

-Probate Court-Grand total filed data do not include any 
civil cases from 59 of 159 counties, and partial clvll data 
from nine counties, criminal and traffic cases from 48 
counties, and are less than 75% complete. Disposed data 
do not include any clvll cases, crlmlnal and traffic data 
from 48 counties, and are less than 75% complete. 

-State Court-Grand total filed and disposed data do not 
include any data from 27 of 62 courts. partial data from 
one court, and are less than 75% complete. 

Indiana-Superior and Circuit Courts-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not indude clvll appeals, crlmlnal 
appeals and some supporVcustody cases. 

-Municipal Court of Marion County-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not include appeals of trial court 
cases. 

Kansas-Muniapal Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include parklng cases. 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

Maryland-District Court-Grand total disposed data do not 
include ordinance violation, parklng and most civil 
cases, and are less than 75% complete. 

Massachusetts-Trial Court of the Commonwealth, Grand 
total filed data do not indude mlsdemeanor cases from 
the Juvenile Court Department. Disposed data do not 
include civil cases from the Housing Court Department, 
some civil cases from the Boston Municipal Court 
Department, criminal cases from the Boston Municipal 
Court, Housing Court and Juvenile Court Departments, 
DWWDUl and criminal appeals cases from the District 
Court Department, movlng traffic vlolation cases from 
the Boston Municipal Court Department, ordinance 
vlolatlon, and miscellaneous crlmlnal cases; most 
juvenlle data from the Juvenile Court Department, and 
some Juvenlle data from the District Court Department, 
and are less than 75% complete. 

Michigan-Probate Court-Grand total disposed data do not 
include paternity, miscellaneous domestic relations, 
mental health, mlscellaneous civil, and adoption 
cases, and are less than 75% complete. 

do not include those ordinance violations heard by 
Municipal judges. 

Montana-Workers' Compensation Court-Grand total 
disposed data do not indude some administrative 
agency appeals cases. 

Nebraska-County Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include parklng cases. 

Nevada-District Court-Grand total filed data do not 
include felony, misdemeanor, DWVDUI, miscellaneous 
crlmlnal, and all juvenile cases, and are less than 75% 
complete. 

New HampshireDistrict Court-Grand total disposed data 
do not include criminal, trafflc. and juvenile cases, are 
missing all civil case types except mental health, and are 
less than 75% complete. 

-Probate Court-Grand total disposed data do not include 
some estate and some miscellaneous clvil cases. 

New Mexico-Metropolitan Court of Bernalillo County- 
Grand total filed and disposed data do not include most 
mlscellaneous traMc cases. 

New York-District and City Courts-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not indude admlnistratlve agency 
appeals cases. 

-Civ i l  Court of the City of New York-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not indude admlnlstratlve agency 
appeals cases. 

--Criminal Court of the City of New York-Grand total filed 
and disposed data do not indude movlng traffic, 
mlscellaneous traffic, and some ordinance violation 
cases. 

North Carolina-District Court-Grand total disposed data 
do not include mlscellaneous civil cases. 

North Dakota-Municipal Court-Grand total disposed data 
do not include ordlnance violation and parklng cases, 
and are less than 75% complete. 

Missouri-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 

Oregon-Circuit Court-Grand total disposed data do not 
include juvenlle cases. 

-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed data do not 
include parking cases and some traffic cases from one 
county due to underreporting. 

Pennsylvania-Court of Common Pleas-Grand total filed 
and disposed data do not include some civil appeals and 
some criminal appeals cases. 

-Philadelphia Traffic Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data do not include ordinance violation, parking, and 
miscellaneous trafflc cases, and are less than 75% 
complete. Disposed data also do not include most 
movlng trafflc violatlon cases. 

Puerto Rico-Superior Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not indude URESA cases. 

-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed data do not 
include small claims cases. 

Rhode Island-Superior Court-Grand total disposed data 
do not include civil cases. 

-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed data do not 
include administrative agency appeals and mental 
health cases. 

--Family Court-Grand total disposed data do not include 
paternity and URESA cases. 

South Carolina-Magistrate Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data do not indude ordinance violation cases. 

South Dakota-Circuit Court-Grand total disposed data do 
not include adoption, estate, admlnlstratlve agency 
appeals, and juvenile data. 

Tennessee-Circuit. Criminal and Chancery Courts-Grand 
total filed and disposed data do not include mlscella- 
neous crlmlnal and treMc/other vlolatlon cases. 

-Probate Court-Grand total disposed data do not include 
cases from Shelby County and are less than 75% 
complete. 

Texas-County-level Court-Grand total disposed data do 
not indude estate and mental health cases. 

-Justice of the Peace Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data represent a reporting rate of 86%. 

-Municipal Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
represent a reporting rate of 98%. 

Washington-District Court-Grand total filed data do not 
include cases from four districts. Disposed data do not 
include cases from five districts. 

-Muniapal Court-Grand total filed and disposed data do 
not indude cases from 36 courts. Disposed data do not 
include cases from 40 courts, induding Seattle Muniapal 
Court, which handled more than half the total filings 
statewide. Disposed data are less than 75%0 complete. 

Wisconsin-Municipal Court-Grand total disposed data do 
not include data from 45 of 195 municipalities. 

Wyoming-County Court-Grand total disposed data do not 
include trial court civil appeals and crimlnai appeals 
cases. 
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TABLE 8: Reported Grand Total State Trial Court Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 

Alabama-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data indude postconvictlon remedy proceedlngs. 

-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed data include 
prellminary hearing proceedings. 

ColorabDistrict, Denver Juvenile, and Denver Probate 
Courts-Grand total filed and disposed data indude 
extraditions, revocations, parole, and release from 
commitment hearings. 

-County Court-Grand total filed data indude some 
prellmlnary hearing proceedlngs. 

Connecticut-Supeior Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data indude postconvictlon remedy proceed- 
ings. 

Delaware-Superior Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include postconviction remedy proceedings and 
extraordinary wrlts. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Grand total tiled and disposed data 
include crlminal postconvictlon remedy proceedlngs. 

Illinois-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
inctude some prellmlnary hearing proceedings. 

Iowa-District Court-Grand total tiled data include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Kentucky-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include sentence review only proceedings. 

Louisiana-District Court-Grand total filed data indude 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs. 

Maine--Superior Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
include postconvictlon remedy and sentence review 
only proceedlngs. 

-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed data include 
prellmlnary hearlng proceedings. 

Maryland-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include estate cases from the Orphan's Court, and 
some postconvlction remedy and sentence review 
only proceedings. 

Mississippi-Circuit Court-Grand total filed data indude 
extraordinary wrlts. 

Nebraska-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include postconvlction remedy proceedings. 

New Mexict+Disbict Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

-Magistrate Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
include prellmlnary hearing proceedlngs. 

New Yo&-Supreme and County Court-Grand total tiled 
and disposed data indude postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings. 

North Dakota-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include sentence revlew only and postconvlctlon 
remedy proceedings. 

disposed data indude postconvlctlon remedy proceed- 
Ohio-Court of Common Pleas-Grand total filed and 

Ings. 
Pennsylvania-Philadelphia Muniapal Court-Grand total 

filed and disposed data include prellmlnary hearlng 
proceedings. 

Rhode Island-Superior Court-Grand total filed data 
include postconviction remedy proceedlngs. 

South Carolina-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data indude postconvlctlon remedy proceed- 
Ings. 

Utah-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
include postconvlctlon remedy and sentence revlew 
only proceedings. 

-Circuit Court-Grand total tiled and disposed data 
include postconvictlon remedy proceedings. 

Washington-Superior Court-Grand total filed and 
disposed data indude postconvlction remedy proceed- 

West Virginia-Circuit Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include postconviction remedy proceedings and 
extraordinary wrlts. 

Wyoming-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

ings. 

C: The following courts' data are incomplete and overindusive: 

Alaska4uperior Court-Grand total filed and disposed 
data include extraordinary writs, orders to show cause, 
unfair trade practices, and postconvlctlon remedy 
proceedings, but do not include crlmlnal appeals cases. 

Colorad+-County Court-Grand total disposed data include 
some prellmlnary hearing proceedlngs, but do not 
include cases from Denver County Court. 

Idaho-District Court-Grand total filed and disposed data 
include postconvictlon remedy and sentence revlew 
only proceedings, but do not indude mental health 
cases. 

Iowa-District Court-Grand total disposed data indude 
postconvlction remedy proceedings, but do not indude 
juvenile cases and a few domestlc relatlons cases. 

MississippCChancery Court-Grand total filed data indude 
extraordinary wrlts, but do not include juvenlle cases 
from two counties. 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1991 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction 

ALABAMA 
Circuit 
District 
Probate 
State Total 

ALASKA 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

ARIZONA 
Superior 
TaX 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

ARKANSAS 
Chancery and Probate 
Cirarit 
City 
Justice of the Peace 
County 
Court of Common Pleas 
Municipal 
Police 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

COLORADO 
District, Denver Juvenile, 

Water 
County 
State Total 

Denver Probate 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior 
Probate 
State Total 

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

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
G 
L 
L 

G 
G 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
G 
L 

G 
L 

G 
G 
L 
L 
L 
L 

support/custody : 

(a) method 
of 

count code 

(b) decree 
change 

counted as 

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 

1 
1 
1 
1 
3 ** 
1 

NF 

R 

NF 

R 

NC 

R 

NC 

R 

Total civil 
filin s 

and quiifying 
footnotes 

Total civil 
dispositions 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

99,053 B 
177,828 

NA 

14,636 B 
17.603 
32,239 

108,497 
1,778 

119,776 
10.683 

240,734 

68,732 
23,013 

336 
NA 
NA 
NA 

57,301 A 
NA 

719.433 A 
25,843 

1,160.91 2 
1,906.188 

92,314 
917 

163,916 
257,147 

189,580 B 
58,793 

248,373 

3,365 
6,341 B 

0 
5,711 

27,821 0 
32,739 
75.977 

99,776 B 
182.516 

NA 

14,608 B 
21,506 
36.114 

100,041 
1,534 

144.673 
10,635 

256.883 

64,194 
22,668 

154 
NA 
NA 
NA 

25,590 A 
NA 

662,369 A 
21,221 

1,067,933 
1,751,523 

88,054 
1,179 

116,184 A 
205,417 

180,621 B 
NA 

3,147 
5,375 B 

0 
5,062 

26,968 B 
31,643 
72,195 

Dispositions 
as a 

percentage 
of filings 

101 
103 

100 
122 
112 

92 
86 

121 
100 
107 

93 
99 
46 

45 

92 
82 
92 
92 

95 
129 

95 

94 
85 

89 

97 

Filings per 
100,000 

total 
population 

2,422 
4,349 

2,568 
3,088 
5,656 

2,893 
47 

3,194 
285 

6,420 

2,898 
970 

14 

2,416 

2,368 
85 

3,821 
6,274 

2,734 
27 

4,054 
7,615 

5,761 
1,786 
7,547 

495 
933 

840 
4,091 
4,815 

11,173 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

SuppoWcustody : 
Total civil 

filings 
and qualifying 

footnotes 

Total civil 
dispositions 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

Dispositions 
as a 

percentage 
of filings 

F Y g g s g  

total 
DoDulation 

(a) method (b) decree 

count code counted as 
of change 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior G 6 ** R 141,144 130,288 92 23,603 

FLORIDA 
Circuit 
County 
State Total 

4 R 
1 

470,645 
316,866 
787.51 1 

83 
88 
85 

4,259 
2.701 
6.960 

G 
L 

565,458 
358.609 
924,067 

GEORGIA 
Superior 
Civil 
Magistrate 
Municipal 
Probate 
State 
State Total 

3 NF 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

187,417 
NA 

279,613 A 
NA 

29,525 A 
209,216 A 

188.048 
NA 

240,243 A 
NA 
NA 

118,196 A 

100 

86 

2,830 

4,222 

446 
3,159 56 

HAWAII 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

G 
L 

6 R 
1 

27,668 B 
23,348 
51.016 

27,301 B 
17,872 
45,173 

99 
77 
89 

2,438 
2,057 
4.495 

IDAHO 
District G 6 ** R 66.737 A 65,549 A 98 6.423 

ILLINOIS 
Circuit G 6 ** R 726,359 B 713,674 B 98 6,293 

INDIANA 
Probate G 
Superior and Circuit G 
City and Town L 
County L 
Municipal Court of Marion County L 
Small Claims Court of 

Marion County L 
State Total 

1 
5 R 
1 
1 
1 

1,938 A 
270,452 A 

15,205 
54,725 
10,907 A 

1,721 A 
256,620 A 

16,011 
50,292 
10,389 A 

89 
95 

105 
92 
95 

35 
4,821 

271 
975 
194 

73,419 
426.646 

67,292 
402,325 

92 
94 

1,309 
7,605 

1 

IOWA 
District G 6 NF 155.927 B 154.001 C 5.579 

KANSAS 
District G 6 ** NC 166,846 164,850 99 6.687 

KENTUCKY 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

G 
L 

6 R 
1 

70,977 
148,429 A 
219,406 

64,101 
145,426 A 
209,527 

90 
98 
95 

1,912 
3,998 
5,909 

LOUISIANA 
District G 
Family and Juvenile G 
City and Parish L 
Justice of the Peace L 
State Total 

4,290 
2 73 

1,574 

6 R 
4 ***  R 
1 
1 

182,404 6 
1 1,620 
66,906 

NA 

NA 
8.970 

48,538 
NA 

77 
73 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

supporvcustody : 

Statelcourt name: Jurisdiction 

MAINE 
Superior 
Administrative 
District 
Probate 
State Total 

MARYLAND 
Circuit 
District 
Orphan's 
State Total 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth G 

MICHIGAN 
Circuit 
Court of Claims 
District 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

MINNESOTA 
District 

MISSISSIPPI 
Chancery 
Circuit 
County 
Family 
Justice 
State Total 

MISSOURI 
Circuit 

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

NEBRASKA 
District 
County 
Workers' Compensation 
State Total 

G 
G 
L 
L 
L 

G 

G 
G 
L 
L 
L 

G 

G 
G 
G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

(a) method 
of 

count code 

(b) decree 
change 

counted as 

6 
1 
5 
1 

6 ** 
1 
1 

5 ** 

6 ** 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 

5 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 ** 

3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

5 
1 
1 

NC 

NC 

NF 

R 

NC 

NF 

NF 
I 
I 
I 
I 

NF 

R 

R 

Toel civil 
filings 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

6,647 
423 

55,713 
14,267 
77,050 

137,362 B 
776,336 

NA 

539,899 A 

185,529 
930 

432,266 
822 

105,970 
725,517 

219,010 

59,486 B 
20,952 B 
25,388 

NA 
NA 

269,673 

24,383 A 
NA 

296 
NA 
NA 
NA 

50,946 C 
60,968 

526 
112,440 

Totalc,ivil Dispositions F y g y s r  

footnotes of filings population 

dispositrons as a 
and qualifying percentage total 

6,373 96 538 
404 96 34 

54,384 98 4,511 
NA 1,155 

109,492 B 80 2,826 
6,754 A 15,974 

NA 

539,876 A 9,004 

184,501 99 1,980 
947 102 10 

431,901 100 4,614 
8 23 100 9 

45,990 A 1,131 
664,162 7,745 

218,251 100 4,942 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

264,623 

23,653 C 
NA 
178 A 
NA 
NA 
NA 

2,295 
808 
979 

98 5,228 

3,018 

37 

50,792 C 100 3,198 
58,546 96 3,827 

524 100 33 
109,862 98 7,058 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

Supporvcustody : 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction 

NEVADA 
District 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Superior 
District 
Muniapal 
Probate 
state ~ o t a i  

NEW JERSEY 
Superior 
Tax 
state ~ o t a i  

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

NEW MEXICO 
District G 
Magistrate L 
Metropolitan Court of 
Bemalillo County L 

PrObate L 
State Total 

NEW YORK 
Supreme and County G 
Civil Court of the City of New York L 
Court of Claims L 
District and City L 
Family L 
Surrogates' L 
Town and Village Justice L 
State Total 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District 
County 
State Total 

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

OKLAHOMA 
District 
Court of Tax Review 
State Total 

G 
L 

G 
L 

(a) method 
of 

count code 

(b) decree 
change 

counted as 

2 
1 
1 

5 
1 
1 
1 

6 ** 
1 

6 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
4 
1 
1 

1 
6 ** 

6 ** 
1 

R 

R 

R 

R 

R 

R 

NF 

G 6 ** R 
L 1 
L 1 
L 1 

G 6 R 
L 1 

Total civil Dispositions Filin s r Total civil 

footnotes footnotes of filings population 

l$& filin s dispositions as a 
and quiifying and qualifying percentage total 

48.959 NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 

3,813 

31.012 31,943 103 2,807 
46.852 898 A 4,240 

316 NA 29 
17,553 7,377 A 1.589 
95,733 8,664 

900,857 881,686 98 1 1,609 
10,857 5,494 51 140 
91 1,714 887,180 97 1 1,749 

56,913 B 56,196 B 99 3,677 
1 1,676 10,441 89 754 

10,323 10.363 100 667 
NA NA 

230,657 B 208,651 B 90 1,277 
438,325 A 401,018 A 92 2,427 
2,799 2.131 76 16 

255,094 A 242,010 A 95 1,413 
520,559 509,619 98 2,883 
122,023 111,542 91 676 

NA NA 

116,744 108,433 93 1,733 
498,344 423,026 A 7,397 
615,088 532,259 9,130 

18,854 18,670 99 2,969 
15,536 14.837 96 2,447 
34,390 33,507 97 5,416 

418,844 B 417,839 B 100 3,829 
27,297 20,014 103 250 
8,263 6.318 76 76 

399,129 309,453 90 3,649 
853,533 841,624 99 7,803 

199,210 198,298 100 6,275 
NA NA 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

support/custody : 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction 

OREGON 
Circuit 
TaX 
County 
District 
Justice 
State Total 

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

PUERTO RlCO 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

RHODE ISLAND 
Superior 
Workers' Compensation 
Disfrict 
Family 
Probate 
State Total 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Circuit 
Family 
Magistrate 
Probate 
State Total 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit 

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

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

G 
G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 

G 
G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

(a) method (b) decree 

count code counted as 
of change 

6 ** R 
1 
1 
1 
1 

4 NF 
1 
1 
1 

6 
1 

NF 

R 

1 
6 ** NF 
1 
1 

A B 

6 ** R 
1 
6 ** R 
1 

6 ** R 
6 ** R 
1 
1 

Total civil 
filings 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

96,063 B 
139 
NA 

87,485 
NA 

309,172 A 
NA 

121,806 A 
7,096 

76,517 A 
60,443 A 
136,960 

11,653 B 
16,174 
42,201 A 
14,436 

NA 

58,362 B 
6 8 . w  
160,320 
23,672 
31 1,201 

42,871 

124,106 
3,735 

NA 
NA 

451,436 
176,048 B 
228,949 A 

889 A 
857,322 

Total.+vil 
disposibons 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

98,875 B 
203 
NA 

86,921 
NA 

303,546 A 
NA 

125,632 A 
NA 

74,102 A 
59,551 A 
133,653 

NA 
14,797 
36,324 A 
7,307 A 

NA 

53,993 B 
66,845 
159,815 
25,221 
305,874 

35.846 A 

112.210 
1,741 A 

NA 
NA 

454,010 B 
96,066 C 
191,652 A 

889 A 
742,617 

Dispositions 
ylkgg 

percentage total 
of filinas DoDulation 

as a 

103 
146 

99 

98 

103 

97 
99 
98 

91 
86 

93 
97 
100 
107 
98 

90 

101 

84 
100 

3,288 
5 

2,994 

2,585 

1,018 
59 

2,173 
1.716 
3,889 

1,161 
1,611 
4,203 
1,438 

1,639 
1,934 
4.503 
665 

8,742 

6,098 

2.506 
75 

2,602 
1,015 
1,320 

5 
4.942 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

supportkustody : 

State/Court name: 

UTAH 
District 
Circuit 
Justice 
State Total 

VERMONT 
District 
Family 
Superior 
Environmental 
Probate 
State Total 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

WASHINGTON 
Superior 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit 
Magistrate 
State Total 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit 

WYOMING 
District 
County 
Justice of the Peace 
State Total 

(a) method 
of 

Jurisdiction count code 

G 3 
L 1 
L 1 

G 4 *** 
G 4 *** 
G 5 
L 1 
L 1 

G 3 
L 4 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 

G 
L 
L 

6 
1 
1 

5 
1 

6 ** 

5 
4 
1 

(b) decree 
change 

counted as 

R 

NC 
NC 
NC 

R 
R 

R 

R 

NF 

R 
R 

Total civil 
filings 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

31,832 B 
113,737 

2,231 
147,800 

13,965 
10.273 
9,079 

NA 
4,914 

118,250 
1,308,855 A 
1,427,105 

149,765 B 
128,559 A 

210 A 
278,534 

45,709 B 
48,740 
94,449 

346,557 B 

11,108 B 
18,667 

NA 

Total civil 
dispositions 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

32,322 B 
106,453 

2,247 
141,022 

14,738 
9.581 
8,503 

NA 
5,474 

102,713 
1,334,580 A 
1,437,293 

134,167 B 
85,350 A 

202 A 
219,719 

50,343 B 
54,921 

105,264 

344,634 B 

8,819 B 
18,207 A 

NA 

Dispositions 
as a 

percentage 
of filings 

102 
94 

101 
95 

106 
93 
94 

111 

87 
102 
101 

90 

110 
113 
111 

99 

Fykgs&r 

total 
population 

1.798 
6,426 

1 26 
8,350 

2,463 
1,812 
1,601 

867 

1,881 
20,822 
22,703 

2,985 
2,562 

4 
5,551 

2.538 
2,706 
5,244 

6,994 

2,415 
4,058 

(continued on next page) 

7 16 Stare Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Reporl 799 7 



TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

NOTE: All state trial courts with civil jurisdiction are listed in the 
table regardless of whether caseload data are available. 
Blank spaces in the table indicate that a particular 
calarlation, such as the total state caseload, is not 
appropriate. State total %lings per 100,000 population" 
may not equal the sum of the filing rates for the individual 
courts due to rounding. 

NA = Data am not available 

JURiSDiCTlON CODES: 

G = General Jurisdiction 

L = Limited Jurisdiction 

SUPPORT/CUSTODY CODES: e, 
(a) Method of count codes: 

1 = The court does not have jurisdiction over support/custody 

2 = Support/custody caseload data are not available 
3 = Only contested supportlcustody cases and all URESA 

cases (where the court has jurisdiction) are counted 
separately from marriage dissolution cases 

4 = Both contested and uncontested supportlcustody cases 
and URESA cases (where the court has jurisdiction) are 
counted separately from marriage dissolution cases 

marriage dissolution and, thus, a marriage dissolution that 
involves supportlcustody is counted as one case 

marriage dissolution, but URESA cads are counted 
separately 

cases 

5 = SuppoWcustody is counted as a proceeding of the 

6 = Supportlcustody is counted as a proceeding of the 

** Nondissolution support/custody cases are also counted 

*** Court has only URESA jurisdiction 

separately 

(b) Deaee change counted as: 

NC = Not countdcollected 
NF = New filing 

R = Reopened case 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

The absence of a qualifying footnote indicateg'that data are 
complete. 

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

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 

Arkansas-Municipal Court-Total clvil filed and disposed 
data do not include any cases from 3 municipalities, and 
partial data from 13 others. 

Califomia--Superior Court-Total civil filed and disposed 
data do not include cases from one court that did not 
report. 

Colorado-County Court-Total civil disposed data do 
not indude cases from Denver County. 

Georgia-Magistrate Court-Total clvll filed and disposed 
data do not include any cases from 21 counties, and 
partial data from 13 counties. 

-Probate Court-Total clvll filed data do not indude any 
cases from 59 of 159 counties, and partial data from nine 
counties, and are less than 75% complete. 

include any cases from 27 of 62 courts, and partial data 
from one court, and are less than 75% complete. 

ldaho-District Cou~-Total civil filed and disposed data do 
not indude mental health cases. 

Indiana-Probate Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
do not include miscellaneous domestlc relations cases. 

-Superior and Circuit Courts-Total civil filed and disposed 
data do not include clvll appeals, mlscellaneous 
domestic relatlons, and supportlcustody cases. 

-Municipal Court of Marion County-Total civil filed and 
disposed data do not indude appeals of trial court 
cases. 

do not include paternlty cases. 

include tort, contract, real property rlghts, small 
claims, and miscellaneous clvil cases, and are less than 
75% complete. 

Massachusetts-Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Total 
clvll filed data do not indude some domestic relations 
cases. Disposed data do not include some real property 
rights and some small clalms cases. 

Michigan-Probate Court-Total civil disposed data do not 
include adoption, paternity, miscellaneous domestic 
relations. mental health, and miscellaneous civil cases 
and are less than 75% complete. 

Montana-District Court-Total clvll filed data do not indude 
some trial court clvll appeals cases. 

-Workers' Compensation Court-Total civil disposed data 
do not include some admlnlstratlve agency appeals 
cases. 

New Hampshire-District Court-Total civil disposed data 
do not include tort, contract, real property rights, small 
claims, and miscellaneous domestic relations cases, 
and are less than 75% complete. 

-Probate Court-Total clvll disposed data do not include 
some estate and some mlscellaneous civil cases. 

New York-District and City Court-Total clvil filed and 
disposed data do not indude admlnlstratlve agency 
appeals cases. 

-Civil Court of the City of New York-Total clvil filed and 
disposed data do not indude admlnistratlve agency 
appeals cases. 

not indude miscellaneous civil cases. 

--State Court-Total clvll filed and disposed data do not 

Kentucky-District Court-Total clvll filed and disposed data 

Marylan6District Court-Total civil disposed data do not 

North Carolina-District Court-Total civil disposed data do 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 9: Reported Total State Trial Court Civil Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

Pennsylvania-Court of Common Pleas-Total civli filed 
and disposed data do not indude some civil appeals 
cases. 

disposed data do not indude mlscdlaneous domestic 
relations cases. 

Puerto R i u p e r i o r  Court-Total civil filed and disposed 
data do not include URESA cases. 

-District Court-Total clvll filed and disposed data do not 
include small claims cases. 

Rhode lsland-District Court-Total clvll filed and disposed 
data do not indude adminlstratlve agency appeals and 
mental health cases. 

URESA and paternity cases. 

not indude adoption, estate, and administrative agency 
eppeale cases. 

not indude cases from Shelby County, and are less than 
75% complete. 

Texas-Justice of the Peace Court-Total civil filed and 
disposed data represent a reporting rate of 86%. 

4 u n i a p a l  Court-Total clvll filed and disposed data 
represent a reporting rate of 98%. 

Virginia-Oistrict Court-Total clvll filed and disposed data 
do not include some domestic relations cases. 

Washington-District Court-Total clvll filed data do not 
include cases from four districts. Disposed data do not 
include cases from five districts. 

-Muniapal Court-Total clvll filed data do not indude 
cases from 36 courts. Disposed data do not include 
cases from 40 courts. 

WyomingXounty Court-Total civil disposed data do not 
include trial court clvll appeals cases. 

-Philadelphia Municipal Court-Total clvll filed and 

-Family Court-Total clvll disposed data do not include 

South DakotaXircuit Court-Total clvll disposed data do 

Tennessee-Probate Court-Total civil disposed data do 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 
Alabama-Circuit Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 

include postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Alaska4uperior Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
include extraordinary writs, orders to show cause, unfair 
trade practices, and postconvlctlon remedy proceed- 
ings. 

Connectiart-Supenor Court-Total clvll filed and disposed 
data include postconviction remedy proceedings. 

Delaware-Superior Court-Total civil filed and disposed 
data include extraordinary writs. 

-Family Court-Total clvll filed and disposed data include 
statue offense petition cases. Disposed data also 
include chlld-victim petition cases. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
indude criminal postconvlctlon remedy proceedings 
and some crlmlnal and traffldother violation cases. 

IllinoisXircuit Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
include mlscellaneous criminal cases. 

lowa-District Court-Total clvll filed data include 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Louisiana-District Court-Total clvll filed data indude 
postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Maryland-circuit Court-Total clvll filed and disposed data 
include estate cases from the Orphan's Court. 

Mississippi-Chancery Court-Total clvll filed data indude 
extraordinary writs. 

-Circuit Court-Total clvll filed data indude extraordinary 
writs. 

New Mexico-District Court-Total civil filed and disposed 
data include postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

New York-Supreme and County Court-Total clvll filed 
and disposed data indude postconviction remedy 
proceedings. 

disposed data indude postconvlctlon remedy proceed- 
Ings. 

Oregon-Circuit Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
include criminal appeals cases. 

Rhode Island-Superior Court-Total clvll filed data indude 
postconviction remedy proceedings. 

South Carolina-Circuit Court-Total clvll filed and disposed 
data include postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Texas-District Court-Total clvll filed and disposed data 
include chlld-victim petition cases. 

-County-level Court-Total clvll filed data indude chlld- 
victim petition cases. 

Utah-District Court-Total civil filed and disposed data 
include some postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Washington4uperior Court-Total clvll filed and disposed 
data include postconviction remedy proceedings. 

West Virginia-Circuit Court-Total civll filed and disposed 
data include postconvlctlon remedy proceedings and 
extraordinary writs. 

Wisconsin-Circuit Court-Total clvll filed and disposed 
data include criminal appeals cases. 

Wyoming-District Court-Total clvll filed and disposed data 
include postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. Disposed 
data also include juvenile cases. 

Ohio-Court of Common Pleas-Total clvll filed and 

C: The following courts' data are incomplete and overindusive: 
lowa-District Court-Total clvll disposed data include 

postconviction remedy proceedings, but do not include 
some miscellaneous domestic relations cases. 

some juvenile cases, but do not include some trial court 
civil appeals cases. 

data include postconvlctlon remedy proceedings, but 
do not include civil appeals cases. 

include chlld-victim petition cases, but do not include 
probate/wlllsfintestate, guardlanship/conservatorshIp/ 
trusteeship, and mental health cases. The court 
conducted 78,859 probate hearings and 27,385 mental 
health hearings during the year. 

Montana-District Court-Total civil disposed data include 

Nebraska-District Court-Total clvll filed and disposed 

Texas-County-level Court-Total clvll disposed data 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Crlmlnal Caseload, 1991 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction 

ALABAMA 
Circuit 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

ALASKA 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

ARIZONA 
Superior 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

ARKANSAS 
Ciratit 
City 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
Police 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

COLORADO 
District, Denver Juvenile, Denver Probate 
County 
State Total 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior 

DELAWARE 
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 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 

G 
L 

Unit 
of aunt  

G 
B 
M 

B 
B 

D 
z 
z 

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

B 
B 
B 

D 
D 

E 

B 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 

B 

E 
A 

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 

G 

A 
B 

TOPI 
cnminal 

filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

49,782 B 
143,618 B 
151,567 C 
344,967 

2,442 A 
27,961 B 
30,403 

28,757 
70,850 

2 13,493 
31 3.100 

35.188 
7,985 B 

N A  
230,457 C 

N A  

166,202 A 
39,892 C 

805,380 C 
1,011,474 

21,530 B 
115,723 B 
137.253 

161.134 C 

7,003 B 
4,940 B 
5,371 A 
4,383 

70,598 A 
19,350 C 

111.645 

45,773 

187,658 
420,477 
608.135 

Total 
criminal 

dispositions 
and qualifying 

footnotes 

46,633 B 
142,935 B 
166,295 C 
355,863 

2,415 A 
28,054 B 
30,469 

26,897 
64.943 

214,681 
306.521 

34,931 
4,615 B 

N A  
147,164 C 

N A  

157,506 A 
32,519 C 

730.958 c 
920,983 

21,414 B 
52,051 C 
73,465 

186,464 B 

6,709 B 
5,009 B 

N A  
4,787 

70,154 A 
19,591 C 

40,954 A 

169,321 
345,171 
514,492 

Filings 
Dispositions per 

as a 1 00.OOo 
percentage adult 

of filings populabon 

94 
100 

99 
100 
100 

94 
92 

101 
98 

99 
58 

64 

95 
82 
91 
91 

99 

96 
101 

109 
99 

101 

90 
82 
85 

1,650 
4,759 
5,022 

1 1,430 

626 
7,169 
7,796 

1,050 
2,586 
7,792 

1 1,427 

2.01 5 
457 

13,199 

748 
180 

3,625 
4,553 

863 
4,640 
5,503 

6,376 

1,368 
965 

1,049 
856 

13.789 
3,779 

21,806 

9,596 

1,826 
4,091 
5,916 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

State/Court name: 

GEORGIA 
Superior 
Civil 
County Recorder's 
Magistrate 
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 

KENTUCKY 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

LOUISIANA 
District 
City and Parish 
State Total 

MAINE 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

MARYLAND 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

Jurisdiction 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 

G 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 

G 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 

Unit 
of count 

G 
M 
M 
B 
M 
M 
B 
G 

G 
A 

D 

G 

B 
B 
B 
B 

B 

B 
B 

B 
B 

2 
B 

E 
E 

B 
B 

Total Total Filings 
criminal criminal Dispositions per 

filin sand dispositions asa 100.000 
Point qujifying and qualifying percentage adult 

of filing footnotes footnotes of filings population 

96,715 B 94,159 B 97 1,995 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 

2,721 A 2,500 A 92 56 
124,494 C 113,546 C 2,568 

B 9,230 A 6,245 A 68 1,090 
C 39,865 A 38.326 A 96 4.707 

49,095 44,571 91 5,796 

F 69,183 B 67,780 B 98 9,595 

A 498,780 C 547,672 C 110 5,837 

A 111.607 A 102,970 A 92 2,693 
F 51,880 B 49,050 B 95 1.252 
F 38.382 38,905 101 926 
F 33,207 32,073 97 801 

235,076 222,998 95 5.671 

A 65,471 A 63,439 A 97 3,163 

C 42,416 44,436 105 2,327 
C 12,912 13,503 105 708 

55,328 57,939 105 3,035 

A 15,367 13,453 88 558 
F 179,192 B 162,931 B 91 6,507 

194,559 176,384 91 7,065 

A 110,822 NA 3,671 
F 157,241 124,807 79 5,208 

268.063 8,879 

A 10,755 C 10,038 c 93 1,163 

52,354 48,244 92 5,660 
F 41,599 C 38,206 C 92 4,497 

A 68,910 B 63,625 B 92 1,883 
A 209,234 213,127 102 5,718 

278,144 276,752 99 7,602 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

State/Courl name: 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth 

MICHIGAN 
Circuit 
Recorder's Court of Detroit 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

MINNESOTA 
District 

MISSISSIPPI 
Circuit 
County 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

MISSOURI 
Circuit 

MONTANA 
District 
City 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

NEBRASKA 
District 
County 
State Total 

NEVADA 
District 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Superior 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior 
Municipal 
State Total 

NEW MEXICO 
District 
Magistrate 
Metropolitan Court of Bemalillo County 
State Total 

Jurisdiction 

G 

G 
G 
L 
L 

G 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 

Unit 
of count 

D 

B 
B 
B 
B 

B 

B 
B 
B 
B 

G 

G 
B 
B 
B 

B 
B 

2 
2 
z 

A 
A 
A 

B 
B 

E 
E 
E 

Total Total Filings 
criminal criminal Dispositions per 

filin sand dispositions as a loo,o0O 
Point qujifying and qualifying percentage adult 

of filing footnotes footnotes of filings population 

B 368,439 A 271,796 C 7,971 

A 48,635 47,323 97 706 
A 15,769 14,732 93 229 
B 273,019 C 254,743 C 93 3,966 
B 2,648 c 2,166 C 82 38 

340,071 318,964 94 4,940 

B 177,861 C 157,023 C 88 5,484 

B 16,660 NA 
B 5,212 B NA 
B NA NA 
B NA NA 

905 
283 

G 139,733 127,509 91 3,660 

A 4.048 B 4,940 B 122 693 
B NA NA 
B NA NA 
B NA NA 

A 8,038 B 6,524 B 8 694 
F 80,443 B 79,480 B 99 6,947 

88,481 86,004 9 7.641 

A 1 A  NA 
B NA NA 
B NA NA 

A 12,844 12,431 97 1,557 
B 34,913 NA 4,232 
B 627 NA 76 

48,384 5,865 

A 58,220 62,218 107 984 
B 399,670 389,879 98 6,753 

457,890 452,097 99 7,737 

A 12,050 1 1,595 96 1,106 
B 45,409 B 40,606 B 89 4.166 
B 95,631 B 40,097 B 42 8,773 

153,090 * 92,298 60 

(continued on next page) 
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State/Court name: Jurisdiction 

N E W  YORK 
Supreme and County 
Criminal Court of the City of New York 
District and City 
Town and Village Justice 
State Total 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District 
County 
Municipal 
State Total 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas 
County 
Mayor's 
Municipal 
State Total 

OKLAHOMA 
District 

OREGON 
Circuit 
District 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

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

PUERTO RlCO 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

RHODE ISLAND 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Circuit 
Magistrate 
Municipal 
State Total 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 

TABLE 10: ReportedTotal State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1991 (continued) 
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Unit 
of count 

E 
E 
E 
E 

E 
E 

B 
E 
B 

B 
B 
B 
B 

J 

E 
E 
E 
A 

B 
B 
B 
B 

J 
J 

D 
A 

B 
B 
B 

Total Total Filings 
criminal criminal Dispositions per 

filin sand dispositions as a 100,000 
Point qujifying and qualifying percentage adult 

of filing footnotes footnotes of filings population 

A 79,356 83,182 105 580 
D 229,377 2 19,475 96 1,675 
D 224,501 B 208,383 B 93 1,640 
B NA NA 

A 1 15,099 109,572 95 2,260 
G 544.983 c 539.983 c 99 10,699 

660.082 649,555 98 12,958 

A 1,914 B 1,806 B 94 414 
F 20,636 21,240 103 4.467 
B NA NA 

C 61,836 59,999 97 762 
E 48,046 B 48,205 B 100 592 
E NA NA 
E 477,840 B 471,578 B 99 5,885 

A 79,774 B 71,240 B 89 3,424 

G 26,699 A 25,499 A 96 1,228 
G 72,994 68,107 93 3,358 
B NA NA 
B NA NA 

A 137,046 A 138,399 A 101 1,501 
B N A  N A  
B 41,112 C 39,679 C 97 450 
B 20,833 B NA 228 

B 40,575 38,112 94 1,714 
B 41,129 C 40,781 C 99 1,738 

81,704 78,893 97 3,452 

A 6,233 6,299 101 805 
B 44,061 B 37,799 B 86 5.693 

50,294 44,098 88 6,498 

A 109,580 97,132 89 4,179 
E 160,320 C 160,123 C 100 6,114 
E 87,937 NA 3,354 

357,837 13,647 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit 

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

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

UTAH 
District 
Circuit 
Justice 
State Total 

VERMONT 
District 
Superior 
State Total 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

WASHINGTON 
Superior 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Cirarit 
Magistrate 
Municipal 
State Total 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit 
Municipal 
State Total 

WYOMING 
District 
County 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

G 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
G 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 
L 

G 
L 

G 
L 
L 
L 

Total Total Filings 
criminal criminal Dispositions per 

Unit Point quiifying and qualifying percentage adult 
of count of filing footnotes footnotes of filings population 

filin sand dispositions as a 100,Ooo 

-- 

A B 31,279 25,673 82 6,218 

z A 64,563 A 61.248 A 95 1,734 
M M NA NA 
M M NA NA 

B A 167,529 166,375 99 1,353 
B F 443,536 390,046 A 3,583 
A B 532,379 A 504,176 A 95 4,300 
A B 543,836 A 403,918 A 74 4,393 

1.687.280 1,464,515 13,629 

J A 4,316 B 4,482 B 104 383 
B A 50,366 C 44.880 C 89 4,465 
B B 25.026 B 24,934 B 100 2.219 

79,708 74,296 93 7,066 

D C 19,509 18,577 95 4,623 
B A 6 8 133 1 

19.515 18,585 95 4,624 

A A 105,000 B 101,048 B 96 2,212 
A E 463,149 A 481,246 A 104 9,757 

568,149 582,294 102 11,969 

D F 28,577 26,216 92 772 
C B 125,889 A 117,110 A 93 3,400 
C B 79,622 A 47,927 A 2,150 

234,088 191,253 6,322 

J A 7,015 7.396 105 514 
J E 136,966 122.671 90 10,041 
A B NA NA 

D C 89.547 A 89,933 A 100 2,457 
A B NA NA 

J A 1,426 1,628 114 440 
J B 12,126 A NA 3.743 
J B NA NA 
A B NA NA 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

NOTE: All state trial courts with criminal jurisdiction are listed in 
the table regardless of whether caseload data are 
available. Blank spaces in the table indicate that a 
particular calculation, such as the total state caseload, is 
not appropriate. State total Wings per 100,000 popula- 
tion' may not equal the sum of the filing rates for the 
individual courts due to rounding. 

NA = Data are not available. 

JURISDICTtON CODES: 

G = General Jurisdiction 

L = Limited Jurisdiction 

UNIT OF COUNT CODES: 

M = Missing data 

A = Single defendant-single charge 
B = Single defendant-single inadent (onelmore charges) 

C = Single defendant-single inadenVmaximum number 

D = Single defendant4nelmore inadents 

E = Single defendant-ntent varies with prosecutor 

F = Onelmore defendants-single charge 
G 5: One/more defendants-single incident (onelmore 

H = Onelmore defendants-single incidentlmaximum number 

J = Onelmore defendants-one/more incidents 

K = Onelmore defendants-umtent varies with prosecutor 
L = Inconsistent during reporting year 

2 = Both the defendant and charge components vary within 

I = Data element is inapplicable 

charges (usually two) 

charges) 

charges (usually two) 

the state 

POINT OF RUNG CODES: 

M = Missing data 

I = Data element is inapplicable 

A = At the filing of the information/indictment 
B = At the filing of the complaint 
C = When defendant enters plea/initial appearance 
D = When docketed 
E = At issuing of warrant 

F = At filing of infonationlcomplaint 
G = Varies (at filing of the complaint, information, indictment) 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

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

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

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 
Alaska4uperior Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 

Califomia-Superior Court-Total crlmlnal filed and 
data do not include criminal appeals cases. 

disposed data do not indude cases from one court that 
did not report data. 

Delaware-Court of Common Pleas-Total crimlnel filed 
data do not include most mlsdemeanor cases. 

4us t i ce  of the Peace Court-Total crlminal filed and 
disposed data do not indude some DWUDUI cases. 

District of Columbia-Superior Court-Total crlmlnal 
disposed data do not indude DWVDUI cases. 

Georgia-Probate Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 
data do not include any cases from 48 of 159 counties. do 
not indude DWllDUl cases, which are reported with 
trafflc/other vlolatlon data, and are less than 75% 
complete. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data do not include reopened prior cases. 

-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data do 
not indude some mlsdemeanor cases. 

Indiana-Superior and Circuit Courts-Total criminal filed 
and disposed data do not indude crlmlnal appeals 
cases. 

lowa-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data 
do not include some mlsdemeanor cases. 

Massachusetts-Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Total 
crlminal filed data do not indude some mlsdemeanor 
cases. 

Nevada-District Court-Total crlmlnal filed data do not 
include felony, misdemeanor, DWIIDUI, and mlscella- 
neous criminal cases and are less than 75% complete. 

Oregon-Circuit Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed 
data do not include criminal appeals cases. 

Pennsylvania-Court of Common Pleas-Total crlmlnel 
filed and disposed data do not include some crlmlnal 
appeals cases. 

Tennessee-Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery Courts-- Total 
criminal filed and disposed data do not include mlscella- 
neous criminal cases. 

Texas-County-level Court-Total crlminel disposed data 
do not include some crlmlnal appeals cases. 

Jus t ice  of the Peace Court-Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data represent a reporting rate of 86%. 

-Municipal Court-Total crlminal filed and disposed data 
represent a reporting rate of 98%. 

Virginia-District Court-Total crlminal filed and disposed 
data do not include DWlIDUl cases. 

Washington-District Court-Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data do not indude cases from several courts. 

-Muniapal Court-Total crlmlnal filed and disposed data 
do not include cases from several courts. Disposed data 
also do not include cases from Seattle Municipal Court 
and are less than 75% complete. 

(continued on next page) 

124 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 799 7 



TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

Wisconsin-Circuit Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data do not include criminal appeals and uncontested 
first offense DWVDUi cases. 

Wyoming-County Court-Total criminal filed data do not 
include reopened midemeanor and reopened DWilDUl 
cases. 

E: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 

Alabama-Circuit Court-Total crimlnai filed and disposed 
data include postconviction remedy proceedings. 

-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data 
include prellminary hearlng proceedings. 

Alaska-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data include some moving trafflc vlolatlon cases and all 
ordlnance violation cases. 

Arkansas-City Court-Total crimlnai filed and disposed 
data include ordinance vloiatlon cases. 

Colomdo-District, Denver Juvenile, and Denver Probate 
Courts-Total criminal filed and disposed data include 
extraditions, revocations, parole, and release from 
commitment hearings. 

-County Court-Total criminal filed data indude some 
preliminary hearing proceedings. 

Connecticut-Superior Court-Total crimlnal disposed data 
include some ordinance violation cases. 

DelawarAuperior Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data indude postconvlctlon remedy proceed- 
ings. 

-Alderman's Court-Total aiminal filed and disposed data 
include ordlnance vloiatlon cases. 

Georgia-Superior Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data include all trafficlother vloiatlon cases. 

Idaho-District Court-Total crlmlnai filed and disposed 
data include postconviction remedy and sentence 
revlew only proceedings. 

Indiana-City and Town Courts-Total crlmlnai filed and 
disposed data indude some ordinance violation and 
some unclassified traffic cases. 

Kentucky-District Court-Total criminal filed. and disposed 
data include ordinance violation cases and sentence 
revlew only proceedings. 

Matyland-Circuit Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data include some postconviction remedy and sen- 
tence review only proceedings. 

preliminary hearlng proceedings. 

data include some trial court civil appeals cases. 

data include clvli appeals cases. 

include ordlnance violation cases. 

Mississippi-County Court-Total crimlnai filed data indude 

Montana-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 

Nebraska-District Court-Total crimlnal filed and disposed 

-County Court-Total crimlnai filed and disposed data 

New Mexico-Metropolitan Court of Bemalillo County-Total 
criminal filed and disposed data include ordinance 
violation cases. 

-Magistrate Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data 
include preliminary hearing proceedlngs. 

New York-District and City Courts-Total crlmlnal filed and 
disposed data indude ordinance violation cases. 

North Dakota-District Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data indude sentence review only and 
postconviction remedy proceedings. 

Ohio-County Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data 
include ordinance violation cases. 

-Municipal Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data 
include ordinance vloiatlon cases. 

Oklahoma-District Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data indude ordinance vioiatlon cases. 

Pennsylvania-Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court-Total 
crlmlnal filed data indude ordinance violation cases. 

Rhode Island-District Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data indude movlng traffic violation and 
ordinance violation cases. 

include some postmnvictlon remedy and sentence 
review only proceedings. 

--Justice Court-Total crimlnai filed and disposed data 
include some moving traff lc vlolatlon cases. 

Virginia-Circuit Court-Total crimlnai filed and disposed 
data include ordlnance vloiatlon cases. 

Utah-District Court-Total crimlnai filed and disposed data 

C: The following courts' data are incomplete and overindusive: 

Alabama-Municipal Court-Total crimlnai filed and 
disposed data indude ordinance vioiatlon cases, but do 
not include data that were unavailable from 70 municipali- 
ties. Filed data also do not indude DWUDUl cases. 

Arkansas-Municipal Court-Total criminal filed and 
disposed data indude ordinance violation cases, but do 
not indude data from several municipalities. 

California4ustice Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data include some ordinance violation cases, but do not 
include DWilDUl cases. 

-Muniapal Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data 
include some ordinance vioiatlon cases, but do not 
include DWVDUi cases. 

Colorado-County Court-Total criminal disposed data 
include some preliminary hearing proceedings, but do 
not indude DWilDUl cases and data from Denver County 
court. 

Connectiwt-Superior Court-Total crimlnal filed data 
include some ordlnance violation cases, but do not 
include DWilDUl cases. 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 10: Reported Total State Trial Court Criminal Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

Delawan+-Municipal Court of Wilmington-Total criminal 
filed and disposed data include ordlnance violation 
cases, but do not include most DWWDUI cases. 

Georgia4tate Court-Total criminal filed data indude 
traWother violation cases from five of 62 courts, but do 
not indude some DWVDUI cases, any data from 27 
courts, partial data from one court, and are less than 75% 
complete. Disposed data include trafficlother violation 
cases from five courts, but do not include some DWWDUI 
cases, any data from 28 courts, partial data from one 
court, and are less than 75% complete. 

Illinois4ircuit Court-Total crimlnal filed and disposed 
data indude some preliminary hearing proceedings and 
some ordlnance violation cases, but do not include DWW 
DUI and mlrcellaneous crlmlnal cases. 

Maine--Superior Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data include ordinance vlolatlon cases, and 
postconvtction remedy and sentence revlew only 
proceedings, but do not indude DWWDUI and some 
criminal appeals cases. 

-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed data 
include preliminary hearlng proceedings and some 
ordinance violation cases, but do not indude DWWDUI 
and some misdemeanor cases, and are less than 75% 
complete. 

Massachusetts-Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Total 
criminal disposed data include some movlng traffic 
vlolatlon cases, but do not include some cases from the 
Boston Municipal, Juvenile, District, and Housing Court 
Deparbnents. 

Michiga-District Court-Total criminal filed and disposed 
data include ordinance violetion cases, but do not 
include DWUDUI cases. 

-Municipal Court-Total crimlnal filed and disposed data 
include ordinance vlolatlon cases, but do not include 
DWWDUI cases. 

disposed data indude ordinance vlolatlon cases, but do 
not indude some DWllDUl cases. 

disposed data indude some ordinance violation cases, 
but do not include DWVDUI cases. 

Pennsylvania-Philadelphia Muniapal Court-Total criminal 
filed and disposed data include prellmlnary hearlng 
proceedings. but do not include some mlsdemeanor 
cases. 

disposed data indude ordlnance violation cases, but do 
not include DWllDUl cases. 

South Carolina-Magistrate Court-Total crimlnal filed and 
disposed data indude miscellaneous juvenlle cases, but 
do not include DWllDUl cases. (Filed data were esti- 
mated using percentages provided by the AOC.) 

Utah-Circuit Court-Total crimlnal filed and disposed data 
include postconvlctlon remedy proceedings, but do not 
include some miscellaneous criminal cases. 

Minnesota-District Court-Total criminal filed and 

North Carolina-District Court-Total crimlnal filed and 

Puerto Rico-District Court-Total crimlnal filed and 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court TraffWOther Violation Caseload, 1991 

state/court name: Jurisdiction Parking 

ALABAMA 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

ALASKA 
District 

ARIZONA 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
state Total 

ARKANSAS 
city 
Municipal 
Police 
State Total 

CALIFORNIA 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

COLORADO 
County 
Municipal 
State Total 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior 

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

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior 

FLORIDA 
County 

GEORGIA 
Superior 
County Recorder's 
Juvenile 
Magistrate 
Municipal and City of Atlanta 
Probate 
State 
State Total 

L 
L 

L 

L 
L 

L 
L 
L 

L 
L 

L 
L 

G 

L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

G 

L 

G 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

1 
1 

3 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

3 
3 

2 
1 

6 

4 
2 
2 
2 
5 

6 

5 

2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 

Total traffic 
filin sand 
quiifying 
footnotes 

Total traffic 
dispositions 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

Dispositions 
as a 

percentage 
of filings 

F:8%Y 
total 

population 

239,667 
786,748 C 

1,026,415 

56,422 A 

409.289 
795,634 

1,204.923 

19,140 A 
331,608 A 

NA 

339,991 C 
13,206,857 C 
13,546,848 

429.286 
NA 

232,381 C 

22,804 A 
40,254 B 

353 
177,664 
21,363 C 

262,438 

19,010 

3,680.61 6 

NA 
NA 

5,201 A 
69,398 A 

NA 
84,461 C 

256,025 C 

243,557 
644,983 A 
888,540 

56.422 A 

382,847 
800,957 

1,183,804 

10,565 A 
216,142 A 

N A  

301,323 C 
12,094,070 C 
12,395,393 

209.430 c 
N A  

240.316 B 

20,969 A 
42,673 B 

409 
177,207 
21,796 C 

263,054 

18,665 B 

2,903.001 

N A  
NA 

4,799 A 
52,655 A 

NA 
80.460 C 

263,423 C 

102 

100 

94 
101 
98 

55 
65 

89 
92 
92 

92 

116 
100 
102 
100 

79 

92 
76 

95 

5.861 
19,241 
25,102 

9,899 

10,914 
21,217 

807 
13,980 

1,119 
43,472 

12,712 

7,061 

3.354 
5,920 

52 
26,127 
3,142 

3,179 

27,722 

79 
1,048 

1,275 
3.866 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court TraffidOther Violation Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

Total traffic 
filin s and 
quiifying 
footnotes 

480 A 
904,180 B 
904,660 

239,543 

2,968,244 C 

266,644 
166,678 A 
92,282 

115,596 
641,200 

677,647 B 

255,639 A 
356,319 A 
611,958 

315,311 A 

239.41 2 
447,126 

NA 
NA 

2,736 C 
205,845 C 
208,581 

1,212,061 

969,994 B 

2,611,879 C 
45,515 C 
15,205 

2,672,599 

1,386,506 C 

Total traffic 
dispositions 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

342 A 
915,142 B 
915,484 

239,535 

3,324.449 C 

265,201 
182,837 A 
82.460 

86,208 
616,706 * 

679,900 B 

251,760 A 
335,182 A 
586,942 

312,355 A 

NA 
380.096 

NA 
NA 

2,761 C 
203,671 C 
206,432 

1,058,060 A 

173,256 C 

2,480,492 C 
43,589 C 
15,021 

2,539,102 

1,340,032 C 

Dispositions 
as a 

percentage 
of filings 

71 
101 
101 

100 

112 

99 
110 
89 

75 
96 

100 

98 
94 
96 

99 

85 

101 
99 
99 

95 
96 
99 
95 

97 

F y & g x r  

total 
population 

42 
79,663 

23,055 

25,715 

4,753 
2,971 
1,645 

2,061 

24,245 

10,246 
14,281 

8,492 

5,631 
10,516 

222 
16,668 

24,940 

16,177 

27,881 
486 
162 

31,284 

State/court name: Jurisdiction Parking 

HAWAII 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

G 
L 

2 
4 

IDAHO 
District G 3 

ILLINOIS 
Circuit G 4 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit 
City and Town 
County 
Municipal Court of 
Marion County 

State Total 

G 
L 
L 

L 

IOWA 
District G 3 

KANSAS 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

G 
L 

4 
1 

KENTUCKY 
District L 3 

LOUISIANA 
District 
City and Parish 
Justice of the Peace 
Mayoh 

G 
L 
L 
L 

MAINE 
Superior 
District 
State Total 

G 
L 

2 
4 

MARYLAND 
District L 1 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Trial Court of the 
Commonwealth G 1 

MICHIGAN 
District 
Municipal 
Probate 
State Total 

L 
L 
L 

4 
4 
2 

MINNESOTA 
District G 4 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court Trafficdother Violation Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

Total traffic Total traffic Dispositions Filings per 

State/court name: Jurisdiction Parking footnotes footnotes of filings population 

filin sand dispositions as a 100,000 
qu& ying and qualifying percentage total 

MISSISSIPPI 
Municipal 

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 

NEW MEXICO 
Magistrate 
Metropolitan Court of 
Bemalillo County 

Municipal 
State Total 

NEW YORK 
Criminal Court of the City 
of New York 

District and City 
Town and Village Justice 
State Total 

NORTH CAROLINA 
District 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District 
County 
Municipal 
State Total 

L 

G 
L 

L 
L 
L 

L 

L 
L 

L 
L 

L 

L 

L 
L 

L 
L 
L 

1 NA NA 

2 411,719 A 398,832 A 97 
1 NA NA 

7,982 

NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 

1 275,514 A 279,267 A 101 17.295 

NA NA 
NA NA 

1 
1 

4 
4 

208,944 NA 
2,156 NA 

211,100 

18,909 
195 

4 5.803,479 7,421,861 128 74,787 

3 72,654 64,970 89 4,693 

13.278 3 
1 

205,551 A 168,896 A 82 
NA NA 

2 98,278 A 93,712 A 95 
4 997,184 A 997,184 A 100 
1 NA NA 

544 
5,522 

6 1,145,702 C 1,147,659 C 100 17,006 L 

G 
L 
L 

4 574 NA 90 
1 63,343 A 63,343 A 100 9.975 
1 NA 47.976 C 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11 : Reported Total State Trial Court TraffidOther Violation Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

Total traffic 
filin sand 
qdifying 
footnotes 

Total traffic 
dispositions 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

Filings per 
100,Ooo 

total 
population 

Dispositions 
as a 

percentage 
of filings State/wrt name: Jurisdiction 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas G 
County L 
Mayor's L 
Municipal L 
State Total 

Parking 

989 
1,961 

108,209 
214.521 A 

NA 
1,468,858 A 

107,893 
219,060 A 

NA 
1,482,391 A 

100 
102 

101 13,428 

OKLAHOMA 
District G 
Municipal Court Not of Record L 
Municipal Criminal Court 
of Record L 
State Total 

2 
1 

205,398 A 
NA 

201,481 A 
NA 

98 6,469 

NA NA 1 

OREGON 
District 
Justice 
Municipal 
State Total 

L 
L 
L 

1 
3 
3 

332,316 A 
NA 
NA 

317,741 A 
NA 
NA 

96 1 1,373 

PENNSYLVANIA 
DisMct Justice L 
Philadelphia Municipal L 
Philadelphia Traffic L 
Pittsburgh City Magistrates L 
State Total 

NA 
28,633 B 

308,443 A 
400,489 A 

NA 
28.548 B 
99,186 A 

NA 

100 239 
2,579 
3,348 

PUERTO RlCO 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

L 
L 

2 
1 

69,203 C 
NA 

68,995 C 
NA 

100 1,965 

RHODE ISLAND 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

L 
L 

2 
1 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Family 
Magistrate 
Municipal 
State Total 

L 
L 
L 

2 
4 
4 

NA 
639,360 C 
360,716 

NA 
636,597 C 
443,245 B 

100 17,960 
10,132 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit G 3 135,677 135,677 100 19.300 

TENNESSEE 
Circuit, Criminal, and Chancery G 
General Sessions L 
Municipal L 
State Total 

2 
1 
1 

NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 

TEXAS 
County-level L 

Municipal L 
Justice of the Peam L 

State Total 

2 
4 
4 

22,462 
1,629,363 A 
5,480,845 A 
7,132,670 

89,620 B 
1,627,436 A 
4,587,564 A 
6,304,620 

129 
100 9.392 
84 31,592 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11: Reported Total State Trial Court TraffidOther Violation Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

Statelcourt name: 

UTAH 
Cirarit 
Justice 
Juvenile 
State Total 

VERMONT 
District 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

WASHINGTON 
District 
Municipal 
State Total 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Magistrate 
Municipal 
State Total 

WlSCONSl N 
Circuit 
Municipal 
State Total 

WYOMING 
County 
Justice of the Peace 
Municipal 
State Total 

Jurisdiction 

L 
L 
L 

G 

G 
L 

L 
L 

L 
L 

G 
L 

L 
L 
L 

Parking 

4 
4 
2 

2 

2 
4 

4 
4 

2 
1 

3 
3 

Total traffic 
filin sand 
quiifying 
footnotes 

174,339 B 
271,041 A 

1,031 
446,411 

5,711 

NA 
1,685,949 B 

672,071 A 
1,135,335 A 
1,807,406 

137,614 
NA 

558,025 B 
NA 

1 69,929 B 
1 NA 
1 NA 

NOTE: Parking violations are defined as part of the traffidother 
violation caseload. However, states and courts within a 
state differ to the extent in which parking violations are 
processed through the courts. A code opposite the name 
of each court indicates the manner in which parking cases 
are reported by the court. Qualifying footnotes in Table 11 
do not repeat the information provided by the code, and, 
thus, refer only to the status of the statistics on moving 
traffic, miscellaneous traffic, and ordinance violations. All 
state bial courts with traffidother violation jurisdiction are 
listed in the table regardless of whether caseload data are 
available. Blank spaces in the table indicate that a 
particular calculation, such as the total state caseload, is 
not appropriate. State total “filings per 100,000 popula- 
tion’ may not equal the sum of the filing rates for the 
individual courts due to rounding. 

NA = Data are not available. 

Total traffic 
dispositions 

and qualifying 
footnotes 

172,164 B 
259,087 A 

1,031 
432,282 

10,406 

NA 
1,708,548 B 

716,928 A 
497,338 A 

1,214,266 

131,498 
NA 

560,358 B 
367,048 C 
927,406 

83,268 B 
NA 
NA 

Dispositions 
as a 

percentage 
of filings 

99 
96 

100 
97 

182 

101 

107 

96 

100 

119 

Filings per 
100,Ooo 

total 
population 

9,850 
15.313 

58 

1,007 

26,821 

13,393 
22,625 

7,641 

1 1,262 

15,202 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General Jurisdiction 
L = Limited Jurisdiction 

PARKING CODES: 
1 = Parking data are unavailable 

2 = Court does not have parking jurisdiction 
3 = Only contested parking cases are included 
4 = Both contested and uncontested parking cases are 

5 = Parking cases are handled administratively 
6 = Uncontested parking cases are handled administratively; 

included 

contested parking cases are handled by the court 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11 : Reported Total State Trial Court TraffidOther Violation Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

OUAUFYING 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 following courts' data are incomplete: 

Alabama-Municipal Court-Total trafficlother violation 
disposed data do not indude ordinance violation cases 
and represent data from 197 of 267 municipalities. 

Alaska-District Court-Total trafflclother violation filed 
and disposed data do not indude some moving traffic 
violation cases and all ordinance violation cases. 

Arkansas-City Court-Total trafficlother violation filed 
and disposed data do not indude ordinance violation 
cases. 

--Muniapai Court-Total traffic/other violation filed and 
disposed data do not indude ordinance violation cases 
and are missing all data from several municipalities. 

Delaware-Alderman's Court-Total trafflc/other violation 
filed and disposed data do not include ordinance 
violation cases. 

Georgia-Juveniie Court-Total trafficlother violation filed 
and disposed data do not include cases from 50 counties, 
and are less than 75% complete. 

disposed data do not indude any cases from 21 counties, 
and partial data from 13 counties. 

and disposed data do not indude reopened prior cases. 

violation filed and disposed data do not include some 
ordinance violation and some other traffic cases. 

Kansas-DisMct Court-Total trafficlother violation filed 
and disposed data do not indude juvenile traffic cases. 

-Municipal Court-Total trafflclother violation filed and 
disposed data do not indude parking cases. 

Kentucky-District Court-Total trafficlother violation filed 
and disposed data do not indude ordinance violation 
cases. 

disposed data do not indude parking and ordinance 
violation cases. 

Missouri-Circuit Court-Total treff iclother violation filed 
and disposed data do not include those ordinance 
violation cases heard by muniapal judges. 

Nebraska-County Court-Total trafficlother violation filed 
and disposed data do not indude ordinance violation 
and parklng cases. 

Total traffldother violation filed and disposed data do 
not indude ordinance violation and most mlscelleneous 
trafflc cases. 

-Magistrate Court-Total trafflclother violation filed and 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Total trafflclother violation filed 

Indiana-City and Town Courts-Total trafficlother 

Maryland-District Court-Total trafficlother violation 

New Mexico-Metropolitan Court of Bemalillo County-- 

New York-Criminal Court of the City of New York-Total 
trafficlother violation filed and disposed data do not 
include movlng traffic, miscellaneous trafflc, and some 
ordinance violation cases and are less than 75% 
complete. 

-District and City Courts-Total trafflclother vlolatlon filed 
and disposed data do not indude ordinance violation 
cases. 

North Dakota-County Court-Total trafficlother violation 
filed and disposed data do not indude parklng cases, and 
are less than 75% complete. 

Ohio-County Court-Total trafflclother violation filed and 
disposed data do not indude ordinance violation cases. 

-Municipal Court-Total trafficlother violation filed and 
disposed data do not indude ordinance vlolatlon cases. 

Oklahoma-District Court-Total treff iclother violation filed 
and disposed data do not include ordinance violation 
cases. 

Oregon-Distnct Court-Total trafficlother violation filed 
and disposed data do not indude parking cases, and 
some cases from one county due to underreporting. 

Pennsylvania-Philadelphia Traffic Court-Total trafflcl 
other violstion filed and disposed data do not include 
ordinance violation, parking, and miscellaneous trafflc 
cases, and are less than 75% complete. Disposed data 
also do not include most moving trafflc violation cases. 

violation filed data do not indude ordinance violation 
cases. 

violation filed and disposed data represent a reporting 
rate of 98%. 

-Muniapal Court-Total trafflclother violation filed and 
disposed data represent a reporting rate of 86%. 

Utah-Justice Court-Total trafficlother vlolatlon filed and 
disposed data do not indude some moving traffic 
violation cases. 

filed and disposed data do not include cases from several 
courts. 

-Pittsburgh City Magistrates Court-Total trafflcl other 

Texas-Justice of the Peace Court-Total trafficlother 

Washington-District Court-Total trafflclother violation 

-Municipal Court-Total trafficlother violation filed and 
disposed data do not indude cases from several courts. 
Disposed data also do not indude cases from Seattle 
Municipal Court, which handled more than one-half of the 
total case filings for the municipal courts statewide. 
Disposed data are therefore less than 7s0/o complete. 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 

Connecticut-Superior Court-Total trafficlother violation 
disposed data indude ordlnance violation cases 
disposed by the Centralized infractions Bureau. 

Delaware-Court of Common Pleas-Total trafflclother 
violation filed data include most misdemeanor cases 
Disposed data include all felony and misdemeanor 
cases. 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 11 : Reported Total State Trial Court TraffidOther Violation Caseload. 1991 (continued) 

District of Columbia4uperior Court-Total trafficlother violatlon 
disposed data indude DWVDUI cases. 

Hawaii-District Court-Total trafficlother violation filed 
and disposed data indude some mlsdemeanor cases. 

Iowa-District Court-Total trafficlother violation filed and 
disposed data indude some mlsdemeanor cases. 

Massachusetts-Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Total 
trafficlother violation filed data indude some mlsde 
meanor cases. 

Pennsylvania-Philadelphia Municipal Court-Total trafficl 
other violatlon filed and disposed data include miscella- 
neouo domestlc relations and some misdemeanor 
cases. 

violation disposed data include mlsdemeanor and DWll 
DUI cases. 

Texas-County-level Court-Total trafficlother violation 
disposed data indude some criminal appeals cases. 

Utah-Circuit Court-Total trafficlother violation filed and 
disposed data indude some miscellaneous criminal 
cases. 

Virginia-District Court-Total trafficlother violation filed 
and disposed data indude DWVDUl cases. 

Wisconsin-Cirarit Court-Total trafficlother violation filed 
and disposed data indude uncontested first offense DWV 
DUI cases. 

Wyoming-County Court-Total trafficlother violation filed 
data include reopened mlsdemeanor and reopened DWIl 
DUI cases. Disposed data include all misdemeanor and 
all DWVDUI cases. 

South Carolina-Municipal Court-Total trafficlother 

C: The following courts' data are incomplete and overindusive: 

Alabama-Municipal Court-Total trafficlother violation 
filed data include DWVDUI cases, but do not include 
ordlnance violation cases and data that were unavail- 
able from 70 municipalities. 

Califomia-Justice Court-Total trafficlother vlolatlon filed 
and disposed data indude DWVDUI cases, but do not 
include some ordinance violation cases. 

-Municipal Court-Total trafficlother violation filed and 
disposed data indude DWVDUI cases, but do not include 
some ordlnance violation cases. 

disposed data indude DWVDUl cases, but do not include 
data from Denver County Court. 

Connectiart-Superior Court-Total trafficlother vlolatlon 
filed data include DWVDUI cases, but do not include 
ordlnance violation cases. 

Delaware-Municipal Court of Wilmington-Total trafficl 
other violation filed and disposed data include most DWU 
DUI cases, but do not include ordinance violation cases. 

Colorado-County Court-Total trafflclother violation 

Georgia-Probate Court-Total trafficlother vlolation filed 
and disposed data indude DWllDUl cases, but do not 
include data from 48 of 159 counties, and are less than 
75% complete. 

disposed data indude some DWVDUl cases, but do not 
include data from 32 of 62 courts, and are less than 75% 
complete. Disposed data also indude mlsdemeanor 
cases from one court. 

Illinois-Circuit Court-Total trafficlother vlolation filed and 
disposed data indude DWVDUI cases, but do not include 
some ordinance violation cases. 

Mainduper ior  Court-Total traff iclother violation filed 
and disposed data indude DWVDUI and some criminal 
appeals cases, but do not include ordinance violation 
cases. 

-District Court-Total trafficlother violation filed and 
disposed data include DWVDUI and some misdemeanor 
cases, but do not include some ordinance violation 
cases. 

Massachusetts-Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Total 
trafficlother vlolatlon disposed data include some 
misdemeanor cases, but do not include ordinance 
violation and most moving traffic cases. 

Michigan-District Court-Total trafficlother vloiatlon filed 
and disposed data indude DWllDUl cases, but do not 
include ordinance violation cases. 

-Municipal Court-Total trafficlother vlolatlon filed and 
disposed data indude DWVDUI cases, but do not include 
ordlnance violation cases. 

Minnesota-District Court-Total trafficlother violation filed 
and disposed data include some DWllDUl cases, but do 
not indude ordinance violation cases. 

North Carolina-District Court-Total trafficlother violation 
filed and disposed data include DWVDUI cases, but do not 
include some ordinance violation cases. 

violation disposed data include DWVDUl cases, but do 
not indude ordinance violation and parking cases, and 
are less than 75% complete. 

filed and disposed data include DWVDUI cases, but do not 
include ordinance vlolation cases. 

violation tiled and disposed data include DWllDUl cases, 
but do not indude ordinance violation cases. 

disposed data include DWVDUI cases, but do not include 
cases from several municipalities. 

--State Court-Total trafficlother violatlon filed and 

North Dakota-Municipal Court-Total trafficlother 

Puerto Rico-District Court-Total trafficlother vlolation 

South Carolina-Magistrate Court-Total trafficlother 

Wisconsin-Municipal Court-Total trafficlother violation 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1991 

stateiwrt name: 

ALABAMA 
Circuit 
District 
state Total 

ALASKA 
Superior 
District 
state Total 

ARIZONA 
Superior 

ARKANSAS 
Chancery and Probate 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior 

COLORADO 
District, Denver Juvenile, 
Denver Probate 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior 

DELAWARE 
Family 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior 

FLORIDA 
Circuit 

GEORGIA 
Juvenile 

HAWAII 
Circuit 

IDAHO 
District 

ILLINOIS 
Circuit 

INDIANA 
Probate 
Superior and Circuit 
state Total 

IOWA 
District 

KANSAS 
District 

Jurisdiction 

G 
L 

G 
L 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

L 

G 

G 

L 

G 

G 

G 

G 
G 

G 

G 

Point of 
filing 

A 
A 

C 
I 

C 

C 

C 

A 

F 

C 

B 

A 

A 

F 

C 

C 

C 
C 

A 

C 

Total 
juvenile 

filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

Total 
juvenile 

dispositions 
and qualifying 

footnotes 

15,935 
24,346 
40,281 

2,172 
78 

2,250 

14,840 

12,579 

136,425 A 

19,823 

15,455 

8,941 A 

6,409 

120,362 

36.399 A 

19,429 

10,616 

40.81 1 

842 B 
33,488 B 
34,330 

7.710 

16,370 B 

15,941 
22.601 
38,542 

1,669 
62 

1,731 

14,290 

12,208 

120,358 A 

16,555 

15,310 

7,937 A 

5,971 A 

8 1,665 

31,369 A 

17,853 

9,796 

33,379 

799 B 
30,977 B 
31,776 

NA 

15,597 B 

Dispositions 
as a 

percentage 
of filings 

100 
93 
96 

77 
79 
77 

96 

97 

88 

84 

99 

68 

86 

92 

92 

82 

95 
93 
93 

95 

Filings per 
1 00.OOo 
juvenile 

population 

1,505 
2,299 

1,260 
45 

1,513 

2,025 

1,760 

2,302 

2,062 

5,474 

5,473 

4.199 

2,107 

6,936 

3,442 

1.385 

58 
2,300 

1,073 

2,474 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

Total 
juvenile 

filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

Total 
juvenile 

dispositions 
and qualifying 

footnotes 

Filings per 
100,000 
juvenile 

population 

4,589 

553 
1.639 

586 

1,495 

2,813 
357 

Dispositions 
as a 

percentage 
of filings 

92 

91 
91 

87 

87 
102 
89 

Point of 
Jurisdiction filing state/ccurt name: 

KENTUCKY 
District 43,780 B 

6,782 
20,113 

7,188 
34,083 

4,619 

32,691 
4,155 

36,846 

43,673 

68,895 

40,168 

3,481 A 
1 1,461 

964 B 
15,906 

18,748 

1,724 

4,749 
2,418 
7,167 

NA 

7,454 

140,814 

9,270 

61.149 

40,298 B 

NA 
18,280 
6,521 

3.998 

28,496 
4,235 

32,731 

15.715 C 

62,489 

38,890 

NA 
NA 
NA 

18,322 

1.349 A 

4,657 
NA 

NA 

NA 

141,872 

8.825 

62.992 

LOUISIANA 
District 
Family and Juvenile 
C i  and Parish 
state Total 

G C 
G C 
L C 

MAINE 
District L C 

MARYLAND 
Circuit 
District 
State Total 

G C 
L C 

C 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Trial Court of the 
Commonwealth G 

MICHIGAN 
Probate 91 2,802 L C 

MINNESOTA 
District G C 97 3,443 

MISSISSIPPI 
Chancery 
County 
Family 
State Total 

G 
L 
L 

466 
1,535 

129 

MISSOURI 
Cirarit 98 1,426 G 

MONTANA 
District G C 776 

NEBRASKA 
County 
Separate Juvenile 
State Total 

L 
L 

C 
C 

98 1,107 
564 

NEVADA 
District G C 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
District L C 2,674 

7.825 

2,075 

1,436 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior F G 101 

95 

103 

NEW MEXICO 
District G C 

NEW YORK 
Family L C 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload. 1991 (continued) 

State/court name: 

NORTH CAROLINA 
District 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas 

OKLAHOMA 
District 

OREGON 
Circuit 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Court of Common Pleas 

PUERTO RlCO 
Superior 

RHODE ISLAND 
Family 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Family 
Magistrate 
State Total 

SOUTHDAKOTA 
Circuit 

TENNESSEE 
General Sessions 
Juvenile 
State Total 

TEXAS 
District 
County-level 
State Total 

UTAH 
Juvenile 

VERMONT 
Family 

VIRGINIA 
District 

WASHINGTON 
Superior 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit 

Jurisdiction 

L 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

L 

L 
L 

G 

L 
L 

G 
L 

L 

G 

L 

G 

G 

Point of 
filing 

C 

C 

E 

G 

C 

F 

C 

C 

C 
I 

B 

B 
B 

C 
C 

C 

C 

C 

A 

C 

Total 
juvenile 

filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

29,662 

10,317 

149,699 

9,243 

14,177 

58,908 

8,844 

7,947 

17,999 B 
NA 

4,260 

NA 
NA 

15,765 A 
3,294 A 

19,059 

37,722 

1.678 

101,630 B 

29,106 

7,049 

Total 
juvenile 

dispositions 
and qualifying 

footnotes 

29,758 

10,293 B 

148.720 

10,636 

NA 

57,660 

8,029 

7,657 

16.859 0 
NA 

NA 

NA 
NA 

16,426 A 
3,071 A 

19,497 

40,642 

1,799 

99,566 B 

26,575 

6,788 

Dispositions 
as a 

percentage 
of filings 

100 

99 

115 

98 

91 

96 

94 

104 
93 

102 

108 

107 

98 

91 

96 

Filings per 
100,000 
juvenile 

population 

1,847 

5.882 

5,347 

1,104 

1,958 

2,108 

3,521 

1,956 

2,147 

326 
68 

6,012 

1,173 

6,754 

2,307 

1,589 

(continued on next page) 

136 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 1991 



TABLE 12: Reported Total State Trial Court Juvenile Caseload, 1991 (continued) 

State/court name: Jurisdiction 

Wi SCONSl N 
Circuit 

WYOMING 
District 

G 

G 

Total 
juvenile 

filings and 
Point of qualifying 

filing footnotes 

C 40,897 

C 1,435 

NOTE: All state trial courts with juvenile jurisdiction are listed in 
the table regardless of whether caseload data are 
available. Blank spaces in the table indicate that a 
particular calculation, such as the total state caseload, is 
not appropriate. State total %lings per 1 00,000 popula- 
tion' may not equal the sum of the filing rates for the 
individual courts due to rounding. 

NA= Data are not available. 

JURiSDiCTlON CODES: 

G = General Jurisdiction 
L = Limited Jurisdiction 

POINT OF FiLlNG CODES: 
M = Missing data 
I = Data element is inapplicable 

A = Filing of complaint 
B = At initial hearing (intake) 
C = Filing of petition 

E = Issuance of warrant 

F = At refenal 

G = Varies 

QUAUFYiNG 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 following courts' data are incomplete: 

California-Superior Court-Total juvenile filed and 
disposed data do not indude cases from one court that 
did not report data. 

Delaware-Family Court-Total juvenile filed and disposed 
data do not include status offense cases. Disposed data 
also do not include chlid-vlctlm petltlon cases. 

District of Columbia4uperior Court-Total juvenile 
disposed data do not indude most chlld-victim petition 
cases and are less than 75% complete. 

Total 
juvenile Dispositions Filings per 

dispositions as a 100,000 
and qualifying percentage juvenile 

footnotes of filings population 

40,425 99 3,173 

NA 1,059 

Georgia-Juvenile Court-Total juvenile filed and disposed 
data do not include cases from 50 counties, and are less 
than 75% complete. 

Mississippi-Chancery Court-Total juvenile filed data do 
not indude cases from two counties. 

Montana-District Court-Total juvenlle disposed data do 
not indude some cases that were opened prior to 1989. 

Texas-District Court-Total juvenile filed and disposed 
data do not include chlld-victim petition cases. 

-County-level Court-Total juvenile filed and disposed 
data do not include chiid-vlctlm petition cases and are 
less than 75% complete. 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 

Indiana-Probate Court-Total juvenile filed and disposed 
data include miscellaneous domestic reletlons cases. 

-Superior and Circuit Courts-Total juvenile filed and 
disposed data indude miscellaneous domestlc 
reletlons and some supportlcustody cases. 

Kansas-District Court-Total juvenile filed and disposed 
data include juvenile trafficlother violatlon cases. 

Kentucky-District Court-Total juvenlle filed and disposed 
data include paternity cases. 

Mississippi-Family Court-Total juvenile filed data indude 
adoption and paternity cases. 

North Dakota-District Court-Total juvenile disposed data 
include traffic/other violatlon cases. 

South Carolina-Family Court-Total juvenile filed and 
disposed data indude trafflc/other violation cases. 

Virginia-District Court-Total juvenile filed and disposed 
data include some miscellaneous domestic relatlons 
cases. 

C: The following courts' data are incomplete and overindusive: 

Massachusetts-Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Total 
juvenile disposed data indude juvenile traffic cases from 
the District Court Department, but do not indude most 
cases from the Juvenile Court Department and some 
cases from the District Court Department. The data are 
less than 75% complete. 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseload In State Appellate Courts, 1984-1991 

State/Court name: 

ALASKA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

ARIZONA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

ARKANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

CALIFORNIA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 

COLORADO 
Supreme Courr 
Court of Appeals 

CONNECTICUT 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 
District Cts. of Appeal 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court 
Intermediate Ct. of App. 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 

IOWA 
Supreme Court 
court of Appeals 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

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

320 
467 

105 A 
2,753 

479 c 
855 

222 A 
10,118 

256 
1,580 

NA 
1,362 B 

587 
1 1,770 

663 B 
2.070 B 

471 B 
101 

349 B 
146 

118 
7,134 B 

NA 
569 

169 
1,041 B 

334 
446 

81 A 
2,843 

439 c 
846 951 

284 A 
10,252 

200 
1,626 

NA 
934 B 

597 
12,262 

692 B 
1,946 B 

496 B 
132 

348 B 
149 

167 
7,611 B 

NA 
730 

177 
1,087 B 

318 
505 

118 A 
3,352 

411 C 
949 

236 A 
10,035 

205 
1,862 

NA 
953 B 

629 
13,502 

616 B 
2,666 E? 

604 B 
132 

288 B 
1 74 

218 
7,550 B 

1,528 
552 

189 
1.131 B 

368 
469 

116 A 
3,451 

459 c 
899 

315 A 
9.985 

214 
1,930 

58 
945 

58 1 
13,861 

640 B 
2,071 B 

616 B 
134 

289 B 
181 

176 
7,954 B 

877 B 
618 

214 
1,127 8 

363 
435 

112 A 
3,902 

400 c 
1,079 

319 A 
10,954 

197 
1,946 

86 
995 

510 
14,195 

639 B 
2306 B 

715 B 
120 

382 B 
227 

275 
8,119 B 

801 B 
728 

347 
1,176 B 

342 
404 

159 A 
3,858 

443 c 
1,096 

380 A 
1 1,542 

205 
2,012 

2 74 
985 

642 
13,924 

674 
2,361 B 

650 B 
140 

366 B 
221 

153 
8,139 B 

1,303 
6 78 

1 79 
1,154 B 

1990 1991 
Number of Number of 
filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes 

34 
429 

92 
4,491 

482 C 
1,200 

522 
13,012 

228 
2,269 

28 1 
1,107 

617 
14.386 

690 
2.384 

489 
138 

349 
215 

199 
8,191 B 

1,211 
743 

165 
1,201 B 

356 
454 

100 
4,746 

534 c 
827 

31 
13,024 

202 
2,147 

302 
1,091 

662 
15,670 

696 
2,265 

688 
1 23 

398 B 
224 

182 
8,785 B 

1,355 
654 

147 
1,297 B 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying 

footnom 

347 
449 

111 A 
2,598 

448 c 
895 

NA 
NA 

NA 
1,411 

NA 
568 B 

530 
1 1,941 

NA 
2,090 B 

454 B 
125 

352 B 
175 

120 
6,891 B 

8468 
532 

343 
1,045 B 

footnotes footnotes 

287 
406 

87 A 
2,953 

451 C 
840 

NA 
NA 

NA 
1,396 

NA 
877 B 

639 
12,540 

NA 
NA 

516 B 
105 

3338 
282 

152 
6,961 B 

8688 
637 

344 
989 B 

355 
589 

70 A 
3.445 

404 c 
983 

NA 
NA 

NA 
1,590 

NA 
1,055 B 

644 
12,847 

NA 
NA 

691 B 
132 

359 B 
1 74 

207 
7,007 B 

933 B 
589 

331 
1,106 B 

footnotes 

291 
429 

86 A 
3,372 

416 C 
827 

73 c 
10.669 

NA 
1,602 

NA 
893 

548 
13,591 

NA 
1,961 B 

579 B 
142 

295 B 
1 74 

152 
7,451 B 

944 B 
578 

333 
1.143 B 

footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

394 298 349 306 
403 431 387 389 

79 A 133 A 162 122 
3,240 3,478 3,659 4.095 

457 c 421 C 448 c 508 c 
9 78 1,016 1,199 

101 c 46 20 A 28 
10,577 13,886 14,584 12,880 

NA NA NA NA 
2,028 2,193 2,105 2,192 

NA 296 0 285 301 
1,026 1,135 1,107 1,067 

534 580 595 655 
13,559 14,073 14,503 15,994 

NA NA 502 649 
1,986 B 1,918 B 1,535 1,886 

609 B 749 B 565 614 
129 138 120 1 26 

332 B 347 B 369 397 B 
162 23 1 204 260 

292 191 185 137 
7,648 B 7,722 B 7,951 B 8,387 B 

899 B 970 B 947 B 1,110 
669 799 662 682 

459 290 267 291 
1,174 B 1,218 B 1,152 B 1,165 B 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseload in State Appellate Courts, 

1984 1985 
Number of Number of 
filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying 

State/Court name: footnotes footnotes 

1984-1991 (continued) 

1986 1987 
Number of Number of 
filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes 

1988 1989 
Number of Number of 
filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes 

SIatea with one court of last resort and one Intermediate appellate court 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 

LOUISIANA 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Spec. Appeals 

Supreme Judidal Court 
Appeals Court 

MASSACHUSETTS 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

MINNESOTA 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Div. of Super. Ct. 

NEW M EX1 CO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

OHIO 

OREGON 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

221 
2,725 

147 B 
3,870 B 

220 B 
1,777 

141 
1,375 B 

5 
4,796 

NA 
NA 

NA 
2,852 

368 
6,224 B 

322 
572 

230 
1,314 B 

370 
NC 

338 
9,383 

205 
3,828 

479 
404 

282 
3,156 

79 B 
3,578 B 

218 B 
1,642 

129 
1,301 B 

3 
5,187 

NA 
NA 

NA 
3,166 

227 
6,037 B 

303 
662 

222 
1,375 B 

338 
NC 

442 
9.522 

180 
3,981 

451 
39 1 

251 
2,769 

112 
3,695 

238 B 
1,644 

86 
1,352 B 

4 
NA 

1 75 
1,767 

NA 
3,147 

236 
6,106 B 

325 
671 

249 
1.381 B 

377 
NC 

49 1 
9,683 

145 
4,146 

519 
351 

261 
2,691 

135 
3,846 

233 B 
1,714 

72 
1,434 B 

5 
8,186 B 

24 1 
1,924 

NA 
3,055 

349 
6,277 B 

320 
604 

182 
1,265 B 

382 
NC 

422 
9,983 

176 
4,305 

51 1 
440 

258 
2,665 

1 24 
3,967 

242 B 
1,754 

96 
1,394 B 

4 
8.559 B 

271 
2,065 

219 
3,315 

357 
6.458 B 

296 
648 

147 
1,351 B 

367 
9 

500 
10,005 

192 
3,739 

624 
307 

304 
2.712 

108 
3,562 

205 B 
1,841 

75 
1,451 B 

4 
10,951 B 

248 
1,772 

227 
3,659 

413 
6,492 B 

368 
777 

109 
1.378 

397 
0 

535 
10,771 

217 
3,795 

463 
448 

1990 1991 
Number of Number of 
filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes 

28 1 
2,569 

82 
3,835 

261 
2,006 

86 
1,568 

2 
12,340 B 

282 
2,157 

247 
3,565 

387 
7,007 

297 
797 

116 
1,408 

429 
13 

685 
10,721 

194 
4,584 

602 
3 70 

357 
2,882 

106 
3,782 

259 
2,035 

81 
1,527 

2 
11,825 B 

269 
1,828 

371 
3,706 

50 1 
6,569 

310 
768 

137 
1,325 

456 
0 

592 
1 1,031 

197 
5.123 

339 
425 
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1684 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
and qalifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying 

footnotes 

280 
2,696 

NA 
NA 

230 B 
1,877 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
3,159 

408 
6,262 B 

NA 
NA 

219 
1,412 B 

331 
NC 

320 
9,124 

390 B 
3,759 

NA 
441 

footnotes footnotes 

259 
2,757 

NA 
NA 

232 B 
1,807 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
3,177 

251 
6,056 B 

NA 
NA 

183 
1,464 B 

335 
NC 

303 
9,491 

2968 
3,784 

NA 
398 

253 
2,661 

71 
3,944 

188 B 
1,552 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

157 
1,848 

NA 
3,206 

237 
6,611 B 

NA 
NA 

245 
1,626 B 

357 
NC 

414 
9,296 

262 B 
4,014 

NA 
374 

footnotes 

271 
2,304 

1 23 
3,380 

222 B 
1,777 

NA 
NA 

NA 
7,502 B 

204 
1,916 

NA 
3,259 

381 
6,400 B 

NA 
853 B 

192 
1,310 B 

357 
NC 

380 
9,393 

313 B 
4,232 

596 B 
368 

footnotes footnotes footnotes f oo t n o le s 

302 
2,243 

134 
3,429 

183 B 
1,762 

NA 
NA 

NA 
8,497 B 

250 
1,949 

222 
3,145 

349 
6,494 B 

NA 
690 B 

213 
1,272 B 

405 
13 

462 
9,668 

322 B 
3,985 

385 B 
367 

305 
2,438 

105 
3,646 

221 B 
1,811 

NA 
NA 

NA 
8,983 B 

242 
1,872 

227 
3,331 

383 
6,531 B 

365 A 
741 B 

95 
1,188 B 

381 
0 

457 
9,871 

301 B 
3,601 

537 B 
377 

278 
2,463 

95 
331 7 

244 
1,808 

NA 
1,171 

NA 
10,503 B 

260 
2,042 

267 
3,568 

40 1 
6,284 

313 
763 B 

102 
1,366 

439 
7 

531 
10,928 

271 B 
3,725 

537 
367 

324 
2,347 

101 
3,745 

243 
1,824 

NA 
1,450 

NA 
10,237 B 

219 
1,818 

376 
3,440 

556 
6,770 

386 
771 

119 
1,414 

408 
6 

648 
1 1,569 

257 B 
4,558 

560 B 
374 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseload in State Appellate Courts, 1984-1991 (continued) 

StateKourt name: 

UTAH 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

WASH I NGTON 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Court of Appeals 

MAINE 
Supreme Judiaal 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 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

Stales wlth one court of test resort and one Intermediate appellate court 

640 628 623 
NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 
NC 538 419 

228 B 194 0 162 B 
2.866 3,270 3,535 

98 91 NA 
2,239 2.358 2.053 

States wlth no Intermediate appellate court 

331 B 

1,810 B 

61 A 

838 

NA 

1,002 B 

799 

NA 

409 

344 B 

406 B 

1,770 B 

NA 

815 

NA 

997 B 

777 

NA 

403 

358 B 

417 B 

1,556 

59 A 

1,010 

566 

1.014 B 

853 

NA 

389 

363 B 

474 
560 A 

NA 
422 

135 B 
3,238 

NA 
2,185 

397 B 

1,500 

631 C 

891 

546 

1,196 B 

856 

NA 

323 

422 B 

443 
72 1 

NA 
455 

123 B 
3,157 

NA 
2,147 

473 B 

1,624 

528 C 

919 

597 

1,103 B 

991 

NA 

410 

428 B 

498 
764 

NA 
443 

101 B 
3,222 

NA 
2,355 

517 B 

1,515 

540 C 

773 

627 

1,497 B 

997 

NA 

455 

387 B 

1990 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

566 
629 

13 
464 

148 B 
3,653 

NA 
2,853 B 

483 B 

1,650 

622 C 

961 

633 A 

1,207 B 

1,089 

NA 

465 

403 B 

1991 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

553 
755 

20 
490 

137 B 
3,789 

NA 
2,970 B 

473 B 

1,567 

646 C 

912 

636 A 

834 B 

1,080 

NA 

445 

366 B 
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1884 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

disposibions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying 

footnotes footnotes f 00 t n o te s footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NC 

176 B 
2,724 

NA 
2,223 

354 B 

1,510 B 

494 A 

637 

NA 

NA 

788 

NA 

447 

NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
216 

104 B 
2,994 

NA 
2,501 

373 B 

1,568 B 

506A 

853 

NA 

NA 

067 

NA 

393 

NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
476 

2098 
3,238 

NA 
2.178 

415 B 

1,568 B 

521 A 

912 

355 

NA 

854 

NA 

478 

NA 

521 B 
NA 

NA 
NA 

148 B 
3,870 

NA 
2,206 

419 B 

1,595 

495 A 

831 

NA 

964 B 

1.013 

NA 

402 

NA 

617 B 
NA 

NA 
NA 

154 B 
3,289 

NA 
2,368 

407 B 

1,602 

507 C 

793 

NA 

1.094 B 

922 

NA 

403 

463 B 

642 B 
785 B 

NA 
NA 

127 B 
2,902 

NA 
2,414 

480 B 

1.598 

452 C 

840 

618 B 

1,277 B 

1.047 

NA 

396 

484 6 

556 B 
691 B 

13 
NA 

139 B 
3,086 

NA 
2,612 

553 B 

1,798 

475 c 

944 

6 24 

1,022 B 

1,057 

NA 

4 76 

434 B 

560 B 
725 B 

13 
NA 

159 B 
2,991 

NA 
2,955 

439 B 

1,727 

574 c 

922 

578 A 

1,420 B 

1,035 

NA 

472 

428 B 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseload in State Appellate Courts, 1984-1991 (continued) 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

Statelcourt name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

States with no Intermediate appellate court 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court 623 B 575 550 538 620 619 590 542 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court 33 1 306 342 320 357 321 314 30 1 

States with multiple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court 745 798 827 998 829 908 998 1,000 

Court of Criminal Appeals 1,400 1,520 1,537 1,695 1.784 2,132 2,042 1,953 
Court of Civil Appeals 532 548 530 584 529 556 651 770 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court NA NA NA 409 NA 336 199 210 
Court of Appeals 1,150 B 1,037 B 1,073 B 1,149 B 1,222 B 1,516 1,966 1,779 
Tax Court NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 69 

NEW YORK 
Court of Appeals NA NA 680 409 324 B 330 B 302 289 
Appellate Div. of Sup. Ct. NA 135 c NA 9,205 B 10,740 B 11,338 B 10,577 B 10.339 B 
Appellate Terms of Sup. Ct. NA NA NA 2.208 B 2,192 B 2,461 B 2,245 B 2,201 B 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court 789 1,128 788 1,105 809 862 1,033 732 
Court of Appeals 788 635 971 931 1,362 1,373 1,323 1,184 
Court of Criminal Appeals 502 NA NA 980 B 1,046 B 1,192 B 1,445 B 1,244 B 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supreme Court 268 142 92 80 121 94 225 97 
Commonwealth Court 4,012 3,554 3,737 A 3,030 A 3,164 A 3,115 A 3.491 3,774 
Superior Court 5,793 B 5,878 B 5,989 B 6,137 B 6,439 B 6,040 B 6,291 6,743 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court 216 139 146 1 70 161 161 107 192 
Court of Appeals 95 1 999 1,173 1,003 889 889 980 96 1 
Court of Criminal Appeals 868 B 850 B 885 B 811 B 994 994 1,002 899 

Supreme Court 0 1 2 3 3 3 3 2 

Courts of Appeals 7,386 7,954 7,832 7,857 8,250 8,813 8,062 8,563 

TEXAS 

Court of Criminal Appeals 1,959 1,998 2,221 2,450 3,578 3,504 2,281 2,189 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying 

footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

532 B 506 535 527 593 624 685 656 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

250 347 327 302 334 363 287 300 

NA 
536 

1,480 

357 
1,137 B 

NA 

391 
NA 
NA 

229 A 
801 
645 

NA 
NA 

5,908 B 

NA 
1,010 

851 B 

0 
2,237 
8,274 

797 
516 

1,424 

359 
1,062 B 

NA 

401 
135 c 
NA 

149 A 
693 
404 

NA 
NA 

8,355 B 

NA 
1,010 

891 B 

1 
2,084 
7.981 

940 
548 

1,745 

4 70 
1,116 B 

NA 

350 
NA 
NA 

174 A 
856 
536 

NA 
NA 

7,410 B 

NA 
1,330 

946 B 

2 
2,027 
8.161 

1,017 
518 

1,819 

384 
1.130 B 

NA 

369 
13,392 B 
2,133 B 

813 B 
728 
626 

NA 
4,053 B 
6,253 B 

NA 
1,033 

747 B 

3 
2,448 
7,824 

994 
576 

1,774 

380 
1.137 B 

NA 

369 B 
13,225 B 
2,124 B 

852 B 
1,215 

693 

NA 
4,392 B 
6,416 B 

NA 
1,015 B 

794 B 

3 
3,546 
7,984 

620 
528 

1,927 

418 
1,334 

NA 

295 
14,534 B 
2,034 B 

NA 
1,337 

773 

NA 
3,973 B 
6,218 B 

NA 
1,015 B 

794 B 

1 
3,806 
8,416 

569 
64 1 

1,904 

259 
1,657 

NA 

287 
12,540 B 
2,179 B 

NA 
1,038 

774 

NA 
3,519 B 
6,079 

NA 
924 
843 B 

3 
2,487 
8,134 

750 
673 

2,243 

245 
2,162 

43 

293 
12,885 
2,235 

NA 
1,123 

814 

NA 
3.551 B 
6,514 

NA 
932 
923 

2 
2,273 
8,091 
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TABLE 13: Mendatory Caseload in State Appellate Courts, 1984-1991 (continued) 

COURT TYPE: 

COIR = court of last resort 

IAC = intermediate appellate court 

NOTE: 
NA = indicates that the data are unavailable. 
NC P indicates that the court did not exist during that year. 

NJ = Indicates that the court does not have jurisdiction. 

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

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 
Arirona4upreme Court-Data for 1984-1989 do not 

include mandatory judge disciplinary cases. 

Caliomia--Supreme Court-Data for 1984-1 989 do not 
include judge disciplinary cases. 

Meine-Supreme Judiaal Court-Filed data for 1984-1986 
and 1984-1987disposed data do not include mandatory 
diaciplinsry and advisory opinion cases. 

Montana--Supreme Court-Data for 1984-1 989 do not 
include advisory opinions and some original proceed- 
ings. Data for 1991 do not indude admlnlstrative 
agency, advisory opinions. and orlglnal proceedings. 

New Mexko-Supreme Court-Disposed data for 1989 do 
not indude criminal or administrative agency cases. 

Oklahoma4upreme Court-Disposed data for 1984- 1986 
do not include mandatory appeals of flnei judgments, 
mandatory disdplinary cases and mandatory Inter- 
locutory decisions. 

1986-1989 do not include transfers from the Superior 
Court and Court of Common Pleas. 

Utah-Court of Appeals-Filed data for 1987 represent an 
1 1-month reporting period. 

Pennsylvania-Commonwealth Court-Filed data for 

B: The foilowing courts' data are overinclusive: 

Connectiart-Appellate Court-Data for 1984- 1986 include 
a few dlscretlonary petitions that were granted review. 

Deiaware-Supreme Court-Data for 1984-1991 include 
some discretionary petitions and filed data include 
discrelionary petitions that were granted. 

Disbict 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 indude a few discretionary petltlons that 
were granted and refiled as appeals. 

-Court of Appeals-Total mandatory data for 1984-1989 
include all discretionary petitions that were granted 
and refiied as appeals. 

HawaiMupreme Court-Data for 1984-1989 include a few 
discretionary petitions granted. 

Idaho-Supreme Court-Data for 1984-1989 include 
discretionary petitions that were granted. 

Illinois-Appellate Court-Data for 1984-1 991 include all 
discretionary petitions. 

Indiana-Court of Appeals-Data for 1984-1 988 indude all 
dlscretionery petitions. 

Iowa-Supreme Court-Filed data for 1987-1988 include 
some discretionary petitions that were dismissed by 
the court. Disposed data for 1984-1990 include some 
discretlonary petltlons that were dismissed by the court. 

include a few discretlonary petitions that were granted. 
Disposed data for 1984-1991 include all discretionary 
petitions. 

Louisiana-Supreme Court-Filed data for 1984 and 1985 
include a few discretionary appeals. 

--Courts of Appeal-Filed data for 1984 and 1985 include 
refiled discretionary petltlons that were granted 
review. 

Marylan&Court of Appeals-Data for 1984-1989 include 
discretionary petitions that were granted, and refiled 
as appeals. 

Massachusetts-Appeals Court-Data for 1984-1 989 
include all discretionary petitions. 

Michigan-Court of Appeals-Data for 1987-1 991 indude 
discretionary petitions. 

Montana-Supreme Court-Disposed data for 1989 include 
discretionary petitions. 

Nebraska4upreme Court-Data for 1984-1991 indude 
discretionary petitions. 

New Jersey-Appellate Division of Superior Court-Data for 
1984-1 989 include all discretionary petitlons that were 
granted. 

New Mexico-Court of Appeals-Disposed data for 1987- 
1990 include interlocutory decisions. 

New York-Appellate Divisions and Terms of Supreme 
Court-Data for 1987-1991 include all discretionary 
petitions. 

North Carolina-Court of Appeals-Mandatory data for 
1984-1989 indude a few discretionary petltlons that 
were granted and refiled as appeals. Data indude some 
cases where relief, not review, were granted. 

1988 includes granted dlscretionary petitlons that were 
disposed. 

-Court of Criminal Appeals-Data for 1987-1991 include all 
dlscretionery petitions 

Oregon-Suprerne Court-Disposed data for 1984-1991 
include ail discretionary petitions that were granted. 

Pennsylvania-Superior Court-Data for 1984-1989 include 
ail discretionary petitions disposed that were granted. 

(continued on next page) 

Kansas-Courl of Appeals-Filed data for 1984-1991 

Oklahoma-Supreme Court-Disposed data for 1987 and 
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TABLE 13: Mandatory Caseload in State Appellate Courts, 1984-1991 (continued) 

-Commonwealth Court-Disposed data for 1987-1991 
indude some discretionary cases. 

South Dako-upreme Court-Data for 1984-1991 include 
discre!ionary advirory opinions. 

Tennessee-Court of Appeals-Filed data for 1988-1989 
include dlscretlonary petitions. 

-Court of Criminal Appeals-Filed data for 1984-1 987 and 
disposed data for 1984-1991 indude all discretionary 
petitions. 

indude all discretionary petitions. 

all dlscrdonary petitlonr. 

include dlscretlonary petitions that were granted and 
decided. 

Washington-Supreme Court-Data for 1984-1991 include 
some dlscretlonary petitions. 

Utah-Supreme Court-Disposed data for 1987-1991 

--Court of Appeals-Oisposed data for 1989-1991 include 

Vernon-uprwne Court-Disposed data for 1984-1 991 

Wisconsin-Court of Appeals-Data for 1990-1991 include 
discretionary interlocutory decisions. 

C: The following courts’ data are both incomplete and 
overindusive: 

Arkansas-Supreme Court-Data for 1984-1991 include a 
few discretionary petitions, but do not indude manda- 
tory attorney dlsclpiinary cases and certified ques- 
tions from the federal courts. 

Maine-Supreme Judiaal Court Sitting as Law Court-Filed 
and 1987-1991 disposed data include discretionary 
petitions, but do not include mandatory disclpllnary and 
advisory opinion cases. 

New York-Appellate Divisions of Supreme Court-Data for 
1985 footnote could not be determined because of 
manner reported. 
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TABLE 14: Dlscretlonary Caseload In State Appellate Courts, 1984-1 991 

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 
Appellate Court 

FLORIDA 
Supreme Court 
District Courts of Appeal 

GEORGIA 
Supreme Court 
court of Appeals 

HAWAII 
Supreme Court 
Intermediate Ct. of App. 

IDAHO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

ILLINOIS 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Court 

IOWA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

KANSAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

KENTUCKY 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

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

221 
63 

1,016 B 
50 

NA 
NJ 

3,991 
5,838 

813 
NJ 

1,056 
1,970 

94 1 
6 23 

32 
NJ 

60 
NJ 

1,675 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

986 
79 

194 
64 

1,161 B 
40 

NA 
NJ 

4,346 
5,938 

767 
NJ 

1,175 
1,975 

975 
64 1 

41 
NJ 

92 
NJ 

1,579 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

813 
96 

313 
83 

1,156 B 
49 

NA 
NJ 

4,808 
6,234 

783 
NJ 

1,097 
2,294 

980 
647 

43 
NJ 

77 
NJ 

1,637 
NA 

352 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

847 
94 

219 
54 

995 B 
51 

NA 
NJ 

4.558 
6,732 

756 
NJ 

1,270 
2,282 

1,006 
733 

57 
NJ 

82 
NJ 

1,673 
NA 

327 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

693 A 
90 

244 
62 

1,018 0 
60 

NA 
NJ 

4,351 
7,005 

825 
NJ 

1,316 
2,285 

998 
717 

45 
NJ 

76 
NJ 

1,558 
NA 

371 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

686 A 
92 

25 1 
62 

1,004 B 
52 

NA 
NJ 

4,214 
6,966 

993 
NJ 

1,111 
2,259 

1,101 
809 

42 
NJ 

91 
NJ 

1,558 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

526 
NA 

748 A 
89 

1990 1991 
Number of Number of 
filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes 

23 1 
61 

1,044 B 
83 

NA 
NJ 

4,622 
7,236 

1,072 
NJ 

1,303 
2,457 

1,079 
794 

43 
NJ 

77 
NJ 

1,582 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

46 1 
NA 

753 A 
59 

256 
60 

1,082 
113 

NA 
NJ 

4,992 
7.025 

1,063 
NJ 

1,324 
2,591 

1.085 
450 

32 
NJ 

93 
NJ 

1,673 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

500 
NA 

788 A 
314 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying 

footnotes 

220 
77 

1,048 B 
59 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

1,060 
1,669 

NA 
629 

35 
NJ 

55 
NJ 

1,715 
NA 

479 A 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

793 
73 

footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

197 
54 

1,078 B 
45 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

1,123 
1,683 

NA 
NA 

39 
NJ 

99 
NJ 

1,673 
NA 

497 A 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

1,044 
87 

290 
99 

1,156 B 
48 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

1,260 
1,751 

NA 
NA 

45 
MJ 

71 
NJ 

1,622 
NA 

520 A 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

898 
107 

231 
54 

1,054 B 
45 

NA 
NJ 

4,004 
6,776 

1,036 B 
NJ 

1,223 
1,887 

1.524 B 
701 

58 
NJ 

76 
NJ 

1,633 
NA 

317 A 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

706 A 
71 

255 
66 

905 B 
63 

NA 
NJ 

4,052 
7,334 

1,001 B 
NJ 

1,426 
1,839 

1,615 B 
683 

42 
NJ 

84 
NJ 

1,482 
NA 

291 A 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

678 A 
77 

243 
56 

995 B 
53 

NA 
NJ 

4,442 
7,070 

1.215 B 
NJ 

965 
1,893 

1,885 B 
706 

45 
NJ 

88 
NJ 

1,484 
NA 

303 A 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

640 A 
89 

235 
64 

1,006 B 
56 

NA 
NJ 

4,442 
7,438 

1.261 B 
NJ 

1,251 
2,297 

1,559 B 
794 

43 
NJ 

86 
NJ 

1,498 
NA 

311 A 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

718 A 
76 

241 
66 

1,061 
99 

NA 
NJ 

4,907 
7,266 

1,326 B 
NJ 

1.261 
2.421 

986 B 
386 

32 
NJ 

79 
NJ 

1,551 
NA 

501 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

702 A 
315 
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TABLE 14: Discretionary Caseload in State Appellate Courts, 1984-1991 (continued) 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

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

LOUISIANA 
Supreme Court 
Courts of Appeal 

MARYLAND 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Special Appeals 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Supreme Judicial Court 
Appeals Court 

MICHIGAN 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

MISSOURI 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

NEW JERSEY 
Supreme Court 
Appellate Div. of Super. Ct 

NEW MEXICO 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 

OHIO 
Supreme Cwrt 
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 

2,126 A 
1,842 

76 1 
308 

1,246 
NA 

2,347 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

1,142 A 
NA 

1 74 
57 

54 1 
471 

NA 
NC 

1,704 
NJ 

8 70 
NJ 

NA 
NJ 

72 
NA 

1,915 
NC 

2,313 A 
2,538 

713 
192 

1,336 
NA 

2,069 
2,249 

NA 
NJ 

1,053 A 
NA 

155 
68 

620 
484 

NA 
NC 

1,644 
NJ 

903 
NJ 

NA 
NJ 

42 
NA 

1,043 
1,103 

2,455 
3,016 

607 
240 

1,473 
NA 

2,042 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

1,382 A 
NA 

202 
52 

735 
546 

NA 
NC 

1,733 
NJ 

990 
NJ 

24 A 
NJ 

51 
NA 

1,193 
1,113 

2,673 
3,541 

655 
294 

336 
NA 

2,082 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

1,382 A 
NA 

350 
57 

6 76 
483 

NA 
NC 

1,846 
NJ 

1,086 
NJ 

32 A 
NJ 

30 
10 

1,441 
1,201 

2,657 
3,877 

682 
220 

563 
886 

2,662 
NA 

900 
NJ 

1,354 A 
NA 

295 
64 

636 
446 

6 
NA 

1,770 
NJ 

857 
NJ 

26 A 
NJ 

61 
20 

1.439 
1,291 

2,776 
4,189 

598 
230 

592 
959 

2,805 
NA 

a57 
NJ 

1,482 A 
NA 

366 
44 

447 
385 

0 
NA 

1,686 
NJ 

709 
NJ 

43 A 
NJ 

36 
NA 

1,573 
1,523 

1990 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

2.684 
3,980 

626 
204 

444 
916 

2,507 
NA 

809 
NJ 

1,217 A 
NA 

414 
46 

626 
451 

NA 
NA 

1,872 
NJ 

79 1 
NJ 

61 
NJ 

48 
NA 

1,775 
1,570 

1991 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

2,298 
4,844 

646 
254 

50 1 
950 

2,233 
NA 

710 
NJ 

2,907 
NA 

364 
49 

492 
415 

NA 
NA 

1,984 
NJ 

845 
NJ 

95 
NJ 

33 
NA 

1,936 
1,853 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying 

footnotes - footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

NA 
NA 

785 
308 

NA 
NA 

2,495 B 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

1,075 A 
NA 

NA 
NA 

465 
423 

NA 
NC 

1,293 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

1,919 
NC 

NA 
NA 

678 
192 

NA 
NA 

2.314 B 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

1,025 A 
NA 

NA 
NA 

665 
462 

NA 
NC 

1,428 
NJ 

873 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

1,321 
637 

,230 
2,935 

700 
185 

NA 
NA 

2,397 B 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

1,378 A 
NA 

NA 
NA 

748 
560 

NA 
NC 

1,532 
NJ 

1,013 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

1,095 
88 1 

2,660 
3,460 

562 
294 

NA 
NA 

2,168 B 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

1,411 A 
NA 

NA 
NA 

637 
483 

NA 
NC 

1,598 
NJ 

1,042 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

1.169 
1,743 

2,404 
3,802 

776 
220 

NA 
NA 

2,254 B 
NA 

902 
NJ 

1,398 A 
NA 

NA 
NA 

727 
446 

5 
NA 

1,621 
NJ 

871 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

1,655 
1,454 

2,633 
4,138 

543 
230 

NA 
NA 

2.453 B 
NA 

871 
NJ 

1.472 A 
NA 

344 
NA 

397 
385 

0 
NA 

1,372 
NJ 

733 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

1,800 A 
1,777 

2,870 
3,945 

608 
204 

NA 
916 

2,755 
NA 

823 
NJ 

1,200 A 
NA 

402 
NA 

601 
431 

NA 
NA 

1,413 
NJ 

707 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

1,610 
2,140 

3,084 
4,440 

659 
254 

NA 
950 

2,444 
NA 

703 
NJ 

2,941 
NA 

334 
9 

498 
415 

NA 
NA 

1,956 
NJ 

773 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

NA 
NA 

1,295 
2,308 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 14: Discretionary Caseload in State Appellate Courts. 1984-1991 (continued) 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

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

WASHINGTON 
Supreme Court 881 c 906 c 897 C 1,151 C 947 A 821 A 891 A 881 A 
Court of Appeals 263 320 371 346 3 72 318 35 1 355 

WISCONSIN 
Supreme Court 718 76 1 836 869 915 896 842 992 
Court of Appeals 245 228 24 1 221 228 191 NA NA 

States wlth no lntermedlate appellate court 

DELAWARE 
Supreme Court 5 A  3 A  3 A  4 A  4 A  6 A  1 A  0 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
court of Appeals 85 81 76 96 61 49 45 36 

MAINE 
Supreme Judiaal Court NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

MISSISSIPPI 
Supreme Court 

MONTANA 
Supreme Court 

NEBRASKA 
Supreme Court 

2 4 3 2 0 43 64 80 

NA NA 36 25 31 6 NA NA 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Supreme Court 603 A 574 A 534 A 516 A 504 567 627 597 

Supreme Court 202 288 168 219 189 1 79 177 201 
RHODE ISLAND 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Supreme Court 

VERMONT 
Supreme Court 

27 A 17 A 32 A 27 A 35 A 39 A 49 31 

25 19 24 31 32 34 32 36 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Supreme Court of Appeals 1,282 1,372 1,585 2,037 1,621 1,644 1,623 3.180 

WYOMING 
Supreme Court NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

States wlth multlple appellate courts at any level 

ALABAMA 
Supreme Court 712 606 763 713 765 
Court of Civil Appeals NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 
Court of Criminal Appeals NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

806 867 1,028 
NJ NJ NJ 
NJ NJ NJ 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying 

footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

905C 907 C 786 c 1,093 C 1,060 A 829 A 883 A 862 A 
270 283 317 388 388 305 354 270 

721 B 699 765 725 866 802 728 905 
209 228 24 1 188 162 148 NA NA 

5 A  

NA 

52 

2 

NA 

NA 

550 A 

218 

NA 

26 

1,124 

NA 

2 A  3 A  4 A  3 A  5 A  

77 72 87 65 49 

68 67 40 NA NA 

4 3 2 0 32 

NA 19 NA NA NA 

NA NA NA NA NA 

602 A 415 A 451 A 543 532 

219 199 24 1 1 78 169 

NA NA NA NA NA 

20 21 26 32 35 

1,268 1,396 1,909 1,775 1,735 

NA NA NA NA NA 

NA 588 582 
NJ NJ NJ 
NJ NJ NJ 

5 A  

45 

NA 

59 

NA 

NA 

567 

197 

NA 

36 

1,586 

NA 

0 

36 

NA 

76 

NA 

NA 

543 

188 

NA 

33 

2,675 

NA 

654 603 1,104 1,248 1,248 
NJ JNJ NJ NJ NJ 
NJ NJ NJ NJ NJ 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 14: Discretionary Caseload in State Appellate Courts, 1984-1991 (continued) 

1984 1985 1986 1987 
Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 

State/Court name: footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

States with multiple appellate courts at any level 

INDIANA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
Tax Court I 

I 
NEW YORK 

Court of Appeals 
Appellate Div. of Sup. Ct. 
Appellate Terms of Sup. Ct. 

OKLAHOMA 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Criminal Appeals 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Supceme Court 
Commonwealth Court 
Superior Court 

TENNESSEE 
Supreme Court 
Court of Appeals 
Court of Criminal Appeals 

TEXAS 
Supreme Court 
Court of Criminal Appeals 
Courts of Appeal 

NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 

388 
NJ 

284 

1,537 
82 
NA 

842 
57 
NA 

1,130 
1,281 

NJ 

NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 

295 
NJ 
NA 

2,579 
81 
NA 

772 
82 
NA 

1.169 
1,360 

NJ 

COURT TYPE 
COLR = Court of last resort 

IAC = Intermediate appellate court 

NOTE: 
NA = InJicates that the data are unavailable. 
NC = Indicates that the court did not exist during that year. 

NJ = Indicates that the court does not have jurisdiction. 

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

NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 

340 
NJ 
NA 

2,242 
NA 
NA 

765 
74 
NA 

1 ,228 
1,360 

NJ 

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 

D e l a w m p r e m e  Court-Data for 1984-1 990 do not B: 
include some diacretlonary Interlocutory decision 
cases. 

Iowa-Supreme Court-Disposed data for 1984-1990 do not 
include some dlscretlonary original proceedlngs. 

404 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 

293 
NJ 
NA 

1,936 
115 
NA 

758 
77 
NA 

1,176 
1,339 

NJ 

1988 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

NA 
NA 
NA 

4,280 
NA 
NA 

295 
NJ 
NA 

2,207 
45 
NA 

758 
77 
NA 

1,243 
1,416 

NJ 

1989 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

565 
81 
NA 

4,411 
NA 
NA 

443 
NJ 
NA 

2,227 
29 
NA 

820 
103 
67 

1,126 
1,792 

NJ 

1990 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

690 
112 
NJ 

4,499 
NA 
NA 

446 
NJ 
NA 

3,645 
36 
NA 

73 1 
109 
55 

1,206 
1.380 

NJ 

1991 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

822 
93 
NJ 

4,420 
NA 
NA 

388 
NJ 
NA 

3,456 
1 28 
NA 

775 
131 
71 

1,283 
1,340 

NJ 

Kentucky-Supreme Court-Data for 1987-1991 do not 
include some unclesslfled dlscretlonary petltlons. 

Louisiana-Supreme Court-Filed data for 1984 and 1985 
do not include some discretionary petltlons. 

New Hampshire-Supreme Court-Data for 1984-1987 
include discretionary judge dlsclpilnary cases. 

New Jersey-Supreme Court-Data for 1984-1990 do not 
include discretionary Interlocutory decisions. 

South Dakota-Supreme Court-Filed data for 1984-1989 
do not include advisory opinions. 

South Carolina-Supreme Court-Filed data for 1986-1 989 
do not include dlscretlonary petltlons that were denied 
or otherwise dismissWithdrawn or settled. 

Washington4upreme Court-Data for 1988-1991 do not 
include some discretionary cases. 

The following courts' data are overinclusive: 

Arizona4upreme Court-Data for 1984-1990 include 
mandatory judge dlsclpllnary cases. 

Colorad+Supreme Court-Disposed data for 1987-1991 
include mandatory jurlsdlctlon cases. 
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1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 

dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions dispositions 
and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying and qualifying 

f o o b t e S  

356 
NA 
NA 

3,477 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

256 

NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 
57 
NA 

1,034 
1,081 

NJ 

fOOtnOtI3S 

325 
NA 
NA 

3,505 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

267 

NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 
82 
NA 

1,187 
1,046 

NJ 

C: 

foolnotes 

355 
NA 
NA 

3,549 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

264 

NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 
74 
NA 

1,166 
1,100 

NJ 

foolnotes 

437 
NA 
NA 

3,478 
NA 
NA 

237 
NJ 

283 

NA 
NA 
NA 

1,087 
77 
NA 

1,26 1 
1,672 

NJ 

footnotes 

494 
NA 
NA 

3,392 
NA 
NA 

23 1 
NJ 

291 

NA 
NA 
NA 

1,087 
77 
NA 

1,168 
1,437 

NJ 

Georgia4upreme Court-Disposed data for 1987-1991 
represent some double counting because they include all 
mandatory appeals and discretionary appeals that 
were granted and refiled as appeals. 

Michigan-Supreme Court-Disposed data for 1984-1989 
include a few mandatory jurlsdictlon cases. 

Wisconsin4upreme Court-Disposed data for 1984 
include all disposed mandatory jurisdiction cases. 

The following courts' data are both incomplete and 
owrindusive: 

Washington-Supreme Court-Data for 1984-1987 include 
mandatory certified questions from the federal courts, 
but do not include some discretionary petitions. 

footnotes 

599 
76 
NA 

3,621 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

312 

NA 
NA 
NA 

1,057 
97 
35 

1,096 
2,107 

NJ 

footnotes 

629 
116 
NJ 

3.808 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

412 

NA 
NA 
NA 

772 
74 
36 

1,166 
1,352 

NJ 

footnotes 

770 
106 
NJ 

3.907 
NA 
NA 

NA 
NJ 

412 

NA 
NA 
NA 

708 
115 
37 

1,301 
1,387 

NJ 
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TABLE 15: Felony Caseload In State Trial Courts, 1984-1 991 

State/Court name: 

ALABAMA 
Circuit 

ALASKA 
Superior 

ARIZONA 
Superior 

ARKANSAS 
Circuit 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior 

COLORADO 
District 

CONNECTICUT 
superior 

Superior 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

FLORIDA 
Circuit 

GEORGIA 
Superior 

HAWAII 
Circuit. 

IDAHO 
District 

ILLINOIS 
Circuit 

MAINE 
Superior 

MARYLAND 
Circuit 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Trial Court of the 

Commonwealth 

MINNESOTA 
District 

MISSOURI 
Circuit 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

General jurlsdlctlon courts 

NA 

NA 

15.360 

17,993 B 

74,412 B 

14,783 

3,879 

10,583 

173,420 B 

33,725 

2,969 C 

NA 

46,107 B 

3,189 

31,757 C 

NA 

11,777 

30.305 B 

NA NA NA NA NA 3 1,807 35,066 

NA 2,658 2,661 2,526 2,757 2,718 2,442 

17,295 

21,425 B 

82,372 B 

15,804 

4,179 

12,399 

NA 

36,182 

2,878 C 

4,006 

45.925 B 

3,656 

NA 

20,653 

21,944 B 

94,779 B 

16,087 

4,512 

16,207 

146.449 B 

37,146 

2,842 c 

NA 

47,075 B 

3.583 

44,656 C 

21,444 

24,805 B 

104,906 B 

16,223 

4,985 

19,986 

159,701 0 

45,104 

2,766 C 

NA 

46,342 B 

3,612 

50,939 C 

22,176 

22,110 B 

115,595 B 

17,391 

6,204 

21,472 

184,532 B 

53.984 

2,909 C 

4,747 

56,289 0 

3,657 

53,229 C 

23,981 

24.842 B 

132,486 C 

19,284 

6,194 

21,332 

199,111 B 

63,977 

3,115 C 

5,260 

69,114 0 

4,142 

56,775 C 

26,057 B 

25,755 B 

150.975 C 

20,212 

5.268 

20,138 

192,976 B 

66,275 

3,025 C 

5,725 

74,541 C 

4,745 

55,755 c 

26,140 B 

27,742 B 

161.871 C 

20,655 

4,684 

21,774 

186,732 B 

70,339 

3,174 C 

6,535 

77,849 B 

4,571 

62,935 C 

NA NA 6,790 6,075 5,583 6,271 5,796 

12.208 12,366 13,008 13,637 13,607 14,747 16,277 

30,494 B 32,796 B 34,971 B 36,965 0 39,952 B 40,968 B 44,208 B 
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TABLE 15: Febny Caseload in State Trial Courts, 1984-1991 (continued) 

State/Court m e :  

MONTANA 
District 

NEBRASKA 
District 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Superior 

NEW JERSEY 
Superior 

NEW YORK 
Supreme and County' 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Superior 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas 

OKLAHOMA 
District 

OREGON 
Circuit 

PEN NSY LVAN IA 
Court of Common Pleas 

PUERTO RlCO 
Superior 

RHODE ISLAND 
Superior 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Circuit 

TENNESSEE 
Circuit, Criminal, and 
Chancery 

TEXAS 
District 

UTAH 
District 

VERMONT 
District 
Superior 

1984 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

2,378 C 

2,878 B 

3,813 

37,135 

49,191 B 

42,160 

1,284 B 

37,073 

24,178 B 

19,913 

86,083 B 

14,511 B 

4,232 

2,606 

33,994 B 

87,249 

3,937 B 

1,837 
8 

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

2.574 C 

NA 

4,198 

37,784 

51,034 B 

40,915 

1,312 B 

36,249 

24,673 B 

20.682 

NA 

15,516 B 

4,780 

3,088 

NA 

93,968 

NA 

1,897 
6 

2,591 C 2.443 C 2,726 C 2,710 C 2.966 C 3.140 C 

NA 3,445 B 4,024 B 4,823 B 5,105 B 5,348 B 

4,857 

38,443 

56,356 B 

44,980 

1,390 B 

38,374 

25,782 B 

22,533 

98,880 B 

20,073 B 

4.360 

3,182 

5,527 

41,198 

62,940 B 

51,210 

1,487 B 

39,376 

26,438 B 

24,591 

106,972 B 

20.314 B 

4,278 

3,275 

6,079 

43,837 

67,177 B 

55,284 

1,497 B 

43,613 

25,997 B 

26,859 

113,605 B 

21,532 B 

6,685 

3,257 

6,599 

53,2 15 

79,025 B 

62,752 

1.444 B 

5 1,959 

26,482 B 

27,248 

128,478 B 

21,548 B 

6,740 

3.388 

6,678 

57,223 

79,322 B 

69,810 

1,637 B 

55,949 

27,541 B 

28,523 

139,699 B 

23,328 B 

6,011 

4,072 

7.345 

54,703 

78,354 B 

73,908 

1,837 B 

61,836 

28,325 B 

26.050 

137,046 B 

28,340 B 

5,665 

3,675 

38,656 B 41,533 B NA 50,412 B 55,622 B 55,587 B 

111.331 119.395 122,903 139,611 147,230 144.408 

5,055 B 4,320 B 4,182 B 4,215 B 4.608 B 4,316 B 

2,177 2,111 2,115 1,993 2,202 2.319 
1 85 112 138 53 6 
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StatelCourt name: 

1984 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

TABLE 15: Felony Caseload in State Trial Courts, 1984-1991 (continued) 

VIRGINIA 
Circuit 

WASHINGTON 
Superior 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Circuit 

WISCONSIN 
Circuit 

WYOMING 
District 

CALIFORNIA 
Justice 
Municipal 

COLORADO 
County 

DELAWARE 
Court of Common Pleas 

HAWAII 
District 

INDIANA 
County' 
Municipal Court of 
Marion County 

MAINE 
District 

MICHIGAN 
District 
Municipal 

OHIO 

42,642 

15,432 

4,724 B 

13,607 

1,462 

1985 1986 
Number of Number of 
filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes 

43,096 

17.885 

4,707 B 

14,549 

1.468 

Umlted jurisdiction courts 

10,165 B 
133,315 B 

NA 

656 

38 1 

442 B 

NA 

NA 

NA 
NA 

County 856 
Municipal 17.354 

PENNSYLVANIA 
District Justice 147,535 B 

UTAH 
Circuit NA 

VIRGINIA 
District NA 

10,700 B 
145,133 B 

NA 

520 

230 

8,623 B 

NA 

NA 

NA 
NA 

1,199 
16,561 

NA 

NA 

42,412 

45,646 

19,693 

4,546 B 

14,470 

1,466 

10.571 B 
163,959 B 

NA 

726 

256 

8.437 B 

8,789 B 

NA 

18,568 
307 

1,048 
18,371 

NA 

NA 

49,685 

1987 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

49,481 

21,071 

4,885 B 

13,802 

1,353 

11,640 B 
185.995 B 

NA 

819 

235 

8.271 

8,517 B 

4,263 B 

20,445 
1 78 

1,139 
20,222 

52,331 B 

NA 

51.358 

1988 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

53,445 

25,476 

4,291 B 

14,484 

1,480 

12,076 B 
197,176 B 

NA 

804 

229 

7,602 B 

6,451 B 

4,936 B 

20,036 
191 

1,112 
23,643 

55,352 B 

NA 

52.739 

1989 1990 
Number of Number of 
filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes 

63,304 64,053 

28,121 26,914 

4,121 B 4,071 B 

17,625 18,738 

1,591 1,503 

11,628 C 11,025 C 
210,615 B 228,340 C 

NA NA 

787 736 

409 508 

7,261 B 7,443 B 

7.045 B 5,803 B 

5,255 B 5,520 B 

22,029 23,217 
264 186 

1,278 1,349 
31,475 33.552 

64,095 B 67,348 B 

NA NA 

57,786 60,909 

1991 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

70,145 

27,503 

4,217 B 

19,523 

1,365 

6,732 
143,266 

15,522 B 

912 

407 

7.465 B 

5,027 B 

5,522 B 

23,936 
226 

1,478 
37,685 

NA 

8,900 

66.344 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 15: Felony Caseload in State Trial Courts, 1984-1991 (continued) 

NOTE: The footnoting scheme has been consolidated. Footnotes 
for 1984-1987 have been translated into the footnote 
scheme for 1988,1989,1990, and 1991. 

NA = Data were unavailable or not comparable. 

OUAUFYING FOOTNOTES: 
B: The folbwing courts' data are overinclusive: 

Arizona-Superior Court-Felony data for 1990 and 1991 
include DWVDUI cases. 

Arkansas-Cirarit Court-Felony data include DWUDUI 
cases. 

California--Superior Court-Felony data for 1984-1988 
indude DWUDUI cases. 

-Justice Court-Felony data for 1984-1988 include 
prellmlnary hearing bindovers and transfers. 

--Municipal Court-Felony data for 1984-1989 include 
prellmlnary hearlng bindovers and transfers. 

Colorado-County Court-Felony data indude some 
preliminary hearlng proceedings. 

Florida-Cirarit Court-Felony data include misdemeanor, 
DWUDUI, and mlscelianeous crlmlnal cases. 

Illinois-Circuit Court-Felony data include preilmlnary 
hearings for courts 'downstate.' 

Indiana-Superior and Circuit Courts-Felony data include 
DWUDUi cases. 

-County Court-Felony data include DWilDUi cases. 

--Muniapal Court of Marion County-Felony data indude 

iowa-District Court-Felony data include thirdoffense DWll 

Kentudcy-Circuit Court-All felony data indude misde- 

DWVDUi cases. 

DUI cases. 

meanor cases. 1984-1990 data also include sentence 
review only and postconvlctlon remedy proceedlngs. 

Maine-District Court-Felony data include preilmlnery 
hearlngs. 

Missouri-Circuit Court-Felony data include some DWllDUl 
cases. 

Nebraska-District Court-Felony data include mlsde- 
meanor. DWUDUI, and mlscellaneous criminal cases. 

New York-Supreme and County Courts-Felony data 
include DWVDUI cases. 

North Dakota-District Court-Felony data include sentence 
revlew only and postconvlctlon remedy proceedings. 

Oklahoma-District Court-Felony data indude some 
mlecellaneous crlmlnal cases. 

Pennsylvania-Court of Common Pleas-Felony data 
include misdemeanor, DWIIDUI, and some criminal 
appeals cases. 

cases. 
--District Justice Court-Felony data indude DWilDUi 

Puerto R i i u p e r i o r  Court-Felony data include appeals. 

C: 

Tennessee-Cirarit, Criminal, and Chancery Court-Felony 
data include misdemeanor and some crimlnal appeals 
cases. 

Utah-District Court-Felony data include misdemeanor 
and criminal appeals cases, and some portconviction 
remedy and sentence review only p r d l n g s .  

West Virginia-Circuit Court-Felony data indude DWUDUI 
cases. 

The following courts' data are incomplete and overindusive: 

California-Superior Court-Felony data for 1989 include 
DWUDUI cases, but do not include partial year data from 
several courts. Data for 1990 include DWUDUI cases, but 
do not include partial year data from one court. Data for 
1991 include DWllDUi cases, but do not include data from 
one court. 

prellmlnary hearing bindovers and transfers, but do not 
include partial year data from several courts for 1989, and 
one court for 1990. 

nary hearlng bindovers and transfers, but do not indude 
partial year data from one court. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Felony data include mlsdemeanor 
cases, but do not include reopened prior cases. 

Illinois-Circuit Court-Felony data for 1990 include 
preilmlnary hearings for courts downstate, but do not 
include some reinstated and transferred cases. 

Maryland-Circuit Court-Felony data include some 
misdemeanor cases, but do not include some cases. 

Montana-District Court-Felony data include some trial 
court dvl l  appeals, but do not include some cases 
reported with unclassified criminal data. 

-Justice Court-Felony data for 1989 and 1990 include 

-Municipal Court-Felony data for 1990 include preiiml- 

Additional court information: 

Connecticut-Superior Court-Figures for felony filings do 
not match those reported in the 1984, 1985, and 1986 
State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Reports. Felony 
filings have been adjusted to indude only triable felonies 
so as to be comparable to 1987, 1988. 1989, 1990, and 
1991 data. 

match those reported in the 1984, 1985, and 1986 State 
Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Reports. Misdemeanor 
cases have been included to allow comparability with 
1987,1988,1989, 1990, and 1991 data. 

Indiana-Superior and Circuit Courts-County Court-1985- 
1991 data are not comparable with previous years' figures 
due to changes in classification of County Court function. 

experienced a significant increase in the number of filings 
due to the change to an individual calendaring system in 
1986. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Figures for felony filings do not 

New York-Supreme and County Courts-These courts 
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TABLE 16: Tort Caseload In State Trial Courts, 1984-1991 

State/Court name: 

ALASKA 
Superior 

ARIZONA 
Superior 

ARKANSAS 
Circuit 

CALIFORNIA 
Superior 

COLORADO 
District. 

CONNECTICUT 
Superior 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Superior 

FLORIDA 
Circuit' 

HAWAII 
Circuit 

IDAHO 
Disbict 

INDIANA 
Superior and Circuit 

KANSAS 
District 

MAINE 
Superior 

MARYLAND 
Circuit 

MASSACHUSEllS 
Trial Court of the 

Commonwealth 

MICHIGAN 
Circuit 

MINNESOTA 
District 

MISSOURI 
Circuit 

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

General jurlsdlctlon courts 

1,305 

9,173 

NA 

97,068 A 

4,199 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1,611 A 

1,729 A 

NA 

4,033 

2,083 

10,826 A 

NA 

23,186 A 

NA 

NA 

2,096 

10,748 

5,382 

112,049 A 

4,537 

12,742 

NA 

NA 

1,676 A 

2,010 A 

NA 

4,061 

2,072 

10,120 A 

NA 

22,811 

NA 

NA 

2,344 1,664 937 851 826 838 

1 1,888 12,260 20,490 12,559 15,418 15,442 

5,541 5,606 5,132 5,000 5,045 5,099 

130,206 A 137,455 A 132.378 A 131,900 A 121,960 A 114.298 A 

6,145 

13,754 

NA 

35,535 

1,749 A 

2,118 A 

NA 

4,273 

2,044 

12,373 A 

3,666 

15.385 

NA 

35,453 

1,785 A 

1,757 A 

NA 

4,380 

1,786 

12.938 A 

4,506 

15,741 

NA 

35,986 

1,736 A 

1,453 A 

NA 

4,595 

1,776 

14,170 A 

5,490 

16,955 

NA 

38.415 

1,793 A 

1.478 A 

5,697 

4,513 

1,950 

14,274 A 

5,886 

16,477 

NA 

40,748 

2,065 A 

1,417 A 

6,719 

4,010 

1,878 

14.908 A 

6,295 

16,266 

3,605 

44,257 

2,365 A 

1,257 A 

7,910 

4,076 

1,686 

16,270 A 

NA NA 76.806 A 74,641 A NA NA 

32.61 2 29,756 30,966 32,663 38,784 3 1,869 

10,356 10,739 10,125 9,658 7,135 7,252 

NA NA NA NA 21,680 21 -245 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 16: Tort Caseload in State Trial Courts, 1984-1991 (continued ) 

State/Court name: 

MONTANA 
District 

NEVADA 
District 

NEW JERSEY 
superior 

NEW YORK 
Supreme and County' 

NORM CAROLINA 
Superior 

NORTH DAKOTA 
District 

OHIO 
Court of Common Pleas 

OREGON 
Cirarit 

PUERTO RlCO 
Superior 

TENNESSEE 
Circuit, Criminal. and 
Chancery 

TEXAS 
District 

UTAH 
District 

WASHINGTON 
Superior 

WI SCONSl N 
Cirarit 

ALASKA 
District 

FLORIDA 
County 

HAWAII 
District 

Limited jurisdiction courts 

NA 860 A 

NA NA 

693 652 

1984 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

1.640 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

550 

22,149 

NA 

3,968 B 

1 1,775 

34.224 

1,433 B 

8,997 

NA 

1985 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

1,870 

NA 

NA 

NA 

8,062 

512 

25,518 

NA 

4,388 B 

12,565 

37,596 

1,245 B 

9,747 

NA 

1986 1987 1988 1989 
Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

1,836 

NA 

NA 

NA 

8,897 

56 1 

28,225 

NA 

4,558 B 

13,167 

38,238 

2,527 B 

19,515 

NA 

4,069 A 

42,229 

738 

1,792 

NA 

NA 

NA 

8,981 

551 

29,375 

NA 

4,811 B 

1,541 

4,329 

NA 

53,104 

7,639 

552 

28,6 14 

NA 

4,077 B 

1.613 

4,799 

71,367 A 

62,189 

7.879 

602 

29,039 

NA 

5,579 B 

13,597 NA 13,501 

40,764 36,597 36,710 

1,335 B 1,404 B 1,233 B 

8,007 8,746 10,146 

9,545 9,534 9,152 

1,071 A 445 A 474 A 

52,491 53.992 57.375 

937 78 1 870 

1990 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

1,651 

5,295 

72,463 A 

65,026 

8,175 

744 

34,488 

NA 

6,095 B 

13.453 

39,648 

1,631 B 

10,147 

9,669 

341 A 

60.796 

1,062 

1991 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

1,518 

5,871 

73,614 A 

65,767 

8,656 

531 

34.422 

5,999 

6,569 B 

13,223 

44,088 

1,729 B 

1 1,375 

8,865 

462 A 

75,796 

969 

(continued on next page) 
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TABLE 16: Tort Caseload in State Trial Courts, 1984-1991 (continued ) 

State/Court name: 

INDIANA 
City and Town 
County 
Municipal Court of 

Marion County 

NEW MEXICO 
Metropolitan Court of 

Bemalillo County 

NORTH DAKOTA 
County 

OHIO 
County 
Municipal 

OREGON 
District 

PUERTO RlCO 
District 

TEXAS 
County-level 

1984 
Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

NA 
NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

519 
13.503 

NA 

1,550 B 

7,143 

1985 1986 1987 1988 
Number of Number of Number of Number of 
filings and filings and filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes footnotes footnotes 

NA 
NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

464 
12,992 

NA 

1,579 B 

8.242 

NA 
NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

463 
13,999 

NA 

1,779 B 

9,833 

NOTE: The footnoting scheme has been consolidated. Footnotes 
for 1984-1987 have been translated into the footnote 
scheme for 1988,1989,1990. and 1991. 

NA = Data were unavailable or not comparable 

QUALIFYING FOOTNOTES: 

A: The following courts' data are incomplete: 

Alaska-District Court-Tort data do not include filings in the 
low volume District Courts, which are reported with 
unclassified civil cases. 

Califomia-Superior Court-Tort data do not indude 
medlcsl malpractice and product llablllty cases. Tort 
data for 1989 also do not include partial data from several 
courts. Data for 1990 also do not include partial data from 
one court. Data for 1991 also do not include data from 
one court, 

number of District Court transfers reported with other civil 
cases. 

Idaho-District Court-Tort data do not include some cases 
reported with unclassified civil cases. 

Maryland-Circuit Court-Tort data do not indude some 
cases reported with unclassified avil cases. 

Massachusetts-Trial Court of the Commonwealth-Tort 
data do not include cases from the Boston Municipal 
Court Department. 

Hawaii-Circuit Court-Tort data do not include a small 

NA 
NA 

NA 

1,497 

22 

406 
15,505 

NA 

1,729 B 

11,314 

NA 
NA 

NA 

1,401 

28 

410 
15,373 

NA 

1,860 B 

12.188 

1989 1990 1991 
Number of Number of Number of 
filings and 
qualifying 
footnotes 

2,626 
52 

NA 

1,835 

18 

528 
15,078 

NA 

2,010 B 

1 1,437 

filings and filings and 
qualifying qualifying 
footnotes footnotes 

3.672 
44 

51 

1,357 

12 

430 
14,674 

NA 

1,932 B 

12,355 

0 
97 

340 

1,749 

NA 

461 
15.316 

2,101 

1,951 B 

14,201 

Michigan-Circuit Court-Tort data for 1984 do not include 

New Jersey4uperior Court-Tort data do not include some 

cases from four counties. 

cases reported with unclassified avil cases. 

B: The following courts' data are overinclusive: 

Puerto Rico-Superior Court-Tort data include appeals. 

-District Court-Tort data include appeals. 

Utah-District Court-Tort data include de novo appeals 
from the Justice Court. 

Additional court information: 

Coloradc+District and Denver Superior Courts-The 
Denver Superior Court was abolished 11/14/86 and the 
caseload absorbed by the District Court. 

Florida-Circuit Court-The large increase in tort tilings for 
1991 is due in part to the tiling of 1,113 asbestos cases in 
Miami in July of 1991. 

New Jersey-Superior Court-The unit of count changed in 
1989, so data from previous years are not comparable. 

New York-Supreme and County Court-The unit of count 
changed in 1988, so data from previous years are not 
comparable. 
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1991 STATE COURT STRUCTURE CHARTS ......... 

Overview of State Trial and 
Appellate Court Structure In 1991 

American courts inhabit two different though related 
realms-state and federal. There are currently 50 states 
and, therefore, 50 state trial and appellate systems. 
Separate systems similar to the state courts also exist in 
the District of Columbiaand the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico.' 

TRIAL COURT STRUCTURE. The federal judiciary 
and the 52 state courts are similar in broad outline, but 
they vary in the detail of their organization and jurisdic- 
tion. Whereas the federal courts are relatively uniform 
throughout the country, state trial court systems vary 
greatly in structure, and none are simple to describe. In 
general, there are four types of state court systems: (1) 
consolidated, (2) complex, (3) mixed, and (4) mainly 
consolidated. Differences in court structure and jurisdic- 
tion are important to understanding caseload data from a 
state. Hence, some important dimensionson which state 
trial court systems differ need to be reviewed before 
examining and comparing state caseloads in more detail. 

The conventional wisdom of state court reform 
stresses the virtues of consolidation. In trial courts, two 
dimensions on which this is manifest are the uniformity 
and the simplicity of jurisdiction. Uniform jurisdiction 
means that all trial courts at each level have identical 
authorityto decidecases. Simplicity in jurisdiction means 
that the allocation of subject matter jurisdiction does not 
overlap between levels. The degree of consolidation 
offers a related basis for classification, reflecting the 
extent to which states have merged limited and special 

the differences in state court structure during 1991. 
jurisdiction Maps through summarize 2. In 1 s t  the changed again when an intermediate appel- 

late court was established in Nebraska, thus, reducing the number of 
states without an IAC. Additionally, North Dakota has been operating 
for the past several years with a temporary IAC that operates when the 
North Dakota Supreme Court deems it appropriate. It seems reason- 
able to expect that additional states may establish an intermediate 
appellate court as a way of handling appellate caseload pressures. 
3. Discretionary jurisdiction should not be assumed to be a light 
responsibility. The process of screening petitions is very labor-inten- 
sive and imposes a burden on courts in addition to work necessary to 
decide the cases that they do choose to hear. 
4 . The fact that appellate courts must accept some cases does not 
mean, of course, that the courts render a deasion in each case. Some 
cases are withdrawn or settled before the court reaches a decision, or 
are dismissed by the court. 

APPELLATE STRUCTURE* Appeals are 
heard by types Of appellate (l) courts Of last 
resort and (2) intermediate appellate courts. Each of the 
50 states, the District Of Columbia, and PUertO Rim have 
acourt of last resort (COLR), usuallydesignated the state 
supreme court. These courtswere generally established 
early in each state's history. In contrast, the intermediate 

1. There are territorial courts in the Virgin Islands, Guam, American 
Samoa, and the Northern Mariana Islands. Cunently, court statistics 
are not collected from these territorial courts. 

appellate court (IAC), usually named the state court of 
appeals, is a more contemporary development. In 1957 
only 13 states had permanent intermediate appellate 
courts; by 1990 there were permanent intermediate 
appellate courts in all but 12 states, the District of Colum- 
bia, and Puerto Rice.* Map IV.5 displays the geographic 
distribution of states with only a COLR and states with 
both a COLR and an IAC. 

In those states with both types of appellate courts, 
parties challenging trial court decisions generally bring 
their appeal first to the intermediate appellate court. For 
virtually all criminal appeals, the intermediate appellate 
court must accept the case because the court's jurisdic- 
tion is mandatory. However, because intermediate ap- 
pellate courts tend to have some limited discretion to 
determine which civil cases they will hear, all civil appeals 
are not necessarily a~cepted.~ After the intermediate 
appellate court hears a case and reaches a decision, a 
party dissatisfied with the decision may petition the court 
of last resort for further reviews4 The court of last resort, 
which generally has broad discretionary jurisdiction in 
both criminal and civil appeals, must first decide whether 
to accept the case for review. If the petition is granted,. 
then the court of last resort hears the case and renders 
adecision. On theother hand, if the petition isdenied, the 
litgationterminates, and the intermediate appellatecourt's 
ruling stands. The clearest exception to this pattern of 
review occurs in those states with capital punishment. In 
all instances, death-penalty appeals bypass the interme- 
diate appellate court and go directly to the court of last 
resort. A geographic representation of how states with 

1 65 



MAP IV.l: Trlal Court Structure, 1991 
Consolidated court structure 

MAP IV.2: Trial Court Structure, 1991 
Complex court structure 

with courts at the same level and with general jurisdiction courts. 
National Center for State Courts, 1993 
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MAP IV.3: Trlal Court Structure, 1991 
Mixed court structure 

Mixed 

Fifteen states and Puerto Rim have mixed court structure, Le.. 
two court levels that overlap in jurisdiction. 

National Center for State Courts, 1993 

MAP IV.4: Trial Court Structure, 1991 
Malnly consolidated court structure 

Mainly consolidated 

Fifteen states have mainly consolidated court structure, Le., two court 
levels, but limited jurisdiction mutts have uniform jurisdiction. 

National Center for State Courts, 1993 
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MAP IV.5: Appellate Court Structure, 1991 

States with 
COLR Only 
(1 1 States 8 D.C.) 
States with Both 
a COLR (L IAC 
(39 States) 

National Center for State Courts, 1993 

both a COLR and IAC allocate mandatory and discretion- 
ary jurisdiction between the two levels is shown in Map 
IV.6. 

In those states where there is no intermediate appel- 
late court, civil and criminal litigants bring their appeals 
directly to the court of last resort. In these 12 states and 
the District of Columbia, the court of last resort tends to 
resemble an intermediate appellate court in terms of its 
caseload levels and trends. This is because the jurisdic- 
tion of these courts of last resort commonly is mandatory, 
which is also true for most intermediate appellate courts. 
As seen in Map IV.7, however, there are two exceptions. 
New Hampshire and West Virginia have courts of last 
resort with exclusively discretionary jurisdiction, although 
neither state has an intermediate appellate ~0ur- t .~  

The Trial and Appellate Court Structure 
In Each State 

Understanding the Court Structure Charts 
The court structure charts summarize in a one-page 

diagram the key features of each state's court organiza- 
tion. The format meets two objectives: (1) it is compre- 
hensive, indicating all court systems in the state and their 
interrelationships, and (2) it describes the jurisdiction of 

5. 
distinctions among appellate court structures. 

The court structure charts provide a point of reference for further 

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 organizationinwhich there isoneof eachof 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. 

Appellate Courts 

The rectangle representing each appellate court 
contains information on the number of authorized jus- 
tices; the number of geographic divisions, if any; whether 
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MAP IV.6: Appellate Court Jurlsdlction, 1991 
States with both COLR and IAC 

0 COLR I M-IAC / M 
(1 State) 

(1 State) 
COLR / M a D-IAC I M 
(1 2 States) 
COLR / M a D-IAC I 
M & D  
(25 States) 

(1 1 States d D.C.) 

COLR I D-IAC I M a D 

0 States with COLR only 

National Center for State Courts, 1993 

MAP IV.7: Appellate Court Jurisdiction, 1991 
States with a COLR only 

COLRonly/M 
(1  State) 
COLRonly/D 
(2 States) 
COLRonl / M & D  
(e states 1; D.c.) 

0 States with both 
COLR a IAC 
(39 States ) 

-% National Center for State Courts, 1993 
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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 7984 State Appellate Court Ju- 
risdiction Guide for Statistical Reporting 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. A 
court may have mandatory jurisdiction over felony cases, 
but discretionary jurisdiction over misdemeanors. The 
list of case types would include “criminal” for both man- 
datory 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 automatically convert a mandatory appeal 
into a discretionary petition-for example, when an ap- 
peal is not filed within a specified time limit. A more 
comprehensive description of each appellate court’s 
subject matter jurisdiction can be found in the 7984 State 
Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Report- 
ing. 

Trial Courts 

The rectangle representing each trial court also lists 
the applicable Court Statistics Project case types. These 
include civil, criminal, traffidother violation, and juvenile. 
Where acase 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 maximumdollar jurisdiction forgeneralcivil 
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 
appellate 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 
“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 impanel a 
jury. The rectangle representing the court also indicates 
the numberof districts, divisions, orcircuits intowhich 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. 

Some trial courts are totally fundedfrom local sources 
and some 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 deci- 
sions of an administrative agency. Where “administra- 
tive 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 “A designation and to have 
“administrative agency appeals” listed as a case type. 
Such a court hears appeals directly from an administra- 
tive 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” 
authorized judicial positions. “DWI/DUI” stands for “driv- 
ing while intoxicated/driving under the influence.” The 
“SC” abbreviation stands for “small claims.” The dollar 
amount jurisdiction for civil cases is indicated in paren- 
theses with a dollar sign. Where the small claims dollar 
amount jurisdiction is different, it is noted. 

Conclusion 

The court structure charts are convenient summa- 
ries. They do not substitute for the detailed descriptive. 
material contained in State Court Organization, 7987, 
another Court Statistics Project publication. Moreover, 
they are based on the Court Statistics Project’s terminol- 
ogy 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 
a footnote to the state’s court structure chart. 
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STATE COURT STRUCTURE PROTOTYPE, 1991 

COURT OF US1 RESORT 
Number of justices 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction - Discretionary jurisdiction 

I 

INIERHEDIIITE I I P P W T E  COURT 
(number of courts) I I Number of judges I 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction, - Discretionary jurisdiction. 

COURT OF GBwllL JURISDICTION 
(number of courts) 
Number of judges 
CSP casetypes: - Ciuil. - CriMinal, - Irafficlother uiolation, - Juuenile, 

I Jury triallno jury trial, I 

(number of courts) 
Number of judges 

I Jury triallno jury trial, 

Court of 
last resort 1 
Intemediate 
appe 1 1  ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 1 
Court of 
1 ifii fed 

jurisdiction 
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ALABAMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

I 

SUPRE#E COURT 
9 justices sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandator jurisdiction in civil, crininal, adninistratiue 
- Discretionary Juris iction in civil, ,noncapital criminal, 

agency !iscipl,inar!, original proceeding cases, 
adninistratiue agency Juvenile, advisory opinion, original 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

3 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - tlandatory 'urisdiction in civil, 

adninistratiue agency, juvenile, 
ori inal roceeding cases. - No % '  iscre !' ionary jurisdiction, 

t 
I 

CIRCUII COURT ( 4 6  circuits) 
125 judges 

COURT OF CRININllL APPEIlLS 
5 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - llandatorr iurisdiction in 

crininal, juvenile, original 
roceeding, interlocutory 8 ecision " cases. - No discretionary jurisdiction, 

t 
FI 

CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real pro erty rights (b 1,5@/no Max)* 
- llisdeneanor, DUI/qbI! Exclusive triable felon;, 
- Juvenile, 

Donestic relations civi! appeals Jurisdiction 
crininal appeals Jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, 

t 
I PROBATE COURT I 
I  (68 counties) I 
I  I  

I  I 
I  68 judges I 

I  CSP casetypes: I  
I  - Exclusive nentali 
I  health, estate I 
I jurisdiction, I + I 

I  
I I  
I  I 
I I 

L................ ... J 
1 No jury trials, I  

I 
........... ............ 1 L 

I HUNICIPAL COURT I  
I (267 courts) I  

I  226 judges I 

I  CSP casetypes: I 
I  - llisdeneanor ,DUI/DUI,I 
I - Vowing traffic I  
{ parking, niscel- I 

aneous traffic, I  
I Exclusive ordinance I  
I  violation jurisdic- I  
I tion, I  

I No  jury trials, I  

I I  

I I  

I I 

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

DISTRICT COURT (67 districts) 
97 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract real propert ,rights (b 1 566/5,666), 

Exclusive snal! clains urishction (b 1,$66),  URESII, - llisdeneanor, DUI/DUI. !xclusive linited felony - d  uri sdiction, 
- Juvenile, 
No jury trials. 

ouinq traffic, niscellaneous traffic, 

Court of 
last 

resort 

1 
Intemediate 

appellate 
courts 

1 
Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

i 

Courts of 
1 imited 

jurisdiction 
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ALASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

SUPRBlE COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, adminis- 

trative agency, juvenile, disciplinary 
cases, 

d % / k s ,  certifie! questions from federal 
courts, 

- Discretionary Jurisdiction, in criminal , , original roceeding, interlocutory 

COURT OF SPPEllLS 
3 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in criminal, juvenile, 

original Proceeding, interlocutory decision 1 ;asis: . - ' ,  I - Discretionary Jurisdiction, in criminal, 
uveni le, original proceeding, interlocutory 
ecision cases, 

4- SUPERIOR COURI (15 courts in 4 districts) 
1 30 judges, 5 masters 

CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, domestic relations, estate, - Exclusive real ro erty rights, Mental 
health, adninistrative agency,, civil 
appeals, miscellaneous civil, JuriSdiCtiOn, - Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals 
Jurisdiction, - Juvenile, 

I Jury trials in most cases, 

I 

DISIRICI COURI ( 5 6  locations in 4 districts) 
17 judges, 58 magistrates 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract (b 0/i0,008-50,0B0), domestic 

relations, small claims jurisdiction ( S  5,000). - Limited felony, misdemeanor, DUI/DUI 
- ixclusive traffidother violation juris- 

diction, exce t for uncontested parking 
v i o 1 ati ons ( w h c h  are handl ed admi n i s tra- 
tiuely), - Emergency juvenile, 

Jury trials in most cases, 

urisdiction, 

CSP casetypes: - Iort contract (b 0/i0,008-50,0B0), domestic 
relations. small claims Jurisdiction ( S  5,000). - LiMited felonu, misdemeanor, DUI/DUI 

_ I  

urisdiction, - i  xclusive traffidother violation Juris- 
diction, exce t for uncontested parking 
v i o 1 ati ons ( w h c h  are handl ed admi n i s tra- 
tiuely), - Emergency juvenile, 

Jury trials in most cases, 

1 
Court of 
last resort 

Intemediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
limited 

jurisdiction 
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ARIZONA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

SUPREHE COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandator jurisdiction in civil capital criminal disciplinary 

certif le! questions from federa! courts, original proceeding 
cases, 
administrative agency, juveni le, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases, tax appeals, 

- Discretionary jurisdicti,on i n  civil, noncapital criminal 

I 

COURT OF APPEALS ( 2  divisions) 
21 judges sit in panels 

CI 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, .noncapital criminal, admin- 
istrative agency, juvenile, original Proceeding, interloc- . .  .. utory decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in administratiwe agency cases, 

I 

L 

I 

SUPERIOR COURT (15 counties) FI 
124 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real pro erty($5008/no 

Max) mlscellaneous domeshc relations 
exclusive estate, mental health, appehs, 
miscellaneous civil jurisdiction, - llisdemeanor, ,miscellaneous criMina1. 
Felony criminal appeals jurisdiction, - Juvenile, 

Jury trials, 

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT (83 precincts) 
183 judges I 
CSP casetupes: - 

- 

Iort- -ciitract real property 
rights ( S  8/5 b88), miscellaneous 
domes tic re 1 ati ons, Exc 1 us i we 
small claims 'urisdiction ( S  1,580, 
Misdemeanor dU IOU I, mi sce 1 1  aneous 
criminal, limited felony 
durjsdiction, 
ovin traffic violations, parking, 

misceylaneous traffic, 
Jury trials except in small claims, 

TAX COURT 
1 judye (from 1 superior court) 
CSP casetypes: 
-Administraiue 
agency appeals, 

Court of 
last resort I 

lCSP casetypes: 
1 -  liscellaneous domestic relations. 
1 -  lisdemeanor DUIOUI. 
1 -  loving traffic, parking, miscel- 
I laneous traffic, Exclusive 
I ordinance violation jurisdiction, 

1 

Intemediate 
appellate 

court 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

J 

Courts of 
I lmited 

jurisdiction 
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ARKANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

4 

SUPREllE COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandator jurisdiction in civil, crjminal, ahinistrative 

agency, rawyer disciplinary, certified questions from federal 
courts original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agency cases, 

R/ 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction jn ciuil, noncapital crifiinal, admin- 

istrative agency, juvenile, interlocutory decision cases, - No discretionary jurisdiction, 
I I  1 

c CIRCUIT COURT (24 circuits) 
34 judges# 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract real p r o p e r  

ty ri hts ( S  i88ino maximum), 
misceylaneoy , civi 1 
Exclusive civil a d a l s  _ _  
'uri sdi c ti on. - disdemeanor, DUI/DUI, miscel- 
laneous criminal, Exclusive 
triable felony ,criminal a p  
peals juri sdi chi on, 

Jury trials, I 
1 r---'--'---'-'-""-""""""' 

I HUNICIPllL COURT (125 courts) I 

I 125 judges I 

I CSP caset pes: 
I - Contrac! real ropert 
I rights (6 8/38d), m a r l  
I claims jurisdiction (S3,886), 
I - Limited felony, misdemeanor, 
I DUl/DUl, 
I - Irafficiother violation, 

I I 

I I 

I 

I I 
I I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I No jury trials, I 

I POLICE COURT ( 5  courts) I 

I 5 judges I 

I CSP caset pes: 
I - Contrac! real roperty 
I rights tb 8/380! 
I - Hisdemeanor, DUlhUl, I 
I - Trafficlother violation, I 

................ 1 r-------""""- 

I I 

I I 

1- 
I I 

L.............................----J 
r " " " " ~ " " " " " ~ . ~ . . . . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
I No jury trials, I 

I COURT OF COW  PLEAS(^ courts)l 
I 4 judges I 
I I- 
I CSP casety es: 
1 -Contract !S 500/1,088) 

I 
I 

CHANCERY AM) P R O M I E  COURT 
(24 circuits) 
33 judges# 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real pro erty 

ri his, Exclusive domeslic 
reyations, estate, mental 
health jurisdiction, 
jurisdiction, 

I N O  jury trials, 

- Exclusjve, juveni le 

I CSP casetypes: I 

I miscePlaneous civil, 
-1 - Real roperty rights, I 

I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

L................................J 

1 

I I 

I I 

1 No jury trials, I 

I CITY COURT (99 courts) I 

I 75 judges I 

I CSP caset pes: 
-I - Contrac! real roperty I 

I rights (6 6 / 3 d  
I - Hisdemeanor, DUlhUI. I 
I - Traffidother violation. I 

I No jury trials, I 

~-.---------------.-.-.--.-...-.. 

I I 

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

i JUSTICE OF THE P M C E  
I 55 justices of the peace 
I CSP caset pes: 
1 - Seal1 ci'aims (6 o/3emI 
I - HisdeMeanor. I 
I H O  jury trials, I 

I 
I 

I I 

I 
I 
I 

I - 

L... ............................. J 

* Thirty-two additional 'udges serve both circuit and chancery courts, 28 of which 
are ,primarily responsihe for the juvenile division of chancery court. 

1 

Court of 
last resort 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appe 1 1 ate 
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Courts of 
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jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jmi fed 

jurisdiction 
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CALIFORNIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

I 

R/ SUPRWE COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in capital criminal, disciplinary I cases, 

adninistratiue agency, juuenile, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases, 

- Discretionary jurisdicti,on in ciuil, noncapital criminal 

I 

COURTS OF llPPulL (6 courts/districts) 
88 judges sit in panels 

CI 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital criminal, a h i n -  
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in adninistratiue agency, orig- istratiue agency, ,juuen!le cases, 

inal proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

SUPERIOR COURT ( 5 8  counties) CI 

789 judges, 135 comissioners and referees 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, ,real property ri hts (t 25,88B/no maximw), 

miscellaneous ciui 1, Exclusive !ones tic relations, estate, 
mental health ciuil appeals jurisdiction, - D U I A U I ,  Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals juris- I - k%be juvenile jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials, 

MNICIPllL COURT (98 courts) 
616 judges, 169 comissioners and 
referees 
CSP casetupes: 
--iort--ciitract, real pro ert 

rights (b 8/25,888) , sttar1 ,erains 
(b 2 5 B B ) ,  miscellaneous ciuil, - Limited felony, misdemeanor, DUIAUI, - Iraffidother uiolation, 

Jury trials except in small claims 
and infraction cases, 

Court of 
last resort 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appellate 

court 

I 

JUSTICE COURT (53 courts) 
53 judges I 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real pro ert 

rights (b W25, BBB) , smarl . cyaifls (4  2 588), miscellaneous ciuil, - Limited felony, misdemeanor, 
DUIAUI, 
Iraf f i c/o ther vi o 1 ati on, 

Jury trials except in small claims 
and infraction cases, I 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 !mi fed 

jurisdiction 
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COLORADO COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

SUPREME COURT 

7 Justices sit en banc 

- Handatory jurisdiction in ciuil, criminal, aeinistratiue 
agency, , juueni le, disciplinary, ,advisory opinion, original 
iscretionary Jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital criminal, 

I'lr::::::::' , interlocutory decislon cases, 
administratiwe agency, juuenile, advisory opinion, original 
proceeding cases, 

I 
COURT OF llPPEllLS R 

16 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction I n  ciuil, noncapital criminal, a h i n -  
- No discretionary JUriSdiCtiOn, 

istratiue agency, ,juuen!le,cases, 

I 

DISTRICT COURT (22 districts)R 
114 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real property 

rights, estate ciuil ap- 
peals, mental health, miscel- 
aneous ciuil. Exclusive 

domestic relations juris- 
diction, - Criminal appeals, limited 
felony miscellaneous crimi- 
nal, ixclusive triable 
felony Jurisdiction, - Exclus iue 'uueni le jurisdi c- 
tion except in Denuer, 

I Jury trials except in appeals, 

WBTER COURT ( 7  districts) 
7 district judges serue 
CSP casetypes: - Real property rights, 
Jury trials, 

t 

L 
DENUER PROBATE COURT 
1 district court 

judge serues, 1 
referee 

CSP casetypes: - Exclusive estate, 
Mental health 
urisdiction in 

denver, 

Jury trials, 

D W E R  JUUENILE COURl 
3 district court 

Judges serue, 2 
comissioners 

CSP casetypes: - Exclusive ado tion, 
ypport/custo!y 
urisdiction in 

denuer! - Excluslue, juueni le 
urisdiction in 

denuer, 

Jury trials, 

1 
Intermediate 

appellate 
court 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

nun i 6 i pal 
Court of 
record 

I 

COUNTY COURT ( 6 3  counties) 
114 judges (62 full-time, 52 art- 

!inel 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real property 

rights 6 8/18,888)1 Exclusive 
small claims jurisdiction 
( S  3,508). - Criminal appeals, limited felony, 
Exclus!ue ,misdemeanor, DUliDUI 
urisdiction, - lowing traffic, miscellaneous 

traffic, 
Jury trials exce t in small 
claims and appears. 

............... 1 
I 
I 

I I 

I I 

A............. 

I "258 judges I 

I CSP casetyes:, I 
I - nouin raffic parking, I 

municipal 1 misceflaneous traffic, I 

of record I violation jurisdiction, I 
+ c o u r t  not- Exclusive ordinance 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I Ho jury trials. I 

Court of 
last resort 

Courts of 
1 imited 

jurisdiction 
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CONNECTICUT COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

- 
S U P R M E  COURT 
7 justices sit in eane1.s o f  5 (membership rotates daily) 

upon order of chief Justice 6 or 7 may sit on panel 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, crininal, judge 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, 

disciplinary cases, i administrative agency cases, 

I I 

9 judges sit in panels of 3 (membership rotates daily, may 
sit en b a n d  

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agency (workers’ compensation) , juveni le, 
lawyer discipli,nary, ,original proceeding cases, 
(zoning only! cases, 

- Discretionar Jurisdiction in administrative agency 

I 1 SUPERIOR COURT (12 districts and 21 geogra hical areas 
for ciuil/criminal matters, and 14 districes for juvenile 
matters) 

CI 

156 judges 
CSP caset pes: - Paternlbbastardy, mental health, miscellaneous civil, 

Exclusive tort contract, real pro erty rights, small 
claims (b 2,666) , marriage dissoluPion, adninistrative 
appeals (except workers’ compensation). - Exclusive criminal y s d l c t i o n .  , , , , - Exclusive trafficlo her violation urisdiction, ,except 
for uncontested parking (which is iandled administra- 
tively), - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Court of 
last resort 

lntemediate 
appellate 

court 

‘ I  
Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

I Jury trials in most cases, I I 

I 

I 

r......’..’...’-.’.............1........---------~~.~~-.~-..- 1 
I P R O M T E  COURT (133 courts) 
I 133 judges 
I CSP casetyes:, 
I - Paterni y, miscellaneous domestic relations, mental I 
I health, miscellaneous civil, I 
I - Exclusive adoption, estate Jurisdiction, I 
I 
I 
I 

Court of 
1 !mi ted 

jurisdiction 
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DELAWARE COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

S U P R M E  COURT 
5 justices sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, disciplinary, advisory opinions 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapieal criminal, certified questions for the executive and legislature, original roceeding cases, 

from federal courts, interlocutory decision cases. 

COURT OF CHBNCERY (3 counties) 
1 chancellor and 4 vice- 
chance 1 1  ors 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract real r o p e r  

ty rights, mental hearth. - Exclusive estate juris- 
diction, 

No jury trials, 

SUPERIOR COURT ( 3  counties) CI 

15 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real propert! 

rights mental health, 
miscel ianeous, Exclusive 
civil appeals 'urisdiction - Misdemeanor, ixclusive tri- 
able felony, criminal ap-, 
peals, ,miscel laneous criminal 
jurisdiction, 

COURT OF COnnON PLEAS 
(3 counties) 
5 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real property 

rights miscelianeous civil 
(S 0/15,000) I - lisdemeanor, - Preliminary hearings. I 

Jury trials in some cases, 
(No jury trials in New Castle.) 

JUSTICE OF THE P U C E  COURT 
(19 courts) 
5 3 ,  justices of the peace and 1 
chief magistrate 
CSP casetypes: - Real ro erty ri hts - (s  a/! 0 b ,  small claims 

(S 5,0b0), - Misdemeanor DUI/DUI, - Moving traffic, miscellaneous 
traffic, 

Jury trials in some cases, I 

I trials except in appeals, I 

FBMILY COURT (3 counties) 
13 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive domestic relations 
- 1  i sdemeanor, - Moving traffic, Miscellaneou! 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdic- 
No jury trials, 

urisdiction, 

traffic (juvenile), 
tion, 

1 r"""-""'- '---"------------- 

I I 

I I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

L..................................J 

I BLDERIIIIN'S COURT (12 towns) I 

I 18 aldemen I 

I CSP caset pes: 
I - lisdemeanor, DUlhUl, 
I - Traffidother violation, I 

---I - Small cyaims ( S  2 500), 

I No jury trials, I 

- - - 1  

I 
I MUNICIPIIL COURT OF UIMINGTON (i  city) I 

I 3 judges ( 2  full-time, 1 part-time) I 
I 

1 CSP casetypes: 
I - Hisdemeanor, DUI/DUI! 
I - Iraffic/other violation, 
I - Preliminary hearings, 
I No jury trials, 
I 

Court of 
last resort 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 imited 

urisdiction 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

~ 

COURI OF miu CI 

9 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, 

criminal, administrative aqency 
juvenile, disciplinar , origina! 
roceeding, interlocuiory decision cases - i j s c r e t i p n y  Jurisdlction in s m h l ~  claiis, 

minor criminal, original Proceeding cases, 

1 SUPERIOR COURT A 
59 judges 
CSP casetupes: I . .. - Exclusikciuil jurisdiction (b 2,88l/no 
- Exclusjve criminal y i s d l c t i o n .  , , - Exclusive traffic/o her violation Juris- 

maximum), Small claims 'urisdiction (b 2,8881, 

diction, except for most,parking cases 
(which are handled administratiuely) , - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Court of 
last resor 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 
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FLORIDA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

SUPRME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, ahinistrative 

agency Juvenile, ,disciplinary, advisory opinion cases, - Discretionary jurisdicti.on in civil, .noncapital crininal, 
administratiye agency, juvenile, advlsory opinion, orig- I inal Proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

DISTRICT COURTS OF OPPERL ( 5  courts) 
57 judges sit in 3-judge panels 

1 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory 'urisdiction i,n ciyil, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction.in civil, noncapital criminal, 
juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

I 

CIRCUIT COURT (26 circuits) 
421 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, ,real property ri hts (bl8,666/no maximum) 

- M i sdeneanor, .bWI/DU I mi sce 1 I aneous criminal, - Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals Jurisdiction, 

miscellaneous civi 1 ,  Exclusive iomestic relations, 
mental health estate, civil appeals jurisdiction, 

- Juvenile, 

Jury trials except in appeals, 

C O U M Y  COURT (67  counties) 
241 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort. contract. real propertu riuhts ($2, 

Jury trials except in miscellaneous traffic, 

Court of 
last resort 

I 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appe 1 1 ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
limited 

jurisdiction 
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GEORGIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

: 

S U P r n  COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - landator jurisdiction in civil capital criminal, Juvenile, disciplinary, 
- Discretionary. urisdiction in civil, noncapi!al criminal, akinistrative 

certif ie! questions fro? federa! courts, or1 inal proceedin cases. 
agency, w e n l i e ,  original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, civil appeals, miscellaneous civil. 
- Risdemeanor, DU!/Dh, Exc!usive triable felony, criminal appeals. - Irafficlother violation, except for parking. 
Jury trials, 

Exclusive real ro erty ri hts, domestic relations jurisdiction. 

: 

COURT OF n P P w s  
.( 

9 Judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, administrative agency, 
- iscretiqnary, urisiiction in civil, noncapital criminal, administrative 

duuenile, origi,na! rocyeding, interlocutory decislon cases. 
agency, Juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

1 I r'-""""""""'~..~~.~.~...~~.~....~~. 
I CIUIL COURT (Bibb and Aichond counties) I r------------ - - - - - - - - - - -  
I 3 judges 1 1  (Chatham, DeHalb, 
I 1 1  COUMY RECORDER'S COURT: 

I 

1 CSP casetypes: 1 1  Counties) 
I smal I claims ~su7seke/2seee). 1 1  8 judges 

-1 - Iort contract (S8/75fl48/25eee), I 1  

SUPERIOR COURT (45 circuits) L 
153 Judges authorized 

1 .  1 1  binnett, and luscogee I 
I 
I 
I - -  

I - Limited felony, I 1  I 
I 1 1  CSP casetypes: I 
I 1 1  - Limited felony, I 
I Jury trials in civil cases, 1 1  DUVDUI, I 

I - Iraffidother L.......................................-..J I .. .................................... r------ 1 iioiition, I 
I #uWICIpIIL COURT (1 court in Columbus) I I I 
I 1 1  No jury trials, I 

I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1 1 r"'~"""""""'~~.. 
I I MGISIWlTE COURT I I CSP casetypes: 

I - Iort, contract 08/7588), small I I (159 courts) I 
I claims (W7588). I 1  I 
I - Limited felony, fiisdemeanor. I I 159 chief magistrates I 
I Jury trials in civil cases, I I and 292 magistrates, I 

I 32 of whom also serve I ~......-.--...........-.----------------- 1 I state, probate 
1 S t l l E  COURT (62 courts) i I juvenile civil, or I 

I I municipal courts, I 4 43 full-time and 44 part-time judges I I I 
I I CSP casetypes: I 

I CSP casetypes: I I - Iort contract (t WI- -+ - Tort, contract small claifis, civil I+ seeel small claims I 

I - Lifiited felony misdemeanor, DUI/DUI,I I - Limited felony, I 
I criminal a eafs. I I imited misdemeanor, I 
I - Roving tra!!ic, miscellaneous traffic. I - drdinance uiolation.1 
I Jury trials. I I No jury trials, 

i l Judge 

L...........................................-J 

I appeals, miscellaneous civil, I I (swsiee), 

L.-......................................J . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1 

Court 
of 
last 

resort 

1 
Inter 
mediate 
appellate 

court 

J Only for 
counties u/ 
o ulation ! Pee,eae 

where pro- 
bate 'udge 
is attorney 
at pract least ic n! 
years. 

Court of 
peneral 
d Y X n  

7- ................... - 
I PROMECOURT I 
I 159 courts, 
I 159 judges I 

~~ 

I I- 

I CSP caset pes: I 
I - Rental Kealth I 
I estate, yscel- I 
I laneous civil. I 
I - Hisdemeanor, I 
I DUI/DUI, I 
I - llauina traffic. I 
I miscel I anioui- ' 
I traffic. 
I Jury trials only I 
I in counties with I 
I opulation reaterl 
! ehan iee,eek 

......................... : #IWICIpIIL COURTS 
I IND THE CITY COURT I 
I OF ltUMl I 
I ("398 courts & judges) I 
I CSP casety es: 
I - Limited Pelony, I 
1 DUI/DUI. 
I - Iraffic/other I 
I violation. I 

I I 

I I 

1 r'-"~"""""""....--.-~..~.......~..~--....-..-...-..-.--........-.--...........~~~~~~..~.. 
I I 
I JUUMILE COURT (159 courts) I 

I 17 full-time, 36 art-time (2 of whom also serve as state court judges) and 33 associate I 
I ,juuen/le court juiges, Superior court judges serve in the counties without independent I 
I Juvenile courts. I 

I - loving lraffic, miscellaneous traffic. 
I - Juvenile! I 
I No Jury trials, I 

I I 

I 
I 

+ CSP caset pes: 
L.... ............................................................................................ J 

its 
I ted 
tion 
1 s- 
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HAWAII COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

ib I 

I 

SUPREHE COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

CI 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administratiwe 
agency juvenile, disci linary, certified questions from 
federaf .courts,, ori jnaf proceedin cases - Discretionary, urisilction in civil, criminal, administratjve 
agency, juueni ye, original proceeding, interlocutory decision 

I cases, 

CIRCUIT COURT IND FllHILY COURT ( 4  circuits) CI 

2 4  jud es and 11 district family 'udges, One first 
circuit judge hears contested land matters and tax 
appeals, 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real property rights miscellaneous 

civil ($ 5,BBB/no maximum) [concurrent from $5,888- 
18,8BB1. Exclusive domestic relations, ,mental health, 
estate, administratiwe agenc appeals jurisdiction, - Misdemeanor, DUI/DUI miscelraneous criminal, 
Excl us i we tri ab1 e f e! ony jurisdiction, - Moving, traffic, ,miscellaneous traffic, - Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, 

DISTRICT COURT ( 4  circuits) 
24 judges and 38 per diem judges* 1 CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real propert ri hts fiiscellaneous civil ( S  B/ 

i B , B h  [concurrent from 5 B!et--i! BBb (civil nonJuru)l. Exclusive 
sfiall claims court 'urisdihion ( b $ 2 , 5 B B )  I - Misdemeanor DUI/DUf, Exclusive limited felony jurisdiction - Mowin!, traffic, fiiscellaneous traffic, Exclusive parking, oidinance 
viola ion Jurisdiction, 

No jury trials, I 

Court of 
last resort 

1 
Intemediate 

appe 1 1 ate 
court 

1-11 Indicates assignment of cases, 
* Some per,diem judges are assigned to serve as per diem district It family court judges 

in the first circuit, 

Court of 
1 jfiited 

iurisdiction 
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IDAHO COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

supm COURT 

5 Justices sit en banc 111 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory 'urisdiction in civil, criminal, 

administrative agency, juvenile, disciplin- 
ary, original proceeainj cases, - Discretionary Jurisdict!on in,civil, non- 
capital criminal, administrative agency, 
Juvenile, certified questions from federal 
courts, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

COURT OF llPPEALS 
3 Judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 

criminal, ,juvenile original proceeding 
cases assigned by the supreme court, - No discretionary jurisdiction, 

DISIRICI COURT ( 7  districts) CI 

33 judges, 65 lawyers and 8 nonlawyer 
magistrates 

civil appeals) tl B/no M 
division: B/ 
tion ($ 2. 

Ijurisdiction. , , - xclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction, 
Jury trials except in small claims and traffic, 

- _ _ _  indicates assignment of cases, 

1 

Court of 
last resort 

Intermediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

Jurisdiction 
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ILLINOIS COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

-b 

SUPREHE COURT 
7 Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory 'urisdiction in ciuil, criminal, 

administrati we agency juueni le, 
disciplinary, original proceeding, inter- 
locutory decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdictjon in,ciuil, non- 
capital criminal, administrative agency, 
juuenile, certified questions from federal 
courts, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

I 

APPELLATE COURl ( 5  districts) n 
40 authorized judges plus 11 supplemental 
judges I 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital 

crylnal, administratiue aqencj, juuenlle, 
original proceeding, inter ocu ory decision 
cases, 
locutory decision cases, 

- Discretionary jurisdiction in ciuil, inter- 

CIRCUIT COURT (22 circuits) CI 

431 authorized circuit, 360 associate 
judges, and 58 pemissiue associate judges* 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive ciuil jurisdiction (including 

admjnistratiue a enc appeals), small c 
- ixclusiue criminal 'urisdiction - Exclusive traff idother uiolatihn 

Jurisdiction, 
lusiue juveni 1 e jurisdiction, 

urisdiction ( S  ! 5 0 b .  

I - EXC 

laims 

Jury trials pemissible in most cases, 

Court of 
last resort 

Intermediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 
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INDIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

TAX COURT CI 

1 judge 
CSP casetyes: - Adninis ratiue 

agency appeals, 

I n t e r  
mediate 

appe I I ate 
courts 1 COURT OF APPEllLS (5 courts) 

15 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory 'urisdiction in ciuil, noncapital criminal, 

administrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, - Discretionary Jurisdiction in interlocutory decision 
cases, 

CI 

A I 

Jury trials except small claims, I 

A A 

Jury trials. 

I 

COUNTY COURT (32 courts) 
31 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real pro erty 

rights ( S  B/lB BBB), snarl 
claims ( s , ~ , B B ~ ) ,  menta! 
health, miscellaneous ciui 1, - Limited felony, misdemeanor, 
DUVDUI, - Trafficlother uiolation, 

Jury trials except small claims 

SUPERIOR COURT (139 courts) CI 

138 judges 
(1 court) (St, Joseph) 

I I  

CSP casetupes:  ... --. . . . - _ _  - - Iort contract, real ro ert 
rights, small claims IS ! Be!) 
domestic relations, Menta\ heaith, 
estate ciuil appeals, 
miscel 1 aneous ciui 1. - Triable felony, misdemeanor, 
DUI/DUI criminal appeals. - Moving traffic, miscellaneous 
traffic, - Juvenile, 

1 Judge 
CSP casetypes: 
- Adoption, estate, 
- Juuenile, misce! laneous civi 1. 

CIRCUIT COURT (92 courts) CI 

95 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real ro ert 

rights, small claims IS ! BE!) 
domestic re1 ati ons, ,men tal 
health estate, ,c/uil appeals, 
miscel ianeous ciuil, - Iriable felony, misdemeanor, 
DUI/DUI criminal appeals. - Moving traffic, miscellaneous 
traffic, - Juvenile, 

Jury trials except small calisms 

MNICIPAL COURT OF MARION 
COUNTY (15 courts) 
16 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real 

ro erty rights ( S  B/ 
10, K00) , mental health, 
ciuil trial court appeals, 
miscellaneous ciui 1, - Limited felony, misdemean- 
or, DUI/DU!, - Traffidother uiolation. 

Jury trials, 

l-- 
S M l l  CLIIIMS COURT OF 
MRION COUNTY (8 courts) 

. .  - .  
I I 1  I I 8 judges 
I CSP casetypes: I I CSP casetypes: I 1  

I - Iort contract ( S  8/588-2,588)1 I - Hisdemeanor, I I CSP caset pes: 
I (nost are s 588 maximu), I 1 DUI/DUI, I 1 - Small claims (s  3 , ~ e m .  
I - Misdemeanor, DUI/DUI! I 1 - Iraffidother I I - Miscellaneous ciuil, 
I - Traffic/other violation, I 1 uiolation, I I  

Courts 
of 

general 
dSflfin J 
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IOWA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

SUPRBIE COURT 
9 justices sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory 'urisdiction in civil, criminal, 

a M i  vi strative a g e y y ,  juven i 1 e, 
disciplinary, certified questions from fed- 
eral courts, original roceeding cases, - Discretionar jurisdiceion in civil, crifli- 
nal adninisirative agency juvenile, orig- 
inal proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases, 

COURT OF BPPULS 
6 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory 'urisdiction in civil, crjmjnal, 

ahinistrative agency juveni le, original 
proceedin , interlocutory decision cases 
assigned %y the supreme,court, - No discretionary Jurisdiction, 

DISTRICT COURT ( 8  districts in 99 counties) CI 

8 chief judges, 101 district judges, 46 
district associate judges, 17 senior judges, 
11 full-tine referees, and 149 part-time 
nagis trates 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive ciuil jurisdiction (including 

- ixclusive criminal jurisdiction (including 
- [xclusive !raffic/other violation 
-i! xclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

trial court a eals) Small claims 

crininal a peals), 
urisdiction !% 2 0fl01, 

urisdiction except for uncontested parking. 

CSP casetypes: - Exclusive ciuil jurisdiction (including 
trial court appe$1;da, Small claims 
jur!sdictirn - Exclusive 

- [xclusive , !raf f i d o t h e r  viol ation 
crininal a peals), 
urisdiction except for uncontested parking. - r '  

Jury trials, except in small clains, juvenile, 
eguit cases, cit and county ordinance 
violalions, Menta! health cases, 

_ _ _ _  Indicates assignment of cases, 

Court of 
last resort 

Intermediate 
appe I I ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 
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KANSAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

supm COURT 
I 7 justices sit en banc 

CSP casetypes: - Mandator jurisdiction in civil, crimjnal, administrative 
agency, Hisciplinary, certified questions from federal 
courts original proceeding cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administra- 
tive agency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

RI COURT OF n p p m L s  
1B judges generally sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 

agency, juvenile, original proceeding, criminal i n t e r  
locutory decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil interlocutory decision 
cases. 

149 judges and 69 magistrates 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusiue,ciui,l jur!sd/ction (including civil appeals), 

Small claims Jurisdiction (6 1,000) I - Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (including criminal 
appeals), - Moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury trials except in small claims, 

I_ 
I CSP caset pes 
1 - Moving [rafiic, miscellaneous traffic DWI/DUI, Exclusive I 
I ordinance violation, parking jurisdiction, 

1 
Intemediate 

appellate 
court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
1 imited 

jurisdiction 
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KENTUCKY COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

r i  

SUPRME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handator 'urisdiction in capital and other criminal 

(death, !i!e, 2 0  rt sentence), djsciplinary, certified 
questions from fejeral courts, original proceeding 

COURT OF mmu 
14 judges generally sjt in panels, but sit en banc in 
a policy making capacity, 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, orig- 

inal Proceeding cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital crininal, 
a h j  n j strati ve agency, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

CIRCUIT COURT (56 judicial circuits) 
91 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract rea1,pro erty rights, estate (S 4 000/ 

no naxinum) I ixclusiye.LPonestic relations, except,for 
patern i tr/bas tardy, c i v i  1 appeals, M I  sce 1 1  aneous c i v i 1 .. 
'urisdiction, 
jurisdiction, 

- disdeneanor, Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals 

Jury trials except in appeals, I 

DISIRICT COURT ( 5 9  Judicial districts) 
125 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real property rights, estate ( S  0/4,660), 

[xclusjve. paterni t /bastardy, Mental health, smal 1 clains 
- disdeneanor, limited filony DUIAUI jurjsdjction, - Exclusive traffidother vioiation JUriSdiCtiOn, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

urisdiction ( S  1 h e )  

I Jury trials in nost cases, I 

Court of 
last resort 

1 
Intemediate 

appe 1 1 ate 
court I 

Court of 
genera 1 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
1 jnited 

jurisdiction 
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I SUPRW: COURT 

JUVENILE COURT (4 courts) 
11 judges 

7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandator Jurisdiction in ciuil, criminal, adninistratiue 

agency Iisciplinar cases, - Discretionary juris!icti,on in ciuil, noncapital criminal, 
adninistratiue agency Juuenile, certified questions from 
federal courts, interiocutory decision cases, 

I 

FllHILY COURT (1 in East Baton 
Rouge) 
3 judges 

LOUISIANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

health, - Juuenile, 
No jury trials, 

Court of 
last resort 

health, marriage dissolu- 
tion, - Juuenile. 

N O  JUI 

53 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandator jurisdiction in ciuil, nonca ita1 criminal, ad- 

ministraeiue agency, ,juyeni!e, original proceeding cases, - Discretionary Jurisdiction in original Proceeding cases, 

DISTRICT COURTS 
287 judges 

DISTRICT COURT (42 districts) 
193 judges 

CI 

-1 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real pro erty rights, ,adoption, mental 

health, marriage dissolu!ion* Exclusive sup ort/custody, 
paternity/bastardy estate, ciuil trial cour! appeals, 
miscellaneous civil jurisdiction. - Misdeneanor, DUl/DUl, Exclusive triable felony, criminal 
appeals Juri sdiction! - Traffic/other violation, - Juuenile, 

Jury trials in most cases, 

I CSP casetypes: 

i JUSTICE OF THE 
I PEACE COURT I 
I (“384 courts) I 
I I 

I “384 justices of I 
I the peace I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Iort, contract I 
I real pro erty I 
I ri hts (! B/ I 
I i h a ) ,  small I 
I claims ($1 2 8 ~ 0 1  
I - Traffic/other I 
I uiolation, I 

I I 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I No jury trials. I 

I I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Traffic/otherl 
I violation, 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,~ 

CITY AND PARISH 
COURTS (53 courts 

1 12 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, 

real pro erty 
ri hts !6 0/ $dl BBB) small 
claims (62,888, - Hisdemeanor, 
DUIAUI, - Irafficlother 
u i o 1 ati on I - Juuenile except 
for status 
petitions. 

1 NO jury trials. 

Intemediate 
appellate 

court 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 !mi fed 

jurisdiction 
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MAINE COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory Jurlsdictjon, in,civil, criminal, akinistrative 

agency, juuenile, disciplinary, advisory opinion, original - jroceedjng , interlocutory decision,cases, 
ahinistrative agency, original proceeding cases, 
iscretionary JUriSdiCtiOn !n criminal extradition, 

SUPERIOR COURT (16 counties) 
16 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Sort, contract real propert rights, 

marria e dissolution, sup orbcustody, 
miscelyaneous civi 1, Extrusive paternity 
civil appeals 'urisdiction, - Misdemeanor, DdI/DUI, Exclusive triable fel- 
ony, criMinal appeals, miscellaneous crininal, 
juvenile appeals jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials in some cases, 

25 judges 
iP casetypes: 
Tort contract, real roperty 
ri his (b 8/38 888), Bomestic re- 
lations (except for adoptions 
and paternit ,) Exclusive small 
claims (b i , b ,  mental health 

I No jury trials. 

r-"""'-'--'----"...-... 

I 

I 

I PROBllTE COURT (16 courts1 
I 16 part-time judges 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive adoption, miscella- I 

neous domestic relations, estate1 
jurisdiction, I 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I No jury trials, I 

A D M N I S T M I U E  COURT CI 

2 judges 
CSP casetyies: , , - h e a l  o ahinistrative agency cases, 
No jury trials. 

Court of 
1 as t resort I 

Court of 
pen era 1 

jurisdiction 1 
Courts of 
1 jmited 

jurisdiction 
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MARYLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

COURT OF npmu 
7 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, ahinistrative 

agenc , Juvenile, disciplinary, certified questions 
from redera1 courts, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil nonca ita1 criminal, 1 administrative agency, juvenile, interlocueorr decisions 

t 
COURT OF SPECIAL A P P W L S  
13 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, admin- 

istrative agency, , juvenl l e ,  , interlocutory decision, cases, - Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, 
original proceeding cases, 

CIRCUIT COURT (8 circuits in 24 counties) 
128 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real property rights, estate, miscellane 

civil ( S  2,58B/no maximum), Domestic relations, mental 
health, civil appeals jurisdiction. 

- Felony, misdemeanor, ,miscellaneous criminal. Exclusive 
criminal appeals Jurisdiction, - Juvenile except in Montgomery County, 

Jury trials in most cases. 

CI 

'OUS 

e 

Juvenile in - 
Montgomery County r- 

DISTRICT COURT (12 districts in 24 
counties) 
97 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract real property 

ri his miscelianeous civil 
(6%,586/18,888), Miscellaneous 
domestic relations, Exclusive 
small claims jurisdiction (62 588),  - Felony (theft and worthless check), 
misdemeanor, DUl/DUl, - Excluslue moving traffic, ordinance 
violation, miscellaneous traffic 
urisdiction, - 1  uvenile in Montgomery County, 

No jury trials, 

I 

I 66 judges 
I 

I CSP casetypes: 
I - Estate, exce t where such cases 
I are handled 1 circuit court,in 
I Montgomery an! Harford counties, 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

L................................... 
I No jury trials, 

- '1 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

.J 

Court of 
last resort 

[ntemediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 imited 

ur i sdi c tion 
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MASSACHUSETTS COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

+ 

SUPRF)IE JUDICIAL COURT 
7 justices sit on the court, and 5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, judge disciplin- 
- Djscretionary ,Jurisdict/on in civil, criminal, administra- ary, adyisory opinion, original proceeding cases, 

tive agency, juvenile, interlocutory decision cases, 

n p p m l s  COURT 
1 4  justices sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory decision cases, 

agency juvenile cases, 

SUPERIOR COURT CI 
DEPARTMENT 
(23 locatjons in 
1 4  counties) 

76 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, 

real propert 
rights, civi! 
appeals, miscel- 
laneous civil, - Triable felony, 
miscellaneous 
criminal. 

(Boston, ,Bris- 
to1 Spring- 
fieid and 
Uorcester 
count i es) 

I 12 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Juvenile, 

I Jury trials, 

DISTRICT COURT DEPARTMENT 
(68 qeo raphical divisions) 
168 J u s h c e s  
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real property 

rights (b B/no maximum), 
small claims (b 1 , 5 B B ) ,  s u p  
ort/custody aterni ty/bas- 

!ard , menta! Eealth, civil 
tria! court appeals, miscel- 
laneous civil;. 
felony, misdemeanor, DUI/DUI, 

- Triable felony, limited 
criminal agpeals, ' , - Traffjc/ot er violation, - Juvenile, 

Jury trials, - 
HOUSING COURT 
DEPARTMENT (Uorcester, 
Ham den, Boston Essex, 
Midilesex, Briskon, 
and Plymouth counties) 
6 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Real property rights, 

small claims 
(b 1 HB), - Limited felony, mis- 
demeanor, 

Jur trials except in 
small claims. 

BOSTON WNICIPllL COURT 
DEPIIRTM (Boston) 
11 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real 

property ri hts ($ B/no max- 
imum) smal! claims 
(b l , $ B B ) ,  support/custod , 
mental health, civil, tria! 
court appeals, and miscel- 
laneous civil, - Triable felony, misdemeanor, 
D U V D U I ,  criminal a peals, - Traf f i c/o ther v i o 1 a!i on. 

Jury trials, 
LAND COURT 
DEPARTMENT 
(1 statewide 
court) 
4 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Real property 

rights, 

No jury trials, 

counties) 
43 justices 
CSP casetypes: - Su port/custody, 

paeerni W b a s t a r d y  
miscellaneous civii, 
Exc 1 us i ve marriage 
d I sso 1 uti on, adoption, 
miscel laneous dofiestie 
relations, estate-. - -  
jurisdiction, 

No jury trials, 

Court of 
last resort 

1 
Intermediate 

appe 1 1  ate 
court 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 
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MICHIGAN COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

_ _  
urisdiction, - d  UI/DUI fiiscel laneous 

crimina!, Exclusive 
triable felon , criminal 
appeals juri slii c ti on a 

Jury trials, 

I S U P R M E  COURT 

Jury trials, 

I I 7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in judge disciplinary cases, - Discretionary. 'urisdiction, in, ciyi 1, criminal , admlnjstrative 

agency, juvenife, lawyer disci linary, ,advisory opinion, 
ori gi nal proceed1 ng, i n terl ocu!ory dec i s i on cases a 

I 

r 
24 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 

agency juvenile cases, - Discretionary jurisdicti,on in civil, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agency, juuenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, 

! 

COURT OF C L A I R  n 
(1 court) 
Circuit judges serve 
CSP casetyes: 
- lldminis rative agency 

a peals involvin 
cPaims against tKe 
state, 

No jury trials, 

I 
I 

CIRCUIT COURT A 
(56 circuits) 
177 judges 
CSP casetypes: - fort, contract, real 

ro ert rights PC l~,&/no maximum), 
patern i ty/bas tardy, 
admi n i s trati ue agency 
appeals, miscellaneous 
civil, Exclusive m a r  
riage dissolution, 
support/custody, civi I 
trial court appeals 

RECORDER'S COURT 
OF DETROIT 
(1 court) 
29 judges 
CSP casetypes: - DUI/DUI, miscel- 

laneous criminal, 
Exclusive triablc 
felony, criminal 
appea s juris- 
diction, 

t 
(101 districts) 
254 judges 

Jury trials in most 
cases, 

1 r............. l..... - - - - - - -  
I PROBllTE COURT I 
I (79  courts) I 

I 108 judges I 

I CSP caset pes: 
I - Paternibbastardy I 
I miscellaneous civil, I 
I Exclusive adoption, , I 
I Miscellaneous domestic I 
I relations, mental I 
I health, estate, I 
I - Moving traffic, miscel-1 
I laneous traffic! I 
I - Exclus!ve,juvenile I 
I Jurisdiction. I 

I Some jury trials* I 

I I 

I I 

I I 
I I 

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

r..-.-------A-........ 
I llllNICIPAL COURT 
I (6 courts) 
I 6 judges 
1 CSP casetypes: 
I - fort, contract, re 
I ro ert rights 
I PC $ / i , b ) ,  small 
I claims ( C  1,588)- 
I - Limited felon 
I misdemeanor, hl/ 
I DUI, 
I - tlovin traffic, 
I misceylaneous 
I traffic, ordi- 
I nance.uiolation. 
I Jury trials in most 
I cases, 

I 

I 

L....... -.-........... 

- -1 
I 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

'a1 I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I ... J 

Intemediate 
appellate 

court 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 lmited 

uri sdi c ti on 
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MINNESOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

SUPRME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 

a 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in criminal administratiue agency, 
disciplinary, certified questions from federal court 
cases, 

c o w  OF mixs a 
15 judges sit en banc and in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in ciuil, criminal, administratiue 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in ciuil, criminal, juuenile, agency juvenile cases* 

I original proceeding cases, I 
~ ~~~ 

242 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract, real property rights, domestic relations, 

- Juuenite, - ill criminal, DUI/DUI. 

small claims (conciliation diuision: $ 0/4,000), mental 
health estate, miscellaneous ciuil, i - Irafficlother uiolations, 

I Juru trials except in small claims, I 

Court of 
last resort I 
In t e m e d i  ate 

appe 1 1 ate 
court I 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 
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MISSISSIPPI COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

11 

SUPREllE COURT 
9 justices sit in panels and en banc 

- 

- 

Courts of 
1 jmited 

jurisdiction 

CIRCUIT COURT (20 districts)*R 
40 judges 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

L.. .. .................... ....... 1 

Jurisdiction: - Ciuil actions (b 200/no 
maximum) 

- Paternity, - Felonies, misdemeanors, 
Appeals de novo or on 
record. 

Jury tri a1 s. 

t 

CHllNCERY COURT (20 districts)* 
39 judges 
Jurisdiction: 
- Equity, divorce alimon , pro- 

bate, guardianship, menial 
cowitnents. 

- Hears juvenile if no county 
court, 
Appeals on record. 

Jury trials, (limited) I 
t 1 .. ..... 1 r........ L..... 

I COUNTY COURT (19 counties)* 
I 23 judges 

I 

I I 

I 

I Jurisdiction: 
I - Civil actions (b 

-1 - Misdemeanors, fel 
I lininaries, 
I - Juvenile, 
I Appeals de nouo, 
I Jury trials, 
I 

0/25,000, 
.ony pre- 

If no 
county 
court 

1 

I I 

r................ L . . - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

I Fnnm COURT ( i  court)* I 

I 1 judge I 

I Jurisdiction: I 

I - Delinquency, abuse/neglect. I 
I - qdult crimes against I 

uveniles, I - platernity, 

I Jury trial of adults, I 

I I 

I 

I 
I 

I I 

L............... .................. J 

1 r--..'.........-- l............... T................ 1-............... 
I HUNICIPAL COURT (168 courts)* 1 I JUSTICE COURT (92 courts)* I 

I 102 judges, 165 mayors I I 191 judges I 

I Jurisdiction: I I Jurisdiction: I 

I - tlunicipal ordinance viola- I I - Civil actions ( I  0/1,00B). I 
I tions. I I - Misdemeanors, felony I 

I I I preliminaries, I 

I I Jury trials, I I Jury trials, 

I I I 

I I I I 

I I I I 

L................................1 L.. ............................... J 

* A trial court jurjsdiction uide was never corn leted by Mississippi 
therefore, the trial court eeminolog reporte8 in this court structure chart 
does not reflect CSP model reporting [ems, 
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MISSOURI COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

SUPRME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in capital criminal 

and original proceedin cases, - Discretionar jurisdiceion in civil, ,noncap- 
ital cripinaY,capita! criminal,adr?inistrativo 
agency, juvenile, original proceeding cases. 

COURT OF APPEALS (3 districts) 
32 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in civil, nonca ital 

criminal, capital crjmjnal, akinistraeive 
agenc , Juvenile, ,original proceeding, and 
interyocutorv deci,sion cases - No discretionary Jurisdictio~, 

CI 

I 
CIRCUIT COURT (44 circuits) CI 

133 circuit and 178 associate circuit judges 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil 'urisdiction (including 

civjl ,appeals) t d  8/no maximum; associ,ate 
division: b 8/15 888), Small claims juris- 
diction ($  l 1 S ~ d ,  - Exclusive criminal $urisdiction. , - Iraffidother viola ion urisdiction, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 

Jury trials in most cases, 
I 

1 

I I 

I I 
I 
I 
I 

L.......................................---------J 

r............."""~.-- l---...-----------------. 
I WNICIPllL COURT (413 courts) I 

I 386 municipal judges I 

I CSP casety es: 
I - Municipa! traffidordinance violations, 
I No jury trials, I 

Intermediate 
appe 1 1 ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

1 
Court of 
ljmited 

jurisdiction 

I 
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MONTANA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

I I 
ii 

SUPREHE COURT 
7 justices sit en banc and in panels 
CSP c I - [an asetypes: datory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, juvenile, 
- Discretionary 'urisdiction in administrative agency, I certified queshons from federal courts, original proceeding 

disciplinary cases, 

I 
WATER COURT 
( 4  diuisons) 
4 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Real pro ert 

rights, Pimieed 
to adjudication 
of existin 
water righes, 

No jury trials. 

I 

DISTRICT COURT (26 judicial districts)CI 
I 36 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real property rights 

(b 5 h O  maximum) I Exclusive domestic 
relations, mental health, estate, 
civil appeals, miscellaneous civil 
urisdiction, I - r i  isdemeanor, Exclusive triable fel- 

ony criminal apyea1.s.. , , - Exciusive juveni e Jurisdiction. 
Juru trials, 

1 judge 
CSP casety es: - Limited e o  

workers' 
compensation 
di spu tes , 

No jury trials. 

i JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT I 
I  ( 5 6  counties) I 
I I  
I  78 justices of the peace, I 
I 32 of these also serve as city I 
Court Judges, I 

I  CSP casetypes: I 
I  - Tort contract real pro ertyl 
I rights (b 6/5 h a ) ,  smal! I 
I  claims (63,608), 
I - Misdemeanor DUI/DUI* 
I - Moving trafric parking, fiis-; 
I cellaneous trarfic, I 

I  Jury trials except in small I 
I  claims, I 

I I  

I  I  

L...................- - - - - - - - - - - - - J  

1 

I I  

~- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .  .__._____________ 
I CITY COURT (85 cities) I 

I  46 judges plus 32 JOP who also I 
I serve as city court judges. I 

I  CSP casetypes: I 
I  - Tort contract real property I 
I  rights (b6/$366), I 
I - Misdemeanor D U I A U I ,  
I - Houin traffic parking, 
1 fiisce?laneous traffic, 
I exclusive ordinance violation, I 
I parking Jurisdiction. I 

I  Jury trials i n  some cases, I 

I  I  

I  
I  
I  

I  I 

I  I 

L.......... ......................... J 

I MUNICIPAL COURT ( i  court) I 
I  I  
I  1 judge I 

I  CSP casetypes: I 
I - 'lort, contract, real rop 1 
I  ert rights (b 6/5 06b, I 
I  - [islemeanor, D U I / D ~ ~ I ,  
I - llovin traffic parking, I 
I  misceflaneous traffic, I 
I  
I 
I 
I  

I  
I Jury trials. 

Court of 
last resort 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jnited 

jurisdiction 
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NEBRASKA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

I I S U P r n  COURT 

I I 7 justices sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdictjon over civil, ,criminal, administrative 

agency Juvenile, disciplinary, original proceeding cases, - Discretionary ‘urisdiction over civil administrative agency, 
certified suestions,from federal courts, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, 

I 

SEPllRllTE JUUENILE COURT 
( 3  counties) 
5 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Juuenile. 

No jury trials, 

t COURT OF nppEI\Iss c\ 

6 judge sit in panels of 3 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction over civil,, 

criminal, admjnistrative,agency, J U U ~ -  
nile, disciplinary, original proceedins 
cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction over civil, 
administrative agency, certified ques- 
tions from federal courts, original 
Proceeding, interlocutory decision 
cases, 

7- 
DISTRICT COURT 
(21 districts) 
50 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real roperty rights, 

ciuiI appeals, MiscelPaneous ciui - Exclusive domestic relations (exc; t 
ado tions), Mental health jurisdichon. - tlis!eMranor, ,DUI/DUI 
Exclusive triable feiony, ,criminal 
appeals, miscellaneous criminal Juris- 
diction, 

Jury trial except in appeals, 

COUNTY COURT (93 courts in 21 
districts) 
57 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real pro ert 

rights (b 0/15 066), sflay1 
claiMs (b 1,866,) - Exclusjue,adoption, estate 

DUI/DUI, - Traff/c/other violation, - Juvenile, 

urisdiction, - t ’  imited ’ felony, misdemeanor, 

Jury trials except in parking 
and small claims, 

1 
I 

MRKERS’ COWEHSllTION COURT 
(1 court) 

17 judges 
CSP casety es: - Limited eo workers’ 

compensation disputes. 

I N O  iuru trials, 

* The Nebraska Court of Appeals was established September 6, 1991. 

Court of 
ast resort 

Intemediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 imited 

uri sdi cti on 
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NEVADA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

SUPREME COURT 
5 Justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurjsdictjon, in,ciuil, criminal, administrative 

agenc , juvenile, ,disciplinary, original proceeding, 
interrocutory decision cases - No discretionary Jurisdictio;, 

38 Judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real roperty rights ( $ 5  888/no maximy)! 

- Misdemeanor, DUI/DUI, Exclusive triable felony, criminal 
Exclusive domestic reratlons, ,mental health, estate, civil 
appeals, miscellaneous civil jurisdiction, 
appeals, mi,scel laneous, criminal Jurisdiction, 

- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 
Jury trials in most cases, 

CI 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I 
I JUSTICE COURT ( 5 6  towns) 
1 64 Justices of the peace I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort contract real pro erty 
I rights (b 8/5,688), smalr claims I 
I (b 2,588,)  
I - Misdemeanor, DUI/DUI, Exclusive 1 
I limited felony Jurisdiction, I 
I - Moving traffic, parking, miscel- I 
I laneous traffic. I 

I Jury trials except in small claims I 

I and parking cases. I 

I I 

I I 

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

I llllNICIPlL COURT (18 incorporated 
I cities/towns) 
I 28 judges (9 also serve as JOP) 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - Torts, contract real property 
I rights (b 8/2,568), 
I - Small claims (62,5881, 
I - Exclusive, ordinance violation 
I jurisdiction, 

I 

I 
I 

'1 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

J 

Court 
of 
last 

resort I 
Court 

of 
general 
d S f l L n  1 
Courts 
l,im! ted 
d P f l L n  

o f  
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NEW HAMPSHIRE COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

-b 

S U P R M E  COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casety es: - No Mandafory jurisdiction - Discretionary jurisdictio; in civil, noncapital criminal, 

ahinistrative agenc , juvenile, disciplinar , advisory 
opinions for. the staie executive and l e g i s l a h e ,  original 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

-+ 

Ir 

PROBATE COURT (18 counties) 

I 

SUPERIOR COURT (18 counties) CI 

1, 

28 authorized Justices 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real property rights, Miscellaneous civil 

(bi,$BB/no maximum), Exclusive Marrlage dissolution, 
aterni ty, sup ort/custody Jurisdiction. - [xclusive t r i a h e  felony, criminal appeals jurisdiction. 

I 10 Judges I I  

I 5 
I I 

DISTRICT COURT (41 districts) 
87 authorized full-time and part- 
tine judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real pro ert 

rights ( S  B-lB,BBB), snarl craims 
( S  2 588), miscellaneous domestic 
relations, - Misdemeanor, DUI/DUI, - Iraffic/other violation, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

No jury trials, 

I 

HUNICIPAL COURT 
(3 mun i c i pal i ti es) fi 
5 part-time justices 
CSP casetypes: - Real property rights 

m a l l  c l a i m  ~ 2 , 5 ~ d ,  
niscel laneous civil, 

- Misdeyeanor, DUI/DUI! - Traffic/other violation, 

No jury trials, 

* 1he.municipal court,is being phased out (by statute) upon retireflent and/or 
resignation of sitting justices, 

Court of 
1 as t resort 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

I 

Courts of 
limited 

iurisdiction 

Part IV: 1991 State Court Structure Charts 201 



NEW JERSEY COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

SUPRRlE COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 

A 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative 
agency Juvenile, ,disciplinary, original proceedinq cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agenc appeal, juvenile disci linary, ,certi- 
fied questions from Yederal courts, interlocueory decision 
cases. 

f 
APPELLATE DIVISION OF SUPERIOR COURT 
28 judges sit in 7 panels (parts) 

CI 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, juue- 
- Discretionary jurisdichon in interlocutory decision cases, 

nile, administrative a ency cases, 
I 

SUPERIOR COURT: CIVIL, FnnrLy, GENERAL Epurry, 
DIVISIONS (15 vicinages in 21 counties) 

AND CRIHIMI 

338 udges authorized 

CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil Jurisdiction (uncontested estate are 

- Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals, MIS- 
- Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction, 

21 (urrogates also serve as deputy superior court clerks 

handled by the surrogates) ( S  U n o  maximum; s ecial civil 
art: s ~ 5 , 8 8 6 ) .  Small claims Jurisdiction PS ~ , B B B ) ,  

cellaneous criminal Jurisdiction, 

- Jury trials in Most cases, 

1 r......-.--....... l.---------------- 

I MUNICIPAL COURT (535 courts of I 
I which 15 were multi-municipal) I 

I 365 jud e s  of which approximately1 
I 28 are Puli-time I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Exclusive limited felon mis- I 
I demeanor, DUVDUI jurisjlction, I 
I - Excluslue traffic/other 
I v i  01 ati on Jurisdiction, I 

I No jury trials. I 

I I 

I 

I I 

L...... ............................. J 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appellate 

court 1 
I 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

rnx COURT* CI 

9 authorized judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- State/local tax 

matters 

No jury trials, 

* Tax ,court is considered a limited jurisdiction court because of its,specialized 
subject matter, Nevertheless, ,it receives appeals from administrative bodies and 
its cases are appealed to the intemediate appellate court, Tax court jud e s  
have the same general qualifications and terms of service as superior cour! 
Judges and can be cross assigned, 

Courts of 
1 imited 

jurisdiction 
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NEW MEXICO COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

b 

SUPREclE COURT CI 

5 justices sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - tlandator~,jurisdiction in ciuil, criminal, ahinistratiue 

agency, iscipl inary, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. - Discretionary jurisdicti,on in civil, noncapital criminal, 
administratiue agency, juvenile, certif led questions from 
federal court cases, 

I 

t 

il 

COURT OF n p p m  CI 

10 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: i - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, 

DISTRICT COURT (13 districts) 
59  judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real property ri hts, estate, Exclusive 

- Misdemeanor, ixclusiue triable felony, crininal appeals 
domestic relations, mental healti, ciuil appeals, miscel- 
laneous ciuil 'urisdiction, 
urisdic t ion, 
xclusiue juvenile jurisdiction, 

1 Jury trials, I 

k i I S T R l r T E  COURT (32 magistrate 
districts) 
57 judges (2 part-time) 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real property 

rights ($ 6/5,666), - Limited felony, misdemeanor, 
D U I A U I ,  - llouin traffic uiolation, 
misceylaneous traffic, 

Jury trials, 

BERHIILILU) COUNTY HETROPOLIIIIN I COURT 
15 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real property 
- Limited felony misdemeanor, 
- Iraffic/other uiolation, 

Jury trials except in traffic, 

rights ($  6/5,680). 

DUIAUI, 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Iraffidother uiolation, I 

I 33 judges 
I I 
I  CSP casetypes: I 
I - Estate. (Hears uncontested I 
I cases, Contested cases go to1 
I district courta) I 
I I 

L................................J 
I No jury trials, I 

Court of 
last resort 

Intermediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
genera 1 

jurisdiction 

I 

Courts of 
1 imited 

jurisdiction 
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NEW YORK COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

Court 1 

1 
of last 
resort 

J 

COURT OF APPMLS 
7 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative agency, juvenile, 
- Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative agency, juvenile, 

original proceeding cases, 
disciplinary, original proceeding cases, ' 

APPEWTE TWltS OF SUPME COURT 
( 3  terns/ist and 2nd departnents) 

A P P U T E  DIVISIONS OF SUPME A 
COURT (4 courts/divisions) 
48 Justices sit in panels in four 
departnents 15 justices sit in panels in three terns 

Interne lite 
appe1P;te 

courts 

1 
tourts 1 of 
general 
jur!s- 

diction 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, 
criminal, Juvenile, interlocutorv 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, 
criminal, administrative agency, , 

juvenile, lawyer disci linary, orig- 
inal proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases* 

decision cases, 
criminal, ~uvenile, interlocutory 

- Discretionrry jurisdjction in 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, I crim/nal,.juuenile ori~ina1,pro- I 3rd & 4thl 1st & 

ceeding, interlocuCorv ecision DePirtnen s 2nd 
decision.cises. . 

Depts. _. cases. 

SUPRME COURT (12 districts) A 
597 FIE combined supreme court acting supreme court and county court' judges, 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract real property rights, 
mi sce 1 I aneous ai ui 1, EX? 1 usi ut marriage dissolution jurisdiction, - Triable felony, DUI, miscellaneous 
criminal, 

Jury tri a1 s. 

597 FIE combined supreme court and 
county court judges, 

CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract real ropert rights, 
miscellaneous h i v i l  (1 8/25,!00), 
Trial court appeals 'urisdjction, - Triable felony DUIR(UI, miscellaneous 
crinintl. Exclusive criminal appeals, 

Jury trials, 

:OUV OF UAIllS (1 court) 
14 Judges, 46 act as supreme 
iourt ~ u d g e s  
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real , 

ropert rights involving !he stale. 
No jury trials, 

S U r n I E S '  COURT 
(62 counties) 

I I 78 surrogates 
1st a 
Depar 

3rd I 4th 
Departnents 

I 

CSP casetypes: I - Ildoption, estate. I 
!nd 
ten 

'ou 
I i  

d 

- Jury trials in estate. 

FllMlLY COURI (62 counties-- 
includes NYC Family Court) 
165 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Domestic relations (except 
- {xcius jve, juveni le 

marriage dissolution), - uardianship. 
jurisdiction. 

I No jury trials. 

DISTRICT COURI 2 counties- 
58 judges (Nassau and Suffolk) 
CSP casetupes: 

cities) 
158 judges 

I CSP casetypes: 
i - Tort contract, real pro erty rights (S 0/15 000), ma!l 

claims (S 2,eeh. - Linited felony, misdemeanor, 
DUI/DUI a - Moving traffic, miscellan~ous 
traffic ordinanc! violatlon. 

JUW trials except in traffic, 

- Tort contract, real pro erty 
claims (s 2 , e e h .  Bdministra- I rights (s 8/15 me), smJ1 

- :i~Pt:8(CEY;ny,nisdemeanor,DU~. - Moving traffic, miscellaneous 
trafflc ordinance violatlon, 

Jury trials except in traffic, 

1 _______........_ L... _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _  
I (1 487 courts) 
I 2,242 justices 
I CSP casetypes: I 
1 - Tort contract real pro erty I 
I rights (s 8/3 bee) ,  small I 
1 claims (s 2 , e h .  
1 - Misdemeanor, .DUI/DUI, miscel- I 
1 laneous criminal, I 
I - Traff!c/other violation. I 
1 Jury trials in most cases. I 

I ~0191 nm UIUGE JUSTICE COURT I 
I 
I 
I 

~~ 

CIVIL COURT OF THE CITY OF 
N U  YORn (1  court) 
120 judges 

w1 YOM (1 court) 
107 judges 

CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real pro erty rights (S 8/25 008), small 
claims (s 2,008), miscellane- 
ous ciuil, administrative 

CSP casety es: - Limited Pelony, misdemeanor, 
DUI/DUI. - Hiscellantous traffic misde- 
meanors, ordinance violation, 

1 Jury trials in criminal cases, 
I I L------............ -............. J 

lect statutory authorization, Han judges sit in,more than one court so the this chart does not reflect the achal number of judges in the system. 
* Unless otherwise noted numbers I 

number of judgeships indicated i 
.e f n 
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NORTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

I DISTRICT COURT (34 districts) 
164 judges and 654 magistrates of which approximately 
76 magistrates are part-time 

S U P R M E  COURT CI 

7 justices sit en banc 

- 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurlsdictjon, in. civi 1, ,criminal administrative 
agency, juven 1 1  e, disc i pl i nary, in terl ocutory deci s i on 

CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real property rights (over lB,BBB/no max- 
i m d ,  miscellaneous civil cases, Exclusive adoption, 
estate, mental health, administrative agency appeals 
urisdiction, - disdemeanor. Exclusive triable felony, criminal appeals 

JUriSdiCtiOn, 
Jury trials. 

I 

cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, crimjnal, admin- 
istrative agency, ,juvenile, adu!sory opinions for the 
executive and legislature, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision cases. 

I 

COURT OF n p p w  
12 judges sit in panels 

CI 

CSP casetypes: - Handatory 'urisdiction in civil, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agency, juveni le, disciplinary 
original proceeding cases, - Discretionary jurisdicti,on in civil, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agency, juvenile, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases, 

SUPERIOR COURT (34 districts) CI 

77 judges and 166 clerks with estate jurisdiction 

CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract real pro ert rights 0/16,686,) - Exclusive small claims (1 2,!66) non-adoption domestic 
relations, miscellaneous civil jurisdicfion, - Misdefieanor, 1 i n 1  ted. felony, DUI/DUI Jurisdiction. - Traf f iclother violation uri sdi cti on, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury trials in civil cases only, 

Court of 
last resort 

I 
1 
I 

Intermediate 
appellate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Court of 
1 imited 

jurisdiction 
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NORTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

_ _  
I I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

SUPREHE COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurjsdictjon, in, civi 1, criyinal, administrative 

- No discretionary Jurisdiction, 
agency, Juuenile, disciplinary, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision ,cases! 

COURT OF APPEllLS* (Temporary) 
3-Judge panels 
CSP casetypes: 
- Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital 

criminal, administrative agency, juvenile, 
disciplinary, original proceeding, i n t e r  
locutory decision ,cases! - No discretionary Jurisdiction, 

DISTRICI COURT (7 judicial districts in 53 
counties) 

I 27 judges I 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real property rights 

guardi ans hip, Exclusive domestic relations, 
appeals of administrative agency cases, 
miscellaneous civi 1 Jurisdiction. - Misdeneanor, miscellaneous criminal, Exclusive 
triable felony JUriSdiCtiOn, - Moving traffic, miscellaneous traffic, - Exclusive Juvenile Jurisdiction, 

1 Jury trials in many cases, I 

Court of 
last resort 

1 
Intemediate 

appellate 
court 

I 

i COUNIY COURT (53 counties) i NUNICIPAL COURT (112 incorporated 
I I I cities) 
I 26 judges I 1  
I 1 I 162 judges 
I CSP casetypes: I 1  

I - Iort contract, real property I I CSP casetypes: 
I rights ( S  6/16,000), estate, Ex- I I - DUI/DUI, 
I clusive small clains (b 3,666), I I - flovin traffic parking, 
I mental health Jurisdiction. I-W miscef!aneous,traffic 
I - Limited,felony, misdemeanor, DUI/ I I Excluslue,ordinance violation 
I DUI, criminal appeals. I I Jurisdiction. 
I - Moving traffic, parking, niscel- I I 
I laneous traffic, I 1  

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I I 1  I 

I Jury trials except in m a l l  claims I I I 
I cases, I I No jury trials. I 
L...................------------- - - - - - - - l  L............ ............-.----------- 1 

- - - -  Indicates assignment of cases, 
* Effective July 1, 1987 throu h January 1, 1994, ,a tenporary court of ap eals is 

established to exercise appeflate and original JUriSdiCtiOn as delegate! by the 
supreme court, 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jmited 

jurisdiction 
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OHIO COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

+ cases, 

SUPRME COURT CI 

7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criyinal, adminjstrative 

agency juvenile, disciplinary, .original proceeding cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, noncapital cryinal, 
juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

couw OF nPpuLs (12 courts) 
65 judges sit in panels of 3 members each 

CI 

t 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Iort, contract,,real property rights ($  5 W n o  Maximum), I 
I appeal of administratiue agency cases miscellaneous ciuil, I 
I Exc!usjve,domestic relations, mental health, estate I 
I urisdiction, 
I - h l u s i v e  triable felony, ,miscellaneous criminal Jurisdiction.: 
I - Exclusive 'uuenile 'urisdiction, 
I - Iraffic/otier violation (juvenile cases only) jurisdiction, I 

MUNICIPIIL COURT (117' courts) I 
198 judges I 

CSP casetypes: I - Tort contract, real pro erty I 
rights ($ 0110 000), smayl I 
claims ($  i , ~ ~ h ,  miscellane- I 
ous civil, I - Limited felony, misdemeanor, 1 

I DUI/DUI, criminal a peals, I 
I - Iraffic/other viola!ion, I 
I I 

L..............---............... 
I Jury trials in most cases, I 

f 

COUW OF CMIB (1 court) 
2 judges sit on temporary 
assignment 
CSP casetypes: - Miscellaneous civil actions 
- Victims of crime cases, 
Jury trials, 

against the state, 

e 

6 0  judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real pro erty 

rights ($ 0/3,600), mal! claims 
($  1 000), miscellaneous civil. 

- Limited felony, misdemeanor, DUI/ 
DUI criminal appeals, - Iraffic/other violation, except for 
parking cases, 

I 

.'1 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

r.l................l.......... 
I MfiYORS COURT ("500 courts) 1 
I "500 mayors I 
I I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - DUI/DUI, I 
I - Iraffidother violation, I 

I I 

L......... .................... 1 
I No jury trials. I 

Court of 
last resort 1 I 
Intermediate 

appellate 
court 

I 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jmi ted 

jurisdiction 
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OKLAHOMA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

l i  ii 

9 justices sit en banc 5 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Randatory 'urisdiction in civil, 

administrative agency, juveni I e, 
disciplinary, advisory opinion 
original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

- Discretionary jurisdicti,on in civil, 
administrative agency, juvenile, 
interlocutory decision cases, 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory JUrisdlCtiOn in criminal, 
, origi,nal iroceeding cases, - d P Z t P o n a r y  juris iction in i n t e r  

locutory decision cases, 

I I I '1 
I 
I 
I I 
1 

I COURT OF IIPPMLS ( 4  courts) I 
12 judges sit in four p e r  
manent divisions of 3 mem- 
bers each 
CSP casetypes: - tlandator jurisdiction in 

civil, a&ini!tratiue 
agency, juvenile, ori inal 
roceeding, interlocu!ory 

iecjsion cases that are 
ass1 ned by the supreme 
cour! - NO diicretionary jurisdic- 
tion, 

- 
COURT OF T l l X  REVIEW CI 
(1 court) 
3 district court 
judges serve 
CSP casetyies: , - Rp ea1 o admin- 

iserative agency 
cases, 

No jury trials. 

DISTRICT COURT ( 2 6  districts) CI 

71 district,, 77 associate district, and 
62 special Judges 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive civil jurisdiction, except 

for concurrent jurisdiction in appeal 
of administrative agency cases, 
Small claims jurisdiction ($ 3,888), - Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (includin! 
crifiinal a eals)! - loving traPPic, miscellaneous traffic, 
ordinance vi0 lat ion, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, 

I MJNIClPhL COURT NOT I MJNlCIPhL CRININlL I 
I OF RECORD (348 courts) I I COURT OF RECORD 

I I ( 2  courts) I 
1 Rp roximately 358 full I 

I an! part-time judges I I 8 full-tifie and 18 I 
I 

I 

I 1 I part-time judges I 
I CSP casetypes: I I I 

I - Trafficlother I I CSP casetypes: I 
I uiolation, I I - Trafficlother 

I I violation, I 

I Jury trials, I I Jury trials, I 

I 
I I I I 

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

I 

Courts of 
last resort 

Intemediate 
appellate 

court 

1 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
I jmited 

jurisdiction 

- - - -  Indicates assignment of cases. 
Oklahoma has a workers' compensation court, which hears complaints that are handled exclusively by 
administrative agencies in other states, 
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OREGON COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

b 
r i  

I SUPREHE COURT 

CIRCUIT COURT (22 judicial districts in 36 
counties) 
90 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real pro erty rights 

(b iB,000/no maximw), aio tion estate, 
ciuil appeals ,mental healeh, kxclusiue 
domestic relations (except adoption), miscel- 
laneous civil 'urisdiction, - Exclusiue t r i a h e  felony, criminal appeals 
urisdic t ion, - Yuuenile, 

Jury trials for most casetypes, 

I 7 justices sit en banc 

I f  no district 
court exists in 
the county 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdjction in capital criminal, administratiue agency, 
disciplinary, original proceeding cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in,civil, noncapital criminal .ahin- 
istratiue agency, j u y i  le, disclpl inary, certif led questions frop 
federal courts, original proceeding cases, 

I f  no district 
" court exists in 

the county 

I 

COURT OF BPPEBLS CI 
1 0  judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory juri,sdiction in,cjuil, nonca ita1 criminal, administra- 

- No discretionary jurisdiction, 
tive agency, juuenile, original proceeiing, interlocutory decision 
cases. 

I 

t 
TBX COURT CI 
(1 court) 
1 judge 
CSP casetypes: - Ciuil appeals 

froM adminis- 
trative 
agencies, 

No jury trials, 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - (Id0 tion, I 
I meneal health, I 
I estate, 
I - Juuenile, I 

I No jury trials, I 

I I 

L. -------. . . -. -. - .J 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

CSP casetypes: I - Tort, contract, I 

:!aft;rpriib I 
2 ha), small 1 
claims (s  B/ I 
2,500), 
MiSdeMeanOr D H ~ /  
DUI. 

- L y i t e d  felon 
_ _ _ .  

I - Mowing traffic 
I parking, fiiscel- 
I aneous traffic, 
I Jury trials for 
I some casetypes, 
I 

L.................... 

CSP casetypes: - tlisdemeanor, 
DUIflUI. - Traffidother 
uiolation, - Parking, 

Jury trials for 
some casetypes, 

I 
I 
I 

t 
I 
I 
I 
I 

DISTRICT COURT 
( 3 0  counties with a 
district court) 

61 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Tort, contract, 

rea 

Court of 
last resort 

MS ($0/ 
I0 probate/ 
s h n  tes tate I 
ted felony, 

mi S demean0 r , 
DUIDUI. - Irafficlother 
u i o 1 at i on, 

Jury trials for 
some casetypes. 

ntemediate 
appe 1 1  ate 

court 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 imited 

jurisdiction 
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PENNSYLVANIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

SUPRME COURT 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administratiue agency, juuenile, 

disciplinary, originpl proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil, n lcapital criminal, administratiue agency, 
juvenile, original proceeding, interlo [tory decision cases, 

C O M W L T H  COURT CI 

9 authorized judges sit in panels 
and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, 

noncapital criminal, administra- 
tive agency, original proceeding, 
interlocutory decision cases 
inuoluing the coyonwealth, - Dlscretionpry urisdiction in 
civil administratiue agency or 
i gi naf proceeding, in terl ocutory 
decision cases involving the 
cormonweal th, 

I 

t 

t 
SUPERIOR COURT 
15 authorized judges sit in panels 
and en banc 
CSP casetypes - Mandatory jurisdiction in ciuil, 

nonca ita1 criminal, uuenile, or 
igina! proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases, 
ciyil, noncapital criminal, juu- 
enile, original proceeding, inter- 
locutory decision cases, 

- Djscretionary, 'urisdiction in 

'- 
I 

COURT OF C M  P W S  (60 
343 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real roperty ri hts, miscellaneous civil, 

Exclusiue domestic refations, eslate, mental health, civil 
appeals Jurisdiction, - Misdemeanor, DUIAUI. Exclusiue triable felony, criminal 
appeals, mi,scel laneous, criminal Jurisdiction, - Exclusiue Juvenile JUriSdiCtiOn, 

I Jury trials in most cases. 
t 

PHILllDELPHIll W N I C I P l l L  COURT 
(1st District) 
22 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Real roperty rights ( I  8/5 0001, 

misceylaneous domestic relations 
miscellaneous ,ciuil! Exclusive 
small claims Jurisdiction 
(I  5 000)* - Limited felony, misdemeanor, DUI/ 
DUI, - Ordinance uiolation, 

No jury trials, 

PHILADELPHIll TRAFFIC C h k  
(1s t District) 
6 judges 
CSP casetyes:, - Mouin raffic parking, 

miscellaneous traffic, 

No jury trials, 

I 1 

f 
DISTRICT J U S I I C E  COURT 
(538 courts) 
538 district justices 
CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real property 
- Limited felony, misdemeanor, 
- Trafficlother uiolation, 

rights (6 0/4,600), 

DUI/DU1. 

No jury trials, I 

r - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  1 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
I PITTSBURGH CITY M G I S T M I E S  
I (5th District) 
I 6 magistrates 
I CSP casetypes: 
1 - Real pro erty rights, 
I - Limited [elony, misdemeanor, 
I DUI/DUI, 
I - Traffic/other uiolation, 

I 

I 

- - - -1  
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

lntemediate 
appellate 

courts 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
limited 

jurisdiction 
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PUERTO RlCO COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

SuPm COURI 
7 Justices 
CSP casetypes: - Reviews judgements and decisions of court of first 

instance, and cases on appeal or review before the .. superior court, 
rulings of certain ahinistratiue agencies, 

- Reviews rulings of the registrar of property and 

SUPERIOR COURI (12 districts) 
108 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real roperty ri hts (Sl0,080/no 

maxjmum) domestic rerations, an! miscellaneous 
c!v!l, ixclusive estate and civil appeals juris- 
diction, I - Exclusive felony and criminal appeals jurisdic- I 

I Jury trials in criminal cases, I 

DISIRICI COURT (38 courts) 
98 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real property rights ( S  0/10 BBB), 

mlscellaneous domestic relations, and miscellaneous 
C l V l l ,  - Misdemeanor, DUI/DUI, preliminary hearings, - Trafficlother violation except parking, 

No jury trials, 
I 

t 
HUNICIPIIL COURT (53 courts) 
60 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iraffidother v i  o 1 at i on, 

Court of 
last 

resort 

I N O  jury trials, I 

NOTE: Since June 36, 1991 the 'ustice of the eace court was eliminated according 
to Law #i7 of July h, 19#h This jurisiiction is now with the municipal 
court, 

Courts of 
1 ifiited 

jurisdiction 

Part IV: 1991 State Court Structure Charts 21 1 



RHODE ISLAND COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

SUPREnE COURT R 

5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, noncapital crinlnal, juvenile, 
- Discretionary urisdiction, i n  administrative agency appeals, 

discipljnary, adujsory opinjon, original proceeding cases, 
interlocutory decision, oriqinal proceeding cases, 

i t 
WORKERS' C o w w n t I o t i  COURT I 
10 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
- Administrative ayency 

ap eals (workers conpen- 
s a h o n )  I 

DISTRICT COURT ( 4  divisions) CI 

13 judges, 1 Master 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real ro erty 

rights ((1,50B/5, 0B8-h !00) 
appeals of administratiwe agency 
cases, Exclusive sMall claims 
($1,500), Mental health, - MisdeMeanor, DUI/DUI, Exclusive 
linited felon 'urisdiction. - Ordinance uio!ahon. Exclusive 
Moving traffic for those cases 
not handled administratively, 

No jury trials, I 

SUPERIOR COURT ( 4  divisions) CI 

22 justices, 2 masters 

CSP casetypes: 
- Tort contract real property 

rights (b 5 B B h o  Maxiflu), 
civil appeais, Miscellaneous 
civil, - Misdemeanor, DUI/DUI. Exclusive 
triable felony, criflinal appeals 
Jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, 

PAHILY COURT ( 4  divisions) 
11 judges, 2 Masters 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusjue,doMestic relations 
- ixclusiue juvenile jurisdiction, urisdiction, 

I No jury trials, 

1 

I I 

T.----'...--.....'- L.................. 
I MUNICIPAL COURT (14 courts) I 

I 17 judges, 2 Magistrates I 
I 

I CSP casetypes: I 

I - Ordinance u/olption, Exclusive I 
1 parking Jurisdiction, I 
I I 

L.. ................................... J 
I No jury trials. I 

1 

I I 

I I 

_________.________ L - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
I P R O M T E  COURT (39 cities/towns) I 

I 39 judges I 

1 CSP casetypes: I 
I - Exclusive estate jurisdiction, I 

I No jury trials, I 

I I 

I I 

L... .................................. J 

Court of 
last resort 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1iMited 

jurisdiction 
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SOUTH CAROLINA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

SUPREHE COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

I CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in ciujl, criminal, juvenile 
disciplinar certified questions from federal courts, orig- 
inal proceeling, interlocutory decision cases, - Discretionary JUrlSdiCt1,On in ciuil, noncapital criminal 
adninistratiue agency, juuenile, original proceeding, inter- 
locutory decision cases, 

COURT OF n p p w s  
6 judges sit in panels and en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in ciuil, noncapital crininal, admin- 

- No discre!ionary jurisdiction, 
istrative agency, juuenile, oriyinal proceeding cases assigned 
by the su reme court, 

CIRCUIT COURT (16 circuits) 
48 judges and 20 masters-in-equity 

t CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract real roperty ri hts, miscellaneous ciuil, 
- Misdemeanor, D U I d I ,  Exclusive triable felony, criminal 

Exclusive civil a ears jurisdic!ion, 
appeals, miscellaneous criminal jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials except in appeals, I 

- 
FAMILY COURT (16 circuits) 
46 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Miscellaneous ciuil, Exclusjue 

domestic relations jurisdiction, - Juvenile traffic, 
- Juuenile, 

No jury trials, I 

I CSP casetypes: I I CSP casety es: 
1 - Exclusive mental health, estate - Limited Felony, misdemeanor, : 
I I I - Iraffidother uiolation, I 

I I Jury trials, I 1 No jury trials. 

I 
I jurisdiction. I I DUI/DUI, 
I I I I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  L..........----.....................----J 

............................. 1 r - - - - - - - -  

I I 
I PROBATE COURT (46 courts) I 

I 46 judges I 
I I 

CSP casetypes: - Exclusive mental 
jurisdiction. 

I 

1 No jury trials. 
L..........----..... 

I 
I 
I .................. J 

I I 

I I 
I 266 magistrates I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Tort contract real ro ertyi 
I rights (b 8/2 $ B O ) ,  !marl I 
I claims ($2 5h, 
I - Limited felony, misdemeanor, 
I DUl/DUI, I 
I - Traffidother uiolation, I 

I Jury trials, I 

I I 
I I 

L--.................-------------J 

I CSP casety es: 
I - Limited Felony, misdemeanor, : 

I DUI/DUI, 
I - Iraffidother uiolation, I 

Court of 
last resort 

Intermediate 
appe 1 1  ate 

court 1 
Court of  
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts o f  
limited 

jurisdiction 

- - - -  Indicates assignment of cases, 

Part IV: 1991 State Court Structure Charts 213 



SOUTH DAKOTA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

supm COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - tlandatory 'urisdiction in civil, criminal, 

- Discretionary urisdiction in advisory 
adnivistrative a g e y  juvenile, 
disciplinary, originpi procqeding, cases. 
opinions for tie state executive, inter- 
locutory decision, original proceeding 
cases, 

I 

f i l  CIRCUIT COURT ( 8  circuits) 
36 judges 17 law ma istrates, 7 part-time 
law magistrates, 83 full-time clerk magis- 
trates, and 49 part-time clerk magistrates 
CSP casetypes: 
- Exclusive civil jurisdiction (includin 

civil a peals), Snall claims jurisdiceion 
(b 2,d.l - Exclusive criminal jurisdiction (including 
criminal a peals,) - Exclusive !raffic/other violation juris- 
diction (exce t for uncontested parking 
which is handred administratively.) - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

Jury trials except in small claims, 

Court of 
last resort 

1 
Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

J 
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TENNESSEE COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

CSP casetypes: - Estate, - Ildministratiue 
agency appeals* 

No jury trials, 

SUPRME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

CSP caset pes: - Civil (i 58/ 
no maximum) 
except smal 1 
claims, 

Jury trials, 

tion in.ciui1, criminal, disciplinary I 
I T 

COURT OF llPPEALS (3 diuisions) CI 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory 'urisdiction i.n Civil, 
admi n i strati ue agency, Juueni le 
cases* 
interlocutory decision cases, I - Discretionary 'urjsdiction in 

b 

I 
COURT OF CRINIML m m l s  (3) 
9 judges 

CSP casetypes - Mandatory jurisdiction in non- 
capital criminal, juuenile, 
original proceeding cases. - Discretionary ur!sdiction in 
interlocutory decision cases. 

4 4 
JUDICIllL DISTRICTS (31 districts) 
CIRCUIT COURT CI 
( 9 5  counties) 
76 judges 
CSP caset pes: - Civil t i  S W n o  

maximum) smal 1 
claims, Civil 
appeals juris- 
diction, - Criminal, - liovin traffic, 
miscellaneous 
traffic. 

Jury trials, 

3 judges I 33 chancellors 
C R I n I M L  COURT 

29 judges 
CSP caset pes: - Crimina! 

Criminal'appeals 
Jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, . .  

.......... ............ 1 1 
I J U U M I L E  COURT I 
I (98 courts) I 

I 184 judges I 

I I 

I I 

I CSP caset pes: I 
I - Paterniiy, Mental I 
I health. 
I - Juuenile, I 
I I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I No jury trials, I 

............ ........... 1 1 
I IILINICIPIIL COURT I 
I ("388 courts) I 
I I 

I I 
I "178 judges I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Misdemeanor, DUI/DUl,i 
I - Traffidother vio- I 
I lation, I 

I No jury trials, I 
I I 

L............... - . . - - - - - -J  

................................................ - - -1 
I 
I 

I I 

r - - - - - -  
I mL SESSIONS COURT ,(93,counties. 2 additional 
I counties have a trial Justice courd 
I 134 general sessions judges and 16 munjcipal court I 
I judges with general sessions Jurisdiction, I 
I I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Iort, contract real propert rights ( S  8/uaries) I 
I marriage dissolution, sup orbcustody, mental health, I 
I estate ( robate) cases. Exclusive small claims 
I urisdiction (S 18 888,) 
I - disdemeanor, D U I ~ D ~ I ,  

I 
I 

1 - Iraffjc/other uiolation, I 
I - Juvenile, I 

I No jury trials, I 
I I 

L................... ...................................... J 

Court of 
last resort 

Intemediate 
appellate 

courts 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jmited 

jurisdiction 

*Administrative agency appeals in the probate court are appealed directly to the supreme court, 
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TEXAS COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

CSP casetypes: - Estate. - Hental 
health. 

S U P R W G  COURT 
9 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatofv jurisdiction in civil ,cases. - Discretionary Jurisdiction in civil, 

abinistrative agency, Juvenile, c e r  
tified uestions from federal courts, 
originaf proceeding cases, 

CSP caretypes: I - Tort contract, real property I 
ri his ($ 280/uaries), 
esiate mental health, 
civil trial court appeals. 

I 

COURT OF aInItw nmu 
9 judges sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdiction in crinin- 
al, original proceedy ,cases. - Discretionary jurisdic!ion in 
noncapital crininal, original pro- 
ceedin cases and certified ques- 
tions Pron federal court. 

Courts of 
last resort 

I I 
COURTS OF APPEALS (14 courts) 
80 Justices sit in panels I 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurisdi,ction in civil, noncapita! crifiinal ahinis- 

- Ho discretionary jurisdiction, 
tratiue agency, juvenile, original proceeding, interlocutory 
decision cases. 

DISTRICI COURTS (386 courts) 386 j 
DISIRIQ COURT (376 courts) c1 
376 judges 

I 
res 
CRIHIML DISTRICI COURT (18 courts) 
10 judger 

CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real pro erty 
rights. ($ 2 0 0 4 0  naxinud, 
domestic relations estate, 
niscel laneous civi I. 
Exclusive abinistratiue agency 
appeals 'uri sdi c t i on. - Iriable felony nisdeneanor, 
DUIAUI, niscel laneous criMina1, - Juvenile, 

Jury trials, Jury trials. I 
fbUtlIY LNEL COURTS (432 courts 

1 COHSTIlUTIOHllL C O U M Y  COURT 
I (254 courts) 254 judges 

................................ 
I 

I 

I CSP CaSetUDPS! 
1 --iort--ciitiact real property 
I ri his ($ 200/$ Bee), donestil 
I reyations. estate. mental 
I health, civil trial court 
I appeals, niscellaneous c/ujl, 
I - Hisdeneanor, DUI/DUI, crinina 
1 appeals. 
I - Hoving traffic, niscellaneous 
I traffic. 
I - Juvenile. 
I 

................................ 432 judges 

(18 ,courts) 
18 judges 160 judger 

COUWY COURT A1 IAN (168 

: I  
..---- nlscel laneous-civi 1, - Hisdeneanor, DUI/DUI, 

crininal a eals. - loving traPPic, Miscellaneous 
traffic, - Juuenile, I 

I 
I 
I 
I ............................... 1 

r""--""--""" ...................... , r""""""" ....................... 
I WNICIPAL COURT* (849 courts) : I  I I JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT* 
I 1,206 judges 
I 

I CSP casety es: 
I - Linited felony, Misdemeanor. 
1 - Moving traffic, 
1 
I violation jurisdiction. 

, niscella- 
neous traffic, Plrking xclusive ordinance 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

-1 

I 

I 
I (884 courts) 884 judges 
I CSP caretypes: 
I - Tort contract real pro erty 
I ri his ($ 0/5,b00), mal! claims 
I (3 $ 5,000), nental health. 
I - Linjted felony, nisdeneanor. 
I - Hoving traffic. parking. niscel- _. 
I laneous  traffic,.^^ 
I Jury trials, 
I 

L..........-............--........... 

@ Sone nunicipal and justice of the peace courts may appeal to the district court. 

1 
Internepiate appel ate 

court 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
Iinited 

iurirdic t ion 
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UTAH COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

- -  
cases, 

SUPRME COURT 
5 justices sit en banc 

Jury trials except in m a l l  claifis 
and parking cases, 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, crininal, adninistrative 
agency .juvenil.e, .disciplingry, ori inal proceeding cases, - Discretionary jurisdiction in interfocutory decision cases, 

I I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I Jury tri'als in some casetypes. I 

7 justices sit in panels of 3 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jusisdiction in civil, criminal, abinistra- 
- Discretionaru Jurisdiction in inierlocutorr decision 

tjve a ency, juvenile, original roceeding cases, 

PISTRICX COURT (8  districts in 29 counties) 
29 judges 

A 

CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real roperty ri hts, 
Exclusive domestic relations, estate, I Mental health, fiiscellaneous-civil 
urisdi c ti on,. 
i sdeneanor, Exc 1,us 1 ve . f e 1 ony , 

crininal appeals jurisdiction. 
I Jury trials in most casetypes, I 

CIRCUIT COURT ( 8  circuits in 29 
counties) I I (171 citieshounties) 

JUSTICE COURT 

36 judges I f 126 judges 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I - Iort contract (5 011 8001, I 

m a l l  clains (5  2 , e e d .  I - Limited felony, misdefieanor, I 
I DIIIAUI. 

DUI/DUI. ExcYusive miscellaneous - Traffidother violation, 

CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, real pro ert 
rights (5  B/l8,888), small claims (s  2 em, - Linited felon , Misdemeanor, 

I 

crifiinal 'urisdiction, - Traffic/o$her violation, 

J U U M I L E  COURT ( 8  juvenile court districts) 
13 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Exclusive juvenile Jurisdiction. 

No jury trials, I 

Court of 
last resort 

Intemediate 
appellate 

court 

1 
Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 lnited 

Jurisdiction 
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VERMONT COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

s u p m  COURT CI 

5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, crininal, ahinjstrative agency, - duveni le, origi,na! !roc eeding,, interlocutory decision cases, 

iscretionary Juris iction in interlocutory decision cases, 

FLHILY COURT* 
(14 counties) 
Judges assi ned 

from the 1 2  
superior and 
19 district 
jud es 

4 chifd su port 
magis traees 

CSP caset pes: - Paternitg, 
dissolutions, 
support/custody, 
miscellaneous 
domestic rela- 
tions, 

- flental health, - Exclusive 
juvenile. 

N o  jury trials, 

5UPERIOR COURT fi 
(14 counties) 
12 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
-Exclusive tort, contract, 
real property rights 
( W n o  maximum) miscel- 
laneous civil, C/vil 
appeals 'ur i sdi c ti on, 
-Triable felony, 

Jury trials, 

EHummmi COURIWW 
1 judge 
CSP caset pes! 
- idministrative agency appeals. 

No jury trials, 

DISTRICT C O U R T W  ( 4  circuits) 
19 judges 
CSP casetypes: 
Exclusive small claims juris- 
diction ($ 2,6681, 
-Triable felon Exclusive 
misdemeanor hl/DUl juris- 
diction ($ ~,666), 

-loving traffic miscellaneous 
traffic, ordinance violation 
jurisdiction, 

Jury trials, 

PROBLTE COURT (19 districts) 
19 judges (part-time) 
CSP caset pes: - Mental iealth miscellaneous 

domestic relations, miscellane- 
ous civi,l, Exclusive adoption, 
estate JUriSdiCtiOn, 

Ho jury trials, 

Court of 
last resort 

* U e m o n t  established a family court in 1991, 
itit U e m o n t  established an environmental court in 1996, 

+W The district court, althou h created as a court of limited jurisdiction has steadily 
increased its scope to incyude almost all criminal matters In 1983, the district 
court was granted,jurisdiction oyer all criminal cases anb has become the court of 
general Jurisdiction for most criminal matters, (I small number of appeals go to the 
superior court. 

Courts of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 imited 

jurisdiction 

2 18 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 199 1 



VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

SUPRME COURT 
7 Justices sit en banc and in panels 

a 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction in capital criminal, admin- 
- Discretionary ,jurisdiction in civi.1, noncapital istrative agency, disciplinary cases, 

criminal, administrative ayenci, w e n !  le, disciplinary, 
original proceeding, inter ocu ory decision cases, 

I 

COURT OF npmu a 
18 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Mandatory Jurisdiction, in some civil, some administra- 
- Discre?ionarv Jurisdiction in noncapital criminal cases, 

tive a encr, some.or!ginal proceeding cases! 

CIRCUII COURT (31 circuits) 
135 judges 

a 

CSP casetypes: - Iort contract real property ri hts (b B-l,888/no max- 
i m d  mental health, akinistra?ive,agency a peals, 
miscellaneous civil, Domestic relations civi! appeals 
from trial courts, estate jurisdiction, 
uri sdi c ti on, 

- Misdemeanor, criminal appeals, Exclusive triable felony 
- 1  rdinance violation, 
Jury trials, 

I 

I 

DISIRIV COURT, (284 general district, Juvenile, and 
domestic relations c o u r t s W  
115 FIE general district and 79 FIE juvenile and domestic 
relations judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract real pro ert ri hts (b 0/7 BOB), , s u p  

ort/custody 6AESA, men!al Kealeh, small claims in 
1 a i m t . v  rrr l lnt t l  

- Ills 
diction, 
miscellaneous traffic jurisdiction. 

- Ordinance violation, Excluslue,moving traffic, parking, 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 
No jury trials. 

Court of 
last resort 

1 
lntemediate 

appe I I ate 
court 

* A family court pilot ro'ect authorized b legislation passed in the 1989 session 
of the general assembru gecame operationay on January 2, 1990, and concluded its 
two- ear pilot operation on December 31, 1991, 

H Ihe listrict court is referred to as the Juvenile and domestic relations court when 
hearing uvenile and domestic relations cases, and as the general district court 
for the h a n c e  of the cases, 

Court of 
general 

Jurisdiction 

Court of 
limited 

jurisdiction 
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WASHINGTON COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

SUPRBIE COURT 
9 justices sit en banc and in panels 
CSP casetypes: - Handatory jurjsdiction, in civil, criminal, administrative 

agency, Juvenile, certified questions from federal court 
cases, - Discretionary jurisdicti,on in civil, noncapital criminal, 
administrative agency juvenile, disciplinary, original 
proceeding, interlocutory decision cases, 

COURT OF llPPEllIA ( 3  courts/diuisions) 
17 judges sit in panels 
CSP casetypes: - landatory jurisdiction in civil, ,noncapital criminal, admin- 
- Discretionary jurisdiction in ahnis!ratiue agency, i n t e r  

istrative agency, juyenjle, ,ori inal roceeding cases! 
locutory decision cases. 

I 

SUPERIOR COURT (38 districts in 39 counties) n 
I 149 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort contract, Exclusive real property rights, domestic 

relations, estate, Mental health, ciuil appeals, miscel- 
laneous civil urisdiction, 

- Exclusjue triagle felony, ,criminal appeals jurisdiction, - Exclusive juvenile JuriSdiCtiOn. 1 
1 r.........................I".. 

I MUNICIPAL COURT (133 cities) I 

I 184 judges (89 part-time) I 
I I  

I CSP casetypes: 
I - Domestic relations, 
I - Hisdemeanor DUIflUI! 
I - Moving traffic, parking, ,miscel- 
I laneous traffic, and ordinance 
I violations, 
I 
I 

I 
I  
I 

I  Jury trials except in infractions I 
1 and parking, I 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

.................... 1 r - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
I DISTRICT COURT (59 courts in 65 I 
I locations for 39 counties)* I 

I 187 judges (26 part-time) I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
1  - Tort, contract (b 8/25,888) 
I miscellaneous domestic relations, I 
I Exclusive small claims juris- I 

1  diction (b 2,508)- I 
I - Hisdemeanor DWI/DUI, 
I - loving traffic, arking, miscel- I 
I laneous (non-traPfic) violations, 1 

I - Preliminary hearings of felonies, I 

I I 

I I 

I I 
I Jury trials except in traffic I 

I and parking, I 
L....................................1 

I District court provides services to municipalities that do not have a municipal 
court. 

Court of 
1 as t resort 1 
1 

In t e m e d i  ate 
appellate 

court I 
Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

Courts of 
1 jmited 

jurisdiction 
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WEST VIRGINIA COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract ($ 0/3,000), 
Miscellaneous dofiestic relations, - Misdefieanor, DUI/DUI, Exclusive 
1 ifil ted felony jurisdiction, - Moving traffic, miscellaneous 

SUPRME COURT OF nnws 
5 justices sit en banc 
CSP casety es: - No fiandaeory jurisdiction - Discretionary jurisdictioi.in civil, noncapital criminal, ad- 

fiinistrative agency, juvenile, disciplinar , certified ques- 
tions,frofi federal courts, original proceeiing, interlocutory 
decision cases, 

I I 

I CSP casetypes: I 
I - DUIDUI, I 
I - Moving traffic, miscellaneous I 
I traffic, Excluslve parking, I 
I ordinance violation I 
I jurisdiction, I 

CIRCUIT COURT (31 circuits) 
6 0  judges 

traffic, 
Jury trials, 

CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract ($  300/no fiaxifium), Dofiestic relations, 
Exclusive real ,property rights, mental health, estate, civ 
appeals Jurisdiction, - Misdefieanor, DUI/DUI, Exclusive triable felony, crifiinal 
appeals jurisdiction, - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 

I I 

I Jury trials, I 
I I 

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

I Jury trials. 

i l  

I MUNICIPAL COURT (122 courts) I 
I 

I 122 judges (part-tifie) 
MAGISTRATE COURT (55 counties) 
156 Magistrates I 

Court of 
1 as t resort 1 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

I 

1 
Courts o 
1 imited 

jurisdiction 
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WISCONSIN COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

SUPREME cou#T 
7 justices sit en banc 
CSP casetypes: , , , , - No manda ory Jurisdiction, - Discretionary jurisdiction in civil criminal, admin- 

istrative agency, disci linary, certified questions from 
federal courts, origina! proceeding, juveni le cases, 

I 

I 

COURT OF llPPEllLS ( 4  districts) 
13 judges sit in 3-judge districts (one 4-judge district) 

CIRCUIT COURT (69 circuits) 
216 judges 

CI 

CSP casetypes: . - Exclusiue.ciui.1 jurjsdjction (including civil appeals) I 
Small claims urisdictlon ( S  2 BBB). - DUliDUl. Excfusiue triable felony, misdemeanor 
urisdiction, 

fic, Ordinance violations i f  no municipal court, 
- 1 1  ontested: moving traffic, parking, miscellaneous traf- 
- Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction. 
Jury trials in most cases, 

3 
I CSP casetypes: 
I - DUliDUl. (first,offense) 
I - Traffic/other violation, 

Court of 
last resort 

Intermediate 
appellate 

court 1 
Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 

1 
Court of 
I lmited 

jurisdiction 

222 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 199 7 



WYOMING COURT STRUCTURE, 1991 

S U P R M E  COURI 
5 justices sit en banc 

A 

CSP casetypes: - Mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, ahinistrative 
agency juvenile, disci linary, certified questions from 
federa! courts, ori ina! proceeding cases - Discretionary jurishction in extraordinaiy writs, writs of 
certiorari on appeals from limited jurisdiction courts, 

DISTRICT COURT (9 districts) 
17 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Tort, contract, real roperty rights (b 1,660-7,66B/no max 

i,mw [depends on whetler a ea1 is from count court or 
ustice of the peace court!!, Exclusive domesiic relations 

?except for miscellaneous dofiestic relations), ,mental heal 
estate, civil a peals, miscellaneous civil jurisdiction, - Exclusive triabPe felony , ,criminal appeals jurisdiction. - Exclusive juvenile jurisdiction, 

I Jury trials, 

r................'.'"'l............. 1 
I JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT I  
I  (14 courts in 11 counties) I 

I  1 4  justices of the peace(part-time)i 
I CSP casetypes: I 
I  - Tort contract real pro erty I 
I rights (b 6/3,666), smal! claims I 

I - Limited felony, misdemeanor, I 
I DUI/DUI, I 
I - Moving traffic, parking, miscel- I 
I  laneous traffidother violation, I 

I  I 

I I  

1  (b 2 BBB), I  

I  I  
I Jury trials except in small I 
1 claims. I 
L....................................-J 

A 

1 

I I  

r"'........... l..................... 
I WNICIPAL COURT (86 courts) I 

I  I 75 judges (part-time) 
I I 

1 CSP 
I - DUIIDUI:' casetwes: I 

I  
I  - Houina-traff .._..ic parking, mis- I 
I cellaieous trafflc, ,Exclusiue I 
I ordinance violation juris- I 
I diction, I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I  I  
I  I  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I  Jury trials, I 

COUNTY COURI (9 districts) 
18 judges 
CSP casetypes: - Iort, contract, real property ri hts 

(b 617 BBB), small claims ( ~ . 2 , e ! e i ,  
miscel ianeous domes tic relations, - Limited felony, misdemeanor, DUI/DUI, - Houing traffic, parking, miscellaneous 
traffic violation, 

Jury trials except in small claims, I 

Court of 
last resort 1 

Court of 
general 

jurisdiction 1 
Courts of 
1 imited 

jurisdiction 
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FIGURE A: Reporting Periods for All State Courts, 1991 

Reporting periods 

January 1, 1991 July 1, 1990 September 1, 1990 October 1, 1990 
to to to to 

State December 31,1991 June 30,1991 August 31, 1991 September 30, 1991 

Alabama 

Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

X 
Municipal Court 

X 
X 
X 

X X 
(Trial Courts) 

X 

Colorado X 
Connecticut X 

Probate Court X 
Delaware X 
District of Columbia X 
Florida X 

Georgia X X X 
Court of Appeals Magistrate Court Supreme Court 

State Court July 31, 1991) 
Juvenile Court 
Probate Court 

Superior Court (Aug. 1, 1990 - 

Hawaii X 
Idaho X 
Illinois X 
Indiana X 

Iowa X 
Kansas X 
Kentucky X 
Louisiana X X 
Maine X X 

Supreme Court (Trial Courts) 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 

~~~~ ~ ~ 

X 
X X 

(District Court 
Department only) District Court Department) 

Court of Appeals Supreme Court 
(Trial Courts) 

Trial Court (all but 

X X 

X 
X 

X 

Appeals Court 
Supreme Judicial Court 

Missouri 
Montana 

Nebraska 

X 
X X 

Supreme Court City Court 
District Court Justice of the Peace Court 

Municipal Court 
X X 

Supreme Court Workers' 
Court of Appeals Compensation Court 
District Court 
County Court 
Separate Juvenile 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE A: Reporting Periods for All State Courts, 1991. (continued) 

State 

January 1, 1991 July 1, 1990 September 1, 1990 October 1. 1990 
to to to to 

December 31, 1991 June 30,1991 August 31, 1991 September 30, 1991 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

X X 
District Court Supreme Court 

(April 1990 - March 1991) 
X X 

Supreme Court Probate Court 
Superior Court 
District Court 
Municipal Court 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

Ohio X 
Oklahoma X 
Oregon X 
Pennsylvania X 
Puerto Rim X 

Rhcde Island X X 

South Carolina X 
South Dakota X 
Tennessee X 
Texas X 

Utah X X 

Vermont X 
Virginia X 
Washington X 
West Virginia X 
Wisconsin X 
Wyoming X 

(Trial Courts) Supreme Court 

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 column. 

Source: Data were gathered from the 1991 State Trial and Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles and state administrative offices 
of the courts. 
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases In State Appellate Courts, 1991 

Statelcourt name: 

ALABAMA: 
Supreme Court 
Court of Civil 

Court of Criminal 
Appeals 

Appeals 

Case counted at: 
Filing of 

Notice $e Record 
court of mal plus Other 
type appeal record briefs point ----- 

COLR X 0 0 0 

IAC X 0 0 0 

IAC X 0 0 0 

Does the court count 
reinstatedreopened cases 
in its count of new filings? Case filed with: 

Yes, or 
Trial Appellate frequently 
court court No Rarely asnewcase ~- -- 

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-CR 0 0 X '  0 0 X 0 0 
Court of Appeals IAC X-CR' X '  X '  X 0 X 0 0 0 

(except (only 
indus- indus- 
trial trial 
cases& cases& 
civil civil 
petition petition 
or 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) 

Courts of Appeal IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

COLORADO: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

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 
to open) 

(if motion 
to open or 
i f  remand 
by COLR) 

DELAWARE: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Court of Appeals COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1991. (continued) 

Case counted at: 
Filim of 

Case filed with: 

Does the court count 
reinstated'reopened cases 
in its count of new filings? 

Notice the Record 
court of trial plus Other 
type appeal record briefs point ----- State/Court name: 

FLORl DA : 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 
District Courts of Appeal IAC X 0 0 0 

Trial Appellate 
court court -- 

X IAC 
X (ADM.AGY. 

and Workers 
Comp.) 

Yes, or 
frequently 

No Rarely asnewcase -- 

X 0 0 
X 0 0 

GEORGIA: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 X 0 X 0 0 X 

court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X X X 0 0 

(notice of appeal) (if new 
appeal) 

HAWAII: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X 0 0 X 

Intermediate Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 0 X 

(original 
proceeding) 

(when 
assigned 
by COLR) 

~~~~~~ 

IDAHO: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 X X X 0 X 0 

(appeal (COLR if 
from trial appeal 
court) from IAC) 

assigned 
by COLR) 

court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 (when 0 0 0 X 0 

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 X 

(any first 
filing, 
notice, 
record, 
brief, or 
motion) 

Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 o x  
(any first 
filing) 

Tax Court IAC 0 0 0 X 

X X 0 0 X 
(only COLR 
death (if petition 
penalty for transfer 
and/or fer from 
sentence IAC) 
over 10 
years) 
X 0 0 0 X 
(PraeW) 

0 0 0 0 X 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1991. (continued) 

Case counted at: 
Filing of 

Case filed with: 

Notice $e Record 
court of tnal plus Other Trial Appellate 
type appeal record briefs point court court ----- -- Statelcourt name: 

IOWA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X X 

(if appeal (COLR 
from trial if appeal 
court) from IAC) 

Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER X 0 
(if appeal 
from trial 
court) 

Does the court count 
reinstatedreopened cases 
in its count of new filings? 

Yes, or 
frequently 

No Rarely asnewcase -- 
X 0 0 

X 0 0 

KANSAS: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 x' X 0 0 0 X 
Court of Apcieals IAC 0 0 0 X' X 0 0 0 X 

KENTUCKY: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 X' X X X 0 0 

(COLR 
if review 
is sought 
from IAC) 

Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 0 

LOUISIANA: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 
Court of Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

MAINE: 
Supreme Judicial Court 

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 direct (IAC if 
appeal) appeal 

from IAC) 
Court of Special Appeals IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
Supreme Judicial Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
Appeals Court IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 0 X 0 

(if originally 
dismissed as 
premature) 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1991. (continued) 

Case counted at: 
Filing of 

Notice $e Record 
court of tnal plus Other 
type appeal record briefs point - ~ - ~ -  StatelCourt name: 

MICHIGAN: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 

Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 

Does the court count 
reinstatedreopened cases 
in its count of new filings? Case filed with: 

Yes, or 
Trial Appellate frequently 
court court No Rarely asnewcase -- -- 

0 X X 0 X 
(it X (if new 
remanded appeal) 
w/jurisdic- 
tion 
retained) 

0 X 0 0 X 

MINNESOTA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

MISSOURI: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 
MONTANA: 

(notice 
plus any 
other filing: 
fee, record, 
motion) 

NEBRASKA: 
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 

NEVADA: 
0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY Supreme Court COLR 0 X 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 X 

(if 
remanded 8 
jurisdiction 
retained) 

NEW JERSEY: 

Appellate Division 
0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

Supreme Court COLR X 0 

of Superior Court IAC X 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1991. (continued) 

Case counted at: 
Filing of 

Notice the Record 

Case filed with: 

court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate 
type appeal record briefs point court court ----- -- StatelCourt name: 

NEW MEXICO: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 0 0 X X 0 

(within 
30 days 
of notice) 

(within 
30 days 
of notice) 

Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 X X 0 

Does the court count 
reinstatedreopened cases 
in its count of new filings? 

Yes, or 
frequently 

No Rarely asnewcase -- 

X 0 0 

IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

NEW YORK: 

Appellate Divisions 
Court of Appeals COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 X 

of Supreme Court IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 
(if remit (if remand 
for specific for mand 
issues) new trial) 

Appellate Terms of 
Supreme Court IAC 0 X 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

~~~~ 

NORM CAROLINA: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X X X 0 

(if direct (COLR (if petition 
appeal) if appeal to rehear) 

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 

Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 IAC X 0 0 
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 x' 0 X 0 0 

Supreme Court COLR X *  0 0 0 X 0 X '  0 X '  
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 0 X 0 0 X 0 X '  0 X '  

OHIO: 

OKLAHOMA: 

(notice 

transcript) 
plus 

Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER 0 COLR X '  0 X '  

OREGON: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1991. (continued) 

Case counted at: 
Filing of 

Notice the Record 
court of trial plus Other 
type appeal record briefs point ----- State/Court name: 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Supreme Court C O N  X 0 0 X 

(direct 
appeal 
only) 

(disae- 
tionary 
certiorari 
granted) 

Superior Court IAC X 0 0 0 
Commonwealth Court IAC X 0 0 0 

Does the court count 
reinstatedheopened cases 
in its count of new filings? Case filed with: 

Yes, or 
Trial Appellate frequently 
court court No Rarely asnewcase -- -- 

X' X' X X 0 
(if re- (if new 0 
instated appeal) 
to 
enforce 
order) 

X 0 X 0 0 
X X 0 0 X 

(ADM. 
AGY.) 

PUERTO RICO: X X 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 CR cv IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 0 X 0 0 X 

Supreme Court COLR 0 X 0 0 X X X 0 0 
Court of Appeals IAC 0 0 0 TRANSFER 0 0 X 0 0 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

TENNESSEE: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

(Court of 
Appeals) 

(Court of 

Appeals) 

Court of Criminal Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

Criminal 

TEXAS: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
Court of Criminal Appeals COLR 0 0 0 (any first X X IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 

filing) (Court of 
Crim. Appeals) 

Court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X 0 IDENTIFIED SEPARATELY 
(Civil 
only) 

UTAH: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 0 X 0 0 0 

court of Appeals IAC X 0 0 0 X X 0 X 0 

(ADM. 
AGY ) 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE B: Methods of Counting Cases in State Appellate Courts, 1991. (continued) 

Does the court count 
reinstatedkeopened cases 
in its count of new filings? Case counted at: 

Filina of 
Case filed with: 

Notice the Record Yes. or 
Court of trial plus Other Trial Appellate frequently 
type appeal record briefs point court court No Rarely asnewcase ----- -- -- State/Court name: 

VERMONT: 
Supreme Court COLR X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 X 

(if dis- (if after final 
missed 8 decision or 
rein stated) if statistical 

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 cow X 0 0 0 X 0 X 0 0 

(Counted 
as new 
filings as 
of 8/86) 

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 

X = Yes 
0 = NO 

FOOTNOTES' 

California-Supreme Court: Cases are counted at the notice of 
appeal for discretionary review cases from the IAC. 

Kansas-Cases are counted at the docketing, which occurs 21 days 
after a notice of appeal is filed in the trial court. 

Kentucky-Cases are counted at either the filing of the brief or 
request for intermediate relief. 

Ohio-Court of Appeals: The clerk of the trial court is also the clerk of 
the Court of Appeals. 

Arizona-Supreme Court: Civil cases: A case is counted when the 
fee is paid within 30 days after trial 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/ 
industrialhabeas corpus cases, a case is counted at receipt of 
notice or at receipt of the trial record. 

Oklahoma-The notice of appeal refers to the petition in error. 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. 

Source: State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, as updated and verified for 1991 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, 1991 

Unlimited dollar amount 
torts, contracts, 

real property 

StatelCourt name: Jurisdiction Minimumlmaximum 

ALABAMA: 
Cirarit Court G $1,500/No maximum 
District Court L 

Limited dollar amount 
torts, contracts, 

real property Small daims 

Maximum Summary Lawyers 
Minimumlmaximum dollar amount Jury trials procedures permitted 

$1.500/$5,000 $1,500 No Yes Optional 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G OlNo maximum 
District Court L 0/$50,000 $5,000 No Yes Yes 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G $5,000/No maximum 
Justice of the Peace Court L O/ $5,000 $1.500 No Yes No 

ARKANSAS: 
Cirarit Court G $100/No maximum 
Court of Common Pleas L $500/$1,000 

(contract only) 
Municipal Court L 01 $3,000 $3,000 No Yes No 

(contract and 

City Court, Police Court L 

Justice of the Peace L 

real property) 
0/$300 

(contract and 
real property) 

$300 No Yes No 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court G $25,00O/No maximum 
Municipal Court L 0/$25,000 $2,500 No Yes No 
Justice Court L 0/$25,000 $2,500 No Yes No 

COLORADO: 
District Court G O/No maximum 
Water Court G OlNo maximum 

County Court L 0/$10.000 $3,500 No Yes No 
(only real property) 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superior Court G OlNo maximum $2,000 No Yes Yes 

~ ~~ 

DELAWARE: 
Court of Chancely G OlNo maximum 
Superior Court G OlNo maximum 
Court of Common Pleas L 01$15,000 
Justice of the Peace Court L 01 $5,000 $5,000 No Yes Yes 
Alderman's Court L $2,500 No Yes Yes 

~~ ~~ ~~~~ 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G $2,00llNo maximum $2,000 Yes Ye5 Yes 

(no minimum for real 
property) 

FLORIDA: 
Cirarit Court G $10,00OlNo maximum 
County Court L $2,5001 $10,000 $2.500 Yes Yes 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, 1991. 
(continued) 

Statelcourt name: 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court 
state Court 

Civil Court 
(Bibb 8 Richmond 
counties only) 

Magistrate Court 

Municipal Court 
(Columbus) 

Unlimited dollar amount 
torts, contracts, 

real property 

Jurisdiction Minimumlmaximum 

G OlNo maximum 
L OlNo maximum 

L 
(No real property) 

L 

Limited dollar amount 
torts, contracts, 

real property 

Minimumlmaximum 

Or$7,500 - 0/$25,000 
(Bibb) - (Richmond) 

0/$5.000 
(No real property) 

o/ $7.500 

Small daims 

Maximum Summary Lawyers 
dollar amount Jury trials procedures permitted 

No max Yes No Yes 
No max Yes No Yes 

$25,000 Yes Yes Yes 

$5,000 
No Yes Yes 

$7,500 Yes Yes Yes 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Court G $5,000lNo maximum 
District Court L 0/$10.000 $2.500 No Yes Yes 

(No maximum (Except in 
in summary residential 
possession or security de- 
ejectment) posit cases) 

IDAHO: 
District Court: G OlNo maximum 
(Magistrates Division) L 01$10,000 $2,000 No Yes No 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuit Court G OlNo maximum $2.500 Yes Yes Yes 

INDIANA: 
Superior Court and 

Circuit Court G OlNo maximum $3,000 No Yes Yes 
County Court L 0/$10,000 $3,000 No Yes Yes 
Municipal Court of 

Small Claims Court of 
Marion County L 0/$20,000 

City Court L 01 $500- 
Marion County L $3,000 No Yes Yes 

$2,500 
(No real property) 

IOWA: 
District Court G OlNo maximum $2,000 No Yes Yes 

KANSAS: 
District Court G OlNo maximum $1,000 No Yes No 

KENTUCKY: 
Circuit Court G $4,000lNo maximum 
District Court L 01 $4,000 $1,500 No Yes Yes 

LOUISIANA: 
District Court G OlNo maximum 
City Court, Parish Court L 0/$10.000 $2,000 No Yes Yes 
Justice of the Peace Court L o/ $1,200 $1,200 No Yes 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, 1991. 
(continued) 

Unlimited dollar amount 
torts, contracts, 

real property 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction Minimumlmaximum 

MAINE: 
Superior Court G O/No maximum 
District Court L 

Limited dollar amount 
torts, contracts, 

real property Small daims 

Maxim um Summary Lawyers 
Minimumlmaximum dollar amount Jury tnals procedures permitted 

0/$30.000 $1.400 No Yes Yes 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court 
District Court 

G $2,500/No maximum 
L O/No maximum $2,500/$10,000 $2,500 No Yes Yes 

(real property) (tort, contract) 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
Trial Court of the 

Commonwealth: 
Superior Court Dept. G O/No maximum 

District Court Dept. G O/No maximum $1.500 Yes Yes Yes 
Boston Municipal Court Dept. G O/No maximum $1,500 Yes Yes Yes 

Housing Court Dept. G O/No maximum $1,500 No No Yes 

MICHIGAN: 
Cirarit Court G $10,00O/No maximum 
District Court L 0/$10,000 $1,500 No Yes No 
Municipal Court L o/ $1,500 $1,500 No Yes No 

MINNESOTA: 
District Court G O/No maximum $4,000 No Yes Yes 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Cirarit Court G $200/No maximum 
County Court L 0625,000 
Justice Court L OL$1.000 

MISSOURI: 
Circuit Court G O/No maximum 
(Associate Division) L 0/$15,OOO $1.500 No Yes Yes 

~~ ~~ 

MONTANA: 
District Court G $!%/No maximum 
Justice of the Peace Court L 065,000 $3,000 No Yes No 
Municipal Court L O/ $5,000 $3.000 No Yes No 
City Court L o/ $300 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court G O/No maximum 
County Court L 0/$15.000 $1,800 No Yes No 

NEVADA: 
District Court G $5,000/No maximum 
Justice Court L O/ $5,000 $2,500 No Yes Yes 
Municipal Court L O/ $2.500 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G $1,500/No maximum 
District Court L 0610,000 $2,500 No Yes Yes 
Municipal Court L o/ $2,500 $2,500 No Yes Yes 

(only landlord-tenant, 
and small daims) 
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FIGURE C: Dollar Amount Jurisdiction for Original Tort, Contract, Real Property Rights, and Small Claims Filings in State Trial Courts, 1991 
(continued) 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court (Law Division 

(Law Division, 
and Chancery Division) G 

Special Civil Part) L 

Unlimited dollar amount Limited dollar amount 
torts, contracts, torts, contracts, 

real property real property Small claims 

Maximum Summary Lawyers 
Minimumlmaximum Minimumlmaximum dollar amount Jury trials procedures permitted 

OlNo maximum 

01 $5,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G OMo maximum 
Magistrate Court L 01 $5,000 
Metropolitan Court of 

Bemalillo County L 01 $5.000 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Court G OlNo maximum - .  

County Court G 0/$25,000 
Civil Court of the City 

of New Yotk L 0/$25,000 $2,000 Yes Yes 
City Court L 0/$ 1 5,000 $2,000 Yes Yes 
District Court L 0/$15,000 $2,000 Yes Yes 
Court of Claims L OlNo maximum 
Town Court and Village 

Justice Court L 01 $3,000 $2,000 Yes Yes 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Superior Court G $10,00O/No maximum 
District Court L 0/$10,000 $2.000 No Yes Yes 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G O/No maximum 
County Court L O/$ 1 0,000 $3,000 No Yes Varies 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G $500/No maximum 
County Court L 01 $3,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 
Municipal Court L O/$lO,000 $1,000 No Yes Yes 

~~~~ ~ 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court G OlNo maximum $3,000 Yes Yes Yes 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court 
District Court 
Justice Court 

G $10,00O/No maximum 
L $200/$10,000 $2,500 No Yes No 
L $2001 $2,500 $2,500 No Yes No 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court of Common Pleas G OlNo maximum 
District Justice Court L 01 $4,000 
Philadelphia Municipal Court L 01 $5,000 $5,000 No Yes Yes 

Pittsburgh City 
(only real property) 

Magistrates Court L O/No maximum 
(only real property) 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superior Court G $10,00O/No maximum 
District Court L 0/$10,000 

(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, 1991. 
(continued) 

Unlimited dollar amount 
torts, contracts, 

real property 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction Minimum/maximum 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court G $5,00O/No maximum 
Dislrict Court L 

Limited dollar amount 
torts, contracts, 

real property Small daims 

Maximum Summary Lawyers 
Minimum/maximum dollar amount Jury trials procedures permitted 

$1,500/ $5,000- $1,500 No Yes Yes 
$10,000 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Circuit Court G OlNo maximum 
Magistrate Court L O/ $2.500 $2,500 Yes Yes Yes 

(no max. in landlord-tenant) 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Circuit Court G OlNo maximum $2,000 No Yes Yes 

TENNESSEE: 
Circuit Court, Chancery Court G $%/No maximum 
General Sessions Court L OlNo maximum 061 5,00O(All avil 

(Forcible entry, actions in counties 
detainer, and in with population under $10,000 No Yes Yes 
actions to recover 700,000) 0/$25,000 
personal property) (All civil actions in 

counties with popula- 
tion over 700,000) 

TEXAS: 
District Court G $200/No maximum 
County Court at Law, Consti- 

Justice of the Peace Court L 01 $5,000 $5,000 Yes Yes Yes 
tutional County Court L $200/varies 

UTAH: 
District Court 
Circuit Court 
Justice Court 

G OlNo maximum 
L 061 0,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes 
L 0/$1,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes 

VERMONT: 
Superior Court G OlNo maximum 
District Court G $2,000 Yes Yes Yes 

VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court 

Dislrict Court 

G 0-$1,00O/No maximum 

L 01 $7,000 
OlNo maximum(rea1 property) 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court G O/No maximum 
District Court L 0/$25,000 $2,500 No Yes No 

(No real property) 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G $300/No maximum 
Magistrate Court L 01 $3,000 

(No real property) 
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FIGURE C: Dollar Amount Jurisdiction for Original Tort, Contract, Real Property Rights, and Small Claims Filings in State Trial Courts, 1991. 
(continued) 

Unlimited dollar amount Limited dollar amount 
torts, contracts, torts, contracts, 

real property real property Small daims 

Maximum Summary Lawyers 
State/Court name: Jurisdiction Minimumlmaximum Minimumlmaximum dollar amount Jury trials procedures permitted 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Court G OMo maximum $2,000 Yes Yes Yes 

WYOMING: 
District Court G $1,000-$7,000/No maximum 
County Court L 01 $7,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes 
Justice of the Peace Court L 01 $3,000 $2,000 No Yes Yes 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General jurisdiction court. 
L = Limited jurisdiction court. 
- = Information not available. 

Source: Data were gathered from the state administrative offices of the courts. 
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FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by State Trial Courts, 1991 

Number of defendants Contents of charging document 

Single Sin le 
incident (set incicknt One or 

Statelcourt name: Jurisdiction a criminal case One or more charge per case) of charges) incidents 

ALABAMA: 
Cirwit Court G Information/lndictment X X 
District Court L Complaint X X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 

Superior Court G Indictment X multiple charges X 
District Court L Complaint X multiple counts X 

Superior Court G Information/indictment X X 

Point of counting One Single # of charges (unlimited # more 

ALASKA: 

ARIZONA: 

Justice of the Peace Court L Complaint Varies with prosecutor' 
Municipal Court L Complaint Varies with prosecutor' 

ARKANSAS: 
Circuit Court G Informationhdictmen t X X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 
City Court, Police Court L Complaint X X 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court G lnformationhndictment X 
Justice Court L Complaint X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X 

X 
X 
X 

COLORADO: 
District Court 
County Court 

G Complaint X 
L Complaintlsummons X 

X 
X 

CONNECTICUT: (varies among 
Superior Court G Information X local police 

departments) 

DELAWARE: 
Superior Court G lnformation/indictment X 
Family Court L Petition X 
Justice of the Peace Court L Complaint X 
Court of Common Pleas L Complaint X 
Municipal Court of Wilmington L Complaint X 
Alderman's Court L Complaint X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G ComplainVinformatiorV X X 

indictment 

FLORIDA: 
Cirarit Court 
County Court 

G Informationhdictment X 
L Complaint X 

(prosecutor decides) 
X 

(continued on next page) 

244 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 199 1 



FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by State Trial Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Number of defendants Contents of charging document 

Single Sin le 
incident (set inci&nt One or 

StatelCourt name: Jurisdiction a criminal case One or more charge per case) of charges) incidents 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court G Indictmentlaaxsation X X 
State Court L Accusationkitation X X 
Magistrate Court L Accusationkitation X X 
Probate Court L Accusationkitation X X 
Municipal Court L No data reported 
Civil Court L No data reported 
County Recorder's Court L No data reported 
Municipal Courts and the 

City Court of Atlanta L No data reported 

Point of counting One Single # of charges (unlimited # more 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Court G ComplainVindictment X X (mostserious 

charge) District Court L First appearance X X 
information 

IDAHO: 
District Court G Information X 
(Magistrates Division) L Complaint X 

X 
X 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuit Court G Complaintlinformatiod 

indictment 

~ 

X 

~ 

X 

INDIANA: 
Superior Court and G lnformationhndictment X X (may notbe 
Circuit Court consistent) 

County Court L Informationkomplaint X X (maynotbe 
consistent) 

Municipal Court of L Informationkomplaint X X (maynotbe 
Marion County consistent) 

City Court and Town Court L Informationkornplaint X X (maynotbe 
consistent) 

IOWA: 
District Court G Information/indictment X X 

KANSAS: 
District Court G First appearance X X 

KENTUCKY: 
Circuit Court 
District Court 

G Informationhndictment X 
L Complaintlcitation X 

X 
X 

LOUISIANA: 
District Court G Informationhndictment Varies Vanes 
City and Parish Court L Informationkomplaint X X 

Superior Court G Informationhndictment X X 
District Court L Information/complaint X X 

MAINE: 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by State Trial Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Number of defendants Contents of charging document 

Single Sin le 
incident (set inci&nt One or 

StatelCourt name: Jurisdiction a criminal case One or more charge per case) of charges) incidents 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court G Informationhdictment X X 
District Court L Citation/information X X 

Point of counting One Single #of charges (unlimited # more 

MASSACHUSElTS: 
Trial Court of the 

Commonwealth: 
Superior Court Dept G Informationhdictrnent X 
Housing Court Dept. L Complaint X 
District Court Dept. L Complaint X 
Boston Municipal Ct. L Complaint X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

MICHIGAN: 
Circuit Court G Information X X 
District Court L Complaint X X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 

District Court G Complaint X X 
MINNESOTA: 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Circuit Court G Indictment X X 
County Court L Indictment X X 
Justice Court L Indictment X X 

MISSOURI: 
Circuit Court G Informationhdictment 
(Associate Division) L ComplainVlnformation 

X 
X 

X 
X 

~~ 

MONTANA: 
District Court G Informationlindictrnent X 
Justice of Peace Court L Complaint X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X 
City Court L Complaint X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court 

County Court 

G Informationhdictment X 

L Informationkomplaint X 

X (not 
consistently 
observed 
statewide) 

X 

NEVADA: 
District Court G Informationhdictrnent Varies 
Justice Court L Complaint Varies 
Municipal Court L Complaint Varies 

Varies, depending on prosecutor 
Varies, depending on prosecutor 
Varies, depending on prosecutor 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G Information/indictment X 
District Court L Complaint X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X 

X 
X 
X 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court (Law Division) G Accusationhdictment X X X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X X 
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FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by State Trial Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Number of defendants Contents of charging document 

Single Sin le 
incident (set inci8nt One or 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction a criminal case One or more charge per case) of charges) incidents 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G IndictmenVinformation X x (may 
Magistrate Court L Complaint X X varywith 
Bemalillo County prosecutor) 

Point of counting One Single # of charges (unlimited # more 

Metropditan Court L Complaint X X 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Court G DefendanVindictment X 
County Court G DefendanVindictment X 
Criminal Court of the 

City of New York L DefendanVdocket X 
District Court and City Court L DefendanVdocket X 
Town Court and Village 

Justice Court L N/A 

Varies depending on prosecutor 
Varies depending on prosecutor 

Varies depending on prosecutor 
Varies depending on prosecutor 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Superior Court G Transfer (from District Court) X 

Indictment (when case 
originates in Superior Court 

citations, Magistrates order, 
misdemeanor statement 
of charges) 

District Court L WarranVsummons (indudes X 

Varies depending on prosecutor 

Varies depending on prosecutor 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G lnformationlindictment X x (may vary) 
County Court L Complainthformation X Vanes 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 

Court of Common Pleas G Arraignment X X 
County Court L WarranVsummons X X 
Municipal Court L WarranVsummons X X 

OHIO: 

Mayor's Court L No data reported 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court G Informationlindictmen t X X 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court G ComplainVindictment 
District Court L ComplainVindictment 
Justice Court L Complaint 
Municipal Court L Complaint 

X 
X 
X 
X X 

(number of charges not consistent statewide) 
(number of charges not consistent statewide) 
(number of charges not consistent statewide) 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court of Common Pleas G Information/docket 

Transcript X 
District Justice Court L Complaint X 
Philadelphia Municipal Court L Complaint X 
Pittsburgh City Magistrates Ct. L Complaint X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superior Court G Accusation X 
District Court L Filing of Charge X 

X 
X 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by State Trial Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Number of defendants Contents of charging document 

Single Sin le 
incident (set inciknt One or 

Point of counting One Single # of charges (unlimited # more 
State/Court name: Jurisdiction a criminal case One or more charge per case) of charges) incidents 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court G Infonnationhdictmen t X X 
District Court L Complaint X X 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Cirarit Court G WarranVsummons X X 
Magistrate Court L WarranVsummons X X 
Municipal Court L WarranVsummons X X 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Cirarit Court G Complaint X X 

TENNESSEE: 
Cirarit Court and Criminal CourtG Informationhdictmen t Not consistent statewide 
General Sessions Court L No data reported 
Municipal Court L No data reported 

TEXAS: 
District Court and 
Criminal District Court G Informationhdictment X 

County-level Courts L ComplainVinformation X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X 
Justice of the Peace Court L Complaint X 

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: 
Cirarit Court 
District Court 

G Infonnation/indictment X 
L WarranVsummons X 

X 
X 

WASHINGTON: 

District Court L Complain Vcitation X X (2 max) 
Municipal Court L ComplainVcitation X X (2 max) 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Cirarit Court G Information/indictment X X 
Magistrate Court L Complaint X X 
Municipal Court L Complaint X X 

Superior Court G (Original) Information X X 

WISCONSIN: 
Cirarit Court G Initial appearance X 
Municipal Court L Citation' X 

X 
X 
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FIGURE D: Criminal Case Unit of Count Used by State Trial Courts, 1990. (continued) 

Point of counting 
Statelcourt name: Jurisdiction a criminal case 

WYOMING: 
District Court G Informationfindictment 
County Court L Citationfinformation 
Justice of the Peace Court L Citation/information 
Municipal Court L Citationfinformation 

Number of defendants Contents of charging document 

One 
One or more 

X 
X 
X 

X 

Single Sin le 
incident (set incdnt  One or 

Single # of charges (unlimited # more 
charge per case) of charges) incidents 

X 
X 
X 

X 

JURISDICTION CODES: FOOTNOTES' 

G = General jurisdiction court. 
L = Limited jurisdiction court. 

Arizona-Varies in limited jurisdiction courts. Prosecutor can file 
either long or short form. Long form can involve one 
or more defendants and/or charges; short form 
involves one defendant and a single charge. 

Wisconsin-Municipal Court-The court has exclusively civil jurisdic- 
tion, but its caseload includes first offense DWllDUl 
cases. The Stare Cour~ Model Sratisrical Dicrionaq 
treats all DWllDUl cases as a subcategory of criminal 
cases. 

Source: State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, updated and verified for 1991 by state administrative offices of the courts. 
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FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used in State Trial Courts, 1991 

Filings are counted Disposition counted 

At filing Age at which 
At intake of petition 91 adjudication At disposition juvenile junsdiction 

Statelcourt name: Jurisdiction or referral or complaint of petition of juvenile transfers to adult courts 

ALABAMA: 
Circuit Court G X X 18 
District Court L X X 18 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G X X 

~ 

18 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G X X 18 

ARKANSAS: 
Chancery Court G X X 18 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court G X X 

~ 

18 

COLORADO: 
District Court G 

(includes Denver Juvenile Court) 
X X 18 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superior Court G X X 16 

DELAWARE: 
Family Court L X X 18 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G X X 18' 

FLORl DA : 
Circuit Court G X X 18 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court and Juvenile G 

court (special) X X 17 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Court G X 

(Family Court Division) 
X 16 

IDAHO: 
Disbict Court G X X 18 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuit Court G X X 17 

(1 5 for first-degree 
murder, aggravated 
criminal sexual assault, 
armed robbery, 
robbery with a 
firearm, and unlawful 
use of weapons on 
school grounds) 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used in State Trial Courts, 1991. (continued) 

Filings are counted Disposition counted 

At filjng Age at which 
At intake of pebbon 91 adjudication At disposition juvenile junsdiction 

Srate/Court name: Jurisdiction or referral or complaint of petition of juvenile transfers to adult courts 

INDIANA: 
Superior Court and Circuit Court G 
Probate Court L 

X X 
X X 

18 
18 

IOWA: Disposition 
District Court G X data are not 18 

collected 

KANSAS: 
District Court G X X 18 

14 
(for traffic violation) 

16 
(for 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, 
manslaughter. and 
aggravated rape) 

(for armed robbery, 
aggravated burglary, 
and aggravated 
kidnapping) 

16 

MAINE: 
District Court L X X 18 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court 
District Court 

G 
L 

X 
X 

X 
X 

18 
18 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
Trial Court of the Commonwealth: 
District Court Dept. 
Juvenile Court Dept. 

G 
X X 
X X 

17 
17 

MICHIGAN: 
Probate Court L X X 17 

MINNESOTA: 
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, 1991. (continued) 

Filings are counted Disposition counted 

At filjng Age at which 
At intake of pehtion 91 adjudication At disposition juvenile jurisdiction 

StateEourt name: Jurisdiction or referral or complaint of petition of juvenile transfers to adult courts 

MISSISSIPPI: 
County Court L X X 
Family Court L 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 
(for traffic violation) 

15 
(for some felony 
charges) 

NEW JERSEY:. 
Superior Court G X X 18 

complaint 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G X X 18 

NEW YORK: 
Famity 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 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G X 

(warrant) 
X 18 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court G X X 

(case number) 
18 

~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ~ ~  ~ ~ 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court G X Dispositions are 18 
County Court L X not counted 18 

(conhnued on next page) 
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FIGURE E: Juvenile Unit of Count Used in State Trial Courts, 1991. (continued) 

Filings are counted Disposition counted 

At filing Age at which 
At intake of pebbon At adjudication At disposition juvenile junsdiction 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction or referral or complaint of petition of juvenile transfers to adult courts 

PENNSYLVANIA : 
Court of Common Pleas G X X 18 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superior Court G 18 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Family Court 

~ 

L X X 18 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Family Court L X X 17 

~ ~~ 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Circuit Court G X X 18 

TENNESSEE : 
General Sessions Court L X X 18 
Juvenile Court L X X 18 

TEXAS: 
District Court G X X 17 
County Court at Law, 
Constitutional County 

Court, Probate Court L X X 17 

UTAH: 
Juvenile Court L X X 18 

VERMONT: 
Family Court G X X 16 

VIRGINIA: 
District Court L X X 18 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court G X X 18 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G X X 18 

WlSCONSl N : 
Circuit Court G X X 18 

WYOMING: 
District Court G X X 19 

JURISDICTION CODES: Georgia-18 for deprived juveniles 

New Jersey-All signed juvenile delinquency complaints are filed with G = General jurisdiction court. 
L = Limited jurisdiction court. the court and are docketed upon receipt (and 

therefore counted). Once complaints have been 
docketed they are screened by Court Intake SeMces 
and decisions are made as to how cornplaints will be 
processed (e.g., diversion, court hearings, etc.) 

FOOTNOTES. 

District of Columbia-Depending on the severity of the offense a 
juvenile between the ages of 16-18 can be charged 
as an adult. Nevada-Unless certified at a younger age because of felony 

charged. 

Source: State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, updated and verified for 1991 by state administrative offices of the courts. 
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FIGURE F: State Trlal Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurlsdlctlon, 1991 

Trial Court Appeals 
Administrative Source of 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction Agency Appeals Civil Criminal Type of Appeal Trial Court Appeal 

ALABAMA: 
Circuit Court G X X X de novo District, Probate, 

Municipal Courts 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G X 0 0 de novo 

X 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 record 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superior Court G X X 0 de novo or Probate Court 

on the record 

DELAWARE: 
Superior Court G 0 X X de novo Municipal Court of 

Wilmington, 
Alderman's, Justice of 
Peace Courts 

X X X on the record Superior Court 
(arbitration) 

Court of Common Pleas 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G X 0 0 on the record Office of Employee 

Appeals, Administrative 
Traffic Agency 

FLORIDA: 
Circuit Court G 0 X 0 de novo on the County Court 

0 0 X on the record County Court 
record 

(continued on next page) 

254 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 799 7 



FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1991. (continued) 

Trial Court Appeals 
Administrative 

StateICourt name: Jurisdiction Agency Appeals Civil Criminal Type of Appeal 

GEORGIA: 
de novo or 
on the record 

Superior Court G X X 0 

state Court L 

0 

0 
0 

0 

X 
0 

X denovo, on 
the record, or 
certiorari 

0 certiorari on 
X the record 

Source of 
Trial Court Appeal 

Probate Court, 
Magistrate Court 

Probate Court, 
Municipal Court, 
Magisbate Court, 
County Recorder's Court 

Magistrate Court 
County Recordets Court 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Court G X 0 0 de novo 

IDAHO: 
District Court G X X X de novo Magistrates Division 

0 X 0 on the record Magistrates Division 
(small claims only) 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuit Court G -  X 0 0 on the record 

INDIANA: 
Superior Court and 

Municipal Court of 
Circuit Court G X X X de novo City and Town Courts 

Marion County L 0 X 0 de novo Small Claims Court 
of Marion County 

IOWA: 
District Court G X 0 0 de novo 

0 X X on the record Magistrates Division 

KANSAS: 
District Court G X X X criminal on Criminal (from 

the record Municipal Court) 
civil on Civil (from limited 
the record 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, 

Justice of the Peace, 
Mayor's Courts 

the record 

MAINE: 
Superior Court G X X X on the record District Court, 

Administrative Court 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court G X X X de novo, on District Court 

the record 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1991. (continued) 

Trial Court Appeals 
Administrative Source of 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction Agency Appeals Civil Criminal Type of Appeal Trial Court Appeal 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
Superior Court Department G X X 0 de novo, Other departments 

on the record 

District Court Department G X X X de novo, Other departments 
and Boston Municipal Court first instance 

MICHIGAN: 
Circuit Court G X X X de novo Municipal Court 

0 X 0 on the record District, Muniapal, 
and Probate Courts 

MINNESOTA: 
District Court G 0 X de novo Conciliation Division 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Circuit Court G X X on the record County and Municipal 

courts 

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 and on Justice of Peace, 

and State Boards 
the record Municipal, City Courts, 

0 0 X de novo 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court G X 0 0 de novo on 

the record 
0 X X on the record County Court 

NEVADA: 
District Court G X X X on the record Justice Court 

de novo 
0 0 X on the record Municipal Court 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G X 0 X de novo District, Municipal, 

Probate Courts 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court G 0 0 X de novo on Municipal Court 

the record 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court de novo Magistrate, Probate, 

Municipal, Bernalillo 
County Metropolitan 
courts 

G X X X 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1991. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

Trial Court Appeals 
Administrative Source of 

Jurisdiction Agency Appeals Civil Criminal Type of Appeal Trial Court Appeal 

NEW YORK: 
County Court G 0 X X on the record City, Town and Village 

Justice Courts 

NORTH CAROLINA: 
Superior Court G X 0 X de novo District Court 

X 0 0 de novo on 
the record 

X 0 0 on the record 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G X 0 0 Varies 
County Court L 0 X X de novo Municipal Court 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G X 0 0 de novo and 

on the record 
County Court L 0 0 X de novo Mayor's Court 
Municipal Court L 0 0 X de novo Mayor's Court 
Court of Claims L X 0 0 de novo 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court G X 0 X de novo on Municipal Court 

Court of Tax Review L X 
the record Not of Record 

0 0 de novo on 
the record 

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 Philadelphia Municipal 

Court, District Justice, 
Philadelphia Traffic, 
Pittsburgh City 
Magistrates Court 

0 0 X de novo 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superior Court G X X X District Court 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court G X 0 0 on the record 

0 X X de novo District, Municipal, 
Probate Courts 

District Court L X 0 0 on the record 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Circuit Court G X X X de novo on Magistrate, Probate, 

the record Municipal Courts 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1991. (continued) 

Trial Court Appeals 
Administrative Source of 

State/Court name: Jurisdiction Agency Appeals Civil Criminal Type of Appeal Trial Court Appeal 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Circuit Court G X 0 0 de novo and 

on the record 
0 X X de novo Magistrates Division 

TENNESSEE: 
Circait, Criminal and 

Chancery Courts G X X X de novo General Sessions, 
Municipal, and Juvenile 
courts 

TEXAS: 
District Court 

County-level Courts 

G X 0 0 de novo Municipal Court not of 
record, Justice of 
the Peace Courts 
Municipal Courts of de novo on 

the record record 

L 0 X X de novo Municipal Court not of 
record. Justice of the 
Peace Courts 

de novo on 
the record record 

Municipal Courts of 

UTAH: 
District Court G X X X de novo Justice of the Peace 
Circuit Court L 0 X X de novo Justice of the Peace 

courts 

VERMONT: 
Superior Court 
District Court 

G X X 0 de novo on Probate Court 
G 0 X 0 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, 

the record Municipal Courts 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G X 

0 
0 0 on the record Municipal Court 
X X de novo Magistrate Court 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Court G 0 X X de novo Municipal Court 

(first offense 
DWllDUl only) 

WYOMING: 
District Court de novo on 

the record Municipal, County 
Justice of the Peace, 

courts 

G X X X 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE F: State Trial Courts with Incidental Appellate Jurisdiction, 1991. (continued) 

JURISDICDON CODES: 
G = General jurisdiction court. 
L = Limited jurisdiction court. 
- = Information not available. 

X = Yes 
O = N O  

Definltlone of t y p e  of appeal: 
certiorari: An appellate court case category in which a petition is presented to an appellate court asking the court to review 

the judgment of a trial court or administrative agency, or the decision of an intermediate appellate court. 

first instance: If dissatisfied with the de novo verdict of the judge, defendant can go before the jury. 

de novo: An appeal from one trial court to another trial court that results in a totally new set of proceedings and a new trial court 
judgment. 

judgment. 

claimed, and an evaluation of those challenges are made-there is not a new trial court judgment on the case. 

de novo on the record: An appeal from one trial court to another trial court that is based on the record and results in a new trial court 

on the record: An appeal from one trial court to another trial court in which procedural challenges to the original trial proceedings are 

Source: Data were gathered from the 1991 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles and state administrative offices of the courts. 
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FIGURE G: Number of JudgesNustices in State Courts, 1991 

Court(s) of 
State: last resort 

Alabama 9 
Alaska 5 
Arizona 5 

Arkansas 7 

California 7 

Intermediate General 
appellate court(s) jurisdiction court(s) 

8 125 
3 35 (includes 5 masters) 

21 124 

6 99 

Colorado 7 16 

Connecticut 7 9 

88 924 (includes 135 

Limited 
iurisdiction court(s) 

385 

215 (includes 83 justices of the 
peace, 55 part-time judges) 

339 (includes 55 justices of the 
Peace) 

838 (includes 169 commissioners 

75 (includes 58 magistrates) 

commissioners and referees) 
and referees) 

2 commissioners) 
117 (includes 1 referee, 364 (includes 52 part-time judges) 

1 50 133 

Delaware 5 - 20 (includes lchancellor 93 (includes 53 justices of the 
peace, 1 chief magistrate, 
18 aldermen, 1 part-time judge) 

and 4 vicechancellors) 

- 59 - District of Columbia 9 
Florida 7 57 421 24 1 
Georgia 7 9 153 (authorized) 1,183 (includes 80 part-time judges, 

159 chief magistrates, 292 full- 
time and 32 part-time magis- 
trates, and 33 associate juvenile 
court judges) 

Hawaii 5 3 35 (includes 11 family 62 (includes 38 per diem judges) 
court judges) 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

5 3 106 (includes 63 lawyer - 

7 51 (includes 11 841 - 

5 16 (includes 1 tax 234 128 

and 8 nonlawyer 
magistrates) 

supplemental 
judges) 

court judge) 
Iowa 9 6 332 (includes 149 part-time - 

magistrates, and 
11 referees) 

Kansas 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 

7 10 

7 14 
7 53 

7 
7 

- 
13 
14 
24 
15 

32 
- 

218 (includes 69 252 

91 125 
district magistrates) 

207 706 (includes 384 justices of the 
peace, 250 mayors) 

16 
120 
320 
200 
242 
79 (includes 39 chancellors) 

303 
41 

43 (includes 16 part-time judges) 
163 

368 

482 (includes 165 mayors, 191 
justices of the peace) 

306 
125 (includes 32 justices of the 

peace that also serve on the 
city court) 

- 

- 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE G: Number of Judges/Justices in State Courts, 1991. (continued) 

Court( s) of Intermediate General Limited 
State: last resort appellate court(s) jurisdiction court(s) jurisdiction court(s) 

Nebraska 
Nevada 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Puerto Rim 
Rhode Island 

7 
5 

5 
7 
5 
7 

7 

5 
7 

14 

7 

7 

7 
5 

6 '  - 
- 
28 
10 
63 

12 

3 '  
65 
12 

10 

24 

- 
- 

50 
38 

28 
359 
59 

597 

177 

27 
355 
210 

91 

343 

108 
34 

69 
92 

102 
374 

2,938 

(includes 100 clerks who 818 
hear uncontested probate) 

1 28 
758 

(includes 62 special 376 
judges) 

236 

572 

158 
(includes 2 masters) 85 

(includes 64 justices of the 
Peace) 
(includes part-time judges) 
(includes 345 part-time judges) 

(includes 78 surrogates, 2,242 
justices of the peace) 
(includes 654 magistrates 
of which approximately 70 are 
part-time) 

(includes 500 mayors) 
(includes unknown number of 
part-time judges) 
(includes 32 justices of the 
Peace) 
(includes 538 district justices 
and 6 magistrates) 

(includes 3 masters, 2 magis 
trates) 

South Carolina 5 6 

South Dakota 5 - 
60 (includes 20 masters-in- 658 (includes 266 magistrates) 

equity) 
192 (includes 7 part-time lay - 

magistrates, 17 law 
magistrates, 83 full-time 
magistrate/clerks, 49 
part-time lay rnag- 
istrate/clerks) 

Tennessee 5 21 141 (includes 33 chancellors) 408 
Texas 18 80 386 2,522 (includes 884 justices of the 

Utah 5 7 23 175 (includes 126 justices of peace) 
Vermont 5 - 35 (includes 4 magistrates) 20 (part-time) 
Virginia 7 10 135 194 (includes 79 FTE juvenile 

Peace) 

and domestic relations judges) 

Washington 9 17 149 21 1 (includes 115 part-time judges) 
West Virginia 5 - 60 278 (includes 156 magistrates and 

Wisconsin 7 13 216 198 
Wyoming 5 - 17 107 (includes 14 part-time justices of 

122 part-time judges) 

the peace and 75 part-time 
judges) 

Total 356 858 9,502 18,289 

_ -  

NOTE: 

Source: 

The state does not have a court at the indicated level. 

This table identifies, in parentheses, all individuals 
who hear cases but are not titled judgesljustices. 
Some states may have given the title '"judge" to 
officials who are called magistrates, justices of the 
peace, etc., in other states. 

Data were gathered from the 1991 State Trial and 
Appellate Court statistical profiles. 

FOOTNOTES 

Minnesota-General jurisdiction and limited jurisdiction courts were 

Nebraska-The Nebraska Court of Appeals was established 

"North Dakota-Court of Appeals effective July 1.1987, through 

consolidated in 1987. 

September 6. 1991. 

January 1, 1990. A temporary court of appeals was 
established to exerase appellate and original 
jurisdiction as delegated by the supreme court. 
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases in State Trial Courts, 1991 

Are reopened Are enforcement/ 
cases counted collection proceed- Are temporary injunc- 
as new filings, ings counted? If tions counted? If 
or identified yes, are the counted yes, are the counted 

separately as Qualifications separate& from separately tom new 
State/Court name: Jurisdiction reopened cases? or Conditions new case filings? case filings? 

ALABAMA: 
Circuit Court 
District Court 

G New filing 
L New filing 

No 
No 

No 
No 

ALASKA: 
Superior Court G Reopened No No 
District Court L Reopened No No 

ARIZONA: 
Superior Court G New filing 
Justice of the Peace Court L New filing 

No 
No 

No 
No 

~~~ ~ ~ 

ARKANSAS: 
Circuit Court G Reopened No No 
Chancery and Probate Court G Reopened No No 

CALIFORNIA: 
Superior Court G Reopened Retned cases No No 
Municipal Court L Reopened Retried cases No NA 
Justice Court L Reopened Retried cases No NA 

COLORADO: 
District Court 
Water Court 
County Court 
Municipal Court 

G Reopened Post activities No 
G Reopened Post activities No 
L Reopened Post activities No 
L NA NA 

No 
No 
No 
NA 

CONNECTICUT: 
Superior Court G New filing No No 

if heard separately 
(rarely occurs) 

___ ~ 

DELAWARE: 
Court of Chancery 
Superior Court 

G 
G 

Justice of the Peace Court L 
Family Court L 

Court of Common Pleas L 

Alderman's Court L 

Reopened 
New filing 
reopened 
New filing 
New filing 
is heard 
separately 
Reopened if 
rehearing 
of total case 
New filing 
reopened 
New filing 
reopened 

No 
If remanded No 
Case rehearing 

No 
If part of original No 
proceeding 

If remanded No 
rehearing 
It remanded No 
rehearing 

No 
YedNo 

YedNo 
No 

No 

No 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: 
Superior Court G Reopened YeslNo YedNo 

FLORIDA: 
County Court L Reopened YeslNo YedNo 
Circuit Court G Reopened YesINo YedNo 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases in State Trial Courts, 1991. (continued) 

State/Court name: 

GEORGIA: 
Superior Court 
Civil Court 
state Court 
Probate Court 
Magistrate Court 
Municipal Court 

Are reopened 
cases counted 
as new filings, 
or identified 

separately as 
Jurisdiction reopened cases? 

Are enforcement/ 
collection proceed- 
ings counted? If 

yes, are the counted 
Qualifications separate& !om 
or Conditions new case filings? 

G New filing 
L NC 
L New filing 
L New filing 
L New filing 
L NC 

Yes 
NC 
Yes 
NC 
Yes 
NC 

Are temporary in'unc 
tions counted?l If 

yes, are the counted 
separately b m  new 

case filings? 

No 
NC 
No 
NC 
No 
NC 

HAWAII: 
Circuit Court 

Family Court 
District Court 

G Reopened Supplemental Yes/Yes YedYes 

proceedings 
G New filing Redocke ted YedNo 
L Reopened Supplemental No YedNo 

proceedings Special proceedings Circuit Court: Special 

proceedings (included as new 
case filing) 

IDAHO: 
District Court G Reopened YedNo No 

ILLINOIS: 
Circuit Court G Reopened No No 

INDIANA: 
Superior Court G Reopened Redocke ted No No 
Cirarit Court G Reopened Redocketed No No 
County Court L Reopened Redocketed No No 
Municipal Court of Marion County L Reopened Redocketed No No 
City Court L NA NA NA N/Applicable 
Small Claims Court of 

Marion County L NA NA NA NA 

IOWA: 
District Court G New filing YedNo 

~ 

No 

KANSAS: 
District Court G Reopened No YedNo 

KENTUCKY: 
Circuit Court G Reopened No YedYes 
District Court L Reopened No YedYes 

LOUISIANA: 
District Court 

Juvenile Court 

G Reopened As action on YesNes YedNo 

G Reopened As action on YedYes No 
open case 

open case 

open case 

open case 

Family Court G Reopened As action on No 

City 8 Parish Courts L New filing As action on Yes/No 

No 

No 

MAINE: 
Superior Court 
District Court 
Probate court 

G New filing 
L NC 
L NC 

No 
No 
No 

YedNo 
No 
No 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases in State Trial Courts, 1991. 

Are reopened 
cases counted 
as new filings, 
or identified 

separately as 
Stat8lCourt name: Jurisdiction reopened cases? 

MARYLAND: 
Circuit Court 
District Court 

G New filing 
L NA 

(continued) 

Are enforcement/ 
collection proceed- 
ings counted? If 

yes, are they counted 
Qualifications separate1 from 
or Conditions new case [lings? 

No 
NA 

Are temporary in'unc 
tions counted3 If 

yes, are the counted 
separately &m new 

case filings? 

NA 
YedNo 

MASSACHUSETTS: 
Trial Court of the 
Commonwealth: 

Superior Court Dept. G NC 
District Court Dept. G NC 
Boston Municipal Court Dept. G NC 
Housing Court Dept. G NC 
Land Court Dept. G NC 

NA YedNo 
YedYes NA 
YedYes NA 
YedYes NA 

N/Applicable NA 

MICHIGAN: 
Court of Claims 
Circuit Court 
District Court 
Municipal Court 

G Reopened 
G Reopened 
L NA 
L NA 

No 
No 
NA 
NA 

No 
No 
NA 
NA 

MINNESOTA: 
District Court 

_ _ _ _ _ ~ ~ ~  ~ 

G Identified separately No No 

MISSISSIPPI: 
Circuit Court G NA NA NA 
Chancery Court G NA NA NA 
County Court L NA NA NA 
Family Court L NA NA NA 
Justice Court L NA NA NA 

MISSOURI: 
Circuit Court G New filinas YedNo YedNo 

MONTANA: 
District Court G Reopened 
Justice of the Peace Court L NA 
Municipal Court L NA 
City Court L NA 

YedYes YedNo 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 

NEBRASKA: 
District Court 
County Court 

G Reopened 
L Reopened 

No 
No 

No 
No 

NEVADA: 
District Court G Reopened May not be reopened Variedvaries Vanes 

but refers back to 
original case 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
Superior Court G Reopened No No 
District Court L NC No No 
Municipal Court L NC No No 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases in State Trial Courts, 1991. (continued) 
~~ 

Are reopened 
cases counted 
as new filings, 
or identified 

separately as 
State/Court name: Jurisdiction reopened cases? 

NEW JERSEY: 
Superior Court: Civil, 

Family, General Equity, G Reopened 
and Criminal Divisions 

Are enforcement/ 
collection proceed- 
ings counted? If 

yes, are the counted 
Qualifications separate/ from 
or Conditions new case kings? 

YesJNo 

Are temporary injunc- 
tions counted? If 

yes, are the counted 
separately #?m new 

case filings? 

YedNo 
(except for domestic 
violence) 

NEW MEXICO: 
District Court G Reopened 
Magistrate Court L Reopened 
Metropolitan Court of 

Bemalillo County L Reopened 

YesJYes 
No 

No 

No 
No 

No 

NEW YORK: 
Supreme Court 
County Court 
Court of Claims 
Family Court 
District Court 
City Court 
Civil Court of the 

Town & Village 
Justice Court 

City of New York L 

L 

Reopened 
NC 
NC 

Reopened 
NC 
NC 

NC 

NC 

YesJNo 
No 
No 

YesJNo 
No 
No 

No 

No 

YedNo 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

No 

No 
-~ 

NORTH CAROLINA: 

District Court L 
Superior Court G NC 

NC 
No 

YedNo 
No 
No 

NORTH DAKOTA: 
District Court G New tiling YesJYes YesJYes 

(only counted i f  a hearing 

County Court L New filing 
was held) 

No No 

OHIO: 
Court of Common Pleas G Reopened 

Municipal Court 
County Court 
Court of Claims 

L Reopened 
L Reopened 
L NA 

YesJNo YedNo 
(are counted separately in 
domestic relations cases) 

Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
NA NA 

OKLAHOMA: 
District Court G Reopened No No 

OREGON: 
Circuit Court G Reopened YesJNo YedNo 
Justice Court L NA NA NA 
Municipal Court L NA NA NA 
District Court L Reopened NA NA 

PENNSYLVANIA: 
Court of Common Pleas G Reopened 
District Justice Court L New filing 

No 
NA 

No 
NA 

PUERTO RICO: 
Superior Court G New filing Yes/No No 
District Court L New filing Yes/No No 

(continued on next page) 
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FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases in State Trial Courts, 1991. (continued) 

Are reopened 
cases counted 
as new filings, 
or identified 

separately as Qualifications 
Statelcourt name: Jurisdiction reopened cases? or Conditions 

RHODE ISLAND: 
Superior Court 
District Court 
Family Court 
Probate Court 

G Reopened 
L Reopened 
L Reopened 
L NA 

Are enforcement/ 
collection proceed- 
ings counted? If 

yes, are the counted 
separate[ from 

new case kings? 

Are temporary in'unc 
tions counted If 

yes, are the counted 
separately [om new 

case filings? 

No 
No 
No 
NA 

YesJNo 
YesNes 
YesJYes 

NA 

SOUTH CAROLINA: 
Circuit Court G New filing No No (Permanent 
Family Court L New tiling No No injunctions 
Magistrate Court L New tiling No No arecounted 
Probate Court L New tiling No No as a new filing) 

SOUTH DAKOTA: 
Circuit Court G NC No YesJNo 

TENNESSEE: 
Circuit Court G Reopened (vanes based on local practice) 

Chancery Court G Reopened (varies based on local practice) 

General Sessions Court L Reopened (vanes based on local practice) 

(varies based on 
local practice) 
(vanes based on 
local practice) 
(vanes based on 
local practice) 

TEXAS: 
District Court G Reopened 
Constitutional 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 
Circuit Court 
Justice Court 

G 
L 
L 

NC 
NC 
NC 

No 
No 
No 

YeslYes 
YesJYes 
YesJYes 

VERMONT: 
Superior Court 
District Court 
Family Court 
Probate Court 

G NC 
G NC 
G NC 
L NC 

No YeslNo 
No YesJNo 
No Yes/No 
No NIApplicable 

VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court G Reopened Reinstated cases 
District Court L New filing YedNo No 

WASHINGTON: 
Superior Court 
Municipal Court 
District Court 

G Reopened 
L New filing 
L New tiling 

No 
NA 

YesJNo 

No 
NA 
NA 

WEST VIRGINIA: 
Circuit Court 
Magisbate Court 

G NC 
L NC 

No Yes/No 
No NIApplicable 

(continued on next page) 

266 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report 199 1 



FIGURE H: Method of Counting Civil Cases in State Trial Courts, 1991. (continued) 

Are reopened Are enforcement/ 
cases counted collection proceed- Are temporary in'unc 
as new filings, ings counted? If tions counted4 If - 
or identified yes, are the counted yes. are the counted 

separately as Qualifications separater from separately tom new 
State/Court name: Jurisdiction reopened cases? or Conditions new case filings? case filings? 

WISCONSIN: 
Circuit Court G New filing Identified with R No Yedyes 

(reopened) suffix, but 
included in total count 

WYOMING: 
District Court G Reopened No No 
Justice of the Peace Court L Reopened NA NA 
County Court L Reopened NA NA 

JURISDICTION CODES: 

G = General Jurisdiction Court 
L = Limited Jurisdiction Court 

NA = Information is not available 
NC = Information is not collectedbunted 

NlApplicable = Civil case types heard by this court are not applicable to this figure. 

Source: The 1991 State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide profiles, as updated and verified by state administrative offices of the courts. 
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METHODOLOGY ......... 

Court Statistics Project: 
Goals and Organization 

The Court Statistics Project of the National Center for 
State Courts compiles and reports comparable court 
caseload data from the 50 states, the District of Colum- 
bia, and Puerto Rim. Project publications and technical 
assistance encourage greater uniformity in how indi- 
vidual state courts and state court administrative off ices 
collect and publish caseload information. Progress to- 
ward these goals should result in more meaningful and 
useful caseload information for judges, court managers, 
and court administrators. 

The State Coud 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. COSCA, through its Court 
Statistics Committee, provides policy guidance and re- 
view. The Court Statistics Committee includes members 
of COSCA and representatives of state court administra- 
tive off ice senior staff, the National Conference of Appel- 
late Court Clerks, the National Association for Court 
Management, and the academic community. Prepara- 
tion of the 1991 caseload report was funded by an 
ongoing grant from the State Justice Institute (SI-07X- 
OB-O07-P92-1) to the NCSC. 

In addition to preparing publications, the Court Sta- 
tistics Project responds to about 600 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 is 
taken into consideration when selecting topics for em- 
phasis in the caseload statistics report series. 

Evolution of the Court Statistics Project 

During the Court Statistics Project's original data 
compilation efforts, the State of the Art and State Court 

Caseload Statistics: 1975 Annual Report, classification 
problems arose from the multitude of categories and 
terms used by the states to report their caseloads. This 
suggested the need for a model annual report and a 
statistical dictionary of terms for court usage. 

The State Court Model Annual Report outlines the 
basic management data that should, at 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 caseloads. Terms for reporting data on case 
disposition methods are provided in the Dictionaryand in 
other project publications. The classification scheme 
and associated definitions serve as a model framework 
for developing comparable and useful data. A new 
edition of the State Court Model Statistical Dictionary 
was published in 1989, consolidating and revising the 
original 1980 version and the 1984 Supplement. 

The Court Case Management Information Systems 
Manual, which was produced jointly with the State Judi- 
cial Information Systems Project, is another 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 categorizing and 
counting cases in the trial courts and resulted in the 1984 
State Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical Report- 
ing. Information from the jurisdiction guide was incorpo- 
rated into the caseload database for 1981 and is updated 
annually. 

The second stage involved preparation of the 1984 
State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for Statistical 
Reporting, which was used to compile the 1984 appellate 
court database. Key information from the guide is up- 
dated annually as part of the preparation for a new 
caseload Report. The introduction to the 1981 Report 
details the effect of the Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide on 
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the Court Statistics Project data collection and the intro- 
duction to the 1984 Report describes the effect 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 1987 is a 
reference bookthat describes the organization and man- 
agement of the state courts. 

The first caseload Repoft 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 Repoft, incorporating the reporting structure in the 
1984 Trial Court Jurisdiction Guide, organized the 
caseload data by comparable jurisdictions. 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 vary widely in form and detail. 
Although constituting the most reliable and valid data 
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 man- 
aging their own systems and are not prepared specifi- 
cally for inclusion in the COSCNNCSC caseload statis- 
tics 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, com- 
puter-generated output, and the project's statistical and 
jurisdictional profiles, which are updated by state court 
administrative off ice staff. 

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 ices of state court admin- 
istrators, and appellatecourtclerks); 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 1991 caseload statistics. 

Data Collection Procedures 

The following outline summarizes the major tasks 
involved in compiling the 1991 caseload data reported in 
this volume: 

A. The 1991 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 1991 material 
with the contents of individual states' 1990 annual re- 
ports. Project staff used a copy of each state's 1990 trial 
and appellate court statistical spreadsheets, trial and 
appellate court jurisdiction guides, and the state court 
structure chart as worksheets for gathering the 1991 
data. Use of the previous year's spreadsheets 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. The caseload 
datawereentered ontothe 1991 spreadsheets. Caseload 
terminology is defined by the State Court Model Statisti- 
cal Dictionary, 1989. Prototypes of appellate and trial 
court statistical spreadsheets can be found in Appendix 
C. 

B. Caseload numbers were screened for significant 
changes from the previous year. A record that docu- 
ments 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 effect on the size of 
the reported court caseload. 

C. The datawere then transferred from the handwrit- 
ten copy to computer databases that are created as 
EXCEL spreadsheets. Mathematical formulas are em- 
bedded in each spreadsheet to compute the caseload 
totals. The reliability of the data collection and data entry 
process was verified through an independent review by 
another project staff memberof alldecisions made by the 
original data collector. Linked spreadsheets contain the 
information on the number of judges, court jurisdiction, 
and state population needed to generate caseload tables 
for the 1991 Report. 

D. After the data were entered and checked for entry 
errors and internal consistency, individual spreadsheets 
were generated for the appellate and trial courts using 
EXCEL software. The spreadsheet relates the total for 
each model reporting category to the category or catego- 
ries the state used to report its caseload numbers. 

E. Trial court spreadsheets for all 50 states, the 
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico were sent directly 
to the states' administrative offices of the courts for 
verification. This fairly recent step in the data collection 
process (which began with the 1989 Repod) provided 
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further assurance of data accuracy and also yielded a 
bonus when 18 states either added caseload data that in 
previous years had not been reported or provided addi- 
tional information which resulted in changes to the foot- 
notes to the data. For the 1991 Report, the Court 
Statistics Project undertook several additional efforts to 
improve the completeness and comparability of the trial 
court data. 

Tort, contract, and real property rights data became 
the focus of a data improvement effort. Each state 
that did not publish or routinely provide it was con- 
tacted concerning the availability of tort, contract, 
and real property rights data. Two states (Oregon 
and Wisconsin) and the District of Columbia were 
able to provide a breakdown of tort, contract, and real 
property rights data in conformance with the Court 
Statistics Project prototype. 
Court Statistics Project staff for the first time made 
direct contact with probate courts that are not re- 
quiredtoreportdatatotheadministrativeofficeof the 
courts in their state. It was possible to obtain data 
directly from the probate courts of Maine and Ten- 
nessee, which are included in the 1991 Report for 
the first time. 
Denver County Court does not report data to the 
administrative office of the courts. Court Statistics 
Project staff contacted the Denver County Court 
directly and obtained caseload statistics, which re- 
sulted in complete data for the Colorado County 
Courts for 1991. 
F. Appellate court statistical spreadsheets were sent 

for review and verification to the appellate court clerks in 
all 50 states and the District of Columbia. Five states- 
Arizona, Louisiana, New York, Pennsylvania, and Vir- 
ginia-and the District of Columbia provided project staff 
with additional appellate court caseload data. Fifteen 
states responded to the project staff’s letter asking for 
caseload statistics at the end of their reporting period. 
The letters were sent in January to those states that 
report data on a calendar year basis and in July to those 
states that report data on a fiscal year basis. (Note: The 
Court Statistics Project reported data for the Virginia 
Supreme Court that were provided by the clerk’s off ice. 
These data do not correspond with data reported by the 
Virginia Administrative Office of the Courts, due to differ- 
ent reporting methods. The administrative office of the 
courts reported all cases that were disposed in 1991, 
including cases that were filed in previous years. The 
clerk’s off ice of the Virginia Supreme Court reported only 
those cases that were filed and disposed in 1991 .) 

G. Finally, the caseload tables in Part Ill and the 
smaller tables supporting the text of Parts I and II were 
generated. The spreadsheet for each court system is 
directly linked to the tables, each itself created as an 
EXCEL spreadsheet, and once all of the 1991 data had 
been entered and verified, these links were automatically 
updated. This updating procedure allows all of the 1991 
data to be placed on one large spreadsheet that is then 

usedtogenerate 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. 

Variables 

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 trafficlother 
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, 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- 
port/custody, 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 include 
active cases only; others include active and inactive 
cases. The COSCA Court Statistics Committee recom- 
mended that the collection of pending caseloads 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. Before the use of 
EXCEL spreadsheets for reporting statistical data, the 
main purpose of the profile was to translate the terminol- 
ogy used by the states when reporting statistical informa- 
tion into generic terms recommended by the State Court 
Model Statistical Dictionary. Each court’s spreadsheet 
captures the state’s terminology, and the jurisdiction 
guide format has been streamlined. The jurisdictional 
profile collects information on number of courts, number 
of judges, methods of counting cases, availability of jury 
trials, dollar amount jurisdiction of the court, and time 
standards for case processing. 

There are also statistical spreadsheets and jurisdic- 
tion guides for each state appellate court. Two major 
case types are used on the statistical spreadsheet: 
mandatory cases that the court must hear on the merits 
as appeals of right and discretionary petition cases that 
the court decides whether to accept and then reach a 
decision on the merits. The statistical spreadsheet 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 
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final trial court judgment or some other matter, such as a 
request for interlocutory or postconviction relief. Where 
possible, the statistics are classified according to subject 
matter, chiefly civil, criminal, juvenile, disciplinary, or 
administrative agency. 

The appellate court jurisdiction guide contains infor- 
mation about each court, including number of court 
locations, number of justices/judges, number of legal 
support personnel, point at which appeals are counted as 
cases, procedures used to review discretionary petitions, 
and use of panels. 

Graphics as a Method of 
Displaying Caseload Data 

The 1985 and 1986 Reporis used maps to summa- 
rize the data contained in the main caseload tables. 
Subsequent Reporis also use maps as a method for 
displaying information, but limit their role to summarizing 
court structure and jurisdiction and describing caseload 
comparability. 

Instead of maps, the 1991 Report summarizes 
caseload data and trends on pie charts and bar graphs. 
In the charts and graphs displaying 1991 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. A state is excluded from a 
graph only if the state’s relevant data is less than 75 
percent complete. Most of the text tables and bar graphs 
of trend data include only states that have reported 
statistics in comparable terms over the full seven-year 
period. There are several exceptions to this general rule, 
where an effort was made to show all data in a particular 
category that was reported to the project. 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. 

Foot notes 

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 statistics are either 
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 statistic to contain inapplicable case types 
while also omitting those which are applicable, making 
the total or subtotal simultaneously overinclusive and 
underinclusive. 

The 1991 Report uses a simplified system of foot- 
notes. An “ A  footnote indicates that the caseload 
statistic for a statewide court system does not include 
some of the recommended case types; a “B” footnote 
indicates that the statistic includes some extraneous 
case types; a ‘C’footnote indicates that the data are both 
incomplete and overinclusive. The text of the footnote 
explains for each court system how the caseload data 
differ from the reporting category recommended in the 
State Court Model Statistical Dictionary. Caseload sta- 
tistics that are not qualified by a footnote conform to the 
Dictionary’s definition. 

Case filings and dispositions also are affected by the 
unit and method of count used by the states, differing 
subject matter and dollar amount jurisdiction, and differ- 
ent 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 
12-month period covered in this report is not the same for 
all courts. 

This report reflects court organization and jurisdic- 
tion in 1991. Since 1975, new courts have been created 
at both the appellate and trial level, additional courts 
report data to the Court Statistics Project, and courts may 
have merged and/orchanged counting or reportingmeth- 
ods. The dollar amount limits of civil jurisdiction in many 
trial courts also vary. Care is therefore required when 
comparing 1991 data to previous years. The trend 
analysis used in 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 1991 STATE COURT 

Intermediate General 
Appellate Jurlsdlctlon 

Alabama Judicial System 
Annual Report, 1991 

Alabama Judicial System 
Annual Report, 1991 

CASELOAD STATISTICS 
Umlted 

Jurlsdlctlon 

Alabama Judicial System 
Annual Report, 1991 

......... 

Alaska Court System 
1991 Annual Report 

The Arizona Courts FY 
1991 Data Report 

Alaska Court System 
1991 Annual Report 

The Arizona Courts FY 
1991 Data Report 

Alaska Court System 
1991 Annual Report 

The Arizona Courts FY 
1991 Data Report 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of 
the Court of Appeals. 

The Judiciary State of 
Hawaii: Annual Report 
1991 and Statistical 
Supplement 1990-1 991 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 

The Judiciary State of 
Hawaii: Annual Report 
1991 and Statistical 
Supplement 1990-1 991 

Courts of Last 
Resort 

Alabama Judicial System 
Annual Report, 1991 

Alaska Court System 
1991 Annual Report 

Alaska 

Arizona The Arizona Courts FY 
1991 Data Report 

Arkansas r Annual Report of the 
Judiciary of Arkansas N 
1990-1991 

Annual Report of the 
Judiciary of Arkansas FY 
1990-1991 

Annual Report of the 
Judiciary of Arkansas FY 
1990-1 991 

Annual Report of the 
Judiciary of Arkansas FY 
1990-1 99 1 

1991 Annual Report, 
Judicial Council of 
California 

1991 Annual Report, 
Judicial Council of 
California. Unpublished 
data were provided by the 
Clerk. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Admitis- 
trator of the Courts. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Administ- 
rator of the Courts. 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Colorado Judicial 
Department Annual 
Report FY 90-9 1 -- 
Statistical Supplement 

Colorado Judicial 
Department Annual 
Report FY 90-91- 
Statistical Supplement 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Off ice of 
the Chief Court 
Administrator. 

Colorado Judicial 
Department Annual 
Report FY 90-91- 
Statistical Supplement 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Off ice of 
the Chief Court 
Administrator. 

Colorado Judicial 
Department Annual 
Report FY 90-91 -- 
Statistical Supplement 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Office of 
the Chief Court 
Administrator. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Off ice of 
the Chief Court 
Administrator. 

1991 Annual Report of I the Delaware Judiciary 
........................... 1991 Annual Report of 

the Delaware Judiciary 
1991 Annual Report of 
the Delaware Judiciary 

District of Columbia 
Courts Annual 
Report,l 991 

~ 

----_______________________ District of Columbia 
Courts Annual Report, 
1991. Unpublished data 
were provided by the 
Executive Officer. 

District of Columbia 

Florida 

Georgia 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the State 
Court Administrator and 
the Clerk of the Supreme 
court. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the State 
Court Administrator and 
the Department of 
Highways, Safety, and 
Motor Vehicles. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of 
the Supreme Court. 

The Judiaary State of 
Hawaii: Annual Report 
1991 and Statistical 
Supplement 1990-1991 

The Judiciary State of 
Hawaii: Annual Report 
1991 and Statistical 
Sumlement 1990-1 991 
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states 

Idaho 

Illinois 

General 
Jurlsdlctlon 

courts of Lest 
Resort 

The Idaho Courts Annual 
Reportfor 1991; 1991 
Appendix 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Admin. 
Director of Courts. 

Umlted 
Jurlsdlctlon 

, lntermedlate 
Appellate 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

The Idaho Courts Annual 
Reportfor 1991; 1991 
AD ~8 n d i x 

1991 Annual Statistical 
Report. Unpublished 
data were provided by the 
Clerk. 

Annual Report of the 
Courts of Kansas: 1990- 
1991 FY 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of 
the Supreme Court. 

Massachusetts Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of 
the Supreme Court. 

The Idaho Courts Annual 
Reportfor 1991; 1991 
Appendix 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Admin. 
Director of Courts. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Admin. 
Director of Courts. 

~~ 

Indiana 1991 Indiana Judicial 
Remrt 

1991 Indiana Judicial 
Report 

1991 Indiana Judicial 
Report 

1991 Indiana Judicial 
Report 

1991 Annual Statistical 
Report. Unpublished 
data were provided by the 
Clerk. 

~~~ 

1991 Annual Statistical 
Report 

Annual Report of the 
Courts of Kansas: 1990- 
1991 FY 

Annual Report of the 
Courts of Kansas: 1990- 
1991 FY 

Kansas Muniapal Courts 
Caseload Report, FY 
1991 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of 
the Court of Appeals. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the 
Administrative Director of 
courts. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the 
Administrative Director of 
courts. 

1991 Annual Report of 
the Judicial Council of the 
Supreme Court of 
Louisiana. Unpublished 
data were provided by the 
Judicial Administrator. 

1991 Annual Report of 
the Judiaal Counal of the 
Supreme Court of 
Louisiana. Unpublished 
data were provided by the 
Judicial Administrator. 

Louisiana Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of 
the Supreme Court. 

1991 Annual Report of 
the Judiaal Counal of the 
Supreme Court of 
Louisiana 

State of Maine Judicial 
Department Annual 
Report, FY 91 

State of Maine Judicial 
Department Annual 
Report, FY 91 

Department Annual 
Report, FY 91 

Maryland Judiciary 1990- 
Annual Report of the 
Maryland Judiciary 1990- 
1991 

Annual Report of the 
Maryland Judiciary 1990- 
1991. Unpubshed data 
were provided by the 
AOC. 

Annual Report of the 
Maryland Judiciary 1990- 
1991 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of 
the Appeals Court. 

Annual Report of the MA 
Trial Court, 1991. 
Unpublished data were 
provided by the 
Administrator of Courts. 

Michigan 1991 Annual Report of 
the State Court 
Administrator and 
Statistical Supplement 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 

1991 Annual Report of 
the State Court 
Administrator and 
Statistical Supplement 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 

Minnesota Unpublished data were 
provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 

Supreme Court of 
Mississippi 1991 Annual 
Report 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Supreme Court of 
Mississippi 1991 Annual 
Report 

Data were not available. 

Supreme Court of 
Mississippi 1991 Annual 
Report 

Supplement to the 
Missouri Judicial Report, 
Fiscal Year 1991. 
Unpublished data were 
orovided bv the AOC. 

Supplement to the 
Missouri Judicial Report, 
Fiscal Year 1991 

Supplement to the 
Missouri Judicial Report, 
Fiscal Year 1991 
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Umlted 
Jurisdiction 

Data were not available. 

Stst- 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Courts of Last Intermediate General 
Resort Appellate Jurisdiction 

Unpublished data were -- Unpublished data were 
provided by the Court 
Administrator of the Court Administrator. 
Supreme Court. 

Nebraska Supreme Court 

provided by the State 

Nebraska Supreme Court 
1991 Annual Report 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of 
the Supreme Court. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of 
the Supreme Court. 

Annual Report 90-91. 
Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of 
the Supreme Court. 

The New Mexico Courts, 
I 1991 Annual ReDOrt 

1991 Annual Report 

provided by the Adminis. 
Dir. of Courts. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Director, 
AOC. 

NJ Judiciary: Superior 

Reference Guide, 1986- 
1991. Unpublished data 
were provided by the 
Administrative Director of 
Courts. 

The New Mexico Courts, 
1991 Annual Report 

........................... Unpublished data were 

Annual Report 90-91. 
Unpublished data were Court Caseload 
provided by the Clerk of 
the Appellate Court. 

The New Mexico Courts. 
1991 Annual ReDort 

Administrator of Courts. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the AOC. 

~ 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Adminis. 
Dir. of Courts. 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Annual Report of the Annual Report of the Annual Report of the ND 
North Dakota Judiaal North Dakota Judiaal Judicial System, CY 
System, Calendar Year System, Calendar Year 1991. Unpublished data 
1991 1991 were provided by the 

Ohio Courts Summary, 
1991 

AOC. 

Nebraska Supreme Court 
1991 Annual Report 

Data were not available. Nevada 

New Hampshire Unpublished data were 
provided by the Director. 
AOC. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the 
Administrative Director of 
courts. 

New Jersey 

New Mexico The New Mexico Courts, 
1991 Annual Report 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Chief 
Administrator of Courts. of Appeals of the State of 

New York. Unpublished 
data were provided by the 
Clerk. 

of Appeals of the State of 
New York. Unpublished 
data were provided by the 
Clerk. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the Adminis. 
Dir. of Courts. 

North Carolina Unpublished data were 
provided by the AOC. 

Annual Report of the ND 
Judicial System, CY 
1991. Unpublished data 
were provided by the 
AOC. 

Ohio Courts Summary, 
1991 

Ohio Courts Summary, 
1991 

Ohio Courts Summary, 
1991 

Oklahoma State of Oklahoma, The 
Judiciary: Annual Report 
FY 91 

State of Oklahoma, The 
Judiciary: Annual Report 
FY 91 and Statistical 
Appendix 

Data were not available. State of Oklahoma, The 
Judiciary: Annual Report 

provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 

~~ ~ 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 

Oregon Unpublished data were 
provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 

Pennsylvania Unpublished data were 
provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the State 
Court Administrator. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the 
Administrative Director of 
courts. 

Unpublished data were 
provided by the 
Administrative Director of 
Courts. 

Puerto Rico Not available. 
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stater 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Courta of Lest Intermediate General Umlted 
Resort Appellate Jurisdiction Jurisdiction 

Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk. 

SC Judicial Department SC Judiaal Department SC Judicial Department SC Judicial Department 
Annual Report, 1991 Annual Report, 1991 Annual Report. 1991. Annual Report, 1991 

provided by the AOC. provided by the AOC. 

Additional unpublished 
data were provided. 

the Judiciary and 1991 the Judiciary and 1991 
Annual Report of SD Annual Report of the SD 
Unified Judicial System Unified Judicial System 

Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Tennessee Judicial Data were not available. 
provided by the provided by the Council Annual Report, 

Texas Judicial System Texas Judicial System Texas Judicial System Texas Judicial System 
62nd Annual Report, FY 
1990-1991 1990-1 991 1990-9 1 1990-9 1 

SD Courts, The State of SD Courts, The State of . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Executive Secretary. Executive Secretary. 1990-9 1 

62nd Annual Report, FY 62nd Annual Report, FY 62nd Annual Report. FY 
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Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of 
the Supreme Court. the Appellate Court. Court Administrator. Court Administrator. 

Judicial Statistics, State ........................... Judicial Statistics, State Judicial Statistics, State 
of Vermont for Year of Vermont for Year 
Ending June 30,1991. Ending June 30,1991, Ending June 30, 1991. 

Virginia State of the Virginia State of the 
Judiciary Report 199 1 Judiciary Report 1991 Judiciary Report 1991 Judiciary Report 1991 

The 1991 Report of the 1991 Caseloads of the 
Courts of Washington Courts of Washington Courts of Washington Courts of Limited 

Jurisdiction of 
Washington State 

provided by the AOC. 

provided by the Director 

provided by the Clerk of provided by the State provided by the State 

of Vermont for Year 

Virginia State of the 

The 1991 Report of the 

Virginia State of the 

The 1991 Report of the 

Unpublished data were _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  Unpublished data were Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk. 

Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were Unpublished data were 
provided by the Clerk of 
the Supreme Court. the Court of Appeals. of State Courts. of State Courts. 

Unpublishad were ___.________________________ Unpublished data were Unpublished data were 
provided by the Court 
Coordinator. Coordinator. Coordinator. 

provided by the AOC. 

provided by the Director provided by the Clerk of 

provided by the Court provided by the Court 
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Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Spreadsheet 

State Name, Court Name 
Court of last resort or intermediate appellate court 

Number of divisions/departments, number of authorized justicesljudges 
Total population 

Beginning End 
pending Filed Disposed pending 

MANDATORY JURISDICTION: 
Appeals of final judgments: 

Civil 
Criminal: 

Capital criminal 
Other aiminal 

Total criminal 
Juvenile 
Administrative agency 
Undassified 

Total final judgments 

Other mandatory cases: 
Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 
Interlocutory deasions 
Advisory opinions 

Total other mandatory 

Total mandatory cases 

Filed Petitions 
Filed Petitions Granted 

Filed Granted Disposed Disposed 

DISCRETIONARY JURISDICTION: 
Petitions of final judgment: 

Civil 
Criminal 
Juvenile 
Administrative agency 
Undassified 
Total final judgments 

Other discretionary petitions: 
Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 
lnterloartory deasions 
Advisory opinions 
Total other discretionary 

Total discretionary cases 

GRAND TOTAL 

OTHER PROCEEDINGS: 
Rehearinglreconsideration requests 
Motions 
Other matters 

Number of supplemental judgesljustices 
Number of independent appellate courts at this level 
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Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued) 

MANNER OF DISPOSITION 

Opinions 
Predecision Decision 

disposition (dismissed/ Signed Per curiam without opinion 
withdrawnlseffled) opinion opinion (memo/order) Transfened Other 

MANDATORY JURISDICTION: 
Appeals of final judgment 

Civil 
Criminal 
Juvenile 
Administrative agency 
Undassified 

Other mandatory cases: 
Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 
Interlocutory deasions 

Total mandatory jurisdiction cases 

DISCRETIONARY JURISDICTION: 
Petitions of final judgments: 

Civil 
Criminal 
Juvenile 
Administrative agency 
Undassified 

Other discretionary petitions 
Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 

Total discretionary cases 

GRAND TOTAL 

TYPE OF DECISION IN MANDATORY CASESIGRANTED PETITIONS OF FINAL JUDGMENT 

Administrative Other 
Civil Criminal Juvenile agency mandatory cases Total 

Opinions: 
Affirmed 
Modified 
Reversed 
Remanded 
Mixed 
Dismissed 
other 

Total decisions: 
Affirmed 
Modified 
Reversed 
Remanded 
Mixed 
Dismissed 
Other 

TYPE OF DECISION IN OTHER DISCRETIONARY PETITIONS 

Petition granted Petition denied Other 

Other discretionary petitions: 
Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 

Total discretionary jurisdiction cases 
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Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued) 

TIME INTERVAL DATA (MONTHIDAYS) 

Ready for hearing Under advisement 

Notice of appeal (submitted or oral oral argument Notice of appeal 
or under advisement (submitted or 

argument completed) completed) to decision to decision or ready for hearing 

Number Number Number Number 
ofcases Mean Median ofcases Mean Median ofcases Mean Median ofcases Mean Median ------------ 

MANDATORY JURISDICTION: 
Appeals of final judgment 

Civil 
Criminal 
Juvenile 
Administrative agency 
Undassified 

Other mandatory cases 
Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 
lnterfocutory decisions 

Total mandatory jurisdiction cases 

DISCRETIONARY JURISDICTION: 
Petitions of final judgments 
Civil 
Criminal 
Juvenile 
Administrative agency 
Undassified 
Other discretionary petitions 

Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 
Interlocutory decisions 
Advisory opinions 

Total discretionary jurisdiction cases 

GRAND TOTAL 
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Prototype of State Appellate Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued) 

AGE OF PENDING CASELOAD (DAYS) 

Not ready for hearing 
Submitted or 

Awaiting court Awaiting Awaiting Ready for oral argument 
reporter's transcript appellant's brief respondent's brief hearing completed 

over over over over Average age 
0-60 61-120 120 0-60 61-120 120 0-60 61-120 120 0-60 61-120 120 ofpending 
days days days days days days days days days days days days caseload ------------ 

MANDATORY JURISDICTION: 
Appeals of final judgment 

Civil 
Criminal 
Juvenile 
Administrative agency 
Undassified 

Other mandatory cases 
Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 
Interlocutory decisions 

Total mandatory jurisdiction cases 

DISCRETIONARY JURISDICTION: 
Petitions of final judgments 
Civil 
Criminal 
Juvenile 
Administrative agency 
Undassified 

Other discretionary petitions 
Disciplinary matters 
Original proceedings 
Interlocutory deasions 
Advisory opinions 

Total discretionary jurisdiction cases 

GRAND TOTAL 
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheet 

State Name, Court Name 
Court of general jurisdiction or court of limited jurisdiction 

Number of circuits or districts, number of judges 
Total population 

Beginning End 
Pending Filed Disposed Pending 

CIVIL: 
Tort: 

Auto tort 
Product liability 
Medical malpractice 
Undassified tort 
Miscellaneous tort 

Total Tort 
Contract 
Real property rights 
Small daims 
Domestic relations: 

Marriage dissolution 

URESA 
Adoption 
Paternity 
Miscellaneous 
Undassified 

supporvcustody 

Total domestic relations 
Estate: 

Probatehillshntestate 
Guardianship/mnservatorship/trustees hip 
Miscellaneous estate 
Undassified estate 

Total estate 
Mental health 
Appeal: 

Appeal of administrative agency case 
Appeal of bid court cas8 

Total dvil appeals 
Miscellaneous civil 
Undassified civil 

Total civil 

CRIMINAL: 
Felony 
Misdemeanor 
DWllDUl 
Appeal 
Miscellaneous criminal 
Undassified criminal 

Total Criminal 

TRAFFIC/OTHER VIOLATION: 
Moving traffic violation 
Ordinance violation 
Parking violation 
Miscellaneous traffic 
Undassified traffic 

Total traffidother violation 
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued) 

Beginning End 
Pending Filed Disposed Pending 

JUVENILE: 
Criminal-type petition 
Status offense 
Child-victim petition 
Miscellaneous juvenile 
Undassified juvenile 

Total juvenile 

GRAND TOTAL 

Drug cases 

OTHER PROCEEDINGS: 
Postconviction remedy 
Preliminary hearings 
Sentence review only 
Extraordinary writs 

Total other proceedings 

MANNER OF CIVIL DISPOSITIONS 

Uncontested' 
Default Dismissed Withdrawn Settled Transferred Arbitration Total 

CIVIL: 
Tort: 

Auto tort 
Product liability 
Medical malpractice 
Undassified tort 
Miscellaneous tort 

Total Tort 
Contract 
Real property rights 
Small daims 
Domestic relations: 

Marriage dissolution 

URESA 
Adoption 
Paternity 
Miscellaneous 
Undassified 

support/custody 

Total domestic relations 
Estate: 

Probate/wills/intestate 
Guardianshiphnsertorship 

Miscellaneous estate 
Undassified estate 

/trusteeship 

Total estate 
Mental health 
Appeal: 

Total dvil appeals 
Miscellaneous civil 
Undassified civil 

Appeal of administrative agency case 
Appeal of trial court case 

Total civil 
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued) 

Jury trial: 
Conviction 
Guilty plea 
Acquittal 
Dismissed 

Nonjury trial: 
Conviction 
Guilty plea 
Acquittal 
Dismissed 

Dismissedholle prosequi 
Bail forfeiture 
Bound over 
Transferred 
Other 
Total dispositions 

MANNER OF CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS AND TYPE OF DECISION 

Miscellaneous 
Felony Misdemeanor DWI/DUI Appeal criminal Total 

MANNER OF TRAFFIC/OTHER VIOLATION DISPOSITIONS AND TYPE OF DECISION 

Moving traffic Ordinance Parking Miscellaneous traffic 
violation violation violation violation Total 

Jury trial: 
Conviction 
Guilty plea 
Acquittal 
Dismissed 

Nonjury trial 
Conviction 
Guilty plea 
Acquittal 
Dismissed 

Dismissed/nolle prosequi 
Bail forfeiture 
Parking fines 
Transferred 
Other 
Total dispositions 
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued) 

MANNER OF DISPOSITION: TRIALS 

Trial Trial 

Jury Nonjury Total - - -  Jury Nonjury Total - - -  

CIVIL: 
Tort: 

Auto tort 
Product liability 
Medical malpractice 
Undassified tort 
Miscellaneous tort 

Total Tort 
Contract 
Real property rights 
Small daims 
Domestic relations: 

support/custody 
Marriage dissolution 

URESA 
Adoption 
Paternity 
Miscellaneous 
Undassified 

Undassified 
Total domestic relations 
Estate: 

Probatelwillslintestate 
Guardianshiphnservatorship 

Miscellaneous estate 
Undassified estate 

/trusteeship 

Total estate 
Mental health 
Appeal: 

Appeal of administrative agency case 
Appeal of trial court case 

Total civil appeals 
Miscellaneous civil 
Undassified civil 

Total civil 

CRIMINAL: 
Felony 

Misdemeanor 
D W llDU I 

Miscellaneous criminal 
Undassified criminal 

Appeal 

Total criminal 

TRAFFWOTHER VIOLATION: 
Moving traffic violation 
Ordinance violation 
Parking violation 
Miscellaneous traffic 
Undassified traffic 
Total traffidother violation 

JUVENILE: 
Criminal-type petition 
Status offense 
Child-victim petition 
Miscellaneous juvenile 
Undassified juvenile 
Total juvenile 

GRAND TOTAL 
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued) 

AGE OF PENDING CASELOAD (DAYS) 

0-30 3180 61-90 91-180 181-360 361-720 over720 Averageage 
days days days days days days days of pending cases - - - - - - -  

CIVIL: 
Tort: 

Auto tort 
Product liability 
Medical malpractice 
Undassified tort 
Miscellaneous tort 

Total Tort 
Contract 
Real property rights 
Small daims 
Domestic relations: 

Mamiage dissolution 

URESA 
Adoption 
Paternity 
Miscellaneous 
Undassified 

support/custody 

Total domestic relations 
Estate: 

Probate/wills/intestate 
Guardianshiplconsetorshiplbusteeship 
Miscellaneous estate 
Undassified estate 

Total estate 
Mental health 
Appeal: 

Appeal of administrative agency case 
Appeal of trial court case 

Total avil appeals 
Miscellaneous civil 
Undassified civil 

Total civil 
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Prototype of State Trial Court Statistical Spreadsheet (continued) 

AGE OF PENDING CASELOAD (DAYS) 

0-30 31-60 61-90 91-180 181-360 361-720 over 720 Averageage 
days days days days days days days of pending cases - - - - - - -  

CRIMINAL: 
Felony 
Misdemeanor 
DWllDUl 
Appeal 
Miscellaneous criminal 
Undassified criminal 

Total criminal 

TRAFFIC/OTHER VIOLATION: 
Moving traffic violation 
Ordinance violation 
Parking violation 
Miscellaneous traffic 
Undassified traffic 

Total traffidother violation 

JUVENILE: 
Criminal-type petition 
Status offense 
Child-victim petition 
Miscellaneous juvenile 
Undassified juvenile 

Total juvenile 

GRAND TOTAL 

Drug cases 

OTHER PROCEEDINGS: 
Postwnviction remedy 
Preliminary hearings 
Sentence review only 
Extraordinary writs 

Total other proceedings 
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STATE POPULATIONS ......... 
Resident PoDulatlon . 1991 

Population (in thousands) 
1991 1991 

Juvenile Adult 
1991 
Total State or territory 

Alabama ............................ 
Alaska ............................... 
Arizona ............................. 
Arkansas ............................. 
California ............................. 

4. 089 
570 

3. 750 
2. 372 

30. 380 

1. 071 
180 

1. 010 
626 

8. 163 

3. 018 
390 

2. 740 
1. 746 

22. 217 

Colorado ............................. 
Connecticut .......................... 
Delaware ............................ 
District of Columbia .................... 
Florida .............................. 

883 
764 
168 
121 

2. 998 

2. 494 
2. 527 

512 
477 

10. 279 

3. 377 
3. 291 

680 
598 

13. 277 

Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Illinois . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1. 775 
288 
318 

2. 998 
1. 465 

4.848 
847 
721 

8. 545 
4. 145 

6. 623 
1. 135 
1. 039 

1 5 4 3  1. 
5. 610 

Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Louisiana ............................ 
Maine ............................... 

725 
672 
959 

1. 233 
310 

2. 070 
1. 823 
2. 754 
3. 019 

925 

2. 795 
2. 495 
3. 713 
4. 252 
1. 235 

Maryland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Massachusetts ........................ 
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1. 201 
1. 374 
2. 484 
1. 189 

751 

3. 659 
4. 622 
6. 884 
3. 243 
1. 841 

4.860 
5. 996 
9. 368 
4. 432 
2. 592 

Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Montana ............................ 
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New Hampshire . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

New Jersey . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New Mexico . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New York ............................ 
North Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
North Dakota ......................... 

1. 340 
2 24 
435 
321 
280 

3.818 
584 

1. 158 
963 
8 25 

5. 158 
808 

1. 593 
1. 284 
1.105 

1. 842 
458 

4. 366 
1. 643 

1 73 

5. 918 
1. 090 

13. 692 
5. 094 

462 

7. 760 
1. 548 

18. 058 
6. 737 

635 

Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
PuertoRico . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

2. 819 
845 
748 

2. 830 
1. 155 

8. 120 
2. 330 
2. 174 
9. 131 
2. 367 

10. 939 
3. 175 
2. 922 

1 9 6 1  1. 
3. 522 

Rhode Island . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
South Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
South Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

230 
938 
200 

1. 230 
4. 969 

774 
2. 622 

503 
3. 723 

12. 380 

1. 004 
3. 560 

703 
4. 953 

17. 349 

(continued on next page) 
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State Populations (continued) 

Resident Population, 1991 

State or territory 
1991 

Juvenile 

Population (In thousands) 
1991 
Adult 

1991 
Total 

Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Washington . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
West Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

642 
145 

1,539 
1,315 

437 

1,128 
422 

4,747 
3,703 
1,364 

1,770 
567 

6,286 
5,018 
1,801 

1,311 
136 

3,644 
3 24 

4,955 
460 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Press Release CB91-100, March 11,1991. 
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Total State Population for Trend Tables. 1985-91 

State or territory 1985 

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 ........................... 
NewJersey . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New Mexico . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New York . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
North Carolina . . . . . . . . . .  
North Dakota . . . . . . . . . . .  
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Oklahoma ..................... 
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Pennsylvania . . . . . .  
Puerto Rim . . . . . . .  
Rhode Island . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
South Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
South Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Virginia .................... 
Washington . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
West Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

4. 021 
521 

3. 187 
2. 359 

26. 365 

3. 231 
3.174 

622 
626 

1 1. 366 

5. 976 
1. 054 
1. 005 

1 1. 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. 8% 
3. 267 

968 
3. 347 

708 
4. 762 

16. 370 

1. 645 
535 

5. 706 
4. 409 
1. 936 

4. 775 
509 

Population (in th 

1986 1987 ~- 
4. 053 4. 083 

533 525 
3. 319 3. 386 
2. 372 2. 388 

26. 981 27. 663 

3. 267 3. 296 
3. 189 3. 211 

633 644 
625 622 

1 1. 675 12. 023 

6. 104 6. 222 
1. 063 1. 083 
1. 002 998 

1 1. 582 
5. 503 5. 531 

2. 850 2. 834 
2. 460 2. 476 
3. 729 3. 727 
4. 502 4. 461 
1. 173 1. 187 

4. 463 4. 535 
5.  832 5.  855 
9. 144 9. 200 
4. 214 4. 246 
2. 625 2. 625 

5. 066 5. 103 
819 809 

1. 597 1. 594 
964 1. 007 

1. 027 1. 057 

7. 620 7. 672 
1. 479 1. 500 

17.772 17. 825 
6. 334 6. 413 

679 672 

1 1. 551 

10. 753 10. 784 
3. 305 3. 272 
2. 698 2. 724 

11. 888 11. 936 
3. 267 3. 274 

9 75 986 
3. 376 3. 425 

708 709 
4. 803 4. 855 

16. 685 16. 789 

1. 665 1. 680 
54 1 548 

5. 787 5. 904 
4. 463 4. 538 
1. 919 1. 897 

4. 785 4. 807 
507 490 

iousands) 

1988 1989 

~~ 

1990 1991 

4. 103 
523 

3.489 
2. 394 

28. 3 15 

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 
4 79 

4.1 19 
527 

3. 557 
2. 407 

29. 064 

3. 316 
3. 239 

6 72 
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 
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 

4. 041 
550 

3. 665 
2. 351 

29. 760 

3. 294 
3.287 

666 
607 

12. 938 

6. 478 
1. 108 
1. 007 

1 1. 431 
5. 544 

2. 777 
2. 478 
3. 685 
4. 220 
1. 228 

4. 781 
6. 016 
9.295 
4. 375 
2. 573 

5. 117 
799 

1. 578 
1.202 
11109 

7. 730 
1. 515 

17. 990 
6. 629 

639 

10. 847 
3. 146 
2. 842 

1 1. 882 
3. 521 

1. 003 
3. 487 

696 
4. 877 

16. 987 

1. 723 
563 

6. 187 
4. 867 
1. 793 

4. 892 
454 

4. 089 
570 

3. 750 
2. 372 

30. 380 

3. 377 
3. 291 

680 
598 

13. 277 

6. 623 
1. 135 
1. 039 

1 5 4 3  1. 
5. 610 

2. 795 
2. 495 
3. 713 
4. 252 
1. 235 

4. 860 
5. 996 
9. 368 
4. 432 
2. 592 

5. 158 
808 

1. 593 
1. 284 
1. 105 

7. 760 
1. 548 

18. 058 
6. 737 

635 

10. 939 
3. 175 
2. 922 

1 9 6 1  1. 
3. 522 

1.004 
3. 560 

703 
4. 953 

17. 349 

1. 770 
567 

6. 286 
5. 018 
1 . 80 1 

4. 955 
460 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1992 . 
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OTHER PUBLICATIONS FROM THE 
COURT STATISTICS PROJECT 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

The followlng publlcatlons are available from the 
Natlonal Center for State Courts, 300 Newport 
Avenue, Wllllamsburg, VA 23187-8798: 

State Court Caseload Statlstlcs: Annual Reports 

Each of these four volumes (1 976-1 979) has 
available caseload information from all appellate and 
trial courts. 1980-1984, paperback, $3.00 each 
volume, plus shipping. 

1976-1979 

State Court Caseload Statlstlcs: Annual Report 1980 
Available caseload information from all appellate 
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1984, 
496 pages, paperback, $4.50, plus shipping. 

State Court Caseload Statlstlcs: Annual Report 1981 
The 1981 Report is out of print. Photocopies are 
available from the Court Statistics Project. 

State Court Caseload Statlstlcs: Annual Report 1984 
Available caseload information from all appellate 
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1986, 
276 pages, 25 oz., paperback, $6.25, plus shipping. 

State Court Caseload Statlstlcs: Annual Report 1985 
Available caseload information from all appellate 
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1987, 
312 pages, 28 oz., paperback, $6.25, plus shipping. 

State Court Caseload Statlstlcs: Annual Report 1986 
Available caseload information from all appellate 
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1988, 
278 pages, 24 oz., paperback, $6.95. plus shipping. 

State Court Caseload Statlstlcs: Annual Report 1987 
Available caseload information from all appellate 
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1989, 
266 pages, 21 oz., paperback, $6.95, plus shipping. 

State Court Caseload Statlstlcs: Annual Report 1988 
Available caseload information from all appellate 
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1990, 
306 pages, 32 oz., paperback, $6.95, plus shipping. 

State Court Caseloed Statlstlcs: Annual Report 1989 
Available caseload information from all appellate 
and trial courts are presented in this report. 1991, 
292 pages, 32 oz., paperback, $6.95, plus shipping. 

State Court Caseload Statlstlcs: Annual Report 1990 
Available caseload information from all appellate and 
trial courts are presented in this report. 1991, 31 6 
pages, 34 oz., paperback, $6.95, plus shipping. 

Court Case Management lnformatlon Systems 
Manual 

This manual reviews local and statewide case 
management information requirements and presents 
sets of model data elements, data collection forms 
and case management output reports for each level 
of court. 1983,342 pages, 29 oz., paperback, 
$15.00, plus shipping. 

The Business of State Trlal Courts 
Defining courts business as cases filed, serius 
cases, and contested cases, this monograph tests 
six myths about courts, their work and decisions. 
1983, 158 pages, 14 oz., paperback. Single copies 
are available free of charge. 

State Court Organization 1987 
Updates the 1980 reference guide to the organiza- 
tion and practices of all state appellate and trial 
courts. 1988,420 pages, 43 oz., paperback, $9.95, 
plus shipping. 

State Court Model Annual Report 
Suggested formats to be used in preparing stae 
court annual reports. Discusses topics to be consid- 
ered for inclusion in court reports. 1980, 88 pages. 
Single copies are available through the National 
Center for State Courts library. 

1984 State Appellate Court Jurisdiction Guide for 
Statistical Reporting 

Contains information on the organizations, jurisdic- 
tion, and time standards in the state appellate courts. 
1985, 117 pages. Single copies are available for 
loan through the National Center for State Courts 
library. 

State Court Model Statlstlcal Dictlonary, 1989 
Contains definitions of terms used to classify an 
count court caseload. Gives the court statistical 
usage for each term. Merges the 1980 edition and 
1984 Supplement, defines new terms. 1989, 90 
pages, 11 oz., paperback, $4.50, plus shipping. 


